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ABSTRACT

This study examines the income gap between immigrants and Canadian-born working-
age adults using the 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census. Blinder-
Oaxaca decomposition methods were used to analyze the explained (differences in
observable characteristics) and unexplained (returns to observable characteristics)
factors affecting this gap. Results show that immigrants typically earned less than
Canadian-born respondents, and the gap grew due to unexplained factors. However,
taxes reduced the gap by almost 37% in 2006 and 33% in 2016. Higher levels and
returns to education reduced the gap in 1996 and 2006, but in 2016, returns to
education contributed to its increase. Furthermore, returns to experience and group-
identification increased the unexplained gap, which may be evidence of discriminatory
practices. However, firms may also be reducing the valuation of immigrant human
capital. Thus, policies to address international accreditation and disparities in global

education and employment standards may help reduce the gap.
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1. Introduction

Immigration has played a significant role in shaping Canada's history and population.
Canada was settled by immigrants and descendants of immigrants, including the
Indigenous Peoples of Canada who arrived thousands of years ago (Edmonston, 2016).
Europeans began arriving in the 16th and 17th centuries, including the French and
British, who established settlements and colonies. With the establishment of British
Colonial governance in 1763, new settlement projects brought new influxes of European
origin immigrants, including some 40,000 United Empire loyalists from United States, the

first Canadian refugee inflow (Simmons, 2010).

Canada became a multi-ethnic nation after confederation in 1867, with large waves of
immigration in the late 1800s and the early 1900s, reaching the peak of 400,000 annual
immigrants prior to World War | (Simmons, 2010). At the start of 20th century, the
majority of immigrants to Canada had originated in the United States or the United
Kingdom. However, immigrants, increasingly from European origin began to grow,
coming to Canada seeking economic opportunities. This period also saw an influx of
Chinese immigrants who came to work on the Canadian Pacific Railway (Boyd & Vickers,

2000).

After World War Il, Canada's immigration policy began to shift towards a more

multicultural approach, with an emphasis on attracting immigrants from a variety of



countries. In the 1960s and 1970s, Canada's immigration policy underwent further
changes, with a focus on reuniting families and attracting skilled workers (Boyd &
Vickers, 2000). After the policy change, the proportion of immigrants born in non-
European countries began to rise, slowly at first and then more quickly through the

1980s (Statistics Canada, 2016).

In 1971, 61.6 percent of newcomers to Canada were of European origin, while that
proportion was only 16.1 percent in 2006 (Chui et al., 2007; McMullen, 2006; Statistics
Canada, 2009). In 2006, the proportion of recent immigrants from Asia made up the
largest segment of newcomers (58.3 percent); in contrast, only 12.1 percent of
immigrants were from Asia in 1971 (Chui et al., 2007; Statistics Canada, 2009). According
to the 2016 Census, approximately 21.9 percent of the Canadian population were
foreign-born (immigrants). Among them, 16.1 percent came between 2011 and 2016.
The top three birth places of immigrants in 2016 were the Philippines (15.6%), India
(12.1%), and China (10.6%) (Statistics Canada, 2017b). Hence, the origin of immigrants

took a shift from Europe to Asia.

In the 1950s and early 1960s, many immigrants had education levels that were, on
average, below those of the Canadian-born population. However, recent immigrants
tend to possess education levels that are significantly higher than the Canadian-born
average (Crossman et al., 2021; McMullen, 2006). According to a study by Hango et al.

(2015), 41 percent of individuals who migrated to Canada from 2001 to 2011 held at


http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/ref/dict/pop148-eng.cfm

least a bachelor's degree. Additionally, more than half of the recent immigrants who
arrived in Canada in the five years leading up to the 2016 Census possessed a bachelor's
degree or higher (Statistics Canada, 2017a). The majority of these university-educated
immigrants obtained their highest degree outside of Canada, mostly in their home

countries (Hango et al., 2015a).

Although employment success of immigrants should be profoundly shaped by human
capital factors such as education and work experience, considerable research has
established that immigrants typically earn less than Canadian-born workers who possess
the same qualifications (Bonikowska et al., 2008; Crossman et al., 2021; Ferrer & Riddell,
2008; Fortin et al., 2016; McMullen, 2006; Picot & Hou, 2003; Picot & Sweetman, 2005;
Schellenberg & Hou, 2005). More specifically, despite their qualifications, the economic
success of newly arrived immigrants has been in serious decline. This decline has
transpired for many years and continues to endure, despite the success of upgraded
immigrant selection and efforts to reduce employment discrimination (Picot &

Sweetman, 2005).

To address this growing problem, it is necessary to understand the source(s) of
economic disparity. Are differences in earnings the result of observed characteristics or
returns to such characteristics; which concerns potential labour market discrimination?
Consequently, this study characterizes the income gap between immigrants and

Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities, differentiating between



differences in observed characteristics (e.g., average differences in level of education)

and returns to these characteristics (e.g., returns to education).

In Section 2, a brief literature review is provided. The methods, which includes
definitions of the dependent and explanatory variables, along with the econometric
specification that incorporates a Blinder-Oaxaca method of decomposition are explained
in Section 3. The results are presented in Section 4, and the findings are subsequently

summarized in Section 5.

2. Literature Review

Over the last three decades, a number of studies have demonstrated a steady decline in
the earnings of immigrants, relative to those who are Canadian-born (Bonikowska et al.,
2008; Crossman et al., 2021; Ferrer & Riddell, 2008; Fortin et al., 2016; McMullen, 2006;
Picot & Hou, 2003; Picot & Sweetman, 2005; Schellenberg & Hou, 2005). Further, the
employment rate for Canadian-born individuals remains consistently higher compared
to that of immigrants (Statistics Canada, 2022). And, there was a sharp decline in the
initial earnings of immigrants in the 1980s compared to those in the 1970s (Fortin et al.,
2016; Worswick, 2004). The authors argue that in the 1970s, immigrants were initially
able to establish a relatively strong economic foothold in Canada, with prospects for

both economic and social inclusion. The 1971 and 1986 Census indicate that immigrant



men had, on average, a respective 5 and 22 percent earnings disadvantage at the time
of arrival (relative to Canadian-born men). The recession of the early 1980s created
unequal difficulties for new immigrants, and consequently those arriving between 1981-
1986 earned 34 percent less than Canadian-born men (Bloom et al., 1994). Worswick
(2004) also finds that during 1990s and early 2000s there was a larger decline in entry-

level earnings.

Similarly, the study of Picot & Hou (2003) reports that at the peak of each business cycle
in 1980, 1990, and 2000, low-income rates rose continuously for each successive cohort
of immigrants. Additionally, the disparity in the low-income rate between immigrants
and Canadian-born individuals also grew during the 1980-2000 period. While the
changing demographics of recent immigrants, including language, country of origin,
family type, and age, played a role in the increase, it accounted for only half or less of
the rise in the low-income rate. In addition, a significant rise in low-income rates was
noticed among immigrants from most parts of Asia (excluding Southeast Asia) as well as
from Africa and Southern Europe. Despite having a degree, a growing number of recent
immigrants are facing an increased likelihood of being in low-income. (Picot & Hou,

2003).

Crossman et al. (2021) compare the labor market outcomes of three groups of
immigrants (new immigrants, recent immigrants, and long-term immigrants) with

Canadian-born individuals. They find that the gap in weekly earnings between new



immigrant men and Canadian-born men increased from 20.1 percent to 24.2 percent
between 2000 and 2015. This was due to a faster increase in earnings for Canadian-born
men compared to new immigrant men. Long-term immigrant men also experienced a
decrease in relative earnings. However, recent immigrant men saw a slight
improvement in their earnings gap with Canadian-born men. From 2015 to 2019, weekly
earnings increased for all three male immigrant groups, but still lagged behind
Canadian-born men. Immigrant women also experienced broadly similar changes.
Between 2000 and 2015, while the earnings of immigrants increased, there was limited
progress made in closing the earnings gap. The gap persisted despite changes in the
socio-demographic makeup of both groups and had minimal effect on the employment

rate and earnings disparities (Crossman et al., 2021).

The study of Bonikowska et al. (2008) finds that a rising proportion of immigrants with a
university degree are performing jobs with low educational requirements and this
phenomenon steadily rose between 1991-2006. This is a form of underemployment
among new immigrants that could be due to their recent arrival, their lack of
information about the Canadian labour market, unsatisfactory language skills, lack of
understanding of cultural norms, and lack of available employment contacts (Frank et
al., 2013). However, it may also be due to labour market discrimination. Studies have
noted that the immigrant and Canadian-born wage gap tends to be larger for African
and Asian immigrants, relative to European immigrants, and a wage penalty is estimated

to accrue on educational degrees from most foreign countries (Fortin et al., 2016; Picot



& Hou, 2003). Fortin et al. (2016) suggest that human capital acquired abroad is much
more portable in some fields than in others. For instance, degrees in “Health Assistance”
appear to be quite portable (i.e., have small wage penalties). The same holds true in
several other fields of study such as “Computer Science, Mathematics, Physical Sciences,
and Science Technologies”, while “Business, Finance and Marketing” and “Education”

have large negative wage penalties.

Fortin at el. (2016) find that there are significant wage premiums on educational
degrees obtained in different countries using 2006 census data. Likewise, McMullen
(2006) finds substantial differences in outcomes for immigrants who obtained their
education prior to arrival in Canada compared to those who obtained some or all of
their education in Canada. Using Census data extending from 1981 to 2001, Ferrer &
Riddell (2008) examines how immigrant human capital is rewarded in Canada and find
that return to education also varies in terms of the region. Immigrants from the US/UK
have comparable returns to education, akin to Canadian-born individuals. Immigrants
from other regions tend to have lower returns for their years of schooling, but earn
more from holding credentials, especially postgraduate degrees (Ferrer & Riddell, 2008).
Similarly, Fortin at el. (2016) find that degrees from Asian countries have the largest
negative wage premium, followed by South America, Africa, and Eastern Europe.
Degrees from most Western countries and the UK have a small negative or positive
premium. The study also found that including location of study reduces the country of

origin effects for Asian immigrants, but not as much for European immigrants.



Bonikowska et al. (2008) corroborate earlier findings which suggest that returns to both
foreign-acquired education and experience for immigrants are lower than the returns to
education and experience obtained in Canada by either immigrants or Canadian-born
adults. They argue that foreign-educated immigrants tend to have lower earnings than
immigrants with a Canadian education, and the difference is partly reflected by a
proficiency in either English or French. One challenging aspect for more recent
newcomers is that, relative to previous cohorts, they are less likely to have English or
French as their first language. Further, a large amount of the schooling occurred in their
home country, and their medium of instruction was more likely in a language other than
English or French (Bonikowska et al., 2008; Hango et al., 2015b). Further, Bloom et al.
(1994) offer another perspective in that declining immigrant skillsets are occurring as
policy increasingly shifts away from skill-orientation to family reunification and human

rights; thus, another avenue through which income disparities may rise.

The value of Canadian work experience is much higher than the value of an immigrant’s
work experience that is accumulated prior to arrival (Ferrer & Riddell, 2008). According
to a study by Worswick (2004), immigrants in the 1990s were not reaping any benefits
from their prior foreign experiences. The decrease in the benefits of foreign experience
has been caused, in part, by the change in the origin of immigrants coming to Canada,
shifting towards countries where it is more difficult to transfer human capital, resulting
in well-qualified immigrants holding low-paying jobs. However, another argument is that

employers in host countries discriminate against immigrants, resulting in less payment



to immigrant workers when in fact they are as equally productive as Canadian-born

workers (Bonikowska et al., 2008; McMullen, 2006).

The previous research has indicated the possibility of discrimination against immigrants,
but a clear conclusion on its extent has not been reached. These studies have not taken
into account various forms of income and have not analyzed the impact of taxes and
transfers. To fill these gaps, this study uses the Oaxaca-Decomposition model to
determine the income discrepancy between the two groups, by separating the
explained and unexplained factors. Furthermore, this study includes a more
comprehensive examination of income, including employment income, market income,
total income, and after-tax income. For a comprehensive definition of these variables,

please see Appendix B.

3. Methodology

3.1 Data Description: Canadian Census

Using the 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census, housed at the Canadian
Research Data Centre (RDC), the study examines the income gap between Canadian-
born adults who do not identify as visible minorities and immigrant adults. Each Census
includes a “long-firm” survey, consisting of 20 percent of the Canadian population —i.e.,
a detailed statistical portrait of Canada and its people based on their demographic,

social, and economic characteristics.



The visible minority variable encompasses information on 15 distinct groups: South
Asian, Chinese, Black, Filipino, Arab, Latin American, Southeast Asian, West Asian,
Korean, Japanese, Korean, Visible minority, n.i.e., Multiple visible minorities, Not a
visible minority, Not applicable (Institutional resident), and Aboriginal self-reporting.
The Employment Equity Act defines visible minorities as individuals who are non-white
and non-Caucasian. This includes groups such as South Asians, Southeast Asians, West
Asians, and others who write in their specific minority group. The category "Visible
minority not listed elsewhere" consists of individuals who wrote in a response that is
considered a visible minority but cannot be classified into any of the other groups such
as Guyanese, West Indian, Kurd, Tibetan, Polynesian, Pacific Islander, etc. The category
"Multiple visible minorities" includes those who selected two or more categories for
visible minorities. 'Aboriginal self-reporting' includes respondents who reported 'Yes' to
the Aboriginal identity question. Lastly, the category "Not a visible minority" mainly
includes people who reported either "White" or a write-in response that does not fall
under a visible minority group. The research leaves out institutional residents and

individuals who classify as “self-reporting aboriginal”.

In this research, the information on the immigration status of the population is captured
in the census data under three categories: Non-immigrants, Immigrants, and Temporary
Residents. Non-immigrants are individuals who were born as Canadian citizens.

Immigrants are persons who are, or have ever been, landed immigrants in Canada

10



(includes immigrants who landed in Canada prior to Census Day). Temporary Residents,
on the other hand, are individuals from foreign countries who hold a work or study
permit or are refugee claimants at the time of the census, along with their
accompanying family members. In this study, the term "Immigrants" is defined as
including both immigrants and permanent residents from the census data. For the
category of "Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities," the author

has included non-immigrants who are not part of a visible minority group.

The population of interest for this study includes both working age Canadians adults
who do not identify as visible minorities, along with immigrants. The study only includes
individuals who are paid Worker - working for wages, salary, tips or commission during
the reference period. To best capture the working age population, only respondents
between the ages of 25 and 64 were included in the study. Additionally, given their
unique cultural and economic circumstances, those residing in the Canadian territories

of Yukon, the Northwest Territories, and Nunavut were excluded.

The chosen waves — 1996, 2006, 2016 — were selected based on prevailing
macroeconomic conditions. In each study year, the economy was in a business-cycle
expansion phase, which allows for a consistent economic examination across time. As
an alternative, comparing 2016 with 2021, may be complicated because of the latter
observations being surveyed during a pandemic. Additionally, the long-form Census was

not conducted in 2011. Thus, this study investigates how differences in income have

11



changed over past two decades, while decomposing these differences into explained
(i.e., mean differences in observed characteristics) and unexplained (i.e., returns to

these observed characteristics) factors using Blinder-Oaxaca methods of decomposition.

3.2 Dependent & Explanatory Variables

In this study, there are four dependent variables of interest, which are: employment
income' (wage/salary before taxes and transfers), market income’ (employment and
non-employment earnings), total income before taxes (market income plus transfer
payments), and net income" (total income after taxes). The purpose of including these
four income variables in this study is to examine the impact of taxes and transfers on the
income gap between two groups. Each value is measured in annual dollars and in
reference to the past 12-month period, for which the term “reference year" is
interchangeably used. For interpretation purposes, particularly with respect to

parameter estimates) all income values are specified in thousands of dollars.

In addition to an immigrant dummy variable, explanatory variables consist of the
following set of employment-related outcomes: years of experience (proxied for as age
minus both years of schooling and a value of six (in order to capture years prior to
schooling) and for individuals with no education proxied for as age minus 15 (legal age
for work is 16); specified in linear and quadratic terms), full-time/part-time employment
status, and a set of dummies controlling for industry of occupation. Further, level of

education, marital status, the presence of a disability, language preference, and

12



geographic location are also included. Education consists of a set of four dummy
variables: less than or equal to high school education, diploma/certificate below a
Bachelor’s degree, completion of a Bachelor's degree, and a Master’s degree or higher.
Marital status also includes four categories: married/common-law, divorced, widowed,
and single. The same is also true for language proficiency, which includes: only English,
only French, both English and French, and neither English nor French. Geographic
location captures controls for urban/rural status and region of residence: Atlantic

Canada, Quebec, Ontario, the Prairies, and British Columbia.

3.3 Econometric Specification
The regression model for this analysis is as follows:
vl = Bo+BuX] + €’
where, y denotes individual-level annual income for person i in group (Canadian-born or
Immigrant), while X captures the set of covariates noted in Section 3.2. Further, € is the

error term (which is assumed to be idiosyncratic).

3.4 The Blinder-Oaxaca Method of Decomposition

Among the most widely used methods of evaluating an earnings gap is the Blinder-
Oaxaca method of decomposition (Blinder, 1973; Oaxaca, 1973). Both authors derived
similar models, with generalizations subsequently made by (Juhn et al.,, 1991)),
(Neumark, 2004)), and (Oaxaca & Ransom, 1994). The model is used to study mean

outcome differences between groups. The mean is decomposed into a part that is

13



“explained” by group differences in observable characteristics (e.g., education, work
experience) and an “unexplained” component that is the result of returns to such
observable characteristics. Notably, the unexplained component is often associated with
discriminatory concerns. Consider a model that examines the returns to a positive
outcome (y) based on a control variable (X) for two separate groups: the privileged (p)
and non-privileged (n):

W= BOXD e,

yir = BMX[' + e

Using ordinary least squares (OLS), assume that the privileged are found to have a more
advantageous regression line such that, at each value of X, the outcome is higher for this
group. Moreover, consider that they also have a higher mean level of X (hypothetical
scenario). The opposite is also possible. Running these regressions, and differencing the
two estimated equations yields:
yP — 3" = fPRP — X
Based on this equation, it is possible to decompose this difference in economic
outcomes into:
i. Differences in X’s (i.e. the explained component), and

ii. Differences in ﬁ's (i.e. the unexplained component).

14



Graphically, this derivation can be depicted as follows.

Figure 1: Methods of Decomposition

Source: Author's depiction

The regression lines for groups p and n are not parallel, meaning that returns to variable
X (such as education) is different for the two groups. Assume that group p, on average,
have more education, and the returns to education are also higher. Therefore, the

outcome gap consists of both an explained and unexplained component.

Given Figure 1, two decomposition methods are possible. Moving from left to right, the
first decomposition [A = B] begins with the non-privileged and compares their outcome
with that of the privileged. The explained portion of this decomposition (A)?B”)
examines the gain in Y should a non-privileged respondent have a level of X equal to

that of the mean level of the privileged group. The unexplained portion (Aﬁfp)

evaluates the difference between the two trajectories at the average privileged level of

15



X —a difference based on the magnitudes of the parameter estimates, which in this case

equals returns to X.

The second decomposition [B - A] begins with the privileged and examines what their
predicted outcome would be if they had an X value equivalent to that of the average
non-privileged value (AXBP). This constitutes the explained portion of the
decomposition - the difference being in regard to the average independent variable
values between the two groups along the privileged trajectory. The unexplained portion
(A,é)?”) is due to the difference in parameter estimates between the two groups. Thus,
even if a member of the privileged group possessed a level of X equivalent to that of the
mean non-privileged value, they would have a different outcome based on the

differences in parameter estimates.

Regardless of the decomposition used, these methods partition the outcome gap into
two groups — i.e.,, a part that is due to the observable differences in explanatory
variables at the means, and an unexplained part that is attributable to differences in
parameter estimates. These decompositions are as follows:
Decomposition 1: [A = B]

yP —yn = AXB™ + ABXP
Decomposition 2: [B - A]

yP —y" = AXBP + ABX™

16



On the right-hand side of both models, the first term represents the explained difference
in outcomes, while the second term represents the unexplained component. It is also
worth noting that the above decompositions produce similar yet different results. Given
there is no technical reason to prefer one decomposition over the other, some
researchers have pursed alternative methods. For instance, the evaluation of differences
in parameter estimates may be in regard to a weighted parameter estimate (B*). Thus,

the model becomes:

57— = AXR + (X (B — ) + K7 B~ p)

For instance, * = (BP+ [™/2) produces a result which is the mean of the two
decompositions listed above (also known as a Shapley decomposition). This study
presents the decomposition from the perspective of the non-privileged [A > B] —i.e.,
the immigrants. That is, what is an immigrant’s expected outcome value should they
have the mean characteristics of a Canadian-born adult who do not identify as visible
minorities? Further, to what extent do the expected outcomes between these two
groups differ once mean differences in observable characteristics have been taken into

consideration?

4. Results

4.1 Descriptive Statistics
Means for both Canadian-born adults and immigrants are presented in Table 1 and Table
2 for females and males respectively. For confidentiality purposes, observation totals are

17



rounded to base 5; for interpretation purposes, income variables are in thousands of
dollars ($S000's). Given the stratified nature of the sample, population weights are
applied. In all scenarios, mean levels of income for working age adults are higher among
Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities, relative to Immigrant

adults.

Among working age females, the difference in mean employment income increased
from $1,126 in 1996, to $3,346 in 2006, to $7,046 in 2016. These increases well out-
paced any increase that would have transpired because of inflation. The market income
gap is slightly larger than the employment income gap at $3,442 in 2006 and $7,972 in
2016 (1996 values were not collected). That said, the largest gaps occur with respect to
total income, with respective dollar values of $1,320, $3,510, and $8,061. Net income
values were only available for 2006 and 2016, but the gaps suggest that Canada’s tax
system helped reduce the income gap given that it fell to $2,511 in 2006 and $5,574 in

2016.

For males, the difference in mean employment income increased from $1,859, to
$5,469, to $13,650 dollars when comparing the 1996, 2006, and 2016 cohorts. As in the
case for females, the difference increased from $1,126 to $3,346 to $7,046. The market
income gap is also larger than the employment income gap at $5,883 in 2006 and
$15,730 in 2016 (1996 values were not collected). The total income gap is the largest at

$2,142, 56,168, and $16,294 for each respective decade. Lastly, the net income gap was

18



$3,909 in 2006 and $10,950 in 2016. As with females, although 1996 values were not
available, the 2006 and 2016 results suggest that Canada’s tax system reduced this

income gap.

Immigrants in 2016 tended to have higher levels of education compared to those
observed in 1996 and 2006. Moreover, in each year of study, a higher proportion
reported having a Master’s degree (or higher) relative to Canadian-born adults.
Approximately 7.8 percent female immigrants reported having a Master’s degree or
higher in 1996 (for Canadian-born females, the prevalence was 5.2 percent), while 12.4
percent reported having this level of education in 2006 (7.2 percent for Canadian-born
women). Remarkably, in 2016, approximately 50 percent of female immigrants had at
least a Master’s level education (relative to just under 40 percent of Canadian-born
females). A similar pattern also emerges for men. In 1996, 11 percent of male
immigrants had at least a Master’s degree. In 2006, this value increase to almost 16
percent. By 2016, almost 46 percent of male immigrants reported having a Master’s
degree (or higher). Once again, these numbers are higher than their Canadian-born

counterparts, which respectively equal: 5.7, 6.4, and 29.1 percent.

The average female had about 21-23 years of experience, and this amount was slightly
higher for immigrants in 1996 and 2006. Additionally, mean levels of experience
remained relatively steady over the study period. This is also true for males with a

slightly larger spread of 21-24 years of experience. Once again, differences between

19



Canadian-born and immigrant males are slight, but favored immigrants during the first

two time periods.

Most female respondents (=70 percent) reported being married, with the prevalence for
immigrants being slightly higher. For immigrant males, the prevalence of marriage
ranged from about 76-78 percent, which is somewhat higher than the Canadian-born
prevalence of 68-73 percent. About one-third of the Canadian-born population live in
Ontario, and for the bulk of the study, over 50 percent of immigrants resided in this
Province. However, the percentage of immigrants residing in Ontario declined over the
study period, with an increasing amount of male and female immigrants living in the
Prairies by 2016 (=6 percentage point increase). Relative to Canadian-born adults, far
fewer immigrants lived in rural areas over the study period. Further, female immigrants
residing in rural areas declined over this two-decade period from 6.8 percent in 1996 to
4 percent by 2016. Male immigrants living in rural areas also declined over the study
period, from 6.8 percent in 1996 to 4.2 percent in 2016. In comparison, about 21-23
percent of Canadian-born adults resided in rural areas over this time period, and this

prevalence remained relatively constant.

While about 87 percent of female and male immigrants reported that English was their
primary language in 1996, this percentage fell slightly to about 83-84 percent by 2016. In
comparison, about 70-71 percent of Canadian-born respondents reported English as

their first language. Furthermore, the percent of French immigrants increased over the
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study period, from about 6-7 percent in 1996, to 9-10 percent by 2016. In turn, the
number of Canadian-born respondents who were French was fairly constant at about 30

percent.

Over three-quarters of Canadian-born and immigrant females reported working full-time
over the two-decade period. For men, the prevalence was relatively higher at about 91-
94 percent. Finally, over the study period, the percentage of respondents, both
immigrant and otherwise, reported a remarkable rise in disability. In 1996, the
prevalence was about 5 percent. In 2006, it increased to 12-13 percent. By 2016, the
numbers rose to about 30-33 percent for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as

visible minorities and 20-23 percent for immigrants.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics — Females

[44

1996 2006 2016

Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants
Income
Employment Income (S000's) 23.579 22.453 34.218 30.872 45.579 38.533
Market Income ($000's) - - 35.797 32.355 48.278 40.306
Total Income ($000's) 26.253 24,933 38.099 34.589 52.057 43.996
Net Income (S000's) - - 32.121 29.61 43.404 37.83
Education Level
Less than or Equal to High School Education 0.457 0.456 0.353 0.324 0.309 0.298
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s 0.361 0.330 0.411 0.356 0.138 0.096
Bachelor’s Degree 0.130 0.136 0.163 0.196 0.157 0.105
Master's Degree or Above 0.052 0.078 0.072 0.124 0.396 0.501
Work Experience 21.042 23.189 23.131 23.777 23.087 22.767
Marital Status
Respondent is Married 0.714 0.727 0.698 0.721 0.682 0.706
Respondent is Divorced 0.118 0.110 0.121 0.120 0.113 0.120
Respondent is Single 0.150 0.139 0.165 0.136 0.189 0.154
Respondent is Widowed 0.018 0.024 0.017 0.022 0.017 0.020
Residency
Resides in Atlantic Canada 0.095 0.014 0.096 0.012 0.092 0.012
Resides in Quebec 0.281 0.116 0.280 0.126 0.277 0.139

Resides in Ontario 0.342 0.569 0.340 0.560 0.340 0.501



1996 2006 2016

€¢

Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in the Prairies 0.169 0.125 0.175 0.126 0.183 0.175
Resides in British Columbia 0.113 0.176 0.109 0.176 0.108 0.172
Lives in a Rural Area 0.219 0.068 0.212 0.054 0.223 0.040
First Official Language Spoken
English 0.697 0.877 0.700 0.863 0.710 0.843
French 0.301 0.059 0.297 0.072 0.288 0.092
English and French 0.002 0.026 0.002 0.032 0.002 0.032
Neither English nor French 0.000 0.038 0.000 0.033 0.000 0.033
Work-arrangement
Respondent has a Full-time Job 0.731 0.764 0.780 0.787 0.790 0.777
Health Status
Respondent has a Disability 0.048 0.047 0.121 0.133 0.339 0.232

Notes: Dataset: 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census. For 1996, 2006, and 2016 Canadian-born (non-visible minority) female estimates are
based on 766,675, 874,615, and 1,004,740 observations, respectively. For the same set of years, immigrant female estimates are based on 198,615,
266,575, and 374,415 and observations, respectively. For confidentiality purposes, observations totals are rounded to base 5.




Table 2: Descriptive Statistics — Males

ve

1996 2006 2016

Cdn-born  Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants
Income
Employment Income (S000's) 37.366 35.507 53.969 48.500 68.521 54.871
Market Income ($000's) - - 56.419 50.536 72.820 57.090
Before-Tax Total Income ($000's) 40.722 38.58 57.767 51.599 74.835 58.541
After-Tax Net Income ($000's) - - 45.163 41.254 58.458 47.508
Education Level
Less than or Equal to High School Education 0.476 0.416 0.386 0.313 0.376 0.339
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s 0.350 0.339 0.419 0.340 0.223 0.119
Bachelor’s Degree 0.116 0.132 0.130 0.188 0.110 0.081
Master's Degree or Above 0.057 0.113 0.064 0.159 0.291 0.461
Work Experience 21.439 23.703 23.445 24.165 23.425 22.936
Marital Status
Respondent is Married 0.727 0.779 0.707 0.782 0.680 0.755
Respondent is Divorced 0.076 0.068 0.080 0.069 0.076 0.070
Respondent is Single 0.192 0.147 0.208 0.144 0.238 0.171
Respondent is Widowed 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.004
Residency
Resides in Atlantic Canada 0.100 0.016 0.095 0.013 0.090 0.014
Resides in Quebec 0.292 0.132 0.284 0.140 0.274 0.152
Resides in Ontario 0.331 0.561 0.335 0.556 0.333 0.484

Resides in the Prairies 0.164 0.123 0.177 0.128 0.192 0.190



S¢

1996 2006 2016

Cdn-born  Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia 0.114 0.167 0.109 0.163 0.111 0.161
Lives in a Rural Area 0.232 0.068 0.218 0.053 0.227 0.042
First Official language Spoken
First Language: English 0.687 0.868 0.698 0.855 0.713 0.834
First Language: French 0.311 0.067 0.300 0.078 0.285 0.096
First Language: English and French 0.002 0.034 0.002 0.039 0.002 0.036
First Language: Neither English nor French 0.000 0.031 0.000 0.028 0.000 0.034
Work-arrangement
Respondent has a Full-time Job 0.934 0.922 0.941 0.929 0.932 0.914
Health Status
Respondent has a Disability 0.054 0.051 0.123 0.124 0.299 0.209

Notes: Dataset: 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census. For 1996, 2006, and 2016 Canadian-born (non-visible minority) male
estimates are based on 829,190, 890,395, and 1,031,835 observations, respectively. For the same set of years, immigrant male estimates are based
on 216,680, 272,320, and 357,480 and observations, respectively. For confidentiality purposes, observations totals are rounded to base 5.




4.3 Regression Results

Concerning the 1996 Canadian Census, regression results for employment and total
income are presented in Tables 3 and 4. For the 2006 Census, regression results for
employment, market, total, and net income are presented in Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8.
Similarly, regression results for the 2016 Census for employment, market, total and net
income are presented in Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12. As previously noted, data on market
and net income are not available for the 1996 wave. Separate OLS specifications are run
for females and males and appropriate population weights are applied to all regressions.
In all tables, the first column includes an immigrant dummy variable for females, while
the fourth column includes an immigrant dummy variable for males. Respectively,
columns 2 and 3 (females), along with 5 and 6 (males), present separate regressions for
Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities and immigrants. In 1996,
for females, there are 965,290 observations, with 198,615 being immigrants; for males,
the values are slightly higher at 1,045,870 and 216,680 respectively. Reflecting
population growth, 2006 numbers rise to 1,141,190 females, of which 266,575 are
immigrants; and 1,162715 males, of which 272,320 are immigrants. For 2016, these
numbers once again rise to 1,379,150 (total) and 374,415 (immigrants) for females, and

1,389,310 (total) and 357,480 (immigrants) for males.

In 1996, on average, employment income for working age immigrant females and males
was about $3,495 and $6,693 lower than their respective Canadian-born counterparts.

For the 2006 Census, female and male immigrants were expected to earn about $7,022

26



and $14,950 less in employment income relative to Canadian-born adults who do not
identify as visible minorities. In 2016, the gap grew, such that female and male
immigrants were predicted to earn $10,101 and $20,434 less employment income than
to the Canadian-born comparator. Concerning market income, the differences were
slightly larger. In 2006, females and males tended to earn $7,497 and $16,469 less than
Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities. Ten years later, market
income is expected to have been $11,413 and $23,416 lower for female and male
immigrants (compared to Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible

minorities).

The difference between predicted total income (which includes transfer payments)
values for immigrants and Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities
tend to be larger than the employment and market income values. In 1996, total income
is expected to have been $3,732 and $7,141 less for immigrant females and males.
These values rise to $7,160 and $16,339 in 2006. Similarly, in 2016, the expected
difference rises to $11,013 and $23,348, for females and males respectively. However,
net income differences suggest that Canada’s tax system helped reduce the income gap
between immigrants and Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities.
For starters, female and male differences were $5,025 and $10,800 in 2006. And, in
2016, these values were $7,682 and $15,655 respectively. In sum, regardless of income
definition or decade of observation, immigrants tend to earn less than their Canadian-

born counterparts.
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In all income scenarios, and regardless of being an immigrant or Canadian-born adults
who do not identify as visible minorities, those with a high school education or less,
along with those with a diploma that is below a Bachelor’s degree, earn less compared
to those who have completed their Bachelor’s degree. Further, respondents are
expected to earn more with a Master’s degree (or above). Thus, earnings are predicted
to rise monotonically with education. Interestingly, for both immigrant females and
males, income penalties associated with lower levels of education seem to be smaller,
while wage premiums associated with a Master’s degree (or higher) are relatively similar
to Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities in 1996 (albeit
immigrant males with a Master’s degree (or higher) are expected to earn a small amount
less). However, the income premiums associated with Master’s degree (or higher) are
getting substantially higher for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible

minorities in 2006 and 2016 (compared to immigrant adults).

Results also suggest that experience, for both immigrants and Canadian-born
counterparts, has a diminishing association with both income measures. In 1996, for
immigrant females, the critical value equals about 32 years (Table 3). Therefore, returns
to experience are positive from 0-32 years and negative thereafter. For immigrant males,
the critical value is about 34 years. The results in Table 4 shows that the critical values
for female and male immigrants equal 34 and 35 years, respectively. Comparatively,

critical points for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities are
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slightly less, but still tend to be within the range of 30 years (i.e., the length of a ‘typical

career’).

In 2006 (Tables 5-8), for immigrant females, the critical employment income value
equals about 36 years, and for immigrant males, the critical value equals about 38 years
(Table 5). Concerning market income, the critical values are slightly higher at 39 and 43
years, respectively (Table 6). For total income these values are 30 and 44 years,
suggesting a widening gap between immigrant women and men (Table 7). Lastly, the net
income critical values equal 33 and 43 years (Table 8). Comparatively, in all cases, critical
values for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities are slightly less,

but still tend to be within the range of 30-33 years (i.e., the length of a ‘typical career’).

Results are rather similar in 2016. For immigrant females, the critical value for
employment income equals about 31 years (Table 9). Therefore, returns from experience
is positive from 0 to 31 years and are negative thereafter. For immigrant males, the
critical value equals about 36 years. Market income, presented in Table 10, suggests
critical values of 38 and 35 years, for immigrant women and men respectively. In Table
11, the total income critical values for female and male immigrants are about 32 and 36
years, respectively. Net income results, in Table 12, suggest that the critical value for
female and male immigrants equals about 31 and 36 years, respectively. Comparatively,
critical points for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities tend to

be within the range of 30-34 years.
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Table 3 estimates suggest that, among immigrant and Canadian-born respondents, those
who are divorced, single, or widowed (relative to being married) tended to earn less
employment income in 1996. Exceptions to the above appear to be with respect to
female immigrants who are single or divorced, whereby employment incomes do not
statistically differ from married female immigrants. If an immigrant female is widowed,
their employment income is expected to be $1,117 lower relative to married female
immigrants, a value that is somewhat higher than that for Canadian-born widowed

females ($631).

For male immigrants, employment income, relative to those who are married, is
expected to be $3,721 lower if an individual is divorced, $4,376 lower if an individual is
single, and $3,214 lower if they are widowed. Notably, these values are somewhat
smaller in magnitude when compared against Canadian counterparts (i.e., $5,922,
$8,574, S4,824). However, Table 4 shows that for female immigrants, total income is
expected to increase by: $2,164 if the individual is divorced; $273 if the individual is
single; and $3,947 if the individual is widowed. This is opposite to the male finding
whereby total annual income is anticipated to decrease by $4,176 if divorced, $5,062 if
single and $1,519 if widowed. Relative to Canadian-born adults who do not identify as
visible minorities, total income premiums (penalties) tend to be smaller for immigrant

females (males).
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In 2006, Table 5 shows that for female immigrants, being single is associated with an
increase in employment income of approximately $2,057, while being widowed is linked
to a decrease of $2,716 in employment income. The parameter estimates for being
divorced is statistically insignificant. For male immigrants, if an individual is divorced,
then employment income is expected to be $4,737 lower; if an individual is single, then
employment income is expected to be $4,330 lower. While the widowed parameter
estimate is larger in magnitude, the large standard error prevents us from rejecting the
null hypothesis. Compared to male immigrants, Canadian-born adults who do not
identify as visible minorities tend to have higher income penalties for being divorced,

single, or widowed (relative to being married).

Table 6 shows that the market income of female immigrants who were either divorced
or single was higher compared to those who were married ($387 and $2,278
respectively). Further, market income is projected to decline by $1,281 if the individual is
widowed. For male immigrants, market income is projected to decline by $4,987 if single
and $4,284 if divorced (the widowed parameter estimate is statistically insignificant).
However, market income is projected to fall by much larger magnitudes - $10,896,
$14,245 and $8,066, respectively - if the respondent is a Canadian-born male who do
not identify as visible minorities. Once again, total income values (Table 7) tend to be
lower for single ($4,501) and divorced ($S4,244) male immigrants and these values tend
to be much smaller in magnitude relative to males who are Canadian-born (non-visible

minority) and do not identify as visible minorities (510,197 and $13,808 respectively).
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However, the total income of female immigrants who were either divorced, single, or
widowed was higher compared to those who were married (51,592, $1,583, $2,289
respectively). Canadian-born (non-visible minority) female results are quite different.
While they are expected to economically benefit from being divorced ($1,275) or
widowed ($6,278), their total income is expected to be lower if they are divorced (5628).
Likewise net income estimates, presented in Table 8, are much akin to those relating to
total income That is, divorced and single women benefit, single immigrant females gain,
and Canadian-born (non-visible minority) women suffer a loss. In virtually all cases males
(immigrant or otherwise) tend to have lower net incomes if they are not married
(widowed immigrants being the exception, given the parameter estimate is statistically

insignificant.

In 2016, among female immigrants, those who were divorced or single had higher
employment income compared to those who were married ($703 and $3,013
respectively), but those who were widowed had lower employment income (52,374).
Canadian-born (non-visible minority) females are expected to incur a loss as a result of
being divorced, single, or widowed (compared to being married). The previous trend of
men receiving less income as a result of being single, divorced, or widowed continued in
2016, as did the fact that Canadian-born (non-visible minority) men tend to experience
larger declines in income (i.e., $11,523 vs $4,660 if single, $16,854 vs $5053 is divorced,

and $7,755 vs 55,782 if widowed).
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Results from Table 10 show that female immigrants are expected to have earned $776
more if they were divorced; $2,824 more if single; and $922 less if widowed (compared
to being married). In all respective instances, Canadian-born females are expected to
experience income penalties of $1,042, $1,245, and $724, respectively. For males market
income is projected to be less for those who are single, divorced or widowed (relative to
those who are married). Moreover, the income penalties are akin to employment

income results, only slightly larger in magnitude.

Table 11 shows the total income of female immigrants who were either divorced, single,
or widowed was higher compared to those who were married (51,812, $993, $2,915
respectively). The opposite is true for male, given total annual income is anticipated to
decrease by: $4,588 if divorced, $5,267 if single and $2,514 if widowed. And, once again,
these values are smaller in magnitude relative to Canadian-born males who do not
identify as visible minorities (512,837, $17,870, and $4,399.) For female immigrants, net
income is also expected to increase for being divorced, single and widowed by $2,055,
$694 and 2,689, respectively. For male immigrants, net income is expected to decline by
$3,557, $4,271 and $1,786, respectively, which is opposite to the female immigrant
finding. Further, as was the case with employment, market, and total income, net
income penalties tend to be smaller for male immigrants (penalties of $9,088, $12,890,
and $3,605 for divorced, single, and widowed Canadian-born males who do not identify

as visible minorities).
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Results in Tables 3 and 4 show that, in 1996, employment and total incomes for those
residing in Atlantic Canada, Quebec, the Prairies, and British Columbia were expected to
be lower relative to those residing in Ontario. The only exception concerns Canadian-
born British Columbian males, who were predicted to earn more. While the income
reductions are fairly similar when comparing immigrant and Canadian-born women for
most of the country, the income drop was far less pronounced for women living in
Atlantic Canada (57,201 vs. $4,045 in terms of employment income and $7,003 vs.
$3,903 for total income). The same is also true for men living in Atlantic Canada where
the differences are even more pronounced — i.e., immigrant men tended to observe a
reduction in income what was much smaller relative to those who were Canadian-born
(59,805 vs. $2,624 in terms of employment income and $9,036 vs. $1,843 for total
income). That said, the previously noted income premium for British Columbian males
does not apply to immigrant men, who are still expected to earn less than their Ontarian
counterparts. Also of geographic interest, males living in rural areas are expected to have
earned less than otherwise (in terms of both employment and total income), and the
reductions were roughly similar for immigrants and those who are Canadian-born
(=2,800-3,500 decline). However, immigrant females were expected to earn similar
levels of employment and total income relative to immigrants living in urban
environments; but this is not true to Canadian-born females who were expected to earn

about $2,000 less.

34



In 2006, females residing outside of Ontario tended to earn less employment, market,
total, and net income, regardless of where they were born. However, in all cases the
penalty associated with residing in these regions was less pronounced for immigrant
women, especially those living in Atlantic Canada. Although Atlantic Canadian, Quebec,
and British Columbian men were expected to earn less than those residing in Ontario,
once again, it is Canadian-born men which seem to have experienced larger relative
income reductions — particularly those living in Atlantic Canada. Further, coinciding with
the resource-boom of that era, males residing in the Prairies were predicted to earn
levels of income that were comparable to those living in Ontario. However, there was
one exception, for net income, immigrants in the Prairies were expected to earn more
than immigrants in Ontario. Canadian-born rural women and men were expected to
earn less income in 2006, regardless of income definition. And, these values were not
trivial, ranging from about $2,000-$3,000 less for females and males in terms of net
income, to just over 3,000 less for females and almost $5,000 less for males when
measuring market income. Interestingly, the reverse is true for immigrant females and
males. For example, total income for immigrant females is expected to be $1,407 higher

for those living in urban regions. For males, this value is larger at $5,704.

2016 Results, presented in Tables 9-12, suggest that women living in Atlantic Canada,
Quebec, and British Columbia tended to earn less than those living in Ontario, and this is
true regardless of income definition or place of birth. However, the disparity between

immigrants and Canadian-born females seems to be more compressed than in previous
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cohorts, with immigrant females facing relatively larger penalties with respect to

residing in Atlantic Canada.

Females living in the Prairies were expected to earn more than those in Ontario, but for
immigrant women, the premium was typically under $2,000, which is noticeably less
than for Canadian-born Prairie females who earned as much as $5,111 more than their
Ontarian counterparts. Men living in Atlantic Canada and Quebec still tended to earn
less than those in Ontario. In terms of market income, Canadian-born men living in
Atlantic Canada were predicted to earn almost $12,000 less. For immigrants, the value is
relatively smaller at just over $6,600. That said, there is a major premium associated
with living in the Prairies, which tends to be much larger for males, in particular,
Canadian-born males — e.g., in terms of market income, the gap is just over 17,000 for
Canadian-born men and $5,335 for immigrant men. Like the previous decade, Canadian-
born women and men tended to earn less than those living in urban settings. However,
the reverse is true for immigrants. Moreover, the premium associated with rural (vs.
urban) living tended to be highest for men. In terms of employment, market, and total
income, the premium is well over $10,000 ($11,080, $13,714, and $13,764,
respectively). For Canadian-born females the rural penalty ranges between $2,000-
$3,500; for immigrant females the premium is almost the mirror image, ranging from

$2,000-54,000.
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In 1996 (Tables 3-4), relative to English-speaking respondents, both immigrants and
Canadian counterparts are expected to have earned less if they were French, or if their
first language was not French or English. Surprisingly, this is also true for those who are
bilingual. The only exception to the above concerns French immigrant females whose
expected income (employment and total) were not statistically different from those
whose first language was English. Otherwise, income penalties are relatively the similar
when comparing immigrant and Canadian-born results. For instance, Table 3 shows that
female and male immigrants (Canadian-born majorities) who speak neither English nor
French are respectively expected to earn $5,319 ($3,395) and $9,340 ($9.106) less than
those who speak English. Likewise, average total income for female and male immigrants
are expected to decrease by $5,355 and $9,635, respectively, if they speak neither

English nor French (Table 4).

In 2006, immigrant females and males were expected to earn less employment income
(58,374 and $15,326), market income (58,936 and $16,701), total income (58,458 and
$16,463), and net income (56,491 and $11,997), if they spoke neither English nor French
in comparison to those who speaks only English (Tables 5-8). For those born in Canada,
the values are slightly smaller in magnitude: $4,370 and $10,499 (employment income),
$4,196 and $10,260 (market income), $3,934 and $9,468 (total income), and $2,495 and
$6,431 (net income). Surprisingly, bilingual women and men tended to earn less than
those who only spoke English. And, this is independent of region of residence, where

Atlantic Canadian and Quebec residents would be most likely to speak both languages
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and live in areas that typically lag in economic opportunity. Prior to taxes, the reduction
for immigrant and Canadian-born females was smaller in magnitude relative to men at
just under $2,000; however, for males (both Canadian-born and immigrants), the values

are much higher at almost $7,000.

The 2016 regression results (Tables 9-12) show female and male immigrants were
expected to earn less income if their official language was not English. The only
exceptions are with respect to French female immigrants where total income is expected
to be no different than those who only speak English, and net income is expected to be
slightly higher ($695). As in previous decades, those who spoke neither French nor
English, are expected to incur a wage penalty, which tends to be higher for men (almost
$20,000 prior to taxes, regardless of place of birth) relative to females (almost $10,000
prior to taxes, with slightly higher magnitudes for immigrants). Finally, official Canadian
bilingualism tended to be associated with a wage penalty, with magnitudes akin to those

in previous years.

Unsurprisingly those with a full-time job are likely to earn more in comparison to those
with a part-time job (or who do not work). For female and male immigrants, the average
employment income is likely to be increased by $13,398, and $20,614, respectively, in
1996 (Table 3). These values are rather like those for Canadian counterparts, whereby
the employment income premiums for females and males are $13,665, and $19,129. In

2006 (Tables 5-8), employment income is expected to increase by $18,320, and $29,566,
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respectively, for female and male immigrants. Notably, these values are somewhat
similar in magnitude when compared against Canadian-born females and males who do

not identify as visible minorities (i.e., $19,162, $27,894).

Further, this similarity in results between Canadian-born and immigrant respondents
persists across definitions of income, with males typically experiencing larger declines. In
2016 (Tables 9-12), the previous trends continue. For example, employment income is
expected to increase by $22,484, and $29,387 for female and male immigrants. Lastly,
the results show that having a disability is associated with reduced income for all
respondents. In 1996, for female and male immigrants, average employment income is
expected to have decreased by $3,619, and $6,970, respectively. Likewise, having a
disability is predicted to have reduced immigrant total income by $2,504, and $5,025.
Reductions are slightly larger in magnitude for Canadian-born respondents with female
and male values of $4,443, and $8,438 for employment income, and $3,205, and S 6,545

for total income.

In 2006, having a disability is expected to have decreased employment income about
$3,501 and $7,025 for female and male immigrants. These values are slightly smaller in
magnitude when compared to Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible
minorities (54,673 and $9,360). Market income losses due to disability are $3,752 and
$7,452, for women and men respectively. As before, these values are smaller when

compared to those born in Canada ($4,996 and $10,121). Total income is also, on
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average, lower for female and male immigrants by approximately $3,218 and $6,676
(54,996 and $10,121 for those born in Canada). Likewise, net income is also expected to
decline for disabled immigrant females and male immigrants, by $2,334 and $4,553
respectively; $3,109 and $6,054 for Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible

minorities.

In 2016, having disability was anticipated to reduce female and male immigrant
employment income ($2,112 and $4,106), market income (52,503 and $4,381), total
income (52,228 and $3,931), and net income (51,548 and $2,533). Notably, disabled
Canadian-born females and males who do not identify as visible minorities experienced
much larger declines in income; approximately double than that of immigrants. Thus, it
was Canadian-born (no-nvisible minority) men who appear to have been most impacted

by disability.
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Table 3: OLS Regression Results for Employment Income (in 000s), 1996 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -3.495%** - - -6.693*** - -
(0.048) (0.089)
Less than or Equal to High School J13.156%%*%  -14.089%*%*  9.914%%*  _19.653%%*  0.762%**  -16.023%**
Education
(0.070) (0.081) (0.139) (0.144) (0.166) (0.286)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -8.701%** -9.503*** -6.162%** -12.828*** -14.128*** -9.044***
(0.066) (0.076) (0.137) (0.137) (0.158) (0.280)
Master's degree(s) or Above 6.746%** 7.028%** 6.571%** 10.557*** 11.188*** 9.941%**
(0.133) (0.146) (0.293) (0.252) (0.319) (0.406)
Work Experience 1.077*** 1.135%** 0.967*** 1.829*** 1.896*** 1.760***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.015) (0.012) (0.014) (0.025)
Work Experience — Squared -0.018*** -0.020*** -0.015*** -0.029*** -0.031*** -0.026***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Respondent is Divorced -0.517%** -0.637%** -0.031 -5.480*** -5.922%** -3.721%**
(0.057) (0.062) (0.135) (0.119) (0.131) (0.279)
Respondent is Single -0.081 -0.126** 0.02 -7.819%** -8.574%** -4.376%**
(0.050) (0.055) (0.120) (0.064) (0.072) (0.150)
Respondent is Widowed -0.797*** -0.631*** -1.117%** -4.460%** -4.824*** -3.214%**
(0.124) (0.140) (0.261) (0.383) (0.435) (0.790)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -7.144%** -7.201%** -4,045%** -9.682%*** -9.805%** -2.624%**
(0.058) (0.060) (0.327) (0.097) (0.102) (0.513)
Resides in Quebec -3.486*** -3.380%** -3.794%** -4.700%** -4, 722%** -4,829%**
(0.074) (0.078) (0.190) (0.136) (0.153) (0.295)
Resides in Prairies -3.611*** -3.59] *** -3.450%** -3.472%** -3.412%** -3.766***
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
(0.049) (0.055) (0.110) (0.096) (0.112) (0.193)
Resides in British Columbia -0.662%** -0.611%** -0.779%** 0.196* 0.578*** -0.928%***
(0.058) (0.071) (0.103) (0.105) (0.126) (0.188)
Lives in a Rural Area -2.051%** -2.239%** 0.089 -2.816%** -3.338*** 3.265***
(0.041) (0.042) (0.154) (0.075) (0.078) (0.289)
First Language: French -0.670*** -0.744%** -0.102 -2.597%** -2.550%** -1.277%**
(0.070) (0.072) (0.238) (0.127) (0.139) (0.358)
First Language: English and French -2.332%** -1.675%** -1.739%** -5.290*** -3.282%** -4,907***
(0.310) (0.390) (0.418) (0.302) (0.557) (0.383)
E'r:f'rt‘cf”g”age: Neither English nor -4.981%%* -3.395* S5.319%%%  .Q121%** .9 106***  -9.340%**
(0.140) (1.981) (0.143) (0.255) (1.454) (0.264)
Respondent has a Full-time Job 13.622%*** 13.665*** 13.398*** 19.588*** 19.129%** 20.614%**
(0.035) (0.038) (0.078) (0.080) (0.093) (0.157)
Respondent has a Disability -4.262%** -4,443%** -3.619%** -8.175%** -8.438%*** -6.970***
(0.075) (0.084) (0.167) (0.108) (0.122) (0.233)
Constant 12.237%*** 13.368*** 4.925%*** 19.137%*** 20.996%** 5.604***
(0.104) (0.116) (0.228) (0.179) (0.200) (0.380)
Observations 965,290 766,675 198,615 1,045,870 829,190 216,680
R-Squared 0.3206 0.3376 0.2695 0.2072 0.2144 0.1937

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each
regression. Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language.
Industry of employment dummy variables are also included, but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 4: OLS Regression Results for Total Income (in 000s), 1996 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -3.732%** -7.141%**
(0.051) - - (0.096) - -
Less than or Equal to High School Education -13.797*** -14.788*** -10.336***  -20.576*** -21.732%** -16.766***
(0.079) (0.094) (0.144) (0.158) (0.183) (0.311)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -8.960*** -9.791*** -6.314*** -13.344*** -14.618*** -9.577***
(0.075) (0.088) (0.142) (0.150) (0.173) (0.304)
Master's degree(s) or Above 7.238%** 7.465%** 7.183%** 11.502*** 12.359%** 10.349%**
(0.141) (0.154) (0.313) (0.282) (0.362) (0.436)
Work Experience 1.058*** 1.110*** 0.969*** 1.815%** 1.870%*** 1.773%**
(0.007) (0.008) (0.016) (0.013) (0.015) (0.027)
Work Experience — Squared -0.017%** -0.019%** -0.014*** -0.027*** -0.028*** -0.025%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced 2.012%** 1.975*** 2.164%** -6.114%** -6.608*** -4,176%**
(0.060) (0.064) (0.156) (0.124) (0.136) (0.300)
Respondent is Single 0.347*** 0.349*** 0.273** -8.404%** -9.139%** -5.062%**
(0.052) (0.057) (0.124) (0.067) (0.074) (0.154)
Respondent is Widowed 5.888*** 6.612*** 3.947*%* -1.767*** -1.789%** -1.519*
(0.155) (0.176) (0.321) (0.442) (0.523) (0.804)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -6.921*** -7.003%** -3.903*** -8.878*** -9.036*** -1.853***
(0.059) (0.061) (0.333) (0.100) (0.105) (0.511)
Resides in Quebec -3.348%** -3.298%** -3.445%** -4,187*** -4,282%** -4,090%***
(0.076) (0.080) (0.198) (0.141) (0.159) (0.303)
Resides in Prairies -3.798%** -3.797%** -3.607*** -3.355%** -3.320%*** -3.595%**
(0.053) (0.060) (0.116) (0.103) (0.120) (0.200)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -0.646*** -0.639*** -0.673*** 0.185 0.504*** -0.763***
(0.066) (0.082) (0.109) (0.116) (0.141) (0.201)
Lives in a Rural Area -1.947*** -2.110*** 0.093 -2.348*** -2.845*** 3.562%**
(0.042) (0.044) (0.160) (0.079) (0.081) (0.305)
First Language: French -0.769%** -0.835%** -0.015 -2.693%** -2.618%*** -1.398%***
(0.072) (0.074) (0.244) (0.131) (0.144) (0.365)
First Language: English and French -2.221%** -2.189%** -1.524%** -5.089%*** -3.367*** -4,699%**
(0.316) (0.390) (0.428) (0.314) (0.575) (0.396)
First Language: Neither English nor French -5.100%** -3.506* -5.355%** -0.488*** -7.654*** -9.635%**
(0.187) (1.996) (0.192) (0.260) (1.688) (0.271)
Respondent has a Full-time Job 12.576*** 12.614*** 12.376*** 16.475%** 15.885%** 18.007***
(0.039) (0.043) (0.085) (0.089) (0.101) (0.182)
Respondent has a Disability -3.048%** -3.205%** -2.504%** -6.264*** -6.545%** -5.025%**
(0.077) (0.086) (0.172) (0.111) (0.125) (0.242)
Constant 15.552%** 16.809*** 7.583%** 24.318*** 26.290*** 10.089***
(0.113) (0.127) (0.239) (0.195) (0.219) (0.410)
Observations 965,290 766,675 198,615 1,045,870 829,190 216,680
R-Squared 0.293 0.3074 0.2503 0.1857 0.1912 0.1762

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment dummy
variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 5: OLS Regression Results for Employment Income (in 000s), 2006 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -7.022%** -14.950***
(0.091) (0.248)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -19.703***  -22.286***  -12.723***  _31,057***  -35,827*** -19.355***
(0.140) (0.174) (0.213) (0.382) (0.463) (0.690)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -13.659***  .]15,992*** -7.812**%*  .22.004***  -26.831%** -11.067***
(0.124) (0.154) (0.196) (0.356) (0.437) (0.623)
Master's degree(s) or Above 8.608*** 10.118*** 6.986%** 15.446*** 19.870*** 12.244%**
(0.246) (0.329) (0.342) (0.732) (1.001) (1.075)
Work Experience 1.725%** 1.860%** 1.434%** 2.805*** 3.103*** 2.200***
(0.012) (0.013) (0.029) (0.027) (0.032) (0.054)
Work Experience — Squared -0.028%*** -0.031%** -0.020%*** -0.045%** -0.052%** -0.029%***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced -0.655%** -0.847*** -0.016 -8.614*** -9.710%** -4,737***
(0.138) (0.172) (0.184) (0.252) (0.262) (0.673)
Respondent is Single 0.153** -0.534%** 2.057%** -11.696***  -13,550*** -4,330%**
(0.075) (0.080) (0.201) (0.130) (0.137) (0.369)
Respondent is Widowed -2.205%** -2.007 *** -2.716%** -5.826*** -0.265%** 5.318
(0.190) (0.225) (0.349) (1.743) (0.898) (6.616)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -9.304*** -9.535%** -4,637***  -15.859***  -16.424*** -4,542%**
(0.097) (0.106) (0.474) (0.208) (0.224) (0.920)
Resides in Quebec -6.012%** -6.165%** -6.025%** -9.110*** -10.146*** -7.485***
(0.130) (0.139) (0.316) (0.336) (0.362) (0.803)
Resides in Prairies -2.732%** -2.867%** -2.091*** 0.062 -0.427 0.81
(0.098) (0.117) (0.172) (0.290) (0.328) (0.635)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -2.529*** -2.909*** -1.685*** -3.480*** -3.819*** -2.870***
(0.105) (0.139) (0.147) (0.245) (0.295) (0.438)
Lives in a Rural Area -2.993*** -3.227*** 0.627** -4,238*** -4.664*** 4.330%**
(0.070) (0.071) (0.287) (0.186) (0.192) (0.688)
First Language: French -1.146%** -1.114%** -0.387 -4,223%** -3.655%** -1.899*
(0.119) (0.124) (0.331) (0.336) (0.337) (1.091)
First Language: English and French -2.870*** -1.811%** -1.477%** -7.647%** -6.215%** -6.359%**
(0.284) (0.670) (0.373) (0.457) (0.915) (0.694)
First Language: Neither English nor French -6.866*** -4,370%** -8.374***  -12.044***  -10.499*** -15.326***
(0.202) (1.510) (0.209) (0.399) (2.578) (0.430)
Full time 19.021%** 19.162*** 18.320%**  28.545%** 27.894*** 29.566***
(0.064) (0.074) (0.125) (0.258) (0.325) (0.332)
Disability -4.408*** -4,673*** -3.501*** -8.993*** -9.360*** -7.025***
(0.082) (0.096) (0.151) (0.261) (0.213) (0.850)
Constant 14.092*** 16.666*** 1.591*** 24.307*** 28.440*** 0.207
(0.184) (0.202) (0.409) (0.466) (0.558) (0.823)
Observation 1,141,190 874,615 266,575 1,162,715 890,395 272,320
R-Squared 0.1883 0.1969 0.1697 0.0822 0.0951 0.0563

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 6: OLS Regression Results for Market Income (in 000s), 2006 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -7.497%** -16.469***
(0.099) (0.306)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -21.632%** 24 A7]1*** -13.946***  -34.215%** -39 475%** -21.147***
(0.153) (0.191) (0.233) (0.487) (0.609) (0.810)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -14.844*** -17.362*** -8.52] *¥** -24.216*** -29.425%*** -12.285***
(0.137) (0.171) (0.213) (0.451) (0.571) (0.719)
Master's degree(s) or Above 9.570%** 11.166*** 7.817%** 18.080*** 23.402%** 13.781***
(0.264) (0.352) (0.367) (0.886) (1.272) (1.174)
Work Experience 1.735%** 1.879*** 1.416%** 2.784%** 3.095%** 2.150%**
(0.013) (0.014) (0.031) (0.034) (0.041) (0.059)
Work Experience - Squared -0.026*** -0.029*** -0.018*** -0.040*** -0.047*** -0.025***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced 0.09 0 0.387** -9.570%** -10.896*** -4,987***
(0.153) (0.191) (0.196) (0.288) (0.308) (0.721)
Respondent is Single 0.375*** -0.312%** 2.278*** -12.235%** 14 245%** -4,284%**
(0.078) (0.083) (0.210) (0.140) (0.150) (0.392)
Respondent is Widowed 0.249 0.866*** -1.281%** -4,181* -8.066*** 8.294
(0.218) (0.264) (0.377) (2.145) (1.618) (7.257)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -9.762%** -10.079*** -4,335%** -16.653*** -17.326*** -3.851%**
(0.105) (0.114) (0.502) (0.243) (0.265) (1.000)
Resides in Quebec -6.223%** -6.502%** -5.899*** -9,233%** -10.444*** -7.210%**
(0.136) (0.148) (0.328) (0.389) (0.439) (0.848)
Resides in Prairies -2.754%** -2.953%** -1.974%** 0.212 -0.317 0.94
(0.107) (0.128) (0.187) (0.330) (0.379) (0.688)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -2.580*** -3.124*** -1.407*** -3.645*** -4,120*** -2.745%**
(0.113) (0.150) (0.161) (0.354) (0.467) (0.489)
Lives in a Rural Area -3.078*** -3.342%** 0.977*** -4.347*** -4.866*** 5.598%**
(0.075) (0.077) (0.301) (0.215) (0.214) (1.039)
First Language: French -1.532%** -1.461%** -0.715** -4.,854*** -4.207%** -2.438**
(0.124) (0.130) (0.342) (0.380) (0.401) (1.122)
First Language: English and French -3.057*** -1.808** -1.756%** -8.471%** -6.822%** -7.184%**
(0.303) (0.795) (0.388) (0.490) (0.990) (0.723)
First Language: Neither English nor French -7.366*** -4,196%** -8.936***  -13.297***  -10.260*** -16.701***
(0.208) (1.531) (0.218) (0.425) (2.760) (0.470)
Full time 17.531%** 17.603*** 17.069%** 23.955%** 22.622%** 26.955***
(0.073) (0.084) (0.146) (0.353) (0.452) (0.423)
Disability -4, 712%** -4,996*** -3.752*** -9.668*** -10.121%** -7.452%**
(0.090) (0.107) (0.160) (0.286) (0.245) (0.903)
Constant 16.467*** 19.225%** 3.148*** 30.730*** 35.649*** 3.324%**
(0.197) (0.217) (0.436) (0.553) (0.671) (0.945)
Observation 1,141,190 874,615 266,575 1,162,715 890,395 272,320
R-Squared 0.1727 0.181 0.1554 0.0666 0.0747 0.0506

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 7: OLS Regression Results for Total Income (in 000s), 2006 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -7.160%** -16.339***
(0.097) (0.306)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -20.555***  .23.361*** = -12,940***  -33,753*** = _38.919%** -20.858***
(0.152) (0.190) (0.229) (0.486) (0.608) (0.809)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -14.175*** -16.646*** -7.981*** -23.873*** -28.973*** -12.159%***
(0.136) (0.169) (0.210) (0.451) (0.571) (0.718)
Master's degree(s) or Above 9.267%** 10.837*** 7.560%** 18.089*** 23.387%** 13.723***
(0.262) (0.350) (0.363) (0.886) (1.272) (1.173)
Work Experience 1.706*** 1.829%** 1.457%** 2.739%** 3.035%** 2.147%**
(0.013) (0.014) (0.031) (0.034) (0.041) (0.059)
Work Experience - Squared -0.027*** -0.030%*** -0.021%** -0.039%** -0.046*** -0.024***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced 1.350%** 1.275%** 1.592%** -8.918%** -10.197*** -4,501%**
(0.152) (0.190) (0.191) (0.286) (0.307) (0.719)
Respondent is Single -0.022 -0.628*** 1.583*** -11.873*** -13.808*** -4.,244%**
(0.076) (0.080) (0.207) (0.140) (0.149) (0.391)
Respondent is Widowed 5.138%** 6.278*** 2.289%** -0.832 -4,525%** 11.021
(0.219) (0.264) (0.383) (2.142) (1.614) (7.254)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -8.950*** -9.257*** -4.104*** -15.221%** -15.852*** -3.484***
(0.102) (0.1112) (0.491) (0.241) (0.263) (0.992)
Resides in Quebec -5.053*** -5.348*** -4.656*** -8.756*** -9.941*** -6.777***
(0.134) (0.145) (0.324) (0.388) (0.438) (0.846)
Resides in Prairies -2.794** -3.000*** -2.008*** 0.068 -0.468 0.849
(0.106) (0.127) (0.183) (0.330) (0.378) (0.687)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -2.631*** -3.153*** -1.491*** -3.636*** -4,085*** -2.783***
(0.112) (0.148) (0.158) (0.353) (0.466) (0.489)
Lives in a Rural Area -2.659*** -2.881*** 1.047*** -3.937*** -4.440%** 5.704***
(0.074) (0.075) (0.296) (0.215) (0.213) (1.037)
First Language: French -1.338%** -1.303*** -0.033 -4,517%** -3.877%** -2.209**
(0.122) (0.127) (0.336) (0.379) (0.400) (1.120)
First Language: English and French -2.997%** -1.892** -1.668*** -8.233%** -6.751%** -6.969***
(0.295) (0.771) (0.381) (0.486) (0.978) (0.719)
First Language: Neither English nor French -6.950%** -3.934%** -8.458***  -13.224%** -0.468%** -16.463***
(0.204) (1.474) (0.214) (0.422) (2.672) (0.468)
Full time 16.602*** 16.662*** 16.182%** 22.441*** 21.055*** 25.633***
(0.072) (0.083) (0.144) (0.352) (0.451) (0.422)
Disability -4,051*** -4.296*** -3.218*** -8.702*** -9.104*** -6.676***
(0.088) (0.105) (0.156) (0.285) (0.243) (0.902)
Constant 19.927*** 22.842%** 6.249%** 32.587*** 37.512*** 5.204***
(0.194) (0.213) (0.431) (0.551) (0.669) (0.943)
Observation 1,141,190 874,615 266,575 1,162,715 890,395 272,320
R-Squared 0.1623 0.1704 0.1454 0.0639 0.0715 0.0491

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 8: OLS Regression Results for Net Income (in 000s), 2006 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born  Immigrants Total Cdn-born  Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -5.025%** -10.800***
(0.065) (0.197)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -14.800***  -16.776***  -9.427***  .22,598***  _25928***  -14.306***
(0.099) (0.121) (0.159) (0.327) (0.417) (0.506)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -10.077***  -11.833***  _5,680*** -15.603***  -18.897***  _8,049%**
(0.088) (0.108) (0.145) (0.305) (0.392) (0.459)
Master's degree(s) or Above 6.343%** 7.418%** 5.260*** 11.500*** 14.757*** 8.865%**
(0.163) (0.211) (0.247) (0.555) (0.788) (0.749)
Work Experience 1.284*** 1.366*** 1.132%** 1.847*** 2.034%** 1.477%**
(0.009) (0.010) (0.021) (0.022) (0.026) (0.040)
Work Experience — Squared -0.021%** -0.023*** -0.017*** -0.026*** -0.031%** -0.017***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced 1.547*** 1.443*** 1.909*** -6.137%** -6.920*** -3.459%**
(0.095) (0.116) (0.139) (0.189) (0.198) (0.500)
Respondent is Single -0.225%** -0.707%** 1.093*** -8.651*** -9.947*** -3.603%**
(0.054) (0.056) (0.156) (0.094) (0.103) (0.233)
Respondent is Widowed 4.192%** 4.965%** 2.265%** 0.172 -2.466* 8.614
(0.159) (0.191) (0.277) (1.665) (1.320) (5.494)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -7.077*** -7.251*** -3.755%**%  -11.367***  -11.737***  -3,829%**
(0.070) (0.075) (0.340) (0.153) (0.167) (0.628)
Resides in Quebec -3.312%** -3.435*** -3.274*** -7.414*** -8.129%** -6.219%**
(0.095) (0.098) (0.247) (0.239) (0.263) (0.551)
Resides in Prairies -1.904*** -2.000*** -1.458*** 0.580*** 0.263 1.055**
(0.073) (0.086) (0.132) (0.222) (0.249) (0.502)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born  Immigrants Total Cdn-born  Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -1.429%** -1.723%** -0.754*** -1.567*** -1.660*** -1.420%**
(0.075) (0.098) (0.113) (0.234) (0.309) (0.320)
Lives in a Rural Area -1.931%** -2.091%** 0.666*** -2.591%** -2.960%** 3.984***
(0.051) (0.052) (0.203) (0.140) (0.138) (0.697)
First Language: French -0.829%** -0.825%** 0.082 -2.791%** -2.375%** -1.359*
(0.086) (0.088) (0.252) (0.239) (0.238) (0.798)
First Language: English and French -2.306%** -1.683%** -1.208*** -5.217%** -4, 272%** -4,392%**
(0.209) (0.516) (0.278) (0.310) (0.634) (0.473)
First Language: Neither English nor French -5.393%** -2.495** -6.491***  -10.074***  -6.431***  -11.997***
(0.156) (1.163) (0.162) (0.292) (1.877) (0.316)
Full time 12.906*** 12.884*** 12.806*** 16.981*** 15.941*** 19.393***
(0.053) (0.062) (0.098) (0.215) (0.272) (0.289)
Disability -2.933**x* -3.109*** -2.334*** -5.806*** -6.054*** -4 553**x*
(0.064) (0.076) (0.113) (0.178) (0.162) (0.530)
Constant 17.737*** 19.938*** 7.505%** 26.651*** 30.039*** 8.083***
(0.137) (0.151) (0.297) (0.358) (0.428) (0.650)
Observation 1,141,190 874,615 266,575 1,162,715 890,395 272,320
R-Squared 0.1927 0.2024 0.1718 0.0703 0.077 0.0577

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 9: OLS Regression Results for Employment Income (in 000s), 2016 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -10.101*** -20.434***
(0.083) (0.240)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -5.956*** -6.257%** -5.584***  _12.857**%*  -13.496*** -10.535***
(0.083) (0.096) (0.171) (0.183) (0.214) (0.333)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -4,.842%** -5.097*** -3.944*** -3,733%** -3.799%** -2.485%**
(0.085) (0.097) (0.178) (0.186) (0.217) (0.344)
Master's degree(s) or Above 15.024*** 17.798*** 8.352%** 19.314%** 23.834%** 10.051***
(0.098) (0.120) (0.169) (0.303) (0.399) (0.406)
Work Experience 1.856*** 2.012%** 1.487%** 3.044%** 3.396%** 2.292%**
(0.010) (0.012) (0.018) (0.027) (0.034) (0.036)
Work Experience — Squared -0.030*** -0.034%** -0.021 *** -0.050*** -0.058%*** -0.034***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced -0.551*** -1.160%** 0.703*** -9.562%** -11.523*** -4.660***
(0.103) (0.126) (0.175) (0.323) (0.412) (0.368)
Respondent is Single -0.022 -1.049%** 3.013%** -14.451***  -16.854*** -5.053***
(0.078) (0.093) (0.139) (0.118) (0.138) (0.232)
Respondent is Widowed -2.890*** -3.163%** -2.374%** -7.434%** -7.755%** -5.782%**
(0.241) (0.308) (0.357) (1.708) (2.112) (1.476)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -8.914%** -8.670%** -7.998%**  -11.054***  -10.441%** -6.294***
(0.103) (0.110) (0.401) (0.257) (0.259) (2.192)
Resides in Quebec -7.450%** -8.042%** -6.599%** -8.512%** -9.483*** -7.372%**
(0.168) (0.185) (0.379) (0.458) (0.462) (1.183)
Resides in Prairies 2.783*%* 3.544*** 1.400%** 10.959*** 13.486*** 4.419%**
(0.095) (0.116) (0.167) (0.307) (0.405) (0.359)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -1.883*** -2.175%** -1.017%** 1.316*** 1.744%*** 0.642*
(0.103) (0.134) (0.160) (0.240) (0.320) (0.339)
Lives in a Rural Area -3.174%** -3.548%** 2.410%** -2.071%** -2.871%** 11.080***
(0.077) (0.079) (0.324) (0.271) (0.278) (1.217)
First Language: French -1.097*** -0.921 *** -0.999*** -5.942*** -5.113%** -4,923%**
(0.158) (0.171) (0.353) (0.416) (0.413) (1.059)
First Language: English and French -2.324%** -2.062%** -1.678*** -6.159%** -6.064*** -6.087***
(0.269) (0.675) (0.382) (0.520) (1.248) (0.992)
First Language: Neither English nor French -7.818%** -6.850* -10.003***  -14,520***  -18.574*** -18.199%***
(0.194) (3.760) (0.205) (0.319) (3.192) (0.318)
Full time 24.959%** 25.810*** 22.484%** 32.387%** 33.615%** 29.387%**
(0.061) (0.074) (0.104) (0.209) (0.283) (0.210)
Disability -3.789%** -4,389%** -2.112%** -8.825%** -10.107*** -4,106***
(0.064) (0.074) (0.128) (0.165) (0.192) (0.299)
Constant 4.263%** 4.226*** -3.098%*** 11.706*** 8.321*** -0.649
(0.186) (0.225) (0.338) (0.436) (0.542) (0.725)
Observation 1,379,150 1,004,740 374,415 1,389,310 1,031,835 357,480
R-Squared 0.2187 0.2329 0.1796 0.0763 0.0764 0.0759

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 10: OLS Regression Results for Market Income (in 000s), 2016 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -11.413*** -23.416***
(0.096) (0.285)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -7.281%** -7.804%** -6.311***  -15.008*** -15.994*** -11.576***
(0.097) (0.112) (0.194) (0.253) (0.307) (0.371)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -5.592%** -5.897%** -4.461%** -4.867*** -4.964*** -3.183%**
(0.099) (0.113) (0.203) (0.263) (0.315) (0.377)
Master's degree(s) or Above 16.645*** 19.777*** 9.156%** 22.114%** 27.562%** 10.753***
(0.114) (0.139) (0.198) (0.382) (0.509) (0.439)
Work Experience 1.927*** 2.096%** 1.524%** 3.154%** 3.536%** 2.354%**
(0.011) (0.014) (0.020) (0.033) (0.043) (0.038)
Work Experience - Squared -0.028%*** -0.032%** -0.020%*** -0.047%** -0.054*** -0.033%***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced -0.409%** -1.042%** 0.776*** -10.965*** -13.429*** -5.026%**
(0.122) (0.145) (0.230) (0.405) (0.524) (0.405)
Respondent is Single -0.219%** -1.245%** 2.824%** -15.663*** -18.354*** -5.270%**
(0.083) (0.100) (0.146) (0.146) (0.175) (0.241)
Respondent is Widowed -0.768%** -0.724** -0.922** -7.963%** -8.554*** -5.572%**
(0.282) (0.363) (0.415) (1.955) (2.426) (1.510)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -9.430%** -9.185%** -7.922%**%  _12.408*** -11.729%*** -6.641%**
(0.113) (0.121) (0.435) (0.299) (0.312) (2.215)
Resides in Quebec -7.709%** -8.468%** -6.485%** -8.375%** -9.487*** -7.118%**
(0.185) (0.205) (0.412) (0.489) (0.516) (1.192)
Resides in Prairies 4.116*** 5.111*** 2.018*** 13.979*** 17.177%*** 5.335%**
(0.117) (0.144) (0.206) (0.404) (0.538) (0.396)




99

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -1.231*** -1.606*** -0.214 1.792%*** 2.184%*** 1.104***
(0.115) (0.149) (0.181) (0.292) (0.401) (0.358)
Lives in a Rural Area -3.024*** -3.530*** 4.044%** -1.338*** -2.285*** 13.714%**
(0.091) (0.093) (0.381) (0.348) (0.364) (1.313)
First Language: French -1.473%** -1.240%** -1.227%** -6.835%** -5.948%*** -5.500%**
(0.173) (0.188) (0.386) (0.445) (0.456) (1.075)
First Language: English and French -2.256%** -2.181%** -1.797%** -6.700%** -6.770%** -6.741%**
(0.291) (0.712) (0.414) (0.544) (1.307) (1.002)
First Language: Neither English nor French -8.753%** -9.272** -10.669***  -16.074*** -19.467*** -19.339***
(0.214) (3.868) (0.227) (0.342) (3.203) (0.334)
Full time 22.357*** 22.765*** 21.142%** 28.293*** 28.580*** 27.807***
(0.080) (0.099) (0.125) (0.283) (0.390) (0.245)
Disability -4.402%** -5.043*** -2.503*** -9.857*** -11.292%** -4,381***
(0.073) (0.085) (0.140) (0.217) (0.261) (0.325)
Constant 6.248%** 6.372%** -2.606*** 15.034*** 11.894%*** -0.291
(0.223) (0.276) (0.389) (0.551) (0.705) (0.774)
Observation 1,379,150 1,004,740 374,415 1,389,310 1,031,835 357,480
R-Squared 0.1842 0.1926 0.1577 0.0573 0.055 0.0744

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 11: OLS Regression Results for Total Income (in 000s), 2016 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -11.013*** -23.348***
(0.095) (0.285)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -6.232%** -6.820%*** -5.154%*** 14, 756%**  -15.709*** -11.466***
(0.095) (0.110) (0.191) (0.252) (0.305) (0.368)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -4.890*** -5.205*** -3.736%** -4,433%** -4 474%** -3.008***
(0.097) (0.111) (0.199) (0.262) (0.314) (0.373)
Master's degree(s) or Above 15.904*** 19.073*** 8.389%** 21.858*** 27.223%** 10.566***
(0.112) (0.137) (0.195) (0.381) (0.508) (0.437)
Work Experience 1.886*** 2.003*** 1.619*** 3.064%** 3.416%** 2.341%**
(0.011) (0.013) (0.020) (0.033) (0.043) (0.038)
Work Experience - Squared -0.031 *** -0.033*** -0.025%** -0.045%** -0.051 *** -0.032%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Respondent is Divorced 0.816*** 0.239* 1.812*** -10.408***  -12.837*** -4,588%**
(0.121) (0.143) (0.227) (0.404) (0.522) (0.401)
Respondent is Single -1.557%** -2.391*** 0.993*** -15.281***  -17.870*** -5.267***
(0.081) (0.098) (0.143) (0.145) (0.174) (0.239)
Respondent is Widowed 4.777*** 5.557%** 2.915%** -4.017** -4,399* -2.514*
(0.282) (0.361) (0.417) (1.951) (2.422) (1.499)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -8.574%** -8.280%** -8.385%**  -10.888***  -10.202*** -6.408%**
(0.110) (0.118) (0.428) (0.297) (0.310) (2.212)
Resides in Quebec -5.747*** -6.546%** -4,398%** -7.414%** -8.645%** -5.809***
(0.183) (0.202) (0.410) (0.488) (0.515) (1.190)
Resides in Prairies 3.541*** 4.544%** 1.433%** 13.721%** 16.801*** 5.318***
(0.116) (0.142) (0.204) (0.403) (0.538) (0.395)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -1.654*** -1.912*** -0.806*** 1.788*** 2.216%** 0.999***
(0.114) (0.147) (0.179) (0.292) (0.401) (0.357)
Lives in a Rural Area -2.623*** -3.026*** 3.704%** -0.892** -1.828*** 13.764%**
(0.089) (0.092) (0.377) (0.347) (0.363) (1.3112)
First Language: French -1.029%** -0.918*** 0.202 -6.370%** -5.445%** -5.099%***
(0.1712) (0.186) (0.382) (0.444) (0.455) (1.073)
First Language: English and French -1.500%** -1.471%** -1.064%** -6.152%** -6.435%** -6.451***
(0.285) (0.699) (0.409) (0.540) (1.292) (0.999)
First Language: Neither English nor French -8.388%** -8.253** -10.137***  -16.450***  -19.159*** -19.318***
(0.213) (3.562) (0.227) (0.337) (3.177) (0.331)
Full time 20.772%** 21.167*** 19.644*** 26.438*** 26.507*** 26.521***
(0.080) (0.099) (0.124) (0.282) (0.389) (0.244)
Disability -4,022%** -4.648*** -2.228*** -9.321*** -10.728*** -3.931***
(0.072) (0.084) (0.138) (0.217) (0.260) (0.324)
Constant 12.970*** 13.538%** 3.183%** 17.909*** 15.150*** 1.806**
(0.220) (0.272) (0.384) (0.549) (0.703) (0.770)
Observation 1,379,150 1,004,740 374,415 1,389,310 1,031,835 357,480
R-Squared 0.1718 0.1798 0.1454 0.0551 0.0525 0.0723

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included, but are suppressed for brevity purposes.
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Table 12: OLS Regression Results for Net Income (in 000s), 2016 Census

Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Respondent is an Immigrant -7.682%** -15.655***
(0.063) (0.185)
Less than or Equal to High School Education -4,425%** -4,818%** -3.738%** -10.444***  -11,119%** -8.157%**
(0.068) (0.078) (0.135) (0.173) (0.2112) (0.237)
Diploma/Certificate below Bachelor’s -3.468*** -3.687%** -2.695%** -2.993%** -3.080%*** -1.972%**
(0.071) (0.081) (0.146) (0.183) (0.219) (0.246)
Master's degree(s) or Above 11.137***  13.374%** 5.841%** 14.085*** 17.500*** 6.967***
(0.077) (0.094) (0.135) (0.257) (0.345) (0.271)
Work Experience 1.387*** 1.449*** 1.259*** 2.017%** 2.231%** 1.603***
(0.008) (0.009) (0.014) (0.022) (0.029) (0.024)
Work Experience - Squared -0.024%** -0.025*** -0.020*** -0.029%*** -0.033*** -0.022%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000)
Respondent is Divorced 1.433%** 1.061%** 2.055*** -7.457%** -9.088%*** -3.557***
(0.081) (0.096) (0.151) (0.269) (0.348) (0.259)
Respondent is Single -1.101%** -1.681%** 0.694*** -11.106***  -12.890*** -4, 271%**
(0.059) (0.071) (0.103) (0.096) (0.115) (0.158)
Respondent is Widowed 4.,085%** 4.659%** 2.689*** -3.210*** -3.605*** -1.786**
(0.186) (0.232) (0.298) (1.100) (1.368) (0.769)
Resides in Atlantic Canada -7.015%** -6.752%** -7.333%** -8.609%** -8.087%*** -6.193%**
(0.076) (0.082) (0.304) (0.186) (0.198) (1.154)
Resides in Quebec -5.112%*** -5.687*** -4.,078*** -6.906*** -7.793*** -5.520***
(0.130) (0.155) (0.240) (0.285) (0.312) (0.654)
Resides in Prairies 2.679*** 3.466*** 1.060*** 10.039*** 12.227*** 4.,170%**
(0.080) (0.098) (0.137) (0.281) (0.376) (0.258)
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Female Male
Total Cdn-born Immigrants Total Cdn-born Immigrants
Resides in British Columbia -0.800*** -0.854*** -0.383*** 1.524*** 2.042%** 0.565**
(0.080) (0.104) (0.124) (0.189) (0.261) (0.224)
Lives in a Rural Area -1.816%** -2.062%** 2.282%*** -0.538** -1.172%%* 9.039***
(0.063) (0.065) (0.257) (0.244) (0.259) (0.805)
First Language: French -0.484*** -0.411%** 0.695*** -3.928%** -3.200%** -3.352%**
(0.124) (0.144) (0.233) (0.260) (0.274) (0.599)
First Language: English and French -0.710%*** -0.997** -0.386 -3.346%** -3.610%** -3.876%**
(0.201) (0.488) (0.262) (0.337) (0.890) (0.566)
First Language: Neither English nor French -6.583*** -6.352** -7.773%**%  -12.653***  -12.695*** -14.301***
(0.158) (2.479) (0.165) (0.238) (2.404) (0.228)
Full time 16.053***  16.,221%** 15.516*** 19.939*** 19.770*** 20.480***
(0.060) (0.074) (0.090) (0.193) (0.266) (0.1712)
Disability -2.796*** -3.260*** -1.548*** -6.169*** -7.132%*x -2.533**x
(0.050) (0.059) (0.095) (0.143) (0.173) (0.203)
Constant 14.514%**  15,192%** 6.776%** 19.524*** 18.173*** 7.313%**
(0.149) (0.184) (0.260) (0.367) (0.475) (0.479)
Observation 1,379,150 1,004,740 374,415 1,389,310 1,031,835 357,480
R-Squared 0.1968 0.2021 0.1802 0.0582 0.0536 0.0935

Notes: *** p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1. Standard errors are in parentheses. Dataset: Census 1996. Sampling weights applied to each regression.
Reference categories include: having a Bachelor’s degree, being married, residing in Ontario, and English as first language. Industry of employment
dummy variables are also included but are suppressed for brevity purposes.




4.3 Blinder-Oaxaca Decompositions

Decompositions that condition on the mean are presented in Table 13 for females and
males. Additionally, detailed results can be found in Appendix Tables A.1, A.2, and A.3,
for the respective years of 1996, 2006, and 2016. For ease of interpretation, controls are
grouped by appropriate theme. In summary, for both females and males, the gap
increased when comparing the 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census.
Further, the income gaps between Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible
minorities and immigrants consist of both statistically significant explained and
unexplained components. However, for all definitions of income, the gap widened over
time due to unexplained factors and shrunk because of explained factors. Also, the
income gap for males tends to be larger in magnitude. Lastly, as noted previously, given
the total and net income gaps, it is evident that taxes, not transfers, have reduced the

income gap for females and males.

According to the 1996 Census, the mean difference in employment earnings between
Canadian-born and immigrant adults was about $1,127 per year. Of this employment
earning gap, almost $2,600 was unexplained. Thus, differences in the means of
observable factors decreased the employment income gap by $1,473. For males, these
values were even more pronounced, with the unexplained difference widening the gap
by $4,164 per year, and the explained shrinking the gap by $2,300. Notably, total income
results were virtually identical to employment income results. On average, immigrants

were more educated, had more work experience, and tended to locate in higher income
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regions. Conversely, they also tended to work in industries that paid relatively less.
Concerning returns to these observables (which captures the unexplained portion of the
income gap), while returns to education and region of residence tended to shrink the
income gap, group identification (i.e., the mere fact that a respondent is an immigrant),
as captured by the constant, along with a male’s marital status were ultimately what

impacted the unexplained income gap.

According to the 2006 Canadian Census, the mean difference in employment earnings
between Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities and immigrant
females and males were $3,345 and 5,463 per year. These numbers trended up by less
than $200 for females and $700 for males when considering market and total income.
However, the income gap that remained, once taxes were considered, fell to about
$2,512 for females and $3,907 for males. This means that Canada’s tax system helped
reduce the female gap by 28 percent and the male gap by 37 percent. As was the case in
1996, the income gap, regardless of how it is measured, widened due to unexplained
factors, and narrowed due to the explained components. For instance, the unexplained
portion widened the female employment earning gap by $4,891, while the explained
reduced the gap by S$1546. For males, these values were $8,592 and $3,130,
respectively. Once again, immigrants tended to have more education and experience
and tended to live in regions that experienced higher levels of income. Hence, these
characteristics, helped to shrink the income gap. And, like 1996, immigrants tended to

work in industries that paid lower levels of income. While group identification and a
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man’s marital status remained the primary drivers for the unexplained component of the
income gap, another factor also emerged in 2006 — i.e., experience. More specifically,
returns to experience for immigrants tended to be lower than returns to experience for
Canadian counterparts. That said, much like in 1996, returns to education are predicted

to have shrunk the gap.

There was a dramatic uptick in the income gap between Canadian-born adults who do
not identify as visible minorities and immigrants in the 2016 Canadian Census.
Immigrant females were expected to earn, on average, $7,043 less employment income
than Canadian-born females who do not identify as visible minorities . For males, this
number was even larger in magnitude at $13,191. And once again, Canada’s tax system
seems to have reduced the income gap by 32-33 percent. Additionally, the gap was
almost purely driven by unexplained factors. However, in this instance, not only did the
income penalty associated with group identification fall in magnitude, but it was also no
longer the primary driver of the unexplained gap. Instead, it was returns to experience
that drove this finding, as returns to years of work tended to be relatively lower for
immigrants. Additionally, returns to being married were much higher for Canadian-born
men. Interestingly, education also widened the gap, which was previously quite the
opposite. That said, immigrants continued to be more educated on average, but still

selected into industries that paid lower levels of income.
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Table 13: Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition: Income Gaps (Female & Male)

Female Male
Employ. Y Market Y Total Y Net Y Employ. Y Market Y Total Y Net Y
1996 Difference: 1.127%** - 1.327%** - 1.864*** - 2.145%** -
(0.050) - (0.053) - (0.084) - (0.088) -
Explained -1.473*** - -1.427*** - -2.300*** - -2.349*** -
(0.063) - (0.065) - (0.105) - (0.108) -
Unexplained 2.600*** - 2.748*** - 4.164%** - 4.495%** -
(0.067) - (0.068) - (0.112) - (0.114) -
2006 Difference: 3.345%** 3.442%** 3.510%** 2.512%** 5.463%** 5.877*** 6.163%** 3.907***
(0.080) (0.085) (0.084) (0.058) (0.214) (0.243) (0.243) (0.157)
Explained -1.546*** -1.630***  -1.226*%**  -0.861*** -3.130*** -3.363***  _3,179%** .2 330%**
(0.083) (0.088) (0.086) (0.061) (0.277) (0.314) (0.313) (0.199)
Unexplained 4.891%** 5.072%** 4.736%** 3.373%** 8.592%** 9.239%** 9.341%**  §.237%**
(0.092) (0.097) (0.094) (0.067) (0.264) (0.309) (0.308) (0.210)
2016 Difference: 7.043*** 7.968%** 8.057*** 5.573%** 13.640%**  15.726***  16.289*** 10.949***
(0.078) (0.087) (0.085) (0.058) (0.180) (0.207) (0.206) (0.134)
Explained -0.347*** -0.153* 0.277*** 0.140** 0.45 0.769** 1.159***  0.644***
(0.083) (0.092) (0.090) (0.063) (0.314) (0.326) (0.325) (0.184)
Unexplained 7.389%** 8.121%** 7.780%** 5.433%** 13.191%** 14.957***  15,131*** 10.305***
(0.093) (0.106) (0.105) (0.073) (0.368) (0.393) (0.393) (0.229)

Notes: *** p < 0:01, **p < 0:05, *p < 0:1. Dataset: Census 1996, Census 2006, & Census 2016. Sampling weights are used in all analyses. Estimates for
Female and Male of Census 1996 are based on 965,290 and 1,045,870 observations respectively; Estimates for Female and Male of Census 2006 are
based on 1,141,190 and 1,162,715 observations respectively; Estimates for Female and Male of Census 2016 are based on 1,379,150 and 1,389,310
observations respectively.




5. Discussion & Conclusion

5.1 Discussion

Examining both Canadian-born adults who do not identify as visible minorities and
immigrant working age adults, this study characterizes the income gap, and
determinants thereof, while observing how this gap has evolved over two decades
(1996-2016). | explore potential disparities in income (employment, market, total and
after-tax) based on differences in mean characteristics and returns to such factors; the
latter contributing to the possibility of labour market discrimination. Moreover, by
considering employment, market, total, and after-tax definitions of income, | am able to
better understand how this gap is impacted by taxes and transfers; both of which have a

legacy of reducing income inequality in Canada (Frenette et al., 2009).

With separate examinations of the 1996, 2006, and 2016 waves of the Canadian Census,
there is indeed evidence of potential labour market discrimination in Canada, as
previously suggested in past research (Bloom et al., 1994; Bonikowska et al., 2008;
Ferrer & Riddell, 2008; Picot & Sweetman, 2005). In particular, findings suggest that, on
average, male income, regardless of how its measured, is considerably higher than
female income in all time periods. Notably, the income disparity for males almost
doubled in 2016 compared to 2006, far surpassing differences that would have emerged

as a result of inflation.
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Across definitions of income, the difference in total income is the largest, while the
disparity in net income is the smallest. Thus, it is taxes, not transfers, that played a
significant role in narrowing the income gap; otherwise, the gap would have decreased
when moving from market to total income. The income disparity between females
dropped by 28 percent in 2006 and 30 percent in 2016, while for males, it went down by

37 percent in 2006 and 33 percent in 2016. Net income data for 1996 was not available.

In 1996, and as noted below for 2006 and 2016, the income gap was exclusively due to
unexplained factors; thus, differences in mean characteristics (i.e., explained factors)
between immigrant and Canadian-born (non-visible minority) working age adults
reduced the gap. For females, the unexplained income gap was largely the result of
returns to: experience, industry of occupation, working full-time, and group
identification (i.e., differences in the constant). This latter factor was by far the largest in
magnitude, suggesting possible labour market discrimination. The unexplained income
gap between male immigrants and Canadian counterparts resulted from returns to:
being married, industry of occupation, and group identification. Once again, it was the
constant term that was largest in magnitude. Hence, one may posit that the income gap
in 1996 was largely the result of group identification, with mean levels of education and
experience reducing this gap — i.e., immigrants tended to have more education and
work experience. Further, immigrants tended to reside in areas that were associated

with larger income premiums.
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In 2006, the income gap grew, with the range for females being between $2,512-53,510
and $3,907-56,163 for males —i.e., almost double that of 1996. Group identification also
grew in magnitude for both females and males and, along with returns to experience,
were the major sources of unexplained differences. However, returns to education
helped reduce this unexplained gap for both females and males. And, these differences
in returns were not trivial, reaching just over $3,000 for females and over $7,000 for
men. For men, marital status also mattered. Regression results show that being married
has a positive effect on a man’s income regardless of definition (employment, market,
total, net). However, the impact is larger for Canadian-born males (non-visible minority).
These findings imply that being married has a more pronounced impact on income for
Canadian-born (non-visible minority) males compared to male immigrants. Finally, the
explained difference, reduced the gap and was primarily driven by higher levels of
education and experience among immigrants, along with their region of residence. That

said, immigrants still tended to self-select into industries that generally paid less.

In 2016, income differences once again increased, reaching levels of $8,000 for females
and $16,000 for males. Notably, these differences well-surpass differences that would
have accrued because of inflation. Returns to observable characteristics were once again
the reason for the income gap. For females, the unexplained portion’s contribution was
almost 97 percent of the difference. For males, the unexplained portion ranged from 93
percent to almost 97 percent. While group identification was still a factor concerning the

income disparity, magnitudes exasperated the gap to a lesser extent than in previous
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years. In turn, it was education, work experience, and marital status that were the main
drivers of the unexplained gap for both females and males. The result regarding returns
to education is particularly interesting because not only is this the first time that such
returns contribute to the income disparity, but additionally, education levels still tend to
be higher for immigrants. Hence, while more educated, they are not receiving the same

level of compensation for such advanced levels of education.

As the ethnic composition of immigrants is changing, with more people arriving from
Asian and African nations than previously, there may be concerns of rising degrees of
xenophobia that would negatively impact the incomes of more recent immigrants. If this
was the case, it would have been most apparent with respect to differences in the
constant term —i.e., group identification. However, group identification contributed less
to the income gap in 2016 than in previous decades. What became an important
unexplained factor was that of returns to education, which previously had not
contributed to a widening of the disparity. The question becomes, are firms pursuing
discriminatory practices, by putting less value on education attained outside of Canada,
or is it merely the fact that the education provided in these countries is below that of
Canadian standards? If the latter is true, then policies concerning international
accreditation, and an increasing emphasis on addressing disparities in global education
and employment standards, may help reduce this gap. Consequently, future research
may wish to investigate the reasoning behind this shift in valuation of human capital

acquired elsewhere.
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5.2 Limitations

A drawback of this study is that the calculation of years of experience is derived using
age and highest level of education, which may not precisely reflect experience —
especially in instances where an individual has been jobless. This calculation may not be
particularly accurate for the female group, as they often take breaks from work to care
for their families and children. Unfortunately, this is a limitation of the data. Future
studies, which contain data on such factors, could leverage this information to increase

the precision of these estimates.

It should be noted that the unexplained variation may be due to an omitted variable
bias, which could plausibly reduce the magnitude of any conjecture regarding
discrimination (e.g., innate ability). Additionally, future work may wish to separately
examine immigrants from various regions of the world. For instance, the focus could be
on those arriving from developing countries in Asia and Africa. Alternatively, this income
gap could be compared with the gap arising from Canadian-born adults and immigrants
arriving from developed and/or English-speaking countries. Finally, comparing Canadian-
born visible minorities with visible minority immigrants may also shed light on the

potential level of xenophobia in Canada.
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5.3 Conclusion

This report observes three time periods during which the economy was in expansion,
with robust growth in GDP and a low level of unemployment. These years were
particularly chosen for this reason as the objective was to compare earnings
differentials during comparable points along a typical business cycle. That said, | did not
observe respondents during recessionary periods, and this leads to a question of the
extent to which immigrants are impacted by such downturns. For instance, are they the
first to be laid-off as a result of discriminatory practices? To shed light on this question,

future work could evaluate income differences in years such 2008-09 and 2020-2021.

In all years under consideration, immigrants tended to work in industries that paid lower
salaries. While one may argue that this was the result of a self-section process, we may
also ponder the reasons as to why they selected into these industries. Was it a result of
their educational and experiential background? Or was it because they could not find
work in industries that tended to pay a wage premium? Therefore, future work could

examine why immigrants have historically been working in lower paying industries.

Finally, there is a large literature that suggests the male-female income gap is primarily
due to married men being promoted and consequently receiving raises in income.
However, my results extend upon this finding, suggesting that it was Canadian-born
(non-visible minority) men who experienced such premiums. To the extent that the

colloquial “invisible handshake” among the elite exists, which is comprised primarily of
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white married males, discriminatory actions may have been distorting market

outcomes. Thus, further insights on the returns to marriage are warranted.
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Appendix A

Table A.1: 1996 Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition: Income Gaps (Males & Female)

Female Male

Employ. Total Employ. Total

Difference: 1.127%** 1.327%** 1.864%** 2.145%***
(0.050) (0.053) (0.084) (0.088)

Explained -1.473%** -1.427%** -2.300%*** -2.349%**
(0.063) (0.065) (0.105) (0.108)

Unexplained 2.600%** 2.748%** 4.164*** 4.495***
(0.067) (0.068) (0.112) (0.114)

Explained:

Education -0.372%** -0.393*** -1.615*** -1.688***
(0.015) (0.016) (0.031) (0.032)

Experience -0.558%** -0.606*** -1.079%** -1.241%**
(0.012) (0.013) (0.022) (0.024)

Marital Status 0.007*** -0.002 -0.223*** -0.259***
(0.002) (0.004) (0.009) (0.009)

Region -1.046*** -0.990*** -0.560*** -0.331***
(0.048) (0.049) (0.078) (0.080)

Language 0.219*** 0.237*** 0.139* 0.112
(0.054) (0.056) (0.083) (0.085)

Industry 0.714%** 0.731%** 0.819*** 0.863***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.035) (0.037)

Full-Time -0.435*** -0.402*** 0.240%*** 0.210***
(0.016) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013)



SL

Female Male

Employ. Total Employ. Total

Health -0.001 -0.001 -0.021%** -0.015%**
(0.002) (0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Unexplained:

Education -1.325%** -1.363%** -1.824*** -2.018%**
(0.070) (0.074) (0.110) (0.121)

Experience 0.813*** 0.594*** -0.188 -0.052
(0.189) (0.198) (0.327) (0.347)

Marital Status -0.018 -0.601*** 1.021%** 0.724***
(0.075) (0.090) (0.230) (0.245)

Region -0.158%** -0.145** -0.943%** -0.901***
(0.056) (0.058) (0.100) (0.103)

Language -0.53 -0.339 -0.539 -0.900*
(0.516) (0.521) (0.405) (0.460)

Industry 0.366** 0.280* 0.661*** 0.434**
(0.157) (0.165) (0.184) (0.185)

Full-Time 0.195%*** 0.174** -1.387*** -1.982%**
(0.064) (0.070) (0.171) (0.195)

Health -0.039%** -0.033*** -0.079%** -0.081***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.014) (0.015)

Constant 3.294%** 4.182%** 7.442%** 9.272%**
(0.575) (0.586) (0.615) (0.670)

Observations 965,290 965,290 1,045,870 1,045,870

Notes: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Dataset: 1996 Canadian Census. Education includes: Less than or equal to high school education,
Diploma/certificate below a Bachelor’s, Bachelor’s degree, and Master’s degree or above. Experience incorporates both a linear and quadratic
term. Marital Status consists of: Married, Divorced, Single, and Widowed. Geography consists of a set of regional variables, along with
urban/rural status. Language includes: English only, French only, both English and French, and neither English nor French. Industry denotes a
series of occupation dummy variables. Full-time captures full-time work status. Health pertains to having a disability.
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Table A.2: 2006 Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition: Income Gaps (Males & Female)

Female Male
Employ. Market Total After Tax Employ. Market Total After Tax

Difference: 3.345*** 3 442%** 3.510*** 2.512%%* 5.463*** 5.877*** 6.163*** 3.907***
(0.080) (0.085) (0.084) (0.058) (0.214) (0.243) (0.243) (0.157)

Explained -1.546%**  -1.630***  -1.226*** -0.861*** -3.130***  -3.363*** -3.179*** -2.330***
(0.083) (0.088) (0.086) (0.061) (0.277) (0.314) (0.313) (0.199)

Unexplained 4.891***  5,072%**  4,736%** 3.373*%* 8.592*** 9.239*** 9.341*** 6.237***
(0.092) (0.097) (0.094) (0.067) (0.264) (0.309) (0.308) (0.210)

Explained:

Education -1.162%**  -1.280***  -1.208***  -0.860***  -3.455***  .3.828%** -3.792%** -2.526%**
(0.025) (0.028) (0.027) (0.019) (0.131) (0.144) (0.143) (0.088)

Experience -0.272***  -.0.335**%*  .0,282***  .0,193***  -0.521***  -0.639*** -0.645*** -0.433***
(0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.011) (0.029) (0.033) (0.033) (0.022)

Marital Status 0.073***  0.072***  (0.034*** 0.020***  -0.327***  -0.328*** -0.320%** -0.268%**
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.026) (0.027) (0.027) (0.017)

Region -1.206%**  -1.119***  -0.893***  -0.734***  -0.545%** -0.239 -0.131 -0.427***
(0.074) (0.078) (0.077) (0.056) (0.181) (0.214) (0.213) (0.139)

Language 0.233***  0.186***  (0.322%** 0.269*** 0.247 0.196 0.233 0.2
(0.069) (0.071) (0.070) (0.053) (0.225) (0.231) (0.230) (0.165)

Industry 0.885***  0.931***  (0.886*** 0.706*** 1.108*** 1.143*** 1.162*** 0.886***
(0.025) (0.027) (0.026) (0.019) (0.103) (0.113) (0.112) (0.081)

Full-Time -0.138%**  -0.129***  -0.122***  -0.097***  (0.354%** 0.323*%** 0.307*** 0.233***
(0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.013) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017) (0.012)

Health 0.041***  0.044***  (0.038*** 0.027*** 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.006
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004)



LL

Unexplained:

Education -2.866%**  -3.111%%*  -3,059%** 2. 137%*¥*  _§.336***  _7.193%**  _7.109%** 4 5]9%*x
(0.091) (0.098) (0.098) (0.064) (0.320) (0.376) (0.376) (0.233)

Experience 2.842%%%  3.400%**  2.412%%*%  1194%** 5§ 781%kx 7 011%** 6.661%** 3.953%*x
(0.348) (0.373) (0.369) (0.254) (0.783) (0.898) (0.896) (0.599)

Marital Status 0.161 0.230%  -0.701***  -0.416***  4.812%**  543g%*x 5.185%** 3.574%x
(0.107) (0.118) (0.119) (0.086) (1.644) (1.831) (1.830) (1.390)

Region -0.190** -0.188* -0.178*%  -0.133**  -0.824***  -0.986***  -1.032***  -0.806***
(0.095) (0.099) (0.097) (0.067) (0.220) (0.304) (0.303) (0.203)

Language -0.952%*  -1.206%**  -1.135%*%*  _0.923%** -1.330%  -1.788** -1.886%*  -1.471%**
(0.425) (0.443) (0.428) (0.327) (0.708) (0.759) (0.738) (0.511)

Industry -0.34  -0.443*  -0.482**  -0.335%* 0.239 -0.084 -0.134 -0.056
(0.215) (0.233) (0.231) (0.153) (0.670) (0.719) (0.718) (0.456)

Full-Time 0.656***  0.416***  0.375%** 0.061 -1.573%**  _4.075%**  _4.306%**  -3247%**
(0.113) (0.131) (0.130) (0.091) (0.437) (0.582) (0.581) (0.373)

Health “0.142%%% 0. 151%**  -0.131%**  -0.094%**  _0.286***  -0.327***  .0.297***  .0.184%**
(0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.017) (0.107) (0.115) (0.114) (0.068)

Constant 5.722%%%  G578%**  7.635%k* G 157FFX g 109%**  1]1244%*¥* 12 259%*x 8.992%**
(0.584) (0.615) (0.601) (0.443) (2.210) (2.421) (2.412) (1.759)

Observations 1,141,190 1,141,190 1,141,190 1,141,190 1,162,715 1,162,715 1,162,715 1,162,715

Notes: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Dataset: 2006 Canadian Census. Education includes: Less than or equal to high school education,
Diploma/certificate below a Bachelor’s, Bachelor’s degree, and Master’s degree or above. Experience incorporates both a linear and quadratic
term. Marital Status consists of: Married, Divorced, Single, and Widowed. Geography consists of a set of regional variables, along with
urban/rural status. Language includes: English only, French only, both English and French, and neither English nor French. Industry denotes a
series of occupation dummy variables. Full-time captures full-time work status. Health pertains to having a disability.
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Table A.3: 2016 Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition: Income Gaps (Males & Female)

Female Male
Employ. Market Total After Tax Employ. Market Total After Tax

Difference: 7.043%** 7.968***  8,057***  5573***  13.640*** 15.726*** 16.289*** 10.949***
(0.078) (0.087) (0.085) (0.058) (0.180) (0.207) (0.206) (0.134)

Explained -0.347%** -0.153* 0.277*** 0.140** 0.45 0.769** 1.159%** 0.644***
(0.083) (0.092) (0.090) (0.063) (0.314) (0.326) (0.325) (0.184)

Unexplained 7.389%** 8.121%** 7.780%** 5.433***  13,191***  14,957*** 15.131*** 10.305***
(0.093) (0.106) (0.105) (0.073) (0.368) (0.393) (0.393) (0.229)

Explained:

Education -1.104%** -1.218%**  -1.095***  -0.768***  -2.360***  -2,591*** -2.536*** -1.693***
(0.019) (0.022) (0.021) (0.014) (0.071) (0.075) (0.075) (0.045)

Experience -0.069*** -0.027*  -0.124%**  -0.123*** 0.181*** 0.250*** 0.260*** 0.177***
(0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.010) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024) (0.016)

Marital Status 0.108*** 0.096*** 0.011%** 0 -0.376***  -0.392%*** -0.385*** -0.311***
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.012)

Region -1.028*** -0.755***  -0.534***  -0.696*** 0.636* 1.105*** 1.297*** 0.497**
(0.081) (0.091) (0.090) (0.059) (0.335) (0.347) (0.347) (0.196)

Language 0.181%** 0.162**  0.403***  0.402*** -0.11 -0.158 -0.094 -0.02
(0.061) (0.067) (0.066) (0.041) (0.167) (0.170) (0.170) (0.096)

Industry 1.490%** 1.574*** 1.592%** 1.283*** 2.302%** 2.433%** 2.479%** 1.842%**
(0.027) (0.030) (0.029) (0.021) (0.075) (0.082) (0.081) (0.052)

Full-Time 0.301*** 0.283***  0.263***  (0.208*** 0.544%** 0.514%** 0.491*** 0.379%**
(0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.013) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.012)

Health -0.226*** -0.268***  -0.238***  -0.166***  -0.367***  -0.392%** -0.352*** -0.227***
(0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.010) (0.027) (0.029) (0.029) (0.018)
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Unexplained:

Education TAB7***  1.622%**  1.625%**  1.146%**  (0.227***  (.180*** 0.187*** 0.088**
(0.030) (0.034) (0.034) (0.024) (0.052) (0.064) (0.063) (0.043)

Experience 3.530%%*%  4,923%x* 305Kk ] D)7RXk g EEOFIE  12.847F**  12.169%** 7.178%**
(0.245) (0.276) (0.273) (0.185) (0.618) (0.698) (0.696) (0.446)

Marital Status 0.687***  0.451%** -0.195 -0.179%  1.818%%*  2.347%x* 2.047%** 1.510%**
(0.119) (0.140) (0.140) (0.095) (0.642) (0.714) (0.712) (0.396)

Region 1.204%%*% L] 626***  _1.625%**  _1.150%**  -3.031%**  _3.431%%*  _355%** D 4GQkxx
(0.100) (0.115) (0.114) (0.078) (0.357) (0.384) (0.383) (0.233)

Language -0.69 -0.254 -0.413 -0.246 0.081 0.023 -0.056 -0.462
(0.960) (0.989) (0.914) (0.636) (0.890) (0.899) (0.891) (0.656)

Industry -0.134 -0.384 -0.399 -0.239 1.643 1.203 1.188 0.859
(0.245) (0.271) (0.269) (0.173) (1.227) (1.368) (1.368) (0.854)

Full-Time 2.620%%*%  1283%%*  1204%**  (557%**  3.942%xx 0.721* -0.013 -0.661**
(0.101) (0.126) (0.125) (0.092) (0.329) (0.430) (0.428) (0.295)

Health -0.772%%*%  -0.861%**  -0.820***  -0.580%**  -1.794%** 2 066***  -2.032%**  _1.375%**
(0.050) (0.056) (0.055) (0.038) (0.106) (0.125) (0.124) (0.080)

Constant 1.957*  2.967***  5.179%%* 4 898%x* 0.644 3.132% 5.166%** 5.637%%*
(1.039) (1.081) (1.011) (0.697) (1.737) (1.889) (1.883) (1.210)

Observations 1,379,150 1,379,150 1,379,150 1,379,150 1,389,310 1,389,310 1,389,310 1,389,310

Notes: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Dataset: 2016 Canadian Census. Education includes: Less than or equal to high school education,
Diploma/certificate below a Bachelor’s, Bachelor’s degree, and Master’s degree or above. Experience incorporates both a linear and quadratic
term. Marital Status consists of: Married, Divorced, Single, and Widowed. Geography consists of a set of regional variables, along with urban/rural
status. Language includes: English only, French only, both English and French, and neither English nor French. Industry denotes a series of
occupation dummy variables. Full-time captures full-time work status. Health pertains to having a disability.




Appendix B

Definitions of Income
iEmployment income: Refers to total income received by persons 15 years of age and
over during reference year as wages and salaries, net income from unincorporated non-

farm business and/or professional practice and net farm self-employment income.

iiMarket income: Refers to the sum of employment income (wages and salaries, net farm
income and net income from a non-farm unincorporated business and/or professional
practice), investment income, retirement pensions, superannuation, and annuities
(including those from Registered Retirement Savings Plans [RRSPs] and Registered
Retirement Income Funds [RRIFs]) and other money income. It is equivalent to total
income minus all government transfer payments and is also referred to as income before

transfers and taxes.

iiTotal Income: Refers to the total money income received from the following sources
during the calendar year by persons 15 years of age and over: Wages and salaries(total);
Net farm self-employment income; Net income from unincorporated non-farm business
and/or professional practice; Child benefits; Old Age Security pension and Guaranteed
Income Supplement; Benefits from Canada or Quebec Pension Plan; Benefits from

Employment Insurance; Other income from government sources; Dividends and interest
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on bonds, deposits, savings certificates and other investment income; Retirement
pensions, superannuation and annuities, including those from RRSPs and RRIFs; Other

money income.

VAfter-Tax Income/ Net Income: Refers to the total money income received during the

calendar year minus income taxes paid to federal, provincial and territorial governments,

by persons 15 years of age and over.
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