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very morning at 8:30 a.m., Monday to Friday, Internet
users can display the day’s top socio-economic data simply  by
selecting Daily News on Statistic Canada’s Web site at
www.statcan.ca.  There is no charge for this service.

The Daily is an early-bird review of the latest official data and
information released by Statistics Canada.  Key economic
indicators like employment rates and the Consumer Price Index,
in addition to a wide range of business-related information, make
The Daily the #1 choice for business people who want to keep
up-to-date on the country’s most important economic
developments ... as they happen.  It is also the best source for
concise briefs on the state of the economy and Canadian society
in general.
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population statisticsmotor vehicle salesfuel pricesinternational tradeagricultural dataemployment ratesconsumer price indexes
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securities

census datainvestmentwholesale and retail trade
national accounts and balance

of paymentsshipmentstravel statisticsconstructionmanufacturing... and more

Here’s just a taste of what

you’ll find at our site:

Find out why
journalists across
Canada access
The DailThe DailThe DailThe DailThe Daily y y y y every
working day
The media has long relied on The Daily for the
information contained in many of the news reports
Canadians read or listen to on a regular basis.  Now
you, too, can link up to this same information quickly
and conveniently.  What’s more, The Daily will
keep you tuned to the timing and delivery of major
Statistics Canada releases and the arrival of our
newest products and services.

So, pull up a chair and visit us at our Web site
soon.  We want your day to get off to the
right start.
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Ateenager working in a hospital
gift shop after school, a parent
coaching their child’s soccer

team, a senior sitting on the board of
directors of a community social ser-
vice agency — these are some of the
faces of volunteering in Canada
today. A significant proportion of

Canadian adults offer their time and
energy to work as volunteers.

Volunteering varies in orderly pat-
terns as people move through the
different circumstances of their lives.
Generally, it rises from a low in
teenage years through early adult-
hood to a peak in the late 40s and 50s
and declines thereafter. However,
these overall, age-specific rates mask
some important differences, which
emerge when such life events as get-
ting married, having children and
working are considered. Using data
from the 1997 National Survey of Giv-
ing, Volunteering and Participating
(NSGVP), this article probes how dif-
ferent mixes of social factors increase
or diminish the likelihood that a per-
son will be a volunteer at different
stages of the life cycle. It also considers
the relationship between social con-
nectivity and volunteering.

Marriage and children are key
influences on volunteering
The formation and dissolution of
partnerships are important parts of
the life cycle that affect many of the
subsequent choices people make. In
general, married individuals tend to
volunteer more than those who are
single or formerly married. The only
exceptions occur in the 15- to 24-year-
old group, in which singles were more
likely to volunteer than married indi-
viduals (35% compared with 20% in

CANADIAN SOCIAL TRENDS SUMMER 2001 Statistics Canada — Catalogue No. 11-0082

Patterns of volunteering 
over the life cycle
Patterns of volunteering 
over the life cycle
by L. Kevin Selbee and Paul B. Reed

This article has been adapted from
Patterns of volunteering over the
life cycle, one in a series of reports
from Statistics Canada’s Nonprofit
Sector Knowledge Base Project. 



Statistics Canada — Catalogue No. 11-008 SUMMER 2001 CANADIAN SOCIAL TRENDS 3

1997) and in the 25- to 34-year-old
group, in which people volunteered at
equal rates regardless of their marital
status. While married and formerly
married people volunteer most
between the ages of 35 and 44, singles
this age tend to volunteer the least.

Perhaps even more than getting
married, having children brings
changes with far-reaching conse-
quences. Once people become
parents, their obligations, expecta-
tions, roles and outlook on life often
change quite dramatically. Not sur-
prisingly, then, the presence and age
of children also affect the likelihood
that individuals will volunteer. Overall,

having young children (age 5 and
under) reduces, while having older
children (age 6 and over) increases,
the probability of volunteering.

People without children volunteer
at the same rate as singles, and those
with older children volunteer at the
same rate as married individuals. Of
course, married people may volunteer
at higher rates than singles because
they are more likely to have children,
whose various educational and recre-
ational activities get parents involved.
Indeed, when the presence and age of
children are held constant, there are no
significant differences in volunteering
rates for marital groups at most ages.

Three important exceptions do,
however, exist. Among people with 
no children in the home, single 
15- to 24-year-olds and married seniors
were significantly more likely to volun-
teer than other marital groups. And
among people with older children, mar-
ried parents between 25 and 64 were
consistently leaders in volunteering.

Over one-third of 15- to 24-year-
olds without children volunteer
Multi-dimensional cross-tabulations
were used to further identify factors
that influence rates of volunteering.1

The first question addressed was why
single childless 15- to 24-year-olds
volunteer more than their married
counterparts. Results indicated that
religion was the only factor that could
explain the difference in rates. 
Furthermore, the results were signifi-
cant only for Protestants (51% of
singles and 24% of married individu-
als volunteered) and Catholics 
(31% versus 20%, respectively).
Among people with no religious affil-
iation, rates of volunteering were the
same regardless of marital status.
Results were inconclusive for those of
other religions.

It could be that these young 
married Protestants and Catholics 
volunteer less than their single coun-
terparts because, being at an early
stage of their marriage, they are more
focussed on their own lives than the
affairs of the larger community.
Indeed, when 15-to 24-year-olds’
involvement in the community is
examined, it becomes clear that single
Protestants and Catholics tended to
have higher community participation

1. The variables examined included 
education (high school or less, some
postsecondary, and university or more),
labour force status (working full-time,
part-time, or not in the labour force),
religion (no religion, Catholic, Protestant
and other religions), gender, and stu-
dent status.

% who volunteer
Married Single Formerly married

No children Children 5 and under Children 6 and over

20

25

30

35

40

65+55-6445-5435-4425-3415-24

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997.

Age groups

Age groups

20

30

40

50

65+55-6445-5435-4425-3415-24

Over the life course, married individuals are most likely to 
volunteer…CSTCST

… as are those with children 6 years and over in the home



rates than those who were married.2

Singles were equally, or more, active
in community organizations than
their married counterparts: they were
more active socially with family and
friends, went to church much more
often, volunteered for twice as many
organizations, and had lived longer in
their communities.

Research has repeatedly shown that
the more varied a person's involvement
in their community, the greater the
likelihood they will perform volunteer
work.3 “Social connectivity” (or com-
munity involvement) reflects the scope
and intensity of the ways people inter-
act with other individuals and groups,
be they family, friends, neighbours,
store staff, coworkers, acquaintances, or
strangers. Interactions with individuals
can be described as either socially prox-
imate (those with family members) or
socially extended (those with people at
one’s workplace or others who are not
family). Extended connectivity entails
awareness of, and attention to, a range

of individuals and groups who extend
beyond one’s social world of immediate
family and neighbours.

Being connected may lead to
increased volunteering in a number of
ways: other people’s need for help
becomes more apparent, the cause of
organizations becomes more visible,
more acquaintances are volunteers and,
perhaps most important, one gets
asked to volunteer more often. There is
ample evidence that being asked is the
main way people become volunteers
and this happens most often among
people who are known to, or in contact
with, one another. It is reasonable,
then, to conclude that single 15- to 24-
year-olds’ higher rate of volunteering is
related to their more extensive involve-
ment in activities in the community.

Nearly one-third of married 
seniors volunteer
The other group of people without
children at home who have signifi-
cantly higher volunteer rates than

others was married seniors 65 years
and over. Both men and women in this
age group volunteered at higher rates
than those who were not married.4

What could account for this? As in the
case of 15-to 24-year-olds, religion is
the only significant factor. Among
seniors in 1997, married Protestant
and Catholic men and married women
of other religions had volunteering

CANADIAN SOCIAL TRENDS SUMMER 2001 Statistics Canada — Catalogue No. 11-0084

2. Six indices of community participation
examined are: civic participation, social
participation, frequency of church 
attendance, number of organizations
volunteered for, years of residence in
the community, and the number of dif-
ferent types of informal helping done in
the past year. (See "What you should
know about this study" for definitions.)

3. Wilson, J. and M.A. Musick. 1997. "Work
and volunteering: The long arm of the
job." Social Forces. 76: 251-272.

4. In analyzing this group, the single
(never married) are combined with for-
merly married (widowed, divorced and
separated) to create a single group of
not-married individuals.

Data for the analysis in this article come from the 1997
National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participat-
ing (NSGVP) that was conducted in private households
in the 10 provinces. The NSGVP interviewed 18,301
Canadians aged 15 years and over, of whom 31%
reported that they had given time as an unpaid volun-
teer to a non-profit organization at least once during
the preceding 12 months.

Multi-dimensional cross-tabulations were used to
arrive at rates of volunteering across age groups and a
method called analysis of variance was employed to
test for differences between groups.

Single: never married.

Married: legal marriage or common-law union.

Formerly married: individuals who are widowed,
divorced or separated.

Individuals with older children: those who have at
least one child aged 6 or over. Younger children may or

may not be present in these homes.

Indices of community participation
Civic participation: membership in political organiza-
tions, religious groups, service clubs and other
community organizations.

Social participation: the frequency with which a per-
son interacts with family and friends in various social
settings.

Frequency of church attendance: the number 
of times per year the individual attends religious 
services.

Number of organizations: the number of organizations
a person belongs to.

Years of residence in the community: proxy for the
extent to which a person becomes integrated into or
connected with their community over time.

Informal helping: supporting others in ways that do
not involve organizations.

What you should know about this studyCSTCST
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rates significantly higher than 
their not-married counterparts. No 
significant differences in rates of 
volunteering were found between
married and not-married women of
Protestant and Catholic denomina-
tions and those with no religious
affiliation.

Seniors who volunteer more were
more likely to be socially connected.
And indeed, senior married Catholic
and Protestant men, and senior mar-
ried women of other religions, had
significantly higher rates of commu-
nity participation than their
not-married counterparts — on all six
indicators for Catholic men and on
three of six for Protestant men and
women of other religions.

Over 40% of married parents with
older children volunteer
Through involvement in school and
recreational activities, children aged 6
and over often draw their parents into
volunteering. But in the 25- to 
64-year-old group with older children,
married parents volunteer at rates sig-
nificantly higher than those who are
lone parents. This is hardly surprising:
with no partner to share the other
demands on their time, lone parents
likely have less time and energy to
devote to volunteering.

Testing for the reasons behind this
pattern reveal the by now familiar
result: religion alone influenced 
volunteering. Only married Catholic
and Protestant parents volunteer at
significantly higher rates than lone
parents in these denominations. 
But while married and not-married 
men show no differences in rates of
volunteering, married Catholic and
Protestant women are significantly
more likely to volunteer than their
not-married counterparts. Once again,
the difference can be linked to social
connectivity.

Five of six indices for both Catholic
and Protestant married women with
older children show higher levels of

Single Married
%

No religion 30 32
Catholic 31 20
Protestant 51 24
Other religions 35 --

-- Sample size too small to produce reliable estimate.

Note: Numbers in bold are statistically significantly different from the other row entry.

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997.

Among 15- to 24-year-olds with no children, one in two single
Protestants offered their services as volunteersCSTCST

Age group Single Married Formerly married
%

No children 15-24 35 23 --
25-34 27 29 34
35-44 25 26 33
45-54 26 28 30
55-64 31 31 26

65+ 19 26 19

Children 6 and over 15-24 -- -- --
25-34 28 38 30
35-44 22 45 34
45-54 -- 43 30
55-64 -- 30 16

65+ -- 22 15

-- Sample size too small to produce reliable estimate.

Note: Numbers in bold are statistically significantly different from at least one other row entry.

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997.

Among people with older children, married 25- to 64-year-olds 
were most likely to volunteerCSTCST

Women Men
Not married Married Not married Married

%
No religion 39 46 23 33
Catholic 21 37 26 37
Protestant 35 62 50 54
Other religions 35 26 -- 27

-- Sample size too small to produce reliable estimate.

Note: Numbers in bold are statistically significantly different from the other row entry within gender.

Source: Statistics Canada, National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating, 1997.

Among 25- to 64-year-olds with older children, more than 
6 in 10 married Protestant women volunteeredCSTCST
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community participation than for
lone mothers. This same relationship
holds for other groups as well: where
levels of connectivity tend to be
equal, the likelihood of volunteering
tends also to be equal.

Full-time workers and the jobless
volunteer at similar rates
Another component of the life cycle
centres on a person’s job and stage 
of career development. The typical 
progression begins with schooling, at
times combined with part-time work,
followed by full-time work in the
labour force or unpaid work outside
the labour force, and then retirement
from the paid labour force.

Those employed full time and
those with no jobs volunteer at
roughly similar rates; significant dif-
ferences occur only between the ages
of 25 and 44. On the other hand, the
rate for part-time workers and stu-
dents combined5 are significantly
higher than both full-time worker and
no-job rates at all ages. Marital status,
presence of children, education,
income, occupation and even religion
do not explain these differences.
Examining levels of community par-
ticipation clarifies the picture; the
majority of connectivity indices —
four out of six — are higher for the
part-time/student group.

Summary
Differences in the rate of volunteering
are associated with marriage, children
and employment, three of the defin-
ing components of the life cycle.
Married individuals volunteer more
than those who are single, divorced,
widowed or separated. Individuals
with children 5 years and under 

volunteer the least, those with chil-
dren aged 6 and over volunteer the
most, and those without children 
fall somewhere in between. Students
and part-time workers tend to volun-
teer more than those who work
full-time or those who are not in paid
employment.

When data are examined more
closely, however, these patterns are
not as clear and it becomes apparent
that there are important age-related
differences in how life cycle circum-
stances affect volunteering. For
example, patterns of volunteering by
marital status differ across age groups
and are influenced by the presence
and age of children in the home. In
the case of people without children,
marital status affects volunteering
only for young adults and seniors. For
those between the ages of 25 and 64,
marital status has no effect on volun-
teering if there are no children in the
home; if there are children over the
age of 6, married individuals are more
likely to volunteer than those who are
not married.

Additional patterns exist, but the
important point is that a complex
interplay of factors encourages or
inhibits volunteering depending on
the combination of an individual’s
life cycle circumstances. Nor are 
patterns across the full life cycle
entirely due to differences in basic

socioeconomic characteristics such as
religion, education or income. Reli-
gion makes a difference for some,
while education and income do not
affect the patterns in any consistent
or pronounced way. The various con-
ditions and factors overlap in
numerous ways and how, in combina-
tion, they affect volunteering has not
been identified with full precision.

Finally, the link between volun-
teering and levels of community
participation shows that, among
groups of individuals, who are often
quite different, higher rates of 
volunteering are fairly consistently
associated with higher levels of com-
munity participation of various kinds.
There may be some benefit from a
more thorough examination of the
link between social connectivity and
volunteer behaviour.

L. Kevin Selbee is a Social Science
Researcher with National Accounts
and Analytical Studies Field, Statis-
tics Canada and Paul B. Reed is
Senior Social Scientist with National
Accounts and Analytical Studies Field,
Statistics Canada and Associate Profes-
sor in the Department of Sociology and
Anthropology, Carleton University.

CSTCST

5. The student and part-time rates were
combined because after age 25 the stu-
dent rate is much like that of the
part-time group, and because the num-
ber of students for cohorts 34 years and
over becomes very small.

Send your comments to:
Editor-in-Chief, 
CANADIAN SOCIAL TRENDS, 
7th floor, Jean Talon Bldg., 
Statistics Canada, 
Ottawa, Ontario, 
K1A 0T6.

FAX number (613) 951-0387.
Internet e-mail: cstsc@statcan.ca.
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We feel safe
Most Canadians (91%) were sat-
isfied with their safety from crime
in 1999, up from 86% in 1993, but
they failed to report 60% of
crimes to police in 1999, mainly
because they did not consider
them sufficiently important. In
1993, 56% of crimes went unre-
ported. High satisfaction with
police performance was largely
unchanged from 1993, and
although satisfaction with the
criminal courts improved over the
same period, many people rated
the courts’ speed and helpfulness
to victims (41% and 35% respec-
tively) as poor. Three factors
linked to the risk of becoming a
victim of sexual assault, robbery
or theft of personal property are
age, place of residence and num-
ber of evening activities. Youths
aged 15 to 24 had a risk rate
twice as high as the national
average; urban dwellers had a
rate 40% higher than the rural
population; and people who
engaged in 30 or more evening
activities per month had four times
the risk of people with less than 10
evening activities.

Canadian Centre for 
Justice Statistics
Juristat, Vol. 20, No. 10
Statistics Canada 
Catalogue no. 85-002-XPE 
(Internet: 85-002-XIE)
1 800 387-2231

Institutional residents
Between 1994 and 1998, the
health of people living in long-term
care institutions declined, but
three-fifths of them still reported
their general health as comparable
to or better than in 1994. Four out
of five residents had a long-term
disability, and two-thirds had more
chronic health problems in 1998
than in 1994. Osteoporosis, heart
disease and dementia were the
most common newly reported con-
ditions. Two-thirds of residents
said the frequency with which they
saw close friends outside the insti-
tution did not fall over the four
years, and four-fifths maintained at
least the same level of contact with
a family member over the period.

Health Statistics Division
Client Custom Services
(613) 951-1643

To serve and protect
Total costs for police services in
1999 were $6.4 billion ($210 per
capita), about 1% more than in 1998
after adjusting for inflation. As of
June 2000, there were 182 officers
per 100,000 population, a rate that
has remained largely unchanged
since 1995. Provincially, Quebec
and Manitoba had the highest rate
at 188 and 187 per 100,000,
respectively; Prince Edward Island

and Newfoundland had the lowest,
at 148 and 143. Among the census
metropolitan areas, Thunder Bay
had the highest rate (196 per
100,000), and Sherbrooke the low-
est (110). From 1990 to 2000 the
number of female officers has dou-
bled from 6% (3,573) to almost 14%
(7,658) of all officers. The propor-
tion of female officers was highest
in British Columbia (17%) and low-
est in the Atlantic provinces (10%).

Canadian Centre for 
Justice Statistics
Police Resources in 
Canada, 2000
Statistics Canada 
Catalogue no. 85-225-XPE
(Internet: 85-225-XIE)
CANSIM matrix 301, 
table 00130101
1 800 387-2231

Hammer technology
In 1999, Canadian homeowners
spent a total of $13.6 billion on
home repairs and renovations; two-
thirds of this total was spent on
contracting out and one-third on
materials purchased separately.
The national average per household
was $1,810, with the highest
spenders in British Columbia
($1,970) and the lowest in Manito-
ba ($1,290). Across Canada, rural
homeowners were more likely to be
“do-it-your-selfers,” devoting half of
their repair and renovation budget
to materials compared to less than
one-third for urban owners. At
$2,110, wife–husband families
with children spent the most,

almost 60% of which was devoted
to additions, renovations and new
installations. In contrast, persons
living alone and lone parents spent
over 50% of their budgets on
repairs, maintenance and replacing
equipment.

Income Statistics Division
Homeowner Repair and 
Renovation Expenditure in 
Canada, 1999
Statistics Canada 
Catalogue no. 62-201-XPE
(Internet: 62-201-XIE)
1 888 297-7355

The part-time choice
Seventy-three percent of the 2.7
million Canadians who worked
part-time in 1999 did so because
they chose to. These voluntary
part-time workers were most
often aged 15 to 24 (40%) or
women between 25 and 54
(40%). The three most common
reasons for choosing a shorter
work week were school, personal
choice and family responsibility.
All part-timers reported much
lower levels of work stress (10%)
than full-time workers (40%). As
well, part-time workers were
more satisfied with the balance
between job and home life (83%)
than full-timers (72%).

Labour and Household Surveys
Analysis Division
Perspectives on Labour and
Income, Vol. 1, No. 2
Statistics Canada 
Catalogue no. 75-001-XPE 
(Internet: 75-001-XIE)
(613) 951-6890

K E E P I N G  T R A C K



CANADIAN SOCIAL TRENDS SUMMER 2001 Statistics Canada — Catalogue No. 11-0088

Many Canadians feel

they just don’t have

time to accommo-

date both paid and unpaid

work in a busy schedule. They

may also feel that neither their

family nor their job is getting

their best. The resulting stress is

a concern for employees and

employers alike since it may

lead to burnout, poor health,

dissatisfaction with life at

home or on the job, lower 

productivity and employee

turnover.1 People with the most

intense demands on their time

(for example, employed moth-

ers) are under the most stress.2

Enjoying work: An effective 
strategy in the struggle to juggle?
Enjoying work: An effective 
strategy in the struggle to juggle?
by Judith A. Frederick and Janet E. Fast

The data for this article were drawn from the 1998 General Social Sur-
vey (GSS) on time use. Interviews were conducted over a 12-month
period with more than 11,000 Canadians aged 15 and over living in
private households in the 10 provinces. Respondents were asked to
record their activities, and the amount of time spent on those activi-
ties, in a 24-hour diary. They were also asked whether they enjoyed
doing certain activities, including their paid work and housework, and
to describe how they perceived the balance between their work and
family responsibilities, time pressures and their life as a whole.1

This study is based on the data collected from respondents with paid
employment. Logistic regression analysis was used to estimate how
time spent on paid work and housework and enjoyment of these activi-
ties were related to the three quality-of-life indicators. Models were
developed separately for women and men because, despite similar atti-
tudes to work, women and men experience work in different ways.

Paid work: employment in a job or business from which the respon-
dent earned wages, salaries or income from self-employment.

Housework/house cleaning: indoor and outdoor cleaning, laundry,
ironing, mending.

Time crunch: respondent answered “yes” to 7 of 10 questions
designed to measure whether people perceive themselves as having
insufficient time during the day to accomplish what they need to do.

Satisfied: respondent is very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the bal-
ance between work and family lives and with her or his life in general.

Not satisfied: respondent is somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

1. Parents were not asked whether they enjoyed providing child care; consequently, no
assessment could be made of how this task affected parents’ perceived quality of life.

What you should know about this studyCSTCST

1. Koeske, Gary F., Stuart A. Kirk and Randi
D. Koeske. 1993. "Coping with job
stress: Which strategies work best?"
The British Psychological Society. 
319-335.

2. Frederick, Judith A. 1995. As Time Goes
By… Time Use of Canadians, General
Social Survey, 1992. Statistics Canada
Catalogue no. 89-544E.



However, there are big differences in
the levels of stress reported by different
groups of adults. Because stress is so
problematic, understanding why peo-
ple in similar situations experience
different levels of stress is important.
One explanation offered by research is
exercising control over one’s environ-
ment, which can buffer the negative
effects of stress. But there is another pos-
sible answer: whether people like what
they do. Some research suggests that
people who enjoy the work they do
tend to feel less stress and report a bet-
ter quality of life than people who do
not.3 Does enjoying the things we do
buffer the effect of intense demands on
our lives?

This article uses information from
the 1998 General Social Survey (GSS) on
time use to determine whether enjoy-
ment of paid work and household work
influences our perception of quality of
life as measured by three indicators: the
perceived balance between work and
family; perceived time pressure; and
general life satisfaction.

People happier with fewer hours 
of work
Nearly three-quarters of employed
Canadians reported that they were
satisfied with the balance they had
achieved between work and family —
73% of women and 74% of men.
About one-quarter can be described 
as time-crunched, although more
women (27%) than men (22%) felt
this way. Few workers reported that
they were not satisfied with their life
overall, at only about 9% of women
and 7% of men.

Cutting back on time spent on paid
work may help to alleviate the stress
associated with increased home and
family responsibilities.4 The 1998 GSS
data confirm that women who were
satisfied with the balance between their
paid work and their family demands
spent less time on the job (34 hours)
and on housework (6 hours) than those
who were dissatisfied (38 hours and

almost 7 hours, respectively). Men who
were happier with this element of their
lives also spent less time on paid work
but their satisfaction was not affected
by time devoted to household chores.

The data reveal a similar pattern
when stress due to time pressures is
examined. Once again, housekeeping
played a bigger role for women since
housework was clearly related to time
crunch for women but not for men.
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Women Men
Paid work House cleaning Paid work House cleaning

Average hours/week
Work–family balance

Satisfied 33.8 6.1 41.8 2.1
Not satisfied 37.7 6.8 49.0 2.4

Time crunch
No 34.3 5.7 42.2 2.2
Yes 35.9 7.9 49.2 2.1

Life satisfaction
Satisfied 35.1 6.1 43.6 2.2
Not satisfied 30.6 7.9 44.8 1.7

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 1998.

Women who are satisfied with their quality of life average less 
time on household workCSTCST

3. Robinson, John P. and G. Godbey. 1997.
Time for life: The surprising way Amer-
icans use their time. University Park:
Penn State Press.

4. Fast, J.E. and J.A. Frederick. June 1996.
Perceived time stress: The role of
demands and resources. Paper present-
ed at the annual conference of the
Canadian Association for Research in
Home Economics, St. Catharines.

Not satisfied with Feeling time Not satisfied with
work–family balance crunch life overall

%
Employed women
Paid work

Enjoy 22 23 5
Dislike 53 41 21

Housework
Enjoy 23 28 7
Dislike 30 28 8

Employed men
Paid work

Enjoy 20 18 5
Dislike 44 31 14

Housework
Enjoy 24 23 8
Dislike 26 20 7

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 1998.

Adults who do not enjoy their work tend to score lower on the 
quality-of-life indicatorsCSTCST
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The data for life satisfaction tell a 
different story than the other two
quality-of-life indicators. Women who
were satisfied with life overall spent
more time on paid work and fewer
hours on cleaning the house. In con-
trast, men were more content if they
worked fewer hours for pay and spent
more time on housework.

Enjoying work reduces stresses on
time and on work–family balance
The question that arises now is
whether a person’s enjoyment of work
helps to reduce the negative effects of
spending more time working. To
answer it, a logistic regression model

was developed to calculate the odds of
a person responding positively to each
of the three quality-of-life indicators 
as the number of hours they work
increases.5 The results suggest that
women and men could both benefit
from adopting less traditional roles.

Compared with those who did not
enjoy their paid work, both women
and men who did enjoy it were over
twice as likely to be satisfied with the
balance between their job and family
demands and half as likely to report
being time-crunched. The same is true
of overall life satisfaction, but the dif-
ference is particularly striking for
women: the odds that a woman will

consider her life satisfactory were over
five times higher for those who
enjoyed their paid jobs than for those
who did not.

Nevertheless, more hours were not
necessarily beneficial to women who
enjoyed their paid work. With each
additional hour on the job, they were
marginally less likely to be satisfied

5. Variables in the model were hours spent
on paid work, hours spent on housework,
enjoyment of paid work and housework,
whether enjoyment of an activity mediat-
ed the effect of spending more time on it,
occupation, marital status, presence of
children, age and health.

Employed women Employed men
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

with work– Feel time with life with work– Feel time with life
family balance crunch overall family balance crunch overall

Like paid work 2.7 0.5 5.2 2.1 0.6 1.9
Dislike paid work 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Additional hour of paid work * * 1.01 0.99 1.01 *
Additional hour if enjoyed paid work 0.99 1.01 * * * *
Enjoy housework 1.3 * * * 1.4 *
Dislike housework 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Additional hour of housework 0.99 1.04 * * * *
Additional hour if enjoyed housework * * * * * *
Professionals/upper management 0.5 1.4 * * * *
Semi-professionals/technicians/

middle management 0.6 * * * * *
Supervisors/forepersons * * * * * *
Skilled workers/farmers * * * * * *
Semi-skilled workers * * * * 0.7 1.6
Unskilled workers 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Married * * 2.5 * 1.5 1.9
Not married 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Child(ren) under 19 years 0.6 1.6 * 0.6 * *
No children 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Good or excellent health 2.9 0.5 3.4 2.0 0.4 6.4
Poor or fair health 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

* Results not statistically significant from the benchmark group.

Note: This table presents the odds that an employed adult reports being satisfied as measured by three quality-of-life indicators, relative to the odds that a 
benchmark group will be satisfied (odds ratio), when all other variables in the analysis are held constant. The benchmark group is shown in boldface for 
each variable.

Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 1998.

Women and men who like their paid work have higher odds of being satisfied with lifeCSTCST
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with their work–family balance and
more likely to feel time pressured.

Nor did enjoyment of paid work
mitigate the relationship between the
time men spent on the job and any of
the quality of life indicators. Whether
they liked their job or not, more time at
paid work decreased their satisfaction
with the work–family balance.

If a woman enjoyed doing house-
work, she was 30% more likely to be
happy with the balance between work
and family demands than if she did 
not. On the other hand, the small 
proportion of men who enjoyed
housecleaning had 40% higher odds
than other men of feeling time pres-
sured. Nevertheless, devoting more
time to housework produced lower
scores on some quality-of-life mea-
sures. With each additional hour per
week spent on housecleaning, the
odds that women were satisfied with
their work–family balance dropped
10% and their feeling of being time-
crunched rose 4%.

Professional and managerial women
less satisfied than other workers 
Of course, other factors more particular
to an individual than work hours and
work enjoyment can affect perceived
quality of life. For example, women in
middle and upper professional, techni-
cal or managerial positions might be
expected to experience less stress
because they have more control over
their work lives than unskilled work-
ers. Instead, it appears that adding the
demands of a professional job to fami-
ly responsibilities compounds stress
and dissatisfaction. When all other
variables in the model are held con-
stant, women in higher level jobs had
only half the odds of being satisfied
with the balance between their work
and family lives, and 40% higher odds
of being time-crunched than women
in unskilled jobs.

Having some support and compan-
ionship at home also is important to
people’s quality of life. Compared with

unmarried women and men, wives (2.5)
and husbands (1.9) had considerably
greater odds of being satisfied with life.
But while women were just as pressed
for time whether they were married or
single, among men husbands felt more
time-crunched than single men.

All other factors being equal, both
mothers and fathers had lower odds
than women and men without children
of feeling satisfied with their work–
family balance; mothers also had 60%
higher odds of being time-crunched
than other women.

The idea that good health is an
important determinant of emotional
well-being is strongly borne out by the
data. Workers who reported they were
in good to excellent health had much
greater odds of scoring high on satisfac-
tion with work–family balance and life
overall than those whose self-assessed
health status was fair or poor.

Summary
The effect of work enjoyment on
respondents’ reported quality of life was
universally beneficial. Both women and
men who enjoyed paid work were hap-
pier with their work–family balance and
with life overall and also felt less 
time-crunched. Similarly, enjoying
housework improved women’s sense of
balance in their work–family relation-
ship. These findings are consistent with
Lowe’s observation that quality of work
is even more important to Canadians
than earnings.6

But two of the most important 
findings were not expected. First,
women who enjoyed their paid jobs
did not report greater improvement in
their quality of life as their hours
increased. Second, men who enjoyed
housework were more likely to be
time stressed than those who did not.

Despite their increased participation
in the workforce, women still retain pri-
mary responsibility for family care and
household work; moreover, these tasks
tend to be inflexible and unrelenting,
and as such may interfere with women’s

freedom to devote as much time and
attention as they want to their preferred
activity. Similarly, men who enjoy
housework, and consequently do more
of it, may be more time stressed because
they have less time for their paid job to
which they feel they should be fully
committed. These findings are entirely
consistent with an earlier study that
shows women and men are equally
committed to both paid work and fam-
ily roles and that assigning them
traditional gender responsibilities does
both sexes a disservice.7

Greater satisfaction for both women
and men might lie in a mutual
exchange of tasks. It appears that
women may be better off if they spent
less time on housework and more on
paid work, while the data clearly suggest
that men would be happier if they spent
less time on the job. Workplace policies
that facilitate meeting simultaneous
paid work and household obligations
may achieve greater equity with respect
to work and family demands for both
women and men.

Judith A. Frederick is a senior ana-
lyst in the Housing, Family and Social
Statistics Division, Statistics Canada,
and Janet E. Fast is a professor in
the Department of Human Ecology, 
University of Alberta.

6. Lowe, Graham S. 2000. The quality of
work. Don Mills: Oxford University Press.

7. Fast, J.E., B.J. Skrypnek and L.D. Burn-
stad. June 1994. Men’s and women’s
relative commitment to work and family
roles. Paper presented at the annual con-
ference of the Canadian Association for
Research in Home Economics, Calgary.
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In most Canadian families, there is
a clear demarcation between paid
and unpaid work. In farming fam-

ilies, though, the line between paid
farm work and unpaid household
work is more likely to be blurred.
According to the Census of Agricul-
ture, there were 66,690 census-farms
operated by husbands and wives work-
ing together in 1996. These couples
accounted for 24% of all census-farm
operations in Canada and about 22%
of total farm production.

This article presents a brief profile
of the work patterns of farming cou-
ples, that is, husbands and wives who
live on and operate a farm. It exam-
ines how many hours of paid and
unpaid work they do each week, and
how it is shared. Couples who have no
paid employment off the farm are
compared to those who do work off-
farm, with special emphasis on the
hours of work reported by husbands
and wives who work only on the farm.

Fewer than half of husband-wife
farmers work only on the farm
Almost 50,000 farming couples had
agricultural operations with sales over
$10,000 in 1995. Just under half of
these couples (48% or 24,000) ran a
“traditional” family farm in which
both husband and wife worked exclu-
sively on the farm. The remainder
(26,000) were “non-traditional” farm-
ing couples, in which at least one
spouse did some type of paid work off
the farm; in fact, over two-thirds of
them spent 20 or more hours per

week employed off-farm. Couples
work off-farm for a wide variety of
reasons; for example, some may hope
to build their farm to a viable status
by investing their off-farm earnings in
land or equipment, while others
could be hobby farmers.

Indeed, non-traditional farming
couples seem better off financially. In
1995, about 52% of traditional farm-
ing couples made less than $10,000 of
their income from farming, and 28%
had total personal income of under
$25,000. In contrast, only 18% of
non-traditional couples reported a
total personal income of less than
$25,000, even though 67% earned
under $10,000 from farming.

The income reported by traditional
farming couples raises some interesting
questions about the size of operation
required for a family to make a living. In
1995, 37% made more than half of their
total personal income from farming,
while 39% made no farm income
because their operation broke even or
reported a loss. It should be noted, how-
ever, that farm families benefit to some
degree from goods and services (such as
some shelter and transportation costs)
that are shared by both the household
and the farm operation. At tax time,
these payments can be expensed
against their farm income, and thus
increase their after-tax income.

Although earning little personal
income from farming, many tradi-
tional couples had highly-capitalized
operations. Fifty-five percent had
$500,000 or more in assets, with 38% of

these valued at more than $1 million.
Nevertheless, only 21% of traditional
farming operations generated gross sales
of more than $250,000 in 1995.

Non-traditional farming couples also
tended to have large investments in
their farms, but not to the same extent
as traditional farming couples: only
40% had more than $500,000 in assets.
But less investment seems to be associ-
ated with fewer sales, since only 9% had
sales receipts over $250,000 in 1995.

The larger investments and rev-
enues reported by traditional farming
couples reflect the type of farms they
own. About three-quarters (74%) of
couple-run dairy farms were operated
by traditional couples; of these, 86%
had sales over $100,000 in 1995. In
contrast, the great majority of miscel-
laneous specialty farms1 (64%) and

From sun-up to sundown: 
Work patterns of farming couples
From sun-up to sundown: 
Work patterns of farming couples
by Cynthia Silver

This article is adapted from Patterns of dis-

tributing work effort across domains of paid

and unpaid work among couples who operate

a farm, by Cynthia Silver, Leroy O. Stone and

Sandra Swain, presented at the New Rural

Economy Conference, Alfred, Ontario, Octo-

ber 11 to 14, 2000. The study was sponsored

by the Unpaid Work Analysis Division of 

Statistics Canada.

1. The major types of miscellaneous spe-
cialty farms include sheep, goats,
horses, mink, fox, rabbits, bees, other
livestock, bison, deer, llamas, mush-
rooms, greenhouse nursery, maple
products and Christmas trees.
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Data in this article come from the Canadian 1996
Agriculture-Population linkage database based on
the 1996 Census of Agriculture and the 1996 Census
of Population. The study population consists of
those census-farms for which both husband and
wife were listed as farm operators. A large fraction
of these types of census-farms were too small to
generate gross sales of more than $10,000, and are
excluded from this study.

Work Volume Indices

The census questions that distinguish between off-
farm paid work and on-farm paid work use the year
1995 as the reference period, and unpaid work data
are collected only for the reference week prior to the
census. Therefore, the allocation of work effort
across paid work on- and off-farm and unpaid
household work could not be achieved without
some integration of information across reference
periods.

The Work Volume Indices use the Census of Pop-
ulation question on paid work hours in the week
before the census. Although this weekly variable
does not separate on-farm from off-farm paid work,
paid hours spent on farm and off-farm work were
estimated for the reference week using the annual
1995 distributions, as reported by farm operators
listed on the Census of Agriculture questionnaire.
This procedure makes it feasible to add paid work
hours to unpaid household work hours and provide
a basis for profiling work patterns.

Two limitations of this method should be noted
here. First, there might be a seasonal bias due to the
May reference week. Second, the farm work share
of total paid work is slightly overestimated because
other self-employment (such as running a non-farm
business) was excluded from the estimated ratios
used to distribute market work between farm and
off-farm components.

Census-farm: includes all agricultural operations
producing crops, livestock, poultry, animal products
or other agricultural products for sale.

Farming couples: both husband and wife (whether
married or common-law) identified themselves as
farm operators on the census. Couples in which
only the husband is identified as the operator are
excluded, even though the wife may do a substan-
tial share of the farm work, because the census does
not collect estimates of time spent doing farm work
by individuals who were not listed as farm opera-
tors. Traditional farming couples do not have any
paid employment off the farm (this includes a small
number who operate a non-farm business but are
not employed by others). Non-traditional farming
couples work off-farm for pay.

Gross farm receipts/sales: gross receipts of an agri-
cultural operation (before depreciation and
operating costs are subtracted) received during
1995. Revenues include income from all agricultural
products sold in addition to such sources as mar-
keting board payments, program and rebate
payments received, and GST refunds.

Farm income: income from farming is defined as
net income from self-employment, and includes
income such as that received from the sale of agri-
cultural products, rebates and farm-support
payments, and payments under insurance plans.

Total personal income: the couple’s combined
income from all sources such as net self-employ-
ment income, wages and salaries, investment
income, pensions, government transfers and 
tax credits.

Household work: unpaid housework, yard work or
home maintenance for members of this household
or others. Some examples include preparing meals,
doing laundry, household planning, shopping and
cutting the grass.

What you should know about this studyCSTCST
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cattle farms (62%) were run by non-
traditional couples; of these, 47%
reported gross sales receipts over
$100,000.

Some farms demand more work
than others
According to the estimates calculated by
the Work Volume Index, the old adage
that farmers toil from sun-up to sun-
down certainly seems to be true. And
generally the larger the farm, the longer
the hours. Traditional farming couples
working on bigger farms generating
over $100,000 in annual sales spent an

average of 100 combined hours a week
on farm work, while those on small
farms with sales between $10,000 and
$100,000 devoted 71 total hours.2

Farms with livestock are also more
demanding of couples’ time. For exam-
ple, traditional couples running a dairy
farm worked 86 hours a week on small
farms and 108 hours on bigger farms.
In contrast, those with wheat-growing
operations had an average work week
of 62 hours on small farms and 
93 hours on bigger farms.

Younger farm-operator couples
where the wife was under age 45 did

more farm work than older couples.
Those between 35 and 44 years old
put in 100 hours of labour on their
farms; senior farmers (comprising a
smaller group) devoted about half
that amount, at 55 hours per week.

On the whole, non-traditional cou-
ples did fewer hours of farm work
than traditional couples. However,
because they spent additional hours
in employment off the farm, they
often did more paid work. In fact,
non-traditional couples with small
farms had a longer paid work week
(90 hours) than their traditional
counterparts (71 hours).

Traditional farming couples split
total workload down the middle
Studies in other countries have shown
that the distribution of work and 
decision-making within farm house-
holds is affected by gender. Women
are more likely to do “household”
work and men “outside” work, even if
one or both are also working off-
farm.3 A 1994 study of farm roles
among New Zealand women suggest-
ed that they were constrained from
assuming sole responsibility for farm
production, even though they had a

Traditional couples Non-traditional couples
Farm work Total paid work1 Farm work

Average number of hours per week,
based on Work Volume Index

All farm types2

Small 71 90 52
Bigger 100 102 77

Dairy
Small 86 94 67
Bigger 108 111 91

Cattle
Small 76 92 55
Bigger 102 108 80

Hog
Small -- 92 57
Bigger 99 94 69

Poultry and egg
Small -- -- --
Bigger 87 83 58

Wheat
Small 62 89 52
Bigger 93 103 77

Small grain/oilseed
Small 58 87 47
Bigger 95 99 74

Miscellaneous specialty
Small 78 90 52
Bigger 114 107 75

1. Includes farm work plus hours of off-farm employment.

2. Small farms have annual sales receipts of more than $10,000 and less than $100,000; 
bigger farms have more than $100,000.

-- Sample too small to produce reliable estimate.

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Agriculture-Population linkage database.

Although non-traditional couples did fewer hours of farm work,
they often did more paid work than traditional couplesCSTCST

2. Statistics Canada uses gross sales
receipts to classify farms by size,
although revenues can be volatile from
year to year. In this article, farms report-
ing sales of  $10,000 to $99,999 in 1995
are defined as small farms, while those
reporting more than $100,000 in sales
are described as bigger farms.

3. Wilson, John, Ida Harper Simpson and
Richard Landerman. 1994. "Status varia-
tion on family farms: Effects of crop,
machinery and off-farm work." Rural Soci-
ology. 59, 1: 136-153; Alston, Margaret.
1995. "Women and their work on 
Australian farms." Rural Sociology. 60, 3:
521-532; Tufts Rickson, Sara and Peter L.
Daniels. 1999. "Rural women and decision
making: Women’s role in resource man-
agement during rural restructuring," Rural
Sociology. 64, 2: 234-250; Keating, Nora C.
and Heather M. Little. 1994. "Getting into
it: Farm roles and careers of New Zealand
women." Rural Sociology. 59, 4: 720-736.
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range of on-farm involvements; nev-
ertheless, the amount of domestic work
for which they were responsible
declined as their on-farm role moved
along a continuum from “homemaker”
through “half farm-hand” to “farmer.”4

In Canada, too, traditional farming
couples tend to share their long hours
of work in a gender-specific way. Hus-
bands generally do much more of the
farm work, even though their wives are
one of the farm’s operators; at the same
time, wives consistently do a much
larger share of the household work.
Overall, husbands did roughly 60% to
85% more farm work than their wives,
while wives did two to almost four
times more household work than their
husbands. But the total volume of

work done by each spouse in these tra-
ditional farm-operator couples was
virtually the same.

On small farms, husbands and wives
each averaged a 61- and 64-hour work
week, respectively. Husbands spent 71%
of their time (43 hours) on farm work,
and wives put 57% of their work time
(36 hours) into household work. On
bigger farms, couples worked longer
hours, with husbands recording 75
hours of total work and wives 72 hours.
But while the husband spent almost all
his work-time on farm work (87% or 65
hours), wives divided their time almost
equally between farm and household
work (35 and 37 hours, respectively).

The division of farm work within
traditional farming couples is also

related to the type of farm they oper-
ate. For example, wives on dairy farms
did a smaller share of the farm work
(50%) than did wives on wheat farms
(55%) or miscellaneous specialty
farms (75%).

When young children are living in
the home, their impact on the divi-
sion of work is predictable. For
example, young wives with children
under age six did less farm work 
(28 hours) than those without chil-
dren this age (39 hours); on the other
hand, they did substantially more
household work (43 hours versus 28).
Since this estimate does not include
time spent focussed exclusively on
child care, it does not cover all of the
unpaid work done by farming moth-
ers with young children.

Summary
Farm couples are no strangers to long
hours of work, with both spouses fully
engaged in maintaining the farm and
the household. Although husbands
do more farm work and wives more
household work, the total volume of
paid and unpaid work on farms is
shared about equally between them.
That said, there are variations in the
amounts of farm work done by opera-
tors of different types of farms. In
general, the larger the farm, the larger
the husband’s share of farm work and
the more household work the wife
was responsible for. In other words,
the larger the farm, the more gender-
based the division of labour becomes.

Cynthia Silver is a senior analyst
with Housing, Family and Social 
Statistics Division, Statistics Canada.
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Household work Farm work

Small farms Bigger farms

Average number of hours per week, based on Work Volume Index

Husbands HusbandsWives Wives

18
36

10

37

43
27

65

35

1. Small farms have annual gross sales receipts of more than $10,000 and less than $100,000; bigger 
farms have more than $100,000.

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Agriculture-Population linkage database.
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Traditional farming couples share the total work volume 
almost equally…CSTCST

… regardless of the type of farm

4. Keating and Little. ibid.
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Evolving family living 
arrangements of 
Canada‘s immigrants

Evolving family living 
arrangements of 
Canada‘s immigrants
by Derrick Thomas

Many people who move

to a new country 

face uncertainty: they

make sacrifices and sometimes

suffer diminished social status.

Many endure these hardships in

what they believe are the long-

term interests of their children

and other family members. More

often than not the entire purpose

of migration is to accompany or

rejoin family. On average, three-

quarters of the immigrants

admitted to Canada between

1980 and 1995 entered on the

strength of their family relation-

ship with someone who came

with them or who already lived

in Canada.1 In short, the migra-

tory behaviour of individuals

frequently makes most sense

when seen in the context of a

family strategy.

Families can employ two basic
immigration strategies, the choice of
which is determined to some extent
by immigration regulations. They can
migrate together as a unit, relying on
the skills and resources of one or more
members to qualify for admission to
Canada and to get established quickly.
Or some members can migrate first,
leaving more dependent members
behind, to be sent for once a secure
base has been established. People who
come to Canada together tend to 
be members of nuclear families con-
sisting of husband and wife with 
or without children. Many persons 
who join a family member later are
spouses, particularly wives (25%), but
a substantial proportion (40%) are
extended family members such as par-
ents, grandparents and siblings.

Clearly immigrant families and
their relatives in Canada feel they
benefit by living together. It is also
believed that the migration and reuni-
fication of families is in the interest
of the wider public. Families are
thought to offer a source of support as
immigrants get settled, learn an 
official language, or upgrade their
qualifications. Newcomers may also
lend a hand to relatives already estab-
lished in Canada by providing

household labour or earnings and
may free other family members to
participate in the labour market or
pursue higher education. By pooling
their resources, families generally ease
the adjustment process for new immi-
grants and minimize social costs for
all concerned.

This article uses data primarily
from three censuses to examine the
family living arrangements of people
aged 15 and over who immigrated in
1985, 1990 or 1995. It focusses on
how these living arrangements evolve
over time, with special emphasis on
immigrants who joined relatives
already in Canada compared with
those who came with family.

Migrating together or separately
Data from Citizenship and Immigra-
tion Canada (CIC) for the years 1985 to
1995 indicate that about 40% of immi-
grants aged 15 and over came to
Canada alone or traveled as individuals;

1. Of late, more immigrants have been
selected for their skills, but in 1998, the
last year for which complete informa-
tion is available, over two-thirds of
immigrants were admitted because
they accompanied a relative or had fam-
ily ties in this country.
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just under 60% were accompanied 
by other adults. Overall, about one-
third came with children under 15.
About 57% of immigrants who
arrived in 1985 were sponsored by rel-
atives in Canada; in 1995, this
proportion was close to 54%.

It appears, however, that not all of
these newcomers actually lived with
the family members who sponsored
them, or if they did, that such
arrangements were comparatively
short-lived. Census data show that 
in 1986, just over half of 1985 

immigrants were living with relatives
who were already established in Cana-
da; five years later, fewer than 40%
did. Most of the decline appears to
have been among those who joined
previous immigrants. The compara-
tively small proportion living with

This article relies primarily on data from the 1986,
1991 and 1996 Censuses of Population. It also uses
some data from the Landed Immigrant Data System
(LIDS) collected by Citizenship and Immigration
Canada (CIC). The study population comprises per-
sons who immigrated to Canada in either 1985,
1990 or 1995 at age 15 and over.

The LIDS database provides information about
immigrants at the time that they immigrate to Canada
and employs CIC administrative categories to classify
immigrants into the basic categories of “indepen-
dent,” “family” and “refugee.” The Census collects
data about which members of a household are immi-
grants and the year they immigrated, but not the CIC
classification under which they entered the country.

The immigrant population captured in the Census
was divided into categories that reflect increasing
levels of support from relatives. To avoid double-
counting, immigrants who live in an economic
family with more than one type of relative (for exam-
ple, a later arrival and a Canadian-born adult) were
classified according to the relative who is longest-
established in Canada or who should be able to lend
the most support. The six categories of living
arrangements are immigrants who live: (1) alone as
unattached individuals; (2) in economic families
with children only; (3) with an adult or adults who
immigrated in a year later than themselves; (4) with
an adult or adults who immigrated in the same year;
(5) with immigrants who migrated in a year previous
to them; and (6) with Canadian-born adult relatives. 

Immigrant: person from another country permitted
to live in Canada permanently.

Economic family: a group of two or more 
persons who live in the same dwelling and are relat-
ed to each other by blood, marriage, common law
or adoption.

Established relatives: adult economic family mem-
bers who were born in Canada (Canadian-born
relatives) or immigrated in a year prior to the 
immigrant population under study (established
immigrant relatives).

Accompanying adult: adult immigrants who were
admitted in the same year as the arriving immigrant.

Later arrivals/immigrants: adult immigrants who
entered Canada after the immigrant.

Probability: the estimated likelihood that an immi-
grant will experience a given living arrangement,
expressed as a percentage.

Reference immigrant: the reference immigrant
reflects the statistical model’s controlled character-
istics held constant at their most common value. For
instance, the most common age at immigration is 30
to 49, the most common place of birth is Asia, the
most common level of education is some postsec-
ondary without a university degree, and the most
common official language spoken is English. To iso-
late the effect of one variable, age at immigration for
example, age at immigration is allowed to fluctuate
while all the other characteristics are held constant
at birthplace Asia, postsecondary education and
English language ability. Estimates are usually pre-
sented for living arrangements prevailing five years
after immigration, but education and language abili-
ty are presented for one year after.

What you should know about this studyCSTCST
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Canadian-born adults actually grew
over the period.

In contrast, the proportion of 1985
arrivals living with family who immi-
grated in the same year as themselves
was fairly stable. The proportion who
lived with immigrants who arrived in
later years increased quickly, from less
than 1% in 1986 to 8% in 1991 and
11% in 1996.

It seems that persons who migrate
together are more likely to live togeth-
er in Canada. This undoubtedly
stems, in part, from the fact that per-
sons who move together are likely to
be more closely related than persons
who join them later.

Many factors influence immigrant
living arrangements
The living arrangements of immi-
grants are influenced by a number of
factors. Gender and gender roles often
dictate family arrangements and the
timing of migration for family mem-
bers. Age at immigration, length of
time in Canada and changes over the
life course also play a role. Differences
in culture are additional considera-
tions. Other more complex effects
include level of education and official
language ability.2 Last but not least,
the immigration regulations and the

relative social and economic condi-
tions prevailing in Canada and the
source country at the period of immi-
gration are important.

These characteristics were used to
develop a statistical model that esti-
mates the probability (or likelihood)
that an immigrant will reside in an eco-
nomic family with a particular type of
co-resident. The model isolates the
effect of each characteristic on those
probabilities; in other words, all the
other factors in the model are “con-
trolled for” or held constant while the
influence of one is being considered.
Probabilities are estimated for a bench-
mark reference immigrant, a simulated
“typical immigrant” against whom the
impact of change in a given character-
istic is measured. Separate estimates
were calculated for men and women
because they have such different expe-
riences. For simplicity’s sake, when
describing the probabilities the term
“immigrant” is employed rather than
“reference immigrant,” with the under-
standing that it refers to an immigrant
with the most typical characteristics.

Women join households, men
bring their families with them 
Men and women have different living
arrangements at different stages in

their lives. Women generally marry at
younger ages, are more often single
parents and more often live alone in
old age.

It is clear from Census data that a
person’s age at immigration exerts a
powerful effect on living arrange-
ments. As expected, though, there are
clear differences between men and
women. Women have a greater ten-
dency to live with adults who had
immigrated in a previous year; for
their part, men more often live with
persons who migrated with them or
who joined them later. To the extent
that a family immigrates over a period
of years, men more often lead the way
to Canada and are joined later by
women and children.

Even after five years in Canada,
both women and men who immigrat-
ed as teenagers have the highest
likelihood of living with adults who
migrated in the same year (probably
their parents). Young women, though,
have a slightly higher probability of
living with established immigrants.

2. Employment and income are related in
even more complex ways, and will be
discussed in a forthcoming article.

With established relatives
Living With children With later With accompanying Immigrants Canadian-born Either
alone only arrivals only family (1) (2) (1) or (2)

%
Living arrangements
at immigration in 1985 18 1 -- 24 -- -- 57
1986 13 2 1 33 43 11 51
1991 11 4 8 40 29 11 38
1996 11 4 11 36 26 13 38
Average 11 3 7 36 32 12 42

-- Data not collected.

Note: Totals may not sum to 100 due to rounding. Categories (1) and (2) are not mutually exclusive.

Sources: Citizenship and Immigration Canada, Landed Immigrant Data System; and Statistics Canada, Censuses of Population.

The living arrangements of some 1985 immigrants changed considerably during their first decade 
in CanadaCSTCST
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The effect of cross-border marriages
may be discerned in people migrating
in their twenties. All else being equal,
there is a one in three chance that a
woman immigrating at this age will
live with an immigrant who was
already established in Canada, and a
one in four chance for men. An esti-
mated 20% of the men in this group
will live with a person who followed
them to Canada, compared with 11%
of the women. However, 15% of men
who immigrate in their twenties will
live alone.

Among both men and women, but
especially men, people who immi-
grate in their prime working years
between the ages of 30 and 49 have a
high probability of continuing to live
with persons who immigrated with
them, at almost 60% after five years.

Thereafter as the age at migration
increases, the probability that an
immigrant will live with established

relatives also climbs. There is a 48%
likelihood that those who arrived as
seniors will be living with immigrants
who preceded them. Women admit-
ted after age 65, however, also have
the highest probability of living alone
of all age groups. After five years in
Canada, an estimated 23% will live
alone, compared with 4% of men. It
does not appear, however, that many
of these women were widowed in
Canada. More women than men
migrate at an older age, and the prob-
ability that they will live alone is high
even one year after their arrival. This
suggests that the death of their 
partners abroad may prompt the
immigration of older women.

Families evolve and change with
time in Canada
Family arrangements also change as
immigrants adjust to life in their new
country, and the number of years since

their admission to Canada has a pro-
found impact on the type of household
they live in. Holding constant all factors
except length of residence, the probabil-
ity that an immigrant will live with
established immigrants falls over a
decade by almost half for men (from
30% in the first to 17% in the tenth
year), and by over one-third for women
(from 34% to 22%). Given that over
half of all immigrants migrate on the
strength of a sponsor in Canada, and
that the drop in the probability of living
with previous immigrants is most pre-
cipitous between one and five years
after arrival, the data suggest that living
with established relatives is an interim
arrangement for many.

The probability that an immigrant
man will be joined by someone who
arrived in a year later than himself
increases from 2% after one year in
Canada to 12% after five years and 
to almost 20% after 10 years. The 

Canada has an evaluation system that helps immi-
gration officers assess the suitability of people who
want to live here. Independent immigrants are eval-
uated on the point system; many others, such as
refugees and family class applicants, are not. Family
reunification enables the close family of a landed
immigrant to join him or her in Canada. Close family
is defined as a spouse, dependent children, parents,
grandparents, orphaned brothers, sisters, nephews,
nieces, or grandchildren under 19 and unmarried,
fiancé(e) and dependent children. It accounts for
roughly half of all newcomers to Canada.

Family reunification has long been a key objective of
Canadian immigration policy and legislation. Canada
has resisted the trend in other immigrant-receiving
countries to restrict family immigration. Family class
immigration permits both recent immigrants and long-
established Canadians to be reunited with close family
members from abroad, assists them in achieving self-
reliance and supports the building of communities.

Although family class immigrants are not
assessed by the point system, they must prove to
the visa officer in their country of residence that
they meet Canada's health standards and are of
good character. Also, they must be sponsored by a
close relative who is a citizen or permanent resident
of Canada. Sponsors must sign an undertaking of
financial responsibility, which may extend from one
to ten years, to provide housing and care for the
people they bring in. People who do not qualify
under the family class criteria but who have close
relatives here may apply to enter as skilled workers
and receive points for having a relative in Canada.

Strengthening the family unit is important in help-
ing newcomers adjust to Canada. Still, studies show
that family class immigrants often have more diffi-
culty settling in because they are less able to speak
English or French or have fewer job skills. The sup-
port from close relatives can be crucial in helping a
newcomer meet these challenges successfully.

Canada‘s immigration system and family reunificationCSTCST
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Living With children With later With accompanying With established relatives
alone only arrivals only family Immigrants Canadian-born

Age at arrival %
Men

Under 20 5 2 4 65 22 2
20-29 15 1 20 32 26 5
30-49 7 1 14 59 16 3
50-64 4 † 4 59 29 3
65 and over 4 † 2 40 48 4

Women
Under 20 5 3 6 55 27 3
20-29 10 4 11 34 35 6
30-49 9 5 8 55 20 3
50-64 12 1 6 37 40 4
65 and over 23 † 5 17 48 6

† Less than 1 percent.

Years of residence %
Men

1 11 2 2 53 30 2
5 9 1 12 55 20 3

10 8 1 20 49 17 4
Women

1 11 2 1 48 34 3
5 9 4 8 49 25 3

10 12 6 11 45 22 4

Place of birth %
Men

United States 11 2 2 31 5 49
Latin America/Caribbean 11 2 16 44 20 7
Europe 10 1 13 57 9 10
Africa 17 1 17 47 11 6
Asia/Pacific 7 1 14 59 16 3

Women
United States 12 8 1 22 7 50
Latin America/Caribbean 10 15 12 36 20 7
Europe 11 6 4 55 14 10
Africa 10 11 7 52 17 3
Asia/Pacific 9 5 8 55 20 3

Note: Percentage refers to estimated probabilities for a reference immigrant at five years after immigrating to Canada. See “What you should know about
this study.” Totals may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Statistics Canada, Censuses of Population.

Immigrants who arrived at age 30 to 49 are least likely to live with established relativesCSTCST

Immigrants rely less on established immigrants the longer they live in Canada

Immigrants from some non-traditional source regions are more likely to be living alone or with children only
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corresponding figures for women sug-
gest that they are less likely to sponsor
new immigrants.

In contrast, the likelihood of living
with other adults who immigrated in
the same year is much more stable over
time, although after 10 years it too has
declined a little. Again, it seems that
family members who migrate together
are inherently more likely to remain
living together than relatives who are
separated by migration.

Immigrants differ by period of
immigration 
The social and economic conditions
that push migrants out of their own
country, or pull them toward Canada,
vary over time. They determine 
who will move in a given period and
they condition the behaviour of these
migrants. Of special importance are
the regulations governing migration in
the country of origin and in Canada.

In 1985, Canada curtailed the 
selection of skilled workers in view 
of high rates of domestic unemploy-
ment, and family reunification became
virtually the only means of entering
the country. With the boom of the late

80s the emphasis shifted to selecting
independent migrants, and by 1990 a
smaller proportion of immigrants were
being admitted to join family members
already in Canada. The early 90s wit-
nessed a new recession and by 1995,
family reunification was again an
important component of immigration.

This cycle suggests that immigrants
who came in 1985 and in 1995 differ
in their living arrangements from
those who arrived in 1990. Holding
other factors constant, five years after
immigration, 1990 immigrants were
more likely to be living with accom-
panying adults who had come in that
same year, while 1985 arrivals had the
highest probability of living with
established family.

People born in different regions have
different family migration patterns 
Migrants born in different source
countries also differ considerably in
terms of their living arrangements in
Canada. These differences reflect his-
torical connections to Canada as well
as cultural traditions surrounding
gender roles, marriage and extended
family living arrangements.

All other things being equal, immi-
grants born in Latin America or the
Caribbean, in Asia and in Africa are
the most likely to live with estab-
lished immigrants. Immigrants from
these regions also have the highest
likelihood of living with immigrants
who arrived later. For Americans and
Europeans, the probabilities of living
with immigrants from a previous year
are lower but they are much higher
for living with Canadian-born adults.
American-born immigrants seem to
choose Canadian mates: both men
and women have about a 50% likeli-
hood of living with a Canadian-born
person within five years of coming to
Canada. The probability is about 10%
for Europeans and it is almost nil 
for immigrants from most other
regions of origin. Cross-border mar-
riages apparently drive much of the
immigration to Canada from the
United States.

Immigrants born in Asia and
Europe have the highest probabilities
of living with someone who immigrat-
ed in the same year, at over 50% five
years after arrival for both men and
women. In contrast, men from Africa

Living With children With later With accompanying With established relatives
alone only arrivals only family Immigrants Canadian-born

Highest level of education %
Men

Primary/secondary 6 1 13 58 19 2

High school graduation 7 1 15 58 17 2

Some postsecondary 7 1 14 59 16 3

University degree 7 1 13 64 12 2

Women

Primary/secondary 6 3 1 55 31 3

High school graduation 6 3 1 57 31 2

Some postsecondary 10 3 1 54 30 3

University degree 9 2 2 58 26 3

Note: Percentage refers to estimated probabilities for a reference immigrant at one year after immigrating to Canada. See “What you should know about 
this study.” Totals may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Statistics Canada, Censuses of Population.

Immigrants with higher education exhibit more independanceCSTCST
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have the greatest likelihood of living
alone; young African men rival senior
women in their propensity to live
alone. Since a relatively high propor-
tion of African women are still living
with children only, these findings sug-
gest that migrants from this region
might be having difficulty reuniting
their families. The scattering of refugee
families resulting from turmoil in some
African countries during the 1980s and
1990s may well be responsible.

Women from Latin America and
the Caribbean are most likely to be
single parents. Compared with other
women, there is a higher probability
that women from these regions will
lead the migration of their families.
This is indicated, for example, by the
comparatively higher likelihood that
they will live with immigrants who
are later arrivals than themselves.

With education comes increased
independence
Both education and language ability
interact with economic family arrange-
ments. For example, five or ten years
after arrival, it can be difficult to say
whether an immigrant lives in a partic-
ular type of family because they speak
an official language or whether they
have learned an official language
because of their living arrangements.
Accordingly, the probabilities related to
education and language ability are esti-
mated for one year after immigration.

People with a higher level of educa-
tion exhibit less reliance on family
members already established in Canada.
All else being constant, the probability
of living with established immigrants
decreases with education among both
sexes. It is also clear that the higher the
level of education, the higher the prob-
ability that an immigrant will be living
with others who came at the same time.
The chances of living alone also
increase with schooling.

The impact of official language abili-
ty is quite similar to that of education.
Those who speak neither of Canada’s

official languages have the greatest like-
lihood of living with immigrants who
preceded them to Canada. Those who
speak both official languages have a
high probability of living alone or with
persons who migrated in the same year.

Summary
The general living arrangements of
immigrants, and in particular their
propensity to live with established rel-
atives, is conditioned by gender, life
stage and culture. It is also condi-
tioned in more complex ways by
education and language ability. It
must be acknowledged, however, that
Canadian immigration policy plays
an important role in determining the
characteristics of immigrants and can
directly or indirectly influence their
subsequent living arrangements.

Clearly, an adjustment in the 
economic family arrangements of
immigrants takes place over time.
Most immigrants are able to rely on
the support of family in Canada, but
some seem to lack such assistance.
They include women immigrating
after age 65, young African men and
single mothers from Africa, Latin
America and the Caribbean. Further-
more, it seems that families divided
by the migration process are more
likely to live apart after a short time in
Canada than are families who arrive
in the same calendar year. The deci-
sion to migrate together may itself
imply closer bonds and the intention
to live together after arrival.

Derrick Thomas is a senior analyst
with Housing, Family and Social Statis-
tics Division, Statistics Canada.
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1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
LABOUR FORCE
Labour force ('000) 14,362.2 14,504.5 14,626.7 14,750.1 14,899.5 15,153.0 15,417.7 15,721.2 15,999.2
Total employed ('000) 12,760.0 12,857.5 13,111.7 13,356.9 13,462.6 13,774.4 14,140.4 14,531.2 14,909.7

Men 6,970.4 7,029.9 7,177.5 7,298.5 7,346.0 7,508.3 7,661.4 7,865.8 8,049.3
Women 5,789.6 5,827.5 5,934.2 6,058.4 6,116.6 6,266.2 6,479.0 6,665.3 6,860.4

Workers employed part-time (%) 18.7 19.3 19.0 18.9 19.2 19.1 18.9 18.5 18.1
Men 10.6 11.2 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.5 10.6 10.3 10.3
Women 28.4 29.0 28.9 28.6 29.2 29.4 28.8 28.0 27.3
Involuntary part-time1 29.2 31.9 31.4 31.5 35.0 31.1 29.2 26.7 25.3
Looked for full-time work -- -- -- -- -- 10.6 10.0 9.0 7.4

% of women employed whose
youngest child is under 6 15.8 16.1 16.0 15.9 15.9 15.6 15.0 14.7 14.3
% of workers who were self-employed 15.0 15.8 15.5 15.7 16.1 17.1 17.2 16.9 16.2
% of employed working over
40 hours per week2 20.3 21.0 21.7 21.7 21.2 18.9 18.9 18.4 18.0
% of workers employed in 
temporary/contract positions -- -- -- -- -- 11.4 11.8 12.1 12.5
% of full-time students
employed in summer 52.4 49.9 50.3 50.2 47.9 45.7 47.2 48.8 50.9
Unemployment rate (%) 11.2 11.4 10.4 9.4 9.6 9.1 8.3 7.6 6.8

Men aged 15-24 19.6 19.6 17.9 16.3 16.9 17.1 16.6 15.3 13.9
25-54 10.7 10.6 9.6 8.7 8.9 8.0 7.2 6.5 5.7

Women aged 15-24 14.3 14.3 13.5 13.0 13.7 15.2 13.6 12.6 11.3
25-54 9.2 9.9 9.0 8.2 8.5 7.6 6.9 6.3 5.8

Population with high school or less 14.0 14.2 13.1 12.2 12.4 12.1 11.2 10.3 9.3
Population with postsecondary 
completion 9.3 9.6 8.9 7.9 8.1 7.4 6.5 5.9 5.2
Population with university degree 5.5 5.9 5.4 4.9 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.3 3.9

EDUCATION
Total enrolment in elementary/
secondary schools ('000) 5,284.1 5,327.8 5,362.8 5,430.8 5,414.5 5,386.3 -- -- --

Secondary school graduation rate (%) 73.2 74.6 71.5 74.8 74.7 74.4 -- -- --
Postsecondary enrolment ('000)

Community college, full-time 364.6 369.1 379.9 391.2 397.3 398.6 403.5 -- --
Community college, part-time 103.6 98.4 90.8 87.7 87.1 91.6 91.4 -- --
University, full-time3 569.5 574.3 575.7 573.2 573.2 573.1 580.3 -- --
University, part-time3 316.2 300.3 283.3 273.2 256.1 249.7 246.0 -- --

% of population 18-24 enrolled
full-time in postsecondary 32.6 33.4 33.9 34.3 34.6 34.3 34.4 -- --

% of population 18-21 in college 23.0 23.5 24.2 24.7 24.7 24.6 24.7 -- --
% of population 18-24 in university3 19.8 20.3 20.4 20.4 20.4 20.2 20.3 -- --

Community college diplomas granted ('000) 92.5 95.2 99.0 97.2 101.0 105.0 -- -- --
Bachelor's and first professional
degrees granted4 ('000) 123.2 126.5 127.3 128.0 125.8 124.8 -- -- --

Agriculture, biological sciences 7,722 8,121 8,399 9,288 9,664 10,079 -- -- --
Education 21,079 21,123 21,277 21,421 20,638 19,374 -- -- --
Engineering and applied sciences 8,309 8,799 9,098 9,415 9,138 9,255 -- -- --
Fine and applied arts 4,049 4,189 4,194 4,142 4,105 4,276 -- -- --
Health professions 7,778 7,970 8,375 8,633 8,837 8,620 -- -- --
Humanities and related 16,706 16,643 16,127 15,889 15,014 14,721 -- -- --
Mathematics and physical sciences 6,580 6,816 7,142 7,005 7,091 7,239 -- -- --
Social sciences 47,844 49,172 49,035 48,422 47,751 47,760 -- -- --

-- Data not available.
1. 1996 is an eight-month average (January to August). Data after 1996 are not comparable with previous years.
2. Hours usually worked in their main job by workers aged 25 and over.
3. Includes undergraduate and graduate.
4. Includes field of study not reported.
Sources: Labour Force Historical Review, 1999, Catalogue no. 71F0004XCB and Education In Canada, 1999, Catalogue no. 81-229-XPB.
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Suggestions for using Canadian Social Trends in the classroom

Lesson plan for “Patterns of volunteering over the life cycle”

Objective

q To explore the importance of volunteering both for the individual and for society.

Method

1. Conduct a survey to find out how many students in the class have done volunteer work. Ask them to briefly
describe where they were working and what their volunteer job entailed.

2. Have students talk about their parents’ and possibly their grandparents’ involvement in volunteering. Each
generation may have different reasons for offering their time as volunteers. Can you see a pattern to who
volunteers and why?

3. Relying on their own experience, ask students to list some of the benefits and some of the drawbacks 
of volunteering.

4. According to the article, there is an association between volunteering and being socially connected. How
has volunteering expanded your range of interactions with people? Were most of these interactions proxi-
mate or extended? Explain.

5. Describe in your own words why you think volunteering is important to society. Consider what would 
happen if all volunteers quit their job tomorrow.

Using other resources

q Caring Canadians, involved Canadians: Highlights from the 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering 
and Participating. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 71-542-XPE. Available also on the Internet.

Share your ideas!

Would you like to share your lessons using CST with other educators? Send us your ideas and we will send 
you lessons using CST received from other educators. For further information, contact your regional Statistics
Canada education representative at 1 800 263-1136 or Joel Yan, Education Resources Team, Statistics Canada,
Ottawa, ON, K1A 0T6, 1 800 465-1222, fax: (613) 951-4513 or Internet e-mail: yanjoel@statcan.ca. Details on
regional education support are available at http://www.statcan.ca/english/edu/reps-tea.htm.

Educators

You may photocopy “Educators’ Notebook” and any item or article in Canadian Social Trends for
use in your classroom.

E D U C A T O R S‘ N O T E B O O K



re you a nutritionist, food industry
analyst, market researcher or a consumer
who needs to know what Canadians are

eating?  If the answer is yes, then the publication FFFFFoodoodoodoodood
Consumption in Canada Consumption in Canada Consumption in Canada Consumption in Canada Consumption in Canada will meet your needs.

This twoThis twoThis twoThis twoThis two-part publication offers:-part publication offers:-part publication offers:-part publication offers:-part publication offers:

comprehensive coverage on consumption patterns of
numerous foods and beverages;
data on our food supply from farm production,
processing and imports;
information on how much food is exported, used by
processors and held in storage;
fifteen years of data at your fingertips;
analysis and graphs illustrating trends and changes
in eating patterns.

How much meat, cheese and other dairy products are
Canadians eating?  Are we drinking more low-fat milk?
How much alcohol, tea and coffee are Canadians
drinking?  Has our consumption of sugar, eggs, rice and
nuts changed over time?  If you are curious about these

YYYYYour link to understanding howour link to understanding howour link to understanding howour link to understanding howour link to understanding how
Canadians’ food supply and dietCanadians’ food supply and dietCanadians’ food supply and dietCanadians’ food supply and dietCanadians’ food supply and diet

have changed over time!have changed over time!have changed over time!have changed over time!have changed over time!

questions, then Part 1 (catalogue 32-229-32-229-32-229-32-229-32-229-XPB)XPB)XPB)XPB)XPB) will be of
interest to you.  For information on consumption patterns
for fruit, vegetables, fish, butter and salad oils, see Part II
(catalogue 32-230-32-230-32-230-32-230-32-230-XPB)XPB)XPB)XPB)XPB).  Each publication is $35 and
now contains the data tables for all commodities. In
Canada, please add eithereithereithereithereither GST and applicable PST ororororor
HST. Shipping charges: No shipping charges for delivery
in Canada. For shipments to the United States, please
add $6 per publication. For shipments to other countries,
please add $10 per publication.
To learn more about FFFFFood Consumption in Canada Pood Consumption in Canada Pood Consumption in Canada Pood Consumption in Canada Pood Consumption in Canada Partsartsartsartsarts
I and III and III and III and III and II, call the Agriculture Division of Statistics Canada
toll-free at 1 800 465-1991 1 800 465-1991 1 800 465-1991 1 800 465-1991 1 800 465-1991.
TTTTTo oro oro oro oro orderderderderder, write to Statistics Canada, Dissemination
Division, Circulation Management, 120 Parkdale Ave.,
Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0T6, Canada, or contact the nearest
Statistics Canada Reference Centre listed in this
publication.
If more convenient, fax your order to 1 877 287-43691 877 287-43691 877 287-43691 877 287-43691 877 287-4369 or
call toll-free 1 800 267-66771 800 267-66771 800 267-66771 800 267-66771 800 267-6677 and use your Visa or
MasterCard.
Via e-mail: orororororder@statcander@statcander@statcander@statcander@statcan.ca.ca.ca.ca.ca




