Low Income Dynamics and Determinants under
Different Thresholds: New Findings for Canada
In 2000 and Beyond

Zhe (Jerry) Ren and Kuan Xu
Dalhousie University
Halifax, Canada

B3H 3J5
Email: zhe.ren@dal.candkuan.xu@dal.ca

February 30, 2011

~The authors wish to thar{) Statistics Canada for research support and awarding Tom Symons Research
Fellowshipto Kuan Xy (b) the analysts gtlantic RegionalData Gntre, Dalhousie Universignd

SSHRC for data accegs) the conference and seminar participants at the Canadian Economics Association
Meetings in Quebec City and at the Department of Economics, Dalhousie Unif@rsiynments, anddj

Lars Osberg and Arthur Sweetman for serving as external reviewdralison Hale, Brian Murphy and

Xuelin Zhangfor serving asStatistics Canadeeviewes. The opinions expressed in this report are those of

the authosd  a mrabt necessarily reflect the views of the Government of Canada and its Departments.


file:///C:/Users/K%20Xu/Documents/Research/Current/PovertyPersistenceInCanada/Draft/zhe.ren@dal.ca
mailto:kuan.xu@dal.ca

Abstract

The existing studies on Canadian low income dynamics are based orreth&D or
SLID data for the 1990s. This study extends the existing sthgliesingPanels 31999
2004 and 4 (20022007) of the SLID datto address the followg research questions:
(1) What are the characteristicspaverty dynamicérom year to year? (2Vhatarethe
characteristics of low income dynamics over tin@How are transitionsito low
income affected by gender, family type, and other fact@p®/hat determinants
influence transitory and persistent low inconf@?How do low income gaps vargiss
the population?6)Which low income threshold is more inclusive?

We find that 2/3 of the low inconféanadiangnd 97% of th@on low incomeCanadians

stick to theirstatesasin previousyear.About 1/3 of the low income Canadiam®ve out

of low incomeand 3% of the non low income Canadians move into low income year over
year.Men in generahre more likelyin low income for various durations than women
are.Different low income thresholds do not change the overall assessment of low income
dynamics.

In this paper, we also find thixansitorylow incomeis very much dife cycle
phenomenonThat is, transitory low income is more prominent in certain age groups and
unattached families. Therefore, age and family composgii@yan important role in
transitory low incomeThese findings are quite robust under all three low income
thresholds and across the two panel periods.

While the total population experience less persistent low income over time, we find that
some high risk groups (suchlasemothes, later immigrants, members of visible
minorities,peopk with less education and people with disability) still suffi@refrom
persistent low income.

We find that people with less education are more likely to be in low income but their
relative income dficits are lower than those with university education although the
university graduates are less likely to be in low income.

As to the choice of low income thresholds, we artpa¢the minimax (or least exclusion)
principle is logically and ethically defsible. Based on this view, we find that MBM is
the most inclusive low income thresh@uhong the three (LICO, LIM, and MBM) for the
two panel periods (1992004 and 2002007).

Key words: low income, poverty, thresholdynamics persistencdife cycle, high risk
group, minimax, least exclusion
JEL Codes: 132, 138
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Section 1. Introduction

The analysis of low income dynamics and persistence anchtice of low income thresholds

are clearly interconnecte@here are several low income thresholds established in Caghada

Low Income Cuioffs (LICO), the Low Income Measug&IM) developed by Statistics Cangda

and the Market Basket Measure (MBMjroduced by Human Resources and Skills Development
CanadgHRSDC) These measures are used as low income thresholds by which the population

are classified into the low income and non low income subpopulations.

In the existing literature, sonaithorsadvacatethe relative approach to low incomand use
LICO and LIM. For exampleQDsberg and X§1999, 2008), Myles and Pico{2000, Morissette
and Zhang2001), World BankInstitute(2009, Finnie and Sweetma{2003, Gile (2004,
among othershaveadopedthisrelativeapproach.

Some authoradvocate the absolute approach to low incanmaemphasize that basic food,
clothing and shelter are absolute essentials for defiailayv income threshold:hey consider
thatLICO and LIM are togenerousand hene, advocate the essential costs of living being used
to construce low income threshold such as MBKbr example, Sarlo (1996) and Pendakur
(2001) have adopted this absolute approbchractice, due to various rules used in selecting and
computing abseite essentials for various family sizes, it is still unclear if, in td@0 and LIM

are indeed more generous thdBM .

Galbraith (1998padvocates the idea tHatv incomethresholds must be establisheith

reference to specific commuiais. Hence, haniplicitly suggests the reiae approachiMore

recently,Osberg and Xu (200&ndRavallion (2010provide a strong evidence to support the

low incomerelativism.On the magnitude of low income threshol@sberg and Xu2008)

further arguethaf ¢ i s an MfAabsol ut éowindorheahwesholdandada f i ne d)

irel ativeo (as a fr act lowimonmethresheldhe optimalehgicei val ent i
of low income thresholdst should behe maximum of the two; thatisy | A @ i . On the

relevancy of relative low income thresholds to other absolute deprivations, Sen (1992, p. 115)

'!Please note that the terminology filow incomed is ado
interpreted as poverty by Statistics Canada, we use this coneefertto both low income and poverty

broadly in our analysis. The justifications for doing so are (i) that we do use LICO, LIM, and MBM in our

analysis and (ii) that from the conceptual point of view, low income defined by Statistics Canada nests

poverty hut not the other way around.



poi nt s celative degnivation ifi therspace of incomes can yield absolute depmivatio
the space of capabilities. o

When we fae several possible low income thresholds in Canada, what are the reasonable guiding
principles for making a choice among those thresholds? The existing literature provitiiezino
answetto this questionin this paper, we would like to propose our aesto this question in the
context of analyzing low income dynamics and persistence for Canada in 2000 and beyond.

There are some empirical findings in the existing literaburi®w income dynamics and

persistence for Canada in the 1990s amlieeaDuncan et al. (1993) is probabhmong the

earliest studies olow incomedynamics Morissette and Zhang (2001)psrhapsne of the first

fully dedicated studies on Canadian low income dynamics and persistencel@sngnd the

Survey of Labour and Inconi2ynamics(SLID) data from 1993 to 199& (sixyear panel). They
show that about 8% of Canadians experienced low income for four years or more between 1993
and 1998. Only 3% were in low income for all six years. They highlight the low income risk of
variousgroups in the population. For example, almost 40% of people living in families headed by
lone parergexperienced low income for four years or more, whereas unattached individuals
accounted for 23%. But they do not use otberincome ormpoverty threshals. Finnie and

Sweetman (2003) is anothmajor Canadian study on low income dynamics and persistence

using a fixed relativéow income thresholdnd the Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD)
data from 1992 to 1996 (ive-year panel) but the LAD datave less demographic and labour
market information than the SLID dadad do not accommodate LICO and MBWheyfind that

about 6% of Canadians were in low income for all five years between 1992 and 1996. Almost
21% experienced low income for one to fgears. They develop thew incomeannual entry

and exit models to show that lone paremsarticular lone motherand unattached individuals

have higher entry and exit rates than married ones during the period.

There are several reasons to extendatim/e Canadian studies. First, the existing Canadian
studiessuch as Morissette and Zhang (2001) and Finnie and Sweetman, (8068} address

the low income dynamics and persistence beyond 4888996, respectivelyand there is a

need forfinding out what have happened since then. Second, each of the previous studies uses
different low income thresholds and it will be interesting to explore how these thresholds affect

low income dynamics and persistenthird, the debate on which low income threslschre too



generous is primarily based on logical argura@nid the way by which a threshold is constructed
and there is a need for empirical assessment for all three low income thresholds.

What are the characteristics of low income dynamics and pesisite Canada in 2000 and
beyond? @ these different low income thresholds influence the analysis of low indpmagnics
and persisten@Without further research, we cannot answer these questions and fill the
knowledge gap.

To answer the above two resdaguestions we need (i) to develop a research strategy on low
income dynamics and persistence based on the existing literature and SLiditatastudy

low income dynamics and persistence under different low income thresholds for the Canadian
adult pgulation and various subgroups since the late 1990s, (iii) to analyze how low income
dynamics and persistence vary under different low income thresholds, and (iv) to update the
information on low income dynamics and persistfor high risk groups

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discussastteptual questions
as well as the research strategies for the empirical work that follows. Section 3 focuses on the

empirical analysis of data. In Section 4 we offer concluding remarks

2 We also analyze the LAD data but do not report the empirical result here as they are not comparable to
those from the SLID data and the paper is limited in space. The SLID data focus on economic families
while the LAD datadllow individual taxfilers and use the concept of census family. Unlike the SLID data
which can accommodate all three low income thresholds, the LAD data can only accommodate LIM but
not LICO and MBM. The LAD data can produce a longer panel but the datat dontain many family

and individual labour market related characteristics.



Section 2. Theoretical Considerations and Empirical Research Strategies

2.1 GeneralConceptual and EmpiricQuestions

In this paper, we would like to ask the following conceptual questieftse pursuing empirical
analysisWhichtarget population we shall analyZ2é/hat are possible tim@variant and time
varying low income threshold&Vhat are the issues relating to low income identification? How

to analyze low income over time and across the population? What are the differences between
trangtory and persistenblv incomé& How to measure transitions into and out of low income?
How to measure low income gaps? How to analyze low income inciddunegion,transition

and gaps in terms of other characteristics of the members of the population? If several types of
low income thresholds are available, wapproaches shall wese in comparing these

threshold®

2.2 Target PopulatiorData Sourceand Variables

The choice of the target populatidapend®n the problemat hand. If we wish to study low

income mobility, wemust distinguish two broad kinds of mobility in incom&he first kind of

mobility is intergenerational mobility, which describes changes of income from one generation to
the next. The second kind of mobility is intragenerational mobility, which refiechanges of
income, typs of work, and so oyduring the individual's life span. To analyze intragenerational
mobility, researchers need data from surveys that cover a substantial period of the life span for
the people of interesthe SLID data only covesurvey participants fat mostsix years. In this

case, we are only able to analyze intragenerational mobility for that period Gf time.

Currently, there are four complete panels for the SLID. Each panel consists of roughly 17,000

households and abo8#,000 adults surveyed for a period of six consecutive years. A new panel

% Of course, it is possible to think of mobility of a different kind such as type of jobs and education levels.
* A father may have a low (high) incorsgatebut his son willmove out of thastateand into the high

(low) incomestate Naturally, intergenerational mobility in income requires surveys between a long time
span so that both generations can be properly captured.

® Hulme et al. (2001) and (2003) focus on the fj@er span because this is a sufficiently long period.
Duncan et al. (1993) use the LAD panel for the period of 119856 (five years). Finnie and Sweetman
(2003)usethe LAD panel for the period of 1991996 (ive years). Morissette and Zhang (2001) use the
SLID panel for the period of 1998998 Eix years).



is introduced every three years, so two panels always overlap. For studying low income dynamics
after 1999, we focus on ti8LID Panel3 for 19992004and the SLIDPanel 4or 20022007.°

Because the individuals who are younger than age 16 normally do not participate fully in the
labour force and their income dynamics, if there are any, would be uncharacteristic of the
representative labour force. Therefore, our target populatiost®n$ the members of the

population who are 16 and oldeversix years.

The unit of analysis of this study is individual but it is family income that determines low income
state because individuals within a family are believed to pool their incordeshare other

economic resources. There are two definitions on the concept of family in the SLID, namely
economic families and census families. An economic family is defined as a group of two or more
persons who live in the same dwelling and are related¢h other by blood, marriage, common
law,€or adoption. The term fAcensus familyd cor
Ainucl ear familyo or #Ai mmediate familyo- I n
law couple with or without chdren, or a lon@arent with a child or childreh Our analysis for

the SLID focuses on economic family, which is commonly used in the literétsithereare
economie®f scale in household expenditure, we normally need to convert household incomes

into individual incomes using various equivalent income scales.

We can us€'Y to denote the target population, in which there @&réndividuals. We will track
these individuals ovefY periods. Letw bethe income of individualQin period ¢, for

Q plthE N plthE AYLet (g & ho FE hw  bethe income vector of the total
population in periodd and « 3 ® fo FE o the income vector of individuakdver "Y
periods.Let < bethevector comainingsocioeconomic and demographic information of
individual "Qin period 0, such agender, age, education activity and attainment, activity
limitation, immigration status, minority status, family size and compositiodarea of residence

etc

2.3 ldentification of Low Income

There are three possible low income threshold configurations. One is that ov¥pigods, the

researcher selects one fixed low income threslioldee, for exampleésinnie and Sweetman

® We have also analyzefde Longitudinal Administrative Dalt@se(LAD) for the corresponding perisd
(19992004 20022007, and 1992007 with LIM but the results are not reported here

" The correspondi definitions on different types of families can be found in the website of Statistics
Canadabhttp://www.statcan.gc.ca/concepts/definitions/fang.htm retrieved on May 18, 2010.

respoc

gener


http://www.statcan.gc.ca/concepts/definitions/fam-eng.htm

(2003). Another possibility is thatwer the "Y periods, the researcher selet¥time-varying but
methodologically consistent thresholds, & R E fix  (see, for examplevlorissette and
Zhang (200})). The third possibility is that the researcher may evaluate several metjiodiyo
inconsistent and timearying low income thresholds in terms of low income dynamics and
persistence. In this case, the tinying low income thresholds following methodolo@can

be denoted byx & R E M . The reseah of the last kind is rarely conducted. We wish
to fill the void by examining the Canadian SLID data with three methodologically different sets

of low income thresholdsvhicharediscussed below.

LICO is establishedising data from the Family Expenditu8ervey, now known as the Survey of
Household SpendingVhen a familyhas to spen@0 percentage points mooéits income on
necessitiege.g. food, shelteand clothingthan the average family afsimilar size this family

is classified as a low incamfamily. Separate LIC®are defined foseven sizes of familyfrom
unattached individuals to families of seven or more persand for five community sizesfrom
rural areas to urban areas with a population of more than 500 8@@termine whethex person
(or family) is in low income, aappropriate LICO (given the family size and community size) is
compared to the income of the person's economic famithis study, we use both afterx

family incomes and aftelmx LICOs? If the economic famjl income is below the cuff, all

individuals in that family are considered to be in low income.

LIM is a low ncome threshold that is definedafixed percentage (50%) tife median adjusted
family income. The adjusted family incomdemes to thefamily income adjusted for siagsing
equivalent scale, which takascount of the economies of scale. That is, the adjustment inflates
the family income to account for the fact that a larger family requires less per capita ihcome.

LIM is not adjusted for diffrences in community sitait itis automaticallyadjusted each year

8 There are aftetax and beforéax LICOs produced by Statistics Canada. The former is the benchmark
used for aftetax incomes while the latter is for befemx incomes. Due to the fact that aftak incomes

reflect the true purchasing power and afterLICOs (LICO-IAT, short for LICO-Income AfterTax, and
hereafter) can reveal the shortfalls in the true purchasing power, both Statistics Canada and researchers
prefer the use dfICO-IAT. The beforetax LICOs (LICGIBT, short for LICOIncome BeforeTax, and
hereafter) and resulting low income rates are only used to evaluate the redistributive impact of Canada's
tax/transfer system. Nethat for ease alemonstrationwe use LICO rather than LIGT hereafter,

without creating confusion.

° In our discus®n of the concept of individual equivalent income, for simplicity we sometimesilis®
represent the adjusted size of a family of siz&he scale used inlM allocates 1.0 to the oldest person in

the family, 0.4 to the second oldest person, Or4&zh additional adyland 0.3 for each additional child.

Based on this scale, a family of two adults and two children is assigned a size equivalent to two times (1.0
+ 0.4 + 0.3 + 0.3 = 2.0) the size of a family consisting of a single adult. Eachdamilyi ncome i s di vi de
its adjusted size to produce adjusted family incaméact, sometimes the literature refers to this adjusted
family income as the individual equivalent income.



for change in mediaadjustedamily. Similar to LICGs, if the economic family income is below
the correspondingIM, all individuals in that family are considered to be in low incofue.our
analysis, we follow the convention of Statistics Canada and the literature to usexdfieomes

andtheaftertax LIM. *°

MBM is based on the costs of a basket of necessary goods and services including food, shelter,
clothing and transportation, @ multiplier to cover other essentiditatistics Canada, on

Human Resources and Skills Devel opment Canadads
and services in the basket to calculate thresholds for 19 specific communities and 29 community
sizes in the teiCanadiarprovincesThe cost of the goods and serviceMiBM is calculated for

a reference family of one male and one female adult agd® 28th two children, a girl aged 9

and a boy aged 13he coss for all ather household configuratis arehen calculated usinglM
equivalence scal®IBM is, by designglosest to the absolute low income meastine incomes

used for comparisons witiBM cut-offs are narrower than aftéax income as these incomes

further exclude from total income @hnondiscretionary expenses such as support payments,
work-related child care costs and employee contributions to pension plans and to Employment
Insurance? In our analysis, we follow the convention of Statistics Canada and the literature to
compareafter-tax incomego MBM. Similar toLICO and LIM, if the economic family income

defined as sucis below the correspondingBM, all individuals in that family are considered to

be in low income.

AlthoughLICO, LIM, andMBM discussed abowarein the contexbf family income actually it
is much cleagrif we convert these incomes and-afifs into individual equivalent incomes and
cutoffs.

19 LIM s are calculated three times; using market income, bedgriecome, and aftetax income. Similar
to LICO, we only usaheaftertax LIM or LIM-IAT. Note that for ease afiemonstrationwe useLIM

rather than LIMIAT hereafter, without creating confusion.

™ It should be noted that the conceptual frameworBM wasdeveloped and adopted by HRSDC and
Statistics Canada in 2000. TherefMBM is not directly available for 1999 or earlier. To enable our
analysis on low income persistence across different choices of low income thresholds, wé/iBidutter
1999 by convemg the values in 2000 with an appropriate Consumer Price Index (CPI). Therefore, we
shall use caution when interpreting the results under MBM in 1999.

12 \We can explain the simplest conversion here.ddt be the income of a family of sizeThe

required family income for a family of sizé due to economies of scale is increasing and conca in
and will not ingease linearly with family sizé . This concept is also applicable to the family low income
cut-off or threshold,® i , which is increasig and concave i . If we use i as the adjusted family size,
we can convert both family income and low income threshold into the individual (or per capita) equivalent

income and low income threshold &s - and & - The comprison betweerdd i and @i is
identifical to the comparison betweei and &. The individual absolute low income gap would be



Generally, if an income is lower than a suitably chosen low income threshold, the individual with
that income is condered a low income individual and that income is regarded as a low income.
As we face three possible low income thresholds, we may use the indicator function to simplify
the discussion. For the three possible low income thresholds discussed previolsly, the

income event can be defined accordingly as follbtvs:

(1) 6 refersw & forall "Qand ¢
(2) 0 refers & forall "Qand ¢ and

(3) 6 refersw & forall "QQand o.

That is, if 00 p, individual "Qin period 0 is identified as a low income pers andhis/her
income is regarded &sw income. If 00 11, individual "Qin period 0 is identified as aon

low incomeperson and his/her income is regardedaslow income

With the above low income identification, in perigdthe target ppulation ™Y, which is the same

for all "Y periods, is classified into two subpopulasothe subpopulation of individuals whose
incomes are less than the low income threshold in pagic¥ @0 & , andthe

subpopulation of individals whose incomes are greater than or equal to the low income threshold
inperiodo, Y @0 & . The total target population &  “Yz "Y. In our study,”Y

contains the samé individuals for all Y periods

2.4 Transitoryand Persistent Low Income

In this paper, we would like to distinguish transitory (or transient) low income from persistent (or
chronic) low incomeDuncan et al. (1993) artde US Bureau of the Census (1989) nibte

distinction etween transitory and pstent low incomeThey also find that the people in

persistent low income have characteristics that are significantly different from the rest of the

population.

While the distinction between the twypes of low incometateis probably well understood

there are many possible interpretations at the operational level. For example, Borrooah and

O a4 o = if @ & The individual relative low income gap would be —

W if & & Apparently,® is scalefree.

=
13 Here we adopt the low income criteria with the incamietlyil ess t hano a | ow i ncome
are consistent with the large part of relevantditere and data processing convention. Some authors
(Borooah and Creedy (2002), for example) wuse fl ess

t
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Greedy (2002) consider one year in poverty as temporary poverty and two ygaverity as

permanent poverty. time and his coauthors (2001, 2003) consider mefieed grades of

poverty and longer term povertiore specifically, accaling to their definitions, (1) c hr oni ¢

p o opersorrefers to an individual whose income is lower than the low income threshold in each

of "Y periods (e.gfive yeas) or in most (e.gfour yeas) of “Y periods (e.gfive yeas), (2) a
itransient pooro person refers to an individual
threshold over time or whose income falls below the low incibmesshold in one of Y periods,

and (3poardneperson refers to an individual whos:é¢
income threshold(gjuring the study period’hese definitions are consistent with the

classification of the poor people intamsitory and persistent poor groups in this paper.

As can be seen here, the periodaf i n di vspahwavdrdd by tHe survey data dictates

how persistent low income can be best measured. If we follow a cohort only for six years, then
the maximundurationin low incomewould be limited to six yearCensoring and truncation

will inevitably occur*® When low income starts before the first survey year but we can only
observehelow incomeduration as if it starts frorie first survey year in our tig we call this

left censoring. When low income persists beyond the last survey year in our data but we cannot
observe when this low income spell will actually end, we call this right censoring. Truncation
occurs when low income is so brief within a yearthat the annual surveys do not detect such

low income spells. The critical difference between censoring and truncation is that the former is
detectable but without full information while the latter is not detdetat all as it is truncate@o
minimize challenges from censoring, we shall use the longest panel data as possible. Even if we
do so, there is no guarantee that we will avoid this problem completely. Annual surveys are
inherently incapable to capture brief low income spells within a'yelaressence, censoring and

truncation are the limitations of data collection.

2.5 Analysis of Low Income Dynamics

To measure low income dynamics, let the low income indicatdRbe 06 . Q @ =

1if individual "Qin period 0 has low income or is in the low incoratate Q 00 =0

14 Osberg and Xu (2001) have addressed censoring and truncation in the context of monthly incomes when
discusfng theoretical issues in poverty measurement and poverty duration.

5 The truncation at the annual data level will occur if an annual income is higher than a suitably chosen
annual low income threshold but some monthly incomes are actually below thdynhmmtincome
threshold that corresponds proportionally the annual low income threshold.



otherwise Let B, bethevectorof low income indicatoror the population in period and -_;;g

be thevectorof low income indicator$or individual “Qfor all Y periods.

When we follow a cohort in and out of low income with its probabilities (or proportions) in and
out of that low income state over all Y periods, which is the maximunumber of the years.
We call this cohort a closed Markov systéhieti B "O0 @ B Q bethe

number of the low income individuals in the target populafitven the proportiod of

individuals in low income (deried by state 1) in period is “ B _ andthe
proportion of individuals not in low income (denoted by state 2) in pebidgsl “ p
5 p —. By definition, “ “ p.Let Z, “ H .The history of proportions

in low income and not in low income ove&Y periods is therefore given by:

Z Bz, iZiz . BRgys
Another way of examining the low income dynamics is to see the hisftding proportions of
individuals in low income and out of low income in peri@tonditional on their previous low
incomestatein period ® p. That is, over period® ¢ H'Yand across the two states, in and

out of low income@Q pht , the histoy of these conditional proportions can be characterized

by
[13 $l 8

This history can be best cast in a tree diagram, which startdHietmo initial state§ in and out
of low income, to next four possible stadeism and out of low incomgiven previously in low
income or previously out of low income, and to more future states tik thetate® in and out

of low incomé are reachdin period “Y

To make sense of the history of conditional proportichs $' , we need thé&ransition
probabilities. The transition probability from an income (low income or not low incetat
“On period 0 p to an incomestate "Qin period o is denoted by} 0 . In our analysis, we

have a transition probability matrix in periasl

16 See Bartholowmew (1982) for more information.
"We use fiproportionodo instead of altfiopghthélatbrimhyibe yo to ai d
more precise inidcussing the stochastic process.
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Fo 2 N ° 8

n
0O n o
for 6 pltB AYHere,n 0 R 6 pandfp 0 1 0 p.® We can empirically
analyze the estimated transition probabilities to identify interesting patterns in miMititythe
n o

N o periodd ¢ HRYand state@Q phg, which can be written compactly as

transition probabilities, we can calculdte ' n o and*“

Z« Z4 |Fon

for all o.

In particular, we can use the longn average of the diagonal elements||of) to measure

immobility in various low income states. More specifically,

can be used to evaluate the ovemalriobility regardless of being in, or not in, low income.

Because the state 1 is the low income state, we cai use B to evaluate the overall

immobility of being in low income and usi ® ___ toevaluate the overall immokitii
. . - . B -

of not being in low incomeSimilarly, we can usa) —— to evaluate the mobility from

state "Qto stateQwhere"@Q phg.**

2.6 Analysis of Low Income Persistence

Given the income datarfa individuals over4 periods, we can measure transitory low income

and persistent low income.

18 H I T[Eﬂ'l T[&
As anexample, iZ ~ T@@ and | ¢ i gy then

> T[@T[& -
2z o meiw X TS m f

¥ Here we follow the spirit of Section 2.3 in Bartholomew (1982).
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Theoretically, we cause the set theoretical frawmrk to describe the transitory and persistent
low income® But in our study,3 and 3 are indeediine varying. In other words, individuals

may maintain or change their low incostateover time.

In the population’Y, we use"Y and "Y to identify those who are in or out of low income in
period o. In order to analyze low income persistence, we can exafivin@Y) over time. There
are a range of possible configurations. One extreme is thisdilveuals are in low income in all
“Y periods and this group is denoted by Y. The other extreme is that individuals are not in
low income in all4 periods and this group is denoted by Y. Given that"Y represents the
population, ™Y Y represents the individuals who are in low incdoreat least one year.
By the same tokenY “Y represents the individuals who are not in low income at least
one year. There are many intermediate conéiions between these two extreme cases. This
serves as the basis for further analysis.

To make the above framework operational, @t be the number of the years in low income for

individual personQover “Y periods, which is given by
O Q8

We can analyze the distribution of normalized low income duratf@nsas fractions of'Y
periods

1 2

oV

The distribution ofgy 1 A B A  describes how low income durations as fi@msi of
“Y periods are distributed among the members of the target population. Obvimusly, p.
That is the longer (or briefer) the low income duration is, the higher (lower) Yaluédhas. As
usual, the mean and variancef, [,and, |, can give some information about the
distribution. Sometimes, we are interested in the distribution ekeow] . In this case we can
denote these normalized low income durationgheyector #_, Similarly, the mean rad

variance of#f_, 1 [ and, |, give some information about the distributioh#_,

20 AlthoughBorooah and Greedy (2008)opt the similar frameworkheyonly consider tweyear poverty
status. That is, they definemporarypoverty as one year poverty and permanepbverty as two years in
poverty In our context, we catinethree years in low income thignsitory low income anfbur or more
year in lowincome thepersistent low income over a syear period.

12



We can analyze the proportion of the population wharal@wv income for Qout of Y periods.

. 0@ ¢ M AO Q
Y 0

where A 'O "Q is a count function for the number of individuals whose low income periods

equal to'Qfor 'Q TipfB FYWe canalso examine the proportion of the population whdrare

low income at leastQ periods

“ o Q - 1 2 “ O 8
~ 0
Clearlythe relationship betweeth 'O p and” O 1 is given below
“ @] “ 1 P “ O 18
p o p

As to what constitute transitory persistent low income, researchers must make a reasonable
choice. For the panel data of six years, for example, it is common to vieantihtreeyears in
lowincome p 'O o could be considered as transitory low income wiile or more years

inlowincome 1t O ¢.

In the literature, Morissette and Zhang (2001) and Finnie and Sweetman (2003) adopt the
measures of years of low income such as the percentages of the population wid(Bade 2,

€, 6) year (s) ‘operiddo(saysix yeaspambtheparcentages of the
population who have at least one or more years of low income or that for at least four or more

years of low income.

2.7 Analysis of Low Income Gaps

In studying low income persistence, researchers are often interested ineabadlrelative low
income gaps or shortfall¥he absolute low income gap for low income individi@h period 0
can be defined as followgt) & & o hif @ &; & 1 otherwise ithe same time

invariant low income threshold is useder time across individuals, () & hif

) a; @ 11, otherwisdf the same timevarying low income threshold is used across

individuals for each time period,and @ & «hif @ & ; @ 1 otherwisdf the

same timevarying low income threshold ¢fpe "Qis used for each period across individuals.

13



Let 5, & RO MO bethe vector ofabsolute low income gaps acraiss population of

size 0 inperiodd, =_, &® RO MY the vector of absolute loimcome gas of the low

income subpopulation of siz¢ in period o, =5 & R B KO  the vector of absolute low

income gaps ahdividual "Qover “Y periods The absolute mean low income gap for the total

population is given byw & The absolutenean low income gap for the low income
S " B

subpopulation igiven by @ —38

The relative low income gap for low individu&Din period 0 is given by(1) @  — if the

same timanvariant low income threshold is useder time across individuals, (2) — if

the same tim&arying low income threshold for each time pdris used across individuals, and

(3) @ — if the same timevarying low income threshold of typ&is used for each time

period across individualet o5, @ o B o bethe vector ofelative lov income gaps
of the population of sizé) in periodd, e_ ® fw B o  bethe vector of relative low
income gaps of the low income subpopulation of sjz& period 6, and e & hi B hiy

the vector of relative low income gapsindlividual "Qover “Y periods The relative man low

income gap for the total population is given &iy E  _ The relative mean low income

gap for the low income subpopulation is givendy B—.

2.8 Duration Aversion and Comprehensive Measuwfe Low Income
Durations

In addition to the above discussion, following Osberg and Xu @00& consider an index for
low income duration ovefY periods. This is particularly useful if we wish to compare the low

income persistence between the poputetim two different (possibly overlapped) panels
We can establish the following seven axioms for a low income duration index:

1. Focus axiom for low income duration: The low income duration index should be
independent of the subpopulation whose do notréxpee any low income.

2. Weak monotonicity axiom for | ow income
income duration, holding other low income durations constant, must decrease the low

income duration index.

14
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3. Impartiality axiom for low income duration: €How income duration index may be
defined over ordered low income durations without loss of generality.

4. Weak transfer axiom for low income duration: The low income duration index should
increase ifa brief low income duration of an individual is furthexduced at the expense
of a similar or greater increase in a long initial low income duration of another person and
the set of the low income people does not change.

5. Strong upward transfer axiom for low income duration: The low income duratier
shouldincrease if a shortéow income duration of an individual is further reduced at the
expense of a similar or greater increase in a long initial low income duration of another
person.

6. Continuity axiom for low income duration: The low income duration indees
continuously with low income durations.

7. Replication invariance axiom for low income duration: The low income duration index
does not change if it is computed based on a distribution of low income durations that is

generated by thé&-fold replication of the original distribution of low income durations.

Under theabove axiomswe can establish the S&hmorrocksThon (SST) index of low income

duration over”Y periods as
Yy ¢ 1 o algp o
{ B TEP TOH
where "O#y is the Gini coefficient of the normalized low income durations (in-decreasing
order) of the population. Please note that the SST index of low income duratiofiYgariods

is the product of the proportion of the population who are ever in lovwiac “ 1T -,

average normalized low income duration of the subpopulation who are ever in low inddme (
and inequality measure of normalized low income duratigns "O#y . The higher (lower) the

SST index of low income dation is, the lower (higher) the social welfare the target population

has.

2.9 Analysis of Incidence in Low IncomeProbability of Being in Low
Income and Low Income Gaps

Given the above analysis, we are now ready to consider the analysis of incidemcencoloe,
probability of being in low income, and low income gaps with respect to the available panels.

First, we note that the incidence in low income and probability of being in low income can be
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captured by binary dependent variables. Because we arestdd in learning what might

increase the probability of being in low income and/or cause low income, we can study low
income incidence and/or probability of being in low income that are related to the covariates such
as gender, age, education, minostgtus, language, student status, disability standfamily

decomposition and so on in the framework of

where Q represents low income state for individught thesix-year aggregate level;
represents the vector of covariates associated with indiviQuaald 6 represents the error term,
"Q phgfB ). Modeling the probability of being in low income at the pamgfregate level has
the benefit that the binary variables of low income state can be created by the degree of low
income persistence over the panel period, e.g. at least one year in low incomefatigasrs

in low income, and all six years in low income. In doing so, we are able to afatyassthat

may cantribute to higher probabilitida transitorylow incomeas well as in persistent low

income.

In addition, we are interested in learningvhoer capita absolute low income gafis (vary
acrossndividual characteristics and how relative low income gapysdre related to the vector of
covariates associated with individu& < ; at the panel aggregate lewdle can use the
following models for that purpose: forQ phch h)

w Qo o)
We would rely on linear regression models to estimate the above model.

2.10 Choices among Different Low Income Thresholds

As we have noted earlier, although the total populafiois the same over time, the

subpopulationsY @» & and’¥ Qo & areindeed thresholdependent in
the sens¢hatthey are dependent on the choice of thresfi@id , whereQ phg8 8

While each low income threshol@can be justified on various grounds, the objective is clear.
That is, a threshold should be chosen such that a low income individual classified by the
threshold is truly in low incomé&Ve can approach the issue from telifferent perspectives.

First, we examine the issue at the methodological level only based on the income distribution.
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Then we can examine the issue at the empirical level based on the information beyond the income

distribution.

For the moment, let usippress the subscrifit so that we ignore the time period. L&tbe the
true low incomesubpopulation buit is not completely observabléY~ 4 and { is the

collection of all possible true low income subpopulatidret “Y be the low income
subpopulatiorunder threshal 'Qwhere’@ L Lis the collection of all possible thresholdst

0 WY be the loss function which gives a positive value for selectiigvhich is not the same
as "YThe nore Y and "Ydiffer, the higher the value of the loss étion O ™AY . Therefore,
threshold Qis preferred to threshold if

0 MY 0 "WY 8
According to Wald (1950), there exists the optimal decision called the minimaX rule:

i oayo AY  QEVR 6 o YAy 8

That is, thresholdQshould be chosen so that the maximum loss is to be minimizedol.
The meaningful loss function for the purposeaifrectlyidentifying thosetruly low income
individuals should be the number of truly low incomdivtiduals who are identified asn low

incomeindividualsinsteadunder threshold¢? that is,
O0™AY M7y Y8

When there arewo thresholds such @61 L we can compare the pair of relevant loss

functions. The minimax rule choosesashold 'Qover thresholdQif
i o ,f]"[) WY i 0 h“() "AY 8

Whenthere are more than twibresholds, we can compare all relevant loss functions. The

minimax rule chooses threshol@if

21 The supremum asupof L is the smallestipper bound fok. An upper bound wbh actually belongs to

the seis called a maximunsSimilar, the infimum oinf of L is the greatest lower bound for A lower

bound which actually belongs to the set is called a minimum.

% Instead of using this loss function, one can use other loss functions. For example, we can attach the
highest rank weight to the lowest income (higtHew income gap) individual and the lowest rank weight

to the highest income (lowest low income gap) individual. Such a schedule is often called the Gini social
welfare function. For simplicity of the discussion, we leave this discussion for otherarmcasi
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T "AY  QQd o 0 "y 8

Now we explore the implication of the minimax rule further. Given thatY nwy =y ,

we can write the decision rule as
foqyny Yy Qi oqynty Y8
The aboe inequality can be further rewritten as
foqyn™y nY ioaynty i onncy
or
n-y i onr-y 8

The final inequality implies that the minimax rule chooses threskécause the low income
sulpopulation is the most inclusive one than any other low income subpopulations identified
under all threshold&» L

Note thatthe low income population8Yfi®® L are nested or these lowkpopulations are not
nestechs shown in Figurd - A/B. If "YRQ L are nested, we can firidelargestset "Y such
that "Y p z « Y. Therefore, the ranking of 'YAQ L can be based ofl Y h'® L Thatis,
thresholdQis chosen because

nwy i{oé6aAn-y
for '@ L
If "YAQ® L are not nested, the low income subpopulations identified under threshatuis Q

partially overlap each othes shown in Figur8 - B. Thatis,”Y Y n and”Y Y |,

where! is the empty or null set. Thisiplies MY Y mandMY Y m

On the relationship between inclusion and exclusi@assumeéhat there are only two low
income threshold€Qand "QTo make the case applicable, we only need to consider that threshold
"Qis choserover thresholdQwhich is the second most inclusive one among many other possible

choices. We start from
n-y n-ty 8

As M °Y" Y isthe upper bound fof1 Y and M"Y , we have
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nYy" vy nvy nYy* " nn°h
which can be rewritten as
nwy vy nsYy 7Y 8

Thatis, thresholdQis chosen so that the low income subpopulation under this threshold
encompass the mastw income individualshat areotherwiseexcludedunder any othe
thresholds'® L We call this decision rule the minimax principhdternatively, threshold Qis
chosen because thmv income subpopulation uedthis threshold excludes the smallest number
of low incomeindividualsidentified under threshol@We call this alternative decision rutbe

least exclusion principle

The above discussion and identification of the suitable choice of a low income threshold are
indeed very interesting. On the philosophical level of social justice in the sense of Raw)s (1970
a more inclusive low income threshold is more likely to include those who probably belong to the
less well off. On the operational level of statistical analysis in the sense of Wald (1950), a more

inclusive low hcome threshold is more conservatigeapture the trly low income population.

We now turn to the discussion of the threshold choice issue at the empirical level based on the
information beyond the income distribution. As noted previqubl/SLID data do contain oth
information ongender, ag, education, minority status, language, student status, disability status,
andfamily types,and so onTherefore théey research question is: Whether or not the

individuals included in the low income subpopulation under thresfiddt excluded from the

low income subpopulation under threshdfhre inappropriately excludedf?a significant
proportionof these excluded individuatgelong tathe members of the high risk subgrougsch

as women, lone mother, individuals widsseducatiorattainment and disability, recent

immigrants and so on, we can judge that thresfaiday be challenged.
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Section 3. Empirical Analysis of Data

3.1 Empirical Research Questions

Once the aboveonceptual issues are clarified, we also wish to examine tlosving empirical
guestions. Whadre the characteristics laiw income dynamicgom year to yed#tWhat are the
characteristics of income dynamics over tirrsRv aretransitiors to low income affected by
gender, family type, and other factors? What deteantsinfluence transitory and persistent low
income?How dolow income gapsary across the population®hich low income threshold is

more inclusive By answering the above questions, we expect to have a better understanding of

low income dynamics duringpé period of 1992007.

3.2 Basic Statistics

The Canadian population aged 16 and @reraboufl8 million adultpeopleby the end of 1998
and aboufl9 million by the end of 2001We studylow income dynamics and persistemnttging
the period of 1992007which encompasséd®/o SLID panels: one from 1999 to 20@4d the
other from 2002 to 2007 These two panels are overlapping in time and represented by two
distinct surveysamplesBecause ware interested iflow income dynamics and persistenae

studyead panel and compare the findings from both.

ForPanel 319992004) 51.4% of the population are women while 48.6% are rimemigrants
account for about8% of the populatioandover9% of the populatiorbelong to members of
visible minorifes In the bginning year of 1999, around one quarter of the population fall under
the age group of 384 years oldmore than 10% are aged 65 years old and altornex quarters
receive at least diplomas from high schadiout 15% are students, and 18% of the papulat
have some form of disability. In terms of family composititamilies headed by lone parent
represent 5% of the populatiofihe proportion of unattachéatdividualsremains stable at 16%
over time.The proportion of attacheddividualswith child(ren) decreasegom almost 42% in
1999 to abat 34% in 2004. Thattachedndividualswithout child(ren) steadily increase their

sharefrom about 23% to more than 278aring thesix-year period.

2 please see Table Al and Table A 2 for more information.
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ForPanel 420022007) 51.1% of the population are women Vehi8.9% are men. Immigrants
account for almost 20% of the population and more than 12% of the population belong to
members of visible minoiés. In the beginning year of 2002, more than one fifth of the
population fall under the age group of85% yearsld, more than 12% are aged 65 years old and
above, around 80% receive at least diplomas from high school, about 15% are students, and 23%
of the population have some form of disability. In terms of family composition, families headed
by lone parents repsent 5% of the population. The proportion of unattached individuals and
attached individuals without child(ren) steadily increase their shares from about 14% to almost
17%, and from about 24% to almost 28%, respectively. The proportion of attached iadividu
with child(ren) decreases from almost 41% in 2002 to almost 33% in 2007 duringehe 6

period.

3.3 What Are the Characteristics of Low Income Dynamics fitearto
Year?

We analyzethe year to year low income dynamics by examining the empiowaincome
transition probabilities and tree diagraaighepopulationfor eachpanelover time under various

low income thresholds

Probably the simplest way to examihe year to year low income dynamics is to examine the
proportions of the people in and aftlow income and how the proportions changes over time
and to examine the empirical transition probabilities from year to year. Thblked- show us
these proportions and empirical transition probabilities for the pollation as well as the
femak and malesulpopulations folPanel 319992004) andPanel 420022007) underLICO,
LIM, and MBM respectively

While the year to year transition probabilities vary somewhat across different low income
thresholds, they are broadly consistent acrosshbitds over time. That igpproximately2/3 of

the low income individuals stay in low income year after year while about 1/3 of them move out
of low incomeover time About 97% of thenon low incomeandividuals stayout of low income

while only about 36 of them get into low income. This observation is quite robust foraitad:

populationas wells agor both female and makulpopulations.

It is well-known that the low income dynamics are different across different genders in Canada
(e.g.,Morissetteand Zhang (2001) and Finnie and Sweetman (2003)). It will be interesting to

examinethe low income dynamics following the two panels by gedeing the period of 1999
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2007 ForPanel 319992004), Figures 1/2 A-C demonstrate low income transitionthe form
of the tree diagranter thefemale and malsulpopulatiors underLICO, LIM, and MBM,
respectively. It is noted that the low income incidence for the fesadgmpulation in 1999, the
initial yearof Panel 3 is about 11%underLICO (Figure 1- A) and about 10%inderLIM
(Figure 1- B). But it is about 13%inderMBM (Figure 1- C). The low income incidence for the
malesulpopulation in 1999 is about 9%hderLICO (Figure 2- A) andLIM (Figure 2- B). But
it is aboutl1%underMBM (Figure 2- C). For Panel 420022007), Figured/2 - D-F showlow
income transition for the male and femalgpopulatiors underLICO, LIM, and MBM,
respectivelylt is noted that the low income incidence for the fersalgopulation in 2002, the
initial year ofPané 4, is about 10%underLICO (Figure 5- A) and LIM (Figure 5 B), whileit is
about 12%underMBM (Figure 5- C). The low income incidence for the malépopulation in
2002 is about 8%anderLICO (Figure 6- A) and LIM (Figure 6- B). But it is about 1% under
MBM (Figure 6- C).

These tree diagrams also confirm the observafionsthe aboveempirical transition
probabilities.Overall, Figures1/2 - A-F show the evidence that the transitions into or out of low
income are highly pattiependentn otherwords,while the majority ofCanadians are less likely
to switch in and out of low inconstateover time, some Canadians do transit into or out of low

income year over year.

3.4 What Arethe Characteristics @fow Income Bynamicsover Time?

Tables 2 - A-C describe the number of yedos which people (16 years old and above, in

percentage) spent in low incomederLICO, LIM, and MBM, respectivelyin Panel 31999

2009. Tables 2 D-F describe the number of yeds which people (16 years old and abawve,

percentage) spent in low incomederLICO, LIM, and MBM, respectivelyin Panel 42002

200).The Al1+0 category combines theinjpwincoreent ages of
duringthesixxy ear peri od; whereas t hentafe$ofpopdaionegor y con
who werein low income for at leadbur years during theix-year period. Theetables further

break down the population by their characteristics, including gendefinae first year of each

panel) education attainment, studestatus, disability status, minority status, immigration status,

family composition in alkix years, and family compositiqin the first year of each panel)

By looking at the low income rates for both men and worbEDO andLIM are quite
comparable altbugh they are based on different methods (@ /B and Table® i D/E).
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MBM is more inclusive as to who are in low income (Tal@e C/F). That is,more people whose

incomes are marginallyaboveLICO or LIM areotherwiseclassified as low incomende MBM.

We observe thahe low incomestatefor mary Canadianss transitoryduring the study period
Only a very small percentage of the populatxperiences persistent low inconegardless
which low income threshold is usdd.Panel 319992004),5.2% and 5.5% of the population
are in low income fofour or more years from 1999 to 2004derLICO andLIM , respectively
(Tables2 - A/B), whileit is 6.4%underMBM (Table2 - C). In Panel 420022007), 5.1% and
5.6% of the population are in low incorfog four or more years from 2002 to 200rderLICO
andLIM, respectively (Table® - D/E), whileit is 5.8%underMBM (Table2 - F).

More women than men are irWdncome for various duratioris Pane$ 3 and 4(19992004 and
20022007 (Tables2 - A-F) regardless which low income threshold is usad MBM appears

to be more inclusiveAlthough senior citizens are much bettertbéin members of other age

groups in Canada due to treevantsocial policy(such as Old Age Security (OAS) and

Guaranteed Irame Supplement (GIS)he gender difference in low income (more women than
man in low income) still exists among those aged 65%/er @ables2 - A-F). This difference

may be related to the difference in Canada public pension payments that dependsrcihow

and how long workers contribute to the Canada public pension. Because female workers tend to
contribute less over shertperiods of time than their male waterpartslo, female retirees

receive less Canada public pensiaympents

In both panels, @ note theemarkablegatterns ofife cycletransitions In Pane$ 3 and 4(1999
2004and 20022007) while a majority (from two thirds to three quarters) of the total population
arenever in low incomeyoung people, studentsnattached individualandlone parents are

likely in low incomefor a shoriperiod of time (e.g., one yeagflecing theirlife cycle

transitions Next we look at théife cycle transitions in detail

First, the youngndividuals, aged 124, havehe lowest percentagtess tha 7099 of never
being in low incomédut have the highest percentageer 13%) of being in low income for one
year. In addition, the low income incidence for one or more years fgothreggpopulationis at
30% or higheunderall threelow income threshdis(Tables 2 A-F).

Seconda high percentage (higher than 80%}lvdse aged 234, 3544, and 454 areneverin

low income. Onlyavery small percentagef them haveever been in low income fane to six
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years, respectively. These observations aite gobust acrossICO, LIM andMBM (Tables 2
A-F).

Third, thoseaged 554 havea relativdy higher incidence ithothtemprary andoersistentow
income.This group of individuals can be vulnerable in the labour market as well as in health
conditions ad marriage situation8ut thesituations for these groups impros@mewhat from
Panel 3 to Panel@ables 2 A-F).

Fourth, aults aged 65 or over have the lowest low income incidence. This is a $ulcstesy of
the social policy on senior citizesach as the Old Age Security (OAS) and Guaranteed Income
Supplement (GIS)~For this group of individuals, men haameven lower low income incidence
than womer(Tables 2 A-F).

One of themost importantife cycle changsis the change ofaimily compodion. It can be
complex as any change wilivolve more than one individué.g., spouse and children). As
family incomes are shared among family members, the change of family composition often has

direct impact on low incomstateunder various low incomthresholds.

From 1999 to 200those who aranattachegand who live in families headed lyne mothes,
are likelyin low income, regardless which low income thresholasesd(Tables 2 A-F). The
unattached include those singjleho are in the eadr stage of theilife cycle and those who end
up living alone at various stagjef thelife cycle. These individuals either have less income or
need more to get byr both. Hence, it is not surprising that some of tleeperienceersistent
low income Similarly, lone parentarealsolikely in low incomesincea single breadwinnewvith
one ormultiple children as dependertends taspreachis/her earningacross manfamily

members

It is worthwhile toexamine further thione parent familyy the gende of the family headwe

find thatfamilies headed blpne motherdiavea disproportiondly high incidence of low income
over the sixyear perioccompared to families headed loye fathersLone mother$iave tospend
moretime taking care oftheir child(ren)and hence are less likely to pursue higher education
and/or be active in the labour markés a result, lone mothers and their family members possess
less economic resources compared to the population in general and they represent dnghof the
risk groups(Tables3 - A-F andTables4 - A-F).
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In our previous analysis, weentify how life cycle transitions and family compositicaffect
low income In particular we find thatunattachedndividualsand lone parentarelikely in low

income Now we turn to the groups who tend to have high risk of being in low income.

Thehigh riskgroupswe have identified are thosedividualswith less than high school
educationindividualswith disability, members of/isible minorities and later immigrantsOur
findings in this paper are consistent with literaturé* using the data available aettime. Now

we discuss these findings below.

First,in Panel 319992004)more than 8% ofhe individualswith less than high school

education are in low income féwur or more years under dalireelow income thresholddn

Panel 420022007),more than 8% of thoseith less than high schoeHucatiorare in low

income four or morgears under bothlCO and LIM, whilethis percentagis just below 8%
underMBM duringthe same periods the theory of humacapital predict$® when workers

have less education, they get lower returns for their human capital and hence more likely to fall

below a low income threshold.

Second, irPanel 319992004), more than 16% of thoseith disability are in low income for
four or more years under all low income thresholdss is a high percentage considering the fact
that less than 4% of thoséthout anydisability are inpersistentow incomeunder all low

income thresholddn Parel 4(20022007),about 14% of thoseith disability are in low income

for four or more years under all low income thresholdsin this percentage is much higher
consideringhatonly about3% for those without disabilitare in persistent low income&his

finding is consistent with the literatuf®.

Third, in Panel 319992004), more than 10% othe members ofiisible minoritiesare in low
income for fouror more years under dhreelow income thresholds while less than 6%t
people who do not behg to these groupsainpersistentow income In thePanel 42002
2007),less than 9% of the membersvidible minorities are in low income for fowsr more years
while only about 5% of the people who do not belonghiesegroups are ipersistentow
incomeunderLICO and LIM. Under MBM, the percentage gfeople who belong tmembers of

visible minoritiesare inpersistentow incomeis higher (11%)compared to about 5% for those

% Relevant research include Morissette and Zhang (2001), HR8882rch papgR009), and Valletta
(2005) etc.

% The theory of human capital can be traced back to Becker (1964) and $t8uilt}.

% See, for example, HRSDC (2006).
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who do not belong ttmembers ofrisible minorities. The above findingare consistent with the

literature?®’

Fourth, inPanel 319992004), more than 1% of thelaterimmigrants(who moved to Canada
after 198§ are in low income for fouor more years under dlreelow income thresholdahile
only less than & of the natie-bornCanadiansre in low income for four or more yeahs Panel
4 (20022007),more than 9% of thiaterimmigrants are in low income for four or more years
under all three low income thresholds while around 5% of the AatireCanadiansre in low
income for four or more yearshe data again echo with the recent empirical findings on the

Canadian immigrarpopulation®®

3.5 How Are transitions to Low Income Affected by Gender, Family Type,

and Other Factors?

Whenlow incometransition probabilities arstudied, we can classify th@wv incometransition,

and therefore, its probability, into four categories during two adjacent years: getting out of low
income, getting into low income, staying in low income, and staying out of low income
dependent upon tHew incomestatein the two adjacent years, respectivélyhen some specific
transitions (getting into low income) are analyzed in a regression framework with a large number
of covariates, thaumber of thecasedor this kind of transitions with refereado some

covariatess toosmall to beeleased by Statistics Canada. Therefore, we adopt a strategy of only
looking at the joint probability ofntering or stayingn low income Tabless - A-F). The

complement cases are the transitions of getting cacb$taying away from low income, which

are the exactly oppositaainst theransitions ofentering or stayingn low income.

Becausehe patterns acrosgendes andor family compositionsare clearly differentwe shall

study the yeato yeartransitionof entering or stayingn low incomewith respect to each
subpopulation grougrhe goal of this analysis is to further identify the factors that determine low
income and their marginal effedig gender and family compositioim addition to the general
observation on the role of gender, we find that family composition dynamics, number of children,
age, and student status are important fidecfactors and thaéss educatiordisability, visible

minorities and later immigrantare important high riskaictors Now we discuss thessfollows.

27 See, for example, Statistics Canada (2001) and Samuel (2006).
% See, for example, Picot and Hou (2003, 2007).
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First, we discuss the role of gender and family compos(iiables5 - A-F). The baseline cases

in these models are the individualsaopecifiedgender (ren or women) in a specifiddmily
composition(unattachegattached withouthild(ren), attached with chil@en), or lone parent)

who, in the initial year of the panl are neithestudents, nor visible minoritieaor immigants,

have no change in family compositiand no disabilitxconditions haveonly onechild,* attain
postsecondary education (college, business or trade school, CEGEP), speak English/French as
mother tonguend live in the provinces that English/French is the major langtiaagsl 25-34,

live in anOntariourban center with more than 50000population

Theintercept termsepresent the marginal probabég of entering or stayingh low incomefor
thesubpopulation by gender and by family compositieith respect to the corresponding
baseline individualsTables5 - A-F show that undevarious low income thresholds, woméone
mothes and unattachesomenin particular have higher baseline probabilitiekentering or
stayingin low income After controlling everything elsaye find thatunattached women amaine
mothersare more likey to be in low income thatheir male counterparts. In additighe
probabilitiesof entering or stayingn low incomeunderLICO are higher than thosenderLIM
and MBM.

Second, we further examine the rofdamily composition dynamics. Family compiisn

dynamics refers to the followinghanges in family typesn a year to year basis: from unattached
to other types of family composition (such as attached with no child, attached wiinert)ild

lone parent, and other), from attached with no childhertypes of family composition, from
attached with chilten)to other family composition, and from lone parent to other types of

family composition.

In general, chances of being in low income awe When individuals mov&om unattached to
attached wh or without child(ren)for all three low income thresholds for both par(@lables 5
A-F). In particular, the impact of this change in family composition is more pronounced for
unattached womethanfor unattached menn other words, it is a morenportantfactorfor
single women than for single mémhavea life partnetto get out of or stay away from low

incomeregardless whichhteshold isused.

? That is,1999 for Panel 3 or 2002 for Panel 4.

%9 For the subpopulation of unattached and attagbitrtbut child(ren) families, the number of child(ren)
are left out of discussion.

31 That is, for those Francophone who live in Quebec, and for those Anglophone who live in the rest of
Canada.
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Forfamilies headed blpne parents, changing to unattaclfetilies wouldmean ehigherchance
of beingin low income For lone motherbut not forlone fatherschances of being in low income
are low when the lone mothers become attached, &iitteor without child(ren)(Tables5 - A-

F). This may reflect the fathatwhen getting into a relationship, leér married or in a commen
law relationship, lone fatheraay not be as webff as lone mothers in terms of pooled family
incomefrom the income perspectivin otherwords, one mot her sd nehelpl i
them more to get out of or stay awlagm low incomet han | one f at her so
lone fathers

Third, we discuss the role of the number of childiigme attached individuals with more children
are more likelyin low income(Tables 5 A-F). Theattachedndividuals who do nohave any
child(ren) clearly have more resources for less pewapthin their familiesbut they could also
makesuchchildbearingdecisiors because ahsufficientresourcegor more peopleThe

individuals who have more childrereed to spread family inome among all family members, but
they can also take the advantage of economies of $¢hlke it is difficult to conclude any

causal relationshipgherobustempirical evidence shows that the attached individuals with more

children are more likelin low income.

Fourth, we discuss the role of adée existence of thel®Age Security (OAS) pensiorand
Guaranteed Income Supplement (GisCanada allowthe senioaged 65andoverto be less

likely to be in low incomecrosdifferenttypes of family compsition (Tables 5 A-F). But the
unattached young people aged2band vulnerable aggoup(55-64), in particular for menare
likely in low income(Tables 5 A-F). While the former often have low income to begin with and
are still accumulating humanmal, the latter may end up in low income f@riousof reasons
such as job market separation, marriage breakdown, disabildghanges in family

composition €.g.,death of spousdiving with grown up childre)) and so on.

Finally, we discuss theases of being membes&thehigh riskgroups such as people with less
education, peopleith disability, members of isible minorities and later immigrantaVhile
individuals with bsseducatioraremore likelyin low incomei,it is particularly true fosingle
womenand lone parents witlesseducation(Tables 5 A-F). Lone parentsay have low income
due to less education but it is also possible thatigngdraw from school because they have to

spend time taking care of their tdren) andulfill other family obligations.

28

f e

new

par

f



Most individuals with disability, except for lone fathers, are likaljow income In particular,
unattachedndividualsandlone mothersvith disabilityare very likelyin low income(Tables 5
A-F).

Members of visible minorigésare likelyin low income The patterns aronsistenbut uneven
across genders affiamily types over time. For example, fBanel 319992004),amongmale
attaded individuals with child(ren), members of visible minoritesmorelikely in low income
than any other individualsnderLICO. Amongboth male and female attached individuals with
child(ren) members of visible minoritieare equallylikely in low incomeunderLIM and MBM.

In particularunderLIM, lone mothersvho are also members gfsible minoriiesare less likely
in low income(Tabless - A-C). For Panel 420022007),amongmale lone parents and female
unattachedamilies, members of visible minoritieselikely in low incomeunder LICOandLIM
but notunder MBM Amongmale unattacld individuals members of visible minorities are less
likely in low incomeunder all three threshold$ables5 - D-F).

FromPanel 319992004),we find that only the female immigranido came to Canadsdter

1986 insomespecifictypes of family compdson (unattached, attached with child(ren), and lone
parent)are more likely in low incomander all three low income thresholaist not their male
counterpart¢Tables 5 A-C). But the trend changes Fanel 420022007). We find that male
immigrants viho came to Canada after 1986 in some specific types of family composition
(unattached, attached with and without child(ren), and female immigrant of the same cohort in
some specific types of family composition (attached with and without child(ren) anpgdosm)

are more likelyin low income under all three low income thresholtisies 5 D-F).

3.6 What Determinants Influence Transitory and Persistent Low Income?

The above analysis looks at tfaetors that affect the marginatobability oftransition nto low
incomeon a year to year basidow we look atthe factorghatcause individualg low income
for at least one year, at least four yeargjall six yeas, respectivelyto disentangle the

determinantgor transitorylow income from those fguersistentiow income(Tables6 - A-F).

The dominating factor®r being in low income for at least one year include family composition
(unattachedndividualsand lone pares}, disability, less educatigrstudentstatus andlater
immigrants The dominatng factorsor being in low income for all six years inclutimily
composition(unattached and lone pargihdisability, andess educatiarThis suggestthat low

income among students alader immigrantsaremore likely to be the key determinants for
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transitory low income whiléamily composition(unattached and lone pargnidisability, andess
education are more likely to be the key determinants for both transitory and persistent low
income The above olesvations are quite robust under all thr@e income threshoklandacross
the two panel periodd49992004 and 2002007)

Perhaps it is useful to assume that peoplesoawoth their incomegver the years, goodd bad.
The relevant question then Would the low income incidenaever the sixyear perioddiffer
significantly from ttat on the annual ba&ig o find out the answer, we aggregate the individual
annual incomes and each annual lacome threshold over the spear panel and compare the
aggregate individual incomes with the aggregade@dihcome thresholds well as the upper and
lower bounds125% and 75%of the aggregate low income threshdldbles7 - A-F reportthe
low income rateunderLICO, LIM, and MBM (and their upper and lower boundskr the six
year periodRegardlessvhich low income threshoklare adoptedhe followinghigh riskgroups
have themost pronounced low income incidentme parerd, unattacheéhdividuals people

with disability, andimmigrants in particularimmigrans who are alsmmembers of visible

minorities
3.7 How Do Low Income GpsVary across th&opulation?

We report inTables8 - A/C the income shortfadlor deficis® underLICO, LIM, or MBM in the
two panels (1992004 and 20022007) acrossarious individual characteriss such agender,
age, eduation attainment, student status, disability status, minority status, immigrant status,

language, family compositiofamily compositionandresidere community sizeand so on

Over both panel period49992004 and 20022007), there are some consistpatterns on

i ncome deficits. For exampl e, mendés i ncome
although the low income incidence for women is generally higher than that formaetdition,
theindividualsaged 1624 are not only more likely to be iow income but also more likely to

have higher low income deficitg\s a contrast,enior citizens (aged 65 and over) are less likely

in low income andfor those in low income, their income deficits atesomuch smallerin terms

of education attainmenpeople vith less than high school education are more likely in low
income but theirelativeincome deficits are lower than those with university education although
the university graduates areddikely in low incomeMore generally, the income defigi

increasewith years of schooling. Those with disdtyil members of visible minoritiegind recent

32 The income deficits are converted to the per capita measngethe equivalence scale adopted by LIM.
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immigrants who came to Canadafter 1986) are likely in low income but their income deficits
are generally low. Among various types of family composijtiorattached anattached

individuals withoutchild(ren) tend to have larg@rcome deficits.

Probably the mosttigking differences between Panel 3 and Parsgledthe differenceis the

regions of residence amdoving. For example, fdPanel 319992004), the low income
individualsin Albertahave the higheshcome deficitamong all regionsBut for Panel 42002
2007), the low incom@ndividualsin Ontariohave the highest income deficits among all regions.
Moreover, die to various reasons, peoplerdimcate across regions. For both panels, we find that
low income people whmoveto a hew province during the peribeve the higheshcome

deficits.

Clearly, thecross tabulatiomalone(Tables 8 - A/C) do not tell ughe marginal effestof gender,
age, education attainment, student status, disability status, minority status, immigrant status,
languageandfamily compositionand so onTherefore we use the regressiomodelto find out
the marginal effectef these covariatesnthe relativeincome aficits (Tables8 - B/D). We find
that themarginal effect of gender is not statistically significant after controlling a set of
covariatesSenior citizens (aged 65 and over) have lovedaitiveincome deficits on the margin
while thevulnerableage grougaged 4554) have higherelativeincome deficits on the margin.
People with less than high school education haveddasveincome deficits on the margin.
Unattached and attached individuals with no child(ren) and with family composition changes
havehigherrelativeincome deficits on the margibast but not least, relativaéome deficits are
not affected by lone parent status when other covariates are under control. The above
observations do not vary significantly acrtsstwo panels (1992004 al 20022007). But

over the two pangleriods the role of minority status has changedP&mel 3 members of

visible minoritieshave marginally lowerelativeincome deficits but thenelativeincome deficits

are notmuchdifferent from tle rest of the ppulationin Panel 4

3.8 Which Low Income Threshold Is More Inclusive?

In our previous analysis,hile there is ebroadagreement between thiadingsunderthe three
low income thresholdsve notesome inconsistencies. Because of these inconsisteneegisiv
to know which threshold ihe most inclusiveor least exclusivéor the two panel periodd999
2004 and 2002007; whether or not the ranking amotigthree threshoklare comstant over
time; and whichigh riskgroups tend to be ovédentifiedunder thes¢hresholds.
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We address the question of inclusiveness of a low income threshold in compatiisothers
using boththe SST index of low incomguration andhe minimax principle (oleast exclusion

principle.

Table 9showsthe SST index ofow income durationand its three components under all three
low incomethresholds in Panels 3 and 4 (198304 and 2002007).The first component,

¢ 1 - ,isthe proportiomf the population who ever hdolw income durations over the

six-year period. The second componént, is the average durati (hormalizedn terms of a
fraction ofsix years) in low incoméor those who were ever in low income during the peffod
The third componentp  "O# , is an inequality measurd low income durations. Typically,

the higher the value, the less equal the low income duration would be.

We have twanajorfindings from Table9. The firstfinding is thatMBM is more inclusive over
the two paneperiodsbecause unddiBM, the proportiorof the population who ever ddow
income durations is the highest in th@thpanelsThis contributes to the higheSST index
underMBM . The secondinding is that no matter which threshold is ug#ds also trudor
MBM) low income duration situatits worseneadver timeslightly fromPanel 3o Panel 4

When we applyhe minimax principl€or least exclusion principjeo the data, & note that the

low income subpopulations identified under the three low income thresholds are not nested in all
yearsin both paels (19992004 and 2002007).That is, within each pair, one threshold will
alwaysexclude some low income individuals identified under another threshold. T&blégB

list the total number of individuals in the population, the numbenwihcome individuals

identified byonethreshold but excluded by another threshold, and the percentage of these
excluded low income individuals in thetal population. We do such comparison amamgsix

pairs (LICO vesus LIM, LIM versus LICO, LICO verssiMBM, MBM versus LICO, LIM
versusMBM, and MBM versus LIM) folbothPanel Table10- A) andPanel 4Table10-

B).34

We first examine the minimum and maximum of exclusions in Panel 3-2Q@®9. In Table10-
A, we shall treat the result for 29 with caution asMBM washot established for 1998vVe used
the data oMBM for 2000 and convert thefor 1999 using thannual communitgpecificCPI.

By looking at the minimum and maximum of exclusions during ZB0®4, we note¢hat the

3 For example, 0.57 means that the average duration in low income is approximately 3.42 years.
3 Interested readers may find the specific characteristics of these excluded subpopulation in each year over
the two pael periods (1992004 and 20022007) from TableB - 1-12 in the Appendix.
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percentages of low ilene individuals identifiedinderLICO andLIM butexcluded byMBM

havethe minimumvalues(0.4%-1.3%).

We then examine the minimum and maximum of exclusions in Panel 4-22002In Tablel0-
B, we noethatthe percentages of low income individualsritiéed under.ICO and LIM but
excluded byMBM also havehe minimum values (0.5%.5%). But for the period 2062007, we
also see from Tabl&0 - B that the percentages of low income individuals identified ubl{e®
and MBM but excluded biIM are closdo the minimum values (0.6%.9%).Clearly, it

appears thatiBM is the most inclusive among all three low income thresholds.

We can further summarize all possible rankiafthe three low income thresholaisTable 1. It
showsthatMBM is the most incluge thresholcamong the threaVe may recall the equivalency
between the minimaar least exclusion principles. We use the empirical evidence toi&rd,
LIM, and MBM in each yedor bothpanes. We note that inPanel 3 according to the minimax
(or least exclusioh principle MBM is consisteny ranked as the most inclusive threshetdle

the leastnclusive thresholds LIM from 1999 to 2000 andICO from 2001 to 2004. IfPanel 4
MBM again is consistently ranked as the mosluisive thresholdrom 2002 to 2006But in
2007,LIM is ranked as the most inclusive one. Panel 4 the least inclusive threshadevitches
from LIM in 2002 toLICO for the rest of the pandh other wordsthe nature of inclusiveness
and least exclusion of a threshold magrge over timewhichis likely to be determined by the

methodology of a threshold construction and random sampling variation.

Having determined the most inclusive fordeast exclusive low income threshold over time, we
should also be aware that the idam is mae on the basis of aggregate exclusidie excluded
individualswho are in high risk groupshould be furthestudied We note that some excluded
individuals have roughly the same profile as that of the population while others roagrbe
represengd The latter case suggests that excluded individuals are of high risk and should not be

excluded by a reasonable low income threshold.

Now we examine thexcludedndividuals who ar@vomen, senior citizen (aged 65 and over),
people with less thangh school education, people with dis#lgilmembers of visible

minorities immigrants who arenembers of visible minoritiesinattached individuals, and lone
parentsFigures4-A-H cover theehigh riskgroups inPanel 319992004) and-igures4-I-P

cower thesehigh riskgroups inPanel 420022007) In each table, the bar (percentagethef
excludedhigh riskgroup members under one threshold but not the other are compareldewith t

bar (percentage) of thegh riskgroup in the population.
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Thegenerafindingsare as followsAmong allhigh riskgroups that are included unddBM but
excludedby LICO or LIM, women Figures4-A/l), senior citizensKigures4-B/J), people with
less than high school educatidtiqures4-C/K), people with disability Figures4-D/L), and
unattached individuald={gures4-G/O) appear to be consistent or clos¢heir percentages in the

population This indicates tha¥iBM does a fine job.

However, the samcannot be said for othikigh riskgroups such asembers of visible
minorities(Figures4-E/M), immigrants who arenembers of visible minoritieg-igures4-F/N),
and lone parents-{gures4-H/P). It seemshat members of visible minoritigignmigrants who
aremembers of visible minoritiegnd lone parents cée over or underrepresentednder
various combinationsf thethreethresholds We do not know the reasons. But we know that
factors offamily composition, region, and location are taken into accouewelopingLICO
and MBM but noLIM. We also know thdtlIM andMBM use the same equivalent scale but
LICO does not.
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Section 4. Concluding Remarks

The existing analysis on low income dynamics and persistence in Canada generally builds on the
data of different sources available till the end of the 1990s and on different kanwvenc
thresholdsWhat are the characteristics of low income dynamics and peisisie Canada in

2000 and beyond? Wouldifferentlow income thresholds matter tioe analysis of low income
dynamics and persisterit€his paper attempts to address thesetwresto fill the void of the

literature.

In this paper, we lay out the conceptual framework on target population, identification of low
income, differentiation between transitory and persistent low income, low income dynamics and
persistence, low incongaps and durations, and the principles for selecting among several low

income thresholds.

Then on the basis ahe conceptual framework and the principles haee analyzed Panels 3
(19992004) and 4 (2002007) We have the following interesting findjs.

First, the year to year low income transition probabilities are broadly consistggrtall three
thresholdsandacross the two panels. With a robust observation across genders over time, we find
thatwhile 2/3 of the low income&anadiangnd 97% oftienon low incomeCanadianstick to
theirincomestates as in previougear, about 1/3 of the low income people get out of low income
and about 3% of the non low income people get into low income. Following these people year to
year by the low incomstat, we can find that the path dependent transition pattern is quite

robust.

Second, we find that low incons¢atefor many Canadians is transitory during the study period.
As to transitory low income, @note the remarkable patterndifef cycle transitiors: young
people, students, unattached individuated lone parents are likely in low income for a short
period of time, reflecting thelife cycletransitions.The persistent low income groagcounts for
a very small percentage of ttatal population.We find that certain groups of peoghave high

risk of falling into low income. Thg are people witthess than high school, peopiéth disability,
members o¥isible minorties, and later immigrants. Thefsedings are prevalent undafl three

low incone thresholds and arebustacross Panels 3 and 4 of the SLID data

Third, we find thatthe life cycle factors such &mily composition dynamics, number of

children, age, and student status are highly associatedheitbrobability of getting (or stayg)
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in low income Thehigh riskgroups are again identified to play an important role in the transition

into low income.

Fourth, we alsdisentangle the determinarfits transitory and persistent low income. The
findings echo with our analysis on tliie cyclefactors as well as the focus on thigh risk
groups.The observationgre quite robust no rttar which low income threshadnd no matter
which panels of the SLID data (192804 and 2002007) are used

Fifth, we look at the absolute and relatiow income deficits and the associated population
characteristics. We find that individual$o receive less education are more likely to be in low
income but theirelativeincome deficits are lower than those with university education although
the uni\ersity graduates are less likely to be in low income.r€laiveincome deficits appear to

increase with years of schooling.

Finally, we identify thaMBM is the most inclusive threshold among the three (LICO, LIM, and
MBM) for the two panel period&l99-2004 and 2002007 by using the minimaxor least
exclusion) principle. We also findhat no matter which threshold is used low income duration
situations worseneolver timeslightly fromPanel 3o Panel 4Moreover, anong allhigh risk
groups that arincluded undeMBM but excluded by LICO or LIM, women, senior citizens,
people with less education, people with disabilitygdunattached individuals appear to be
consistent or close to their percentages in the population. Hovsewvee, othehigh riskgroups
such asnembers of visible minoids immigrants who arenembers ofiisible minoriies and

lone parentslo not accord with this patterA more detailed investigation may be left fature

research.
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Tables

Table 1- A: Low income transition probability matrices for total population, under all
three low income thresholds (ICO , LIM , and MBM), 19992004

LICO LIM MBM

1999
2000 66.31 33.69 64.96 35.04 66.00 34.00
3.28 96.72 3.75 96.25 4.21 95.79

2000
2001 56.88 43.12 62.63 37.37 61.26 38.74
3.02 96.98 3.61 96.39 3.82 96.18

2001
2002 64.72 35.28 66.10 33.90 65.53 34.47
3.05 96.95 2.98 97.02 3.57 96.43

2002
2003 66.69 33.31 64.72 35.28 62.34 37.66
2.78 97.22 3.08 96.92 3.25 96.75

2003
2004 65.34 34.66 68.35 31.65 66.94 33.06
2.85 97.15 3.22 96.78 3.57 96.43
M1, 63.99 M1, 65.35 M1, 64.41
M 2, 97.00 M, 96.67 M, 96.32

Source: Surveyfd_abour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Table 1- A demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in
percentages) for the total population during 12094, for all three low income thresholds
(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure ofzerall immobility in low income, M, and the
measure of overall immobility of not in low income,Mare provided at the bottom of the table.
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Table 1- B: Low income transition probability matrices for female population, under all
three low income thresholds I(ICO , LIM , and MBM), 19992004

LICO LIM MBM
1999
2000 68.18 31.82 66.04 33.96 65.87 34.13
3.86 96.14 4.18 95.82 4.51 95.49
2000
2001 57.18 42.82 62.42 37.58 61.08 38.92
3.26 96.74 3.83 96.17 3.99 96.01
2001
2002 67.52 32.48 69.26 30.74 67.13 32.87
3.23 96.77 3.17 96.83 3.74 96.26
2002 2002
2003 69.99 30.01 67.05 32.95 65.23 34.77
2.98 97.02 3.24 96.76 3.43 96.57
2003
2004 65.65 34.35 68.73 31.27 65.92 34.08
3.07 96.93 3.38 96.62 3.84 96.16
M1, 65.70 M1, 66.70 M1, 65.05
M 2, 96.72 M, 96.44 M, 96.10

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Table 1- B demonstratesie year to year low income transition probability matrices (in
percentages) for the female population during 120®4, for all three low income thresholds
(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income,Mnd the
measure of ovellammobility of not in low income, M,, are provided at the bottom of the table.
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Table 1- C: Low income transition probability matrices for male population, under all

three low income thresholds (ICO , LIM , and MBM), 199-2004

LICO

1999
2000 63.98 36.02 63.64 36.36 66.16 33.84
2.70 97.30 3.30 96.70 3.91 96.09

2000
2001 56.47 43.53 62.90 37.10 61.47 38.53
2.78 97.22 3.39 96.61 3.64 96.36

2001
2002 6108 38.92 62.25 37.75 63.67 36.33
2.87 97.13 2.78 97.22 3.39 96.61

2002
2003 62.29 37.71 61.70 38.30 58.90 41.10
2.59 97.41 2.92 97.08 3.07 96.93

2003
2004 64.91 35.09 67.85 32.15 68.21 31.79
2.64 97.3% 3.07 96.93 3.30 96.70
M1, 61.75 M1, 63.67 M1, 63.68
M 2, 97.28 M, 96.91 M, 96.54

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.
Table 1- C demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in
percenages) for the male population during 19884, for all three low income thresholds
(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income,Mnd the
measure of overall immobility of not in low incomeyMare provided at the bottom dfet table.
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Table 1- D: Low income transition probability matrices for total population, under all
three low income thresholds I(ICO , LIM , and MBM), 20022007

LICO LIM MBM

2002
2003 68.52 31.48 69.88 30.12 65.90 34.10
3.96 96.04 3.99 96.01 4.45 95.55

2003
2004 63.57 36.43 65.12 34.88 64.67 35.33
3.29 96.71 4.01 95.99 4.03 95.97

2004
2005 64.6 35.4 64.13 35.87 63.07 36.93
2.43 97.57 2.95 97.05 3.70 96.30

2005
2006 61.08 38.92 63.02 36.98 60.45 39.55
2.58 97.42 2.58 97.42 3.00 97.00

2006
2007 60.17 39.83 65.25 34.75 54.68 45.32
2.42 97.58 3.08 96.92 2.68 97.32
M1, 63.59 M1, 65.48 M1, 61.75
M 2, 97.06 M, 96.68 M, 96.43

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Tablel - D demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in
percentages) for the total population during 220R7, for all three low incomiiaresholds

(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income,Mnd the
measure of overall immobility of not in low incomeyMare provided at the bottom of the table.
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Table 1- E: Low income transition probability matrices for female population, under all
three low income thresholds I(ICO , LIM , and MBM), 20022007

LICO LIM MBM

2002
2003 67.98 32.02 70.08 29.92 66.12 33.88
4.15 95.85 4.10 95.90 4.68 95.32

2003
2004 64.83 35.17 65.64 34.36 65.62 34.38
3.45 96.55 4.29 95.71 4.25 95.75

2004
2005 63.31 36.69 63.28 36.72 61.86 38.14
2.49 97.51 3.20 96.80 3.95 96.05

2005
2006 60.10 39.90 62.20 37.80 60.50 39.50
2.72 97.28 2.72 97.28 2.79 97.21

2006
2007 62.60 37.40 66.42 33.58 57.28 42.72
2.52 97.48 3.29 96.71 2.66 97.34
M1, 63.76 M1, 65.52 M1, 62.28
M 2, 96.93 M, 96.48 M, 96.33

Source: Survey of Labour and Incomgriamics, Panel 4.

Table 1- E demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in
percentages) for the female population during 22027, for all three low income thresholds
(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure of overall immobilitylow income, M,, and the
measure of overall immobility of not in low incomeyMare provided at the bottom of the table.
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Table 1- F: Low income transition probability matrices for male population, under all
three lowincome thresholds LICO, LIM , and MBM), 20022007

LICO LIM MBM

2002
2003 69.23 30.77 69.63 30.37 65.64 34.36
3.77 96.23 3.89 96.11 4.23 95.77

2003
2004 62.02 37.98 64.51 35.49 63.59 36.41
3.14 96.86 3.74 96.26 3.82 96.18

2004
2005 66.18 33.82 65.14 34.86 64.46 35.54
2.38 97.62 2.69 97.31 3.46 96.54

2005
2006 62.19 37.81 63.99 36.01 60.40 39.60
2.44 97.56 2.45 97.55 3.21 96.79

2006
2007 57.47 42.53 63.92 36.08 51.97 48.03
231 97.69 2.87 97.13 2.70 97.30
M1, 63.42 M1, 65.44 M1, 61.21
M 2, 97.19 M, 96.87 M, 96.52

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Tablel - F demonstrates the year to year low incdraasition probability matrices (in
percentages) for the male population during 220@Q7, for all three low income thresholds
(LICO, LIM, and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income,Mnd the
measure of overall immobility of not in lolwcome, M,, are provided at the bottom of the table.
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Table 2- A: People 16 and over with low incomender LICO , 1999- 2004

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%
Both Genders 805 75 42 25 18 13 21 195 52
Men 829 71 35 23 16 09 17 171 4.2
Women 782 79 48 27 19 18 25 218 6.2
Age in 1999
16to 24 68.3 13.7 82 43 31 13 10 317 55
25t0 34 806 77 43 22 17 10 25 194 52
35to0 44 842 62 29 22 12 16 18 158 4.6
45 to 54 827 62 36 22 12 15 26 173 53
55 to 64 765 82 46 31 29 16 31 235 7.7
65 and over 882 43 26 13 09 08 19 118 36
Men 941 29 14 - - - - 5.9 -
Women 837 54 35 20 11 14 29 163 54
Education (all years)
Less than high school 769 67 46 33 24 18 43 231 85
High school completed 803 70 38 24 19 19 27 197 6.5
Postsecondary 841 74 35 17 12 08 13 159 32
University 886 53 25 14 09 07 06 114 22
Education changed 68.7 134 77 48 26 15 12 313 53
Student status
Not a student 832 62 34 21 14 13 24 168 51
1 year 802 94 44 26 13 12 10 198 34
2 years 713 139 66 31 28 09 14 287 51
3 years 68.2 122 87 47 28 12 22 318 6.2
4 years 69.5 126 63 46 36 16 18 305 7.0
5 years 656 114 94 55 45 28 08 344 8.1
6 years 65.1 124 99 57 39 13 17 349 69
Disability status (all years)
No disability 853 66 37 15 13 07 09 147 29
Disability 689 82 42 25 24 48 90 311 16.2
Status changed 780 82 46 33 20 15 24 220 59
Minority status
Visible minority 716 91 48 37 34 26 50 284 109
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadiarborn 761 112 54 13 17 20 23 239 6.1
Immigrant 705 87 47 42 37 27 55 295 119

Not a visible minority 814 74 41 24 16 13 19 186 4.8

Immigration status

Canadiarborn 814 73 43 25 15 12 19 186 4.6

Immigrant, kefore 1977 832 74 26 14 25 09 20 168 55

Immigrant, 1977%o 1986 787 63 35 23 23 43 27 213 93

Immigrant, after 1986 655 106 57 50 39 34 58 345 131

Family composition (all years)

Unattached 63.3 73 59 41 41 38 115 36.7 194

Attached no child 911 40 17 12 07 06 07 89 20

Attached with child 880 47 27 17 10 09 11 120 3.0

Lone parent 540 99 57 57 79 7.7 92 46.0 248

Other 883 41 27 17 17 07 08 117 3.2

Changed over period 748 117 6.1 33 19 12 10 252 4.1

Family composition in 1999

Unattached 629 104 7.7 47 36 28 80 371 143

Attached no child 886 56 21 14 07 07 08 114 23

Attached with child 845 70 36 20 12 07 10 155 29

Lone parent 559 138 103 59 47 55 39 441 141

Other 83.1 71 33 23 19 13 10 169 4.1

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Table 2- A describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
The

percentage) spein low income undeklCO during 19992 0 0 4 .
percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the
percent agtastdo f

i4+0 category

characteristics, including gender, age (in 1999), education attainment, student status, disability

combi
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

nes

t he

fil+o0

status, minority status, immigration status, family compasiin all six yearsand family

composition in 1999.

category
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Table 2- B: People 16 and over with low incomender LIM , 1999- 2004

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%
Both Genders 803 78 39 25 18 17 20 197 55
Men 823 75 32 26 15 13 16 177 44
Women 784 80 46 25 21 20 23 216 65
Age in 1999
16to 24 683 136 75 49 32 15 10 317 57
2510 34 803 81 35 24 14 18 24 197 56
351044 837 62 27 20 14 21 19 163 54
45 to 54 819 66 33 21 18 19 25 181 6.1
55 to 64 749 84 56 34 30 16 32 251 7.7
65 and over 905 47 20 09 06 05 07 95 19
Men 937 34 13 05 05 04 02 63 1.1
Women 881 57 26 12 08 06 11 119 24
Education (all years)
Less than high school 758 65 50 32 27 28 41 242 96
High school completed 800 7.7 38 22 20 21 22 200 63
Postsecondary 849 71 28 18 11 09 15 151 35
University 885 59 20 15 09 07 05 115 21
Education changed 686 139 7.1 48 27 16 13 314 56
Student status
Not a student 827 66 32 20 16 17 22 173 55
1 year 809 79 45 28 15 16 09 191 39
2 years 720 146 47 37 28 10 13 280 51
3 years 69.3 117 86 41 25 16 22 307 6.3
4 years 69.1 11.7 7.1 67 14 19 22 309 55
S years 672 120 7.8 55 44 25 08 328 76
6 years 650 144 94 40 38 16 19 350 7.3
Disability status (all years)
No disaltiity 851 70 29 18 12 09 11 149 3.2
Disability 69.3 6.2 46 24 39 49 87 307 175
Status changed 778 85 46 31 21 19 20 222 6.0
Minority status
Visible minority 744 92 3.0 32 37 27 37 256 10.2
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadiarborn 806 99 28 11 23 08 25 194 55
Immigrant 731 91 31 36 40 32 39 269 111

Not a visible minority 809 76 40 25 16 16 1.8 191 5.1

Immigration status

Canadiarborn 806 77 41 24 16 16 19 194 51

Immigrart, before 1977 859 61 21 15 20 09 15 141 45

Immigrant, 19770 1986 820 38 35 33 16 44 15 180 75

Immigrant, after 1986 67.8 114 40 51 38 31 47 322 117

Family composition (all years)

Unattached 682 69 57 40 27 39 85 318 151

Attached no child 89.0 43 22 17 11 07 09 110 27

Attached with child 86.7 55 21 17 12 13 15 133 4.0

Lone parent 548 84 6.0 52 6.2 80 114 452 256

Other 875 50 12 23 20 15 06 125 4.1

Changed over piod 750 115 59 30 21 15 10 250 46

Family composition in 1999

Unattached 678 94 7.0 44 26 27 6.1 322 114

Attached no child 870 61 23 17 11 08 10 130 29

Attached with child 833 74 34 21 14 11 12 167 38

Lone parent 553 150 94 51 44 6.1 47 447 152

Other 828 72 29 23 24 18 06 172 48

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Table2 - B describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage3pent in low income undéiM during 19992 0 0 4 .

i4+0 category

characteristics, including gender, age (in 1999), education attainment, student status, disability

combi
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

nes

t he

The

Al+0
percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the
percent agtéeastdo f

status, minority status, immigration status, family comjpmsin all six yearsand family

composition in 1999.

category
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Table 2- C: People 16 and over with low income&nder MBM , 1999- 2004

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%
Both Genders 777 84 47 29 21 19 24 224 6.4
Men 795 83 39 28 19 15 20 204 54
Women 760 84 53 31 22 23 27 240 72
Age in 1999
16to 24 658 13.0 93 45 34 22 1.7 341 73
2510 34 763 87 47 32 24 19 27 236 7.0
35to 44 805 6.8 35 24 20 26 22 195 6.8
45 to 54 793 81 36 31 11 17 31 207 59
5510 64 732 91 56 38 29 20 35 269 84
65 and over 900 50 22 08 - - 07 10. 2. 2
Men 920 40 19 - - - - 80 -
Women 885 57 23 - - - - 115 -

Education (all years)

Less than high school 738 80 48 38 24 29 43 262 96
High school completed 76.6 84 45 30 23 24 28 234 715
Postsecondary 821 75 34 24 17 11 18 179 46
University 866 6.4 24 19 14 07 07 135 28
Education changed 665 13.0 90 41 32 25 16 334 73
Student status

Not a student 80.1 76 37 25 17 18 26 199 6.1
1 year 782 79 54 34 19 18 13 217 50
2 years 69.7 135 65 38 35 13 17 303 65
3 years 65.0 13.2 100 45 23 25 25 350 7.3
4 years 656 117 7.6 64 40 28 19 344 87
5 years 658 9.1 106 35 59 44 08 343 111
6 years 646 12.0 11.3 37 47 15 22 354 84

Disability status (all years)

No disability 825 76 36 23 15 12 13 175 40
Disability 669 7.7 48 33 36 50 87 331 173
Status changed 751 90 54 33 24 22 26 249 7.2

Minority status
Visible minority 675 109 60 3.4 33 31 58 325 122
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadiarborn 729 118 63 24 17 08 41 271 6.6
Immigrant 66.3 109 6.0 36 36 36 60 337 132

Not a visible minority 788 81 44 29 20 18 21 213 59

Immigration status

Canadiarborn 786 81 45 30 19 18 21 214 58

Immigrant, before 187 823 85 28 14 20 09 20 176 49

Immigrant, 19770 1986 749 62 74 31 17 25 42 251 84

Immigrant, after 1986 62.6 11.0 63 44 50 45 63 375 158

Family composition (all years)

Unattached 674 7.7 57 32 40 37 84 327 161

Attached no child 876 51 24 22 08 07 11 123 26

Attached with child 836 59 27 24 18 15 21 164 54

Lone parent 50.0 115 45 86 36 9.7 120 499 253

Other 845 57 35 17 18 12 15 154 45

Changed over period 719 120 69 35 23 21 14 282 58

Family composition in 1999

Unattached 66.2 104 7.1 42 33 26 6.1 337 120

Attached no child 851 68 28 20 11 13 09 149 33

Attached with child 802 78 40 28 19 16 1.7 198 5.2

Lone mrent 51.1 146 113 67 43 6.7 53 489 16.3

Other 800 80 45 23 20 14 18 200 52

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Table2 - C describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
The

percentage) spent law income undeMBM during 19992 0 0 4 .
percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the
percentages4of

i4+0 category

characteristics, including gender, age (in 1999), education attainment, student status, disability

combi
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

nes

t he

fil+o0

status, minority status, immigration status, family compositiall isix years and family

composition in 1999.

category
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Table 2- D: People 16 and over with low incomender LICO , 2002- 2007

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%

Both Genders 805 79 41 25 17 12 22 195 5.1
Men 828 6.8 38 22 16 10 17 172 43
Women 783 89 43 27 18 13 27 21.7 58
Age in 2002

16to 24 694 134 76 55 23 07 11 306 4.2
2510 34 821 76 44 17 21 09 13 179 43
351044 813 71 38 28 17 10 23 187 5.0
45 to 54 820 70 38 18 13 14 27 180 53
55 to 64 802 68 35 25 20 19 31 198 7.0
65 and over 878 59 12 03 08 11 28 122 48
Men 91.7 43 11 04 04 . - 93 0.7
Women 847 71 13 06 12 16 35 153 6.3

Education (all years)

Less than high school 766 84 45 21 20 21 43 234 84
High school completed 811 76 35 20 23 10 25 189 538
Postsecondary 832 69 34 21 12 12 20 168 4.4
University 883 53 23 14 12 06 10 117 27
Education changed 715 113 80 52 22 08 11 285 4.1
Student status

Not a student 828 69 31 19 16 12 25 172 53
1 year 786 92 56 24 16 10 17 214 43
2 years 70.8 123 79 46 20 05 19 292 44
3years 722 120 7.4 722 120 7.4 3.0 278 224
4 years 689 13.1 66 6.2 38 01 12 311 5.1
5 years 713 110 82 66 26 02 01 287 3.0
6 years 68.9 114 103 6.7 14 13 00 311 27

Disability status (all years)

No disabilty 857 6.1 34 20 14 06 08 143 28
Disability 704 70 49 33 28 30 85 296 143
Status changed 783 91 44 27 18 13 23 217 54

Minority status
Visible minority 68.3 104 80 47 24 14 47 317 85
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadiarborn 800 64 38 64 08 03 23 200 34
Immigrant 654 116 91 44 27 17 51 346 95
Not a visible minority 824 75 35 21 16 10 19 176 45

Immigration status

Canadiarborn 824 74 34 22 17 10 19 176 46
Immigrant,before 1977 854 55 33 21 08 11 18 146 3.7
Immigrant, 19770 1986 705 127 43 54 15 02 53 295 7.1
Immigrant, after 1986 63.6 125 102 43 3.0 22 43 364 94

Family composition (all years)

Unattached 63.2 79 48 34 39 38 129 36.8 206
Attached no child 905 50 17 11 05 07 05 95 17
Attached with child 860 6.0 34 17 13 02 14 140 29
Lone parent 573 9.9 131 64 36 44 52 427 132
Other 852 70 37 15 03 11 12 148 26
Changed over pard 773 104 49 33 21 11 09 227 41

Family composition in 2002

Unattached 652 10.1 50 38 41 31 88 348 16.0
Attached no child 886 59 23 12 07 08 04 114 19
Attached with child 831 75 41 24 12 06 11 169 29
Lone parent 59.1 136 95 6.1 41 30 46 409 117
Other 829 80 38 20 15 09 08 171 3.2

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Table2 - D describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in

percentage3pent in low incomenderLICO during20022 007. The #Al1+0 category
percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the

i4+0 category combines the percent agtéeastdof popul ¢
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

characteristics, including gender, age (in 2002), education attainment, student status, disability

status, minority status, immigration status, family contosin all six yearsand family

composition in 2002.
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Table 2- E: People 16 and over with low incomender LIM , 2002- 2007

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%

Both Genders 798 76 41 29 19 16 21 202 56
Men 822 67 38 25 16 15 17 178 438
Women 775 84 44 33 22 17 25 225 6.4
Age in 2002

16to 24 68.9 126 84 54 24 13 11 311 48
2510 34 816 70 40 28 18 13 15 184 46
351044 806 70 28 36 21 14 25 194 6.0
45 to 54 808 70 38 20 18 16 30 192 6.4
5510 64 778 68 41 26 26 32 29 222 87
65 and over 890 57 20 08 07 08 11 110 26
Men 923 37 22 03 05 06 04 7.7 15
Women 863 73 18 12 08 10 16 137 35

Education (all years)

Less than high school 741 91 47 30 28 23 42 259 92
High school completed 801 69 42 27 23 15 24 199 6.1
Postsecondary 820 71 33 28 13 15 20 180 48
University 895 42 22 15 11 05 09 105 25
Education changed 708 112 73 49 26 22 10 292 538
Student status

Not a student 820 66 32 24 18 16 23 180 58
1 year 774 94 47 28 23 16 18 226 56
2 years 708 113 81 44 23 17 15 292 55
3 years 723 122 62 35 19 23 15 277 57
4 years 677 119 87 7.0 23 09 14 323 46
5 years 713 98 84 75 24 04 03 287 31
6 years 68.7 114 112 47 27 12 02 313 40

Disability status (all years)

No dsability 853 59 34 23 13 11 07 147 31
Disability 685 63 6.1 47 25 42 7.7 315 14.4
Status changed 775 89 44 31 22 16 23 225 6.2

Minority status
Visible minority 70.1 120 49 41 31 23 34 299 88
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadia-born 801 65 31 65 08 09 21 199 38
Immigrant 675 135 55 35 37 26 36 325 99
Not a visible minority 812 69 40 28 18 14 19 188 51
Immigration status

Canadiarborn 809 70 40 28 18 15 20 191 523
Immigrant, before 1977 861 56 25 23 09 17 10 139 36
Immigrant, 19770 1986 730 94 37 73 12 34 21 270 6.7
Immigrant, after 1986 657 145 65 34 44 15 39 343 99
Family composition (all years)

Unattached 66.3 81 50 29 35 40 103 33.7 17.7
Attached no child 884 49 20 16 08 14 08 116 3.0
Attached with child 857 58 25 22 17 07 14 143 338
Lone parent 542 59 119 11.7 46 44 7.4 458 16.4
Other 843 78 29 10 13 12 15 157 40
Changed oer period 760 99 57 38 22 15 09 240 46
Family composition in 2002

Unattached 676 92 55 36 35 34 73 324 142
Attached no child 870 54 30 17 10 12 07 130 29
Attached with child 823 73 40 28 14 11 10 177 3.6
Lone parent 555 135 7.9 84 57 30 6.0 445 14.7
Other 819 82 35 24 19 12 10 181 41

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Table2 - E describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentge) spent in low incomenderLIM during 20022 0 0 7 .

percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the
per centfargtdeastqo f

i4+0 category

characteristics, including gender, age (in 2002), education attainment, student status, disability

combi
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

nes

t he

The

il+0

status, minority status, immigration status, family position inall six yearsand family

composition in 2002.

category
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Table 2- F: People 16 and over with low incom&nder MBM , 2002- 2007

Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
%
Both Genders 781 85 45 31 21 17 20 219 538
Men 800 79 42 28 21 13 17 200 51
Women 763 91 48 35 22 20 22 237 6.4
Age in 2002
16to 24 67.1 134 91 57 25 12 11 329 47
2510 34 784 86 40 33 18 23 16 216 57
351044 775 81 37 35 26 19 27 225 7.2
45 to 54 795 74 42 27 19 16 26 205 6.2
5510 64 773 82 42 24 31 22 25 227 1738
65 and over 900 58 23 05 05 04 04 100 1.4
Men 91.2 48 22 04 04 04 05 88 14
Women 80.1 65 24 06 06 04 04 109 14

Education (all years)

Less than high school 749 100 50 25 28 20 29 251 7.7
High school completed 772 90 46 25 26 17 24 228 6.7
Postsecondary 805 79 36 26 14 21 19 195 54
University 87.0 45 22 29 13 07 14 130 3.4
Education changed 69.1 121 80 51 28 18 12 309 57
Student status

Not a student 804 74 37 26 21 17 22 196 59
1 year 759 91 56 35 25 20 14 241 59
2 years 69.2 134 74 38 28 14 19 308 6.2
3 years 68.6 159 6.7 38 13 21 16 314 49
4 years 66.3 128 83 76 22 14 13 337 49
5 years 69.7 108 81 88 19 05 0.3 303 26
6 years 67.1 124 91 65 32 14 03 329 49

Disability status (all years)

No disability 832 72 31 28 16 12 09 168 3.7
Disability 676 95 6.0 33 32 40 6.4 324 136
Status changed 760 93 53 33 24 17 21 240 6.2

Minority status
Visible minority 642 115 80 52 40 24 47 358 111
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Years of low income

Characteristics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1+ 4+
Canadianborn 778 101 21 61 08 13 18 222 39
Immigrant 60.7 120 95 51 49 27 52 393 128
Not a visible minority 802 81 40 28 18 15 1.6 198 49
Immigration status

Canadiarborn 802 81 40 26 19 15 1.7 198 51
Immigrant, before 1977 830 7.8 27 26 18 12 09 170 3.9
Immigrant, 19770 1986 63.2 101 83 91 20 27 46 368 93
Immigrant, after 1986 60.0 13.1 95 53 44 29 48 400 121
Family composition (all years)

Unattached 678 9.0 52 27 30 41 83 322 153
Attached no child 876 50 22 22 14 08 08 124 3.0
Attached with child 818 69 32 28 21 14 17 182 53
Lone parent 51.7 116 97 88 39 60 84 483 183
Other 833 75 46 05 13 17 10 167 4.1
Changed over period 745 111 59 41 23 13 09 255 45
Family composition in 2002

Unattached 67.7 109 56 32 33 34 58 323 126
Attached no child 861 60 27 23 15 07 0.7 139 3.0
Attached with child 79.1 87 42 34 19 13 14 209 46
Lone parent 537 141 110 7.0 40 52 50 463 143
Other 813 79 48 22 18 13 0.7 187 38

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Table2 - F describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, i
percentage) spent in low incomederMBM during 20022 0 0 7 .
percentages of population who were ever under low income duringythar Period; whereas the
p elowcireome forpeleast 4 f

i4+0 category

characteristics, including gender, age (in 2002), education attainment, student status, disability

combi
years during the-gear period. The table further breaks down the population by their

nes

t he

The

fil+o0

status, minority status, immigration statfzsnily composition irall six yearsand family

composition in 2002.

category
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Table 3- A: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (1999,

LICO)
Years Poor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%

Total 805 7.5 4.2 2.5 1.8 1.3 2.1 19.5
Distribution of Ever Poor - 387 215 129 9.0 6.9 11.0 100.0
Male 829 7.1 3.5 2.3 1.6 0.9 1.7 17.1
Unattached 65.8 11.8 6.4 3.7 4.1 1.8 6.3 34.2
Attached with child 86.0 6.2 3.4 1.9 1.0 0.6 0.9 14.0
Attached no child 89.9 4.8 2.1 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.8 10.1
Lone Parent 65.3 14.7 45 10.6 - - - 34. 7
Other 828 7.8 3.0 2.4 2.1 0.9 1.0 17.2
Distribution of Ever Poor - 418 205 133 9.2 5.2 9.9 100.0
Female 782 7.9 4.8 2.7 1.9 1.8 25 21.8
Unattached 60.3 9.1 8.9 5.7 3.0 3.6 9.4 39.7
Attached with child 829 7.9 3.8 2.0 1.5 0.8 1.0 17.1
Attached no child 87.3 6.4 2.2 1.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 12.7
Lone Parent 526 135 123 4.2 5.6 6.9 4.8 47.4
Other 835 6.4 3.6 2.3 1.7 1.6 0.9 16.5
Distributio n of Ever Poor - 36.4 223 125 8.8 8.2 11.7 100.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.
Table 3- A describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage) spent in low incormaderLICO during 19992004. The table further breaks down
the population by the type of family composition in 1999 by gender. The distribution (in
percentage) of whom were ever in low income during 183% for total popukéon (16 years
old and above) and for each gender are also provided.
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Table 3- B: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (1999,
LIM)

Years Poor

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%

Total 80.3 7.8 3.9 25 1.8 1.7 2.0 19.7
Distribution of Ever Poor - 39.4 199 129 93 8.4 10.0 100.0
Male 823 7.5 3.2 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.6 17.7
Unattached 68.7 109 54 4.8 2.4 2.3 5.5 31.3
Attached with child 846 6.9 3.1 2.1 1.2 1.0 1.1 15.4
Attached nochild 88.1 55 2.2 1.5 1.0 0.8 0.9 11.9
Lone Parent 66.9 13.0 6.9 0.0 10.3 - - 33.1
Other 82.3 8.6 2.3 2.7 1.9 1.8 0.4 17.7
Distribution of Ever Poor - 427 180 145 8.4 7.2 9.1 100.0
Female 784 8.0 4.6 2.5 2.1 2.0 2.3 21.6
Unattached 66.9 8.2 8.3 4.0 2.8 3.2 6.6 33.1
Attached with child 819 7.9 3.8 2.2 1.6 1.2 1.3 18.1
Attached no child 85.9 6.8 2.4 1.9 1.2 0.8 1.0 14.1
Lone Parent 51.3 157 103 4.2 5.0 7.8 5.8 48.7
Other 83.2 5.9 35 1.9 2.8 1.9 0.8 16.8
Distribution of E ver Poor - 370 214 116 100 93 10.7 100.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.

Table 3- B describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percemage) spent in low incomenderLIM during 19992004. The table further breaks down the
population by the type of family composition in 1999 by gender. The distribution (in percentage)
of whom were ever in low income during 192004 for total populationlg years old and above)
and for each gender are also provided.
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Table 3- C: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (1999,

MBM)
Years Poor
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%
Total 777 84 47 29 21 19 24 22.4
Distribution of Ever Poor . 375 209 131 93 86 106 100.0
Male 795 83 39 28 19 15 20 20.4
Unattached 670 114 61 38 36 22 59 33.0
Attached with child 813 79 35 25 19 14 16 18.8
Attached no child 859 63 28 19 14 14 16 15.4
Lone Parent 60.7 134 97 89 - - - 39.
Other 794 89 41 28 18 13 16 20.5
Distribution of Ever Poor . 406 192 134 94 75 99 100.0
Female 760 84 53 31 22 23 27 24.0
Unattached 655 95 81 45 31 30 64 34.6
Attached with child 791 78 45 31 20 18 17 20.9
Attached no child 843 73 29 21 11 12 1.0 15.6
Lone Parent 478 150 119 59 48 81 6.6 52.3
Other 805 7.2 49 18 22 15 19 19.5
Distribution of Ever Poor . 350 222 129 92 95 112 100.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.
ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.
Table 3- C describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage) spém low incomeunderMBM during 19992004. The table further breaks down
the population by the type of family composition in 1999 by gender. The distribution (in
percentage) of whom were ever in low income during 183®% for total population (16 years
old and above) and for each gender are also provided.

57



Table 3- D: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (2002,
LICO)

Years Poor

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%

Total 805 7.9 41 25 17 12 22 19.5
Distribution of Ever Poor . 40.4 209 126 88 59 113 100.0
Male 828 68 38 22 16 10 17 17.2
Unattached 667 89 59 35 48 32 7.0 33.3
Attached with child 841 63 42 25 12 06 11 15.9
Attached no child 802 55 20 14 06 08 05 10.8
Lone Parent 717 107 76 50 15 - - 28.
Other 857 7.7 31 09 13 - - 14.
Distribution of Ever Poor . 39.8 224 127 92 59 101 100.0
Female 783 89 43 27 18 13 27 21.7
Unattached 639 111 42 41 34 3.0 104 36.1
Attached with child 821 87 41 23 12 06 1.2 17.9
Attached no child 880 63 27 11 09 07 04 12.0
Lone Parent 53.0 151 104 6.7 53 44 52 47.0
Other 804 82 45 31 17 09 12 19.6
Distribution of Ever Poor . 409 198 125 84 6.0 123 100.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.

Table3 - D describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage) spéim low incomeunderLICO during 20022007. The table further breaks down
the population by the type of family composition in 2002 by gender. The distribution (in
percentage) of whom were ever in low income during 20027 for total population (16 years
old and above) and for each gender are also provided.
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Table 3- E: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (2002,
LIM)

Years Poor

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%

Total 798 76 41 29 19 16 21 20.2
Distribution of Ever Poor . 376 203 144 95 7.8 104 100.0
Male 822 67 38 25 16 15 17 17.8
Unattached 684 75 67 38 40 35 6.2 31.6
Attached with child 834 63 40 26 15 12 10 16.6
Attached no child 878 50 26 19 07 12 038 12.2
Lone Parent 679 138 53 - - - - 32.
Other 851 83 27 12 12 11 05 14.9
Distribution of Ever Poor . 378 215 139 92 82 95 100.0
Female 775 84 44 33 22 17 25 22.5
Unattached 669 106 46 34 30 33 82 33.1
Attached with child 810 84 41 31 14 11 10 19.0
Attached no child 86.1 58 34 16 13 11 06 13.9
Lone Parent 496 134 91 96 73 42 69 50.4
Other 790 81 42 34 25 13 14 21.0
Distribution of Ever Poor . 374 194 148 98 75 111 100.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.

Table3 - E describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage) spent in low immeunderLIM during 20022007. The table further breaks down the
population by the type of family composition in 2002 by gender. The distribution (in percentage)
of whom were ever in low income during 26RQ07 for total population (16 years old and ahove
and for each gender are also provided.
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Table 3- F: Total number of years spent in low income by family type in first year (2002,
MBM)

Years Poor

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Ever Poor
%

Total 768 88 46 35 23 19 21 23.2
Distribution of Ever Poor 776 86 45 33 25 16 1.9 22.4
760 90 47 37 22 21 23 24.0
Male
Unattached
Attached with child 714 97 42 49 39 35 24 28.6
Attached no child 717 105 6.0 47 27 22 22 28.3
Lone Parent 66.1 138 89 62 26 11 1.3 33.9
Other 69.7 125 83 45 21 11 18 36.0
Distribution of Ever Poor 640 146 93 72 29 11 1.0 30.3
784 86 40 33 18 23 16 21.6
Female 775 81 37 35 26 19 27 22.5
Unattached 795 74 42 27 19 16 26 20.5
Attached with child 773 82 42 24 31 22 25 22.7
Attached no child 900 58 23 05 05 04 04 10.0
Lone Parent 912 48 22 04 04 04 05 8.8
Other 801 65 24 06 06 04 04 10.9

Distribution of Ever Poor

Source: Surweof Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

ASome cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.

Table3 - F describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in
percentage) spent in low incomaderMBM during 20022007. The thle further breaks down
the population by the type of family composition in 2002 by gender. The distribution (in
percentage) of whom were ever in low income during 20027 for total population (16 years
old and above) and for each gender are also prdvide
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Table 4- A: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (1999,LICO)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.6 13.6 26.7 7.2
Attached with child 19.9 16.1 12.6 19.2
Attached no child 13.9 8.2 4.2 12.8
Lone Parent 1.1 2.3 1.0 1.3
Other 8.1 8.4 4.1 8.1
Female
Unattached 6.7 135 28.2 8.5
Attached with child 19.8 14.4 9.6 18.6
Attached no child 13.8 8.5 2.9 12.5
Lone Parent 2.3 8.0 8.7 3.5
Other 8.8 7.1 2.0 8.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

* The total percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - A describes the distribigin (in percentage) of people (16 years old and above) by

gender and family composition in 1999 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poor
underLICO during19992 0 0 4. A NeivSeormepd onreds, poor Oaredefmed A Al ways
as zero year ifow income, 15 years in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

year period, respectively.
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Table 4- B: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (1999, LIM)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.8 12.2 24.6 7.2
Attached with child 19.8 16.5 15.5 19.2
Attached no child 13.7 9.2 5.4 12.8
Lone Parent 1.1 2.3 1.3 1.3
Other 8.1 8.5 1.8 8.1
Female
Unattached 7.3 12.1 21.1 8.5
Attached with child 19.5 15.2 12.8 18.6
Attached no child 13.6 9.1 4.2 12.5
Lone Parent 2.2 7.9 10.7 3.5
Other 8.7 7.1 2.5 8.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3

* The total percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - B describes the distribution (in percentage) of people (16 years old and above) by

gender and family composition in 1999 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poo

underLIM during 19992 0 0 4 . f NeivSeormepg ad ammeds, poor Oaredefmel A Al ways
as zero year in low income;Slyears in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

year period, respectively.
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Table 4- C: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (1999, MBM)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.9 11.3 20.5 7.2
Attached with child 19.8 17.2 16.4 19.2
Attached no child 13.9 9.2 5.1 12.8
Lone Parent 1.0 2.4 1.2 1.3
Other 8.0 8.6 5.5 8.1
Female
Unattached 7.4 11.4 18.6 8.5
Attached with child 19.5 15.8 13.6 18.6
Attached no child 13.7 9.1 4.2 125
Lone Parent 2.1 7.7 10.6 3.5
Other 8.7 7.4 45 8.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

* The total percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - C describes the distribution (in percentage) of people (16 yEhes0d above) by

gender and family composition in 1999 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poor

underMBM during 19992 0 0 4 . i N efivSeormepta amets, poor Oaredafmel A Al ways
as zero year in low income;Slyears in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

year period, respectively.
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Table 4- D: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (2002,LICO)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.3 12.9 28.2 6.9
Attached with child 194 16.8 12.3 18.9
Attached no child 14.3 8.9 3.7 13.3
Lone Parent 14 2.1 1.8 1.6
Other 8.4 8.2 3.0 8.3
Female
Unattached 6.8 12.6 31.3 8.6
Attached with child 18.9 14.4 7.6 17.7
Attached no child 14.0 8.0 1.6 12.5
Lone Parent 2.4 7.8 6.7 3.5
Other 9.1 8.2 3.9 8.8
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

* The total percentages may not add ufp@% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - D describes the distribution (in percentage) of people (16 years old and above) by

gender and family composition in 2002 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poor
underLICO during20022 0 0 7. A NgivSeormepdomretss poor Oaredefmed A Al ways
as zero year in low income;Slyears in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

year period, respectively.
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Table 4- E: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (2002,LIM)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.5 11.9 26.4 6.9
Attached with child 19.4 17.1 11.1 18.9
Attached no child 14.2 9.4 6.1 13.3
Lone Parert 1.4 2.2 2.8 1.6
Other 8.4 8.3 2.6 8.3
Female
Unattached 7.1 12.0 26.5 8.6
Attached with child 18.9 14.5 7.7 17.7
Attached no child 13.8 8.4 3.1 12.5
Lone Parent 2.2 7.9 9.1 3.5
Other 9.0 8.3 4.6 8.8
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

* The total percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - E describes the distribution (in percentage) of people (16 years old and above) by

gender and family composit in 2002 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poor

underLIM during20022 0 0 7. @ NeivSeormepd ames, poor Oaredefmed A Al ways
as zero year in low income;Slyears in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

yea period, respectively.
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Table 4- F: The distribution of the never poor, sometimes poor and always poor by family
type in first Year (2002, MBM)

Never Poor Sometimes Poor Always Poor All
Male
Unattached 5.5 11.3 23.9 6.9
Attached with child 19.2 18.1 14.7 18.9
Attached no child 14.4 9.0 5.6 13.3
Lone Parent 1.4 2.2 1.7 1.6
Other 8.5 8.1 3.0 0.8
Female
Unattached 7.5 11.0 22.6 8.6
Attached with child 18.4 15.9 11.2 17.7
Attached no child 14.0 8.2 3.2 12.5
Lone Parent 2.1 7.8 10.5 3.5
Other 9.1 8.1 3.7 8.8
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

* The total percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding errors.

Table4 - F describes the distribution (in percentage) of people (16 years old and above) by

gender and family composition in 2002 that were never poor, sometimes poor, and always poor

underMBM during 20022 0 0 7. i N efivSeormepad amets, poor Oareddmed A Al ways
as zero year in low income;Slyears in low income, ardall six yearsn low income during the 6

year period, respectively.
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Table 5- A: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsinder LICO , 19992004

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattzhed - 5.2%* 28.7%* 21.7* - 38.4%** 52.0%** 24. .4

to Attached with Child -4 4% 1.0 - 15 -12.6%%* 3.1 - -9.4%**

to Other -6.1%** N/A 0.1 N/A -13.8%** N/A -0.6 -12.1%%%

Number of Children (One)

Two 0.2 14.6* 1.2* 1.8

Four 8.2%%* N/A 7.0 4.9

16-24 9.7%** 2.2 -1.9%** 0.7 18.3%** 0.4 -1.3** -3.4

4554 4.9%** 4.3%%* -1.5%** -1.6 7.4%* 1.9* -2.4%** -7.4%%

65 and over -4, 2%** -1.1* -2.5%%* N/A -8.3*%** -2.6%** N/A N/A

Province (ON)
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Women

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

PE 4.3 -1.0* 1.2 N/A 0.8 -1.8** 0.5 N/A
NS 6.0** -0.0 1.3 6.5 0.6 -0.1 2.9** 2.9
NB -0.8 0.7 0.3 1.2 -6.0*** 0.8 0.8 -0.5
QC -0.6 -0.9** -0.4 -1.6 -7.6%** -1.6%** -1.0* -5.5%*
MB 1.2 -0.4 -0.5 -1.7 -5.2%*x -0.7 0.2 0.8
SK 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.4 -5.0x** -0.1 0.9 -2.5
AB -2.2%* -0.6 0.5 -0.7 -4.1* -1.6** 0.4 3.7
BC 0.8 -0.5 0.3 0.0 -3.2 -0.4 -0.2 -1.0
Mover 1.5 0.7 1.9 7.5 -5.5 0.5 1.1 2.7
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higkschool 6.5%** 1.7%* 6.1 x** 6.1 24 4x** 6.9*** 4, 2x** 22.2%**
High-school Graduated 9.0*** -0.1 2.7%%* 4.1 7.8%** 1.0 2.7 18.8***
University -1.8 -1.0** -1.0** 6.3 -8.8*** -0.6 -1.7%** -6.1**
Other 2.4 -0.6 29.6 23.0%** -0.0 3.3* -5.5
Student Status (Nor 9.2%** 2.3* 2.7%* 3.4 14.7%** 4. 5%* 0.1 2.4
student)
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Non-French in Quebec 2.7 N/A 24 0.8 9.9** N/A -0.4 12.8*
Non-English in ROC 4.8** 1.7 2.5%* -1.3 5.5** 0.9 0.6 14 1 x**
Disability Status (No 11.3%* 2.3* 3.1%* 2.0 17.2%** 3.3%** 2.4%* 12.%**
Disability)
Minority Stat us (Not -1.4 2.6* 3.0** 0.9 -3.1 2.4 2.8 -6.4
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Men Women
Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Non-
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 1.1 -0.5 -0.6 N/A 3.8 -1.0 4 8** -3.0
Immigrant, Between 1977 14.8* N/A -1.3%* N/A 36.7%** N/A 1.3 43, 1%
and 1986
Immigrant, After 1986 -0.5 0.1 2.0 24.0 23.0%** 1.7 9.6*** 41.8%**
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area -2.6%** -1.1% -1.5%** -0.0 -10.7%** -1.9%** -1.1%* -6.9%**
15,00029,999 -3.5%** -1, 2%** -1.2%** -0.1 -7.3%** =177 -1.0** -1.1
30,00099,999 0.2 -0.4 -0.1 -3.0 -4 5% -0.1 -0.0 9.4*x*
100,000499,999 -0.2 -0.8** -0.9** -0.6 -3.5%* -1.4%** -0.9* 7.8**
Year (1999)
2000 -1.0 -0.6 0.1 -1.3 -3.7** -1.0* -0.0 -4.2*
2001 -0.1 -0.4 -0.1 -2.3 -3.8%* -0.4 -0.2 -0.7
2002 -0.7 -0.5 -0.0 2.4 -3.7** -0.8 -0.1 1.3
2003 -0.0 -0.7* 0.2 -1.9 -5.3%** -1.1* -0.2 1.4
Sample Size 5,953 13,895 18,834 1,133 8,821 14,314 19,122 3,196

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.
Notes: Refeence groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two asterisks at the 0.@5dsteziskisre
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns.
The sample sizis theactualnumler of observations included each regression mod@y applying the sampling weightse have the
representative population size for eadlvpopulationi,902,3193,069,0864,409,570431,484 2,093,9982,985,541 4,291,151 and

1,048,13@espectively
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Table5 - A analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annuallradésLICO during the period 1992004. The total

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eighipsylilations by gender and four major types of familpposition (the sample

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are then stacked in the form of 5paias (19992000 to 20022004). In

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an indigigutavi income nderLICO) in the 2% year of

each year pair as a function of the individual 6s <chpairaacteri stics,
reference), number of children (one child as reference, if availabejragp (2534 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as
reference), education attainment (psstondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of
Canada as reference), student status-Gtadent as ference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non
member of visible minority as reference), immigration status-{monigrant as reference), area size (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), and calendar yea®99 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incotes (CO)

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, wiw yeas26ld, who
possessed a pesecondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients are the marginal prafbabilities
an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low incomenerLICO) in the 2 year of the each yepair compared to the

corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 5- B: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsinder LIM , 19992004

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattached - 3.4** 16.9*** 13.4 - 28.6*** 30.5%** 15.0**

to Attached with Child -3, 7*x 1.0 - 1.6 ST 1 2.1 - S7.7%%*

to Other -5, 2%** -1.0** -0.1 N/A -6.7*** -2.4%** -0.3 -8.1x**
Number of Children (One)

Two

0.1 4.0 0.9** -0.0

Four

7.4%%* N/A 6.5%** 3.9

1624 8.1%+* 3.5%* S1.qre -0.4 13.0%** 0.3 -0.8** 2.7

4554 4.6%** 3.3%%x -0.8*** 2.0 2.9 1.4* -1.4%%% -4,9%**

65 and over -4, 2%** -0.8* -1.6%** N/A -7.4%%* -3.0%** N/A N/A
Province (ON)
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Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

PE 2.2 1. 2%kk 1.2%* N/A 4.1* 2. 4xwx 1.3* 4.3
NS 3.0* -0.2 0.9* 4.8 1.8 -0.3 2 5¥*% 2.8
NB 0.9 0.2 0.1 1.5 1.8 0.1 0.5 05
QC D,k -0.9** 0.2 0.4 3.7k -1.8%** -0.5 -4 5**%
MB -0.8 -0.4 0.7* -0.2 -3.9%* -1.1* 1.0%* -0.6
SK -0.1 -0.2 0.6 0.0 -1.2 -0.6 0.7 -1.9
AB -2.2%* -0.7* 0.0 -0.7 -0.9 -1.9%** 0.0 1.8
BC -0.0 -0.5* 0.5 -1.3 -2.5%x -0.9 0.2 1.4
Mover 32 0.2 0.6 4.2 -1.6 -0.8 0.1 2.1
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higrschool 5.6%* 1.9%** 4, 0%xx 4.0 17.2%%x 8. 7% 3.6%%* 2] .5xxx
High-school Graduated 6.4%** 0.2 1.5%x% 4.1 3.6%* 1.3* 1.4%%% 14.6%**
University -1.9% 0.8 -0.7** 2.5 -4, 4%%% -0.3 -1.0%** 4.7
Other 1.2 2.5%* 0.4 26.3 15.5%*x 2.9 1.0 -0.1
Student Status (Non
student) 7. 1% 1.8* 1.8%* 4.1 7.2%%% 3.9% 0.3 2.2
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Non-French in Quebec -1.0 -0.9* 2.3%* 1.6 8.0%* -2.1%* 0.6 8.0*
Non-English in ROC 2.6 1.1%* 2.0%** 0.1 3.9%* 0.6 1.1%* 12.7%%*
Disability Status (No
Disability) 11.5%xx 1.7%%* P 0.8 12.2%%x 2.9%%% 1.6%** oW ki
Minority Status (Not -14 1.4 2. 8r* 0.3 -1.6 3.3 1.4%* -5.6%*
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Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Non-
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.3 -0.1 -0.8** N/A 2.4 -0.9 1.8 -0.5
Immigrant, Between 1977
and 1986 18.1* N/A 21,15 N/A 15.9* -2.3%* 0.0 42 7%xx
Immigrant, Ater 1986 1.1 1.2 0.9 12.4 17.7%%* 2.4 6.2%*% 40.8***
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area 2.5 0.1 1.2%%* 4.1 7.3%xx 0.3 2. 7% 7.7%
15,00029,999 0.1 -0.6* 0.6* 3.5 6. 1% * 0.7 1.0%* 9. 1%*
30,000699,999 1.8 0.5 1.0%* 0.2 5. 3%x* 1.6%* 1.1%* 14 5%xx
100,006499,999 2.6%* -0.3 0.1 2.0 5. 4xx* -0.8 0.3 13.6%**
Year (1999)
2000 -0.3 -0.2 0.4 -0.6 -2.0* -0.5 0.7** -0.9
2001 -0.2 -0.2 0.1 -1.0 -15 -0.5 0.3 2.5
2002 -0.4 -0.3 0.0 -1.3 -1.6 -0.6 0.3 3.3
2008 0.9 -0.5* 0.3 -1.4 -1.8* -0.9 0.7* 3.8
Sample Size 5,953 13,895 18,834 1,133 8,821 14,314 19,122 3,196

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates signifitan©ela level; two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns.

The sample sizis theactualnumber ofobservations included each regression mod@y applying thesampling weightsywe have the
representative population size for eadlvpopulationi,902,3193,069,0864,409,570431,484 2,093,9982,985,541 4,291,151 and
1,048,13@espectively.
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Table5 - B analyzes the probability effects for low income entnaorannual basisnderLIM during the period 1999004. The total

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eighipsylllations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample
sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are then stacked in the form of 5paias (19992000 to 20022004). In

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low innderelM ) in the 2nd year of
eachyearpairasafuncon of the individual s characteristics, including famil.y
reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age gre@s §25eference), province of residence (Ontario as

referency education attainment (pes¢condary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of
Canada as reference), student status-Ghatent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible ynatatuis (non

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status-{monigrant as reference), area size (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), and calendar year (1999 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is thé&yosldzbiig in low incomeynderLIM)

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, wiw yeas26ld, who
possessed a pestcondary degree, and who did not have disability condigitw., whereas other coefficients are the marginal probabilities of
an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low incoma(erLIM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair compared to the
corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 5- C: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsainder MBM , 19992004

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattached - 4.1%* 21.7%* 13.0 - 20.6*** 36.1%+* 14.3**

to Attached withChild -2.0* 0.2 - 2.9 -6.0*** 0.3 - -7.8%%*

to Other -4.0%** -0.6 -0.1 N/A -5.4xx* -2.0%** -0.9 -11.6%**
Number of Children (One)

Two

0.1 18.6** 0.9** 0.6

Four

8.2%** N/A 7.9%%* 5.0

1624 7.0%%* 3.4 S1. 7R -0.8 11.3%*x 1.0 -1.0% -3.2

4554 3.3%%x 2.0%xx -1.5%%x -1.3 2.4 1.7% -2.0%*x -6.0%**

65 and over -3.2%** -1.2%* -2.4xxx N/A -6.5%** -2.4%%* N/A N/A
Province (ON)

75



Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

PE 4.7* -0.5 4,0%** -0.6 16.1%** -0.8 4 9%** 0.9
NS 5, 7%%* 1.0* 4, 3rxx 6.7 10.8*** 1.0 6.5%** 10.0**
NB 3.6%* 1.1* 1.3* 3.5 11.2%** 1.0 2 G 8.3**
QC -0.5 -0.5 0.6 1.4 0.6 -1.0x 0.3 -0.2
MB -0.2 -0.2 1.3%* -0.7 -1.9* -0.7 1.5%* 0.4
SK 1.2 0.1 1.3%* 2.8 1.8 -0.3 1.6** 2.9
AB -0.9 0.1 0.9* 2.2 5.0%** -1.0%* 1.1* 6.5%
BC 3.6%* 1.1* 4, 9%xx 1.4 6. 1%+ 1.2% 4 5rxx 6.5%*
Mover 2.9 1.9 3.6 11.3 3.4 0.9 2.9 0.7
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higrschool 5.6%* 2. 2%k 4 frxx 0.6 12.8%*x 5.6%* 4, %% 17.8%**
High-school Graduated 6.6%** 0.2 2. 1**x 2.4 2.2%% 0.8 1.5%xx 13.6%**
University 0.4 -0.7* -1.0%x 1.3 -3.8%*x -0.4 -1.5%%% -6.1%**
Other -0.6 2.7 0.2 22.2 11.8%*x 1.4 1.4 4.0
Student Status (Non
student) 6.6%** 1.9* 1.8** 7.2 B.4%** 3.9%% 0.2 1.1
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Non-French in Quebec -1.3 N/A 1.9% 0.2 2.7 2. Q%K -0.2 4.5
Non-English in ROC 3.7 1.2%* 2.6%** 1.2 2.9%* 0.3 1. Gxxx 8.9%*
Disability Status (No
Disability) 9.4x** 1.7%%* 2 G 1.3 12.1%%x 2.6%% 2.0%** 8.0%*
Minority Status (Not -1.0 1.8 3.6%** 0.4 -1.9 1.9 2.9%%% 0.5
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Men Women

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Nor
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 -11 -0.2 -1 G+ N/A 2.6% -0.7 2.1* 8.4
Immigrant, Between 1977
and 1986 18.2** N/A -1.6%** 28.6* 25.5%* -1.9% -0.8 47 x+*
Immigrant, After 1986 0.9 -0.0 2.0% 20.5 23. 2%+ 2.1 7.3%++ 22.3%*
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area 1.3 0.6 1.6%** 8.3* 4 3+ 0.7 3.2%%* 3.9
15,00629,999 0.4 0.2 1. 5xx* 3.3 5.0%** 0.1 2.0%*+ 8.4%*x
30,00099,999 0.1 0.0 0.4 3.1 2.2*% 0.3 0.2 8.1%*
100,000499,999 1.0 -0.4 -0.1 0.8 1.6 -0.9** -0.1 9.6%**
Year (1999)
2000 0.3 0.5 -0.0 -0.6 1.7 0.4 0.1 -1.0
2001 0.1 -0.5 -0.3 2.2 -1.9%* 0.4 -0.2 2.0
2002 -1.1 -0.6% -0.5 -1.9 S1.7% -0.6 -0.7* 2.2
2003 -0.1 -0.8** -0.2 -2.3 -2 Bxxx -0.8* -0.2 2.8
Sample Size 5,953 13,895 18,834 1,133 8,821 14,314 19,122 3,196

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two asterigk&eaethth @6 asterisks
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns.

The sample sizis theactualnumber ofobservations included each regression mod@y applying the sampling weightse have the
representatie population size for eacgubpopulationi,902,3193,069,0864,409,570431,484 2,093,9982,985,541 4,291,151 and
1,048,13@espectively.
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Table5 - C analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annualuradgsMBM during the peod 19992004. The total
population (16 years and above) is first broken into eighipsylllations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample
sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are then stacked in tmmnfof 5 yeatpairs (19992000 to 20022004). In

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low innder®B8M ) in the 2nd year of
each year pair as a f unct indudingdamily campositiondynamicsqdno ehbngeswithintyear paicas er i st i ¢ s,
reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age gre@s §25eference), province of residence (Ontario as
reference), education attainment (psstondary dgree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of
Canada as reference), student status-Ghatent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non
member of visible minoritysareference), immigration status (Riemmigrant as reference), area size (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), and calendar year (1999 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is the probability of beingoiméoander

MBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, Wb yeas5

old, who possessed a pastcondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficientsargitial
probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low inconmederMBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair compared
to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 5- D: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsinder LICO , 20022007

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattached - 17.5%* 30.8*** 43.2%** 28.4%** 54.1%* 37.3%**

to Attached with Child N/A -1.0 N/A N/A 0.1 - -22.3%**

to Other -G, 7*** N/A

.I
w
*

6.8 -30.0%** -0.3 -2.1%* -13.5**
Number of Children (One)

Two

1

1
o
N
N
N

1

1

1.5% 9.4**

Four 4.0*

<
>

5.6** 28.1%**

1624 12.5%xx 4.1 2.0 -4.8 17.0%*x 0.3 -1.0 -14. 7%

4554 3.9* 0.4 3.0%* 6.4 2.9 -0.0 0.4 -16.6%**

65 and over -5. 1% -3.1%* 4.9 N/A -18.6%** -1.5%* N/A N/A
Province (ON)
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Men Women

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

PE -1.8 0.4 -1.4 6.5 -11.9% 0.5 -1.3 -8.3
NS 4.9 0.4 0.3 16.0 -12.3+% 0.4 3.9% 6.4
NB 2.8 2.8* 1.8 11.8 e i i 1.9* 3.4+ 8.7
QC -2.6* -0.5 -0.9 -4.9 -17.0%* -0.3 -0.7 7.7*
MB -15 -0.5 2.3 -1.4 -9 4rxx 1.6* 2.8+ -1.4
SK 0.2 -0.6 1.1 2.2 -14.9%%+ 0.2 0.5 7.2
AB -4, 3%*% -1.8%* -1.9%* 5.5 =14, 9%+ 0.1 -2.0%* -11.9%
BC 2.7 0.8 0.2 6.7 -6.9%* 1.5 2.1 -3.3
Mover -3.4 N/A 0.9 N/A 24 frxx 5.4 2.8 17.3
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higtschool 12.9%x* 2.5% 1.0 5.7 27.8%*x 4.4%* 4.7 55
High-school Graduated 4, 3%xx 0.3 1.0 -0.5 6.9%** 0.7 1.8** 0.7
University -1.4 -2.1%* 1.6 -8.9 =24 7+ -0.9%* -2.0%** -9.1%*
Other 0.2 1.9 3.4* N/A 19.6%** 4.0* 5.8%x -1.4
Student Status (Non 2.4 N/A 0.4 74 -15.3%*x 0.2 0.7 8.4
student)
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Non-French in Quebec 0.2 1.3 0.1 2.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 -3.6
Non-English in ROC 10.3%x* 2.2 0.3 5.2 16.3%x* 0.2 0.1 11.3%x*
Disability Status (No 12.6%+* 5.5*x 1.7** 14.8 23.0%* 2.7%* 3.4%%% 20.1%*
Disability)
Minority Status (Not -3.4* 0.4 3.4% 38.7* 20.3%** -0.4 5.7%* 5.3

8C



Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Non-
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 1.7 3.1 -1.3% 64.5%** -4.5 1.0 0.7 -11.6
Immigrant, Between 1977 N/A N/A 3.4% N/A 33.4%xx 1.6 1.2 29.9%xx
and 1986
Immigrant, After 1986 43.8%*+ 14.7 5.3%+* 1.5 7.1 5.6* 2.4* 37.2%=
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area -4, 7**% -2.3%* -1.4%* -1.8 =20, 7% -1.1%* -1.9%* 2.3
15,00029,999 -3.1% -0.1 -1.6%x -1.8 -15.3%** 0.3 2.0 5.5
30,00099,999 1.3 -1.4* 1.4 10.0 211 .4 0.1 -11 1.7
100,006499,999 1.1 -1.3* -1.6%+ 0.3 -6.6%** -0.3 -1.8xxx 1.6
Year (2002)
2003 0.9 -0.2 -0.3 1.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 -3.3
2004 2.0 0.5 -0.8 5.2 0.2 0.3 -1.0* -11.6%+*
2005 2.6 -0.9 1.4 -6.0 2.8 -0.1 Wi 21275
2006 -0.1 -1.0 -1.8%x 7.9 -4.9% -0.5 -2.Q%xx -10.8%**
Sample Size 5,372 14,446 16,412 1,169 8,665 14,844 16,512 3,057

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two asteriskkeaekhth@@%sterisks
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients aremepsed out of confidentiality concerns.

The sample sizis theactualnumber ofobservations included each regression mod@y applying the sampling weightse have the
representative population size for eadlvpopulationi,961,7823,398,8264,73%,484;508,284,2,288,1993,215,8334,458,274and
1,057,572%espectively.
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Table5 - D analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annualuradsLICO during the period 2062007. The total

population (16 years and above) is firsti®n into eight supopulations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample
sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are then stacked in the form of 5paias (2002003 to 20062007). In

doing so, we canse the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low inagrder{ICO) in the 2% year of

each year pair as a function of the individual 6s chpairaacteri stics,
reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age gre@s §25eference), province of residence (Ontario as
reference), education attainment (psstondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebglophdme in rest of

Canada as reference), student status-Ghatent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non
member of visible minority as reference), immigration status-{monigrant as reference), asize (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), and calendar year (2002 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is the probability of beingoimé@nderLICO)

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belkonie reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who wed3ears old, who
possessed a pestcondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients are the marginal prafbabilities
an arbitrary individual who is likelunlikely to be in low incomeupderLICO) in the 2°year of the each year pair compared to the
corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 5- E: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsinder LIM , 20022007

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattached - 13.2%** 21.5%** 26.2* 25. 7% 32.8%** 36.8***

to Attached with Child 4. 3** 1.6

N/A N/A -0.7 -22.0%%*

to Other -, Q¥** N/A

(o}
*

6.9 -15.1%%* -0.7

KR
'_\
*

-7.6
Number of Children (One)

Two

1

1
o
(63}
[
o

1

1

1.2%* 10.1***

Four

3.9%* N/A 4 5%* 37.9%**

1624 10.9%** 1.1 2.3%* 4.4 10.7%** 0.8 -0.0 212.1%%%

4554 4.6%** -1.2 2.8%*% 4.7 1.9 -0.6 0.5 214, 1%x

65 and over -4, 2%** -3.6%** 5.1* N/A -12.8%** -2.1xx* N/A N/A
Province (ON)
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Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent
PE -1.0 -2.6%* -1.6%* 6.8 -6.1* -1.0* -1.6%*x -3.9
NS 4.2% 2. % 0.4 5.7 6. 7xx -0.8 1.6** -35
NB 3.7* -0.7 0.5 5.2 -6.1%*x 0.3 0.8 10.8*
QC -0.9 -2.0%* -1.0% -3.4 -10.1%xx -0.8* -0.9* -4.3
MB -0.6 -2.0% 0.4 -1.3 -8.2%*% 0.4 0.2 -1.3
SK 1.0 -2.0%* 0.2 1.5 -7.6%%x -0.7 0.9 -35
AB -2.6%* S i W e 5.6 -8.4%*x -0.7 1.4 -10.8**
BC 1.5 -1.8** -0.8* 5.7 -6.5%xx 0.4 0.6 -3.6
Mover 0.3 N/A 0.1 N/A -13.5%** 2.4 0.3 6.5
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higrschool 7.6% 2.9% 1.3 6.6 23.8%** 4.4 3.3% 10.8**
High-school Graduated 1.9* 0.1 0.9* 0.9 4.8 0.8 1.5%* -0.4
University -0.9 2.4 1.4 -7.6 -12.5%** -1.0% -1.6%x -10.9%x*
Other 1.1 0.7 3.2%x N/A 15.5%** 2.5% 4.4%* 0.6
Student Status (Non
student)
0.0 -1.9% -0.3 6.4 -8.5+** 0.2 -0.6 -8.0
Minority Language
(EN/FR) 0.0 2.7 0.3 3.9 0.8 0.7 0.1 -0.9
Non-French in Quebec
Non-English in ROC 7.1%%% 4.8* 0.1 3.5 13.3%* -0.2 0.1 7.2%%
Disability Status (No
Disability) 8.6%** 6. 1%** 1.8%** 14.8 16.4%** 2.5%x% 2. xxx 17.8%**
Minority Status (Not -2.6* 2.3 2.8% 35.3* 20.8%** 0.3 4.0%** 7.8
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Men Women
Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone

no Child  with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent
Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Non-
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.7 2.9 -0.8 40.1* -3.8* 1.9* 1.0 -13.3**
Immigrant Between 1977
and 1986 N/A N/A 3.3** N/A 18.1 0.8 1.0 33.0%+*
Immigrant, After 1986 34,10 11.5% 4 4 1.1 -1.0 4.8 1.7* 29,8
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area 1.0 3.3** 1.6%** 4.5 8.7%** 2.4 2. 7% 23.9%**
15,00029,999 1.0 4.4 0.4 35 10.0%** 3.3% 0.6 25.4xxx
30,00099,999 4.6%*% 1.7 0.0 13.6 2.3 1.0 1.0 13.2**
100,006499,999 1.3 1.1 -0.6* 9.7 7.1%%% 1.0 0.3 10.4**
Year (2002)
2003 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.7 2.9 0.5 0.5 5.1
2004 1.2 0.2 0.5 -3.0 3.4* 0.5 0.5 -10.0%**
2005 1.6 -0.1 -0.9%* -4.6 2.1 -0.0 -0.9** 2113k
2006 1.1 -0.4 -0.9** 5.9 3.9* -0.5 -0.7* -9. 8+
Sample Size 5,372 14,446 16,412 1,169 8,665 14,844 16,512 3,057

Source: Survey of Labour and Income DynamieseP 4.
Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two asteriskkeaekhth@@%sterisks
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns.
The sample sizis theactualnumber ofobservations included each regression mod@y applying the sampling weightse have the
representative population size for eadlvpopulationi,961,7823,398,8264,736,484508,284,2,288,1993,215,8334,458,274and

1,067,572respectively.
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Table5 - E analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annuallad#sLIM during the period 2002007. The total

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eighipsylllations by gender and four majgpes of family composition (the sample

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are then stacked in the form of 5paias (20022003 to 20062007). In

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probabdiyiredividual is in low incomeupderLIM) in the 2nd year of

each year pair as a function of the individual 6s <chpairaacteri stics,
reference), number of children (one child as referehewailable), age group (254 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as
reference), education attainment (psstondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of
Canada as reference), student statos-§udent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non
member of visible minority as reference), immigration status-{monigrant as reference), area size (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), andalendar year (2002 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is the probability of being in low tiimcimmeN] )

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, w8 ywass2id, who
possessed a pestcondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients are the marginal prafbabilities
an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low incoma(erLIM) in the 2nd year dahe each year pair compared to the
corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 5- F: Probability effects for the annual low income entry modelsinder MBM , 20022007

Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Chid with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

to Unattached - 11.6*** 21.6*** 17.5 21.2%* 32.6%* 23.6***

to Attached with Child -4.6%* -1.7* - N/A N/A -0.5 - -15.4%%%

to Other S -2.1* -1.2%* 15 -11.3%** -0.7 -1.5x** -9.8***
Number of Children (One)

Two

1
1
1
o
N

-1.2 0.5 11.2%**

Four

4.1** N/A 4.3** 31.4%*

1624 10.3%** 1.9 0.7 -1.9 8.7* 0.9 -0.8* -8.8%**

4554 3.8%* -1.0 1.1* -1.6 1.3 -0.2 0.4 -10.7%%*

65 and over W -3.3* 2.6 N/A -11.8%% ] 7R N/A N/A
Province (ON)
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Men Women
Unattached Attached  Attached Lone Unattached Attached  Attached Lone
no Chid with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent
PE 2.2 -1.4 1.0 7.9 2.0 -0.0 1.2 14.3*
NS 5.8** 0.4 3. 5w 3.8 0.2 0.4 5.gxxx 18.1%+*
NB 4.5* 2.2% 3.8%+* 3.8 0.8 2.0%* 4,9%** 28.0%**
QC 0.2 -0.3 1.1* -0.7 -4 5¥** 0.2 1.8%+* 11.4%*
MB 0.8 -0.6 1.7% 2.1 2.1 0.9 1.6** 6.5
SK 1.8 -0.5 0.6 1.6 -3.2% 0.1 2.5% 3.5
AB -1.3 -1.5% -0.6 2.3 -0.2 0.1 0.4 0.1
BC 4.4%* 0.8 2.1%+ -0.3 5.7* 2.9%* 6.0%+* 18.3%x*
Mover 1.6 N/A 2.3 N/A -8.6** 4.1 3.6 25.8*
Education (Post
secondary)
Less than Higtschool 6. 1% 2.6%* 1.0% 4.7 17.7%% 3.0%%x 3.0%** 6.8*
High-school Graduated 1.8* 0.3 0.9* 1.6 5.1%x% 0.2 1.4 0.2
University -1.2 -2.0%* -1.0%* -3.4 -9 3+ 0.7* -0.9%* 3.1
Other 0.2 3.3* 3.5%* N/A 15.2%%* 4.3%* 2.6%* 0.6
Student Status (Non
student)
0.3 N/A 0.7 -4.0 7.3 0.6 -0.5 -6.7*
Minority Language
(EN/FR) 0.0 1.6* 0.4 2.3 -0.2 0.3 -0.3 -3.9*
Non-French in Quebec
Nor+-English in ROC 6.9%** 2.6 -0.3 0.5 8.4%x% 0.2 0.3 5.1*
Disability Status (No
Disability) 8.4%** 5. 3%*x 1.4%* 10.2 16.7%* 2.2%%% 1.9%x* 14.3%**
Minority Status (Not -3.6%%* 3.8** 2.6%** 19.9 18.3%* 0.8 4, 2% 1.3
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Men Women

Unattached Attached Attached Lone Unattached Attached Attached Lone
no Chid with Child Parent no Child  with Child Parent

Visible Minority)
Immigration Status (Non-
immigrant)
Immigrant, Before 1977 0.2 1.9 -0.5 16.8 -1.0 1.0 1.2 -11.3xx
Immigrant, Between 1977
and 1986 11.4 N/A 6.8*** N/A 13.6 0.1 3.3 30.6%**
Immigrant, After 1986 38.2%= 7.9% 4 9¥r+ 2.0 3.1 3.2* 2.7 30.3%
Area Size (500,000+)
Rural Area 0.5 1.7* 1.3** 4.4 4.8** 1.3** 2.2%k% 15.5%**
15,00029,999 1.3 2.0 0.1 2.8 5.6%** 1.6* 0.3 17.5%xx
30,00099,999 1.9 -0.2 -1.0%* 5.4 -3.0% 0.0 -0.6 0.4
100,000499,999 1.1 -0.6 -1.0%* 8.2 4.7%* 0.0 -0.7* 1.0
Year (2002)
2003 0.1 0.1 -0.2 2.7 1.3 0.5 0.1 2.3
2004 0.9 0.4 0.4 -0.8 1.8 0.9* -0.5 -4.5*
2005 1.4 0.1 I R -1.6 0.1 0.1 -0.9** -6.6**
2006 -0.2 -0.5 -1.3%% -3.3 1.1 -0.4 1. 2%*x -8.4%**
Sample Size 5,372 14,446 16,412 1,169 8,665 14,844 16,512 3,057

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 |eeeiskwaiahe 0.05 level; three asterisks
at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns.

The sample sizis theactualnumber ofobservations included ieach regression mod@&y applying the sampling weightse hae the
representative population size for eadlvpopulationi,961,7823,398,8264,736,484508,284,2,288,1993,215,8334,458,274and
1,057,572%espectively.
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Table5 - F analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annuallredsMBM during the period 2002007. The total
population (16 years and above) is first broken into eighipsylllations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample
sizes are given at the bottom of the table). THyed panel data are thstacked in the form of 5 yepairs (2002003 to 20062007). In

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low innder®B8M ) in the 2nd year of
each year pair as achdracteristics, including family dompositionddynanicd (n@cdhaihge within year pair as
reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age gre@s §25eference), province of residence (Ontario as
reference), education attainmépbstsecondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of
Canada as reference), student status-Ghatent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non
member ofvisible minority as reference), immigration status @rmmigrant as reference), area size (population greater than 500,000 as
reference), and calendar year (2002 as reference). Specifically, the baseline probability is the probability of beingomdojander

MBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, Wi yeas25

old, who possessed a pestcondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereasefffieients are the marginal
probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low inconmederMBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair compared
to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group.
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Table 6- A: Probability of being in low incomeunder LICO , 1999 to 2004

%

Women 2.2%%* 0.5**

o
(N

Age (2534)

3544 -2.0%** -0.5** -0.3**

55-64 0.9 -0.3 -0.3**

Less than high school 7.3%%* 3.0%** 1.7%*

Universty -3.2%%* -0.6** -0.4**

o
(0]
o
(2}

Visible minority 1.1*

Minority Language (EN/FR)

Non-English in ROC 2.4%** 1.0%*

o
(V)

Immigration Status (Nornrimmigrant)

o
(o]
'
o
=

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ -0.7

=}
I

1 year 1.0 -0.3*

3 years 5. 3x**

o
w

0.0

5 years 6.6%**

[E
D

N/A

Disabled 14.9%** 7.0%%* 3.8%%*




At least one year At least four years  All six years

%

Family composition-6 year (Attached with child)

Unattached 23.1%** 11.7%x* 8.2%**
Attached no child -1.8** -0.3 -0.1
Lone parent 23.7%** 10.1%** 3.4**
Other family composition -2.3*%* -0.5 -0.3*
Changed family composition 7.0%** 0.2 -0.1
Province (ON)

NL 7.5%** 2. 1%** 1.3*
PE -1.3 -0.6* -0.2
NS 2.3** 0.2 0.5
NB 2.4** -0.2 0.1
QC -2.3%** -0.6*** -0.2*
MB -0.8 -0.4* -0.1
SK 14 -0.2 -0.0
AB -1.5%* -0.2 -0.0
BC 1.8** -0.3 -0.2
Mover 2.1 -0.3 -0.3
Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area -4 2%** -1.0%** -0.5%**
15,00029,999 -4.0*** -0.8*** -0.4**
30,00099,999 -1.6%* 0.0 -0.0
100,000499,999 -3.2%** -0.3* -0.0
Sample Size 19,870

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at thé; 0.10 leve
two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed
out of confidentiality concerns.

Table6 - A uses the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual being in

low income for at lest one year (at least four years/all six years) for the -2@@4 periocunder
LICOas a function of the individual s characteris
group (2534 as reference), education attainment ¢gesbndary degree as neface), visible

minority status (noimember of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration statiisimgrant as
reference), student status (retadent as referengalisability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six yearqattached with child as reference), province of residence

(Ontario as reference), and area size (population greater than 500,000 as reference). Specifically,
the baselie probability is the probability of being in low incomenflerLICO) for an individual

who belonggo the reference groups, i.an Ontarian, who was 2% years old, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did not have disability conditionywdtereas other coefficients

are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low income
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(underLICO) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference graupample
sizeis theactualnumber ofobsenations included ireach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult population &7,906,29'by the end of 1998.
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Table 6- B: Probability of being in low incomeunder LIM , 1999 to 2004

%

Women 1.6%** 0.6***

o
N

Age (2534)

3544 S1.7% -0.4%* -0.4%*

55-64 0.8 -0.4** -0.4**

Less than high school 7.0%** 3. 1xx* 1.7%x*

University A -0.6** -0.6%**

o
o

1.1

=
-

Visible minority

Minority Language (EN/FR)

=
N
*

0.9%*

o
N

Non-English in ROC

Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)

o
[EEN

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ -1.0 N/A

o
w

1 year 0.4 -0.5**

3 years 4,1 x**

o
N

0.2

5 years 4,9%**

o
©

N/A

Disabled 12.6%** 777 5.0



At least one year At least four years All six years

%

Family composition-6 year (Attached with child)

Unattached 15.9%** 6.9%** 6.1%**
Attached no child -0.9 -0.3 -0.2
Lone parent 18.8*** 7.8*** 4. 9%**
Other family composition -1.6%* -0.3 -0.6%**
Changed family composition 5.5¥** 0.1 -0.3
Province (ON)

NL 7.2%** 2.9%** 2.0**
PE 0.4 0.3 -0.3
NS 2.7%** 0.5 0.6
NB 3.2%** 0.7* 0.3
QC -1.8%** -0.7%** -0.6***
MB -0.6 -0.2 0.0
SK 1.3* 0.1 -0.2
AB -1.2* -0.2 -0.3*
BC 1.8** -0.3 -0.5**
Mover 2.4*%* -0.1 -0.2
Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area 2.0%** 0.5** 0.2
15,00029,999 -0.0 -0.0 0.1
30,00099,999 0.5 0.7** 0.6*
100,000499,999 -1 5 0.2 0.7**
Sample Size 19,870

Source: Surweof Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level;
two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed
out of confidetiality concerns.

Table6 - B uses the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual being in

low income for at least one year (at least four years/all six years) for the2008%erioclinder

LIMas a functi on ardcteristtssincluding genderd mate larefereack), age
group (2534 as reference), education attainment gsesbndary degree as reference), visible
minority status (nofmember of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone

in Quebewr Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration statudninugrant as
reference), student status (r&tndent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six yeargattached with child as referengcprovince of residence

(Ontario as reference), and area size (population greater than 500,000 as reference). Specifically,
the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incomelérLIM ) for an individual

who belongs to the reference greupe., an Ontarian, who was-28 years old, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients
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are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be indoame
(underLIM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference gtwipample size
is theactualnumber ofobservations included ieach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult population &7,906,29by the end of 1998.
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Table 6- C: Probability of being in low incomeunder MBM , 1999 to 2004

%

Women 1. 2*** 0.4**

o
[

Age (2534)

35‘44 _1.7*** _0.4** _0.2**

5564 -0.1 -0.4%* -0.2%*

Less than high school 6.6%** 2 4% 0.7**

University e L -0.6** -0.3**

Visible minority 2 4**

o
a1

0.8*

Minority Language (EN/FR)

Non-English in ROC 1.5* 1.1% 0.5**

Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ 0.1

o
N
o
=

1 year -0.0

o
w

-0.2**

3 years 3 7k

o
w
1
o
o

5 years 3.4% 1.8* -0.3%

Disabled 11.5%* 7.2 2.6+




At least one year At least four years  All six years

%

Family composition-6 year (Attached with child)

Unattached 13.4%*%* 5.9%*x 2.6%**
Attached no child -] kwk -0.6%** -0.2*
Lone parent 19.0%** 6. 4%*% 2.3%%
Other family composition -1 5% -0.6** -0.3**
Changed family composition 4.6%* 01 0. 2%
Province (ON)

NL 11.6%** 5. 1x%* 2.3
PE 4.8%* 1.4% 0.3

NS S P73 il
N B 5 1*** 1 6*** 0 7**
QC 0.3 -0.3 0.1

MB 0.3 0.0 0.1

SK 1.9%* 0.3 0.1

AB 0.9 0.4 0.1

BC [l il (5755 0.6**
Mover 3,47 0.1 0.1

Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area 3 5**% 0.7*** 0.4%*
15,00029,999 1.6%%x 0.6+ 0 5+
30,00099,999 0.1 0.3 0.2

100,006499,999 21.1** 0.0 0.4**
Sample Size 19,870

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisité@sdignificance at the 0.10 level,

two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed
out of confidentiality concerns.

Table6 - C uses the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an indivizking in

low income for at least one year (at least four years/all six years) for the2008%eriocuinder
MBMas a function of the individual s characteris
group (2534 as reference), education attaimtngpostsecondary degree as reference), visible
minority status (noiMmember of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration statiismgrant as
reference), studestatus (norstudent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six yearqattached with child as reference), province of residence

(Ontario as reference), and area size (population greater than 500,000eaxegfSpecifically,

the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incomrederMBM) for an individual

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was\&ars old, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did natd disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients

are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low income
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(underMBM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference gremupample
sizeis theactualnumber ofobservations included ach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult population &7,906,29'by the end of 1998.
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Table 6- D: Probability of being in low incomeunder LICO , 2002 t02007

%

Women 1.6%**

o
(N
o
o

Age (2534)

3544 0.4

o
o
o
[EEN

55-64 0.1

=)
=
1
=)
o

Less than high school 5.G** e 0.7**

University 3.7 -0.9%* -0.3*

Visible minority

=
&)
=
IS

*
o
©

Minority Language (EN/FR)

Non-English in ROC

©
o
1

o
w
1

o
[EEN

Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ 9.1%**

=
o
o
(o]

1 year 1.0

o
IS
1
o
o

3 years 3.0%

o
N
o
o

5 years 3.1

)
\‘

N/A

Disabled 13.4%** 7 ¥k 3. %%
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At least one year At least four years  All six years

%

Unattached 24 5x** 17.6%* 7 xk*
Attached no child 0.8 05 0.2
Lone parent 18.0%** 6. 3**% 1.0*
Other family composition -1.8* -1.0% -0.3*
Changed fanty composition 5. Q*** 1.0* 0.2
Province (ON)

NL -1.0 0.5 0.2

PE -2 4% 0.0 -0.2
NS -0.3 -0.1 -0.0
NB -0.3 1.5% 0.3

QC -2,5%+* -0.9%* -0.3*
MB 0.1 0.6 -0.1
SK -0.4 -0.7* -0.3*
AB _3.1*** _1.2*** _0-4**
BC 0.5 0.5 -0.1
Mover 2.2 0.4 -0.1
Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area D g*xx _1.5%*% -0.4%
15,00029,999 4% 1 0.3
30,00099,999 12 0. 7%+ 01
100,006499,999 2. 3rxx 0.7+ 02
Sample Size 18,725

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level,
two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed
out of confidentiality concerns.

Table6 - D uses the logimodel framework to estimate the probability of an individual being in

low income for at least one year (at least four years/all six years) for the2R0@Zeriocunder
LICOas a function of the individual érencegdgar acteri s
group (2534 as reference), education attainment ¢gesbndary degree as reference), visible
minority status (noimember of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as refeyemeomigration status (hneimmigrant as
reference), student status (r&tadent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six yearqattached with child as reference), province of residence

(Ontario as referare), and area size (population greater than 500,000 as reference). Specifically,
the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incomedérLICO) for an individual

who belonggo the reference groups, i.an Ontarian, who was 2% years o, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients
are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low income
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(underLICO) compared to the correspding characteristic in the reference grolipe sample
sizeis theactualnumber ofobservations included ach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult population #9,403,06&yy the end 02001
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Table 6- E: Probability of being in low incomeunder LIM , 2002 to 2007

X

Women 1.5%**

o
N
o
[EEN

Age (2534)

3544 0.4

o
N
o
[EEN

55-64 0.6

o
N
1
o
[EEN

Less than high school 4.7+ 1 THxx 0.5**

University 3 Dk -0.6***

s
=

Visible minority 1.9% 1.1%

o
&

Minority Language (EN/FR)

Non-English in ROC

S
»
1
o
w
1
o
|—\

Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ 6.6%**

o
ol
o
o

1 year 1.1

o
[EEN
1
o
o

3 years 2. 7%

o
N
o
o

5 years 25

)
o

N/A

Disabled 11.3%** 4.1+ 2 3k
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At least one year At least four years  All six years

%

Unattached 18.0%** 8.2%*x 3.6%**
Attached no child 0.1 0.2 0.1

Lone parent 17.4%** 4, 3rxx 1. %+
Other family composition 05 0.3 0.1

Changed family composition 4.6+ 0.3 01

Province (ON)

NL 0.2 0.7* 0.1

PE -1.5* -0.1 -0.1

NS -0.5 0.2 0.0

NB -0.7 0.5 0.2

QC -2.3%%% -0.6%** -0.2%
MB -0.3 -0.1 -0.1

SK 1.6** -0.2 -0.1

AB 2 i -0, 7% -0.3%*
BC -0.2 -0.1 -0.1

Mover 0.6 -0.6%* -0.1

Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area 4.8%** 1.1% 0.2

15,00029,999 3, ek 0.6+ 0.2

30,00099,999 2 O** 0.6* 0.2

100,006499,999 0.1 0.2 0.1

Sample Size 18,725

Source: Survey dfabour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level;
two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed
out of confidentiaty concerns.

Table6 - E uses the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual being in

low income for at least one year (at least four years/all six years) for the2Q0@Zeriocunder

LIMas a functi on of eristibsgincludng gendér male &s deferercd),aagea c t
group (2534 as reference), education attainment gsesbndary degree as reference), visible
minority status (nofmember of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone

in Quebec or Aglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration statusnimaigrant as
reference), student status (r&tndent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six yearqattached with child as reference)ppince of residence

(Ontario as reference), and area size (population greater than 500,000 as reference). Specifically,
the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incomelérLIM ) for an individual

who belongs to the reference groups.,,ian Ontarian, who was-28 years old, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients
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are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individual who is likely/unlikely to be in low iacom
(underLIM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference gtwipample size

is theactualnumber ofobservations included ieach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult population #9,403,06&yy the end 02001
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Table 6- F: Probability of being in low incomeunder MBM , 2002 to 2007

%

Women 1.0%*

o
(N
o
o

Age (2534)

3544 0.1

o
[EEN
o
o

55-64 0.3

o
=
'
o
=y

Less than high school 4.6+ 1.G** 0.2%*

University -3.2%%% -0.6** -0.1

Visible minority 2 4** 1.7%* 0.5*

Minority Language (EN/FR)

Non-English in ROC

o
o
1
©
[EEN
o
o

Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 19¢ 11 5%+*

o
©
o
w

1 year 0.5

)
[EEN
1
o
[ERN

3 years 3.3%*

)
w
1
)
o

S years 2.2 -0.8* N/A

Disabled 12 7xxx 5.0%** 1.3%*
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At least one year At least four years  All six years

%

Unattached 14.6%** 7.1%%* 2.2%**
Attached no child 1.0 0.3 -0.0
Lone parent 16.4%** 4.6% 1.0%*
Other family composition D Dk 0.7 0.1*
Changed family composition 3. kk 01 0.1

Province (ON)

NL 4 Qx*x 3.2%%* 0.3

PE 1.8 1.7 0.1

NS 3.20 215+ 0.5*
NB 3.0*** 3.1*** 06*
QC -0.0 04 0.0

MB 1.3 0.9* 0.2

SK 3.1 0.4 0.0

AB -0.8 -0.2 -0.2%*
BC 5.3 2.3%x 0.3

Mover 3.7 0.5 0.0

Area Size (500,000+)

Rural Area 4 Dxxx 0.7* 0.2

15,00029,999 0 ik 0.2 0.1

30,00099,999 0.4 04 0.1

100,000499,999 -1.0* -03 0.1

Sample Size 18,725

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level;
two asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Solficiertsfare suppressed

out of confidentiality concerns.

Table6 - F uses the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual being in

low income for at least one year (at least four years/all six years) for the2Q0@Zeriocunder
MBMas a function of the individual s characteris
group (2534 as reference), education attainment gesbndary degree as reference), visible
minority status (noimember of visible minority as reference), ity language (Francophone

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration statiismgrant as
reference), student status (r&tndent as reference), disability status (no disability as reference),
family composition irall six years(attached with child as reference), province of residence

(Ontario as reference), and area size (population greater than 500,000 as reference). Specifically,
the baseline probability is the probability of being in low incomelérMBM) for an individial

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was\&ars old, who possessed a
postsecondary degree, and who did not have disability condition, etc., whereas other coefficients
are the marginal probabilities of an arbitrary individwho is likely/unlikely to be in low income



(underMBM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference gremupample
sizeis theactualnumber ofobservations included ach regression model, which represents the
Canadian adult popttian at19,403,06&y the end 02001
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Table 7- A: Incidence of low incomeunder LICO, 1999 to 2004

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
LICO LICO LICO

Both Sexes 10.5 55 2.0

Women 12.5

»
(631
N
w

Age in 1999

25t0 34 10.6

ol
»
N
[

4510 54 8.5

ol
\‘
N
»

65 and over 12.5

w
a1
1

Education (all years)

(o2}
©
N
SN

High school completed 11.3

N
»
=
o

University 4.1

Not a student 10.6

o
&)
n
o

N
©
N
=

2 years 11.2

[oe]
SN
N
N

4 years 12.1

(e}
SN
N
N

6 years 12.6

Disability status (all years)

o
~

Disability 25.0 16.1

o
w

Visible minority 19.9 12.2

ul
~

Immigrant 22.3 13.6
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Six-year family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year

LICO LICO LICO
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 9.4 4.7 1.7
Immigrant, before 1977 10.8 5.1 1.6
Immigrant, 197%o 1986 14.9 10.9 54
Immigrant, after 1986 24.6 15.3 6.0
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 35.8 21.1 8.7
Attached no child 3.6 2.1 0.7
Attached with child 8.0 3.9 1.2
Lone parent 39.9 24.0 9.4
Other 8.3 3.0 0.6
Changed over period 8.1 4.0 1.3
Family composition in 1999
Unattached 26.1 151 6.2
Attached no child 4.5 2.5 1.2
Attached with child 7.4 3.4 1.1
Lone parent 25.0 13.8 4.2
Other 8.1 3.8 0.6

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

A The size of s 8ame celisark hosdisplayed fooconfidslitiiqaurpbses.

Table7 - A first calculates the-§ear aggregate family income and thgear aggregateICO,

125% of the 6year aggregatelCO, and 75% of the-§ear aggregatelCO, during the period
19992004. The percentage of the populatibé years twl and above) under the threkCO cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age
(in 1999), education attainment falf six years student status, disability status, minority status,
immigration satus, family composition iall six yearsand family composition in 1999.
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Table 7- B: Incidence of low incomeunder LIM , 1999 to 2004

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
LIM LIM LIM

Both Sexes 11.5 57 2.0

Women 13.4

(o2}
»
N
N

Age in 1999

25t0 34 11.9

(o2}
w
-
©

45 to 54 9.8

(o))
[iny
N
d

65 and over 11.9

N
o
1

Education (all years)

High school completed 12.4

~
o
N
D

University 4.0

N
=
o
]

Not a student 11.8

a1
oo
N
SN

2 years 10.2

a1
w
[EEN
(o2}

4 years 13.6

a1
oo
N
SN

6 years 11.4

a1
(o2}
N
(o]

Disability status (all years)

Disability 26.0 17.2

o
o

Visible minority 17.1 8.9

w
»

Immigrant 18.8 9.7

w
(€]
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Six-year family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
LIM LIM LIM

Immigration status
Canadiarborn 11.0 5.4 1.8
Immigrant, before 1977 8.7 3.4 1.6
Immigrant, 197%o 1986 13.0 9.8 4.4
Immigrant, dter 1986 22.1 11.8 3.6
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 315 16.5 7.6
Attached no child 5.9 3.0 1.1
Attached with child 9.6 4.6 1.1
Lone parent 385 26.2 10.0
Other 9.6 4.4 0.9
Changed over period 9.3 4.2 1.4
Family composition in 1999
Unattached 23.0 12.0 5.6
Attached no child 6.3 3.2 1.2
Attached with child 8.9 4.1 1.1
Lone parent 25.8 15.7 4.8
Other 10.1 4.4 1.0

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

A The size of s 8ame celiseelndt displaysd fdr confidestialiylpurposes.
Table7 - B first calculates the-gear aggregate family income and thge@ir aggregatelM ,

125% of the éyear aggregatelM , and 75% of the-§ear aggregatklM, during the period

19992004. The percentagf the populatiofl6 years old and above) under the tHrié cut

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age
(in 1999), education attainment falf six years student status, disability statugnority status,
immigration status, family composition @l six yearsand family composition in 1999.
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Table 7- C: Incidence of low incomeunder MBM , 1999 to 2004

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
MBM MBM MBM

Both Sexes 13.6 6.8 2.3

Women 15.5

\‘
o
N
~

Age in 1999

2510 34 14.3

~
|
N
(o)

4510 54 12.0

»
a1
w
o

65 and over 13.7

N
o
o
=

Education (all years)

High school completed 14.9

o]
o
N
]

University 5.3

w
[N
[ERN
[N

Not a student 13.8

»
(o2}
N
w

2 years 13.4

»
(o2}
N
o

4 years 15.9

©
\‘
N
©

6 years 15.3

(o]
a1
N
(0]

Disability status (all years)

Disability 29.8 17.8

o
©

Visible minority 22.6 13.9

(2]
ol

Immigrant 24.9 15.7

o
\l
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Six-year family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year

MBM MBM MBM
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 12.6 6.0 1.9
Immigrant, before 1977 11.9 4.8 1.8
Immigrart, 1977to 1986 17.3 10.7 6.6
Immigrant, after 1986 28.3 18.2 5.9
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 32.4 17.2 7.2
Attached no child 8.0 2.8 1.1
Attached with child 12.2 6.2 1.9
Lone parent 46.0 30.4 10.1
Other 10.6 4.8 1.8
Changed wer period 115 5.6 1.5
Family composition in 1999
Unattached 24.5 12.6 5.6
Attached no child 8.5 3.6 1.3
Attached with child 11.2 5.9 1.5
Lone parent 31.6 17.6 4.8
Other 11.3 4.8 1.8

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

AThe size of some cells is too sm&lbme cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes.
Table7 - C first calculates the-@ear aggregate family income and thge@r aggregate M,

125% of the 6year aggregate MBM, and 75% of the&ar aggregat®BM, during the period
19992004. The percentage of the populati@6 years old and above) undie threeMBM cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age
(in 1999), education attainment falf six years student status, disability status, minority status,
immigration status, family composition &l six years andfamily composition in 1999.
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Table 7- D: Incidence of low incomeunder LICO , 2002 to 2007

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
LICO LICO LICO

Both Sexes 10.3 4.9 2.1

Women 11.9

ol
(o]
N
w

Age in 2002

25t0 34 8.6

N
[N
[ERN
N

4510 54 9.5

ol
N
N
©

65 and over 12.8

SN
w
o
w

Education (all years)

High school completed 10.9

ol
»
N
ol

University 4.8

N
w
=
=

Not a student 10.7

a1
SN
N
N

2 years 10.3

w
(o]
N
=

4 years

(o]
N
ol
\‘
=
o

6 years

(o]
(o]
N
N
[Eny
=

Disability status (all years)

Disability

N
N
D

15.0

(2]
(o2}

Visible minority 18.8 10.3

62
N

Immigrant 20.9 11.9

o
o
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Six-yea family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year

LICO LICO LICO
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 8.9 4.1 1.6
Immigrant,before 1977 8.8 4.1 1.8
Immigrant, 19740 1986 19.9 10.4 5.2
Immigrant, after 1986 20.5 10.8 5.3
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 34.5 20.2 9.8
Attached no child 5.5 1.8 1.0
Attached with child 9.4 2.8 1.0
Lone parent 32.2 15.4 6.5
Other 7.0 3.6 1.1
Changed over period 6.4 3.4 1.3
Family composition in 2002
Unattached 26.2 15.1 7.0
Attached no child 5.8 1.8 1.0
Attached with child 7.6 3.0 1.2
Lone parent 23.4 11.6 5.2
Other 6.4 2.9 0.8

Source: Survey of Labour afimcome Dynamics, Panel 4.

A The size of s 8ame celisark hosdisplayed fooconfidentiality purposes.
Table7 - D first calculates the-§ear aggregate family income and thgear aggregatelCO,

125% of the 6year aggregatelCO, ard 75% of the 6/ear aggregatelCO, during the period
20022007. The percentage of the populatibé years old and above) under the thrkeO cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age
(in 2002, education attainment fal six years student status, disability status, minority status,
immigration status, family composition &l six yearsand family composition in 2002.
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Table 7- E: Incidence of low incomeunder LIM , 2002 to 2007

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
LIM LIM LIM

Both Sexes 12.5 5.8 2.2

Women

=
N
»
»
\‘
N
N

Age in 2002

25t0 34 11.4

6]
D
[E
D

4510 54 11.1

(o2}
(61
w
a1

65 and over 14.6

N
~
o
w

Education (all years)

High school completed 12.8

(o2}
N
N
»

University 4.7

N
N
=
o

Not a student 12.8

a1
(o]
N
w

2 years 13.3

¢,
=
N
w

4 years 9.8

a1
N
N
w

6 years 9.2

a1
\‘
[EEN
w

Disability status (all years)

Disability 27.9

=
(o))
N
»
N

Visible minority 18.6

=
o
]
N
N

Immigrant 19.8 12.2

B
(o]

=
=
~I



Six-year family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year

LIM LIM LIM
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 11.9 5.3 1.9
Immigrant, before 1977 8.1 3.4 1.7
Immigrant, 197%o 1986 21.4 9.9 5.8
Immigrant, after 1986 19.0 11.3 3.8
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 33.2 18.2 8.8
Attached no child 8.8 3.1 1.1
Attached with child 11.3 4.3 1.1
Lone parent 38.6 19.2 8.2
Other 9.5 5.3 1.2
Changed over period 8.8 4.0 1.7
Family composition in 2002
Unattached 25.5 13.9 6.5
Attached no child 8.2 2.8 1.1
Attached with child 9.5 4.1 1.3
Lone parent 29.4 14.6 6.3
Other 9.0 4.1 0.9

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

A The size of s 8ame cellsark hosdisplayed forconfidentiaity purposes.
Table7 - E first calculates the-§ear aggregate family income and thger aggregatelM

125% of the éyear aggregatelM , and 75% of the-§ear aggregatklM, during the period
20022007. The percentage of the populatibé years old and above) under the thri cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characsgiistiuding gender, age
(in 2002), education attainment falf six years student status, disability status, minority status,
immigration status, family composition &l six years andfamily composition in 2002.
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Table 7- F: Incidence of low incomeunder MBM , 2002 to 2007

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year
MBM MBM MBM

Both Sexes 12.9 5.6 2.2

Women

=
N
\‘
()]
~
N
~

Age in 2002

25t0 34 13.2

6]
(6]
=
(6]

4510 54 11.9

o))
w
w
=

65 and over 11.2

N
o
o
w

Education (all years)

High school completed 13.9

»
\‘
N
»

University 6.2

w
o
=
(6]

Not a student 13.1

ol
(o]
N
w

2 years 14.1

ol
(o2}
N
ol

4 years 10.7

ol
w
N
(o2}

6 years 12.1

ol
o
o
(0]

Disability status (all years)

Disability 27.3 13.3

o
\l

Visible minority 24.0 11.8

o
\l

Immigrant 27.1 13.7

o
w
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Six-year family income less than:

125% of sixyear Six-year 75% of six-year

MBM MBM MBM
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 11.1 4.7 1.8
Immigrant, before 1977 9.4 4.4 1.9
Immigrant, 197%o 1986 25.5 9.9 4.7
Immigrant, after 1986 27.4 13.8 6.0
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 28.5 15.7 8.4
Attached no hild 8.6 2.7 1.3
Attached with child 13.4 5.5 1.3
Lone parent 36.7 22.2 9.1
Other 9.7 4.2 1.8
Changed over period 10.0 3.8 1.4
Family composition in 2002
Unattached 22.4 12.4 6.2
Attached no child 8.1 2.5 1.2
Attached with child 11.7 4.7 13
Lone parent 29.2 15.2 6.7
Other 9.3 3.6 1.2

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

A The size of s 8ame cellsark hosdisplayed forconfidentiaity purposes.
Table7 - Ffirst calculates the-§ear aggregate faitgiincome and the gear aggregate MBM

125% of the éyear aggregate MBM, and 75% of the&ar aggregate MBM, during the period
20022007. The percentage of the populatité years old and above) undke threeMBM cut-
offsare then given respectivelg@ording to the population characteristics, including gender, age
(in 2002), education attainment falf six years student status, disability status, minority status,
immigration status, family composition &l six years andfamily compaosition in 2002
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Table 8- A: Average Income deficit ($2002) while in low incomender LICO, LIM , and

MBM, 1999 to 2004

Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Both Sexes 4358 (1.8) 3,963 (1.6) 4,001 (1.7)
Men 4,669 (3.0) 4,129 (2.6) 4,170 (2.7)
Women 4,127 (2.3) 3,835 (2.1) 3,870 (2.1)
Age in 1999
16 to 24 5,215 (4.3) 4,332 (3.8) 4,484 (3.9)
25 to 34 3,749 (4.3) 3,186 (3.7) 3,357 (4.0)
35 to 44 4,098 (4.4) 3,560 (3.9) 3,704 (4.0)
45to 54 5,020 (5.4) 4,358 (4.7) 4,500 (4.8)
55 to 64 4,959 (5.7) 4,314 (4.9) 4,459 (5.0)
65 and over 2,412 (4.8) 2,160 (6.2) 2,562 (6.7)
Education attainment in
1999
Less than high school 3,669 (3.5) 3,299 (3.1) 3,404 (33)
High school completed 4,168 (3.9) 3,713 (3.5) 3,831 (3.5)
Postsecondary 4,331 (4.7) 3,903 (4.4) 4,165 (4.5)
University 5,983 (7.8) 4,979 (6.8) 5,164 (7.1)
Other 4,638 (14.9) 3,644 (12.3) 3,828 (12.9)
Changed over period 5,199 (4.8) 4,177 (4.3) 4,429 (4.3)
Student status
Not a student 4,190 (2.5) 3,698 (2.2) 3,867 (2.3)
1 year 3,997 (6.6) 3,745 (6.2) 3,897 (6.4)
2 years 4,372 (7.7) 3,905 (7.1) 4,050 (7.4)
3 years 5,095 (8.2) 4,210 (7.4) 4,576 (7.9)
4 years 5,737 (10.0) 4,252 (9.5) 4,796(9.2)
S years 5,627 (9.5) 4,418 (8.3) 4,316 (8.1)
6 years 5,778 (10.3) 4,708 (8.7) 4,758 (9.0)
Disability status (all years)
No disability 4,473 (3.8) 3,876 (3.3) 4,183 (3.5)
Disability 3,944 (6.0) 3,390 (5.3) 3,372 (5.4)
Status changed 4,52 (2.6) 3,896 (2.4) 4,042 (2.4)
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Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Minority status
Visible minority 3,727 (5.3) 3,055 (4.8) 3,448 (4.9)
Not a visible minority 4,532 (2.2) 3,931 (2.0) 4,099 (2.0)
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 4,541 (2.3) 3,932 (2.0) 4,063 (2.1)
Immigrant, before 1977 3,918 (7.2) 3,853 (7.0) 4,036 (6.9)
Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 5,011 (15.3) 4,692 (13.5) 4,706 (13.4)
Immigrant, after 1986 3,838 (5.3) 2,792 (5.0) 3,468 (5.2)
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Major language 4,610 (2.4) 3,966 (2.1) 4,12 (2.2)
Non-English in ROC 4,227 (4.4) 3,693 (4.1) 3,948 (4.0)
Non-French in Quebec 3,620 (6.4) 2,870 (5.9) 2,973 (5.9)
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 4,873 (5.4) 4,115 (5.0) 4,500 (5.4)
Attached no child 5,118 (3.8) 4,683 (6.9) 4,588 (7.1)
Attached with child 3,735 (4.7) 3,191 (3.9) 3,565 (4.1)
Lone parent 3,087 (6.6) 3,041 (6.4) 3,065 (6.3)
Other 2,762 (5.9) 2,966 (5.6) 3,100 (5.7)
Changed over period 4,718 (2.9) 3,997 (2.6) 4,128 (2.7)
Province
NL 2,931 (9.4) 3,300 8.2) 3,586 (8.3)
PE 3,235 (29.9) 2,723 (22.3) 2,974 (22.2)
NS 4,091 (10.0) 3,874 (8.8) 4,163 (8.9)
NB 4,015 (10.5) 3,718 (10.1) 3,987 (10.4)
QC 4,232 (3.8) 3,454 (3.4) 3,384 (3.6)
ON 4,542 (4.0) 3,954 (3.6) 4,066 (3.6)
MB 3,926 (10.3) 3,548 (9.0) 3,411 (9.3)
SK 4,002 (10.1) 4,119 (10.0) 4,053 (9.9)
AB 5,306 (7.3) 4,558 (6.7) 4,488 (6.5)
BC 4,634 (5.4) 3,878 (4.8) 4,579 (4.9)
Mover 5,000 (9.4) 4,637 (7.9) 4,526 (7.9)

Area Size (all years)
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Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Rural Area 3,352 (5.8) 3,518 (5.0) 3,481 (5.0)
15,00029,999 3,301 (6.7) 3,311 (5.7) 3,672 (5.9)
30,00099,999 3,938 (6.1) 3,779 (5.6) 3,803 (5.9)
100,006499,999 3,928 (4.9) 3,646 (4.7) 3,662 (4.7)
500,000 and over 4,921 (3.2) 4,128 (3.1) 4,393 (3.2)
Changed over period 4,650 (4.9) 3,903 (4.2) 4,112(4.4)

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.
Notes: Persons 16 and over (in 1999) who had at least one year of low (but not negative) income
between 1999 and 2004. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Table8 - A demonstrates the averagaviincome gap the difference between the three fow
i ndividual 6s

i ncome

threshol ds
who encountered low income for one year or more during the period2D@20 The income

and

an

equi val ent

gaps are displayed/tpopulation characteristics including gender, age (in 1999), education
attainment foall six yearsstudent status, disability status, minority status, immigration status,
minority language, family composition ail six yearsprovince of residence, aagea size irall

six years All low income gaps (deficits) are converted to 2002 constant dollars for comparison

purposes.
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Table 8- B: Relative Income deficit while in low incomeunder LICO , LIM , and MBM,
1999 to 2004

Characteristics Relative Deficit Relative Deficit Relative Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM

Constant 25, 5% 24.3% 27.6%+

Gender (Men)

16 to 24 4 5r* 3.8%* 4.2

45 to 54 8.5%*% 8.4*** 8. 4rx+

65 and over 211 2%** -0 gHx* _7.6%**

Education attainment in 1999
Postsecondar

High school completed 1.7

R
~

-2.3%

Other 0.1

A
()]
1
n
o

Student status (Norstudent)

2 years 26

KR
[00)
1
'_\
N

4 years 5.2%

N
o
w
[EEN

6 years 5.8%*

D
w
w
o

Disability status (No disability)

Status changed

N
o
[EEN
w
o
N

Minority status (Non-visible
minori
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Characteristics Relative Deficit Relative Deficit Relative Deficit

under LICO under LIM under MBM
Immigrant, before 1977 3.3 15 1.4
Immigrant, 1977 to 186 5.6 7.7* 57
Immigrant, after 1986 0.7 25 0.2
Minority Language (Major
language)
Non-English in ROC 11 0.6 0.4
Non-French in Quebec 1.4 1.4 0.4
Family composition (Attached
with child)
Unattached 5. 7%* 8.0x** 7.1
Attached no child 8.9**x 8.0*** 5. 3%*
Lone parent 2.5 1.6 -1.5
Other -8.2%* -3.3* 5.1%*
Changed over period 3.3%* 4. ] %* 2 6*
Province (ON)
NL 2.2 3.4%+ 2.5
PE 2.2 -1.8 2.5
NS 4.7** 5.6*** 6_2***
NB 8.4*** 6.6*** 8.1***
QC 3.9%* 4.1% 3.0¢
MB -0.2 1.8 1.4
SK 6.1*** 7.8*** 8'7***
AB 7.6%** 8. 1x** 6. 2xxx
BC 8.5*** 7.6*** 6'4***
Mover 6. 7*** 10.9*** 7.1 %
Area Size (500,000 and over)
Rural Area 26 -3.7** -4,.3**
15,00029,999 -3.5* 7Gxk 7 Grkk
30,00099,999 3.4* 4 G 3.8+
100,000499,999 3.5* 5 Qrkk _G.4%*
Changed over period -4.0** -6 8r** G TRk

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Notes: Persons 16 and over (in 1999) who had at least one year of low (but not negative) income
between 1999ral 2004.

Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two
asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out
of confidentiality concerns.
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Table8 - B demonstries the relative income gap (average income gap as a percentage of the
corresponding average lewcome threshold) is regressed on the population characteristics
including gender, age (in 1999), education attainmerdlf@ix years student status, disiity
status, minority status, immigration status, minority language, family compositainsix years
province of residence, and area sizallrsix years
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Table 8- C: Average Income deficit ($2002) while in low inomeunder LICO, LIM , and

MBM, 2002 to 2007

Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Both Sexes 4,125 (1.7) 4,163 (1.6) 3,984 (1.6)
Men 4,257 (2.6) 4,314 (2.5) 4,087 (2.5)
Women 4,025 (2.2) 4,049 (2.0) 3,903 (2.1)
Age in 2002
16 to 24 4,919 (4.0) 4,723 (3.7) 4,376 (3.6)
25t0 34 3,962 (4.9) 4,105 (4.3) 3,963 (4.7)
35 to 44 3,641 (3.3) 3,600 (3.3) 3,562 (3.4)
45 to 54 4,644 (4.8) 4,765 (4.5) 4,745 (4.7)
55 to 64 4,209 (5.1) 4,296(4.5) 3,827 (4.7)
65 and over 3,040 (6.4) 2,614 (6.6) 3,141 (8.9)
Education attainment in
1999
Less than high school 3,277 (3.3) 3,231 (3.2) 3,232 (3.6)
High school completed 4,256 (4.1) 4,180 (3.8) 4,016 (4.0)
Postsecondary 4,134 (3.9) 4,083(3.7) 4,147 (3.8)
University 5,271 (7.3) 5,480 (6.9) 5,039 (7.0)
Other 3,707 (7.4) 4,633 (7.9) 3,969 (7.7)
Changed over period 4,689 (4.2) 4,676 (3.9) 4,297 (3.9)
Student status
Not a student 3,834 (2.2) 3,937 (2.1) 3,846 (2.2)
1 year 4,208 6.8) 3,999 (6.3) 3,890 (6.1)
2 years 3,991 (5.7) 3,971 (6.0) 4,106 (6.1)
3 years 5,829 (9.4) 5,591 (8.1) 5,049 (8.0)
4 years 5,835 (9.7) 5,214 (8.6) 5,114 (9.2)
S years 5,814 (9.4) 5,728 (8.7) 4,761 (8.7)
6 years 5,610 (12.0) 5,293 (10.6) 4,839 (11.0)
Disability status (all years)
No disability 4,379 (3.8) 4,513 (3.5) 4,158 (3.7)
Disability 3,940 (5.0) 3,582 (4.7) 3,490 (4.8)
Status changed 4,168 (2.4) 4,156 (2.2) 4,117 (2.3)




Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Minority status
Visible minority 4,194 (3.7) 4,198 (3.5 3,874 (3.6)
Not a visible minority 4,204 (2.2) 4,178 (2.0) 4,104 (2.1)
Immigration status
Canadiarborn 4,202 (2.3) 4,117 (2.1) 4,028 (2.2)
Immigrant, before 1977 4,558 (8.4) 4,675 (8.8) 4,475 (9.0)
Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 4,035 (8.8) 5,411(8.6) 3,840 (8.6)
Immigrant, after 1986 4,101 (4.3) 3,936 (4.1) 4,014 (4.2)
Minority Language
(EN/FR)
Major language 4,245 (2.5) 4,124 (2.3) 4,042 (2.4)
Norn-English in ROC 4,163 (3.2) 4,397 (3.1) 4,227 (3.1)
Non-French in Quebec 4,059 (6.3) 3,800 (5.4) 3,239 (5.6)
Family composition (all
years)
Unattached 4,758 (5.0) 4,341 (4.9) 4,586 (5.3)
Attached no child 3,639 (6.3) 4,165 (6.3) 6,054 (6.4)
Attached with child 3,363 (3.9) 3,445 (3.7) 3,439 (4.0)
Lone parent 3,287 (6.5) 3,316 (60) 3,567 (6.5)
Other 3,445 (4.4) 3,674 (4.2) 3,434 (4.9)
Changed over period 4,627 (3.0) 4,608 (2.7) 4,283 (2.8)
Province
NL 3,101 (12.3) 3,110 (10.0) 3,198 (10.2)
PE 2,849 (26.3) 3,165 (21.3) 3,103 (21.8)
NS 3,503 (9.9) 4,012 (9.2) 3,909 (93)
NB 3,313 (10.8) 3,883 (9.6) 3,892 (9.9)
QC 3,921 (3.4) 3,724 (3.1) 3,349 (3.2)
ON 4,567 (3.5) 4,683 (3.4) 4,408 (3.4)
MB 4,499 (9.6) 4,225 (9.7) 3,846 (10.3)
SK 3,931 (11.2) 3,672 (9.4) 3,644 (10.2)
AB 4,103 (6.6) 4,103 (6.9) 4,127 (7.0)
BC 3,978(4.1) 4,073 (4.7) 4,251 (4.6)
Mover 5,017 (9.0) 5,186 (7.7) 4,777 (7.8)

Area Size (all years)
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Characteristics Deficit Deficit Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM
(2002%) (2002%) (2002%)
Rural Area 2,934 (5.7) 3,681 (5.0) 3,607 (5.3)
15,00029,999 3,408 (5.6) 4,007 (5.6) 3,955 (5.5)
30,00699,999 3,588 (5.8) 3,777 (5.8) 3,409 (6.1)
100,006499,999 3,730 (4.8) 3,953 (4.6) 3,759 (4.8)
500,000 and over 4,497 (2.8) 4,279 (2.8) 4,178 (2.9)
Changed over period 4,826 (5.0) 4,858 (4.7) 4,625 (4.7)

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Persons 16 and over (in 20@8Rp had at least one year of low (but not negative) income
between 2002 and 2007. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Table8 - C demonstrates the average low income’igépe difference between the three fow

i ncome threshol ds a nidcormerfor thenpdpulationd 16 gearé and avef)u i v al e n
who encountered low income for one year or more during the period22@J2 The income

gaps are displayed by population characteristics including gender, age (in 2002), education
attainment foall six yearsstudent status, disability status, minority status, immigration status,
minority language, family composition all six yearsprovince of residence, and area sizalin

six years All low income gaps (deficits) are converted to 2002 constant dotlac®mparison
purposes.



Table 8- D: Relative Income deficit while in low incomeunder LICO, LIM , and MBM,
2002 to 2007

Characteristics Relative Deficit Relative Deficit Relative Deficit
under LICO under LIM under MBM

Constant 17.5% 21.2% 22.9%

Gender (Men)

16to 24 -1.5 -0.7 -1.5

45 to 54 6. 4%%% 5. D%%% 6. 3%k

65 and over -9 THr* -10.0*** _7 .2

Education attainment in 2002
Postsecondar

High school completed 1.3 0.6 0.1

Other -4.0 -1.8 -3.1

Student status (Norstudent)

2 years 0.9 -0.3 1.4

4 years 11.1% 7.1%* 7.0**

6 years Q.Qx*x 7.6%*

[o2]
N
*

Disability status (No disability)

Status changed

o
[EEN
1
o
»
1
o
a1

Minority status (Non-visible
minori
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Characteristics Relative Deficit Relative Deficit Relative Deficit

under LICO under LIM under MBM
Immigrant, before 1977 0.2 -0.0 0.1
Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 0.8 4.7 -0.0
Immigrant, after 1986 3.0 -3.6* 1.8
Minority Language (Major
language)
Non-English in ROC 1.3 1.8 1.7
Non-French in Quebec 0.4 0.7 25
Family composition (Attached
with child)
Unattached 13.4%%* 11.4%%* 14.4%%*
Attached no child Q.8*** 7.Q%xx Q. 4***
Lone parent -0.2 0.0 1.7
Other 5.5 5.5k 4.6%*
Changed over period 9.Q*** 6. 2xxx 7 Dxx%
Province (ON)
NL 0.7 -0.8 3.1
PE 4.2 -0.3 2.2
NS 2.8 3.4* 1.4
NB 1.4 A (e 2.7
QC 6.5%** 8.4%** 4.9*%*
MB 5.2 B.4** 5.2%*
SK 6.6%** 2.1 2.9
AB 4.4% 5.3%* 4.0*
BC 4.9 6. 7%* 5.1*
Mover 3.2 5 (515 3.0
Area Size (500,000 and over)
Rural Area 4.7* 0.1 0.6
15,00029,999 0.9 05 0.1
30,00099,999 0.3 1.9 2.2
100,000499,999 3. 6% 3.6** 3 7*
Changed over period 3.6* 213 25

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Notes: Persons 16 and over (in 2002) who had at least one year of low (but not negative) income
between 2002 and 2007.

Reference groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.10 level; two
asterisks at the 0.05 level; three askexigt the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out

of confidentiality concerns.
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Table8 - D demonstrates the relative income gap (average income gap as a percentage of the
corresponding average lawcome threshold) is regressed on the populati@racteristics
including gender, age (in 2002), education attainmerdlf@ix years student status, disability
status, minority status, immigration status, minority language, family compositainsix years
province of residence, and area sizallrsix years
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Table 9: Calculation of SST index for all three low income thresholdsl{CO, LIM , and
MBM) , under both the SLID Panel 3 (1992004) and Panel 4 (2002007)

Panel 3 (19992004) LICO LIM MBM

z1, ¢ T 0.1948 0.1970 0.2230

b 0.5721 0.5710 0.5625

1 # 1.8347 1.8331 1.8149

1l 3y 0.2045 0.2062 0.2276
Panel 4 (20022007) LICO LIM MBM

zl # T 0.1945 0.2020 0.2190

h_ 0.5785 0.5652 0.5776

1 1.8353 1.8292 1.8185

{4l #y 0.2065 0.2089 0.2300

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3 and Panel 4.

Table 9 demonstrates the components for calculating the SST indices for all three low income
thresholdgLICO, LIM, and MBM) for both SLID Panels 3 and 4.

Note: "O#, includes those who were never in low income under the low income threshold in
guestion.
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Table 10- A: Exclusion analysis on the marginal population atisk under LICO, LIM , and MBM, 19992004

RepresentativePopulation 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 19992004 20002004
Total Population 17,906,297 17,906,297 17,906,297 17,906,297 17,906,297 17,906,297 Min Max Min Max
in low incomeunderLICO but

excludedunderLIM 350,822 262,846 171,140 197,557 192,071 153,445

Percentage 2.0% 1.5% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% 2.0% 0.9% 1.5%
in low incomeunderLIM but

excludedunderLICO 182,435 207,586 291,158 250,846 244,038 275,551

Percentage 1.0% 1.2% 1.6% 1.4% 1.4% 1.5% 1.0% 1.6% 1.2% 1.6%
in low incomeunderLICO but

excludedunderMBM 227,066 228,475 160,472 153,587 220,052 167,944

Percentage 1.3% 1.3% 0.9% 0.9% 1.2% 0.9% 0.9% 1.3% 0.9% 1.3%
in low incomeunderMBM but

excludedunderLICO 492355 504,933 495,407 426,361 377,741 385,497

Percentage 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 2.4% 2.1% 2.2% 2.1% 2.8% 2.1% 2.8%
in low incomeunderLIM but

excludedunderMBM 51,860 70,798 81,926 105,361 131,074 122,816

Percentage 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 0.4% 0.7%
in low incomeunderMBM but

excludedunderLIM 485,537 402,517 296,843 324,847 236,795 218,263

Percentage 2.7% 2.2% 1.7% 1.8% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 2.7% 1.2% 2.2%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Note: The counts inaded in this table reflect the representative population, by applying the SLID sampling weights.

Tablel10- A presents the exclusion of the marginal populatiensitbetween one low income threshold and the otl@d@, LIM, and MBM).

The percentage @&ach marginal population-gask out of the total population in each year is also given. The two columns on the further right of
this table show the minimum and maximum percentages of these subpopulations of exclusion.
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Table 10- B: Exclusion analysis on the marginal population atisk under LICO, LIM , and MBM, 20022007

RepresentativePopulation 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 20022007

Total Population 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,8 Min Max
in low incomeunderLICO but

excludedunderLIM 289,081 239,065 181,892 198,816 154,168 107,520

Percentage 1.5% 1.2% 0.9% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 1.5%
in low incomeunderLIM but

excludedunderLICO 283,629 250,870 329,149 355,984 272,135 358,%8

Percentage 1.5% 1.3% 1.7% 1.8% 1.4% 1.8% 1.3% 1.8%
in low incomeunderLICO but

excludedunderMBM 211,738 287,768 225,459 194,543 195,953 211,918

Percentage 1.1% 1.5% 1.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.5%
in low incomeunderMBM but

excludedunderLICO 468,622 438,509 438,483 497,252 391,473 314,236

Percentage 2.4% 2.3% 2.3% 2.6% 2.0% 1.6% 1.6% 2.6%
in low incomeunderLIM but

excludedunderMBM 97,909 209,814 181,544 151,812 164,459 294,771

Percentage 0.5% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 1.5% 0.5% 1.5%
in low incomeunderMBM but

excludedunderLIM 360,245 348,751 247,311 297,354 242,012 146,041

Percentage 1.9% 1.8% 1.3% 1.5% 1.2% 0.8% 08% 1.9%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Note: The counts included in this table reflect th@resentative population, by applying the SLID sampling weights.

Tablel10- B presents the exclusion of the marginal populatierisatbetween one low income threshold and the othi&Q, LIM , and MBM).

The percentage of each marginal populatiensktout of the total population in each year is also given. The two columns on the further right of
this table show the minimum and maximum percentages of these subpopulations of exclusion
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Table 11 Annual ranking of low income thresholds LICO, LIM , and MBM) by the
principle of minimax or leastexclusion,for both SLID Panel 3(19992004 and Panel 4

(20022007
Principle of Principle of Least Principle of Principle of Least
Minimax Exclusion Minimax Exclusion
Panel 3 Panel 4

1999 MBM>LICO>LIM MBM>LICO>LIM
2000 MBM>LICO>LIM MBM>LICO>LIM
2001 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO
2002 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LICO>LIM MBM>LICO>LIM
2003 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO
2004 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO
2005 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO
2006 MBM>LIM>LICO MBM>LIM>LICO
2007 LIM>MBM>LICO LIM>MBM>LICO

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3 and Panel 4.

Table 11ranks the three low income threshold&JO, LIM, and MBM)annually by the
principle of minimaxor leastexclusion for panel 3 and panel 4, respectively

13¢



Figures

Figure 1 - A: Female low income transition chartunder LICO , 19992004

Initial Low Income Profiles
UnderLICO
- Fenale Population

P
871,065

68%

P N P N P N P N
405,619 139,397 61,088 264,960 61,290 30,894 24,970 289,291
74% 26% 19% 81% | 66% 34% 8% 92%
P N Y [ P N
331,377 74,242 11,181 278,109
82% 18% | J A ) 4% 96%
I—I—l

|

P
289,454
87%

N
41,923
13%

P
12,672

N
265,438
5% 95%




Figure 1 - A: Female low income transition chartunder LICO , 19992004 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderLICO
- Female Population

R N

1999 10,309,743
89%
2000
2001
) P N P N ( N P N
2002 142,292 38,167 27,273 189,972 107,574 136,343 227,080 9,441,041
. 79% 21% 13% | z|37% J z|14% ) 56% 2% 98%
I—I—l I—I—l
) —— P N s N s N P N
2003 103,589 38,703 189,357 9,251,684
) 73% 27% | J ) 2% 98%
) = N ( Y ( ) = N
2004 77,815 25,773 204,407 | | 9,047,277
75% 25% J ) 2% 98%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Figure 1- A depics the 6year transition paths of low income statuslerLICO for the female population who were initially not under low

income and who were initially wunder l ow income in lowh€ome r @éPpe€br ve
under low income), number of people, and the percentage of people who transited to the current status from the diewlyeaecee

provided. The information for the profiles of low income transition is suppressed due to confidentieitdecation.
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Figure 1 - B: Female low income transition chartunder LIM , 19992004

Initial Low Income Profiles
UnderLIM
- Female Population

1999
2000
1
) N
2001 321,841
S— | 81%
) N P N ) ( P ) N P N
2002 410,097 115,661 52,746 191,522 55,719 18,395 19,329 302,512
— 78% 22% 22% | TS% J A TS% ) 25% 6% 94%
I—I—l
) P N ( ) ( ) P N
2003 326,576 83,521 o o 28,597 273,915
S 80% 20% | J ) 9% 91%
) 5 q ] (e \ 5 q
AR 291,125 35,451 . . 15,137 258,778
— 89% 11% J A ) 6% 94%




Figure 1 - B: Female low income transition chartunder LIM , 19992004 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderLIM
- Female Population

R N

1999 10,421,273
90%
2000
I

P

2001 323,930
— 3%
) P N P N ) (P ) N P N

2002 172,500 54,299 34,762 173,999 158,591 165,339 224,429 9,437,355
—— 76% 24% 17% | zlss% J 4|19% J 51% 2% 98%

I—I—l I—I—l

) —— P N s N s N P N

2003 132,423 40,077 188,255 9,249,099
__ 77% 23% | J J 20% 80%
) = N ( Y ( ) = N

2004 107,737 24,686 226,184 | | 9,022,915

81% 19% J J 2% 98%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Figure 1- B depicts the §ear transition paths of low income statunslerLIM for the female population who weirgtially not under low income

and who were initially under | ow income in 1999, remgec iiPoelfpr lum.
low income), number of people, and the percentage of people who transiteduo¢me status from the directly preceding year are provided. The
information for the profiles of low income transition is suppressed due to confidentiality consideration.
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Figure 1 - C: Female low income transition chartunder MBM , 19992004

Initial Low Income Profiles
UnderMBM
- Female Population

P
679,094
68%

N
405,628
78%
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P
334,005
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N
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N
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5% 95%
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Figure 1 - C: Female low income transition chartunder MBM , 19992004 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderMBM
- Female Population

R N

1999 10,070,317
87%
2000
I
P
2001 292,154
— 3%
) P N P N ) (P ) N P N
2002 148,922 59,777 34,270 211,312 142,647 149,507 245,839 9,078,044
—— 71% 29% 14% | zlss% J z|19% J 51% 3% 97%
I—I—l I—I—l
) —— P N s N s N P N
2003 105,885 43,037 162,995 8,915,049
__ 71% 29% | J J 2% 98%
) = N ( Y ( ) = N
2004 85,378 20,507 203,833 | | 8,711,216
81% 19% J J 2% 98%

Source: 8rvey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3.

Figure 1- C depicts the 4ear transition paths of low income statuslerMBM for the female population who were initially not under low

income and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. each cel |l , the | ow income status (T
under low income), number of people, and the percentage of people who transited to the current status from the diewlyeaecee

provided. The information for the profiled low income transition is suppressed due to confidentiality consideration.
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Figure 1 - D: Female low income transition chartunder LICO , 20022007

Initial Low Income Profiles
UnderLICO
- Female Population
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[
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Figure 1 - D: Female low income transition chartunder LICO , 20022007 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderLICO
- Female Population

N
( ‘ 11,088,372

2002 90%
- I 1
N

10,628,119

2003 96%
- I 1 1
N

10,318,120

2004 97%

p— P N P N ( N P N
156,974 64,400 29,960 208,920 120,078 189,922 207,167 | | 10,110,953

2005 71% 29% 13% _ 87% ) | 39% | 61% 2% 98%
— — | | 1
S P N ( ) ( ) P N
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61% 39% | J 4 ) 2% 98%

—— 3 N ( ) ( ) P N

2007 63,664 32,584 184,519 | | 9,717,262

66% 34% | J ) 2% 98%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Figurel - D depicts the §ear transition pés of low income statusnderLICO for the female population who were initially not under low

income and who were initially wunder l ow i ncome i n 200M,i nrceosmpee c thiPwe
under low incomg number of people, and the percentage of people who transited to the current status from the directly preceding year are

provided. The information for the profiles of low income transition is suppressed due to confidentiality consideration.
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Figure 1 - E: Female low income transition chartunder LIM , 20022007

Initial Low Income Profiles
UnderLIM
- Female Population
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Figure 1 - E: Female low income transition chartunder LIM , 20022007 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderLIM
- Female Population

N
( ) 11,087,509

2002 90%
- [ 1

N
10,632,774

2003 96%
-— I 1 1
N

10,251,100

2004 96%

p— P N P N ( N P N
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— P N ( ) ( ) P N

2007 82,534 15,043 184,519 | | 9,607,122

85% 15% | J A J 2% 98%

Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4.

Figurel - E depicts the §ear transition paths of low income statuslerLIM for the female population who were initially not under iowome

and who were initially under | ow income in 2002, resmgec iiPoelfpr lum.
low income), number of people, and the percentage of people who transited to the current statuslirectiylgreceding year are provided. The
information for the profiles of low income transition is suppressed due to confidentiality consideration.

14¢



Figure 1 - F: Female low income transition chartunder MBM , 20022007
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Figure 1 - F: Female low income transition chartunder MBM , 20022007 (Continued)

Initial Non Low IncomeProfiles
UnderMBM
- Female Population
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| [ 1

N
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2003 95%
- I 1 1
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10,058,117

2004 97%

p— = N P N ( N P N
146,016 117,638 47,360 199,472 127,714 214,986 301,902 9,756,216

2005 55% 45% 19% | 81% | | 3% | 63% 3% 97%
= P N ( ) ( ) = N

o 92,765 53,252 195,523 | | 9,560,693

64% 36% | J 4 ) 2% 98%

— P N ( ) ( ) P N

2007 72,330 20,435 158,596 | | 9,402,097

78% 22% | J ) 2% 98%

Source: Survey of Labour and Irme Dynamics, Panel 4.

Figurel - F depicts the §ear transition paths of low income statuslerMBM for the female population who were initially not under low

income and who were initially under low income in 2002, respectively. In each cell, the omiec st at us (fANO for not und.
under low income), number of people, and the percentage of people who transited to the current status from the diewlyesecee

provided. The information for the profiles of low income transit®auppressed due to confidentiality consideration.
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Figure 2 - A: Male low income transition chartunder LICO , 19992004
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