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H IGHL 1GHTS 

S
A. SLIPPAGE 

He estimated slippage rate at the Canada level increased from 5.87. in May to 6.2% 
io June. The decrease of 0.27, in the estimated number of heads of households mainly 
contributed to the increase in slippage. 

1. - By province: From May to June, decreases (amounts in brackets) in the estimated 
slippage rate were noted in Prince Edward Island (- 1.47.), Ontario (- 0.1%) and 
Manitoba (- 0.1%). In New Brunswick, the estimated slippage rate (7.6%) did not 
change from last month. The remaining six provinces showed increases in their esti-
mated slippage rates with the largest increases occurring in Newfoundland (4 2.27.) 
and Alberta (+ 1.8%). 

In Newfoundland, the increase in the estimated slippage rate was mainly due to the 
decrease (- 0.0578) in the average size of households. However, in Alberta both 
decreases in the average size of households (- 0.0193) and in the estimated number 
of heads of households ( 0.6%) contributed to the 1.8% increase in the estimated 
slippage rate. 

2. - By Age Group at the Canada Level: From May to June, increases in the esti-
mated slippage rate were noted in the 14-19, 20-24 and 25-44 age groups and 
decreases occurred in the 45-64 and 65 and over age groups. The marked changes 
(amounts in brackets) were noted in the 20-24 (4  1.2%) and 25-44 (+ 1.4%) age 
groups. 

B. NON-RESPONSE 

S Fhe overall non-response rate at the Canada level increased from 4.7% in May to 
3.8% in June. This month's higher rate was due to increases in the T.A., Ni and 
'other" components. The overlap non-response rate increased from 0.47. in May to 
0.5% in June and the adjusted overall non-response rate for the June survey was 
calculated to be 5.3%. 

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 6.8%, this year's 
June rate was lower. Decreases in the Ni and N2 components were mainly respon-
sible for the lower rate this year. 

C. VARIANCE 

At the Canada level the coefficient of variation of the estimate of Unemployed 
decreased from 2.41 to 2.36 while the coefficients of variation of Employed and 
In Labour Force increased from 0.37 and 0.31 to 0.38 and 0.33 respectively, 
between the May and June surveys. 

At the provincial levels, three provinces - Prince Edward Island, Quebec and 
British Columbia exhibited increases in the coefficients of variation of Employed 
estimates while four provinces - Newfoundland, Quebec, Manitoba and Saskatchewan 
exhibited increases in the coefficients of variation of Unemployed estimates, from 
the May survey to the June survey. 

)f the 33 estimates considered (Employed, Unemployed and In Labour Force at the 

S 	:anada and province levels) there were 9 estimates for which the published 
symbols were assigned a different degree of reliability than that indicated by 
:heir estimated sampling variability. For the estimates of Employed in Prince 
dward Island, Unemployed in Saskatchewan and In Labour Force in Prince Edward 
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Island and Ontario the published symbol indicated a higher degree of reliability 
than the actual symbol for the June survey whereas the opposite was true for the 
llire estimates of Employed, Unemployed and In Labour Force in Alberta and the 

L mate t 	nemp Ioyed at the flat tonal 11 and in the prey ince of Ontario. 

h has is et Lho ,  anal s is ot sub-provincial contrihut ioi;s to the provincial 
variance estimates, two pairs of PSWs and four SRU-subunits were identified as 
contributing significantly in excess of their desired contribution. 

D. REJECTED DOCUMENTS 

The number of rejected documents at the Canada level decreased from 5.8 in 
May to 5.6 in June. Significant decreases took place in Toronto and Edmonton 
while Montreal, Ottawa and Winnipeg registered increases. 

The computer analysis is still showing some duplication of error at the inter-
viewer level, but there will be no attempt to rewrite and de-bug the computer 
program because of the limited life span of this survey. 

E. ENUMERATION COSTS 

at the Canada level was 
of 3 cents from the May 
g, Edmonton and Vancouver 
St. John's, Halifax and 
4 cents respectively, while 

The June enumeration cost for the Labour Force Survey 
calculated at $2.96 per sample household, a reduction 
rate of $2.99. At the regional level, Ottawa, Winnip 
registered increases ranging from 3 cents to 7 cents, 
Toronto registered decreases of 8 cents, 23 cents and 
Montreal had no change. 
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Non- remnse Rate. Re%ected Docvnt Ratef and Enumeritton Cost per Koy.5hold by Regional Office 

. 1975 1974 

March Feb. Jan. June May 	1 April March 	Feb. June May 	1 Apr11 

Non-response 

Canada 	............................ 7. 5.8 	4.7 	4.7 	4.6 	4.7 	4.3 6.8 	7.0 	8.3 	6.4 	6.0 	6.0 

St. 	Jobne 	...................... 7. 4.4 	3.7 	3.7 	3.1 	3.8 	3.6 5.1 	5.2 	7.7 	5.9 	2.0 	2.6 

Halifax 	......................... 7. 7.4 	6.3 	5.7 	5.4 	4.8 	5.0 6.6 	6.9 	7.9 	6.8 	5.9 	7.2 

Montréal 	........................ 7. 4.2 	2.8 	3.3 	3.6 	3.4 	3.2 6.9 	8.2 	8.7 	7.1 	7.7 	6.4 

Ottawa 	............... ........... 	7. 7.5 	5.1 	5.7 	6.0 	3.9 	5.1 6.2 	7.3 	7.4 	7.3 	6.7 	6.3 

Toronto 	.............. . .......... 	7. 5.4 	4.8 	5.3 	5.0 	6.5 	4.6 7.0 	7.0 	8.7 	7.4 	6.0 	5.6 

Winnipeg 	........................ 7. 3.8 	3.1 	2.8 	2.9 	3.5 	3.0 3.7 	3.0 	2.6 	2.2 	3.0 	2.6 

Edmonton 	............. ........... 	7. 4.6 	3.3 	3.0 	3.2 	3.5 	3.8 6.4 	7.3 	8.8 	6.3 	5.0 	5.7 

Vancouver 	............ . .......... 7. 8.5 	7.3 	7.4 	6.8 	6.1 	6.4 10.5 	9.0 	12.2 	8.0 	8.4 	8.6 

Rel,cted Documents 

(Regular Labour Force Items) 

Canada 	............................ 7. 5.6 	5.8 	6.3 	6.6 	6.9 	7.4 10.2 	12.4 	8.4 	6.9 	6.4 	7.1 

St. 	John'g 	...................... 7. 3.8 	4.2 	4.0 	3.8 	3.4 	4.2 8.4 	9.2 	3.4 	2.4 	2.5 	5.2 

Halifax 	.........................7. 6.0 	6.5 	6.5 	8.7 	7.0 	8.3 11.5 	12.3 	7.4 	6.4 	6.6 	8.5 

Montréal 	........................ 7. 4.4 	3.5 	5.2 	6.3 	5.8 	6.8 8.9 	10.7 	7.0 	7.4 	5.8 	6.1 

Ottawa 	.......................... 7. 7.0 	5.1 	4.9 	4.7 	5.3 	4.7 8.4 	10.1 	7.8 	5.0 	4.4 	5.5 

Torontà 	......................... 7. 5.8 	8.2 	8.0 	7.4 	8.6 	9.5 11.7 	14.4 	11.9 	8.2 	8.5 	810 

Winnipeg 	........................ 7. 6.4 	4.0 	5,3 	3.9 	4.8 	4,2 8.4 	16.7 	5.2 	5.6 	4.6 	6.1 

Edmonton 	........................ 7. 6.4 	7.3 	6.8 	7.2 	10.0 	9.8 11.1 	12.0 	11.1 	7.4 	7.4 	7.0 

Vancouver 	....................... 7. 5.6 	5.9 	7.1 	6.6 	7.4 	6.8 9.9 	11.7 	9.3 	8.4 	7.2 	8.0 

tIiUeetpiiQfl Cost per Hoyi4c'hol4 

Canada 	............................ 7. 2.96 	2.99 	3.02 	2.94 	2.88 	2.77 2.56 	2.51 	2.53 	2.38 	2.18 	2.40 

8t, 	Joh,,'s 	......................2 3.59 	3.67 	3.67 	3.45 	3.54 	3.41 3.06 	3.01 	2.61 	2.72 	2.75 	2.78 

Halifax 	........ . ................ 	7. 2.78 	3.01 	2.99 	3.09 	3.09 	2.86 2.32 	2.41 	2.48 	2.32 	2.24 	2.31 

Montréal 	........................7. 3.19 	3.19 	3.32 	3.00 	3.00 	2.88 2.45 	2.69 	2.67 	2.43 	2.53 	2.52 

Ottawa 	..........................7. 3.07 	3.03 	2.96 	2.98 	2.65 	2.78 2.68 	2.49 	2.61 	2.57 	2.57 	2.66 

,runco 	.........................7. 2,92 	2.96 	3.06 	2.83 	2.85 	2.76 2.67 	2.49 	2.43 	2.35 	2.39 	2.42 

.ilnnipeg 	........................7. 2.90 	2.83 	2.93 	2.91 	2.80 	2.62 2.61 	2.51 	2.64 	2.41 	2.43 	2.42 

!Imonton 	........................ 7. 

:acouver 	 7. n 	....................... 

• 

	

2.73 	2.70 	2.78 	2.72 	2.68 	2.66 

	

2.91 	2.87 	2.64 	2.81 	2.59 	2.47 

2.53 	2.40 	2.54 	2.26 	2.21 	2.24 

2.58 	2.34 	2.39 	2.26 	2.19 	2.19 

Month-to-Month Change Year-to-Year Change 

1975 1974 June May April March 

1974 1974 1974 1974 

May April March Feb. May April March Feb. to to to to 

to to to to to to to to June May April March 

June May April March june May April March 1975 1975 1975 1975 

Non- reaoone 

Canada ............................ 7. 
St. John's ...................... 7. 
Halifax ......................... 7. 
Nontr,al ........................7. 

Ottawa .......................... 7. 
Toronto ......................... 7. 
Winnipeg ........................ 7. 
Edmonton ........................ 7. 
Vancouver ....................... 7. 

Re lected Document, 

• 	(Regular l.abour Force items) 

Canada ............................ 

St. John's ...................... 7. 
Halifax .........................7. 

Montréal ........................7. 

Ottawa ..........................7. 

Toronto .........................7. 

Winnipeg ........................ 7. 
Edmonton ........................ 7. 
Vancouver ....................... 7. 

Enumerption Cost per Household 

• ada.... .........................

7.  
t, John's ...................... 7. 

Halifax ......................... 7. 
Montréal ........................ 7. 
Ottawa .......................... 7. 
Toronto ......................... 7. 
Winnipeg ........................ 7. 
Edmonton ........................ 7. 
Vancouver ....................... 7. 

+ 	1.1 - 4- 	0.1 - 0.1 -0.2 - 1.3 + 	1.9 + 0.4 - 1.0 - 2.3 - 3.6 - 	1.8 
+ 0.7 - + 0.6 - 0.7 - 0.1 - 2.5 + 5.8 - 0.1 - 0.7 - 	1.5 - 4.0 + 	1.2 
4 	1.1 + 0.6 -f  0.3 + 0.6 - 0.3 - 1.0 4- 	1.1 + 0.9 + 0.8 - 0.6 - 2.2 - 1.4 
+1.4 -0.5 -0.3 +0.2 -1.3 -0.5 4-1.6-0.6 -2.7 -5.4 -5.4 -3.5 

+ 2.4 -0.6 - 0.3 + 2.1 - 	1.1 - 0.1 + 0.1 + 0.6 + 1.3 - 2.2 - 1.7 - 1.3 

4-0.6 -0.5 + 0.3 - 1.5 - - 1.7 + 1.3 + 1.4 -1.6 -2.2 -3.4 -2.4 

4 0.7 + 0.3 - 0.1 - 0,6 + 0.7 + 0.4 + 0.4 - 0.8 + 0.1 + 0.1 + 0.2 + 0.7 

+ 	1.3 40.3 -0.2 -0.3 -O.9 - 1.5 4 2.5 + 	1.3 -1.8 -4.0 -5.8 -3.1 

+ 	1.2 -0.1 + 0.6 + 0.7 4 	1.5 -3.2 + 4.2 -0.4 -2.0 - 	1.7 -4.8 - 	1.2 

-0.2 -0.5 -0.3 -0.3 -2.2 +4.0 +1.5 -4-0.5 -4.6 -6.6 -2.1 -0.3 

- 0.4 + 0.2 + 0.2 + 0.4 - 0.8 + 5.8 + 1.0 - 0.1 - 4.6 - 5.0 + 0.6 + 1.4 

- 0.5 - - 2.2 + 1.7 - 0.8 + 4.9 + 1.0 - 0.2 - 5.5 - 5.8 - 0.9 + 2.3 
4 0.9 - 1.7 - 	1.1 + 0.5 - 1.8 + 3.7 - 0.4 + 1.6 - 4.5 - 7.2 - 1.8 - 1.1 
+ 	1.9 + 0.2 + 0.2 -0.6 - 1.7 + 2.3 + 2.8 + 0.6 - 1.4 -5.0 -2.9 -0.3 

-2.4 #0.2 + 0.6 - 1.2 -2.7 + 2.5 + 3,7 -0.3 -5.9 - 6,2 -3.9 -0.8 

+ 2.4 - 1.3 + 1.4 - 0.9 - 8.3 +11.5 - 0.4 + 1.0 - 2.0 -12.7 .- 	0.1 - 1.7 
-0.9 + 0.5 -0.4 -2.8 -0.9 + 0.9 + 3.7 - -4.7 -4.7 -4.3 -0.2 

-0.3 - 1.2 + 0.5 -0.8 - 1.8 + 2.4 + 0.9 + 	1.2 -4.3 -5.8 -2.2 - 1.8 

- 0.03 - 0.03 + 0.08 + 0.06 + 0.05 - 0.02 4-  0.15 	- 	+ 0.40 + 0.48 + 0.49 + 0.56 

- 0.08 	- 	+ 0.22 - 0.09 + 0.03 + 0.40 - 0.11 - 0.03 	+ 0.55 + 0.66 4- 1.06 + 0.73 

-0.23 + 0.02 -0.10 	- 	- 0.09 - 0.07 4  0.16 + 0.08 	+ 0.46 + 0.60 + 0.51 + 0.77 

- 	- 0.13 + 0.32 	- 	- 0.24 	+ 0.02 + 0.24 - 0.10 	+ 0.74 4-  0.50 + 0.65 + 0.57 

+ 0.04 + 0.07 - 0.02 + 0.33 + 0.19 - 0.12 + 0.04 	- 	+ 0.39 + 0.54 + 0.35 + 0.41 

- 0.04 - 0.10 + 0.23 - 0.02 + 0.18 + 0.06 + 0.08 - 0.04 + 0.25 + 0.47 + 0.63 + 0,48 

+ 0.07 - 0.10 + 0.02 + 0.11 + 0.10 - 0.13 + 0.23 - 0.02 	+ 0.29 + 0.32 + 0.29 + 0.50 

+ 0.03 - 0.08 + 0,06 + 0.04 + 0.13 	- 0.14 4-  0.28 + 0.05 	-4- 0.20 -4-  0.30 + 0.24 4 0.46 

+ 0.04 4  0.23 - 0.L7 + 0.22 + 0.24 - 0.05 + 0.13 + 0.07 	+ 0.33 + 0.53 4 0.25 + 0.55 
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Slippage Rates( 1 ), Canada by Age and Provincial Totals 

1975 1974 May 
1975 
to 

June 
1974 
to 

June May April March Feb. Jan. June June June 
1975 1975 

6. 2  5.8 5.4 5.1 5.1 4.9 4.6 + 0.4 + 1.6 TOTAL...............

14 - 19 years 6.5 6.0 5.8 3.1 3.0 2.1 3.4 + 0.5 + 3.1 

20 - 24 years 12.1 10.9 11.6 9.8 9.9 10.5 10.5 + 1.2 + 1.6 

25 - 44 years 7.3 5.9 4.5 4.8 5.4 4.9 5.2 + 1.4 + 2.1 

45 - 64 years 2.8 3.6 3.3 3.3 2.2 2.4 2.0 - 0.8 + 0.8 

65 and over ......... 3.5 4.4 6.2 7.7 8.5 8.4 4.0 - 0.9 - 0.5 

Nfld. 	.............. 11.0 8.8 10.3 11.4 11.8 10.4 10.9 + 2.2 + 0.1 
15.0 16.4 17.2 20.2 17.5 21.9 8.8 - 1.4 + 6.2 
11. 4  10.6 10.5 9.2 9.0 8.6 10.2 + 0.8 + 	1.2 
7.6 7.6 6.0 7.0 7.3 5.8 8.5 - - 0.9 

N.S 	................ 

6.3 5.5 4.7 2.7 3.2 1.9 1.6 + 0.8 + 4:7 
N.B................. 
Qu 	................. 
Ont ................. 4.0 4.1 3.6 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.2 - 0.1 - 0.2 

7.7 

. 

7.8 8.0 9.7 10.0 9.1 5.0 - 0.1 + 2.7 
3. 0  2.2 2.1 1.8 1.6 2.6 - 	0.1 + 0.8 + 3.1 
8.4 6.6 7.4 6.9 6.4 7.0 7.6 + 	1.8 + 0.8 

Man.................
Sask................
Alta................
B.0................. 9.0 8.6 8.5 8.8 7.9 9.4 8.5 + 0.4 + 0.5 

Slippage Rates by Age Groups at Canada Level 
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Non-response Rates. Enumeration Cost and Rejected Documents by Regional Office 
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Non-response Rates, by Component 
June 1975 
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Slippage by Age Group at the Canada Level 
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Slippage rates were calculated on preliminary population projections based on 1971 census 
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St. Johns Regional Office 

non-response 0/ Per cent of rejected documents 

20 • Total - - 20 - (Regular labour force items) 

(I) (2) 

(8— - 18 — 

16 — - 16- 

14— - 14- 

Canada 

12 - 12- 
H 

10— Canada 
Canada - 10 P 

available jihns .J 
 

St.  

0 !IfIllIl11IlIllI1 IIIHI o HI(JI11I1J 	1111111 
I369:71;73 ' 	

1974 	1975 	
D 

1974 	1975 0 
Averages 

Enumeration cost per household 

450— 
Enumerationcostperhousehold(8) 	

- 4.50— by type of area (a) 

(3) (4) 

4.00 - - 4.00 - ION 

3.50 - -- 3.50 
- N.S.R.U. 	/ 

3.00 

- 
loe 

- 3.00 

2.50— ./anada - 
200— - 200— 

150— - 150- 

100— - 100— 

50— - 50— 

• lllHllliIJIJlJIJIJIl 0 IIJIJIJJJJI 	liii (II 
19671H13 ' 	

1974 	1975 	
D 

1974 	1975 
(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the 	LFS regular schedule. 

Averages * The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 
being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 

It 
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Halifax Regional Office 

Per cent of rejected documents 

20 
- (Regular labour force items) 

(2) 

18-

16—

'4 

12  

,: 	
p, Canada 

: I"H8l4x 	 'VL 
u- 	not L 

I 	aveil.bls'1 

2- 

1974 	 1975 

Enumeration cost per household 
4.50— by type of area(a) 

(4) 

4.00 - 

350 - 

3.00 

2.50 

• Total non-response 

(I) 

8 	-. 

6 -- 

14 - 
2 

Canada 

AHalifa) 

4- 
Caneda\.' 

2- - 
3 

IlliliHilil 

	

r-r 	r,1 
969: 	71 • 1974 

Averages 

Enumeration cost per househoId 
450 - 

(3) 

4.00 - 
3.50 - 

3.00 - 
2.50 

- 	2.00 

- 	1.50 

1.00 

TO72 

Averages 

D 

D 
1975 

2.00 

1.50 

1.00 

.50 

0 J 
'974 

(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 
* The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 
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Montreal Regional Office 

S o,Total non-response Per cent of rejected documents 

20 --- - 	20 - 	(Regular labour force items) 

(I) (2) 

18 - 	18- 

16- - 	16- 

14- - 	4- 

Montreal Canada 

Canada 

2 iL 
kCaneda 

\ ev :M  J _ 
... ... 

0- . Iii 	111111111 1111 	I 11111 	I 0 	liiii 	11111! 	liii 	HI 

1974 	 1975 1974 	 1975 	
D 

70727 

Averages 
Enumeration cost per household 

4 50 - Enumeration cost per household - 	 . 4 50 - 	by type of area (a) 

(3) (4) 

4.00 - - 	4.00 - 	N.S.R.U. 

I" 
3,50 - - 	3.50 - 	f 
3.00 - Montreal - 	3.00 	 V 

2.50 
- Canada - 	2.50 - 

200- _17 : . - 	200- 
S.R.U. 

150- - 	150- 

100- - 	100- 

• 	50- - 	50- 

0 I111111I1I1Il1II1IH 

1974 	 1975 
_70 	 (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 

Averages 	 * The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 
being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 

0 
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S olo Total non-response 

20 - 
(I) 

8 - 

16 

14 --- 
Canada 

12 — 

':11! 
Canada 

6—: 

• w 
4 	. 

. OtawaV'#' 

2- 

_. •hitiHI1I!l 
ii I 	73 	I 

1974 S ) 

0'72 	
1 

 74,  

Averages 

Enumeration cost per household 
4.50 

- 

(3) 

4.00 - 

3.50 - 

3.00 

2.50 

- 2.00 

• 	(.50 

1.00 

•: 

I 70 	72 '74 

Averages 

Ottawa Regional Office 

Per cent of rejected documents 
o  

20— (Regular labour force items) 
- 

(2) 

- 	 18- 

- 	 16- 

- 	 14- 
Canada 

	

12— 	- I' 
I' 

10— J 8 

not I.-. 

N 6 evatable  

4—Ottawa I 	 I 

2- 

Iii 	1111111! 	ilii 	ii 	iii 
0 

I., 	 J 	 J 
1975 	 1974 	 1975 

Enumeration cost per household 

4.50— 
by type of area (a) 

- 

(4) 

- 	4.00- 

- 	3.50- 

3.00 

2.50 

2.00 

(.50 

1.00 

.50 

0 
- 	

1974 
(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 
* The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 

J 	 D 
1975 
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Toronto Regional Office 

.

, Total non-response Per cent of rejected documents 

20 - - 	20 - 	(Regular labour force items) 

(II (2) 

18— - 	(8- 

16— — 	(6— 

Canada 
o n t loll  Toronto 

kToron 

avajlabe  - 	4 
— 

4 

2— - 	2— 

• 
... . /..: IIIIIlI,IlllIIIIlllII,l 0 I1IIIlI1lIlL1IIIlll1 

1974 	 1975 	
D 	

1974 	 1975 	
D 

707274 

Averaqes 
Enumeration cost per household 

4 50— Enumeration cost per household 	 - 	
. 

4 50 	by type of area (a) 

(3) (4) 

4.00 - - 	4.00 - 

3.50 - - 	3.50 - 

:: 

N.SR.0 
 

_ 	
::: 

., 
Canada 

200—f - 	200- 

150— - 	150— 

(00— - 	100— 

. 

— 	50- 

IIIIHH!IHIH!!HHII 0 
1969 	7l73 	J D 

1974 	 1975 	 1974 	 1975 
72 70 	 -' (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 

Averages * The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 
being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 
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Winnipeg Regional Office 

Per cent of rejected documents 

- 	20 - ( Regular labour force itami) 

(2) 

- 	18- 

- 	16- 

- 	14- 

- 	12- 

8_I; 
Canada/I I 	 nnt 	!\. 

6 

4 

2 

0 J 

% Total non-response 

- (I) 

18-- 

16 

14 - 

12 

: . 	Canada 	 NCanada 

8 . 

6 .•- 

Winnipeg 

I 	ii 	LIII 
l%9' 	71 	73 

w 
Averaqes 

Enumeration cost per household 4.50 - 
(3) 

4.00 - 

3.50 - 

3.00 - 

2.50 

- 	2.00 

- 	1.50 

100 

•': 

72 

Averages 

'975 - 	1974 	 1975 

Enumeration cost per household 
4.50 - by type of area(a) 

(4) 

4.00 - 

3.50 

3.00 

2.50 

J 	 D 
'975 

2.00 

1.50 

1.00 

.50 

1974 	 1975 	 1974 
(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 
* The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 
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Edmonton Regional Office 

non-response CY40 	
Per cent of rejected documents • Total 

20 - 	20 - 	(Regular labour force Items) 

(I) (2) 

18 - 	IS — 

16 - 	16- 

14-- - 	14- 

2 	-- Canada - 	12- 

I 0 - fcanaca 	 - 	 I - 
nton Edmonton 

avaIa - 

.v:•:IIIllIIlIlIII!1!IlllIII ___  

1974 	1975 	
D 	

1974 	1975 
70 	72 

Averages 
Enumeration cost per household 

Enumeration cost per household 	 - 	4 50 - 	by type of area (a) - 4 50 
(3) - (4) 

4.00 - - 	4.00 - 

3.50— - 	3.50- 
N.S.R.U.,  

3.00 
- Canada 	

- 	3.00 	 '1 

2.50 - 
Canada 	JEdmonton 

/ I 
* 

- 	2.50 - 

U. 

1.00— . - 	1.00— 

. 50- - 	50- 

IIIJIIIIIIIIIIII! III 0 
1974 	1975 	

D 	
1974 	1975 

70 	72 (a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the 	LFS regular schedule. 
Averages * The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey. 

IC 
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• ;/ Total non-response -- - (I) 

18 — 
16 — 

14 - 
Vancouver 

Canada 

Canada.... 

4- 

2- - .• . . : 1111111111! 	I 
1969' 

Averages 

450 - 	Enumeration cost per household (a) 

(3) 

4.00 - 

Vancouver Regional Office 

	

% 	Per cent of rejected documents 
- 	20 - (Regular labour force Item,) 

(2) 

18- 

- 	 16- 

- 	 14- 
Canada - 	- 

— 	1,0— 
Vancouver 

- I 

- 	4 

- 	2 

11111 	LIII I I 	 0 
1975 	

D 	 J 	
1974 	 1975 

Enumeration cost per household 
- 	4.50 - by type of area (a) 

(4) 

- 	4.00- 

0 

••° 

3.50 - 

300 

2.50 

2.00 

1,50 

IM 

n 
l969 71 
t. _7o 	'74, 

Averages 

3.50 

3.00 

2.50 

2.00 

1.50 

.00 

.50 

0 
1974 	1975 	 1974 

(a) Include supplementary questions appearing on the LFS regular schedule. 
* The variation in the enumeration cost is due to a major supplementary survey 

being conducted in conjunction with the regular Labour Force Survey, 

J 	 0 
1975 
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Non-response Rates, Canada and Regional Offices 

1975 1974 
Month-to-Month 

change 

Year-to-
Year 

Change 
May to May to June 1974 

June May June May June June to 
1975 1974 June 1975 

Total 

5.8 4.7 6.8 7.0 + 	1.1 - 0.2 - 1.0 
4.4 3.7 5.1 5.2 + 0.7 - 0.1 - 0.7 
7.4 6.3 6.6 6.9 4- 	1.1 - 0.3 + 0.8 
4.2 2.8 6.9 8.2 + 1.4 - 1.3 - 2.7 
7.5 5.1 6.2 7.3 + 2.4 - 	1.1 + 1.3 
5.4 4.8 7.0 7.0 + 0.6 - - 1.6 
3.8 3.1 3.7 3.0 + 0.7 + 0.7 + 0.1 

Ottawa ................. 

4 .6 3.3 6.4 7.3 + 	1 .3 0.9 - 1.8 
8.5 7,3 10.5 9.0 + 	1.2 + 	1.5 - 2.0 

Temporarily Absent 

2.2 1.2 2.0 [.5 + 1.0 + 0.5 - 	0.2 
2.1 1.3 1.2 1.0 + 0.8 + 0.2 + 0.9 
2.6 1.3 2.0 1.4 + 1.3 + 0.6 + 0.6 
1.1 0.3 2.1 1.0 + 0.8 + 	1.1 - 1.0 

Ottawa ................. 3.9 1.6 2.1 1.7 + 2.3 + 0.4 + 	1.8 
2.2 1.4 2.2 1.7 + 0.8 + 0.5 - 
1.2 0.9 1.5 1.0 + 0.3 + 0.5 - 0.3 

St. John's ............. 

Winnipeg ...............
Edmonton 	............. 1.8 0.8 1.9 1.8 + 	1.0 + 0.1 - 0.1 

Halifax ................ 

Vancouver 	........... 3.0 2.0 2.7 2.0 + 	1.0 + 0.7 + 0.3 

NontrtaI 	............... 

No one home 

Vancouver .............. 

Canada ................... 1.3 1.1 1.8 1.9 + 0.2 - 0.1 - 0.5 
0.4 0.6 1.1 1.3 - 0.2 - 0.2 - 0.7 

HalIfax ................ 

1.5 1.5 1.7 2.2 - - 0.5 - 0.2 
1.0 0.5 1.9 2.0 + 0.5 - 0.1 - 0.9 

Montr,al 	............... 

1.9 1.4 2.1 3.0 4- 0.5 - 0.9 0.2 

Canada ...................
St. 	John's 	............. 

Ottawa 	................. 
1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 - 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.2 
0.5 0.4 0.9 0.8 + 0.1 + 0.1 - 0.4 
1.0 0.7 2.4 2.3 + 0.3 + 0.1 - 1.4 

Toronto ................ 
Winnipeg ............... 
Edmonton ............... 

Halifax 	................ 

2.4 2.1 2.3 2.2 + 0.3 + 0.1 + 0.1 

Canada 	................... 

Montréal 	............... 

Edmonton 	............... 

Ref ysals 

Vancouver .............. 

Canada ................... 1 . 4  1.6 2.3 2.4 - 0.2 - 0.1 - 0.9 

Toronto ................ 

0.9 1.0 1.3 1.2 0.1 + 0.1 - 0.4 
Halifax 	......... 1.8 2.0 2.3 2.2 - 0.2 + 0.1 - 0.5 

1.4 1.3 2.2 2.6 + 0.1 - 0.4 - 0.8 Montréal 	............... 
1.3 1.6 1.7 2.0 - 0.3 - 0.3 - 0.4 

St. 	John's 	............. 

Ottawa ................. 
1.5 1.6 2.5 2.6 - 0.1 - 0.1 - 1.0 
0.8 1.3 1.2 0.9 - 0.5 + 0.3 - 0.4 

Toronto ................ 

0.9 1.1 1.8 2.1 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.9 

Winnipeg 	............... 

2.1 2.2 4.1 4.1 - 0.1 - - 2.0 

Other 

St 	John's 	............. 

0.9 0.8 0.7 1.2 + 0.1 - 0.5 + 0.2 
1.0 0.8 1.5 1.7 + 0.2 - 0.2 - 0.5 

Toronto ................ 
Winnipeg 	........... 

1.5 1.5 0.6 1.1 - - 0.5 + 0.9 

Edmonton ............... 
Vancouver .............. 

0.7 0.7 0.7 2.6 - - 1.9 - 
Ottawa ................. 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 - 0.1 - 0.3 + 0.1 

Canada ...................
St. John's ............. 

0.3 0.3 0.7 1.0 - 0.3 - 0.4 

Halifax ....... ......... 
Montréal ............... 

1.3 0.5 0.1 0.3 + 0.8 - 0.2 + 1.2 
0.9 0.7 0.3 1.1 + 0.2 - 0.8 + 0.6 

Toronto ................
Winnipeg ...............
Edmonton ...............
Vancouver .............. 1.0 1.0 1.4 0.7 - + 0.7 - 0.4 



r 
L 

fl  



PIELD DIVISION - DIVISION DES OPtRATIONS IEGIONAL!S 

LABOUR FORCE SURVEY 	ENOUTE SUR LA POPULATION ACTIVE 

ANALYSiS OF REJECTED DOCUMENTS - ANALYSE DES DOCUMENTS REJETES • 

surtY No303 
fJ4O.TR 

SUMMARY - SOMMAIRE CANADA 51 JOHNS HALiFAX j MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTO WINNIPEG EDMONTON VANCOUVER 

TOTAL 	DOCUMENTS 	RECEIVED/TOTAL 	DES 	DOCUMENTS REUS 72522 4561 13316) 12950 4214 13673 7017 8547 8244 

RE)ECTED 	DOCUMENTS/DOCUMENTS REJETL$ 4096 172 803 569 297 799 446 547 463 
% 01 TOTAl. COL(PITS RECEIVED 

IscsEc"s 5.65 3.77 6.01 4.39 7.05 SRA  6.40 - _5.62 

TOTAL 	ERRORS/ TOTAL 	DES 	ERREURS 6429 260 1209 910 471 1361 700 

1.57 

823 

1.50 

695 

1.50 
AVE 	ERRORS PER REJECTED DOCLIcIIT 

1.57 1.51 1.50 1.60 1.59 1.70 
9--.---.-------  ----,-- 	- 	-. 

ERROR 	BREAKDOWN / RLPARTITION 	DES 	ERREURS  

,J-_---- --__  - -. ----- 	- -- ----.------- 

1G. 01 CARELESS ERRORS " 
MV1( VtFAIITESO'IVATTENTIO.. 3785 110 657 567 292 918 514 ____ 4...& 

55.4 

. 	271_ 

39.0 7_ TOTALERRORS/7Q DRJTOTALDESERREURS 58.9 42.3 54.3 62.3 62.0 67.4 73.4 
AVE. PER RCJCCTED DOCUMENT 
''t 	PAC rv'rwT 	tJrE .924  .818 996 1 .983 1.149 1.152 .834 .585 
h0.01ERRORSlNITEMS1112.24425 
..u8Rt 	pIERLUtS 411* POSiES 	II, 	It, 	14 I VS 

543 32 109 70 33 88 45 78 88 

oOF TOTAL ERRORS! 7. DU 	TOTAL 	DES 	ERREURS 8.4 12.3 9.0 7.7 7.0 6.5 6.4 9.5 12.7 
AVE. PER REJECTED DOC(I(NT 
&YI(FATTVVTTCVUr .132 .186 .111 .110 .101 .142 .190 
hO. 01 ERRORS IV ITEMS 13, 20 TO 23 
¼'LthC 	VtCCEugS 41* IVSTES 	II 	20 A 23 1843 99 E38 5234  128 325 125 252 295 

iOF TOTAL 	ERRORS! 7 OhJ 	TOTAL 	DES ERREURS 28.7 38.I.  27.2 23.9 17.9 30.6 42.4 
AVE. PER RLECTED C.3C&$(NT 

.450 1 	.575 .479 .411 .431 .407 .280 .461 .637 
hO. OF ERRORS III ITEMS 14 1 15 
h5ELO'tClIJRS ALIt 	cTIS 	140 205 1,8 46 32 15 22 6 31 35 

7o OF TOTAL ERRORS! 7 	DU TOTAL DES 	ERREURS 3.2  6.9 3.8  3.5 3.2  14 0.9_ 3.8 5 . 
AVE. PER REJ(CT[3 DOCUMENT 
' 	. I¼( 	rAY fl TVT 	lITTlE 

.050 .105 .057 .056 .051 .027 .013 .057 .075 
'i). 	OF 	EkRRS 	IV 	ITEMS 	IT, 	lB & 	19 

VLIL2 	O'LYI'LL.YS All 	POSIES 	11. 	Ii I 	1$ 53 1 12 7 3 8 10 6 6 

TOTAL ERRORS/ 70 DU TOTAL DES 	ERREURS 0.8 0.4 1.0 1 0.8 0.6 	1 0.6 1.4 - 	0.7 1 0.9 	- 
AVE. PERR(J(CTE000CLP(NT 

*YV.E PAT POCUVIEWT RE.JETI 
.013 .006 .015 .012 .010 .010 .022 .011 .013 

4000 3-3-75 	 * THIS ANALYSIS REPRESENTS THE MACHINE RFADABLE ERRORS ONLY. 
* CETTE ANALYSE REPRSENTE LES ERREURS LISIBLES PAR MACHINE SEULEMENT 

• * CARELESS ERROR: SUM OF ERRORS FOR ITEMS 1 TO 10, 	 AND EOUC. ON THE LFS DOCUMENT. 

q * FAUlt DINATTENTIOM TOTAl. DES ERREURS AUX POSIES I - 10, 24. 29 ET tOUC. $IJR LE DOCUMENT EPA. 

.. 	 . 
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numeratton Cost per Household by RgtongL Office. S.R.U. and N.S,R,lJ, 

1975 1974 

hine  M il Apr M*rch 1 Feb. r  Jan. June May April March f Feb. 

All Atees 

2.96 	2.99 	3.02 	2.94 	2.8k 	2.77 2.56 	2.51 	2.53 	2.38 	2.38 	2.40 

	

Caned 	............. ..... . ... ......$ 
St. 	John's 	......................$ 3.59 	3.67 	3.67 	3.45 	3... 	3.41 3.04 	3.01 	2.61 	2.72 	2.75 	2.78 

Halifax 	..........................$ 2.78 	3.01 	2.99 	3.09 	3.0'4 	2.86 2.32 	2.41 	2.48 	2.32 	2.24 	2.31 

Montreal 	........................$ 3.19 	3.19 	3.32 	3.00 	3.00 	2.88 2.65 	2.69 	2.67 	2.43 	2.53 	2.52 

Ottawa 	..........................$ 3.07 	3.03 	2.96 	2.98 	2.65 	2.78 2.68 	2.49 	2.61 	2.57 	2.57 	2.66 

Toronto 	.........................$ 2.92 	2.96 	3.06 	2.83 	2.85 	2.76 2.67 	2.49 	2.43 	2.35 	2.39 	2.42 

Winnipeg 	........................$ 2.90 	2.83 	2.93 	2.91 	2.80 	2.62 2.61 	2.51 	2.64 	2.41 	2.43 	2.42 

Edmonton 	........................$ 2.73 	2.70 	2.78 	2.72 	2.68 	2.66 2.53 	2.40 	2.54 	2.26 	2.21 	2.24 

Vancouver 	.......................$ 2.91 	2.87 	2.64 	2.81 	2.59 	2.47 2.58 	2.34 	2.39 	2.26 	2.19 	2.19 

S. R • V. 

Canada 	............................$ 2.55 	2.55 	2.54 	2.52 	2.49 	2.38 2.17 	2.16 	2.34 	2.09 	2.14 	2.14 

St. 	John' 	......................$ 2.60 	2.62 	3.11 	2.73 	2.90 	2.66 2.38 	2.35 	2.54 	2.27 	2.28 	2.27 

Halifax 	.........................$ 2.34 	2.51 	2.35 	2.55 	2.60 	2.58 1.94 	2.10 	2.20 	2.10 	2.17 	2.LL 

Montréal 	........................$ 2.79 	2.79 	2.89 	2.57 	2.59 	2.44 1.92 	2.17 	2.41 	2.09 	2.25 	2.25 

Ottawa 	..........................$ 2.85 	2.90 	2.68 	2.77 	2.36 	2.51 2.34 	2.29 	2.44 	2.39 	2.43 	2.51 

Toronto 	.........................$ 2.72 	2.70 	2.82 	2.66 	2.71 	2.57 2.47 	2.33 	2.39 	2.24 	2.28 	2.31 

Winnipeg 	........................$ 2.40 	2.21 	2.12 	2.20 	2.22 	2.00 2.19 	2.19 	2.43 	2.01 	2.05 	2.02 

Edmonton 	........................$ 2.10 	1.97 	2.02 	2.12 	2.02 	2.01 1.86 	1.68 	2.10 	1.63 	1.56 	1.56 

Vancouver 	.......................$ 2.49 	2.52 	2.31 	2.47 	2.31 	2.11 2.26 	2.03 	2.26 	2.04 	1.99 	1.97 

N.S.R,U. 

Canada 	............................$ 3.42 	3.51 	3.57 	3.47 	3.40 	3.29 3.05 	2.97 	2.78 	2.75 	2.70 	2.75 

St. 	John' 	......................$ 3.94 	4.04 	3.87 	3.72 	3.78 	3.68 3.28 	3.25 	2.64 	2.89 	2.92 	2.95 

Halifax 	.........................$ 3.06 	3.31 	3.38 	3.42 	3.39 	3.04 2.56 	2.61 	2.65 	2.46 	2.30 	2.45 

Montréal 	........................$ 3.76 	375 	3.90 	3.78 	3.76 	3.64 3.38 	3.64 	3.13 	3.07 	3.06 	3.00 

Ottawa 	..........................$ 3.37 	3.26 	3.36 	3.34 	3.20 	3.30 3.27 	2.85 	2.91 	2.89 	2.81 	2.89 

Toronto 	.........................$ 3.37 	3.51 	3.56 	3.30 	3.22 	3.27 3.18 	2.89 	2.55 	2.67 	2.70 	2.69 

W1nntpg 	............ . ........... 	$ 3.39 	3.45 	3.72 	3.61 	3.36 	3.21 2.99 	2.80 	2.83 	2.80 	2.79 	2.81 

3.34 	3.43 	3.55 	3.33 	3.37 	3.33 3.17 	3.11 	2.99 	2.91 	2.89 	2.96 

...... 	... 	..... 	............... 	$ 3.60 	3.45 	3.25 	3.30 	3.01 	3.08 3.08 	2.79 	2.57 	2.60 	2.52 	2.52 

Month-to-Month change Year-to-Year Change 

1975 1974 June May April March 

1974 1974 1974 1974 

May March Feb. May April March Feb. to to to to 

to 

TAp 

to to to to I to 
jApril 

to June May April March 

Jun  April March June May March 1975 1975 1975 1975 

All Areas 

Cenada 	............................ $ - 0.03 - 0.03 + 0.08 + 0.06 + 0.05 - 0.02 + 0.15 - + 0.40 + 0.48 + 0.49 + 0.56 
St. 	John's 	...................... $ - 0.08 + 0.22 - 0.09 + 0.03 4-  0.40 - 0.11 - 0.03 + 0.55 + 0.66 + 1.06 + 0.73_ 
Halifax 	......................... $ - 0.23 + 0.02 - 0.10 - - 0.09 -0.07 + 0.16 + 0.08 + 0.46 + 0.60 + 0.51 + 0.77 
Montréal 	........................ $ - - 0.13 4- 0.32 - 0.24 + 0.02 + 0.24 - 0.10 + 0.74 4  0.50 + 0.65 + 0.57 
Ottawa 	.......................... $ + 0.04 + 0.07 - 0.02 + 0.33 + 0.19 - 0.12 + 0.04 - + 0.39 + 0.54 + 0.35 + 0.41 
Toronto 	......................... $ - 0.04 - 0.10 + 0.23 - 0.02 + 0.18 + 0.06 + 0.08 - 0.04 + 0.25 + 0.47 + 0.63 + 0.48 
Winnipeg 	........................ $ + 0.07 - 0.10 + 0.02 + 0.11 + 0.10 - 0.13 + 0.23 - 0.02 + 0.29 + 0.32 + 0.29 + 0.50 
Edmonton 	........................ $ + 0.03 - 0.08 + 0.06 + 0.04 + 0.13 - 0.14 + 0.28 + 0.05 + 0.20 + 0.30 + 0.24 + 0.46 
Vancouver 	....................... $ + 0.04 + 0.23 -0.17 + 0.22 + 0.24 -0.05 + 0.13 + 0.07 + 0.33 + 0.53 + 0.25 + 0.55 

S.R.U. 

Canada 	............................ $ - + 0.01 + 0.02 4-  0.03 4 	0.01 - 0.18 + 0.25 0.05 + 0.38 4 	0.39 4-  0.20 + 0.43 
St. 	John' 	...................... $ - 0.02 - 0.49 + 0.38 - 0.17 + 0.03 - 0.19 + 0.27 - 0.01 4- 0.22 + 0.27 + 0.57 + 0.46 
Halifax 	......................... $ -0.17 + 0.16 -0.20 - 0.05 -0.16 -0.10 -4- 	0.10 - 0.07 4-  0.40 4-  0.41 + 0.15 + 0.45 

Montréal 	........................ $ - - 0.10 + 0.32 - 0.02 - 0.25 - 0.24 + 0.32 - 0.16 + 0.87 + 0.62 + 0.48 + 0.48 

Ottawa 	.......................... $ - 0.05 + 0.22 -0.09 + 0.61 + 0.05 -0.15 + 0.05 - 0.04 + 0.51 + 0.61 + 0.24 4 0.38 

Toronto 	......................... $ + 0.02 - 0.12 + 0.16 0.05 + 0.14 - 0.06 4-  0.15 - 0.04 + 0.25 + 0.37 4  0.43 + 0.42 

Winnipeg 	........................ $ + 0.19 + 0.09 - 0.08 - 0.02 - - 0.24 + 0.42 - 0.04 + 0.21 + 0.02 - 0.31 + 0.19 

Edmonton 	........................ $ + 0.13 - 0.05 - 0.10 + 0.10 + 0.18 - 0.42 4 0.47 + 0.07 + 0.24 + 0.29 - 0.08 4 0.49 

Vancouver ....................... $ - 0.03 + 0.21 - 0.16 + 0.16 + 0.23 - 0.23 + 0.22 4-  0.05 + 0.23 + 0.49 + 0.05 + 0.43 

N,S.R.IJ, 

Caoadt 	............................ $ - 0.09 - 0.06 + 0.10 + 0.07 4  0.08 + 0.19 + 0.03 + 0.05 -I- 	0.37 + 0.54 + 0.79 + 0.72 
St. 	John'i 	...................... s - 0.10 + 0.17 + 0.15 - 0.06 + 0.03 + 0.61 - 0.25 - 0.03 + 0.66 + 0.79 + 1.23 + 0.83 
Halifax 	......................... 

S 
$ - 0.25 - 0.07 - 0.04 + 0.03 - 0.05 - 0.04 + 0.19 + 0.16 + 0.50 + 0.70 + 0.73 + 0.96 

Montréal 	........................ $ + 0.01 - 0.15 + 0.12 + 0.02 - 0.26 + 0.51 + 0.06 + 0.01 + 0.38 + 0.11 + 0.77 + 0.71 

Ottawa 	.......................... $ + 0.11 -0.10 + 0.02 + 0.14 + 0.42 - 0.06 + 0.02 + 0.08 4-  0.10 '  + 0.41 + 0.45 + 0.45 

Toronto 	......................... $ - 0.14 - 0.05 + 0.26 + 0.08 + 0.29 + 0.34 - 0.12 - 0.03 + 0.19 + 0.62 + 1.01 + 0.63 

Winnipeg 	........................ $ - 0.06 - 0.27 + 0.11 4-  0.25 + 0.19 0.03 4  0.03 + 0.01 + 0.40 + 0.65 + 0.89 + 0.81 
Edmonton 	........................ $ - 0.09 - 0.12 + 0.22 - 0.04 + 0.06 + 0.12 + 0.08 + 0.02 + 0.17 + 0.32 + 0.56 + 0.42 
Vancouver 	....................... $ + 0.15 + 0.20 - 0.05 4- 0.29 + 0.29 -4-  0.22 - 0.03 -4- 	0.08 + 0.52 4  0.66 + 0.68 + 0.70 
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o 	 DEFINITIONS 

RELATED TO SECTION 1A 

Slipaqe - population slippage is defined as the percentage 
difference between the Census population projection, Pp (prelirni-
nary projections based on the 1971 Census) for a given month and 
the population estimate Pp derived from the Labour Force Survey 
sample for the same month. It is given by 

Pp - Pp . ion 

RELATED TO SECTION lB 

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 1C 	 - 

Variance - There is a certain amount of error present in any 
estimate obtained from a sample, (due to the lack of complete 
information about the population). The averaqe of the estimates, 
obtained from the various possible samples, is called the ex-
pected value of the estimate. If the difference between an esti-
mate and its expected value is squared and this squared difference 
is averaged over all possible samples which could be selected from 
the sample frame, we obtain the sampling variance. The square 
root of the sampling variance is called the standard deviation. 
The coefficient of variation of an estimate is defined to be the 
standard deviation of the estimate divided by the estimate times 
100 to convert to a percentage. If the expected value of an esti-
mate is not equal to the true population value then the estimate 
is said to he biased. Among the causes of this bias are non- 
response, slippage and processing errors. The square of the differ-
ence between an estimate and the true population value averaged over 
all possible samples from the sample frame is called the mean square 
error. The variance estimate for a characteristic is infThenced by 
changes in the population size, the sample size, and the frequency 
of the characteristic being considered. For these reasons the vari-
ance estimates should be standardized; the binomial factor is one 
such standardization. The binomial factor is defined to be the 
ratio of the variance estimate to an estimate of what the variance 
would be if a similar sample has been obtained through a simple 

. 

	

	random sampling procedure. The binomial factor measures the be- 
haviour of the sample design relative to a simple random sample as 
far as the characteristic is concerned. 
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S 	PELI\TED TO SECTION 11) 

Percentage of Rejected Documents - The Summary Table and Charts 
give the percentage of labour force documents requiring clerical 
edits due to missing or inconsistent entries in the regular labour 
force items. 

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 
aqe as taken from the entries on the Household Record Card, plus 
the failure to answer item 26, "Was this person interviewed?" 

RFLATEfl TO SECTION 1E 

Enumeration Cost per Household - The per household costs are 
calculated usina 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, etc.). 

Interviewing refers to obtaining the information by personal visit 
to the household, or by telephoning the household to obtain the 
information, for the LF survey and for supplementary questions added 
to the LF document for the current month. 
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Variances in thc Thcur Forne fli - 'cv 

In trod uc t ion 

Another important quality measure pertaining to the statistics 
is that of sampling variance, defined by the mean square deviation 
of statistics over all possible samples from the expected value 
over all possible samples which may be selected from the sample 
frame. Due to the well designed sampling procedure and to careful 
processing of the data, the bias of this statistic should be small. 
The estimated variances, the standard deviations, and the coeff i-
dents of variation are calculated each month for a set of charac-
teristics. From the estimated standard deviations and the coeffi-
cients of variation confidence intervals for published statistics, 
ignoring the effect of non-sampling errors, may he obtained under 
the assumption that estimated totals are normally distributed about 
the true population value. Thus if it is found that an unemployed 
estimate possesses a coefficient of variation of 3 % then an unem-
ployed estimate may vary 6 % (2 standard deviations) about the true 
population value in either direction in 95 % of the samples that 
could be drawn from the LFS frame. 

Rough confidence intervals may he obtained from the lettered sym-
bols given in the monthly publications (The Labour Force: Catalo.ue 

• 	71-001). Due to time deadlines for the release of these publications 
the lettered symbols are based on the averaqe of the monthly coeffi-
cients of variation for the previous year. The lettered symbol, 
which indicates a range in which the coefficient of variation is 
expected to fall, gives the user an indication of the reliability of 
the estimate. 

From any particular survey the obtained coefficient of variation 
will not necessarily fall within the range indicated by the lettered 
symbol found in the publication because of 1) the sampling variance 
of the estimated coefficient of variation and 2) the seasonal effects 
which are not reflected in the published lettered symbols. 

Example: For an estimate of 175,000 with a coefficient of variation 
of 2.47 % then in 95 % of all different samples that could be selected 
from the sample frame, the estimate would deviate from the true popu-
lation value by not more than 8,645. 

The complexity of the formulas for the theoretical variance based on 
the multi-stage sampling procedure for the Labour Force Survey make 
it difficult to determine from the calculations alone if the variances 
are high considering the sample design or the frequency of the charac-
teristic even if they are high for purposes of analysis. Because 
coefficients of variation decrease with increases in the population, 
the sample size and the frequency of the characteristic, the calculated 
variances should ho compared with some standard values. 
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Assuming a similar number of persons were drawn at random in 
each province one such standard value is the correspondinq 
random sample variance, which is a function of the population 
size, the sample size, and the frequency of the characteri.stic. 
The ratio of the estimated variance from the computer programs 
to this random sample variance or the hinomial factor is 
calculated monthly for each characteristic. 

The higher the factor th worse the sample design relative to 
a simple random sample as far as the characteristic is concerned. 
A high factor may be the result of limitations imposed by cost 
restrictions and not the result of a bad sample design. 

High factors do indicate where further analysis should be under-
taken and where there is potential for improvement in the present 
sample design. High variances at provincial levels are fre-
quently attributable to one or two PSUs so that for auality 
studies, the analysis will often centre around studies of sub-
provincial contributions to the total. variance. In table 1 are 
included the binomial factors and the coefficients of variation 
for several estimates. 

Definitions 

arnpling variance: The average of squared deviations of statis-
tics over all possible samples from the average value of the sta-
tistics over all possible samples (neglecting the effect of non-
sampling errors). 

Non-sampling errors: Deviations from the true (hut usually un-
known) value of a statistic caused by factors other than sampling 
(such as non-response, slippage, coding errors). 

Standard deviation: The square root of the sampling variance. 

Coefficient of variation: The standard deviation expressed as a 
percent of the estimate of a quantity, sometimes termed percent 
standard deviation. 

Confidence intervals: The intervals in which the unknown value 
of the population to be estimated from a sample may he expected 
to lie a qiven percent of the time (commonly 95 % of the time). 

Binomial Factor (design effect): The ratio of the variance of 
a statistic as estimated from the sample considering the sample 
design compared with the variance of a statistic obtained in a 
simple random sample of the same size. 
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fleliabilitzy: Not really a statistical tern }ut referring in 
qeneral to the standard deviation, variance of a statistic, and 
confidence interval. In Table 1, the coefficient of variation 
is used as a measure of the reliability of estimates. 

The following table presents some results of the monthly Labour 
Force Survey. Included are estimates, coefficients of variation 
and binomial factors for the characteristics Employed Unemployed 
and "In Labour Force". 

Table I: Estimates, Their Coefficients of Variation, and Their Binomial 
Factors for Canada and by Province for survey 300, June 1975 

Population 
Estimate 

Employed Unemployed In Labour Force 

Symbol 	S.F. Estimate C.V. 	C..l'd Pub'd 
Estimate c.v. 	Symbol 	B.F. 

CaUd Pub'd 
Symbol 

Estimate C.V Cal'd Pub'd 
B.F. 

Canada 17.004 9,638 0.38 A A 	1.16 704 2.36 C D 1.1,5 1 0,341 0.33 A A 1.5 

Nfld. 389 170 2.27 C C 	2.03 29 8.28 E E 2.89 199 1.55 C C 1.29 

P.E.I. 84 48 5.73 E 0 	5.25 3 19.83 0 0 1.82 51 5.39  E 0 5.38 

N.S. 583 292 1.21 C C 	1.14 20 8.09 E E 1.76 313 1.09 C C 1.05 

N.B. 489 250 1.65 C C 	1.87 23 7.91 E E 2.07 273 1.37 C C 1.56 

Que. 4,722 2,550 0.90 8 B 	1.35 230 4.53 0 0 1.51 2,780 0.76 B 8 1.18 

Ont. 6,215 3,685 0.61 B B 	0.98 256 4.25 0 E 1.35 3,941 0.55 B A 0.93 

Man. 736 420 1.42 C C 	1.19 14 13.73  F F 1.49 433 1.37 C C 1.20 

Sask. 666 379 1.37 C C 	1.11 7 21.82 C F 1.94 386 1.40 C C 1.22 

Alta. 1,261 783 0.93 8 C 	1.09 28 8.26 E F 1.15 811 0.90 8 C 1.14 

B.C. 1,859 1,061 0.96 B B 	1.19 94 5.37 E E 1.51 1,155 0.77 B 8 0.94 

C.V. - Coefficient of Variation 
B.F. - Binomial Factor 
Estimates in Tho.jsands 

Percent of Fstimates at 
One Standard Deviation 

0.0 - 	 0.5% 
0.6 - 	 1.0% 
1.1 - 	 2.5% 
2.6 - 	 5.0% 
5.1 - 10.0% 

10.1 - 	16.5% 
16.6 - 25.0% 
25.1 - 	33.3% 
33.4 - 	50.0% 
50.1 -I- 

Alphabetic Symbol 

A 
'3 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
J 
K 
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Analysis of Sub-Provincial Contributions to the Variance 

On the basis of the binomial factor corresponding to the esti-
mated total of a characteristic, the decision is made whether 
to study sub-provincial contributions to the variance of this 
characteristic or not. A hiqh binomial factor or a substantial 
increase in the factor over the correspondinq factors for the 
previous months indicate that a study should be carried out to 
determine the origins of the high variance or increase in the 
factor. 

A portion of the provincial variance is contributed by each 
subunit or pair of PSUs and these contributions tallied over 
all subunits and pairs of PSUs yield the variance estimate of 
the characteristic total at the provincial level. The purpose 
of the analysis of subprovincial contributions to the variance 
is to determine those subunits or PSU5 where the portion of the 
variance contributed is excessively large relative to a desired 
portion based on the population and samplinq ratio in the sub- 
provincial area. Such "problem areas't are determined by a 
statistical test of hypothesis. 

The results of the analysis for those characteristics and 
• 	provinces, as determined by their binomial factors, are presented 

in Tables 2a, 2b, etc. The percentage of the variance contributed 
is simply the contribution by the pair of PSUs or subunit expressed 
as a percentage of the provincial variance. The desired percentage 
contribution is the ratio of a weighted population estimate of the 
subunit or stratum to a weighted total population estimate of the 
province expressed as a percentaqe. The weights (a weight of 1 for 
NSRU PSUs and a weight of 1.5 for SRU subunits) adjust the popula-
tion estimates to take into account the difference in sampling 
ratios between NSRU and SPU parts of the province. 
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Adjusted Binomial Factors 

The binomial factor or the ratio of the variance of a Labour Force esti- 
. 	mate to the variance of this estimate if similar results had been ob- 

tained from a simple random sample is a measure of the quality of the 
variances of Labour Force estimates. For those estimates where the bino-
mial factor is large, either absolutely or relative to previous months, 
a detailed study of the subprovincial contributions to the variance is 
carried out. This analysis essentially separates the subprovincial areas 
into two groups: 

1) Those Strata and subunits which contributed significantly in 
excess of the desired contribution by the area. 

and 2) Those strata and subunits which contributed more or less the 
desired contribution by the area. 

The question may arise as to what the binomial factor would have been if 
the strata or subunits in (1) contributed more or less the desired contri-
bution, based on the estimated population. The adjustment which is pro- 
posed and which is being tried out for analysis is as follows: 

( 1) The variance remains unchanged in (2) 
(ii) The variance is reduced in (1) and the combined variance in (1) 

and (2) is reduced so that the contribution in (1) and (2) are in direct 
proportion to weighted sample takes. 

A more detailed write-up and algebraic development is presented in LFSP-
74-119 (Nov. 1974) entitled "Binomial Factors in the Labour Force Survey". 

. 

	

The adjusted binomial factor reduces the binomial factor to a value it 
would have been had the variance contribution by the areas identified by 
(1) contributed in the same proportion as the areas identified in (2). 
If this adjusted binomial factor has approximately the same value as 
previous binomial factors in which a subprovincial analysis was not 
deemed necessary, then the subprovincial areas identified in (1) were 
the cause of the high variance. If the adjusted binomial factor is still 
in excess of previous binomial factors then the subprovincial areas iden-
tified In (1) although part of the cause of the high variance were not 
the only causes of a high variance; other causes might be a general clus-
tering of the characteristic throughout the whole province, gradual dete-
rioration of the stratification or other reasons. These binomial factors 
do possess a sampling variance and this results in rigorous interpretations 
of these binomial factors being impossible to make. 

In the quality report variance, write-up, the adjusted binomial factors 
will be calculated to determine whether or not the subprovincial areas 
identified appear to be the main cause for the high variance. 

1-1 
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. 	Analysis of the Subprovincial contributions to the Provincial Variance 

Estimates for the June 1975 Survey 

For the estimate of Unemployed in Newfoundland the binomial factor 

increased from 1.88 for the May survey to 2.89 for the June survey. An 

analysis of the subprovincial contributions to the provincial variance 

estimate for this characteristic revealed two pairs of PSU's for which the 

actual contribution significantly exceeded the desired percentage contribu-

t ion. 

Table 2a. Actual versus Desired Contribution to the Provincial 

Variance Estimate of Unemployed in Newfoundland by 

PSU's and subunits 

PSUs or Subunits 

Identification - 	Location 

Actual 	Percentage 

Contribution 

Desired Percentage 

Contribution 

00021-00023 - Hermitage 12.44 2.71 
Bay area 

03003-03006 - Notre Dame 37.37 1.98 

Bay area 

All 	other PSUs and Subunits 50.19 95.31 

The adjusted binomial factor with a value of 1.52  indicates that 

although these subprovincial areas are the causes of the high variance 

estimate there has been some over compensation for the excessive variance 

contribution by these areas in the calculation of an adjusted variance. 

Detailed analyses which have been carried Out in February and April of 

this year to determine the causes of excessive contributions by PSU's 

03003 and 03006 have shown that the weighted and unweighted sample takes 

differ substantially between the two PSU's due to the removal of persons 

in sampled areas of PSU 03006 under the Government Resettlement Program. 

The binomial factor for the estimate of the total number of persons 

employed in Prince Edward Island was unusually high with a value of 5.25. 
However, no subprovincial areas were found to contribute significantly in 

excess of their desired contribution and this indicates the excessive 

variance for the June survey was spread among most areas of the province. 

S 
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In Saskatchewan the binomial factor for the characteristic 
Unemployed increased from 0.95  for the May survey to 1.914 for the June 
survey. The analysis of strata contributions to the provincial variance 
estimate resulted in the identification of four SRU-subunits for which 
the actual contribution greatly exceeded the desired contribution. 

Table 2b. Actual versus Desired Contribution to the Provincial 
Variance Estimate of Unemployed in Saskatchewan by 
PSU's and Subunits 

PSUs or Subunits Actual 	Percentage Desired Percentage 
Identification - Location Contribution Contribution 

72101 - Saskatoon 11.1 1  2.42 

72102 - Saskatoon 8.68 2.56 

72107 - Saskatoon 24.57 2.13 

72108 - Saskatoon 3.38 1.23 

All 	other PSUs and Subunits 52.23 91.66 

I lie ad us ted hi riomi a] factor with a va ue uf 1 . 11 i5 I n ii ne with 
binomial factors for the same characteristic for previous months and it can 
be concluded the above subprovinciaI areas are mostly responsible for the 
increased variance estimate. 

Detailed analysis to determine causes of excessive contribution by selected 
strata 

For the subunit 72107 in Saskatchewan the actual percentage 
contribution to the provincial variance of Unemployed was 24.57%  compared 
to a desired contribution of 2.13.  An examination of the half-stratum 
estimates from each component of the subunit of labour force status by 
industry reveals an unequal distribution of industries between the two 
components with a clustering of unemployment in the second component. The 
result was that the unemployment rate based on half-stratum estimates for 
the first component was 0 compared to 35.7% for the second component. It 
should be noted that the number of weighted and unweighted samples takes 
differs substantially between the two components. Component 1 includes 
rotation groups 1,3,5  while component 2 includes rotation groups 2,4,6. 

. 
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. 	
ruble 3. EstHmates and Sample Takes by Characteristic and 

Component for Subunit 72107 for June 1975 

Employed Unemloyed In Labour Force 

Industry Component 1 Component 2 Component 1 Component 2 Component 1 Component 2 

Est. ,41  Est. # Est. # Est. # Est. # Est. II 

gricu1ture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OtherPri- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

mary 	md. 

lanufactur- 671+ 3 253 1 0 0 26' 1 671+ 3 517 2 
ing 

Constructior 560 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 560 3 0 0 

Iransporta- 981+ 4 226 1 0 0 0 0 984 4 226 1 
tion & 

other 

Uti 1 i ties 

rrade 428 2 434 2 0 0 195 1 1+28 2 629 3 

Finance 190 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 190 1 0 0 

Services 913 5 368 2 0 0 253 1 913 5 621 3 

Public 1+36 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 436 2 0 0 
dmini stra- 

tion 

rotal 4185 20 1281 6 0 0 712 3 1+185 20 1993 9 

Est) denotes half-stratum estimates based on the PSU 

II ) denotes unweighted sample takes. 
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Appendix Ill 

S 

NON- RLS PONSE 

i'he contents of this appendix are taken from publication NR 75-06 
(June [975), Non-response in the Canadian Labour Force Survey, 
prepared by J.R. Norris, Household Surveys Development Staff, 
and E.T. McLeod of Field Division. 
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o t-Rsponse in the Canadian 
labour Force Survey 

1. 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 80% response rate (20% non-response rate) will have 90/80 or 1.125 
times the sampling variability of corresponding figures based on the 
same sample with 90% response rate (10% non-response rate). Together 
with the 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 than 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. 

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

S ncreases sharply during the summer months when people are generally away 
on vacation (Graph GI). 

In this report, non-response data are summarized at the economic region, 
regional office and Canada levels in the form of tables and graphs. For 
Canada and each of the regional offices, non-response data are given for 
each of the four components 1  of non-response as well as for total non-
response. Furthermore, month to month and year to year changes in non-
response rates are also included. At the economic region level, global 1  
non-response rates and the actual and expected percentage contributions 
to the total non-response of the regional office are specified for every 
economic region within each regional office. The line graphs indicate 
the trends in non-response rates over the current year and the previous 
two years. 

II. Monthly Meeting on Non-Response 

A meeting on non-response with J.R. Norris, Household Surveys Development 
Staff, and E.T. McLeod, Field Division, is held every month to discuss the 
more pronounced movements in the current non-response data. The points 
covered during this meeting are incorporated in the analysis given in the 
next section. 

0 	 . See definitions at end of non-response report. 
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I I I 	An 	1'v!- 

A. AL t-lic Canada Levt1 

The overall non-response rate at the Canada level increased from 4.7% 
in May to 5.8% in June. This month's higher rate was due to increases 
in the T.A., Ni and "other' t  components. The overlap non-response rate 
increased from 0.4% in May to 0.5% in June and the adjusted overall 
non-response rate for the June survey was calculated to be 5.3%. 

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 6.8%, this 
year's June rate was lower. Decreases in the Ni and N2 components were 
mainly responsibtu for the lower rate this year. 

B. At the Regial Office_Level 

1. St. John's Regional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the St. John's Regional Office 
increased from 3.7% in May to 4.4% in June. This month's higher rate 
was due to increases in the T.A. and "other" components. No change was 
recorded in the overlap rate of 0.7% from May to June and the adjusted 
overall non-response rate was computed to be 3.7% in June. 

irnpared with the 5.1% overall non-response rate for June 1974, this 
. 	var's June rate was lower. At the component level, decreases in the 

N, N2 and "other" rates accounted for this year's lower rate. 

2. Halifax Regional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the Halifax Regional Office increased 
from 6.3% in May to 7.4% in June. The higher rate this month was due 
to a 1.3% increase in the T.A. component. No change was recorded this 
month from the 0.9% overlap rate in May and the adjusted overall non-
response rate for June was calculated to be 6.5%. 

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate (6.6%), this 
year's rate was higher. Increases in the T.A. and "other" components 
accounted for this year's higher rate. 

The refusal rates for Economic Regions 30 and 31 still continue to be 
high. These refusal rates over the past four months for both of these 
regions are shown in the table below: 

Refusal }ates 

Economic Re ion 30 (%) 	Economic te1on 31 (% 

March 1.2 1.8 
April • 	
May 

2.3 3.1 
3.3 3.3 

June 3.7 3.0 
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1. 	Mont ti1 ReU,ional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the Mont rca 
trom 2.8% In May to 4.2% in June. The higher 
increases In the l.A., Ni and N2 components. 
chinge in June from the 0.5% rate recorded in 
all non-response rate was computed to be 3.7% 

Regional Office increased 
rate this month was due to 
The overlap rate did not 
May and the adjusted over-
in June. 

Compared with the 6.9% overall non-response rate last year, this year's 
June rate was much lower. The lower rate this year was attributed to 
decreases in the T.A., Ni and N2 components. 

4. Ottawa Reional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the Ottawa Regional Office increased 
from 5.1% in May to 7.5% in June. At the component level, increases in 
the T.A. and Ni rates were responsible for this month's higher rate. No 
change was noted in the overlap rate of 0.1% from May to June and the 
adjusted overall non-response rate for the June survey was calculated to 
be 7.4%. 

Compared with last year's 6.2% overall non-response rate for June, this 
year's rate was higher. The higher rate this year was mainly due to a 
1.8% increase in the T.A. component. 

. 	

. Toronto Re gional Office 

overall non-response rate for the Toronto Regional Office increased 
from 4.8% in May to 5.4% in June. The increase of 0.8% in the T.A. com-
ponent resulted in the higher rate this month. There was no overlap rate 
recorded this month in the Toronto Regional Office even though 1 house-
hold was listed in the N6 category. 

Compared with the 7.0% overall non-response rate one year ago, this year's 
rate was lower. Decreases in the Ni, 112 and "other" components were re-
sponsible for this year's lower rate. 

6. WinnijgRegional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the Winnipeg Regional Office increased 
from 3.1% in May to 3.8% in June. At the component level, increases in 
the T.A., Nl and "other" rates were responsible for this month's higher 
rate. The overlap rate increased from 0.47 in May to 0.7% in June and 
the adjusted overailnon-response rate was calculated to be 3.1% for June. 

Compared with last year's June overall non-response rate of 3.7%, this 
year's rate was slightly higher. However, the "other" component increased 
by 1.2% while the T.A., Ni and N2 components decreased by 0.3%, 0.6% and 
0.4% respectively. 

•iion-response rate of 17.4% was noted in Economic Region 63. This high 
te was the result of documents for 19 households having been lost in the 
ii and therefore were coded in the N3 category. 
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7. Edmn ion Re g  iqfç 

S 	Thi' overall non-response rate for the Edmonton Regional Office increased 
from 3.3% in May to 4.6% in June. This month's higher rate was due to 
increases in the T.A., Ni and "other" components. The overlap rate in-
creased by 0.2% from May to June and the adjusted overall non-response 
rate for the June survey was computed to be 4.0%. 

Compared with last year's overall non-response rate (6.4%) for June, this 
year's rate was lower. This year's lower rate was attributed to decreases 
in the T.A., Ni and N2 components. 

8. Vancouver Regional Office 

The overall non-response rate for the Vancouver Regional Office increased 
from 7.3% in May to 8.5% in June. This month's higher rate was mainly due 
to Increases in the T.A. and Ni components. The overlap rate increased 
from 0.4% in May to 0.5% in June and the adjusted overall non-response 
rate for the June survey was calculated to be 8.0%. 

Compared with the 10.5% overall non-response rate in June 1974, this 
year's rate was lower. Decreases of 2.0% and 0.4% in the N2 and "other" 
components respectively accounted for this year's lower rate. 

The non-response rate for Economic Region 97 increased from 13.9% in May 
ti 14.4% in June. However, a decrease was noted in the "no one home" 

• (','l) component of 3.5%. 

The higher rate this month was actually due to increases In the T.A. and 
'other" components, as shown below: 

Non-Response Rates (E.R. 97) 

June (%) May (%) Change (%) 

Overall 14.4 13.9 +0.5 
T. 	A. 4.8 2.4 +2.4 
N 1 4.8 8.3 -3.5 
N2 2.4 2.4 - 

"other" 2.4 0.8 +1.6 
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Appendix 
CANADA 

liMe 1(a) 

it II Lu N1()I1L li iiid Yti r to Y;i r Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

Non-Response Rates May 1975 
Non-Response Rates 

...__.. May 1974 June 1974 
Non I  to to 10 

-R'ju ine June 	197 	i . May 1975 .June 	197.r  June 1974 May 1974 
June 1974 June 1975 

I 	Conqiuneni I 
()_J_2  _7o±.. _(_______ 

+0.5 

Overall 5.8 	4.7 	+1.1  -0.2.  

+0.2 T.A. 2.2 1.2 +1.0 2.0 1.5 

Ni 1.3 1.1 +0.2 1.8 1.9 -0.1 -0.5 

N2 14 16 -O.L_ _2.1 2.4 -Q.L 7.0.9 

9r 
5 

_QJ__ - 	 i..2  

Overlap 

Aditistuti 
- 

l',ihle 	1(b) 

it 	the Regional Office Level 

Expected Non- Actual Percentage Expected Percentage 
Regional Number Response Contribution to Contribution to 
Ofice of Rate Total Non-Response Total Non-Response 

Households (%) 
[ 

at the Canada Level at the Canada Level 

St. John's 	____13682 4.4 4.0 5.2 

Halifax 5,760 7.4 22.9 17.9 

Montreal 
- 5..,346 4.2 12.2 16.6 

Ottawa 1 3 927 7.5 7.8 6.0 

Toronto 6,46 5.4 17.9 19.1 

Winnipeg 3.  8___ ________ 99 

Edmonton 4,083 4.6 10.0  

- 	Vnc'iiver n wq 
: . 85  : _i _ 16  12.6 
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Appendix 2 
ST. JOHN'S REGIONAL OFFICE 

Non-Response Rates 	May 1975 
- 	 to 
June 1975 	May 1975 	June 1975 

c!2 	(%)  

Non-Response Rates 

June 1974 	May 1974 

May 1974 
to 

June 1974 

June 1974 
to 

June 1975 

• 

0.7 

7__ 5.I 52_ 0.1 

0 

7O.4 -- 

-0.5 

- 

T. A.  

N2  

Overlap  

Adjusted  

___1.0_ 

0.7 

3.0 

-OI.__ 

- 

1.3 

1.7 

±OL 

-0.2 

- 

1.5 

- 

- 

- 

3.7__ -  +0. 7 - - - 

Table 2(h) 

:ou-Responst Data at the Economic Region Level 

Expected Non- Actual Percentage Expected Percentage 
Economi c Number Response Contribution to Contribution to 
Region of Rate Total Non-Response Total Non-Response 

- 

ltotist'held; - 	 (7.) at 	the R.O. Level at the R.O. Level 

00 254 2.8 9.5 15.1 

01 670 4.3 39.2 39.8 

5.4 02 150 2.7  8.9 

Lc 	i' 	ii1 Y 	t . H '{c1r (t!- in tH 

Non 
-Response 
Component 

Overall 

Ni 

Other 

03 

04 

05 

21.6 

23.0 

1.3 

17.6 

17.5 

- __ 



. 

. 

0 



111-8 
ST. JOHN'S RECIONAL OFFICE 

Craph C2 

p 

.0 

0 

0- 

() 

'1 

U 

L 

0 
0 

15 	............... ....................II 

TOTAL 

- 	I 	•HTFMPORARILY ABSENT - - - -- 

NO ONE HOME 	-x-x- 

1? 

11 

In 

8 

7 

6 

5 

'l 

3 

2 

I. 

0 

5 

4 

I 

7 

1 

1 
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Appendix 3 
HALIFAX REGIONAL OFFICE 

S Table 3(a) 

Mouth to Mouth and Year to Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

Non 
-Response 
Component 

Overall 

N .1 

Other 

S Tah I 	(1)) 

I):ita 	:i 	t1: 	Fcrnir i - 	Region 	Level 

r Expected 	Non- 	Actual Percentage 	Expected Percentage 
Economic 	Nucnbcr 	Response 	Contribution to 	Contribution to 
Riion 	of 	Rate 	Total. Non-Response 	Total Non-Response 

1{oisthohIs 	(%) 	at 	the R.O. 	Level 	at 	the R.O. 	Level 

10 	 4.0 	- 	6.8 

20 	541 	5.9 	7.5 	9.4 

21 	- 	561_ 	7.8 	10.3 	9.7 

• 	22 	1,356 	6.4 	204 	23.6 

23 	500 	5.2 	6.1 	8.7 

30 	53j 	12.7 	16.0 	9.3 

31 	635 	9.0 	13.4 	______ 	11.0 

663 	8.6 	13.4 	- 	11.5 

10.0 

____(7)__ 	 (7) 	(%)=__(%) 

	

Non-Response_Rates 	May 1975 	NOn-ReSPOnSe RateS 

to 
June 1975 	May 1975 	June 1975 	June 1974 	May 1974 

7.4 	6.3 	+1.1 	6.6 	6.9 

T.A.  

1s 	15 	J  

I3 	±L1 	20__l.4_ 

N2  

- 	1.5 	1.5 	- 	0.6 

1.8 	2.0 	-0.2  

0.9  Over] ap  

Adjusted  6.5 	5.4 	+1.1  
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Non-Response Rates 

June 1975 	May 1975 

May 1975 
to 

June 1975 

- 

J 

+1.4 - 

1.1 03 _±08__ - 

1.0 -- 

1J_ 

±Q5____ 

1.4_ +0,1 

0.7 0.7 - 

0.5 0.5 - - 

3.7 2.3 +1.4 

N on 

Con pon&it I 

Overall 

T.A. 

Ni 

N2 

Other 

Overlap 

Adjusted 
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Appendix 4 
MONTFEA1. REGIONAL OFFTCE 

Trihe 4(a)  

too Moii til iud iti r to 'ar Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

Lti 	it 	t1it ,  1' 	WH 	i'iiOfl Level 

Economic 1 Region 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 • 47 

Expected Non- Ac tual Percentage Expected 	Percent age 

Number Response Contribution to Contribut ion to 
of Rate Total Non-Response Total Non-Response 

LlI  (%) 

 2.7 

1.1 

at 	the R.O. Level at the R.O. Level 

 5.4 291  3.5 

1.8 6.8 

2.5 2.2 3.8 

854 3.6 13.6 16.0 

480 	- 4.0 8.4  9.0 

2.3 6.2 11.2 

473 3.2 --6 

2,flS0 6.3 57.7 	- 38.9 
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Appvndix 5 
iflrA.\ RK(; TONA I. 01'I I CE 

Table 5(a) 

Lid 	LU 	U1Ii .Thi 	 Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

S '1ib I e 	S 

N:n-T;:U Data at 	the 	Eeonouiie 	Awgion l e vel 

Expected Non- Expected Percentage Actual Percentage 
Economic Number Response Contribution to Contribution to 
Ree,ion of Rate Total Non-Response Total Non-Response 

Households (Z) at 	the R.O. 	Level at 	the R.O. 	Level 

40 12 16.7 1.4 0.6 

48 214 8.4 12.4  11.1 

49 L2J 5.5 	- 4.8 6.6 

- 50 1 003  6.6 45.5  52.1 

- 58 571 9.1 35.9 29.6 
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Appendix 6 
TOkDT REGIONAl, OFFICE 

Table 6(a) 

eLh to 1oiith arid Year to Yc:ir Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

Non 
-Response 
Component 

Overall 

T.A. 

WI 

N2 

0th C' t 

Overlap 

Ad lust ed 

Non-Response Rates 

June 1975 	May 1975 

(%) 

May 1975 
to 

June 1975 

Non-Response_Rates 
May 1974 

to 
June 1974 

(%) 

June 1974 
to 

June 1975 

(') 

June 1974 

 (%) 

May 1974 

 (%) 

5.4 4.8 +0.6 7.0  7.0 - -1.6 

22 _14 

_15 

8_ 2 .7 1-7 . 

ij 

-01_ 1.7 -(Li _ 
-OL_. -. 	2.5 _26L -0.1 

- 	_5,4 ---.- - -- -- 

TahI 	i;  (b) 

-Iaaie;e Data at the Economic Region Level 

Expected 	Non- 	Actual Percentage 	Expected Percentage 
Economic 	Number 	Response 	Contribution to 	Contribution to 
Region 	of 	Rate 	Total Non-Response 	Total Non-Response 

Households -- 	 (%) 	- 	at the R.O. Level 	at the R.O. Level 

	

51 	1________  

	

52 	205 	6.5 	48.8 	40.8 

	

9(14 	_.O 	13. 4 	14.7 - 

_581 - 	5.0 	8.7 	9.5 

	

609 	3.8 	-6.9 	9.9

3.156   	
5.1 	8.95 -4 5 

	

544 4.0 6.6 	8.8 
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Ni 	- 0.5_____ --0.4------- _±O.L 

N2 0.8 1.3 -0.5 

0.5__ _+0.8 

Overlap 0.7 0.4 

Adjusted 3.1 27 	- 
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WTNN I I'EC REC [ONAL OFFICE 

, 	 Table 7(a) 

Month to Month and Year to Year Changes In the Non-Response Rates 

Non 	
Non-Response Rates May 1975 	

Non Response Rates May 1974 
	June 1974 

to 	 to 	to 
-Response June 1975 	May 1975 June 1975 	June 1974 	May 1974 June 1974 	June 1975 
Component 

	

(%) 	(%) 	(%) 	(7) 	(%) 	(%) 	(%) 

Overal1 	L 3.8 	3.1 	3,7_ 	3.0 

T.A. 

Tb1e 7(b) 

ii-Response Data at the Economic Region Level 

Expected Non- Actual Percentage Expected Percentage 
Economft Number Response Contribution to Contribution to 
Region of Rate Total Non-Response Total Non-Response 

11ou5eho1ds (%) at the R.O. Level at the R.O. Level 

509 
- 	 17 0.0 0..Q 0 ! 5 

59 233 	- 3.9 7.3  7.3 

60 1,086 3.8 33.4 33.8 	- 

61 

cA ,,. 11 62 54 
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Appendix 8 
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ib1e 8(a) 

:tth to Mouth and Year to Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates 
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Appendix 9 
VANCOUVER REGIONAL OFFICE 

• 	
Thhie 9(a) 

Month to Moo Li md Yoir to Year Changes in the Non-Response Rates 

	

Non-Response Rates 	May 1975  
Non 	 to 

-Resionse June 1975 	May 1975 	June 1975 
Component 

Overall 	73  

T.A. 	___ 	+i.o_  
Ni ., 	 .. 	 •- 	-. 

N2 	2.1 	2 

Other 	1.0 	1.0 

Overlap 	0.5 	0.4 	+ 

Adjusted 	8.0 	6.9 	+ 
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Appendix 10 

1. Dwelling 

A dwelling is a set of living quarters which is structurally separate 
and has a private entrance from outside the building or from a common 
hail or stairway inside the building. The entrance must be one which 
can be used without passing through someone else's living quarters. 

2. Household 

A household refers to any person or group of persons occupying a 
dwelling. A household may consist of a family group with or without 
servants, lodgers, etc., or it may consist of a group of unrelated 
persons sharing a dwelling, or even one person living alone. Hotels, 
motels and institutions may also contain one or more households 
composed of staff members, employees, permanent residents or persons 
who have no usual place of residence elsewhere. 

3. Expected Number of Households 

The expected number of households is defined as the number of house- 
. holds (as defined above) in a specified area. Dwellings classified 

is V-types are not included in this count as they contain no house-
holds. 

4. Overlap (N6) 

A dwelling is designated as an overlap if it was selected to be in 
both the existing Labour Force Survey and the Revised Labour Force 
Survey but was not assigned for field enumeration in the existing 
Labour Force Survey. 

5. Non-Response Rate 

The overall non-response rate refers to the percentage of the 
• 	expected number of households that were not interviewed due to their 

unavailability to the survey interviewer or to the lack of co-
operation on the part of the householder. It is the sum of the 
following four components of non-response defined below: 

(i) Temporarily Absent (T.A.) 

A temporarily absent household refers to a household 
hee all. the household members are absent for the 
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(if) No One at Home (Ni) 

A non-Interview household is designated as "No One at 
Home" when after a reasonable number of call backs, 
there was no responsible member available to inter-
view. 

(iii) Refusal (N2) 

A non-Interview household is designated as a 
"refusal" when a responsible member of the house-
hold definitely refuses to provide the survey 
information requested. 

(iv) Other (N3-N6) 

A non-interview household is designated as "other" 
when the non-interview is due to reasons other than 
those specified above. Such non-interviews may be 
due to no interviewer available, impassable road 
conditions, death, illness, language problems, 
interviewers' returns lost in the mail, overlap with 
the Revised Labour Force Survey, etc. 

6. Adjusted Non-Response Rate 

The adjusted non-response rate is an estimate of what the overall 
non-response rate would have been if there had been no overlap. 
Algebraically, it is defined as follows: 

Adjusted 	rfl(TA) + n(Nl) + n(N2) + n(N3 + NA + N5)1 
Non-Response = I 	 • 100 

Rate 	LExpected Number of Households - n(N6)J 

where n(c() is the number of households which have been assigned 
the non-response code -4.  

7. Economic Region (E.R.) 

Each province in Canada is divided into a number of geographical 
areas called economic regions. An economic region is defined as an 
area of structural homogeneity according to such factors as soil 
characteristics, production and marketing possibilities, and 

mre re i a 1 and i ndur t ri a 1 potent i fl 1 
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8. Actual_Contrihutlonto_Non-Response 

This term is defined as the ratio of the number of non-respondent 
households (ie, T.A., Ni, N2, N3-N6) in an economic region (or in 
a regional office) to the number of non-respondent households In 
the regional office (or in Canada). This ratio is expressed as a 
percentage. 

9. Expected Contribution to Non-Response 

This term Is defined as the ratio of the expected number of households 
in an economic region (or in a regional office) to the expected number 
of households In a regional office (or in Canada). This ratio is 
expressed as a percentage. 
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Comparison of Canadian and American Unemployment Rates 

Seasonally-Adjusted Actual 

Canadian American Canadian American 

I975 	- June 7.2 8.6 6.8 9.1 
May 7.1 9.2 7.1 8.3 
April 7.2 8.9 8.1 8.6 
March 7.2 8.7 8.6 9.1 
February 6.8 8.2 8.6 9.1 
January 6.7 8.2 8.4 9.0 
December 6.0 7.2 6.1 6.7 
November 5.5 6.6 5.1 6.2 
October 5.3 6.0 4.4 5.5 
September 5.5 5.8 4.5 5.7 
August 5.3 5.4 4.4 5.3 
July 5.2 5.3 4.6 5.4 

1974 - June 4.9 5.2 4,8 5,8 

Comparison of Canadian and American Unemployment Rates 
by Month, January 1972 to Date 

Seasonally adjusted 
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Coniparatson or LIS Unemployed and CIC ('.Iaiinants ories 
January 1974 to dai 

IFS 
JInuuipliod 
(000 s) 

IIIC 
C Laimanis 
(000s) 

Ratio 
(Iain,aiLs 
1Ii1enIved 

1. IS 
IJiiuiiLo.'od 
(000s ) 

IC 
(.IaunAIlt 
'000's) 

RaLio 
C Laimants 
Ineinploved 

. 1975 122 

December December 597 910 1.52 
November November 493 760 1.54 
Uctober October 430 679 1.58 
September September 431 664 1.54 
August August 447 694 1.55 
JuLy July 465 719 1.55 
June 704 June 469 748 1.59 

714 1,106 1.57 Nay 524 825 1.57 
April 795 1,186 1.66 ApriL 568 960 1.69 
larcl, 840 1,221 1.45 >iarch 599 984 1.64 
obruarv 839 1,214 1.45 February 635 1,009 1.59 

January 817 1,134 1.39 January 637 981 1.54 

Comparison of Labour Force Unemployed and Unemployment 
Insurance Claimants by Month, January 1972 to Date 
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Unemployment rate represents the number of 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-
institutional population 16 years of age and over who, during 
the reference 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 

m 

. 

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

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

- m15t be capable of and 
available for work and 
unable to obtain suitable 
employment (except in case 
of illness and pregnancy) 

- contribution 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 
eligible for total benefit 
if weekly earnings do not 
exceed one quarter of 
weekly rate of benefit; 
work-related income in 
excess of 25% of weekly 
rate is deducted from 
benefit  

- 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 
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