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Abstract
Canada increasingly favours immigration policies based on human capital theory and economic out-
comes. Consequently, while immigration is on the increase there is a downward trend in the num-
ber of “family class” entrants admitted to the country. The group most seriously affected is
sponsored parents and/or grandparents who are also the most vulnerable to criticisms against fam-
ily class immigration. The discussion is centered on the perceived lack of potential economic con-
tributions of these immigrants. Such a focus, however, overlooks the feminized nature of this type
of immigration and the many non-economic contributions these immigrants make. Using multino-
mial regression modeling of the Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada data, we examine
economic and non-economic contributions of sponsored parent and/or grandparent immigrants and
compare them to immigrants of similar age migrating under other categories of immigration. We
find that sponsored parents and/or grandparents make significant economic contributions to
Canadian society as well as other non-economic ones that are often overlooked. We also find that
their contributions increase over time and are heavily gendered, with female sponsored parents
and/or grandparents making more non-economic contributions than their male counterparts or
other immigrants of similar age migrating under other categories of immigration.

Résumé
Le Canada favorise de plus en plus les politiques d’immigration qui sont fondées sur la théorie du
capital humain et sur ses retombées économiques. Par conséquent, alors que cette immigration
est à la hausse, il y a néanmoins une tendance à la baisse du nombre d’entrées obtenues à partir
du «regroupement familial». Le groupe le plus sérieusement touché est celui des parents et / ou
grands-parents parrainés, qui sont aussi les plus vulnérables face aux critiques contre cette caté-
gorie. La discussion est centrée sur le manque perçu de contributions économiques potentielles
qu’ils peuvent apporter. Une telle approche, cependant, néglige la nature féminisée de ce type
d’immigration et leurs nombreuses prestations non monétaires. En utilisant un modèle de régres-
sion multinominale de l’Enquête longitudinale auprès des immigrants au Canada, nous examinons
ces apports et nous les comparons à ceux d’autres immigrés d’un âge similaire et provenant
d’autres catégories. Nous constatons que les parents et / ou grands-parents parrainés font d’impor-
tantes contributions économiques à la société canadienne, ainsi que des non-économiques qui
sont souvent négligées. Nous constatons également qu’au fil du temps leurs prestations aug-
mentent et sont fortement sexuées, les femmes en faisant plus au niveau non monétaire que leurs
homologues masculins et que les immigrés d’un âge similaire venus par l’entremise d’autres caté-
gories d’immigration.
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INTRODUCTION

Family migration has been the lifeblood of migration throughout the world (Daniel

2005; Kofman 2004). Recognizing the importance of the family to immigrant settle-

ment and integration, most receiving countries have implemented relatively gener-

ous family reunification policies which allow for the sponsorship of relatives who

did not accompany the original migrant at the time of immigration. Canada has

been no exception (CIC 2000; Daniel 2005; Deshaw 2006). However, in recent years

Canada has increasingly favoured a selection process informed by human capital

theory privileging those with skills, paid work experience, and high potential for

economic adaptability. Consequently, while immigration itself is on the increase,

there is a downward trend in the number of family class entrants admitted to the

country (Baker and Benjamin 2002; McLaren and Black 2005; Triadafilopoulos

2006) with over 10,000 fewer entrants in 2010 than admitted in 2006 (CIC 2010).

Once one of the largest sources of immigration, family class migration for reunifica-

tion now accounts for only slightly over 20% of annual immigrant intake in Canada

(CIC 2010; Daniel 2005). Sponsored parents and/or grandparents are the most vul-

nerable to criticisms that call into question the value of family class immigration and

hence, are particularly susceptible to cutbacks. As Immigration Minister Jason

Kenney noted, “… there have to be practical limits to our generosity. We have to cal-

ibrate… limits based on our country’s economic needs, our fiscal capacity. There is

no doubt that the people who are coming who are senior citizens, they have much,

much lower labour-market participation and much higher levels of utilization of the

public health system” (Gunter 2011). Yet, there is little empirical evidence to justify

such sentiments and the policies they drive. Consequently, it is this group within the

family class that provides the focal point for our discussion.

The basis upon which Canada selects its immigrants and the appropriate balance

between family class immigrants, economic immigrants (skilled workers) and refugees

is an important issue in the development of Canada’s immigration policies. However,

in discussions on what Canada’s rationale for immigration should be, the focus in

recent years has been almost exclusively on skilled workers and the growth of the tem-

porary worker category with a heavy emphasis on tracking economic indicators of inte-

gration such as employment and income in the case of the former and meeting acute

labour shortages in the case of the latter. Very little attention has been paid to the inte-

gration experiences of family class immigrants, except to note their relatively poorer

economic performance (Frances 2002; Stoffman 2002; Borjas 1999). Consequently, the

value of family class immigration has not been addressed and any discussion on the bal-

ance of different immigrant categories is severely hampered by the absence of analysis

of empirical data establishing the validity of different arguments (Rumbaut 1997).

Canadian Ethnic Studies/Études ethniques au Canada80 |

CES Vol 44 No 3_2012 version 8-revs_Volume 43, Nos. 1-2, 2011  2013-08-19  8:16 PM  Page 80



While some of the existing literature focuses on the value of family reunification

policies in principle, very little research examines the integration experiences of

sponsored family members in general or specific categories of family such as parents

and/or grandparents. The reason for this gap is in part due to the perceived marginal

(and gendered) nature of the subject matter. Family immigration may be of less

interest because of its connection to the social, feminine, private sphere rather than

the economic sphere (Kofman 2004; Rumbaut 1997). Accompanying family mem-

bers (sponsored or otherwise) are also not screened on human capital variables and

are not required or expected to possess the same levels of human capital brought by

principal economic class applicants. Little attention has been given to developing

models to ascertain the non-economic contributions made by newcomers to

Canada, or to develop more appropriate models for measuring non-standard eco-

nomic contributions. Consequently, the integration outcomes of family class immi-

grants have not been measured in any meaningful way beyond the standard income

indicators which dominate the field of immigration studies (e.g., Li 2003a, 2003b;

Smith 2004). 

Studies that do look at the integration outcomes for family class immigrants

tend to be qualitative in nature, based on case study designs (VanderPlaat 2007).

These studies are rich in interpretive data, and provide considerable insight to the

potential contributions of family class immigrants, particularly parents and/or

grandparents, within the family unit as well as the community. However, such stud-

ies are usually not conducted for the express purpose of measuring non-economic

outcomes or developing a meaningful model for measuring the economic and non-

economic contributions of parents and/or grandparents. Most important, qualita-

tive studies focusing on family class immigrants have not been conducted in

conjunction with, or successfully linked to large scale quantitative data, limiting

their capacity to be policy informative. Consequently, arguments for and against

family reunification tend to be highly subjective and rarely appeal to solid broad-

based research. 

The identification of these problems, both theoretical and methodological, does

not produce an obvious solution. As one analyses the sparse literature on family class

immigrants, it is apparent that the issue is a highly complex one, easily subject to

“leaps of logic” and misinterpretation of data.1 Yet, the need to understand the role

of the family in the immigration experience is considered critical (Arat-Koc 2006;

Ellis and Wright 2005; Kustec 2006; Jasso 1997; Nauck and Settles 2001; Rumbaut

1997). The objectives of this paper are therefore twofold: First, using data from the

Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants in Canada (LSIC), it explores the basic quanti-

tative data on sponsored parents and/or grandparents to inform the discussion

about what their potential contributions to Canadian society may be and how these
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may be more fully explored. Second, the paper considers what factors influence dif-

ferent potential outcomes of sponsored parents and/or grandparents compared to

other immigrants of similar age migrating under other categories of immigration.

We will accomplish these goals by first providing an overview of the different per-

spectives on family reunification policies. We then introduce potential contributions

that sponsored parents and/or grandparents make. Last, we test what factors influ-

ence different contributions of sponsored parents and/or grandparents.

COMPETING DISCOURSES

In very simplistic terms the discussion on the value of sponsoring parents and/or

grandparents takes place between those who advocate a humanitarian rationale for

family reunification versus those who argue against such policies from an economic

perspective. As such, the debate remains at the level of values and beliefs instead of

substantive arguments. The key issue is which perspective should dictate Canada’s

position on family immigration. Both readily dismiss the other without actually

addressing the specific arguments being presented. 

The position opposing large scale family reunification policies is based on an

economic imperative that contends that while families may be good for the well-

being of individuals, family class immigration may not be in the best economic

interests of the state (Avci 1999; Borjas 1999; Collacott 2002, 2006; Frances 2002;

Grubel 2005). In particular, sponsored parents and/or grandparents are viewed as

potential “burdens” on Canadian society, by virtue of their diminished capacity for

economic contributions and increased potential for stressing the social welfare and

healthcare systems (Stoffman 2002). 

The humanitarian position, by contrast, derives its moral imperative from

Canada’s commitment to a number of international conventions that recognize

migrants’ rights to join or be joined by their families. Proponents of this position

include settlement sector NGO’s, immigrant advocacy groups and social justice

organizations among others. The humanitarian position often also argues that not

only is access to family a right, it is also fundamental for the social, physical, psycho-

logical and spiritual well-being of newcomer populations (Canadian Council for

Refugees 2004; Deshaw 2006; KAIROS 2005; OCASI 2005). 

As Daniel (2005) notes, in its current state much of the debate between the

altruistic humanitarian position and the more instrumental economic perspective is

not particularly useful because it lacks a common ground for argumentation. A

more fruitful platform for discussion is presented by those who argue that the

notions of “contribution” and “burden” are inappropriately defined by the dominant

economic and human capital constructions of integration (Lewis-Watts 2006; Li
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2003a, 2003b; McLaren 2006) and there exists a strong body of feminist scholarship

in support of this argument (Creese et. al. 2008; Creese et. al. 2011; Neysmith et. al.

2010). It is thus important to critically examine how the integration experiences of

sponsored relatives, including parents and/or grandparents, should be interpreted

and understood.

Researchers from this perspective argue that not only is the family good for the

well-being of the individual, it is good for society as a whole because access to fam-

ily relationships and networks can support and mitigate the settlement and integra-

tion process (Dench 2006; Deshaw 2006; Khoo 2003; Kofman 2004; Li 2003a; Pratt

2006). By providing child care and/or labour to family owned businesses, sponsored

parents and/or grandparents can contribute to the overall economic well-being of

the family and support the educational pursuits and labour market activities of

other family members. Through volunteerism, informal networking and kinship

work, sponsored parents and/or grandparents can also contribute to community

cohesion and social capital formation which can be particularly important in the

absence of more formal support systems and settlement services (Lewis-Watts 2006;

Telegdi 2006). As Anderson (2001) points out, in some cultures grandparents also

play an important intermediary role in intergenerational conflicts. In addition, the

possibility of sponsoring relatives may be an important element in attracting and

retaining immigrants (Deshaw 2006; Khoo 2003).2

The problem with the alternative contribution discourse is that what “may” or

“could” happen is more or less based on speculation rather than concrete evidence.

While the assumptions posited make intellectual sense, very little effort has been

made to substantiate them. This is in part because most large-scale national data-

bases do not differentiate between different types of immigrants, not to mention

family class immigrants. As a result, and in absence of a well substantiated alterna-

tive discourse, the “integration” of family class immigrants continues to be narrowly

defined by inappropriately applied economic-related outcomes. 

It is important, however, to state that the development of an alternative contri-

bution discourse should not dismiss economic indicators as an integration outcome

for sponsored parents and/or grandparents. At issue is the establishment of appro-

priate economic indicators for parents and/or grandparents, indicators which, we

argue, recognize the importance of the family unit in assessing integration out-

comes. For example, analyses of earnings or income-tax returns hide the in-kind

support parents and/or grandparents may be giving their families and communities.

Likewise, the temporary strain on family wealth produced by sponsorship may have

long-term benefits and, as Baker and Benjamin (2002) and Mogelonsky (1995)

would suggest, this may be a very strategic decision on the part of families. 

Our analysis therefore aims to expand the discourse on integration outcomes by

Madine VanderPlaat, Howard Ramos, and Yoko Yoshida |  83

CES Vol 44 No 3_2012 version 8-revs_Volume 43, Nos. 1-2, 2011  2013-08-19  8:16 PM  Page 83



offering preliminary empirical evidence to critically engage the academic, policy and

settlement community in assessing the value of family class immigration, particu-

larly as it relates to sponsored parents and/or grandparents.

DATA AND METHODS

To examine different potential contributions of sponsored parents and/or grandpar-

ents, we use Statistics Canada’s Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Canada

(LSIC). It was first administered in 2001 and has results for three waves of data—six

months, two years, and four years after immigrants arrive in Canada. It offers unique

insight into the transitions that a cohort of immigrants experienced after migrating

and unlike most surveys, the LSIC contains data on different immigrant statuses,

which allow us to specifically examine family class sponsored parents and/or grand-

parents. We begin by conducting tabular and descriptive analysis and then run

multinomial regression models of main activity3 (as a proxy of different contribu-

tions) on a dummy measure of parents and/or grandparents4, controlling for various

demographic factors from wave 1. These include: sex, highest level of education

obtained outside of Canada, work status before arriving to Canada, area of settlement,

ethnicity, official language ability, age, and family income.5 Models examine main

activity in waves 2 and 3, for all immigrants 40 years and older, and uses Statistics

Canada bootstraps weights to produce standard errors. We chose to look at older

immigrants because they are more likely to share similar attributes to sponsored

parents and/or grandparents. This analysis is followed by a comparison of probabil-

ities of main activities in waves 2 and 3, net of controls, for parents and/or grand-

parents and other immigrants 40 years and older.

Because our analysis is exploratory, we remain agnostic to the direction of

effects for possible influences of main activity, or contributions, and are instead

interested in seeing which significantly affect different contributions and whether or

not sponsored parents and/or grandparents have statistically discernible differences

in their main activities compared to other immigrants of comparable age immigrat-

ing through other immigration categories. 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

To offer context we begin by examining trends in family class immigration during

the 2000s. As Table 1 shows, the proportion of family class immigrants to Canada

has declined from about 26.6% of immigrants in 2001 to 21.5% in 2010. The table

also shows that since 2001, parent and grandparent immigrants have not exceeded

10% of all immigrants and by 2010 they make up just 5.5% of immigrants arriving
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in Canada. Although this is a small proportion of total immigrants, this category of

immigrant has been the focus of much contention. As Canada begins to revamp its

immigration system, sponsored parents and/or grandparents are front and centre.

During the fall of 2011, the federal government announced new and unprecedented

visas to make it easier for immigrants to spend time with their parents and grand-

parents. Yet, at the same time, it implemented a two-year moratorium on new appli-

cations for immigration under this category—effectively shutting down this mode

of immigration. Relatedly, many Canadians fear that these immigrants are a drain on

the economy and tax dollars. 

This sentiment is reflected in comments by journalist Lorne Gunter (2011) who

stated:

Most of these older immigrants will never work or will work very little between the time
they are admitted and the time of their death. That also means they will pay very few
taxes to contribute toward the social services they will consume. How is that fair to tax-
payers who have lived and worked here all their lives, or who moved here decades ago
and have contributed tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands of tax dollars since?
(Edmonton Journal, October 23)

Given the policy changes and strong sentiments echoed by many, one might be sur-

prised that we are talking about such a relatively small proportion of immigrants.

When we examine how sponsored parents and/or grandparents stack up against

other immigrants in Table 2, we find that there are a number of interesting differ-

ences between sponsored parents and/or grandparents and other immigrants. Some

differences surely will add fuel to the fodder of critics, yet others spark the need for

further investigation. Sponsored parents and/or grandparents are more likely to be

women, with less education, less work experience, weaker official language skills, be

less likely to be married, and are older. 

Yet, they are not as “elderly” as some might expect and this could broaden the

types of activities they participate in. The average age of sponsored parents and/or

grandparents in the LSIC was just 60 years old. They are people who are able to con-

tinue to make valuable contributions to Canada and still have years of work potential

ahead of them. The data, moreover, show that they are not living in poorer condi-

tions than other immigrants. If you look at the family incomes between the two

TABLE 1. Family Class (%) Immigration 2001-2010

Source: CIC Facts and Figures 2010: 7
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groups you find a difference of just $475. Parents and/or grandparents are no more

likely to be a drain on the Canadian social welfare system than other people their

age, or other immigrants.

When we examine the main activities of sponsored parents and/or grandparents

further, in Table 3, and compare them against other immigrants who are 40 years
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and older, we find that, as a whole, sponsored parents and/or grandparents are less

likely to be working than other immigrants. However, at the same time, sponsored par-

ents and/or grandparents are making a number of important contributions that are

often missed in critiques against their immigration. Just after arriving, less than 30%

of these immigrants reported being retired, which is what many would expect.

However, the other two thirds of these immigrants were either working or self-

employed or homemaking. As a result, the majority of sponsored parents and/or grand-

parents engage in activities that contribute to the Canadian economy and society. 

When the same data are examined in the second wave of the LSIC, two years

after landing in Canada, the results look somewhat different. After two years in

Canada, about the same percent of sponsored parents and/or grandparents reported

being retired, the proportion working increased to 40.8%, while the proportion

homemaking decreased to 12.8% (in part because the second wave began asking

about caring for family separately), and caring for family accounted for 14.8% of

sponsored parents and/or grandparents’ main activities. The roughly 13 percentage

point increase in working is a very interesting finding in light of the fact that this

population is now two years older. 

When the data are examined at the third wave of the LSIC, four years after land-

ing in Canada, about the same proportion of sponsored parents and/or grandpar-

ents remain retired, roughly 39% are working or self-employed, just under 14% are

homemaking, and about 14% are caring for family. In other words, only a third of

these immigrants are retired and the other two thirds are making important contri-

butions to the Canadian economy and their families—not the story we hear from

critics of family class migration.

To explore the data even further, we ask if there are any determinants of the dif-

ferent contributions of sponsored parents and/or grandparents and additionally ask

whether or not their contributions are significantly different from other immigrants

of comparable age entering the country through other immigrant categories. If there

are systemic correlates with different outcomes and differences among immigrant
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categories, this should be of interest to academics and policymakers alike. It is our

aim to offer a preliminary snap shot of what these immigrants contribute, and why

they do so, to potentially advance the debate on family class immigrants and spon-

sored parents and/or grandparents.

To explore these questions, we conduct a series of multinomial regression mod-

els, examining the effect of being a sponsored parent and/or grandparent on main

activity, controlling for a series of other measures. In Table 4, we look at main activ-

ity in wave 2 regressed on being a parent and/or grandparent and other controls

from wave 1. The reference category for main activity is retired. As we look at the

constants across outcomes of main activity (Y=1 through Y=3), we see that gener-

ally immigrants in the sample, sponsored parents and/or grandparents and those 40

years or older, are far more likely to be working than retired. The same is the case of

homemaking/caring for family and other activity. The story changes slightly when

we look specifically at sponsored parents and/or grandparents. The outcome of

working as a main activity (Y=1) shows that compared to other immigrants 40 years
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and older, they are slightly less likely to engage in working. The same is the case for

the other two main activities analyzed in models Y=2 and Y=3. However, the effect of

being a sponsored parent and/or grandparent on working is not statistically signifi-

cant. When we examine what determines whether or not sponsored parents and/or

grandparents and other immigrants 40 years and older are working, we see that only

less than high school education, South Asian ethnicity, and age make a statistically

discernible impact. In the case of lowest education category and being South Asian,

they increase the likelihood of working and in the case of age, older age decreases the

effect on working. When we look at homemaking/caring for family (Y=2), we see that

more factors affect whether or not sponsored parents and/or grandparents and other

immigrants 40 years and older engage in homemaking or caring for family as their

main activity. In fact, being a woman and having less than high school education have

a statistically significant effect in increasing doing this as a main activity, previous

full-time work decreases this activity, as does age. With respect to other activity

(Y=3), only age has a negative impact on these activities. 

In Table 5, we examine the same relationships, but this time look at data on main

activity from wave 3. Like results from wave 2 data, main activity outcomes (Y=1

through Y=4) show that for sponsored parents and/or grandparents and other immi-

grants 40 years and older, they are more likely to be working, homemaking, caring for

family, or doing an other activity than being retired. Again, the story changes slightly

when we look specifically at sponsored parents and/or grandparents compared to

other immigrants 40 years and older. Here we again see that for all activities, spon-

sored parents and/or grandparents are less likely to engage in them compared to

being retired, while also comparing them to other immigrants. Yet, these differences

are not statistically significant for working or caring for family. When we examine

what accounts for working as main activity (Y=1), we find that being a woman

decreases the likelihood of doing this activity, as does being older. All other controls

were not statistically significant. We find that being a woman increases homemaking

(Y=2) as a main activity, and age decreases it. Caring for family (Y=3) offers a more

complex set of relationships, with being a woman increasing caring for a family as a

main activity, some post-secondary and university or higher education decreasing it,

being South Asian increasing it, and age decreasing it. With other activities (Y=4), we

see that being married decreases these activities, as does age. 

The models presented in Tables 4 and 5 offer an interesting and mixed story

about what sponsored parents and/or grandparents contribute. They show that gen-

erally retirement is likely to be a main activity of these immigrants. Models also show

that there is no statistically discernible effect on the difference between sponsored

parents and/or grandparents and other immigrants 40 and older with respect to

working or being self-employed as well as caring for family. They likewise show that
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other immigrants are more likely to engage in non-retirement activities than spon-

sored parents and/or grandparents. Additionally it appears that there are important

gender differences in activities reported, with women being more likely to engage in

homemaking and caring for family and less likely to be working or self-employed in

the paid labour force. Older age, as one might expect, is also linked to decreasing

engagement of non-retirement activities.

To examine the difference between main activities of sponsored parents and/or

grandparents and other immigrants 40 years of older further, we look at predicted

probabilities of main activity at wave 2 and wave 3, net of controls in Figures 1 and 2.6

Before interpreting the results, we should caution that the predicted probabili-

ties reported are meant to show the marginal effect of being a sponsored parent

and/or grandparent only. The results do not take into account potential interactions

among sponsored parents and/or grandparents and other predictors, which should

be the focus of future research. Here we try to only offer a preliminary sketch. In

Figure 1, we see a 13 percentage point difference in the probabilities for sponsored
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Fig. 1. Predicted probabilities for main activity at wave 2

Fig. 2. Predicted probabilities for main activity at wave 3
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parents and/or grandparents being retired compared to other immigrants 40 years or

older. We also see a 14 percentage point difference in the probabilities of engaging

in other activities between the two groups. However, at the same time, we find just

a 1 percentage point difference between sponsored parents and/or grandparents

and their probability to work or be self-employed two years after arriving in

Canada. We see the same difference for homemaking or caring for family. When we

examine the same probabilities two years later, in wave 3, we see that the retirement

gap still exists but narrows by 2 percentage points. The other activity gap also

remains but shrinks to just a 6 percentage point difference. With respect to work-

ing, there is just a 3 percentage point difference between sponsored parents and/or

grandparents and other immigrants 40 years or older. There is a two percentage

point difference in homemaking, and no difference at all for caring for family.

Counter to common perceptions, sponsored parents and/or grandparents are over-

whelmingly likely to make economic and non-economic contributions to Canadian

society and their families.

CONCLUSION

This paper offers a preliminary examination of what the LSIC can tell us about the

integration experiences of sponsored parents and/or grandparents and the extent to

which there is empirical evidence to support arguments for and against the broad

scale inclusion of this category of immigrant. Ultimately we hope to be able to con-

tribute to the development of an informed discourse on the concept of “contribu-

tion” and how integration outcomes are measured. The evidence at this point is

obviously quite limited and more sophisticated analysis is required to determine the

intricacies of how sponsored parents and/or grandparents contribute to the well-

being of immigrant families and communities. Equally important is the need for

data that will allow us to model how families work together to achieve their eco-

nomic, social and cultural goals. Not all of what would be required to meet this

objective is available through the LSIC since the individual, not the family, is the unit

of analysis. However, the LSIC does have the capacity to produce some basic find-

ings to dispel a few of the myths attributed to this particular group. Even a basic

analysis such as this provides evidence against two common misconceptions regard-

ing age and productivity. Sponsored parents and/or grandparents are not by defini-

tion “seniors,” nor are they likely to be retired (a status which does not in and of itself

preclude economic and social contributions).

Moreover, we consistently find, across different main activities, that female

immigrants play an important role in social realms. They were more likely than their

male counterparts to report homemaking and caring for family as their main activ-
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ities—all of which have indirect effects on the economic performance of other

immigrants and the wider Canadian society.

These findings suggest important directions for the type of research needed to

effectively inform debates around family class immigration. First is the need to recog-

nize immigration, integration and settlement as a family experience. Family class

immigrants are by definition part of a larger social unit. Hence, arguments based on

their outcomes as individuals, especially those which focus on economic indicators, are

grossly misleading. Researchers working in the area of women and migration have

made the same argument, noting that women’s integration experiences should be

measured and understood within the context of their connectedness to family and

household strategies (Arat-Koc 2006; Creese et al. 2008; Creese et al. 2011; Hondagneu-

Sotelo 1999; Kofman 2004; Neysmith et. al. 2010). We would contend that the same

theoretical framework should be applied to researching the experiences of parents and

grandparents, especially in light of the gendered nature of our findings. Second, our

analysis shows support for the alternative contributions argument. Sponsored parents

and grandparents are active—especially in the social and cultural realm. Hence, there

is evidence to support the contention that further research is warranted to establish

how sponsored parents and grandparents are not only contributing to the best inter-

ests of the family but also, through their social and cultural reproductive activities, to

the best interests of the state. Third, in order to make accurate projections of the con-

tributions of family class migrants, it will be important to conduct analysis looking at

the multiple intersections and interactions of their experiences. 

For now, however, we have taken the first step in offering empirical evidence to

the debate over sponsored parents and/or grandparents. As some critiques would

readily note, they tend to have less human capital than other immigrants. They come

with less education, have less work experience, have weaker official language skills,

be less likely to be married, and are older than other immigrants arriving through

other categories. But that is only a partial story of who they are and what they con-

tribute. Sponsored parents and/or grandparents are not as old as many suspect, they

tend to live in similar households as other immigrants and, as our analysis of their

contributions suggest, they overwhelmingly—two thirds—work or are self-

employed, engage in homemaking, care for family, or engage in other activities. They

are active and they do make important contributions to their families.

NOTES

1. For example, arguments against the sponsoring of parents and/or grandparents often appeal to data available on
immigrant seniors, an assumed equivalency that has not been validated.

2. 47 percent of immigrants who responded to the LSIC in the first wave indicated an intent to sponsor a family
member relative (Statistics Canada 2005, 5)
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3. These are based on em1q049 (wave 1), em2q049x (wave 2) and em3q049x (wave 3). It should be noted that car-
ing for family members was not measured in wave 1 but was captured in wave 2. We derive working or self-employment
from the valid skip option. We acknowledge that this is a rough proxy of potential contributions, noting that theoreti-
cally they may not be mutually exclusive, and that LSIC forces respondents to choose one option over others; however,
we offer these measures as an empirical starting point to open grounded debate.

4. The measure is based on LSIC variable lr1d011.
5. Controls, more specifically are measured by: Sex (lr1q008), Highest level of education (ed1q001), Work experi-

ence prior to arrival (em1q002), Region of destination (hh1d007), lr1g042 (Ethnicity), Official language (derived from
ls1q003 and ls1q041), Marital status (derived from lr1q009 and lr2q009), Age (lr1g007), and in2d069x (Family Income). 

6. The predicted probabilities presented in Figures 1 and 2 are based on being either a sponsored parent and/or
grandparent or an other immigrant 40 years and older, net of being male, having a university degree or higher, having
full-time work experience before arrival, living in Montreal, Toronto, or Vancouver, being European ethnic origin, hav-
ing official language abilities, being married, being 60 years old, and a family income of $23,266.
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