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HIGHLIGHLS

A, COMPARISON OF SERIES

19

U.,I1.C, Claimants and LFS Unemploved:

Both series experienced a decline of about the same magnitude
between February and March. In March the LFS Unemployed at
608,000 showed a drop of 47,000 from February, while the UILC
Claimants at 1,003,000 in March declined by 52,000 over the
month, 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 1,65 in March
as compared to l1.61 in February. See table on page 6.

It is difficult to draw any conclusion when comparing the LFS
and UIC data due to conceptual differences. See Appendix 3

of the April issue of this report.

Canadian and American Unemployment Rates:

(a) Actual: The Canadian unemployment rate at 6.3 7 in
April showed a decline of 0.5 from last April, while
the American rate at 4.8 % in April showed a drop of
0.7 7 from a year ago.

(b) Seasonally-adjusted: In April, the seasonally-adjusted
unemployment rate in Canada was 5.4 7 as compared to a
rate of 5,0 7 in the United States. The Canadian rate
has been declining since last December, <(The rate in
December was 6.7 %.) On the other hand, the American
rate has been rather stable since December, varying
from 5.0 and 5.1,

ln April, the gap (0,4) between the two seasonally-
adjusted unemployment rates is back to what it was last
May after being at higher levels (0,5 to 1,6) between
June and March,

See Summary Table on page 5 and Graph 1(2),

B, SLIPPAGE

The estimated slippage rate at the Canada level hac increased from
4.7 % in March to 4.9 7 in April, See graphs on pages G-2 and G-3.
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1 - By Province: All provinces exhibited positive slippage rates

in April. Prince Edward Island and British Columbia were the only
provinces showing decreases in slippage from March to April. The
estimated slippage rates in Nova Scotia and Quebec remained constant
and increases in the slippage rates from March to April were noted
in the other six provinces. The largest increase in slippage
occurred in Saskatchewan where the slippage rate increased from

2.9 % in March to 4.5 7 in April.

Newfoundland continues to show the largest slippage rate. In fact,
for this province, the estimate derived from the April Labour Force
Survey sample represented only 89.2 7 (that is, a slippage rate of
10.8 %) of the population estimate as projected from the 1961 Census.
Projections from the 1971 Census seem to reflect more closely the
true population of Newfoundland and the slippage rates consequently
would decrease by about 2 to 3 %Z. Work is proceeding along these
lines for other provinces,

2 - By Age at the Canada Level: All age groups at the Canada level
exhibited positive slippage rates in April. The 14-19 and 65 and
over age groups showed decreases in slippage from March to April.
However, increases in slippage were noted in the other three age
groups.

The largest increases in slippage were noted in the 20-24 and 25-44
age groups. The estimated slippage rate increased from 11,9 7 to
12,5 7 in the 20-24 age group and from 3.8 7 to 4.4 7 in the 25-44
age group.

I'he 20-24 age group continues to show the highest slippage rate. In
fact, for this age group, the estimate derived from the April Labour
Force Survey sample represented only 87.5 7 (that is, a slippage rate
of 12.5 %) of the population estimate as projected from the 1961
Census.

NON-RESPONSE

At the Canada level, the April non-response rate was 1.1 7 higher than
in March, At 7.9 % the April 1973 rate indicates 1 notable improvement
over the 9.4 % level in April 1972,

From March to April, the T.A., N; and N2 components showed increases
while ""other' decreased.

Again in April the Winnipeg Office indicated the lowest overall rate
and Vancouver Regional Office the highest. Winnipeg was the only office
that did not experience a higher non-response rate.

The general increase in T.A. and N; may be partly explained bv the
coincidence of Easter Monday and the start of Enumeration Week.
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REJECTED DOCUMENTS

I'he edits for the April supplementary questions were removed early in

the processing as a result of the frequency of inconsistent entries for
several questions., For this reason it is not possible to compare the
total reject rate for April with previous surveys. However, a comparison
can be made for the regular Labour Force Items. A detailed Analysis of
Rejected Documents is on page 7 of this report.

The overall rate of rejects for the Labour Force Items was 7.6 7. for
April, up 0.2 from the March rate of 7.4 %, Four regions registered in-
creases as between March and April; three regions had decreases and
Toronto with the highest reject rate at 10,1 % was unchanged from the
previous survey,

In recent years every Labour Force Survey has had additional supplemen-
tary questions. Furthermore, the number and complexity of these questions
vary from one survey to the next. The committee is therefore considering
replacing the charts and Summary Table on page 5 which now reflect the
document reject rate for all reasons for Canada and the regions with charts
and a summary which will show the reject rate for the regular Labour Force
Items only, since this would be a more valid comparison month by month.

The detailed '"Analysis of Rejected Documents'" as contained on page 7 of
this report would continue to be produced.

ENUMERATION COST

I'he Household Facilities and Equipment Survey was completed by the Labour
Force Survey interviewers when they obtained data for the April Labour
orce Survey. This additional survey required the interviewer to complete
a separate questionnaire containing 49 items at each sample household.

Since interviewers find it almost impossible to assess the time and travel
that should be charged to the Household Facilities Survey, a percentage
method (based on time studies) of apportioning enumeration cost is done
by the regional offices.

It is therefore not possible to make a valid comparison of Enumeration
cost for the Labour Force Survey as between March and April. However,
economies of approximately 13 7 were realized in enumeration cost for the
April LF Survey as a result of piggy-backing the Household Facilities and
Equipment Survey.






Summary Table page 5
B e
MONTHLY ESTIMATES AND RATES MONTH - TO-MONTH LIANGE YFAR TO YFAR

) CIANGE

g | .l

|

‘ 19723 1972 Mar. Feb. tan. Dec. April Mar.

e . 1973 1973 1973 1972 1972 1972
to to to to ta to

lﬂprll Mar. Feb. Jan, Dec. April Mar. April o Feb. Jan. April Mat,

l 1 1973 1973 1973 1923 1973 1923

Comparison of Seriss

LFS Unemployed ......csecacecesces 000's 570 608 655 688 584 592 642 - 38 - 47 - 33 + 104 - 22 - 34

ULC CIafMaNtS .oauceeovasasasesrvs 000's 1,003 1,055 1,056 903 916 - 52 -1 + 153 + 89

Unemployment Retes - Canadisn .. 1 6.3 6.8 2.3 7.7 6.5 6.8 7.4 - 0.5 - 0.5 0.4 + 1.2 - 0.3 - 0.6

(Actual - American .. 13 4.8 5.2 5.6 5.5 6.2 SiaiS 6.1 - 0.4 - 0.4 + 0.1 4+ 0.8 - 0.7 - 0.9

Unemploymant Ratee - Canadien .. % 5.4 5.5 5.9 6.2 6.7 5.9 6.1 - 0.1 - 0.4 ~o0.3 - 0.5 -0.5 - 0.6

(Sasaonall7-adjusted)- Americen .. 1 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.0 5.1 5.8 5.9 - - 0. 4+ 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.8 - 0.9

Slippege

Canada - Total «vcvinvenesavoraces b3 4.9 4.7 4.8 4.2 4.8 G 3.7 4 0.2 — 0.1 + 0.6 -0 + 0,5 4+ 1.0

2 14-19 yORES ouriarccraiciaoanar 1 2.0 2.4 2.8 0.8 2| 1.5 -1.2 - 0.4 - 0.4 4+ 2.0 - 1.3 + 0.5 + 1.6
20-24 years ....... 3 12.5 11.9 12.3 12.2 14.0 10.8 10.8 4+ 0.6 - 0.4 + 0.1 - 1.8 4+ 1.7 + 1.1

25-44 years .. b3 4.l 3.8 3.b 3.8 4.2 3.4 2.7 4+ 0.6 4 0.8 - 0.8 - 0.4 4+ 1,0 4+ 1.1

45-64 years . z 4.7 4.3 5.2 4,2 3.4 5.0 3.9 + 0.2 - 0.7 + 1.0 + 0.8 - 0.3 + 0.6

65 and OVET seniveononrsnorases % 2% 3.0 4.3 1.4 0.4 1.7 5.7 - 0.5 -1.3 4+ 2.9 41,0 - 1.2 - 2.7
Newfoundland ......coecesonasanse % 10.8 10.3 10.1 9.4 8.1 b.4 4.1 + 0.5 4+ 0,2 + 0.7 + 1.3 + 6.6 + 6.2

Prince Edward Island . % 2.5 3.3 6.6 6.8 4.5 1.6 9.0 - 0.8 - 3.1 - 0.4 + 2,3 + 0.9 - 5.7
Nova Scotis ... % 6.2 6.2 6.4 6.0 5.7 2.1 3.5 - -0,2 + 0.4 + 0.3 ¢ L + 2.7
New Brunswick . 1 6.9 5.9 6.3 6.3 6.8 6.7 5.3 + 1.0 - 0.4 - - 0.5 + 0.2 + 0.6
Quebec ..:s.s 1 kN 3.6 3.9 3.4 3.6 4.8 3.3 - - 0.3 + 0.3 - 0.2 —1.2 + 0.3
Ontarto 1 5.9 5.3 5.2 4,5 5.0 4.9 3.9 + 0.6 + 0.1 4 0.7 — 0.3 4+ 1.0 4 1.6
Manitobs .. 3 4.7 3.7 4.9 3.3 2.6 2.7 1.2 + 1.0 - 1.2 + 1.6 + 0.7 + 2.0 4+ 2.5
Saskatchewan T 4.5 2.9 3.8 3.0 2.1 - 0.4 - 0.2 + 1.6 -0.9 + 0.8 +0.9 4+ 6.9 + 3.1
Alberta cee.ess 3 3.6 3.5 2.1 1.4 292 2.5 2.8 + 0.1 + 1.4 + 0.7 ~ 0.8 + 1.1 + 0.7
Britieh Columbia .. 1 4.0 4.9 6.1 5.4 [ 6.0 6.6 - 0.9 - 1.2 40,7 - 1.0 - 2.0 - 1.7

Hon-responsell)

G s e p e (B oL - - - x 7.9 6.8 7 7.3 6.3 9.4 9.8 +1.1 -0.4 i +1.0 S -~ 3.0
TR T s SO . 53 .1 3.2 3.5 3.1 £3,7) T ) 6.9 + 1.9 - 0.3 + 0.4 + 0.4 - 2.7 - 17
lhaltfax .. 3 7.5 6.3 7.0 6.4 7.1 9.4 11.5 + 1.2 - 0.7 + 0.6 - 0.7 - 1.9 - 5.2
Funtraal % 7.4 6.8 7.2 a.2 6.5 7.8 8.2 + 0.6 - 0.4 - 1.0 4+ 1.7 - 0.4 -~ 1.4
Maava ... % 5.6 5.2 6.6 8.2 5.6 7.5 9.8 + 1.1 - 1.4 - 1.6 + 2.6 - 1.2 - 4.8
Turonto .. X 7.2 7.0 6.6 6.3 6.5 12.8 13.0 +0,2 + 0.4 +0.3 — 0.2 - 5.6 ~ 6.0
winnipeg - 3 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.4 1.6 6.0 6.0 - - 0.1 +0.5 4+ 0.8 - 3.2 - 3.2
[FEARRINEO T 1« 5 o eRolese o o TS Fo koo 4 @ b 10.0 9.1 1.0 9.4 7.5 9.8 8.3 4+ 0.9 - 1.9 + 1.6 + 1.9 4 b.2 4+ 0.8
VENCOUVEE +ovovsvssosrrassrossrss % 14.5 10.5 10.2 11.9 9.2 9.9 9.9 + 4.0 + 0.3 -1.7 + 2.7 + 4.6 4 0.6

Refected Decumente(2)

CanBda ..eeoresrracennsnasracsanns z 8.7 12.7 8.7 9.3 8.5 9.3 1.4 —- 4.0 + 6.0 — 0.6 + 0.8 ~ 0.6 + 1.3
St. JOhN'® civansaccsscsscananasn 3 2l 10.3 7.8 7.1 7.9 7.4 12.0 - 3.2 + 2.5 + 0.7 -~ 0.8 - 0.3 - 1.7
Haltlax ..evanns T 8.7 13.6 8.0 10.0 9.6 8.9 13.2 - 4.9 + 5.6 - 2.0 ¢ 0.4 - 0,2 + 0,4
Montreal z 7.5 9.0 6.5 8.6 7.7 8.0 10.9 - 1.5 + 2.5 - 2.1 + 0.9 -~ 0.5 - 1.9
Ottava .... T 8.3 15.2 8.0 9.0 5.8 9.4 15.1 — 5.9 + 7.2 —-1.0 + 3.2 - 1.1 + 0.
TOroNto oseses 13 1.0 15.8 10.3 11.2 10.3 11.5 13.2 — 4.8 ) - 0.9 + 0.9 - 0.5 + 2.6
Winnipeg - v« % 6.9 10.1 7.7 6.0 6.6 8.1 9.2 - 3.2 + 2.4 4 1.7 - 0.6 - 1.2 + 0.9
EAMONEON ++0sncsssnassanatosassan kS 8,0 1.9 10.0 9.4 8.3 9.1 8.4 -39 + 1.9 + 0.6 + 1.1 - 1.1 + 1.5
VANCOUVEE +ceaviransntarnosansons b 3 9.7 14.7 11.6 10.1 8.9 11.0 8.8 - 5.0 + 3,1 SRS + 1.2 - 1.3 + 5.9

Enumergtion Cost per Houeshol )

Canade - Total .eiacsiecncrse $ 1.89 2.17 2.18 2.20 2.20 1.5 1.92 —0.,28 —0.00 —0.82 - + 0,32 +0.25

SERMIE: . , . . . 3 1.78 2.04 2.06 2.14 2.0 1.3 1.81 —0.26 —0,02 —0.08 40.04 4+ 0.26 +0.23
NBSLRIV . e, . . ..o s 2.04 2.31 2.33 2.29 2.32 1.60 2.06 — 0.27 — 0,02 + 0.0 —0.03 4+ 0,44 4+ 0.25
.

St. John's - Total ,.icevoconenen £ 2.17 2.52 2.47 2.35 2,42 1.65 2.4 =—0.35 +0.05 40,12 - 0,07 + 0.52 + 0,38
S.R.U. . 3 213 2,18 2.13 2.14 2.12 1.55 1.97 = 0.05 +0.05 —0,01 + 0.02 + 0,58 +9.21
N.S.R.U. S 2.18 2.64 2.5%9 2.43 2.54 1.69 2,20 = 0.46 +0.05 +0,16 — 0.1l + 0.49 + 0.44
. Helifax oA M s .o ne Foie = ) 1.76 1.95 1.92 .90 1.86 1.33 1.57 = 0.2] + 0.03 4+ 0.02 + 0.04 + 0.41 +0.38
s.R.U. . $ 1.55 1.68 1.62 1.7 1,64 1.29 1.3 =0.13 + 0.06 — 0.09 + 0.07 + 0.26 + 0,34
MESIRL U 8. T 3 1.85 212 2.2 2.02 2.00 1.36 1.72 ~=0.27 - +0.10 + 0.02 + 0,49 4+ 0,60
Montreal - Total ceiveveacnocse ] 2,00 .37 2.38 2.42 2.47 1 2.8 =—0.37 —0.01 —0.04 ~—0.05 +0,29 +0.29
S.R.U. . $ 1.86 2.32 2.34 2.3 2,41 1.63 2.00 — 0.46 - 0.02 + 0.0t ~ 0,08 +0.23 + 0,32
N.S.R.U. $ 2.28 2.46 2,47 2.60 2.58 1.87 2.246 —=0.18 =001 ~0.13 +0.02 + 0,61 + 0,22

Ottave - Totel .... L] 2.0% 2,36 2.40 2.20 2.35 1.38 2,22 ~—0.31 - 0,06 +0,20 ~— 0.1% ¥ 0.67 + 0.
S.R.U. L] 1.98 2.32 2.33 2,20 2,34 1.17 2,18 =0.3% -~ 0.01 +0.13 =~ 0.14 + 0.8 + 0,12
N.5.R.U, $ 2,16 2.41 2.5 2.19 2.36 1.65 2,32 ~=0,25 =010 40,32 ~0.17 + 0.51 + 0,0

Toronto - Total .. S 1.98 2.28 2.31 2.48 2.43 1.48 2,06 —0.30 —0.03 "= 0.17 + 0.05 + 0,50 2
S.R.U. . $ 1.92 2.21 2.23 2.39 2.32 1,45 2.00 = 0,29 - 0.02 - 0.16 + 0,07 + 0.47 + 0.21
N.S.R.U. evieannns $ 2.14 2,47 2.52 2.74 2.76 1.55 2.16 =—0.33 —0,05 =—0.22 ~0.02 40,59 +0.31
Winntpag - TOtBl .eevsionesonns $ 2.07 2.24 2,21 2,22 2.21 1.80 2.06 =—0.17 +D.03 -—o0.01 + 0.01 + 0,27 +0.18
5.R.U. . $ 1.90 2.04 1.93 2.05 2.03 2.11 1.73 —0.14 4+ D.1]  =0.12 490,02 -02 + 0,31

INIGERE Ui, - ooisei8 4 $ 2,22 2.42 2.45 2.38 2.38 1.52 2,37 =—0.20 —0.03 + 0.0 + 0.70 + 0.0
baconcen - 14381 eerrencecnnes $ 1.66 1.79 1.91 1.93 1.89 1.49 1.74 — 06,43 =D.J2 =0.02 + 0,04 + 0,17 + 0,05

B o $ 1.39 1.63 .61 1.68 1.61 1.28 1.43 —0.04 =—=D.18 = 0.07 + 0.07 v 0.1t -
N.S.R,U. 0 $ 1.93 2.14 2.8 2.17 2.16 1.67 2.00 -—6,21 ~—0.04 0,01 + 0.01 + 0.26 + 0.14
Vancouver - Totsl .......ecceaen 3 1.72 2.00. 1.99 1.98 1.96 1.67 1.73 =—0.28 +0.04 + 0,01 4+ 0.02 + 0,05 + 0,27
S.R.U. . . $ 1.65 1.90 1.89 2.01 1.88 1.59 1.67 —0.25 +0,00 ~=0.12 + 0,13 +0.06 + 0.2
NSV ooeenrias $ 1.84 2.17 2.15 1.95 2.10 1.81 1.82 -~ 0.33 + 0,02 +0,20 +0.13 + 0,03 + 0,35

{17 Edite of supplesentary questions were removed tn April so the comparisons with earlier surveye are not valid for the section "Rejected Documents'.

F.
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Comparison of level

of UIC Claimants and LFS Unemployed

PREGND

Jan. Feb. March April May June July August Sept, oet. Nov, Dec.
1969
LFS Unemployed (000's) ............ 467 473 448 432 386 383 349 318 279 314 354 383
UIC Claimants (000'S) .......c..... 616 631 594 5017 305 277 279 268 260 280 349 537
Ratlo: Slaipaptss” e o By ¥ 32 1.33 W35 1.22 0.79 0.72 0.80 0.84 0.93 0.89 0.99 1.40
Unemployed
1970
LFS Unemp'oyed (000's) ............ 485 526 542 544 513 529 518 448 398 419 476 538
UIC Claimants (000'S) ........... 659 694 705 691 505 4b2 439 409 391 399 480 672
Ratilhd CAMADEGERES o s. LT, 1.36 1992 L0 Mg -5 b 45 0.84 0.85 0.91 0.98  0.95 1.0l i35
Unemployed
1971
LFS Unemployed (000°'s) ............ 668 675 650 659 543 551 514 455 434 447 503 530
VIC Claimants (000'8) ............. 844 888 857 819 496 420 413 411 433 436 538 689
B o SRR oty T ek L, 1.26 1.32 1.32 14 2% * ool 0.76 0.80 0.90 1.00 0.98 1.07 1.30
Unemployed
1972
LFS Unemployed (000's) ............ 665 627 642 592 552 568 543 503 459 483 524 584
UG Glakmadts (oooms .~ | K . 827 912 914 874 814 753 762 722 692 709 765 903
faiad ShSlmagEn . . ah 1.24 1.45 0 1.48 1.47 1.33 1.40 1.44 1.51 18Y7) 1.46 11155
Unemployed
1973
LFS Unemployed (000'8)- ,..ccvevsus. 688 655 608
UTC'Clalants (000D, .. .. 0. . ov.. | 1,056 1,055 1,003
. Claimants
Ratio: -‘_-——_—Unemployed il TR T shis 2" e 1.53 1.61 1.65
% of Claimants under 01d Act
J1C)7 5 TS5 TSSO P | 1 TE" (All claimants under Old Act) * 80.4 61.9 44,2 36.6 25.4 17.8
W7 et . oy SR BEELS L 11.9 7.8 5.0 3.4 a5 0.2 0.1 ot

(All claimants under New Act)

Note: 1. Seasonal Benefits Regulations were applicable from Decenber to mid-May until 1971.
decline between April and May in the UIC Claimants as in previous years.

This is the reason why in 1972 there was no large

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 1971 to Augusr 1972.

4. Uader the universal provision of the new Uremployment Insurines At

wire insured effective JTanuary 2, 1972,

. Wass than 0.1%,

Miw Act introduced duns 27, i97L.

3

soma I, , 000 peraons -

focmerly sxcivded undes the old dee
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LFS 744
PIELD DIVISION — DIVISION DES OPRRATIONS REGIONALES
SUBESE, Yiog 274
LABOUR PORCE CURVEY ANALYSE OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS TIRULTE
ENQUETE SUR LA MAIN-D'OEUVRE ANALYSE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES April 1673 avril
!! CALADA ST.JCHS 'S HALIFAX NORTREAL OTTAWA TORO ST WINNIPEG EDHONTON | VANCOUVER

w 3 - o = Sy m:i - ==
TOTAL DOCUMENTS RECEIVED -

TOTAL_DES_DQCUMENTS REGUS = 73,949 4,357 12 REe 14,410 4,609 15,024 7,038 8,063 RS Ty
REJECTED DCCUMENTS ]
DOCIMENTS _PEJETES 6,416 309 1 Lis22 1,086 384 1,648. 488 644 735
% NEJECTED DOCUMENTS |
POURCENTAGE DES D2CUMENTS REJETES 8.7 7.1 8.7 i 8.3 1%, O 6.9 8.0 9,7

SUPPIEMENTARY ITEMS

ARTICIEZ SUFPLEMENTAIRES :

KEJECTED DOCTMENTS '
DOCUMENTS HEJETES 761 59 107 162 57 Je3lt 88 114 5,7
£ OF TOTAI. DOCUMENTS R4 . H [ [ q B
POURCENTAGE DU TOTAL_DES_DOCUMENTS No calculhtion possible - Edit|removed irl earlier stage of prqcessing -
% OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS

a S DOCUME . : ) !
POUROENENAE 205 NTS REJETES due to frequencies gqf inconsisfent entric

LABGUR FORCE ITEMS

ARTICTES DE A MAIN-D'OEUVRE '
27 ILIG 117/ 400 530 683

REJECTED DOCUMEKTS 5,653 257 1,015 o 5 !
DOCIMENTS REJETES

OF TOTAL DOCUMENTS P
_{nuwywmg_wug_g_l ES_DOCUMENTS 7.6 SBY 7S 6.4 7t 10.1 51 ) (IR A0
% CF HRJRCTED DOCUMENTS £ i
POURCENTAGE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES

83.1 83.2 90.5 85.1 85.2 92.0 82.0 82.3 92.9
No. OF CAREIESS ERRORS :
EQMMH,DrIﬂjILjININNHENTION 3,289 99 519 580 il 37 1,108 240 240 366
AVE. TER D7CUMENT 1
MOYERNE PAR _DOCUMENT L0441 .023 L040 .040 .030 074 .034 .030 .048
AVE. PER RECECTED DOGUMENT,
MGYEENE PAR DOCTRENT -

: i .513 320 462 .534 357 672 492 .373 498
No. OF BLANKS TN JD. - 127 8§/ 99
NONERE DE BLANCS g L'IDENTIFICATION 1,243 11 1z¢ 296 36 S
AVERAGE TEK TOCUMENT
MWENNE PAR DOCIMENT c17 .002 .010 .020 O .034 .018 .004 .013
AVE. PER REJECTED DOCUMENTé 3
MOYENNE PAR DOCUMENT BEJET

J I s 1 .036 .112 .272 .09 | ,310 ,260 .057 135
LI . . ‘ 4
CARLIES. Farond: sun of errors for f{tems 1 to 10 and 24, 25, and 2% on tkhe LFS document.
FAULE D INATTENTION: total des erreurs aux articles 1-10 et 24, 2% =t 26 sur le document L¥S.
'15-50: 8-3. .







COMPARISON OF LABOUR FORCE UNEMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE CLAIMANTS BY MONTH, JANUARY 1969 TO DATE

THOUSANDS THOUSANDS
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COMPARISON OF CANADIAN AND AMERICAN UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
BY MONTH, JANUARY 1970 TO DATE
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Slippage by Province
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Slippage by Age Group at the Canada Level
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St. John's Regional
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Halifax Regional Office
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Montreal 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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RELATED T SECTIUN LA

Appendix 1 (p. 1)

Unemployment rate represents the number unemployed as a per cent

of the civilian labour force.

Canadian civilian Labour Force,

in the lLabour l'orce Survey concept,

is compoused 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 oL some difterences in the concepts of claimants and unem-

ployed
1C

need to have worked at
least 8 weeks in past
year to be eligible

- interruption of earnings
resulting from unemploy-
ment, illness or pregnancy

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

- conLributfon and benefit
entitlement ceases for a
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 time become payable

- claimants can work and be
cligible for total benefit
i1f weekly earnings do not
exceed one quarter of
weekly rate of benefit;
work-related income in
excess of 257 of weekly
rate is deducted from
benefit,

LF unemployed

- does not need to have

worked before

activity concept: 1) 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 1 (p, 2)

RELATED TO SECTION 18

Slippage - population slippage :s defined as the percentage dif-
ference betwecen 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

[a)
Sl R

Pp

RELATED TO SECTION 1IC

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

RELATED 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
or 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 lE

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 assignent (mileage,
ete,).







Appendix 2

NON=RESPONS K

The contents of this appendix are taken from publi-
cation NR73-4 (April 1973), Non-Response Rates

in the Canadian Labour Force Survey, prepared by
D.S. Murray, Household Surveys Develcpment Staff, and
E.T, Mcleod of Field Division,







o
e

NR 73-4 (April 1973)
Published May 1973

)

safiasian labour force survey

D.S. Murray,
Household Surveys Development Staff.

E.T. McLeod,
Field Division

NON-RESPONSE RATES IN THE

CABATLL AW TABOULR TROE RURVEY

i STATISTICS CANADA
Document for Restricted Circulation






T

Ll

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 80Z response rate (207 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 componentsl 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 Gl).

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
contributicns 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 April 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
heen 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 compomtents.

1 gee definitions on Pl -2






V@t ni tdoms

dwellings, households not to be interviewed, 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

given below.

: Temporarily absent. When all household members are away for the
entire interview week. (T.A.)

: No one home. When after a reasonable number of callbacks, there is
no responsible member to interview. (Nj)
Refusal. When a responsible member of the household definitely
refuses to provide the survey information requested. (Nj)

4

Other. When none of the foregoing reasons are applicable, e.g., roads
impassable, enumerator not available, death, illness, language problems,

etc. (N3-5)






Canacda

The April non-response rate was 1.1%Ihigher than in March. At 7.97 the
April 1973 rate indicates a notable improvement over the 9.47 level in
April 1972.

From March to April, the T.A., N7 and N) components showed increases
while "other' decreased.

Again in April the Winnipeg Office indicated the lowest overall rate
and Vancouver Regional Office the highest. Winnipeg was the only office
that did not experience a higher non-response rate.

The general increase in T.A. and N] may be partly explained by the
coincidence of Easter Monday and the start of Enumeration Week.

Z N-R Canada
15

ST - (O Gl

e e e e T

=3

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

Regional Offices

Note: It should be noted that some errors had occurred in graphs G-1 to
G-9 in February, March and April. The graphs have been re-drawn
and are now correct.

The data which appeared in the narratives and tables of the above-
mentioned reports were accurate and thus do not require correcting.






St.Joimi's

The overall rate in the St.John's Office
5.17 in April. All components increased
change; from 1.17 to 2.3%. Both the Np
by 0.17 and N] increased by 0.57%.

With regard to the increase in T.A., the
distributed over all E.R.'s.

increased from 3.27 in March to
with T.A. showing the greatest

and "other”' components increased

data indicates the rise was

The very high 25.0% overall rate indicated by E.R. 05 is solely attribu-
table to 6 households; 4 listed as Nj and 2 as Nz.
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St.John's
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Halifax

The non-response rate increased from 6.37 in March to 7.57Z in April. All
components showed increases between 0.27 and 0.6%.

The N9 rate, which increased by 0.27 is now 2.3%7 and represents a high
level. Economic Region 22 (Halifax and area) accounts for a large part

of the increase in refusal households. This E.R. showed 26 refusal house-
holds in March compared with 33 in April. The March and April rates were
2.07 and 2.6% respectively. Economic Region 31 continued to show a very
high N2 rate. At 5.9Z in April the rate increased by 0.27 from March.
This E.R. (St.John, N.B.) has shown high N7 rates since May, 1972.

The increase in the ''other" component is wholly attributable to 15 house-
holds listed as non-respondent due to ''mo interviewer available'.

(a) E.R. 21 (Truro, Amherst) indicated 12
households not interviewed. An inter-
viewer became i1l before she finished
her assignment and 12 households were
not re-assigned for interviewing.

(k) In E.R. 23 three households were not
covered due to illness of the inter-
viewer.

In addition to these households, which caused the '"other" rate to rise,
19 households were listed as not interviewed due to '"roads impassible".
Heavy rain apparently prevented interviewers from travelling in various
rural areas in Nova Scotia.

The April 1973 rate was 1.97 lower than the 9.4% rate recorded in April 1972.

% N-R 4
15 _ Halifax
10 -
- — - - — - —=—=|-—--—F-=-= -~ —~—= R.O
Average
5—
0

10 20 2l 22 23 30 31 32 33
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Hontreal

The overall rate increased by 0.67 from March to April. The T.A., Ny and
N2 components showed small increases (0.2%7 to 0.6Z) while "other" declined
by 0.67. The April level of 7.47 remains below the national figure.

The increase in "refusals’' can be attributed to the Montreal area (E.R. 47)
where 10 additional households were listed as Ny. The Ny rate for this
E.R. was 3.6%, the highest in the regional office. Economic Region 44
(Joliette, St.Jerdome) indicated a refusal rate of 2.4%Z. an increase of 0.5%
from March. Only these E.R.'s showed N2 rates in excess of 2.07%.

In E.R. 41 there were 7 households not interviewed due to "no interviewer

available"”. The interviewing in one assignment was completed by telephone
from the regional office. Seven of the households do not have telephones

and were lost to the survey.

The April 1973 non-response rate showed a modest improvement over the April
1972 rate of 7.87%.

7 N-
2 Montreal
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______ — 1 " 1"~ R.0. Average

40 41 42 43 43 44 45 46 47
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Ottawa

From March to April the overall rate increased to 5.67%, an increase of
0.47. Slight changes occurred in all components excep* Np: T.A. and
"other" increased while N; decreased.

Despite the increase in non-response the Ottawa Office continued to show
a low rate in comparison to the rates indicated by most regional offices.
The overall Ottawa rate in April was 2.37 lower than the national average.
When compared with the April 1972 figure of 7.57% (0Ottawa) this office has
indicated a substantial reduction in non-response.

7 w_p Ottawa
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Toronto

The overall rate increased by 0.27 in April. The March and April levels
of the components are as follows:

March April Net Change (April - March)
T.A. 2.6 d1s.9 - 0.7
Ny LS 289 1.0
No 150 1.8 =50 )L
Other 0.6 0.6 0.0
Total 7.0 2 0.2

Three E.R.'s showed excessive N] rates in April.

E.R. N1 Rate (%)
51 5.3
54 40
53 4.8

Although these E.R.'s showed the highest N; rates in the office all E.R.'s
showed increases in April compared with March.

The April 1973 rate was 5.67% lower than in April 1972: a very substantial
improvement.

7 N-R Toronto
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Winnipeg

The overall Winnipeg rate remained the lowest in Canada:

ale 2 . S/ANEh
April rate showed no change from March. In addition the levels of each
of the components were the lowest in Canada. Only two components showed

changes from March to April: a 0.17 increase in T.A. was offset by a

0.1%7 decrease in Nj.

The April 1973 rate was less than half the April 1972 rate of 6.0Z.
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Edmonton

The Edmonton non~response rate increased from 9.17 in March to 10.07 in
April. The component to show the largest change was T.A. which increased
from 3.47 to 3.87: only Ny showed a decrease (0.17).

Four E.R.'s showed overall rates in excess of 10.0Z, three of which excee-
ded 16.0%.

The N, rate, at 2.5Z, is the second highest in Canada. Economic Region 84
(Edmonton, Red Deer) with approximately 257 of the households in the office
accounted for 587 of the refusal households. This E.R. showed an Ny

rate of 4.37, an increase of 1.0% from March.

The April 1973 non-response rate is slightly higher than the 9.87 level
recorded in April 1972.
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Vancouver

At 14.57Z the Vancouver non-response rate was 6.67 higher in April than
the national average. Compared with March, the April rate has increased
4.07. The "other'" component indicated a decrease of 0.87 while all re-
maining components increased. All components showed the highest levels
in Canada.

The greatest changes occurred in the T.A. and Ny components which in-
creased by 2.5 and 2.17 respectively.

The increases appear to be evenly distributed over British Columbia as
shown by the fact that all E.R.'s except one showed increases.

Two E.R.'s indicated overall rates in excess of 24.07, due mainly to T.A.
and N, Economic Region 96 (Prince Rupert) and E.R. 97 (Prince George)
showeé rates of 24.57 and 31.87 respectively.

The greatest part of the refusal non-response, 877, originated in two
E.R.'s containing 717 of the households in the regional office: E.R. 94
(Vancouver) and E.R. 95 (Victoria) indicated refusal rates of 3.77 and
3.97 respectively.

The April 1973 level was 4.67 higher than the 9.97 rate in April 1972.
This is also the highest level of non-response for the office since August
1970.
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Halifax Regional Office
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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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TAELE 1.

April, 1973
NON-RESPONSE RATES BY COMPONENT,
CANADA, AND REGIONAL OFFICES
( Percent ) |
! Total E. Ay NI RIS N. Other
= : 5
Canada 7.9 2.4 _____2.6 2. 3 a0
St. Joha's 5.1 2.3 1.7 0. 058 4%
Halifax 7.5 200 ! “3.2 D, 1.0
Montreal 7.4 1987 7265 "y ¥, 3 Gl
Ottawa 5.6 240 ~h———}.4 » 1'_ 9_7
Toronto 7.2 1.9 D) ik, Olﬁ_“
Winnipeg %48 LA 0.8 0. 0.2
Edmonton 10.0 3.8 2.6 2.4 1.1 .
Vancouver | 14.5 4.4 Sk 31 =yS
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