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RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis completed indicates a lack of comprehension of
Question 30 (Current Employment). This misunderstanding is
evident in the inconsistency of responses between Question 30
and Question 44 (Current work for wages and salary) and in
comparison with Labour Force Survey estimates. Question 30
does not provide a sufficiently accurate estimate of the
employed population. Experience from previous Censuses has
shown that a more accurate estimate can be obtained from two
questions: one on "hours worked in the reference week" and a
second on "absence from job in the reference week",.

Questions on "hours worked in reference week"™ and “"absence in
reference week" can be expected to provide estimates of the
employed which fall within the sampling variability of the
Labour Force Survey. Statistics Canada will be seen as
providing one estimate of this population. Confusion is
created in the user community when estimates are provided by
the Census which exceed the Labour Force Survey variability.
The use of two questions on the 1991 Census can be expected to
minimize this confusion at the provincial and sub-provincial
levels and eliminate it at the national level.

These two questions are reguired for other reasons as well.
The question on number of hours worked must be added back on
to the questionnaire in order to assist in the interpretation
of income and occupation data for employment equity purposes,
and for the validation and possible derivation and computation
of wage rate data. A guestion on absence from work must also
be included to complete the data required to satisfy Statistics
Canada's definition of the employed.

In 1981 and 1986, most Census labour data was produced for the
labour force or for the experienced labour force sub-
populations. A high percentage of our users combine our data
with that from previous Censuses. From the user community
perspective, it is desirable that Statistics Canada produce
data based on universes comparable to previous Censuses.

After each Census, Statistics Canada is asked to provide data
to organizations such as the United Nations and the
International Labour Organization. These requests are always
for persons in the labour force.

The experienced labour force consists of all persons who have
worked since January 1 of the year previous to the Census i.e.
in the previous 17 months and who were in the labour force as
of the reference week. To be in the labour force, they must
have been employed or unemployed. The estimates of the
employed come from the two questions previously recommended.
Estimates of the unemployed come from a response to the second
of these 2 in combination with 3 additional questions which



were dropped during the selection process for the National
Census Test. Questions on the unemployed must be included if
we wish to provide estimates for the labour force and
experienced labour force.

The additional benefit is, of course, that estimates for the
unemployed would be available from the Census. This is an
advantage for users of small area and Yukon and Northwest
Territory data for which no Labour Force Survey estimates are
available.

Therefore, it is recommended that the 5 former questions on
labour force activity be included on the 1991 questionnaire.

Although the data provide little concrete evidence of a lack
of comprehension of Question 39 (Years of Work), labour force
survey interviewers at the National Census Test debr1ef1ng
sessions expressed very negative comments about this question.
The answers to the re-interview questionnaire confirm that
respondents are confused by this question. We recommend that
this question not be included on the 1991 questionnaire.

Given the analysis completed on responses to Question 40 (Work
with present employer), it is recommended that this gquestion
be included on the 1991 questionnaire, albeit as "Priority 3".
Additional analysis on the re-interview file data has shown
that reliable data can be obtained from this question. If this
question is added, it is recommended that it precede Question
41 (Weeks worked).

It is recommended that questions relating to when last worked,
class _of worker, incorporation status, weeks worked and
full/part time work be included on the 1991 questionnaire., 1In
addition,_it 1s recommended that the questions on incorporation
status and full/part time work be presented as separate
gquestions on the questionnaire and not as (b) portions of class
of worker and weeks worked.

It is recommended that questions relating to occupation and
industry be 1included on the 1991 questionnaire. Given the
improved rate of response noted when two-part questions such
as the class of worker and weeks worked mentioned above were
presented as separate questions, it is recommended that the
component parts for occupation and 1industry be separate
questions as on the NCT questionnaire.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

Question 30 (Current Employment) appears to under-
enumerate the employed population.

Although this under-enumeration is evident in all age

groups, it is most apparent among 15-19 year olds and
particularly those 15 or 16.

in comparison with Question 44 (Current work for wages or
salary), there appears to be a lack of response or
incorrect response to Question 30.

In general, respondents' answers to Question 39 (Years of
work) were consistent with their age and other variables
such as sex and schooling. However, data from the re-
interview questionnaire indicate that respondents did not
understand the meaning of this question.

Respondents appear to provide answers to Question 40 (Work
with present employer} which are consistent with other
variables such as age and sex. .
In general, the data on Question 31 (When last worked)
appears to be a reliable indicator of work experience in
the previous 23 months. Only when there is a conflict
with a response to Question 41 (Weeks worked) does 'when
last worked' appear less reliable.

Class of Worker (Question 39) and Incorporation Status
{Question 38) were presented as 2 distinct guestions on
the NCT. This had led to a substantial reduction in the
level of non-response to incorporation status.

The data from the weeks worked guestion appears to be
better than what has been collected in previous Censuses.
This improvement may be due to a change in question format
and the presence of Question 40 (Work with present
employer).

Weeks Worked (Question 41) and Full/part-time work
(Question 42) were presented as 2 distinct questions on
the NCT. This has led to a decrease in the level of non—
response to ‘Full/part-time work'.



IIT INTRODUCTION

The Naticnal Census Test was conducted on November 4, 1988. The
labour questions were of three types: a) those which were being
tested for the first time (question 30), b) those which were
modifications of questions formerly asked on Mcodular Test 1
(questions 39 & 40) and c) those which were asked on previous
censuses (guestions 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 41, 42).

a) Q. 3u - IS THIS PERSON CURRENTLY EMPLOYED?

Question 30 was asked for the first time on the National Census
Test. During discussions of final content for the NCT, the
questions on hours worked in reference week and those asked to
determine unemployment status were dropped. Question 30 was
tested on the understanding that if the results were
unacceptable from the stand point of either data quality or
strong negative reaction from the user community, the decision
to replace the usual 5 questions would be reviewed.

b) Q. 3% - SINCE THIS PERSON STOPPED GOING TO SCEOOL FULL TIME,
IN HOW MANY YEARS HAS HE/SHE WORKED AT LEAST PART OF
THE YEAR?

Q. 4C - WHEN DID THIS PERSON START TO WORK FOR THEIR PRESENT
OR MOST RECENT EMPLOYER? IF SELF-EMPLOYED, SEE GUIDE.

Questions 39 and 40 had been successfully tested on Modular
test 1. Respondents seemed in general to understand the
questions and the rates of non-response were considered
acceptable. Minor working changes were proposed and accepted
for tne National Census Test and the order of these 2 questions
on Lhe questionnaire was reversed.

¢) The remaining questions were previously asked on the 1981 and
1986 Censuses. They were included on the NCT to ensure that
the gquality of responses to them would not be adversely
affected by the presence of the new questions i.e. questions
30, 39 and 40, or by the redesign of the questionnaire format
to a matrix approach. They were as follows:

Q. 31 - WHEN DID THIS PERSON LAST WORK, EVEN FOR A FEW DAYS?
Q. 12 - FOR WHCM DID THIS PERSON WORK?

Q. 331 - WBAT KIND OF BOSINESS, INDUSTRY OR SERVICE WAS THIS?
Q. 3t - WHAT KIND OF WORK WAS THIS PERSON DOING?

Q. 36 - IN THIS WORK, WHAT WERE THIS PERSON'S MOST IMPORTANT

DUTIES OR ACTIVITIES?



As

Q.

The
Census
report

3y - IN THIS JOB, WAS THIS PERSON MAINLY WCORKING FOR
WAGES OR SALARY, WORKING WITBOUT PAY, SELF-EMPLOYED?

g - IF SELF-EMPLOYED, WAS TH1S PERSON'S FARM OR BUSINESS
INCORPORATED?

41 - IN HOW MANY WEEKS DID THEIS PERSON WORK IN 198772

4z - DURING MOST OF THOSE WEEKS, DID THIS PERSON WORK

FOLL TIME OR PART TIME?

rererred@ to in the evaluation of Question 30:

44 - IS THIS PERSON CURRENTLY WORKING FOR A WAGE OR
SALARY?

present report will analyse the results of the National
Test and will propose content for the 1991 Census. The
will deal individually with the three types of questions

noted above and includes a description of all the analysis done to
answer, among others, the questions raised in M. Sheridan's report
to the Census Project Review Group.



EVALUATION OF QUESTION 30 - IS THIS PERSON CURRENTLY
EMPLOYED?

INTRCDUCTION

Question 30 was asked on the NCT in order to identify persons who
were employed at the time of the census. Traditionally both the
Census and the Labour Force Survey (LFS) have determined employment
status from two questions, one on "hours worked in the reference
week" and a second on "absence from job, in the reference week, due
to illness, wvacation, etc". The analysis of question 30 focuses
on the ability of this simplified approcach to adquately estimate
the employed population. The following analysis has been carried
out:

I Comparison of the results of the NCT to those of the
Labour Force Survey
a) General Comparisons - Canada & provinces
b) Comparisons of employment to population
ratios - Canada
c) Comparisons by age group - Canada
d) Comparisons by class of worker - Canada

II Consistency checks between the responses to question
30 and the responses to other guestions on the NCT

I COMPARISONS WITH THE LABOUR FORCE SURVEY

A) GENERAL COMPARISONS

The total number of persons 15 years and over who answered yes to
question 30 (Is this person currently employed?) on the NCT,
provides an estimate of the employed population, persons who worked
in reference week or were absent due to vacation, illness, etc. In
Table 1, this estimate (weighted) is compared to the employment
estimates from the October and November Labour Force Survey.

At the Canada level the estimates of the NCT are lower than those
of the LFS by approximately 6%. The difference is slightly greater
for women than men. Only in the provinces of Newfoundland and Nova
Scotia do the estimates from the NCT come within 2 standard
deviations of the LFS results.

These results indicate an under-reporting of the employed
population by the NCT.

There are, however, two factors which need to be taken into
consideration. Firstly, there was a non-responses of 4% to question
30 amcng the persons 15 years and over. These persons were not
assigned a value (imputed). Secondly the estimates from the NCT
include persons in the Armed Forces. The LFS estimates are for the
civilian employed only.



Adjustments were made for these factors using the results of the
1986 Census. The calculations used are outlined in Table 2.

Table I provides a comparison of the adjusted employment estimates
from the NCT to the estimates from the Labour Force Survey. At the
Canada level the estimates from the NCT were lower than the LFS by
between 3 and 4%. This difference would not appear to be accounted
for by sampling variablility as the percentage difference is well
in excess of the coefficient of variance (.33%) associated with the
LFS estimates. Therefore the results are indicative of an under-
reporting by the NCT.

The results obtained from the 1986 Census have been included in
Table 1 of the Appendix. The employment data from the 1986 Census
compared well with the estimates from the May and June 1986 LFS.

B) COMPARISONS OF EMPLOYMENT TO POPULATION RATIOS

In the past the census has published labour force participation
rates, unemployment rates and employment population ratios. Since
ne information was collected on the unemployed population from the
NCT, the employment population ratio is the only economic¢ indicator
that can be measured. Table 4 provides a comparison of the
population 15 years and cover between the NCT and the LFS. The NCT
estimates have been adjusted to remove the armed force. The
results compare well. At the Canada level the NCT estimate falls
between the October and November LFS estimate. Therefore
differences in the employment population ratios bhetween the NCT and
the LFS are due to differences in the employment estimates. The
raticos in Table 5 have been calculated using adjusted NCT
employment estimates {armed forces and non-response considered) and
the NCT population estimates from Table 4. For Canada, the NCT
employment population ratio is lower than that of the LFS by 2
percentage points. As was the case for the employment estimates,
the greatest differences occurred in Prince Edward Island and
Saskatchewan and the least differences in Newfoundland and Nova
Scotia.

C) COMPARISONS BY AGE GROUPS

Comparisons of the age distribution of persons who answered "yes"
to Question 30 on the NCT to the age distribution of the employed
from the October and November Labour Force Survey are presented in
Table 6. The distributions compare well for the clder age groups
( 44-54, 54-64, 65+); the percentage of 25-44 year olds was
slightly higher from the NCT thar from the LFS. The greatest
difference occurred among the 15-19 year olds, especially among
those 15-16 years of age. The results of the NCT show a lower

percentage of the employed population in the youngest age group
than dc the LFS results.



The actual estimate of 132,000 employed 15-16 year olders from the
NCT is only slightly more than half the estimate from the October
1988 LFS. In order to improve the comparison the armed forces and
the non-response should be taken into consideration. For this age
group the number of persons in the armed forces is negligible.
There were, however, B6,000 persons in the 15-16 year age category
who left Question 30 blank. The results from the 1986 Census
indicated that for the 15-19 year age group approximately 25% of
the non-response (to the hours worked question) were imputed to
employed. Using this percentage tc estimate imputation results in
an adjusted employment estimate of 154,000, still 41% lower than
the October 1988 LFS estimate of 260¢,000.

Lower estimates for employed youth in the census versus the LFS is
not a new finding. In 1986, the same problem was encountered. The
estimate of employed 15-19 year olds from the census was 17% lower
than the May 1986 LFS estimate and 28% below the estimate for June
1986. Tne problem appears to be more severe in the NCT, though it
is difficult to compare. In addition the June 3, 1986 Census date
coincides with the return of students to the labour force for the
summer mcnths. Likely the difference in reference period between
the Census and LFS is a greater factor in June than in November.
This would suggest that the November results should be closer than
in June and that the large difference is €¥"“to under reporting of
employment by teens.

Higher employment counts in the LFS than Census or NCT for 15-19
year olds are probably due tco differences in methodology (i.e.
interviewer approach in LFS versus self-enumeration in the census
and NCT). The LFS interviewer can assure the respondent that work,
even for cne or two hours a week, at jobs such as babysitting and
newspaper delivering should be included. Under the self-
enumeration method, particularily with proxy responses, many of
these types of jobs may be omitted.

D) COMPARISONS BY CLASS OF WORKER

In Table 7 the distribution of the employment estimates by class
of worker are presented from the NCT and the October and November
1988 Labour Force Survey. The estimates from the NCT are
restricted to those persons who answered "yes" to question 30 and
did not leave question 37 (class of worker) blank. For both men and
women the percentage of paid workers is higher in the NCT than in
the LFS and conversely the percentage of self-employed is lower
from the NCT. The unpaid family workers were reported in
approximacely the same proportions in the NCT and the LFS.

These results are consistent with the findings of the 1986 Census
(see Appendix Table 2). The reasons cited in the 1686
certification report were differences in methodology between the
Census and the Survey and a coverage difficulty in the Census of
marginal workers. Marginal workers are persons who do not have long
term attachments to the labour market. Included in this group would
be persons who enter, leave, and reenter the labour force, often,



in jobs requiring little work experience. These factors are likely
the cause of the differences between the NCT and Survey results as
well,

II CONS1STENCY CHECKS

Question 34 -IS THIS PERSON CURRENTLY WORKING FOR WAGES AND SALARY?
was included on the NCT to act as a filter question to the income
gquestion on wage rates. The results to questions 30 and 44 provide
and interesting comparison. In theory anyone who answered "yes" to
question 44 should alsc have answered "yes" to question 30.
However, there were inconsistencies in the results, Close to half
a million persons who indicated that they were currently working
for wages and salary answered "no" or left question 30 blank (Table
8). These inconsistent results were distributed among all age
groups for males and females throughout the provinces.

In order to investigate these results further the "write-in"
responses to the industry and occupation questions were reviewed.
Of the respondents who answered Q30=NQO & Q44=YES 17% left the
industry and occupation questions blank. The "write-ins" for the
remaining 83% were diverse including such occupations as teachers,
babysitters, cooks, clerks, cashiers, construction workers, farm
labourers, etc. It appears as though the majority of persons who
answered Q30=NO & Q44=YES should have answered "yes" to question
30.

The written responses to industry and occupation were also examined
for persons who answered Q30=BLANK & Q44=YES. For these persons the
non-~response to industry and occupation was 72%. The "write-ins"
for the remaining 28% were varied.

These 1incongsistencies between gquestions 30 and 44 indicate
confusicn on the part of some respondents as to the meaning of
"currently employed". The confusion was not restricted to the
English version of the questionnaire, as 25% of the inconsistencies
occurred in Quebec. Although the guide explained whom to include
past experience has indicated that the use of the guide is limited.
It is possible that many of the persons who answered Q30=NO &
Q44=YES were marginal workers who may have interpreted question 30
to mean permenant employment. Most likely there are many reascons
for these inconsistent results.

There is an additional relationship which should exist between
questions 30 and 44. Anyone who answered "yes" to question 30 -
(they were currently employed) and answered "no" to question 44 -
{they were not currently working for wages and salary) should be
either self-employed or unpaid famiiy workers. The class of worker
responses from question 37 for persons Q30=YES & Q44=NO revealed
that 23% of these respondents reported that they were paid workers.
This further inconsistence points out the continuing problem
encountered in a self-enumeration survey. Although detailed



definiticns of class of worker categories were provided in the
guide, the distinction among the paid workers, self-employed and
unpaid family workers does not appear to be well understood.

10
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE NCT AND THE LABOUR FORCE SURVEY

The Labcur Force Survey provides estimates of the employed
population on a monthly basis. Employment data from the NCT were
compared to the results from the October 1988 and November 1988
Labour Force Survey. Some differences between the NCT and the
Survey need to be mentioned.

Coverage:

Both the NCT and the Survey provide similar coverage of Canada's
population. They exclude the Yukon and Northwest Territories,
indians on reserves and overseas households. In addition the Survey
excludes members of the Armed Forces, who are included in the
sample used by the NCT,

Sample:

The sample sizes differ between the NCT and the Survey. In the
Survey approximately 48,000 households were sampled while the NCT
sample was 32,000 households.

The estimates from both these data sources are subject to sampling
error.

Weighting: The weighting is the same as the LFS weighting. Edits
for the LFS (i.e. imputation by similar record substitution or
carry forward) could account for some of the differences.

Reference period:

The estimates of employment from the Labour Force Survey refer to
the weeks ending October 15th and November 12th. Normally census
employment data refer to the week preceeding census day. However,
because of the changes in the employment questions, in the NCT
there was no mention of a reference week on the guestionnaire.

Other:

There were also differences in methodology (interviewer vs self-
enumeration method) and processing (treatment of non-response)
between the NCT and the Labour Force Survey.



table 1

COMPARISON OF NATIONAL CENSUS TEST - NOVEMBER 1988 EMPLOYMENT DATA WITE OCTOBER AND NOVEMBER

1986 LABOUR FORCE SURVEY DATA (REWEIGHTED TO 1986 POPULATION)

EMPLOYED

PROVIRCE

PRINCE ETWHARD ISLAND

BOVA SCOTIA

NEN BRUNSWICK

QUEBEC

MANITOBA

ALBERTA

ARITISA COLUMBIA

source: 1} NCT B8: Rational Census Test, April 1989 Exployed by Age and Sex
Weighted Counts

SEX

x

w X A

NCT B8

191,000
113,000
78,000

46,000
26,000
19,000

365,000
210,000
155,000

269,000
153,000
116,000

2,837,000
1,649, 000
1,188,000

4,641,000
2,555,000

2,086,000

468,000
255,000
213,000

409,000
231,000
179,000

1,088,000
618,000
470,000

1,246,000
703,000
543,000

11,55%,000
6,512,000
5,048,000

LPS-OCT 23

197,000
117,000
80,000

35,000
11,000
24,000

366,000
208,000
160,000

291,900
161,000
130,000

3,046,000
1,738,000
1,309,000

4,884,000
2,673,000
2,191,000

499,000
273,000
225,000

434,000
269,000
194,000

1,193,000
647,000
526,000

1,338,000
773,000
385,000

12,324,000
6,900,000
5,424,000

LFS-HOV 83

187,000
110,000
77,000

$3,000
30,000
23,000

159,000
208,000
161,000

281,000
155,000
12%,000

3,030,000
1,737,000
1,293,000

4,860,000
2,626,000
2,185,000

495,000
271,000
224,000

447,000
254,000
194,000

1,187,000
662,000
$24,000

1,343,000
759,000
585,000

12,255,000
6,862,000
3,393,000

1 DIFF

-3.05
-3.42
-2.50

-16.36
-16.13
-20.83

~0.82
0.96
-3.13

-1.56
-4.97
-10.7?

-6.36
-5.12
=9.25

~4.53
=4.41
-5. 79

-6.21
-6.5%
-5.33

-9.9
-11.13
-1.713

-5.80
-7.33
=10.63

-8.23
-9.06
-7.18

-6.21
-5.62
-6.9%

c.v.
oct

1.46
1.40
2.48

1.37
1.59
2.3

1.10
1.12
1.77

1.29
1.44
1.86

0.82
0.92
1.2%

0.55
9.%8
0.86

0.9%8
1.1a
1.37

0.91
0.9
1.43

Q.78
0.80
1.1

0.92
9.93
1.67

0.33
0.36
0.32

2) LFS OGer, Bov 8B:Labour Pores Survey, Table A15%, reweighred to 1989

I DIF¥Y
BOV

2.14
.7
1.3

=-13.21
=13.1%3
-17.3%

~1.08
0.96
-3.73

-4.27
-1.2%
-7.20

-6.37
-5.07
-8.12

-4.31
-4.32
-4.53

=5.45
-5.5¢
~4.91

-8.50
-9.06
=1.73%

-8.34
-6.685
-10.31

-7.386
-7.38
=7.18

5.8
~5.10
6. 40

c.v.

1.78
1.8%
2.62

1.68
1.64

2,74

1.16
1.23
1.86

1.36
1.5
1.92

o.82
0.9%
1.28

0.37
0.60
0.86

G.97
1.13
1.55

0.81
0.8%
1.40

4.73
0.76
1.23

1.03
1.19

1.70

0.34
0.38
0.33



Table 2 13

Simulation of the Imputation for the Employed of the National Test,
Based on the 1986 Census

A B C D E F G

NCT NCT 1386 Imputed Employed 1986 $ Estimated Adjusted

Q30 = Q30 = Rate of Blanks +Imputed of Empl. Armed Employed

Yes Blank Impu. BXC A+D in Armed Forces E-G

of Blanks Forces (EXF)/100
(000')

CANADA 11,559 805 0.49 394 11,853 0.6 72 11,881
NFLD 191 15 0.49 7 198 0.5 1 197
PEI 46 8 0.49 4 50 1.9 1l 49
NS 365 26 0.49 13 378 3.3 12 366
NB 269 20 0.45 10 279 1.6 4 275
QUE 2,837 183 0.49 a0 2,927 0.4 1z 2,915
ONT 4,641 225 0.49 110 4,751 0.4 19 4,732
MAN 468 26 0.49 13 481 0.8 4 477
SASK 409 28 0.49 14 423 0.3 1 422
ALTA 1,088 112 0.49 55 1,143 0.7 8 1,135
BC 1,246 161 0.49 79 1,325 0.5 7 1,318
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Taoie

Compariscon of NCT Adjusted Population 15 Years
and Over and October and November 1988 Labour
Force Survey Data (Reweighted te 1986 Census)

NFLD

PE.

CANADA

Adjusted NCT
Population 15+

425
56
673
543
5,189
7,396
804
733
1,789
2,322

19,9068

673
543
5,1%¢C

7,390

NOV
LFS

425
96
673
543
5,192
7,398
803

731

15



TABLE &

Comparison of NCT Employment/Population ratios (adjusted) to
October and November 1988 Labour Force Survey Employment/
Population Ratios

NFLD
PEI

N.S.
N.B.
QUE.
ONT.

SASK.
ALTA
B.C.
CANADA

EMPLOYMENT/ OCTOBER

POPULATION
RATIO NCT
46.4
51.0
54.4
50.€
56.2
64.0
59.3
57.6
63.4
56.8
- 59.5

LFS

46.4
56.8
54.6
53.7
58.7
65.8
62.1
62.0
66.7
58.5

61.7

NCT-OCT NOVEMBER

LFS DIFF

-3-3
-107

-2.2

LFS

44.1
55.4
54.8
51.7
58.4
65.7
61.7
61.2
66.3
57.8

61.3

NCT-NOV
LFS DIFF

16
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NCT2

table 6

Comparison of National Census Test, November 1988 employment data
Force Survey October 1988 and November 1988 employment data
(reweighted to 1586),canada

Employed NCT88 LFS Oct 88 LFS Nov
Number 3 Number Number

Both Sexes 11,559,000 100.0 12,324,000 1100.9 12,255,000
15-19 649,000 5.6 860,000 7.0 857,000
15-16 132,000 1.1 260,000 2.1 252,000
17-19 517,000 4.5 599,000 4.9 605,000
20-~-24 1,342,000 11.6 1,418,000 11.5 1,412,000
25-34 3,442,000 29.8 3,588,000 29.1 3,557,000
35-44 3,020,000 26.1 3,138,000 25.5 3,136,000
45-54 1,894,000 16.4 2,008,000 16.3 1,993,000
55-64 1,044,000 9.0 1,123,000 9.1 1,102,000
65+ . 168,000 1.5 190,000 1.5 200,000
Males 6,512,000 100.0 6,900,000 100.0 6,862,000
15-19 323,000 5.0 435,000 6.3 438,000
15-16 63,000 1.0 127,000 1.8 128,000
17-19 260,000 4.0 308,000 4.5 310,000
20-24 690,000 10.6 736,000 10.7 732,000
25-34 1,924,000 29.5 1,984,000 28.8 1,964,000
35-44 1,682,000 25.8 1,735,000 25.1 1,731,000
45-54 1,115,000 17.1 1,159,000 1l6.8 1,150,000
55-64 669,000 - 10.3 718,000 10.4 708,000
65+ 109,000 1.7 133,000 1.9 139,000
Females 5,048,000 100.0 5,424,000 100.0 5,393,000
15-19 326,000 6.5 425,000 7.8 418,000
15-16 69,000 1.4 134,000 2.5 124,000
17-19 257,000 5.1 291,000 5.4 295,000
20-24 652,000 12.9 682,000 12.6 679,000
25-34 1,519,000 30.1 - 1,604,000 29.6 1,592,000
35-44 1,337,000 26.5 1,402,000 25.8 1,405,000
45-54 779,000 15.4 849,000 15.7 843,000
55-64 375,000 7.4 405,000 7.5 394,000
65+ 58,000 1.1 57,000 1.1 61,000

Sources: 1) National Census Test, April 1989, weighted counts

Employed by age and sex
2) Labour Force Survey, October and November 1988,

reweighted to 1989, Table POl
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Tabie 7

Comparison of NCT, Nov.
by Ciass of Worker,

Both Sexes
Employed
Paid Workers
Unpaid Family Workers
Self-employed

Males
Employed
Paid Workers
Unpaid Family Worsers
Seif-employed

Females
Empioyed
Paid Workers
Unpaild Family Worskers
self-employed

* Does not include persons wiio

1988 and LFS Oct.
Canada

and Nov.

Q00"

NCT 3 LF>
Q30=Yes Dist. octoper
11,181x i00.0 12,524
9,911 88.6 10,552
67 0.6 73
1,203 10.3 1,700
6,312 100.0 6,500
5,400 85.6 5,683
2 0.4 i5
3387 14.1 1,203
4,869 100.0 .44
4,511 92.6 4,369
42 0.9 55
316 6.5 437

ieft question 37 blanx.

i00.
85.

13.

100.

17.

100.
89.

(vl e N v Wn)

oo O

LFS
November

12,255
10,529
63
1,663

6,862
5,666

13
i,184

5,393
4,804

479

18

2

Dist.

100.
85.

13.

1Gu.
9G .

w o Q)

O D R D

1988 employment distribution.
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TARLE @

NATIONAL CENSUS TEST,APRIL,1989

CONTROL COUNT TABLES.

LINK BETHEEN Q30 AND Q4%

BY AGE AND SEX

HEIGHTED COUNTS,CANADA AND PROVINCES-Continuad

CANADA
i I
i I SEX
1 Total L
] i |
i I MALE i FEMALE
I | 1
| ] ]
VARIABLE 7O LINK | } |
RESPONSES FROM | i |
|, Q30 & Qs | ] !
Q3b=Y & Q44=N 1 | |
AGE 15 PLUS....... i 1,172,642 786,665 385,976
AGE 15-19...,.....1 36,6621 20,1601 16,502
AGE 20-24.........14 73,484] 47,002} 26,4082
AGE 25-36.,,......1 277,014¢) 177,386] 99,630
AGE 35-44,...... I | 309,7201 Z12,485| 97,238
AGE 45-56.........1 217,7761 150,463 | 67,333
AGE 55-64.........1 179,899 129,168 50,736
AGE 65 PLUS.......1 78,0871 50,0281 20,059
G30=Y & Q4o=BLANK | ] |
AGE 15 PLUS.......| 13,7121 118,042 95,670
AGE 15-19...... eonl 27,1031 11,0t8] 16,089
AGE 20-24...... eaal 25,533 16,882| 8,651
AGE 25-364.........1 51,633} 30,332 21,30t
AGE 35-4%.........1 %7,109| Z1,7601 25,349
AGE 45-54.,.......] 37,6661 21,7561 15,910
AGE 55-64,........1 20,300]| 14,548] 5,752
AGE 65 PLUS.......I| 4,368] 1,7501 2,618
Q30=N & QGo=Y ! | I
TACE 1S PLUS ... .. ] 257,517) 122,713 134,806
AGE 16=19.,.......1 60,045]) 31,7781 29,067
"AGE 20-2G.....0...10 48,264%1 28,783} 19,501
AGE 25-36.........} 57,511} 22,7081 354,803
AGE 35-4%.........1 15,5089 14,6121 20,0896
AGE 45-54,..... ol 21,532} 7,050] 14,481
AGE 55-6%.........] 26,726} 13,6571 13,069
AGE 65 PLU : 7.111: Q.izbl 2,986

Ses footnotes et end of table.



ToBe. 4

NATIONAL CENSUS TEST,APRIL, 1989

CONTRCL COUNT TABLES.

LINK BETHEEN Q30 AND Qa4

BY AGE AND SEX

HEIGHTED COUNTS,CANADA AND PROVINCES-Continued

CANADA
[ i
| | SEX
] Totsl I
| | ]
i { MALE | FEMALE
| | 1
] | ]
VARIABLE TO LINK i I 1
RESPONSES FROM ] ¢ l
Q30 L Q49 | i i
Q30=N & Q44N | ) |
AGE 15 PLUS.......| 7,075,3571 2,667,481 4,407,876
AGE 15-19..... PP | 858,190 44%,273| 416,918
AGE 20-24.........4 556,938| 260,630 296,309
AGE 25-34.........1 921,9368] 256,878| 665,058
AGE 35-46.........1 67%,998( 179,040] 495,958
AGE &45-5&4,........ ] 62t,649| 160,901 460,748
AGE 55-64.........1 1,135,644) 405,5601 729,884
AGE 65 PLUS.......]! 2,306,200} 961,200] 1,345,001
Q30=N & Q4G=BLANK 1 t |
AGE 15 PLUS.......!} 343,309} 117,746 225,642
AGE 15-19......... i 125,931 62,1081 63,823
AGE 20-24......,...1 26,461} 14,2391 10,222
AGE 25-36.........1 40,7951 8,726l 32,070
AGE 35-46...... | 42,009 5,54461 36,663
AGE 45-54,........1 za,218| 2,3891 25,830
AGE 55-6%......44.1 39,80¢6| 10,5141 29,293
AGE 65 PLUS.......1 42,1681 14,2251 27,943
Q30=BLANK & G&44sY | | |
AGE 15 PLUS.......| 237,914 130,241t 107.*73
AGE 15-1%9,,..c044.1 22,50381] 13,6861 8,817
-AGE 20-24, ., ...0044 $3,389%] 17,6421 185,748
AGE 25-364.........1 75,4901 40,0088 35,402
AGE 35-44,,.,...,..1 %9,6801 26,559 23,121
AGE 65-54.........1} 34,147} 19,8361 16,3114
AGE 55-64....... . | 18,0647 10,2721 7,775
AGE. 65 pLus.......= 4,159 2.159: 2,000
1

Ses footnotes at end of teble.



Append:a

TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF CENSUS 1986 EMPLOYMERT ESTIMATES TO MAY AND JUKE LABOUR FORCE SURVEY
EMPLOYMERT ESTIMATES 3Y SEX FOR CANADA AND PROVINCES

CANADA AND PROVINCES SEX CENSUS 86 LFS MAY 86 LPS JUNE 86 I DIFF $.D. 1 DIFY? 5.D.
MAY MaY JUNE JUNE

MEWFOUNDLAND T 182,365 180,000 201,000 1.3 2.26 -9.27 1.60

M 108,555 168,000 121,000 0.51 2.25 -10.29 1.56

¥ 73,8058 72,000 30,000 z.51 3.26 ~7.7h 2.77

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAHﬁ T 52,125 52,000 57,000 0.24 1.41 -B.55 1.32

M 29,560 29,000 32,000 1.93% 1.66 -7-63 1.42

4 22,570 23,000 25,000 -1.87 1.2% -9.72 2.30

BOVA SCOTIA T 346,685 343,000 355,000 i.07 1.12 -2.34 1.15

M 201,790 197,000 204,000 2.43 1.24 ~1.08 1.21

P 144,898 146,000 131,000 -0.76 1.84 -4.04 2.02

SEW BRUNSWICK T 266,990 268,000 275,000 -0.38 1.14 -2.91 1.26

N 154,260 153,000 161,000 0.82 1.3 -4.19 1.44

[ 4 - 112,730 115,000 114,000 -1.97 1.87 -1.11 1.77

QUEBEC T 2,778,460 2,823,000 2,943,000 -1.58 0.83 -5.59 0.83

M 1,626,760 1,650,000 1,722,000 -1.41 0.83 -5.33 0.87

4 1,151,700 1,173,000 1,220,000 -1.82 1.3 -5.60 1.40

GNTARIO T 4,553,030 4,352,000 4,627,000 0.02 0.50 -1.60 0.54

M 2,563,855 2,559,000 2,506,000 0.19 0.33 -1.62 D.56

F 1,989,180 1,993,000 2,021,000 -0.19 Q.86 -1.57 0.90

MARITOBA T 492,145 489,000 495,000 0.64 0.95 -0.58 0.95%

M 279,450 275,000 279,000 1.69 1.01 0.23 1.02

F 212,500 214,000 216,000 -0.70 1.54 -1.62 1.51

SASKATCHEWAN T 455,730 458,000 485,000 -0.50 1.08 ~2.00 1.06

L 269,345 264,000 267,000 1.63 1.02 0.50 1.06

F 187,380 194,000 198,000 =-3.41 1.70 -5.36 1.59

ALBERTA T 1,154,495 1,144,000 1,161,000 g.92 D.74 ~0.56 0.78

M 656,215 638,000 652,000 z2.86 0.81 0.863 0.80

¥ 498,275 505,000 509,000 -1.33 1.19 =-2.11 1.25

BRITISH COLUMBIA T 1,271,685 1,282,000 1,310,000 -0.80 0.85 -2.92 0.58

M 724,820 731,000 747,000 -0.83 0.93 -2.97 1.02

F 566,860 551,000 363,000 =-0.73 1.3} ~2.87 1.67

CARADA T 11,553,700 11,550,000 11,387,000 ~0.31 0.32 -2.080 0.33

] $.613,810 6,604,000 6,791,000 0.15 g.33 -2.61 0.35

F 4,939,890 4,987,000 5,096,500 -0.94 0.52 -3.06 0.55
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TANLE 11 COMPARIGON OF '7B9 MU 1704 CENSUS N LMMOUR FOMCE GURVY CLASS OF WORLES COUNTS
UNTVERSE - ALL WORKEZS WD MOREED SIMCE JOmAIY 15t OF TME PROVIOUS VM
RESTRICTED TO VHE LADOUR FORCE BURVEY UMIVENSE

CANADA
SO SEXES MILS YDIBT. YELFS X OIET. AT CENSUS D OISP. M6 CIMSUS X OJNY, X DNCRSAGE X CREaSE 1 DIFFEREMCE
COuUNT Cout oo i COWT (FS 05-04  CONSUE §1-M UFMTENRS &
CLASS OF MOREER MAIN JOB
AL CLASSEE 9,96, 008 HOTLIT W00 2,100 WO 40,203 RN "L 5.3 2.0
FATD wORIER 1,990,097 3 2,100 M LTAZAT M4 R,0,00 e 1.7 .48 (XY
UHPALD FANILY WRENTE 1,278 1.2 120,297 0.8 "1 0.0 ”»0 " -2 FIR T R
SELF-ENRLOYED +,300,606 40 LA 2.5 1,0,38 L r.0 7.4 10.20 2.y
SELF-ENPLOYLD TNCORPORATID A, T ERY) 0. 1.9 31,246 .4 maw nn na “.M 2.4
INCORPORATED BUSTMESS - UITH PAID HELP 347,200 4 412,800 n m.n LM M7 X e u.» -a.n
INCTIFORATED DUSIHESS - %0 PAID HELP 45,034 0.50 7,14 044 nm (X' 103,000 e ] u.1 2.4
SELF-ENPLOTED UMLNCOSPORAY] 1,091,406 . LM LN s B TL) %) [ TH- ] . - R 1) LW - -
#0F DNCOAPORATED - WITH PAID MELP 20,9 2.04 ETERTT) 244 man IR ) 204,373 20 .73 2.3 -4
WOT INCORPORATED - NG PAID HEL? 14,582 X 17,59 5 530,453 24 S, 0 w.n 5.00 -37.04
SELF-EMROTED - O1HER (TYPE W 704,158 L7
ME
CLASS OF WORRER MATN JOU
AL (LASSES LU9ST w000 F.M2L%T 000 24NN M0N0 NN W .n 1.8 2.5
PA10 WOREER LN B L0 L2 43N W LA W 2.8 121 (R
UNPAID FAHILY WONKER 2.m 0.43 n o.M mnm 0.2 24,5 (% 1.2 un ““2
SELF-EAMLOTED L0 WS LM4R 15N mee 124 wan 2w 1.9 .03 -2.42
SEUF-EAMLOTED INCONPORATED 24,149 W47 AW,0H L% M,%0 n "0 . 7.4 R 0.9
(NCORPORATED IUSINESS ~ METH PAIG MELP b TR 11 192 364,502 441 200,023 an man .0 4.4y 1.9 -
INCONMORATED BUSINESS - WO PAID HELF 57,200 0.7 @32 .. o0 X, 2 1.00 1% u.n w0
BELF-EMPLOTED UNINCORPORATED ) 740,470 17 WM 0w 434,400 (R 1] 21,53 " wr 2.0 S R
K0T JNCORPORATED - WEIH PaJD HELD m.an n qL L4 2,0 nn N L n.. ) -%.M
W1 INCORMIAILO - MO PALD MELP V.90 %) 3, 124 7.08 430,43 LR 1Y 2, L 1) 140 -0.54 .
BELF-ENMLOTED - OIMER (TTPL B 500,084 bbb
FENALE
CLASS OF WORKER MALN )03
ML CLASSES 350,711 W00 521,735 100,00 5,304,800 100,00 4,042  100.00 TR .0 -2.40
MID WOREER 00,4 10,37 53,000 .10 520,005 WJZ SN WM 0. .y 1.4
UMPATO FANILY WONKER 127, .2 "4 147 - e 108 108 10 A1 2.4 N4
SELF-EnMOYED 419,003 .M 323,10 8.42 1,470 L% | m. L% ] .44 F/R -13.8
SELF-ENPLOTED 1NCORPORATED n,m 1.0 "W .44 42,473 R 9,000 th T} s2.12 »w 2.0
INCORPORATED BUSIMESS - WITH PATD MEL® 50,359 0.% 8,00 1.0 43,343 o 0,00 o.% ny n2 AL
TNCORPORATER BUSINESE - MO PAILD WELP 8,434 9.1 2,642 %) 11,158 (%) nm . .0 0w =340
SELF -EMPLOYED UNINCORPOMAIED . 1,00 “R 41,50 9 .77 10 mm 1352 2.5 bR 0.0
NO! INCODPORAYED - WITH PAID MELP 4 0.93 -70, 1% 113 wm 0.0 2,085 1.04 s nn -0
WGT INCCHPORATED - MO PAID HCLP ", 442 170 342,404 50 120,00 2.9 150,010 2.4 245,44 an .72
SELF-ENPLOTED - DIHER (TYPE 0} 204,072 2.68 '

OIHER (TYPE B) (S IWCLUDED IN SELF-ENPLOTED (WINCORPOMATED FOR LF5 “41 QKT
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Cyuipe To NOT

Do not include any courses you
may have taken for leisure,
recreation or personal interest.

Question 28

Degrees, Certificates
or Diplomas

Mark Secondary (high) school
graduation certificate if you
graduated from high school, and
whether your certiicale was
classified as either junior or senior
matriculation, general or honours,
or technical-commercial.

Mark Trades cerlificate or
diploma if you received a
certificate or diploma through
apprenticeship or journeyman
training and/or in-school training,
{rades-level vocational and pre-
vocational courses at community
colleges, institutes of technology
and similar institutions where the
minimal entrance requirement was
less than secondary (high) school,
junior or senior matriculation,

or equivalent.

Mark Other non-university
certilicate or diploma if you
received a certificate or diploma
{other than a trade certificate or
diploma) granted by a community
coliege (both fransfer and semi-
professional career programs),
CEGEP (both general or
professional), institute of
technology, or any other non-
degree-granting educational
institution.

Mark University certificate or
diploma below bachelor level if
you have a leaching certificate
awarded by a provincial
Department of Education at an
approved institution such as normal
school or college of education. i
you earned your teaching
qualifications at an accredited
university's facuity of education,
mark Bachelor degree(s).

If you have a diploma, certificate or
license awarded by a professional
association such as accounting,
banking, or insurance and your
course of study was conducted
through a university, you should
mark University cerliticate or
diploma below bachelor level if 2
bachelor degree was NOT a

. prerequisite — or, mark University

certificate or diploma above _
bachelor level if a bachelor dedree
WAS a normal prerequisite.

Question 29

Major Field of Study

If you earned more than one
highest degree (two bachelor's
degrees or two master's degrees),
indicate the field of study for the
one most recently earned.

If you specialized in more than one
field of study while earning your
degrees, indicate the area in which
you have the greatest number of
earned credits or courses.

Wherever possible, indicate the
subfield of specialization within
your broad area of training —
especially in the case of graduate
studies or other advanced training.

Question 30

Current Employment

You are considered currently
employed during the week of
October 30 to November 5, if you:
{(a) did any work at all (see
definition of WORK below}
EXCLUDING volunteer work,
housework or other
maintenance around the home;

(b) were absent from your job

because of temporary iilness, or ‘

disability, vacation, labour
dispute, maternity leave, paid
training course, or other
similar reason.

23

For this question and those that
follow, WORK is defined as:

(i} working for wages, salaries,
tips or commissions; working
for payment in kind {room,
board or supplies) in non-family
enterprises such as a religious
order; serving as a member of
the Armed Forces; and work for
pay, such as baby-sitting,
cleaning, or newspaper delivery.

(i} working in your own business,
farm or professional practice —
alone or in a partnership.
Include time spent in the
operation and setting up of
such enterprises whether or not
the goods were soid or
services provided and whether
or not a profit was made; free-
lance or contract work such as
dressmaking, private duty
nursing; operating a direct
distributorship selling and
delivering goods; fishing or
trapping fqr profit or the
maintenance of your family
or community.

{iii} working without pay in a family
farm or a business owned and’
operated by a relative who is a
member of your household (for
example, assisting in seeding,
doing accounts).

It you were on temporary lay-off
or are scheduled to start work at
a new job, do not indicate that you
are currently employed.

Question 31

Last Date of Work

This question concerns only work
done in order to obtain financial
compensation, that is, work for
wages, salaries, tips, commissions
or piece-rate payment, or the net
income from seif-empioyment. {it
also includes work done, without
formal pay arrangements, by family
members for family businesses,



RESULTS FROM THE RE-INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Three questions were included on the re-interview questionnaire in
order tc determine the emplcyed population in the traditional
fashion (as in the LFS and Census). These guestions were:

Q20R During the week of October 30 t¢o November 5, how many
hours did you work (excluding volunteer work, housework,
maintenance or repairs for your own home?

Q21R During the week of Obtcber 30 to November 5, did you have
a job or business at which you did not work?

Q22R buring the week of October 30 to November 5, were you
absent from work for any one of the following reasons?:

0 ‘on temporary lay-off from a job to which you
expect to return

o on vacation

o) due to your own illness or disability

o persconal or family responsibilities

o you had a new job which had not as yet started
0 other reésons

These guestions were asked so that the estimate of the employed
population could be compared for the same sample using the
traditional approach as well as from the NCT question 30 - Is this
person currently employed?.

One of the notable findings from the re-interview data was the high
non-response to the actual hours worked question (Q20R). The non-
response rate was 14.6%. This rate was extremely high compared to

the 3% non-response from a similar question on the 1986 Census
questionnaire.

The non-response to Question 30 from the NCT was 4% however, for
the re-interview sample population this percentage rose to 5.6%.

Because of these high non-response rates, the following analysis
is based on a sub-population - those persons who provided responses
to both the current employment and to the actual hours worked
questions. These persons represented 82% of the population 15
years and over in the re-interview sample (Table 1).

24
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I EMPLOYMENT POPULATION RATIOS

The empicyment population ratios for the re-interview population
were calculated as follows:

CURRENT

EMPLOY-

MENT Persons who answered NCT-Q30 yes expressed as a percentage
¢f persons who gave responses to both current employment
and actual hours {Q20R)

ACTUAL

HOURS Persons who reported hours as well as persons who reported

no hours and indicated absence from a job due to vacation,
own illness, person or family responsibilities or other
reasons, expressed as a percentage of persons who
responded to both current employment and actual hours
worked :

At the Canada level the employment population ratio from hours-
absent questions was slightly higher than the ratio from the
current employment question(Table 2). Given the small sample size
it is not possible to say whether the differences are significent.
With the exception of British Columbia and Quebec the the
employment population ratio from hours-absent were higher in all
provinces. The greatest differences occurred in the Manitoba,
Saskatchewan and Alberta.

II — INCONSISTENCIES

(a) Of the 2484 who reported hours, 150 (6%) indicated that
they were not currently employed.

(b)y Of the 90 persons who reported they were absent from a
job, 28 (31%) indicated that they were not currently
employed.

{(c) Of the 2520 persons who indicated that they were currently

employed, 124 (4.9%) did not report hours worked or
absence from a job.

The first two types of inconsistencies indicate an under-counting
of the employed population by the Is this person currently
employed? question while the third may be indiceative of over
reporting. In each case the problem may stem from a lack of
understanding of what is meant by currently employed. The third
type may also be due to recall problems on the part of the
respondent answering the hours question. Although the reference
period remained the same the re-interview guestions were asked
several weeks later.



TABLE 1

HOW MANY IS THIS PERSON CURRENTLY EMPLOYED?
HOURS DID
YOU WORK YES NO " BLANK TOTAL
HOURS : 2334 150 : 93 2577
REPORTED :

I
(ABSENT) | (62) (28) 1
NONE ! 186 1787 95 2068
BLANK 413 261 117 791
TOTAL 2913 2198 305 5436
TABLE 2

EMPLOYMENT POPULATION RATIOS

NCT-Q30 HOURS~ABSENT DIFFERENCE
CANADA 56.5 57.8 1.3
NEWFOUNDLAND 46.1 47.6 1.5
P. E. 1. 50.0 51.4 1.4
NOVA SCO7TIA 53.8 54.4 .6
NEW BRUNSWICK 48.6 . 50.3 1.7
QUOEBEC 56.9 56.8 -.1
ONTARIO 61.8 62.5 o7
MANITOBA 60.4 62.4 2.0
SASKATCHEWAN 54.1 57.2 3.1
ALBERTA 61.9 64.3 2.4
BRITISH COLUMBIA 57.1 56.9 -.2



27

National Census Test

Analysis of Question 39 and 40

Question 39, the number of years the respondent worked since
leaving school and question 40, the start date of the respondent's
most current job are both new questions to the census. Therefore,
the analysis of these two questions focussed on the respondents
understanding of the questions as determined from the consistency
of their responses in relation to other variables such as age, sex,
school attendance, when last worked as well as to each other.

Question 39 - Number of Years Worked Since Leaving School.

Using weighted data, of those 15 years of age and over, 72.5%
of respondents answered question 39 while 27.5% left this gquestion
blank. However, when only those respondents who stated that they

last worked in 1988 or 1987 are considered, the response rate is
97-4%.

The responses were further broken down to isolate special cases
and point out any possible inconsistencies between the response to
guestion 39 and other variables. First respondents who answered
"Not applicable, full-time student"” were counted separately.
Second, the number of years of work experience reported was
compared against the respondent's age.‘ Three special cases were
flagged: those where the number of years worked was greater than
age; those who appeared to begin working before 15 years of age;
and those with more than 60 years of work experience. The results
are summarized below.

Students 7.5%
Age - Q39 < 0 1%
Age - Q39 < 15 2.8%
Q39 > 60 .03%
Valio Response 62.1%

No Response 27.5%
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Further analysis of "students" and the special "flagged" cases
revealed the following points:

- Of those respondents who indicated they were full-time
students in question 39, 85.6% were under 25 years of age
indicating a high degree of consistency for this
population.

- For those records where the number of years of work
experience exceeded age (93 unweighted records) over half
were found to contain a keying error where the response
to question 38 appeared in the first position of gquestion
39, effectively deleting part of the response to this
question.

- Records where the respondent's age when they started work
was less than 15 years, seem to indicate respondents who
do not understand question 39. These respondents appear
to report part-time work done while still going to school
or summer employment.

- About half of responses with more than 60 years work
experience (about 24 unweighted records in total) were
found to be valid. '

Question 39 was also checked against question 27 -~ School
Attendance to determine whether responses to these two questions
were consistent, that is, that those whe said they attended school
full-time in question 27, also reported that they were full-time
students in question 39. The following table summarizes the
resuits for all respondents 15 years and over,

Agreement between Q27 and Q39 66.4%
Q27 cr Q39 was blank 30.5%
Q27 = Full-time student ,

Q39 = 0 or 1 year 2%
Q27 = Full-time student

Q39 > 1 year 1.2%
Q27 No or Part-time student,

Q39 Student 1.7%
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Further analysis of the conflicts revealed that:

- Of those who indicated they were a student in question
39 but not in question 27, 62.3% were in the 15-19 year
age group. Note that some of these respondents never
worked and should have actually skipped 39,

- Jlder respondents who worked before 1987 or never worked
and should have skipped the economic section, have in
fact continued on and answered question 39. Some of
these respondents appear to check the tick box indicating
"not applicable"” and ignore the wording "full-time
student”.

Summary:

Gernerally responses were consistent with respondent's ages and
other variables such as sex, when last workTand school attendance.
Respoundents do not appear from the data to have trouble
understanding question 39, although comments from the
inte:viewer debriefings would suggest otherwise. Just looking at
numbers one cannot really determine whether an answer is "reliable"
or not. Data from the re-interview questionnaire may indicate
whether respondents actually understood or needed help to answer
question 3%.



30

Re-1nterview Results to Question 39

Follow-up of question 39 was limited to respondents who
indicated during the re-interview that they had left a job for a
year or more to return to school full time. These respondents were
then asked to report the number of years they had worked before
and after returning to schocl. Of the 5436 respondents 15 years
of age and over, only 261 indicated that they had returned to
school. Of these, 238 respondents had reported on the NCT
guestionnaire that they had last worked in 1987 or 1988 and
provided a response to both gquestion 39 and the re-interview
gquestion,

The number of years worked since leaving schoel reported by
the 238 respondents on the NCT questionnaire were compared with
their responses from the re-interview. The results showed that
only 37.8% of the responses to the NCT came within 1 year of the
responses given on the re-interview questionnaire. Sixty-two
percent of respondents reported a significantly different number
of years during the re-interview than during the test. The results
of the comparison are summarized below:

Agreement between Q39-NCT and
re-interview response (within 37.8%
t+ 1 year)

Disagreement between Q39-NCT
and re—interview response 62.2%

Looking at individual records, it was obvious in many cases
that respondents included both the years in which they worked
before returning to school full time, as well as the years they
worked after schooling. 1In other cases, differences may have been
due to interviewer influence, proxy response and some
coding/capture error. Nevertheless, although the sample is small
these data seem to bear out comments made by the interviewers
during debriefing sessions, that respondents are confused about the
meaning of question 39.



31

Question 40 - Start Date of Most Recent Job

Question 40 asked respondents to report the date on which they
Started their most current job. For the purpose of this analysis,
the date reported was used to derive the number of years the
respondent had worked with his/her most recent employer. Similar
to the analysis of gquestion 39, the derived number of years was
compared with variables such as age, sex and question 39 itself to
isclate inconsistent or "questionable" responses.

The results showed that of respondents 15 years of age and over,
66.5% responded to question 40, while 33.5% left it blank. Again,
when only those respondents who reported they had last worked in
1987 cr 1988 and did not tick the "not applicable" box in question
39 (thus following the skip pattern in the questionnaire) are
considered, the response rate becomes 97%. The following table
gives a breakdown of the responses:

Age - Q40 < 0 years 1%
Age Q40 < 1% years .. 9%
Q40 Q39 3.3%
Valic response 62.2%
No response 33.5%

Furcrier investigation into the flagged .cases showed:

- Those whose number of years in their current job was
greater than their age (Age - Q40 < 0) affected 61
Jsnweighted records. The majority of these cases appeared
to be made up of capture errors and in a few cases errors
in matching person information. There were a couple of
cases where the respondents obviously did not understand
the question as they entered their birthdate.

- About 49% of respondents whose age at which they started
their current job was less than 15 years were between
the ages of 15 and 24. Many appear to be students
reporting part-time work. These same respondents
reported they were students in question 39 and continued
on to answer question 40 when in fact they should have
skipped it. ~
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- Among those whose response to Q40 exceeded Q39 (1861
unweighted records) 584 were found to have Q39 blank and
a response for Q40. An additional 225 {unweighted)
responses were from respondents who worked before 1987
¢r never worked and therefore should have skipped this
section. These respondents reported the number of years
worked for jobs held in the past for question 39 (i.e.
3 years) and the start date of their last job (i.e. 1941)
in Q40. Thus it appears they worked longer in their
current job.

- Ot persons who worked in 1987 or 1988, there were still
962 records where the number of years in the current job
exceeded the number of years of work experience in Q39.
This would result in about 363,053 persons when the data
are weighted.

Summary:

Overall, responses were again generally consistent with the
respendent's age, sex and with question 39. Where there does seem
to be a problem is with students and respondents who last worked
betcre 1987 or never worked and who should not have answered
question 39 or 40:. This problem seemed to affect mainly the 15-19
age group and older respondents (45 and over) particularly women,
who reported their work experience for a job held in the past.
Still, these problem cases accounted for only about 4% of the
responses. ' '
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Re-interview Results to Question 40

Follow-up of question 40 asked respondents to report the
number of years they had worked in their most current/recent job.
In all, 2880 respondents 15 years of age and over had last worked
in 1987 or 1988, and provided a response to both the NCT and re-~
interview questions.

The number of years with current employer reported by the
respendent on the re-interview questionnaire was compared with the
derived number of years created for question 40 during analysis of
the NCT. The results of the comparison found that 48% of responses
to the NCT question exactly matched the re-interview response. An
adaicional 30% of responses differed by * 1 year. These results
are shown below: '

Agresment between Q40-NCT and
re-interview question 48.0%

Difference between Q40-NCT
and re-interview response 30.2%
(within £ 1 year)

Disagreement between Q40-NCT
and re-interview response 21.8%

The results of the re-interview suggest that this question was
more readily understood by respondents and would obtain more
reliable results than question 39 if it were to remain on the
census in 1991.
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National Census Test Analysis
Issue 7 - Quality of response to the Question on When Last Worked.

This analysis was done in order to see what effect would be found
in processing questions with minimum ‘'grooming' and also to
evaluate any inconsistencies found in the economic variables. In
every case in which there was an inconsistency between Question 31
and any of the other variables the individual records were printed
and categorized. The overall results are shown in Table 1. In
general we found that the data for Question 31, Last Worked, was
of higher quality than was expected. In further investigation of
the inconsistent values it was found that only when there was an
entry for Question 42, Weeks, was the data for the categories A)
Never Worked and B) Worked Before 1987, doubtful., In most other
cases for these 2 categories the majority of the entries for the
other economic questions seemed to be inappropriate or inadvertent
marking of check boxes, or reporting of employment previous to the
reference period.

This was not strictly the case when Question 31 was Blank and there
were responses for the other economic variables . 1In these
instances a majority (roughly 70 %) of the responses were positive
responses that would indicate that Question 31 should probably have
been checked in the cateqgories Worked in 1988 or Worked in 1987.
However, even with these responses, many of the references could
be to employment prior to the reference period.-

In summary

The When Last Worked question can be more useful than expected in
the Edit of Work , Whom to Code and Universe definition for
economic variables if grooming is reduced. Although these edits and
procedures will not be outlined here they could include elements
already existing such as assigning extra occupation codes to those
persons who identify themselves as 'homemakers' or ‘retired'. In
addition, extra weight could be given to respondents who give
poesitive responses to questions regarding Weeks of Employment as
it already is for those specify Bours Worked during the reference
week,

Cautionary note : The effect of not retaining multiple responses
in the data capture of the NCT information would have some effect
on these results (e.g. only the Worked in 1988 check box would be
indicated as checked if all 4 boxes had been checked}. It is
difficult to estimate how much this would have changed the results.,
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TABLE 1

Categories of response for Question 31, When did this person work,
even for a few days? in comparison with responses to other economic
questicns on the National Census Test - unweighted data

] %

All Responses 73,002 100.0
Not Applicable 17,535 24.0
Non Response 2,388 3.3
Worked in 1988 or Currently Employed (Question 30) 36,020 49.3
Worked in 1987 1,426 2.0
Worked bpefore 1987 {total)} 10,819 14.8
Consistent with other Questicns 9,892 13.6
Inconsistent with Weeks Worked 93 0.1
Inconsistent with other economic Questions 834 1.1
Never worked (total) 4,164 5.7
Consistent with other Questions 4,064 5.6
Inconsistent with Weeks Worked 22 0.0
Inconsistent with other economic Questions 78 0.1
Blank (total) 650 0.9
Inccnsistent with Weeks Worked 74 0.1
Inconsistent with other economic Questions 576 0.8

NOTES :

1) For the categories Worked Before 1987 and Never Worked, 70%
of the ccnflicts with Weeks Worked indicate these respondents
should have checked Worked in 1987 or Worked in 1988,

2) For the categories Worked Before 1987 and Never Worked,
slightly less than 50% of the conflicts with Economi¢ questions
other tnan Weeks Worked indicate that original values for When Last
Worked were incorrect. Even for most of these cases the original
value mignt very well be valid (e.g. the economic information could
be the reporting of a job prior to the reference period and not in
1987 or 1988).

3) For the category Blank , 70% of the inconsistent responses
with other Economic Questions were, in this case, indicative of

respondents. that should have checked either Worked in 1988 or
Worked in 1987.
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Issue 8 - Effect of separating the Question 'If self-employed, was
: this person's farm or business incorporated?' from the
class of worker question which identifies those people

who are self-employed.

iIn the 1981 and 1986 Censuses the question on incorporation status
was a subsidiary question to the original question on class of
worker (i.e. it was not a separate question but was simply a 'part
b' that was to be completed by those people that had replied yes,
they were self-employed with paid help or yes, they were self-
employed without paid help). There was a significant non-response
for this incorporation status question (e.g. 26.2 % in 1986 based
on final self-employed values with unweighted data).

With tne change in gquestionnaire format of the NCT and the
separation of the incorporation status question there was a
significant reduction in the non-response rate. Based on unweighted
data the non-~response rate has now been reduced to 2.9 %. There
was, however, significant 'over-response' by those respondents who
reported that they were paid workers or unpaid family workers
(people who were directed not to answer the gquestion on
incorpcration status). Excluding blanks ,there were 3,235 persons
who responded to the incorporation status question who should not
have. There were 4,139 persons who correctly responded to the
incorporation status question. While there would appear to be a
large number of incorrect responses, it should be noted that this
is caused by the fact that there are significantly more paid
workers than self-employed. In fact the over-response rate is only
10.0 %, wnich is quite reasonable when compared to other over-
response rates in the NCT response rate study.

In summa:y

With the acceptance of incorporation status are a separate guestion
in 1991 , we can expect drastic increases in both response rates
and data quality.
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Table 2
Distribut ion by number and percentage of responses to Question 38,
Incorpcrarion Status, showing responses to Question 37, Class of
Worker, based on unweighted National Census Test data
NOTE : Ciass of Worker = 'Blank' responses are excluded

Incorporation Status Responses % Non-blank

-Response
Class <t wWorker Total Blank No Yes Rates
A - Paid worker 31,877 28,839 2,826 212 9.5
B - Unpaid Family 560 363 171 26 35.2
A + B (Over-response) 32,437 29,202 2,997 238 10.0
C - Self-Employed w/o PH 2,395 67 1,946 382 97.2
D - Self-Employed with PH 1,869 58 923 888 86.9
C + D (Incorp. Expected) 4,264 125 2,869 1,270 97.1

The high over-response rate for Unpaid Family Workers (35.2 %)
reflects the fact that the wording of the incorporation status
question, i.e. If self-employed, was this person's business or farm
incorporated?, is particularly relevant for those operations where
you would find the majority of Unpaid Family Workers.
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QUESTION 41 1IN HOW MANY WEEKS DID THIS PERSON WORK IN 19872

Question 41 on the NCT is similar to the question asked in the 1986
Census and in previocus censuses. There were only minor wording
changes. For example in 1986 the weeks worked question reminded
respondents not to include housework, maintenance or repairs for
their own home. No significant change in the data quality was
expected as a result of the minor changes in presentation.

Table 1 shows the weeks worked percentage distribution from the NCT
as well as from the 1981 and 1986 Censuses. The Census data are
very similar with only small changes occurring over the five year
period. 1In contrast, the NCT data show a marked increase in the
percentage of full-year workers (49-52 weeks) and lower percentages
in each of the remaining weeks categcries compared to 1986.

In 1881 and 1986 the Census results were compared to the results
from the Annual Work Patterns Survey (AWPS). The Census data was
considerably lower than the AWPS for the 49-52 week category in
both these census years, Differences in methodology was considered
to be the major cause. Under the self-enumeration method many
respondents likely excluded weeks of vacation and sick leave even
though they were instructed to inclilude them.

Unfortunately it is not pessible to compare the results of the NCT
to the AWPS as the latter no longer exists. The NCT results were
however compared to the results of the Survey of Consumer Finance
{Table 2). The coverage of the SCF and the NCT were similar. The
SCF took place in April of 1988. However, while the NCT results
are for all persons who worked in 1987, the SCF results are for
persons who were in the labour force in April 1988 who worked in
1987. The comparison shows that the NCT reported a smaller
percentage of full-year workers than did the SCF. The results were
very similar for persons who wcrked less than 10 weeks in 1987.
There was a higher percentage of persons who worked 10-48 weeks in
1987 in the NCT.

It appears as though more respondents reported themselves as full-
year workers in the NCT than would have been expected from the
results of past Censuses. Perhaps this is an indication that the
change in format with instructions in 1larger print may have
resulted in more respondents including vacation and sick leave as
requested. Another possible reason for the increase in the 49-52
weeks category is the inclusion of a question on work experience
(question 40) just before the weeks worked question. Respondests
would have been thinking in terms of a continuous period of work
in question 40 and this may have influenced how they responded to
questicn 41.
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QUESTION 42 DURING MOST OF THOSE WEEKS DID THIS PERSON WORK FULL-
TIME OR PART-TIME?

This gquestion was not new, however, in the 1981 aand 1986 Censuses
questions 41 & 42 from the NCT were asked in one two-part question.
The response rate to NCT question 42 was 99%. This c¢ompared
favourably to the 94.5% response rate from the 1986 Census.

Therefore, the change in format appears to have had a positive
effect on the response to question 42.



Tabie i

comparison ¢f the weeds worked in reference

from the NCT and 198%:,

1981
Census
Both Sexes
Worked 1n Reference
Year (1980, 1985, 1i987) 100.0
l-13 weeks 10.1
14-26 weeks 11.7
27-39 weeks 8.8
40-48 weeks 13.9
49-52 weeks 55.5
INVALID 0.0
Males .
Worked 1n Reference
Year i0g. 0o
l-13 weeks 7.8
14-26 weeks 10.1
27-iv weeks B.1
40-48 weeks i3.9
49-52 weeks 60.2
INVALID 0.0
Females
Worked 1n Reference
Year 100.0
1-13 weeks’ 13.3
l4-26 weeks 14.1
27-39 weeks 9.8
40-48 weeks 13.9
49-52 weeks 48.9
INVALID 0.0
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Tabie &
Comparison of the weeks worked in 1987 percentage distribution
for the NCT and the Survey of Consumer Finance

Survey of N.C.T.

Consumer Finance

Both Sexes

- Worked in 1987 100.0 100.0
0- 9 weeks 4.6 4.4
10-19 weeks 4.8 6.9
20-29 weeks 6.3 7.1
30-39 weeks 4.8 5.3
40-48 weexks 5.8 9.0
49-52 weexs 73.7 &7.4
Males
worked in 1987 : 100.0 "160.0
0- 9 weeks . 3.8 3.5
i0-19 weeks 4.1 5.7
20-29 weeks - 5.9 6.1
J0-39 weeks 4.6 4.9
40-48 weeks 5.4 B.4
49-52 weeks 76.6 71.4
Females
worked in 1987 10G.0 100.0
0- 9 weeks 5.6 5.6
10-19 weeks 5.8 8.3
20-29 weeks 7.1 8.3
30-39% weeks 5.1 5.7
40-48 weeks 6.2 9.8
49-52 weeks 70.1 62.3



~ periodic support from persons
not in the household

- net income from roomers and
boarders

- income from abroad {e.g..
pensions} except dividends and
interest which should go into
part (h)

- non-refundable scholarships
and bursaries

— severance pay
- royalties

- strike pay

Do not include:

- family allowances and federal
child tax credits

= cash refund of pension fund
contributions

= lump-sum death benefits or
any other one time lump-sum-
payment

Question 44

Currently Work for
a Wage

Answer “Yes™ to currantly
working for a wage or salary if in
your job you are:

- working tor wages and/or
salaries

- working for piece-rates

- serving as 2 member of the
Armed Forces

— working on commission as a
salesperson for only cne
company and you do not
maintain an office or staff

- working as a paid housekeeper
" of paid nanny

Salespersons who are working for
more than one company, of who
maintain their own office or staff
are considered self-employed and
should answer "No".

————

QU D T T

Question 45

Hourly Wages

In Question 45, usual hourly
wage befors taxes and other
deductions refers to gross hourly
wage before any deductions for
income tax, hospital insurance,
pension funds, unemployment
insurance, Canada Savings
Bonds, etc.

if you cannot answer the question
on hourly wage rate, mark one of
the other pay period categones
(per week, every two weeks, per
month or other) and report your
gross wage or salary for that
period as precisely as possible.
You may wish 1o refer 10 your pay
stub to obtain an accurate amount.
Remember to report your gross
pay against the applicable period.
It you indicate “other” pay pernod,
specify {such as per day. per job,
on commission) and record the
amount involved.

Question 46

Household Maintainer

i more than one person is
responsible for making these
payments, enter the name of the
person who usually pays the
largest amount first, followed by
the name(s) of the other person(s)
wivo also make such payments. if
two or more persons contribute
equally, list their names in the
order in which they were listed in
Step 2 of the questionnnaire.

Question 47

Tenure

Mark “owned” il you own or are
buying the dwelling that you
occupy, or if a member of your
household owns or is buying the

dwelling. Mark "owned" even if the
dwelling is situated on rented or
leased land, or if it is part of a
condominium (registered or
unregistered). For census
purposes, a condominium is a
muiti-unit residential complex in
which dwellings are owned
individualty while land is held in
joint ownership with others.

Mark "rented” in all other cases,
even if the dwelling you occupy is
provided without cash rent or at a
reduced rent {such as the
residence of a member of the
clergy, a superintendent’s dwelling
in an apartment building). Also
mark “rented” if your dwelling is
part of a co-operative. For census
purposes, a co-operative is jointly
owned by all members wha occupy
their dwelling units under a

lease agreement,

Question 48

Number of Rooms
in Dwelling

Do not enter “half-rooms”; for

example, instead of 1 1/2 enter
either 1 or 2, depending on which
best describes your dwelling.

Include as separate rooms,
partially divided rooms which you
consider to be separate because
of fixed or movable partitions or
because of the use (such as
“L-shaped” living- and dining-rooms).

Question 49

Number of Bedrooms

Include all rooms designed and
furnished as bedrooms and used
mainly for sleeping purposes,
even though the use may be
occasional, as in the case of a
“spare™ bedrocom.

Do not include rooms used for
one purpose during the day and for
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Taoie

Compariscon of NCT Adjusted Population 15 Years
and Over and October and November 1988 Labour
Force Survey Data (Reweighted te 1986 Census)

NFLD

PE.

CANADA

Adjusted NCT
Population 15+

425
56
673
543
5,189
7,396
804
733
1,789
2,322

19,9068

673
543
5,1%¢C

7,390

NOV
LFS

425
96
673
543
5,192
7,398
803

731

15



