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Abstract 

This	 report	 investigates	 the	 income	 mobility	 of	 individuals	 from	 middle-class	
households.	The	mobility	here	is	intragenerational:	it	refers	to	the	transitions	over	five-year	
intervals	for	the	same	individuals.	More	precisely,	we	look	at	individuals	aged	18	to	59	in	a	
base	year,	classify	them	into	one	of	four	income	categories,	then	look	at	them	five	years	later	
and	look	in	which	income	category	they	are	then.	The	income	we	use	is	adjusted	after-tax	
total	income	at	the	household	level,	and	the	income	categories	are	relative	to	the	median.	The	
middle	class	is	defined	as	having	an	income	between	75%	and	150%	of	the	median,	and	is	
split	in	two	categories:	bottom	middle	class	is	up	to	the	median,	and	upper	middle	class	is	
above	the	median.	The	other	two	categories	are	below	the	middle	class,	 i.e.	 income	under	
75%	of	the	median,	or	above	it,	 i.e.	 income	at	150%	of	the	median	or	more.	The	five-year	
intervals	we	consider	are	from	1993	to	1998,	1999	to	2004,	2005	to	2010,	and	2011	to	2016.	
Our	 analysis	 exploits	 Statistics	 Canada’s	 Longitudinal	 Administrative	 Databank	 (LAD),	 an	
annual	 and	 longitudinal	 random	 20%	 sample	 of	 the	 universe	 of	 Canadian	 tax	 filers.	 We	
present	 transition	matrices,	 for	 the	overall	 sample	as	well	 as	by	 stratifying	 it	by	age,	 sex,	
family	 type,	 and	 immigration	 status.	 We	 then	 use	 logistic	 regressions	 to	 investigate	 the	
factors	explaining	the	transitions	from	the	middle	class	to	one	of	the	four	income	categories.	
We	 also	 provide	 an	 analysis	 in	which	we	 zoom	 in	 to	 the	 individuals	 that	 are	within	 two	
percentage	points	of	the	bounds	to	be	in	the	middle	class.	
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support	of	 the	Social	 Sciences	and	Humanities	Research	Council	 (SSHRC),	 the	Canadian	 Institutes	of	Health	
Research	(CIHR),	 the	Canada	Foundation	 for	 Innovation	(CFI),	Statistics	Canada,	 the	Fonds	de	recherche	du	
Québec	 –	 Société	 et	 culture	 (FRQSC),	 the	 Fonds	 de	 recherche	 du	 Québec	 –	 Santé	 (FRQS)	 and	 the	 Quebec	
universities.	The	views	expressed	in	this	paper	are	those	of	the	authors,	and	not	necessarily	those	of	the	CRDCN	
or	its	partners.	
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Summary 

This	 report	 investigates	 the	 income	 mobility	 of	 individuals	 from	 middle-class	

households.	The	mobility	here	is	intragenerational:	it	refers	to	the	transitions	over	five-year	

intervals	for	the	same	individuals.	More	precisely,	we	look	at	individuals	aged	18	to	59	in	a	

base	year,	classify	them	into	one	of	four	income	categories,	then	look	at	them	five	years	later	

and	look	in	which	income	category	they	are	then.	The	income	we	use	is	adjusted	after-tax	

total	income	at	the	household	level,	and	the	income	categories	are	relative	to	the	median.	The	

middle	class	is	defined	as	having	an	income	between	75%	and	150%	of	the	median,	and	is	

split	in	two	categories:	bottom	middle	class	is	up	to	the	median,	and	upper	middle	class	is	

above	the	median.	The	other	two	categories	are	below	the	middle	class,	 i.e.	 income	under	

75%	of	the	median,	or	above	it,	 i.e.	 income	at	150%	of	the	median	or	more.	The	five-year	

intervals	we	consider	are	from	1993	to	1998,	1999	to	2004,	2005	to	2010,	and	2011	to	2016.	

Our	 analysis	 exploits	 Statistics	 Canada’s	 Longitudinal	 Administrative	 Databank	 (LAD),	 an	

annual	 and	 longitudinal	 random	 20%	 sample	 of	 the	 universe	 of	 Canadian	 tax	 filers.	 We	

present	 transition	matrices,	 for	 the	overall	 sample	as	well	 as	by	 stratifying	 it	by	age,	 sex,	

family	 type,	 and	 immigration	 status.	 We	 then	 use	 logistic	 regressions	 to	 investigate	 the	

factors	explaining	the	transitions	from	the	middle	class	to	one	of	the	four	income	categories.	

We	 also	 provide	 an	 analysis	 in	which	we	 zoom	 in	 to	 the	 individuals	 that	 are	within	 two	

percentage	points	of	the	bounds	to	be	in	the	middle	class.	

We	started	by	presenting	transition	matrices.	One	thing	to	note	is	the	relative	stability	

over	 time	of	 the	 transitions	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	middle	 class.	We	 found	 that,	while	 there	 is	

considerable	stickiness	in	the	top	and	bottom	income	categories,	there	is	a	fair	amount	of	

movement	 for	 individuals	 that	 start	 out	 in	 the	 middle	 class.	 Unfortunately,	 a	 lot	 of	 this	

movement	is	downwards,	especially	for	those	in	the	bottom	half	of	the	middle	class:	22	to	

25%	of	them	transition	downward	to	the	bottom	income	category.	
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We	 then	 presented	 transition	matrices,	 but	 this	 time	 stratified	 using	 four	 different	

factors:	age,	sex,	type	of	family,	and	immigration	status.	Younger	individuals	are	more	likely	

to	experience	upward	transitions,	and	older	ones	to	move	downwards.	Men	generally	have	

higher	upward	transition	rates.	Couples	are	less	likely	to	be	in	the	middle	class	to	start	with,	

and	also	are	more	likely	to	transition	upwards	out	of	it,	at	least	compared	to	lone	parents.	

Non-family	persons	are	more	 likely	 to	 exit	 the	middle	 class	upwards,	which	 could	be	 the	

result	of	them	forming	a	new	couple.	Immigration	status	does	not	seem	to	have	a	large	effect	

on	transitions,	except	 for	 the	most	recent	 time	period	 for	recent	 immigrants,	who	display	

high	overall	mobility.	

Our	analysis	continued	with	logistic	models,	where	we	estimated	the	effect	of	various	

explanatory	variables	on	the	probability	to	transition	from	the	middle	class	to	one	of	the	four	

income	categories.	Although	we	estimated	the	models	separately	 for	each	of	 the	 five-year	

intervals	studies,	the	results	are	very	stable	over	time.	Our	findings	echo	most	of	what	was	

shown	by	the	transition	matrices	and	the	stratification.	We	were	able	to	add	a	few	interesting	

factors,	 such	 as	 changes	 of	 status.	 For	 example,	 we	 saw	 that	 a	 change	 in	 family	 type	 is	

associated	with	more	downward	transitions,	and	especially	so	when	the	change	is	to	being	a	

lone	parent.	A	change	in	the	number	of	children	also	increases	downward	mobility.	We	also	

found	 that	having	50%	or	more	of	 income	coming	 from	earnings	 is	associated	with	more	

upwards	movement.	

We	finally	zoomed	in	on	individuals	close	to	the	lower	and	upper	bounds	of	the	middle	

class,	to	see	if	they	experience	stronger	or	weaker	transitions	over	our	five-year	periods.	We	

find	that	those	close	to	the	lower	bound	have	higher	probabilities	of	downward	movement	

compared	to	those	 in	 the	bottom	middle	class	 in	general,	a	 finding	that	 is	consistent	with	

them	having,	by	definition,	a	lower	income.	The	reverse	can	be	said	about	those	that	are	close	

to	the	upper	bound.	
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1. Introduction 

Many	 governments	 and	 political	 parties	 put	 the	middle	 class	 at	 the	 centre	 of	 their	

priorities	and	electoral	platforms.	Before	the	2015	federal	elections,	Justin	Trudeau	and	the	

Liberal	Party	of	Canada	proposed	“A	New	Plan	for	a	Strong	Middle	Class,”	a	whole	platform	

based	on	middle-class	prosperity	 (Liberal	Party	of	Canada,	2015).	A	similar	platform	was	

used	for	the	2019	elections,	this	time	entitled	“Forward.	A	Real	Plan	for	the	Middle	Class”	

(Liberal	Party	of	Canada,	2019).	After	his	re-election,	Prime	Minister	Trudeau	created	the	

Ministry	of	Middle	Class	Prosperity,	whose	mandate	 is	 “to	ensure	 that	 the	prosperity	and	

quality	of	life	of	the	middle	class	are	central	to	government	policy-making”	(Trudeau,	2019).	

Indeed,	 many	 Canadian	 studies	 find	 that	 income	 mobility	 of	 the	 middle	 class	 has	 been	

stagnant	over	the	past	decades.	Davidson	(2018),	for	example,	shows	that	the	population	and	

income	shares	of	the	middle	class	for	men	have	steadily	declined	between	1971	and	2006.	

Yet	despite	all	 the	talk	about	the	middle	class,	 the	concept	 itself	and	 its	definition	are	not	

universally	 agreed	 upon,	 whether	 in	 the	 popular	 press	 (Hogan,	 2019)	 or	 the	 academic	

literature	(Beach,	2016).	

While	sociologists	might	define	the	middle	class	as	a	social	construct,	economists	will	

typically	use	a	definition	that	is	based	on	income	and	its	distribution.	A	standard	definition	

of	what	 constitutes	middle	 class	 is	 often	based	on	median	 family	 income.	 For	 example,	 a	

household	would	be	part	of	the	middle	class	if	 its	 income	is	between	two	bounds	that	are	

relative	 to	 the	 median	 family	 income,	 such	 as	 75%	 and	 150%	 of	 the	 median	 household	

income.	Davidson	(2018)	presents	a	general	case,	with	the	reference	being	either	the	median	

or	the	mean	income,	and	the	bounds	50%	to	150%.	

This	rather	 large	band	covers	up	to	50%	of	the	population.	However,	 little	 is	known	

about	income	mobility	for	households	within	this	middle	class.	While	some	individuals	could	

move	out	of	the	middle	class,	either	by	falling	below	it	or	raising	above	it,	others	could	move	

substantially	but	stay	within	the	bounds	of	the	middle	class.	Others	still	could	stay	close	to	

the	lower	or	upper	bound	of	the	middle-class	range,	without	passing	the	threshold	that	would	

make	them	change	category.	This	means	that	they	would	be	considered	part	of	the	middle	

class,	yet	they	could	be	only	a	few	dollars	away	from	a	low-income	category	or	a	high-income	
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one.	 Lacroix	 (2019)	 looks	 at	 entry	 and	 exit	 into	 poverty	 using	 the	 Longitudinal	 and	

International	Study	of	Adults	and	finds	that	more	than	a	third	of	individuals	experience	at	

least	one	poverty	spell	between	1982	and	2011.	This	 report	 studies	 income	mobility,	but	

focuses	on	the	middle	class,	rather	than	on	entry	and	exit	into	poverty.	

Our	 objective	 is	 to	 document	 the	 income	 mobility	 of	 middle-class	 individuals	 by	

following	them	over	five-year	intervals,	starting	in	1993	and	going	up	to	2016.	This	analysis	

is	based	on	Statistics	Canada’s	Longitudinal	Administrative	Databank	(LAD),	a	20%	random	

sample	of	all	 tax	 filers	 in	Canada	 from	1982	to	2016.	Specifically,	we	consider	 individuals	

aged	from	18	to	59	years	old	in	1993	and	whose	after-tax	family	income	(adjusted	for	family	

size)	is	between	75%	and	150%	of	the	median	after-tax	family	income	and	look	at	their	family	

income	five	years	later,	in	1998.	We	define	four	income	categories:	below	the	middle	class,	in	

the	bottom	half	of	the	middle	class	(between	75%	and	100%	of	the	median),	in	the	upper	half	

of	the	middle	class	(between	100%	and	150%	of	the	median),	and	above	the	middle	class.	

This	 allows	 us	 to	 compute	 a	 series	 of	 conditional	 probabilities	 that	 can	 be	 arranged	 in	 a	

transition	matrix:	conditionally	on	having	a	middle-class	family	income	in	1993,	what	is	the	

probability	to	be	in	each	of	the	four	categories	defined	above	in	1998.	The	exercise	is	then	

repeated	 for	 three	additional	 five-year	periods:	1999	to	2004,	2005	to	2010,	and	2011	to	

2016	(2016	being	the	last	tax	year	currently	available	in	the	LAD).	

Our	analysis	is	mainly	descriptive,	and	a	certain	number	of	characteristics	are	used	to	

stratify	the	results:	age,	sex,	type	of	family	or	immigrant	status.	We	also	use	logistic	models	

to	 explain	 the	 change	 of	 status	 (position	 in	 the	 income	 distribution)	 using	 the	

sociodemographic	 and	 socioeconomic	 variables	 available	 to	 us.	 Given	 the	 administrative	

nature	of	the	LAD,	relatively	few	such	variables	are	available.	

A	complementary	analysis	focuses	on	individuals	located	very	close	to	the	bounds	of	

the	middle	class,	that	is	fewer	than	two	percentage	points	from	the	lower	or	upper	bounds.	

First,	we	document	what	proportion	of	the	population	is	within	those	narrow	bands.	Then	

we	repeat	our	main	analysis,	where	we	follow	individuals	over	five-year	periods,	to	assess	

whether	those	individuals	are	particularly	prone	to	downward	(or	upward)	movement.	
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We	find	that	there	is	both	considerable	movement,	but	also	immobility.	The	tails	appear	

quite	sticky,	with	71	to	74%	of	those	in	the	top	income	category	remaining	there	five	years	

later,	and	58	to	59%	of	those	in	the	bottom	income	category	staying	in	the	bottom.	The	middle	

class,	however,	is	by	no	means	fixed:	31	to	32%	of	those	in	the	top	middle	class	exit	upwards	

to	 the	 top	 income	 group,	 and	 22	 to	 25%	of	 those	 in	 the	 bottom	middle	 class	 experience	

downward	 transitions	 to	 the	 bottom	 income	 category.	 We	 also	 find	 that	 some	

sociodemographic	 factors	 are	 associated	with	more	 or	 less	 transition	 rates.	 For	 example,	

being	 a	 female,	 a	 non-family	 person	 or	 a	 lone	 parent,	 and	 becoming	 a	 lone	 parent,	 are	

associated	with	higher	downward	transitions.	

The	structure	of	the	report	is	as	follows:	we	start	with	presenting	the	data	in	Section	2	

and	the	methodology	in	Section	3.	The	findings	are	presented	and	discussed	in	Section	4,	and	

Section	5	concludes.	 	
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2. Data 

This	 study	 is	 based	 on	 Statistics	 Canada’s	 Longitudinal	 Administrative	 Databank	

(Statistics	Canada,	2018).	The	LAD	is	a	random,	20%	sample	of	the	T1	Family	File	(T1FF),	

following	Canadian	taxpayers	from	1982	onwards,	currently	up	to	2016.	The	LAD	thus	allows	

us	 to	 look	 at	 individuals	 in	 a	 given	 tax	 year	 and	 compare	 their	 position	 in	 the	 income	

distribution	 in	 that	year	with	 their	position	 five	years	 later.	The	scope	of	 the	LAD	and	 its	

longitudinal	nature	are	what	makes	this	analysis	possible.	

Our	main	income	variable	is	household	after-tax	total	 income	(coming	from	the	LAD	

variable	AFTAX,	After	Tax	Income—StatCan	definition),	adjusted	for	family	size	by	dividing	

the	 household	 income	 by	 the	 square	 root	 of	 the	 family	 size	 (LAD	 variable	 FSIZE).	

Specifically,	 the	 after-tax	 income	 variable	 is	 the	 total	 income	 (variable	XTIRC)	 excluding	

provincial	 and	 federal	 taxes	 (NPTXC	 and	NFTXC,	 respectively)	 and	 including	 the	 Quebec	

abatement	(ABQUE).	Total	income	is	the	Statistics	Canada	definition	of	total	income,	which	

corresponds	to	total	income	as	found	on	line	150	of	the	T1	tax	form,	but	to	which	non-taxable	

sources	of	income	have	been	added.	As	such,	it	contains	income	from	all	sources	(earnings,	

dividends,	 interest	 and	 investment	 income,	 rental	 income,	 self-employment	 net	 income,	

other	 income,	 pension	 income,	 Indian	 exempt	 employment	 income,	 and	 benefits	 such	 as	

employment	 insurance,	 family	 and	 child	 benefits,	 social	 assistance,	 tax	 credits),	 but	 not	

capital	gains	or	losses.	

Throughout	the	analysis,	we	drop	from	the	sample	the	deceased	individuals	(those	for	

which	YOD__I,	the	variable	containing	the	year	of	death,	is	missing).	We	also	drop	for	which	

income	is	imputed	(FLAG_I	is	equal	to	2).	All	analyses	use	the	weights	provided	by	Statistics	

Canada	 (WGT2_I	 when	 computing	 statistics	 at	 the	 individual	 level,	 FAMWGT_F	 when	

computing	statistics	at	the	family	level).	
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3. Methodology 

This	report	focuses	on	individuals	in	the	middle	class.	As	mentioned	in	the	introduction,	

this	concept	is	not	universally	agreed	upon,	so	the	first	methodological	point	is	the	definition	

of	the	middle	class	that	we	will	use	 in	this	report.	Our	definition	is	relative	to	the	median	

income	 for	 the	 entire	 population	 of	 tax-filing	 households,	 so	 we	 first	 define	 𝑝!",$	 as	 the	

median	(50th	percentile),	for	a	given	year	𝑦,	of	the	household	after-tax	total	income,	adjusted	

for	family	size.	Next,	we	define	a	middle-class	individual	as	a	person	whose	household’s	after-

tax	adjusted	total	income	(𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$)	is	between	two	bounds	that	are	functions	of	the	median.	

A	person	 𝑖	 is	 said	 to	belong	 to	 the	middle	class	 in	year	𝑦	when	𝑀𝐶%,$ = 1,	where	𝑀𝐶%,$	 is	

defined	as	such:	

𝑀𝐶%,$ = 𝕀3𝑙𝑏 × 𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ ≤ 𝑢𝑏 × 𝑝!",$8,	

where	 the	 lower	 bound	 is	 𝑙𝑏 = 75%	 and	 the	 upper	 bound	 is	 𝑢𝑏 = 150%,	 and	 𝕀(. )	is	 an	

indicator	function	equal	to	1	is	the	expression	is	true.	

3.1 Five-year transition matrices 

Our	 analysis	 starts	 with	 transition	matrices	 that	 describe	 the	 five-year	movements	

along	the	income	distribution	of	individuals	in	the	middle	class.	We	start	with	middle-class	

individuals	aged	18	to	59	in	1993	and	look	at	their	position	in	the	income	distribution	five	

years	 later,	 in	1998,	when	 they	are	now	between	 the	ages	of	23	and	64,	 inclusively.	This	

process	is	repeated	for	three	more	five-year	intervals:	1999	to	2004,	2005	to	2010,	and	2011	

to	2016.	We	define	the	position	in	the	income	distribution	as	four	different	categories:	below	

the	middle	class,	in	the	lower	portion	of	the	middle	class	(up	to	the	median	income),	in	the	

upper	portion	of	the	middle	(at	the	median	income	and	above),	and	above	the	middle	class.	

The	categories	are	as	such:	

𝑐%,$ =

⎩
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎧1	if	𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ < 𝑙𝑏 × 𝑝!",$															
2	if	𝑙𝑏 × 𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ < 𝑝!",$	
3	if	𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ ≤ 𝑢𝑏 × 𝑝!",$
4	if	𝑢𝑏 × 𝑝!",$ < 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$															
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Our	 five-year	 transition	 matrices	 consist	 of	 conditional	 probabilities,	 showing	 the	

probability	to	be	in	a	given	income	category	(1	through	4)	in	the	year	𝑦 + 5	conditional	on	

being	in	a	given	income	category	in	year	𝑦:	𝑃3𝑐%,$&! = 𝑐L𝑐%,$ = 𝑐}8.	We	present	results	on	the	

whole	sample,	as	well	as	stratified	using	the	following	characteristics:	age	(18	to	24	in	the	

first	year,	25	to	44,	45	to	59	based	on	AGE_I),	sex	(male	or	female	based	on	SXCO_I),	type	

of	family	(non-family	person,	i.e.	single	person	(FCMP_I = 4),	lone-parent	family	(FCMP_I =

3),	 couple	 without	 children	 (FCMP_I ∈ {1,2,5}	 and	 FSIZE=2),	 or	 couple	 with	 children	

(FCMP_I ∈ {1,2,5}	and	FSIZE>2)),	and	immigrant	status	(landed	for	10	years	or	less	(based	

on	LNDYR	and	the	current	year),	landed	for	more	than	10	years,	or	Canadian-born	and	landed	

before	1980	(LNDYR = 0	or	missing)).	

The	transition	matrices	can	also	be	represented	graphically	using	Sankey	diagrams.	

3.2 Logistic models 

The	 analysis	 based	 on	 transition	 matrices	 does	 not	 consider	 the	 effect	 of	 various	

explanatory	variables.	To	deepen	our	analysis	of	the	various	five-year	transitions	we	observe,	

we	model	the	transition	from	the	middle	class	to	one	of	the	four	𝑐%,$&!	categories	using	an	

ordered	 logit	 model,	 a	 type	 of	 ordered	 response	 model	 suited	 to	 situations	 where	 the	

explained	 variable	 takes	 on	 a	 finite	 number	 (four)	 of	 separate	 possible	 values	 that	 are	

naturally	 ordered.1	 In	 an	 ordered	 logit,	 the	 probability	 to	 transition	 to	 one	 these	 four	

categories	 is	 explained	by	a	 series	of	 sociodemographic	 and	 socioeconomic	variables.	We	

thus	model	the	following	four	probabilities:	𝑃3𝑐%,$&! = 𝑐L𝑐%,$ ∈ {2,3}8 = 𝑃' ,	where	𝑐	can	take	

the	values	1	through	4,	according	to	the	following	equations:	

𝑃( = 𝐹(𝑿𝛽)	

𝑃) = 𝐹(𝑿𝛽 + 𝛼() − 𝐹(𝑿𝛽)	

𝑃* = 𝐹(𝑿𝛽 + 𝛼( + 𝛼)) − 𝐹(𝑿𝛽 + 𝛼()	

 
1	 Multinomial	 logits	 were	 also	 estimated.	 Findings	 were	 very	 similar,	 but	 results	 from	
ordered	logits	are	presented	here	since	there	is	a	natural	ordering	to	the	income	categories,	
and	convergence	was	not	attained	for	one	of	the	five-year	transitions.	
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𝑃+ = 𝐹(𝑿𝛽 + 𝛼( + 𝛼) + 𝛼*) − 𝐹(𝑿𝛽 + 𝛼( + 𝛼)),	

where	the	function	𝐹(. )	is	the	logistic	function,	i.e.	𝐹(𝑿𝛽) = (
(&,!𝑿#

.	In	an	ordered	response	

model,	additional	parameters	are	estimated,	here	denoted	as	𝛼(,	𝛼)	and	𝛼*.	These	parameters	

are	 cut	 points,	 or	 thresholds,	 that	 are	 used	 to	 cut	 the	 latent	 variable	 to	 isolate	 the	 four	

categories	we	observe	in	the	data.	The	output	we	obtain	from	the	estimation	is	presented	

using	marginal	effects,	which	can	be	interpreted	as	the	effect	of	the	various	variables	in	𝑿	on	

the	 probability	 to	move	 from	 the	middle	 class	 to	 category	 𝑐.	 The	 variables	 in	𝑿	 are	 the	

following:	 age	 categories,	 sex,	 type	 of	 family,	 immigrant	 status,	 urban/rural	 area	 size	

(derived	 from	 ASR_I),	 number	 of	 children	 under	 18	 in	 the	 household	 (CLT18_I)	 in	

categories	 (none,	one,	 two	or	more),	 as	well	 as	 changes	 in	 the	 type	of	 family,	 family	 type	

change	to	lone	parent,	change	in	the	number	of	children,	and	whether	earnings	are	the	main	

source	of	income	(based	on	the	ratio	between	total	earnings	from	T4	slips	and	total	income,	

T4E_I	/	XTIRC_I,	and	equal	to	one	if	the	ratio	is	0.5	or	more).	The	ordered	logit	model	is	

estimated	separately	for	all	four	five-year	transitions.	

3.3 Transitions for individuals close to the bounds 

A	complementary	analysis	focuses	on	individuals	located	very	close	to	the	bounds	of	

the	middle	class,	that	is	fewer	than	two	percentage	points	from	the	lower	or	upper	bounds.	

First,	we	document	what	proportion	of	the	population	is	within	those	narrow	bands.	Then	

we	repeat	our	main	analysis,	where	we	follow	individuals	over	five-year	periods,	to	assess	

whether	those	individuals	are	particularly	prone	to	downward	(or	upward)	movement.	

Specifically,	we	create	four	new	income	categories,	1’,	2’,	3’,	and	4’:	

𝑐%,$ =

⎩
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎧1

-if	73% × 𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ < 75% × 𝑝!",$					
2-	if	75% × 𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ ≤ 77% × 𝑝!",$					
3-if	148% × 𝑝!",$ ≤ 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ ≤ 150% × 𝑝!",$
4-if	150% × 𝑝!",$ < 𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒%,$ ≤ 152% × 𝑝!",$

	

We	then	repeat	our	transition	matrix	analysis,	adding	those	categories.	
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4. Findings 

We	present	in	this	section	our	findings.	We	start	with	the	first	step:	the	median	of	the	

after-tax	adjusted	income,	at	the	household	level	(𝑝!",$).	We	need	to	start	by	computing	this	

value,	as	all	the	income	categories	are	defined	according	to	the	value	of	the	median.	Table	1	

presents	the	medians	for	each	relevant	year,	converted	to	2016	constant	dollars	using	the	

Consumer	Price	Index	(Statistics	Canada	Table	18-10-0005-01).	We	observe	a	slow	upward	

trend,	the	median	going	from	$28,650	in	1993	to	$37,300	in	2016.	

Table	1:	Median	after-tax	adjusted	income	(2016	dollars)	
	 𝒑𝟓𝟎,𝒚	 𝒑𝟓𝟎,𝒚%𝟓	
1993	and	1998	 28,650	 29,390	
1999	and	2004	 30,130	 32,620	
2005	and	2010	 33,240	 35,710	
2011	and	2016	 35,770	 37,300	
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

4.1 Five-year transition matrices 

Individuals	aged	18	to	59	in	the	base	years	𝑦	(1993,	1999,	2005,	and	2011)	are	classified	

into	one	of	four	income	categories,	as	defined	in	Section	3.1,	and	then	followed	five	years	later	

and	classified	again	in	one	of	the	four	income	categories.	Table	2	shows	the	resulting	4 × 4	

transition	matrices,	where	each	column	corresponds	to	an	income	category	in	the	base	year,	

and	the	rows	show	the	conditional	probabilities	of	being	in	a	given	income	category	five	years	

later,	given	the	income	category	in	year	𝑦.	There	are	four	panels,	one	for	each	year	grouping.	

At	the	top	of	each	panel,	a	row	indicates	the	distribution	of	the	income	categories	in	the	base	

year.	For	example,	looking	at	Panel	A	(1993	to	1998),	we	can	see	that	32.6%	of	individuals	

had	 an	 adjusted	 after-tax	 income	 greater	 than	 150%	 of	 the	 median,	 42.4%	were	 in	 our	

definition	of	the	middle	class	(14.7%	from	75%	of	the	median	to	the	median,	27.7%	from	the	

median	to	150%	of	it),	and	finally	25%	had	an	income	below	75%	of	the	median.	Note	that	

more	 than	50%	of	 individuals	 are	above	 the	median.	This	 is	possible	 since	 the	median	 is	

computed	at	the	household	level,	but	here	individuals	are	considered.	Hence	if	higher-income	

households	have	on	average	more	family	members,	it	is	possible	to	have	more	than	50%	of	

individuals	above	the	median.	Also,	the	median	is	computed	on	the	entire	sample	with	no	
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restrictions	on	age,	whereas	this	analysis	focuses	on	individuals	aged	18	to	59.	Thus,	if	older	

individuals	are	overrepresented	in	low-income	households,	we	would	expect	such	a	pattern.	

Table	2:	Five-year	𝟒 × 𝟒	transition	matrices	

Panel	A:	1993	to	1998	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟏	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟒	
%	in	each	category	in	1993	 25.0%	 14.7%	 27.7%	 32.6%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 58.4%	 24.6%	 11.2%	 5.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 17.9%	 28.7%	 13.4%	 4.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 15.8%	 34.1%	 43.5%	 18.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 7.9%	 12.6%	 32.0%	 71.4%	

Panel	B:	1999	to	2004 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟏	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟒	
%	in	each	category	in	1999	 25.0%	 13.9%	 26.3%	 34.9%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 59.0%	 24.4%	 10.8%	 4.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 17.5%	 28.8%	 13.8%	 4.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 15.6%	 34.2%	 44.4%	 18.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 7.9%	 12.6%	 31.0%	 72.0%	

Panel	C:	2005	to	2010 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟏	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟒	
%	in	each	category	in	2005	 24.5%	 13.3%	 26.0%	 36.1%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 59.8%	 23.8%	 10.8%	 4.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 17.8%	 28.7%	 13.4%	 4.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 15.2%	 34.8%	 44.6%	 18.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 7.2%	 12.7%	 31.2%	 72.6%	

Panel	D:	2011	to	2016 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟏	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟒	
%	in	each	category	in	2011	 24.9%	 13.1%	 25.3%	 36.6%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 58.7%	 21.9%	 9.7%	 4.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 18.9%	 29.9%	 12.8%	 4.3%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 15.4%	 36.0%	 45.9%	 17.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 7.0%	 12.2%	 31.5%	 73.7%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

The	 transition	matrices	 show	 both	 a	 great	 level	 of	 stickiness,	 and	 a	 fair	 amount	 of	

movement.	 In	 Panel	 A,	 we	 see	 that	 the	 elements	 on	 diagonal	 are	 always	 the	 largest	

probabilities	for	each	column,	except	for	column	2.	This	means	that	one’s	income	category	in	

1993	 is	 highly	 predictive	 of	 his	 or	 her	 income	 category	 in	 1998.	 For	 the	 two	 extreme	

categories,	 this	stickiness	 is	high:	58.4%	of	people	 in	 the	bottom	 income	category	remain	

there	five	years	later,	and	71.4%	of	those	in	the	top	income	category	do	so.	For	individuals	in	

the	 middle	 class,	 there	 is	 more	 movement:	 32.0%	 of	 those	 in	 the	 category	 between	 the	

median	and	150%	of	the	median	exit	the	middle	class	to	reach	the	higher	income	category,	

while	43.5%	of	them	are	still	classified	as	such	five	years	later.	For	those	in	the	bottom	range	

of	the	middle	class,	i.e.	those	with	an	adjusted	after-tax	income	between	75%	of	the	median	

and	 the	median,	 there	 is	considerable	movement:	a	quarter	of	 them	go	down	one	 income	

category,	and	close	to	half	of	them	go	up	one	or	two	categories.	
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The	pattern	observed	in	Panel	A,	 for	1993	to	1998	transitions,	 is	nearly	the	same	as	

those	from	the	other	three	panels.	The	conditional	probabilities	for	individuals	in	the	middle	

class	 (the	 middle	 two	 columns)	 are	 nearly	 identical	 across	 the	 time	 periods.	 The	 most	

noticeable	change	is	seen	in	the	extreme	top	category,	and	particularly	in	the	stickiness	of	

that	category.	The	probability	to	remain	in	the	top	income	category,	or	more	than	150%	of	

the	median	income,	has	steadily	increased,	going	from	71.4%	in	1993	to	1998,	to	72%,	72.6%,	

and	73.7%	in	the	most	recent	time	period.	The	probability	to	remain	in	the	bottom	income	

category,	or	under	75%	of	the	median	income,	has	not	changed	much,	going	from	58.4%	for	

the	1993	to	1998	period,	to	59%,	then	59.8%,	and	finally	back	down	to	58.7%	for	2001	to	

2016.	There	is	a	declining	intragenerational	mobility	for	people	above	of	the	middle	class,	

but	a	relatively	constant	mobility	for	those	in	the	middle	class	and	below	it.	We	note	however	

the	large	number	of	downward	transitions	from	the	bottom	half	of	the	middle	class	to	the	

bottom	income	category.	

The	information	in	Table	2	can	be	visually	represented	using	Sankey	diagrams.	Those	

diagrams	show	the	various	transitions	using	bands	going	from	the	left	side	of	the	diagram,	

which	 represents	 income	 categories	 in	 the	 base	 year,	 to	 the	 right	 side	 of	 the	 diagram,	

corresponding	to	income	categories	five	years	later.	The	width	of	the	bands	is	proportional	

to	the	number	of	people	they	represent,	so	a	thicker	band	means	more	flow	from	one	category	

to	 the	 next.	 Figure	 1	 below	 offers	 such	 a	 diagram	 for	 the	 2011	 to	 2016	 transitions,	

corresponding	to	Panel	D	of	Table	2.2	The	category	at	the	top	of	the	diagram,	in	orange,	is	the	

top	one	(more	than	150%	of	the	median	income),	the	green	one	is	the	top	half	of	the	middle	

class,	 the	 red	one	 is	 the	bottom	half	of	 the	middle	 class,	 and	 finally	 the	purple	one	 is	 the	

bottom	income	category.	Obviously,	the	conclusions	drawn	from	looking	at	Figure	1	are	the	

same	as	those	discussed	above,	when	describing	the	findings	in	Panel	D	of	Table	2.	What	can	

however	be	more	readily	seen	is	the	few	transitions	out	of	the	top	income	category	or	out	of	

the	bottom	income	category	(the	stickiness).	

 	

 
2	Appendix	Figures	A1	to	A3	provide	Sankey	diagrams	for	the	other	panels	of	Table	2.	Only	
Panel	D	is	shown	in	the	main	text	since	the	diagrams	are	quite	similar	across	time	periods.	
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Figure	1:	Sankey	diagram	for	𝟒 × 𝟒	transition	matrices,	2011	to	2016	

 
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	These	transitions	correspond	to	Panel	D	of	Table	2.	

We	now	turn	to	stratifications,	where	we	present	transition	matrices	for	various	age,	

sex,	family	type,	and	immigration	status	categories.	To	focus	on	middle-class	mobility	and	for	

clarity,	we	only	present	in	these	tables	the	transitions	for	individuals	originally	in	the	middle	

class	(income	categories	2	and	3).	We	start	in	Table	3	with	a	stratification	by	age	(in	base	

year),	with	three	blocks	of	columns:	the	two	columns	on	the	left	for	ages	18	to	24,	the	middle	

two	 for	ages	25	 to	44,	 and	 the	 two	on	 the	 right	 for	ages	45	 to	59.	The	 first,	 and	obvious,	

conclusion	is	that	younger	people	have	more	upward	transitions	and	older	ones	have	more	

downward	 transitions.	 This	 is	 coherent	 with	 the	 shape	 of	 age-earnings	 profiles:	 income	

progression	is	generally	fast	(a	steep	profile)	during	the	early	years	of	an	individual’s	career,	

and	slow,	even	decreasing	during	the	later	years,	when	an	individual	reduces	work	time	and	

nears	retirement.	This	is	perhaps	also	coherent	with	family	formation:	younger	individuals	

are	more	likely	to	go	from	single	to	married	or	with	a	common-law	spouse,	thus	increasing	

their	family	income	(even	after	accounting	for	adjustment),	compared	to	older	individuals	

who	may	experience	separations	or	the	death	of	a	spouse.	

Looking	at	Table	3,	we	can	observe	high	upward	transition	rates	for	the	18-	to	24-year-

olds:	20	to	21%	of	young	adults	in	the	bottom	middle	class	and	33	to	37%	of	those	from	the	

top	middle	 class	 in	 the	 base	 year	 transition	 to	 the	 top	 income	 category	 five	 years	 later,	

compared	to	12-13%	and	31-32%,	respectively,	for	the	overall	sample	(Table	2).	Likewise,	

higher	downward	transition	rates	for	older	individuals	can	be	seen.	Transitions	to	the	bottom	
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income	category	are	24	to	30%	for	older	individuals	in	the	bottom	middle	class	and	10	to	

13%	for	those	in	the	top	middle	class,	compared	to	20-23%	and	9	to	10%,	respectively,	when	

considering	those	aged	25	to	44.	An	interesting	finding	emerges	from	looking	at	the	middle	

age	category,	those	25	to	44	years	old:	there	appears	to	be	less	downward	mobility	over	time.	

In	Panels	A	and	B,	so	for	the	1993	to	1998	and	1999	to	2004	transitions,	23%	of	those	in	the	

bottom	middle	class	move	to	the	low-income	category,	but	by	the	2011	to	2016	transition,	

only	20%	move	to	that	category.	This	is	also	slightly	lower	than	the	transition	rate	for	the	

overall	sample:	21.9%	for	the	2011	to	2016	transitions.	

Table	3:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟒	transition	matrices	by	age	
Age	in	year	𝒚	 18	to	24	 25	to	44	 45	to	59	
Panel	A:	1993	to	1998	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑 
%	in	each	category	in	1993	 13.5%	 22.8%	 16.8%	 29.9%	 10.9%	 25.5%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 25.3%	 15.9%	 23.0%	 9.7%	 29.5%	 12.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 22.4%	 15.7%	 30.2%	 12.3%	 28.1%	 14.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 32.8%	 35.0%	 35.2%	 45.7%	 31.0%	 42.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 19.6%	 33.3%	 11.6%	 32.3%	 11.5%	 30.4%	

Panel	B:	1999	to	2004 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	1999	 13.0%	 22.0%	 15.9%	 28.3%	 10.9%	 24.7%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 24.0%	 15.4%	 23.3%	 9.6%	 27.2%	 11.2%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 21.5%	 14.6%	 29.7%	 13.0%	 30.4%	 14.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 33.8%	 35.1%	 35.4%	 46.3%	 31.6%	 44.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 20.7%	 34.8%	 11.6%	 31.0%	 10.8%	 29.5%	

Panel	C:	2005	to	2010 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2005	 12.2%	 22.1%	 15.2%	 27.9%	 11.3%	 25.1%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 24.8%	 15.7%	 22.5%	 9.7%	 25.8%	 10.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 21.2%	 14.1%	 28.9%	 12.7%	 31.3%	 14.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 33.1%	 34.9%	 36.4%	 45.9%	 32.7%	 46.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 20.9%	 35.3%	 12.1%	 31.7%	 10.2%	 29.0%	

Panel	D:	2011	to	2016 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2011	 11.7%	 21.2%	 14.9%	 27.0%	 11.5%	 24.9%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 22.8%	 14.7%	 20.1%	 8.5%	 24.2%	 9.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 21.8%	 13.5%	 30.2%	 12.1%	 32.5%	 13.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 35.4%	 35.3%	 37.9%	 47.5%	 33.2%	 47.2%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 20.0%	 36.6%	 11.8%	 31.9%	 10.0%	 29.4%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

We	next	turn	to	results	stratified	by	sex.	Table	4	presents	those	results.	Men	generally	

have	higher	upward	transition	rates	than	women,	with	more	exits	from	middle	class	to	the	

top	income	category,	and	fewer	exits	to	the	bottom	income	category.	Comparing	the	various	

panels,	we	see	little	change	from	time	period	to	time	period,	especially	for	men.	Although	the	

changes	over	time	are	small,	one	interesting	finding	is	that	women’s	downward	mobility	for	
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those	in	the	bottom	middle	class	has	gone	down,	going	from	26%	for	the	earlier	time	periods	

to	25	and	23%	for	the	later	ones,	while	men	did	not	experience	large	changes,	going	from	

22.8%	 in	 1993	 to	 1998	 and	 1999	 to	 2004	 to	 21%	 in	 the	 last	 time	 period.	 Downward	

transitions	for	women	in	the	top	middle	class	have	also	gone	down:	25.8%	transitioned	down	

(by	one	or	two	income	categories)	from	1993	to	1998,	but	only	23.6%	between	2011	and	

2016.The	changes	are	small,	but	the	direction	of	the	changes	is	noteworthy.	

Table	4:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟒	transition	matrices	by	sex	
Sex	 Male	 Female	
Panel	A:	1993	to	1998	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	1993	 14.6%	 28.4%	 14.9%	 26.9%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 22.8%	 10.1%	 26.3%	 12.3%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 28.7%	 13.2%	 28.7%	 13.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 35.3%	 43.8%	 32.8%	 43.2%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 13.1%	 33.0%	 12.2%	 30.9%	

Panel	B:	1999	to	2004 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	1999	 13.6%	 27.1%	 14.1%	 25.5%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 22.8%	 9.9%	 25.8%	 11.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 28.9%	 13.5%	 28.6%	 14.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 35.5%	 44.8%	 33.1%	 44.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 12.8%	 31.7%	 12.4%	 30.3%	

Panel	C:	2005	to	2010 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2005	 13.1%	 26.7%	 13.6%	 25.3%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 23.0%	 10.2%	 24.6%	 11.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 28.5%	 13.2%	 28.8%	 13.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 35.6%	 44.8%	 34.1%	 44.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 13.0%	 31.8%	 12.4%	 30.5%	

Panel	D:	2011	to	2016 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2011	 12.9%	 25.9%	 13.3%	 24.8%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 21.0%	 8.9%	 22.7%	 10.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 29.7%	 12.5%	 30.2%	 13.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 36.9%	 46.4%	 35.1%	 45.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 12.4%	 32.2%	 12.0%	 30.9%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

Table	 5	 presents	 transition	 matrices	 by	 type	 of	 family	 in	 the	 base	 year,	 where	

individuals	are	classified	in	one	of	four	groups:	non-family	person,	lone	parent,	in	a	couple	

without	children,	or	in	a	couple	with	children.	We	start	by	looking	at	the	rows	indicating	the	

percentage	 of	 individuals	 in	 each	 income	 category	 in	 the	 base	 year,	 and	 notice	 that	 the	

percentage	of	households	 in	 the	middle	 two	 income	categories	do	not	differ	 substantially	

across	family	types,	except	for	couples	with	children.	This	percentage	is	33	to	34%	for	non-

family	persons,	36	to	37%	for	lone	parents,	35	to	36%	for	couples	without	children,	and	goes	



Connolly	and	Demontigny	

	 20	

from	48%	in	1993	to	41%	in	2011	for	couples	with	children.	The	reduction	in	the	proportion	

of	 couples	 with	 children	 that	 are	 in	 the	 middle	 class	 is	 matched	 by	 an	 increase	 in	 the	

proportion	in	the	top	income	category	(not	shown	here),	a	proportion	that	has	gone	from	

34%	in	1993	to	42%	in	2011.	Couples	and	the	other	family	types	are	indeed	quite	different	

when	it	comes	to	the	percentages	in	the	two	income	categories	not	shown	here.	Up	to	42%	

of	couples	with	children	are	in	the	top	income	category,	as	are	 just	under	50%	of	couples	

without	children,	compared	to	around	20%	for	non-family	persons	and	13	to	15%	for	lone	

parents.	Conversely,	fewer	couples	are	in	the	bottom	income	category	(around	17%	for	those	

with	children	and	15	to	18%	for	those	without	children),	while	more	single	individuals	(45	

to	47%)	or	lone	parents	(48	to	51%)	are.	

Table	5:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟒	transition	matrices	by	type	of	family	

Family	type	in	year	𝒚	 Non-family	person	 Lone	parent	 Couple	without	
children	

Couple	with	
children	

Panel	A:	1993	to	1998	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	cat.	in	1993	 12.3%	 20.9%	 16.1%	 19.8%	 11.0%	 25.1%	 16.5%	 31.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 26.1%	 12.2%	 28.9%	 15.7%	 29.6%	 13.7%	 22.5%	 9.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 23.2%	 12.3%	 26.4%	 13.8%	 28.7%	 18.4%	 30.3%	 12.2%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 31.8%	 42.9%	 30.6%	 40.1%	 28.6%	 42.5%	 36.4%	 44.2%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 18.9%	 32.6%	 14.0%	 30.4%	 13.0%	 25.4%	 10.9%	 33.8%	

Panel	B:	1999	to	2004 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	cat.	in	1999	 12.2%	 21.3%	 16.1%	 19.4%	 11.0%	 24.3%	 15.1%	 29.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 24.7%	 11.5%	 26.7%	 14.7%	 28.0%	 12.8%	 23.0%	 9.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 26.3%	 13.4%	 27.0%	 14.4%	 31.0%	 18.2%	 29.1%	 12.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 30.5%	 44.1%	 31.4%	 39.1%	 29.0%	 45.4%	 37.2%	 44.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 18.5%	 31.0%	 14.9%	 31.7%	 12.0%	 23.6%	 10.8%	 33.2%	

Panel	C:	2005	to	2010 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	cat.	in	2005	 13.2%	 21.1%	 16.6%	 19.7%	 11.1%	 24.7%	 13.6%	 29.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 24.2%	 11.4%	 25.9%	 15.5%	 26.4%	 11.8%	 22.5%	 9.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 28.9%	 13.2%	 27.4%	 13.6%	 31.7%	 17.2%	 27.9%	 12.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 30.0%	 45.0%	 32.1%	 39.6%	 30.5%	 47.4%	 38.2%	 44.3%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 16.9%	 30.4%	 14.6%	 31.4%	 11.5%	 23.5%	 11.4%	 33.8%	

Panel	D:	2011	to	2016 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	cat.	in	2011	 13.4%	 20.2%	 17.0%	 20.2%	 11.1%	 24.7%	 13.2%	 28.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 22.8%	 10.5%	 24.5%	 14.4%	 25.3%	 10.8%	 19.9%	 8.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 31.3%	 12.9%	 28.5%	 13.5%	 32.4%	 16.8%	 29.0%	 11.3%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 30.3%	 46.2%	 33.1%	 40.3%	 31.2%	 48.9%	 40.0%	 45.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 15.5%	 30.5%	 13.9%	 31.8%	 11.1%	 23.4%	 11.1%	 34.5%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

Couples	 with	 children	 consistently	 display	 the	 lowest	 rates	 of	 downward	mobility:	

transition	rates	 from	the	bottom	middle	class	 to	 the	 low-income	category	are	20	 to	23%,	

compared	with	rates	ranging	from	23	to	26%	for	non-family	persons,	 from	25	to	29%	for	



Connolly	and	Demontigny	

	 21	

lone	 parents,	 and	 from	25	 to	 30%	 for	 couples	with	 children.	 Remarkably,	 all	 those	 rates	

follow	a	decreasing	trend	over	time,	meaning	exits	from	the	middle	class	towards	lower	ranks	

are	less	common.	Couples	with	children	also	have	fewer	downward	transitions	from	the	top	

middle	class,	with	transitions	to	the	lowest	income	category	going	from	9.9%	for	the	1993	to	

1998	time	period	to	8.6%	for	the	2011	to	2016	period.	These	rates	are	much	lower	than	those	

for	lone	parents	(14	to	16%)	and	for	couples	without	children	(11	to	14%).	Again,	we	see	a	

decreasing	trend	over	time,	especially	for	non-family	persons	and	couples	without	children.	

For	non-family	persons,	we	generally	observe	fewer	downward	transitions	and	more	

upwards	transitions	than	for	lone	parents,	a	finding	that	is	coherent	with	a	potential	change	

in	family	status	from	year	𝑦	to	𝑦 + 5:	it	could	be	that	non-family	persons	go	from	being	single	

to	being	in	a	couple,	thus	improving	their	income	category.	Over	time,	non-family	persons	

display	 fewer	 upward	 and	downward	 transitions:	 the	 probability	 to	 transition	 to	 the	 top	

income	category	for	the	lower	middle	class	went	from	18.9	to	15.5%,	and	from	32.6	to	30.5%	

for	the	upper	middle	class;	the	probability	to	go	to	the	low-income	category	decreased	from	

26.1	to	22.8%	for	those	in	the	lower	middle	class.	Taken	together,	these	numbers	mean	that	

more	non-family	persons	stay	within	the	middle	class.	This	findings	is	also	somewhat	true	

for	other	types	of	 family,	especially	for	couples	without	children,	but	the	pattern	is	not	as	

strong	as	for	non-family	persons.	

Our	 last	stratification	of	 the	 transition	matrices	 is	by	 immigrant	status.	We	split	our	

sample	in	three	groups:	those	born	in	Canada	or	landed	before	1980,3	immigrants	who	have	

been	in	country	for	more	than	10	years,	and	recent	immigrants,	landed	10	years	ago	or	less	

(the	reference	being	the	base	year	𝑦).	The	most	striking	finding	from	Table	6	is	not	so	much	

about	 the	 transitions	 themselves,	 but	 about	 the	 composition	 across	 the	 groups:	 in	 1993,	

42.6%	of	the	Canadian-born	were	in	the	middle	class,	compared	to	45.3%	of	the	immigrants	

landed	for	more	than	10	years	and	38.6%	or	those	landed	for	10	years	or	less.	In	2011,	the	

percentages	were	38.4,	 40.4,	 and	37.2%,	 respectively.	Not	 shown	 in	 this	 table	 is	 that	 the	

Canadian-born	 and	 long-term	 immigrants	 are	much	more	 likely	 to	 be	 in	 the	 top	 income	

 
3	The	immigration	status	variable	in	the	LAD	only	identifies	immigrants	if	they	landed	in	1980	
or	later,	thus	we	cannot	distinguish	the	Canadian-born	from	immigrants	arrived	before	1980.	
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category	 than	 the	 recent	 immigrants:	 in	2011,	40.5%	of	 the	Canadian-born	and	27.7%	of	

those	landed	more	than	10	years	ago	had	an	income	placing	them	in	the	top	income	category,	

compared	to	only	14.4%	of	the	recent	immigrants.	At	the	other	end	of	the	spectrum,	21.1%	

or	the	Canadian-born	were	in	the	bottom	income	category,	compared	to	31.8%	of	long-term	

immigrant,	and	48.5%	of	the	recent	immigrants.	

Table	6:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟒	transition	matrices	by	immigrant	status	

Immigrant	status	
Canadian-born	or	landed	

before	1980	
Landed	for	more	than	10	

years	
Landed	for	10	years	or	

less	
Panel	A:	1993	to	1998	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	1993	 14.4%	 28.2%	 17.3%	 28.0%	 18.8%	 19.8%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 24.1%	 10.9%	 25.0%	 11.6%	 30.3%	 16.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 29.0%	 13.3%	 27.3%	 12.0%	 25.2%	 14.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 34.2%	 43.7%	 34.4%	 41.4%	 32.5%	 39.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 12.7%	 32.0%	 13.3%	 34.9%	 12.0%	 29.9%	

Panel	B:	1999	to	2004 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	1999	 13.5%	 26.7%	 15.7%	 26.3%	 17.3%	 21.1%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 23.5%	 10.3%	 27.7%	 12.6%	 31.4%	 17.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 29.0%	 13.6%	 28.5%	 13.9%	 26.6%	 15.6%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 34.7%	 44.7%	 32.5%	 44.7%	 31.0%	 40.3%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 12.8%	 31.3%	 11.3%	 28.8%	 11.1%	 27.1%	

Panel	C:	2005	to	2010 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2005	 12.8%	 27.6%	 15.7%	 25.5%	 16.4%	 19.5%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 22.7%	 10.3%	 28.2%	 13.2%	 29.6%	 16.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 29.0%	 13.2%	 29.5%	 14.6%	 25.4%	 14.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 35.4%	 45.0%	 32.7%	 44.9%	 32.3%	 39.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 13.0%	 31.5%	 9.7%	 27.3%	 12.7%	 30.0%	

Panel	D:	2011	to	2016 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟐	 𝒄𝒊,𝒚 = 𝟑	
%	in	each	category	in	2011	 12.3%	 26.0%	 15.5%	 24.9%	 17.1%	 20.0%	

𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 21.2%	 9.4%	 23.1%	 10.6%	 24.5%	 12.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 30.4%	 12.8%	 29.8%	 12.6%	 27.4%	 13.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 35.9%	 46.3%	 36.0%	 45.5%	 36.3%	 42.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 12.5%	 31.6%	 11.0%	 31.4%	 11.9%	 31.1%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

Looking	at	the	transitions,	we	can	see	that	the	conditional	probabilities	of	the	transition	

matrices	 are	 relatively	 similar	 across	 the	different	 categories,	 except	maybe	 for	 the	most	

recent	time	period	(2011	to	2016)	for	the	recent	immigrants.	Indeed,	in	Panel	D,	we	see	that	

21.2%	 of	 the	 Canadian-born	 in	 the	 lower	 middle	 class	 transition	 to	 the	 bottom	 income	

category,	compared	with	23.1%	of	the	immigrants	landed	more	than	10	years	ago,	but	up	to	

24.5%	of	 the	 recent	 immigrants.	 Recent	 immigrants	were	 also	 somewhat	 less	 likely	 than	

other	groups	to	exit	the	top	middle	class	to	the	high-income	category,	with	rates	going	from	

29.9%	in	1993-1998	to	31.1%	in	2011	to	2016.	The	corresponding	rates	for	the	Canadian-
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born	were	32	and	31.6%,	and	for	the	immigrants	in	the	country	for	more	than	10	years,	34.9	

and	 31.4%,	 so	 the	 differences	 across	 groups	 tend	 to	 be	 smaller	 for	 the	most	 recent	 time	

period.	

All	 the	 previous	 transition	matrices	 described	movements	 in	 and	 out	 of	 the	middle	

class,	but	only	considering	at	most	one	factor.	Obviously,	there	is	some	degree	or	correlation	

between	those	different	factors:	recent	immigrants	may	be	younger	than	the	Canadian-born,	

and	women	may	be	more	likely	to	be	lone	parents.	To	distinguish	the	marginal	effect	of	each	

factor,	holding	each	other	factor	constant,	we	need	to	turn	to	regression-based	models,	which	

is	what	we	cover	in	the	next	subsection.	

4.2 Logistic models 

In	this	part	of	the	analysis,	we	model	the	probability,	 for	an	individual	 in	the	middle	

class	in	the	base	year,	to	transition	to	one	of	the	four	income	categories	five	years	later,	using	

various	 explanatory	 variables.	We	 present	 here	 the	marginal	 effects	 from	 ordered	 logits	

estimated	separately	for	each	of	the	four	time	periods	studies.	Tables	7	through	10	are	all	

structured	 the	 same	 way,	 with	 four	 columns	 showing	 the	marginal	 effect	 of	 the	 various	

explanatory	variables	on	each	of	the	four	probabilities:	conditional	on	having	a	middle-class	

income	 in	 the	 base	 year	 (income	 categories	 2	 and	 3	 combined),	 the	 probability	 to	 be	 in	

income	category	1	five	years	later,	income	category	2,	3,	and	4.	All	the	explanatory	variables	

are	dichotomous	variables,	so	the	interpretation	should	be	relative	to	the	reference	group	

(the	omitted	variable)	for	each	group	of	variables.	The	reference	groups	are	clearly	indicated	

in	the	tables.	For	example,	looking	at	age,	the	reference	is	being	18	to	24	years	old	in	the	base	

year,	so	the	marginal	effect	of	being	in	the	25-	to	44-year-old	category	in	the	first	column	

should	be	seen	as	how	much	we	expect	the	probability	to	transition	to	the	bottom	income	

category	to	change	when	we	compare	an	individual	that	is	25	to	44	years	old	to	one	that	is	

18	to	24	years	old,	while	maintaining	constant	the	effect	of	the	other	explanatory	variables.	

Since	there	are	four	possible	outcomes,	we	have	four	marginal	effects	per	variable,	showing	

the	effect	on	the	probability	to	reach	each	of	the	possible	outcomes.	Note	that	for	two	of	the	

transitions	(1993	to	1998	and	2011	to	2016),	family	type	and	number	of	children	had	to	be	

dropped	from	the	analysis	due	to	collinearity.	



Connolly	and	Demontigny	

	 24	

Table	7:	Ordered	logit	marginal	effects,	1993	to	1998	
	 Marginal	effect	on	probability	

(conditional	on	being	in	middle-class	cat.	in	year	𝒚)	
	 Cat.	1	 Cat.	2	 Cat.	3	 Cat.	4	
Age	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	18	to	24)	
25	to	44	 -0.0092***	 -0.0063***	 0.0023***	 0.0133***	
	 (0.0008)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0011)	
45	to	59	 0.0047***	 0.0031***	 -0.0014***	 -0.0064***	
	 (0.0009)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0012)	
Sex	(reference:	male)	
Female	 0.0012***	 0.0008***	 -0.0003***	 -0.0017***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Change	in	family	type	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0143***	 0.0096***	 -0.0038***	 -0.0201***	
	 (0.0006)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0008)	
Family	type	change	to	lone	parent	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.3410***	 0.0593***	 -0.1990***	 -0.2010***	
	 (0.0026)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0015)	 (0.0007)	
Immigration	status	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	Canadian-born	or	landed	before	1980)	
Landed	for	more	than	10	years	 0.0233***	 0.0152***	 -0.0070***	 -0.0315***	
	 (0.0022)	 (0.0013)	 (0.0008)	 (0.0027)	
Landed	for	10	years	or	less	 0.0703***	 0.0391***	 -0.0294***	 -0.0800***	
	 (0.0013)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0012)	
Area	size	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	urban	area,	population	100,000+)	
Urban	area,	pop.	15,000-99,999	 0.0283***	 0.0201***	 -0.0062***	 -0.0422***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0010)	
Urban	or	rural	area,	pop.	less	than	15,000	 0.0577***	 0.0373***	 -0.0183***	 -0.0768***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Change	in	number	of	children	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0302***	 0.0207***	 -0.0073***	 -0.0435***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Earnings	to	income	ratio	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	less	than	0.5)	
0.5	or	more	 -0.0796***	 -0.0545***	 0.0193***	 0.1150***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	***:	𝑝 < 0.01;	**:	𝑝 < 0.05;	*:	𝑝 < 0.1	

Table	7	shows	the	marginal	effects	for	the	1993	to	1998	transitions.	The	effect	of	age	is	

coherent	with	the	previous	findings	of	Table	3:	being	in	the	middle	age	category	(25	to	44)	

decreases	 the	 probability	 to	 transition	 to	 the	 low-income	 category	 and	 the	 lower	middle	

class,	but	increases	the	probability	to	transition	to	higher	categories,	compared	to	being	18	

to	24.	Being	in	the	oldest	age	category	has	the	opposite	effect,	and	increases	the	probability	

to	 move	 downwards,	 and	 decreases	 the	 other	 transitions.	 All	 of	 these	 are	 statistically	

different	 from	 zero	 at	 a	 significance	 level	 of	 less	 than	 1%.	 Being	 female	 increases	 the	

probability	of	downward	movement	out	of	the	middle	class,	and	reduces	the	probability	to	

stay	 in	 the	 upper	 middle	 class	 and	 high-income	 categories.	 A	 change	 in	 family	 type	 is	

generally	associated	with	downward	movement	(higher	probabilities	of	being	in	bottom	two	

income	categories,	lower	probabilities	of	being	in	upper	two).	The	same	can	be	said	about	a	
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change	in	family	type	towards	lone	parent,	but	the	effects	here	are	much	larger:	becoming	a	

lone	 parent	 is	 associated	with	 probability	 to	 drop	 to	 the	 bottom	 income	 category	 that	 is	

higher	by	34	percentage	points.	Immigrants,	no	matter	when	they	landed,	are	more	likely	to	

transition	to	the	bottom	income	category	than	the	Canadian-born,	and	less	likely	to	transition	

to	the	top	income	category,	all	else	equal.	Individuals	that	live	in	smaller	urban	areas	or	rural	

areas	are	also	more	likely	to	transition	downward	out	of	the	middle	class,	and	less	likely	to	

transition	upwards.	A	change	in	the	number	of	children	decreases	the	probability	to	end	up	

in	 the	 top	 two	 income	 categories	 and	 increases	 that	 of	 going	 to	 the	 bottom	 two	 income	

categories.	 Finally,	 when	 earnings	 are	 the	main	 source	 of	 income	 (more	 than	 50%),	 the	

probability	 to	 transition	 to	 the	 bottom	 two	 categories	 is	 reduced,	 and	 that	 of	 upwards	

movement	is	increased.	

Table	 8	 shows	 the	marginal	 effects	 estimated	 for	 the	 1999	 to	 2004	 transition.	 The	

findings	for	Table	8,	as	are	those	from	Table	9,	for	the	2005	to	2010	transitions,	are	generally	

similar	 to	 those	 for	 the	1993	 to	1998	period.	The	 sign	 and	 significance	of	 the	 effects	 are	

almost	all	identical.	However,	we	were	able	to	estimate	the	effect	of	some	additional	variables	

for	these	models,	so	we	can	see	that	being	a	lone	parent	or	in	a	couple	is	associated	with	fewer	

transitions	 to	 the	 bottom	 income	 category,	 compared	 to	 non-family	 persons.	 Couples,	

whether	 they	 have	 children	 or	 not,	 are	much	 less	 likely	 to	 transition	 to	 the	 bottom	 two	

income	categories,	and	more	likely	to	transition	to	the	top	two	income	categories.	Compared	

to	non-family	persons,	lone	parents	are	also	more	likely	to	transition	downwards	from	the	

middle	class	or	two	end	up	in	the	bottom	middle	class,	and	less	likely	to	transition	upwards	

or	stay	in	the	top	middle	class,	though	the	effects	are	not	as	large	as	those	of	being	in	a	couple.	

In	 terms	 of	 the	 number	 of	 children,	 having	 children	 strongly	 increases	 the	 probability	 to	

transition	 to	 the	 low	 income	 category,	 compared	 to	 having	 none,	 and	 also	 increases	 the	

probability	 to	 stay	 in	 the	 middle	 class.	 Having	 children	 is	 also	 associated	 with	 a	 strong	

reduction	in	the	probability	to	experience	an	upward	transition	out	of	the	middle	class.	Those	

marginal	effects	have	a	greater	magnitude	for	the	1999	to	2004	transition	(Table	8)	than	for	

the	2005	to	2010	transition	(Table	9).	
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Table	8:	Ordered	logit	marginal	effects,	1999	to	2004	
	 Marginal	effect	on	probability	

(conditional	on	being	in	middle-class	cat.	in	year	𝒚)	
	 Cat.	1	 Cat.	2	 Cat.	3	 Cat.	4	
Age	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	18	to	24)	
25	to	44	 0.0033***	 0.0024***	 -0.0009***	 -0.0048***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0011)	
45	to	59	 0.0040***	 0.0029***	 -0.0011***	 -0.0058***	
	 (0.0008)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0012)	
Sex	(reference:	male)	
Female	 0.0007*	 0.0005*	 -0.0002*	 -0.0010*	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Family	type	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	non-family	person)	
Lone	parent	 0.0303***	 0.0009***	 -0.0170***	 -0.0142***	
	 (0.0013)	 (0.00001)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0006)	
Couple	without	children	 -0.1980***	 -0.0628***	 0.0844***	 0.0789***	
	 (0.0012)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0004)	
Couple	with	children	 -0.2380***	 -0.0938***	 0.0789***	 0.2530***	
	 (0.0009)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0008)	
Change	in	family	type	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0094***	 0.0067***	 -0.0028***	 -0.0134***	
	 (0.0006)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0008)	
Family	type	change	to	lone	parent	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.3570***	 0.0586***	 -0.215***	 -0.2010***	
	 (0.0026)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0015)	 (0.0007)	
Immigration	status	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	Canadian-born	or	landed	before	1980)	
Landed	for	more	than	10	years	 0.04680***	 0.0302***	 -0.0181***	 -0.0589***	
	 (0.0014)	 (0.0008)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0015)	
Landed	for	10	years	or	less	 0.0798***	 0.0459***	 -0.0366***	 -0.0891***	
	 (0.0012)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0010)	
Area	size	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	urban	area,	population	100,000+)	
Urban	area,	pop.	15,000-99,999	 0.0155***	 0.0114***	 -0.0039***	 -0.0230***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0010)	
Urban	or	rural	area,	pop.	less	than	15,000	 0.0372***	 0.0254***	 -0.0122***	 -0.0504***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Number	of	children	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	zero)	
One	 0.1940***	 0.1020***	 0.0025***	 -0.2980***	
	 (0.0009)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0014)	
Two	or	more	 0.1520***	 0.0900***	 0.0194***	 -0.2620***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0013)	
Change	in	number	of	children	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0201***	 0.0144***	 -0.0055***	 -0.0289***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Earnings	to	income	ratio	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	less	than	0.5)	
0.5	or	more	 -0.0690***	 -0.0493***	 0.0189***	 0.0994***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0008)	
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	***:	𝑝 < 0.01;	**:	𝑝 < 0.05;	*:	𝑝 < 0.1	
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Table	9:	Ordered	logit	marginal	effects,	2005	to	2010	
	 Marginal	effect	on	probability	

(conditional	on	being	in	middle-class	cat.	in	year	𝒚)	
	 Cat.	1	 Cat.	2	 Cat.	3	 Cat.	4	
Age	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	18	to	24)	
25	to	44	 0.0027***	 0.0020***	 -0.0007***	 -0.0040***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0011)	
45	to	59	 0.0040***	 0.0029***	 -0.0010***	 -0.0059***	
	 (0.0008)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0012)	
Sex	(reference:	male)	
Female	 -0.0004	 -0.0003	 0.0001	 0.0006	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Family	type	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	non-family	person)	
Lone	parent	 0.0118***	 0.0019***	 -0.0071***	 -0.0066***	
	 (0.0012)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	 (0.0006)	
Couple	without	children	 -0.1500***	 -0.0604***	 0.0686***	 0.1420***	
	 (0.0012)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0013)	
Couple	with	children	 -0.1930***	 -0.0936***	 0.0643***	 0.2220***	
	 (0.0009)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0009)	
Change	in	family	type	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0172***	 0.0122***	 -0.0051***	 -0.0244***	
	 (0.0006)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0008)	
Family	type	change	to	lone	parent	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.3250***	 0.0662***	 -0.1960***	 -0.1940***	
	 (0.0026)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0016)	 (0.0007)	
Immigration	status	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	Canadian-born	or	landed	before	1980)	
Landed	for	more	than	10	years	 0.0619***	 0.0387***	 -0.0250***	 -0.0756***	
	 (0.0010)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0010)	
Landed	for	10	years	or	less	 0.0665***	 0.0410***	 -0.0275***	 -0.0799***	
	 (0.0011)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0010)	
Area	size	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	urban	area,	population	100,000+)	
Urban	area,	pop.	15,000-99,999	 0.0128***	 0.0094***	 -0.0032***	 -0.0190***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0010)	
Urban	or	rural	area,	pop.	less	than	15,000	 0.0282***	 0.0195***	 -0.0086***	 -0.0391***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Number	of	children	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	zero)	
One	 0.1490***	 0.0882***	 -0.0131***	 -0.2240***	
	 (0.0008)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0013)	
Two	or	more	 0.1070***	 0.0718***	 0.0048***	 -0.1840***	
	 (0.0009)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0016)	
Change	in	number	of	children	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0042***	 0.0031***	 -0.0011***	 -0.0062***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0006)	
Earnings	to	income	ratio	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	less	than	0.5)	
0.5	or	more	 -0.0656***	 -0.0473***	 0.0172***	 0.0957***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	***:	𝑝 < 0.01;	**:	𝑝 < 0.05;	*:	𝑝 < 0.1	

Finally,	Table	10	presents	the	marginal	effects	for	the	most	recent	time	period	(2011	to	

2016).	The	effects	are	again	very	similar	to	those	in	Table	7.	All	in	all,	the	findings	from	the	

ordered	 logits	 are	 aligned	 with	 the	 stratification	 analysis	 presented	 using	 the	 transition	

matrices.	One	difference	appears	to	be	 for	the	marginal	effects	of	age:	 the	probabilities	to	



Connolly	and	Demontigny	

	 28	

transition	to	categories	1	and	2	are	higher	for	both	the	25	to	44	and	the	45	to	59,	compared	

to	the	18	to	24	years	old,	and	the	probabilities	to	transition	to	categories	3	and	4	are	lower.	

Table	10:	Ordered	logit	marginal	effects,	2011	to	2016	
	 Marginal	effect	on	probability	

(conditional	on	being	in	middle-class	cat.	in	year	𝒚)	
	 Cat.	1	 Cat.	2	 Cat.	3	 Cat.	4	
Age	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	18	to	24)	
25	to	44	 0.0046***	 0.0038***	 -0.0011***	 -0.0074***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0001)	 (0.0011)	
45	to	59	 0.0063***	 0.0052***	 -0.0015***	 -0.0100***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0011)	
Sex	(reference:	male)	
Female	 0.0016***	 0.0013***	 -0.0004***	 -0.0025***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.00001)	 (0.0006)	
Change	in	family	type	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.0150***	 0.0121***	 -0.0043***	 -0.0229***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0008)	
Family	type	change	to	lone	parent	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 0.3100***	 0.0801***	 -0.1960***	 -0.1940***	
	 (0.0026)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0016)	 (0.0007)	
Immigration	status	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	Canadian-born	or	landed	before	1980)	
Landed	for	more	than	10	years	 0.0363***	 0.0279***	 -0.0122***	 -0.0519***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0009)	
Landed	for	10	years	or	less	 0.0513***	 0.0374***	 -0.0199***	 -0.0689***	
	 (0.0008)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0009)	
Area	size	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	urban	area,	population	100,000+)	
Urban	area,	pop.	15,000-99,999	 0.0176***	 0.0144***	 -0.0045***	 -0.0274***	
	 (0.0007)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0010)	
Urban	or	rural	area,	pop.	less	than	15,000	 0.0303***	 0.0238***	 -0.0095***	 -0.0446***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Change	in	number	of	children	(reference:	no	change)	
Change	 -0.0030***	 -0.0025***	 0.0008***	 0.0048***	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.00001)	 (0.0006)	
Earnings	to	income	ratio	in	year	𝒚	(reference:	less	than	0.5)	
0.5	or	more	 -0.0582***	 -0.0477***	 0.0147***	 0.0913***	
	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0007)	
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	***:	𝑝 < 0.01;	**:	𝑝 < 0.05;	*:	𝑝 < 0.1	

To	summarize,	the	following	factors	are	associated	with	higher	downward	transitions	

out	of	the	middle	class:	being	aged	25	or	more,	female,	a	non-family	person	or	a	lone	parent,	

experiencing	a	change	in	family	type,	becoming	a	lone	parent,	being	an	immigrant,	living	in	a	

small	urban	area	or	a	rural	area,	having	children,	and	finally	having	less	than	50%	of	income	

coming	from	earnings.	Conversely,	the	following	factors	increase	the	probability	of	upward	

movement	out	of	the	middle	class:	being	under	25,	male,	in	a	couple,	Canadian-born,	living	in	

a	 large	 urban	 area,	 not	 having	 children,	 not	 experiencing	 a	 change	 in	 family	 type,	
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experiencing	a	change	in	the	number	of	children,	and	having	earnings	as	the	main	source	of	

income.	

4.3 Transitions for individuals close to the bounds 

In	the	final	part	of	our	analysis,	we	focus	on	individuals	that	are	close	to	the	bounds	of	

the	middle	class.	We	carve	out	two	additional	income	categories	around	each	of	the	bounds.	

These	additional	income	categories	each	contain	around	1%	of	the	our	sample,	as	is	seen	in	

the	 top	 rows	 of	 Table	 11	 and	 Table	 12.	 Table	 11	 contains	 the	 transition	 matrices	 for	

individuals	 around	 the	 lower	 bound	 of	 the	 middle	 class.	 We	 can	 see	 that	 downward	

transitions	are	more	common	for	those	individuals	than	they	are	for	those	in	the	bottom	half	

of	the	middle	class,	with	probabilities	to	end	up	in	the	low-income	category	of	28	to	35%,	

compared	with	 22	 to	 25%	 in	 Table	 2.	 One	 interesting	 finding	 to	 note	 is	 that	 downward	

transitions	appear	less	likely	over	time,	going	from	34.7%	for	the	1993	to	1998	transition,	to	

30.2%	 for	 the	 2011	 to	 2016	 one.	 The	 probability	 to	 stay	 in	 the	 bottom	middle	 class	 has	

increased,	going	from	26-27%	in	1993-1998	to	29-30%	in	2011-2016.	

Table	11:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟖	transition	matrices,	individuals	close	to	lower	bound	
	 1993	to	1998	 1999	to	2004	 2005	to	2010	 2011	to	2016	

	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 1′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 2′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 1′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 2′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 1′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 2′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 1′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 2′	
%	in	each	category	in	𝒚 1.1%	 1.1%	 1.0%	 1.1%	 1.0%	 1.0%	 1.0%	 1.0%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 34.7%	 32.5%	 35.0%	 32.4%	 33.0%	 30.3%	 30.2%	 28.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 2.8%	 2.6%	 2.9%	 2.7%	 2.6%	 2.7%	 3.1%	 2.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 2.9%	 2.8%	 2.7%	 2.8%	 2.8%	 2.8%	 3.1%	 2.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 25.8%	 26.8%	 25.9%	 26.3%	 27.2%	 28.0%	 29.3%	 29.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 24.1%	 25.1%	 23.8%	 25.7%	 24.5%	 25.7%	 25.0%	 26.7%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 8.9%	 9.3%	 8.9%	 9.1%	 9.0%	 9.6%	 8.4%	 8.6%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	

Table	12	presents	a	transition	matrices	but	for	individuals	close	to	the	upper	bound	of	

the	middle	class.	We	can	see	that	those	close	to	the	upper	bound	are	more	likely	to	transition	

upward	to	the	top	income	category	(probabilities	of	47	to	51%)	than	those	that	are	spread	

out	in	the	top	middle	class	(31	to	32%,	in	Table	2),	but	less	likely	than	those	that	are	already	

in	 the	 top	 income	group	 (71	 to	73%,	 in	Table	2).	 The	 findings	 from	 this	 analysis	 are	not	

surprising:	 being	 close	 to	 the	 upper	 bound	 means	 having	 a	 higher	 income	 than	 being	
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anywhere	in	the	top	middle	class,	and	being	close	to	the	lower	bound	means	having	a	lower	

income	than	being	randomly	selected	from	the	bottom	middle	class.	Accordingly,	upwards	or	

downward	transitions	are	more	or	less	likely.	

Table	12:	Five-year	𝟐 × 𝟖	transition	matrices,	individuals	close	to	upper	bound	
	 1993	to	1998	 1999	to	2004	 2005	to	2010	 2011	to	2016	

	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 3′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 4′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 3′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 4′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 3′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 4′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 3′	 𝑐𝑖,𝑦 = 4′	
%	in	each	category	in	𝒚 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	 0.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 6.7%	 7.0%	 6.8%	 6.4%	 6.4%	 6.5%	 6.1%	 5.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 1′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.4%	 0.4%	 0.4%	 0.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.5%	 0.4%	 0.4%	 0.4%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 2,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 7.8%	 7.8%	 7.8%	 7.8%	 7.7%	 7.5%	 7.2%	 6.9%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 31.2%	 29.9%	 33.6%	 32.0%	 32.7%	 31.7%	 32.0%	 31.5%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 3′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 1.9%	 1.9%	 1.9%	 1.9%	 1.9%	 1.8%	 2.1%	 1.8%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4′,𝑐',( = 𝑐- 2.1%	 1.9%	 1.8%	 2.0%	 1.8%	 1.9%	 2.0%	 2.1%	
𝑃)𝑐',(%) = 4,𝑐',( = 𝑐-	 49.3%	 50.6%	 47.1%	 49.2%	 48.6%	 49.7%	 49.9%	 51.0%	

Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
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5. Conclusion 

This	report	investigates	the	intragenerational	income	mobility	of	individuals	belonging	

to	middle-class	households.	This	is	of	interest	given	the	importance	of	having	a	solid	middle	

class	and	politicians’	focus	on	helping	middle-class	households	gain	and	retain	prosperity.	

We	rely	on	the	LAD,	an	annual	and	longitudinal	20%	sample	of	Canadian	tax	filers,	which	we	

follow	over	five-year	intervals.	We	start	with	individuals	aged	18	to	59	in	1993,	assign	them	

to	one	of	four	income	categories,	and	follow	up	with	them	five	years	later,	in	1998,	to	assess	

transitions	to	other	income	categories.	We	base	our	study	on	family-size-adjusted	after-tax	

income	 at	 the	 household	 level,	 and	 define	 the	 income	 categories	 relative	 to	 the	 median	

income.	The	middle	 class	 is	 defined	 as	having	 an	 income	between	75%	and	150%	of	 the	

median,	and	is	split	in	two	categories:	bottom	middle	class	is	up	to	the	median,	and	upper	

middle	class	is	above	the	median.	The	other	two	categories	are	below	the	middle	class,	i.e.	

income	under	75%	of	the	median,	or	above	it,	i.e.	income	greater	than	150%	of	the	median.	

The	five-year	intervals	we	consider	are	from	1993	to	1998,	1999	to	2004,	2005	to	2010,	and	

2011	to	2016.	

We	started	by	presenting	transition	matrices.	One	thing	to	note	is	the	relative	stability	

over	 time	of	 the	 transitions	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	middle	 class.	We	 found	 that,	while	 there	 is	

considerable	stickiness	in	the	top	and	bottom	income	categories,	there	is	a	fair	amount	of	

movement	 for	 individuals	 that	 start	 out	 in	 the	 middle	 class.	 Unfortunately,	 a	 lot	 of	 this	

movement	is	downwards,	especially	for	those	in	the	bottom	half	of	the	middle	class:	22	to	

25%	of	them	transition	downward	to	the	bottom	income	category.	

We	 then	 presented	 transition	matrices,	 but	 this	 time	 stratified	 using	 four	 different	

factors:	age,	sex,	type	of	family,	and	immigration	status.	Younger	individuals	are	more	likely	

to	experience	upward	transitions,	and	older	ones	to	move	downwards.	Men	generally	have	

higher	upward	transition	rates.	Couples	are	less	likely	to	be	in	the	middle	class	to	start	with,	

and	also	are	more	likely	to	transition	upwards	out	of	it,	at	least	compared	to	lone	parents.	

Non-family	persons	are	more	 likely	 to	 exit	 the	middle	 class	upwards,	which	 could	be	 the	

result	of	them	forming	a	new	couple.	Immigration	status	does	not	seem	to	have	a	large	effect	
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on	transitions,	except	 for	 the	most	recent	 time	period	 for	recent	 immigrants,	who	display	

high	overall	mobility.	

Our	analysis	continued	with	logistic	models,	where	we	estimated	the	effect	of	various	

explanatory	variables	on	the	probability	to	transition	from	the	middle	class	to	one	of	the	four	

income	categories.	Although	we	estimated	the	models	separately	 for	each	of	 the	 five-year	

intervals	studies,	the	results	are	very	stable	over	time.	Our	findings	echo	most	of	what	was	

shown	by	the	transition	matrices	and	the	stratification.	We	were	able	to	add	a	few	interesting	

factors,	 such	 as	 changes	 of	 status.	 For	 example,	 we	 saw	 that	 a	 change	 in	 family	 type	 is	

associated	with	more	downward	transitions,	and	especially	so	when	the	change	is	to	being	a	

lone	parent.	A	change	in	the	number	of	children	also	increases	downward	mobility.	We	also	

found	 that	having	50%	or	more	of	 income	coming	 from	earnings	 is	associated	with	more	

upwards	movement.	

We	finally	zoomed	in	on	individuals	close	to	the	lower	and	upper	bounds	of	the	middle	

class,	to	see	if	they	experience	stronger	or	weaker	transitions	over	our	five-year	periods.	We	

find	that	those	close	to	the	lower	bound	have	higher	probabilities	of	downward	movement	

compared	to	those	 in	 the	bottom	middle	class	 in	general,	a	 finding	that	 is	consistent	with	

them	having,	by	definition,	a	lower	income.	The	reverse	can	be	said	about	those	that	are	close	

to	the	upper	bound.	

Our	study	provides	a	portrait	of	the	intragenerational	transitions	over	five-year	periods	

in	Canada,	with	a	particular	focus	on	middle-class	individuals.	We	exploit	the	LAD,	a	large	

databank	based	on	administrative	fiscal	data.	This	allows	us	to	follow	individuals	over	time	

and	to	stratify	our	analysis	along	a	number	of	dimensions.	One	limit	is	that	we	do	not	observe	

education	levels,	which	likely	is	an	important	factor	in	intragenerational	income	mobility.	
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APPENDIX 

Figure	A1:	Sankey	diagram	for	𝟒 × 𝟒	transition	matrices,	1993	to	1998	

 
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	These	transitions	correspond	to	Panel	A	of	Table	2.	

Figure	A2:	Sankey	diagram	for	𝟒 × 𝟒	transition	matrices,	1999	to	2004	

 
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	These	transitions	correspond	to	Panel	B	of	Table	2.	
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Figure	A3:	Sankey	diagram	for	𝟒 × 𝟒	transition	matrices,	2005	to	2010	

 
Source:	authors’	calculations	based	on	the	LAD	
Note:	These	transitions	correspond	to	Panel	C	of	Table	2.	

	




