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HICHLIGHTS

COMEL I YS0E OF SERIES

1. U.I.C. Claimants and LFS Unemployed:

In February 1973 the LFS Unemployed at 655,000 showed a
decline of 33,000 from January, while the UIC Claimants at
1,055,000 in February showed little change (- 1,000) from
January. See Summary Table on page 5 and Graph 1(1).

The comparison of both levels shows that the ratio of the
UIC Claimants to the LFS Unemployed was at a high of 1.61
in February 1973 as compared to 1.53 in January. See table
on page 6.

It is difficult to draw any conclusion when comparing the
LFS and UIC data as conceptual differences render invalid
direct comparisons. Attached as Appendix 3 of this report
is an article entitled: ''Comparing Unemployment Statistics
Data from the Unemployment Insurance Commission'" which
appeared in the March issue of the Canadian Statistical
Review.

Canadian and American Unemployment Rates:

ta) Actual: The Canadian unemployment rate at 6.8% in March
1973 showed a decline of 0.6 from last March, while the
American rate at 5.2% showed a decline of 0.9 from a year
ago.

(b) Seasonally adjusted: The Canadian unemployment rate at
5.5% in March 1973 showed a decline (-0.4) from February --
the third successive decline since last December. (The rate
in December was 6.7%.) The American rate at 5.0% in March
showed little change (-0.1) from February; the rate has
oscillated between 5.0 and 5.1 since last December.

In March, the gap (0.5) between the two seasonally-adjusted
unemployment rates is close to what it was last May (0.4)
after being at higher levels (0.8 to 1.6) between June and
February.

See Summary Table on page 5 and Graph 1(2).
B. SLIPPAGE
The estimated slippage rate at the Canada level has decreased slightly

from 4.87 in February to 4.7% in March. See graphs on pages G-2 and
G-3.
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1 - By Province: All provinces exhibited positive slippage rates

in March. From February to March, decreases in slippage rates

were noted in Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Luebec, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and British Columbia. Newfoundland,
{ntario and Alberta, on the other hand, showed increases in slippage
during this same period. The largest increase in slippage occurred
in Alberta where the slippage rate increased from 2.1% in February
to 3.5% in March.

Newfoundland continues to exhibit the highest slippage rate. In
fact, for this province, the estimate derived from the March Labour
Force Survey sample represented only 89.7% (that is, a slippage
rate of 10.3%) of the population estimate as projected from the
1961 Census.

2 - By Age at the Canada Level: All age groups exhibited positive
slippage rates in March. From February to March, decreases in
slippage rates were noted in all age groups except 25-44 where it
increased from 3.0% in February to 3.8% in March.

The 20-24 age group, however, continues to show the highest slippage
rate. In fact, for this age group, the estimate derived from the
March Labour Force Survey sample represented only 88.1% (that is,

a slipppage rate of 11.9%) of the population estimate as projected
from the 1961 Census.

NON-RESPONSE

At the Canada level, the overall non-response rate declined from
7.2% in February to 6.8% in March. Slight decreases occurred in

the T.A. and N1 components while the "refusal'" rate (N2) and "other"
remained constant.

All regional offices except Toronto and Vancouver indicated lower
non-response rates in March than in February.

Compared with the March 1972 non-response, March 1973 shows a signif-
icant improvement. The March 1973 rates are lower in all components
except ''refusal'.

For further information concerning the non-response rates, see
Appendix 2.

REJECTED DOCUMENTS

The March survey reject rate for Labour Force documents was 12.7%
up 4.0% from the February rate of 8.7. All regions registered
increases in their overall reject rate. The Montreal Region had
the lowest rate (9.0%) while the Toronto Region had the highest
(15.8%).
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The 4.0% increase in the overall reject rate resulted from:

(1> An increase of 6.4% to 7.4% in the reject rate for regular
Labour Force questions with edits for inconsistent entries
accounting for most of this increase.

(2) An increase of 2.3% to 5.3% in the reject rate pertaining
to the 7 supplementary questions. There were a total of
3,941 documents rejected by supplementary question edits,
with 1,695 or 43% resulting from no entry for 4 questions
that required entries. The remainder, (57%) were rejected,
because of inconsistent entries in the other three supplementary
questions.

It is noted that the increase in the rejects due to supplementary
questions show up in all 8 regions. From this, one could conclude
that the interviewer instruction manual for the supplementary
survey was less than adequate, or the seven supplementary questions
were 8o congested on the enumeration document that the interviewer
had difficulty in reading them which contributed to the poor result.

ENUMERATION COST

At the Canada level, the enumeration cost per household declined 1
cent from $2.18 in February to $2.17 in March.

Four regions registered increases ranging from 1 to 5 cents per
household, 3 regions had decreases from 1 to 4 cents and the Edmonton
regior. came up with a 12 cent decrease.

It should be noted that most of the decrease in the Edmonton region
came as a result of substantial decreases in the cost of the enumer-
ation for the city of Edmonton. This is the result of expanding the
Telephone Experiment in the Edmonton metro area to include all the
assignments.






page

Summary lable

'
40 & -t N 7 0o ~ - ~ s - o~ - L K1 O D -
o WO = oy < 2 5= T ioie] o et e mecgoersw 2 el ) SRRINANS e S ¥ SO SRR Sl Shee ok
N wﬂoww - o _0 - MO0~ 6 WMNE—CC~MmMACS f CTNONNNS = S e AT T ceo Ceoo Lee ©O0 ©O0O ©OOD ©00 oo ©0o0
&
L [ ) ++ i 1 + +j+r ) 4+ 1rrr+ee]} ] [ I 1 LI T T T I T ) A4 PAt Fh e At T At T EE e
. r .
g A @y B 2O (R T A F o= D N 3 e
it et g 2o ao S e-=er anmemanane o museenwma a neemsona refel I TNESR S Sl | Sl SIS S inloNt o | Sy Ale o
s PR cec oo - MAAON AN O mNMO~ A MmO meO - Ao daom& co® ©OcO0 0O COC OO0 SO0L OO © © oce
-
- MI Ml i [} (3N § * + 4+ +4+ EO I A I | (3 PP e+ + 14+ ] +4+ 4+ + * 4 o -+ 4 LI + + o+ -+ * + - o+
nem - -0 C®e o AN mn ~ g
Py I s ¢ - NMEEn A eNINNNO S - NMJoONWON M N mmaNDTm 282 = 88 %22 2338 &8 S§ 288 3EC
© Gy e T e S e lsac 2% PR oV e st TSI E - B R R o el e T alg r S ] o] S G
zrhoor - 9 ow® S Zdccc docdocgom~co - D NO 4 Rertneema coo cc ©00 ©06 ©HC ©OO ©O0C OO0 ©OO
| 5 Mllml ++ + | -1 I ble+tas b+ 1 bE+1=+ + T++++ ]+ [ T T I I | + + + 1 ++ 4 4t 1+ | e Nl -+ 4+ 1+
| 3P des pen v SRR -
: 10 Nea= m MBIEE mAmMnANNEe®DO C IrrONGO e~ © IO |85 === 58 838 === ©6oe 89 O8 &~ =
cew  am e ol SRS R T ¢ 2 SRR NRSS I et ] T el E i chapie I C .
! - googn ~= ~o ©®© S ~~-0d+ ~coccoooee— ~ OO ~NOB e S &ocmoe-2 é68 6ce c6ec ©60 ©0C6C €66 oo ceec ooe
W I £l - + 4 Pt i Fhbhbes +++ ) 1++} + |+ |+ + I +4+++ )+ + 1 141 +49 11+ (BN} +e+] ++ P
i N “ze sg8 - @M DN NP N a NG
m 2 . (o E © Qm®mOoO 754:_576877 - JeOowmMVIer W EC = OIOE e eco oel= &S - &f=  cifodtey = e=e oee o-=0
s ExoLn ec oo € noc=~ poeloO~00O0 © OC=e©OO—x 6 Samn~cac~ cco ©oo ©0C ©COG ©OLO ©OOOC ©CO ©6e o000
m - - e - {11 3 I+ + ++ |+ + + |+ P R ] +«+ | 1 +++] [ + L L+ 11+ + )+ + 1+ I+ + + 4 [ ] 1 &+ [ + |+
- " - = - = -
cm e B ity U e e e 0 g SRR & O LG S S o 588 852 88 S3s 852 985 328 2% 583
e o o oo cc € @00~ OMOOBO~0O~~ € ©co~0C~0 R Gl = o cdoco ©6¢ o6 668 66c 668 doa ©E6 soSo
2" E2 ] [ (] { LISTIa A e ([ [l IR ! [ I NE S B B R S 111 s+ += Py [ [ I A ) [ I IR
L} D e P o -4 -~ 0 [ o - o~ o ™o N o -
~rN A3 o R AL LE R L DL N ®oBNNOWO ~ e men = 3382 &&= 3 -5% 282 220 83z RES 8&
. o R 5 S e L@y ataiieen R B R i s RN Bl sy TReh: - N £ 6 o ol by R
F 3 re “wn m deamA goshmmllaw 6 OCERONNO o -~ O e=NT® e SAN mll DA NAN mma NNN NeN AN N
° - - = = ol i
- 1 1
-~ - ~ ~ ~ ™A O o - 5 ™ A~
™ 3 ~ro ewn F moNEMA goMAmMSONe 6 weBEMmo©o -~ N®MCNnmOBD® Sl MNAN e NN NNN NN NN m =N ae =
2 1 )
o~
~
] o 732 8% $28 =2mS 2q9 Cos d®3o VAT B3I
s > Al he 6 J MIemE @sAmadncemawe " MAAmINSN N NN OO~ N MmN memem NN NMEMN NNN MaN =N =N
= =S LaAZ=sT o~
W 2 I
N e = ~ . (ol 4 ~NOg —mo G WO
% §o 2~ n-= N ~ENII NGO 0e—Na R R R w eoremomno fed g% BIB 3% A%E 28 K85 =ooX Fx=
=] M R 9 eF I NITIAE WIromnNNAe & NNOAD o S roerNCOoOD NN NNN am NN NNe NN NNN e N e
H
m - - Lol Bl - N = o L X4 Al - r o -
f - - ’ gBg rn Nc N BNBNY gBemsNMOTS n et aNnY e s —~ceoNOY -~ 2=% K17 RS $38 RRZ &R Ngs ee= ooo
_ ¥ € $o M o ¥ Crhms< rowomImMman ~ 3688629I ¢ ~odo-woo NNN RN mer MMM NNM NNN NNN N e
! m - - -
LR - Bl s F e e _—m mm-® AN
' e W AR el s B T A I W 2 C et 22% A el Ak alisle ABEIIS Hinle ~. giele S o
H ©Q r~e N Y NNMAg geuevnnemNe ~ 37166210 @ 7!68070! NN MMM SN NNN NN NN NN e om0
- = 3
- = @~ no N Semne mMNeomnane ® NMONS® =N ~ TOO M@ ~go @ NEN ANE BNM— D= IgN omag on
- Pty 3| et g 0 L E . el A e ek =&~ = = & iy
Fi s T 7 23S gAdaRiddas IS SRR < CemTh e 2Ghal ] L el ol C ool e
_ = = — e e - NN NN e NN NN NN NN e Na N
s
mm e rewe L e R R ] " e aertrrrz g e Ve R RD P30 R at bt e AN Bon Ven Boe B Now Von oon
- ¢« e c¢g . - Lol . . 5 5 S 3 o 3 < e R
| 5 - 9 -8 - - - . - . . . . . . . . - . . - -
S At =Aw . . . - . e B . . . . HE @S
: T 3% : s : oo S T - o IS . § 3 : Wl & .
@ g m m . . . 3 "I o .- T . Soe s R Fropa T nks
. s . P S, 3 & . - v . & . .. . - . .
- P 1 < - P o k. - . Epiile =5 Foea LG . el 8 B )
.. e, 1 : il s 2o . - s o g Al 5 Sty SN s <3 . ‘3
o 3 C 3 J uw' o= . s == 1 O CIa S i Gl o .
s T = Doie M e : Do suu o sEw gdw oed e o %% w=e
2" = nm M Y o "R, R Sl T A s Y L b 2 ) . ﬂ!l ° .o.'l mll ﬂll ﬂ!l g .o\UI 3 =
. q = ame 8 u T e s e . - " 3 v . . . -
- 4% & 4 Likis w: e 8 M S 5 O e L] = - - - - & e
Mc o .« s33¢ §25:::¢:% - 1 . . - . ' . . . . . . .
[51 oo o = s go «8=2%..-%"3 - e s L oa v M
oc - E > .w Y =33 . - o B M SFys o - 5 E; 3 N
= 5 : . = - - -
ad ] Wl 9AMAM ¥ h 03C ac : £x7 ommw D Exg 1 B H 3 ] g £ H
- - e mmMeo S w- by~ 3o oa - €a “ Be 2 . cCas 3 3 s = =
e« ou ¢© & LA I I IR e —cu3ewed S ) - - - = 1]
- —_ 4 Ionan - oikh( - - = Pig & 2 - - 3 - - - u m
o W( MI T ~ANTw anwoln- - - EEXEEEEE < .= € H o - & & 3
= o <& I o - = o
o g 3 EF I PR W L P Y P R P Y, el E L 3 L. s e
SIS TS 3 g s &
= 2 - = &

-

By Raplonal Office.

(1






decline between Aprii and May in the UIC Claimants as in prev-ous years.
2. The Unemployment lnsurance Act, 1971, was introduced June 27, 1971.

& New Act introduced June 27,

vs. Less than 0.17.

1971.

The lower portion of the above table indicates the percentage of
claimants under the provision of the old Uncmployment Insursnce Act during the period July 1971 to Auguat 1972.

3. Under the universal provision of the new Unemployment Insurance Act, some 2,000,000 persons - formerly excluded under the old Act -
were insured effective January 2, 1972.

page F
Coaparisps 32 beval vf UIC Claiearis snd LS Unespliowed
Jan, Feb. Harch April Hay June July August Sept. Oct . Nov . Dec.
1969
LFS Unemployed (000's) ........ R 467 473 448 432 386 383 349 318 279 314 356 383
UIC Claimants (000's) ..... oo a5 oo 616 631 594 927 305 27 279 268 260 280 349 537
MRl i mant sSERPRET ob . 5 o 5 1.32 1.33 1.33 1.22  0.79 0.72 0.80 0.84 0.93  0.89 0.99 1.40
Unesployed
1970
LFS Unemployed (000's) ............ 485 526 542 s si3 529 518 448 3198 419 w76 538
VIC Cleimants (000's) ..... > oo © 90 659 694 705 691 505 4462 439 409 391 399 480 872
W haee ol nTT R . 45 1.36 1.32 1.30 1.27 0.98 0.8 0.85  0.91 0.98  0.95 1.0 1.25
Unenmployed
1971
LFS Unemployed (000's) ....... S 668 675 650 659 563 551 514 455 434 4?7 503 530
UIC Claimants (000°8) ....,........ B4b 888 857 819 496 420 413 411 631 436 538 689
Ratior Shobmants. e L2 1.32 1.32 1.2 0.9 0.76 0.80 0.9 1.00 0.98 1.07 1.30
Unemployed
1972
LFS Unemployed (000's) ............ 665 627 642 592 552 568 543 503 459 (1.5} 524 584
UIC Claimants (000's) ............. B27 912 9l& 874 814 753 762 722 692 709 765 903
Rarior Siddmants . . TR W3 .42 168 &7 L3} L4 LAk 151 L.&7 146 155
Unemployed
1973
LFS Unemployed (000°s) ..,......... 688 655
UIC Clsimants (000°'s) .....0c00a..n 1,056 1,055
. Claimants
Ratio: EEZ;ETZ;SZ NN Shelore Takohe = Yakore) = .53 1.6l
Z of Claimants undecr Old Act
IGITE, . , . N K . . P (All claimants under Old Aer) . 80.4 61.9 Wi 2 16.6 25.4 17.8
1972 [ oo o NHSCHLE, LRTLE. vesssanay 11.9 7.8 5.0 3.4 1.5 0.2 0.1 vae (All claimants under New Act)
Note: 1. Seasonal Benefits Rcgulations were applicable from Deccaber to mid-May until 1971. This is the reason why in 1972 there was no large
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TATISTICS Cavaid — YTATISTISUE CANADA = o
PIELD DIVISIAGN — DI¥I5i0N DES CPERATIONS REGIONALES LFS 744
I SURVEY No. _ 273
LABCUR FORCE SURVEY ANALYSIS OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS ENQUETE
ENQUETE SUR LA MAIN-D'OEUVRE ANALYSE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES March 1973 Mars
CANADA | ST.JOHN'S | HALIPAX MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTO WINNIPEG | EDMONTON | VANCOUVER
TOTAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED
TOTAL DES_DICUMENTS REGUS 74,679 4,442 13,012 14,496 4,629 15,088 7,040 8,156 7,816
B s TR 9, 436 458 1,767 1,303 701 2,383 709 966 1, 149
% REJECTED DOCUMENTS 1
L e e e g 12.7 10.3 13.6 9.0 15.2 15.8 10.1 11.9 14.7
SUPPIEMENTARY ITEMS
ARTICLES SUPPLEMENTAIRES
REJECTED DCCUMENTS
e i, 3,941 277 717 445 369 852 276 480 525
# OF TOTAL DOCUMENTS
POURCENTAGE DU_TOTAL DES DOCUMENTS 5.3 6.2 9.5 3.1 8.0 5.7 3.9 5.9 6.7
4 OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS )
POGURCENTAGE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES 41,8 60.5 40.6 34,2 52.6 35.8 38.9 49,7 45.7
LABOUR FORCE ITEMS
ARTICIES DE LA MAIN-DTOEUVRE
REJECTED DOCUMENTS
e CoRuRy T 5,495 181 1,050 858 332 1,531 433 486 624
OF TOTAL DOC!MENTS
POUNCENTAGE DE_TOU3 LES DCCUMENTS 7.4 4ol 8.1 5.9 7.2 10.1 6.2 6.0 8.0
% OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS 5
JRCEKTAGE DES DOCUMENTS :
e N . S5 5842 39.5 59.4 65.8 4744 6440 61.1 50.3 5443
No. OF CARELESS EHRORS
NOMBRE DZ_FAUTES D'INATTENTION 1,900 e 301 360 i 559 167 173 213
VE. PER DOCUNE
o il e .025 .011 .023 .025 .017 .037 .024 .021 027
AVE. PER RE.ECI®D DOCUMENT,
b ) B | i .201 .105 .170 .276 .113 234 .236 179 .185
No. OF BLANKS IN ]D.
NOMBRE DE BLANCS i_L'IDENTIFICATION 1,147 4 140 424 17 382 23 35 92
AVERAGE FER DOCUNENT
A e D T .015 .001 .011 .029 .004 .025 .007 .004 .012
AVE. PER REJECTED DOCUMENT
MOYENNE PAR DOCUMENT REJETE o122 .009 .079 S5 024 .160 .075 .036 . 080
1

CARETESS ERROR: sum of errors for items 1 to 10 and 24, 25, and 26 on the LFS document.
FAUTE D'INATTENTION: total des erreurs aux articles 1-10 et 24, 25 et 26 sur le document LFS.

9713-50: 8-1-73






COMFARISON OF LABCUR FORCE UNEMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYMENT
" INSURANCE CLAIMANTS BY MONTH, JANUARY 1969 TO DATE
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~lippage by Province

5
e NE W FOURNGL AD = —{2) PRINCE EDWAFRD ISLAND 5
e o Magt —
10 — el S 3
de e i 3 . 4
4 — - - =
>/ - = _l' i
+
o e R
Al R TN, - Ty SRR Wi SN LA Emm llll[lllllllllll,
'9686'9 "‘)-.,'l ey 1972 i T '36‘?619 CH 7 72 197z 1973
AV!“AG{S AVERAGES
12—y NOVA SCOTIiA — 15 I8 NEW BRUNSWICK X
g~ - - -
8 pu—— - - il
4 — VJ/ =AW Lo
2 i e [ ==
almtil ) f ol i
& Lwrpn by FTURTETESTEINETNeUsunt]
l968- 70 ; by ; I968: '70 : 't ¢ J
i 1972 1973 = ST 1972 1973
AVER-\GES AVERAGES
8 — QUEBEC e 6] ONTARID a -
o bt i
Al M | w I/‘V\/' "~
[ an i -
" | SERRRIRNBRUE ANRDRINENIN, : A b b
h v iy ! 4]
Iffgg 7°7| 72 1972 1973 L Al 1972 .~
lVENWES AVERAGES
1o T MANITOBA e — (@) SASKATCHE WAN I -
! ey gy - 1
f & — A ==
4 by 8 i 1= "
o =2k ,/\/\ d
é [ e T I
ot | % T O ol T T 104" EERE AT
i T J 3 7] L0 I J
L T ¢ 1972 1973 '96869 7° T 1972 1973
AVERAGES AVERAGES
10 —q) ALBERTA in — 0} BRITISH CO_UMBIA —
a —— —_— — N
P " - /\/\—\,\/\ il
‘ | . — — e
) -4 :
o ,lllll“l'l“ I ERENEEEN! | ’ IllJl'l'llllllHlll[[ll
1968: '70 ; '72 ¢ 1968 '70 ; '72
iy o - Bl * T, i -
AVERLGES

AVERAGES

O N & oo @






Slippage by Age Group at the Canada Level
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St. John's Regional Office
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Appendix 1 (p. 1)

REIATED TO SECPION 1A

Unemployment rate represents the number unemployed as a per cent

of the civilian labour force.

Canadian civilian Labour Force, in the Labour Force Survey concept,
is composed of that portion of the civilian non-institutional
population 14 vears of ape and over who, during the reference week,
were employed or unemployed,

American civilian Labour Force, in the Current Population Survey
concept, is composed of that portion of the civilian non-institu-
tional population 16 vears of age and over who, during the refer-
ence week (which contains the 12th day of the month), were employed
or unemployed,

List of some differences in the concepts of claimants and unem-
ployed

UIC LF unemployed
- need to have worked at - does not need to have
least 8 weeks in past worked before
vear oo be eligible
- interrupeion of earnings - activity concept: 1) did
resulting {rom unemploy- not work, 2) actively
ment, illness or pregnancy searched for a job, and 3)

was able to work

- must be capable of and
available for work and
unable to obtain suitable
employment {(except in case
of illness and pregnancy)

- contribution and benefit - no upper age boundaries.
entitlement ceases for a See activity concept,
person: a) at the age of
70, or b) to whom a retire-
ment pension under the
Canada Pension Plan or the
Quebec Pension Plan has at
any Lime become pavable

- claimants can work and be - unemployed cannot have
eligible for total benefit worked a single hour in
if weekly earnings do not reference week

exceed one quarter of
weekly rate of benefit;
work-related income in
excess of 257 of weekly
rate is deducted from
benefit,






Appendix 1 (p. 2)

I, e e e = ey SRV

Slippage - population slippage is defined as the percentage dif-
ference between the Census population projection, Pp (based on

he 1961 Census) for a given month and the population estimate
ép derived from the Labour Force Survey sample for the same month,
It is given by

N
" =20 Wi

Pp

RELATED TO SECTION 1C

Total non-response - proportion of households which were not
interviewed due to lack of co-operation or their unavailability
to the survey interviewer.

REILATED TO SECTION 1D

Percentage of Rejected Documents - The charts reflect a percentage
of all labour force documents requiring clerical edits prior to
tinal tabulations. These rejected documents result from missing
ovr inconsistent entries in the regular labour force items and in
the additional questions (supplementary) asked for every survey.
Since the supplementary questions vary in their complexity from
one month to the next, they affect the reject rate considerably,

Careless Errors - The term 'careless errors'" refers to omissions,
poor marks and inconsistent entries on the Labour Force schedule
for identification, sex, marital status, relationship to head and
age as taken from the entries on the Household Record Card, plus
the failure to answer item 26, "Was this person interviewed?"

RELATED TO SECTION iE

Enumeration Cost per Household - The per household costs are
calculated using the total number of households sampled for the
survey in relation to the cost incurred to do the interviewing
in terms of fees paid to the interviewer (hourly rated employee)
and the interviewer expenses to cover the assignment (mileage,
A, )L
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NON- RESPONSE

The contents of this appendix are taken from publi-
cation NR73-3 (March 1973), Non-Response Rates
in the Canadian Labour Force Survey, prepared by

D.S. Murray, Household Surveys Development Staff, and
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Non-Response Rates

Introduction

There are a number of ways of measuring the quality of the Labour Force
Survey. One such method is the calculation of non-response rates. The
sampling variability of weighted up statistics is inversely proportional
to the response rate so that published figures based on a sample with

only 807 response rate (20Z non-response rate) will have 90/80 or 1.125
times the sampling variability of corresponding figures based on the

same sample with 907 response rate (or 107 non-response rate). Together
with increase in sampling variability caused by higher non-response

rates there is also a possible increase in the mean square error as a
result of the non-response bias. If the characteristics of non-respondents
are significantly different from those of respondents, then the higher the
non-response rate, the greater the contribution to the mean square error
by the non-response bias. The extent of this bias is unknown at present
but must be obtained from outside sources of similar data or from special
experiments on non-response characteristics.

The non-response rates are presented in the form of graphs for Canada and
for regional offices. The rate of non-response is given for each of the
four components1 and for total non-response by month and year.

Non-response follows a marked pattern seasonally, generally peaking in the
summer months and declining in the spring and autumn (Graph G1).

The seasonality effect is caused by the "temporarily absentl" component
which increases sharply during the summer months when people are generally
away on vacation (Graph G1).

Format of Non-Response Graphs and Monthly Meeting

The non-response rate for each regional office is presented by component
on a separate page. This format facilitates the examination of the
contributions of each component of non-response to the total non-response.
In this form, comparison of regional offices can also be made.

The monthly meeting on March non-response with D. S. Murray, Labour
Force Methodology Section and E. T. McLeod, Field Division, deals with
the more pronounced movements in the current non-response data.

Commencing with the report on January, 1973, non-response bar charts have
been included to show the non-response for each Economic Region (E. R.) in
each regional office. The R. 0. levels, in total, are shown in a chart
under the section headed Canada. Table 1, contains, for Canada and each
regional office, the total non-response and each of its components.

Jea dafindoisgs on Page 2
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Definitions

Tetal households includes all sampled households but excluding vacant
dwellings, households not to be interviewed, etc.

Non-response is defined as the proportion of total households which
waere not Interviewed for the reasons shown and 1s the sum of the four

given beldw.

Tamptrarily absent: When all household members are away for tha

&ntir® intdrview week. (I.A.)

He one home. Waen after o resscnable number of csllbacks, there is
no responsible member to interview. (N71)

Refusal. When a responsible member of the household definitely
refuses to provide the survey information requested. (NZ)

° Other. When none of the foregoing reasons are applicable, e.g., roads

impassable, enumerator not available, death, illness, language problems,
SR F((Ng AP






T =
LR S

The overall non-response rate declined from 7.27 in February to 6.8% in
March. Slight decreases occurred in the T.A. and Nj components while
the "refusal' rate (N2) and "other" remained censtant.

All regional offices except Toronto and Vancouver indicated lower non-
response rates in March than in February.

Compared with the March 1972 non-response, March 1973 shows a signif-
icant improvement. The March 1973 rates are lower in all components
except ''refusal''.

March 1972 March 1973
Ta A 2.7% 1.97
Ny 383 290
Ny 1.7 1.9
Cther 2 M 1.0
Tacal 9.8 6.8
%z N-R
1S
10 -
L 1 N Canada
3 average
e g
0

St.J. Hal. Mon. Ott. Tor. Win. Edm. Van.

Regional Offices
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The overall rate decreased from 3.57 in February to 3.27 in March. A
slight increase in the T.A. component was more than offset by slight

decreases in each of the remaining components.

The 0.67 refusal rate is the lowest level of all offices in Canada and

the overall rate is second lowest.
high levels of non-response.

None of the components indicated

Economic Region 05, as the bar chart below shows, recorded a 19.17

It should be noted that the E.R., contains
21 households and thus all the non-response is accounted for by only

4 households, three of which were listed as N} and one as N?.

non-response rate in March.

% N-R
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I55)
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01
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Economic Region
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Halifax

The overall non-response rate decreased in Halifax from 7.07 in February
to 6.37 in March. Most of the decrease occurred in the "other" component
(1.3% in February, 0.8%7 in March). A small increase in T.A. and small
declines in N; and N accounted for the remainder of the change.

E.R. 31 showed a slightly higher refusal rate in March (from 5.67 iu
February to 5.72). Thus, the Ny rate is the main contributor to the
overall E.R. rate of 12.0%.

The overall rate of 6.3%7 for March 1973 compares very favourably with
the 11.5% rate shown in March 1972.
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The non-response rate in Montreal indicated an improvement in March
compared with February. The decline in the T.A. rate, from 1.87 to 1.1%
was the main contributor to the 0.47 overall decrease. The Nj and Nj
rates decreased by 0.1% and 0.37 respectively while the 'other" compo-
nent increased from 0.87 to 1.5Z. A large part of the increase in
"other" was due to one assignment. The interviewer responsible completed
interviews for 32 households and mailed the schedules on April 1. The
package arrived in the regional office on April 10 at which time the
schedules were too late for use in Ottawa.

Four households in E.R. 40 (Sept. Isles) were not covered due to "no
interviewer available''. The interviewer, because of illness, was unable
to complete the assignment.

The March 1973 rate of 6.8% compares favourably with the 8.2%7 level in
March 1972.
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Crrawa

The Ottawa Office indicated a decrease of 1.47 in overall non-response.
At 5.27 the March level is well below the Canada figure. Most of the
decrease from February to March occurred in the T.A. component which
declined from 2.87 to 1.8%7. The 0.77 decrease in the "other' compo-
nent was partially offset by a 0.37 rise in Nj while N2 remained
constant.

None of the E.R.'s in this office showed overall rates in excess of
6.57%.

Compared with the 9.87 level in March 1972, the non-response for the
corresponding survey in 1973 is much improved.

D ke a1 o Ve — [T e = e R.0. Average

40 48 49 oU o8
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Toronto

The overall rate in Toronto showed a moderate increase of 0.47 in March.
Most of the increase (0,37) can be accounted for by the Np rate. As was
mentioned in the report dealing with the February non-response (NR 73-2)
the refusal rate in Toronto appeared to be increasing. At 1,97 the rate
is causing some concern particularly since a great many of the refusal
households are located in E.R. 52, the same E.R. in which the regional
office is located. The refusal rate here increased by 0.4% and now stands
at 2.6%. The entire office indicated 129 refusal households with E.R. 52
contributing 76 of these.

The T.A. and Nj components remained at 2.6% and 1.97 respectively and
the "other'" component increased from 0.57 to 0.67%.

The overall March 1973 rate of 7.07 indicates a substantial improvement
over the 13.07 rate in March 1972.
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WinniEcg

Again in March the Winnipeg Office showed the lowest non-response rate in
Canada. The overall rate decreased from 2.97 in February to 2.87 in
March. A 0.47 decrease in T.A. was offset by a 0.47 increase in Nj and
the 0.17 decrease in Ny was offset by a 0.17 increase in "other". Thus
the net change appears to be zero. (- 0.47 ® 0.47 - 0.1Z + 0.17).

The appearant discrepancy in the published figures resulted from rounding
the levels of the components before summing. Using four decimal place
figures the overall difference amounts to 0.07427 or, rounded to one
decimal, 0.17. Using one decimal place figures the overall difference is
0.07%Z.

The overall March 1973 rate of 2.8% is less than half the 6.07 level of
March 1972.

B8 0 %51, 624
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Ldmonton

The Edmonton Office showed an overall decrease of 1.97 in March compared
with February. At 9.17 overall the rate remains quite high and well
above the national figure.

All components showed decreases: ''other' declining from 2.0% to C.8%.
[t may be recalled that in February (see NR 73~-2) one assignment was
completely uncovered and thus 59 households were lost to the survey.

In March all assignments were covered and thus the '"mo interviewer
available" type of non~response was 0.0%. The T.A. component decreased
from 3.97 in February to 3.47 in March and Nj and N2 both declined by
1A L5

Although the overall rate declined from February te March, the March
level is higher than the March 1972 level of 8.37%.
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Vancouver

The overall rate, at 10.57, was the highest in Canada. From February to
March the non-response increased by 0.37. The T.A. and N] components
showed small declines while N7 and "other" increased.

The increase of 0.77 in "other'" was due wholly to the 47 households listed
as non-respondent due to "no interviewer available'.

(a) Four households on Vancouver Island were not covered when an in-
terviewer became ill and was not able to complete her assignment.

(b) 1In E.R. 93, Vancouver and area, 43 households were not covered due
to '"mo interviewer available'. Shortly after the February survey an
interviewer was dismissed when it was discovered, through the Re-In-
terview Program, she had not been interviewing respondents and instead
had completed the Labour Force schedules at home. No interviewer was
hired in the next 2 or 3 weeks and the assignment was turned over to a
regional office staff member who completed 20 interviews before becoming
il1l. The remaining 43 households in the assignment were not subsequently
re-4ssi,ned and became non-respondent.

in L.R. “7, Prince George, the "other" rate was 5.4% of which 4.7% was due
tu "roads impassible'. Apparently these households are located on roads
which are closed each Spring when thawing damages the structure.

In terms of regional office totals, the Vancouver office showed the highest
N1, N2 and "other'" rates in Canada.

Compared with the March 1972 rate of 9.97% the March 1973 level of 10.5%
shows a deterioration. All components were higher in March 1973 than in
March 1972,
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St.John Regional Office

i T TN TR Y e . LN = T
ST RO BVl AN
[ i LA L4 |
o1 , _ T | :
M, _ _
ot { ﬁ : i
_ | : : ” _ W :
e o T e R o Y e T
‘, : i 5 R ‘ | |
: . i i ; ] _
! | l i
! i ]
_ il J
—l,.-z_w;l_lwm, LA b
_ LT
W I EEh ”
H o _
i |
{ N.,ﬁ
=
* A %
g7 ;mwmu = =
: - &
| . m"._u ! _
_ a8 % n _
{ ,mme : ;
| 8= . m| !
T
i i
| i
i i :
i i [ | i
“ - -’} 1 _,.
AT B O e il T s = e iy
! : ” sl , [} w2 e e
' 1 i i i ~ b i _‘ 1
w | . o . Par - e £ RE
w N, Sas s o = <~ ¢ =y m
m i _ _ .W% _ M e R G
’ . i l,./o e — - - ] 1....
H _ J 1 = 8 .
- o o w r~ Nel 7o 57 o ] - (] Ne] Te] S 5 ) o~ v e
— —

T HIBST B 24T

X . ) SUOISAIAQ COL x o
- . b : . O6ZE BY  SHiINOW AG SHY3IA & =°74 )






Halifax Regional Office
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Ottawa Regional Office

Graph G5
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Toronto Regional Office
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Winnipeg Regional Office
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Edmonton Regional Office
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Vancouver Regional Office
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TABLL 1.
MARCH, 1973
NON-RESPONSE RATES BY COMNPONENT,

CANADA, AND RLGIONAL OIFFICES
{ Percent )

Total T. A. M- 1. Other
Canada —T £ 6.8 1.9 2.0 1.0
" deud's %2 e.e) i, 2 0.3
Halifax 6.3 1.8 1.6 0.8
Montreal 6.8 1yl 2l 1.5
Ottawa 5.2 1.8 1.5 0.4
Toronto 7.0 2.6 1.9 0.6
Winnipeg 2.8 1.0 0.9 0.2
Edmonton ) i 3.4 2 0.8
Vancouver 10.5 4.9 3.4 2.4







Appendix 3

COMPARING UNEMPLOYMENT STATLSTICS WITH DATA

I r Il" .II Sy ¥ g" -II- |-"‘=

Tpdcial Saprint Eoon e Condddan
Sramh st gal A Ravi v, Magpel La73)






l * Statistics Canada  Statistique Canada

r

COMPARING UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS
WITH DATA FROM THE UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE COMMISSION

Special Reprint from the Canadian Statistical Review, March, 1973

Information Canada
Ottawa






COMPARING UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS WITH DATA FROM
THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION

M. Naemark®

The manthly Labaur Forge Surwgy (1 ST s the
source of the official measure of unemployment in
Canada.! Comparisons are frequently made between
ihe number of unemployed persons as reported by
the LFS and the number of claimants for unemploy -
ment insurance benefit. The uumbers in the two
series seldom coincide, and misleading inferences
are gften drawn about the accuracy of the measures,
However, the two series are not intended to measure
the:  same  characteristics and therefore, direct
comparisons are not valid,

The populations from which the unemployed
gad claimants are drawn are somewhat different.
I'he labour force covers the civilian population
attached to the ilabour market, including self-cm-
nloyed persons. The insured population consists
mitinly of the paid warker segment of the labour
torce.? Members of the armed forces are in the in-
sured population.

Another problem in comparing the LFS unem-
ployed and the Unemployment Insurance Commission
(UIC) claimants is that these measures overlap.
for example, not all the LFS unemploved are UIC
claimants; conversely, not all UIC claimants are
inciuded in the LFS unemployed. Some UIC claim-
ants are employed and some are, by LFS definition,
“not in the tabour force’’. The differences between
the two series are such as to invalidate direct
comparisons. The following article examines the
constituents of each group and explains the dif-
{urences and similarities.

Labowr FForce Sigvey®

The L.abour Force Survey is a monthly sample
survey of about 30,000 households in Canada. The
sumple has been designed to represent the non-
institutional civilian population, 14 years of age
and over. Each month, questions are asked about
the activity of individuals in the sample of house-
holds. Interviewers code replies into the following
categories: worked; looked for work (including
persons who indicate they would have looked for
work except that they were ill, were on prolonged
layoff, or believed no work was avaiifable in the
community); had a job but not at work (iliness,
vacation, temporary layoff, etc.), pemmanentiy unable
to work; kept house; went to school; retired or
voluntary idle: or other. These coded replies are
nsed to determine whether a person is employed,
unemployed, or not in the labour force,

* Mr. Naemark is Chief, Unemployment Insurance
and Manpower Section, Labour Divlsion, Statistics
(:anada. .

' Report of the Committee on Unemployment Sta-
tustics, Ot‘awa. August, 1960, out of print.

1 The only self-employed workers included in the
insured population are fishermen.

3 ““The Meanlngs, Uses and Limitatlon of the
Unemployment Statistics’, by Peter Hicks, Canadian
Stutistical Review, Catalogue 11-003, July, 1972.

An unemployed person is one who, in the
reference week:

(i) was without work, and
(ii) demonstrated an immedijate interest in work,
either by actively looking for work or by
indicating that he would have looked for work
except for special circumstances,
(iii) or, was temporarily laid off.

The employed are those who worked in the
reference week, cven for only a few hours, plus
those who had a jub but were not at work because
of illness, vacation, etc. The sum of the employed
and unemployed constitutes the labour force,

Unemployment insurance Data

Effective January 2, 1972, unemployment
insurance coverage became unijversal for members
of the labour force for whom there exists an em-
ployer-employee relationship, including the Armed
Forces. There are three exceptions:

(i) employed persons with “very low earnings'’
(very low eamings are defined as less than
20% of the maximum weekly insurable earnings,
which were $160 a week in 1973, or less than
20 times the provincial hourly minimum wage,
whichever is lower. For example, a person in
Ontario eaming less than $32 a week is not
covered.);

(ii) employed persons 70 years of age and over; and

(iil) employed persons to whom a retirement pension
under the Canada Pension Plan (CPP) or the
Quehec Pension Plan (QPP) has at any time
become payable,

An insured person qualifies to receive unem-
ployment insurance benefit if he has had:

(i) 8 or more weeks of insurable employment in the
past 52 weeks, and
(ii) an interruption of earnings from employment.

A claimant is an insured person who applies
for or is in receipt of benefit, A claimant with 20
or more wecks of insurable employment is eligible
for a wider range of benefit that inctudes benefit
payments when the interruption of eamings was
caused by illness or pregnancy. There are also
retirement beneflts for older workers —those 70
years of age and over—or those to whom a pension
under CPP or QPP is payable.

A claimant can draw to a maximum of 51 weeks
of benefit depending upon his employment history,
prevailing economic conditions and providing he
meets the conditions of availability and capability.
A claimant is not entitled to be paid benefit until
he has served a two-week waiting period.
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Comparing Unemployment Statistics with Data from the Unemployment Insurance ('ommission

(Continued from page 6)

Claimants can augment their benefit by working
part-time; however, work-related income in excess
al 25% of the weekly benefit is deducted from the
“enefit paid.

Each month, statistics on the number of claim-
ants currently reporting to UIC offices are pubr
lished in the Statistical Keport on the Operation of
the  Unemployment Insurance Act  (Cataloguc
73-001). More detail on the coverage and benefits
of unemployment insurance is also included in these
reports,

Not all claimants receive benefit for every
week of unemployment. Some mayv bhe serving the
two-week waiting period: some may be disqualified,
for a maximum of three weeks, for voluntarily leav-
ing emplovment or for dismissal for misconduct.
Others may be disentitled from receiving benefit
for various reasons; for cxample. not available,
not capable, refusing suitable emplovment, etc.
The UIC is developing statistics on the number of
persons  in  receipt of unemplovment insurance
benefit for a particular week each month. The
beneficiary count is a measure of the number of
persons benefiting financiatly from the unemploy-
ment insurance program whereas the claimant count
is a measure of the number of persons reporting to
UIC offices.

Differences in LFS and UIC Data

fn  the Labour Force Survey, the employved
wtenery  of the labour foree consists of paid
warkers, self-employed workers or unpaid family
flnlp. Persons covered by uncemplovment insurance
ar mainly restricted to paid workers. However, as
previously noted, not all paid workers are insurable.
Exclusions are those 70 vears of age or over, or
CPP or QPP pesnsioners, and those carning less
than a weekly minimum wage. Persons with no
previous work experience. that is, new entrants to
the lahour force. are not included in the insured
population. Employment in the Canadian Armed
Forces is insurable,

The LFS unemploved includes persons who
were without work and actively sceking work. To
be entltled to receive UIC benefit, a claimant must
have had an interruption of earnings, and he availa-

ble for and capable of employment. A UIC claimant
may work parl-time and still be eligible for benefit;
in the LLFS, he would be considered as employed.
Although a claimant meets the condition of availa-
bility and capability, he may not be actively seeking
employment; therefore, he would not be included in
the labour force. That is, in addition to persons
who are unemployed, the UIC claimant count in-
cludes persons with some earnings (employed) as
well as persons not actively secking employment
(not in the labour force). For example, most ¢laim-
ants  eligible for UIC sickness, matemity and
retirement benefit are probably not included in the
LFS unemployed.

Persons unemployed hut not claimants include:

(i) new entrants to the labour force,

(il) older persons —age 70 or CPP or QPP pen-
sioners,

(iii) persons who had very low carnings,

(iv) self-employed persons (except fiskermen) who
have become unemployed, and

(v) claimants who have exhausted their benefit
rights and are still unemployed.

Some examples of the comparative UIC and LFS
status of certain cases is shown diagrammatically
in Chart I.

In order to quantify the relationship between
the unemployment and claimants (or beneficiaries), it
would be necessarv to link records of individuals
in both the LFS sample and UIC claim file. At
present, the technical problems of uniquely identi-
fving individuals in both files makes this match
impossible,

The above article has pointed out that the
conceptual differences between LFS and UIC
measures render invalid direct comparisons. How-
ever, another reason why the (wo series are not
directly compatable is that the number of claimants
is overstated in the UIC c¢laimant data. This over-
statement arises because claimants may not report
their change in status when they return to work, If
a claimant does not report because he became re-
employed, a period of five weeks is allowed to
clapse befare his claim is transferred to the inactive
file.






CHART 1 — A COMPARISON OF LABOUR FORCE STATUS AND UIC STATUS

[LABOUR FORCE

SIA T8

EMPL.OYED

UNEMPLOYED

NOT IN LABOUR
FORCE

CLAIMANT

]|

Receiving Benefit

Persons with some earnings
from part-time work

Persons formerly with in-
surable ¢mploy ment,
now without work and
looking for work

Persons receiving illness or
maternity benefit

UIC STATUS

Not Receiving Benefit

Persons with some earnings
from part-time work who
are serving two-week
waiting period or who
are disqualified

Persons serving two-week
waiting period

Persons who are disqual-
ified from receiving
benefit

Serving two-week waiting
period for illness or
maternity benefit

: NON-CLAIMANT

The usual case of a
steadily employed person

Persons who have ex-
hausted benefits

Persons aver 70 or CPP or
| QPP pensioners
|

Persons not eligibie he-

cause of no previous
insurable employment

Students, housewives,
voluntarily idle

S = - 4
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