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Abstract. Poverty (low income) dynamics are explored using tax filer data covering the period 1992
to 1996. The distributions of short- and long-term episodes are identified, and reveal substantial
differences by sex and family type. Entry and exit models explore the relationships between poverty
transitions and sex, family status and other personal and situational attributes. Duration effects on
exiting and re-entering poverty are found to be important, and models including past poverty
experiences point to strong “occurrence dependence” for poverty entry and incidence. Fixed-effect
panel data models confirm the above, and reveal asymmetries in the impacts of household transitions
on poverty.

1. Introduction
While we know much about poverty in a

static context – poverty rates and the

characteristics of the poor in any given

year – our understanding of poverty (or

low income) dynamics in Canada remains

very limited.1  This is a serious shortcoming,

since many of the most important aspects

of poverty relate to its dynamic element. For

example, to understand the hardship of

poverty requires knowing whether it is a

relatively brief or longer-term experience, to

identify the proximate causes of movements

into or out of poverty necessitates observ-

ing those transitions, and to place poverty

spells in a broader context depends on

observing the rate at which individuals

move back into poverty after escaping.

Looking at poverty in a static framework

tells us nothing of these.2
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The missing dynamic element is particu-

larly problematic in a policy context. A

widespread incidence of short poverty

spells implies fundamentally different

policy prescriptions than does a greater

concentration of longer-term spells

among a smaller number of individuals.

The former implies the need for relatively

short-term income support programmes

to help individuals get over a hump which

they would otherwise likely soon manage

on their own, whereas the latter suggests

a need for more active measures focused

on helping a core group of disadvantaged

individuals in a more fundamental man-

ner (e.g., developing marketable job skills).

Similarly, any improved understanding of

the characteristics and events associated

with poverty transitions could aid the

development of specific policy measures

aimed at reducing the number of entries

and speeding exits.

Until recently, the sort of longitudinal

data that follow individuals over time,

which is required for the study of income

dynamics in general and poverty dynam-

ics in particular, has not existed in Canada.

By the 1990’s Canada was one of the few

OECD countries without poverty research

focussed on dynamic issues.3  However,

the recently developed Longitudinal

Administrative Database (LAD), which

comprises a large, representative sample

of tax filers and provides information on

income, taxes, and various socio-demo-

graphic characteristics, offers new oppor-

tunities for studying poverty dynamics in

this country.

The contribution of this paper is to

report the results of an empirical analysis

of low-income dynamics in Canada using

the LAD database. It begins with a de-

scription of individuals’ longitudinal

poverty profiles over the 1992-96 period,

including how many poverty experiences

were long-term versus short-term, and the

breakdown of the poor population in any

given year among these different types.

The bulk of the paper then presents the

estimation results for models that analyse

poverty dynamics in terms of the underly-

ing entry, exit, and re-entry processes, that

analyse poverty incidence in a given year

as a function of individuals’ past longitudi-

nal poverty profiles, and that use a fixed-

effects approach to provide an alternative

perspective of the impacts of household

transitions on poverty. The goal is to provide

an initial descriptive analysis of poverty

dynamics in Canada and to establish a basis

for future work in this area.

2. The Data and Samples
2.1 The Longitudinal
Administrative Database (LAD)

The LAD is a ten percent (now 20 per-

cent) representative sample of Canadian

tax filers constructed from Revenue

Canada tax files that follows individuals

over time and matches them into family

units on an annual basis, thus providing

individual and family-level information on

incomes, taxes, and basic demographic

characteristics in a dynamic framework.

The first year of data is 1982 and the file

ran through 1996 at the time this project

was undertaken, but only the 1992-96

period is employed in this study because

social assistance, which is especially

important for low income Canadians, is

not sufficiently well captured on the file in

the earlier years.

Individuals are selected into the LAD by

a random number generator and are then

followed over time. The LAD’s coverage of

the adult population is very good since,

unlike some other countries (e.g., the U.S.)

the rate of tax filing in Canada is very

high: upper income Canadians are re-

quired to file, while lower income

individuals have strong incentives do so in
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order to recover income tax and other

payroll tax deductions made throughout

the year, and to receive various tax credits.

Overall, the full set of annual files from

which the LAD is constructed are esti-

mated to cover 95-97 percent of the

population over the period covered, thus

comparing favourably with other

databases. Furthermore, most non-filers

are members of families where others do

file and for whom records have been

imputed from those other individuals’ tax

records, thus boosting the representation

of the file still further.4

The large number of observations in the

LAD (around two million in any given

year) allows for a robust and detailed

analysis. In this study, for example, models

are estimated separately by family type,

which would be impossible with standard

survey databases. The income information

on the LAD is also excellent, and generally

superior to what individuals provide in

survey data.5  It has been found to be

especially superior at the upper and lower

income levels, the latter obviously being

of greatest relevance to this study. This

accuracy partly stems from the 80-90

percent capture rate of social assistance

cash payments on the LAD, which com-

pares favourably with other Canadian

databases.6  One significant advantage of

the LAD is that the availability of income

and payroll taxes paid and government

transfers received means that the income

measures and associated poverty cut-offs

we use better reflect individuals’ actual

economic well-being than those based on

gross pre-tax income and the pre-tax

LICOs that are typically employed.

2.2 The Unit of Analysis, the
Income Measure, and the Low
Income Cut-Off

This study focuses on the low-income

dynamics of individuals. Income is, how-

ever, viewed in a family context, because

this is how poverty status is typically

defined, on the assumption that families

pool and share their incomes. Individuals’

incomes are defined quite inclusively, and

include earnings, net self-employment

income, returns to investments (dividends

and interest), child/spousal support

received, and all other private sources

(except capital gains), as well as govern-

ment transfers and tax credits (all con-

verted to 1996 constant dollars). Dispos-

able income is arrived at by making the

appropriate tax deductions (CPP, UI/EI,

child and spousal support payments) and

subtracting income tax payable. Adjusted

income is calculated by summing net

income over all family members and

applying the “square root” equivalence

scale, which assumes that certain econo-

mies of scale accrue to people who live

together in families.7

The low-income cut-off employed here

is 50 percent of median adjusted family

income. The median was calculated in

each of the years covered by the study

(1992-96), and the average of these values

($11,700) was used as the (fixed) cut-off in

all years. The measure is thus a relative

one (derived from the distribution of

incomes in the underlying population in

each year), but then fixed in real terms in

order to provide a constant threshold over

the period of analysis.8  The one-half

median income cut-off is a commonly

used measure, but findings based on

higher and lower thresholds (65 and 40

percent of median income) are reported

in Appendix tables 3, 4, 6, and 7. The

substantive findings are the same as those

reported here.

2.3 Sample Selection
Our analysis is restricted to individuals

aged 20 years and over, thus eliminating

many students and others in the early
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stages of the transition to economic

independence for whom poverty status

has a different significance than for

others. After imposing this basic restric-

tion, the LAD varies from 1.867 million

observations in 1992 to 2.000 million in

1996. This growth represents the increase

in the underlying population over this

period. The samples were then restricted

to those who filed tax forms in all years

1992-96, thus deleting those who left the

country or died, as well as individuals who

simply declined to file in certain years,

reducing the file to 1.630 million (87

percent of the 1992 total). Deleting

students (6.4 percent) further reduced the

sample to 1.526 million. Finally, deletions

based on various checks of family struc-

ture for longitudinal consistency (another

7.0 percent) resulted in a final sample size

of 1.419 million.9

2.4 Other Variables Included in the
Analysis – and Some Notable
Exclusions

The variables that appear as regressors

in the models include the individual’s age,

province of residence, two “minority

language” variables indicating

anglophones in Québec and

francophones in the rest of Canada (which

leave the province effects on their own to

represent those of the “majority” language

in each case), whether or not the indi-

vidual moved from one province to

another from one year to the next, the

population in the region of residence, and

a series of calendar year dummy variables

to capture business cycle effects and

secular time trends.

This list has some notable omissions.

While it would be interesting to include

education in any analysis of poverty

dynamics, the information is not currently

available on the LAD database. Detailed

job characteristics, including wage rates,

hours of work, occupation, industry, and

so on are similarly missing, precluding any

detailed analysis of the role of labour

market outcomes in this study. One can,

therefore, imagine this analysis, which

takes particular advantage of the LAD’s

size and excellent income information as

well as its basic longitudinal aspect, as

being complementary to work that could

be undertaken with other databases

where this additional information is

available.

3. Longitudinal Poverty Profiles
3.1 Poverty Profiles

Figures 1 and 2, for females and males

respectively, graphically summarize

individuals’ poverty experiences over the

period in question. The upper (lower)

chart in each looks at those who are poor

(not poor) in 1992, the first year of our

data. Each box indicates the count and the

fraction of those in the box immediately

above, or of the population in 1992 for the

top box, that is poor or not poor in each

year. Females are somewhat more likely to

be poor than males. The difference in

levels is 2.7 percentage points in 1992,

which on a base of 12.4 percent for males

implies that females are 21.8 percent

more likely to be poor. The gap increases

slightly across the period, with females 3.7

percent more likely to be poor in 1996.

All possible dynamic paths are popu-

lated, but some are much denser than

others. In particular, for those poor in

1992, the leftmost and rightmost

branches of the tree are by far the most

common; remaining continuously below

the poverty line for the subsequent 4

years is the most common path, and

transiting immediately out of poverty and

remaining above the line is the second

most common. Among those poor in 1992,

39.8 percent of females remain
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continuously in poverty, while 33.8 per-

cent of males do so. For those who are not

poor in 1992, remaining above the pov-

erty line in all years is by far the most

common path, and this profile remains

sufficiently large that the small deviation

from it to poverty is the second largest

group each year. Aside from being continu-

ously poor or not poor, paths with a single

switch in state tend to be more common,

and paths with a single year of poverty are

next most common. Switching back and

forth thus appears to be rather uncommon

– and of course some of that which does

occur results from small changes in the

income of people who are close to the

poverty cut-off (Finnie 2000a, b).

3.2 Total Time in Poverty
The first row in table 1a indicates that

73.6 percent of those in our sample were

never in poverty (or in the low income

state as recorded by our data) over the

1992-96 period, and 5.9 percent were poor

every year. By sex, more women experi-

enced more years of poverty at every

point, the difference being greatest for

those in poverty all years (7.0 percent for

women versus 4.7 percent for men). From

another perspective, 26.4 percent experi-

enced a spell of poverty over the five

years of analysis, and one-half of those

individuals (50.2 percent) were long-run

poor in that they were in low income

three or more years.

Table 1a also shows the number of years

spent in poverty by family status in

1992.10  The most dramatic results are for

female lone parents: just 33.3 percent

were non-poor all years and 24.2 percent

were poor every year. Conversely, approxi-

mately 80 percent of those who were

married (with a legal or common law

spouse) never experienced a low-income

spell (focusing on the male figures), with

similar rates for those with and without

children (79.7 and 81.9 percent respec-

tively). The never-poor rates are also high

for filing children (i.e., single persons

living with their parents) at 74.5 and 74.4

percent. For unattached individuals (i.e.,

unmarried and no children), just 61.2 and

64.0 percent of males and females, respec-

tively, were consistently non-poor, while

11.5 percent (both cases) were in poverty

all years. In summary, poverty is generally

uncommon and only rarely chronic for

most married persons and young adults

living with their parents, is considerably

more widespread for singles, and is

experienced by the majority of lone

parents at some point in our window,

often for extended periods.

The table also shows the composition of

the low-income population in each year in

terms of individuals’ longitudinal poverty

profiles. Whereas those who are poor all

five years make up just 5.9 percent of the

sample population, the numbers along

the second row show that they represent

(on average) 39.9 percent of the poor

population in any given year. By sex, the

share of long-term poor is slightly higher

for females than males. In contrast, the

“briefly poor” (poor one year out of the

five) make up, on average, just 11.1

percent of the poor in any given year.

From a policy perspective, the “good

news” here is that low income rates could

be cut more or less permanently by two-

fifths if the 6 percent of the population

who are always poor could somehow be

lifted out of poverty on a long-term basis,

and the figure rises to 60 percent if those

who are poor four out of the five years are

included. The dilemma, of course, is that

this is also the most challenging group

from a policy perspective precisely be-

cause the consistent nature of their low-

income experiences presumably stems

from quite fundamental causes.
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3.3 Who Makes Up the Long-Run
Poor Population?

Another set of calculations flips the

perspective to show the breakdown of the

always poor, the never poor, and the

“sometimes poor” groups by sex and

family type. The results in table 1b show

that whereas unattached individuals and

single parents make up just 26.2 percent

of the sample population (the “All” col-

umn), they comprise 60.5 percent of the

always poor group, thus reflecting their

much higher rates of long-run poverty.

Male lone parents comprise a trivial share

of this group, due to their small numbers

overall. Perhaps more surprisingly, unat-

tached women (single, no children) make

up a larger component of the consistently

poor population (23.9 percent) than do

single mothers (17.4 percent), while single

men make up another large component

(17.9 percent). Although married individu-

als have low rates of long-run poverty (as

seen above), the large size of the underly-

ing population groups leaves them

representing a sizeable 27.8 percent of

the long-run poor (males and females

taken together). While, therefore, there are

good reasons to direct policy measures at

single mothers, as is often done, deliver-

ing this group from long-run poverty even

in its entirety would reduce the size of the

always poor population by only about 17

percent, meaning that other groups would

also have to be helped to considerably

diminish the number of long-run poor –

and the poor in any given year – by any

truly substantial amount.

4. The Annual Entry and Exit
Models

4.1 The Specification of the Models
In this section, low income dynamics are

analysed in a logit model framework

where the probability of entering or

exiting poverty in a given year is taken to

be a function of the individual characteris-

tics and situational attributes holding in

the first of each of the pairs of years that

comprise the unit of observation (1992-93

to 1995-96), or changes from the first year

to the second. The models are estimated

separately for males and females, and for

each family status in the first of each pair

of years in order to allow the structure of

the model to vary along these dimensions

(a luxury deriving from the large sample

size of the LAD).11

In tables 2a and 2b results are presented

as probability effects derived from the

underlying regressions. A baseline prob-

ability, which represents the predicted

probability of entry into, or exit from, low

income with all of the regressors (all of

which are categorical variables) set to

zero, is first generated. This represents a

well-defined “individual” corresponding to

the omitted categories (resident of a large

city in Ontario, no change in family status,

etc.). Probabilities are then predicted with

each of the regressors “turned on” one at a

time. The associated changes in the prob-

ability of the transition in question occur-

ring (i.e., the marginal effects) are shown.

Asterisks indicate that the underlying

coefficients are statistically significant. The

underlying coefficients, and the full model

results, can be found in the Appendix tables.

4.2 The Annual Entry Models
The Baseline Probabilities

The baseline probabilities of entering

poverty are given in the first row of table

2a. As mentioned, these represent the

average rate of entering low income for

individuals who are in the omitted cat-

egories, as indicated in parentheses in the

table. For this baseline group, lone parents

who remained in that state from one year

to the next generally have the highest

probability of entering poverty, with rates

of about 8 percent for males and females



7

alike. Singles come next, with rates in the

6 percent range. The predicted probabili-

ties of attached individuals entering

poverty on a year-over-year basis are

much lower, around the 2-to-3 percent

mark.

Changes in Family Status and
Related

In a much more direct manner than

static analyses have allowed, changes in

family status are revealed to have a

dramatic association with low income

transitions. Becoming a lone parent is the

greatest among these, especially for

women. Becoming a single parent (see the

“to lone parent” row) increases the prob-

ability of entering low income from 5.8

percent to 30.4 percent for women who

were initially single (the baseline 5.8

percent plus the extra 24.6 percent

indicated for that transition), from 2.9 to

34.8 percent for those who were originally

attached with child(ren), and from 1.7 to

44.1 percent for those who were initially

in couples with no children. Conversely

(but consistently), a change in family

status from lone parenthood to any other

category (read down the “lone parent”

column) decreases the probability of

moving into low income, in most cases

more than halving the rate relative to

those who remained single mothers. For

men, the effects of becoming a single

parent on the probability of moving into

low income from one year to the next are

also all statistically significant and sub-

stantial, but not nearly as strong as for

females, and there are, of course, only a

very small number of such cases.

Continuing to look at family status

transitions, we see that becoming single

(“to single”) increases the probability of

entering low income in most cases,

especially for women. The greatest effect

is for those initially attached with children,

for whom the probability of entering low

income rises from 2.9 percent to 16.7

percent. The exception is lone parents,

who move from a state that is already very

high-risk. The birth of a first child (“to

attached with children”) has a moderately

small influence in absolute terms on the

probability of entering low income for

both individuals who were initially single

(who thus married over the period in

question), and those who were initially

members of childless couples. In the latter

case, though, the probability of entering

low income is more than twice as high as

for the baseline “no children” group (1.9

versus 4.2 percent for men, and 1.7 versus

4.5 percent for women): that is, having a

first child more than doubles the prob-

ability of entering poverty for couples.

This event is, furthermore, relatively

common, so the overall effect of starting a

family on entry into low income is sub-

stantial in terms of the number of indi-

viduals involved.12  Moving from any other

family status to being attached with no

children is uniformly associated with

declines in the probability of entering low

income in a given year. This move is to the

group with the lowest poverty rates (both

the level rates in any given year and the

entry rates) – for men and women alike.

Moving back into the parental home (“to

filing child”) appears to, on average,

represent a form of economic refuge for

the unattached, as this dynamic is associ-

ated with large declines in the probability

of entering low income for singles and

lone parents (although not significantly so

for the latter).13  Interestingly, changing

spouses over the relevant interval (“new

spouse”) is associated with considerably

higher rates of entering low income than

remaining with the same partner, espe-

cially when children are present. These

effects are, however, over twice as strong

for females as males (16 percent versus 7
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percent). This seems counter to notions

that individuals typically change spouses

at least partly for economic reasons – but

see the exit rates below.

The effects of the number of children in

the household are generally (but not

uniformly) monotonically positive. Al-

though most coefficients are statistically

significant, the effects are not particularly

strong except for large families. The

exception is the case of single mothers, for

whom the effects of each additional child

are substantial.

Age Effects
Differences in entry rates by age are

mostly statistically significant but small

relative to those related to family dynam-

ics. (The sample sizes for some of the age

groups are quite small.) It is, however,

interesting to note the substantially

higher rates of entry for the youngest

group (ages 20 to 29) of individuals with

children, especially for single mothers, for

whom the estimated entry rates are

almost three times those of the baseline

(“prime”) group: 21.9 percent versus 8.2

percent. The proportional effects are

almost as strong for couples with children,

but from much lower baseline probabili-

ties, with the youngest male group having

a predicted rate of 4.9 percent, rather than

2.4 percent, compared to 6.2 rather than

2.9 percent of females. These results have

potential policy implications, especially

given the evidence of significant duration

and occurrence dependence reported

below; high rates of entry among the

younger groups might influence their

low-income experiences for many years to

come.

Province, Language, and Area Size
Effects

Newfoundland notwithstanding, the

province effects are mostly quite small

except for single parents. The results for

this group are, however, somewhat sur-

prising. For lone mothers, in particular, the

coefficient estimates are uniformly signifi-

cantly negative, meaning that holding

other factors constant, the rates of entry

into poverty are higher in Ontario, the

omitted category against which the other

province effects are compared. This

finding seems to indicate that – in the

context of its stronger labour market – the

social assistance system in Ontario has

been less effective at preventing single

mothers from falling into poverty than

systems in other jurisdictions.14

Minority language effects are estimated

to be mostly rather small, although the

generally higher entry rates for

anglophones in Québec, especially for

single mothers, are noteworthy. Moving

from one province to another (“mover”) is

fairly strongly associated with entry into

low income for individuals of most family

types, particularly lone parents. The

direction of causality might, however, be

suspect here given the endogeneity of the

variable. We are thus cautious in interpret-

ing this effect here and below, but the

positive effect is nevertheless interesting,

and consistent with other related work

carried out with the LAD.15

The clearest results regarding the

population size of the area in which the

individual resides are that individuals in

rural areas have distinctly higher prob-

abilities of entering poverty in a given

year, and that a fairly strong and more

general inverse relationship exists be-

tween area size and the probability of

entering low income for lone mothers. The

latter result may reflect a reduced avail-

ability of social services, fewer jobs of the

type best suited to this group, social

isolation, and related factors in smaller

cities, towns, and the countryside as
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compared to larger urban areas. However,

incomes are not adjusted for differences

in the cost of living in different areas, so

caution should be exercised in interpret

ting all area size effects.

Calendar Year Effects
The only important calendar year effects

indicate substantially higher rates of

entering poverty for lone parents in the

two later years covered by the analysis,

even though this was a period of eco-

nomic recovery, albeit a rather sluggish

and uneven one. This deterioration pre-

sumably reflects the degree to which

single parents are largely disconnected

from the labour market and dependent on

social assistance payments, UI/EI, and

other government services and transfers,

which were generally reduced in the later

years.

These year indicators, even though

estimated over a fairly short period, are, in

some cases, fairly substantial and poten-

tially have longer-term implications. For

example, the predicted rate of entry into

low income for single mothers rose from

8.2 percent for the baseline 1992-to-1993

transitions to 12.5 percent and 11.2

percent for the 1994-to-1995 and 1995-to-

1996 intervals respectively. If these

changes represent a longer-term shift, or

if the trend has continued – which seems

possible in the face of continued spend-

ing cuts – higher poverty rates should be

expected in the future as these entrants

join the stock of the current low-income

population at faster rates than before.16

4.3 The Annual Exit Models
The Baseline Probabilities

The baseline probabilities for the exit

models (table 2b) represent individuals

with the same characteristics as those of

the baselines in the entry models. Control-

ling for other factors, annual exit rates are

highest for attached individuals (28 to 41

percent), and lowest for singles (19 or 20

percent). The male-female gaps can be

quite large, but – recalling the sample

issues noted above – restricting the

models to those aged 20-59 brings them

to within 4 percentage points of each

other.

Changes in Family Status and
Related

The strongest and most important of the

family status variables again pertain to

lone mothers. For these, any change in

family status is associated with a large

increase in the probability of exiting

poverty (relative to the omitted group

representing those who remain single

mothers into the next year). Getting

married (i.e., moving to the attached with

children category) increases the predicted

exit rate from 29.3 to 84.1 percent. The

increase is even greater for those who

become attached but no longer have

children, is stronger yet for those who

become a “filing child”, and is also quite

large for those who become single with

no children. The effects for single fathers

are generally the same, but not as strong

(except for the very small group who

become filing children). On the other side

of this dynamic, becoming a lone parent is

associated with strongly negative effects on

the probability of exiting low income

(except for a statistically non-significant

effect for males originally in childless

couples – a rare dynamic). In short, the point

of entering or exiting lone motherhood is

strongly associated with poverty transitions.

Similar effects hold for the unattached

status. Moving from single to attached

(with or without children) or to the filing

child status is strongly associated with

exiting low income. An important differ-

ence for the single status relative to lone

parenthood, however, is that for those
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who are already poor, becoming single has

positive effects on the probability of

leaving low income, especially for men.

The exit rate is, for example, 27.7 percent

for the baseline men in childless couples

who remain in that state but 43.8 percent

for those who become single, while the

analogous rates are 36.5 and 47.7 percent

for those initially in couples with children.

In short, the end of a marriage appears to

be a significant route out of poverty,

especially for men, but also for women

(the effects for the latter are 5 and 4

percent, respectively, for those with and

without children).

A change in spouse for individuals who

are married in both years is also related to

substantial increases in the probability of

leaving low income, a result that is espe-

cially interesting in a context where

spouse-changing was seen above to also

be positively related to the entry into low

income. Here, though, it is consistent with

the preceding result that the end of a

marriage increases exit rates.

Changing from attached with children to

attached with no children has a positive

effect on exiting low income: the typical

dynamic here is that as children leave

home, the family’s measured income

needs are diminished, while women’s

labour supply might also increase. The

effects of the number of children repre-

sent the mirror image of those observed

for the entry models discussed above: exit

rates generally decline with the number of

children, pointing to longer-run poverty

among larger families. The effects here

are, however, about as strong for couples

as for single parents, in contrast to the

entry models.

Age Effects
Younger singles and childless couples

(aged 20 to 29, and 30 to 39), represent

the family types that depend most on

earned income and are at the point in

their life-cycle most strongly character-

ised by upwards earnings mobility (Finnie

and Gray forthcoming, Beach and Finnie

1998). These individuals have considerably

higher probabilities of exiting low income

on an annual basis than the prime age

reference groups (ages 40 to 49) of these

same family types. Entry rates were also

found to be higher for these younger age

groups (see above). Taken together, these

results point to a generally more volatile

poverty dynamic for younger people –

that is, higher rates of both entry into and

exit from low income. Older singles and

couples (aged 60 to 69, and 70 and over)

are, however, also more likely to exit

poverty than individuals in the middle-

aged group.

Conversely, for couples with children

and single parents, younger individuals

have lower rates of leaving low income

than the corresponding prime age groups

(and others), possibly reflecting a combi-

nation of reduced labour market opportu-

nities and the limited effectiveness of the

social assistance and related transfer

programmes upon which these groups

often depend. Note that young couples

with children thus have both higher rates

of entering low income (seen above) and

lower rates of leaving than do older ones

– more “total” poverty stemming from

both sides of the underlying dynamics.

Province, Language, and Area Size
Effects

Exit rates across most provinces are

mostly statistically significantly lower than

for baseline Ontario, with only Alberta

showing a more mixed pattern, these

results reflecting the general differences

in underlying economic performance. The

effects are sometimes quite large, with 5

to over 10 percentage point reductions
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relative to the baseline exit rates. Moving

from one province to another has mixed

effects. But its strongly positive influence

on exiting low income for single men is

consistent with related research (also

using the LAD) on the effects of inter-

provincial mobility on earnings, which are

estimated to be strongly positive for

young male singles, who are also the most

likely to move (see references in Finnie

2000a). The strong negative effects of

inter-provincial mobility on exiting low

income for lone mothers seems to merit

further study; for example, does moving

tend to drive these women into poverty,

or do they move after tumbling into

straitened circumstances?

Most of the minority language effects

are not individually statistically significant.

However, unattached anglophones in

Québec generally exit poverty at slightly

higher rates than their francophone

compatriots. In contrast, anglophone

couples with children and lone mothers

do worse than the majority francophones,

while (minority) francophones in the rest

of the country do worse than their

anglophone neighbours. Perhaps these

effects reflect a diminished availability or

effectiveness of social services or more

limited job market opportunities.

The clearest finding with respect to the

population size of the area of residence is

that exit rates are, in most cases, signifi-

cantly lower in rural areas, mirroring the

higher entry rates of rural dwellers,

especially lone parents, found above. The

underlying factors once again presumably

include different labour market structures,

reduced availability of services, and social

isolation. For some other groups, though –

couples both with and (especially) with-

out children – exit rates are higher in the

smaller areas than the large urban

centres.

Calendar Year Effects
The calendar year effects point to clear

improvements over the period covered by

the analysis for married (“attached”) men

with no children, and neutral or negative

trends for all others. The greatest deterio-

ration is again for couples with children

and, especially, single parents, with the

exit rates of the latter group generally

falling from 5 to 7 percentage points on

baseline levels of just under 30 percent for

the 1992-1993 reference interval, indicat-

ing decreases in the relative rate of exiting

poverty in the 20 percent range. The

source of these trends is again presum-

ably the major cut-backs in social assist-

ance, UI/EI, and other transfer pro-

grammes that were not sufficiently offset

by any positive earnings effects associ-

ated with the rather soft recovery that

characterised the Canadian economy in

these years.

5. Hazard Models and Duration
Effects

5.1 The Samples and Specifications
A hazard model framework is employed

to estimate the rates at which individuals:

i) exit current low-income spells on a year-

by-year basis from the point of entry, and

ii) enter a second spell of low income after

an earlier exit. These models permit the

identification of duration effects – the

relationship between the amount of time

already spent in (or out of ) low income

and the probability of exiting (or re-

entering) in a given year.

For the exit case, this begins with the

creation of samples that include only low-

income spells that start during the 1992-

1996 period covered by the data, thus

deleting left-censored spells. The prob-

ability of exiting low income from one

year to the next is then estimated as a

function of the various time-varying

personal characteristics and situational
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attributes included in the exit models

seen above plus a series of dummy

variables indicating the current spell

length (one to four years).17  Only the

baseline probability, duration terms, and

year effects are shown, since the results

for the other variables generally resemble

those seen above.

5.2 The Exit Hazard Models
As a result of including only observa-

tions for which the start of the low income

spell is observed, the baseline exit prob-

abilities shown in the top part of table 3

are considerably higher than those

derived from the more general exit

models of table 2b – precisely because the

most chronically poor are excluded. Both

sets of results are meaningful and simply

represent different perspectives of the

low income exit dynamic: the hazard

model results represent the probability of

leaving low income at each point in time

over a given spell for the sample of new

low income spells observed in our data

window (as generated by the selection of

all new spells which began 1992-1996),

while the annual models represent the

exit rates for the representative stock of

individuals in low income in a given year.

The duration terms indicate that the

probability of exiting low income declines

substantially with the length of time the

person spends in that state, the probabili-

ties dropping 16 to 27 percentage points

after four years across the various groups.

In relative terms, the rate at which indi-

viduals exit low income falls between 40

and 57 percent compared to the baseline

rates that represent exit rates after just

one year. These are large effects by any

standard. The fact that the magnitudes of

the duration effects are roughly the same

across the various models implies that exit

rates do not generally “cross”; groups that

have higher (or lower) rates of exiting

poverty after one year generally have

higher (or lower) exit rates after a greater

number of years as well.

The specific shapes of the duration

effects are also interesting. The hazard

rates generally decline quite steeply in the

second year, but then largely flatten out

by the fourth: the probability of exiting

poverty drops most rapidly over the first

few years of a spell, but then remain more

or less constant. The five years of LAD data

used here may, therefore, provide a good

indication of the full shape of the relevant

hazard profiles over time.

The calendar year effects largely corre-

spond to those already seen for the

annual exit models except that the exit

rates drop off in the later years more

sharply for single mothers – 10.5 points

on a baseline of 42, a decline of a full 25

percent over this short period. The ex-

pected length of new poverty spells thus

increased especially significantly for

single mothers over these years.

Treating unobserved heterogeneity is

very important to this sort of analysis, and

adjustments based on the nonparametric

Heckman and Singer (1984) method were

attempted. Unfortunately, there was

insufficient variation in the data to sup-

port the procedure (perhaps not surpris-

ing given the relatively short lengths of

the spells being analysed) and the models

did not converge, a problem mentioned

by, for example, Elbers and Ridder (1982),

and Meyer (1990). As an alternative, a

method that parameterises unobserved

heterogeneity as a gamma distribution

(see Meyer 1990, Prentice and Gloeckler

1978) was employed with a Weibull (log)

baseline hazard. For the models that

converged, allowing for unobserved

heterogeneity did not alter the coefficient

estimates substantively.18  While those
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results suggest that controlling for unob-

served heterogeneity is not required in

these data, we prefer to emphasize that

care should be taken in interpreting the

estimated duration effects until additional

years of data allow these effects to be

more fully disentangled.

5.3 The Re-Entry Models
As with the exit hazard models, the

baseline probabilities for the re-entry

models seen in panel B of table 3 are

substantially higher than the more gen-

eral annual entry rates seen in table 2a:

from 18 to 36 percent as compared to 2 to

around 8 percent. Individuals who had

already experienced (and exited) a low

income spell over the period covered by

the data were thus more likely to begin

another spell in any given year than were

the general population of non-poor

individuals. These comparisons begin to

point to the importance of occurrence

dependence (as opposed to the duration

dependence focused on in these hazard

specifications), a topic pursued further

below.

The duration terms are again strong,

indicating that the rate of re-entering low

income declines significantly with the

number of years spent out of that state

after a previous spell. More specifically,

the re-entry rates drop 41 to 59 percent

(in relative terms) across the different

groups over three years. The greatest

declines again come initially, but the exit

rates still fall two to three years out,

suggesting that further declines might

have been observed had the data been

more extended.

There are also notable differences in the

declines of the exit probabilities by group.

Those of single parents (especially males)

decline the least, and these smaller

decreases come on top of baseline re-

entry rates that are already the highest.

The relative risk of re-entering poverty

thus varies over time for different types of

individuals. Adjustments for unobserved

heterogeneity followed the same route as

those for the exit models discussed above,

and similar results are found. We continue

to interpret our duration results cau-

tiously – as including both pure duration

effects and the influences of unobserved

heterogeneity.

Turning to the calendar year variables,

these are almost all statistically significant

and in some cases quite strong (attached

females with no children are the only clear

exception) and point to significant in-

creases in the probability of re-entering

low income over this period for most

groups. The shifts vary in magnitude but

are as great as around 10 percentage

points for single mothers, representing

relative increases of 44 percent from

1993-1994 to 1995-1996. Not only, there-

fore, did (new) low-income spells have

greater expected length over the sample

period (see above), but so the probability

of re-entering a subsequent spell in-

creased as well.

6. Occurrence Dependence
6.1 The Specifications

To what degree are entry into poverty

and current poverty status related to an

individual’s past poverty record? In order

to incorporate individuals’ past poverty

experiences into the analysis of their

current dynamics and status, occurrence

dependence is investigated with two

different models. Both are simple reduced

form descriptive models with the same

regressors as the models presented in

table 2a. First, a variant of the annual entry

models is estimated, but the dependent

variable is restricted to entry into poverty

1995-96 (the last interval covered by the

data), with the number of years the
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individual spent in low income 1992-94

included is an additional regressor (while

the year indicators are omitted).19  Second,

a simple logit specification of low-income

status in 1996 is estimated, where the

number of years in, and time since the last

incident of, low income from 1992-95 are

included as explanatory variables.

6.2 Past Low Income Experiences
and Current Entry into Low Income

The baseline hazards for the 1995-96

entry models (panel A of table 4) are

generally lower than those found in the

general annual entry models, principally

because – in the presence of the poverty

experience regressors included – they

represent the situation of individuals with

no previous low-income spells over the

observed interval, as well as any other

particularities of the 1995-1996 period.

Coefficients on the past poverty vari-

ables show the anticipated strong rela-

tionship between the number of years

previously spent in low income and the

probability of entering low income

between 1995 and 1996 (re-entry for

those with previous spells). For individuals

who were never in low income 1992-94

(and who possessed the models’ other

baseline characteristics), the probability of

entering low income from 1995 to 96 was

1.4 to 9.1 percent, depending on the

particular family type and sex. For those

who were in low income all three of the

earlier years, but who were not poor in

1995, entry rates ranged from 19.6 to 46.8

percent. Across the various groups, the entry

rates of the “consistently poor” thus ranged

from 5 to 15 times those of the “never poor”,

with the smaller differences being for the

lone parent families, which had relatively

high entry rates to begin with. Individuals’

past low-income records are, in short,

powerful predictors of the probability of

entering poverty in a given year.

6.3 Past Low Income Experiences
and Current Low Income Status

The “poor in 1996 models” (table 4, panel

B) show that past low-income status also

has a strong predictive impact on current

low-income status. In this model the

regressors of interest are dichotomous

variables indicating the number of years

in low income (One, Two, …) between

1992 and 1995, and those same variables

interacted with the last year in which the

person was low income. Thus “Two95” is

set to one if the person was poor for two

years in the period and the most recent

year was 1995, and zero otherwise. Focus-

ing on the leftmost column for single

men, the baseline single male who was

not in poverty at any time in the preced-

ing years has only a 5.1 percent chance of

being poor. Thirteen percent is added to

this if he was poor once – and given the

definition of the other variables, that year

must have been 1992. If that single poor

year was 1993, there is effectively no

difference from 1992, but if it was 1994

the probability of poverty increases by

just under 2 percent, and if it was 1995,

then the probability increases by almost

22 percent relative to 1992. Greater

numbers of years in poverty are inter-

preted similarly.

For both sexes and each family type, the

probability of being poor increases

substantially with the number of years

previously poor. The effects are even

stronger here than in the entry models in

panel A, primarily because those other

models were necessarily estimated for

individuals who were non-poor in 1995,

thereby excluding those with the most

chronic low income profiles. Thus, whereas

the baseline low income rates vary from

1.5 to 10.6 percent, effectively represent-

ing the poverty rates of individuals with

no previous years of low income, they

immediately jump to 7.2 to 22 percent for
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individuals with one previous year of low

income in 1992, and soar as high as 69 to

92 percent for those who were in low

income all four previous years. Individuals’

past low-income records are again power-

ful predictors of their current or future

low-income status. Looking at the effect

of the most recent year in poverty in

combination with number of years poor

provides further insight into these proc-

esses. It is clear that the more distant in time

the individual is from the last year below the

line has a large impact on the probability of

being currently poor. In particular, being

poor in the previous year is crucial.

7. Incidence
To model the incidence of poverty, a

fixed-effect panel approach of the form:

it it i ity x= + + +α β µ ε (1)

is employed, where y
it
 is a zero/one

indicator for being in poverty, χ
it
 is a

vector of demographics, µ
i
 is an unob-

served fixed effect, α  and β are param-

eters to be estimated, and ε
it
 is a white

noise error term. Unlike the previous

models, the sample is not stratified on

family status and the panel nature of the

data is more fully exploited to address the

fixed unobservables. As can be seen in

table 5, however, unlike the standard

fixed-effects model where it is assumed

that the impact of moving between any

two family status states is independent of

the direction – that is, a type of symmetry

is normally imposed in which the move-

ment from a first state to a second is

simply the negative of moving from the

second to the first – we allow each direc-

tion to have its own coefficient. As will be

seen, the data appear to support the

relaxation of this restriction.

A series of Hausman-type tests were

performed to see if µ
i
 is best treated as a

fixed or random effect, and in each case

the random-effects model was strongly

rejected. The unobservable appears to be

correlated with the observed characteris-

tics. Since the dependent variable is

binary, in addition to a least squares

specification, a panel fixed-effect logit

specification, following Chamberlain’s

(1980) approach, is employed. While least

squares, unlike the logit, has certain

problems with predictions outside of the

desired zero-to-one range, its coefficient

estimates remain consistent in the pres-

ence of heteroskedasticity, which is not

true for the logit. We believe that results

that are broadly consistent across the two

models are more credible. (See Moffitt

(1999) for a discussion of the relative

merits of the two specifications.) The

exponential of the coefficients (with

appropriately adjusted standard errors)

are presented, rather than the actual logit

coefficient estimates, because these have

a much more natural interpretation in the

logit context: the relative probability with

the omitted group set to one. For exam-

ple, a coefficient exponential of 1.1

implies a relative risk of 110 percent

compared to the omitted category, indicat-

ing that the characteristic in question

implies a 10 percent increase in the risk of

poverty relative to the omitted group.

Since the specifications control for fixed

unobservables, it is only within-observa-

tion variation that identifies the param-

eter estimates. Focus first on the family

dynamics variables. It makes intuitive

sense – and is consistent with the previ-

ous results – that these have large impacts

on the probability of being below the

poverty line. The change to a new family

structure typically both alters family size

(and hence “needs” in the calculation of

adjusted family income) and the family’s

income per se. One particularly large

impact is that moving to the filing child
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status from almost any other state is

associated with a large drop in the prob-

ability of poverty: young people who

move home have a marked decrease in

their poverty incidence. However, the

reverse is not necessarily the case: moving

out of the parental household is not

always associated with a large increase in

poverty. This is a clear case where the

usual symmetry condition does not hold.

There are also some interesting differ-

ences between males and females. Mov-

ing from single to attached (with or

without children), as seen at the top of the

table, reduces the probability of poverty

for both sexes, but the drop is much larger

for females; pooling resources as new

households are formed appears to reduce

poverty. For both sexes, however, moving

from single to single-with-a-child (lone

parent) marks a large increase in the

poverty rate, again with the impact being

much larger for females. Changing

spouses, conditional on family status, is

associated with a small, 4 percent, de-

crease in poverty for males, but has no

impact on females.

Increasing the number of children in the

household, conditional on the family

dynamics and fixed effects, appears to

decrease poverty rates relative to having

no children. In fact, the probability of

living in poverty appears to decrease with

the number of children for the first four.

This seems counter to some of the results

observed above, and it is plausible that

this result is driven not by the introduc-

tion of children into the household, but by

their exit (since identification comes from

changes in covariates), which is consistent

with the earlier results. If children have

low incomes while members of their

parents’ household, and then move out

when they become financially able, the

parent’s probability of being poor will

decline, since their income is being spread

across fewer individuals. On the other

hand, the introduction of young/low

earning children into the household

would, by similar reasoning, be expected

to have the opposite effect. It would

appear that the former effect dominates,

especially when the tax breaks and

transfers available to households when

young children are added are taken into

account. Future work will have to relax the

symmetry condition for children entering

and exiting the household, and explore

this result in more detail.

For both males and females it appears

that the East Coast provinces, and Quebec,

are associated with higher levels of

poverty. Of course, the low-income cut-off

used in this study is a national one and

does not take the local cost of living into

account. It is encouraging that these

results, with their control for fixed unob-

served heterogeneity, support those

reported above, and may thus be seen as

adding to a relatively coherent overall

story of poverty dynamics and poverty

incidence.

8. Conclusion
This paper presents an analysis of

poverty dynamics in Canada based on the

LAD database. Simple descriptive statistics

show that 73.6 percent of our sample of

tax filing adults never experienced a spell

of poverty over the five years covered by

the analysis, 5.9 percent were poor in

every year, and the remaining 20.5 were

poor 1 to 4 years. The always poor make

up 40 percent of the low-income popula-

tion in any given year and this rises to 75

percent if those poor 4 years out of 5 are

also included. Unattached individuals

make up 41.8 percent of the always poor

population, single mothers comprise a

perhaps surprisingly low 17.4 percent of

the always poor, lone fathers add another
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1.3 percent, married persons represent

37.8 percent, and singles living with their

parents make up the final 1.8 percent.

The annual entry and exit models

indicate that family status is a strong

determinant of movements into and out

of low income. Single parents and unat-

tached individuals have higher entry and

lower exit rates than married persons, and

moving into or out of these states is even

more strongly associated with poverty

transitions. The effects of lone mother-

hood are especially notable in this re-

spect. Entry rates rise and exit rates

decrease with the number of children,

especially for single parents, but mostly

only for rather large families (three chil-

dren or more). The analysis thus docu-

ments in a more explicit dynamic frame-

work and in much more detail what

previous cross-sectional analysis could

only infer in a general way. Furthermore,

the rate of entering poverty increased and

rate of exiting decreased (thus implying

more and longer spells) over the 1992-96

period covered by the analysis for couples

with children and, especially, lone parents;

the record is more mixed for singles and

childless couples. The most notable age

effects are the substantially higher entry

rates and lower exit rates (indicating

more, and longer, poverty spells) of

younger families with children, especially

lone parents.

The hazard models shows that poverty

exit rates fall between 40 and 57 percent

for the various sex-family type groups

over the first four years spent in poverty,

the effects declining very steeply at first

and then flattening out. Similarly, the

probability of re-entering poverty after a

previous exit declines 41-59 percent from

the first to third year. The declines in the

re-entry rates are – like the exit models –

steeper in the earlier years, but in this case

continue to drop through the final spell

year covered by the data. They also vary in

magnitude by family status and are

smallest for single parents – whose re-

entry rates consequently remain espe-

cially high over a longer period of time.

The number of years previously spent in

low income and the most recent year

spent in that state are powerful predictors

of poverty dynamics. For example, after

controlling for other factors, poverty entry

rates in 1996 are from 5 to 15 times higher

for those who were poor in each year

1992-94 (but not 1995) than those who

were never poor over this period. Past

poverty profiles are even more strongly

related to current poverty status. Ex-

pected poverty rates vary from 1.5 to 10.7

percent for those with no previous years

of poverty (depending on sex and family

type), but range from 7 to 26 percent for

individuals with just one previous year of

poverty 5 years previously up to 73 to 92

percent for those who were in low income

all four previous years.

The information presented here should

be useful to policy makers since it catego-

rises individuals’ longitudinal poverty

profiles, identifies how many of the poor

in a given year are long-run versus short-

run poor and how these populations are

comprised of males and females of differ-

ent family types, and shows how entry,

exit, and re-entry rates vary with a range

of personal characteristics and situational

attributes. We leave more specific policy

analyses for future work, for which this

paper could provide a useful starting

point.
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1Some researchers, and government programs

such as provincial social assistance, define

poverty in terms of both incomes and

wealth (e.g., those with substantial assets

are not deemed to be poor and are there-

fore not eligible for benefits even if they

have low current incomes). However, given

the focus on income and the absence of

wealth information in the database used

here, the poverty measure employed is

based entirely on the former, and therefore

the terms “poverty” and “low income” are

used interchangeably.

2Recent cross-sectional (static) studies of

family incomes in general, and poverty

specifically, include Beach and Slotsve

(1996), Blackburn and Bloom (1991), Dooley

(1994), Hatfield (1996), Love and Poulin

(1991), McWatters and Beach (1990), Sharif

and Phipps (1994), and Zyblock (1996a,

1996b). The few dynamic analyses to date

include Economic Council of Canada (1992)

and Picot et al (1999). See also Finnie

(2000a, b), from which this paper is derived.

3Atkinson et al (1992) and OECD (1998), for

example, exclude Canada. The LAD used here

were, in contrast, the source of Canada’s

inclusion in a more recent OECD comparative

analysis (Antolin, Dang, and Oxley 1999).

4Most such imputed records are for older

married women in couples whose situa-

tions can be inferred from their husbands, a

phenomenon which has some implications

for the interpretation of our findings, as

discussed later in this paper.

5Atkinson et al (1992) and OECD (1996) discuss

how administrative databases are generally

characterised by better coverage, less

attrition, and better income information

than survey databases. Statistics Canada’s

recent policy of using tax files as the source

of income information wherever possible

attests to this high accuracy in the Cana-

dian situation. Scholz, and Hotz (2002)

discuss the relative advantages and

disadvantages of U.S. administrative and

survey data. Fortunately, issues such as

non-filing by the poor in the U.S. are not

severe in Canada because the GST rebate

and similar programs encourage the poor

to file.

6Since 1992, T-5 forms reporting individuals’

receipt of social assistance have been sent

out by the provinces and the relevant

amounts have entered as a separate line

item on individuals’ tax return forms and

been verified by Revenue Canada. The

reported amounts represent 73-79 percent

of all provincial SA expenditures over the

1992-96 period, but those totals include in-

kind payments and in some cases adminis-

trative expenses, thus generating the 80-90

percent capture rate mentioned. Con-

versely, income earned in the underground

economy is not counted, and in some cases

these amounts are considerable. Lemieux,

Fortin, and Fréchette (1994) report, for

example, that about 30 percent of Quebec

welfare recipients worked in the under-

ground economy.

7The square root adjustment rule is becoming

increasingly common (e.g., OECD 1998;

Antolin, Dang, and Oxley 1999). An unat-

tached individual provides the baseline

value of 1, the income of a two-person

family is divided by the square root of 2

(approximately 1.41), a three-person family

by the square root of 3 (1.73), and so on.

Changing the equivalence scale to one of

the other standards (e.g., the “40/30”
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measure which underlies Statistics Canada’s

LIMs) does not, however, change the results

in any important way.

8The fixed nature of the cut-off prevents, for

example, poverty movements in the

absence of income movements. In practice,

the low income cut-offs calculated in each

year were quite constant over the period

covered, ranging between $11,600 and

$11,800 (rounded figures).

9Unfortunately, since adjusted family income

cannot be (accurately) calculated without

the longitudinal family editing procedures

(see below), which in turn require consist-

ent filing, we cannot carry out a proper

check for any correlation between filing

consistency and poverty status at a point in

time or from one year to another (as

pointed out by an anonymous referee).

Intermittent filers cannot be included in the

analysis for the years in which they appear

in the file for similar reasons (i.e., we cannot

be sure of their family income levels

without the family editing restrictions

which require all five years of data). In

considering the possibility of sample bias,

we are thus forced to fall back on the

remarkably high coverage of the LAD in any

given year noted above, the relatively small

number of deletions for inconsistent filing

as just noted, and the fact that filing is

especially advantageous for those at low

income levels. After similar considerations,

Corak and Heisz (1999) declare their LAD-

derived sample to be “very large and not

subject to problems of attrition or reporting

errors”. Any remaining sample bias could of

course affect our estimates of poverty levels

in any given year and the estimation of our

various models of poverty dynamics (e.g.,

lower exit rates and perhaps more specific

biases related to individual characteristics).

10Since family status can change, longitudinal

poverty profiles cannot be classified by an

individual’s family status in a unique

manner; a base year must, therefore, be

chosen.

11Some research in the United States (e.g.,

Blank and Ruggles 1994, and Huff-Stevens

1999) points to the importance of repeated

transitions into and out of poverty and the

use of income assistance by poor house-

holds over both longer and shorter time

frames. Unfortunately, the LAD data allow

us to identify only annual transitions over a

relatively short period. Conversely, authors

(e.g., Jenkins 2000) who have explored

poverty and family status indicate that the

latter is a crucial factor, and such dynamics

form an important part of our analysis with

the massive sample size of the LAD allow-

ing us to pursue these issues in further

depth than elsewhere. In short, we attempt

to take advantage of the strengths of the

LAD data, even as we cannot do everything

that we might like.

12The effects of the child may simply be to

increase the family ’s measured needs, but

may also include income changes, such as

those associated with one spouse (typically

the woman) cutting back on labour market

participation.

13Individuals who moved home with a child are

(still) classified as single parents, corre-

sponding to the “census family” classifica-

tion of such individuals in the LAD.

14These results do not, however, explicitly

identify the separate influences of labour

market outcomes and government trans-

fers on entry into low income. Composition

effects might be at play as well: individuals

who are out of poverty and therefore

susceptible to entry into it in any given year

(and thus included in the entry models)

may comprise a rather different group in

Ontario. See the poverty exit models

(below) in this respect.
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15Some individuals might move after – and

perhaps as a result of – becoming poor in a

given year. Estimates with the mover

variable excluded are reported in Appendix

table 10. These show that the other vari-

ables are little affected by the treatment of

the mover variable.

16Different year effects by province have been

allowed for in models reported in Appendix

tables 5 and 8. In most cases, these are

statistically significant as a group, but this is

partly an artefact of the large sample sizes,

which render most statistical tests positive,

and the majority of individual coefficients

are in fact not significant, and there are no

changes that are economically significant.

17The specifications thus resemble the annual

models of tables 2a and 2b with the

addition of the relevant duration terms. This

is similar to the approach employed by

Gunderson and Melino (1990) to model

strike durations, and by Ham and Rae

(1987) to analyse durations of joblessness.

Keifer (1990) shows that the likelihood

function for this model corresponds to that

of the standard logit model specification.

18Appendix table 9 displays the results of a

PGM Hazard model. This model allows for

gamma distributed unobserved heteroge-

neity in a mixture model. Unlike ordinary

least squares, In this non-linear framework

even unobserved variables that are not

correlated with the covariates term may

bias the coefficients. These models attempt

to test for this possibility, but do not find

that it has a large impact in this context.

19To be at risk of entering low income in 1995-

1996, the individual obviously must have

not been in low income in 1995, leaving the

low-income record over the preceding

three years to be entered as regressors in

the model.
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Figure 1: Flowchart of Poverty Dynamics Among Females
(Note: Pairs may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.)
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Figure 2: Flowchart of Poverty Dynamics among Males
(Note: Pairs may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.)
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0 1 2 3 4 5 Ever Poor

Total 73.6 8.1 5.0 3.9 3.6 5.9 26.4
Distribution of Ever Poor -- 11.1 13.5 16.1 19.4 39.9 100.0

Male 76.4 7.6 4.5 3.7 3.1 4.7 23.6
     Single  61.2 10.0 6.6 5.3 5.5 11.5 38.8
     Attached with Child. 79.7 6.9 4.0 2.9 2.7 3.8 20.3
     Attached no Child. 81.9 6.2 3.7 3.5 2.2 2.3 18.1
     Lone Parent 59.1 11.4 7.4 5.8 5.8 10.6 40.9
     Filing Child 74.5 11.0 5.7 3.9 2.9 2.0 25.5
Distribution of Ever Poor -- 12.0 14.3 17.6 19.5 36.6 100.0

Female 70.8 8.6 5.4 4.2 4.0 7.0 29.2
     Single  64.0 9.3 5.8 4.6 4.9 11.5 36.0
     Attached with Child. 72.7 9.0 5.6 4.2 3.7 4.8 27.3
     Attached no Child. 85.1 6.3 3.2 2.2 1.6 1.6 14.9
     Lone Parent 33.3 11.7 9.9 9.5 11.5 24.2 66.7
     Filing Child 74.4 11.0 5.8 4.0 3.0 1.8 25.6
Distribution of Ever Poor -- 10.4 12.9 15.1 19.3 42.3 100.0

Table 1a: Total Number of Years Spent in Low Income
by Family Type in First Year (1992)

Years Poor



Never Sometimes Always All
Poor Poor  Poor  

Male
     Single  7.6 12.1 17.9 9.1
     Attached with Child. 19.7 14.6 11.7 18.2
     Attached no Child. 19.8 13.6 7.1 17.8
     Lone Parent 0.6 1.0 1.3 0.7
     Filing Child 3.5 3.9 1.2 3.4

Female
     Single  10.6 14.6 23.9 12.2
     Attached with Child. 18.3 20.2 15.2 18.6
     Attached no Child. 16.0 8.9 3.8 13.8
     Lone Parent 1.9 8.7 17.4 4.2
     Filing Child 2.0 2.3 0.6 2.0

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
   

Table 1b: The Distribution of the Never Poor, Sometimes Poor
and Always Poor by Family Type in First Year (1992)



Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with Child. no Child. Parent with Child. no Child. Parent

Baseline Probability 6.37 ** 2.41 ** 1.85 ** 7.84 ** 5.80 ** 2.88 ** 1.69 ** 8.23 **

Family Dynamics (No change) 

to Single N/A 4.71 ** 4.51 ** -3.93 ** N/A 13.86 ** 11.12 ** -3.01 **

to Attached with Child. 0.09 N/A 2.31 ** -1.93 ** 1.92 ** N/A 2.75 ** -5.03 **

to Attached no Child. -2.41 ** -0.69 ** N/A -3.48 ** -1.80 ** -1.03 ** N/A -5.70 **

to Lone Parent 8.96 ** 6.94 ** 9.66 ** N/A 24.61 ** 31.89 ** 42.42 ** N/A

to Filing Child -4.58 ** -0.60 0.69 -4.99 -4.14 ** ~~ 2.28 ** -4.33

New Spouse N/A 7.05 ** 4.10 ** N/A N/A 16.41 ** 8.61 ** N/A

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.12 ** N/A 0.41 N/A 0.05 N/A 0.52 **

Three N/A 0.61 ** N/A 0.82 N/A 0.77 ** N/A 2.93 **

Four N/A 1.58 ** N/A 0.42 N/A 1.94 ** N/A 6.32 **

Five or more N/A 3.20 ** N/A 3.51 N/A 3.66 ** N/A 9.26 **

Age Group (40-49)

20-29 0.64 ** 2.51 ** -0.07 6.91 ** 0.14 3.26 ** -0.13 ** 13.74 **

30-39 -0.13 0.62 ** -0.12 * 2.20 ** -1.19 ** 0.97 ** -0.20 ** 3.79 **

50-59 1.36 ** 0.57 ** 0.53 ** -0.06 1.44 ** 0.68 ** 0.37 ** 2.11 **

60-69 -1.12 ** 2.58 ** 0.73 ** 7.56 ** -0.97 ** 2.34 ** -0.52 ** 10.39 **

70+ -3.29 ** 1.70 ** -0.10 * -1.55 -2.07 ** -0.16 -1.07 ** 8.23 **

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 4.19 ** 2.04 ** 2.00 ** 1.65 3.20 ** ~~ 1.80 ** -1.15 *

PEI 0.82 -0.35 * 0.52 ** -1.13 0.38 -0.48 ** 0.03 -2.82 **

NS 1.27 ** 0.32 ** 0.76 ** 1.90 0.96 ** 0.02 0.66 ** -1.85 **

NB 0.79 ** -0.05 0.34 ** -0.73 1.03 ** -0.22 ** 0.38 ** -3.21 **

QUE 0.13 -0.07 0.71 ** -2.65 ** 1.46 ** -0.46 ** 0.48 ** -3.56 **

MAN 0.36 -0.01 0.06 -2.24 * -0.09 -0.27 ** 0.13 -3.08 **

SASK 0.48 0.50 ** 0.72 ** -0.86 1.24 ** 0.08 0.61 ** -3.66 **

ALTA -0.15 0.19 ** 0.42 ** -1.29 * 1.18 ** 0.09 0.43 ** -2.39 **

BC -0.23 0.34 ** 0.50 ** -0.06 0.74 ** 0.35 ** 0.73 ** -1.87 **

Mover 5.01 ** 2.30 ** 1.49 ** 9.48 ** 6.75 ** 3.22 ** 1.41 ** 13.10 **

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.73 ** 1.00 ** -0.03 5.82 ** -0.10 1.42 ** 0.05 1.59 **

French-ROC -1.24 ** -0.47 ** 0.32 ** 0.41 -0.21 -0.39 ** 0.18 -0.49

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.59 ** -0.55 ** -0.34 ** -0.99 -0.18 -0.44 ** -0.30 ** 0.39

30,000-99,999 0.16 -0.12 ** 0.09 * -0.06 0.61 ** -0.21 ** 0.04 1.11 **

15,000-29,999 -0.44 -0.33 ** 0.14 -2.04 * 0.59 * -0.21 * -0.06 1.66 **

0-14,999 0.72 ** 0.30 ** 0.80 ** -0.90 1.76 ** 0.38 ** 0.52 ** 2.08 **

Rural Area 2.73 ** 1.92 ** 1.78 ** 3.06 ** 3.94 ** 1.85 ** 1.51 ** 4.62 **

Year (1992)

1993 -0.45 ** -0.14 ** -0.10 ** 1.84 ** -0.92 ** -0.01 -0.04 0.42

1994 -0.08 0.17 ** -0.36 ** 3.22 ** -1.16 ** 0.34 ** -0.06 4.29 **

1995 -0.18 -0.01 -0.27 ** 3.10 ** -1.02 ** 0.21 ** -0.03 2.96 **

Sample Size 367,970 938,800 969,500 20,940 538,510 937,610 751,630 109,530
Notes: See section 4.1 for the derivation of the table; omitted groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.05 level, 
           two asterisks at the 0.01 level.  Coefficients that are suppressed to alleviate convergence problems are indicated by "~~". 

Table 2a: Probability Effects for the Annual Poverty Entry Models

Men Women



Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with Child. no Child. Parent with Child. no Child. Parent

Baseline Probability 18.92 ** 36.53 ** 27.67 ** 28.41 ** 20.07 ** 39.77 ** 40.50 ** 29.30 **

Family Dynamics (No change) 

to Single N/A 11.16 ** 16.09 ** 23.83 ** N/A 4.79 4.06 ** 27.10 **

to Attached with Child. 26.69 ** N/A -5.18 ** 32.56 ** 46.76 ** N/A -5.69 ** 54.79 **

to Attached no Child. 40.83 ** 13.40 ** N/A 35.99 ** 57.99 ** 9.92 ** N/A 57.67 **

to Lone Parent 1.24 -2.20 4.96 N/A -8.04 ** -19.40 ** -26.94 ** N/A

to Filing Child 63.11 ** 49.89 ** 49.81 ** 64.81 ** 67.65 ** ~~ 38.78 ** 63.64 **
**

New Spouse N/A 6.73 * 43.34 ** N/A N/A 13.73 ** 34.30 ** N/A

Number of Children (One) 

Two N/A 1.35 ** N/A 2.33 N/A 1.07 ** N/A -0.49

Three N/A -0.25 N/A 2.91 N/A -2.21 ** N/A -3.93 **

Four N/A -3.02 ** N/A 1.43 N/A -6.20 ** N/A -7.50 **

Five or more N/A -8.89 ** N/A -12.12 * N/A -10.90 ** N/A -9.98 **

Age Group (40-49)

20-29 8.48 ** -1.75 ** 7.71 ** -6.53 ** 7.28 ** -6.74 ** 6.18 ** -8.82 **

30-39 3.66 ** -0.65 2.86 ** -3.37 ** 2.60 ** -3.29 ** 1.51 -3.75 **

50-59 -3.39 ** -2.47 ** -0.23 -5.49 ** -1.97 ** -3.18 ** -2.18 ** -3.96 **

60-69 8.28 ** -2.48 * 4.08 ** 0.06 11.86 ** 0.64 5.29 ** -2.23

70+ 9.88 ** -1.58 4.52 ** 5.81 10.47 ** 3.83 1.09 7.09 *

Province (Ont.) 

NFLD -10.12 ** -15.28 ** -10.74 ** -9.56 ** -13.62 ** -13.15 ** -17.49 ** -18.22 **

PEI -3.41 * 3.48 0.11 14.25 -11.06 ** 2.14 -5.87 -8.06 **

NS -7.09 ** -8.80 ** -7.44 ** -8.58 ** -11.14 ** -8.81 ** -9.64 ** -16.24 **

NB -7.32 ** -10.17 ** -6.77 ** -7.67 ** -11.40 ** -9.97 ** -9.19 ** -15.52 **

QUEB -6.95 ** -5.51 ** -6.38 ** -7.17 ** -11.20 ** -6.45 ** -7.62 ** -15.03 **

MAN -7.33 ** -9.72 ** -4.32 ** -16.30 ** -7.82 ** -8.31 ** -0.97 -14.97 **

SASK -3.67 ** -6.19 ** -2.95 ** -9.36 ** -1.58 ** -5.99 ** -3.62 ** -14.91 **

ALTA 1.62 ** -1.86 ** 0.53 -1.86 2.35 ** -1.94 ** 0.04 -9.80 **

BC -2.36 ** -0.11 -1.60 ** -5.68 ** -6.87 ** -0.84 -3.37 ** -5.75 **

Mover 4.34 ** 0.72 -1.08 1.26 -0.12 -2.81 * 0.00 -7.88 **

Minority Language (ENG/FR) 

English-Quebec 1.72 * -6.78 ** -0.59 -5.33 3.10 ** -7.04 ** -1.45 -2.60 *

French-ROC -3.33 ** 2.43 -2.20 -4.71 -2.97 ** 0.92 -4.54 -2.76

Area Size (500,000+) 

100,000-499,999 0.16 1.86 ** 2.52 ** 0.51 ** 1.84 ** 2.83 ** 5.24 ** 1.30 *

30,000-99,999 1.33 ** 0.33 0.54 -1.54 1.00 ** 2.37 ** 5.03 ** 0.34

15,000-29,999 1.33 -0.52 1.00 -4.82 0.99 -1.17 3.25 0.79

0-14,999 1.94 ** 0.28 0.33 -1.75 0.90 ** 0.30 1.81 * -0.46
Rural Area 0.47 -4.89 ** -2.54 ** -3.37 ** 1.59 ** -6.19 ** 0.31 -7.23 **

Year (1992) 

1993 1.30 ** 1.54 ** 1.85 ** -0.71 2.43 ** 1.41 ** -0.56 -0.50
1994 0.14 -3.00 ** 19.75 ** -6.07 ** 1.29 ** -1.80 ** 1.07 -5.32 **
1995 -1.37 ** -2.12 ** 7.85 ** -7.59 ** -1.34 ** -2.78 ** -2.47 ** -6.34 **

Sample Size 125,760 113,620 92,110 9,080 161,470 135,850 41,900 115,540
Notes: See section 4.1 for the derivation of the table; omitted groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.05 level, 
            two asterisks at the 0.01 level.  Coefficients that are suppressed to alleviate convergence problems are indicated by "~~".  

Table 2b: Probability Effects for the Annual Poverty Exit Models

Men Women



Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with Child. no Child. Parent with Child. no Child. Parent

Base Line Probability 34.22 ** 48.78 43.79 ** 38.22 ** 34.33 ** 53.20 ** 54.85 ** 41.96 **

Duration (One Year) 

Two Years -11.20 ** -13.89 ** -12.43 ** -11.50 ** -11.73 ** -13.84 ** -14.94 ** -12.10 **

Three Years -15.79 ** -19.93 ** -14.99 ** -18.11 ** -17.05 ** -21.07 ** -21.12 ** -17.74 **

Four Years -16.70 ** -21.10 ** -19.50 ** -18.40 ** -19.42 ** -21.05 ** -26.57 ** -17.76 **

Year (1992) 

1993 2.71 ** 2.00 ** 0.49 4.68 2.21 ** -0.28 1.32 -2.80 **

1994 1.50 -2.54 ** 11.43 ** -3.88 3.20 ** -2.74 ** 1.61 -6.75 **

1995 -1.81 * -2.35 ** 3.53 ** -6.59 * -1.41 -4.49 ** -2.81 * -10.46 **

Base Line Probability 26.61 ** 20.28 ** 21.89 ** 36.17 ** 24.79 ** 18.56 ** 16.33 ** 27.83 **

Duration (One Year)

Two Years -10.11 ** -7.88 ** -8.36 ** -7.47 ** -10.33 ** -7.45 ** -6.57 ** -8.92 **

Three Years -13.24 ** -11.46 ** -11.86 ** -12.30 ** -14.58 ** -10.16 ** -9.28 ** -11.45 **

Year (1992)

1994 3.26 ** 2.43 ** -3.93 ** 0.20 1.78 * 2.91 ** 1.62 * 12.17 **

1995 3.33 ** 1.55 ** -3.02 ** 1.39 3.78 ** 2.04 ** 2.58 ** 8.99 **

Notes: See section 5.1 for the derivation of the table; omitted groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.05 level, 
           two asterisks at the 0.01 level.  Also included in each regression are the regressors, excluding the year variables, listed in table 2a.  

Panel B: Re-Entry Hazard

Table 3: Probability Effects for the Exit and Re-Entry Hazard Models

Men Women

Panel A:  Exit Hazard 



Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with Child. no Child. Parent with Child. no Child. Parent

Baseline Probability 4.11 ** 1.76 ** 1.36 ** 8.00 ** 3.55 ** 2.34 ** 1.36 ** 9.12 **

Years Low-Income between 1992-94

One 12.88 ** 8.71 ** 7.57 ** 18.84 ** 12.37 ** 7.84 ** 7.05 ** 15.05 **

Two 20.23 ** 15.76 ** 12.42 ** 28.70 ** 22.42 ** 13.49 ** 12.62 ** 25.42 **

Three 31.88 ** 25.58 ** 18.23 ** 39.48 ** 34.99 ** 21.28 ** 19.19 ** 37.71 **

Baseline Probability 5.11 ** 1.84 ** 1.45 ** 7.85 ** 3.67 ** 2.89 ** 1.46 ** 10.63 **

Years Low-Income Between 1992-95

One 13.04 ** 7.62 ** 5.80 ** 17.90 ** 9.71 ** 7.68 ** 5.84 ** 12.91 **

Two 20.14 ** 13.83 ** 10.66 ** 20.00 ** 18.63 ** 13.23 ** 10.23 ** 19.03 **

Three 32.32 ** 26.54 ** 19.74 ** 38.43 ** 34.90 ** 25.29 ** 21.45 ** 29.91 **

Four 86.53 ** 77.57 ** 71.68 ** 84.41 ** 88.50 ** 76.00 ** 67.57 ** 80.21 **

Most Recent Low-Income Year and Years Low Income 

One93 -0.02 0.34 ** 0.25 * 3.34 0.81 ** 0.67 ** 0.28 -1.99 **

One94 1.83 ** 1.08 ** 1.43 ** 0.77 1.98 ** 2.46 ** 1.20 ** -0.84

One95 21.70 ** 9.91 ** 8.87 ** 20.67 ** 20.20 ** 14.77 ** 9.95 ** 26.72 **

Two94 1.58 ** 1.18 ** 0.74 ** 5.00 * 2.32 ** 1.96 ** 1.21 ** 1.39

Two95 26.20 ** 9.57 ** 10.04 ** 39.64 ** 21.12 ** 14.46 ** 8.90 ** 32.22 **

Three95 24.83 ** 7.14 ** 6.43 ** 24.14 ** 16.84 ** 10.44 ** 5.14 ** 34.40 **

Notes: See section 6.1 for the derivation of the table; omitted groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates significance at the 0.05 level, 
           two asterisks at the 0.01 level.  Also included in each regression are the regressors, excluding the year variables, listed in table 2a.  

Panel B: Poor in 1996 

Table 4: Probability Effects 1995-96 Entry, and for Being Poor in 1996

Men Women

Panel A: 95-96 Entry



Logit     

Men  Women Men  Women  

Intercept 1.204 ** 0.819 **    
(.094) (.093)   

Family Dynamics (Single-Single) 

Single-Attached with Children -0.022 ** -0.065 ** 1.804 ** 1.245
(.006) (.012) (.239) (.259)

Single-Attached without Children -0.068 ** -0.127 ** 0.364 ** 0.196 **
(.004) (.005) (.033) (.019)

Single-Lone Parent 0.098 ** 0.175 ** 7.810 ** 10.421 **
(.011) (.010) (1.557) (1.753)

Single-Filing Child -0.187 ** -0.185 ** 0.253 ** 0.193 **
(.007) (.009) (.043) (.047)

Attached with Children-Single -0.016 ** 0.043 * 0.863 1.697
(.005) (.018) (.082) (.553)

Attached with Children-Attached with Children -0.016 ** -0.078 ** 1.946 ** 0.980
(.004) (.005) (.196) (.103)

Attached with Children-Attached without Children -0.052 ** -0.114 ** 0.477 ** 0.276 **
(.004) (.005) (.051) (.033)

Attached with Children-Lone Parent 0.049 ** 0.235 ** 4.788 ** 13.398 **
(.013) (.006) (1.146) (1.566)

Attached with Children-Filing Child -0.215 ** -0.164 0.125 ** 0.000
(.028) (.174) (.096) (.000)

Attached without Children-Single -0.041 ** -0.021 ** 0.610 ** 0.912
(.004) (.004) (.055) (.078)

Attached without Children-Attached with Children -0.005 -0.067 ** 2.423 ** 1.079
(.005) (.006) (.297) (.137)

Attached without Children-Attached without Children -0.063 ** -0.124 ** 0.401 ** 0.190 **
(.003) (.004) (.029) (.015)

Attached without Children-Lone Parent 0.163 ** 0.319 ** ~  ~  
(.051) (.024)   

Attached without Children-Filing Child -0.156 ** -0.176 ** 0.251 * 0.171 **
(.020) (.023) (.144) (.100)

Lone Parent-Single -0.017 0.017 * 0.768 0.958
(.009) (.007) (.151) (.119)

Lone Parent-Attached with Children 0.001 -0.106 ** 2.425 ** 0.767 *
(.013) (.006) (.638) (.095)

Lone Parent-Attached without Children -0.062 * -0.089 ** 0.354 0.239 **
(.031) (.024) (.257) (.108)

Lone Parent-Lone Parent 0.079 ** 0.143 ** 5.945 ** 6.314 **
(.009) (.005) (.995) (.676)

Lone Parent-Filing Child -0.212 ** -0.237 ** 0.000 0.511
(.062) (.058) (.000) (.458)

Filing Child-Single 0.042 ** 0.067 ** 1.419 ** 2.221 **
(.005) (.007) (.141) (.314)

Filing Child-Attached with Children -0.001 -0.028 2.701 ** 1.949
(.013) (.033) (.666) (1.071)

Filing Child-Attached without Children -0.086 ** -0.146 ** 0.518 ** 0.223 **
(.007) (.009) (.092) (.045)

Filing Child-Lone Parent 0.005 0.331 ** 2.098 21.577 **
(.043) (.026) (1.353) (10.375)

Filing Child-Filing Child -0.163 ** -0.145 ** 0.245 ** 0.299 **
(.005) (.007) (.034) (.049)

New Spouse -0.039 ** -0.003 0.688 ** 1.038
(.007) (.009) (.089) (.141)

Number of Children (Zero)

One -0.053 ** -0.066 ** 0.209 ** 0.213 **
(.002) (.003) (.015) (.014)

Two -0.064 ** -0.075 ** 0.162 ** 0.179 **
(.003) (.003) (.014) (.014)

Three -0.068 ** -0.088 ** 0.153 ** 0.149 **
(.004) (.004) (.016) (.014)

Four -0.083 ** -0.093 ** 0.123 ** 0.140 **
(.006) (.006) (.017) (.017)

Five or more -0.055 ** -0.108 ** 0.185 ** 0.121 **
(.009) (.009) (.035) (.020)

(continued)

Least Squares

Table 5: Fixed Effects Specification - Incidence of Poverty



Logit  
      

Men  Women Men  Women  

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.086 ** 0.040 * 2.784 ** 1.839
(.018) (.019) (.899) (.601)

PEI 0.028 0.041 1.302 2.142
(.036) (.032) (1.128) (1.340)

NS 0.041 ** 0.064 ** 2.495 * 2.831 **
(.014) (.015) (.974) (.865)

NB 0.075 ** 0.034 3.349 ** 1.395
(.017) (.017) (1.376) (.479)

QUEB 0.025 * 0.051 ** 1.430 1.956 **
(.012) (.012) (.342) (.437)

MAN 0.010 0.011 1.268 1.126
(.014) (.015) (.372) (.293)

SASK 0.031 * 0.021 1.973 * 1.385
(.016) (.016) (.665) (.368)

ALTA 0.020 0.015 1.445 1.210
(.010) (.011) (.301) (.214)

BC 0.011 0.006 1.238 1.005
(.010) (.010) (.247) (.168)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec -0.008 -0.025 ** 0.896 0.702 *
(.007) (.007) (.136) (.098)

French-ROC 0.010 -0.007 1.125 0.908
(.009) (.009) (.218) (.177)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 0.013 ** 0.017 ** 1.254 * 1.321 **
(.005) (.005) (.138) (.122)

30,000-99,999 0.007 0.009 1.144 1.154
(.005) (.005) (.123) (.110)

15,000-29,999 0.007 0.002 1.118 1.068
(.006) (.006) (.157) (.132)

0-14,999 0.012 ** 0.015 ** 1.144 1.274 **
(.004) (.005) (.112) (.110)

Rural Area 0.016 ** 0.010 * 1.190 1.164
(.005) (.005) (.119) (.103)

Year (1993)

1994 -0.007 ** 0.004 * 0.828 ** 0.850 **
(.001) (.002) (.024) (.021)

1995 -0.015 ** -0.002 0.666 ** 0.841 **
(.001) (.001) (.029) (.029)

1996 -0.015 ** -0.002 0.640 ** 0.849 **
(.002) (.001) (.038) (.039)

 
Sample Size 417,695 429,850 61,810  73,840
Number of Groups 104,425 107,460 15,455  18,460

Notes: See section 7 for the derivation of the table; omitted groups are in parentheses. One asterisk indicates 
            significance at the 0.05 level, two asterisks at the 0.01 level.   Also included in the regressions is a fourth order
            polynomial in age. 

Least Squares



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -2.687 ** -3.6995 ** -3.9737 ** -2.4645 ** -2.7883 ** -3.5194 ** -4.0647 ** -2.411 **

(.023) (.020) (.000) (.080) (.023) (.017) (.026) (.031)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  1.1324 ** 1.2841 ** -0.7385 ** N/A  1.915 ** 2.1466 ** -0.488 **

(.028) (.000) (.088) (.077) (.022) (.053)

to Attached with Child. 0.0146 N/A  0.8364 ** -0.303 ** 0.3064 ** N/A  0.994 ** -0.9962 **

(.039) (.000) (.089) (.087) (.032) (.045)

to Attached no Child. -0.5005 ** -0.3454 ** N/A  -0.6244 * -0.3905 ** -0.4546 ** N/A  -1.2392 **

(.034) (.034) (.277) (.039) (.038) (.267)

to Lone Parent 0.9781 ** 1.4285 ** 1.9337 ** N/A  1.9601 ** 2.8899 ** 3.8279 ** N/A  

(.053) (.066) (.000) (.046) (.015) (.092)

to Filing Child -1.3149 ** -0.2923 0.3236 -1.0661 -1.2988 ** ~~  0.8791 ** -0.7932

(.084) (.310) (.155) (.732) (.127) (.193) (.590)

New Spouse N/A 1.4413 ** 1.2127 ** N/A N/A 2.088 ** 1.8997 ** N/A

(.084) (.000) (.058) (.060)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.0504 ** N/A 0.0554 N/A 0.0168 N/A 0.0666 **

(.014) (.054) (.012) (.021)

Three N/A 0.2326 ** N/A 0.1078 N/A 0.2456 ** N/A 0.3371 **

(.017) (.090) (.014) (.030)

Four N/A 0.5188 ** N/A 0.0569 N/A 0.5363 ** N/A 0.6406 **

(.025) (.186) (.022) (.055)

Five or more N/A 0.8768 ** N/A 0.4091 N/A 0.8599 ** N/A 0.86 **

(.042) (.398) (.039) (.104)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.103 ** 0.7398 ** -0.0374 0.7101 ** 0.0251 0.7915 ** -0.0786 ** 1.1437 **

(.023) (.019) (.232) (.108) (.028) (.015) (.029) (.028)

30-39 -0.022 0.2347 ** -0.0704 * 0.2711 ** -0.2428 ** 0.2996 ** -0.1275 ** 0.4209 **

(.020) (.013) (.015) (.056) (.027) (.012) (.029) (.022)

50-59 0.2079 ** 0.2193 ** 0.2589 ** -0.0084 0.2376 ** 0.2185 ** 0.2016 ** 0.2519 **

(.024) (.021) (.000) (.081) (.023) (.027) (.022) (.044)

60-69 -0.2053 ** 0.7528 ** 0.3401 ** 0.7611 ** -0.1939 ** 0.6187 ** -0.3755 ** 0.9362 **

(.026) (.041) (.000) (.136) (.022) (.088) (.026) (.099)

70+ -0.7615 ** 0.5511 ** -0.0571 * -0.2375 -0.4633 ** -0.0607 -1.0213 ** 0.7869 **

(.029) (.107) (.021) (.301) (.021) (.199) (.035) (.123)

(continued)

Table A1: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Entering Low-Income



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.5507 ** 0.6334 ** 0.7545 ** 0.2087 0.4738 ** ~~ 0.7443 ** -0.1631 *

(.050) (.030) (.037) (.177) (.050) (.017) (.048) (.080)

PEI 0.1291 -0.1605 * 0.2515 ** -0.1679 0.0678 -0.1892 ** 0.0155 -0.4496 **

(.095) (.078) (.003) (.373) (.096) (.066) (.112) (.134)

NS 0.1958 ** 0.1279 ** 0.3518 ** 0.2374 0.1632 ** 0.00707 0.3355 ** -0.274 **

(.039) (.032) (.000) (.125) (.037) (.027) (.043) (.059)

NB 0.1259 ** -0.0213 0.1734 ** -0.105 0.1751 ** -0.0804 ** 0.2074 ** -0.528 **

(.045) (.037) (.000) (.148) (.042) (.031) (.049) (.073)

QUE 0.0212 -0.028 0.3332 ** -0.4407 ** 0.2403 ** -0.1805 ** 0.2535 ** -0.6033 **

(.019) (.016) (.000) (.066) (.017) (.013) (.021) (.028)

MAN 0.058 -0.0029 0.0315 -0.3609 * -0.0163 -0.1023 ** 0.0743 -0.501 **

(.037) (.029) (.348) (.145) (.033) (.025) (.041) (.056)

SASK 0.0775 0.1921 ** 0.3369 ** -0.1254 0.2065 ** 0.0295 0.3144 ** -0.6268 **

(.041) (.030) (.000) (.141) (.034) (.026) (.041) (.065)

ALTA -0.025 0.076 ** 0.2073 ** -0.1937 * 0.1972 ** 0.0313 0.231 ** -0.3694 **

(.027) (.020) (.000) (.093) (.024) (.017) (.028) (.037)

BC -0.0393 0.1367 ** 0.2448 ** -0.008 0.1287 ** 0.119 ** 0.366 ** -0.2774 **

(.023) (.019) (.000) (.081) (.021) (.016) (.024) (.031)

Mover 0.6352 ** 0.6927 ** 0.6057 ** 0.9014 ** 0.8468 ** 0.785 ** 0.621 ** 1.1059 **

(.051) (.046) (.000) (.194) (.055) (.037) (.066) (.080)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.1168 ** 0.358 ** -0.0162 0.6209 ** -0.0191 0.4164 ** 0.0318 0.1945 **

(.041) (.032) (.639) (.163) (.034) (.028) (.043) (.068)

French-ROC -0.2292 ** -0.2227 ** 0.162 ** 0.0549 -0.0399 -0.1503 ** 0.1044 -0.0668

(.070) (.062) (.009) (.245) (.062) (.051) (.077) (.106)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.1031 ** -0.2668 ** -0.2077 ** -0.1461 -0.0337 -0.1723 ** -0.1972 ** 0.0511

(.023) (.019) (.000) (.079) (.020) (.016) (.026) (.027)

30,000-99,999 0.0272 -0.054 ** 0.0462 * -0.0088 0.107 ** -0.0761 ** 0.0241 0.1389 **

(.024) (.020) (.029) (.079) (.021) (.017) (.027) (.030)

15,000-29,999 -0.076 -0.149 ** 0.0732 -0.323 * 0.1035 * -0.0774 * -0.036 0.2023 **

(.046) (.037) (.067) (.155) (.043) (.031) (.051) (.058)

0-14,999 0.1147 ** 0.122 ** 0.3682 ** -0.1314 0.2837 ** 0.1295 ** 0.2745 ** 0.2487 **

(.022) (.017) (.000) (.078) (.020) (.015) (.023) (.031)

Rural Area 0.3865 ** 0.6043 ** 0.6926 ** 0.3633 ** 0.5619 ** 0.5153 ** 0.6549 ** 0.4972 **

(.022) (.017) (.000) (.076) (.023) (.015) (.024) (.037)

Year (1992)

1993 -0.0786 ** -0.061 ** -0.0573 ** 0.2305 ** -0.1827 ** -0.0023 -0.0266 0.0538

(.020) (.016) (.001) (.072) (.017) (.014) (.021) (.028)

1994 -0.0128 0.069 ** -0.2177 ** 0.3795 ** -0.2364 ** 0.1168 ** -0.037 0.4672 **

(.020) (.015) (.000) (.069) (.017) (.013) (.021) (.026)

1995 -0.0301 -0.0044 -0.1638 ** 0.3678 ** -0.2042 ** 0.0728 ** -0.016 0.3395 **

(.020) (.016) (.000) (.070) (.017) (.014) (.021) (.028)

Log Likelihood 165,828 284,857 248,128 12,362 213,635 358,601 162,911 79,486

Sample Size 367,970 938,800 969,500 20,940 538,510 937,610 751,630 109,530

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -1.455 ** -0.553 ** -0.961 ** -0.924 ** -1.382 ** -0.415 ** -0.385 ** -0.881 **

(.025) (.023) (.032) (.088) (.026) (.022) (.035) (.029)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.460 ** 0.710 ** 1.014 ** N/A  0.197 0.166 ** 1.138 **

(.041) (.038) (.081) (.152) (.042) (.042)

to Attached with Child. 1.279 ** N/A  -0.276 ** 1.370 ** 2.082 ** N/A  -0.243 ** 2.546 **

(.040) (.043) (.083) (.066) (.049) (.023)

to Attached no Child. 1.850 ** 0.550 ** N/A  1.517 ** 2.651 ** 0.403 ** N/A  2.779 **

(.032) (.039) (.265) (.033) (.043) (.159)

to Lone Parent 0.079 -0.096 0.236 N/A  -0.608 ** -0.948 ** -1.468 ** N/A  

(.087) (.107) (.341) (.073) (.037) (.222)

to Filing Child 2.974 ** 2.403 ** 2.197 ** 3.545 ** 3.349 ** ~~  1.727 ** 3.458 **

(.041) (.227) (.193) (.413) (.061) (.213) (.381)

New Spouse N/A  0.281 * 1.857 ** N/A  N/A  0.555 ** 1.473 ** N/A  

(.130) (.066) (.071) (.098)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A  0.058 ** N/A  0.112 N/A  0.044 ** N/A  -0.024

 (.017)  (.061)  (.015) (.019)

Three N/A  -0.011 N/A  0.139 N/A  -0.093 ** N/A  -0.198 **

 (.019)  (.091)  (.018) (.026)

Four N/A  -0.133 ** N/A  0.069 N/A  -0.267 ** N/A  -0.396 **

  (.026)  (.170)  (.025) (.045)

Five or more N/A  -0.410 ** N/A  -0.713 * N/A  -0.487 ** N/A  -0.549 **

(.044)  (.327) (.042) (.079)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.481 ** -0.076 ** 0.359 ** -0.349 ** 0.405 ** -0.292 ** 0.252 ** -0.476 **

(.023) (.022) (.040) (.102) (.028) (.018) (.040) (.024)

30-39 0.223 ** -0.028 0.139 ** -0.172 ** 0.155 ** -0.140 ** 0.062 -0.188 **

(.023) (.015) (.039) (.061) (.029) (.015) (.041) (.022)

50-59 -0.239 ** -0.108 ** -0.012 -0.289 ** -0.128 ** -0.135 ** -0.091 ** -0.200 **

(.027) (.024) (.031) (.091) (.026) (.032) (.031) (.045)

60-69 0.471 ** -0.109 * 0.196 ** 0.003 0.625 ** 0.027 0.216 ** -0.110

(.026) (.044) (.029) (.141) (.024) (.088) (.033) (.087)

70+ 0.550 ** -0.069 0.216 ** 0.271 0.560 ** 0.158 0.045 0.322 *

(.032) (.109) (.029) (.218) (.023) (.218) (.043) (.128)

(continued)

Table A2: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Exiting Low-Income



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD -0.884 ** -0.757 ** -0.629 ** -0.536 ** -1.292 ** -0.599 ** -0.823 ** -1.202 **

(.054) (.038) (.044) (.163) (.051) (.036) (.064) (.064)

PEI -0.240 * 0.147 0.006 0.629 -0.930 ** 0.089 -0.251 -0.430 **

(.101) (.093) (.103) (.328) (.097) (.088) (.146) (.111)

NS -0.553 ** -0.406 ** -0.411 ** -0.473 ** -0.940 ** -0.387 ** -0.422 ** -1.015 **

(.041) (.039) (.039) (.136) (.037) (.037) (.059) (.046)

NB -0.576 ** -0.475 ** -0.370 ** -0.417 ** -0.972 ** -0.442 ** -0.401 ** -0.953 **

(.046) (.043) (.044) (.157) (.042) (.041) (.070) (.051)

QUEB -0.540 ** -0.247 ** -0.346 ** -0.387 ** -0.948 ** -0.279 ** -0.329 ** -0.913 **

(.019) (.018) (.020) (.071) (.017) (.017) (.030) (.023)

MAN -0.576 ** -0.452 ** -0.228 ** -1.058 ** -0.587 ** -0.364 ** -0.041 -0.907 **

(.037) (.032) (.037) (.147) (.035) (.030) (.054) (.045)

SASK -0.260 ** -0.279 ** -0.153 ** -0.522 ** -0.101 ** -0.258 ** -0.153 ** -0.902 **

(.041) (.031) (.036) (.143) (.036) (.030) (.053) (.048)

ALTA 0.102 ** -0.081 ** 0.026 -0.094 0.141 ** -0.082 ** 0.002 -0.537 **

(.029) (.024) (.028) (.100) (.026) (.022) (.037) (.032)

BC -0.162 ** -0.005 -0.082 ** -0.300 ** -0.501 ** -0.035 -0.142 ** -0.297 **

(.025) (.023) (.024) (.091) (.022) (.020) (.031) (.027)

Mover 0.261 ** 0.031 -0.055 0.061 -0.008 -0.119 * 0.000 -0.419 **

(.055) (.059) (.078) (.212) (.063) (.051) (.095) (.070)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.108 * -0.307 ** -0.030 -0.280 0.183 ** -0.305 ** -0.061 -0.129 *

(.042) (.035) (.039) (.172) (.036) (.033) (.054) (.057)

French-ROC -0.234 ** 0.104 -0.113 -0.245 -0.197 ** 0.038 -0.193 -0.137

(.070) (.074) (.073) (.271) (.059) (.071) (.106) (.088)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 0.011 0.079 ** 0.123 ** 0.025 0.111 ** 0.117 ** 0.214 ** 0.062 *

(.024) (.024) (.025) (.088) (.021) (.021) (.036) (.026)

30,000-99,999 0.085 ** 0.014 0.027 -0.077 0.061 ** 0.098 ** 0.205 ** 0.016

(.025) (.024) (.025) (.087) (.022) (.022) (.038) (.027)

15,000-29,999 0.084 -0.022 0.049 -0.251 0.061 -0.049 0.134 0.038

(.048) (.043) (.047) (.168) (.044) (.040) (.071) (.049)

0-14,999 0.122 ** 0.012 0.016 -0.088 0.055 ** 0.013 0.075 * -0.023

(.023) (.020) (.021) (.085) (.021) (.019) (.032) (.026)

Rural Area 0.030 -0.218 ** -0.131 ** -0.172 * 0.096 ** -0.267 ** 0.013 -0.381 **

(.023) (.019) (.021) (.080) (.023) (.018) (.032) (.030)

Year (1992)

1993 0.082 ** 0.066 ** 0.091 ** -0.035 0.145 ** 0.059 ** -0.023 -0.024

(.020) (.018) (.020) (.073) (.018) (.017) (.028) (.023)

1994 0.009 -0.132 ** 0.858 ** -0.322 ** 0.078 ** -0.076 ** 0.044 -0.273 **

(.021) (.019) (.020) (.076) (.018) (.017) (.028) (.024)

1995 -0.092 ** -0.093 ** 0.365 ** -0.412 ** -0.086 ** -0.118 ** -0.104 ** -0.330 **

(.021) (.018) (.021) (.073) (.019) (.017) (.029) (.023)

Log Likelihood 120,507 137,585 114,662 8,967 150,250 160,998 55,042 95,114

Sample Size 125,760 113,620 92,110 9,080 161,470 135,850 41,900 115,540

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -2.7915 ** -4.0305 ** -4.2041 ** -2.7134 ** -2.9436 ** -3.8235 ** -4.3431 ** -2.7978 **

(.025) (.023) (.028) (.082) (.026) (.019) (.030) (.030)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  1.3507 ** 1.3302 ** -0.59 ** N/A  1.869 ** 2.0373 ** -0.5345 **

(.028) (.030) (.086) (.082) (.026) (.054)

to Attached with Child. -0.475 ** N/A  0.6907 ** -0.392 ** 0.1817 * N/A  0.907 ** -0.902 **

(.050) (.035) (.093) (.092) (.037) (.041)

to Attached no Child. -0.6514 ** -0.3329 ** N/A  -0.3574 * -0.4338 ** -0.4871 ** N/A  -1.4902 **

(.038) (.039) (.254) (.043) (.042) (.306)

to Lone Parent 0.8012 ** 1.4739 ** 2.1671 ** N/A  1.8531 ** 2.6726 ** 3.7317 ** N/A  

(.057) (.070) (.270) (.048) (.015) (.091)

to Filing Child -1.5733 ** -0.0272 -0.1438 -12.2978 -1.3953 ** -6.2203  0.3618 -1.2823

(.096) (.296) (.309) (178.900) (.136) (30.727) (.277) (.693)

New Spouse N/A 1.4581 ** 1.0442 ** N/A N/A 2.1027 ** 1.7226 ** N/A

(.092) (.051) (.058) (.071)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.0622 ** N/A -0.0597 N/A 0.0207 N/A 0.1016 **

(.016) (.055) (.013) (.020)

Three N/A 0.2033 ** N/A 0.0125 N/A 0.2486 ** N/A 0.3322 **

(.018) (.091) (.015) (.027)

Four N/A 0.5177 ** N/A 0.0568 N/A 0.5092 ** N/A 0.5124 **

(.027) (.178) (.023) (.046)

Five or more N/A 0.701 ** N/A 0.1715 N/A 0.7606 ** N/A 0.6072 **

(.048) (.390) (.041) (.086)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.1311 ** 0.4161 ** 0.0753 0.5735 ** 0.0944 * 0.427 ** 0.1112 * 0.0842

(.044) (.034) (.040) (.161) (.042) (.030) (.050) (.061)

French-ROC -0.2123 ** -0.2249 ** 0.1918 ** 0.0488 -0.1113 -0.2221 ** 0.1498 0.1193

(.074) (.072) (.073) (.251) (.077) (.057) (.090) (.093)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.0641 ** 0.6458 ** -0.0772 * 0.5754 ** 0.0296 0.7302 ** -0.1415 ** 0.8471 **

(.023) (.022) (.036) (.104) (.029) (.016) (.034) (.025)

30-39 -0.0535 * 0.1703 ** -0.0828 * 0.2282 ** -0.2301 ** 0.2672 ** -0.0934 ** 0.3214 **

(.021) (.015) (.032) (.056) (.028) (.013) (.033) (.021)

50-59 0.1649 ** 0.2183 ** 0.2166 ** 0.0127 0.1881 ** 0.1668 ** 0.169 ** 0.2778 **

(.024) (.023) (.025) (.081) (.024) (.029) (.025) (.043)

60-69 -0.6322 ** 0.6005 ** 0.0918 ** 0.2507 -0.9114 ** 0.3309 ** -0.518 ** 0.5607 **

(.030) (.047) (.025) (.153) (.027) (.101) (.031) (.099)

70+ -1.8679 ** 0.2288 * -0.5185 ** 0.0755 -1.8566 ** -0.0389 -1.4232 ** 0.2307

(.043) (.128) (.030) (.252) (.028) (.207) (.047) (.142)

(continued)

Table A3: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Entering Low-Income, 40% LIM



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.4698 ** 0.7895 ** 0.7657 ** 0.3483 * 0.3894 ** 0.5415 0.8325 ** 0.526 **

(.054) (.032) (.042) (.168) (.061) (.029) (.053) (.063)

PEI 0.1193 -0.3292 * 0.00353 -0.1067 -0.1294 -0.2787 ** -0.1528 -0.0391

(.102) (.097) (.111) (.360) (.128) (.077) (.143) (.115)

NS 0.2128 ** 0.147 ** 0.2683 ** 0.2834 * 0.1976 ** 0.0927 0.3512 ** 0.4943 **

(.042) (.036) (.041) (.129) (.045) (.030) (.050) (.045)

NB 0.155 ** -0.0166 0.1166 * 0.0748 0.139 ** 0.00876 ** 0.1195 * 0.1554 *

(.047) (.042) (.047) (.149) (.052) (.034) (.060) (.061)

QUE 0.0468 * 0.0371 * 0.297 ** -0.1982 ** 0.0968 ** -0.0934 ** 0.2236 ** 0.0466

(.020) (.017) (.020) (.068) (.021) (.014) (.025) (.025)

MAN 0.1033 ** 0.0379 0.0454 * 0.2606 * -0.1294 -0.0264 ** -0.0628 0.1566 **

(.039) (.032) (.040) (.123) (.044) (.027) (.050) (.046)

SASK 0.1222 ** 0.3357 ** 0.4182 ** 0.0762 0.0294 0.1096 0.2837 ** 0.1429 **

(.044) (.032) (.037) (.139) (.049) (.028) (.049) (.052)

ALTA -0.1099 ** 0.1227 ** 0.2457 ** -0.0148 0.0162 0.1252 0.2081 ** 0.2806 **

(.030) (.023) (.027) (.095) (.031) (.018) (.032) (.032)

BC 0.00881 0.1936 ** 0.266 ** 0.2743 ** 0.0836 ** 0.1808 ** 0.3778 ** 0.0542 *

(.025) (.022) (.024) (.078) (.025) (.017) (.028) (.028)

Mover 0.5969 ** 0.7097 ** 0.6723 ** 0.8123 ** 0.779 ** 0.8152 ** 0.6605 ** 1.2021 **

(.054) (.049) (.066) (.187) (.065) (.038) (.075) (.062)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.1248 ** -0.3273 ** -0.2829 ** -0.0831 -0.0807 ** -0.2354 ** -0.2746 ** -0.0019

(.025) (.022) (.026) (.080) (.025) (.017) (.031) (.027)

30,000-99,999 0.0159 -0.1345 ** -0.0123 0.0251 0.0611 * -0.1608 ** -0.0298 0.0856 **

(.026) (.023) (.026) (.079) (.027) (.018) (.032) (.028)

15,000-29,999 -0.0927 -0.169 ** -0.0255 -0.2143 0.0521 -0.0896 * -0.054 0.0753

(.050) (.042) (.049) (.148) (.054) (.033) (.060) (.053)

0-14,999 0.017 0.0641 ** 0.2933 ** -0.1256 0.1766 ** 0.0306 ** 0.2178 ** 0.1624 **

(.024) (.019) (.022) (.078) (.026) (.016) (.028) (.028)

Rural Area 0.3363 ** 0.5471 ** 0.6766 ** 0.3504 ** 0.3788 ** 0.4019 ** 0.599 ** 0.4453 **

(.024) (.019) (.022) (.075) (.030) (.016) (.028) (.032)

Year (1992)

1993 -0.0556 ** -0.046 ** -0.0735 ** 0.1264 -0.0679 ** 0.048 -0.0297 -0.019

(.021) (.018) (.020) (.073) (.022) (.015) (.025) (.026)

1994 0.00466 0.154 ** -0.1811 ** 0.3242 ** -0.097 ** 0.1903 ** -0.015 0.1937 **

(.021) (.017) (.021) (.070) (.022) (.015) (.025) (.025)

1995 -0.0257 0.0912 ** -0.1304 ** 0.3688 ** -0.0737 ** 0.2039 ** 0.0454 0.3852 **

(.021) (.018) (.020) (.069) (.022) (.015) (.025) (.025)

Sample Size 402,620 984,690 1,008,570 23,705 614,320 986,760 766,520 146,280

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -2.668 ** -3.3078 ** -3.6955 ** -2.3989 ** -2.7643 ** -3.2244 ** -3.7019 ** -2.3568

(.023) (.018) (.022) (.085) (.023) (.016) (.022) (.037)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.8632 ** 1.1423 ** -0.7185 ** N/A 2.0085 ** 2.0242 ** -0.44 **

(.028) (.024) (.089) (.073) (.019) (.058)

to Attached with Child. 0.4947 ** N/A 1.0433 ** -0.1389 0.4788 ** N/A 1.1527 ** -0.7282 **

(.033) (.025) (.089) (.090) (.026) (.055)

to Attached no Child. -0.3124 ** -0.3008 ** N/A -0.5784 * -0.4237 ** -0.4803 ** N/A -0.7493 **

(.031) (.030) (.272) (.040) (.034) (.244)

to Lone Parent 1.2784 ** 1.2541 ** 1.889 ** N/A 2.1662 ** 3.0435 ** 3.9239 ** N/A

(.050) (.067) (.243) (.051) (.017) (.100)

to Filing Child -0.9707 ** -0.162 0.4938 * -0.9193 -1.0096 ** 2.0817 ** 1.0375 ** -0.7983

(.075) (.279) (.196) (.736) (.116) (.619) (.159) (.702)

New Spouse N/A 1.3715 ** 1.4199 ** N/A N/A 2.1709 ** 1.8788 ** N/A

(.080) (.033) (.060) (.055)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.0634 ** N/A 0.0328 N/A 0.0199 N/A 0.1128 **

(.012) (.058) (.011) (.026)

Three N/A 0.1931 ** N/A -0.00337 N/A 0.2428 ** N/A 0.43 **

(.015) (.099) (.014) (.039)

Four N/A 0.4656 ** N/A -0.0214 N/A 0.4991 ** N/A 0.7098 **

(.023) (.213) (.021) (.079)

Five or more N/A 0.7164 ** N/A -0.1836 N/A 0.7906 ** N/A 0.9693 **

(.044) (.545) (.041) (.168)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.0633 0.2068 ** -0.112 ** 0.1478 -0.1777 0.2898 ** -0.0536 0.1694 *

(.040) (.030) (.024) (.189) (.032) (.028) (.036) (.077)

French-ROC -0.0671 -0.1159 * 0.1883 ** 0.2961 0.0477 -0.2097 ** 0.1036 -0.2534

(.065) (.052) (.052) (.257) (.059) (.048) (.063) (.142)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.1631 ** 0.8455 ** 0.0609 * 0.6183 ** 0.0189 0.8879 ** -0.00487 0.8304 **

(.023) (.018) (.027) (.131) (.030) (.014) (.025) (.042)

30-39 0.032 0.3057 ** -0.0757 ** 0.2348 ** -0.2172 ** 0.3296 ** -0.1518 ** 0.2857 **

(.020) (.012) (.026) (.059) (.027) (.011) (.025) (.026)

50-59 0.2125 ** 0.2004 ** 0.314 ** 0.00253 0.3091 ** 0.2553 ** 0.2646 ** 0.2755 **

(.024) (.019) (.020) (.083) (.023) (.025) (.019) (.048)

60-69 0.3236 ** 0.8447 ** 0.6403 ** 1.02 ** 0.5813 ** 1.0183 ** 0.1095 ** 1.0158 **

(.024) (.037) (.019) (.142) (.022) (.078) (.020) (.116)

70+ 0.181 ** 1.0314 ** 0.4311 ** 0.7412 ** 0.5811 ** 0.2126 -0.24 ** 1.1367 **

(.025) (.088) (.021) (.273) (.020) (.176) (.025) (.139)

(continued)

Table A4: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Entering Low-Income, 65% LIM



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.5365 ** 0.561 ** 0.7865 ** 0.5891 ** 0.4823 ** 0.3975 ** 0.8005 ** 0.0141

(.053) (.030) (.032) (.189) (.051) (.028) (.040) (.102)

PEI 0.3872 ** 0.1455 * 0.2623 ** 0.7229 0.1589 0.0388 0.2563 ** -0.2714

(.092) (.063) (.070) (.370) (.086) (.060) (.082) (.186)

NS 0.2531 ** 0.2123 ** 0.2534 ** 0.4344 ** 0.1039 ** 0.1309 ** 0.3579 * 0.0744

(.038) (.028) (.029) (.138) (.353) (.026) (.035) (.071)

NB 0.2057 ** 0.1201 ** 0.2283 ** 0.1886 0.138 ** 0.0759 ** 0.2988 ** -0.0643

(.043) (.032) (.032) (.157) (.039) (.029) (.039) (.085)

QUE 0.1171 ** 0.0291 * 0.3743 ** -0.1151 0.301 ** -0.0952 ** 0.3205 ** -0.363 **

(.018) (.014) (.014) (.069) (.015) (.012) (.017) (.033)

MAN 0.0695 0.0182 0.0549 * -0.1646 0.0156 -0.0168 0.0618 -0.2231 **

(.036) (.026) (.028) (.152) (.030) (.024) (.033) (.065)

SASK 0.073 0.1477 ** 0.2451 ** 0.2955 * 0.0168 0.019 0.2507 ** -0.4041 **

(.040) (.028) (.028) (.143) (.034) (.026) (.033) (.079)

ALTA 0.0823 ** 0.0731 ** 0.208 ** 0.0508 0.23 ** 0.0412 * 0.2897 ** -0.1585 **

(.025) (.018) (.019) (.096) (.023) (.016) (.022) (.045)

BC 0.0211 0.1116 ** 0.1963 ** 0.0356 0.0928 ** 0.1273 ** 0.2816 ** -0.1384 **

(.022) (.017) (.017) (.088) (.019) (.015) (.019) (.038)

Mover 0.5829 ** 0.5948 ** 0.5013 ** 0.6879 ** 0.8316 ** 0.6832 ** 0.6505 ** 1.0901 **

(.053) (.044) (.054) (.229) (.057) (.038) (.057) (.106)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.0893 ** -0.2441 ** -0.1265 ** -0.2222 ** 0.0278 -0.1362 ** -0.1193 ** 0.0238

(.023) (.017) (.017) (.086) (.018) (.015) (.021) (.036)

30,000-99,999 0.0968 ** -0.00224 0.1362 ** -0.1041 0.2302 ** -0.0174 0.1205 ** 0.12 **

(.023) (.017) (.017) (.085) (.019) (.015) (.021) (.039)

15,000-29,999 -0.00551 -0.0954 ** 0.158 ** -0.4059 * 0.1788 ** -0.1273 ** 0.0608 0.0887

(.044) (.033) (.033) (.167) (.040) (.029) (.041) (.076)

0-14,999 0.1786 ** 0.1951 ** 0.4109 ** -0.0167 0.377 ** 0.151 ** 0.3755 ** 0.2375 **

(.021) (.015) (.015) (.079) (.019) (.014) (.019) (.040)

Rural Area 0.4465 ** 0.6517 ** 0.719 ** 0.1889 * 0.6063 ** 0.5402 ** 0.7222 ** 0.4352 **

(.022) (.015) (.016) (.084) (.022) (.015) (.019) (.048)
**

Year (1992)

1993 -0.0969 ** -0.1434 ** -0.0945 ** 0.133 -0.1772 ** -0.07 ** -0.0771 ** 0.0895 **

(.019) (.014) (.014) (.076) (.016) (.013) (.017) (.034)

1994 -0.0736 ** -0.0336 * -0.1794 ** 0.3513 ** -0.2598 ** 0.0365 ** -0.1004 ** 0.2034 **

(.019) (.014) (.014) (.072) (.016) (.012) (.017) (.033)

1995 -0.0552 ** -0.0959 ** -0.1579 ** 0.2291 ** -0.1551 ** -0.0132 -0.0918 ** 0.1497 **

(.019) (.014) (.014) (.074) (.016) (.013) (.017) (.034)

Sample Size 307,530 848,440 890,445 17,285 382,135 842,205 711,855 73,980

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -2.7222 ** -3.6984 ** -3.9698 ** -2.4872 ** -2.8299 ** -3.5765 ** -4.0505 ** -2.5324 **

(.029) (.024) (.029) (.097) (.027) (.021) (.032) (.036)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  1.1334 ** 1.2849 ** -0.7365 ** N/A  1.9193 ** 2.1467 ** -0.4886 **

(.028) (.026) (.089) (.077) (.022) (.053)

to Attached with Child. 0.0153 N/A  0.8372 ** -0.3005 ** 0.3098 ** N/A  0.9943 ** -1.0009 **

(.039) (.030) (.089) (.087) (.032) (.045)

to Attached no Child. -0.4992 ** -0.3453 ** N/A  -0.6258 * -0.3892 ** -0.4547 ** N/A  -1.2309 **

(.034) (.034) (.278) (.039) (.038) (.267)

to Lone Parent 0.9801 ** 1.4277 ** 1.9383 ** N/A  1.9607 ** 2.894 ** 3.8203 ** N/A  

(.053) (.066) (.265) (.046) (.015) (.092)

to Filing Child -1.3151 ** -0.2889 0.3291 -1.0582 -1.2937 ** -6.6131 0.8781 ** -0.7964

(.084) (.310) (.228) (.732) (.126) (34.839) (.193) (.591)

New Spouse N/A 1.4398 ** 1.2143 ** N/A N/A 2.1017 ** 1.8959 ** N/A

(.084) (.041) (.058) (.060)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.0504 ** N/A 0.0534 N/A 0.0188 N/A 0.0669 **

(.014) (.054) (.012) (.021)

Three N/A 0.2323 ** N/A 0.1093 N/A 0.2506 ** N/A 0.3363 **

(.017) (.090) (.014) (.030)

Four N/A 0.5189 ** N/A 0.066 N/A 0.5431 ** N/A 0.6463 **

(.025) (.186) (.022) (.055)

Five or more N/A 0.8766 ** N/A 0.4264 N/A 0.8694 ** N/A 0.8564 **

(.042) (.399) (.039) (.104)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.1162 ** 0.3577 ** -0.016 0.6199 ** -0.0185 0.4073 ** 0.0326 0.1922 **

(.041) (.032) (.035) (.163) (.034) (.029) (.043) (.068)

French-ROC -0.23 ** -0.2232 ** 0.1603 ** 0.0498 -0.0398 -0.1308 ** 0.1041 -0.0654

(.070) (.062) (.062) (.245) (.062) (.051) (.077) (.106)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.1028 ** 0.7396 ** -0.0378 0.7133 ** 0.0248 0.7946 ** -0.0781 ** 1.1523 **

(.023) (.019) (.031) (.108) (.028) (.015) (.029) (.028)

30-39 -0.0222 0.2346 ** -0.0705 * 0.271 ** -0.2423 ** 0.3013 ** -0.1274 ** 0.4229 **

(.020) (.013) (.029) (.056) (.027) (.012) (.029) (.022)

50-59 0.2082 ** 0.2192 ** 0.2591 ** -0.00921 0.2377 ** 0.2165 ** 0.2016 ** 0.2551 **

(.024) (.021) (.023) (.081) (.023) (.027) (.022) (.044)

60-69 -0.2052 ** 0.7532 ** 0.3402 ** 0.7614 ** -0.1936 ** 0.6137 ** -0.3754 ** 0.9254 **

(.026) (.041) (.022) (.136) (.022) (.088) (.026) (.099)

70+ -0.7618 ** 0.5511 ** -0.0573 * -0.2525 -0.4631 ** -0.0638 -1.021 ** 0.7919 **

(.029) (.107) (.025) (.302) (.021) (.199) (.035) (.123)

(continued)

Table A5: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Entering Low-Income, Year-Province



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.7031 ** 0.6865 ** 0.8292 ** 0.1118 0.5853 ** 0.651 ** 0.7752 ** -0.0823

(.094) (.055) (.069) (.331) (.092) (.051) (.090) (.168)

PEI 0.1923 -0.1025 0.0768 0.4642 -0.0347 -0.1232 -0.1152 0.0375

(.186) (.150) (.176) (.637) (.191) (.132) (.236) (.255)

NS 0.1507 0.0313 0.1834 ** 0.4963 * 0.1404 * -0.00608 0.3108 ** -0.042

(.079) (.063) (.068) (.220) (.071) (.056) (.083) (.121)

NB 0.0743 -0.197 ** 0.0514 -0.0792 0.1708 * -0.00735 0.0617 -0.1479

(.090) (.075) (.076) (.278) (.078) (.059) (.098) (.143)

QUE 0.1029 ** 0.0242 0.3322 ** -0.403 ** 0.3114 ** -0.0274 0.2655 ** -0.2748 **

(.036) (.029) (.031) (.129) (.030) (.025) (.039) (.056)

MAN 0.1284 -0.0621 0.0217 -0.177 0.1504 * -0.0561 -0.0497 -0.1797

(.072) (.059) (.065) (.279) (.060) (.051) (.083) (.112)

SASK 0.1507 0.2219 ** 0.3749 ** -0.0919 0.3509 ** 0.0792 0.3032 ** -0.4611 **

(.080) (.057) (.061) (.292) (.062) (.052) (.078) (.142)

ALTA 0.0139 0.0732 0.224 ** -0.1763 0.3067 ** 0.0846 * 0.1573 ** -0.1787 *

(.053) (.039) (.044) (.187) (.045) (.034) (.054) (.081)

BC -0.0195 0.0636 0.2545 ** -0.0842 0.1136 ** 0.116 ** 0.3579 ** -0.1433 *

(.047) (.039) (.039) (.166) (.040) (.032) (.046) (.068)

Mover 0.6354 ** 0.6929 ** 0.6065 ** 0.9128 ** 0.8437 ** 0.7726 ** 0.6225 ** 1.104 **

(.051) (.046) (.059) (.194) (.055) (.037) (.066) (.080)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.1032 ** -0.2667 ** -0.207 ** -0.1482 -0.0338 -0.1948 ** -0.1968 ** 0.0525

(.023) (.019) (.021) (.079) (.020) (.016) (.026) (.028)

30,000-99,999 0.0267 -0.054 ** 0.0466 * -0.0111 0.1065 ** -0.0848 ** 0.0244 ** 0.1408 **

(.024) (.020) (.021) (.079) (.021) (.017) (.027) (.030)

15,000-29,999 -0.0764 -0.1491 ** 0.074 -0.3286 * 0.1021 * -0.104 ** -0.0362 ** 0.2001 **

(.046) (.037) (.040) (.155) (.043) (.031) (.051) (.058)

0-14,999 0.1143 ** 0.122 ** 0.3686 ** -0.1342 0.2835 ** 0.1005 ** 0.2747 ** 0.2497 **

(.022) (.017) (.018) (.078) (.020) (.015) (.023) (.031)

Rural Area 0.386 ** 0.6045 ** 0.6928 ** 0.3624 ** 0.5619 ** 0.4678 ** 0.6549 ** 0.4953 **

(.022) (.017) (.018) (.076) (.023) (.015) (.024) (.037)

Year (1992)

1993 -0.0482 -0.0317 -0.0312 0.1595 -0.1298 ** 0.043 0.022 0.017

(.034) (.027) (.030) (.117) (.029) (.023) (.036) (.040)

1994 0.0358 0.0186 -0.2113 ** 0.4968 ** -0.1882 ** 0.1206 ** -0.1189 ** 0.7138 **

(.033) (.027) (.031) (.110) (.030) (.023) (.038) (.036)

1995 0.0306 0.0159 -0.2148 ** 0.3975 ** -0.1341 ** 0.1514 ** -0.0467 0.5258 **

(.033) (.027) (.031) (.113) (.029) (.023) (.037) (.039)

(continued)



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province - Year (Ont., 1992)

Newfoundland 1993 -0.1322 -0.1236 -0.2061 * 0.62 -0.2396 -0.1208 -0.0999 0.3422

(.136) (.082) (.101) (.456) (.141) (.074) (.130) (.224)

Newfoundland 1994 -0.1922 0.0457 -0.0185 -0.2402 0.00263 -0.2476 ** 0.0963 -0.3775

(.135) (.079) (.100) (.505) (.134) (.076) (.129) (.228)

Newfoundland 1995 -0.2945 -0.1622 -0.0761 -0.0399 -0.241 -0.3147 ** -0.1202 -0.2153

(.138) (.084) (.099) (.508) (.139) (.077) (.132) (.235)

PEI 1993 -0.2585 -0.4339 0.1827 -1.0442 0.2674 -0.0411 0.4093 -0.208

(.281) (.240) (.238) (1.178) (.263) (.188) (.305) (.371)

PEI 1994 0.0355 0.1375 0.2873 -0.6927 0.1876 -0.0794 0.1404 -0.7243

(.258) (.205) (.239) (.966) (.268) (.186) (.329) (.358)

PEI 1995 -0.0607 -0.0314 0.2233 -0.9365 -0.0512 0.0616 -0.1001 -0.9239 *

(.263) (.214) (.242) (.974) (.279) (.184) (.341) (.388)

Nova Scotia 1993 0.084 -0.0357 0.1538 -0.5084 0.0103 0.0447 -0.1101 0.1824

(.109) (.091) (.093) (.356) (.102) (.078) (.121) (.165)

Nova Scotia 1994 0.0442 0.2484 ** 0.1795 -0.5984 0.1777 0.1146 0.2138 -0.5873 **

(.108) (.086) (.095) (.342) (.099) (.077) (.116) (.165)

Nova Scotia 1995 0.0516 0.1549 0.3264 ** -0.0353 -0.1061 0.0927 -0.00777 -0.3947 *

(.108) (.088) (.091) (.318) (.104) (.077) (.118) (.166)

New Brunswick 1993 0.00838 0.135 -0.00385 -0.024 -0.1172 -0.1893 * 0.0082 -0.0375

(.125) (.103) (.106) (.405) (.115) (.086) (.137) (.199)

New Brunswick 1994 0.1182 0.2192 * 0.0689 -0.0546 0.0988 0.02555 0.2944 * -0.7878 **

(.121) (.101) (.109) (.380) (.110) (.083) (.133) (.201)

New Brunswick 1995 0.0693 0.3304 ** 0.3861 ** -0.0142 0.0267 0.0556 0.2658 * -0.5616 **

(.121) (.099) (.100) (.391) (.110) (.082) (.130) (.203)

Quebec 1993 -0.0925 -0.1821 ** -0.0283 0.0817 -0.1728 ** -0.1963 ** -0.1586 ** -0.1134

(.050) (.042) (.044) (.184) (.044) (.036) (.056) (.077)

Quebec 1994 -0.0831 0.0373 -0.0449 -0.2141 -0.0288 -0.0772 * 0.0818 -0.6214 **

(.049) (.040) (.045) (.177) (.043) (.035) (.056) (.073)

Quebec 1995 -0.1505 ** -0.0825 * 0.074 0.00186 -0.0974 * -0.201 ** 0.0271 -0.4286 **

(.049) (.041) (.044) (.176) (.043) (.036) (.056) (.074)

Manitoba 1993 -0.1513 0.1267 -0.00083 0.00147 -0.2917 ** -0.00638 0.1314 0.0494

(.106) (.081) (.092) (.405) (.092) (.072) (.115) (.156)

Manitoba 1994 -0.0899 0.0496 -0.00376 -0.4058 -0.3315 ** 0.0101 0.1971 -0.7574 **

(.102) (.082) (.096) (.404) (.094) (.071) (.117) (.158)

Manitoba 1995 -0.0492 0.0578 0.0456 -0.3008 -0.1036 -0.0355 0.17 -0.4478 **

(.101) (.082) (.093) (.397) (.087) (.071) (.115) (.157)

Saskatchewan 1993 -0.0644 -0.1047 -0.0254 0.1813 -0.2297 * 0.017 -0.0838 0.3056

(.114) (.082) (.086) (.400) (.094) (.073) (.112) (.187)

Saskatchewan 1994 -0.1821 -0.0589 -0.1412 -0.1229 -0.2615 ** 0.0226 -0.00865 -0.4797 *

(.114) (.081) (.091) (.395) (.095) (.072) (.114) (.189)

Saskatchewan 1995 -0.0481 0.0375 -0.0009 -0.1634 -0.124 -0.0325 0.1277 -0.3759

(.110) (.080) (.087) (.401) (.090) (.073) (.108) (.192)

(continued)



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province-Year (Ont., 1992) - continued

Alberta 1993 -0.0099 0.0476 -0.0775 0.0774 0.1602 * -0.0149 -0.00196 0.1288

(.075) (.056) (.064) (.269) (.063) (.048) (.077) (.109)

Alberta 1994 -0.0103 0.0405 0.016 -0.0535 -0.3559 ** 0.0262 0.215 ** -0.4801 **

(.073) (.055) (.065) (.253) (.070) (.047) (.077) (.106)

Alberta 1995 -0.1378 -0.0821 -0.002 -0.0807 -0.3375 ** -0.0908 0.0915 -0.2834 **

(.076) (.057) (.064) (.260) (.068) (.048) (.077) (.107)

British Columbia 1993 0.0503 0.1314 * -0.0782 0.3935 0.0449 0.0932 * -0.0463 0.2516 **

(.066) (.054) (.055) (.228) (.058) (.045) (.066) (.091)

British Columbia 1994 -0.1325 * 0.1726 ** 0.00836 -0.0766 0.00898 0.1362 ** 0.0859 -0.354 **

(.067) (.053) (.057) (.228) (.059) (.044) (.066) (.088)

British Columbia 1995 0.00169 -0.0235 0.0341 -0.00014 0.00717 -0.0922 * -0.00078 -0.3221 **

(.065) (.055) (.056) (.232) (.058) (.046) (.066) (.091)

Sample Size 367,970 938,795 969,495 20,935 538,510 937,615 751,625 109,535

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -1.165 ** -0.161 ** -0.577 ** -0.344 ** -1.154 ** -0.117 ** -0.109 ** -0.486 **

(.027) (.029) (.039) (.099) (.029) (.026) (.043) (.032)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.275 ** 0.708 ** 0.878 ** N/A  0.199 0.397 ** 1.177 **

(.054) (.049) (.093) (.179) (.051) (.047)

to Attached with Child. 1.612 ** N/A  -0.053 1.128 ** 2.114 ** N/A -0.110 2.199 **

(.047) (.050) (.099) (.084) (.059) (.028)

to Attached no Child. 1.994 ** 0.515 ** N/A  1.598 ** 2.566 ** 0.390 ** N/A 2.438 **

(.040) (.048) (.355) (.042) (.052) (.191)

to Lone Parent 0.362 ** -0.129 0.125 N/A  -0.365 ** -0.569 ** -1.028 ** N/A  

(.089) (.128) (.379) (.072) (.037) (.223)

to Filing Child 3.236 ** 2.108 ** 2.448 ** 3.231 ** 3.323 ** ~~ 1.740 ** 2.735 **

(.055) (.296) (.298) (.537) (.079) (.269) (.448)

New Spouse N/A  0.466 ** 1.626 ** N/A  N/A  0.591 ** 1.747 ** N/A  

(.155) (.088) (.082) (.134)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A  0.068 ** N/A  -0.027 N/A  0.067 ** N/A  0.051 *

 (.020)  (.068)  (.018) (.020)

Three N/A  0.017 N/A  -0.012 N/A  -0.003 N/A  0.177 **

 (.024)  (.100)  (.021) (.026)

Four N/A  -0.066 * N/A  0.033 N/A  -0.147 ** N/A  0.010

  (.032)  (.183)  (.029) (.044)

Five or more N/A  -0.401 ** N/A  -0.377 N/A  -0.389 ** N/A  -0.111

(.052)  (.283) (.047) (.073)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.081 -0.366 ** -0.017 -0.344 0.127 ** -0.372 ** -0.051 -0.152 **

(.046) (.040) (.047) (.179) (.045) (.037) (.063) (.053)

French-ROC -0.040 -0.006 -0.100 -0.545 -0.080 -0.117 -0.032 0.066

(.078) (.097) (.094) (.307) (.077) (.090) (.132) (.086)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.451 ** 0.033 0.370 ** -0.069 0.457 ** -0.089 ** 0.229 ** -0.077 **

(.025) (.027) (.049) (.108) (.030) (.021) (.050) (.025)

30-39 0.210 ** 0.042 * 0.147 ** -0.068 0.159 ** -0.063 ** 0.167 ** -0.012

(.024) (.019) (.046) (.068) (.032) (.018) (.049) (.023)

50-59 -0.206 ** -0.121 ** -0.032 -0.184 -0.115 ** -0.144 ** -0.092 * -0.191 **

(.027) (.029) (.036) (.097) (.028) (.038) (.037) (.047)

60-69 0.620 ** 0.024 0.164 ** 0.037 0.752 ** 0.137 0.145 ** 0.066

(.029) (.054) (.035) (.155) (.027) (.110) (.041) (.088)

70+ 1.217 ** 0.366 * 0.233 ** 0.620 * 1.061 ** 0.629 * 0.081 0.217

(.057) (.155) (.036) (.264) (.033) (.282) (.052) (.157)

(continued)

Table A6: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Exiting Low-Income 40% LIM



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD -0.720 ** -0.863 ** -0.687 ** -0.652 ** -0.479 ** -0.635 ** -0.845 ** -1.125 **

(.060) (.045) (.053) (.178) (.064) (.041) (.074) (.059)

PEI -0.134 0.033 -0.157 0.109 -0.288 * 0.049 -0.262 -0.337 **

(.120) (.134) (.140) (.535) (.139) (.120) (.188) (.116)

NS -0.498 ** -0.420 ** -0.397 ** -0.723 ** -0.514 ** -0.355 ** -0.586 ** -0.874 **

(.045) (.049) (.050) (.149) (.048) (.045) (.072) (.043)

NB -0.471 ** -0.555 ** -0.417 ** -0.561 ** -0.411 ** -0.513 ** -0.625 ** -1.112 **

(.051) (.054) (.057) (.170) (.054) (.050) (.086) (.050)

QUEB -0.550 ** -0.204 ** -0.401 ** -0.529 ** -0.601 ** -0.202 ** -0.361 ** -1.035 **

(.021) (.023) (.025) (.079) (.022) (.020) (.036) (.024)

MAN -0.608 ** -0.521 ** -0.265 ** -1.035 ** -0.377 ** -0.435 ** -0.021 -0.953 **

(.040) (.038) (.048) (.144) (.046) (.035) (.069) (.044)

SASK -0.319 ** -0.327 ** -0.119 ** -0.725 ** -0.216 ** -0.279 ** -0.173 * -0.970 **

(.045) (.038) (.046) (.154) (.052) (.035) (.068) (.046)

ALTA 0.053 -0.152 ** -0.076 * -0.388 ** 0.036 -0.130 ** -0.029 -0.618 **

(.034) (.029) (.035) (.114) (.035) (.026) (.046) (.033)

BC -0.030 -0.031 -0.148 ** 0.067 -0.128 ** -0.013 -0.185 ** 0.096 **

(.028) (.028) (.031) (.100) (.028) (.024) (.038) (.030)

Mover 0.281 ** 0.295 ** 0.031 -0.056 0.092 0.065 0.034 -0.124

(.062) (.069) (.092) (.234) (.073) (.056) (.111) (.065)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 0.037 0.107 ** 0.109 ** 0.070 0.087 ** 0.136 ** 0.255 ** 0.110 **

(.027) (.030) (.033) (.100) (.027) (.026) (.045) (.028)

30,000-99,999 0.096 ** -0.089 ** 0.072 * -0.032 0.090 ** 0.082 ** 0.292 ** 0.066 *

(.028) (.030) (.033) (.096) (.028) (.027) (.048) (.028)

15,000-29,999 0.088 -0.066 0.113 -0.082 0.152 ** -0.110 * 0.297 ** -0.027

(.054) (.054) (.061) (.177) (.056) (.046) (.087) (.051)

0-14,999 0.124 ** -0.035 0.130 ** -0.119 0.116 ** 0.007 0.162 ** -0.044

(.026) (.025) (.028) (.094) (.027) (.023) (.039) (.027)

Rural Area 0.021 -0.326 ** 0.024 -0.261 ** 0.142 ** -0.386 ** 0.016 -0.547 **

(.026) (.023) (.027) (.087) (.031) (.021) (.039) (.030)

Year (1992)

1993 0.043 0.060 ** 0.031 -0.023 -0.069 ** 0.026 -0.122 ** 0.067 **

(.022) (.022) (.025) (.080) (.023) (.020) (.035) (.024)

1994 -0.065 ** -0.158 ** 0.733 ** -0.411 ** -0.126 ** -0.124 ** 0.050 -0.171 **

(.023) (.023) (.025) (.084) (.023) (.021) (.035) (.025)

1995 -0.141 ** -0.138 ** 0.286 ** -0.541 ** -0.219 ** -0.194 ** -0.170 ** -0.237 **

(.023) (.022) (.027) (.081) (.024) (.020) (.035) (.024)

Sample Size 91,110 67,725 53,040 6,310 85,655 85,700 27,000 78,795

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -1.932 ** -1.031 ** -1.151 ** -1.406 ** -2.092 ** -0.887 ** -0.792 ** -1.684 **

(.024) (.019) (.027) (.080) (.025) (.019) (.028) (.000)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.756 ** 0.880 ** 1.323 ** N/A  0.011 0.268 ** 1.057 **

(.031) (.028) (.068) (.142) (.032) (.001)

to Attached with Child. 0.935 ** N/A  -0.605 ** 1.296 ** 1.923 ** N/A  -0.574 ** 2.652 **

(.037) (.039) (.073) (.054) (.043) (.000)

to Attached no Child. 1.838 ** 0.647 ** N/A  1.283 ** 2.761 ** 0.561 ** N/A  14.352 **

(.026) (.031) (.230) (.025) (.035) (.575)

to Lone Parent -0.165 0.002 0.326 N/A  -0.556 ** -1.249 ** -2.019 ** N/A  

(.092) (.090) (.308) (.078) (.039) (.264)

to Filing Child 2.634 ** 2.107 ** 2.042 ** 2.884 ** 2.977 ** 9.852 1.621 ** 6.070 **

(.031) (.150) (.138) (.292) (.044) (43.665) (.156) (.019)

New Spouse N/A  0.182 1.868 ** N/A  N/A  0.572 ** 1.257 ** N/A  

(.107) (.046) (.064) (.072)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A  0.060 ** N/A  0.049 N/A  0.046 ** N/A  -0.006 **

 (.014)  (.057)  (.013) (.000)

Three N/A  -0.059 ** N/A  -0.170 N/A  -0.108 ** N/A  -0.276 **

 (.016)  (.090)  (.015) (.001)

Four N/A  -0.204 ** N/A  -0.041 N/A  -0.317 ** N/A  -0.596 **

  (.023)  (.161)  (.022) (.001)

Five or more N/A  -0.444 ** N/A  -0.303 N/A  -0.584 ** N/A  -0.926 **

(.039)  (.300) (.039) (.002)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.030 -0.327 ** -0.027 -0.659 ** 0.146 ** -0.305 ** -0.088 * -0.139 **

(.041) (.032) (.033) (.187) (.035) (.030) (.043) (.001)

French-ROC -0.162 * -0.012 -0.260 ** -0.268 -0.261 ** -0.157 ** -0.261 ** -0.224 **

(.067) (.059) (.060) (.241) (.059) (.060) (.081) (.002)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.472 ** -0.241 ** 0.359 ** -0.421 ** 0.368 ** -0.423 ** 0.288 ** -0.884 **

(.022) (.018) (.033) (.095) (.026) (.015) (.032) (.000)

30-39 0.248 ** -0.092 ** 0.064 * -0.197 ** 0.134 ** -0.192 ** 0.031 -0.397 **

(.022) (.012) (.033) (.057) (.028) (.012) (.033) (.000)

50-59 -0.233 ** -0.099 ** 0.018 -0.296 ** -0.116 ** -0.135 ** -0.094 ** -0.221 **

(.027) (.020) (.026) (.085) (.026) (.027) (.025) (.001)

60-69 -0.078 ** -0.252 ** -0.010 -0.324 * 0.050 * -0.240 ** 0.068 ** -0.396 **

(.026) (.038) (.024) (.138) (.023) (.076) (.025) (.002)

70+ -0.256 ** -0.329 ** -0.230 ** -0.225 -0.325 ** -0.198 -0.267 ** -0.159 **

(.027) (.089) (.024) (.206) (.022) (.173) (.030) (.003)

(continued)

Table A7: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Exiting Low-Income 65% LIM



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD -0.748 ** -0.600 ** -0.689 ** -0.328 * -0.727 ** -0.558 ** -0.785 ** -0.791 **

(.053) (.033) (.039) (.158) (.052) (.031) (.051) (.002)

PEI -0.093 0.020 -0.161 0.483 -0.203 * 0.008 -0.218 * -0.020 **

(.091) (.068) (.084) (.271) (.088) (.067) (.106) (.003)

NS -0.444 ** -0.309 ** -0.458 ** -0.445 ** -0.491 ** -0.335 ** -0.404 ** -0.475 **

(.039) (.031) (.032) (.134) (.036) (.030) (.045) (.001)

NB -0.389 ** -0.315 ** -0.399 ** -0.063 -0.475 ** -0.292 ** -0.341 ** -0.348 **

(.043) (.034) (.037) (.137) (.040) (.033) (.052) (.001)

QUEB -0.319 ** -0.160 ** -0.359 ** -0.013 -0.501 ** -0.189 ** -0.247 ** -0.341 **

(.018) (.015) (.016) (.064) (.016) (.014) (.022) (.000)

MAN -0.415 ** -0.310 ** -0.148 ** -0.595 ** -0.287 ** -0.255 ** -0.106 ** -0.368 **

(.035) (.027) (.030) (.138) (.031) (.026) (.041) (.001)

SASK -0.114 ** -0.135 ** -0.077 ** -0.278 * -0.170 ** -0.199 ** -0.156 ** -0.340 **

(.038) (.027) (.029) (.137) (.034) (.026) (.040) (.001)

ALTA 0.208 ** 0.056 ** 0.134 ** 0.171 0.080 ** 0.003 0.111 ** -0.078 **

(.026) (.019) (.022) (.093) (.023) (.018) (.028) (.001)

BC 0.083 ** 0.097 ** -0.083 ** -0.187 * -0.051 ** 0.039 * -0.114 ** 0.069 **

(.023) (.019) (.019) (.089) (.020) (.017) (.024) (.001)

Mover 0.237 ** -0.154 ** -0.045 -0.406 -0.035 -0.141 ** 0.026 -0.430 **

(.051) (.054) (.066) (.236) (.061) (.047) (.079) (.002)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.031 0.039 * 0.084 ** 0.001 -0.006 0.106 ** 0.207 ** -0.002 **

(.022) (.019) (.019) (.082) (.019) (.017) (.027) (.001)

30,000-99,999 0.002 -0.004 -0.014 -0.018 -0.086 ** 0.072 ** 0.114 ** -0.112 **

(.023) (.019) (.020) (.079) (.020) (.018) (.028) (.001)

15,000-29,999 0.022 0.017 -0.070 0.088 -0.082 * -0.029 0.146 ** -0.170 **

(.044) (.035) (.038) (.143) (.040) (.034) (.053) (.001)

0-14,999 0.038 -0.006 -0.114 ** 0.028 -0.120 ** -0.026 0.042 -0.151 **

(.021) (.016) (.017) (.076) (.019) (.016) (.024) (.001)

Rural Area -0.060 ** -0.211 ** -0.240 ** -0.323 ** -0.115 ** -0.255 ** -0.072 ** -0.482 **

(.022) (.016) (.018) (.078) (.022) (.016) (.024) (.001)

Year (1992)

1993 0.126 ** 0.150 ** 0.132 ** -0.171 * 0.201 ** 0.146 ** 0.074 ** -0.054 **

(.019) (.015) (.017) (.068) (.017) (.014) (.022) (.000)

1994 0.096 ** -0.047 ** 0.568 ** -0.387 ** 0.309 ** 0.012 0.106 ** -0.145 **

(.019) (.015) (.016) (.070) (.017) (.015) (.022) (.000)

1995 -0.012 -0.004 0.278 ** -0.409 ** 0.138 ** 0.007 -0.028 -0.124 **

(.020) (.015) (.017) (.067) (.018) (.015) (.022) (.000)

Sample Size 186,200 203,980 171,160 12,730 317,840 230,255 81,665 151,090

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -1.4475 ** -0.4382 ** -0.858 ** -0.8282 ** -1.253 ** -0.3344 ** -0.3417 ** -0.6483 **

(.030) (.028) (.037) (.106) (.030) (.027) (.042) (.034)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.4589 ** 0.7108 ** 1.0084 ** N/A  0.2011 0.1673 ** 1.138 **

(.041) (.038) (.081) (.153) (.042) (.042)

to Attached with Child. 1.2797 ** N/A  -0.2792 ** 1.3832 ** 2.0871 ** N/A  -0.2472 ** 2.5588 **

(.040) (.043) (.083) (.066) (.049) (.023)

to Attached no Child. 1.8489 ** 0.5391 ** N/A  1.5211 ** 2.6481 ** 0.3973 ** N/A  0.27749 **

(.032) (.039) (.267) (.033) (.044) (.159)

to Lone Parent 0.0799 -0.0888 0.2084 N/A  -0.6132 ** -0.9497 ** -1.4588 ** N/A  

(.087) (.107) (.341) (.073) (.037) (.222)

to Filing Child 2.9742 ** 2.4075 ** 2.2043 ** 3.582 ** 3.3511 ** 8.5213 1.7207 ** 3.4619 **

(.041) (.227) (.194) (.415) (.061) (44.045) (.213) (.380)

New Spouse N/A 0.2885 * 1.8529 ** N/A N/A 0.5537 ** 1.4628 ** N/A

(.130) (.066) (.071) (.098)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A 0.0579 ** N/A 0.11 N/A 0.044 ** N/A -0.0261

(.017) (.062) (.015) (.019)

Three N/A -0.0113 N/A 0.137 N/A -0.0942 ** N/A -0.2009 **

(.019) (.091) (.018) (.026)

Four N/A -0.1319 ** N/A 0.0638 N/A -0.2673 ** N/A -0.4029 **

(.026) (.170) (.025) (.045)

Five or more N/A -0.41 ** N/A -0.704 * N/A -0.4874 ** N/A -0.5657 **

(.044) (.326) (.042) (.079)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.1104 ** -0.3068 ** -0.0292 -0.2709 0.1855 ** -0.3041 ** -0.0592 -0.1198 *

(.042) (.035) (.039) (.172) (.036) (.033) (.054) (.058)

French-ROC -0.2343 ** 0.1019 -0.1145 -0.2449 -0.1989 ** 0.0401 -0.197 -0.1407

(.070) (.074) (.073) (.272) (.060) (.072) (.106) (.089)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.4809 ** -0.0764 ** 0.3583 ** -0.3454 ** 0.4021 ** -0.2924 ** 0.2552 ** -0.4831 **

(.023) (.022) (.040) (.102) (.028) (.018) (.040) (.025)

30-39 0.2232 ** -0.0287 0.1398 ** -0.1669 ** 0.155 ** -0.1399 ** 0.0618 -0.1924 **

(.023) (.015) (.039) (.062) (.029) (.015) (.041) (.022)

50-59 -0.238 ** -0.1075 ** -0.0104 -0.2913 ** -0.128 ** -0.1363 ** -0.0927 ** -0.2065 **

(.027) (.024) (.031) (.091) (.026) (.032) (.031) (.045)

60-69 0.471 ** -0.1066 * 0.1966 ** -0.00412 0.6238 ** 0.0313 0.2152 ** -0.1249

(.026) (.044) (.029) (.141) (.024) (.088) (.033) (.087)

70+ 0.5495 ** -0.0631 0.2168 ** 0.295 0.5566 ** 0.1592 0.0425 0.3363 **

(.032) (.109) (.029) (.218) (.023) (.219) (.043) (.128)

(continued)

Table A8: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Exiting Low-Income, Year-Province



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD -0.7726 ** -0.8824 ** -0.668 ** -0.4864 -1.3118 ** -0.7747 ** -0.5648 ** -1.476 **

(.101) (.079) (.098) (.278) (.098) (.075) (.128) (.120)

PEI -0.396 0.1296 -0.2278 0.7103 -1.233 ** -0.0656 -0.4961 -0.4267 *

(.206) (.178) (.209) (.555) (.209) (.188) (.275) (.199)

NS -0.4476 ** -0.5243 ** -0.6204 ** -0.429 -0.9891 ** -0.4441 ** -0.3307 ** -1.3194 **

(.077) (.077) (.081) (.241) (.071) (.073) (.110) (.090)

NB -0.5866 ** -0.6753 ** -0.5902 ** -0.6919 * -1.0752 ** -0.4406 ** -0.4538 ** -1.2486 **

(.087) (.083) (.089) (.274) (.079) (.079) (.128) (.094)

QUE -0.6145 ** -0.4848 ** -0.5715 ** -0.6188 ** -1.1722 ** -0.4812 ** -0.4917 ** -1.2996 **

(.037) (.035) (.038) (.132) (.033) (.033) (.054) (.044)

MAN -0.6142 ** -0.5055 ** -0.3392 ** -1.1973 ** -0.7769 ** -0.3684 ** -0.1528 -1.2427 **

(.070) (.060) (.074) (.282) (.070) (.058) (.098) (.089)

SASK -0.2714 ** -0.4614 ** -0.236 ** -0.8467 ** -0.3843 ** -0.2792 ** -0.2724 ** -1.2193 **

(.077) (.059) (.070) (.278) (.070) (.055) (.096) (.092)

ALTA 0.1143 * -0.1444 ** -0.1005 -0.2099 -0.1857 ** -0.1711 ** -0.0774 -0.9944 **

(.055) (.046) (.056) (.190) (.052) (.044) (.070) (.063)

BC -0.0789 -0.1599 ** -0.1106 * -0.3473 * -0.5888 ** -0.1238 ** -0.0981 -0.6534 **

(.048) (.046) (.047) (.176) (.043) (.041) (.059) (.053)

Mover 0.262 ** 0.0272 -0.0544 0.0739 -0.00028 -0.1199 * 0.00279 -0.4132 **

(.055) (.059) (.078) (.213) (.063) (.051) (.096) (.070)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 0.0115 0.079 ** 0.1236 ** 0.0335 0.112 ** 0.1183 ** 0.212 ** 0.0626 *

(.024) (.024) (.025) (.088) (.021) (.021) (.036) (.026)

30,000-99,999 0.0852 ** 0.0145 0.0277 -0.0792 0.0621 ** 0.0988 ** 0.2071 ** 0.0175

(.025) (.024) (.025) (.087) (.022) (.022) (.038) (.027)

15,000-29,999 0.0835 -0.0231 ** 0.0509 -0.2518 0.0627 -0.0499 0.1302 0.0391

(.048) (.043) (.047) (.168) (.044) (.040) (.071) (.049)

0-14,999 0.1224 ** 0.0127 * 0.0165 -0.0824 0.056 ** 0.0136 0.0752 * -0.0217

(.023) (.020) (.021) (.085) (.021) (.019) (.032) (.026)

Rural Area 0.031 -0.2174 -0.1307 ** -0.1628 * 0.0972 ** -0.2657 ** 0.0143 -0.3803 **

(.023) (.019) (.021) (.080) (.023) (.018) (.032) (.030)

Year (1992)

1993 0.0875 * -0.0756 * 0.0336 -0.0546 0.0122 -0.015 -0.0651 -0.0496

(.035) (.033) (.037) (.127) (.031) (.030) (.049) (.037)

1994 0.0258 -0.2585 ** 0.658 ** -0.4487 ** -0.0957 ** -0.1471 ** 0.0093 -0.6285 **

(.036) (.033) (.036) (.132) (.032) (.030) (.049) (.040)

1995 -0.141 ** -0.2842 ** 0.2043 ** -0.6884 ** -0.3179 ** -0.2904 ** -0.2087 ** -0.8888 **

(.036) (.033) (.039) (.129) (.034) (.030) (.050) (.039)

(continued)



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province - Year (Ont., 1992)

Newfoundland 1993 -0.0075 0.1881 0.02 -0.2785 0.1312 0.1831 -0.3003 -0.0327

(.142) (.106) (.132) (.426) (.135) (.100) (.184) (.173)

Newfoundland 1994 -0.1808 0.1556 0.0357 -0.141 -0.059 0.2618 ** -0.4891 ** 0.5103 **

(.149) (.109) (.124) (.449) (.143) (.100) (.179) (.175)

Newfoundland 1995 -0.3083 * 0.1587 0.1494 0.1536 0.00317 0.2299 * -0.1963 0.6548 **

(.155) (.107) (.129) (.440) (.145) (.102) (.174) (.177)

PEI 1993 0.1284 -0.1181 0.3072 -0.4016 0.2658 -0.0415 -0.404 -0.5752

(.284) (.257) (.289) (.908) (.283) (.259) (.431) (.317)

PEI 1994 0.0365 0.1308 0.2946 0.1779 0.0957 0.1681 0.8759 * -0.2339

(.293) (.265) (.284) (.842) (.293) (.253) (.387) (.324)

PEI 1995 0.4479 0.0707 0.3407 -0.3693 0.8046 ** 0.4477 0.392 0.6625 *

(.281) (.254) (.305) (1.010) (.271) (.249) (.418) (.287)

Nova Scotia 1993 -0.1988 0.125 0.1825 -0.0496 0.0406 0.0166 -0.0103 0.1269

(.110) (.107) (.111) (.355) (.100) (.102) (.159) (.125)

Nova Scotia 1994 -0.2065 0.1789 0.3433 ** -0.2348 0.0653 -0.0344 -0.3349 * 0.5482 **

(.112) (.108) (.105) (.388) (.102) (.104) (.163) (.127)

Nova Scotia 1995 -0.0217 0.1799 0.2942 ** 0.0376 0.1122 0.2309 * -0.0356 0.5656 **

(.103) (.106) (.113) (.359) (.104) (.100) (.156) (.128)

New Brunswick 1993 -0.0452 0.1895 0.1953 0.1081 0.1069 -0.0643 -0.1874 -0.0828

(.120) (.114) (.122) (.393) (.108) (.110) (.188) (.135)

New Brunswick 1994 0.0119 0.3045 ** 0.3669 ** 0.6108 0.0779 -0.0141 0.1548 0.6544 **

(.121) (.115) (.116) (.402) (.111) (.111) (.180) (.134)

New Brunswick 1995 0.083 0.3192 ** 0.3023 * 0.48 0.2584 * 0.0714 0.2302 0.652 **

(.122) (.114) (.125) (.401) (.112) (.110) (.179) (.137)

Quebec 1993 0.0582 0.3877 ** 0.1233 * 0.0856 0.2246 ** 0.2864 ** 0.1952 ** 0.1143

(.051) (.048) (.053) (.189) (.045) (.045) (.076) (.061)

Quebec 1994 0.0616 0.2474 ** 0.4208 ** 0.409 * 0.2582 ** 0.2259 ** 0.1497 * 0.5285 **

(.052) (.049) (.051) (.193) (.046) (.046) (.076) (.063)

Quebec 1995 0.1836 ** 0.3074 ** 0.3292 ** 0.4785 * 0.4421 ** 0.2826 ** 0.33 ** 0.9092 **

(.052) (.049) (.055) (.190) (.047) (.046) (.077) (.061)

Manitoba 1993 0.0098 -0.0554 -0.0097 0.0496 0.2627 ** -0.0764 0.0669 -0.0485

(.099) (.087) (.105) (.394) (.094) (.082) (.147) (.126)

Manitoba 1994 -0.0041 0.1258 0.1729 0.3855 0.2023 * 0.00359 0.1046 0.5718 **

(.101) (.087) (.100) (.402) (.098) (.083) (.146) (.127)

Manitoba 1995 0.1579 0.1479 0.3219 ** 0.1328 0.3159 ** 0.0845 0.3097 * 0.8556 **

(.102) (.087) (.109) (.418) (.100) (.083) (.147) (.124)

Saskatchewan 1993 0.0595 0.2752 ** 0.0144 0.3857 0.4063 ** 0.0281 0.1277 -0.00493

(.107) (.082) (.098) (.389) (.094) (.078) (.140) (.131)

Saskatchewan 1994 0.033 0.2151 * 0.2352 * 0.3069 0.4086 ** -0.0202 0.2414 ** 0.5462 **

(.110) (.086) (.094) (.409) (.098) (.081) (.140) (.134)

Saskatchewan 1995 -0.0649 0.2445 ** 0.0578 0.6037 0.3182 ** 0.0528 0.13 0.7725 **

(.115) (.087) (.104) (.383) (.104) (.081) (.145) (.132)

(continued)



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province - Year (Ont., 1992) - continued

Alberta 1993 -0.0532 -0.00287 0.1168 -0.1656 0.2905 ** 0.019 0.1553 0.0893

(.078) (.066) (.077) (.279) (.071) (.061) (.102) (.089)

Alberta 1994 -0.0274 0.0883 0.1491 -0.024 0.6213 ** 0.0392 0.0859 0.7821 **

(.079) (.066) (.076) (.284) (.071) (.062) (.102) (.088)

Alberta 1995 0.0377 0.1694 ** 0.2602 ** 0.6128 * 0.3998 ** 0.2887 ** 0.0895 0.9889 **

(.081) (.065) (.081) (.265) (.077) (.061) (.103) (.088)

British Columbia 1993 -0.1054 0.0524 -0.0136 0.0374 0.0707 -0.0455 -0.0944 -0.0551

(.069) (.065) (.067) (.250) (.060) (.058) (.087) (.075)

British Columbia 1994 -0.1983 ** 0.117 0.1207 * -0.1846 0.1433 * 0.0284 -0.0541 0.491 **

(.070) (.066) (.065) (.269) (.061) (.058) (.086) (.076)

British Columbia 1995 0.0307 0.4317 ** -0.0054 0.3032 0.1636 ** 0.3507 ** -0.0284 0.982 **

(.070) (.064) (.071) (.248) (.063) (.057) (.088) (.073)

Sample Size 125,760 113,620 92,110 9,075 161,465 134,845 41,895 115,540

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Without Unobserved Heterogeneity With Gamma Distributed Unobserved Heterogeneity

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

LogD -0.1114 -0.1247 ** -0.0455 * 0.0548 -0.1208 -0.1372 ** -0.0162 -0.1374

(.135) (.039) (.021) (.088) (.138) (.041) (.030) (.096)

Intercept -1.1612 ** -0.2002 ** -0.6423 ** -0.5261 ** -1.1533 ** -0.2151 ** -0.6632 ** -0.5086 **

(.226) (.057) (.040) (.124) (.226) (.057) (.042) (.128)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  0.0586 0.3284 ** 0.505 ** N/A  0.0696 0.324 ** 0.4898 **

(.098) (.043) (.098) (.098) (.045) (.102)

to Attached with Child. 1.5995 ** N/A  -0.1272 * 0.9252 ** 1.5986 ** N/A  -0.1296 * 0.9619 **

(.236) (.049) (.096) (.237) (.052) (.097)

to Attached no Child. 1.399 ** 0.1672 * N/A  1.0161 ** 1.3991 ** 0.1468 N/A  0.8661 **

(.184) (.082) (.256) (.185) (.083) (.280)

to Lone Parent -0.284 -0.0634 -0.3859 N/A  -0.2898 -0.0499 -0.6756 N/A  

(1.014) (.271) (.501) (1.013) (.273) (.583)

to Filing Child 1.8322 ** 1.6768 ** 1.671 ** 4.597 1.8335 ** 1.7028 ** 1.681 ** 6.384

(.185) (.446) (.146) (114.235) (.191) (.465) (.151) (271.175)

New Spouse N/A -0.2078 0.9087 ** N/A N/A -0.1847 0.9232 ** N/A

(.297) (.069) (.295) (.073)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A 0.0902 * N/A 0.0991 N/A 0.1094 ** N/A 0.113

(.036) (.076) (.036) (.079)

Three N/A 0.1194 ** N/A 0.2891 * N/A 0.1394 ** N/A 0.3044 **

(.425) (.116) (.043) (.118)

Four N/A 0.1725 ** N/A 0.3466 N/A 0.1824 ** N/A 0.3828

(.061) (.249) (.062) (.249)

Five or more N/A -0.0975 N/A -0.2253 N/A -0.0646 N/A -0.1271

(.170) (.469) (.118) (.455)

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec -0.0353 -0.1739 * 0.0588 -0.4148 -0.0408 -0.1605 0.0459 -0.3595

(.332) (.085) (.046) (.240) (.326) (.085) (.048) (.246)

French-ROC 0.0523 0.2309 0.0121 -0.4322 0.0572 0.2452 0.0352 -0.5547

(.454) (.184) (.089) (.349) (.486) (.185) (.091) (.395)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.281 0.0375 0.1409 ** -0.3049 * 0.277 0.0288 0.1476 ** -0.3272 *

(.163) (.048) (.043) (.135) (.163) (.049) (.045) (.142)

30-39 0.1248 0.0131 -0.0108 -0.0778 0.123 0.0119 -0.0132 -0.0877

(.162) (.033) (.046) (.076) (.162) (.034) (.046) (.078)

50-59 -0.2116 -0.1417 ** -0.0333 -0.0832 -0.2135 -0.1467 ** -0.0342 -0.0765

(.204) (.053) (.034) (.112) (.203) (.054) (.035) (.115)

60-69 0.4863 * -0.1027 0.1878 ** 0.404 * 0.461 * -0.0815 0.1962 ** 0.3328

(.206) (.098) (.032) (.171) (.207) (.098) (.034) (.185)

70+ 0.8976 ** -0.1107 0.4265 ** 0.3575 0.8992 ** -0.0866 0.4533 ** 0.3043

(.233) (.255) (.034) (.243) (.234) (.256) (.036) (.265)

(continued)

Table A9: PGM Hazard Model -- Male



Without Unobserved Heterogeneity With Gamma Distributed Unobserved Heterogeneity

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD -0.6495 -0.7003 ** -0.5724 ** -0.3263 -0.646 -0.7 ** -0.5818 ** -0.3373

(.380) (.087) (.054) (.214) (.400) (.088) (.056) (.222)

PEI -(.889) -0.2746 -0.04452 0.4437 -0.8889 -0.271 -0.0389 0.51

(.963) (.258) (.117) (.400) (1.033) (.256) (.120) (.413)

NS -0.9805 ** -0.2196 ** -0.2584 ** -0.4585 * -0.9771 ** -0.2391 ** -0.2748 ** -0.5378 **

(.324) (.084) (.047) (.185) (.319) (.085) (.049) (.197)

NB -0.1324 -0.288 ** -0.2389 ** 0.0731 -0.1299 -0.2999 ** -0.2454 ** 0.0173

(.323) (.103) (.054) (.188) (.338) (.105) (.056) (.199)

QUE -0.1629 -0.1077 ** -0.1595 ** -0.0003 -0.1615 -0.113 ** -0.1567 ** -0.036

(.140) (.040) (.023) (.088) (.140) (.040) (.024) (.091)

MAN -0.291 -0.1388 -0.1223 ** -0.4689 * -0.3498 -0.1562 * -0.2908 ** -0.472 *

(.283) (.075) (.043) (.205) (.289) (.076) (.047) (.210)

SASK 0.2627 -0.0365 -0.0396 -0.024 0.2735 -0.065 -0.1725 ** -0.1062

(.281) (.073) (.041) (.169) (.288) (.074) (.044) (.183)

ALTA 0.1126 -0.0027 0.0307 0.1732 0.1138 -0.0198 -0.1137 ** 0.1576

(.193) (.050) (.030) (.119) (.193) (.051) (.032) (.122)

BC 0.01 -0.022 -0.0491 -0.005 0.0084 -0.0589 -0.096 ** -0.0018

(.178) (.049) (.026) (.112) (.178) (.050) (.028) (.115)

Mover 0.2191 -0.117 -0.0451 -0.0277 0.2282 -0.1192 -0.0446 -0.1082

(.314) (.136) (.089) (.287) (.315) (.137) (.092) (.312)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.1602 0.0949 * 0.0756 ** -0.1644 -0.1664 0.1057 * 0.0665 * -0.1533

(.181) (.048) (.027) (.105) (.179) (.049) (.028) (.108)

30,000-99,999 0.1515 0.0645 -0.0163 -0.1674 0.1492 0.0791 -0.0167 -0.174

(.172) (.052) (.029) (.110) (.174) (.053) (.030) (.114)

15,000-29,999 -0.3444 0.1693 * -0.0166 -0.0049 -0.3476 0.193 * 0.0003 -0.0306

(.366) (.085) (.050) (.182) (.375) (.085) (.052) (.194)

0-14,999 -0.0684 0.0118 -0.0126 -0.0147 -0.0694 0.0234 -0.001 -0.0089

(.175) (.045) (.025) (.106) (.180) (.045) (.026) (.110)

Rural Area -0.0924 -0.12 ** -0.0876 ** -0.167 -0.1088 -0.1106 * -0.0713 ** -0.1823

(.177) (.043) (.025) (.107) (.180) (.044) (.026) (.111)

Year (1992)

1993 0.1239 -0.1471 ** -0.0609 * -0.1606 0.1154 -0.1515 ** -0.0735 * -0.1924

(.196) (.048) (.030) (.110) (.196) (.049) (.030) (.112)

1994 0.1333 -0.3116 ** 0.3042 ** -0.4354 ** 0.1376 -0.3172 ** 0.306 ** -0.4597 **

(.197) (.048) (.029) (.111) (.195) (.049) (.030) (.137)

1995 0.1444 -0.2691 ** 0.1126 ** -0.5489 ** 0.15 -0.2876 ** 0.096 ** -0.5402 **

(.193) (.047) (.030) (.108) (.193) (.048) (.032) (.111)

Sample Size 1,100 11,015 34,210 2,765 1,100 11,015 34,210 2,765

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Intercept -2.6831 ** -0.3697 ** -3.9683 ** -0.2464 ** -2.7834 ** -0.35437 ** -4.063 ** -2.4056 **

(.023) (.020) (.025) (.080) (.023) (.018) (.026) (.031)

Family Dynamics

to Single N/A  1.144 ** 1.2908 ** -0.7385 ** N/A  1.9322 ** 2.1539 ** -0.4878 **

(.028) (.026) (.088) (.077) (.022) (.053)

to Attached with Child. 0.0221 N/A  0.8349 ** -0.292 ** 0.3129 ** N/A  0.9921 ** -0.9793 **

(.039) (.030) (.089) (.087) (.032) (.045)

to Attached no Child. -0.4927 ** -0.3441 ** N/A  -0.6123 * -0.3745 ** -0.4539 ** N/A  -1.2108 **

(.034) (.034) (.277) (.039) (.038) (.266)

to Lone Parent 0.977 ** 1.4329 ** 1.9337 ** N/A  1.9576 ** 2.8986 ** 3.8312 ** N/A  

(.053) (.066) (.265) (.046) (.015) (.092)

to Filing Child -1.3053 ** -0.2817 0.3299 -1.0257 -1.2833 ** -6.6327 0.8899 ** -0.8102

(.084) (.310) (.228) (.729) (.127) (34.788) (.193) (.590)

New Spouse N/A 1.4539 ** 1.2177 ** N/A N/A 2.113 ** 1.9066 ** N/A

(.084) (.041) (.058) (.060)

Number of Children (One)

Two N/A -0.051 ** N/A 0.0548 N/A 0.0176 N/A 0.064 **

(.014) (.054) (.012) (.021)

Three N/A 0.2312 ** N/A 0.1046 N/A 0.249 ** N/A 0.3326 **

(.017) (.089) (.014) (.030)

Four N/A 0.5182 ** N/A 0.0541 N/A 0.5407 ** N/A 0.637 **

(.025) (.186) (.022) (.055)

Five or more N/A 0.8747 ** N/A 0.4237 N/A 0.8664 ** N/A 0.8574 **

(.042) (.397) (.039) (.104)

Age Group (Prime)

20-29 0.1123 ** 0.7476 ** -0.0318 0.7179 ** 0.0365 0.8035 ** -0.0696 * 1.1494 **

(.023) (.019) (.031) (.108) (.028) (.015) (.029) (.028)

30-39 -0.0186 0.2387 ** -0.0672 * 0.2787 ** -0.2381 ** 0.3059 ** -0.1211 ** 0.4257 **

(.020) (.013) (.029) (.056) (.027) (.012) (.029) (.022)

50-59 0.2058 ** 0.2173 ** 0.2562 ** -0.0087 0.2352 ** 0.2143 ** 0.2011 ** 0.2505 **

(.024) (.021) (.023) (.081) (.023) (.027) (.022) (.044)

60-69 -0.2091 ** 0.7496 ** 0.3363 ** 0.7586 ** -0.1965 ** 0.6083 ** -0.3772 ** 0.9333 **

(.026) (.041) (.022) (.136) (.022) (.088) (.026) (.099)

70+ -0.7666 ** 0.5487 ** -0.062 * -0.2216 -0.4664 ** -0.0661 -1.0235 ** 0.7819 **

(.029) (.107) (.025) (.301) (.021) (.199) (.035) (.123)

(continued)

Table A10: Logit Model Results for the Probability of Entering Low-Income, Mover Variable Excluded



Men Women

Single Attached Attached Lone Single Attached Attached Lone

with no Parent with no Parent

Child. Child. Child. Child.

Province (Ont.)

NFLD 0.5671 ** 0.6454 ** 0.7605 ** 0.2403 0.4841 ** 0.5004 ** 0.7523 ** -0.1481

(.050) (.030) (.037) (.176) (.050) (.028) (.048) (.080)

PEI 0.147 -0.155 * 0.2546 ** -0.175 0.0792 -0.1261 0.0213 -0.4337 **

(.095) (.078) (.084) (.373) (.096) (.066) (.112) (.133)

NS 0.2059 ** 0.1395 ** 0.3557 ** 0.2474 * 0.1705 ** 0.0722 ** 0.3417 ** -0.2657 ***

(.039) (.032) (.033) (.125) (.037) (.028) (.043) (.059)

NB 0.1266 ** -0.0164 0.1729 ** -0.102 0.1779 ** -0.0281 0.2084 ** -0.5275 **

(.045) (.037) (.039) (.148) (.042) (.031) (.049) (.073)

QUE 0.0164 -0.0314 * 0.3303 ** -0.4446 ** 0.2362 ** -0.1475 ** 0.2499 ** -0.6099 **

(.019) (.016) (.017) (.066) (.017) (.013) (.021) (.028)

MAN 0.0714 0.00844 0.0376 -0.3411 * -0.0092 -0.0506 * 0.0825 * -0.4869 **

(.037) (.029) (.034) (.145) (.033) (.025) (.041) (.056)

SASK 0.089 * 0.203 ** 0.343 ** -0.1074 0.2148 ** 0.0965 ** 0.3235 ** -0.6072 **

(.041) (.030) (.032) (.141) (.034) (.026) (.041) (.065)

ALTA -0.0134 0.0853 ** 0.2124 ** -0.1746 0.2071 ** 0.0768 ** 0.2386 ** -0.3538 **

(.027) (.020) (.023) (.093) (.024) (.017) (.028) (.037)

BC -0.036 0.1414 ** 0.2468 ** -0.0012 0.1326 ** 0.159 ** 0.3682 ** -0.2768 **

(.023) (.019) (.020) (.081) (.021) (.016) (.024) (.030)

Mover N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Minority Language (ENG/FR)

English-Quebec 0.1358 ** 0.3761 ** -0.0039 0.6434 ** -0.007 0.4295 ** 0.0462 0.2267 **

(.041) (.032) (.035) (.162) (.034) (.028) (.043) (.068)

French-ROC -0.1977 ** -0.2071 ** 0.1763 ** 0.0684 -0.0179 -0.0959 0.1198 -0.0298

(.070) (.063) (.062) (.245) (.062) (.051) (.077) (.106)

Area Size (500,000+)

100,000-499,999 -0.1011 ** -0.2658 ** -0.2064 ** -0.1428 -0.0325 -0.1935 ** -0.1962 ** 0.0548 *

(.023) (.019) (.021) (.079) (.020) (.016) (.026) (.027)

30,000-99,999 0.0287 -0.0532 ** 0.0467 * -0.009 0.1704 ** -0.0841 ** 0.0248 0.1427 **

(.024) (.020) (.021) (.079) (.021) (.017) (.027) (.030)

15,000-29,999 -0.0701 -0.1429 ** 0.0735 -0.3088 * 0.1083 * -0.1001 ** -0.0343 0.2069 **

(.046) (.037) (.040) (.155) (.043) (.031) (.051) (.058)

0-14,999 0.1147 ** 0.123 ** 0.3684 ** -0.1274 0.2851 ** 0.1019 ** 0.2755 ** 0.2532 **

(.022) (.017) (.018) (.078) (.020) (.015) (.023) (.031)

Rural Area 0.3861 ** 0.602 ** 0.6926 ** 0.3634 ** 0.5639 ** 0.4652 ** 0.6547 ** 0.5047 **

(.022) (.017) (.018) (.076) (.023) (.015) (.024) (.037)

Year (1992)

1993 -0.0778 ** -0.0613 ** -0.0574 ** 0.2313 ** -0.1822 ** -0.00083 -0.0265 0.0535

(.020) (.016) (.017) (.072) (.017) (.014) (.021) (.028)

1994 -0.0127 0.0688 ** -0.2184 ** 0.3812 ** -0.2362 ** 0.1186 ** -0.0372 0.4663 **

(.020) (.015) (.017) (.069) (.017) (.013) (.021) (.026)

1995 -0.0297 -0.0046 -0.1644 ** 0.3705 ** -0.2039 ** 0.0747 ** -0.0165 0.3387 **

(.020) (.016) (.017) (.070) (.017) (.014) (.021) (.027)

One asterisk indicates significance at the 95% level, two asterisks at the 99% level.
~~ Indicates the coefficient had to be suppressed to alleviate convergence problems.


