
Comments on MS 3030, titled “The effect of housing prices on fertility: Evidence from 

Canada” 

 

 

There is a growing interest in how fertility responds to different price signals and this paper 

examines how changes in housing prices affects family fertility rates. While other papers 

examine this question using US or Australian housing markets, this paper contributes to the 

literature by exploring this topic for Canadian housing markets, which have many differences 

from other countries, including greater price stability, larger down payments, and higher equity 

in homes. For this reason, the authors believe they may find larger effects that those previously 

established in the literature. This paper separates the analysis for homeowners and renters, as do 

others in the literature, with the belief that increases in housing prices may increase fertility for 

homeowners and reduce fertility for renters.  

 

Data for this study combines individual level panel data with housing price data. Because the 

authors cannot use self-reported housing price data, they collect historic housing price 

information from the Canadian Real Estate Board to use in their analysis. They are the first to 

use this data to examine how housing prices impact fertility decisions. Their empirical strategy 

uses logit models to estimate the effect of lagged housing prices on marginal fertility. They run 

both pooled cross section and panel with individual fixed effects models.  

 

Results suggest an increase in housing prices increases fertility for homeowners but has no effect 

on renters. The effects for homeowners are much larger than those found in previous studies, 

which the authors attribute to the different institutional setting. It is nice they find results 

consistent with others in the literature, especially when there are large differences in the housing 

market settings. They also investigate whether increased housing prices affect total fertility or 

timing of fertility, and they believe the increases in fertility may be partly driven by both. 

Overall, I think this paper is a nice addition to the literature because it examines a relevant 

question in a different institutional setting.  

 

 

Specific Comments 

1. Lovenheim and Mumford (2013) and Li et al (2017), the two closest related papers, both 

use changes in housing prices rather than lagged housing prices. The authors state they 

chose the lagged model because they believe it fits better with the nature of Canadian 

housing markets, but it might be a worthwhile exercise to see if they still find similar 

results using changes in housing price (if not for the panel models, then for the pooled 

cross section). Do they still find large positive effects on fertility? 

 

2. For the instrument – can they show the first stage and F-stat? This could easily be placed 

in the appendix.  

 

3. I like the analysis in Table 5 (examining the effects on timing of fertility), but I find both 

the writing and structure of the table hard to follow. When we have all these age 

interactions with the logit model, it can be harder for the reader to understand the 

different effects on fertility, and I think the authors are very aware of this point. It might 



be worthwhile to reorganize Table 5 or create another table similar to Table 4 in 

Lovenheim and Mumford (2013), where they calculate the estimated % change in birth 

probability for the different groups within the table (rather than the text). It might make 

the discussion easier to follow. 

 

4. I would add some tests for heterogeneity – by the number of children and family 

incomes. You can use the same interaction model from Table 5. You might want to think 

about organizing the result in a similar fashion I mention in the previous comment.  

 

5. Just a small typo in Table 1 – the homeowner mean for married/CL.   


