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This paper studies the effects of marriage and of the presence of children in the family on the earnings of native-born and immigrant women by using data collected from the 2016 Canadian Census of Population. The effects on earnings of immigrant women from different countries of origin are estimated separately. The results suggest that there is a difference between native-born and immigrant women regarding the effect of marriage on earnings. For native-born women, there is a positive marriage wage premium, but there is a negative marriage wage penalty for immigrant women, especially those who come from developing countries. The results are consistent with the family investment model where married immigrant women tend to work as secondary workers in the family in order to invest into their husbands’ careers and fulfill family responsibilities. Regarding the effect of children, the empirical results show that, for both native-born women and immigrant women, there is a large wage penalty from having preschool children at home. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc15866741]Introduction
In recent decades, Canada has been one of the favorite places of immigration in the world due to its safety, its good healthcare, its education system and its environment. In fact, according to a U.S. News and World Report (2019) Ranking over ten years, Canada was among the top ten best countries for quality of life and one of the best countries for immigrants in the world. Approximately 25 percent of Canada’s 35 million people are foreign-born. According to the Annual Report 2018 to Parliament on Immigration (Ahmed, 2018), the Parliament targets to welcome more than one million permanent residents between 2018 and 2021. Toronto, the largest city of Canada, besides being known as a local hub for cuisine, night-life, business and technology, is also renowned for having over half of its residents as immigrants. Also, the immigrants in Vancouver and Calgary represent 47 percent and 35 percent of the population respectively. 
Like many developed countries, Canada benefits from immigration. The advantages that immigrants bring to Canada are important. They increase the population base and the labour force, which is essential for long-run economic growth. The growth in population does not only enlarge the labour force, but it also boosts exchanges in culture, knowledge and wisdom. In terms of diversifying the economy, immigrants come with new perspectives, experiences and ideas. They start different kinds of businesses, create jobs, earn incomes, spend for consumption, increase production, generate profits, which further helps the country’s economy to grow. 
While the benefits mentioned above are significant, immigrants may also bring some difficulties. Wage gaps may increase because immigrants are willing to take jobs with lower wages than non-immigrants. If more and more people work for low wages, greater wage gaps in the labour force can be created that negatively affect job growth. Gender inequality issues are also a concern in Canada since immigrant women are often less able to advance their interests in education, careers and political influence than immigrant men. 
Based on recent data from the Canadian income survey of 2016 (Statistics Canada, 2018), the gender wage gap in Canada is still substantial. Women in Canada earn about 75 percent of what men earn. That is partly because women tend to work fewer hours than men, often due to family responsibilities. Women are considered men’s helpmates in the family, tending to sacrifice their working time to do housework and to take care of their children. They are also the primary ones to carry out the burden of child bearing and taking care of family members. According the 2016 census, women aged 25 to 34 see their earnings fall by almost half in the year following the birth of a first child. Bernard (2018) indicates that the average age of women at the birth of their first child increased from 27 years old in 2001 to 29 years old in 2016, which suggests a delay in getting married and having children since women tend to wait until their career is more stable before starting a family. Immigrant women often face more difficulties than native-born women in terms of language fluency, local culture understanding and social networks. While the gender wage gap is large for the Canadian-born, it may be even more important for immigrants.  
How marriage and children affect women’s earnings has become a very prevalent political issue recently. In general, women may suffer a career risk after getting married, but they may also benefit from some marriage premium. With the marriage rates in a declining trend in Canada and the rest of the world, I intend in this paper to find out how being married and having children influences the earnings of women in Canada. Also, as a country with many immigrants, it is important to study the potential differences in the effects of marriage and children on the earnings of immigrants and native-born Canadians. This paper will examine this issue for native-born Canadians and immigrants from different places by using data from 2016 Census of population in Canada. In a first raw specification, I control only for the two variables of marital status and presence of children. In a second specification, I add more relevant variables which are education, age, weeks worked, provinces, CMA, knowledge of official languages, and job characteristics. 
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In the next section, a literature review is carried out to survey the effects of marital status and presence of children on women earnings in general and for immigrants in particular. I then present the data in the third section. In the fourth section, I present the econometric model. The fifth section will consist of an economic interpretation of the empirical results. Section six gives an overall conclusion. 
2. [bookmark: _Toc15866742]Literature Review
The interest in the study of the effect of marriage on earnings for women is not new. While the literature on the theory and empirical evidence on how marriage effects the earnings of women is vast, the effect of marriage on the earnings of immigrant women still remains under-researched, possibly due to the lack of relevant data and the difficulties of identifying and measuring the relevant variables. The first part of this literature review is an evaluation of the effect of marriage and children on earnings for women in general. I will examine the differences between the earlier and recent research results on the effect of marriage on earnings for women in general, in Canada and in some other countries. The second part will specifically focus on the effect of marriage on earnings for immigrant women, which is the main interest of this paper. 
[bookmark: _Toc15866743]2.1 The effect of marriage and children on earnings for women in general
The topic of how marriage and family influence women’s earnings is popular these years. However, the results given by the earlier and recent studies are a little bit different. Most of the earlier researches find that there is little or no significant association between marriage and wages, while the recent studies mostly reveal that there is a positive correlation between marriage and earnings of women. The following literature summarizes the relationships between marriage, motherhood, gender and earnings. 
An early research by Hill (1979), using data from the ninth wave of the 1976 Panel Study of Income Dynamics in the U.S., was designed to analyze the effects of marital status and the number of children on both male and female workers. Hill finds that there is no significant association between marriage and wages for women. The study suggests that the number of children is a better proxy variable than marital status to explain the lower return on human capital among women; the presence of children is an important determinant of the earnings differential. In vast majority, women have more responsibility in taking care of children and household and the labour market qualifications of women are lower than those of men. In general, Hill’s findings indicate that workers with greater financial duties to their family, such as married men and both white men and black women with large numbers of children, receive higher wages when controlling for various aspects of worker qualifications. Moreover, Hill also illustrates that marriage has neither detrimental nor beneficial effects on earnings for women in general. Furthermore, married white women have a bit higher earnings than single women, but they earn less than divorced, separated and widowed women once adjustment has been made for human capital, job characteristics and work history. In contrast, there is a strong positive wage effect of marriage on men.
Dolton and Makepeace (1987) obtain a similar result that there is no association between marriage and wages among female college graduates. By modelling the labour force participation of women and evaluating the role of marital status and children in earnings differentials, the authors study differences in earnings between females and males. They use a survey conducted in 1977 which covers individuals in the U.K. who obtained degrees in 1970. The main purpose of their research is to evaluate how family commitments explain earnings differences between men and women. They find that about 29 percent of women stop work and leave the labour force for family reasons that are associated with child rearing. Their results show that there is no significant difference between the earnings equations for married and single women; hence they indicate that while marital status is important in explaining the participation decision of females, it is not important in explaining earnings. Female participation is decided by marital status and the presence of children. However, earnings are not much influenced by marital status, but they are affected by the presence of children. 
Landau and Arthur (1992) use data on the careers of a sample of 1,537 managerial and professional employees in the United States. Their results show that after controlling for age, education, type of position, job location, organization and job tenure, married employees whose spouses do not have a career earn the most. Their study also finds that employees who are single earn the least. Specifically, married women earn more than single women; additionally, married women whose spouses do not have a job earn the most. Moreover, women, as a whole, earn less than men.
Korenman and Neumark (1992) explore the potential problems of drawing causal inferences from cross-sectional relationships between marriage, motherhood and wages. They use data from the 1982 wave of the U.S. National Longitudinal Survey of young women. Their findings suggest that under an OLS specification, there is no direct effect of marriage on women’s earnings, but there is a negative indirect effect of the presence of children. Moreover, the large negative relationship between children and earnings does not disappear after adding the explanatory variables of experience and tenure into the OLS equation. In particular, the negative effect of having two or more children tends to be larger. Instrumental variable techniques find that marital status and number of children are exogenous in the earnings equations, while experience and tenure are not. The IV results suggest that children ‘directly’ lower women’s wages, while women reduce their labour supply and accumulate labour market experience and tenure. However, the estimates from the first-difference specification do not support the statement that marriage or children would lower wages of women. 
In more recent studies, Waldfogel (1997) and Budig and England (2001) find that while there is a wage premium for married women, divorced, separated and widowed women have higher earnings than both married and single ones. Waldfogel (1997) uses data from the U.S. National Longitudinal Survey of Young Women of 1968-1988 to investigate the lower wages of mothers, while Budig and England (2001), using the National Longitudinal Survey for Youth, 1982-1993, examine the wage penalty for motherhood. Budig and England (2001) find that there is a wage premium for married women of around 4 percent; however, the marriage premium decreases with the number of children in the family and there is eventually a wage penalty for women who have more than three children. Moreover, the wage penalty is 7 percent per child, and a penalty of 5 percent per child remains after controlling for job experience. Their result also suggests that there is a large positive effect on the earnings of women for being divorced, separated or widowed, compared to being married or single. Similarly, Waldfogel (1997) finds that there is a wage premium for married women. Another main conclusion is that there is a direct effect of children on women’s earnings, even after controlling for labour market experience. In other words, women do suffer a wage penalty when they have children, and this penalty cannot be eliminated when controls for employment experience are added. After adding controls for human capital, there is a 4 percent penalty for one child and a 12 percent penalty for two or more children.   
In contrast, Richardson (2000) uses data from the Swedish Level of living Survey and finds that married women in Sweden earn less than unmarried ones. It seems that women take more responsibility than men in housework, which takes time that could be used in accumulating human capital. Dougherty (2006) uses data from the 1980 to 2002 waves of the U.S. National Longitudinal Survey of youth. The paper shows that there is a wage premium for both married men and women. However, the marriage premium for married women decreases with years of marriage, from 11 percent in the first year of marriage to about 8 percent in the tenth year of marriage. In contrast, the marriage premium for men increases from 14 percent to 18 percent over the same period of time. 
Drolet (2002) attempts to investigate the effects of marital status and parenthood status on women’s earnings in Canada. She also tries to determine whether the timing of marriage influences the wages of women. She employs a panel data set which was collected from the 1998 Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics. The results show that there is little correlation between marital status and wages, and the evidence on the correlation between wages and motherhood varies after controlling for differences in work history, labour force qualification and job characteristics. She mentions that mothers who have their children early in life earn 6 percent less than mothers who have their children late. This relationship between delaying having children and wages tends to persist, but it declines over time after the birth of the first child. This wage advantage of delaying motherhood is greater among younger Canadian women than among older generations. One of the interesting findings in the paper is that there is no significant difference in the wages of women who delay having children and those who have no children. In addition, there is no significant association between the timing of marriage and earnings. The current trends in marriage suggest that most young Canadian women choose to concentrate on developing their career rather than on getting married early. Additionally, there is a positive association between motherhood and wages that remains in the early years after adding controls for years with children. 
Western, Hewitt and Baxter (2005) use longitudinal data from the Australian panel survey ‘Negotiating the Life course 1997’ to study the impact of marriage on earnings of men and women. The paper finds that there is generally little or no correlation between marriage and wages for women after controlling for human capital, job, and family characteristics, However, there is a distinct significant wage premium for men. Overall, there are very few differences in the relationship between marriage and earnings for both men and women across the wage distribution. The changes in the relationship between marriage and women’s earnings can be attributed to the differences in statistical methods. They also mention that the effect of marriage on earnings of women could be underestimated in cross-sectional data due to endogeneity. However, the previous studies which used longitudinal data found that there is a significant association between marriage and earnings for women (Walfogel, 1997).
Tashiro (2015) uses a dataset collected from a Japanese Panel Survey of Consumers over the 1993-2010 period to examine labour force participation of Japanese women and the factors that determine earnings by marital status. His study shows that the labour force participation of women is increased by experience and education, but decreased by age for single women, while it is increased by age for married women.  The paper finds a weak evidence of a 1.4 percent wage penalty for unmarried women, even though they are more likely to participate in the labour market than their married counterparts. Regardless of their marital status, a wage premium for women is caused by age, education, full-time employment status, and professional and technical occupations. The study also shows that experience can increase labour force participation among women in general, and that it has an insignificant effect on the earnings of unmarried women, but a negative effect of 2.3 percent on the earnings of married women. Industry differences are also significant as unmarried women are more likely to be in the finance, insurance or real estate industries, and married women in public administration earn substantial wage premiums.
There is a wage gap in developing countries due to labour market structure and the high inequality in terms of human capital and income. Duarte and Blanquicett (2016) use cross-sectional data from Colombian Household Surveys to estimate the marriage wage premium and its development for men and women. The paper finds that marriage is significantly associated with a wage premium for both women and men in Colombia. The wage premium increased from 2008 and 2011, but declined in 2013; it is large enough to reflect the large stock of human capital of married workers. The study indicates that there is a positive effect of marriage on earnings for women in Colombia, regardless of whether they have children or not, which can be explained by Gamboa and Zuluaga (2013). The study of Gamboa and Zuluaga indicates that even if the elasticity of labour supply for women with children is lower than that for non-mothers, this does not mean that mothers are willing to take more time-flexible jobs with lower pay. 
Goldin and Katz (2002) note a common pattern that women and men start with similar earnings, but that there is an earnings gap that arises over time and which increases with the arrival of children. Juhn and McCue (2017) examine the evolution of gender earnings gap associated with marriage and parental status. Their study mentions that the effect of marriage on the earnings of women is not well established in the past literature, but that there is a wage premium for married women which is consistent in studies that observe more recent cohorts. Their study suggests that the earnings gap related to children remains persistent, and a part of the remaining gap associated with children has increased. This indicates that with similar human capital characteristics, women dedicate much more time than men to child-rearing over their careers. Moreover, under the social norms, women still identify themselves as having more responsibility in taking care of children. The change in the gap seems to occur over time, but it is likely to take a while to close the motherhood earnings gap.
Similarly, Shelton and John (1993) compare time spent doing housework between cohabiting and married women and men. By using the U.S. National Survey of Families and Households, they find that marital status does not affect the time spent doing housework by men but affects women’s household labour time. Cohabiting men also do less housework than cohabiting women, but the gap between married women and men is much larger than between cohabiting women and men. This indicates that there is a significant gap between married women and cohabiting women in the time spent doing housework; specifically, married women spend more time doing housework than cohabiting or single women. Another interesting finding in their paper is that cohabiting women are more like single women than married women.
In summary, on the aspect of the effect of marriage on women’s earnings in general, the findings of previous studies are mixed and sometimes contradictory. The earlier studies suggest that there is no significant association between marriage and earnings. However, the studies with more recent data show that there is positive marriage premium for women. Additionally, both of the past and recent studies mention that children are a major factor in determining the wages for women.
[bookmark: _Toc15866744]2.2 The effect of marriage and children on earnings for immigrant women
In this era of globalization, migration plays a vital role in the economy in general and in the labour force in particular. Thus, it is important to shed light on the effect of marriage and children on the earnings of immigrant women who now represent a major part of the labour force in many countries, and to see whether the general results apply to them too. The following literature considers the effects of marriage and children on earnings for immigrant women, in Canada and in some other countries. 
Mincer (1978) was the first to analyze migration decisions in the context of the family investment model. He explores the linkage between family and migration and the effects of migration decisions on employment and earnings of family members. His paper points out that single persons are more likely to migrate than married couples, and the mobility of separated and divorced parents is by far the highest. Families where the wife works are less likely to migrate. In addition, migration tends to reduce the unemployment of husbands and to increase the unemployment of wives, since wives tend to be tied movers. The losses in the earnings of migrant wives relatively to the earnings of non-migrant wives decrease as time goes on.
Baker and Benjamin (1997) investigate the labour-supply behaviour of immigrant husbands and wives by using a pooled sample of census families for the period 1986-1991 from the Canadian Survey of Consumer Finances. Their study shows that upon arrival, immigrant wives work more than native-born wives, while immigrant husbands work less than native-born husbands. Many of the wives in immigrant families undertake ‘dead-end’ jobs to support their husbands’ investment in human capital. In the end, the authors conclude that family composition is a key factor in immigration assimilation and that the family investment model can explain many of the patterns provided in the dataset. 
Worswick (1996) examines the labour market activity of immigrant and non-immigrant married couples in Canada by using data from the 1981 and 1991 Canadian Censuses. Families where one spouse was born in Canada and the other spouse is an immigrant are excluded from the sample. He mentions that there are lower wage rates for immigrant husbands and wives compared to their non-immigrant counterparts. However, the weeks worked of immigrants are similar to those of non-immigrants and they are not affected by the duration of residence in Canada. His findings show that the immigrant-native earnings gap is smaller for women than for men. The rate of return on education is higher for immigrant men than for women relative to non-immigrants. In particular, immigrant women with a bachelor’s degree earn less than similar non-immigrant women, while immigrant women in the lowest education category earn more than non-immigrant women. Additionally, the effect of young children on the hours of work of non-immigrant women is higher than it is for immigrant women. A main factor that affects human capital investments and labour force decisions of immigrant married women is the financing of the investments in host-country skills by their husbands. Worswick suggests that the findings are consistent with the prediction that married immigrant women are found to play a major role in the earnings creation of families in which the wife works more and sacrifices investment in human capital in order to support her husband’s investment in host-country specific skills. This is similar to the findings for Canada of an earlier study by Baker and Benjamin (1994). Those authors estimate a reduced form labour supply model for married couples by using the 1986 and 1991 Surveys of Consumer Finance for Canada and find evidence that immigrant women choose to increase their hours of work in order to finance the investment of their husbands. 
Various researches have used gender and birthplace as control variables to investigate the relationship between marriage, earnings and migration. Beach and Worswick (1993) examine if a combined impact of gender and birthplace provides a double-negative effect on earnings of immigrant women in Canada. The dataset is the 1973 Job Mobility Survey. The paper finds that a double-negative effect on earnings is fairly clear for highly educated immigrant women, but it does not widely appear for immigrant women as a whole. Their study shows that there are no significant differences in the effect of home-time on earnings for immigrant women and native-born women. The earnings differential between immigrant women and non-immigrant women does not depend on the years of residence of the immigrant. This could be explained by the family investment hypothesis. The return to education for immigrant women is only half the one for native-born women, and there is a larger differential for women than for men. Besides, the earnings differentials of immigrants are more permanent for females than for males, and the empirical results also support the family investment hypothesis that there is a burden on young immigrant couples, in which the immigrant women subsidize their husbands’ investment initially. 
Duleep and Sanders (1993) also exclude the intermarried couples and only focus on households where both wives and husbands are immigrants. They use 1980 U.S. Census data and compare labour force participation between married immigrant Asian women and married immigrant women from Europe and Canada. Their findings are consistent with the skills transferability theory in which the labour force participation is more correlated with the work experience gained in the United States than the work experience gained in their host countries. The results suggest that the presence of a husband who invests in skills that are specific to the labour market is the major factor that determines the decision to work of the wife. In general, one spouse works more to subsidize the other’s career; this seems to be important in a household where both husband and wife are immigrants. They indicate that except for the Japanese, married Asian immigrant women are more likely to work than their counterparts from Canada and Europe.
Nikolova (2008) uses 1970 and 1980 census data to examine whether there is a positive gap in earnings between immigrant women married to US-born husbands and those married to other immigrants. Her results show that there is a positive significant marriage premium for immigrant women in the United States, and the longer the immigrant women stay in the host country, the higher the wages. Another interesting finding is that there is a negative labour force selection bias among immigrant women, which means that immigrant women with high human capital may choose to leave the labour force, while those who have low human capital work hard for wages. Among the immigrant women who are in the labour force, married women have higher wages than single ones. One possible explanation of this marriage premium could be that married immigrant females have older children in the family who can share the care of the household. This could make the immigrant married females more productive at work. Therefore, according to this study, both exogamously and endogamously married immigrant women are similar to the native-born in that they all have a positive marriage premium. Meng and Gregory (2005) use the 1981, 1986, 1991 and 1996 Australian Census of Population and Housing to investigate the assimilation role of intermarriage between immigrants and natives. Their study finds that the intermarried immigrants have higher wages than their endogamously married counterparts and that the intermarriage premium is 10 percent for women. Natives who intermarry with immigrants do not benefit from this premium.
Another factor which has been found to have an effect on earnings for immigrant women is country of origin. In terms of migration perspective all over the world, the Chinese are a large immigrant group in many developed and developing countries. Man (2004) focuses on the working experience of highly educated Chinese immigrant women in Canada. The research data is from individual interviews. The study reveals that immigrant women who are highly educated and skilled professionals become deskilled or unemployed in Canada; this is mainly caused by restrictive professional accreditation systems, employers’ preference for “Canadian experience” or lack of recognition of credentials and work experience in their home country. Consequently, the jobs that they can get are usually low-status, low-paid, part-time, insecure, and they even become unemployed. 
In order to re-examine the patterns of labour force participation and earnings of immigrant women, a recent study by Adserà and Ferrer (2014) reconsiders some of the earlier results. The authors combine the information on the skill requirements of jobs with a large sample of over 800,000 women drawn from Canadian censuses for the period ranging from 1991 to 2006. Their findings suggest that the labour force participation of female immigrants in Canada seems to follow a similar path of assimilation as the one of males. At most, only relatively uneducated immigrant women who are engaged in jobs requiring very basic skills conform to the image of immigrant wives as secondary workers. As a new trend, they suggest that the pattern of immigrant females in the labour market does not fit the profile of secondary workers. Their conclusions are based on three main findings. First, there is a much lower participation rate of immigrant women at arrival compared to similar Canadian-born women, but the rate increases gradually over time. Second, the participation rate of immigrant women in unskilled jobs is much higher than that of native-born women, and immigrant women are more educated than Canadian women in the same low-skill occupation. Third, with regard to skill assimilation, educated immigrant women show an increasing integration into the labour force over time, specifically, analytical skills become more important than physical strength. 
In summary, the findings of the recent studies show that immigrant women who have older children at home are more likely to enjoy a marriage premium. There are lower wage rates for immigrant husbands and wives compared to their non-immigrant counterparts. Moreover, with the exception of Adserà and Ferrer (2014), studies tend to find that many immigrant women work in order to support the financing of their husbands’ investment. In this paper, I use a recent and large data set of 158,980 observations from the 2016 Canadian Census and I focus on the effect of marriage on women’s earnings in general and on immigrant women in particular. I also consider the effect of the presence of children on earnings. The following sections describe my data and empirical models.
3. [bookmark: _Toc15866745]Data
The dataset used in the paper is the public use microdata file on individuals of the 2016 Canadian Census of Population. The Census is used to collect data about the population of Canada, such as their demographic and socio-economic characteristics. The 2016 public use microdata file contains a total of 930,421 records, representing 2.7 percent of the Canadian population. It provides statistical information about age, sex, type of dwelling, family, household, marital status, language, income, immigration, ethnocultural diversity, housing, aboriginal identity, education, labour, journey to work, and mobility and migration. The Census of population is a reliable and timely cross-sectional data base of the Canadian society.   
In my paper, I restrict my sample to females from 25 to 64 years old who worked in 2015. Moreover, since the immigrant status of the husband is not observed directly in the data and in order to focus on the impact of marital status on immigrant women’s earnings in the context of the immigrant family, I restrict the age of immigrant women to those who were 25 years old or more when they arrived in Canada. It can be assumed that most immigrant women who were over the age of 25 at arrival were married to another immigrant from the same host country (as opposed to having married a Canadian-born husband after arrival). 
In my regression model, the dependent variable is the logarithm of the gross wages received during the year 2015. The reason that the wages are converted to a logarithmic scale is to examine the effect of marital status and other variables on the percentage change in total wages. I set a range of the gross wages from $1,000 to $200,000. To eliminate possible outliers, I dropped very small and very large values, as well as those with zero wages.
The explanatory variables include marital status, immigration status, place of birth of immigrants, years since migration, number of children in the census family, educational attainment, full time or part time job, weeks worked, province, Census Metropolitan Area (CMA), age group and knowledge of official languages. Marital status, immigration status, place of birth of immigrants and presence of children in the census family are the main independent variables of this research paper. There are six groups in the original marital status variable, and I keep all of them. I define four dummy variables to indicate the marital status. First of all, I combine Separated, Divorced and Widowed together and regroup them as a variable called SDW that is equal to one if a person belongs to that group, and zero otherwise. Then I set the legally married, those who live in common-law and the single as three different variables. I put common-law as a separate group because it has become an important marital situation in Canada during the last decades. I set single as the reference group. Comparing the other groups with the reference group allows to find the differences in the effects of the different marital statuses on earnings. The presence of children is another major explanatory variable of this research paper. I combine the categories into four groups, which are no children (no children or only children aged 25 and over, considered as adults, are present in the family), presence of preschool children (aged 0 to 5), presence of schoolchildren (aged 6 to 14), and presence of youth (aged 15 to 24). It is worthwhile to mention that missing values appear in the data for women who live alone and do not belong to a census family. Therefore, these missing values are included in the group of “no children”. It is worth noting also that since some women can have children in more than one age group, the total percentage of all the categories for the presence of children is larger than 100 percent. 
Immigration status consists of two categories which are immigrants and non-immigrants. I create one dummy variable for this variable and drop the observations of non-permanent residents. Immigrant women are the major objectives in this study and the place of birth for immigrants is especially important. The original Place of birth in the dataset contains 32 categories. I combine and regroup them into seven groups. There are separate groups for four developing regions with a large number of immigrants, which are China, India, the Philippines and Northern Africa. All the other developing regions of the world except those in Europe are classified as Other developing countries, which includes countries in Central America, Jamaica, Other Caribbean and Bermuda, South America, Eastern Africa, Other Africa, Iran, Other West Central Asia and the Middle East, South Korea, Other Eastern Asia, Vietnam, Other Southeast Asia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Other Southern Asia, Oceania and others, and Hong Kong. I also create two groups for the developed areas and the less developed areas in Europe. The Developed areas include the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Other Northern and Western Europe, Italy and Portugal. The group of Less developed areas of Europe contains Poland, Other Eastern Europe which includes Russia, and Other Southern Europe. Most of the economic studies of immigrant labour market focus on wage differences between immigrants and native-born as a function of the immigrant’s years-since-migration (YSM). For the immigrants, I generate a variable for the number of years since migration (YSM), which is expected to reduce the wage gap between native-born and immigrants. For immigrants, years since migration is equal to 2015 minus the year of immigration, and the variable is set to zero for the native-born.
Besides those major explanatory variables, human capital characteristics such as education and language ability are included in the model. There are thirteen categories in the original data for Highest certificate, diploma and degree variables. I combine and regroup them into three groups, which are high school diploma and below (categories 1 and 2), college diploma and bachelor’s degree (categories 3 to 10), and above bachelor’s degree (categories from 11, 12 and 13). Knowledge of official languages is represented by dummy variables for people who know only English, only French, both and neither. 
In addition, age, geographic characteristics, job characteristics and length of working time could influence one’s earnings, so that they are also included in the model. Full-time or part-time weeks worked in 2015 has two categories and I create one dummy variable for full-time job. Weeks worked is also a good indicator of how involved one is in the labour market. In the codebook, it contains six categories which are 1-9, 10-19, 20-29, 30-39, 40-48, 49-52 weeks. I create a dummy variable for each category of weeks worked, and I drop the observation for those who only worked in 2016. There are eleven categories in the original Province or territory of current residence. I drop the area called Northern Canada which has a small population and I combine the provinces into six new groups. They are Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, British Columbia, Atlantic Provinces, and Prairies. The Atlantic Provinces include the provinces of New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland and Labrador. The Prairies include Manitoba and Saskatchewan. The Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) involves dummy variables for five major urban areas, which are Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver, Edmonton and Calgary. All of the other areas are classified into the group of Other areas. The Age variable contains eight categories which are 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49 50-54, 55-59, 60-64 years of age. I create dummy variables for each of these categories, and the group of age from 25 to 29 is set as the reference group.
After dropping the observations with unavailable information for each variable, there are 158,980 observations left in my sample. Table 1 shows the means of the key variables, which are marital status, presence of children in the family, and yearly wages for the whole sample, native-born and immigrants respectively. Table 2 shows the means of the same key variables for immigrants from different places of birth. Table A1 in the appendix shows the means of all the variables used in the analysis, which are marital status, presence of children in the family, education, full-time jobs, weeks worked, province, Census Metropolitan Area, age, mother tongue, years since migration and yearly wages for the whole sample, native-born and immigrants from difference places of birth. Out of the total observations, 136,476 are native Canadian and 22,504 are immigrants. The proportion of immigrants in my sample is about 14 percent, which is small compared to a proportion of more than 20 percent of the total population. This is because I restrict my sample of immigrants to those who immigrated at age 25 or more, as mentioned earlier. Among those immigrants, 2,654 are from China, 2,284 are from India, 3,812 are from the Philippines, 703 are from Northern Africa, 8,311 are from Other developing countries, 2,373 are from Less developed countries of Europe, and 1,997 come from the Developed countries.
From table 1 we can see that the average yearly wage among the whole sample is $43,600; in addition, the average wage of $44,500 for native-born women is higher than the $38,000 of immigrant women by $6,500. For the marital status, we can find that among the whole sample, 50.8 percent of women are legally married and 18.1 percent live in common-law. There are 73.7 percent of immigrant women who are legally married, which is higher than the proportion for the native-born of 47.1 percent; in contrast, 20.3 percent of the native-born live in common law, which is considerably higher than the 5.1 percent of immigrant women in the same situation. More than half of the population in my sample has no children in the family. Specifically, 56.1 percent of the native Canadian and 44.3 percent of immigrants have no children in the family. Additionally, immigrant women are more likely to have school children and youth at home than native-born women: 27.8 percent and 32.7 percent of immigrant women have school children and youth at home respectively, in contrast, the numbers are 20.8 percent and 21.0 percent for native-born women.
According to table 2, the immigrant women who come from the U.S. and both the Developed and Less developed countries of Europe earn a higher wage than the native-born women; they have an average yearly wage of $47,800 and $45,200 respectively. The developing countries have lower wages. Therefore, the places of birth of immigrants do have some impact on the amount of earnings. Moreover, immigrant women from Developed countries are legally married in a proportion of 66.4 percent and 15.7 percent live in common law, those percentages being similar to those of the native-born. Canada is also a developed country and there are some similarities in cultures with other developed countries. Most immigrants from the other countries are more likely to choose legal marriage than common-law. About 52.6 percent of immigrant women from the Developed countries have no children in the family, a proportion similar to that of the native-born. However, the patterns for immigrants from China, India and Northern Africa are different. There are only 38.7 percent of Chinese immigrants, 37.1 percent of Indian immigrants and only 27.6 percent of immigrants from Northern Africa who have no children in the family. Additionally, immigrants from India and Northern Africa have high percentages having children in the age group of 6 to 14, which are 33.8 percent and 45.2 percent respectively.
Based on table A1 in appendix, we can see that for the educational attainment, 29.8 percent of the native-born women have a high school diploma or below, which is higher than the proportion of immigrants of 24.9 percent; in addition, 14.3 percent of immigrants have an education above bachelor’s degree, which is obviously higher than the proportion of 6.3 percent of the native-born. Except for the immigrants from the Philippines, all the groups of immigrants have higher percentages with degrees above bachelor than the native-born. Regarding the Census Metropolitan Areas, we can see that most immigrants choose to live in the five major CMAs, especially in Toronto with a proportion of 38.6 percent, which is much higher than the proportion of 10.5 percent for the native-born. The findings also show that although both immigrant and native-born women work many weeks, there are relatively more native-born women who work 49 to 52 weeks than immigrant women, the proportions being 61.9 percent and 51.7 percent respectively. In my sample, there are no big differences in the distribution of different age groups for native-born women; however, for immigrants, there are fewer immigrant women in the age groups 25 to 29 and 30 to 34 relative to native born women. Most immigrant women are in the age group 40 to 54. For the knowledge of official languages, there are more native-born women who speak only French than there are immigrant women in general, except for the immigrant women from Northern Africa in which there are 41.5 percent who speak only French. Moreover, there are 22.9 percent of the native-born women who can speak both English and French, which is twice as many as the proportion of immigrant women.



















	Table 1.  Summary Statistics: Means of the key variables for whole sample, Canadian-born and immigrants

	
	Total
	Canadian-born
	Immigrants

	Yearly Wages
	$43,600
	$44,500
	$38,000

	Marital Status
	
	
	

	Single
	0.185
	0.203
	0.080

	Legally Married
	0.508
	0.471
	0.737

	Common Law
	0.181
	0.203
	0.051

	Separated, Divorced, Widowed
	0.125
	0.124
	0.131

	Presence of Children
	
	
	

	No children
	0.545 
	0.561
	0.443

	Preschool children
	0.143 
	0.143
	0.142

	School children
	0.218
	0.208
	0.278

	Youth
	0.227
	0.210
	0.327

	Observation
	158,980
	136,476
	22,504





	Table 2.  Summary Statistics: Means of the key variables for immigrants from different places of birth

	
	China
	India
	Philippines
	Northern Africa
	Other Developing
	Less Developed Europe
	Developed

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yearly Wages
	$38,300
	$35,100
	$38,800
	$32,000
	$34,600
	$45,200
	$47,800

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marital Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	0.046
	0.021
	0.143
	0.050
	0.100
	0.034
	0.090

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Legally Married
	0.764
	0.913
	0.695
	0.808
	0.700
	0.772
	0.664

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common Law
	0.039
	0.006
	0.061
	0.014
	0.051
	0.054
	0.157

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Separated, Divorced, Widowed
	0.151

	0.060

	0.100

	0.128

	0.150

	0.140

	0.089


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Presence of Children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No children
	0.387
	0.371
	0.457
	0.276
	0.467
	0.482
	0.526

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preschool children
	0.162
	0.190
	0.151
	0.269
	0.123
	0.104
	0.138

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School children
	0.279
	0.338
	0.269
	0.452
	0.266
	0.252
	0.227

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth
	0.323
	0.335
	0.326
	0.323
	0.349
	0.304
	0.231

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observation
	2,654
	2,284
	3,812
	703
	8,311
	2,373
	1,997


4. [bookmark: _Toc15866746]Model specification 
As the paper focuses on how marriage and children influence women’s earnings especially for immigrant women, I use ordinary least square regressions (OLS) with robust standard errors to analyze the wage difference between single and married women and between women without and with children for native-born and immigrants from different places of birth. I run two groups of regression models with different subsets of explanatory variables on the same dependent variable which is the log of wages. Since I already restrict my sample to only working age females, males are not included in my models. 
I start with a basic specification which includes only marital status and presence of children to see the raw differences in earnings. I apply this for the whole sample, the native-born sample, the sample of immigrants, and to the samples of immigrants from different places of birth. By estimating this model, I get basic results of the wage gaps among women with children of different ages at home and with different marital statuses.
[bookmark: _Toc15866747]4.1 Specification 1

where  is the logarithm of annual wages in 2015 for individual woman i. There are three dummy variables in marital status and children status respectively in the regression, as defined in the previous section. The reference person is single woman with no children at home.
According to past studies, other variables as well have some impact on the earrings of women. To further analyze the impact of marriage on women’s earnings, more independent variables are added in the regression model in Specification 2. As in Specification 1, I apply the regression model to the whole sample, the native-born, the total immigrants, and immigrants from different places of birth. By adding these explanatory variables, we can see whether the dependent variable can be explained better than in the first specification.
[bookmark: _Toc15866748]4.2 Specification 2

Based on the first specification, I add vectors of independent variables which are full time work (), highest educational attainment (), weeks worked (), province (), Census Metropolitan Area (), age (), language (), and years since migration (). The categories for those variables were defined in the previous section. I set the single woman aged 25 to 29, who has no children, has high school diploma or below, has no full-time job, worked 1 to 9 weeks in 2015, speaks English and lives in Toronto to be the reference person. All of the independent variables in both specification 1 and specification 2 are dummy variables, except the years since migration. 








5. [bookmark: _Toc15866749]Empirical Results and interpretation
In this section, the main findings of the regression results are discussed. Both specifications use log wage as dependent variables in order to investigate the effect on women’s earnings. I will first discuss the results of specification 1 in table 3 and table 4. The results of specification 2 will be presented in table 5 and table 6.
[bookmark: _Toc15866750]5.1 Results for specification 1 (Raw regression)
Table 3 explicitly shows the estimates of the regression model which only controls for marital status and the presence of children for the whole sample, the Canadian-born and the immigrants. The values of R-squared are small; this means that the estimates in the raw regression have poor explanatory power because of the small number of explanatory variables.
First of all, in the whole sample, women who are legally married have an 8.8 percentage earnings premium compared to those who are single and this result is consistent with the recent literature. Living common-law, which is another form of living together, has a similar effect for the whole sample, as those women earn 7 percent more than the single women. The estimates of the whole sample are dominated by the native-born because the proportion of native-born Canadians is much larger than that of immigrants. Among the native-born, married women have a wage level that is approximately 13.7 percent higher than the one of their single counterparts. In contrast, there is a 12.9 percentage wage penalty on earnings for married immigrant women. This is consistent with the family investment model proposed by Mincer (1978) that migration tends to cause losses in earnings of wives. However, living in common-law seems to have little effect of on the earnings of immigrant women, but we have to keep in mind that very few immigrants choose common-law instead of legally married, as could be shown in table 1 with only 5.1 percent of immigrant women choosing that marital situation; in contrast, 20.3 percent of the native-born live in common-law. Additionally, unlike the native-born, immigrants who are separated, divorced or widowed earn less than those who are single, legally married, or living in common-law. 
Table 3 also shows that women who have preschool children aged 0 to 5 earn significantly less than those who do not have children, regardless of whether they are native-born or immigrants. For the whole sample and native-born Canadians, women who have school children aged 6 to 14 earn respectively 5 percent and 7.3 percent more than women who have no children. In general, women having youth aged 15 to 24 at home also earn more than those who have no children, regardless of whether they are immigrants or native-born.
Table 4 presents the estimates of the regression model of Specification 1 for immigrants from different places of birth. Married immigrant women from Other developing countries earn 15.5 percent less than their single counterparts and Indian immigrant women who are married have a huge negative wage penalty of 56.5 percent. Those coefficients are significant at the 1 percent level. At the 5 percent significance level, Chinese immigrant wives earn 20.3 percent less than those who are single. At the 10 percent significant level, married immigrant women from Northern Africa earn 34.9 percent less than their single counterparts. The estimates for the Philippines are different: married females earn 8.2 percent more than their single counterparts. The wage advantage of married women from the Philippines could be related to the fact that the overseas markets have a particularly high demand for Filipino maids. Most of the Filipino maids are married females. Finally, there is no significant effect of marriage on earnings for immigrant women from the Developed countries and those from the Less developed countries of Europe. 
Table 4 also shows that immigrant women who have preschool children aged 0 to 5 earn significantly less than those who do not have children, regardless of the countries of origin. The negative impact on the earnings of immigrant women from the Philippines is relatively large, at 41.2 percent. Immigrant women form China who have school children with age 6 to 14 have a higher earning of 17.1 percent more than their counterparts that have no children. In contrast, for immigrant women from Other developing countries, having school children aged 6 to 14 brings a 11.6 percent negative effect on earnings. Having school children has no significant effects on the earnings of immigrant women from the other countries of origin. Similarly, to native-born women, having youth aged 15 to 24 at home brings higher earnings to married women in some countries, except for women from Other developing countries, the Less developed countries of Europe and the Developed countries, for which there is no significant effect. The positive effect is particularly large for immigrants from Northern Africa, at 27.2 percent. 
One can see that having very young children has significant and negative correlation with the earnings of women, since having young children may interrupt the career of women or make them choose jobs that offer lower pay but more flexibility in order to have more time for taking care of their young children. But the effect from the age of the children is lower when children grow up. In other words, women who have older children have better wages than those who have younger children. One possible explanation could be that females who have older children can share the tasks of the household.










Table 3. Regression results of ‘Specification 1’with marital status and children as the only independent variables for the whole sample, the Canadian-born, and the immigrants 
(reference: woman who is single with no children)
	
	Total
	Canadian-born
	Immigrants

	Explanatory variables

	Marital Status (Single as reference)


	Legally Married
	0.088***
(0.007)
	0.137***
(0.007)
	-0.129***
(0.025)

	
	
	
	

	Common Law
	0.070***
(0.008)
	0.067***
(0.009)
	0.051
(0.037)

	
	
	
	

	Separated, Divorced and Widowed
	0.042***
(0.009)
	0.068***
(0.010)
	-0.141***
(0.030)

	
Presence of Children (No children at home)


	Preschool children with age 0 to 5
	-0.217***
(0.007)
	-0.200***
(0.008)
	-0.321***
(0.020)

	
	
	
	

	School children with age 6 to 14
	0.050***
(0.006)
	0.073***
(0.007)
	-0.022
(0.015)

	
	
	
	

	Youth with age 15 to 24
	0.086***
(0.006)
	0.107***
(0.007)
	0.061***
(0.015)

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	10.27***
(0.006)
	10.26***
(0.006)
	10.33***
(0.023)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	158,980
	136,476
	22,504

	R-squared
	0.009
	0.011
	0.018

	
	
	
	


                           Note: Robust standard errors are brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01, all two-tailed test. OLS is used in the regression model. 








	Table 4. Regression results of ‘Specification 1’with marital status and children as the only independent variables for immigrants from different places of birth (reference: woman who is single with no children)

	
	China
	India
	Philippines
	Northern Africa
	Developed
	Less Developed
Europe
	Other Developing

	Explanatory variables

	Marital Status (Single as reference)


	Legally Married
	-0.203**
(0.100)
	-0.565***
(0.141)
	0.082**
(0.038)
	-0.349*
(0.200)
	-0.070
(0.081)
	-0.094
(0.106)
	-0.155***
(0.040)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common Law
	0.003
(0.139)
	-0.156
(0.290)
	0.031
(0.058)
	0.027
(0.385)
	0.050
(0.094)
	0.076
(0.132)
	0.006
(0.062)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Separated, Divorced and Widowed
	-0.332***
(0.107)
	-0.589***
(0.160)
	0.051
(0.050)
	-0.270
(0.217)
	0.122
(0.105)
	-0.094
(0.115)
	-0.132***
(0.047)

	
Presence of Children (No children at home)


	Preschool children with age 0 to 5
	-0.263***
(0.057)
	-0.233***
(0.055)
	-0.412***
(0.036)
	-0.364***
(0.105)
	-0.188***
(0.067)
	-0.353***
(0.065)
	-0.297***
(0.036)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School children with age 6 to 14
	0.171***
(0.046)
	0.020
(0.043)
	0.042
(0.028)
	-0.081
(0.085)
	-0.020
(0.054)
	0.062
(0.045)
	-0.116***
(0.026)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth with age 15 to 24
	0.119***
(0.045)
	0.200***
(0.045)
	0.091***
(0.027)
	0.272***
(0.097)
	0.022
(0.055)
	0.061
(0.043)
	0.023
(0.025)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	10.31***
(0.093)
	10.62***
(0.138)
	10.31***
(0.0316)
	10.29***
(0.181)
	10.48***
(0.074)
	10.49***
(0.103)
	10.25***
(0.036)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,654
	2,284
	3,812
	703
	1,997
	2,373
	8,311

	R-squared
	0.022
	0.031
	0.046
	0.058
	0.010
	0.017
	0.017


   
        Note: Robust standard errors are brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01, all two-tailed test. OLS is used in the regression model.







[bookmark: _Toc15866751]5.2 Results for specification 2 (Complete regression)
After adding more independent variables in specification 2, table 5 shows the main estimates of the regression model for the whole sample, the native-born and the immigrants. Appendix table A2 provides the complete results. The values of the R-squared in Specification 2 are much larger than in Specification 1. This means that this regression has stronger explanatory power. 
According to table 5, we find that after adding more variables into the regression, the signs of estimates of the marital status variables are the same as in the raw regression for the whole sample, the native-born and the immigrants. There is a positive marriage premium of 7.5 percent and 9.1 percent for the sample of all women and for the native-born sample respectively, which is consistent with the findings of recent studies. For immigrants, there is still a negative wage penalty for married women, who earn 9.1 percent less than their single counterparts. There are no big differences of estimates for living in common-law between Specification 1 and Specification 2 but the wage gap becomes smaller. For women who have married before but became separated, divorced or widowed, there is a positive association with earnings in the whole sample and in the native-born sample, and a negative association in the immigrant. The wage gaps become smaller after controlling for more variables. It is obvious that the estimates for women who have ever married is similar to that of those who are legally married. 
For the presence of children in the family, by comparing the results from table 3 and table 5, we can see that there is still a negative association between having preschool children at home and earnings for both native-born and immigrant women. Specifically, native-born women who have preschool children at home earn 5.4 percent less than those who do not have children at home, and immigrant women with preschool children earn 10.9 percent less than their counterparts who have no children. The wage gaps become smaller in Specification 2 compared with Specification 1. Unlike Specification 1, after adding more independent variables, women in the whole sample who have school children at home earn 1.6 percent less than women who have no children. Similarly, for native-born women, those who have school children at home earn 1.2 percent less than their counterparts with no children. There is no significant effect of having school children at home on the earnings of immigrant women. As was mentioned above in Specification 1, there is a wage premium for both native-born women and immigrant women for having older children at home, but Specification 2 shows that there is a wage penalty of 1.6 percent for those women; for immigrant women, there is no significant effect. 
Table 6 includes the key estimates of the regression model for immigrants from different places of origin, the complete regressions are in appendix table A2. After adding more control variables, the estimates for the effect of marriage on women’s earnings for immigrants from the Other developing countries do not change a lot. They still display a negative marriage wage penalty that changed from 15.5 percent in the first specification to 15.9 percent in the second specification. There is still no significant effect of marriage on women’s earnings for immigrants from the Developed countries and Less developed countries of Europe. However, for immigrants from China, the negative effect of marriage on earnings for women becomes insignificant after controlling for more variables. The positive marriage premium in Specification 1 of women from the Philippines becomes negative, with a marriage penalty of 34.6 percent in Specification 2. One possible explanation for this could be that immigrant women from the Philippines are less educated compared to immigrant women from other places; based on table A1, we can see that only 3.6 percent of immigrant women from the Philippines have a degree above bachelor. In addition, for immigrant women from Northern Africa, the large marriage wage penalty, which was 34.9 percent in Specification 1, becomes a positive wage premium of 5.6 percent at the 10 percent significance level. This could be because of their language advantage in Canada. Table A1 shows that 41.5 percent of immigrant women from Northern Africa have a knowledge of French and 43.8 percent know both English and French. Since Canada is a bilingual country, knowing both English and French is an advantage in the labour market. Moreover, immigrant women from Northern Africa are more likely to have children at home; this is a motivation for them to work more and support their family. 
The estimates of having preschool children at home become insignificant for immigrant women from the Philippines, the Developed countries and Other developing countries, but there is still a significant negative wage penalty of having preschool children for immigrant women from China, India, Northern Africa and Less developed countries of Europe. The estimates of having school children at home on the earnings of immigrant women from China are insignificant, except for the negative effect for immigrant women from the Other developing countries, but the wage gap is reduced compared to specification 1. Also, there is no significant effect of having older children on immigrant women’s earnings, except for immigrant women from India who have a 7 percent wage penalty and for those from Northern Africa who have a 4.9 percent wage premium of having youth at home.
The results of the regression models show that there is a negative effect of marriage on immigrant women’s earnings which is consistent with the family investment decision, in which migration would causes a loss in earnings of wives, and high-skilled women taking less skilled jobs in the labour market of Canada. Many married immigrant women are likely to take jobs with low pay but more flexibility instead of spending time in human capital accumulation. This is done in order to support the finances of their husband’s investment; thus, married immigrant women earn less than their single counterparts who can spend more time in accumulating human capital. We also can find that the wage gap due to marriage becomes smaller after adding more explanatory variables. Other variables also have negative effects on the wages of women, and the wage gap due to marriage decreases when controlling for those variables. 
The positive wage premium for having school children at home and having youth at home becomes a negative wage penalty when control variables are added in Specification 2. This is because some other variables have strong positive effects on women’s earnings that dominate the negative effect from having older children at home. Moreover, one possible explanation of the wage penalty of having children in different ages on earnings is that women identify themselves as having more responsibility in taking care of children and they dedicate much more time than men to child-rearing over their careers; consequently, they would rather choose a job with relatively lower pay but more flexibility. Moreover, according to table A2, we also can conclude that human capital has a positive effect on women’s earnings, the higher level of educational attainment, the higher the wages the women can get regardless of whether they are immigrant or native-born Canadian. Women who have full-time jobs earn more than those who have part-time jobs. The more weeks worked, the higher the earnings. Years since migration is a variable that can indicate the diminishing wage gap of immigrants as time goes. For the total immigrant women in the sample, the wage gap is reduced by 1.5 percentage point every year. The effect of years since migration for immigrant women from the Developed countries is insignificant. So that the immigrant women from developed countries have basically no wage gap relative to native-born Canadian, and immigrant women from Less developed countries of Europe have a relatively higher diminishing rate of the wage gap per year than immigrants from other countries of origin.









	
Table 5. Regression results of ‘Specification 2’ which includes all the independent variables for the whole sample, the Canadian-born, and the immigrants 
(reference person: single woman aged 25 to 29 who has no children, with high school diploma or below, has no full-time jobs, worked 1 to 9 weeks in 2015, speaks English as official language and lives in Toronto, Ontario.)

	
	Total
	Canadian-born
	Immigrants

	Explanatory variables


	Marital Status (Single as reference)


	Legally Married
	0.075***
	0.091***
	-0.091***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.020)

	Common Law
	0.024***
	0.027***
	0.028

	
	(0.007)
	(0.007)
	(0.029)

	Separated, Divorced and Widowed
	0.031***
(0.007)
	0.039***
(0.008)
	-0.092***
(0.023)

	
Presence of Children (No children at home)


	Preschool children with age 0 to 5
	-0.062***
(0.006)
	-0.054***
(0.007)
	-0.109***
(0.017)

	
	
	
	

	School children with age 6 to 14
	-0.016***
(0.005)
	-0.012**
(0.006)
	-0.017
(0.013)

	
	
	
	

	Youth with age 15 to 24
	-0.020***
(0.005)
	-0.016***
(0.006)
	-0.019
(0.012)

	Constant
	8.437***
	8.405***
	8.524***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.0119)
	(0.047)

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	158,736
	136,476
	22,504

	R-squared
	0.426
	0.430
	0.399



                          Note: Robust standard errors are brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01, all two-tailed test. OLS is used in the regression model. The complete regressions are shown in Table A2 of the appendix.












	Table 6. Regression results of ‘Specification 2’ which includes all the independent variables for immigrants from different places of origin
 (reference person: single woman aged 25 to 29 who has no children, with high school diploma or below, has no full-time jobs, worked 1 to 9 weeks in 2015, speaks English as official language and lives in Toronto, Ontario.)

	
	China
	India
	Philippines
	Northern Africa
	Developed
	Less Developed
	Other Developing

	Explanatory variables


	Marital Status (Single as reference)


	Legally Married
	0.006
	-0.300***
	-0.346**
	0.056*
	0.003
	-0.113
	-0.159***

	
	(0.078)
	(0.110)
	(0.160)
	(0.032)
	(-0.073)
	(-0.086)
	(-0.032)

	Common Law
	0.112
	-0.194
	0.027
	0.078
	0.078
	0.026
	-0.033

	
	(0.107)
	(0.228)
	(0.315)
	(0.050)
	(-0.078)
	(-0.104)
	(-0.049)

	Separated, Divorced and Widowed
	0.021
(0.084)
	-0.266**
(0.125)
	-0.393**
(0.173)
	0.062
(0.043)
	0.115
(-0.092)
	-0.114
(-0.092)
	-0.153***
(-0.037)

	
Presence of Children (No children at home)


	Preschool children with age 0 to 5
	-0.147***
(0.050)
	-0.103**
(0.048)
	-0.042
(0.091)
	-0.227***
(0.033)
	-0.069
(0.062)
	-0.157***
(0.057)
	-0.049
(0.032)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School children with age 6 to 14
	0.032
(0.039)
	-0.041
(0.039)
	-0.004
(0.076)
	0.018
(0.025)
	-0.057
(0.050)
	0.041
(0.040)
	-0.045*
(0.023)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth with age 15 to 24
	0.0003
(0.038)
	-0.070*
(0.041)
	0.102
(0.082)
	0.049*
(0.025)
	-0.029
(0.048)
	-0.017
(0.036)
	-0.026
(0.021)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	8.690***
	8.721***
	8.145***
	8.868***
	8.741***
	8.509***
	8.433***

	
	(0.132)
	(0.143)
	(0.321)
	(0.103)
	(0.121)
	(0.181)
	(0.079)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	2,645
	2,264
	701
	3,784
	1,958
	2,359
	8,262

	R-squared
	0.452
	0.455
	0.473
	0.333
	0.378
	0.419
	0.401


 
Note: Robust standard errors are brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01, all two-tailed test. OLS is used in the regression model. The complete regressions are shown in Table A2 of the appendix.
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Earlier studies suggest that there is no significant effect of marriage on women’s earnings in general, but studies with more recent data show that there is a positive marriage premium for women. Both past and recent studies mention that children are a major factor in determining the wages of women. Regarding immigrants, the findings of recent studies show that women who have older children at home are more likely to have a marriage premium. There are lower wage rates for immigrant husbands and wives compared to their non-immigrant counterparts. To investigate how marriage and children influence the earnings of women, this paper uses data collected by the 2016 Census of Population of Canada and estimates econometric models to explore and compare the effects of marriage and children on the earnings of the native-born and immigrants.
According to the regressions, there is a positive marriage premium on earnings for Canadian-born women, which is consistent with the conclusions of previous studies. However, a negative association appears between marriage and the earnings of immigrant women, which is consistent with Mincer (1978)’s family investment decision model. This model states that married immigrant women tend to accept lower wages to support their family as secondary workers when they arrive. Furthermore, the findings also show that there is a negative association between having children in different ages at home and earnings for women in general, and it is also true for immigrants in particular. This negative effect is larger for having young children. 
Canada is a country with a lot of immigrants. In order to reduce the wage gap between married native-born women and married immigrant women, governments could improve the policy and regulation regarding immigrants. Those could include providing better day care services, encouraging more skilled women immigrants to apply and encouraging immigrant families with two earners.  
There are limitations to this research largely due to the problem of endogeneity which can lead to biased estimates of the effects of marriage and children on earnings. There are neglected variables such as ability, effort and motivation, that are correlated with women’s earnings and that are counted in the error term. One fundamental difficulty that is mentioned in some studies is: are women who are married more capable of obtaining high wages, or are women who are able to make more money more likely to be married? This endogeneity problem due to reverse causality has not been solved in a satisfactory way due to the limited availability of data and the difficulty in selecting appropriate instrumental variables. 













7. [bookmark: _Toc15866753]References
Adserà, A. and A. M. Ferrer (2014) “The Myth of Immigrant Women as Secondary Workers: Evidence from Canada.” American Economic Review 104(3), 360-364

Ahmed, Hussen. (2018) “2018 Annual Report to Parliament on Immigration” Citizenship and Immigration Canada, Catalogue number: Ci1E-PDF, ISSN: 1706-3329

Baker, M., and D. Benjamin (1994) “The performance of immigrants in the Canadian labor market.” Journal of Labor Economics 12(3), 369-405

Baker, M., and D. Benjamin (1997) “The Role of the Family in Immigrants' Labor-Market Activity: An Evaluation of Alternative Explanations.” The American Economic Review 87(4), 705-727 

Beach, C.M., and C. Worswick (1993) “Is There a Double-Negative Effect on the Earnings of Immigrant women?” Canadian Public Policy 19(1), 36-53

Bernard, André. (2018) “Results from the 2016 Census: Work activity of families with children in Canada” Insights on Canadian Society, Statistics Canada, Catalogue number. 75-006-X, ISSN 2291-0840

Budig, M.J., and P. England (2001) “The Wage Penalty for Motherhood.” American Sociological Review 66, 204-225

Dolton, P.J., and G. H. Makepeace (1987) “Marital status, Child rearing and Earnings differentials in the Graduate Labor Market.” The Economic Journal 97(388), 897-922

Dougherty, C. (2006) “The Marriage Earnings Premium as a Distributed Fixed Effect.” Journal of Human Resources 41(2), 433-443

Drolet, M. (2002) “Wives, Mothers and Wages: Does timing matter?” Statistics Canada, Analytical Studies Branch, Analytical Studies Branch Research Paper Series No. 186

Duarte, L.G., and S. G. C. Blanquicett (2016) “For love or for money? A study of the marriage wage premium in Colombia.” Ecos de Economía: A Latin American Journal of Applied Economics 20(42), 70-89

Duleep, H. O., and S. Sanders (1993) “The Decision to Work by Married Immigrant Women.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 46(4), 677-690

Gamboa, L.F., and B. Zuluaga (2013) “Is There a Motherhood Penalty? Decomposing the Family Wage Gap in Colombia.” Journal of Family and Economic Issues 34, 421-434

Goldin, C., and L. Katz (2002) “The Power of the Pill: Oral Contraceptives and Women’s Career and Marriage Decisions.” The Journal of Political Economy 110(4): 730–770. 

Hill, M.S. (1979) “The Wage Effects of Marital Status and Children.” The Journal of Human Resources 14(4), 579-594

Juhn, C., and K. McCue (2017) “Specialization then and now: Marriage, children, and the gender earnings gap across cohorts.” The Journal of Economic Perspectives 31(1), 183-204

Korenman, S., and D. Neumark (1992) "Marriage, Motherhood, and Wages." Journal of Human Resources 27(2), 233-255

Landau, J., and M. B. Arthur (1992) “The Relationship of Marital Status, Spouse's Career Status, and Gender to Salary Level.” Sex Roles 27(11), 665


Man, G. (2004) “Gender, work and migration: Deskilling Chinese immigrant women in Canada.” Women's Studies International Forum 27(2), 135-148 

Meng, X. and R. G. Gregory (2005) “Intermarriage and the Economic Assimilation of Immigrants.” Journal of Labor Economics 23(1), 135-174

Mincer, J. (1978) “Family Migration Decisions.” Journal of Political Economy 86(5), 749-773

Nikolova, M.V. (2008) "The Effects of Intermarriage on the Earnings of Female Immigrants in the United States." Gettysburg Economic Review Vol. 2, Article 3.

Richardson, K. (2000) “The evolution of the marriage premium in the Swedish labor market 1968-1991.” IFAU-Institute for Labour Market Policy Evaluation Working Paper 2000 (5)

Shelton, B.A., and D. John (1993) “Does Marital Status Make a Difference? housework among married and cohabiting men and women". Journal of Family Issues 14(3), 401

Statistics Canada. (2018) “Distribution of employment income of individuals by sex and work activity, Canada, provinces and selected census metropolitan areas, annual” Canadian Income Survey 2016, Table: 11-10-0240-01, Catalogue number: 11-001-X

Tashiro, S. (2015) “Is Being Single Better? An Analysis of Employment Structure and Wages of Japanese Female Workers.” Australian Journal of Labour Economics 18(3), 239-254

U.S. News and World Report. (2019) “The 80 Best Countries in the World.” Retrieved from: https://www.usnews.com/news/best-countries/overall-rankings

Waldfogel, J. (1997) “The Effect of Children on Women’s Wages.” American Sociological Review 62, 209-217

Western, M., B. Hewitt and J. Baxter (2005) “Marriage and money: Variations across the earnings distribution.” Australian Journal of Labour Economics 8(2), 163-179

Worswick, C. (1996) “Immigrant Families in the Canadian Labour Market.” Canadian Public Policy/Analyse De Politiques 22(4), 378-396


















8. [bookmark: _Toc15866754]Appendix
	Table A1.  Summary Statistics: Means of all the variables for native-born and immigrant women from different places of birth

	
	Total
	Canadian-born
	Immigrants
	China
	India
	Philippines
	Northern Africa
	Other Developing
	Less Developed
Europe
	Developed

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yearly Wages
	$43,600
	$44,500
	$38,000
	$38,300
	$35,100
	$38,800
	$32,000
	$34,600
	$45,200
	$47,800

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Marital Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	0.185
	0.203
	0.080
	0.046
	0.021
	0.143
	0.050
	0.100
	0.034
	0.090

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Legally Married
	0.508
	0.471
	0.737
	0.764
	0.913
	0.695
	0.808
	0.700
	0.772
	0.664

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common Law
	0.181
	0.203
	0.051
	0.039
	0.006
	0.061
	0.014
	0.051
	0.054
	0.157

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Separated, Divorced, Widowed
	0.125

	0.124

	0.131

	0.151

	0.060

	0.100

	0.128

	0.150

	0.140

	0.089


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Presence of Children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No children 
	0.545 
	0.561
	0.443
	0.387
	0.371
	0.457
	0.276
	0.467
	0.482
	0.526

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preschool children
	0.143 
	0.143
	0.142
	0.162
	0.190
	0.151
	0.269
	0.123
	0.104
	0.138

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School children
	0.218
	0.208
	0.278
	0.279
	0.338
	0.269
	0.452
	0.266
	0.252
	0.227

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth
	0.227
	0.210
	0.327
	0.323
	0.335
	0.326
	0.323
	0.349
	0.304
	0.231

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High school diploma and below
	0.291

	0.298

	0.249

	0.273

	0.278

	0.175

	0.128

	0.313

	0.168

	0.223


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College diploma and bachelor's degree
	0.634

	0.639

	0.609

	0.537

	0.473

	0.789

	0.728

	0.579

	0.628

	0.573


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Above bachelor's degree
	0.074
	0.063
	0.143
	0.191
	0.249
	0.036
	0.144
	0.108
	0.204
	0.204

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time 
	0.762
	0.765
	0.739
	0.766
	0.750
	0.797
	0.671
	0.699
	0.783
	0.736

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Weeks Worked
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 to 9 weeks
	0.028
	0.028
	0.033
	0.034
	0.037
	0.033
	0.044
	0.037
	0.024
	0.018

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10 to 19 weeks
	0.042
	0.041
	0.045
	0.052
	0.063
	0.024
	0.095
	0.048
	0.034
	0.035

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20 to 29 weeks
	0.058
	0.057
	0.067
	0.067
	0.086
	0.049
	0.085
	0.074
	0.054
	0.053

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30 to 39 weeks
	0.055
	0.054
	0.063
	0.066
	0.072
	0.050
	0.092
	0.066
	0.049
	0.065

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	40 to 48 weeks
	0.173
	0.164
	0.229
	0.204
	0.225
	0.289
	0.242
	0.222
	0.202
	0.199

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	49 to 52 weeks
	0.604
	0.619
	0.517
	0.523
	0.468
	0.528
	0.383
	0.496
	0.598
	0.591

	




Province
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Atlantic Province
	0.076
	0.088
	0.006
	0.005
	0.001
	0.004
	0.001
	0.001
	0.0004
	0.023

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quebec
	0.245
	0.261
	0.150
	0.072
	0.017
	0.046
	0.772
	0.186
	0.174
	0.218

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ontario
	0.361
	0.341
	0.481
	0.486
	0.570
	0.393
	0.188
	0.523
	0.571
	0.385

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prairies
	0.069
	0.072
	0.050
	0.024
	0.057
	0.133
	0.004
	0.022
	0.037
	0.038

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Alberta
	0.122
	0.119
	0.139
	0.124
	0.166
	0.221
	0.028
	0.117
	0.097
	0.141

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	British Columbia 
	0.127
	0.119
	0.175
	0.290
	0.188
	0.203
	0.006
	0.151
	0.122
	0.202

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Toronto
	0.144
	0.105
	0.386
	0.421
	0.511
	0.338
	0.137
	0.447
	0.412
	0.195

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montreal
	0.119
	0.117
	0.135
	0.068
	0.017
	0.046
	0.718
	0.171
	0.161
	0.165

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vancouver
	0.065
	0.051
	0.151
	0.278
	0.151
	0.178
	0.006
	0.140
	0.110
	0.121

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Calgary
	0.042
	0.037
	0.071
	0.076
	0.085
	0.100
	0.017
	0.064
	0.052
	0.058

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Edmonton
	0.040
	0.038
	0.051
	0.042
	0.071
	0.081
	0.011
	0.043
	0.039
	0.046

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	0.589
	0.652
	0.206
	0.115
	0.165
	0.257
	0.111
	0.136
	0.226
	0.415

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 25 to 29
	0.120
	0.137
	0.017
	0.023
	0.040
	0.126
	0.016
	0.017
	0.010
	0.064

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 30 to 34
	0.123
	0.129
	0.088
	0.091
	0.150
	0.096
	0.114
	0.077
	0.054
	0.100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 35 to 39
	0.124
	0.122
	0.136
	0.109
	0.165
	0.165
	0.185
	0.129
	0.115
	0.125

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 40 to 44
	0.124
	0.117
	0.167
	0.190
	0.173
	0.172
	0.248
	0.159
	0.154
	0.123

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 45 to 49
	0.128
	0.120
	0.178
	0.234
	0.160
	0.172
	0.196
	0.165
	0.185
	0.146

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 50 to 54
	0.150
	0.145
	0.179
	0.210
	0.127
	0.168
	0.131
	0.185
	0.194
	0.170

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 55 to 59
	0.137
	0.136
	0.142
	0.088
	0.101
	0.129
	0.067
	0.166
	0.174
	0.156

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age 60 to 64
	0.087
	0.086
	0.093
	0.051
	0.084
	0.084
	0.044
	0.103
	0.114
	0.144

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Languages
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English only
	0.666
	0.645
	0.789
	0.778
	0.901
	0.991
	0.147
	0.749
	0.772
	0.693

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	French only
	0.115
	0.125
	0.056
	0.006
	0.00
	0.00
	0.415
	0.085
	0.051
	0.060

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Both English and French
	0.211
	0.229
	0.107
	0.029
	0.011
	0.008
	0.438
	0.130
	0.165
	0.234

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neither
	0.006
	0.0007
	0.044
	0.180
	0.086
	0.001
	0.00
	0.032
	0.010
	0.012

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years since migration
	
	
	12.8
	11.7
	10.6
	10.5
	10.3
	13.8
	15.0
	12.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observation 
	158,980
	136,476
	22,504
	2,654
	2,284
	3,812
	703
	8,311
	2,373
	1,997


	
Table A2. Complete regression results of ‘Specification 2’with all independent variables for whole sample, the Canadian-born, and the immigrants from different places of origin (reference person: single woman aged 25 to 29 who has no children, with high school diploma or below, has no full-time jobs, worked 1 to 9 weeks in 2015, speaks English as official language and lives in Toronto, Ontario.)

	
	Total
	Canadian-born
	Immigrants
	China
	India
	Philippines
	Northern Africa
	Developed
	Less Developed
Europe
	Other Developing

	Explanatory variables


	Marital Status 
(Single as reference)


	Legally Married
	0.075***
	0.091***
	-0.091***
	0.006
	-0.300***
	-0.346**
	0.056*
	0.003
	-0.113
	-0.159***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.020)
	(0.078)
	(0.110)
	(0.160)
	(0.032)
	(-0.073)
	(-0.086)
	(-0.032)

	Common Law
	0.024***
	0.027***
	0.028
	0.112
	-0.194
	0.027
	0.078
	0.078
	0.026
	-0.033

	
	(0.007)
	(0.007)
	(0.029)
	(0.107)
	(0.228)
	(0.315)
	(0.050)
	(-0.078)
	(-0.104)
	(-0.049)

	Separated, Divorced and Widowed
	0.031***
(0.007)
	0.039***
(0.008)
	-0.092***
(0.023)
	0.021
(0.084)
	-0.266**
(0.125)
	-0.393**
(0.173)
	0.062
(0.043)
	0.115
(-0.092)
	-0.114
(-0.092)
	-0.153***
(-0.037)

	
Presence of Children
(No children at home)


	Preschool children with age 0 to 5
	-0.062***
(0.006)
	-0.054***
(0.007)
	-0.109***
(0.017)
	-0.147***
(0.050)
	-0.103**
(0.048)
	-0.042
(0.091)
	-0.227***
(0.033)
	-0.069
(0.062)
	-0.157***
(0.057)
	-0.049
(0.032)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School children with age 6 to 14
	-0.016***
(0.005)
	-0.012**
(0.006)
	-0.017
(0.013)
	0.032
(0.039)
	-0.041
(0.039)
	-0.004
(0.076)
	0.018
(0.025)
	-0.057
(0.050)
	0.041
(0.040)
	-0.045*
(0.023)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth with age 15 to 24
	-0.020***
(0.005)
	-0.016***
(0.006)
	-0.019
(0.012)
	0.0003
(0.038)
	-0.070*
(0.041)
	0.102
(0.082)
	0.049*
(0.025)
	-0.029
(0.048)
	-0.017
(0.036)
	-0.026
(0.021)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education Attainment
(High School diploma 
or below as reference)


	College diploma and bachelor’s degree
	0.273***
(0.004)
	0.273***
(0.005)
	0.268***
(0.013)
	0.288***
(0.043)
	0.276***
(0.042)
	0.280***
(0.098)
	0.197***
(0.027)
	0.242***
(0.047)
	0.238***
(0.042)
	0.251***
(0.021)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Above bachelor’s degree
	0.540***
(0.008)
	0.560***
(0.009)
	0.477***
(0.018)
	0.597***
(0.053)
	0.344***
(0.047)
	0.542***
(0.126)
	0.403***
(0.059)
	0.493***
(0.060)
	0.447***
(0.051)
	0.431***
(0.033)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	0.763***
	0.777***
	0.673***
	0.647***
	0.629***
	0.635***
	0.491***
	0.725***
	0.804***
	0.661***

	
	(0.005)
	(0.005)
	(0.013)
	(0.042)
	(0.040)
	(0.077)
	(0.027)
	(0.046)
	(0.040)
	(0.022)

	
Weeks Worked
(1 to 9 as reference)


	weeks10to19
	0.075***
	0.111***
	-0.108***
	-0.123
	0.066
	0.153
	-0.537***
	-0.025
	-0.277***
	-0.014

	
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.031)
	(0.085)
	(0.081)
	(0.145)
	(0.077)
	(0.126)
	(0.101)
	(0.050)

	weeks20to29
	0.518***
	0.554***
	0.327***
	0.247***
	0.372***
	0.728***
	0.085
	0.085
	0.103
	0.494***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.012)
	(0.027)
	(0.079)
	(0.076)
	(0.150)
	(0.062)
	(0.112)
	(0.090)
	(0.044)

	weeks30to39
	0.744***
	0.775***
	0.570***
	0.553***
	0.715***
	0.804***
	0.275***
	0.342***
	0.436***
	0.671***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.012)
	(0.028)
	(0.080)
	(0.079)
	(0.148)
	(0.062)
	(0.108)
	(0.091)
	(0.046)

	weeks40to48
	1.029***
	1.061***
	0.864***
	0.827***
	0.973***
	1.056***
	0.503***
	0.791***
	0.681***
	0.978***

	
	(0.009)
	(0.010)
	(0.022)
	(0.067)
	(0.066)
	(0.126)
	(0.047)
	(0.091)
	(0.073)
	(0.037)

	weeks49to52
	1.175***
	1.208***
	1.001***
	1.047***
	1.136***
	1.078***
	0.552***
	0.985***
	0.839***
	1.120***

	
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	(0.022)
	(0.064)
	(0.064)
	(0.123)
	(0.046)
	(0.086)
	(0.069)
	(0.035)

	









Province (Ontario as reference)


	Atlantic province
	-0.160***
	-0.157***
	-0.063
	-0.050
	-0.015
	0.596
	-0.304*
	-0.205
	0.231
	-0.455*

	
	(0.008)
	(0.008)
	(0.069)
	(0.233)
	(0.421)
	(0.845)
	(0.178)
	(0.131)
	(0.718)
	(0.245)

	Quebec
	-0.122***
	-0.106***
	-0.236***
	-0.260
	-0.407***
	0.0305
	-0.288
	-0.133
	-0.229
	-0.343***

	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	(0.050)
	(0.251)
	(0.124)
	(0.213)
	(0.633)
	(0.117)
	(0.148)
	(0.088)

	Prairies
	0.056***
	0.0526***
	0.058**
	-0.0003
	-0.111
	0.250
	0.076
	0.063
	0.054
	0.015

	
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	(0.029)
	(0.118)
	(0.092)
	(0.497)
	(0.052)
	(0.104)
	(0.087)
	(0.069)

	Alberta
	0.080***
	0.0720***
	0.211***
	-0.038
	0.034
	-0.118
	0.335***
	-0.035
	0.303
	0.272***

	
	(0.010)
	(0.011)
	(0.043)
	(0.217)
	(0.171)
	(0.256)
	(0.067)
	(0.104)
	(0.203)
	(0.097)

	British Columbia
	-0.039***
	-0.039***
	0.002
	-0.258*
	-0.113
	-0.570
	0.063
	-0.128*
	0.158
	0.220**

	
	(0.009)
	(0.009)
	(0.037)
	(0.149)
	(0.104)
	(0.423)
	(0.079)
	(0.076)
	(0.144)
	(0.091)

	

Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) (Toronto as reference)


	Montreal
	-0.070***
	-0.096***
	0.020
	0.046
	--
	-0.110
	-0.072
	-0.126
	-0.004
	0.105

	
	(0.010)
	(0.011)
	(0.048)
	(0.252)
	
	(0.219)
	(0.633)
	(0.116)
	(0.143)
	(0.085)

	Vancouver
	0.010
	0.003
	-0.031
	0.173
	0.037
	--
	-0.039
	0.044
	-0.193
	-0.259***

	
	(0.013)
	(0.014)
	(0.040)
	(0.154)
	(0.112)
	
	(0.084)
	(0.100)
	(0.152)
	(0.095)

	Edmonton
	0.0004
	-0.017
	-0.069
	0.072
	0.107
	-0.055
	-0.096
	-0.088
	-0.299
	-0.123

	
	(0.015)
	(0.016)
	(0.049)
	(0.230)
	(0.181)
	(0.379)
	(0.078)
	(0.139)
	(0.218)
	(0.107)

	Calgary
	0.052***
	0.049***
	-0.081*
	0.126
	0.034
	--
	-0.139*
	-0.049
	-0.138
	-0.151

	
	(0.015)
	(0.016)
	(0.048)
	(0.225)
	(0.179)
	
	(0.076)
	(0.134)
	(0.214)
	(0.104)

	Other
	-0.121***
	-0.146***
	-0.019
	-0.030
	-0.010
	-0.024
	0.003
	-0.164***
	-0.055
	0.008

	
	(0.007)
	(0.008)
	(0.019)
	(0.065)
	(0.067)
	(0.163)
	(0.047)
	(0.060)
	(0.045)
	(0.035)

	
Age
(age 25 to 29 as reference)


	Age30to34
	0.160***
	0.150***
	0.050
	-0.095
	0.070
	-0.018
	0.193**
	0.208**
	0.128
	0.046

	
	(0.008)
	(0.008)
	(0.043)
	(0.113)
	(0.089)
	(0.270)
	(0.097)
	(0.094)
	(0.169)
	(0.076)

	Age35to39
	0.273***
	0.267***
	0.101**
	-0.161
	0.123
	0.276
	0.225**
	0.304***
	0.240
	0.080

	
	(0.008)
	(0.008)
	(0.042)
	(0.113)
	(0.091)
	(0.268)
	(0.095)
	(0.094)
	(0.164)
	(0.074)

	Age40to44
	0.332***
	0.329***
	0.143***
	-0.110
	0.183*
	0.465*
	0.256***
	0.383***
	0.261
	0.100

	
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	(0.042)
	(0.113)
	(0.096)
	(0.270)
	(0.095)
	(0.096)
	(0.164)
	(0.074)

	Age45to49
	0.348***
	0.343***
	0.151***
	-0.084
	0.210**
	0.444
	0.232**
	0.422***
	0.227
	0.105

	
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	(0.043)
	(0.115)
	(0.100)
	(0.277)
	(0.096)
	(0.096)
	(0.166)
	(0.075)

	Age50to54
	0.348***
	0.357***
	0.093**
	-0.224*
	0.145
	0.573**
	0.129
	0.349***
	0.154
	0.092

	
	(0.008)
	(0.008)
	(0.044)
	(0.117)
	(0.102)
	(0.287)
	(0.098)
	(0.098)
	(0.169)
	(0.077)

	Age55to59
	0.308***
	0.315***
	0.051
	-0.221*
	0.097
	0.476
	0.075
	0.308***
	0.067
	0.055

	
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	(0.045)
	(0.127)
	(0.105)
	(0.309)
	(0.100)
	(0.101)
	(0.171)
	(0.078)

	Age60to64
	0.183***
	0.173***
	0.019
	-0.259*
	0.185*
	0.724**
	0.019
	0.388***
	-0.095
	-0.009

	
	(0.009)
	(0.010)
	(0.047)
	(0.137)
	(0.111)
	(0.337)
	(0.104)
	(0.111)
	(0.176)
	(0.082)

	
Language
(English only as reference)


	French only
	-0.051***
	-0.062***
	0.027
	-0.093
	--
	-0.091
	--
	-0.049
	0.061
	0.108**

	
	(0.010)
	(0.011)
	(0.032)
	(0.208)
	
	(0.141)
	
	(0.107)
	(0.093)
	(0.050)

	Both English and French
	0.087***
(0.007)
	0.077***
(0.007)
	0.141***
(0.022)
	-0.065
(0.105)
	0.271*
(0.148)
	0.164
(0.125)
	-0.015
(0.120)
	0.003
(0.061)
	0.184***
(0.058)
	0.169***
(0.036)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Neither
	-0.219***
	0.267
	-0.212***
	-0.212***
	-0.142**
	--
	0.036
	-0.307*
	0.081
	-0.147***

	
	(0.025)
	(0.252)
	(0.027)
	(0.050)
	(0.069)
	
	(0.440)
	(0.178)
	(0.153)
	(0.052)

	YSM
	0.012***
	---
	0.015***
	0.013***
	0.008***
	0.020***
	0.021***
	-0.001
	0.023***
	0.016***

	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.007)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)

	Immigrants
	-0.424***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.010)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	8.437***
	8.405***
	8.524***
	8.690***
	8.721***
	8.145***
	8.868***
	8.741***
	8.509***
	8.433***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.0119)
	(0.047)
	(0.132)
	(0.143)
	(0.321)
	(0.103)
	(0.121)
	(0.181)
	(0.079)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	158,736
	136,476
	22,504
	2,645
	2,264
	701
	3,784
	1,958
	2,359
	8,262

	R-squared
	0.426
	0.430
	0.399
	0.452
	0.455
	0.473
	0.333
	0.378
	0.419
	0.401



Note: Robust standard errors are brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01, all two-tailed test. OLS is used in the regression model.
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