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Abstract 
 

The existing studies on Canadian low income dynamics are based on either the LAD or 

SLID data for the 1990s. This study extends the existing studies by using Panels 3 (1999-

2004) and 4 (2002-2007) of the SLID data to address the following research questions: 

(1) What are the characteristics of poverty dynamics from year to year? (2) What are the 

characteristics of low income dynamics over time? (3) How are transitions into low 

income affected by gender, family type, and other factors? (4) What determinants 

influence transitory and persistent low income? (5) How do low income gaps vary across 

the population? (6)Which low income threshold is more inclusive? 

We find that 2/3 of the low income Canadians and 97% of the non low income Canadians 

stick to their states as in previous year. About 1/3 of the low income Canadians move out 

of low income and 3% of the non low income Canadians move into low income year over 

year. Men in general are more likely in 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 that transitory low income is very much a life cycle 

phenomenon. That is, transitory low income is more prominent in certain age groups and 

unattached families. Therefore, age and family composition play an important role in 

transitory low income. These 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 (such as lone mothers, later immigrants, members of visible 

minorities, people with less education and people with disability) still suffer more from 

persistent low income. 

We find that people with less education are more likely to be in low income but their 

relative income deficits 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 argue that the minimax (or least exclusion) 

principle is logically and ethically defensible. Based on this view, we find that MBM is 

the most inclusive low income threshold among the three (LICO, LIM, and MBM) for the 

two panel periods (1999-2004 and 2002-2007).  

 

Key words: low income, poverty, thresholds, dynamics, persistence, life cycle, high risk 

group, minimax, least exclusion 
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Section 1. Introduction 

 
The analysis of low income dynamics and persistence and the choice of low income thresholds 

are clearly interconnected. There are several low income thresholds established in Canada: the 

Low Income Cut-offs (LICO), the Low Income Measure (LIM) developed by Statistics Canada, 

and the Market Basket Measure (MBM) introduced by Human Resources and Skills Development 

Canada (HRSDC). 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, some authors advocate the relative approach to low income
1
 and use 

LICO and LIM. For example, Osberg and Xu (1999, 2000a), Myles and Picot (2000), Morissette 

and Zhang (2001), World Bank Institute (2005), Finnie and Sweetman (2003), Gile (2004), 

among others), have adopted this relative approach.  

Some authors advocate the absolute approach to low income and emphasize that basic food, 

clothing, and shelter are absolute essentials for defining a low income threshold. They consider 

that LICO and LIM are too generous, and hence, advocate the essential costs of living being used 

to construct a low income threshold such as MBM. For example, Sarlo (1996) and Pendakur 

(2001) have adopted this absolute approach. In practice, due to various rules used in selecting and 

computing absolute essentials for various family sizes, it is still unclear if, in fact, LICO and LIM 

are indeed more generous than MBM. 

Galbraith (1998) advocates the idea that low income thresholds must be established with 

reference to specific communities. Hence, he implicitly suggests the relative approach. More 

recently, Osberg and Xu (2008) and Ravallion (2010) provide a strong evidence to support the 

low income relativism. On the magnitude of low income thresholds, Osberg and Xu (2008) 

further argue that if ᾀ is an ñabsoluteò (however defined) low income threshold, and ᾀ a 

ñrelativeò (as a fraction of median equivalent income) low income threshold, the optimal choice 

of low income thresholds ᾀ should be the maximum of the two; that is, ᾀ ÍÁØᾀȟᾀ . On the 

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

                                                 
1
 Please note that the terminology ñlow incomeò is adopted in our analysis. Although low income is not 

interpreted as poverty by Statistics Canada, we use this concept to refer to 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 but not the other way around.  
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points out that ñ[r]elative deprivation in the space of incomes can yield absolute deprivation in 

the space of capabilities.ò  

When we face several possible low income thresholds in Canada, what are the reasonable guiding 

principles for making a choice among those thresholds? The existing literature provides no direct 

answer to this question. In this paper, we would like to propose our answer to 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 literature on low income dynamics and 

persistence for Canada in the 1990s and earlier. Duncan et al. (1993) is probably among the 

earliest studies on low income dynamics. Morissette and Zhang (2001) is perhaps one of the first 

fully dedicated studies on Canadian low income dynamics and persistence using LICO and the 

Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID) data from 1993 to 1998 (a six-year 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 

various groups in the population. For example, almost 40% of people living in families headed by 

lone parents experienced low income for four years or more, whereas unattached individuals 

accounted for 23%. But they do not use other low income or poverty thresholds. Finnie and 

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

using a fixed relative low income threshold and the Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD) 

data from 1992 to 1996 (a five-year panel) but the LAD data have less demographic and labour 

market information than the SLID data and do not accommodate LICO and MBM. They find 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 four years. They develop the low income annual entry 

and exit models to show that lone parents, in particular lone mothers, and unattached individuals 

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

There are several reasons to extend the above Canadian studies. First, the existing Canadian 

studies, such as Morissette and Zhang (2001) and Finnie and Sweetman (2003), do not address 

the low income dynamics and persistence beyond 1998 and 1996, respectively, and there is a 

need for finding 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 persistence. Third, the debate on which low income thresholds are too 
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generous is primarily based on logical arguments and 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 persistence in Canada in 2000 and 

beyond? Do these different low income thresholds influence the analysis of low income dynamics 

and persistence? Without further research, we cannot answer these questions and fill the 

knowledge gap. 

To answer the above two research questions we need (i) to develop a research strategy on low 

income dynamics and persistence based on the existing literature and SLID data,
2
 (ii) to study 

low income dynamics and persistence under different low income thresholds for the Canadian 

adult population 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 persistence for high risk groups. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the conceptual 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 data follow 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 data do not contain many family 

and individual labour market related characteristics.  
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Section 2. Theoretical Considerations and Empirical Research Strategies 

 

2.1 General Conceptual and Empirical Questions 
 
In this paper, we would like to ask the following conceptual questions before pursuing empirical 

analysis: Which target population we shall analyze? What are possible time-invariant and time-

varying low income thresholds? What are the issues relating to low income identification? How 

to analyze low income over time and across the population? What are the differences between 

transitory and persistent low income? How to measure transitions into and out of low income? 

How to measure low income gaps? How to analyze low income incidence, duration, transition 

and gaps in terms of other characteristics of the members of the population? If several types of 

low income thresholds are available, what approaches shall we use in comparing these 

thresholds?  

2.2  Target Population, Data Source, and Variables 
 
The choice of the target population depends on the problems at hand. If we wish to study low 

income mobility, we must distinguish two broad kinds of mobility in income.
3
 The first kind of 

mobility is intergenerational mobility, which describes changes of income from one generation to 

the next.
4
 The second kind of mobility is intragenerational mobility, which refers to changes of 

income, types of work, and so on, during 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 interest. The SLID data only cover survey participants for at most six years. In this 

case, we are only able to analyze intragenerational mobility for that period of time.
5 

 

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

households and about 34,000 adults surveyed for a period of six consecutive years. A new panel 

                                                 
3  Of course, it is possible to think of mobility of a different kind such as type of jobs and education levels. 
4
 A father may have a low (high) income state but his son will move out of that state and into the high 

(low) income state. Naturally, intergenerational mobility in income requires surveys between a long time 

span so that both generations can be properly captured. 
5
 Hulme et al. (2001) and (2003) focus on the five-year span because this is a sufficiently long period. 

Duncan et al. (1993) use the LAD panel for the period of 1982-1986 (five years). Finnie and Sweetman 

(2003) use the LAD panel for the period of 1992-1996 (five years). Morissette and Zhang (2001) use the 

SLID panel for the period of 1993-1998 (six years).  
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is introduced every three years, so two panels always overlap. For studying low income dynamics 

after 1999, we focus on the SLID Panel 3 for 1999-2004 and the SLID Panel 4 for 2002-2007.
6
 

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 population consists of the members of the 

population who are 16 and older over six 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 income and share 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 to each other by blood, marriage, common-

law, or adoption. The term ñcensus familyò corresponds to what is commonly referred to as a 

ñnuclear familyò or ñimmediate familyò. In general, it consists of a married couple or common-

law couple with or without children, or a lone-parent with a child or children.
7
 Our analysis for 

the SLID focuses on economic family, which is commonly used in the literature. As there are 

economies of scale in household expenditure, we normally need to convert household incomes 

into individual incomes using various equivalent income scales.  

We can use Ὗ to denote the target population, in which there are ὔ individuals. We will track 

these individuals over Ὕ periods.  Let ώ  be the income of individual Ὥ in period ὸ, for 

Ὥ ρȟςȟỄȟὔȟὸ ρȟςȟỄȟὝ. Let ◐Ȣ◄ ώ ȟώ ȟỄȟώ  be the income vector of the total 

population in period ὸ and ◐░Ȣ ώȟώȟỄȟώ  the income vector of individual Ὥ over Ὕ 

periods. Let ◌░◄ be the vector containing socioeconomic and demographic information of 

individual Ὥ in period ὸ, such as gender, age, education activity and attainment, activity 

limitation, immigration status, minority status, family size and composition, and area of residence 

etc.  

2.3  Identification of Low Income 
 
There are three possible low income threshold configurations. One is that over the Ὕ periods, the 

researcher selects one fixed low income threshold ᾀ (see, for example, Finnie and Sweetman 

                                                 
6
 We have also analyzed the Longitudinal Administrative Database (LAD) for the corresponding periods 

(1999-2004, 2002-2007, and 1999-2007) with LIM but the results are not reported here. 
7
 The corresponding definitions on different types of families can be found in the website of Statistics 

Canada: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/concepts/definitions/fam-eng.htm, retrieved on May 18, 2010. 

http://www.statcan.gc.ca/concepts/definitions/fam-eng.htm
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(2003)). Another possibility is that over the Ὕ periods, the researcher selects Ὕ time-varying but 

methodologically consistent thresholds, ᾀ ᾀȟᾀȟỄȟᾀ  (see, for example, Morissette and 

Zhang (2001)). The third possibility is that the researcher may evaluate several methodologically 

inconsistent and time-varying low income thresholds in terms of low income dynamics and 

persistence. In this case, the time-varying low income thresholds following methodology Ὦ can 

be denoted by ᾀ ᾀȟᾀȟỄȟᾀ . The research 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 thresholds, which are discussed below. 

LICO is established using data from the Family Expenditure Survey, now known as the Survey of 

Household Spending. When a family has to spend 20 percentage points more of its income on 

necessities (e.g. food, shelter, and clothing) than the average family of a similar size, this family 

is classified as a low income family. Separate LICOs are defined for seven sizes of family - from 

unattached individuals to families of seven or more persons - and for five community sizes - from 

rural areas to urban areas with a population of more than 500,000. To determine whether a person 

(or family) is in low income, an appropriate LICO (given the family size and community size) is 

compared to the income of the person's economic family. In this study, we use both after-tax 

family incomes and after-tax LICOs.
8
 If the economic family income is below the cut-off, all 

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

LIM  is a low income threshold that is defined as a fixed percentage (50%) of the median adjusted 

family income. The adjusted family income refers to the family income adjusted for size using 

equivalent scale, which takes account 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 income.
9
 

LIM  is not adjusted for differences in community size but it is automatically adjusted each year 

                                                 
8 There are after-tax and before-tax LICOs produced by Statistics Canada. The former is the benchmark 

used for after-tax incomes while the latter is for before-tax incomes. Due to the fact that after-tax incomes 

reflect the true purchasing power and after-tax LICOs (LICO-IAT, short for LICO-Income After-Tax, and 

hereafter) can reveal the shortfalls in the true purchasing power, both Statistics Canada and researchers 

prefer the use of LICO-IAT. The before-tax LICOs (LICO-IBT, short for LICO-Income Before-Tax, and 

hereafter) and resulting low income rates are only used to evaluate the redistributive impact of Canada's 

tax/transfer system. Note that for ease of demonstration, we use LICO rather than LICO-IAT hereafter, 

without creating confusion. 
9
 In our discussion of the concept of individual equivalent income, for simplicity we sometimes use Ѝί to 

represent the adjusted size of a family of size ί. The scale used in LIM  allocates 1.0 to the oldest person in 

the family, 0.4 to the second oldest person, 0.4 for each additional adult, and 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. Each familyôs income is divided by 

its adjusted size to produce adjusted family income. In fact, sometimes the literature refers to this adjusted 

family income as the individual equivalent income.  
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for change in median adjusted family. Similar to LICOs, if the economic family income is below 

the corresponding LIM , all individuals in that family are considered to be in low income. For our 

analysis, we follow the convention of Statistics Canada and the literature to use after-tax incomes 

and the after-tax LIM.
10

 

MBM is based on the costs of a basket of necessary goods and services including food, shelter, 

clothing and transportation, and a multiplier to cover other essentials. Statistics Canada, on 

Human Resources and Skills Development Canadaôs behalf, collects the data on the cost of goods 

and services in the basket to calculate thresholds for 19 specific communities and 29 community 

sizes in the ten Canadian provinces. The cost of the goods and services in MBM is calculated for 

a reference family of one male and one female adult aged 25-49 with two children, a girl aged 9 

and a boy aged 13. The costs for all other household configurations are then calculated using LIM  

equivalence scale. MBM is, by design, closest to the absolute low income measure. The incomes 

used for comparisons with MBM cut-offs are narrower than after-tax income as these incomes 

further exclude from total income other non-discretionary expenses such as support payments, 

work-related child care costs and employee contributions to pension plans and to Employment 

Insurance.
11

 In our analysis, we follow the convention of Statistics Canada and the literature to 

compare after-tax incomes to MBM. Similar to LICO and LIM, if the economic family income 

defined as such is below the corresponding MBM, all individuals in that family are considered to 

be in low income. 

Although LICO, LIM, and MBM discussed above are in the context of family income, actually it 

is much clearer if we convert these incomes and cut-offs into individual equivalent incomes and 

cut-offs.
12

  

                                                 
10 LIM s are calculated three times; using market income, before-tax income, and after-tax income. Similar 

to LICO, we only use the after-tax LIM or LIM-IAT. Note that for ease of demonstration, we use LIM  

rather than LIM-IAT hereafter, without creating confusion. 
11

 It should be noted that the conceptual framework of MBM was developed and adopted by HRSDC and 

Statistics Canada in 2000. Therefore MBM is not directly available for 1999 or earlier. To enable our 

analysis on low income persistence across different choices of low income thresholds, we impute MBM for 

1999 by converting 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. Let ὣί be the income of a family of size s. The 

required family income for a family of size ί due to economies of scale is increasing and concave in Ó 
and will not increase linearly with family size ί. This concept is also applicable to the family low income 

cut-off or threshold, ὤί, which is increasing and concave in ί. If we use Ѝί 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 as ώ
Ѝ

 and ᾀ
Ѝ

. The comparison between ὣί and ὤί is 

identifical to the comparison between ώ and ᾀ. The individual absolute low income gap would be 
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Generally, if an income is lower than a suitably chosen low income threshold, the individual with 

that income is considered 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 previously, the low 

income event can be defined accordingly as follows:
13

 

(1) ὃ  refers ώ ᾀ for all Ὥ and ὸ; 

(2) ὃ  refers ώ ᾀ for all Ὥ and ὸ; and 

(3) ὃ  refers ώ ᾀ  for all Ὥ, Ὦ and ὸ. 

That is, if Ὅὃ ρ, individual Ὥ in period ὸ is identified as a low income person and his/her 

income is regarded as low income. If Ὅὃ π, individual Ὥ in period ὸ is identified as a non 

low income person and his/her income is regarded as non low income.  

With the above low income identification, in period ὸ, the target population Ὗ, which is the same 

for all Ὕ periods, is classified into two subpopulations: the subpopulation of individuals whose 

incomes are less than the low income threshold in period ὸ, Ὓ Ὥȡώ ᾀ , and the 

subpopulation of individuals whose incomes are greater than or equal to the low income threshold 

in period ὸ, ὛӶ Ὥȡώ ᾀ . The total target population is Ὗ ὛẕὛӶ. In our study, Ὗ 

contains the same ὔ individuals for all Ὕ periods.   

2.4  Transitory and Persistent Low Income 
 

In this paper, we would like to distinguish transitory (or transient) low income from persistent (or 

chronic) low income. Duncan et al. (1993) and the US Bureau of the Census (1989) note the 

distinction between transitory and persistent low income. They 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 two types of low income state is probably well understood, 

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

                                                                                                                                                 

ὢ ᾀ ώ
Ѝ Ѝ

  if ώ ᾀ. The individual relative low income gap would be ὼ

Ѝ Ѝ

Ѝ

  if ώ ᾀ. Apparently, ὼ is scale-free. 

13
 Here we adopt the low income criteria with the income strictly ñless thanò a low income threshold that 

are consistent with the large part of relevant literature and data processing convention. Some authors 

(Borooah and Creedy (2002), for example) use ñless than or equal toò rather than ñless thanò.  
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Greedy (2002) consider one year in poverty as temporary poverty and two years in poverty as 

permanent poverty. Hulme and his coauthors (2001, 2003) consider more refined grades of 

poverty and longer term poverty. More specifically, according to their definitions, (1) a ñchronic 

poorò person refers to an individual whose income is lower than the low income threshold in each 

of Ὕ periods (e.g., five years) or in most (e.g., four years) of Ὕ periods (e.g., five years), (2) a 

ñtransient poorò person refers to an individual whose income fluctuates around the low income 

threshold over time or whose income falls below the low income threshold in one of Ὕ periods, 

and (3) a ñnon-poorò person refers to an individual whose income is always greater than the low 

income threshold(s) during the study period. These definitions are consistent with the 

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

As can be seen here, the period of an individualôs life span covered by the survey data dictates 

how persistent low income can be best measured. If we follow a cohort only for six years, then 

the maximum duration in low income would be limited to six years. Censoring and truncation 

will inevitably occur.
14

 When low income starts before the first survey year but we can only 

observe the low income duration as if it starts from the first survey year in our data, 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 year so that 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 detectable at all as it is truncated. To 

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 year.
15

 In essence, 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 indicator be Ὠ Ὅὃ . Ὠ Ὅὃ  = 

1 if individual Ὥ in period ὸ has low income or is in the low income state; Ὠ Ὅὃ  = 0 

                                                 
14

 Osberg and Xu (2001) have addressed censoring and truncation in the context of monthly incomes when 

discussing theoretical issues in poverty measurement and poverty duration.  

15
 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 the monthly low income 

threshold that corresponds proportionally the annual low income threshold. 
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otherwise. Let ▀Ȣ◄ be the vector of low income indicators for the population in period ὸ and ▀░Ȣ 

be the vector of low income indicators for individual Ὥ for all Ὕ 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 to over all Ὕ periods, which is the maximum number of the years.  

We call this cohort a closed Markov system.
16

 Let ή В Ὅώ ᾀ В Ὠ  be the 

number of the low income individuals in the target population. Then the proportion
17

 of 

individuals in low income (denoted by state 1) in period ὸ is “
В

 and the 

proportion of individuals not in low income (denoted by state 2) in period ὸ is “ ρ

В
ρ . By definition, “ “ ρ. Let Ⱬ◄ “ ȟ“ . The history of proportions 

in low income and not in low income over Ὕ periods is therefore given by: 

ⱫȟȣȟⱫ◄ ȟⱫ◄ȟⱫ◄ ȟȣȟⱫ╣Ȣ 

Another way of examining the low income dynamics is to see the history of the proportions of 

individuals in low income and out of low income in period Ô conditional on their previous low 

income state in period ὸ ρ. That is, over periods ὸ ςȟȣȟὝ and across the two states, in and 

out of low income (ὭȟὮ ρȟς, the history of these conditional proportions can be characterized 

by 

“ ȿ“  Ȣ 

This history can be best cast in a tree diagram, which starts from the two initial statesðin and out 

of low income, to next four possible statesðin and out of low income given previously in low 

income or previously out of low income, and to more future states till the ς statesðin and out 

of low incomeðare reached in period Ὕ. 

To make sense of the history of conditional proportions “ ȿ“ , we need the transition 

probabilities. The transition probability from an income (low income or not low income) state 

Ὥ in period ὸ ρ to an income state Ὦ in period ὸ is denoted by ὴ ὸ. In our analysis, we 

have a transition probability matrix in period ὸ, 

                                                 
16

 See Bartholowmew (1982) for more information. 
17

 We use ñproportionò instead of ñprobabilityò to aid better communication although the latter may be 

more precise in discussing the stochastic process. 
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╟ὸ
ὴ ὸ ὴ ὸ

ὴ ὸ ὴ ὸ
Ȣ 

for ὸ ρȟςȟȣȟὝ. Here, ὴ ὸ ὴ ὸ ρ and ὴ ὸ ὴ ὸ ρ.18
 We can empirically 

analyze the estimated transition probabilities to identify interesting patterns in mobility. With the 

transition probabilities, we can calculate “ȿ“ “ ὴ ὸ and “ “ ὴ ὸ

“ ὴ ὸ period ὸ ςȟȣȟὝ and state ὭȟὮ ρȟς, which can be written compactly as  

Ⱬ◄ Ⱬ◄ ╟ὸȟ 

for all ὸ. 

In particular, we can use the long-run average of the diagonal elements of ╟ὸ to measure 

immobility in various low income states. More specifically, 

ὓ
В В ὴ ὸ

ςὝ ρ
 

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

Because the state 1 is the low income state, we can use ὓ
В

  to evaluate the overall 

immobility of being in low income and use ὓ
В

 to evaluate the overall immobility 

of not being in low income. Similarly, we can use ὓ  
В

 to evaluate the mobility from 

state Ὥ to state Ὦ, where ὭȟὮ ρȟς.19
 

2.6 Analysis of Low Income Persistence 
 
Given the income data for . individuals over 4 periods, we can measure transitory low income 

and persistent low income.  

                                                 
18

 As an example, if Ⱬ πȢςȟπȢψ and ╟ς
πȢψ πȢς
πȢρ πȢω

, then 

Ⱬ Ⱬ ╟ς πȢςȟπȢψ
πȢψ πȢς
πȢρ πȢω

 πȢςτȟπȢχφȢ 
19

 Here we follow the spirit of Section 2.3 in Bartholomew (1982).  
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Theoretically, we can use the set theoretical framework to describe the transitory and persistent 

low income.
20 

But in our study, 3 and 3 are indeed time varying. In other words, individuals 

may maintain or change their low income state over time.   

In the population Ὗ, we use Ὓ and ὛӶ to identify those who are in or out of low income in 

period ὸ. In order to analyze low income persistence, we can examine Ὓ (ὛӶ) over time. There 

are a range of possible configurations. One extreme is that the individuals are in low income in all 

Ὕ periods and this group is denoted by ᷊ Ὓ. The other extreme is that individuals are not in 

low income in all 4 periods and this group is denoted by ᷊ ὛӶ. Given that Ὗ represents the 

population, Ὗ ᷊ ὛӶ represents the individuals who are in low income for at least one year. 

By the same token, Ὗ ᷊ Ὓ represents the individuals who are not in low income at least 

one year. There are many intermediate configurations between these two extreme cases. This 

serves as the basis for further analysis.  

To make the above framework operational, let Ὀ  be the number of the years in low income for 

individual person Ὥ over Ὕ periods, which is given by  

Ὀ ὨȢ 

We can analyze the distribution of normalized low income durations Ὀ  as fractions of Ὕ 

periods  

‏
Ὀ

Ὕ
Ȣ 

The distribution of ♯╣ ‏ ȟ‏ ȟȣȟ‏  describes how low income durations as fractions of 

Ὕ periods are distributed among the members of the target population. Obviously, π ‏ ρ.  

That is, the longer (or briefer) the low income duration is, the higher (lower) value ‏  has. As 

usual, the mean and variance of ♯╣, ‏Ӷ, and „ , can give some information about the 

distribution. Sometimes, we are interested in the distribution of non-zero ‏ . In this case we can 

denote these normalized low income durations by the vector ♯▬. Similarly, the mean and 

variance of ♯▬, ‏Ӷ, and „ , give some information about the distribution of ♯▬. 

                                                 
20

 Although Borooah and Greedy (2002) adopt the similar framework, they only consider two-year poverty 

status. That is, they define temporary poverty as one year in poverty and permanent poverty as two years in 

poverty. In our context, we call one-three years in low income the transitory low income and four or more 

year in low income the persistent low income over a six-year period.   



 

 13 

We can analyze the proportion of the population who are in low income for Ὧ out of Ὕ periods. 

“ Ὀ Ὧ “ ‏
Ὧ

Ὕ

Ẫ Ὀ Ὧ

ὔ
 

where Ẫ Ὀ Ὧ is a count function for the number of individuals whose low income periods 

equal to Ὧ, for Ὧ πȟρȟȣȟὝ. We can also examine the proportion of the population who are in 

low income at least Ὧ periods 

“ Ὀ Ὧ “ ‏
Ὧ

Ὕ
“ Ὀ ὸȢ 

Clearly the relationship between “ Ὀ ρ and “ Ὀ π is given below: 

“ Ὀ ρ “ ‏
ρ

Ὕ
ρ “ Ὀ πȢ 

As to what constitute transitory or persistent low income, researchers must make a reasonable 

choice. For the panel data of six years, for example, it is common to view that one-three years in 

low income ρ Ὀ σ could be considered as transitory low income while four or more years 

in low income τ Ὀ φ. 

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 who have Ὧ (0, 1, 2, 

é, 6) year(s) of low income over Ὕ periods (say, six years) and the percentages 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 in absolute and relative low 

income gaps or shortfalls. The absolute low income gap for low income individual Ὥ in period ὸ   

can be defined as follows: (1) ὢ ᾀ ώȟ if ώ ᾀ ;  ὢ π, otherwise if the same time-

invariant low income threshold is used over time across individuals, (2) ὢ ᾀ ώȟ if 

ώ ᾀ ;  ὢ π, otherwise if the same time-varying low income threshold is used across 

individuals for each time period, and (3) ὢ ᾀ ώȟ if ώ ᾀ ;  ὢ π, otherwise if the 

same time-varying low income threshold of type Ὦ is used for each period across individuals.  
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Let ╧Ȣ◄ ὢ ȟὢ ȟȣȟὢ   be the vector of absolute low income gaps across the population of 

size ὔ in period ὸ, ╧▬◄ ὢ ȟὢ ȟȣȟὢ  the vector of absolute low income gaps of the low 

income subpopulation of size ή in period ὸ, ╧░Ȣ ὢ ȟὢ ȟȣȟὢ  the vector of absolute low 

income gaps of individual Ὥ over Ὕ periods. The absolute mean low income gap for the total 

population is given by ὢ
В

 . The absolute mean low income gap for the low income 

subpopulation is given by ὢ
В

Ȣ    

The relative low income gap for low individual Ὥ in period ὸ is given by (1) ὼ  if the 

same time-invariant low income threshold is used over time across individuals, (2) ὼ  if 

the same time-varying low income threshold for each time period is used across individuals, and 

(3) ὼ  if the same time-varying low income threshold of type Ὦ is used for each time 

period across individuals. Let ●Ȣ◄ ὼ ȟὼ ȟȣȟὼ  be the vector of relative low income gaps 

of the population of size ὔ in period ὸ, ●▬◄ ὼ ȟὼ ȟȣȟὼ  be the vector of  relative low 

income gaps of the low income subpopulation of size ή in period ὸ, and ●░Ȣ ὼȟὼȟȣȟὼ  

the vector of relative low income gaps of individual Ὥ over Ὕ periods. The relative mean low 

income gap for the total population is given by ὼӶ
В

.   The relative mean low income 

gap for the low income subpopulation is given by ὼӶ
В

.    

2.8  Duration Aversion and Comprehensive Measure of Low Income 

Durations 
 
In addition to the above discussion, following Osberg and Xu (2000b), we consider an index for 

low income duration over Ὕ periods. This is particularly useful if we wish to compare the low 

income persistence between the populations in 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 not experience any low income.  

2. Weak monotonicity axiom for low income duration: A reduction in a personôs low 

income duration, holding other low income durations constant, must decrease the low 

income duration index. 
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3. Impartiality axiom for low income duration: The low 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 if a brief low 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 and 

the set of the low income people does not change. 

5. Strong upward transfer axiom for low income duration: The low income duration index 

should increase if a shorter low 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 index varies 

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 the Ë-fold replication of the original distribution of low income durations.  

Under the above axioms, we can establish the Sen-Shorrocks-Thon (SST) index of low income 

duration over Ὕ periods as  

ὛὛὝ♯╣ “ ‏
ρ

Ὕ
ɇ‏Ӷɇρ Ὃ♯╣  

where Ὃ♯╣  is the Gini coefficient of the normalized low income durations (in non-decreasing 

order) of the population. Please note that the SST index of low income duration over Ὕ periods 

is the product of the proportion of the population who are ever in low income “ ‏ , 

average normalized low income duration of the subpopulation who are ever in low income (‏Ӷ), 

and inequality measure of normalized low income durations ρ Ὃ♯╣ . The higher (lower) the 

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

has.  

2.9 Analysis of Incidence in Low Income, Probability of Being in Low 

Income, and Low Income Gaps 
 
Given the above analysis, we are now ready to consider the analysis of incidence in low income, 

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 are interested 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, minority status, language, student status, disability status, and family 

decomposition and so on in the framework of  

Ὠ Ὢ◌░ ό 

where Ὠ represents low income state for individual Ὥ at the six-year aggregate level, ◌░ 

represents the vector of covariates associated with individual Ὥ, and ό represents the error term, 

Ὥ ρȟςȟȣȟὔ. Modeling the probability of being in low income at the panel-aggregate 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 income, at least four years 

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

may contribute to higher probabilities in transitory low income as well as in persistent low 

income. 

In addition, we are interested in learning how per capita absolute low income gaps (ὢ  vary 

across individual characteristics and how relative low income gaps (ὼ) are related to the vector of 

covariates associated with individual Ὥ, ◌░, at the panel aggregate level. We can use the 

following models for that purpose: for  Ὥ ρȟςȟȣȟὔ 

ὼ Ὢ◌ ό 

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 population Ὗ is the same over time, the 

subpopulations Ὓ Ὥȡώ ᾀ  and ὛӶ Ὥȡώ ᾀ  are indeed threshold-dependent in 

the sense that they are dependent on the choice of threshold Ὦ, ᾀ , where Ὦ ρȟςȟȣȟὐȢ   

While each low income threshold Ὦ 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 income. We can approach the issue from two different perspectives. 

First, we examine the issue at the methodological level only based on the income distribution. 



 

 17 

Then we can examine the issue at the empirical level based on the information beyond the income 

distribution.   

For the moment, let us suppress the subscript ὸ so that we ignore the time period. Let Ὓ be the 

true low income subpopulation but it is not completely observable. Ὓɴ ╢ and ╢ is the 

collection of all possible true low income subpopulations. Let Ὓ be the low income 

subpopulation under threshold Ὦ, where Ὦɴ ╙. ╙ is the collection of all possible thresholds. Let 

ὒὛȟὛ  be the loss function which gives a positive value for selecting Ὓ which is not the same 

as Ὓ. The more Ὓ and Ὓ differ, the higher the value of the loss function ὒὛȟὛ . Therefore, 

threshold Ὦ is preferred to threshold Ὧ if  

ὒὛȟὛ ὒὛȟὛ Ȣ 

According to Wald (1950), there exists the optimal decision called the minimax rule:
21

 

ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ ὭὲὪɴ╙ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ Ȣ 

That is, threshold Ὦ should be chosen so that the maximum loss is to be minimized for Ὓɴ ╢. 

The meaningful loss function for the purpose of correctly identifying those truly low income 

individuals should be the number of truly low income individuals who are identified as non low 

income individuals instead under threshold Ὦ;22
 that is,   

ὒὛȟὛ ΠὛ Ὓ Ȣ 

When there are two thresholds such as ὭȟὮɴ ╙, we can compare the pair of relevant loss 

functions. The minimax rule chooses threshold Ὦ over threshold Ὦ if  

ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ Ȣ  

When there are more than two thresholds, we can compare all relevant loss functions. The 

minimax rule chooses threshold Ὦ if  

                                                 
21

 The supremum or sup of L is the smallest upper bound for L. An upper bound which actually belongs to 

the set is called a maximum. Similar, the infimum or inf of L is the greatest lower bound for L. A lower 

bound which actually belongs to the set is called a minimum. 
22

 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 (highest low 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 other occasions. 
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ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ ὭὲὪɴ╙ίόὴɴ╢ὒὛȟὛ Ȣ 

Now we explore the implication of the minimax rule further. Given that ὛȟὛ ΠὛ Ὓ  , 

we can write the decision rule as 

ίόὴɴ╢ΠὛ  Ὓ ὭὲὪɴ╙ίόὴɴ╢ΠὛ  Ὓ Ȣ 

 The above inequality can be further rewritten as 

ίόὴɴ╢ΠὛ ΠὛ ίόὴɴ╢ΠὛ ίόὴɴ╙ΠὛ  

or  

ΠὛ ίόὴɴ╙ΠὛ Ȣ 

The final inequality implies that the minimax rule chooses threshold Ὦ because the low income 

subpopulation is the most inclusive one than any other low income subpopulations identified 

under all thresholds Ὦɴ ╙.  

Note that the low income populations (ὛȟὭɴ ╙ are nested or these low subpopulations are not 

nested as shown in Figure 3 - A/B. If  ὛȟὭɴ ╙ are nested, we can find the largest set Ὓ such 

that Ὓṗẕ ╙ɴὛ. Therefore, the ranking of  ὛȟὭɴ ╙ can be based on ΠὛ ȟὭɴ ╙. That is, 

threshold Ὦ is chosen because 

ΠὛ ίόὴɴ╙ΠὛ  

for Ὥɴ ╙.  

If ὛȟὭɴ ╙ are not nested, the low income subpopulations identified under thresholds Ὥ and Ὦ 

partially overlap each other as shown in Figure 3 - B. That is, Ὓ Ὓ  ɲ and Ὓ Ὓ  ɲ, 

where ɲ  is the empty or null set. This implies ΠὛ Ὓ π and ΠὛ Ὓ π 

On the relationship between inclusion and exclusion, we assume that there are only two low 

income thresholds Ὥ and Ὦ. To make the case applicable, we only need to consider that threshold 

Ὦ is chosen over threshold Ὥ, which is the second most inclusive one among many other possible 

choices. We start from 

ΠὛ ΠὛ Ȣ  

As ΠὛ᷾Ὓ  is the upper bound for ΠὛ  and ΠὛ , we have 
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ΠὛ᷾Ὓ ΠὛ ΠὛ᷾Ὓ ΠὛ ȟ 

which can be rewritten as 

ΠὛ Ὓ ΠὛ Ὓ Ȣ 

That is, threshold Ὦ is chosen so that the low income subpopulation under this threshold 

encompass the most low income individuals that are otherwise excluded under any other 

thresholds Ὥɴ ╙. We call this decision rule the minimax principle. Alternatively, threshold Ὦ is 

chosen because the low income subpopulation under this threshold excludes the smallest number 

of low income individuals identified under threshold Ὥ. We call this alternative decision rule the 

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 Rawls (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 income threshold is more conservative to capture the truly 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 previously, the SLID data do contain much 

information on gender, age, education, minority status, language, student status, disability status, 

and family types, and so on. Therefore the key research question is: Whether or not the 

individuals included in the low income subpopulation under threshold Ὦ but excluded from the 

low income subpopulation under threshold Ὥ are inappropriately excluded? If a significant 

proportion of these excluded individuals belong to the members of the high risk subgroups, such 

as women, lone mother, individuals with less education attainment and disability, recent 

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

 

3.1 Empirical Research Questions 

 
Once the above conceptual issues are clarified, we also wish to examine the following empirical 

questions. What are the characteristics of low income dynamics from year to year? What are the 

characteristics of income dynamics over time? How are transitions to low income affected by 

gender, family type, and other factors? What determinants influence transitory and persistent low 

income? How do low income gaps vary across the population? Which low income threshold is 

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

low income dynamics during the period of 1999-2007. 

 

3.2 Basic Statistics 

 
The Canadian population aged 16 and over are about 18 million adult people by the end of 1998 

and about 19 million by the end of 2001. We study low income dynamics and persistence during 

the period of 1999-2007 which encompasses two SLID panels: one from 1999 to 2004 and the 

other from 2002 to 2007.
23

 These two panels are overlapping in time and represented by two 

distinct survey samples. Because we are interested in low income dynamics and persistence, we 

study each panel and compare the findings from both.  

For Panel 3 (1999-2004), 51.4% of the population are women while 48.6% are men. Immigrants 

account for about 18% of the population and over 9% of the population belong to members of 

visible minorities. In the beginning year of 1999, around one quarter of the population fall under 

the age group of 35-44 years old, more than 10% are aged 65 years old and above, three quarters 

receive at least diplomas from high school, about 15% are students, and 18% of the population 

have some form of disability. In terms of family composition, families headed by lone parents 

represent 5% of the population. The proportion of unattached individuals remains stable at 16% 

over time. The proportion of attached individuals with child(ren) decreases from almost 42% in 

1999 to about 34% in 2004. The attached individuals without child(ren) steadily increase their 

share from about 23% to more than 27% during the six-year period.  
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For Panel 4 (2002-2007), 51.1% of the population are women while 48.9% are men. Immigrants 

account for almost 20% of the population and more than 12% of the population belong to 

members of visible minorities. In the beginning year of 2002, more than one fifth of the 

population fall under the age group of 35-44 years old, 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 represent 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 individuals 

with child(ren) decreases from almost 41% in 2002 to almost 33% in 2007 during the 6-year 

period. 

3.3 What Are the Characteristics of Low Income Dynamics from Year to 

Year? 

 
We analyze the year to year low income dynamics by examining the empirical low income 

transition probabilities and tree diagrams of the population for each panel over time under various 

low income thresholds.  

Probably the simplest way to examine the year to year low income dynamics is to examine the 

proportions of the people in and out of low income and how the proportions changes over time 

and to examine the empirical transition probabilities from year to year. Tables 1 - A-F show us 

these proportions and empirical transition probabilities for the total population, as well as the 

female and male subpopulations for Panel 3 (1999-2004) and Panel 4 (2002-2007), under LICO, 

LIM , and MBM, respectively. 

While the year to year transition probabilities vary somewhat across different low income 

thresholds, they are broadly consistent across thresholds over time. That is, approximately 2/3 of 

the low income individuals stay in low income year after year while about 1/3 of them move out 

of low income over time. About 97% of the non low income individuals stay out of low income 

while only about 3% of them get into low income. This observation is quite robust for the total 

population as wells as for both female and male subpopulations.          

It is well-known that the low income dynamics are different across different genders in Canada 

(e.g., Morissette and Zhang (2001) and Finnie and Sweetman (2003)). It will be interesting to 

examine the low income dynamics following the two panels by gender during the period of 1999-
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2007. For Panel 3 (1999-2004), Figures 1/2 - A-C demonstrate low income transition in the form 

of the tree diagrams for the female and male subpopulations under LICO, LIM , and MBM, 

respectively. It is noted that the low income incidence for the female subpopulation in 1999, the 

initial year of Panel 3, is about 11% under LICO (Figure 1 - A) and about 10% under LIM  

(Figure 1 - B). But it is about 13% under MBM (Figure 1 - C). The low income incidence for the 

male subpopulation in 1999 is about 9% under LICO (Figure 2 - A) and LIM  (Figure 2 - B). But 

it is about 11% under MBM (Figure 2 - C). For Panel 4 (2002-2007), Figures 1/2 - D-F show low 

income transition for the male and female subpopulations under LICO, LIM , and MBM, 

respectively. It is noted that the low income incidence for the female subpopulation in 2002, the 

initial year of Panel 4, is about 10% under LICO (Figure 5 - A) and LIM (Figure 5 - B), while it is 

about 12% under MBM (Figure 5 - C). The low income incidence for the male subpopulation in 

2002 is about 8% under LICO (Figure 6 - A) and LIM (Figure 6 - B). But it is about 11% under 

MBM (Figure 6 - C). 

These tree diagrams also confirm the observations from the above empirical transition 

probabilities. Overall, Figures 1/2 - A-F show the evidence that the transitions into or out of low 

income are highly path dependent. In other words, while the majority of Canadians are less likely 

to switch in and out of low income state over time, some Canadians do transit into or out of low 

income year over year.  

3.4 What Are the Characteristics of Low Income Dynamics over Time? 

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

percentage) spent in low income under LICO, LIM , and MBM, respectively, in Panel 3 (1999-

2004). Tables 2 - D-F describe the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in 

percentage) spent in low income under LICO, LIM , and MBM, respectively, in Panel 4 (2002-

2007). The ñ1+ò category combines the percentages of population who were ever in low income 

during the six-year period; whereas the ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population 

who were in low income for at least four years during the six-year period. These tables further 

break down the population by their characteristics, including gender, age (in the first year of each 

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

family composition in all six years, and family composition (in the first year of each panel). 

By looking at the low income rates for both men and women, LICO and LIM  are quite 

comparable although they are based on different methods (Tables 2- A/B and Tables 2 ï D/E). 
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MBM is more inclusive as to who are in low income (Tables 2 - C/F). That is, more people whose 

incomes are marginally above LICO or LIM  are otherwise classified as low income under MBM. 

We observe that the low income state for many Canadians is transitory during the study period. 

Only a very small percentage of the population experiences persistent low income regardless 

which low income threshold is used. In Panel 3 (1999-2004), 5.2% and 5.5% of the population 

are in low income for four or more years from 1999 to 2004 under LICO and LIM , respectively 

(Tables 2 - A/B), while it is 6.4% under MBM (Table 2 - C). In Panel 4 (2002-2007), 5.1% and 

5.6% of the population are in low income for four or more years from 2002 to 2007 under LICO 

and LIM , respectively (Tables 2 - D/E), while it is 5.8% under MBM (Table 2 - F). 

More women than men are in low income for various durations in Panels 3 and 4 (1999-2004 and 

2002-2007) (Tables 2 - A-F) regardless which low income threshold is used. But MBM appears 

to be more inclusive. Although senior citizens are much better off than members of other age 

groups in Canada due to the relevant social policy (such as Old Age Security (OAS) and 

Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS)), the gender difference in low income (more women than 

man in low income) still exists among those aged 65 or over (Tables 2 - A-F). This difference 

may be related to the difference in Canada public pension payments that depends on how much 

and how long workers contribute to the Canada public pension. Because female workers tend to 

contribute less over shorter periods of time than their male counterparts do, female retirees 

receive less Canada public pension payments.  

In both panels, we note the remarkable patterns of life cycle transitions. In Panels 3 and 4 (1999-

2004 and 2002-2007), while a majority (from two thirds to three quarters) of the total population 

are never in low income, young people, students, unattached individuals and lone parents are  

likely in low income for a short period of time (e.g., one year) reflecting their life cycle 

transitions. Next we look at the life cycle transitions in detail. 

First, the young individuals, aged 16-24, have the lowest percentage (less than 70%) of never 

being in low income but have the highest percentage (over 13%) of being in low income for one 

year. In addition, the low income incidence for one or more years for the young population is at 

30% or higher under all three low income thresholds (Tables 2 - A-F).  

Second, a high percentage (higher than 80%) of those aged 25-34, 35-44, and 45-54 are never in 

low income. Only a very small percentage of them have ever been in low income for one to six 
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years, respectively. These observations are quite robust across LICO, LIM  and MBM (Tables 2 - 

A-F). 

Third, those aged 55-64 have a relatively higher incidence in both temporary and persistent low 

income. This group of individuals can be vulnerable in the labour market as well as in health 

conditions and marriage situations. But the situations for these groups improve somewhat from 

Panel 3 to Panel 4 (Tables 2 - A-F).  

Fourth, adults aged 65 or over have the lowest low income incidence. This is a successful story of 

the social policy on senior citizens such as the Old Age Security (OAS) and Guaranteed Income 

Supplement (GIS). For this group of individuals, men have an even lower low income incidence 

than women (Tables 2 - A-F).  

One of the most important life cycle changes is the change of family composition. It can be 

complex as any change will involve more than one individual (e.g., spouse and children). As 

family incomes are shared among family members, the change of family composition often has 

direct impact on low income state under various low income thresholds.  

From 1999 to 2007, those who are unattached, and who live in families headed by lone mothers, 

are likely in low income, regardless which low income threshold is used (Tables 2 - A-F). The 

unattached include those singles who are in the earlier stage of their life cycle and those who end 

up living alone at various stages of the life cycle. These individuals either have less income or 

need more to get by, or both. Hence, it is not surprising that some of them experience persistent 

low income. Similarly, lone parents are also likely in low income since a single breadwinner with 

one or multiple children as dependents tends to spread his/her earnings across many family 

members. 

It is worthwhile to examine further the lone parent family by the gender of the family head. We 

find that families headed by lone mothers have a disproportionally high incidence of low income 

over the six-year period compared to families headed by lone fathers. Lone mothers have to spend 

more time taking care of their child(ren) and hence are less likely to pursue higher education 

and/or be active in the labour market. As a result, lone mothers and their family members possess 

less economic resources compared to the population in general and they represent one of the high 

risk groups (Tables 3 - A-F and Tables 4 - A-F). 
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In our previous analysis, we identify how life cycle transitions and family compositions affect 

low income. In particular, we find that unattached individuals and lone parents are likely in low 

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

The high risk groups we have identified are those individuals with less than high school 

education, individuals with disability, members of visible minorities, and later immigrants. Our 

findings in this paper are consistent with the literature
24

 using the data available at the time. Now 

we discuss these findings below. 

First, in Panel 3 (1999-2004) more than 8% of the individuals with less than high school 

education are in low income for four or more years under all three low income thresholds. In 

Panel 4 (2002-2007), more than 8% of those with less than high school education are in low 

income four or more years under both LICO and LIM, while this percentage is just below 8% 

under MBM during the same period. As the theory of human capital predicts,
25

 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, in Panel 3 (1999-2004), more than 16% of those with disability are in low income for 

four or more years under all low income thresholds. This is a high percentage considering the fact 

that less than 4% of those without any disability are in persistent low income under all low 

income thresholds. In Panel 4 (2002-2007), about 14% of those with disability are in low income 

for four or more years under all low income thresholds. Again this percentage is much higher 

considering that only about 3% for those without disability are in persistent low income. This 

finding is consistent with the literature.
26

 

Third, in Panel 3 (1999-2004), more than 10% of the members of visible minorities are in low 

income for four or more years under all three low income thresholds while less than 6% of the 

people who do not belong to these groups are in persistent low income. In the Panel 4 (2002-

2007), less than 9% of the members of visible minorities are in low income for four or more years 

while only about 5% of the people who do not belong to these groups are in persistent low 

income under LICO and LIM. Under MBM, the percentage of people who belong to members of 

visible minorities are in persistent low income is higher (11%), compared to about 5% for those 
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 The theory of human capital can be traced back to Becker (1964) and Schultz (1971). 
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who do not belong to members of visible minorities. The above findings are consistent with the 

literature.
27

 

Fourth, in Panel 3 (1999-2004), more than 11% of the later immigrants (who moved to Canada 

after 1986) are in low income for four or more years under all three low income thresholds while 

only less than 6% of the native-born Canadians are in low income for four or more years. In Panel 

4 (2002-2007), more than 9% of the later immigrants are in low income for four or more years 

under all three low income thresholds while around 5% of the native-born Canadians are in low 

income for four or more years. The data again echo with the recent empirical findings on the 

Canadian immigrant population.
28

 

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

and Other Factors? 

 
When low income transition probabilities are studied, we can classify the low income transition, 

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 the low income state in the two adjacent years, respectively. When some specific 

transitions (getting into low income) are analyzed in a regression framework with a large number 

of covariates, the number of the cases for this kind of transitions with reference to some 

covariates is too small to be released by Statistics Canada. Therefore, we adopt a strategy of only 

looking at the joint probability of entering or staying in low income (Tables 5 - A-F). The 

complement cases are the transitions of getting out of and staying away from low income, which 

are the exactly opposite against the transitions of entering or staying in low income. 

Because the patterns across genders and/or family compositions are clearly different, we shall 

study the year to year transition of entering or staying in low income with respect to each 

subpopulation group. The goal of this analysis is to further identify the factors that determine low 

income and their marginal effects by gender and family composition. In 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 life cycle factors and that less education, disability, visible 

minorities, and later immigrants are important high risk factors. Now we discuss these as follows. 
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First, we discuss the role of gender and family composition (Tables 5 - A-F). The baseline cases 

in these models are the individuals of a specified gender (men or women) in a specified family 

composition (unattached, attached without child(ren), attached with child(ren), or lone parent) 

who, in the initial year of the panel,
29

 are neither students, nor visible minorities, nor immigrants, 

have no change in family composition and no disability conditions, have only one child,
30

 attain 

post-secondary education (college, business or trade school, CEGEP), speak English/French as 

mother tongue and live in the provinces that English/French is the major language,
31

 aged 25-34, 

live in an Ontario urban center with more than 500,000 population.   

The intercept terms represent the marginal probabilities of entering or staying in low income for 

the subpopulation by gender and by family composition, with respect to the corresponding 

baseline individuals. Tables 5 - A-F show that under various low income thresholds, women, lone 

mothers and unattached women in particular, have higher baseline probabilities of entering or 

staying in low income. After controlling everything else, we find that unattached women and lone 

mothers are more likely to be in low income than their male counterparts. In addition, the 

probabilities of entering or staying in low income under LICO are higher than those under LIM  

and MBM.  

Second, we further examine the role of family composition dynamics. Family composition 

dynamics refers to the following changes in family types on a year to year basis: from unattached 

to other types of family composition (such as attached with no child, attached with child(ren), 

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

attached with child(ren) to other family composition, and from lone parent to other types of 

family composition. 

In general, chances of being in low income are low when individuals move from unattached to 

attached with or without child(ren) for all three low income thresholds for both panels (Tables 5 - 

A-F). In particular, the impact of this change in family composition is more pronounced for 

unattached women than for unattached men. In other words, it is a more important factor for 

single women than for single men to have a life partner to get out of or stay away from low 

income regardless which threshold is used. 
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are left out of discussion. 
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For families headed by lone parents, changing to unattached families would mean a higher chance 

of being in low income. For lone mothers but not for lone fathers, chances of being in low income 

are low when the lone mothers become attached, either with or without child(ren) (Tables 5 - A-

F). This may reflect the fact that when getting into a relationship, either married or in a common-

law relationship, lone fathers may not be as well-off as lone mothers in terms of pooled family 

income from the income perspective. In other words, lone mothersô new life partners tend to help 

them more to get out of or stay away from low income than lone fathersô new life partners do to 

lone fathers.  

Third, we discuss the role of the number of children. The attached individuals with more children 

are more likely in low income (Tables 5 - A-F). The attached individuals who do not have any 

child(ren) clearly have more resources for less people within their families but they could also 

make such childbearing decisions because of insufficient resources for more people. The 

individuals who have more children need to spread family income among all family members, but 

they can also take the advantage of economies of scale. While it is difficult to conclude any 

causal relationship, the robust empirical evidence shows that the attached individuals with more 

children are more likely in low income. 

Fourth, we discuss the role of age. The existence of the Old Age Security (OAS) pension and 

Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) in Canada allows the senior aged 65 and over to be less 

likely to be in low income across different types of family composition (Tables 5 - A-F). But the 

unattached young people aged 16-24 and vulnerable age group (55-64), in particular for men, are 

likely in low income (Tables 5 - A-F). While the former often have low income to begin with and 

are still accumulating human capital, the latter may end up in low income for various of reasons 

such as job market separation, marriage breakdown, disability, and changes in family 

composition (e.g., death of spouse, living with grown up children), and so on.   

Finally, we discuss the cases of being members of the high risk groups such as people with less 

education, people with disability, members of visible minorities, and later immigrants. While 

individuals with less education are more likely in low income, it is particularly true for single 

women and lone parents with less education (Tables 5 - A-F). Lone parents may have low income 

due to less education but it is also possible that they withdraw from school because they have to 

spend time taking care of their child(ren) and fulfill other family obligations.  



 

 29 

Most individuals with disability, except for lone fathers, are likely in low income. In particular, 

unattached individuals and lone mothers with disability are very likely in low income (Tables 5 - 

A-F). 

Members of visible minorities are likely in low income. The patterns are consistent but uneven 

across genders and family types over time. For example, for Panel 3 (1999-2004), among male 

attached individuals with child(ren), members of visible minorities are more likely in low income 

than any other individuals under LICO. Among both male and female attached individuals with 

child(ren), members of visible minorities are equally likely in low income under LIM  and MBM. 

In particular, under LIM , lone mothers who are also members of visible minorities are less likely 

in low income (Tables 5 - A-C). For Panel 4 (2002-2007), among male lone parents and female 

unattached families, members of visible minorities are likely in low income under LICO and LIM  

but not under MBM. Among male unattached individuals, members of visible minorities are less 

likely in low income under all three thresholds (Tables 5 - D-F). 

From Panel 3 (1999-2004), we find that only the female immigrants who came to Canada after 

1986 in some specific types of family composition (unattached, attached with child(ren), and lone 

parent) are more likely in low income under all three low income thresholds but not their male 

counterparts (Tables 5 - A-C). But the trend changes in Panel 4 (2002-2007). We find that male 

immigrants who 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) and lone parent) 

are more likely in low income under all three low income thresholds (Tables 5 - D-F). 

3.6 What Determinants Influence Transitory and Persistent Low Income?   

 
The above analysis looks at the factors that affect the marginal probability of transition into low 

income on a year to year basis. Now we look at the factors that cause individuals in low income 

for at least one year, at least four years, and all six years, respectively, to disentangle the 

determinants for transitory low income from those for persistent low income (Tables 6 - A-F).  

The dominating factors for being in low income for at least one year include family composition 

(unattached individuals and lone parents), disability, less education, student status, and later 

immigrants. The dominating factors for being in low income for all six years include family 

composition (unattached and lone parents), disability, and less education. This suggests that low 

income among students and later immigrants are more likely to be the key determinants for 
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transitory low income while family composition (unattached and lone parents), disability, and less 

education are more likely to be the key determinants for both transitory and persistent low 

income. The above observations are quite robust under all three low income thresholds and across 

the two panel periods (1999-2004 and 2002-2007). 

Perhaps it is useful to assume that people can smooth their incomes over the years, good and bad. 

The relevant question then is: Would the low income incidence over the six-year period differ 

significantly from that on the annual basis? To find out the answer, we aggregate the individual 

annual incomes and each annual low income threshold over the six-year panel and compare the 

aggregate individual incomes with the aggregated low income threshold as well as the upper and 

lower bounds (125% and 75%) of the aggregate low income threshold. Tables 7 - A-F report the 

low income rates under LICO, LIM , and MBM (and their upper and lower bounds) over the six-

year period. Regardless which low income thresholds are adopted, the following high risk groups 

have the most pronounced low income incidence: lone parents, unattached individuals, people 

with disability, and immigrants, in particular immigrants who are also members of visible 

minorities. 

3.7 How Do Low Income Gaps Vary across the Population? 

 
We report in Tables 8 - A/C the income shortfalls or deficits

32
 under LICO, LIM, or MBM  in the 

two panels (1999-2004 and 2002-2007) across various individual characteristics such as gender, 

age, education attainment, student status, disability status, minority status, immigrant status, 

language, family composition, family composition, and residence community size, and so on.  

Over both panel periods (1999-2004 and 2002-2007), there are some consistent patterns on 

income deficits. For example, menôs income deficits are marginally higher than womenôs 

although the low income incidence for women is generally higher than that for men. In addition, 

the individuals aged 16-24 are not only more likely to be in low income but also more likely to 

have higher low income deficits. As a contrast, senior citizens (aged 65 and over) are less likely 

in low income, and for those in low income, their income deficits are also much smaller. In terms 

of education attainment, people with less than high school education are more likely in low 

income but their relative income deficits are lower than those with university education although 

the university graduates are less likely in low income. More generally, the income deficits 

increase with years of schooling. Those with disability, members of visible minorities, and recent 
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immigrants (who came to Canada after 1986) are likely in low income but their income deficits 

are generally low. Among various types of family composition, unattached and attached 

individuals without child(ren) tend to have larger income deficits.  

Probably the most striking differences between Panel 3 and Panel 4 are the differences in the 

regions of residence and moving. For example, for Panel 3 (1999-2004), the low income 

individuals in Alberta have the highest income deficits among all regions. But for Panel 4 (2002-

2007), the low income individuals in Ontario have the highest income deficits among all regions. 

Moreover, due to various reasons, people do relocate across regions. For both panels, we find that 

low income people who move to a new province during the period have the highest income 

deficits. 

Clearly, the cross tabulations alone (Tables 8 - A/C) do not tell us the marginal effects of gender, 

age, education attainment, student status, disability status, minority status, immigrant status, 

language, and family composition, and so on. Therefore, we use the regression model to find out 

the marginal effects of these covariates on the relative income deficits (Tables 8 - B/D). We find 

that the marginal effect of gender is not statistically significant after controlling a set of 

covariates. Senior citizens (aged 65 and over) have lower relative income deficits on the margin 

while the vulnerable age group (aged 45-54) have higher relative income deficits on the margin. 

People with less than high school education have less relative income deficits on the margin. 

Unattached and attached individuals with no child(ren) and with family composition changes 

have higher relative income deficits on the margin. Last but not least, relative income deficits are 

not affected by lone parent status when other covariates are under control. The above 

observations do not vary significantly across the two panels (1999-2004 and 2002-2007). But 

over the two panel periods, the role of minority status has changed. In Panel 3, members of 

visible minorities have marginally lower relative income deficits but their relative income deficits 

are not much different from the rest of the population in Panel 4.   

3.8 Which Low Income Threshold Is More Inclusive?  

 
In our previous analysis, while there is a broad agreement between the findings under the three 

low income thresholds, we note some inconsistencies. Because of these inconsistencies, we wish 

to know which threshold is the most inclusive or least exclusive for the two panel periods (1999-

2004 and 2002-2007); whether or not the ranking among the three thresholds are constant over 

time; and which high risk groups tend to be over-identified under these thresholds.  
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We address the question of inclusiveness of a low income threshold in comparison with others 

using both the SST index of low income duration and the minimax principle (or least exclusion) 

principle.  

Table 9 shows the SST index of low income durations and its three components under all three 

low income thresholds in Panels 3 and 4 (1999-2004 and 2002-2007). The first component, 

“ ‏ , is the proportion of the population who ever had low income durations over the 

six-year period. The second component, ‏Ӷ, is the average duration (normalized in terms of a 

fraction of six years) in low income for those who were ever in low income during the period.
33

 

The third component, ρ Ὃ♯╣ , is an inequality measure of low income durations. Typically, 

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

We have two major findings from Table 9. The first finding is that MBM is more inclusive over 

the two panel periods because under MBM, the proportion of the population who ever had low 

income durations is the highest in the both panels. This contributes to the highest SST index 

under MBM. The second finding is that no matter which threshold is used (it is also true for 

MBM) low income duration situations worsened over time slightly from Panel 3 to Panel 4.  

When we apply the minimax principle (or least exclusion principle) to the data, we note that the 

low income subpopulations identified under the three low income thresholds are not nested in all 

years in both panels (1999-2004 and 2002-2007). That is, within each pair, one threshold will 

always exclude some low income individuals identified under another threshold. Tables 10 - A/B 

list the total number of individuals in the population, the number of low income individuals 

identified by one threshold but excluded by another threshold, and the percentage of these 

excluded low income individuals in the total population. We do such comparison among the six 

pairs (LICO versus LIM, LIM versus LICO, LICO versus MBM, MBM versus LICO, LIM 

versus MBM, and MBM versus LIM) for both Panel 3 (Table 10 - A) and Panel 4 (Table 10 - 

B).
34

  

We first examine the minimum and maximum of exclusions in Panel 3 (1999-2004). In Table 10 - 

A, we shall treat the result for 1999 with caution as MBM was not established for 1999. We used 

the data of MBM for 2000 and convert them for 1999 using the annual community-specific CPI. 

By looking at the minimum and maximum of exclusions during 2000-2004, we note that the 
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the two panel periods (1999-2004 and 2002-2007) from Tables B - 1-12 in the Appendix. 
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percentages of low income individuals identified under LICO and LIM  but excluded by MBM 

have the minimum values (0.4%-1.3%).  

We then examine the minimum and maximum of exclusions in Panel 4 (2002-2007. In Table 10 - 

B, we note that the percentages of low income individuals identified under LICO and LIM but 

excluded by MBM also have the minimum values (0.5%-1.5%). But for the period 2002-2007, we 

also see from Table 10 - B that the percentages of low income individuals identified under LICO 

and MBM but excluded by LIM  are close to the minimum values (0.6%-1.9%). Clearly, it 

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

We can further summarize all possible rankings of the three low income thresholds in Table 11. It 

shows that MBM is the most inclusive threshold among the three. We may recall the equivalency 

between the minimax or least exclusion principles. We use the empirical evidence to rank LICO, 

LIM , and MBM in each year for both panels. We note that in Panel 3, according to the minimax 

(or least exclusion) principle, MBM is consistently ranked as the most inclusive threshold while 

the least inclusive threshold is LIM  from 1999 to 2000 and LICO from 2001 to 2004. In Panel 4, 

MBM again is consistently ranked as the most inclusive threshold from 2002 to 2006. But in 

2007, LIM  is ranked as the most inclusive one. For Panel 4, the least inclusive threshold switches 

from LIM  in 2002 to LICO for the rest of the panel. In other words, the nature of inclusiveness 

and least exclusion of a threshold may change over time, which is likely to be determined by the 

methodology of a threshold construction and random sampling variation.  

Having determined the most inclusive and/or least exclusive low income threshold over time, we 

should also be aware that the decision is made on the basis of aggregate exclusions. The excluded 

individuals who are in high risk groups should be further studied. We note that some excluded 

individuals have roughly the same profile as that of the population while others may be over-

represented. 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 the excluded individuals who are women, senior citizen (aged 65 and over), 

people with less than high school education, people with disability, members of visible 

minorities, immigrants who are members of visible minorities, unattached individuals, and lone 

parents. Figures 4-A-H cover these high risk groups in Panel 3 (1999-2004) and Figures 4-I-P 

cover these high risk groups in Panel 4 (2002-2007). In each table, the bar (percentage) of the 

excluded high risk group members under one threshold but not the other are compared with the 

bar (percentage) of the high risk group in the population.  
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The general findings are as follows. Among all high risk groups that are included under MBM but 

excluded by LICO or LIM, women (Figures 4-A/I), senior citizens (Figures 4-B/J), people with 

less than high school education (Figures 4-C/K), people with disability (Figures 4-D/L), and 

unattached individuals (Figures 4-G/O) appear to be consistent or close to their percentages in the 

population. This indicates that MBM does a fine job.  

However, the same cannot be said for other high risk groups such as members of visible 

minorities (Figures 4-E/M), immigrants who are members of visible minorities (Figures 4-F/N), 

and lone parents (Figures 4-H/P). It seems that members of visible minorities, immigrants who 

are members of visible minorities, and lone parents can be over- or under-represented under 

various combinations of the three thresholds. We do not know the reasons. But we know that 

factors of family composition, region, and location are taken into account in developing LICO 

and MBM but not LIM . We also know that LIM  and MBM 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 low income 

thresholds. What are the characteristics of low income dynamics and persistence in Canada in 

2000 and beyond? Would different low income thresholds matter to the analysis of low income 

dynamics and persistence? This paper attempts to address these questions to 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 income gaps and durations, and the principles for selecting among several low 

income thresholds.   

Then, on the basis of the conceptual framework and the principles, we have analyzed Panels 3 

(1999-2004) and 4 (2002-2007). We have the following interesting findings. 

First, the year to year low income transition probabilities are broadly consistent under all three 

thresholds and across the two panels. With a robust observation across genders over time, we find 

that while 2/3 of the low income Canadians and 97% of the non low income Canadians stick to 

their income states as in previous year, 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 income state, we can find that the path dependent transition pattern is quite 

robust. 

Second, we find that low income state for many Canadians is transitory during the study period. 

As to transitory low income, we note the remarkable patterns of life cycle transitions: young 

people, students, unattached individuals, and lone parents are likely in low income for a short 

period of time, reflecting their life cycle transitions. The persistent low income group accounts for 

a very small percentage of the total population. We find that certain groups of people have high 

risk of falling into low income. They are people with less than high school, people with disability, 

members of visible minorities, and later immigrants. These findings are prevalent under all three 

low income thresholds and are robust across Panels 3 and 4 of the SLID data.  

Third, we find that the life cycle factors such as family composition dynamics, number of 

children, age, and student status are highly associated with the probability of getting (or staying) 
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in low income. The high risk groups are again identified to play an important role in the transition 

into low income. 

Fourth, we also disentangle the determinants for transitory and persistent low income. The 

findings echo with our analysis on the life cycle factors as well as the focus on the high risk 

groups. The observations are quite robust no matter which low income thresholds and no matter 

which panels of the SLID data (1999-2004 and 2002-2007) are used.  

Fifth, we look at the absolute and relative low income deficits and the associated population 

characteristics. We find that individuals who receive less education are more likely to be in low 

income but their relative income deficits are lower than those with university education although 

the university graduates are less likely to be in low income. The relative income deficits appear to 

increase with years of schooling. 

Finally, we identify that MBM is the most inclusive threshold among the three (LICO, LIM, and 

MBM) for the two panel periods (1999-2004 and 2002-2007) by using the minimax (or least 

exclusion) principle. We also find that no matter which threshold is used low income duration 

situations worsened over time slightly from Panel 3 to Panel 4. Moreover, among all high risk 

groups that are included under MBM but excluded by LICO or LIM, women, senior citizens, 

people with less education, people with disability, and unattached individuals appear to be 

consistent or close to their percentages in the population. However, some other high risk groups 

such as members of visible minorities, immigrants who are members of visible minorities, and 

lone parents do not accord with this pattern. A more detailed investigation may be left for future 

research. 
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Tables 

 

Table 1 - A: Low income transition probability matrices for total population, under all 

three low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and MBM), 1999-2004 

 
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 

         

 M 11 63.99  M 11 65.35  M 11 64.41 

 M 22 97.00  M 22 96.67  M 22 96.32 

Source: Survey of Labour 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 1999-2004, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are 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 (LICO , LIM , and MBM) , 1999-2004 

 
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 

         

 M 11 65.70  M 11 66.70  M 11 65.05 

 M 22 96.72  M 22 96.44  M 22 96.10 

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

Table 1 - B demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in 

percentages) for the female population during 1999-2004, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are provided at the bottom of the table. 

  



 

 39 

Table 1 - C: Low income transition probability matrices for male population, under all 

three low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and MBM) , 1999-2004 

 
LICO  

 
LIM  

 
MBM  

    
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 61.08 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 97.36 

 
3.07 96.93 

 
3.30 96.70 

         

 M 11 61.75  M 11 63.67  M 11 63.68 

 M 22 97.28  M 22 96.91  M 22 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 

percentages) for the male population during 1999-2004, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are provided at the bottom of the table. 
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Table 1 - D: Low income transition probability matrices for total population, under all 

three low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and MBM) , 2002-2007 

 
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 

         

 M 11 63.59  M 11 65.48  M 11 61.75 

 M 22 97.06  M 22 96.68  M 22 96.43 

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

Table 1 - D demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in 

percentages) for the total population during 2002-2007, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are 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 (LICO , LIM , and MBM) , 2002-2007 

 
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 

         

 M 11 63.76  M 11 65.52  M 11 62.28 

 M 22 96.93  M 22 96.48  M 22 96.33 

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

Table 1 - E demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in 

percentages) for the female population during 2002-2007, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are 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 low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and MBM) , 2002-2007 

 
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 

 
2.31 97.69 

 
2.87 97.13 

 
2.70 97.30 

         

 M 11 63.42  M 11 65.44  M 11 61.21 

 M 22 97.19  M 22 96.87  M 22 96.52 

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

Table 1 - F demonstrates the year to year low income transition probability matrices (in 

percentages) for the male population during 2002-2007, for all three low income thresholds 

(LICO, LIM , and MBM). The measure of overall immobility in low income, M11, and the 

measure of overall immobility of not in low income, M22, are provided at the bottom of the table. 
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Table 2 - A: People 16 and over with low income under LICO , 1999 - 2004 

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 80.5 7.5 4.2 2.5 1.8 1.3 2.1 19.5 5.2 

Men 82.9 7.1 3.5 2.3 1.6 0.9 1.7 17.1 4.2 

Women 78.2 7.9 4.8 2.7 1.9 1.8 2.5 21.8 6.2 

          

Age in 1999          

16 to 24 68.3 13.7 8.2 4.3 3.1 1.3 1.0 31.7 5.5 

25 to 34 80.6 7.7 4.3 2.2 1.7 1.0 2.5 19.4 5.2 

35 to 44 84.2 6.2 2.9 2.2 1.2 1.6 1.8 15.8 4.6 

45 to 54 82.7 6.2 3.6 2.2 1.2 1.5 2.6 17.3 5.3 

55 to 64 76.5 8.2 4.6 3.1 2.9 1.6 3.1 23.5 7.7 

65 and over 88.2 4.3 2.6 1.3 0.9 0.8 1.9 11.8 3.6 

  Men 94.1 2.9 1.4 - - - - 5.9 À - 

  Women 83.7 5.4 3.5 2.0 1.1 1.4 2.9 16.3 5.4 

          

Education (all years)          

Less than high school 76.9 6.7 4.6 3.3 2.4 1.8 4.3 23.1 8.5 

High school completed 80.3 7.0 3.8 2.4 1.9 1.9 2.7 19.7 6.5 

Postsecondary 84.1 7.4 3.5 1.7 1.2 0.8 1.3 15.9 3.2 

University 88.6 5.3 2.5 1.4 0.9 0.7 0.6 11.4 2.2 

Education changed 68.7 13.4 7.7 4.8 2.6 1.5 1.2 31.3 5.3 

          

Student status          

Not a student 83.2 6.2 3.4 2.1 1.4 1.3 2.4 16.8 5.1 

1 year 80.2 9.4 4.4 2.6 1.3 1.2 1.0 19.8 3.4 

2 years 71.3 13.9 6.6 3.1 2.8 0.9 1.4 28.7 5.1 

3 years 68.2 12.2 8.7 4.7 2.8 1.2 2.2 31.8 6.2 

4 years 69.5 12.6 6.3 4.6 3.6 1.6 1.8 30.5 7.0 

5 years 65.6 11.4 9.4 5.5 4.5 2.8 0.8 34.4 8.1 

6 years 65.1 12.4 9.9 5.7 3.9 1.3 1.7 34.9 6.9 

          

Disability status (all years)          

No disability 85.3 6.6 3.7 1.5 1.3 0.7 0.9 14.7 2.9 

Disability 68.9 8.2 4.2 2.5 2.4 4.8 9.0 31.1 16.2 

Status changed 78.0 8.2 4.6 3.3 2.0 1.5 2.4 22.0 5.9 

          

Minority status           

Visible minority 71.6 9.1 4.8 3.7 3.4 2.6 5.0 28.4 10.9 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 76.1 11.2 5.4 1.3 1.7 2.0 2.3 23.9 6.1 

 Immigrant 70.5 8.7 4.7 4.2 3.7 2.7 5.5 29.5 11.9 

Not a visible minority 81.4 7.4 4.1 2.4 1.6 1.3 1.9 18.6 4.8 

          

Immigration status          

Canadian-born 81.4 7.3 4.3 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.9 18.6 4.6 

Immigrant, before 1977 83.2 7.4 2.6 1.4 2.5 0.9 2.0 16.8 5.5 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 78.7 6.3 3.5 2.3 2.3 4.3 2.7 21.3 9.3 

Immigrant, after 1986 65.5 10.6 5.7 5.0 3.9 3.4 5.8 34.5 13.1 

          

Family composition (all years)          

Unattached 63.3 7.3 5.9 4.1 4.1 3.8 11.5 36.7 19.4 

Attached no child 91.1 4.0 1.7 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.7 8.9 2.0 

Attached with child 88.0 4.7 2.7 1.7 1.0 0.9 1.1 12.0 3.0 

Lone parent 54.0 9.9 5.7 5.7 7.9 7.7 9.2 46.0 24.8 

Other 88.3 4.1 2.7 1.7 1.7 0.7 0.8 11.7 3.2 

Changed over period 74.8 11.7 6.1 3.3 1.9 1.2 1.0 25.2 4.1 

          

Family composition in 1999          

Unattached 62.9 10.4 7.7 4.7 3.6 2.8 8.0 37.1 14.3 

Attached no child 88.6 5.6 2.1 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.8 11.4 2.3 

Attached with child 84.5 7.0 3.6 2.0 1.2 0.7 1.0 15.5 2.9 

Lone parent 55.9 13.8 10.3 5.9 4.7 5.5 3.9 44.1 14.1 

Other 83.1 7.1 3.3 2.3 1.9 1.3 1.0 16.9 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 

percentage) spent in low income under LICO during 1999-2004. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year period. The table further breaks down the population by their 

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

status, minority status, immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family 

composition in 1999. 
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Table 2 - B: People 16 and over with low income under LIM , 1999 - 2004 

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 80.3 7.8 3.9 2.5 1.8 1.7 2.0 19.7 5.5 

Men 82.3 7.5 3.2 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.6 17.7 4.4 

Women 78.4 8.0 4.6 2.5 2.1 2.0 2.3 21.6 6.5 

 

         Age in 1999 

         16 to 24 68.3 13.6 7.5 4.9 3.2 1.5 1.0 31.7 5.7 

25 to 34 80.3 8.1 3.5 2.4 1.4 1.8 2.4 19.7 5.6 

35 to 44 83.7 6.2 2.7 2.0 1.4 2.1 1.9 16.3 5.4 

45 to 54 81.9 6.6 3.3 2.1 1.8 1.9 2.5 18.1 6.1 

55 to 64 74.9 8.4 5.6 3.4 3.0 1.6 3.2 25.1 7.7 

65 and over 90.5 4.7 2.0 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.7 9.5 1.9 

  Men 93.7 3.4 1.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.2 6.3 1.1 

  Women 88.1 5.7 2.6 1.2 0.8 0.6 1.1 11.9 2.4 

 

         Education (all years) 

         Less than high school 75.8 6.5 5.0 3.2 2.7 2.8 4.1 24.2 9.6 

High school completed 80.0 7.7 3.8 2.2 2.0 2.1 2.2 20.0 6.3 

Postsecondary 84.9 7.1 2.8 1.8 1.1 0.9 1.5 15.1 3.5 

University 88.5 5.9 2.0 1.5 0.9 0.7 0.5 11.5 2.1 

Education changed 68.6 13.9 7.1 4.8 2.7 1.6 1.3 31.4 5.6 

 

         Student status 

         Not a student 82.7 6.6 3.2 2.0 1.6 1.7 2.2 17.3 5.5 

1 year 80.9 7.9 4.5 2.8 1.5 1.6 0.9 19.1 3.9 

2 years 72.0 14.6 4.7 3.7 2.8 1.0 1.3 28.0 5.1 

3 years 69.3 11.7 8.6 4.1 2.5 1.6 2.2 30.7 6.3 

4 years 69.1 11.7 7.1 6.7 1.4 1.9 2.2 30.9 5.5 

5 years 67.2 12.0 7.8 5.5 4.4 2.5 0.8 32.8 7.6 

6 years 65.0 14.4 9.4 4.0 3.8 1.6 1.9 35.0 7.3 

 

         Disability status (all years) 

         No disability  85.1 7.0 2.9 1.8 1.2 0.9 1.1 14.9 3.2 

Disability 69.3 6.2 4.6 2.4 3.9 4.9 8.7 30.7 17.5 

Status changed 77.8 8.5 4.6 3.1 2.1 1.9 2.0 22.2 6.0 

 

         Minority status  

         Visible minority 74.4 9.2 3.0 3.2 3.7 2.7 3.7 25.6 10.2 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 80.6 9.9 2.8 1.1 2.3 0.8 2.5 19.4 5.5 

 Immigrant 73.1 9.1 3.1 3.6 4.0 3.2 3.9 26.9 11.1 

Not a visible minority 80.9 7.6 4.0 2.5 1.6 1.6 1.8 19.1 5.1 

 

         Immigration status 

         Canadian-born 80.6 7.7 4.1 2.4 1.6 1.6 1.9 19.4 5.1 

Immigrant, before 1977 85.9 6.1 2.1 1.5 2.0 0.9 1.5 14.1 4.5 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 82.0 3.8 3.5 3.3 1.6 4.4 1.5 18.0 7.5 

Immigrant, after 1986 67.8 11.4 4.0 5.1 3.8 3.1 4.7 32.2 11.7 

 

         Family composition (all years) 

         Unattached 68.2 6.9 5.7 4.0 2.7 3.9 8.5 31.8 15.1 

Attached no child 89.0 4.3 2.2 1.7 1.1 0.7 0.9 11.0 2.7 

Attached with child 86.7 5.5 2.1 1.7 1.2 1.3 1.5 13.3 4.0 

Lone parent 54.8 8.4 6.0 5.2 6.2 8.0 11.4 45.2 25.6 

Other 87.5 5.0 1.2 2.3 2.0 1.5 0.6 12.5 4.1 

Changed over period 75.0 11.5 5.9 3.0 2.1 1.5 1.0 25.0 4.6 

 

         Family composition in 1999 

         Unattached 67.8 9.4 7.0 4.4 2.6 2.7 6.1 32.2 11.4 

Attached no child 87.0 6.1 2.3 1.7 1.1 0.8 1.0 13.0 2.9 

Attached with child 83.3 7.4 3.4 2.1 1.4 1.1 1.2 16.7 3.8 

Lone parent 55.3 15.0 9.4 5.1 4.4 6.1 4.7 44.7 15.2 

Other 82.8 7.2 2.9 2.3 2.4 1.8 0.6 17.2 4.8 

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

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

percentage) spent in low income under LIM  during 1999-2004. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year period. The table further breaks down the population by their 

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

status, minority status, immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family 

composition in 1999. 
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Table 2 - C: People 16 and over with low income under MBM , 1999 - 2004 

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 77.7 8.4 4.7 2.9 2.1 1.9 2.4 22.4 6.4 

Men 79.5 8.3 3.9 2.8 1.9 1.5 2.0 20.4 5.4 

Women 76.0 8.4 5.3 3.1 2.2 2.3 2.7 24.0 7.2 

 

         Age in 1999 

         16 to 24 65.8 13.0 9.3 4.5 3.4 2.2 1.7 34.1 7.3 

25 to 34 76.3 8.7 4.7 3.2 2.4 1.9 2.7 23.6 7.0 

35 to 44 80.5 6.8 3.5 2.4 2.0 2.6 2.2 19.5 6.8 

45 to 54 79.3 8.1 3.6 3.1 1.1 1.7 3.1 20.7 5.9 

55 to 64 73.2 9.1 5.6 3.8 2.9 2.0 3.5 26.9 8.4 

65 and over 90.0 5.0 2.2 0.8 - - 0.7 10.0À 2.2 À 

  Men 92.0 4.0 1.9 - - - - 8.0 - 

  Women 88.5 5.7 2.3 - - - - 11.5 - 

 

         Education (all years) 

         Less than high school 73.8 8.0 4.8 3.8 2.4 2.9 4.3 26.2 9.6 

High school completed 76.6 8.4 4.5 3.0 2.3 2.4 2.8 23.4 7.5 

Postsecondary 82.1 7.5 3.4 2.4 1.7 1.1 1.8 17.9 4.6 

University 86.6 6.4 2.4 1.9 1.4 0.7 0.7 13.5 2.8 

Education changed 66.5 13.0 9.0 4.1 3.2 2.5 1.6 33.4 7.3 

 

         Student status 

         Not a student 80.1 7.6 3.7 2.5 1.7 1.8 2.6 19.9 6.1 

1 year 78.2 7.9 5.4 3.4 1.9 1.8 1.3 21.7 5.0 

2 years 69.7 13.5 6.5 3.8 3.5 1.3 1.7 30.3 6.5 

3 years 65.0 13.2 10.0 4.5 2.3 2.5 2.5 35.0 7.3 

4 years 65.6 11.7 7.6 6.4 4.0 2.8 1.9 34.4 8.7 

5 years 65.8 9.1 10.6 3.5 5.9 4.4 0.8 34.3 11.1 

6 years 64.6 12.0 11.3 3.7 4.7 1.5 2.2 35.4 8.4 

 

         Disability status (all years) 

         No disability 82.5 7.6 3.6 2.3 1.5 1.2 1.3 17.5 4.0 

Disability 66.9 7.7 4.8 3.3 3.6 5.0 8.7 33.1 17.3 

Status changed 75.1 9.0 5.4 3.3 2.4 2.2 2.6 24.9 7.2 

 

         Minority status  

         Visible minority 67.5 10.9 6.0 3.4 3.3 3.1 5.8 32.5 12.2 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 72.9 11.8 6.3 2.4 1.7 0.8 4.1 27.1 6.6 

 Immigrant 66.3 10.9 6.0 3.6 3.6 3.6 6.0 33.7 13.2 

Not a visible minority 78.8 8.1 4.4 2.9 2.0 1.8 2.1 21.3 5.9 

 

         Immigration status 

         Canadian-born 78.6 8.1 4.5 3.0 1.9 1.8 2.1 21.4 5.8 

Immigrant, before 1977 82.3 8.5 2.8 1.4 2.0 0.9 2.0 17.6 4.9 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 74.9 6.2 7.4 3.1 1.7 2.5 4.2 25.1 8.4 

Immigrant, after 1986 62.6 11.0 6.3 4.4 5.0 4.5 6.3 37.5 15.8 

 

         Family composition (all years) 

         Unattached 67.4 7.7 5.7 3.2 4.0 3.7 8.4 32.7 16.1 

Attached no child 87.6 5.1 2.4 2.2 0.8 0.7 1.1 12.3 2.6 

Attached with child 83.6 5.9 2.7 2.4 1.8 1.5 2.1 16.4 5.4 

Lone parent 50.0 11.5 4.5 8.6 3.6 9.7 12.0 49.9 25.3 

Other 84.5 5.7 3.5 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.5 15.4 4.5 

Changed over period 71.9 12.0 6.9 3.5 2.3 2.1 1.4 28.2 5.8 

 

         Family composition in 1999 

         Unattached 66.2 10.4 7.1 4.2 3.3 2.6 6.1 33.7 12.0 

Attached no child 85.1 6.8 2.8 2.0 1.1 1.3 0.9 14.9 3.3 

Attached with child 80.2 7.8 4.0 2.8 1.9 1.6 1.7 19.8 5.2 

Lone parent 51.1 14.6 11.3 6.7 4.3 6.7 5.3 48.9 16.3 

Other 80.0 8.0 4.5 2.3 2.0 1.4 1.8 20.0 5.2 

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

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

percentage) spent in low income under MBM during 1999-2004. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year period. The table further breaks down the population by their 

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

status, minority status, immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family 

composition in 1999. 
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Table 2 - D: People 16 and over with low income under LICO , 2002 - 2007 

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 80.5 7.9 4.1 2.5 1.7 1.2 2.2 19.5 5.1 

Men 82.8 6.8 3.8 2.2 1.6 1.0 1.7 17.2 4.3 

Women 78.3 8.9 4.3 2.7 1.8 1.3 2.7 21.7 5.8 

 

         Age in 2002 

         16 to 24 69.4 13.4 7.6 5.5 2.3 0.7 1.1 30.6 4.2 

25 to 34 82.1 7.6 4.4 1.7 2.1 0.9 1.3 17.9 4.3 

35 to 44 81.3 7.1 3.8 2.8 1.7 1.0 2.3 18.7 5.0 

45 to 54 82.0 7.0 3.8 1.8 1.3 1.4 2.7 18.0 5.3 

55 to 64 80.2 6.8 3.5 2.5 2.0 1.9 3.1 19.8 7.0 

65 and over 87.8 5.9 1.2 0.3 0.8 1.1 2.8 12.2 4.8 

  Men 91.7 4.3 1.1 0.4 0.4 - - 9.3 0.7 À  

  Women 84.7 7.1 1.3 0.6 1.2 1.6 3.5 15.3 6.3 

          

Education (all years)          

Less than high school 76.6 8.4 4.5 2.1 2.0 2.1 4.3 23.4 8.4 

High school completed 81.1 7.6 3.5 2.0 2.3 1.0 2.5 18.9 5.8 

Postsecondary 83.2 6.9 3.4 2.1 1.2 1.2 2.0 16.8 4.4 

University 88.3 5.3 2.3 1.4 1.2 0.6 1.0 11.7 2.7 

Education changed 71.5 11.3 8.0 5.2 2.2 0.8 1.1 28.5 4.1 

 

         Student status 

         Not a student 82.8 6.9 3.1 1.9 1.6 1.2 2.5 17.2 5.3 

1 year 78.6 9.2 5.6 2.4 1.6 1.0 1.7 21.4 4.3 

2 years 70.8 12.3 7.9 4.6 2.0 0.5 1.9 29.2 4.4 

3 years 72.2 12.0 7.4 72.2 12.0 7.4 3.0 27.8 22.4 

4 years 68.9 13.1 6.6 6.2 3.8 0.1 1.2 31.1 5.1 

5 years 71.3 11.0 8.2 6.6 2.6 0.2 0.1 28.7 3.0 

6 years 68.9 11.4 10.3 6.7 1.4 1.3 0.0 31.1 2.7 

 

         Disability status (all years) 

         No disability 85.7 6.1 3.4 2.0 1.4 0.6 0.8 14.3 2.8 

Disability 70.4 7.0 4.9 3.3 2.8 3.0 8.5 29.6 14.3 

Status changed 78.3 9.1 4.4 2.7 1.8 1.3 2.3 21.7 5.4 

 

         Minority status  

         Visible minority 68.3 10.4 8.0 4.7 2.4 1.4 4.7 31.7 8.5 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 80.0 6.4 3.8 6.4 0.8 0.3 2.3 20.0 3.4 

 Immigrant 65.4 11.6 9.1 4.4 2.7 1.7 5.1 34.6 9.5 

Not a visible minority 82.4 7.5 3.5 2.1 1.6 1.0 1.9 17.6 4.5 

 

         Immigration status 

         Canadian-born 82.4 7.4 3.4 2.2 1.7 1.0 1.9 17.6 4.6 

Immigrant, before 1977 85.4 5.5 3.3 2.1 0.8 1.1 1.8 14.6 3.7 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 70.5 12.7 4.3 5.4 1.5 0.2 5.3 29.5 7.1 

Immigrant, after 1986 63.6 12.5 10.2 4.3 3.0 2.2 4.3 36.4 9.4 

 

         Family composition (all years) 

         Unattached 63.2 7.9 4.8 3.4 3.9 3.8 12.9 36.8 20.6 

Attached no child 90.5 5.0 1.7 1.1 0.5 0.7 0.5 9.5 1.7 

Attached with child 86.0 6.0 3.4 1.7 1.3 0.2 1.4 14.0 2.9 

Lone parent 57.3 9.9 13.1 6.4 3.6 4.4 5.2 42.7 13.2 

Other 85.2 7.0 3.7 1.5 0.3 1.1 1.2 14.8 2.6 

Changed over period 77.3 10.4 4.9 3.3 2.1 1.1 0.9 22.7 4.1 

 

         Family composition in 2002 

         Unattached 65.2 10.1 5.0 3.8 4.1 3.1 8.8 34.8 16.0 

Attached no child 88.6 5.9 2.3 1.2 0.7 0.8 0.4 11.4 1.9 

Attached with child 83.1 7.5 4.1 2.4 1.2 0.6 1.1 16.9 2.9 

Lone parent 59.1 13.6 9.5 6.1 4.1 3.0 4.6 40.9 11.7 

Other 82.9 8.0 3.8 2.0 1.5 0.9 0.8 17.1 3.2 

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

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

percentage) spent in low income under LICO during 2002-2007. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year 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 composition in all six years, and family 

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

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 79.8 7.6 4.1 2.9 1.9 1.6 2.1 20.2 5.6 

Men 82.2 6.7 3.8 2.5 1.6 1.5 1.7 17.8 4.8 

Women 77.5 8.4 4.4 3.3 2.2 1.7 2.5 22.5 6.4 

 

         Age in 2002 

         16 to 24 68.9 12.6 8.4 5.4 2.4 1.3 1.1 31.1 4.8 

25 to 34 81.6 7.0 4.0 2.8 1.8 1.3 1.5 18.4 4.6 

35 to 44 80.6 7.0 2.8 3.6 2.1 1.4 2.5 19.4 6.0 

45 to 54 80.8 7.0 3.8 2.0 1.8 1.6 3.0 19.2 6.4 

55 to 64 77.8 6.8 4.1 2.6 2.6 3.2 2.9 22.2 8.7 

65 and over 89.0 5.7 2.0 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.1 11.0 2.6 

  Men 92.3 3.7 2.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.4 7.7 1.5 

  Women 86.3 7.3 1.8 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.6 13.7 3.5 

 

         Education (all years) 

         Less than high school 74.1 9.1 4.7 3.0 2.8 2.3 4.2 25.9 9.2 

High school completed 80.1 6.9 4.2 2.7 2.3 1.5 2.4 19.9 6.1 

Postsecondary 82.0 7.1 3.3 2.8 1.3 1.5 2.0 18.0 4.8 

University 89.5 4.2 2.2 1.5 1.1 0.5 0.9 10.5 2.5 

Education changed 70.8 11.2 7.3 4.9 2.6 2.2 1.0 29.2 5.8 

 

         Student status 

         Not a student 82.0 6.6 3.2 2.4 1.8 1.6 2.3 18.0 5.8 

1 year 77.4 9.4 4.7 2.8 2.3 1.6 1.8 22.6 5.6 

2 years 70.8 11.3 8.1 4.4 2.3 1.7 1.5 29.2 5.5 

3 years 72.3 12.2 6.2 3.5 1.9 2.3 1.5 27.7 5.7 

4 years 67.7 11.9 8.7 7.0 2.3 0.9 1.4 32.3 4.6 

5 years 71.3 9.8 8.4 7.5 2.4 0.4 0.3 28.7 3.1 

6 years 68.7 11.4 11.2 4.7 2.7 1.2 0.2 31.3 4.0 

 

         Disability status (all years) 

         No disability 85.3 5.9 3.4 2.3 1.3 1.1 0.7 14.7 3.1 

Disability 68.5 6.3 6.1 4.7 2.5 4.2 7.7 31.5 14.4 

Status changed 77.5 8.9 4.4 3.1 2.2 1.6 2.3 22.5 6.2 

 

         Minority status  

         Visible minority 70.1 12.0 4.9 4.1 3.1 2.3 3.4 29.9 8.8 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 80.1 6.5 3.1 6.5 0.8 0.9 2.1 19.9 3.8 

 Immigrant 67.5 13.5 5.5 3.5 3.7 2.6 3.6 32.5 9.9 

Not a visible minority 81.2 6.9 4.0 2.8 1.8 1.4 1.9 18.8 5.1 

 

         Immigration status 

         Canadian-born 80.9 7.0 4.0 2.8 1.8 1.5 2.0 19.1 5.3 

Immigrant, before 1977 86.1 5.6 2.5 2.3 0.9 1.7 1.0 13.9 3.6 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 73.0 9.4 3.7 7.3 1.2 3.4 2.1 27.0 6.7 

Immigrant, after 1986 65.7 14.5 6.5 3.4 4.4 1.5 3.9 34.3 9.9 

 

         Family composition (all years) 

         Unattached 66.3 8.1 5.0 2.9 3.5 4.0 10.3 33.7 17.7 

Attached no child 88.4 4.9 2.0 1.6 0.8 1.4 0.8 11.6 3.0 

Attached with child 85.7 5.8 2.5 2.2 1.7 0.7 1.4 14.3 3.8 

Lone parent 54.2 5.9 11.9 11.7 4.6 4.4 7.4 45.8 16.4 

Other 84.3 7.8 2.9 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.5 15.7 4.0 

Changed over period 76.0 9.9 5.7 3.8 2.2 1.5 0.9 24.0 4.6 

 

         Family composition in 2002 

         Unattached 67.6 9.2 5.5 3.6 3.5 3.4 7.3 32.4 14.2 

Attached no child 87.0 5.4 3.0 1.7 1.0 1.2 0.7 13.0 2.9 

Attached with child 82.3 7.3 4.0 2.8 1.4 1.1 1.0 17.7 3.6 

Lone parent 55.5 13.5 7.9 8.4 5.7 3.0 6.0 44.5 14.7 

Other 81.9 8.2 3.5 2.4 1.9 1.2 1.0 18.1 4.1 

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

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

percentage) spent in low income under LIM  during 2002-2007. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year 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 composition in all six years, and family 

composition in 2002. 
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Table 2 - F: People 16 and over with low income under MBM , 2002 - 2007 

 Years of low income 

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

 % 

Both Genders 78.1 8.5 4.5 3.1 2.1 1.7 2.0 21.9 5.8 

Men 80.0 7.9 4.2 2.8 2.1 1.3 1.7 20.0 5.1 

Women 76.3 9.1 4.8 3.5 2.2 2.0 2.2 23.7 6.4 

 

         Age in 2002 

         16 to 24 67.1 13.4 9.1 5.7 2.5 1.2 1.1 32.9 4.7 

25 to 34 78.4 8.6 4.0 3.3 1.8 2.3 1.6 21.6 5.7 

35 to 44 77.5 8.1 3.7 3.5 2.6 1.9 2.7 22.5 7.2 

45 to 54 79.5 7.4 4.2 2.7 1.9 1.6 2.6 20.5 6.2 

55 to 64 77.3 8.2 4.2 2.4 3.1 2.2 2.5 22.7 7.8 

65 and over 90.0 5.8 2.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 10.0 1.4 

  Men 91.2 4.8 2.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 8.8 1.4 

  Women 89.1 6.5 2.4 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 10.9 1.4 

 

         Education (all years) 

         Less than high school 74.9 10.0 5.0 2.5 2.8 2.0 2.9 25.1 7.7 

High school completed 77.2 9.0 4.6 2.5 2.6 1.7 2.4 22.8 6.7 

Postsecondary 80.5 7.9 3.6 2.6 1.4 2.1 1.9 19.5 5.4 

University 87.0 4.5 2.2 2.9 1.3 0.7 1.4 13.0 3.4 

Education changed 69.1 12.1 8.0 5.1 2.8 1.8 1.2 30.9 5.7 

 

         Student status 

         Not a student 80.4 7.4 3.7 2.6 2.1 1.7 2.2 19.6 5.9 

1 year 75.9 9.1 5.6 3.5 2.5 2.0 1.4 24.1 5.9 

2 years 69.2 13.4 7.4 3.8 2.8 1.4 1.9 30.8 6.2 

3 years 68.6 15.9 6.7 3.8 1.3 2.1 1.6 31.4 4.9 

4 years 66.3 12.8 8.3 7.6 2.2 1.4 1.3 33.7 4.9 

5 years 69.7 10.8 8.1 8.8 1.9 0.5 0.3 30.3 2.6 

6 years 67.1 12.4 9.1 6.5 3.2 1.4 0.3 32.9 4.9 

 

         Disability status (all years) 

         No disability 83.2 7.2 3.1 2.8 1.6 1.2 0.9 16.8 3.7 

Disability 67.6 9.5 6.0 3.3 3.2 4.0 6.4 32.4 13.6 

Status changed 76.0 9.3 5.3 3.3 2.4 1.7 2.1 24.0 6.2 

 

         Minority status  

         Visible minority 64.2 11.5 8.0 5.2 4.0 2.4 4.7 35.8 11.1 
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 Years of low income 

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

 Canadian-born 77.8 10.1 2.1 6.1 0.8 1.3 1.8 22.2 3.9 

 Immigrant 60.7 12.0 9.5 5.1 4.9 2.7 5.2 39.3 12.8 

Not a visible minority 80.2 8.1 4.0 2.8 1.8 1.5 1.6 19.8 4.9 

 

         Immigration status 

         Canadian-born 80.2 8.1 4.0 2.6 1.9 1.5 1.7 19.8 5.1 

Immigrant, before 1977 83.0 7.8 2.7 2.6 1.8 1.2 0.9 17.0 3.9 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 63.2 10.1 8.3 9.1 2.0 2.7 4.6 36.8 9.3 

Immigrant, after 1986 60.0 13.1 9.5 5.3 4.4 2.9 4.8 40.0 12.1 

 

         Family composition (all years) 

         Unattached 67.8 9.0 5.2 2.7 3.0 4.1 8.3 32.2 15.3 

Attached no child 87.6 5.0 2.2 2.2 1.4 0.8 0.8 12.4 3.0 

Attached with child 81.8 6.9 3.2 2.8 2.1 1.4 1.7 18.2 5.3 

Lone parent 51.7 11.6 9.7 8.8 3.9 6.0 8.4 48.3 18.3 

Other 83.3 7.5 4.6 0.5 1.3 1.7 1.0 16.7 4.1 

Changed over period 74.5 11.1 5.9 4.1 2.3 1.3 0.9 25.5 4.5 

 

         Family composition in 2002 

         Unattached 67.7 10.9 5.6 3.2 3.3 3.4 5.8 32.3 12.6 

Attached no child 86.1 6.0 2.7 2.3 1.5 0.7 0.7 13.9 3.0 

Attached with child 79.1 8.7 4.2 3.4 1.9 1.3 1.4 20.9 4.6 

Lone parent 53.7 14.1 11.0 7.0 4.0 5.2 5.0 46.3 14.3 

Other 81.3 7.9 4.8 2.2 1.8 1.3 0.7 18.7 3.8 

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

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

percentage) spent in low income under MBM during 2002-2007. The ñ1+ò category combines the 

percentages of population who were ever under low income during the 6-year period; whereas the 

ñ4+ò category combines the percentages of population who were under low income for at least 4 

years during the 6-year 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 composition in all six years, and family 

composition in 2002. 
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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 80.5 7.5 4.2 2.5 1.8 1.3 2.1 19.5 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 38.7 21.5 12.9 9.0 6.9 11.0 100.0 

         

Male 82.9 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 

 Att ached no child 89.9 4.8 2.1 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.8 10.1 

 Lone Parent 65.3 14.7 4.5 10.6 - - - 34.7 À 

 Other 82.8 7.8 3.0 2.4 2.1 0.9 1.0 17.2 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 41.8 20.5 13.3 9.2 5.2 9.9 100.0 

         

Female 78.2 7.9 4.8 2.7 1.9 1.8 2.5 21.8 

 Unattached 60.3 9.1 8.9 5.7 3.0 3.6 9.4 39.7 

 Attached with child 82.9 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 52.6 13.5 12.3 4.2 5.6 6.9 4.8 47.4 

 Other 83.5 6.4 3.6 2.3 1.7 1.6 0.9 16.5 

Distributio n of Ever Poor - 36.4 22.3 12.5 8.8 8.2 11.7 100.0 

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

À Some 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 income under LICO during 1999-2004. 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 1999-2004 for total population (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 2.5 1.8 1.7 2.0 19.7 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 39.4 19.9 12.9 9.3 8.4 10.0 100.0 

         

Male 82.3 7.5 3.2 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.6 17.7 

 Unattached 68.7 10.9 5.4 4.8 2.4 2.3 5.5 31.3 

 Attached with child 84.6 6.9 3.1 2.1 1.2 1.0 1.1 15.4 

 Attached no child 88.1 5.5 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 À 

 Other 82.3 8.6 2.3 2.7 1.9 1.8 0.4 17.7 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 42.7 18.0 14.5 8.4 7.2 9.1 100.0 

         

Female 78.4 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 81.9 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 15.7 10.3 4.2 5.0 7.8 5.8 48.7 

 Other 83.2 5.9 3.5 1.9 2.8 1.9 0.8 16.8 

Distribution of E ver Poor - 37.0 21.4 11.6 10.0 9.3 10.7 100.0 

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

À Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 3 - B describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in 

percentage) spent in low income under LIM  during 1999-2004. 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 1999-2004 for total population (16 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 77.7 8.4 4.7 2.9 2.1 1.9 2.4 22.4 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 37.5 20.9 13.1 9.3 8.6 10.6 100.0 

 

        Male 79.5 8.3 3.9 2.8 1.9 1.5 2.0 20.4 

 Unattached 67.0 11.4 6.1 3.8 3.6 2.2 5.9 33.0 

 Attached with child 81.3 7.9 3.5 2.5 1.9 1.4 1.6 18.8 

 Attached no child 85.9 6.3 2.8 1.9 1.4 1.4 1.6 15.4 

 Lone Parent 60.7 13.4 9.7 8.9 - - - 39.3 À 

 Other 79.4 8.9 4.1 2.8 1.8 1.3 1.6 20.5 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 40.6 19.2 13.4 9.4 7.5 9.9 100.0 

 

        Female 76.0 8.4 5.3 3.1 2.2 2.3 2.7 24.0 

 Unattached 65.5 9.5 8.1 4.5 3.1 3.0 6.4 34.6 

 Attached with child 79.1 7.8 4.5 3.1 2.0 1.8 1.7 20.9 

 Attached no child 84.3 7.3 2.9 2.1 1.1 1.2 1.0 15.6 

 Lone Parent 47.8 15.0 11.9 5.9 4.8 8.1 6.6 52.3 

 Other 80.5 7.2 4.9 1.8 2.2 1.5 1.9 19.5 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 35.0 22.2 12.9 9.2 9.5 11.2 100.0 

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

À Some 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) spent in low income under MBM during 1999-2004. 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 1999-2004 for total population (16 years 

old and above) and for each gender are also provided. 

  



 

 58 

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 80.5 7.9 4.1 2.5 1.7 1.2 2.2 19.5 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 40.4 20.9 12.6 8.8 5.9 11.3 100.0 

 

        Male 82.8 6.8 3.8 2.2 1.6 1.0 1.7 17.2 

 Unattached 66.7 8.9 5.9 3.5 4.8 3.2 7.0 33.3 

 Attached with child 84.1 6.3 4.2 2.5 1.2 0.6 1.1 15.9 

 Attached no child 89.2 5.5 2.0 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.5 10.8 

 Lone Parent 71.7 10.7 7.6 5.0 1.5 - - 28.3 À 

 Other 85.7 7.7 3.1 0.9 1.3 - - 14.3 À 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 39.8 22.4 12.7 9.2 5.9 10.1 100.0 

 

        Female 78.3 8.9 4.3 2.7 1.8 1.3 2.7 21.7 

 Unattached 63.9 11.1 4.2 4.1 3.4 3.0 10.4 36.1 

 Attached with child 82.1 8.7 4.1 2.3 1.2 0.6 1.2 17.9 

 Attached no child 88.0 6.3 2.7 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.4 12.0 

 Lone Parent 53.0 15.1 10.4 6.7 5.3 4.4 5.2 47.0 

 Other 80.4 8.2 4.5 3.1 1.7 0.9 1.2 19.6 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 40.9 19.8 12.5 8.4 6.0 12.3 100.0 

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

À Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 3 - D describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in 

percentage) spent in low income under LICO during 2002-2007. 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 2002-2007 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 79.8 7.6 4.1 2.9 1.9 1.6 2.1 20.2 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 37.6 20.3 14.4 9.5 7.8 10.4 100.0 

 

        Male 82.2 6.7 3.8 2.5 1.6 1.5 1.7 17.8 

 Unattached 68.4 7.5 6.7 3.8 4.0 3.5 6.2 31.6 

 Attached with child 83.4 6.3 4.0 2.6 1.5 1.2 1.0 16.6 

 Attached no child 87.8 5.0 2.6 1.9 0.7 1.2 0.8 12.2 

 Lone Parent 67.9 13.8 5.3 - - - - 32.1 À 

 Other 85.1 8.3 2.7 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.5 14.9 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 37.8 21.5 13.9 9.2 8.2 9.5 100.0 

 

        Female 77.5 8.4 4.4 3.3 2.2 1.7 2.5 22.5 

 Unattached 66.9 10.6 4.6 3.4 3.0 3.3 8.2 33.1 

 Attached with child 81.0 8.4 4.1 3.1 1.4 1.1 1.0 19.0 

 Attached no child 86.1 5.8 3.4 1.6 1.3 1.1 0.6 13.9 

 Lone Parent 49.6 13.4 9.1 9.6 7.3 4.2 6.9 50.4 

 Other 79.0 8.1 4.2 3.4 2.5 1.3 1.4 21.0 

Distribution of Ever Poor - 37.4 19.4 14.8 9.8 7.5 11.1 100.0 

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

À Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 3 - E describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in 

percentage) spent in low income under LIM  during 2002-2007. 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 2002-2007 for total population (16 years old and above) 

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 76.8 8.8 4.6 3.5 2.3 1.9 2.1 23.2 

Distribution of Ever Poor 77.6 8.6 4.5 3.3 2.5 1.6 1.9 22.4 

 76.0 9.0 4.7 3.7 2.2 2.1 2.3 24.0 

Male 

         Unattached 

         Attached with child 71.4 9.7 4.2 4.9 3.9 3.5 2.4 28.6 

 Attached no child 71.7 10.5 6.0 4.7 2.7 2.2 2.2 28.3 

 Lone Parent 66.1 13.8 8.9 6.2 2.6 1.1 1.3 33.9 

 Other 69.7 12.5 8.3 4.5 2.1 1.1 1.8 36.0 

Distribution of Ever Poor 64.0 14.6 9.3 7.2 2.9 1.1 1.0 30.3 

 78.4 8.6 4.0 3.3 1.8 2.3 1.6 21.6 

Female 77.5 8.1 3.7 3.5 2.6 1.9 2.7 22.5 

 Unattached 79.5 7.4 4.2 2.7 1.9 1.6 2.6 20.5 

 Attached with child 77.3 8.2 4.2 2.4 3.1 2.2 2.5 22.7 

 Attached no child 90.0 5.8 2.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 10.0 

 Lone Parent 91.2 4.8 2.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 8.8 

 Other 89.1 6.5 2.4 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 10.9 

Distribution of Ever Poor 

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

À Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 3 - F describes the number of years for which people (16 years old and above, in 

percentage) spent in low income under MBM during 2002-2007. 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 2002-2007 for total population (16 years 

old and above) and for each gender are also provided. 
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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 13.5 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. 

Table 4 - A 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 poor 

under LICO during 1999-2004. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in 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. 

Table 4 - 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 poor 

under LIM  during 1999-2004. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in 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 12.5 

 Lone Parent 2.1 7.7 10.6 3.5 

 Other 8.7 7.4 4.5 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. 

Table 4 - C 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 poor 

under MBM during 1999-2004. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in low income during the 6 

year period, respectively. 

  



 

 64 

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 19.4 16.8 12.3 18.9 

 Attached no child 14.3 8.9 3.7 13.3 

 Lone Parent 1.4 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 up to 100% due to rounding errors. 

Table 4 - 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 

under LICO during 2002-2007. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in 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 Parent 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. 

Table 4 - E 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 

under LIM  during 2002-2007. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in low income during the 6 

year 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. 

Table 4 - 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 

under MBM during 2002-2007. ñNever poorò, ñSometimes poorò, and ñAlways poorò are defined 

as zero year in low income, 1-5 years in low income, and all six years in low income during the 6 

year period, respectively. 
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Table 5 - A: Probability effects for the annual low income entry models under LICO , 1999-2004 

 Men  Women 

  Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 6.7 1.8 3.0 3.6  16.9 3.3 3.8 15.9 

          
Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         

to Unattached - 5.2** 28.7***  21.7*  - 38.4***  52.0***  24.4***  

to Attached no Child -5.7***  - -0.5 N/A  -13.5***  - 2.5 N/A 

to Attached with Child -4.4***  1.0 - 1.5  -12.6***  3.1 - -9.4***  

to Lone Parent N/A N/A 4.4 -  -9.9** N/A 29.5***  - 

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

          
Number of Children (One)          

Zero - - -0.2 -0.2  - - -0.5 -8.6***  

Two - - 0.2 14.6*  - - 1.2* 1.8 

Three - - 3.0***  7.7  - - 4.3***  24.1***  

Four - - 8.2***  N/A  - - 7.1***  4.9 

Five or more - - -0.9 N/A  - - -1.4 N/A 

          
Age Group (25-34)          

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

35-44 0.2 2.7** -1.1***  -0.4  6.2* 0.2 -2.1***  -4.6** 

45-54 4.9***  4.3***  -1.5***  -1.6  7.4** 1.9* -2.4***  -7.4***  

55-64 13.0***  7.1***  -0.6 N/A  15.6***  1.8* -1.1 -11.3***  

65 and over -4.2***  -1.1* -2.5***  N/A  -8.3***  -2.6***  N/A N/A 

          
Province (ON)          

NL 11.4***  2.3** 6.9***  N/A  -0.4 1.7 6.6***  7.4* 
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 Men  Women 

  Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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***  -0.7 0.2 0.8 

SK 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.4  -5.0***  -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 High-school 6.5***  1.7** 6.1***  6.1  24.4***  6.9***  4.2***  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 (Non-

student) 

9.2***  2.3* 2.7***  3.4  14.7***  4.5** 0.1 2.4 

          
Minority Language 

(EN/FR) 

         

Non-French in Quebec 2.7 N/A 2.4 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***  

          
Disability Status (No 

Disability)  

11.3***  2.3** 3.1***  2.0  17.2***  3.3***  2.4***  12.1***  

          
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 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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 

and 1986 

14.8* N/A -1.3** N/A  36.7***  N/A 1.3 43.1***  

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***  

15,000-29,999 -3.5***  -1.2***  -1.2***  -0.1  -7.3***  -1.7***  -1.0**  -1.1 

30,000-99,999 0.2 -0.4 -0.1 -3.0  -4.5***  -0.1 -0.0 9.4***  

100,000-499,999 -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: 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. 

The sample size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,902,319; 3,069,086; 4,409,570; 431,484; 2,093,998; 2,985,541; 4,291,151; and 

1,048,136 respectively. 
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Table 5 - A analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under LICO during the period 1999-2004. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (1999-2000 to 2003-2004). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under LICO) in the 2
nd

 year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under LICO) 

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who 

possessed a post-secondary 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 (under LICO) in the 2
nd

 year of the each year pair compared to the 

corresponding characteristic in the reference group. 
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Table 5 - B: Probability effects for the annual low income entry models under LIM , 1999-2004 

 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 5.9 1.7 2.0 2.7 

 

9.1 3.5 2.5 11.3 

 
         Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         to Unattached - 3.4** 16.9***  13.4 

 

- 28.6***  30.5***  15.0** 

to Attached no Child -4.9***  - -0.3 N/A 

 

-7.3***  - 1.7 -7.3***  

to Attached with Child -3.7***  1.0 - 1.6 

 

-7.1***  2.1 - -7.7***  

to Lone Parent N/A N/A 2.8 - 

 

-3.7 N/A 20.0***  - 

to Other -5.2***  -1.0** -0.1 N/A 

 

-6.7***  -2.4***  -0.3 -8.1***  

 
         Number of Children (One) 

         Zero - - -0.2 -0.6 

 

- - -0.5 -6.2***  

Two - - 0.1 4.0 

 

- - 0.9** -0.0 

Three - - 1.9***  7.5 

 

- - 2.5***  13.3***  

Four - - 7.4***  N/A 

 

- - 6.5***  3.9 

Five or more - - 0.5 N/A 

 

- - 0.2 15.1 

 
         Age Group (25-34) 

         16-24 8.1***  3.5** -1.1***  -0.4 

 

13.0***  0.3 -0.8** -2.7 

35-44 -0.5 2.3** -0.6** -0.2 

 

2.6 0.1 -1.3***  -3.2** 

45-54 4.6***  3.3***  -0.8***  -2.0 

 

2.9 1.4* -1.4***  -4.9***  

55-64 10.9***  6.0***  -0.0 N/A 

 

6.2***  1.3 -0.2 -7.7***  

65 and over -4.2***  -0.8* -1.6***  N/A 

 

-7.4***  -3.0***  N/A N/A 

 
         Province (ON) 

         NL 5.5** 1.6** 5.6***  N/A 

 

7.7***  1.8* 5.3***  10.1***  



 

 72 

 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

PE 2.2 -1.2***  1.2** N/A 

 

4.1* -2.4***  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 0.5 

QC -2.2***  -0.9** -0.2 -0.4 

 

-3.7***  -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** -0.9 0.2 -1.4 

Mover 3.2 0.2 0.6 4.2 

 

-1.6 -0.8 0.1 -2.1 

 
         Education (Post-

secondary) 

         Less than High-school 5.6***  1.9***  4.2***  4.0 

 

17.2***  8.7***  3.6***  21.5***  

High-school Graduated 6.4***  0.2 1.5***  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***  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***  1.7***  2.3***  0.8 

 

12.2***  2.9***  1.6***  9.2***  

 
         Minority Status (Not -1.4 1.4 2.8***  0.3 

 

-1.6 3.3 1.4** -5.6** 
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 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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 -1.1***  N/A 

 

15.9* -2.3** 0.0 42.7***  

Immigrant, After 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***  0.3 2.7***  7.7** 

15,000-29,999 -0.1 -0.6* 0.6* 3.5 

 

6.1***  -0.7 1.0** 9.1***  

30,000-99,999 1.8 0.5 1.0** -0.2 

 

5.3*** 1.6** 1.1** 14.5***  

100,000-499,999 2.6** -0.3 0.1 2.0 

 

5.4***  -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 

 

-1.5 -0.5 0.3 2.5 

2002 -0.4 -0.3 0.0 -1.3 

 

-1.6 -0.6 0.3 3.3 

2003 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 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. 

The sample size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,902,319; 3,069,086; 4,409,570; 431,484; 2,093,998; 2,985,541; 4,291,151; and 

1,048,136 respectively. 
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Table 5 - B analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under LIM  during the period 1999-2004. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (1999-2000 to 2003-2004). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under LIM ) in the 2nd year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under LIM ) 

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who 

possessed a post-secondary 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 (under LIM ) 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 models under MBM , 1999-2004 

 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 4.9 2.0 2.8 4.0 

 

7.4 3.1 3.5 13.2 

 
         Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         to Unattached - 4.1** 21.7***  13.0 

 

- 20.6***  36.1***  14.3** 

to Attached no Child -4.0***  - -0.1 N/A 

 

-5.7***  - 1.7 -8.8***  

to Attached with Child -2.0* 0.2 - 2.9 

 

-6.0***  0.3 - -7.8***  

to Lone Parent N/A N/A 5.2** - 

 

-5.3***  N/A 23.8***  - 

to Other -4.0***  -0.6 -0.1 N/A 

 

-5.4***  -2.0***  -0.9 -11.6***  

 
         Number of Children (One) 

         Zero - - -0.3 -0.4 

 

- - -0.7** -6.9***  

Two - - 0.1 18.6** 

 

- - 0.9** 0.6 

Three - - 2.2***  32.6** 

 

- - 2.8***  13.8***  

Four - - 8.2***  N/A 

 

- - 7.9***  5.0 

Five or more - - 1.1 N/A 

 

- - -0.4 13.4 

 
         Age Group (25-34) 

         16-24 7.0***  3.4** -1.7***  -0.8 

 

11.3***  1.0 -1.0** -3.2 

35-44 0.1 0.9 -0.9***  -1.0 

 

1.5 0.6 -1.7***  -3.9** 

45-54 3.3***  2.0***  -1.5***  -1.3 

 

2.4 1.7** -2.0***  -6.0***  

55-64 9.1***  4.3***  -0.1 -0.7 

 

5.8***  1.8** -0.8 -8.7***  

65 and over -3.2***  -1.2** -2.4***  N/A 

 

-6.5***  -2.4***  N/A N/A 

 
         Province (ON) 

         NL 10.8***  3.4***  9.5***  N/A 

 

18.7***  3.0***  9.3***  17.9***  
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 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

PE 4.7* -0.5 4.0***  -0.6 

 

16.1***  -0.8 4.9***  0.9 

NS 5.7***  1.0* 4.3***  6.7 

 

10.8***  1.0 6.5***  10.0** 

NB 3.6** 1.1* 1.3** 3.5 

 

11.2***  1.0 2.5***  8.3** 

QC -0.5 -0.5 0.6 1.4 

 

0.6 -1.0**  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***  1.4 

 

6.1***  1.2* 4.5***  6.5** 

Mover 2.9 1.9 3.6 11.3 

 

3.4 0.9 2.9 0.7 

 
         Education (Post-

secondary) 

         Less than High-school 5.6***  2.2***  4.4***  0.6 

 

12.8***  5.6***  4.1***  17.8***  

High-school Graduated 6.6***  0.2 2.1***  2.4 

 

2.2** 0.8 1.5***  13.6***  

University -0.4 -0.7* -1.0***  1.3 

 

-3.8***  -0.4 -1.5***  -6.1***  

Other -0.6 2.7** 0.2 22.2 

 

11.8***  1.4 1.4 4.0 

 
         Student Status (Non-

student) 6.6***  1.9* 1.8** 7.2 

 

6.4***  3.9***  0.2 1.1 

 
         Minority Language 

(EN/FR) 

         Non-French in Quebec -1.3 N/A 1.9* -0.2 

 

2.7 -2.2***  -0.2 4.5 

Non-English in ROC 3.7** 1.2** 2.6***  -1.2 

 

2.9** 0.3 1.5***  8.9** 

 
         Disability Status (No 

Disability)  9.4***  1.7***  2.5***  1.3 

 

12.1***  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 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Visible Minority)  

 
         Immigration Status (Non-

immigrant)  

         Immigrant, Before 1977 -1.1 -0.2 -1.6***  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 47.1***  

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 

15,000-29,999 -0.4 -0.2 1.5***  3.3 

 

5.0***  -0.1 2.0***  8.4***  

30,000-99,999 0.1 0.0 0.4 -3.1 

 

2.2* 0.3 0.2 8.1***  

100,000-499,999 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 

 

-1.7** -0.6 -0.7* 2.2 

2003 -0.1 -0.8** -0.2 -2.3 

 

-2.5***  -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 asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks 

at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns. 

The sample size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,902,319; 3,069,086; 4,409,570; 431,484; 2,093,998; 2,985,541; 4,291,151; and 

1,048,136 respectively. 
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Table 5 - C analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under MBM during the period 1999-2004. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (1999-2000 to 2003-2004). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under MBM) in the 2nd year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under 

MBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years 

old, who possessed a post-secondary 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 (under MBM) 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 models under LICO , 2002-2007 

 Men  Women 

  Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 9.2 3.5 3.4 10.6 

 

31.2 1.8 4.4 29.6 

 
         Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         to Unattached - 17.5***  30.8***  43.2***  

 

- 28.4***  54.1***  37.3***  

to Attached no Child -8.0***  - -1.5* N/A 

 

-26.6***  - 2.0 N/A 

to Attached with Child N/A -1.0 - N/A 

 

N/A 0.1 - -22.3***  

to Lone Parent -7.7***  N/A -0.8 - 

 

-11.8* N/A 19.4***  - 

to Other -6.7***  N/A -1.3* 6.8 

 

-30.0***  -0.3 -2.1** -13.5** 

 
         Number of Children (One) 

         Zero - - 0.0 3.9 

 

- - -0.1 -2.8 

Two - - 0.2 4.4 

 

- - 1.5* 9.4** 

Three - - 2.3* N/A 

 

- - 2.6* 24.4***  

Four - - 4.0* N/A 

 

- - 5.6** 28.1***  

Five or more - - 5.8 N/A 

 

- - 8.7* N/A 

 
         Age Group (25-34) 

         16-24 12.5***  4.1 2.0 -4.8 

 

17.0***  0.3 -1.0 -14.7***  

35-44 2.9 0.3 1.9** -6.2 

 

8.8* -0.4 -0.8 -10.4***  

45-54 3.9* 0.4 3.0***  -6.4 

 

2.9 -0.0 -0.4 -16.6***  

55-64 8.7***  0.4 8.4***  -1.8 

 

6.7 -0.4 -2.1** 3.8 

65 and over -5.1***  -3.1** 4.9 N/A 

 

-18.6***  -1.5** N/A N/A 

 
         Province (ON) 

         NL 2.4 0.1 1.9 N/A 

 

-6.6 0.2 2.7* 0.5 
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 Men  Women 

  Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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 

 

-9.1***  1.9* 3.4** 8.7 

QC -2.6* -0.5 -0.9 -4.9 

 

-17.0***  -0.3 -0.7 -7.7* 

MB -1.5 -0.5 2.3** -1.4 

 

-9.4***  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 

 

-24.4***  5.4 2.8 17.3 

 
         Education (Post-

secondary) 

         Less than High-school 12.9***  2.5* 1.0 5.7 

 

27.8***  4.4**  4.7***  5.5 

High-school Graduated 4.3***  -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** -1.4 

 
         Student Status (Non-

student) 

2.4 N/A 0.4 -7.4  -15.3***  0.2 -0.7 -8.4 

 
         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***  2.2 0.3 5.2 

 

16.3***  -0.2 -0.1 11.3***  

 
         Disability Status (No 

Disability)  

12.6***  5.5** 1.7** 14.8  23.0***  2.7** 3.4***  20.1***  

 
         Minority Status (Not -3.4* 0.4 3.4***  38.7* 

 

20.3***  -0.4 5.7** 5.3 
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 Men  Women 

  Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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 

and 1986 

N/A N/A 3.4* N/A  33.4***  1.6 1.2 29.9***  

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 

15,000-29,999 -3.1** -0.1 -1.6***  -1.8 

 

-15.3***  0.3 -2.0***  5.5 

30,000-99,999 1.3 -1.4* -1.4** 10.0 

 

-11.4***  -0.1 -1.1 1.7 

100,000-499,999 -1.1 -1.3* -1.6***  0.3 

 

-6.6***  -0.3 -1.8***  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 -1.7***  -12.7***  

2006 -0.1 -1.0 -1.8***  -7.9 

 

-4.9* -0.5 -2.0***  -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 asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks 

at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out of confidentiality concerns. 

The sample size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,961,782; 3,398,826; 4,736,484; 508,284; 2,288,199; 3,215,833; 4,458,274; and 

1,057,572 respectively. 
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Table 5 - D analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under LICO during the period 2002-2007. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (2002-2003 to 2006-2007). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under LICO) in the 2
nd

 year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under LICO) 

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who 

possessed a post-secondary 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 (under LICO) in the 2
nd

 year of the each year pair compared to the 

corresponding characteristic in the reference group. 

  



 

 83 

Table 5 - E: Probability effects for the annual low income entry models under LIM , 2002-2007 

 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 6.4 4.1 2.7 9.7 

 

16.4 2.4 3.0 25.8 

 
         Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         to Unattached - 13.2***  21.5***  26.2* 

 

- 25.7***  32.8***  36.8***  

to Attached no Child -5.1***  - -1.1* N/A 

 

-14.0***  - 0.8 N/A 

to Attached with Child -4.3** -1.6 - N/A 

 

N/A -0.7 - -22.0***  

to Lone Parent -5.0***  N/A 0.2 - 

 

-6.7* N/A 18.8***  - 

to Other -4.2***  N/A -0.9* 6.9 

 

-15.1***  -0.7 -1.1* -7.6 

 
         Number of Children (One) 

         Zero - - -0.0 1.2 

 

- - 0.0 -5.0 

Two - - 0.5 1.0 

 

- - 1.2** 10.1***  

Three - - 1.5** 1.2 

 

- - 1.6** 25.2***  

Four - - 3.9** N/A 

 

- - 4.5***  37.9***  

Five or more - - 12.3** N/A 

 

- - 13.8***  N/A 

 
         Age Group (25-34) 

         16-24 10.9***  1.1 2.3** -4.4 

 

10.7***  0.8 -0.0 -12.1***  

35-44 3.6** -0.8 1.3** -3.6 

 

6.9** -0.8 -0.1 -8.3** 

45-54 4.6***  -1.2 2.8***  -4.7 

 

1.9 -0.6 0.5 -14.1***  

55-64 7.1*** -0.3 6.9***  2.0 

 

5.1* -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 

65 and over -4.2***  -3.6***  5.1* N/A 

 

-12.8***  -2.1***  N/A N/A 

 
         Province (ON) 

         NL 3.9 -1.8** 2.2***  -2.5 

 

-3.2 -0.6 2.0** 9.0 
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 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

PE -1.0 -2.6***  -1.6***  6.8 

 

-6.1* -1.0* -1.6***  -3.9 

NS 4.2* -2.2** 0.4 5.7 

 

-6.7***  -0.8 1.6** -3.5 

NB 3.7* -0.7 0.5 5.2 

 

-6.1***  0.3 0.8 10.8* 

QC -0.9 -2.0** -1.0** -3.4 

 

-10.1***  -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***  -0.7 0.9 -3.5 

AB -2.6** -2.7***  -1.7***  -5.6 

 

-8.4***  -0.7 -1.4***  -10.8** 

BC 1.5 -1.8** -0.8* -5.7 

 

-6.5***  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 High-school 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***  -10.9***  

Other 1.1 0.7 3.2** 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***  2.1***  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 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

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 34.1***  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***  

15,000-29,999 1.0 4.4** 0.4 3.5 

 

10.0***  3.3** 0.6 25.4***  

30,000-99,999 4.6***  1.7 0.0 13.6 

 

2.3 1.0 1.0 13.2** 

100,000-499,999 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** -11.3***  

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 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. 

The sample size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,961,782; 3,398,826; 4,736,484; 508,284; 2,288,199; 3,215,833; 4,458,274; and 

1,057,572 respectively. 
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Table 5 - E analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under LIM  during the period 2002-2007. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (2002-2003 to 2006-2007). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under LIM ) in the 2nd year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under LIM ) 

in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who 

possessed a post-secondary 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 (under LIM ) in the 2nd year of the 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 models under MBM , 2002-2007 

 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Baseline Probability 6.4 3.7 2.8 5.3 

 

12.9 2.0 2.9 18.3 

 
         Family Dynamics (No 

change) 

         to Unattached - 11.6***  21.6***  17.5 

 

- 21.2***  32.6***  23.6***  

to Attached no Child -5.2***  - -0.9 N/A 

 

-10.8***  - 0.6 N/A 

to Attached with Child -4.6** -1.7* - N/A 

 

N/A -0.5 - -15.4***  

to Lone Parent -4.7***  N/A 0.5 - 

 

-5.5* N/A 17.2***  - 

to Other -4.7***  -2.1* -1.2** 1.5 

 

-11.3***  -0.7 -1.5***  -9.8***  

 
         Number of Children (One) 

         Zero - - 0.1 0.0 

 

- - 0.1 -3.9* 

Two - - -0.2 -1.2 

 

- - 0.5 11.2***  

Three - - 1.6** N/A 

 

- - 2.2***  19.1***  

Four - - 4.1** N/A 

 

- - 4.3** 31.4***  

Five or more - - 6.4* N/A 

 

- - 9.8***  N/A 

 
         Age Group (25-34) 

         16-24 10.3***  1.9 0.7 -1.9 

 

8.7** 0.9 -0.8* -8.8***  

35-44 4.0** -1.2 0.7 -0.6 

 

4.9* -0.8 -0.6* -6.5***  

45-54 3.8** -1.0 1.1* -1.6 

 

1.3 -0.2 -0.4 -10.7***  

55-64 6.4***  -0.6 1.9** 0.4 

 

2.7 -0.5 -1.7***  3.0 

65 and over -4.8***  -3.3***  2.6 N/A 

 

-11.8***  -1.7***  N/A N/A 

 
         Province (ON) 

         NL 3.4 0.1 5.6***  -0.8 

 

5.9 0.7 5.3***  23.6***  
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 Men 

 

Women 

 Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

PE 2.2 -1.4 1.0 7.9 

 

2.0 -0.0 1.2 14.3** 

NS 5.8** -0.4 3.5***  3.8 

 

0.2 0.4 5.8***  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***  

Mover 1.6 N/A 2.3 N/A 

 

-8.6** 4.1 3.6 25.8* 

 
         Education (Post-

secondary) 

         Less than High-school 6.1***  2.6** 1.0** 4.7 

 

17.7***  3.0***  3.0***  6.8* 

High-school Graduated 1.8* 0.3 0.9* 1.6 

 

5.1***  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 

         Non-English in ROC 6.9***  2.6 -0.3 0.5 

 

8.4***  -0.2 -0.3 5.1* 

 
         Disability Status (No 

Disability)  8.4***  5.3***  1.4** 10.2 

 

16.7***  2.2***  1.9***  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 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

 

Unattached Attached 

no Child 

Attached 

with Child 

Lone 

Parent 

Visible Minority)  

 
         Immigration Status (Non-

immigrant)  

         Immigrant, Before 1977 0.2 1.9 -0.5 16.8 

 

-1.0 1.0 1.2 -11.3***  

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***  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***  15.5***  

15,000-29,999 1.3 2.0 0.1 2.8 

 

5.6***  1.6* 0.3 17.5***  

30,000-99,999 1.9 -0.2 -1.0** 5.4 

 

-3.0* 0.0 -0.6 0.4 

100,000-499,999 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 -1.1***  -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***  -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 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 size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model. By applying the sampling weights, we have the 

representative population size for each subpopulation: 1,961,782; 3,398,826; 4,736,484; 508,284; 2,288,199; 3,215,833; 4,458,274; and 

1,057,572 respectively. 
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Table 5 - F analyzes the probability effects for low income entry on an annual basis under MBM during the period 2002-2007. The total 

population (16 years and above) is first broken into eight sub-populations by gender and four major types of family composition (the sample 

sizes are given at the bottom of the table). The 6-year panel data are then stacked in the form of 5 year-pairs (2002-2003 to 2006-2007). In 

doing so, we can use the logit model framework to estimate the probability of an individual is in low income (under MBM) in the 2nd year of 

each year pair as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including family composition dynamics (no change within year pair as 

reference), number of children (one child as reference, if available), age group (25-34 as reference), province of residence (Ontario as 

reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), minority language (Francophone in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of 

Canada as reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), visible minority status (non-

member of visible minority as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant 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 being in low income (under 

MBM) in the 2nd year of the each year pair for an individual who belongs to the reference groups, i.e.,  an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years 

old, who possessed a post-secondary 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 (under MBM) 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 income under LICO , 1999 to 2004 

  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 8.6 1.4 0.6 

    
Sex (Men)    

Women 2.2***  0.5** 0.2 

    
Age (25-34)    

16-24 -0.6 -0.6***  -0.4** 

35-44 -2.0***  -0.5** -0.3** 

45-54 -2.0***  -0.4** -0.2** 

55-64 0.9 -0.3 -0.3** 

65 and over -6.0***  -1.2***  -0.5***  

    
Education (Postsecondary)    

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

High-school Graduated 2.6***  1.7***  0.7** 

University -3.2***  -0.6** -0.4** 

Other -0.7 0.3 0.0 

    
Minority Status (Not a visible minority)    

Visible minority 0.8 0.6 1.1* 

    
Minority Language (EN/FR)    

Non-French in Quebec 2.2 0.4 -0.2 

Non-English in ROC 2.4***  1.0** 0.2 

    
Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)    

Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.5 0.1 -0.0 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 -0.7 0.6 -0.1 

Immigrant, After 1986 6.7***  2.1** 0.9 

    
Student status (Not a student)    

1 year 1.0 -0.4 -0.3* 

2 years 4.8***  -0.1 -0.2 

3 years 5.3***  0.3 0.0 

4 years 4.4** 0.9 0.2 

5 years 6.6***  1.4 N/A 

6 years 6.9***  1.3 N/A 

    
Disability status (No disability)    

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

Changed disability status 5.5***  1.5***  0.9***  
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  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Family composition-6 year (Attached with child)   

Unattached 23.1***  11.7***  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 1.4 -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***  

15,000-29,999 -4.0***  -0.8***  -0.4** 

30,000-99,999 -1.6** 0.0 -0.0 

100,000-499,999 -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 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.  
Table 6 - A 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 the 1999-2004 period under 

LICO as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under LICO) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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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(under LICO) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample 

size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 17,906,297 by the end of 1998. 
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Table 6 - B: Probability of being in low income under LIM , 1999 to 2004 

 

  

At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 7.4 1.4 0.9 

    
Sex (Men)    

Women 1.6***  0.6***  0.2 

    
Age (25-34)    

16-24 -0.3 -0.5** -0.6***  

35-44 -1.7***  -0.4** -0.4** 

45-54 -1.7***  -0.4** -0.3** 

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

65 and over -5.7***  -1.3***  -0.8***  

    
Education (Postsecondary)    

Less than high school 7.0***  3.1***  1.7***  

High-school Graduated 2.8***  1.2***  0.5* 

University -2.1***  -0.6** -0.6***  

Other 1.7 0.2 -0.2 

    
Minority Status (Not a visible minority)    

Visible minority 0.6 1.1** 1.1 

    
Minority Language (EN/FR)    

Non-French in Quebec 0.4 0.1 -0.4 

Non-English in ROC 1.4* 0.9** 0.4 

    
Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)    

Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.9 -0.1 0.2 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 -1.0 0.1 N/A 

Immigrant, After 1986 6.6***  1.5** 2.3* 

    
Student status (Not a student)    

1 year 0.4 -0.3 -0.5** 

2 years 3.7***  -0.2 -0.3 

3 years 4.1***  0.2 0.2 

4 years 4.3** 0.1 0.9 

5 years 4.9***  0.9 N/A 

6 years 6.1***  0.7 N/A 

    
Disability status (No disability)     

Disabled 12.6***  7.7***  5.1***  

Changed disability status 4.9***  1.4***  0.8***  



 

 95 

 

  

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 

15,000-29,999 -0.0 -0.0 0.1 

30,000-99,999 0.5 0.7** 0.6* 

100,000-499,999 -1.5***  0.2 0.7** 

    

Sample Size 19,870 

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 asterisks at the 0.05 level; three asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed 

out of confidentiality concerns. 

Table 6 - 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 the 1999-2004 period under 

LIM  as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under LIM ) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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 income 

(under LIM ) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample size 

is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 17,906,297 by the end of 1998. 
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Table 6 - C: Probability of being in low income under MBM , 1999 to 2004 

  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 7.0 1.5 0.5 

 
   Sex (Men) 

   Women 1.2***  0.4** 0.1 

 
   Age (25-34) 

   16-24 -0.9 -0.6***  -1.8 

35-44 -1.7***  -0.4** -0.2** 

45-54 -1.8***  -0.6***  -0.1 

55-64 -0.1 -0.4** -0.2** 

65 and over -5.6***  -1.4***  -0.5***  

 
   Education (Postsecondary) 

   Less than high school 6.6***  2.4***  0.7** 

High-school Graduated 2.9***  1.0***  0.3* 

University -1.9***  -0.6** -0.3** 

Other 2.7* -0.2 -0.1 

    
Minority Status (Not a visible minority)    

Visible minority 2.4** 0.5 0.8* 

    
Minority Language (EN/FR)    

Non-French in Quebec 1.2 -0.3 N/A 

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

    
Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)    

Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.4 -0.0 -0.1 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 -0.1 0.2 0.1 

Immigrant, After 1986 5.6***  2.6***  0.6 

 
   Student status (Not a student) 

   1 year -0.0 -0.3 -0.2** 

2 years 2.7*** 0.0 -0.2 

3 years 3.7***  0.3 -0.0 

4 years 4.0** 1.0 -0.1 

5 years 3.4** 1.8* -0.3* 

6 years 4.3** 1.0 -0.0 

 
   Disability status (No disability) 

   Disabled 11.5***  7.2***  2.6***  

Changed disability status 4.2***  1.6***  0.5***  
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  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Family composition-6 year (Attached with child)   

Unattached 13.4***  5.9***  2.6***  

Attached no child -1.2***  -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***  -0.1 -0.2** 

 
   Province (ON) 

   NL 11.6***  5.1***  2.3** 

PE 4.8***  1.4** 0.3 

NS 5.7***  2.2***  1.3***  

NB 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 7.1***  1.6***  0.6** 

Mover 3.4***  0.1 0.1 

 
   Area Size (500,000+) 

   Rural Area 3.5***  0.7***  0.4** 

15,000-29,999 1.6***  0.6** 0.5** 

30,000-99,999 -0.1 0.3 0.2 

100,000-499,999 -1.1** 0.0 0.4** 

    

Sample Size 19,870 

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

Notes: Reference groups are in parentheses. One 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. 

Table 6 - C 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 the 1999-2004 period under 

MBM as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under MBM) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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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(under MBM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample 

size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 17,906,297 by the end of 1998. 
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Table 6 - D: Probability of being in low income under LICO , 2002 to 2007 

  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 8.4 2.1 0.5 

 
   Sex (Men) 

   Women 1.6***  0.2 0.0 

 
   Age (25-34) 

   16-24 1.7 -0.6 -0.2 

35-44 0.4 -0.0 0.1 

45-54 -0.7 -0.2 0.2 

55-64 0.1 -0.1 -0.0 

65 and over -5.4***  -1.5***  -0.3* 

 
   Education (Postsecondary) 

   Less than high school 5.6***  2.8***  0.7** 

High-school Graduated 1.6** 1.1** 0.3 

University -3.7***  -0.9** -0.3* 

Other 4.2***  0.5 -0.0 

 
   Minority Status (Not a visible minority)   

  Visible minority 1.5 1.4* 0.9 

 
   Minority Language (EN/FR) 

   Non-French in Quebec -0.1 -0.0 0.2 

Non-English in ROC -0.0 -0.3 -0.1 

 
   Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)  

  Immigrant, Before 1977 -0.1 -0.8** -0.2 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 9.1***  1.0 0.8 

Immigrant, After 1986 14.1***  2.7** 0.7 

 
   Student status (Not a student) 

   1 year 1.0 -0.4 -0.0 

2 years 3.8***  -0.3 0.1 

3 years 3.2* 0.2 0.0 

4 years 4.0** 0.2 0.0 

5 years 3.1 -0.7 N/A 

6 years 4.5** -0.7 N/A 

 
   Disability status (No disability)  

   Disabled 13.4***  7.2***  3.2** 

Changed disability status 4.5***  1.5***  0.7** 
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  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

 

  Unattached 24.5***  17.6***  7.1***  

Attached no child -0.8 -0.5 -0.2 

Lone parent 18.0***  6.3***  1.0* 

Other family composition -1.8* -1.0** -0.3* 

Changed family composition 5.0***  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 -2.8***  -1.5***  -0.4** 

15,000-29,999 -1.4** -1.1***  -0.3** 

30,000-99,999 -1.2 -0.7** -0.1 

100,000-499,999 -2.3***  -0.7** -0.2 

    

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. 

Table 6 - D 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 the 2002-2007 period under 

LICO as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under LICO) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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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(under LICO) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample 

size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 19,403,068 by the end of 2001. 
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Table 6 - E: Probability of being in low income under LIM , 2002 to 2007 

 

  

At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 6.5 1.3 0.3 

 
   Sex (Men) 

   Women 1.5***  0.2 0.1 

 
   Age (25-34) 

   16-24 1.1 -0.2 -0.1 

35-44 0.4 0.2 0.1 

45-54 -0.4 0.1 0.1 

55-64 0.6 0.2 -0.1 

65 and over -4.5***  -1.1***  -0.3** 

 
   Education (Postsecondary) 

   Less than high school 4.7***  1.7***  0.5** 

High-school Graduated 1.2** 0.6** 0.1 

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

Other 2.9***  0.9* -0.0 

 
   Minority Status (Not a visible minority)  

  Visible minority 1.9* 1.1** 0.5 

 
   Minority Language (EN/FR) 

   Non-French in Quebec -0.0 0.4* 0.1 

Non-English in ROC -0.6 -0.3 -0.1 

 
   Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)  

  Immigrant, Before 1977 0.0 -0.3 -0.1 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 6.6***  0.5 0.0 

Immigrant, After 1986 11.6***  1.9** 0.6 

 
   Student status (Not a student) 

   1 year 1.1 0.1 -0.0 

2 years 3.1***  0.0 -0.0 

3 years 2.7* 0.2 0.0 

4 years 3.9** -0.1 0.0 

5 years 2.5 -0.5 N/A 

6 years 4.1** -0.1 N/A 

 
   Disability status (No disability) 

   Disabled 11.3***  4.1***  2.3** 

Changed disability status 3.9***  1.1***  0.7***  
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At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

 
    

  Unattached 18.0***  8.2***  3.6***  

Attached no child -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 

Lone parent 17.4***  4.3***  1.2**  

Other family composition -0.5 -0.3 -0.1 

Changed family composition 4.6***  0.3 -0.1 

 
   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 -2.7***  -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 

15,000-29,999 3.3***  0.6** 0.2 

30,000-99,999 2.0** 0.6* 0.2 

100,000-499,999 0.1 0.2 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. Some coefficients are suppressed 

out of confidentiality concerns. 

Table 6 - 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 the 2002-2007 period under 

LIM  as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under LIM ) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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 income 

(under LIM ) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample size 

is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 19,403,068 by the end of 2001. 
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Table 6 - F: Probability of being in low income under MBM , 2002 to 2007 

  At least one year At least four years All six years 

 % 

Baseline Probability 7.4 1.6 0.2 

 
   Sex (Men) 

   Women 1.0** 0.2 0.0 

 
   Age (25-34) 

   16-24 0.8 -0.4 -0.1 

35-44 0.1 0.1 0.0 

45-54 -1.2* -0.2 0.0 

55-64 -0.3 -0.1 -0.1 

65 and over -5.6***  -1.5***  -0.2** 

 
   Education (Postsecondary) 

   Less than high school 4.6***  1.6***  0.2** 

High-school Graduated 1.9***  0.7** 0.1* 

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

Other 2.7** 0.7 0.0 

 
   Minority Status (Not a visible minority)  

  Visible minority 2.4** 1.7** 0.5* 

 
   Minority Language (EN/FR) 

   Non-French in Quebec -0.1 0.1 0.0 

Non-English in ROC 0.0 -0.1 0.0 

 
   Immigration Status (Non-immigrant)  

  Immigrant, Before 1977 1.2 -0.4 -0.1* 

Immigrant, Between 1977 and 1986 11.5***  0.9 0.3 

Immigrant, After 1986 13.2***  1.9** 0.5* 

 
   Student status (Not a student) 

   1 year 0.5 -0.1 -0.1 

2 years 2.4** -0.0 0.0 

3 years 3.3** -0.3 -0.0 

4 years 3.2** -0.3 -0.0 

5 years 2.2 -0.8** N/A 

6 years 3.6* -0.0 N/A 

 
   Disability status (No disability) 

   Disabled 12.7***  5.0***  1.3** 

Changed disability status 3.8***  1.0***  0.3** 
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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 -2.2***  -0.7** -0.1* 

Changed family composition 3.2***  -0.1 -0.1 

 
   Province (ON) 

   NL 4.4***  3.2***  0.3 

PE 1.8 1.7** 0.1 

NS 3.2***  2.1***  0.5* 

NB 3.0***  3.1***  0.6* 

QC -0.0 0.4 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***  0.3 

Mover 3.7** 0.5 0.0 

 
   Area Size (500,000+) 

   Rural Area 4.2***  0.7** 0.2 

15,000-29,999 2.3***  0.2 0.1 

30,000-99,999 0.4 -0.4 0.1 

100,000-499,999 -1.0* -0.3 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. Some coefficients are suppressed 

out of confidentiality concerns. 

Table 6 - 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 the 2002-2007 period under 

MBM as a function of the individualôs characteristics, including gender (male as reference), age 

group (25-34 as reference), education attainment (post-secondary degree as reference), visible 

minority status (non-member of visible minority as reference), minority language (Francophone 

in Quebec or Anglophone in rest of Canada as reference), immigration status (non-immigrant as 

reference), student status (non-student as reference), disability status (no disability as reference), 

family composition in all 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 income (under MBM) for an individual 

who belongs to the reference groups, i.e., an Ontarian, who was 25-34 years old, who possessed a 

post-secondary 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 



 

 108 

(under MBM) compared to the corresponding characteristic in the reference group. The sample 

size is the actual number of observations included in each regression model, which represents the 

Canadian adult population at 19,403,068 by the end of 2001. 
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Table 7 - A: Incidence of low income under LICO , 1999 to 2004 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LICO  

Six-year 

LICO  

75% of six-year 

LICO  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 10.5 5.5 2.0 

Men 8.4 4.5 1.7 

Women 12.5 6.5 2.3 

    

Age in 1999    

16 to 24 10.2 5.2 1.3 

25 to 34 10.6 5.6 2.1 

35 to 44 9.9 5.2 1.9 

45 to 54 8.5 5.7 2.6 

55 to 64 13.4 8.3 3.5 

65 and over 12.5 3.5 - 

    

Education (all years)    

Less than high school 17.9 9.0 3.2 

High school completed 11.3 6.9 2.4 

Postsecondary 7.7 3.5 1.3 

University 4.1 2.6 1.0 

Education changed 11.4 5.0 1.8 

    

Student status    

Not a student 10.6 5.5 2.0 

1 year 7.6 3.7 1.0 

2 years 11.2 4.9 2.1 

3 years 11.0 6.7 2.8 

4 years 12.1 8.1 2.4 

5 years 12.5 7.1 2.9 

6 years 12.6 6.1 2.4 

    

Disability status (all years)    

No disability 6.7 3.1 0.9 

Disability 25.0 16.1 6.4 

Status changed 12.0 6.3 2.4 

    

Minority status     

Visible minority 19.9 12.2 5.3 

 Canadian-born 7.8 5.0 4.4 

 Immigrant 22.3 13.6 5.4 

Not a visible minority 9.8 4.9 1.7 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LICO  

Six-year 

LICO  

75% of six-year 

LICO  

    

Immigration status    

Canadian-born 9.4 4.7 1.7 

Immigrant, before 1977 10.8 5.1 1.6 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 14.9 10.9 5.4 

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 15.1 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. 

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - A first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate LICO, 

125% of the 6-year aggregate LICO, and 75% of the 6-year aggregate LICO, during the period 

1999-2004. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three LICO cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 1999), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family composition in 1999. 

  



 

 111 

Table 7 - B: Incidence of low income under LIM , 1999 to 2004 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LIM  

Six-year 

LIM  

75% of six-year 

LIM  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 11.5 5.7 2.0 

Men 9.4 4.8 1.7 

Women 13.4 6.6 2.2 

 

   Age in 1999 

   16 to 24 11.0 5.5 1.3 

25 to 34 11.9 6.3 1.9 

35 to 44 10.7 5.5 2.0 

45 to 54 9.8 6.1 2.7 

55 to 64 15.5 8.7 3.7 

65 and over 11.9 2.0 - 

 

   Education (all years) 

   Less than high school 20.6 10.0 3.5 

High school completed 12.4 7.0 2.4 

Postsecondary 7.9 3.5 1.4 

University 4.0 2.1 0.7 

Education changed 11.1 5.3 1.6 

 

   Student status 

   Not a student 11.8 5.8 2.1 

1 year 7.9 3.7 1.1 

2 years 10.2 5.3 1.6 

3 years 11.4 6.6 1.6 

4 years 13.6 5.8 2.1 

5 years 12.1 7.5 2.4 

6 years 11.4 5.6 2.8 

 

   Disability status (all years) 

   No disability 7.4 3.3 1.1 

Disability 26.0 17.2 6.6 

Status changed 13.2 6.4 2.2 

 

   Minority status  

   Visible minority 17.1 8.9 3.6 

 Canadian-born 8.7 4.4 4.0 

 Immigrant 18.8 9.7 3.5 

Not a visible minority 11.0 5.4 1.8 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LIM  

Six-year 

LIM  

75% of six-year 

LIM  

 

   Immigration status 

   Canadian-born 11.0 5.4 1.8 

Immigrant, before 1977 8.7 3.4 1.6 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 13.0 9.8 4.4 

Immigrant, after 1986 22.1 11.8 3.6 

 

   Family composition (all 

years) 

   Unattached 31.5 16.5 7.6 

Attached no child 5.9 3.0 1.1 

Attached with child 9.6 4.6 1.1 

Lone parent 38.5 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. 

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - B first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate LIM , 

125% of the 6-year aggregate LIM , and 75% of the 6-year aggregate LIM , during the period 

1999-2004. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three LIM  cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 1999), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and  family composition in 1999. 
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Table 7 - C: Incidence of low income under MBM , 1999 to 2004 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

MBM 

Six-year 

MBM  

75% of six-year 

MBM  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 13.6 6.8 2.3 

Men 11.6 5.9 2.2 

Women 15.5 7.6 2.4 

 

   Age in 1999 

   16 to 24 13.4 7.3 1.7 

25 to 34 14.3 7.7 2.8 

35 to 44 12.8 7.3 2.1 

45 to 54 12.0 6.5 3.0 

55 to 64 17.2 9.3 3.6 

65 and over 13.7 2.0 0.1 

 

   Education (all years) 

   Less than high school 22.4 10.2 3.7 

High school completed 14.9 8.0 2.7 

Postsecondary 10.5 5.1 1.7 

University 5.3 3.1 1.1 

Education changed 13.5 6.9 2.0 

 

   Student status 

   Not a student 13.8 6.6 2.3 

1 year 11.0 5.0 1.7 

2 years 13.4 6.6 2.0 

3 years 14.4 7.8 2.1 

4 years 15.9 9.7 2.9 

5 years 12.9 10.1 2.7 

6 years 15.3 8.5 2.8 

 

   Disability status (all years) 

   No disability 9.3 4.8 1.2 

Disability 29.8 17.8 5.8 

Status changed 15.4 7.2 2.7 

 

   Minority status  

   Visible minority 22.6 13.9 5.5 

 Canadian-born 11.4 4.9 4.0 

 Immigrant 24.9 15.7 5.7 

Not a visible minority 12.8 6.1 2.0 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

MBM 

Six-year 

MBM  

75% of six-year 

MBM  

 

   Immigration status 

   Canadian-born 12.6 6.0 1.9 

Immigrant, before 1977 11.9 4.8 1.8 

Immigrant, 1977 to 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 over period 11.5 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. 

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - C first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate MBM, 

125% of the 6-year aggregate MBM, and 75% of the 6-year aggregate MBM, during the period 

1999-2004. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three MBM cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 1999), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family composition in 1999. 
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Table 7 - D: Incidence of low income under LICO , 2002 to 2007 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LICO  

Six-year 

LICO  

75% of six-year 

LICO  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 10.3 4.9 2.1 

Men 8.6 4.0 1.9 

Women 11.9 5.8 2.3 

 

   Age in 2002 

   16 to 24 8.5 3.8 1.4 

25 to 34 8.6 4.1 1.4 

35 to 44 11.4 5.1 2.4 

45 to 54 9.5 5.2 2.9 

55 to 64 11.7 6.7 3.7 

65 and over 12.8 4.3 0.3 

 

   Education (all years) 

   Less than high school 16.2 7.5 2.5 

High school completed 10.9 5.6 2.5 

Postsecondary 9.0 4.5 2.2 

University 4.8 2.3 1.1 

Education changed 10.0 4.3 1.9 

 

   Student status 

   Not a student 10.7 5.1 2.2 

1 year 8.9 4.2 2.5 

2 years 10.3 3.8 2.1 

3 years 8.5 5.5 2.5 

4 years 8.2 5.7 1.0 

5 years 7.7 2.5 0.2 

6 years 9.8 4.4 1.1 

 

   Disability status (all years) 

   No disability 6.5 2.6 1.1 

Disability 24.4 15.0 5.6 

Status changed 11.2 5.2 2.3 

 

   Minority status  

   Visible minority 18.8 10.3 5.4 

 Canadian-born 8.9 3.5 2.3 

 Immigrant 20.9 11.9 6.0 

Not a visible minority 9.1 4.1 1.6 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LICO  

Six-year 

LICO  

75% of six-year 

LICO  

 

   Immigration status 

   Canadian-born 8.9 4.1 1.6 

Immigrant, before 1977 8.8 4.1 1.8 

Immigrant, 1977 to 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 and Income Dynamics, Panel 4. 

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - D first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate LICO, 

125% of the 6-year aggregate LICO, and 75% of the 6-year aggregate LICO, during the period 

2002-2007. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three LICO cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 2002), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family composition in 2002. 
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Table 7 - E: Incidence of low income under LIM , 2002 to 2007 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LIM  

Six-year 

LIM  

75% of six-year 

LIM  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 12.5 5.8 2.2 

Men 10.3 4.8 2.0 

Women 14.6 6.7 2.4 

 

   Age in 2002 

   16 to 24 11.4 4.9 1.9 

25 to 34 11.4 5.4 1.4 

35 to 44 13.0 6.2 2.2 

45 to 54 11.1 6.5 3.5 

55 to 64 14.4 8.3 3.4 

65 and over 14.6 2.7 0.3 

 

   Education (all years) 

   Less than high school 21.9 9.5 2.8 

High school completed 12.8 6.4 2.6 

Postsecondary 11.1 5.0 2.3 

University 4.7 2.4 1.0 

Education changed 12.1 5.8 2.2 

 

   Student status 

   Not a student 12.8 5.8 2.3 

1 year 12.0 6.2 2.2 

2 years 13.3 5.1 2.3 

3 years 10.1 5.9 3.0 

4 years 9.8 5.4 2.3 

5 years 10.9 4.0 0.5 

6 years 9.2 5.7 1.3 

 

   Disability status (all years) 

   No disability 8.1 3.0 1.2 

Disability 27.9 16.4 6.4 

Status changed 13.5 6.3 2.4 

 

   Minority status  

   Visible minority 18.6 10.7 4.4 

 Canadian-born 13.3 4.1 2.3 

 Immigrant 19.8 12.2 4.8 

Not a visible minority 11.6 5.1 1.9 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

LIM  

Six-year 

LIM  

75% of six-year 

LIM  

 

   Immigration status 

   Canadian-born 11.9 5.3 1.9 

Immigrant, before 1977 8.1 3.4 1.7 

Immigrant, 1977 to 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. 

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - E first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate LIM , 

125% of the 6-year aggregate LIM , and 75% of the 6-year aggregate LIM , during the period 

2002-2007. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three LIM  cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 2002), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family composition in 2002. 
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Table 7 - F: Incidence of low income under MBM , 2002 to 2007 

 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

MBM  

Six-year 

MBM  

75% of six-year 

MBM  

Characteristics % 

Both Sexes 12.9 5.6 2.2 

Men 11.0 4.9 2.0 

Women 14.7 6.4 2.4 

 

   Age in 2002 

   16 to 24 11.4 4.2 1.7 

25 to 34 13.2 5.5 1.5 

35 to 44 14.9 7.0 2.9 

45 to 54 11.9 6.3 3.1 

55 to 64 14.1 7.4 3.2 

65 and over 11.2 2.0 0.3 

 

   Education (all years) 

   Less than high school 19.1 7.7 2.3 

High school completed 13.9 6.7 2.6 

Postsecondary 12.0 5.3 2.6 

University 6.2 3.0 1.5 

Education changed 13.3 5.7 1.9 

 

   Student status 

   Not a student 13.1 5.8 2.3 

1 year 12.9 5.9 2.3 

2 years 14.1 5.6 2.5 

3 years 10.6 5.2 2.9 

4 years 10.7 5.3 2.6 

5 years 12.6 2.9 0.5 

6 years 12.1 5.0 0.8 

 

   Disability status (all years) 

   No disability 9.0 3.4 1.2 

Disability 27.3 13.3 5.7 

Status changed 13.8 6.2 2.5 

 

   Minority status  

   Visible minority 24.0 11.8 5.7 

 Canadian-born 10.5 3.9 2.6 

 Immigrant 27.1 13.7 6.3 

Not a visible minority 11.3 4.7 1.8 
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 Six-year family income less than: 

 125% of six-year 

MBM  

Six-year 

MBM  

75% of six-year 

MBM  

 

   Immigration status 

   Canadian-born 11.1 4.7 1.8 

Immigrant, before 1977 9.4 4.4 1.9 

Immigrant, 1977 to 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 child 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 1.3 

Lone parent 29.2 15.2 6.7 

Other 9.3 3.6 1.2 

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

À The size of some cells is too small. Some cells are not displayed for confidentiality purposes. 

Table 7 - F first calculates the 6-year aggregate family income and the 6-year aggregate MBM, 

125% of the 6-year aggregate MBM, and 75% of the 6-year aggregate MBM, during the period 

2002-2007. The percentage of the population (16 years old and above) under the three MBM cut-

offs are then given respectively according to the population characteristics, including gender, age 

(in 2002), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, 

immigration status, family composition in all six years, and family composition in 2002. 
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Table 8 - A: Average Income deficit ($2002) while in low income under LICO , LIM , and 

MBM, 1999 to 2004 

Characteristics Deficit  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(2002$) 

    

Both Sexes 4,358 (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) 

45 to 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 (3.3) 

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) 

5 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 4,520 (2.6) 3,896 (2.4) 4,042 (2.4) 
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Characteristics Deficit  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(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 

 

  

Canadian-born 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) 4,122 (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  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(2002$) 

Rural Area 3,352 (5.8) 3,518 (5.0) 3,481 (5.0) 

15,000-29,999 3,301 (6.7) 3,311 (5.7) 3,672 (5.9) 

30,000-99,999 3,938 (6.1) 3,779 (5.6) 3,803 (5.9) 

100,000-499,999 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. 

Table 8 - A demonstrates the average low income gap - the difference between the three low-

income thresholds and an individualôs equivalent income for the population (16 years and over) 

who encountered low income for one year or more during the period 1999-2004. The income 

gaps are displayed by population characteristics including gender, age (in 1999), education 

attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, immigration status, 

minority language, family composition in all six years, province of residence, and area size in all 

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 income under LICO , LIM , and MBM, 

1999 to 2004 

Characteristics Relative Deficit 

under LICO  

Relative Deficit 

under LIM  

Relative Deficit 

under MBM  

    

Constant 25.5***  24.3***  27.6***  

   

 Gender (Men)   

 Women -2.1* -1.1 -1.3 

   

 Age in 1999 (25 to 34)   

 16 to 24 4.5***  3.8** 4.2 

35 to 44 3.4** 3.3** 3.3** 

45 to 54 8.5***  8.4***  8.4***  

55 to 64 5.2** 4.2 5.4***  

65 and over -11.2***  -9.8***  -7.6***  

   

 Education attainment in 1999 

(Postsecondary)   

 Less than high school -3.9** -3.4** -4.4***  

High school completed -1.7 -1.4 -2.3* 

University 7.3***  6.7***  5.9** 

Other 0.1 -4.5 -4.0 

   

 Student status (Non-student)   

 1 year -3.3 -2.2 -2.1 

2 years -2.6 -1.8 -1.4 

3 years 0.4 0.6 1.1 

4 years 5.2* 2.0 3.1 

5 years 4.3 4.3 2.3 

6 years 5.8** 4.3 3.0 

   

 Disability status (No disability)   

 Disability -2.6 -3.0* -5.7***  

Status changed 2.0 1.3 0.2 

   

 Minority status (Non-visible 

minority)    

 Visible minority -8.0***  -8.5***  -9.0***  

   

 Immigration status (Canadian-

born)   
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Characteristics Relative Deficit 

under LICO  

Relative Deficit 

under LIM  

Relative Deficit 

under MBM  

Immigrant, before 1977 -3.3 -1.5 -1.4 

Immigrant, 1977 to 1986 5.6 7.7* 5.7 

Immigrant, after 1986 0.7 -2.5 -0.2 

   

 Minority Language (Major 

language)   

 Non-English in ROC -1.1 0.6 -0.4 

Non-French in Quebec -1.4 -1.4 -0.4 

   

 Family composition (Attached 

with child)    

 Unattached 5.7** 8.0***  7.1***  

Attached no child 8.9***  8.0***  5.3** 

Lone parent -2.5 1.6 -1.5 

Other -8.2***  -3.3* -5.1** 

Changed over period 3.3** 4.1***  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***  8.1***  6.2***  

BC 8.5***  7.6***  6.4***  

Mover 6.7***  10.9***  7.1***  

   

 Area Size (500,000 and over)   

 Rural Area 2.6 -3.7** -4.3** 

15,000-29,999 -3.5* -7.5***  -7.5***  

30,000-99,999 -3.4* -4.5** -3.8* 

100,000-499,999 -3.5** -5.3***  -6.4***  

Changed over period -4.0** -6.8***  -5.7***  

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. 

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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Table 8 - B demonstrates the relative income gap (average income gap as a percentage of the 

corresponding average low-income threshold) is regressed on the population characteristics 

including gender, age (in 1999), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability 

status, minority status, immigration status, minority language, family composition in all six years, 

province of residence, and area size in all six years.  
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Table 8 - C: Average Income deficit ($2002) while in low income under LICO , LIM , and 

MBM, 2002 to 2007 

Characteristics Deficit  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(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) 

25 to 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) 

5 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) 
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Characteristics Deficit  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(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 

 

  

Canadian-born 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) 

Non-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 (6.0) 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 (9.3) 

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  

under LICO  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under LIM  

(2002$) 

Deficit  

under MBM  

(2002$) 

Rural Area 2,934 (5.7) 3,681 (5.0) 3,607 (5.3) 

15,000-29,999 3,408 (5.6) 4,007 (5.6) 3,955 (5.5) 

30,000-99,999 3,588 (5.8) 3,777 (5.8) 3,409 (6.1) 

100,000-499,999 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 2002) who had at least one year of low (but not negative) income 

between 2002 and 2007. Standard errors are in parentheses. 

Table 8 - C demonstrates the average low income gap ï the difference between the three low-

income thresholds and an individualôs equivalent income for the population (16 years and over) 

who encountered low income for one year or more during the period 2002-2007. The income 

gaps are displayed by population characteristics including gender, age (in 2002), education 

attainment for all six years, student status, disability status, minority status, immigration status, 

minority language, family composition in all six years, province of residence, and area size in all 

six years. All low income gaps (deficits) are converted to 2002 constant dollars for comparison 

purposes.  
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Table 8 - D: Relative Income deficit while in low income under LICO , LIM , and MBM, 

2002 to 2007 

Characteristics Relative Deficit 

under LICO  

Relative Deficit 

under LIM  

Relative Deficit 

under MBM  

    

Constant 17.5***  21.2***  22.9***  

   

 Gender (Men)   

 Women -0.7 -0.7 -0.9 

   

 Age in 2002 (25 to 34)   

 16 to 24 -1.5 -0.7 -1.5 

35 to 44 1.2 0.9 -0.6 

45 to 54 6.4***  5.2***  6.3***  

55 to 64 1.3 -0.2 -1.8 

65 and over -9.7***  -10.0***  -7.2** 

   

 Education attainment in 2002 

(Postsecondary)   

 Less than high school -3.5** -3.5***  -3.6** 

High school completed 1.3 0.6 0.1 

University 4.7** 7.4***  4.7* 

Other -4.0 -1.8 -3.1 

   

 Student status (Non-student)   

 1 year 0.7 -1.0 -1.1 

2 years 0.9 -0.3 1.4 

3 years 8.7***  7.4** 7.0** 

4 years 11.1***  7.1** 7.0** 

5 years 16.2***  12.1***  8.2** 

6 years 9.9***  7.6** 6.2* 

   

 Disability status (No disability)   

 Disability -1.6 -3.2* -5.6***  

Status changed -0.1 -0.6 -0.5 

   

 Minority status (Non-visible 

minority)    

 Visible minority 1.1 -2.4 -3.1 

   

 Immigration status (Canadian-

born)   
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Characteristics Relative Deficit 

under LICO  

Relative Deficit 

under LIM  

Relative Deficit 

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 -2.5 

   

 Family composition (Attached 

with child)    

 Unattached 13.4***  11.4***  14.4***  

Attached no child 9.8***  7.9***  9.4***  

Lone parent -0.2 0.0 1.7 

Other 5.5***  5.5***  4.6** 

Changed over period 9.0***  6.2***  7.2***  

   

 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 4.8** 2.7 

QC 6.5***  8.4***  4.9** 

MB 5.2** 5.4** 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 6.6***  3.0 

   

 Area Size (500,000 and over)   

 Rural Area 4.7** 0.1 0.6 

15,000-29,999 0.9 -0.5 -0.1 

30,000-99,999 -0.3 -1.9 -2.2 

100,000-499,999 -3.6** -3.6** -3.7** 

Changed over period 3.6* 2.3 2.5 

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 asterisks at the 0.01 level. Some coefficients are suppressed out 

of confidentiality concerns.  
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Table 8 - D demonstrates the relative income gap (average income gap as a percentage of the 

corresponding average low-income threshold) is regressed on the population characteristics 

including gender, age (in 2002), education attainment for all six years, student status, disability 

status, minority status, immigration status, minority language, family composition in all six years, 

province of residence, and area size in all six years. 
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Table 91: Calculation of SST index for all three low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and 

MBM) , under both the SLID Panel 3 (1999-2004) and Panel 4 (2002-2007) 

Panel 3 (1999-2004) LICO  LIM  MBM  

Ⱬ◄
╣ ♯

╣
 0.1948 0.1970 0.2230 

♯▬ 0.5721 0.5710 0.5625 

╖♯╣  1.8347 1.8331 1.8149 

    

╢╢╣♯╣  0.2045 0.2062 0.2276 

 

 

Panel 4 (2002-2007) LICO  LIM  MBM  

Ⱬ◄
╣ ♯

╣
 0.1945 0.2020 0.2190 

♯▬ 0.5785 0.5652 0.5776 

╖♯╣  1.8353 1.8292 1.8185 

    

╢╢╣♯╣  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 

thresholds (LICO, LIM, and MBM) for both SLID Panels 3 and 4.  

Note: Ὃ♯╣  includes those who were never in low income under the low income threshold in 

question.  
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Table 10 - A: Exclusion analysis on the marginal population at-risk under LICO , LIM , and MBM, 1999-2004 

Representative Population 1999 

 

2000 

 

2001 

 

2002 

 

2003 

 

2004 

 

1999-2004 

 

2000-2004 

 

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 income under LICO but 

excluded under LIM  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 income under LIM  but 

excluded under LICO 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 income under LICO but 

excluded under MBM 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 income under MBM but 

excluded under LICO 492,355 504,933 495,407 426,361 377,741 385,497 
   

  Percentage 2.7% 2.8% 2.8% 2.4% 2.1% 2.2% 2.1% 2.8% 2.1% 2.8% 

in low income under LIM  but 

excluded under MBM 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 income under MBM but 

excluded under LIM  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 included in this table reflect the representative population, by applying the SLID sampling weights. 

Table 10 - A presents the exclusion of the marginal population at-risk between one low income threshold and the other (LICO, LIM , and MBM). 

The percentage of each marginal population at-risk 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 at-risk under LICO , LIM , and MBM, 2002-2007 

Representative Population 2002 

 

2003 

 

2004 

 

2005 

 

2006 

 

2007 

 

2002-2007 

 

Total Population 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 19,403,068 Min Max 

in low income under LICO but 

excluded under LIM  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 income under LIM  but 

excluded under LICO 283,629 250,870 329,149 355,984 272,135 358,568 
  

Percentage 1.5% 1.3% 1.7% 1.8% 1.4% 1.8% 1.3% 1.8% 

in low income under LICO but 

excluded under MBM 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 income under MBM but 

excluded under LICO 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 income under LIM  but 

excluded under MBM 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 income under MBM but 

excluded under LIM  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% 0.8% 1.9% 

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

Note: The counts included in this table reflect the representative population, by applying the SLID sampling weights. 

Table 10 - B presents the exclusion of the marginal population at-risk between one low income threshold and the other (LICO, LIM , and MBM). 

The percentage of each marginal population at-risk 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 111: Annual ranking of low income thresholds (LICO , LIM , and MBM)  by the 

principle  of minimax or least exclusion, for both SLID Panel 3 (1999-2004) and Panel 4 

(2002-2007) 

 

Principle of 

Minimax  

Principle of Least 

Exclusion 

Principle of 

Minimax  

Principle of Least 

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 11 ranks the three low income thresholds (LICO, LIM , and MBM) annually by the 

principle of minimax or least exclusion for panel 3 and panel 4, respectively.
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Figures 

 

Figure 1 - A: Female low income transition chart under LICO , 1999-2004 
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Figure 1 - A: Female low income transition chart under LICO , 1999-2004 (Continued) 

 

 

Initial Non Low Income Profiles  

Under LICO 

- Female Population - 

  
 

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

Figure 1 - A depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LICO for the female population who were initially not under low 

income and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for 

under low income), 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 - B: Female low income transition chart under LIM , 1999-2004 
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Figure 1 - B: Female low income transition chart under LIM , 1999-2004 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3. 

Figure 1 - B depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LIM  for the female population who were initially not under low income 

and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for under 

low income), 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 - C: Female low income transition chart under MBM , 1999-2004 
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Figure 1 - C: Female low income transition chart under MBM , 1999-2004 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3. 

Figure 1 - C depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under MBM for the female population who were initially not under low 

income and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for 

under low income), 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 - D: Female low income transition chart under LICO , 2002-2007 
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Figure 1 - D: Female low income transition chart under LICO , 2002-2007 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4. 

Figure 1 - D depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LICO 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 low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for 

under low income), 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 chart under LIM , 2002-2007 
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Figure 1 - E: Female low income transition chart under LIM , 2002-2007 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4. 

Figure 1 - E depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LIM  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 low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for under 

low income), 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 - F: Female low income transition chart under MBM , 2002-2007 
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Figure 1 - F: Female low income transition chart under MBM , 2002-2007 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 4. 

Figure 1 - F depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under MBM 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 low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for 

under low income), 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 2 - A: Male low income transition chart under LICO , 1999-2004 
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Figure 2 - A: Male low income transition chart under LICO , 1999-2004 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3. 

Figure 2 - A depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LICO for the male population who were initially not under low income 

and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for under 

low income), 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 2 - B: Male low income transition chart under LIM , 1999-2004 
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Figure 2 - B: Male low income transition chart under LIM , 1999-2004 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3. 

Figure 2 - B depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under LIM  for the male population who were initially not under low income 

and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for under 

low income), 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 2 - C: Male low income transition chart under MBM , 1999-2004 
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Figure 2 - C: Male low income transition chart under MBM , 1999-2004 (Continued) 
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Source: Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Panel 3. 

Figure 2 - C depicts the 6-year transition paths of low income status under MBM for the male population who were initially not under low income 

and who were initially under low income in 1999, respectively. In each cell, the low income status (ñNò for not under low income, ñPò for under 

low income), 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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