
OFIDE 	• 
NOT FOR RL.M 

canadian labour force survey 

STAI'l-WriCtS STATISTIQUic  
CANA..'A 	 CANAOA 

12 
tiir v 

B E LI C T-4 Q U E 

LABOUR FORCE QUALITY REPORT 

.\pri1 	1973 

Labour Force Survey Division 
Field Division 
Household Surveys Development 

Staff 

sTA'rlS'rLcs CANADA 
Document for Festrieted Circulation 



'0 



- 	 F OF ()NTVNF' 

rel2e 

Sctjon 1 - 	highlights 

A -  Comparison 	of 	Series 	............................ 2  
B -  Slppage 	........................................ 2  

C -  Non-response 	.................................... 3 
D -  Rejected 	Documents 	.............................. 3 
E -  Enumeration 	Cost 	................................ 4 

Section 2 - Tables 

A - Summary 	......................................... 5 
B - Comparison of Level of UTC Claimants and 

LFSUnemployed 	................................ 6 
C - 	Analysis of 	Rejected Documents 	.................. 7 

Section 3 - Charts 

A -  Comparison 	of 	Series 	............................ G 	1 
- Slippage: 	by province .......................... G 	2 

byage............................... G- 	3 
- 	 ..n-response, 	rejected documenLs, enumeration 

cost by Regional 	Offices: 	St. 	John's 	......... C- 4 
Halifax 	............ C- 	5 
Montreal 	........... G- 6 
Ottawa 	............. C- 7 
Toronto 	............ C- 8 
Winnipeg 	........... C- 9 
Edmonton 	........... G-iO 
Vancouver 	.......... C-il 

Append ices 

I)efiiiitions 	............................................Ap. 	1 

Non-response Monthly Report ............................Ap. 2 

Comparing Unemployment Statistics with Data from the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission ....................Ap. 3 

0 





page 2 

a 

. 

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: 'tComparing Unemployment Statistics 
Data from the Unemployment Insurance Commission" which 
appeared in the March issue of the Canadian Statistical 
Review. 

iriadian and American I.Jnemt)loyment Ratee: 

W 	) 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 5.27 showed a decline of 0.9 from a year 
ago. 

(b) Seasonally adjusted: The Canadian unemployment rate at 
7.5 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 5.07 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 4.77 in March. See graphs on pages G-2 and 
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I - 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, 
iebec, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and British Columbia. Newfoundland, 
)ritario 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 I0.37) 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 3.07 in February to 3.87, 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 88.17 (that is, 
a slipppage rate of 11.9) of the population estimate as projected 
from the 1961 Census. 

C NON-RESPONSE 

S 	At the Canada level, the overall non-response rate declined from 
'.27 in February to 6.87 in March. Slight decreases occurred in 
the T.A. and NI 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. 

D. REJECTED DOCUMENTS 

The March survey reject rate for Labour Force documents was 12.77. 
up 4.07 from the February rate of 8.7. All regions registered 
increases in their overall reject rate. The Montreal Region had 
the lowest rate (9.07) while the Toronto Region had the highest 
(l5.87). 
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The 4.07 increase in the overall reject rate resulted from: 

(1 	An increase of 6.47 to 7.47 in the reject rate for regular 
Labour Force questions with edits for inconsistent entries 
accounting for most of this increase. 

(2) An increase of 2.37 to 5.37 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 437, resulting from no entry for 4 questions 
that required entries. The remainder, (577) 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 so congested on the enumeration document that the interviewer 
had difficulty in reading them which contributed to the poor result. 

E. 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 
rgt. 	me up with a 12 cent decrease. 

Ir .stoi1d 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. 
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. pmomLY 9STIMATF.S AND RATES lIi'IH.T0.IIliiTH CHANGE YEAR-TO-THAI 
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1913 1912 Jan. 0.0. Nno. liar. Y.b. 
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to to to to to to 

lint. Feb. Jan. 0... Non. Mar. Fab. liar. mb. Mo. I)... liar. F.b. 

973 1913 1913 1972 1973 1913 

C.rl.o0 o1iri,94 

1.95 	Un..ployad 	................... 000'. 606 655 660 966 524 642 627 - 	41 - 	33 + 104 + 	60 - 34 + 	29 
'6 	143 

lflC 	Cl.laaI'tO 	.................... 000. 1 .055 1.056 903 762 912 - 	I 4 153 + 138 

Rat.. 	- Ca.94d1a9 	.. % 6.9 7.3 1.7 6.5 2.9 1. 4  7.3 - 0.5 -0.4 + 	1.2 +1.. 	1. 

0.2 
-0.6 
-0.9 

- 
- 0.8 

(Artual 	 - A..rlao .. 0 9.2 9.6 5.2 4.1 4.9 6.1 4.4 - 0.4 4 0.1 4 0.8 - 

Un.*ploy.nt Ratal 	Canadl.o .. % 9.9 9.9 6.2 6.1 6.6 6.1 5.9 - 0.4 -0.3 - 0.9 + 	0.1 -0.6 - 
-0.1 

(Oss.on.11y.ldJo.t.dl. Anarican 0 ',.t) 9.1 9.0 5.1 5.2 5.9 9.8 -0.1 40.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.9 

Ca9.da . Trial a 4.1+ 4,2 4.5 11 6 317 7.7 - 0.1 4 0.6 - 0.3 - 0.1 4 	1.0 + 	1.1 

14-19 ynara 	.................. 0 2.4 2.0 0.8 2.1 3.3 -1.2 -0.6 -0.4 4 2.0 -1.3 -1.2 43.6 47.4 

20.24 yiar 	.................. 0 11.9 12.7 12.2 14.0 14.3 10.1 12.4 -0.4 40.1 -1.8 -0.3 + 	1.1 -0.1 

0 3.6 3.0 3.8 6.2 4.1 2.7 2.1 • 0.9 -0.8 0.4 4 0,1 4 	1.1 4 0.9 
29.44 	y.r 	.................. 

0 4.9 5.2 4.2 3.4 3.1 3.9 3.1 - 0.1 4 	1.0 4 0.8 4 0.3 + 0.6 4 	1.9 
49-64 	y.ar 	.................. 

3.0 4.3 1.4 0.4 -0.1 9.1 5.0 - 1.3 + 2.9 4 1.0 0.9 - 2.7 -0.1 
65 .nd oo.r 	.................. 0 

N.afo,rndland ................... 2 10.3 10.1 9.4 6.1 9.0 4.1 4.4 + 	0.2 4 0.1 4 	I.) 0.1 4 6.2 4 	5.1 

PrIn.. Ed...rd islANd ........... 0 3.3 6.4 6.8 4.5 4.6 9.0 9.8 -3.1 -0.4 4 	2.3 0.i -9.1 3.4 

No.. 5olls .................... 2 6.2 6.4 6.0 9.1 5.1 3.9 4.8 -0.2 4 0.4 + 0.3 + 0.6 4 2.1 1.6 

N... Ortlitsotok 0 5.9 6.7 6.3 6.9 7.0 5.3 5.6 - 0.4 - 0.5 - 0.2 4 0.6 4 0.9 
.................. 

S 3.6 3.9 3.4 7.4 4.0 3.3 3.4 -0.3 +0.5 -0.2 -0.6 + 0.3 +0.5 

0 
. 

5.3 5.2 4,3 5.0 52 3.9 3.7 0 0.1 4 0.1 -0.5 -0.2 4 	1.4 + 	1.5 
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0  3.1 4.9 3,3 2.6 0.4 1.2 1.5 -1.2 + 1.6 40.1 +2.2 4 	2.3 43.4 
Manitoba 	....................... 

2.9 3.8 3.0 2.1 3.3 -0.2 - 1.3 - 0.9 4 0.8 4 1.2 + 3.1 4 	5.1 
% 
0 3.9 2.1 l.A 2.2 1.4 2.8 2.9 + 	1.4 40.7 -0.8 +0.9 40.1 -0.9 

Alb.rt 	........................ 
0 4.9 6.1 5.4 6.4 6.9 6.6 6.2 - 1.2 4 0.7 - 1.0 - 0.4 - 1.7 - 0.1 

941t1.h 	Col+b1 	............... 

69.1- 9.6800.8(l) 

6.8 7.2 7,3 6.3 5.2 9.8 9.2 - 0.4 - 0.1 + 1.0 + 	1.1 - 3.0 - 2.0 
('0 ,4 a 	........................... 3 

oh.' 0  3.2 3.9 II 2.7 3.9 6.9 6.9 - 0.3 4 0.4 4 0.4 - 1.2 3.1 - 3.3 
..................... 

0 6.3 1.0 6.4 7.1 5.7 11.5 9.6 - 0.7 4 0.6 - 0.7 4 1.4 - 3.2 - 7.6 
........................ 

0 6.6 1.2 9.2 6.9 5.6 8.7 7.8 -0.4 - 1.0 + 	1.7 + 0.9 -1.4 -0.6 
rHAl 	....................... 

0 6.6 8.2 5,6 3.8 9.6 9.2 - 1.4 - 1.6 4 	2.6 4 1.1 - 4.6 - 1.6 S 3 

S .  
7.0 6.6 6.3 6.9 4.3 13.0 12.2 40.4 40.3 -0.2 42.2 -6.0 

S. 

0 2.8 2.9 2.4 1.6 2.1 6.0 5.6 0.l 40.3 *0.9 -0.5 -7.2 -2.7 

3 9.1 11.0 9.4 7.3 6.5 6.3 10.6 -1.9 + 	1.6 * 	1.9 4 	1.0 4 0.8 + 0.4 
.1,41+08 	....................... 

0 10.5 10.2 11.9 9.2 1.5 9.9 9.0 4 0.3 - 1.7 4 	2.7 4 	1.7 4 0.6 1.2 

Ru I,t IsA 0.c+.nti 71) 

0 12.7 8.7 9.3 8.3 12.8 11.4 11.7 4 4.0 .-. 0.6 4 0.6 -4.3 4 	1.3 - 3.0 
Canada 	........................... 

0  10.3 7.8 7.1 7.9 19.1 12.0 9.7 42.5 + 0.1 -0.6 -1.2 -1.7 -1.9 
St. 	Johns 	..................... 

3 13.6 6.11 10,0 9.6 17.7 13.2 9.9 + 	9.6 - 2.0 0.4 - 3,1 4 0.4 - 1.9 
Hallfao 	........................ 

0 9.0 6.5 8,6 7.1 11.8 10.9 11.3 • 	2.5 - 2.1 4 0.9 -4.1 - 1.9 - 5.0 
Montr.aI 	....................... 

0 19.2 8.0 9.0 3.9 10.9 15.1 12.7 0 	7.2 - 1.0 4 3.2 - 5.1 4 0.1 - 4.3 
Ott 	......................... 
Toronto 3 5.8 10,7 11.7 10.3 16.5 13.2 14.9 * 	9.5 -0.9 40.9 -6.2 42.6 -4.6 

........................ 
0 10.1 7.1 6.0 6.6 7.4 9.2 9.5 + 	2,4 4 	1.1 -0.6 -0.8 * 0,9 - 1.8 

U)nnlp. ....................... 
Ednonton 0 11.9 10.0 9.4 9.7 11.7 8.4 11.1 1.9 4 0.6 4 	1.1 - 3.4 * 7.5 - 1.1 

....................... 
Van+,00vsr 0 14.7 1116 10.1 8.9 13.2 8.9 13.6 4 	3,1 • 	1.5 4 	1.2 -4.3 • 	3.9 - 2.0 

...................... 

lin..ratIon CoOt nor Honoabvld 	I) 

Canada 	- Total 2.17 2.18 2.20 2.20 	2.15 1.90 	1.06 -0.01 -0.02 - + 0.05 + 	0.25 + 0.24 

0.9.6 $ 2.04 2.06 2.14 7.10 2.04 1.61 1.86 -0.02 	- 0.08 4 0.04 4 0.06 + 	0.23 0.20 
............

N.l.R.0 .......... $ 2.31 2.33 2.29 2.32 	2.29 2.06 	2.03 002 	4 0.01. - 0.03 4. o.o3 4 	0.25 4 0.30 

11. 	John'.. 	T.tal 	.............. $ 2.92 2.47 2.35 2.42 	2.42 2.14 	1.96 , 0.05 	+ 0.12 - 0.07 4 	0.38 	4 OIl 
4 	0.21 

0.9.0 2.18 2.13 2.14 2.12 1.0 1.97 	1.91 + 0.03 	- 0.01 4 0.02 + 0.14 
0 	0.44 

4 0,22 

0.9.8.0.......... $ 2.64 2.39 	2.43 2.34 	2. 2.20 	1.97 , 0.09 	4 0.16 -0.11 -0.04 4 0.62 

- 006.1 $ 1.99 1.92 	1.90 1.16 	I.N0 1.51 	1.38 o.os 	+ 0.00 4 0.01. 4 0.06 ' 	03 	+ 0.34 
..............

I.O.0 $ 1.68 1.62 	1.71 1.64 	1.63 1.34 	l.4 • 0.06 	- 0.09 + 0.01 + 0.01 4 	0.34 	'6 0.16 
............ 

0.9.1.0 .......... $ 2.12 2.12 	2.02 2.00 	1.90 1.72 	1.66 - + 0.10 + 0.02 + 0.10 0.40 4 	0.61. 

Nontr.al 	- 	Total 	.............. $ 2.37 2.38 	2.42 2.47 	2.28 2.08 	2.11 - 0.01 	.0.04 0.09 + 0.19 + 	0.29 	+ 0.21 
+ 	0.32 

I.O.0 ............ $ 2.32 2.34 	2.33 2.41 	2.23 2.00 	1.97 - 0.02 	4 0.01 - 0.08 + 0.18 
4 	0.22 

4 0.31 
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4 0.09 
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Total $ 2.24 7.2$ 	2,22 	2.21 	7.24 2.06 	2.02 • 0.03 - 0.01 4 0.01 - 0.01 4 0.19 
Wln.tlp.8 	. 	.............. 

I.O.0 $ 2.06 1.93 	2.05 	2.03 	1.91 1.73 1.64 0 	0.11 - 0.12 40.02 + 0.05 
.31 	+ 0.09 

0.05 ............
N.S.R•U 2.42 2.49 	2.38 	2.39 	2.66 2.31 2.19 - 0.03 	4 0.01 - - 0.08 4 0.26 

1.79 1.91 	1.93 	1.89 	1.93 l,74 	1.18 -0.12 	-0.02 + 0.04 4 0.04 
0.09 	+ 0.13 

l4,no.tttw+ 	. Total 
8.9.8 $ 1.41 l.6l 	1.60 	l.6l 	1.33 1.43 1.49 -0.19 	-0.07 * 0.0? * 0.06 ' 

0.14 
+ 0.12 
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P.I.R.0 .......... $ 2.14 2.18 	2.17 	2.16 	2.14 2.00 	2.02 - 0.04 	+ 0.01 + 0.01 * 0.02 0.16 

$ 2.00 1.99 	1.96 	1.96 	1.99 1.73 1.90 4 0.01 0.01 + 0,02 -0.03 
0.27 	40.09 
0.23 - 	Total 	.............. 
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Jin. I Feb. I Ptarch I April I 	Ma y  I June I July I August I Sept.Oct. I Nov. I Dec. 

(IS Unemployed (000'.) 467 473 448 432 384 363 349 318 279 314 354 383 

6(6 631 594 527 305 277 279 266 260 280 349 537 

Ratio: Claimants 1.32 1.33 1.33 1.22 0.19 0.72 0.80 0.64 0.93 0.89 0.99 1.40 
Unemployed 

1222 
485 526 542 54. 513 529 518 448 39b 419 416 538 

659 694 105 691 SOS 442 439 409 391 399 480 672 

Claimants 
Ratio: 	

.............. 
1.36 1.32 1.30 1.27 0.98 0.84 0.85 0.91 0.98 0.95 1.01 1.25 

Unemployed 

!211 
668 615 650 659 563 551 514 455 434 441 503 530 

UIC ClaImants 	(000.) 	................ 

644 888 857 819 496 420 413 411 433 436 538 689 

Cletmnts 
1.26 1.32 1.32 1.24 0.91 0.76 0.60 0.90 1.00 0.98 1.01 1.30 

115 Unemployed 	(000',) 	............... 
UIC Claimants 	(000'.) 	................ 

Uld 

1221 
665 627 642 592 552 568 543 503 459 483 524 586 

LFS Unemployed 	(000.) 	............... 

UIC Claimants 	(000'.) 	................ 

827 912 914 873 814 753 762 722 692 709 76 903 

Ratio. 	
................... 

Ratio: Claimants (.24 1.45 1.42 1.48 1.41 1.33 1.40 1.44 1.51 1.47 1.46 1.55 

[IS Unemployed 	(000'.) 	............... 

UIC 	Climanta 	(000'i) 	................ 

Unemployed 

1221 

... 

.. 

688 655 

1,055 

[IS Unemployed (000'.) 	............... 
[([C Claimants 	(000'.) 	..............1,056 

Claimants 
Ratio: 	

................. •, 1.53 1.61 
..neuployed 

1 of Claimants undet Old Act 

(All claimants under Old '.c:) 80,4 61.9 44.2 36.6 25.4 17.8 1971 	................................. 

............................... ...91912 11 7.8 5.0 3.4 1.5 0.2 0.1 .., (All 	cl.tmant. under New Act) 

Note: 	1. 	Seasonal Benefits Regulations were applicable from December to mld.Kay until 1971. This is the reason why in 1972 there was no large 
decline between April and May in the UIC Claimants as in prevous years. 

2. The Unemployment Insurance Act, 1971,was Introduced June 27, 1971. 	The lower portion of the above table indicates the percentage of 
claimants under the provision of the old Unemployment Insurance Act during the period July 1911 	to August 1972. 

3, Under the universal provision of the new Unemployment Insurance Act, some 2,000,000 persons . formerly exclud.d under the old Act - 

were insured effective January 2, 1912. 

• 	New Act introduced June 27, 1971. 

Les, than 0.11. 
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LABOUR FORCE SIJEVEY 	ANALYSIS OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS 

	

ENQUTE SUB LA MAIN -D'OEUVRE 	ANALYSE DES DOCUMENTS REJET'S 

SURVEY No. _273 
ENQUTF. 
March 1973 Mars 

LFS 74 

CANADA 	ST.JOHN'S 	HALIFAX 	MONTREAL 	OFAWA 	TORONTO 	WINNIPEG 	EDMONTON 	VANCOUVER 

TOTAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED 	 74,679 	4,442 	13,012 	14,496 	4,629 	15,088 	7,040 	8,156 	7 9 816 TOTAL DES DOCITh1F,'TS REçUS  
REJECTED DOCUMENi'S 
DOCUMENTS REJE i'S 	 - 	99436 	458 	1,767 	19303 - 	701 	2,383 	709 	966 	1,149 
% REJECTED DOCrJIENTS 
F'OURCENTAGF DES DOCUMENTS REJETES 12.7 	10.3 	13.6 	9.0 	15.2 	15.8 	10.1 	11.9 	1 	14.7 

SPPrENTARY ITEMS 
ARTICLES SUPPLEMENTAIRES 

REJECTED DC'CtNETS 	 3,941 	277 	717 	445 	369 	852 	- 	276 	480 	525 
DOCUTENTS REJETES  

OF TOTAL DOCUMENTS 5.3 	6.2 	5.5 	3.1 	8.0 	5.7 	3.9 	5.9 	6.7 POtJRCENTAGE DU TTAL DES DOCUMENTS  
% OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS 
PCURCEI4TAGE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES 	41.8 	60.5 	40.6 	34.2 	52.6 	35.8 	38.9 	49.7 	45.7 

LA3OUR FORCE ITEMS 
ARTTCT3 DE LA MArN-D'OETJVRE 

REJECTED DOCUMFPJTS 	 5,495 	181 	1,050 	858 	332 	1,531 	433 	486 	624 
DOCUMENTS FEJETES  
JOF1DTALDOCJMENTS 	 7.4 	4.1 	8.1 	5.9 	7.2 	10.1 	6.2 	6.0 	8.0 QLTAI2L!3 I.ES DOCUMENTS - _______  

OF REE(7TE1) Dt)C1l!.IENTS 
0U1?CE11*TA1E DES DOCUMENTS REJETS 58.2 	39.5 	59.4 	65.8 	47.4 	64.0 	61.1 	50.3 	54.3 	- 
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AVE. PER REJECTED DOCUMENT 
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CARELESS ERROR: sum of errors for items 1 to 10 and 24, 25, and 26 on the LFS document. 
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Appendix 1 (p. 1) 

rii'T Mi 'r I flT\t.z 

R..EA1EI) i() 	I 	N 1 A 

Unemployiiient 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 years of age 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 years 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 

Inc 	 LF unemployed 

. 

S 

- need to have worked at 
least 8 weeks in past 

eligible 

- 	on of earnings 
resufliiig trom unemploy-
ment, illness or pregnancy 

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

- conLribution and benefit 
entitlement ceases for a 
person: a) it the age of 
70, or h) to whom a retire-
inent pension under the 
Canada PensLon Plan or the 
Quebec Pension Plan has at 
any Lime become payable 

- claimants can work and be 
eligible for total benefit 
if weekly earnings do not 
ixceed one quarter of 
weekly rate of benefit; 
work-related income in 
€xcss of 257 of weekly 
rate is deducted from 
benef it. 

- does not need to have 
worked before 

- activity concept: I) did 
not work, 2) actively 
searched for a job, and 3) 
was able to work 

- no upper age boundaries. 
See activity concept. 

- unemployed cannot have 
worked a single hour in 
reference week 





Appendix I (p. 2) 

iUN I F 

Slippage - population slippage is delined as the percentage dif-
ference between the Census population projection, Pp (based on 
he 1961 Census) for a given month and the population estimate 
Pp derived from the Labour Force Survey sample for the same month. 
L is given by 

Pp -Pp .100 

Pp 

RELATED TO SECTION 1C 

'I'otal non-response - proportion of households which were not 
interviewed due to lack of co-operation or their unavailability 
to Lhe survey interviewer. 

ftEI.ATED TO SECTION ID 

Percentage of Rejected Documents - The charts reflect a percentage 
of all labour force documents requiring clerical edits prior to 
inal tabulations. These rejected documents result from missing 

or inconsistent entries in the regular labour force items and in 
Lile 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, 
(tc. ). 

C 





Appendix 2 

NUN- RESI?ONSE 

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 

vi s I 

. 
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CANAD IAN LABOUR FORCE SURVEY 
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Non-Response Rates 

I - troduction 

re 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 
satnpling variability of weighted up statistics is inversely proportional 
to the response rate so that published figures based on a sample with 
only 80% response rate (20% non-response rate) will have 90/80 or 1.125 
titnes the sampling variability of corresponding figures based on the 
satne sample with 90% response rate (or 10% 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 components 1  and for total non-response by month and year. 

Noi-response follows a marked pattern seasonaLly, generally peaking in the 
summer months and declining in the spring and autumn (Graph Gl). 
The seasonality effect is caused by the "temporarily absent 1-" component 

. 

	

	which increases sharply during the summer months when people are generally 
away on vacation (Graph Gl). 

II. 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 regioiial 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 Cnda and each 
regional office, the total non-response and each of its components. 

. 	 1. 
C 	(It' 	I n 	1 '1 
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0 	 Definitions 

fttal households includes all sampled households but excluding vacant 
dwellings, households not to be ipterviewed, etc. 

Non-response is defined as the proportion of total households which 
were not interviewed for the reasons shown and is the sum of the four 

veil 	LLMW 

ie_ran Iv asn 	1it 	i 11 hou ehold members; ire awv for t Iii 
tiittre interview week. 	(l.A.) 

ti C 	 Wl jrn .f 	r; s 111:1 hi e purner '1 	i lbak s , t I ic. '' LS 
IlL) responsible mcmher to interview. 	(Ni) 

S 	ius:i1 . llcil a r€spons ib1 member of tli houstIio1d definitely 
refuses to providi the survey information requested. 	(2) 

other. When none of the foregoing reasons are applicable, e.g., roads 
Lnpassable, enumerator not available, death; illness, language problems, 
etc. 	(N3_5) 





The overall non-response rate declined from 7.2% in February to 6.87 in 
March. Slight decreases occurred in the T.A. and Ni 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 "refusai". 

. 

. 

March 1972 March 1973 

T.A. 2.7% 1.9% 

N1 3.3 2.0 

N) 1.7 1.9 

her 2.1 1.0 

i'tal 9.8 6.8 
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The overall rate decreased from 3.5% in February to 3.2% in March. A 
slight increase in the T.A. component was more than offset by slight 
decreases in each of the remaining components. 

The 0.6Z refusal rate is the lowest level of all offices in Canada and 
the overall rate is second lowest. None of the components indicated 
high levels of non-response. 

Economic Region 05, as the bar chart below shows, recorded a 19.1% 
non-response rate in March. 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 N1 and one as N2. 
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The overall non-response rate decreased in Halifax from 7.0% in February 
to 6.3% in March. Most of the decrease occurred in the "other t' component 
(1.3% in February, 0.8 in March). A small Increase in T.A. and small 
declines In N1 and N2 accounted for the remainder of the change. 

E.R. 31 showed a slightly higher refusal rate in March (from 5.6% 1i 
February to 5.7%). Thus, the N2 rate is the main contributor to the 
overall E.R. rate of 12.0%. 

The overall rate of 6.3% 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 1.8% to 1.1% 
was the main contributor to the 0.4% overall decrease. The N1 and N2 
rates decreased by 0.1% and 0.3% respectively while the "other" compo-
nent increased from 0.87 to 1.5%. 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% level in 
March 1972. 
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The Ottawa Office indicated a decrease of 1.4% in overall non-response. 
At 5.2% 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 2.8% to 1.8%. The 0.7% decrease in the "other" compo-
nent was partially offset by a 0.3% rise in N1 while N2 remained 
constant. 

None of the E.R.'s in this office showed overall rates in excess of 
6.5%. 

Compared with the 9.8% level in March 1972, the non-response for the 
corresponding survey in 1973 is much improved. 

. 

% N-R 

10 

U 

- - 	R.O. Average 

Economic Region 

40 





Toronto 

The overall rate in Toronto showed a moderate increase of 0.4 in March. 
Most of the increase (0.37) can be accounted for by the N 2  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 L.A. and N1 components remained at 2.6% and 1.9% respectively and 
the "other" component increased from 0.5% to 0.6%. 

The overall March 1973 rate of 7.0% indicates a substantial improvement 
over the 13.0% rate in March 1972. 
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Again in March the Winnipeg Office showed the lowest non-response rate in 
Canada. The overall rate decreased from 2.9% in February to 2.8% in 
March. A 0.4% decrease in T.A. was offset by a 0.4% increase in N1 and 
the 0.1% decrease in N2 was offset by a 0.1% increase in other. Thus 
the net change appears to be zero. (- 0.4% 4  0.4% - 0.1% + 0.1%). 

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 0.0742% or, rounded to one 
decimal, 0.1%. Using one decimal place figures the overall difference is 
0.0%. 

The overall March 1973 rate of 2.8% is less than half the 6.0% level of 
March 1972. 
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The Edmonton Office showed an overall decrease of 1.9% in March compared 
with February. At 9.1% overall the rate remains quite high and well 
above the national figure. 

All components showed decreases: fotherlt  declining from 2.02 to 0.8. 
It 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 "no interviewer 
available" type of non-response was 0.0%. The T.A. component decreased 
from 3.9 in February to 3.4% in March and N1 and N2 both declined by 
0.1%. 

Atthough the overall rate declined from February to March, the March 
level is higher than the March 1972 level of 8.3%. 
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Vauiouvcr 

The overall rate, at 10.5%, was the highest In Canada. From February to 
March the non-response Increased by 0.3%. The T.A. and Ni components 
showed smaii declines while N2 and "other" increased. 

The increase of 0.7% in "other "  was due whoily to the 47 households iisted 
as non-respondent due to "no interviewer available". 

(a) Four households on Vancouver Isiand were not covered when an in-
terviewer became iii and was not abie to complete her assignment. 

(b) In E.R. 93, Vancouver and area, 43 households were not covered due 
to "no interviewer avaiiabie". 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 scheduies 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 
ill. The remaining 43 households in the assignment were not subsequently 
rL'-i:n:d and became non-respondent. 

.1. 7, Prince George, the "other" rate was 5.4% of which 4.7% was due 
to "roads itupassibie". Apparently these households are located on roads 
which are closed each Spring when thawing damages the structure. 

In terms of regional office totais, the Vancouver office showed the highest 
Ni, N2 and "other" rates in Canada. 

Compared with the March 1972 rate of 9.9% 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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MARCH, 1973 

NON-RESPONSE RATES BY COIONENT, 
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I ()%111  1 RIN G I l.11'LOIMF\I S'I.°l'ISI'1( 5 WITH DAI 	FROM 
liii. lNIMPI,O11l I' INSURANCE COMMISSION 

\1. Naemurk 

. 

. 

Ilir rrir:Uilv laut F'cN 	Ur\\ 	is thf 

ore of the oflicial Iiieasut(' of ull('FnplUyIlIelit in 
('aiiada.' Comparisons are frequently made tietween 
he number of unemployed persons as reported by 
he LFS and the number of clainiants for uneruploy-
rt''nt insurance benefit. The uuInl)ers in the two 
ueries selinom coinCide, and misleading inferences 
are qften drawn about the accuracy of the measures. 
ticcwt'ver, the two series are not intended to measure 

same characteristics and therefore, direct 
comparisons are not valid. 

The populations from which the unemployed 
id claimants are drawn are somewhat di fferent. 

['he labour force covers the civi liaii population 
i rtached to the labour market, including self-em-
toyed persons. The insured population consists 

u;tiriv of the paid worker segment of the labour 
1()r( v. 1  Members of the armed forces are in the in-
siirctl population. 

Another problem in comparing the IFS unem-
pleycil and the Unemployment Insurance Commission 
IJIC) claimants is that these measures overlap. 
For example, not all the LFS unemployed are UIC 
claimants; conversely, not all UIC claimants are 
included in the LFS unemployed. Some UIC claim-
mis are employed and some are, by LFS definition, 
"riot in the labour force". The differences between 
the two series are such as to invalidate direct 
(cilnparisons. The following article examines the 
onstituents of each group and explains the dif-
c'rences and similarities. 

I ahomir I'otce Sigvey 3  

The Labour Force Survey is a monthly sample 
irvey of about 30.000 households in Canada. The 

surnple has been deFigned 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-
iccilds. Interviewers code replies into the following 
ategories: 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 available in the 
community); had a job but not at work (illness, 
vacation, temporary layoff, etc.); permanently unable 
to work; kept house; went to school; retired or 
voluntary idle: or other. These coded replies are 
used to determine whether a person is employed, 
unemployed, or not in the labour force. 

* Mr. Naemark is Chief. Unemployment Insurance 
and Manpower Section. Labour Division, Statistics 
I 'anada. 

1 Report of the Committee on Unemployment Sta- 
ccstics, Ottawa. August. 1960, out of print. 

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

"The Meanings, Uses and Limitation of the 
Unemployment Statistics", by Peter Hicks, Canadian 
rcitistieal Review, Catalogue 11-003, July, 1972. 

An unemployed In'rson is one who. iii the 
reference week: 

(i) was without work, and 
(ii) demonstrated an immediate 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, oven for only a few hours, plus 
those who had a job 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 universal 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 earnings 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 earning less than $32 a week is not 
covered.); 

(ii) employed persons 70 years of age and over; and 
(iii) employed persons to whom a retirement pension 

under the Canada Pension Plan (CPP) or the 
Quebec 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 weeks of insurable employment is eligible 
for a wider range of benefit that includes benefit 
payments when the interruption of earnings was 
caused by illness or pregnancy. There are also 
retirement benefIts 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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(omparing Unemployment Statistics with Oata from the Unemployment Insurance ('ommission 
/ ('on tin ed from p age 6) 
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Claimants can augment their benefit by working 
purl-time; however, work-related income in excess 

25 of the weekly benefit is deducted from the 
ni'fit paid. 

Each month, statistics on the number of claim-
urns currently reporting to UIC offices are pul 
Ii shed in the Statistical Report on the operation of 
the Unemploy,nent Insurance Ice (Catalogue 
73-001). More detail on the coverage and benefits 
of uneniployment  insurance is also included in these 
reports. 

Not all claimants receive benefit for every 
week of unemployment. Some may be serving the 
two-week waiting period: some may be disqualified, 
for a maximum of three weeks, for voluntarily leav-
ing employment or for tlismissal for misconduct. 
Others may be disentitled from receiving benefit 
for various reasons; for exarripli'. riot available, 
not capable, refusing so ito ide employment, etc. 
The UIC is developing statistics on the irumber of 
persons in receipt of unemployment insurance 
benclit for a particular week each month. The 
beneficiary count is a measure of the number of 
persons benefiting financially from the unemploy-
nient insurance program whereas the claimant count 
is a measure of the number of persons reporting to 
UIC offices. 

Dillerences in LFS and Ut Data 

lij the Labour Force Survey, the employed 

	

in 	rv of the labour lorce consists of paid 
'kers, self-employed workers or unpaid family 
.p. Persons covered by unemployment insurance 

,tr ,  mainly restricted to paid workers. However, as 
previously noted, not all iaid workers are insurable. 
Ixelusions are those 70 y ears of age or over, or 
CPP or QPP pensioners, and those earning less 
than a weekly minimum wage. Persons with no 
previous work experience, that is, new entrants to 
the labour force, are not included in the insured 
population. Employment in the Canadian Armed 
Forces is insurable. 

The LFS unemployed i 11(111 des persons who 
were without vork and acti', ely seeking work. To 
he entitled to receive UIC henelil, a claimant must 
have had on interruption of earnings, and he availa- 

ble for and capable of employment.  A UIC claimant 
may work part-time and still be eligible for benefit; 
in the LFS, he would be considered as employed. 
Although a claimant meets the condition of availa-
bility and capability, he may not he 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 seeking employrnt'nt 
(not in the labour force). For example, most claim-
ants eligible for UIC sickness, maternity and 
retirement benefit are probably not included in the 
LFS unemployed. 

Persons unemployed hut not claimants include: 

(i) new entrants to the labour force, 
(ii) older persons —age 70 or CPP or QPP pen-

sioners, 
(iii) persons who had very low earnings, 
(iv) self-employed persons (except fist'.ermen) 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 necessary to link records of individuals 
in both the LFS sample and UIC claim file. At 
present, the technical problems of uniquely identi-
fying 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 two series are not 
directly comparable is that the number of claimants 
is overstated in the UIC claimant data. This over-
statement arises because claimants may not report 
their change in status when they return to work. If 
a claimant dot's not report because he became re-
employed, a period of five weeks is allowed to 
elapse before his claim is transferred to the inactive 
file. 
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(hART I - A COMPARISON OF LABOUR FORCF STATUS AND (JIC STATUS 

a \R()ITR FMWF 

EMPLOYED 

UNEMPLOYED 

UIC STATUS 

CLAIMANT 	 NON-CLAIMANT 
- 

Receiving Benefit 	 Not Receiving Benefit 

PirsI)fl5 with sum' earnings 	Persons with some earnings 	The usual case of a 
from pa it-time work 	 from part-time work who 	 steadily employed person 

are serving two-week 
waiting period jr who 
are disqualified 

Persons fornl(rI.v with in- Persons serving two-week Persons who have cx- 
surable employment, waiting period hausted benefits 
110W without work and 
looking for work Persons who are disqual- Persons over 70 or ('PP or 

ified from receiving I 	QPP pt'nsioners 
benefit 

Persons not eiigible be- 
aus' 	of no irviou 

insurable empli yment 

NOT IN LABOUR 	Persons receiving illness or 	Serving two-week waiting 	Students, housewives, 
FORCE 	 maternity benefit 	 period for illness or 	I 	voluntarily idli 

maternity benefit 

is 

S 





0 



STADSDCS CANADA HBRARY 
cTATcTJE CANADA 

1010144804 

I.. 

T!!:. L AM_ 

I 	i VA kI 	
JL - 
	 - 

El 


