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ABSTRACT

Usng Census data covering the 1980-2000 period, we assemble a sat of facts regarding the
performance of low and high educated couples in the Canadian labour market over the last two
decades. Our main findings are the following.

First, women's earnings growth between 1980 and 2000 did not adways offset the earnings declines of
low-educated males. Second, women's earnings growth has not been the highest among couples where
males suffered the greatest earnings declines. Third, women in the least educated couples increased their
hours of work and their pay rates to alesser extent than those in the most educated couples. Fourth, the
earnings gap between low and high educated couples has widened over the period. Ffth, earnings of
couples have followed diverging trends even within given age and educationa categories. Sixth, & most
hdf of the groups of Canadian-born couples—defined jointly in terms of the age of men and the
educational attainment of partners—who suffered earnings declines fully offset these declines through
other channels. Recent immigrant couples were less successful: they generdly experienced a subgtantia
drop in their totd income. Seventh, the aging of couples and the increase in their educationd attainment
have modified subgtantidly ther earnings distribution. They prevented an increase in the number of
Canadian-born couples with fairly low employment income and acceerated the growth of Canadian
born couples earning more than $100,000 per year. Eighth, the last two decades have witnessed the
emergence of couples with two universty graduates, a group unlikely to be vulnerable to negative
income shocks. Compared to their |ess educated counterparts, they enjoyed a triple advantage in terms
of economic security: @) they are more likely to receive high labour market income, thereby alowing
them the possibility to build subgtantid savings for precautionary motives (eg., to buffer the income
losses resulting from layoffs), b) they are less likdy to be permanently laid-off and, c) in the event of a
layoff, they can rely more often on a dgnificant second earner to moderate the variability of family
earnings.

K eywor ds: Earnings, Education; Family income inequdity; Precariousness; Vulnerable workers.
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|. Introduction

Since the early 1990s, svera studies have documented changes in the earnings structure in Canada®
Recently, Morissette, Ostrovsky and Picot (2004) have shown that real median weekly earnings of
young mae high school graduates employed in the private sector fell roughly 20% between 1980 and
2000. In sharp contragt, those of female university graduates employed in the private sector rose a least
20% during the same period.

While much continues to be written about the evolution of earnings of individuals with various
education levels (eg., Card and Lemieux, 2001; Burbidge, Magee and Robb, 2002; Beaudry and
Green, 2003), much less is known about the evolution of the earnings of low and high educated couples
over the last two decades. Thisis surprisng in light of the fact that women's growing labour force
participation isawe | documented phenomenon

The andyss of the evolution of couples earnings across education levels is important for severa
reasons. Firg, it dlows us to assess the extent to which low-educated maes have avoided adeclinein
living standards’ because of the growing contribution of their spouse to their couples employment
income. Previous analyses of contingent work or job precariousness (e.g., Krahn, 1991 and 1995;
Grenon and Chun, 1997; Schellenberg and Clarke, 1996; Vosko et a., 2003) have generaly been
conducted at the individud level and thus, have not considered this possibility. Doing so is crucid since
some low-educated males who are considered as vulnerable workers®—due to their employment in
low-paid, part-time or temporary jobs—may wel live in couples with subgtantia employment income.

Second, such andysis dlows us to investigate whether women' s earnings grew the most among couples
where men experienced the greastest earnings declines. Since women increase their labour supply in
response to their husband' s job loss (Stephens, 2002), it is conceivable that they also adjust their labour
supply to offset the long-term earnings declines faced by their spouse. Since earnings of |ow-educated
young men evolved in aless favourable manner than those of their better educated counterparts over the
last two decades (Morissette, Ostrovsky and Picot, 2004), one would expect young women's growth
in earnings to be the greatest among young couples with low-educated males. Whether or not this
happened is an important issue snce greater earnings growth among women living with young low-
educated men would tend to limit the growth of the earnings gap between low and high educated young
couples.

Third, such andyss is a prerequiste for a thorough undersanding of the growth in family income
inequality observed in the 1990s in Canada and documented by Frenette, Green and Picot (2004). It

1. A non-exhaustive list includes: Freeman and Needels, 1993; Morissette, Myles and Picot, 1994; Bar-Or, Burbidge,
Magee and Robb, 1995; Beach and Slotsve, 1996; Picot, 1998; Murphy, Riddell and Romer, 1998; Beaudry and
Green, 2000; Card and Lemieux, 2001; Burbidge, Magee and Robb, 2002.

2. Compared to workers of similar agein the 1980s.

3. Saunders (2003) identifies various concepts of vulnerability in the labour market at the individual level. These
include the absence of (or inability to access) statutory rights, the lack of access to non-statutory benefits (such
as employer-sponsored pension plans, dental care or paid sick leave) or social security programs and the
persistence of low earnings.
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leads us to assess not only whether the earnings gap between better and less educated couples has risen
over time, but dso whether inequdity has risen within these educationd groups. For ingtance, of dl
young couples composad of two high school dropouts, those in the bottom third of the earnings
digtribution may well have experienced a more severe deterioration in their earnings than those in the top
third of the digribution. We examine whether this is the case by quantifying the magnitude of the
earnings declinesigains experienced by couples narrowly defined in terms of their age, educationa
atanment and ther pogtion in the age/education-specific digtribution of couples earnings. Previous
Canadian gtudies of trendsin family income inequdity (Zyblock, 1996; Frenette, Green and Picot,
2004) have not performed this task. Thisis an important exercise given the well-known fact that much
of the growth in earnings inequdity a the individud level has occurred within given age and educationd
categories.

Andyzing changes in couples earnings aso raises the question of whether some of the couples who
have recaived lower earningsin 2000 than their counterparts in the 1980s have succeeded in mantaining
areasonably smilar leve of income thanksto government transfers, areduction in family sze or growth
in other forms of income. Since these economic and demographic factors are potentidly important
buffers of negeative income shocks we investigate the extent to which they have fully offset the long-term
changes in the wage structure that have adversdly affected the earnings of low-educated males.

Like the rest of the Canadian population, couples have become older and better educated over the last
two decades. All dse equd, these denographic changes should have tended to increese their
employment income. They may aso have substantialy affected the distribution of couples earnings.
More precisdy, the aging of couples and the increase in their educationd attainment may have restricted
the growth of the number of couples with fairly low employment income, thereby preventing a thickening
of the bottom of the couples earnings digtribution. At the same time, these demographic changes may
have subgtantialy increased the number of couples with farly high employment income, thereby causing
athickening of the top of the couples earnings distribution To what extent have changesin the age and
education profile of couples dtered the distribution of couples' earnings? We investigate this issuein our

sudy.

Couples have aso been increasingly relying on two earners to provide employment income. While this
trend has put tremendous pressures on parents regarding work-family baance, it hes aso spread the
risk of job loss across two earners, rather than concentrating it on a sngle earner. The effect is
magnified in couples where the second earner receives a substantid share of the coupl€' s earnings.
Smply, some couples who have a sgnificant second earner may ill benefit from a substartid leve of
labour market income in the event of the main earner’s job loss and thus, are less vulnerable to negative
income shocks than others. What fraction of couples can rely on a significant second earner? Which
couples low or high educated, are most likely to be in this Stuation? How has the reative importance of
couples with significant second earners evolved over the last two decades? Little atention has been
devoted to answering these questions.

In sum, the god of this paper isto assemblea set of Sylized facts regarding the performance of low and
high educated couples in the Canadian labour market over the last two decades. By doing so, we wish
to highlight important petterns regarding workers vulnerability (or lack thereof) in the labour market,
women's role as a buffer of long-term earnings dedines faced by some men, and family income
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inequality. Specificaly, we wish to answer the following questions. First, did womeris earnings fully
offset the dedining earnings of low-educated men, thereby adlowing low educated couples to avoid a
drop in employment income? Second, did women's earnings grow more among couples with low-
educated maes than among those with highly educated ones? Third, if not, why? Fourth, has the
eanings gap between low and high educated couples risen over time? Hfth, within given age and
educationd categories, have red earnings of couples followed diverging paths? Sixth, did couples who
auffered earnings declines fully offset these declines through other channels sich as government
trandfers, reductions in family size and other forms of income? Seventh, how has the changing age and
education distribution of couples dtered the didtribution of couples earnings? Eighth, which couples
have a sgnificant second earner, i.e., a partner who can provide subgtantid employment income if the
main earner loses hisher job, and how has the profile of these couples changed over the lagt two
decades?

The answers to these questions are the following.

1) Women's earnings did not dways fully offset the earnings declines experienced by low-
educated maes during the 1980-2000 period. In general, tey did so among prime-aged
Canadiantborn couples—those where men are aged 35 to 54—with high school or less
However, they did not do so among young Canadian-born couples with high school or less,
among recent immigrant couples or among most Canadian born couples with high school or less
and who werelocated in the bottom third of the earnings distribution*

2) In generd, women's earnings did not increase the most among couples with low-educated men.
In absolute terms, women's earnings actudly grew less among couples with low-educated
males than among those with highly educated ones. For ingtance, among prime-aged Canadian
born couples with high school or less, women's earnings rose a most $10,000, between1980
and 2000. In contrast, earnings rose between $12,000 and $23,000 among prime-aged
couples where men had a university degree. In rdaive terms, women's earnings generally grew
less among couples with low- educated males than among those with highly educated ones.

3) Women's annud earnings grew less in the least educated couples in comparison to the most
educated ones because women in the former group increased their hours of work to alesser
extent and experienced smaler increasesin pay rates than thosein the latter group.

4) The earnings gap between low and high educated couples has risen over time. Canadian-born
couples with two universty graduates saw their average annua earnings rise by 14% to 22%
between 1980 and 2000. In contrast, those with high school or less generdly saw their earnings
decrease or stagnate

5) Earnings of Canadian-born couples have aso followed diverging paths within given age and
educationd categories. For instance, among those couples with men aged 45 to 54 with two

4. Whenever used in conjunction with the terms “bottom third” and “top third”, the term “the earnings
distribution” will refer to the earnings distribution of couplesin agiven age and educational category.
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high school dropouts (a group that represented 4% of al Canadian-born couples with menaged
25 to 54 in 2000), average earnings fdl 33% in the bottom third while risng 9% in the top third
of the earnings digtribution. Likewise, among Canadian-born couples with men aged 35 to 44
and both university graduates (a group that aso represented 4% of al Canadianborn couplesin
2000), employment income rose 6% in the bottom tird, ruch less than the rate of 34%
observed in the top third of the earnings didribution. As a result, couples earnings inequality
rose subgtantialy within most age and educationa groups.

6) At mogt hdf of the Canadianborn couples who suffered earnings declines fully offset these
declines through other channels. Recent immigrant couples were less successful—they generdly
experienced adrop in their tota income (adjusted for family Sze).

7) Aging and the growing educationd atainment of couples have substantidly modified the
digribution of couples earnings. These two factors virtudly account for the whole increase in
median and average employment income of Canadian-born couples between 1980 and 2000.
These two factors aso prevented an increase in the number of Canadian-born couples with
fairly low employment income and accelerated the growth of Canadian-born couples earning
more than $100,000 per year.

8) 1n 2000, highly educated couples were the most likely to have a significant second earner. They
enjoyed a triple advantage—in terms of economic security—when compared to their less
educated counterparts. First, they were more likdy to receive high labour market income,
thereby dlowing them the posshility of building substantid savings for precautionary motives
(e.g., to buffer possible income losses resulting from layoffs). Second, they were lesslikely to be
laid-off. Third, in the event of alayoff, they could rely more often on a Sgnificant second earner
to moderate the variability of family earnings. For these three reasons, highly educated couples
were less vulnerable to negative income shocks than other couples. Between 1980 and 2000,
the fraction of couples with a significant second earner has risen substantialy, except among
recent immigrant couples (where the increase observed was fairly small).

To answer these questions, we use Census data that covers the 1980-2000 period. We focus most of
our andysis on Canadian-born couples. However, snce recent immigrants have experienced growing
difficulties in the Canadian labour market in the 1990s Baker and Benjamin, 1994; Grant, 1999;
Frenette and Morissette, 2003; Green and Worswick, 2003; Wadander, 2003), we aso present
separate results for Canadian-born couples, recent immigrant couples and other couples in some
ingdtances.

The article is set out as follows. We firg present the data and concepts used in the study (Section ).
We then examine how the educationd profile of couples has changed during the 1980-2000 period
(Section 111). We document the earnings declines of low-educated maesin Section IV. We answer the
aforementioned questions in the next eight sections (Sections V-XI1). A conclusion follows.
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I1. Data and concepts

The Census is the only avalable data source that combines information on men's and women's
education leve—as wel as on ther employment income—in a consistent way over the last two
decades.® Therefore, it is the only data source that allows researchers to examine how low and high
educated couples have performed in the Canadian labour market over the last two decades. We thus
use Census data for the income reference years 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995 and 2000.° Our data is
drawn from a 4% sample of the Canadian population.

The focus of the study is on two variables The firg variable of interest is annud earnings, which indudes
annua wages and salaries and net income from salf-employment.” The second variable s pre-tax post-
transfer income, which includes annud earnings, investment income, retirement income, other money
income and government transfers. Both variables are expressed in 2001 condant dollars, usng the
Consumer Price Index as a deflator.

While we present some datitics for the years 1985, 1990 and 1995, our main concern is to identify
long-term changes in couples earnings that took place over last two decades. For this reason, mogt of
the andysis compares the earnings and income of couples in 1980 to those of 2000. These two years
are fairly comparable in terms of labour market conditions. While the unemployment rate of menaged
25 to 54 was, a 5.7%, dightly higher in 2000 than in 1980—where it stood a 5.1%—the
unemployment rate of men and women aged 25 to 54 was equal to 5.7% in both years®

We redtrict our andlysis to opposite-sex couples. We define Canadian-born couples (married or
common-law) as those where both partnersare born in Canada and recent immigrant couples as those
where both partners came to Canada within the last five years. Specificdly, recent immigrant couplesin
1980 (2000) are those where both spouses arrived in Canada during the 1975-79 (1995-99) period”?
Other couples—represented in roughly equa proportions by those composed of two older immigrants
and those with one Canadian-born spouse and one immigrant spouse—are defined resdudly. In 2001,

5 Studies using the Survey of Consumer Finances (e.g., Burbidge et a., 2002) or combining the Survey of Work
History of 1981, the Labour Market Activity Survey of 1986-1990 and the Survey of Labour and Income
Dynamics must rely on the Labour Force Survey education question, whose wording changed in 1989. As a
result, these studies cannot construct a consistent time series of earnings for both high school graduates and
university graduates over the last two decades.

6 To maintain historical comparability, we excluded non-permanent residents who were enumerated in the 1991
Census and since then, but not in previous Censuses.

7  For simplicity, we use the terms annual earnings and employment income interchangeably.

8. Theoveral unemployment rate was slightly lower in 2000 (6.8%) than in 1980 (7.5%). The unemployment rate of
women aged 25 to 54 was 5.8% in 2000, down from 6.8% in 1980.

9. Since some of the immigrants who came to Canadain 1980 (2000) arrived in, say, the third or fourth quarter of the
year, they were- contrary to those who arrived in 1975-79 (1995-99)- not at risk of working the whole year in
Canada. Therefore, aggregating their earnings with their counterparts who arrived earlier would tend to bias
downwards the earnings of recent immigrant couples. For thisreason, for the income reference year 1980 (2000),
we excludeimmigrantswho arrived in 1980 (2000) when we analyze recent immigrant couples.
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Canadian-born couples represented 72% of al couples. The corresponding numbers for recent
immigrant couples and other couples were 3% and 25%, respectively.

The educationd attainment of individuas is defined usang four categories: 1) no high school diploma, 2)
high school diploma, 3) post-secondary education below bachelor's level™® (henceforth, post-secondary
education) and, 4) university degree (bachelor’s leve or more). In principle, thiswould dlow usto study
low and high educated couples using a 16-category classification. To keep the analys's tractable, we
group the various cdlsinto the following 10 categories:

1) Both man and womanhave no high schoal diploma.

2) Manwith high schoal diploma, womanwith no high school diploma.

3  Woman with high schodl diploma, manwith no high schoal diploma.

4)  Both man and woman have a high school diploma.

5 Manwith post-secondary education, womanwith high school or less,

6) Woman with post- secondary education, manwith high school or less.

7)  Both man and woman have post-secondary education.

8 Manwith auniversty degree, woman with post-secondary education or less

9 Woman with auniversity degree, man with post- secondary education or less
10) Both man and womanhave auniversity degree.

Inthis study, couplesin the educationa categories 1 to 4 (defined above) will be referred to as couples
with high school or less. Couples in the educationa categories 5 to 7 will be referred to as couples
with at most post-secondary education while those in the educational categories 8 to 10 will be referred
to as couples with at least one universty graduate. Couplesin category 1 will be referred to as couples
with two high school dropouts or couples with no high schoaol diploma.

Since the focus of the study is on how low and high educated couples have performed in the Canadian
labour market over the last two decades, we restrict our attention to couples where men areaged 25 to
54. We exclude couples where men are under 25 because many individuas in these couples have not
yet completed their school-to-work trangition. We aso exclude couples where males are aged 55 and
over to avoid confounding declines in men's earnings with declines in men's labour supply associated
with early retirement.

Unless otherwise noted, our sample includes men and women with no earnings in a given year. As a
result, it includes single-earner couples, dua-earner couples as well as those who receive no earningsin
agiven year. In 2001, roughly 15.7 million Canadians lived in 4.6 million census families consgting of
opposite-sex couples in which men were aged 25 to 54 in 2001.** This represents 52% of Canada's
population in 2001.

10. Post-secondary education below abachelor degree includes university certificates below bachelor’slevel aswell
as trades, vocational or apprenticeship certificates, college diplomas and other non-university education. The
educational categories used in this paper are derived ushg the “highest level of schooling” variable in Census
data.

11 The corresponding numbers were 13.9 millionand 3.8 millionin 1981.
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Coupleswith menaged 25 to 34 and those with men aged 35 to 54 will be referred to as young couples
and prime-aged couples, respectively.

[11. Theeducational profile of couples, 1980-2000

Like the rest of the Canadian population, couples have become better educated over the last 20 years.
The fraction of couples with no high school diploma (#1) fdl markedly during the period. It went from
24% in 1980 to 10% in 2000 (Table 1). Meanwhile, the fraction of couples with two high school
graduates (#4) rose roughly 5 percentage points. As a result, the proportion of couples with high
school or less (#1 to #4) fdll about 10 percentage points, dropping from 38% in 1980 to 28% in 2000.
Hence, in soite of the massive growth in the educationd attainment of Canadians over the lagt two
decades, low educated couples—thosewith high school or less—lill accounted for at least one-quarter
of al couplesin 2000.*> 3

At the other end of the spectrum, highly educated couples became more numerous. The proportion of
couples with two universty graduates (#10) more than doubled during the period, risng from 5%in
1980 to 12% in 2000. Thus, the least educated couples (#1) and the most educated couples (#10) each
accounted for roughly one-tenth of al couplesin 2000.

Other changes took place. Couples where women have a university degree and men are less educated
(#9) were rarely observed in 1980 but accounted for about 8% of al couplesin 2000. In contrast,
couples where maes have post-secondary education and women are less educated (#5) became less

important.

The aforementioned quditative patterns were observed both for Canadian-born couples and other
couples However, the educationd profile of recent immigrant couples evolved quite differently. After
risng moderately between 1980 and 1995, the proportion of recent immigrant couples with two
universty graduates virtually doubled between 1995 and 2000, risng from 19% to 37%. As a result,
recent immigrant couples, who were aready better educated than their Canadianborn counterpartsin
1980, ended the 1980-2000 period with substantialy higher levels of education.™

12 Of dl couples with men aged 45 to 54, 31% had high school or lessin 2000. The corresponding numbers are 28%
and 24% for couples with men aged 35 to 44 and 25 to 34, respectively.

13 Of all men with high school or less, aged 25 to 54 and living in Canadian-born couples, only 7% were living with
awoman having auniversity degree in 2000. The corresponding number forthe women who have high school or
less and who are living in these couplesis 6%.

14. Of all recent immigrant couples, 19% had high school or lessin 2000. The corresponding numbers for Canadian-
born couples and other couples are 29% and 28%, respectively.
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IV. The declining earnings of low-educated males, 1980-2000

Ovedl, average annud earnings of men living in oppogdte sex couples followed a highly nonlinear
pattern during the 1980-2000 period. They fell 5% between 1980 and 1985, rose dightly between
1985 and 1990, fell 6% between 1990 and 1995 and then rose at least 10% between 1995 and 2000
(Appendix Table 1). As aresult, they ended up being only 2% higher in 2000 than they were in 1980.
Median annud earnings evolved less favourably, dropping 6% between 1980 and 2000.

The stagnation of mae earnings found at the aggregate level masks widdly diverging trends. While men
living in Canadiantborn couples saw their average employment income rise 5% during the period, those
living in other couples experienced no growth. More important, those living in recent immigrant couples
saw their average earnings drop fully 28%.™ *°

Among Canadianborn couples, earnings of low educated men and those of their better educated
counterparts followed diverging paths. The labour market satus of low-educated men deteriorated over
the last two decades, especidly among the younger ones. Young men in couples with high school or
less (#1 to #4) saw their average annud earnings fdl by 15% to 28% (Table 2). Older men in Imilar
couples saw their annual earnings drop at least 9%. Moreover, older men with high school or less and
whose partners have post- secondary education (#6) received 10% to 12% lower earnings in 2000 than
their counterparts did twenty years earlier.

Men with high schodl or less have been far from the only onesto suffer earnings declines. Y oung men
with postsecondary education living in couples with a most postsecondary education (#5 and #7) saw
ther annual earningsfal by 8% to 11%. Even mde wniversity graduates aged 45-54 living with awomean
who had had lower education (#8) experienced adrop in annud earnings of 13%.

These declines in amud earnings were not smply due to potentia declinesin men's annua hours of
work (due to unemployment or changes in labour force participation) between 1980 and 2000. For
ingtance, real weekly earnings of young men working mainly ful-time and living in couples with high
school or less (#1 to #4) fell at least 13% between 1980 and 2000 (Appendix Table 2). Those of
young men with postsecondary education living in couples with at most postsecondary education (#5
and #7) dropped a least 7%. Those of mae university graduates aged 45-54 and whose partner had
lower education (#3) fell 8%.

15. Growth rates in median annual earnings lead to the same ranking of couples. Men in Canadian-born couples and
in other couples saw their median annual earnings fall 4% and 16%, respectively. Meanwhile, median annual
earnings of men in recent immigrant couples fell 38%. The fact that median annual earnings grew substantially
less than average annual earnings suggests that inequality in male earnings rose, partly due to substantial
earnings growth at the top of the earnings distribution.

16. These findings highlight the need to conduct separate analyses for Canadian-born couples and recent immigrant
couples. We do so in Sections X to XlI, after conducting a detailed analysis of the earnings of Canadian-born
couplesto which we now turn our attention.
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While the declinesin weekly earnings of males with high school education or lessare conggent with the
findings of Morissette, Ostrovsky and Picot (2004) and thus come as no surprise, those observed for
better educated husbands have received very little atention in previous empirica work.

Most griking—and perhaps unknown—is the fact that, out of 30 groups of men defined jointly in terms
of their age and the educatiord atainment of the couple, only one group [mae university graduates aged
35-44, employed full-time and living with a woman who has a university degree (#10)] saw their
average weekly earnings rise by at least 10% (Appendix Table 2)." The sx groups of men whose
weekly earnings did not decline experienced only margind growth in earnings.™® Other men—who
accounted for fuly 76% of dl male partners in Canadianborn couples in 2001—either saw their
weekly earnings fall or experienced no (datigticdly) sgnificant drop in weekly wages.

Hence, severa men in Canadian-born couples ended up having ether similar or lower earnings in 2000
than their counterparts of smilar age and education in 1980. In this context, it is worth investigating
whether the growing labour force participation of their spouses has offsat their declining fortunes.

V. Q1: Did women’searnings fully offset the declining earnings of low-educated men?

Whether women's growing labour force participation has offsst—on a cross-sectional basis—the
changes in the earnings sructure that have adversdy affected their partner’s pay depends o two
factors.
) the magnitude of the eanings declines experienced by men (as compared to ther
counterparts in 1980), and
i) theshareof menin couples employment incomein 1980. The greater these two factors are,
the greater women's earnings growth will have to be.*®

Did women's earnings fully offset the declining earnings of loweducated men? The answer is. not
aways. Women's earnings growth did not prevent a drop in the employment income of low-educated
young couples. All young Canadian-born couples with high school or less #1 to #4) ended up with

17. Thisgroup represented 4% of all men aged 25-54 living in Canadian-born couplesin 2000.

18 The increase in weekly earnings observed between 1980 and 2000 for these six groups was statistically
significant (at the 5% level: two-tailed test) only for men aged 45 to 54, with some post-secondary education and
living with awoman having a high school diploma or less (#5).

19 To see this, mnsider a group of couples j, defined jointly in terms of the age of men and the educational
attainment of partners (j=1, ... 30). For small changes, the rate of change of employment income of a given
group of couples, ¢?,issimply:

7 = " * h? + p" * w? wherep", +p” =1, @

Simply, the growth rate of employment income of a given group of couples is a weighted average of mde and
femae earnings growth rate, j and w3. Thus, to compensate for the declines in male earnings, women's
earnings growth will have to be greater?as a group? the greater arethe decline in male earnings decline and the
greater men’s initial share of couples’ employment income, p“j.
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lower employment income in 2000 than their counterparts had in 1980. For these couples, thedropin
employment income varied between 6% and 20%, much less than the drop in mae earnings (Table 3).

The bad news was nat limited to loweducated young couples. Among prime-aged Canadian-born
couples with high school or less, those living with aless educated woman (#2) saw their employment
income drop between 12% and 15% during the period.

In contrast, prime-aged couples with high school or less and in which women were at least as educated
as men (#1, #3 and #4)—a subset that represented 20% of al Canadianborn couples (with men aged
25 to 54) in 2000—experienced no (datidicadly nor empiricaly) sgnificant decreasein earnings. In fact,
couples with two high school graduates (#4) and with men aged 35 to 44 saw their earnings rise 7%,
despite the 9% earnings decline experienced by maes in these couples. Couples with two high school
graduates (#4) and with men aged 45 to 54 experienced no decrease in employment income despite a
15% drop in mae earnings.

Likewise, prime-aged men 35-54 with high school or less but living with women with post- secondary
educeation (#6) were fortunate. Even though their annua earningsfell between 10% and 12% during the
period, these maes saw their couples employment income rise 4% to 7%, thanks to their partner’s
earnings growth.

Furthermore severa men with post-secondary education (#5, #7 and #9) would also have experienced
a declinein living sandards had they been living done (and relying soldy on their employment income).
However, they lived in couples who enjoyed smilar or higher employment income than those received
by their counterparts in 1980. This was the case for dl those whose spouse aso had post- secondary
education (#7). For ingtance, even though their annua earnings in 2000 were about 5% lower than that
of their counterparts in 1980, prime-aged men in these couples enjoyed a couples employment income
that was 10% higher.

To sum up, women's growing eamnings have not dways offset the declining earnings of low-educated
men. Men in couples with high school or less have avoided a decline in their couple’s employment
income only if they were aged 35 and over and living with women with smilar @ higher levels of
education. Moreover, severd men with post-secondary education have avoided a decline in
employment income thanks to the growing contribution of their spouse.®

While these quditative conclusons are helpful, they do not provide asense of the importance of
women's earnings growth in preventing a decline in couples’ employment income. A crude way to do so
isto ask the following question Of dl couples, what percentage experienced a Satisticaly sgnificant
dedinein average mae earnings but ended up suffering no saidticaly sgnificant decreasein average
couples earnings? Half of the 30 groups of couples, defined jointly in terms of age and educationa
atanment of partners, did so. These 15 groups of couples represented 63% of all Canadiantborn
couplesin 2001 (Table 3).

20. Appendix Table 3 shows the average annual earnings of the various groups of couples for 1980 and 2000.
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To obtain a more conservetive answer, one can ask the dternative question. Of dl couples, what
percentage experienced a datisticaly sgnificant decline in average mae earnings but ended up enjoying
a ddidicdly sgnificant increasein average couples earnings? Seven of the 30 groups of couples,
representing 38% of al Canadiantborn couplesin 2001.

Admittedly, these percentages should be interpreted with caution since they are based on averages and
thus, may not capture the variety of outcomes experienced by Canadiantborn couples of a given age
and educationd attainment. Nevertheless, they dearly indicate that women's growing earnings have
played an important role in preventing dedines in living andards among severad Canadian-born couples
where men had low or moderate levels of education. Andyses of job precariousness or worker
vulnerability conducted soldly at the individual leve will fal to cgpture thisimportant pattern.

VI. Q2: Did women’s earnings grow more among couples with low-educated malesthan
among those with highly educated ones?

Since women tend to increase their labour supply when their partner loses his job (Stephens, 2002),
one might expect them to have done so to compensate for any long-term earnings declines he may have
suffered Since low-educated males have experienced a more severe deterioration in their earnings than
their better educated counterparts, one might expect women living with low-educated males to have
increased their earnings more than those living with better educated men.

However, three factors may mitigate this reationship. Since women who live with low-educated men
are gengdly low-educated, they may have had problems increasing their annua earnings subgtantialy
even though they would have liked to do so. Conversdy, since women who live with highly educated
maes are generdly fairly educated, they may have been more successful than the low-educated onesin
increasing their employment income. They may aso have become more career-oriented over time than
their low-educated counterparts, thereby increasing their labour supply at a greater pace.

At the aggregate level, average annud earnings of women in Canadian-born couples have grown 85%
over the last two decades, increasing from roughly $13,000 in 1980 to $24,000 in 2000 (Appendix
Table 4).* Those of women in other couples rose about $8,000, an increase of 57%. However, those
of women in recent immigrant couples showed virtudly no incresse.

For women living in Canadian-born couples, median earnings grew even more than average earnings, no
doubt reflecting their growing participation rates. In contrast, median earnings of women living in recent
immigrant couples fdl amost 50%.

In sharp congtrast with those of their mae counterparts, women's annual earnings grew in Canadian
born couples of dl ages and educationa levels between 1980 and 2000 (Table 4). Earnings grew at
much higher rates among prime-aged women (35-54 years) than among the younger ones (25-34
years). For ingance, among couples with high school or less, prime-aged women saw their average

21 We addressthisissuein Section I X.

22 Thesefiguresinclude wiveswho have no earnings.
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earnings rise by 46% to 82%, much more than the rates of 12% to 33% experienced by young women.
In absolute terms, wives growing contribution to couples: employment income varied between $1,100
and $23,000.

Did women's earnings grow more among couples with low-educated maes than among those with

highly educated ones? The answer is no. In absolute terms, women' s earnings grew less among couples
with low-educated maes than among those where men had a university degree (#8, #10). Thisis true
whatever age group is consdered. For instance, among young couples with high school or less

women's earnings rose at most $2,900, i.e,, twice as less as among those where men had a university

degree (Table 4). Smilar patterns are observed among older couples. In fact, women's earnings growth
was the highest among couples where both partners had a university degree (#10). Women in thee
couples saw their earnings grow between $8,400 and $23,000.

In redive terms, women's earnings generally grew no more among couples with low-educated males
than among those with highly educated ones. Among couples with high school or less and men aged 45
to 54, they grew a most 82%, no more than the rates observed among those of smilar age and where
men had a universty degree. There are only two exceptions to this pattern. First, among couples with
men aged 35 to 44 and with two high school graduates (#4), women saw their employment income rise
71%, i.e.,, more than among those with two university graduates (#10). Second, women's earnings
grew roughly 33% among young couples with two high school dropouts & well as among those with
two university graduates.

VII. Q3: Why did women’s earnings grow |ess among couples with low-educated males
than among those with highly educated ones?

In an accounting sense, there may be at least two reasons why women’s annua earnings grew less—in
absolute terms—among those living with low-educated maes than among those living with highly
educated ones. Compared to their counterparts living with mae universty graduates, women living with
low-educated men: 1) may have increased their annua hours of work to alesser extent and, 2) may
have experienced smdler increasesin pay rates.

Even though Census data contain no information on annua hours of work, it is possible to get a sense of
whether women living with low-educated men have increased their working timeto alesser extent than
others by answering two questions. First, anong adl women in Canadian-born couples—working or
not—by how much has the average annua number of weeks worked increased between 1980 and
2000? Second, among the subset of women with positive weeks worked, by how much has the
proportion of those working mainly full-time increased between 1980 and 2000?

Tables 5 and 6 provide the answers to these two questions. When we @ompare the least educated
couples (#1) and the most educated couples (#10), a clear pattern emerges. For al age groups, women
in the least educated couples increase their annual number of weeks worked no mor e than those in the
most educated ones (Table 5). Moreover, the proportion of employed women working mainly full-time
rose less among women in the former group than among those in the latter (Table6).?® Taken together,

23 For all age categories, changes in weeks worked by the two groups are statistically different at the 5% level.
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these two findings suggest that women in the least educated couples have increased their annua hours of
work to alesser extent than their counterpartsliving in the most educated couples.

Women in the least educated couples have a so experienced smaller increasesin pay rates than thosein
the most educated couples. For ingtance, those working mainly full-time and living in couples with two
high sthool dropouts and with men aged 45 to 54 saw their weekly earnings rise 12% between 1980
and 2000, less than hdf the rate of 30% observed for their counterparts living in couples with two
univergty graduates (Appendix Table 2). Smilar quditative petterns are observed for younger
couples.®*

Hence, women's annud earnings grew less among couples with two high school dropouts than among
couples with two university graduates both because of smdler growth in women's working timeandin
pay retes.

VI11. Q4: Hasthe gap between low and high educated couplesrisen over time?

The smaler growth of women's earnings among couples with low-educated males than among those
with highly educated ones has important implications. Since young low-educated males saw ther
earnings evolve in a less favourable way than those of better educated ones over the last two decades, it
implies that the gap between the lowest and highest educated couples must have risen over time, at lesst
for young couples Appendix Table 3 confirms this view.

For each age group, the average earnings of the most educated couples—those with two universty
graduates (#10)—rose much more than those of couples with two high school dropouts (#1) or than
those of couples with high school or less (#1 to #4). For instance, employment income fdl a least 6%
among young couples with high school or less but rose 14% among those with two university graduates.
Employment income rose & most 7% among prime-aged couples with high school or less but grew a
least 15% among those with two university graduates. As a result, young couples with two high school
dropouts saw their average earnings fal from $39,500 in 1980 to $33,600 in 2000 while couples with
men aged 45 to 54 and with two university graduates saw their average earnings rise from $122,500 to
$141,300.°

To get a sense of how the distribution of earnings of couples with various education levels has changed
during the period, we present histograms of earnings digtributions for four groups of couples. 1) those
with no high school diploma (#1), 2) those with two high school graduates (#4), 3) those where both

24. One potentia explanation for the greater increase in weekly earnings observed among highly educated women is
that their higher education level may have allowed them to move to better-paying occupations to a greater extent
than their low-educated counterparts.

25. Note that prime-aged couples with at most post secondary education (#5 to #7) did fairly well. They enjoyed
increases in employment income ranging from 4% to 16% (Table 4).
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partners have post-secondary education (#7) and, 4) those with two university graduates (#10). These

histograms are shown in Figures 1 to 3%°

IX. Q5: Within given age and educational categories, have real earnings of couples
followed diverging paths?

In a recent sudy, Frenette, Green and Picot (2004) have shown that post-tax pogt-trandfer family
income inequality rose in the 1990s in Canada. A thorough understanding of this important fact requires
asolid knowledge of the evolution of couples employment income not only across age and educetiond
categories, but dso within these categories. The reason is that while a growing earnings gap between
low and high educated couples will tend to increase family income inequdity, diverging growth rates of
eanings within age and educationd categories may aso be an equaly important—and perhaps even
more important—contributing factor.

For instance, of dl young couples composed of two high school dropouts, those in the bottom third of
the earnings digtribution may well have experienced a more severe deterioration in their earnings than
those in the top third of the digtribution. If this pattern were observed for most age and educational
groupings, couples earnings inequality would increase within age and educationa categories.

To assess whether this is the case we quantify the magnitude of the earnings declines/gains experienced
by couples, interms of their age, educationd atainment and their pogition in the age/education-specific
distribution of couples earnings.

Have red earnings of couples followed diverging trends within given age and educationd categories?
The answer is yes. For ingtance, while young couples with two high school dropouts (#1) saw ther
earnings fdl on average 15% between 1980 and 2000, those located in the bottom third of their
(ageleducation-specific) earnings didtribution saw their employment income fall 58% between 1980 and
2000 (Table 7). This massve drop in earnings resulted to a large extent from the earnings declines of
66% experienced by maes in these couples. In contrast, young couples with two high school dropouts
and located in the top third of their earnings distribution suffered only a modest drop in earnings (4%).
As a result, earnings growth rates differed at least 50 percentage points between the two groups of
couples.

In virtudly dl cases—29 cells out of 30—employment income of couples in the bottom third of the
(age/education- specific) earnings didributions have grown less than that of couples in the top third of
these digtributions. Growth rates between these two types of couples have diverged by at least 20
percentage points for 15 cells out of 30, which represented 34% of all Canadian-born couplesin 2000.
Among couples with two high school dropouts, the divergence was even greater, amounting to at least
40 percentage points. Taken together, these results show that couples earnings inequality has risen
subgtantialy within most age and educational categories over the last two decades.

26. The histograms contain 18 earnings categories: (1) less than minus $10,000, (2) -$10,000to 0, (3) 0to $9,999, (4)
$10,000 to $19,999, (5) $20,000 to $29,999, ... (17) $140,000 to $149,999 and, (18) $150,000 or more.
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X. Q6: Did couples who suffered earnings declines fully offset these declines through
other channels such as government transfers, reductions in family size and
other formsof income?

Even if women earnings growth has not dways offset the earnings declines experienced by low-
educated maes, men and women in couples with lower earnings (than those of observationdly
equivaent couples in 1980) have not necessarily ended up having lower living sandards in 2000 than
their counterparts in 1980. This can be so for four reasons. First, other members of thefamily may have
helped offset couples earnings declines. Second, some couples may have received higher invesment
income (interests and dividends) in 2000 than their counterparts in 1980. Third, some may have avoided
a drop in tota income thanks to government transfers. Findly, many couples in 2000 had smdler
families than those two decades earlier.

In Table 8, we assess the extent to which these additiond buffers have helped Canadian-born couples
with fdling employment income avoid a decline in living dandards. To do so, we show how various
measures of earnings and income have evolved between 1980 and 2000. Specificdly, we present
growth rates of: 1) mde earnings, 2) couples earnings, 3) economic families earnings, 4) economic
families earnings adjusted for family sze, 5) economic families market income, 6) economic families
pre-tax post-trandfer income, and, 7) economic families pre-tax post-transfer income adjusted for
family size (henceforth, adjusted income).”’

Did couples who suffered earnings declines fully offset these declines through other channds such as
government transfers, reductions in family sze and other forms of income? When we restrict our
attention to average outcomes, the answer is—amost none of them did.

Between 1980 and 2000, six groups of couples out of 30 saw their earnings fal sgnificantly: young
couples with high school or less (#1 to #4) and prime-aged couples where men had high a high school
diploma and women did not have one (#2) (Table 8). These couples represented roughly 8% of dl
Canadian-born couples in 2001. Among these, only young couples with two high school graduates (#4)
ended up experiencing no significant drop in adjusted income, despite a 6% decline in couples earnings.
All others saw their adjusted income drop between 4% and 12%.

As we just mentioned, these numbers are based on averages and do not capture the variety of
experiences faced by Canadiantborn couples. In Table 9, we replicate Table 8 and examine how
earnings and income of couples in the bottom third of their age/education specific earnings distribution
have evolved between 1980 and 2000.

When we do 90, the answer to our question changes subgantialy. Between 1980 and 2000, 17 groups
of couples in the bottom tertile experienced (datidticaly) sgnificant earnings declines. These couples

27. Economic families’ market income is the sum of earnings, investment income, retirement income and other money
income received by all family members. Pretax, post-transfer income equals market income plus government
transfers. It is adjusted for family size by dividing it by the square root of the number of personsin the economic
family. See Appendix Table 5 for the levels of earnings and income received by various groups of Canadian-born
couplesin 1980 and 2000.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series -19- Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No. 230



accounted for 15% of &l Canadian-born couples in 2001.2 Of these groups of couples, nine avoided a
decline in adjusted income,

The crucid role played by the various buffers mentioned above can be illugtrated by looking at couples
with two high school dropouts (#1) and where men were aged 35 to 44. Among those located in the
bottom tertile, average mde earnings fel astunning 52% between 1980 and 2000 (Table 9). Women's
earnings growth partidly offset the earnings declines experienced by males, leading to adrop in couples
earnings of 42%. Earnings of other family members played a minor role, restricting the drop in earnings
a the levd of the economic family to 40%. Other forms of income played a somewhat more important
role, yielding a decline in economic family market income of 33%. Government transfers were by far the
most important buffer—they helped convert a 33% drop in market income into an 8% drop in pre-tax
post-transfer income. In the end, these couples ended up having aleve of income (adjusted for family
Sze) smilar to that of their counterparts, thanks aso to areduction in family sze.

At the top tertile, only young couples with less than two high school graduates (#1 to #3) and prime-
aged couples where men had high a high school diploma and women did not have one (#2) experienced
ggnificant earnings declines (Table 10). Among these, young couples with two high school dropouts
(#1) and those where men were aged 35 to 44 fully offset their earnings declines through other channds.
Othersdid not.”

Hence, whether we focus on couples earnings at the mean, at the bottom tertile or top tertile, a most
hdf of the groups of Canadianborn couples who suffered earnings declines fully offset these declines
through other channes such as government transfers, reductions in family sze and other forms of
income.

In contrast, recent immigrant couples were much less successful in offsetting earnings dedines. When we
use broader educational categories, we find that dl groups of prime-aged recent immigrant couples
experienced declines in average adjusted income ranging from 22% to 29% (Table 11). Only young
recent immigrant couples with a least one universty graduate did not suffer a gatistically sgnificant drop
in adjusted income.

Xl. Q7. How has the changing age and education distribution of couples altered their
earningsdistribution?

The aging of couples and their growing educationd attainment no doubt have tended to increase ther
employment income. By how much would median and average employment income of couples have
risen between 1980 and 2000, in the absence of these changes? Moreover, what would the digtribution

28 The careful reader will have noted that the percentage of couples (measured using groups of couples rather than
individual couples) who experienced significant earnings declines rises from 8% to 15% when we move from
average earnings growth to average earnings growth in the bottom tertile. This simply highlights the diversity of
outcomes experienced by couples and reinforces the notion that a thorough analysis of the evolution of
couples' earnings requireslooking at different parts of the earnings distribution.

29. Among the aforementioned couples, those with men aged 45 to 54 experienced a 6% drop in income that is not
statistically significant at the 5% level.
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of couples earnings look like in 2000 if couples had the age and education levels of their counterpartsin
1980 but received the employment income observed in 2000 in each age-education group? We
examine these two questions in this section.

The fird pand of Table 12 presents (average and median) employment income of couples during the
1980-2000 period. In the second panel, we re-weight the data for the years 1985, 1990, 1995 and
2000, using the age-education tructure of couples of 1980—i.e.,, reweghting the 30 age-education
categories to the age-education structure of 1980—while leaving unchanged the employment income of
couplesin each of these years.

The reaults are sriking. Between 1980 and 2000, median annua earnings of Canadian-born couples
rose 16% (Table 12, Pand 1). In the absence of growth in the age and educatiord atanment of
Canadian-born couples median annud earnings would have amog stagnated (Table 12, Panel 11).
Likewise, average annua earnings of Canadian-born couples rose 23% during the period but would
have risen only 3% in the abosence of these changes. Thus, virtudly dl the growth in median and average
annud earnings of Canadian-born couples can be dtributed to changes in the age and educationd
profile of couples.

Changes in the age and educationa attainment of recent immigrant couples tended to moderate the drop
in their employment income. For ingance, median annua earnings of these couples fell 31% between
1980 and 2000 but would have fallen even more (39%) in the absence of these changes.

Meanwhile, the earnings digtribution of couples was undergoing profound changes. During the period
considered, the fraction of Canadian-born couples earning between $25,000 and $75,000 fell
markedly, dropping from 62% in 1980 to 50% in 2000 (Figures 4.1 to 4.4 and Table 13). While the
fraction of those earning less than $25,000 changed little, the fraction of those earning more than
$75,000 rose asolid 13 percentage points, incressing from 24% in 1980 to 37% in 2000.

Even more dramatic changes were observed among recent immigrant couples. Among these couples
the fraction earning less than $25,000 more than doubled, rising from 15% in 1980 to 37% in 2000.%
The fraction earning between $25,000 and $75,000 fell markedly: it dropped from 66% in 1980 to
48%in 2000.

What impact did changes in the age and educationd profile of couples have on their earnings
digtribution? Firdt, they prevented an increase in the number of Canadiantborn couples with fairly low
employment income. Without these socio-economic changes, the fraction of Canadian-born couples
receiving less than $25,000 would have increased from 14% in 1980 to 18% in 2000 (this fraction
sood actudly at 13% in 2000).

30. Thisincreasein the fraction of recent immigrant couples with fairly low earningsis consistent with therisein
lowincome rates among recent immigrants, documented by Picot and Hou (2003).
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Second, they accentuated the decline in the fraction of couples—Canadian-born, recent immigrant and
other—earning between $25,000 and $50,000. Third, they induced a strong increase in the number of
“rich” couples. They accounted for roughly 60% of the increase in the fraction of Canadianborn
couples earning more than $100,000.* They aso accounted for about 70% of the growth in the fraction
of other couples earning more than $100,000. Fourth, they accounted for virtualy dl of the incressein
the fraction of Canadianborn couples earning between $75,000 and $100,000.

However, because the earnings declines of recent immigrant couples were widespread, these changes
did not substantidly reduce the growth of recent immigrant couples earnings less than $25,000. Nor
they did have much impact on the decline in the fraction of those earning between $50,000 and
$75,000.

Thus, the aging of the Canadian population and the growth in its educationd attainment had severd
impects of the earnings didtribution of couples. They tended to redtrict the growth of couples with fairly
low employment income, especidly among Canadiant born couples. They accelerated the decline in the
reletive importance of couples earning $25,000 to $50,000. Finally, they contributed Sgnificantly to the
emergence of a group of couples with fairly high earnings, those receiving more than $100,000 per year.

XI1. Q8: Which couples can rely on a significant second earner and how hasthe profile
of these couples changed over time?

Canadian couples have been increasingly relying on two earners to generate income from the labour
market. The sum of annua hours worked by both spouses has increased in many cases, raisng the well-
publicized issue of how to baance family and work. For instance, the average number of weeks worked
by prime-aged Canadian-born couples rose between 6% and 21% between 1980 and 2000 (A ppendix
Table 6). While the fraction of prime-aged men working mainly full-time has barely changed, the fraction
of employed wives working full-time has risen between 6% and 37%, thereby suggesting areductionin
leisure time for many couples (Appendix Table 7).

The difficulty to bdance family and work-related activities has often been emphasized in the media
However, the notion that the growth in the number of dua earner couples has dso spread the risk of job
loss across two individuds, rather than concentrating it on a single worker, has not received as much
atention. This notion is particularly relevant for coupleswhere there is a significant second earner. In the
event of the main earner’s job loss, these couples will face less severe decreases in income than other
couples(in relative terms).

Thefraction of couples with a sgnificant second earne—i.e., one receiving at least 40% of the couple's
employment income— rose over the last two decades. It amounted to 26% in 2000, up from 16% in
1980 figure 5 and Table 14). This fraction rose roughly 10 percentage points for Canadiantborn
couples and other couples but grew by only 3 percentage points among recent immigrant couples™

31 Thisisso sincethisfraction would have risen from 8% in 1980 to only 12% in 2000 (instead of 18%) had the age-
education distribution of couples remained unchanged.

32 For Tables 14 to 17, werestrict our analysis to couples with men aged 25 to 54, who receive positive wages and
salariesin agiven year and where none of the spousesis self-employed.
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Couples with high employment income are more likely to have a sgnificant second earner than other
couples. For instance, Canadiart born couples earning more than $75,000 were twice as likdy to satify
this condition as those earning | ess than $50,000 in 2000.

Among Canadianborn couples, those who are highly educated also have greeter chances of having a
ggnificant second earner than others. In 2000 @out one-third of those with at least one universty

graduate (#8 to #10) have a sgnificant second earner, compared to 22% for couples with high school

or less (#1 to #4) (Table 15). However, this pattern is not observed among recent immigrant couples—
the propengity to have a sgnificant second earner does not rise with couples educationa attainment.

Given that employment income and the probability of a couple having a sgnificant second earner both
depend on couples educationa attainment—at least for Canadianborn couples—we investigate further
the relationship between couples’ education levels and these two outcomes in Table 16.

As expected, the daa reved driking differences across educationa levels. Of al Canadianborn
coupleswith menaged 25 to 54 and with two universty graduates (#10), 35% had a sgnificant second
earner, 51% earned more than $100,000 and 22% satisfied these two conditions in 2000. The
corresponding numbers for couples with two high school graduates (#4) are much lower—26%, 12%
and 4%, respectively. In fact, among couples with highschool or less (#1 to #4) and those with at most
post- secondary education (#5 to #7), a most 6% can satisfy these two conditions.

To assess the robustness of these patterns, we estimate a bivariate probit mode where the probability
of having a sgnificant second earner and the probability of earning more than $100,000 are moddled as
afunction of meris age group (25 to 34 being the omitted group, 35 to 44 and 45 to 54) and couples
educationa attainment (10 categories, couples with two university graduates being the omitted group).
Separate moddls are estimated for 1980 and 2000. The results are shown in Table 17.%

They confirm that Canadiantborn couples with two university graduates are more likely than others to
have a 9gnificant second earner and aso to receive high earnings. For Canadian-born coupleswith men
aged 35 to 44 and with two university graduates (#10), the probability of satisfying these two conditions
equas 20% in 2000, five times the probability observed for couples with two high school graduates
(#4).

These results imply that highly educated couples enjoy a triple advantage—in terms of economic
security—when compared to their less educated counterparts. Firs, they are more likely to receive high
labour market income, thereby dlowing them the possibility to build substantid savings for precautionary
motives (eg., to buffer the income losses resulting from layoffs).>* Second, they are less likely to be

33 Detailed regression results are available from the authors upon request. These results show a positive
correlation between the error term of the probability of having a significant second earner and that of the
probability of earning more than $100,000. This suggests that among couples of identical age and educational
attainment, those who tend to receive high earnings also tend to have a significant second earner.

34. Whether or not they do so is another issue. The key point here is that they have the opportunity to build these
savings for precautionary motives.
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lad-off (Gaarneau and Stratychuk, 2001). Third, in the event of alayoff, they can rdly more oftenon a
sgnificant second earner to moderate the variability of family earnings. For these three reasons, couples
with two university graduates are less vulnerable to negative income shocks than other couples.

XI11. Conclusion

Our main god in this paper has been to assemble a set of facts regarding the performance of low and
high educated couples in the Canadian labour market, hoping to shed light on important issues such as
worker vulnerability, women's role as a buffer of long-term earnings declines faced by some men, and
family income inequdity.

Regarding the issue of worker vulnerability, two lessons can be drawn from our findings. First, it is clear
that severd men with low or moderate levels of education, who have been adversdly affected by long-
term changes in the wage dructure, have avoided a decline in living standards thanks to their partner’s
growing contribution to their employment income® As such, these results highlight the limitations of
andysss of job precariousness or worker vulnerability that are conducted solely at the individud level.
Second, while the earnings declines experienced by low-educated maes—especidly the younger
ones—have made them more “vulnerable’ to unexpected events (i.e., less likely to earn “sufficient”

income from the labour market to build savings that would protect them againgt unexpected
expenditures or income losses), the last two decades have witnessed the emergence of a group of

couples unlikely to be vulnerable to negative income shocks—couples with two universty graduates. At
the beginning of the 1980s, these couples represented only 4% of al Canadian-born couples. They now
account for 10% of al Canadian-born couples.

While women have played an important role in offsetting the earnings declines of low-educated males
over the last two decades, their ability to do so in the future could be severely hampered by the smple
fact that most of those who live with low-educated males are aso low-educated® The fact that,
between 1980 and 2000, women's earnings have grown less among couples with low-educated males
than among those with high educated is a clear reminder that low-educated women's ahility to buffer
unfavourable changesin mae earnings is limited.

35 Whether the increase in women'’ s aggregate labour supply has exerted downwards pressures on men’swagesis
amacroeconomic issue that is not addressed in this study.

36. Of all women living in Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54 who had high school or less, 64% had high
school or lessin 2001.
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This limitation has important implications for family income inegqudity. In an economy where low-
educated workers have more difficulty converting their desired workhours (or labour supply) into actua
workhours than their better educated counterparts, the limited success of |ow-educated women in the
labour market makes it harder for low-educated couples to prevent awidening of the gap between them
and better educated couples. As a result, earnings inequaity tends to increase between low and high
educated couples. Furthermore, if men and women who live together have both smilar education
levds® and skills levels (within educational categories), factors that increase the return to skill at the
individuad leve will dso tend to increase couples earnings inequdity within given age and educationd
categories. These are two of the patterns that this study has documented. Future work on family income
inequaity should be considered.

37. Among Canadian-born couples, the fraction of men and women with “similar” educational attainment rose
between 1981 and 2001. Using the four educational categories defined above at the individual level (no high
school diploma, high school diploma, post-secondary education below bachelor’s level, university degree), we
find that 85% of Canadian-born couples (with men aged 25 to 54) were composed of individuals with identical or
adjacent education levelsin 2001, up from 78% in 1981. By “adjacent” education level, we mean the educational
category right below or above a given one (e.g, the two categories “no high school diploma” and “post
secondary education below bachelor’s level” are adjacent to the category “high school diploma’). In other
terms, we cross-classify men and women by education level (using the four categories defined above) and add
the cellsin the diagonal of the table to the adjacent off-diagonal cells.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series -5- Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No. 230



Table1l: Percentagedistribution of couples, by education level of partners, Canada, 1980-2000 - Coupleswith men
aged 25t0 54

Educational categories*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All
All Couples
1980 239 4.0 4.8 53 193 108 151 8.8 2.8 5.2 100.0
1985 20.2 4.0 51 53 178 116 16.6 9.0 38 6.6 100.0
1990 15.7 25 4.4 76 155 116 205 9.0 49 8.2 100.0
1995 125 35 45 102 122 125 193 89 6.5 9.9 100.0
2000 10.0 29 46 107 132 113 180 89 82 123 100.0
Canadian-born Couples
1980 24.4 43 54 57 191 118 142 8.2 25 43 100.0
1985 20.5 4.2 56 56 180 127 162 8.1 3.6 55 100.0
1990 15.7 2.7 4.9 78 159 127 205 8.2 4.7 7.0 100.0
1995 12.3 3.7 50 105 126 138 194 7.9 6.4 85 100.0
2000 9.6 3.0 52 107 141 127 189 7.6 8.2 9.9 100.0

Recent Immigrant Couples

1980 17.6 37 11 45 198 52 206 128 36 112 100.0
1985 23.0 3.9 17 55 137 44 172 135 3.6 13.6 100.0
1990 18.0 23 1.2 91 104 54 206 14.0 4.8 14.2 100.0
1995 16.3 3.2 13 111 9.4 55 16.8 12.7 51 18.6 100.0
2000 75 20 10 8.8 6.2 26 118 173 57 372 100.0
Other Couples
1980 23.0 3.0 33 42 197 81 173 10.3 35 7.6 100.0
1985 19.2 33 3.7 45 175 86 177 11.6 45 9.5 100.0
1990 15.6 20 3.0 70 147 86 207 114 56 115 100.0
1995 12.7 28 31 93 116 93 193 114 73 131 100.0
2000 11.3 2.6 3.2 11.0 113 79 163 11.6 8.6 16.3 100.0

* The numbersin this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The educational categories
are defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma

2. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma

3. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma

4. Both man and woman with high school diploma

5. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less

6. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less

7. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

8. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less

9. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
10. Both man and woman with auniversity degree

Source: Censuses 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001.
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Table2: Averageannual earnings of men in Canadian-born couples (with men aged 25 to 54), by age of men and
education level of partners, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Men aged 25-34

1980 32,300 38,500 35,900 39,600 41,100 37,500 41,700 54,000 40,100 53,000
2000 23,900 27,900 27,200 33,600 36,600 35,500 38,500 52,100 41,700 55,600

% change -26% -28% -24% -15% -11% -5% -8% -4% 4% 5%
Incidence in 2000 (%) **

17 0.7 11 24 3.0 35 51 16 2.8 3.0
Men aged 35-44

1980 37,000 48,100 41,300 47,900 48,300 45,800 50,000 78,700 51,100 80,500
2000 31,900 35,100 34,100 43,500 45,800 40,300 48,100 76,900 51,400 88,200

% change  -14% -27% -17% -9% -5% -12% -4% -2% 0% 10%
Incidence in 2000 (%) **

3.6 1.2 2.2 4.2 5.7 5.2 8.0 29 3.2 3.7
Men aged 45-54

1980 36,700 50,500 41,800 53,800 47,700 45,400 51,800 93,000 59,500 98,100
2000 32,000 38,100 34,400 46,000 48,000 40,800 48,500 81,200 51,900 94,000

% change  -13% -25% -18% -15% 1% -10% -6% -13% -13% -4%
Incidence in 2000 (%) **
4.3 12 19 41 55 4.0 58 3.2 22 3.3

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couples in married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

. Both man and woman without high school diploma

. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma

. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma

. Both man and woman with high school diploma

Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

Man with a university degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less

. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with a university degree

©CoO~NO A WNRE
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**: Thisreads as follows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25ta 54, what percentage were in a given

age and education category in 20007".

Percentage changes are in bold whenever the difference between annual earningsin 2000 and thosein 1980 is statistically
significant at the 5% level.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Table3: Growth of maleearningsand couples earnings, by age of men and education level of partners,
Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54, Canada, 1980-2000

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Men aged 25to0 34

1. Male earnings -26% -28%  -24% -15% -11% -5% -8% -4%
2. Couples earnings -15%  -20% -15% -6% -1% 3% 3% %
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 17 0.7 11 24 3.0 35 51 1.6
Men aged 35t0 44

1. Male earnings -14% -27%  -17% -% -5% -12% -4% -2%
2. Couples earnings 0% -15% -2% % 9% 4% 10% 12%
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 36 1.2 2.2 4.2 5.7 5.2 8.0 29
Men aged 45 to 54

1. Male earnings -13%  -25%  -18%  -15% 1% -10% -6% -13%
2. Couples earnings 2% -12% -1% 3% 16% 7% 10% 2%
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 43 12 19 4.1 5.5 4.0 5.8 3.2

4%
6%

2.8

0%
8%

3.2

-13%
-1%

2.2

10

5%
14%

3.0

10%
22%

3.7

-4%
15%

33

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The education level of

partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with auniversity degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with auniversity degree
**: Thisreads as follows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25.ta 54, what percentage were in agiven
age and education category in 20007".
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Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average earnings in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant

at the 5% level.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Table 4: Average annual earnings of women in Canadian-born couples (with men aged 25 to54), by age of male
partner and education level of partners, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education level of partners*

Men aged 25-34

1980 7,300 8,700 12,200 13,000 10,400 15,800 15,700 16,300 27,700 26,200
2000 9,700 9,800 13,700 15,900 14,100 19,200 20,700 22,800 30,500 34,600

% change 33% 12% 12% 23% 36% 22% 32% 40% 10% 32%
change 2,400 1,100 1,500 2,900 3,700 3,400 5,000 6,500 2,800 8,400
Men aced 35-44

1980 8,200 9,300 12,400 12,200 9,700 15,500 15,300 12,600 33,300 26,500
2000 13,000 13,500 18,700 20,800 17,500 23,600 23,600 25,100 39,800 42,200

% change 60% 46% 51% 71% 79% 52% 54% 99% 19% 59%
change 4,800 4,200 6,300 8,600 7,800 8,100 8,300 12,500 6,500 15,700
Men aced 45-54

1980 8,000 8,800 12,600 12,100 9,600 16,700 15,600 12,700 36,100 24,400
2000 13,400 14,100 19,300 21,900 18,600 25,400 25,800 26,600 43,100 47,400
% change 66% 59% 53% 82% 94% 52% 65% 109% 19% 94%
change 5,400 5,300 6,700 9,800 9,000 8,700 10,200 13,900 7,000 23,000

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couples in married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma

2. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma

3. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma

4. Both man and woman with high school diploma

5. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diploma or less

6. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less

7. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

8. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less

9. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor'slevel or less,
10. Both woman and man wife with a university degree

Changes and % changes in earnings are in bold whenever the difference between average earnings in 1980 and those in 2000 is
statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Table5: Average weeksworked by women in Canadian-born couples (with men aged 25 to 54), by age of male partner and
education level of partners, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education level of partners®

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men aged 25-34
1980 17.7 20.8 26.1 26.5 22.6 30.1 28.8 28.4 371 33.9
2000 24.6 26.8 317 34.2 32.0 38.2 38.8 37.7 416 40.8
change 6.9 6.0 55 7.7 9.4 8.1 10.0 9.3 45 6.9

Men aged 35-44
1980 19.7 20.8 25.8 24.6 21.6 29.0 28.2 22.3 36.0 30.2
2000 28.6 30.7 36.7 37.6 33.9 40.3 39.5 37.0 423 39.7
change 8.8 9.9 10.9 13.0 12.3 11.2 11.3 14.7 6.3 9.6

Men aced 45-54
1980 195 19.8 26.4 24.0 21.6 30.1 29.2 21.4 373 28.6
2000 28.6 30.6 36.5 37.7 34.6 40.7 40.3 37.7 432 421
change 9.1 10.8 10.2 13.7 13.0 10.6 11.2 16.3 59 135

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couples in married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma

2. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma

3. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma

4. Both man and woman with high school diploma

5. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less

6. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor'slevel, man with high school diplomaor less

7. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

8. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less

9. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
10. Both man and woman with a university degree

The numbers in this table include women with no weeks worked during the reference year.
Changes in weeks worked are in bold whenever the difference between average weeks worked in 1980 and those worked in 2000 is
statistically significant at the 5% level.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Table6: Proportion of employed women working mainly full-time, by age of male partner and education level of partners,
Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men aged 25-34
1980 0.70 0.71 0.74 0.75 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.71 0.79 0.75
2000 0.69 0.66 0.71 0.73 0.69 0.75 0.76 0.75 0.82 0.82
change -0.01 -0.05 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.07

Men aged 35-44
1980 0.65 0.62 0.70 0.66 0.62 0.63 0.59 0.48 0.74 0.60
2000 0.71 0.70 0.76 0.72 0.70 0.74 0.72 0.65 0.79 0.71
change 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.11 0.13 0.16 0.04 0.11

Men aged 45-54
1980 0.64 0.60 0.67 0.62 0.59 0.65 0.60 0.49 0.77 0.57
2000 0.74 0.72 0.77 0.77 0.72 0.75 0.73 0.68 0.82 0.76
change 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.14 0.18 0.05 0.18

* The numbersin this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diploma or less
. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with auniversity degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with a university degree

O©CoO~NOOhWDN
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The numbers in this table exclude women with no weeks worked during the reference vear.
Changes are in bold whenever the proportion of employved women working mainly full-timein 1980 is statistically different from
that in 2000 at the 5% level.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Table7: Growth of male earningsand couples earnings, by age of men, education level of partnersand
position in the earnings distribution, Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54, Canada, 1980-2000

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Men aged 25-34
a) Male earnings
1. Average -26% -28% -24% -15% -11% -5% -8% -4% 4% 5%
2. Bottom third** -66% -58% -49% -32% -28% -16% -19% -18% 5% -11%
3. Top third** -16% -14% -13% 6% -1% ™% 1% 8% 8% 19%
b) Couples' earnings
1. Average -15% -20% -15% 6% -1% 3% 3% % 6% 14%
2. Bottom third** -58% -51% -41% -23% -18% 6% 6% 7% 15% 6%
3. Top third** A% 8%  -6% 1% 5%  10% 8% 14% ™  21%
Incidence in 2000 (%) *** 17 0.7 11 24 3.0 35 51 1.6 2.8 3.0
Men aged 35-44
a) Male earnings
1. Average -14%  -27% -17% -9% 5% -12% -4% -2% 0%  10%
2. Bottom third** -52% -55% -36% -25% -14% -17% -12% -24% -14% -17%
3. Top third** 2% -17% -12% 1% -1% -9% 3% 10% 6% 31%
b) Couples' earnings
1. Average 0% -15% -2% % ) 4% 10% 12% 8% 22%
2. Bottom third** -42% -46% -18% @ -T% 0% 2% 5%  -7% 2% 6%
3. Top third** 11% -5% 2% 13% 11% 5 13% 20% 13% 34%
Incidence in 2000 (%) *** 36 12 22 42 57 5.2 8.0 29 32 37
Men aged 45-54
a) Male earnings
1. Average -13% -25% -18% -15% 1% -10% 6% -13% -13% -4%
2. Bottom third** 47% -44% -27% -28% -15% -25% -17% -31% -23% -22%
3. Top third** 4%  -21% -13% -9% ™% -5% -1% 2% -13% ™0
b) Couples' earnings
1. Average 2% -12% -1% 3% 16% ™%  10% 2% -1% 15%
2. Bottom third** -33% -31% 7% -9% 5% -1% 2% -15% -2% 1%
3. Top third** ) -% 0% ™ 21% % 13% 10% 1% 23%
Incidence in 2000 (%) *** 4.3 12 19 4.1 55 40 5.8 32 22 33

*: See Table 6 for the definition of the education level of partners.

**: Average earnings growth of male earnings and couples earnings for couples located in the bottom third (or top third) of
the distribution of couples' earnings of a given age and educational category.

***: Thisreads asfollows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54, what percentage werein agiven

age and education category in 2000?7"

Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average earnings in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant
at the 5% level.
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Table8: Average earningsgrowth and income growth, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000
(Canadian-born couples)

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Men aged 25to0 34
1. Male earnings -26% -28% -24% -15% -11% -5% -8% -4% 4% 5%
2. Couples' earnings -15%  -20%  -15% -6% -1% 3% 3% ™0 6% 14%
3. EF earnings -12% -17% -12% -2% 1% 4% 4% 8% 7% 15%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) -12% -19%  -14% -3% 2% 4% 6% 11% 7% 17%
5. EF market income -11%  -16%  -12% -1% 1% 4% 5% % 5% 13%
6. EF total income -2% -9% -7% 1% 4% 6% 6% ™ 6% 13%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) 4%  -12%  -10% -1% 5% 6% 8% 10% 6% 15%
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 17 0.7 11 2.4 3.0 35 51 1.6 2.8 3.0
Men aged 35to 44
1. Male earnings -14% -27%  -17% -9% 5%  -12% -4% -2% 0% 10%
2. Couples' earnings 0%/ -15% -2% 7% 9% 4% 10% 12% 8% 22%
3. EF earnings -2% -15% -2% 7% 8% 3% 9% 11% 8% 21%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) 5%  -9% 2% 9%  12% 8%  13%  15% %  22%
5. EF market income 1% -14% -2% 9% 7% 2% 7% % 5% 20%
6. EF total income 2%  -10% 1% 10% 8% 3% 8% % 5% 20%

7. EF total income (size-adjusted) 10% -5% 5% 12% 12% 8% 12% 13% 5% 21%

Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 36 1.2 2.2 4.2 57 5.2 8.0 29 3.2 37
Men aged 45-54

1. Mae earnings -13%  -25%  -18%  -15% 1% -10% 6% -13%  -13% -4%
2. Couples' earnings 2%  -12% -1% 3% 16% 7% 10% 2% -1% 15%
3. EF earnings 7%  -17% -1% -3% 8% 1% 5% % -3% 13%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) 4% -10% 2% 4% 16% 8% 12% P -1% 19%
5. EF market income -8%  -18% -10% -5% 5% -3% 2% -4% -8% 8%
6. EF total income -5%  -16% -8% -4% 6% -2% 2% -4% -8% 7%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) 6% -8% 1% 3% 13% 5% 9% 5% -6% 13%
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 43 12 1.9 4.1 55 4.0 5.8 3.2 2.2 33

*: SeeTable 6 for definitions.

**: Thisreads as follows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25.ta 54, what percentage werein a given
age and education category in 20007"

EF: economic families. See text for definitions. Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average
earnings (income) in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Table9: Averageearningsgrowth and income growth, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000
(Canadian-born couplesin the bottom tertile)

Men aged 25to0 34

1. Male earnings

2. Couples earnings

3. EF earnings

4. EF earnings (size-adjusted)

5. EF market income

6. EF total income

7. EF total income (size-adjusted)

Incidence in 2000 (%) **

Men aged 35to 44

1. Male earnings

2. Couples' earnings

3. EF earnings

4. EF earnings (size-adjusted)

5. EF market income

6. EF total income

7. EF total income (size-adjusted)

Incidence in 2000 (%) **

Men aged 45-54

1. Male earnings

2. Couples' earnings

3. EF earnings

4. EF earnings (size-adjusted)

5. EF market income

6. EF total income

7. EF total income (size-adjusted)

Incidence in 2000 (%) **

Education level of partners*

-66%
-58%
-51%
-52%
-47%

-9%
-12%

06

-52%
-42%
-40%
-35%
-33%
-8%
0%

12

-47%
-33%
-41%
-33%
-34%
-19%

-6%

14

-58%
-51%
-46%
-46%
-43%
-16%
-18%

0.2

-55%
-46%
-44%
-41%
-41%
-22%
-18%

0.4

-44%
-31%
-34%
-27%
-31%
-21%
-12%

0.4

3

-49%
-41%
-37%
-38%
-35%
-12%
-15%

0.4

-36%
-18%
-18%
-14%
-15%

4%

8%

0.7

-27%
-7%
-15%
-6%
-17%
-8%
2%

0.6

-32%
-23%
-13%
-16%
-10%

-1%

-5%

0.8

-25%
-7%
-8%
-6%

2%
11%
12%

14

-28%
-9%
-18%
-8%
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-11%
0%

1.4

-28%
-18%
-13%
-11%
-12%

1%

1%

1.0

-14%
0%
-1%
5%
-2%
6%
13%

19

-15%
5%
-7%
2%
-7%
-2%
8%

1.8

6

-16%
-6%
-2%
-2%

0%
8%
%

12

-17%
2%
0%
%

-2%
7%
13%

1.7

-25%
-1%
-11%
-2%
-12%
-6%
3%

13

-19%
-6%
-2%

0%
0%
%
9%

17

-12%
5%
4%
8%
2%
8%

12%

2.6

-17%
2%
-6%
2%
-9%
-5%
3%

1.9

8

-18%
-1%
-4%
-1%
-6%
-2%

1%

0.5

-24%
-1%
-1%

0%

-10%

-1%
0%

1.0

-31%
-15%
-17%
-10%
-17%
-15%

-8%

11

5%
15%
14%
14%
11%
13%
12%

0.9

-14%
2%
2%
5%

-5%
-2%
2%

11

-23%
-2%
-7%

0%
-9%
-6%

1%

0.7

10

-11%
6%
9%

12%
6%
8%

11%

10

-17%
6%
6%

11%
1%
2%
6%

12

-22%
4%
1%
8%

-7%
-6%
1%

11

*: SeeTable 6 for definitions.

**: Thisreads as follows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 54, what percentage were in agiven

age, education and tertile category in 2000?"

EF: economic families. See text for definitions. Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average
earnings (income) in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant at the 5% level.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series

Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No. 230



Table 10: Average earnings growth and income growth, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000
(Canadian-born couplesin thetop tertile)

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Men aged 25to 34
1. Male earnings -16% -14% -13% -6% -1% 7% 1% 8% 8% 19%
2. Couples earnings -4% -8% -6% 1% 5% 10% 8% 14% 7% 21%
3. EF earnings -2% -5% -4% 4% 7% 11% 8% 15% 7% 21%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) -3% -8% -8% 0% 6% 10% 9% 18% 7% 23%
5. EF market income -1% -5% -5% 3% 8% 10% 8% 14% 6% 19%
6. EF total income 0% -3% -4% 3% 7% 10% 8% 14% 5% 19%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) -1% -6% -9% 0% 6% 9% 8% 17% 6% 21%
Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 0.6 0.2 0.4 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.7 0.5 0.9 10
Men aged 35to 44
1. Male earnings -2% -17% -12% 1% -1% -9% 3% 10% 6% 31%
2. Couples' earnings 11% -5% 2% 13% 11% 5% 13% 20% 13% 34%
3. EF earnings 9% -5% 1% 14% 10% 4% 12% 19% 13% 34%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) 15% 0% 4%  14%  13% 8% 15% 21%  10% = 32%
5. EF market income 9% -5% 0% 13% 10% 3% 10% 17% 11% 36%
6. EF total income 8% -6% 0% 12% 9% 2% 9% 16% 10% 35%

7. EF total income (size-adjusted) 15% 0% 3% 13% 11% 6% 12% 18% 7% 34%

Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 12 0.4 0.8 1.4 1.9 1.8 2.7 1.0 1.1 13
Men aged 45-54

1. Male earnings 4% -21% @ -13% -9% 7% -5% -1% 2% -13% 7%
2. Couples' earnings 9% -9% 0% 7% 21% 9% 13% 10% -1% 23%
3. EF earnings 3% -13% -3% 3% 15% 6% 9% 8% -2% 21%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) 14% -5% 4% 9% 22% 12% 15% 18% -1% 26%
5. EF market income 1% -14% -7% 0% 12% 1% 6% 3% -11% 18%
6. EF total income 1% -14% -8% -1% 11% 1% 6% 2% -12% 17%

7. EF total income (size-adjusted) 11% -6% 0% 5% 17% 6% 12% 12%  -10% 22%

Incidence in 2000 (%) ** 15 0.4 0.7 14 19 13 2.0 11 0.8 11

*: SeeTable 6 for definitions.

**: Thisreads as follows: "Of all Canadian-born couples with men aged 25ta 54, what percentage were in a aiven
aoe, education and tertile category in 2000?"

EF: economic families. See text for definitions. Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average
earnings (income) in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Table11: Average earningsgrowth and income growth, by age of men and education level of partners,
1980-2000 (Recent immigrant couples)

Education level of partners*

A B C All
Men aged 25to0 34
1. Male earnings -37% -33% -17% -16%
2. Couples earnings -34% -22% -13% -9%
3. EF earnings -25% -14% -12% -7%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) -26% -14% -10% -3%
5. EF market income -22% -13% -12% -5%
6. EF total income -12% -7% -9% -1%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) -15% -8% -7% 1%
Men aged 35t0 44
1. Male earnings -46% -39% -35% -30%
2. Couples earnings -41% -34% -29% -24%
3. EF earnings -40% -33% -28% -24%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) -37% -30% -27% -21%
5. EF market income -37% -30% -29% -23%
6. EF total income -271% -23% -26% -18%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) -24% -22% -25% -15%
Men aged 45-54
1. Male earnings -41% -34% -53% -37%
2. Couples earnings -35% -29% -41% -27%
3. EF earnings -39% -26% -38% -30%
4. EF earnings (size-adjusted) -36% -28% -33% -27%
5. EF market income -38% -26% -38% -29%
6. EF total income -31% -21% -34% -24%
7. EF total income (size-adjusted) -28% -23% -29% -20%

*: The educational level of partnersis defined as follows:

A: couples with high school or less (#1 to #4)

B: couples with at most a post-secondary education (#5 to #7)
C: couples with at least one university graduate (#8 to #10)

EF: economic families. See text for definitions. Shaded areas indicate cases where the difference between average
earnings (income) in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically significant at the 5% level.
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Table 12: Average and median annual earnings (2001 k $) of couples, 1980-2000

Canadian-born Recent Immigrant
All Couples Couples Other Couples
I. Actual values
Average
1980 58,800 58,000 54,300 61,600
1985 58,400 57,300 45,000 62,700
1990 63,500 62,900 44,400 67,100
1995 61,200 62,000 31,500 62,800
2000 69,800 71,200 43,000 68,600
% change 1980-2000 19% 23% -21% 11%
Median
1980 55,100 54,100 51,100 57,700
1985 54,300 53,900 38,800 57,400
1990 58,400 58,000 38,700 61,100
1995 55,900 57,000 26,300 55,900
2000 61,500 63,000 35,400 58,800
% change 1980-2000 12% 16% -31% 2%

I1. Hypothetical values for 1985, 1990, 1995 and 2000 based on 1980 age-education composition

Aver age
1980 58,800 58,000 54,300 61,600
1985 56,400 55,400 44,700 59,800
1990 58,800 58,000 44,000 62,100
1995 53,900 54,100 30,600 55,600
2000 59,300 60,000 37,500 59,600
% change 1980-2000 1% 3% -31% -3%
Median
1980 55,100 54,100 51,100 57,700
1985 52,800 52,300 39,600 55,600
1990 54,700 53,700 38,700 57,300
1995 50,000 50,300 25,700 50,300
2000 53,300 54,400 31,400 52,300
% change 1980-2000 -3% 1% -39% -9%

Source: Authors' calculations from Censuses of 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001.
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Table 13: Percentagedistribution of couples annual ear nings, 1980-2000

@ 2 (€)
All couples 1980 2000 2000 | P80O*
<= 25,000 135 14.8 19.2
25,000 - 50,000 29.3 22.3 26.3
50,000 - 75,000 326 26.9 273
75,000 - 100,000 15.8 17.9 154
> 100,000 8.7 18.0 119
Canadian-born couples
<= 25,000 14.1 12.8 181
25,000 - 50,000 29.9 22.0 26.3
50,000 - 75,000 323 28.0 280
75,000 - 100,000 154 18.8 156
> 100,000 84 184 119
Recent immigrant couples
<= 25,000 14.7 37.2 405
25,000 - 50,000 333 29.2 313
50,000 - 75,000 324 18.3 176
75,000 - 100,000 13.9 8.4 6.3
> 100,000 5.7 6.9 42
Other couples
<= 25,000 117 18.2 211
25,000 - 50,000 27.3 22.4 255
50,000 - 75,000 338 24.8 256
75,000 - 100,000 17.3 16.4 151
> 100,000 10.0 18.2 126

* Percentage distribution in 2000 assuming the age-education composition of 1980 and the employent income of 2000.

Source: Authors' calculations from the Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Table 14: Percentage of coupleswith a significant second earner*, by couples earnings, 1980-2000

All couples
<= 25,000
25,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 75,000
75,000 - 100,000
> 100,000
Total

Canadian-bor n couples
<= 25,000
25,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 75,000
75,000 - 100,000
> 100,000
Total

Recent immigrant couples
<= 25,000
25,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 75,000
75,000 - 100,000
> 100,000
Total

Other couples
<= 25,000
25,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 75,000
75,000 - 100,000
> 100,000
Total

1980

75
9.0
16.2
26.4
26.0
15.7

72
8.1
15.7
27.3
26.0
15.2

10.9
154
184
14.4
152
15.7

7.8
11.2
175
24.9
26.5
17.1

2000

10.2
17.0
27.8
34.3
34.5
259

10.6
16.4
27.6
34.5
34.9
26.3

7.8
20.8
252
236
314
19.0

10.1
18.1
28.8
34.5
335
25.6

*: Receiving between 40% and 49.9% of a coupl€'s annual earnings.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Table15: Percentage of coupleswith asignificant second earner*, by education, 1980-2000

All couples

With high school or less

With at most post-secondary education
With at least one university graduate

Canadian-born couples

With high school or less

With at most post-secondary education
With at least one university graduate

Recent immigrant couples

With high school or less

With at most post-secondary education
With at least one university graduate

Other couples

With high school or less

With at most post-secondary education
With at least one university graduate

1980

131
16.1
20.5

12.2
16.0
20.8

18.1
13.6
16.7

15.8
16.7
20.3

2000

22.7
255
29.6

224
254
32.0

20.8
20.3
18.0

23.7
26.2
26.6

*: Recelving between 40% and 49.9% of a couple's annual earnings.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Table16: Canadian-born coupleswith a significant second earner* and high earnings, by education, 1980-2000

% of couples:
Education level (a) (b) (c)
of partners** with a significant earning more with
second ear ner than $100,000 both aand b
1.1980
1 104 25 0.3
2 9.1 4.3 0.4
3 18.3 3.3 0.7
4 16.2 5.1 0.8
5 11.0 4.3 0.6
6 21.4 6.5 16
7 18.6 7.4 2.2
8 11.7 21.2 3.0
9 36.8 229 12.9
10 29.0 320 14.6
11. 2000
1 18.3 5.3 13
2 17.2 5.4 15
3 26.2 6.7 24
4 25.5 11.8 3.6
5 18.9 11.8 2.8
6 29.5 11.7 39
7 27.7 16.6 5.6
8 20.7 370 8.6
9 38.5 29.8 14.7
10 35.3 51.3 21.5

*: Recelving between 40% and 49.9% of a couple's annual earnings.
** The numbersin this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined asfollows :

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with a university degree

©ONO A WN
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Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Table17: Resultsof bivariate probit model, 1980-2000

Educational cateqories®

4 7
Probability (%) of having a significant second
earner and of earning more than $100,000,
couples with men aged 35 to 44
1980 15 2.2
2000 3.8 6.1

10

115

20.3

* The educational categories are defined as follows:
4. Both man and woman with high school diploma

7. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

10. Both man and woman with a university degree

Source: Authors' calculations from Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Figure 1: Percentage distribution of couples earnings, 1980-2000, Canadian-born couples with men aged 25 to 34

Both man and woman with
no high school diploma (#1)

Both man and woman with
a high school diploma (#4)

Both man and woman with
post-secondary education (#7)

Both man and woman
with a university degree (#10)
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Sour ce: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Figure 2: Percentage distribution of couples earnings, 1980-2000, Canadian-born couples with men aged 35 to 44

Both man and woman with Both man and woman with Both man and woman with Both man and woman
no high school diploma (#1) a high school diploma (#4) post-secondary education (#7) with a university degree (#10)
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Sour ce: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series -44- Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No. 230



Figure 3: Percentage distribution of couples earnings, 1980-2000, Canadian-bor n couples with men aged 45 to 54

Both man and woman with Both man and woman with Both man and woman with Both man and woman
no high school diploma (#1) a high school diploma (#4) post-secondary education (#7) with a university degree (#10)
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Sour ce: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series -45- Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No. 230



Figure 4.1: Percentage distribution of earnings of couples, 1980-2000

40.0
35.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0
10.0

5.0 1

0.0 -

<= 25,000 25,000 - 50,000 50,000 - 75,000 75,000 - 100,000 > 100,000

Figure 4.2: Percentage distribution of earnings of Canadian-born couples, 1980-2000

1980 2000

<= 25,000 25,000 - 50,000 50,000 - 75,000 75,000 - 100,000 > 100,000

Source; Censuses of 1981 and 2001.

Analytical Studies— Research Paper Series -46- Statistics CanadaNo. 11F0019 No.230



Figure 4.3: Percentage distribution of earnings of recent immigrant couples, 1980-2000

<=25,000 25,000 - 50,000 50,000 - 75,000 75,000 - 100,000 > 100,000

Figure 4.4 Percentage distribution of earnings of other couples, 1980-2000
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Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Figure5: Percentage of coupleswith a significant second ear ner*, by ear nings of couples, 1980-2000
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* Second earner receiving at least 40% of coupl€e's earnings.
Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table1: Average and median annual ear nings (2001 k $) of men aged 25 to 54,
Canadian-born couples, Canada, 1980-2000*

Canadian-Born Recent Immigrant

All couples Couples Couples Other Couples
Average
1980 45,600 45,300 41,400 46,700
1985 43,100 42,500 33,300 45,700
1990 44,300 44,000 30,600 46,300
1995 41,500 42,100 21,900 42,100
2000 46,500 47,700 30,000 45,200
% change 1980-2000 2% 5% -28% -3%
Median
1980 43,000 42,700 37,800 44,300
1985 40,400 40,400 27,000 41,900
1990 39,900 39,900 25,400 41,300
1995 37,700 39,100 16,800 36,300
2000 40,400 41,000 23,600 37,100
% change 1980-2000 -6% -4% -38% -16%

* The numbers in this table include men with no earnings.

Source: Censuses 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001.
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Appendix Table2: Average weekly earnings of men and women wor king mainly full-time Canadian-born couples
(with men aged 25 to 54), by age of men and education level of partners, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men aged 25-34
1980 Men 833 868 840 873 921 847 921 1,154 833 1,148
Women 473 469 515 546 519 576 608 641 813 865
2000 Men 661 704 703 764 829 846 856 1,106 904 1,218
Women 450 420 497 534 545 564 614 668 828 932
% change Men -21% -19% -16% -13% -10% 0% -T% -4% 2% 6%
Women -5% -10% -4% -2% 5% -2% 1% 4% 2% 8%

Men aged 35-44
1980 Men 915 1,080 927 1,016 1,056 990 1,071 1,596 1,072 1,658
Women 473 505 545 567 518 630 638 756 1,042 1,090
2000 Men 879 848 863 968 1,018 919 1,045 1,605 1,108 1,828
Women 519 563 566 630 607 662 679 782 1,041 1,261
% change Men -4% -22% -7% -5% -4% ™% -2% 1% 3% 10%
Women 10% 11% 4% 11% 17% 5% 6% 3% 0% 16%

Men aged 45-54
1980 Men 913 1,093 944 1,168 1,063 1,004 1,110 1,890 1,291 1,946
Women 460 519 554 597 544 643 673 755 1,164 1,006
2000 Men 832 956 877 1,038 1,118 971 1,093 1,738 1,177 1,978
Women 516 524 594 637 609 717 712 789 1,091 1,307
% change Men -3% -13% -7% -11% 5% -3% -1% -8% -9% 2%
Women 12% 1% % 7% 12% 11% 6% 4% -6% 30%

* The numbersin this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
Man with a university degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with a university degree

©O~NOUAWN
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Percentage chanaes are in bold whenever the difference between weekly earninas in 2000 and those in 1980 is statistically sianificant at the
5% level.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table3: Average annual earnings of Canadian-born couples (with men aged 25 to 54), by age of men and
education level of partners, Canada, 1980 and 2000

Education leve of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men aged 25-34

1980 39,500 47,200 48,100 52,500 51,400 53,300 57,400 70,300 67,800 79,200

2000 33,600 37,700 40,900 49,500 50,700 54,700 59,200 74,900 72,200 90,200
% change -15% -20% -15% -6% -1% 3% 3% 7% 6% 14%
Men aged 35-44

1980 45,200 57,400 53,700 60,100 58,100 61,300 65,300 91,300 84,400 107,000

2000 44,900 48,700 52,800 64,400 63,300 63,900 71,700 101,900 91,200 130,400
% change 0% -15% -2% 7% % 4% 10% 12% 8% 22%
Men aged 45-54

1980 44,700 59,300 54,400 65,800 57,300 62,200 67,400 105,700 95,600 122,500

2000 45400 52,100 53,800 67,900 66,500 66,200 74,300 107,800 94,900 141,300
% change 2% -12% -1% 3% 16% % 10% 2% -1% 15%

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couples in married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma

Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma

Both man and woman with high school diploma
Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diplomaor less
Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level

Man with a university degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
Woman with a university degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
Both man and woman with a university degree
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Percentage changes are in bold whenever the difference between annual earningsin 2000 and thosein 1980 is statistically
significant at the 5% level.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table4: Average and median annual ear nings of women, Canadian-born couples (with men aged

25 to 54), Canada, 1980-2000*

Canadian-Born

Recent Immigrant

All couples Couples Couples Other Couples
Average
1980 13,300 12,700 12,900 14,900
1985 15,300 14,800 11,700 17,000
1990 19,200 18,900 13,800 20,800
1995 19,700 19,900 9,500 20,700
2000 23,200 23,600 13,000 23,400
% change 1980 -2000 75% 85% 1% 57%
Median
1980 6,700 5,600 10,200 10,500
1985 9,900 9,300 7,800 12,700
1990 15,000 15,000 10,000 17,500
1995 15,400 15,600 3,200 16,200
2000 19,100 20,300 5,500 18,500
% change 1980 -2000 187% 265% -46% 76%

* The numbersin this table include women with no earnings.

Source: Censuses 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996 and 2001.
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Appendix Table5: Average earningsand income, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000

(Canadian-born couples)

Education level of partners*

Men aged 25 to 34

1980
. Mae earnings
. Couples earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

~NOoO oA WDN B

2000
. Male earnings
. Couples' earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

NoOo oo~ WDNPRE

1

32,300
39,500
40,800
21,900
41,400
45,600
24,300

23,900
33,600
36,100
19,100
37,000
44,500
23,300

2

38,500
47,200
48,200
26,700
48,900
52,100
28,800

27,900
37,700
39,800
21,600
40,900
47,300
25,400

35,900
48,100
48,900
28,000
49,900
53,200
30,300

27,200
40,900
42,900
23,900
43,800
49,600
27,400

39,600
52,500
53,300
30,800
54,400
57,400
33,000

33,600
49,500
52,300
29,800
53,700
57,900
32,700

41,100
51,400
52,200
29,300
53,200
56,300
31,500

36,600
50,700
52,700
29,900
53,900
58,500
32,900

37,500
53,300
54,100
31,500
55,300
58,300
33,800

35,500
54,700
56,500
32,800
57,600
62,000
35,700

41,700
57,400
58,000
33,700
59,200
62,000
35,900

38,500
59,200
60,500
35,900
62,000
65,700
38,700

54,000
70,300
70,900
41,600
73,500
75,600
44,300

52,100
74,900
76,600
46,300
78,500
81,100
48,900

40,100
67,800
68,800
42,500
71,400
73,800
45,500

41,700
72,200
73,500
45,600
75,000
77,900
48,100

10

53,000
79,200
79,700
49,100
83,400
85,300
52,400

55,600
90,200
91,400
57,400
94,200
96,300
60,300

* See Table 6 for definitions.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table5: Average earningsand income, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000

(Canadian-born couples)

Education level of partners*

Men aged 35to 44

1980
. Mae earnings
. Couples earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

~NOoO oA WDN B

2000
. Male earnings
. Couples' earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

NoOo oo~ WDNPRE

1

37,000
45,200
48,600
24,100
49,800
54,500
26,900

31,900
44,900
47,500
25,200
49,100
55,800
29,400

2

48,100
57,400
60,300
30,100
61,800
65,200
32,500

35,100
48,700
51,400
27,300
53,000
58,600
30,900

41,300
53,700
56,700
29,000
58,700
62,200
31,700

34,100
52,800
55,500
29,500
57,300
62,800
33,200

47,900
60,100
62,000
32,300
63,100
66,100
34,400

43,500
64,400
66,500
35,200
68,500
72,700
38,300

48,300
58,100
60,900
30,800
63,000
66,500
33,500

45,800
63,300
65,500
34,500
67,500
71,700
37,600

45,800
61,300
63,600
32,500
66,300
69,500
35,400

40,300
63,900
65,600
35,000
67,500
71,800
38,200

50,000
65,300
67,200
34,400
69,900
73,000
37,200

48,100
71,700
73,100
38,800
75,000
78,700
41,600

78,700
91,300
92,400
46,800
97,400
99,900
50,600

76,900
101,900
103,000

53,900
106,500
108,900

57,000

51,100
84,400
85,500
46,600
90,700
93,500
50,800

51,400
91,200
92,000
50,100
95,200
98,000
53,200

10

80,500
107,000
107,700

56,600
113,500
115,800

60,600

88,200
130,400
130,800

69,300
136,600
138,400

73,200

* See Table 6 for definitions.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table5: Averageearningsand income, by age of men and education level of partners, 1980-2000

(Canadian-bor n couples) (completed)

Education level of partners*

Men aged 45 to 54

1980
. Mae earnings
. Couples earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

NOoO o WDN B

2000
. Male earnings
. Couples' earnings
. EF earnings
. EF earnings (size-adjusted)
. EF market income
. EF total income
. EF total income (size-adjusted)

~NoO ok WDNE

1

36,700
44,700
55,700
29,300
58,900
63,500
33,300

32,000
45,400
51,700
30,400
54,300
60,000
35,200

2

50,500
59,300
71,200
37,500
76,100
79,300
41,800

38,100
52,100
59,000
33,800
62,400
66,800
38,400

41,800
54,400
65,300
34,100
70,300
73,900
38,500

34,400
53,800
60,600
34,600
63,200
68,000
38,800

53,800
65,800
77,500
40,800
84,000
87,100
45,800

46,000
67,900
75,100
42,500
80,000
83,300
47,200

47,700
57,300
68,800
36,300
73,900
77,200
40,800

48,000
66,500
74,000
42,000
77,600
81,500
46,300

45,400
62,200
71,800
38,000
78,700
81,900
43,300

40,800
66,200
72,800
41,200
76,700
80,500
45,500

51,800
67,400
76,700
40,800
82,900
85,700
45,600

48,500
74,300
80,600
45,600
84,300
87,600
49,600

93,000
105,700
114,200

57,700
126,000
128,300

64,800

81,200
107,800
113,700

62,600
120,800
122,900

67,700

59,500
95,600
102,600
56,200
115,300
117,800
64,300

51,900
94,900
99,800
55,800
106,000
108,600
60,600

10

98,100
122,500
129,600

65,600
144,100
146,100

73,800

94,000
141,300
146,000

77,800
155,500
157,000

83,700

* See Table 6 for definitions.

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table 6: Average weeks worked by men and women, by age of men and education level of partners,
1980-2000 (Canadian-born couples)

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Men aged 25-34
1980 Couples 58.3 66.2 69.9 72.9 68.3 75.3 75.5 76.4 829 81.3
Men 40.6 454 43.8 46.3 45.8 45.2 46.6 48.0 458 474
Women 17.7 20.8 26.1 26.5 22.6 30.1 28.8 28.4 371 339
2000 Couples 61.8 68.0 71.9 79.5 77.0 83.2 85.4 85.1 88.6 87.9
Men 37.2 41.2 40.2 45.3 45.0 45.0 46.6 47.4 47.0 47.1
Women 24.6 26.8 3.7 34.2 32.0 38.2 38.8 37.7 416 40.8
% change Couples 6% ) % 9% 13% 10% 13% 11% 7% 8%
Men -8% -9% -8% -2% -2% -1% 0% -1% 3% -1%
Women 39% 29% 21% 29% 42% 27% 35% 33% 12% 20%
Men aged 35-44
1980 Couples 61.5 68.0 71.1 72.2 68.0 75.9 76.1 72.0 83.8 79.6
Men 417 47.2 45.3 47.6 46.4 46.9 47.9 49.7 47.8 495
Women 19.7 20.8 25.8 24.6 21.6 29.0 28.2 22.3 36.0 30.2
2000 Couples 67.1 739 79.0 84.2 80.3 85.9 86.9 86.0 89.5 88.8
Men 385 431 42.4 46.6 46.4 45.6 47.4 49.0 47.2 49.1
Women 28.6 30.7 36.7 37.6 33.9 40.3 39.5 37.0 23 39.7
% change Couples 9% ) 11% 17% 18% 13% 14% 19% 7% 12%
Men -8% -% -6% -2% 0% -3% -1% -1% -1% -1%
Women 45% 48% 42% 53% 57% 39% 40% 66% 17% 32%
Men aged 45-54
1980 Couples 61.1 66.6 71.0 71.8 67.8 76.4 76.7 71.0 83.7 78.7
Men 41.6 46.8 447 47.8 46.2 46.2 475 49.6 46.4 50.1
Women 195 19.8 26.4 24.0 21.6 30.1 29.2 21.4 37.3 28.6
2000 Couples 66.7 73.0 77.8 83.1 79.6 84.5 86.2 85.7 89.0 90.2
Men 38.1 423 41.3 455 45.0 43.8 45.9 48.0 458 48.1
Women 28.6 30.6 36.5 37.7 34.6 40.7 40.3 37.7 432 21
% change Couples 9% 10% 10% 16% 17% 11% 12% 21% 6% 15%
Men -8% -10% -8% -5% -2% -5% -3% -3% -1% -4%
Women 47% 55% 3% 57% 60% 35% 38% 76% 16% 47%

* The numbersin this table refer to opposite-sex couplesin married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diplomaor less
Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor'slevel, man with high school diplomaor less
. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
. Man with a university degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with auniversity degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
10. Both man and woman with a university degree
The numbersin this table include men and women with no weeks worked.

©ONOOUAWN

Source: Censuses of 1981 and 2001.
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Appendix Table 7: Proportion of employed men and women wor king mainly full-time, by age of men and education
level of partners, 1980-2000 (Canadian-born couples)

Education level of partners*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Men aged 25-34
1980 Men 0.95 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 097 0.95
Women 0.70 0.71 0.74 0.75 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.71 0.79 0.75
2000 Men 0.93 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.95
Women 0.69 0.66 0.71 0.73 0.69 0.75 0.76 0.75 0.82 0.82
% change Men -2% -3% 0% -1% -1% -1% -1% -1% 0% 0%
Women -2% -1% -4% -2% -4% 4% 6% 5% 3% 9%

Men aged 35-44
1980 Men 0.95 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.98 0.98
Women 0.65 0.62 0.70 0.66 0.62 0.63 0.59 0.48 0.74 0.60
2000 Men 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.98 097 0.97
Women 0.71 0.70 0.76 0.72 0.70 0.74 0.72 0.65 0.79 0.71
% change Men 0% -1% -1% -1% 0% 0% 0% -1% -1% -1%
Women 10% 13% 10% 9% 12% 17% 21% 34% 6% 19%

Men aged 45-54
1980 Men 0.94 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.98 097 0.98
Women 0.64 0.60 0.67 0.62 0.59 0.65 0.60 0.49 0.77 0.57
2000 Men 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.95 0.97
Women 0.74 0.72 0.77 0.77 0.72 0.75 0.73 0.68 0.82 0.76
% change Men 0% -2% 0% -1% 0% 0% -1% -1% -2% -1%
Women 16% 20% 14% 24% 22% 16% 23% 37% 6% 32%

* The numbers in this table refer to opposite-sex couples in married or common-law relationships. The education level of
partnersis defined as follows:

1. Both man and woman without high school diploma
. Man with high school diploma, woman without high school diploma
. Woman with high school diploma, man without high school diploma
. Both man and woman with high school diploma
. Man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, woman with high school diploma or less
. Woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level, man with high school diploma or less
. Both man and woman with post-secondary education below bachelor's level
. Man with auniversity degree, wife with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less
. Woman with auniversity degree, man with post-secondary education below bachelor's level or less,
. Both man and woman with a university degree

O©CoOoO~NOOUThWNDN
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The numbers in this table exclude men and women with no weeks worked during the reference year.

Source: Censuses 1981 and 2001.
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