
                                                                                     

 
 
 

UNITED NATIONS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION  
Vienna International Centre, P.O. Box 300, 1400 Vienna, Austria 

Tel: (+43-1) 26026-0 · www.unido.org · unido@unido.org 

 

 

 

 

OCCASION 

 

This publication has been made available to the public on the occasion of the 50
th

 anniversary of the 

United Nations Industrial Development Organisation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DISCLAIMER 

 

This document has been produced without formal United Nations editing. The designations 

employed and the presentation of the material in this document do not imply the expression of any 

opinion whatsoever on the part of the Secretariat of the United Nations Industrial Development 

Organization (UNIDO) concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or of its 

authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries, or its economic system or 

degree of development. Designations such as  “developed”, “industrialized” and “developing” are 

intended for statistical convenience and do not necessarily express a judgment about the stage 

reached by a particular country or area in the development process. Mention of firm names or 

commercial products does not constitute an endorsement by UNIDO. 

 

 

 

FAIR USE POLICY 

 

Any part of this publication may be quoted and referenced for educational and research purposes 

without additional permission from UNIDO. However, those who make use of quoting and 

referencing this publication are requested to follow the Fair Use Policy of giving due credit to 

UNIDO. 

 

 

CONTACT 

 

Please contact publications@unido.org for further information concerning UNIDO publications. 

 

For more information about UNIDO, please visit us at www.unido.org  

mailto:publications@unido.org
http://www.unido.org/


I.I 

U* 

u« 

25 

^^ 

I f\    4' I28   1 

1 
1 
1 

L?5 I 1.4 H.6 

20 

18 

I 1.4 I 
1111^= li 



/ ì)02.m 
United Nations Industrial Development Organization 

Interregional Seminar on Industrial Location 
and Regional Development 
Minsk, August 1966 

1, ^   - 

2 
Distribution 
LIMITED 

ID/WG.9/8 
18 June 1968 

3N5LISH ONLY 

mmmàL mmmiQ oBoyra m umpt MOBILITY IK CASADA 

1956 to VX& 

J.C. Mills 
Department of leonoaics, Waterloo Lutheran University, 

Ontario, Canada 

w 
^ ^!W anf,opinìon8 expressed in this paper are those of the author and do 
not necessarily reflect the views of the secretariat of UNIDO. 

id.67-241 



United Nations Industriai Development Organization 

Distribution 
LIMITED 

ID/WG.9/8 SUMMARY* 
18 June 1968 

ORIGINAL:    ENGLISH 

Interregional Seminar on Industrial Location 
and Regional Development 
Minsk, August 1968 

REGIONAL BOOIWgO OaOtffH AND LABOUR ÌPBILITY IS fíAWAM 

SUMMARY 

lay 

J, C. Mille 

Department of Economics, Waterloo Lutheran University, 
Ontario, Canada 

I *   ThiB is a suanwry of a paper issued under the sane title as ID/WG.9/8. 

1/ The views and opinions expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not 
necessarily refleot the views of the secretariat of UNIDO 

id. 68-196 



ye regret that SOM of th« page« in the «icrofiche 
copy of this report «ay not be up to the proper 
legibility standards, even though the best possible 
copy was used for preparing the master fiche. 

L 



ID/WO. 9/8 SlMMAitY 
Par. 3 

1. The period covered in this study is 1956 to I96I, the firs occasion, and 

the last to date, on which reasonably accurate connue: data are available., 

Canadian economists have tended to ignore the question of  intonai migration. 

possibly because of the paucity of statistics. The years I950 jo I96I are of 

particular interest as constituting a period of Stagflation in  economic growth 

in this country. 

2. The loading historical study of internal migration a^d ccono¡r¡ic griwth in 

Canada, covering tho poriod l&71-1951t idontifios four economic factors influ- 

encing migration. The first is nigher gor capita incoro,. Tho second is the 

shift from agriculture to manufacturing and the shift fror rural to urban area-;. 

The third factor in that famalas, once los;; .lubiio thr¡ ::. .lo* r-j n •. r. ir ' „Ybilo. 

TUJ fouvia factor ir. that high birth rute aroa¿ t^nd +• •; ì-FC po^ula^i^n to low 

"birth rato ."j?a.a&. Higration soomn to fluctuate witxi tho business cycle, 

3. Tho Canadian population and the labour force arc quito nobile, particularly 

for short distances. Interprovincial and interregional migration of workorn is 

fairly negligible in terms of numbers involved as compared with thoso alroady 

or still residing in the province or region. Throe provinces - Ontario, 

Alberta and British Columbia - were net gamers of working migrants while the 

romaining seven provinces were losers. Regionally, two regions*, Ontario 

and British Columbia, gained during 1956-1961 :• . '   - •    ' • thro o lo^-t. 

4. Various possible relationships of labour mobility with various economic 

variables have boon investigated and tho rosults may bo ta\ulated as follows: 

Birth rates: Some influent 
Por capita income levels: Close relationship 
Geographical distance: Little influence 
Language and customs: Little influence 
Population age distribution: Littls influence 
Growth of employment: uloso reiati, nship 
Wage rates: ?airly close relationship 
Changes in relativo wage rates: Little influence 
Urban-rural population ratio: Limited relationship 
Population density: Little influence. 

5. Among tho occupation groups of the labour force, the oorvioo and 

reoroational group Bhows the highest mobility and farmers tho leant.  In tern? 

of intorprovinoial mobility, craftsmen and laborers replace farmers as tho loact 

mobile group. Levels of educational attainment appear xc influonce mobility to 

some extent. Foreign immigrants are more important in terms of numbers than arc 

internal migrants. Classified by major industry group, miners hive the greatest 

tendency to move but workers in finance aro above average as well. Primary 

oooupations are not mobile. It is surprising perhaps that a greater proportion 
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of workers in the manufacturing category are not interprovincial movere. 

6.  A nunber of hypotheses have been investigated with regard to labour 

mobility and industrial location. First, that the export industrio, of a region 

tend to attract intorprovinoial migrants does not appear to be the case. Second 

the hypothesis that industr.es which doeporec geographically, that is, do not 

concentrato in any one region will attract workers from other regions is found 

to have merit. Thxrd, little evidence scons to support the contention that 

labour intensive industries will have relatively high labour nobility. PWth 

raw mafrial or resource-orient ed industrxes do not tend relatively to attrae! 

interprovincial migrants. In the fifth hypothesis, an attempt is made to 

estimate industrial efficiency in the leading industries of the wealthiest 

region and the poorest region. The efficient industries appear to have 

relatively less mobile labour forces. 
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Introduction 

1. Canada, while the second largest country in the world m land arci, has 

less than 1 per cunt of the world population. The standard of living of the 

average citizen, a difficult matter to assess in any country, iß usually re- 

garded as bcinfc, second highest in the world. It is amont the first half doz- 

en of the world's trading and industrialized nations and has a bountiful and 

diversified range of material resources. 

2. But this nation,  in recent years at least,  has no dearth of problems 

whore economic development is concerned.    The groat distances and limited 

population make for high costs, particularly in the manufacturing sector. 

The prosonco to the South of the world's richost nction leads to a demonstra- 

tion effect moaning that the average Canadian desires a standard of living 

boyond the level which can bo financed from domestic sources at this sta^o 

in economic development.    The willingness of foreigners to invest in Canada 

oncourages levels of domestic spending on investment and consumption which 

can only be financed by substantial annuel inflows of capita].    The dogrco 

of foreign investment end control of Canadian industry risos each year. 

3. Thoro is every indication that economic expansion over a long period of 

time has failed to narrow the rather groat income differentials which exist 

among the several Canadian rogions.    Residents of the poorest provinco have 

consistently had jx¡r capita incomcE only half the loved enjoyed by those 

living in tho richost provinco.    Industrialization shows little sign of 

"becoming loss conccntratod in the wealthy highly populated central regions 

and spreading to tho poorer regions. 

4. As can bo soon from figures 1 and 2, Canada is a nation of ton provincos 

with the regions usually being defined as five in number.    At times in the 

present study,  the analysis proceeds on a provincial basis, at other times 

data available mako it possible to take regional consideration into account. 

Tables 1 and 2 show tho ton provínoos and the difforoncce in porsonal income 

por capita, the five regions and their respective levels of income per capita 

and tho growth rates over considerable poriods. 

5. Tho prosont study focuses on the relationships, if any, botwocn intor- 

rogional labour mobility on tho one hand and regional economic growth and 

industrial location on tho other.    Obviously this topic is so complex and 
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Tablo 1 

Provincial poreoffal incono por cepita as r. 
percentage of the national average 

1927 

Newfoundland^ 

Prince Edward Island 

Novr. Scotir. 

Now Brunswick 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saskatchewan 

Albert?. 

British Columbia 

56 

67 

62 

85 

115 

103 

101 

115 
121 

1947 

56 

80 

72 

C3 

115 

103 

96 

109 

115 

fojESg:    Economic Council of Cemada, Firrt Annual Review, p.27. 

*    Newfoundland joined Canada in I949. 

Tablo 2 

Level and growth of personal income por capita by recio 

Level 

1962 

59 
62 

75 

67 

87 

117 

98 

96 

101 

114 

mi       ML       m. 
in Canadian dollar» 

•owth 
1927-62 1947-62 

it per ceni 

Atlantic 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Prairios 

British Columbia 

Canada 

286 

378 

509 

468 

535 

435 

633 

709 

981 

872 

980 

835 

1,124 

1,442 

1,930 

1,636 

1,870 

1,600 

4.1 

3.9 
3.9 
: < 

3.6 

3.8 

4.2 

4.9 

4.6 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

Source:    Economic Council of Canada, First ¿anual Reyiaw. p.27. 

-/   Excluding Newfoundland. 
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broad as to  bo worthy .of a vest amount of stud,- and detailed investigation. 

This study can at noat  deal only briefly and ii. a very preliminary wry -.:ith 

those relationships, dravi;-.¿ what conclusions aro possible and indicating 

fruitful areas for farther analysis. 

6.      In Chapter I tho rao the à of analysis is described and brief reference nc.de 

to Historical trends in internal migration.    Ir Chapter II, the mobility char- 

acteristics of tho Canadian, population and Irbour force  arc dor.lt with in teres 

of sex, distance of movement,  tho direction intorprovinci al and interregional 

migration has tricen ote.:  Chapter III analyses the influence of a number of 

variables on labour mobility.    By tni lar£c, thie study is concern od with the 

factors influencing ir.torprovincial and intorrcei ;nal shifts in the  labour 

force.    There is the faniliar difficulty of a feedback relationship,  namely, 

iB micratiun a cause or dc terrain art  cf economic axov.'th -r is it an effect or 

consequence of economic frowth?   Here wo will deal for the most part with the 

latter cr put another wry what  are the variables v/hic : cause an inflou or an 

outflow of workers frora one roción to mother.    7o illustrate we enquire 

whether birth rates, actual cr anticipated income  levóle, ine-«no growth rates, 

age of population, geographical propinquity, differing* lan£ua/*e and customs, 

labour foroe participation rates, the over-all growth in employment,  unemploy- 

ment levels,  wage rates,  the urban-rural population distributions, and 

population density appear to have any influence on interprovincial and inter- 

regional mobility of workers.     In some caaes, multiple correlation analysis is 

used to assess the significance for labour mobility of relative levels of 

prosperity and fecundity,  in other cases a more simple type of analysis is 

utilized. 

7. Chapter IV is concerned vritli lebour mobility analysed in terns of labour 

force occupation groups and major industries.    Ia Chapter V an attempt is 

made to relate mobility to industrial  location. 

I«    TECHNIQUES. INCLUDING L HISTORICAL VIEW 

tiethod of analysis 

8. The period covered in thie study- rantes from I956 to  I96I.    It might be 

objected that this is a relatively short period in which to analyse labour 

mobility and there is sono mont in this objection.    Iiouovcr, selection of the 

shorter period was unavoidable. 
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9.      7or one  thin¿-, .v.igrrti-n etctistics citable fcr our puposos and cov- 

ering a long historical period :JC simply not available.    A number of studios 

have boon mr.de of internal migrati• in Car.r.dr. but on the whe le economiste 

havo tended to neglect   this field M    EucUey, win.   iB principally interested 

in the relationship ,f population noves and business cycles, has two ostimates 

of noti ve born migrants >.- L7I to  1951 based on consufc data.    Xoyfitz,  and 

Inter lie Dougr.ll used life  table  survival retios to arrive at migration esti- 

mates for 1881 tc 1941.    T'ho Canade. Year BOOK annually contains p. cortain 

amount of dr.tr. but these dr.tr. include immigrants fron abroad.    At the time 

this paper was being v.Titton,«'   the Economic Council of Canade had a study of 

internal migration under way.    Ter mora recent years Yoshiko Kasahara has at- 

tomptcd to analyse population nhifts ¿n the basis eithor of the Census or of 

family allowimoo information, as is noted later in this study.    By and largo 

the analysis to dr.te has not attempted to relata migrants to economic growth 

and as a result the statistics avcilp.ble in these earlier studies are not 

useful in the present project. 

10.    The 1961 Census of Canada, however, did include for r. 20 per cent houso- 

hold sample, questions as to the city, town, village or municipality of resi- 

dence as of I956.    Earlier censuses did not include this information with the 

one exception of the 194I census:     a wartime year can hardly he regarded as 

representative.    Hence for the first tine we do have census data of a reliable 

nature on internal migration.    Admittedly the sample omitted single men and 

women not living in private households but residing instead in rooming houses 

and the like, presumably a highly mobile group.    It is likely therefore that 

the census infermati on considerably understates migration.    Porsone who wore 

not resident in Canada in I956 but who by 196I had emigrated to tait country 

-/ The tesi reviev of what studies have boen made is found in A.n. Sinclair 
U966) Internal Migration in Canada 1871-1951. unpublished doctoral dis- 
sertation, Harvard University.    K.C. Urquhard end K.A.H.  Euckley (Eds.) 
U965) Historical Statistico of Canada. Macmillan, Toronto, contains the 
Buckley, Keyfitz, Canada Year 3eok and Lc Dougr.ll estimates of internal 
migration.    Each presents national totale enly of nitration.    The Second 
Annual Roviow of the Economic Council of Canada,  (1965) Towards Sustainod 
and Balanced Economic C-rcwth. p.  Ill, has a table estimating not migration 
on a provincial basis 1941-1951 and I95I-I96I but no matrix is presented 
showing intorprovincial movements, information which is available in the 
I9ÓI Census and which is utilized in the present study. 

•J June 1966. 
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are excluded, thus removing ano source of ^ssiblo upward bias in the date. 

llultiplo movements ovor  the poriod could not bo taken into  account.    Census 

takers simply noted place of residence ir.  I96I uui aslccd for the sane infor- 

mation as of five years previous. 

11. A second basic roaoon for choosing the period 1956 to  1961, apart from 

the fact noted above that census data are availabio only for that period, is 

that those yoors on the uhole v/ero ones of relatively 3I0W economic growth. 

The volume of national output rose on the average by less than 1 per cent a 

year, well bolow the long term rato,    manufacturing output per capita actually 

declined {1961 as compared with 19í>6).    Unemployment ratios, particularly in 

the latter part of the period, were unusually high.    Generally, it can be 

eaid that the Canadian economy was on something of a plateau in terms of eco- 

nomic growth.   Fortunately such periods have been rare in the recent experi- 

ence of this country but  from the point of view of a study of relationships 

between labour mobility and economic growth, the years 1956 to I96I are of 

unusual interest. 

12. The techniques used in thiB study are on the whole simple ones with 

Chapter III containing a limited amount of multiple correlation analysis.    In 

Chapter V, where an attempt is made to relato labour mobility to industrial 

location, use is made of location quotients and localization coefficient 

curves.    Porhaps a brief explanatory note as to these techniques is desirable. 

The location quotient (L.Q.) was invented by ¡3.K. Hoover of the United Statos 

uf America in the 1930s and has beor. used extensively by P. Sargant Florence 

in studies of the British and American economies.    The L.Q. is defined, if 

employment is the base, for industry X in region Y as 

% region Y has of national employment in industry Xy 
% region Y has of national industrial employment 

IT To illustrato: 

(a) Per cent of employment industry X 

(b) Per cent of total Canadian 
manufacturing employment 

Location quotient is 

Total 
t B ç B 

20 30 35 15 100 

15 20 30 35 100 

20 
15 

¿2 
20 30 

¿2 
35 

1.33 1.7 0.43 
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ocononist.c who M,», Q..n    t   •   . ^      "^ lr'f•"'ti^ *= »o 
- ..        , P°rí  lnduirt"«» •"«  »o onjino. oí ,,rovtl! ft, , r0_ «*-.     Import or p,ssivo lnduatriJB ^ ¡ÍB)1M 
Substitution i>iRRi^ii¡+i,^ v. J-'-poi x 
+hft , ,x,      -valent,     -plient iß usually tricen rs 

íTJTí «ir m.-* bo u^ *~ - - ~— 
Z! ;  " ^<^>- -, *> ao,it ,,th ir ;tìpul.,ti0n l6 the „,„ 

* orient i,. , .con, „ routed industry crJ1 ta Mod eoo;°„p^
d- 

linkage of two industrias. e°ogr..phic 

^il!^'9" h" BOriOUB liCdt^i0n', lr" *" * «» "<>—* of assu^ 
•""" r"ng th° rC£l0"E *" *»*>• «* expenditure p^erns, production 

rr::; ii^:r triwhich i° ~* ~ ~ ~ «y Kina wiach of fors import substitution ooseibili+i•      T    *V 
study    MI off ,r.+ í        A    • Possibilities.    In the prosont 
»may,  tji oííort IB nade in Chantov V +^ ,<o~  +1 
industria  i  . +. 

le lcc?-tion quotient to relcto industriel  location and labour nobility. 

15.    The localization coeffiri.-->+ „mi(l1i 
fll^ , «emci^it usually acsociated with the nano of P S 
Florence, is r mo rrm»r   ,-p +u -, • 

,        .. ne.surc of the regional concentration of a givon indust      Ml 

tivo to some naticncl irr«ri+iirir  eiloV, ^ ry roía- 
Utio» „ .c „t,.;M;     Ud , """ ;: —f~^ «P^cnt, income, p^ 

hn. . •    „ ;U ooom<:i">* *«11B u. whether th. indust 
has r. tendency to concentrée in mB rcri• ,„ +    .,. maustrj  . 
uv„.t rofion or tc disporsc «locrashicrllv A 
Whether =„, rdr.tionahip ovists between l,bour nob^ litv ^J ^""r- 
coneentrr.tion of „ nmbûr „ „. . „ ' " B9tallV a0d tho ««Vapblo 

Chapter V '*     '       '"°dlCn indUBtrÍ°S ie -^-»- «•«» in 

F 
The aothod ef caiculatin, the loeaU^tion coefficient i8! 

à 
20 

B 

30 

Ç 

35 

D 

15 

Total 

100 
(a) Por cent of enplRyaont in industry X 

(b) Per cent of total Crnmlirn 
onnufr-cturiné.- c..,ployinont 

Difference (row 1 _ row 2) 

>£t ^B the puin 0f t>,«, r^o-i^....  /      nQ_ntiwi   ,. „. 
MA/       

noF|-tlVt>; differonf.AB , 20 . 0.2 
The limits to the value ->f th    n« **•   -, 100        ' 
little rodona! «acon^íi^0?^« ^1.    An industry showing 

15 

+5 

20 

+10 

30 

+5 
35 

-20 

100 

0 
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16.    T'ho reader  interested in internai migrali, n an ci orjnc:1'- ,-rovth ir. a 

much more historical  sensu   tirai is covered  u   thu present  study  ir referred 

to a recent paper cu + hic  cuV.;ec+ by A.,;;.  Einclrir of Dr.lhtursio University, 

Halifax, Canada/^    Sinclair is concerned principally with the effect   jf 

fluctuations in economie growth over tim„- upon internal ini ¿rat i on in Canada 

and not with the effect  of ni,'rati H upon economic growth.    Por the period 

I87I to I551 he uses th>j forward census curvi val rati-  technique ,in census 

data to estimate migrati..r..    The curvi vai ratio relates an observed chanco in 

population to an expected  cha^o basca    n age grmps at earlier ceneuecB - if 

tho observed total in loss for example than the expected, mitral i m has oc- 

cur rod from that provinco.    He finds that from l',/2l to 1931  population move- 

ments on a net basis were mainly t,wards Ontario  and British Columbia with 

the Atlantic provinces and tho Prairies consistent  lexers of population. 

I?.    Sinclair identifies four economic factors influencing internal migration: 

(B) Levels of jper capita income wore consistently higher during tho whole period 

1371 to I951 in the gaining provinces- (b) moro recently tho shift of 

the labour fcrce out ..f agriculture into manufacturing has led to inturpro- 

vincial migration as has the tendency of the population to move  from rural to 

urban areas:  (c) before  I9II males wore more mobile than females with tho ro- 

vorso true after 1911;  (cl) after 1911, intorpr, vincirl movements of pcpula- 

tion tended to be from, high birth rate areas to  low birth rate areas with 

some provincos like Quebec, with r high birth rate, experiencing  little net 

population movement.    Sinclair finds that both internal migration and migra- 

tion from abroad normally respond to fluctuations in economic prosperity. 

Thore appears to be no systematic relationship between growth in tho United 

Statos of America (attracting immigrants from Canada) and internal migration 

in Canada.    Sinclair reaches the conclusion that internal migration over this 

long period tonded to respond positively to both spatial and tonporal varia- 

tions in economic growth in Canada. 

18.    Since the preparation    f the present paper, tho Economic Council of 

Canada lias published r. study by Isabel 13. Andersen using tho conçus survival 

A.!;. Sinclair (I966) Economic Growth end Internal Ili grati on in Canada. 
IC7I-I95I. paper presented to the Annual Leotings, Canadian Political 
Science Association, Sherbrooke, Quebec. 
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technique        Uhilu Andersen concentrates principally on statistical measure 

ment   ,f net internal ai^ti -n in Canada   -vor a iwn£,thy pori* of years, she 

does   >bBorv. that paterne ,f ¡;ú,rati n ar.  influenced by differences among 

*.<> P-    -anees in ^ capote income levels and in relative rates  -f income 
gr;wth. 

II.    KQFILITY Df ClXATiA 

19- ïho data in tabi. 3 pavide aoiau indication of the mobility of tho 

Canadian papulation. It hardly seems appropriate t make international com- 

Prisons even if informati-n were available since oach nation is obviously 

unique in ita ph^icr.1 si,., transitati ,n facilities, industrial structure 

and so on. Nor, as has beer pointed out earlier xn this paper, can adequato 

comparisons ov.r tine be nad.. But we do have some idea of tho situation in 
I96I as compared with 1956. 

Population 
in 1961 T-tal 

Canadian population t typq of mavemft»t 

Canadian resident» 
3hort Kedium Lon^ 

-»       moVorB       ostane.      distanco      distance       öthor 

Migrants 
from 

 ______       abroad 
Males —~——.           

T.691.UO   3,235,921    1,933,018    i,022,254     266,172       „^ ^^ 

loo.osC      42. if, 

ÌOO.OJS 5c.7f nM 8>255 Qa 

Females 

7,611,511   3,248,079   1,930,761    1,042,221     260,618       14,479        235,103 

lOO.Cf, 42. # 

lOO.OT 59.4? 32. «f 8.C* 0.5* 

Total 

15,302,621    6,484,000    Ì 861 77Q    o rx?   >>,c 
.«.   r,uw   3,063,779   2,064,475     526,790       28,956 469,915 

100.0JÍ &./$ 

      100-^ 59.6:' 31.« 8.US 0.AÍ 

j*-*8*'    *** Jn" ^61 Census of Canada, Cr.tr.loeuo Ko.98-509, vol.IV. 

Ä£/^ bornie Council 
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20. For thi. populr.ti-.n -.e a who lo 42 out of ovory 100 had moved, indicatif.: 

surely  r. hi¿;h degree of nobility.     Virtually every  second person had moved 

his or hor place of residence,    A ¿oroat deal   if this mobility, ht-wovor, is 

obviously not related t;  industrial  £jrov;th or location,   since  as toblo 3 

shows,  sono 60 per cent of tho movers did s :• for a short distance only, that 

is within the  some municipality,  the  err-Host unit of government in Canada. 

Moves within tho sano municipality,  arbitrarily defined in table 3 as short 

distance  ones, probably have very united significance for industriel growth. 

Not vpiite one third of all uiovcs. wore medium di st,once,  that is within the 

samo province.    Those who moved a Ion;; distance,   :>r put another way, the in- 

terprovincial movers, compri cod some 8 per cent of all movers.    Thus we con- 

clude that interprovincial migration is not vory great, nor is sex significant 

for virtually no difference in type of movement is evident as between malos 

and f ornale s. 

21. Perhaps a more meaningful comparison for our purposes is the type of 

movement  in the labour force rather than the population.    Table 4 classifies 

movers by distance of move.    The resulte are very similar to those in table 

3 except perhaps that the mobility of the labour force is greater than that 

of tho population, 46 out of overy 100 portons having moved.    Females in the 

labour force are evidently more inclined to move than malos.    However their 

moves tond to be rather for short distances, i.e. within the same municipal- 

ity, than interprovincially. 

22. Interprovincial migration of the labour force 1956 to  I96I is shown in 

tablos 5 and 6.    Similar information is not readily available for the popu- 

lation cs a whole.    It will be noted from table 6 that during 1956 to I96I, 

seven provinces were losers, on a net basis, of members of the labour force - 

Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, Uova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec, 

Manitoba,  and Saskatchewan - while three provinces gained, namely Ontario, 

Alberta and British Columbia. 

23. Tho data in table 5 have been rearranged in table 7 so as to illustrate the 

interregional not migration of the labour force.    From table 8 it iß evident 

that of the five major regions of Canada, Ontario and British Columbia, gained 

in terms of net mi frati on of tho labour force. 

24. An r.ttempt is made in tho  succeeding chapters of this papar to relate 

these movements of population and labour force to industrial f^rowth. 

«•HUH 
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Tablo 4 

Canadian labour f orca, type ?f movamant. 

I«*©» Canadian roeidonts 
foto« Total Short Mudi um Long 

0.5^ 

3,670 

1*0 O.55C 

Migrant« 
frora tn 1961       «town       distance     districo     distance       0ther        e¿.oad 

4,512,081   2,036,423   1,218,40?     635,705      172,639 9,672        168,901 

ÌOO.OJS 45.15Í 

83,641 

100.0$        59,8£ 31.2JÉ 8.»5 

1,646,468      783,511      486,830     233,090        59,921 

ÌOO.OJC 47.6^ 

100.0^ 62.156        29.8$ 

Total 

6,158,549   2,819,934   1,705,237     868,795      232,560       13,342       252,542 

100.0?? 45.8JÍ 

100.0^ 60.5$ 30.8£ 8.25Í 0.JJÍ 

l2A2ËÎ   IZt °î ÍÍTlWPi!ín«' on «H»«*** data fe» the DoMnisi* 
SET   n ?*?*1BtiCB "ìi0h wiU * l»Wi*»4 in the 1961 Gmmmot Canada, Catalogue N0.98-51O. ^n»u« or 

^mieasÊÊÊm 
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teille  <f 
*** m^W^^Vl mrm^l fr:p 1956 te  1C61. Ccnr^m labour tr?» 

Kowfnundl.'jid 

Prinofc Edwrxtl lilcjui 

Row. Se -tir. 

QR^CMTIO 

Kanitobû 

Albore 

IrittÁ C luabir. 

în 
3Ut 

in 
if 

Bot 

in 
^ut 

iwt 

in 

»t 

in 
¿ut 

net 

in 
ut 

Rtlt 

in 
m% 

m% 

in 
w% 

net 

in 
?»t 

Mt 

in 
*nt 

Mit 

i9m 
3,737 

- I,£i9 

1,456 
1,9^7 
•  49 

3,0?9 
13,09 

- 5,580 

7,439 
9,513 

- 2,074 

21,843 
23,751 

• 1,906 

49,656 
38,216 

• 11,440 

13,537 
16,062 

- 4,525 

10,647 
20,932 

- 10,285 

26,520 
19,318 

• 7,202 

25,631 
17,793 

• 8,03€ 

1,?94 

- 9O7 

269 
1,106 

- 837 

2,016 
4,902 

- 2,8§4 

1,791 
4,306 

- 2,515 

7,001 
7,864 

•> 863 

18,804 
11,466 

• 7,338 

4,553 
6,268 

- 1,715 

2,927 
8,720 

- 5,793 

10,278 
6,291 

• 3,987 

10,279 
6,090 

• 4,189 

2 f 285 
5,031 

- 2,746 

1,727 
3,033 

10t0§7 
18,561 

- 8,464 

9,230 
13,819 

- 4,589 

28,844 
31,615 

- 2,771 

68,460 
49,682 

• 18,778 

18,090 
24,330 

- 6,240 

13,574 
29,652 

- 16,078 

36,798 
25,609 

+ 11,189 

36,110 
23,883 

• 12,227 

l£ME§£:   feß« m for tnblo 

¿m 
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Table 7 

InttrraalWil aigretti jn fron 1956 to 1961. t. tal Cenadle* labour forcß 

dàfiR 
¿tlflfiti^ 

'ÊELhmï 
At Irriti e 

ftu«boc 

Ontario 

Prairie« 

Britith Clumbir. 

7,006 

19,699 
3»U6 

2,113 

m fo* Ubi« 4, 

Rq^jpn of reaiOanoe (1956) 

3,294 

23,306 

2,943 
£,0?8 

Ti&lfc 8 

Ontari: 

8,160 

1?,342 

16,125 

8,055 

Prairioa 

2,149 
3,111 

18,30? 

23,864 

1,226 

1,385 

T,154 

14,118 

Atlantic 

Ontori; 

rìairiaa 

Britiaa Coli«Wft 

in 

net 

in 

net 

i» 
out 
not 

tu 
art 
n**t 

in 
<*rt 

Mit 

lb tal 

14,829 
11,934 

- 11,105 

28,844 
11,813 

- 2,Ht 

68,466 
49,682 

• 181786 

41,411 
• 11,129 

36,110 
21,881 

• 12,22? 

f*r taalt 4. 

flall 
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III.    SOCIAL AIT) ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS OF LABOUR I C3ILITY 

I'irth rrtos 

25. Tho questi.^. •?..-</ pr. perl,"  c. asked whether there is a roiati nship be- 

tween birth rates and interrai   nal nudati. 1    f tho  labour  f ree.     In other 

wards, is there  a puch effect whereby high birth rates in one period load te 

an oxodus in tho next period from that region to one with relatively low 

birth rates?    Or perhaps above-average birth rates cause emigrati ;n in the 

•amo time pori cd? 

26. Let us first of oil investigate whether high birth rates in the poriod 

I95I to I956 led to emigration in 1956 to I96I, or put another way, whethor 

low birth rates in the earlier period led te a subsequent net inflow of tho 

labour force.    Table 9 has the relevant provincial birth rates while table 

10 illustrates the relationships.    Tho three gaining provinces, Ontario, 

Alberta and British Columbia, had below average birth rates from I95I to 1956 

and it may therefore be said that lew birth rates nay exorcise a pull effect. 

Of the seven provinces which miff orad a not 1 ss  ff th^ labour f ree in 1956 

to 1>61, .r.ly threw in the earlier peri.d had relatively high birth rates so 

little puch effect is evident.    The lack    f any firra relati  nship, at least 

• ; far as a push effect is c »corned, is als; present if birth rates represen- 

tativo ~f the peri-d I956 t    I96I are esparcid with labour mobility figures 

for the sane peri d. 

27. A eooowhr.t  cl:sor roleti -nship is evident if the data «are analysed ^n 

a rogional basis as in table 11.    Tiw roeults must be used with treat care 

booausc placing the figures ^ a enro aggregate basis n.r  s for example that 

Alberta, a high birth rate province which is a net migrati n gainer, is in- 

cluded with tw.   provinces in the reverse  situati n with tho Prairie region 

ne r. whole exhibiting different characteristics in this regard fr ci Alberta 

alone.    In nny case,  :>n a regional basis the push effect  ,f high birth ratos 

in I95I to  1956 is evident on net migrati  n in 1956 t.  I96I in the case ef 

two of the three losing regions, v.'hilo the pull effect of low birth rates 

can be discerned in b^th gaining regions.    There is n. change in the situation 

if shorter period (1956 t    1S*61 ) is inv lved.    Hence rcèi »nally there does 

appui* to be a relationship between birth rat.s -nrt net migration, both with 

a  'le«*' off cet  and in sh rt^r peri :<ls as w>ll. 
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28. Des r. relationship exist,   m a pr ; vinci r.l   ^ regional basis, between 

£¿r ca£it£. persr.c.l incorni.   3n the   on.  hand and laU-ur m bility  ~.n the   jthcr? 

This question r.oy be dealt with both in torns   >f actual and anticipated in- 

coino levels and th,  varies ¿rowth rates for income.    In Canada it is gener- 

ally accepted thr.t the best available misuro  jf provincial canonic /growth 

is personal ine-ne por herd end this indicate will therefore be used. 

29. First we turn t    th. influence  of actual Wels ¿er capite incÄB at 

the bcÊinninè-    f th. period as related  ',> Debility during the period.    Table 

12 indicates a close relationship between the tuo variables.    F-r the pull 

effect, of four provinces with ab.ve averag, ¿er capita incoes, three sub- 

sequently experienced net migration.    Tor the push effect, of the six prov- 

inces with bolow averse inc-^  all oxporioncud nct ,utfloW8 0j thc lcbour 

feree. 

30. Next we consider the effect  of anticipated levels of incorno on labour 

mobility.    Tabic 13 contains data ,n l96l provincial inermes ¿er capita, 

which may be ¿ofined vory r u¿,hly as anticipated incorno for lumbers of the 

labour fore who moved int.rpr vincir.lly in the period 19$6 t, l$6l.    In 

this ctac there in a cl.se relationship between labour mobility   m the one 

hojid and anticipated inc;n. levels on the other,    "he three provinces which 

gained relatively in terms   >f the labour force, had also higher than avorio 

incomes ¿er capóte. in 1961.    It was not p ssible t,  assess whether the mi. 

grants were the  causo ,f the higher incomes-    this hrxdly seems likely as 

five years before the three provinces were in the srjne position relativo to 

other provinces in terns  ,f ine^ne Per head.    L pull effect seems present. 

As to the push effect, whereby ambers of the labour force night be assumed 

to anticipate the,; their province of residence will continue to be below 

average income-wise and movement avay towards the wealthier provinces is per- 

sonally desirable, taUe 13 shows that in every case, r. province with bolow 

everse I96I ine no, arbitrarily defined for our purposoa as anticipated in- 

come prior tr   196I, experienced a net l;>ss of labour f:rce.    The push effect 

of anticipated 1;K ine;inü cn ir.bour mobility appears substantiated, to somo 
degree at least. 

31.    Regimai dr.tr. are f und in tables 14 and 15.    Once a^ain a fairly close 
relationship is f :UIMÎ bütw#on cxtu_x inc.mc ^^ vjná ^^ fflobiUty ^ ß 
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very close  ^rk. between anticipated income levels and m tility.    Cf curse, 

thu period of time under- analyei-s is brief and v;as n:% r. tim^    f rrpid ce - 

nomic growth in Canada, and our results must therefore be regarded r.e tenta- 

tivo. 

32. The. impression that relative inc?me levels have considerable  impact on 

intorprovincicl raovcmentB  if thè labour foret- is confirmed by the data in 

tabi« 5.    Taking by way of illustration Ontario, the largest and wealthiest 

province, of some 69,000 workers who lived thoro in 196I but had lived else- 

where in Canada in 1956, ab^ut -",3,000  ;r    ver 60 per cent had moved from pr:v- 

incos which in 1956 had average por capita income levels of 75 P^r cent or 

loss of the Ontario level. 

33. The groat significance   yf higher levels  jf ine: nit in attracting net 

migration from less wealthy areas has bcoii pointed out by Yoshik    Kasahara 

of the Dominion 3uroau af Statistics, Ottawa, Canada.«*'    In an interesting 

attempt to estimate migration among the provinces, Kasahara uses the monthly 

record of interprovincial transfers    f family allowances accounts, the well- 

known "baby-bonus- paid to parents.    The method has its limitati :ns as im- 

migrants from abroad are included and single men and women, presumably a 

highly mobile gr?up, are excluded, multiple and return movements are included, 

and other difficulties exist as well.    Still,  the technique is a useful one 

in an area of economic analysis where data are  sparse. 

34. ïabk   16 indicates that where total population movement ( 1956-1961) is 

concerned $ Ont ari o-j 4ho province with "the- highest level of income por head, 

received the largest proportion of the labour iorce exodus fron six provinces« 

In the caso of the throe western-most provinces, geogxsphical distance was 

evidently a more important fa-ctor than relative income levels, a point which 

might be kopt in mind when subsequently the relationship of geographical pro- 

pinquity and labour mobility is analysed. 

Yoshiko Kasahara (I963) "The Plow of Titration among the Provinces in 
Cenada, 1951-1961", in W.C. Hood and J.A. Snywer (Eds.) Papers of the 
Canadian Political Science Association Conference on Statistics. 1961. 
University of Toronto Press. 
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Tr.blo 9 

Birth ratee byjprovince for 1951. 1956 and 1961 

(por thousand population) 

1951 1956 
Avorngo of 

1961 

34.1 

Average of 

32.5 35.0 

I951 and 1956 1956 and 1961 

Newfoundland 33.7 34.5 
Prinoo Edward 

Island 27.I 26.8 26.9 27.1 26.9 

Mova Seo tir. 26.6 27.5 27.O 26.3 26.9 
How Brunswick 31.2 29.9 30.5 27.7 28.8 
Quobcc 29.8 29.4 29.6 26.1 27.7 
Ontario 25.O 26.6 25.8 25.3 25.9 
Menitobe 25.Î 25.8 25.7 25.3 25.5 
Saskatchewan 26.1 27.3 26.7 25.9 26.6 
Alborta 26.8 31.1 29.9 29.2 30.1 
British Columbia 24.1 25.9 25.O 23.7 24.8 

Cancar. 27.2 28.0 27.6 26.1 27.O 

lgg£Ü'    Canada Year Book (annual) 

Tablo 10 

Mili^üMM botwoen birth rate« and intarpro vinci al labour mobility 

1951-56 1956-61     Pull      push   1956-61 Pull      Push 
birth   labour      effect   effect   birth 
rates   Mobility evident evident rates 

Push       Pull 
effect   effect 
evident evident 

Newfoundland ^jf^ *f* 

Prince Edward 
Island 

Nova Scotia 

Now Brunswick 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saskatchewan 

Alberta 

British Columbia 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

low high 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Souroe*. Tables 6 and 9. 
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Table 11 

Relationships between birth rates rvrid interregional' labour mobility 

1951-56 1956-61      Pull       Push     1956-01    Push        Pull 
birth      labour    effoct    effect      birth    effect    effect 
rrvtoe   mobility evident evident   rr.tee    evident evident 

low hiçh in eut 

Atlenti0 X     X 

Quebec X     X 

Ontario X X 

Prairie* X X 

British Columbia X X 

X 

X 

low hifch 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Source:    Table« 8 and 9. 

Table 12 

BelfttionshìM between labour mobility and actual incoino tar province 

1956 DOT Income       Mifrfttioï1     P¿*h Pull 
oc-Dita income relative to      ,¡£2 ¿°     effoct offeot n-viT'C- income relative TO      IQCU:«6I      oîîoct 
(in Con. 3)   Cen. average    1^-?o"0i     evident 

Newfoundland 

Prince Edward 
I«land 

Nova Scotia 

New Brunswick 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saskatchewan 

Alberta 

British Columbir. 

Canada 

?35 

999 

917 

l,If2 

1,610 

1,305 

1,376 

1,418 

1,618 

1,365 

below above   ¿n   ojt 

X XX 

X XX 

X XX 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

/ 

X 

X 

evident 

X 

X 

Source 1    Canadian National Accounts (annual) and table 6. 
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Table 13 

RelaUonthipg betweon labour mobility and anticipated inootae. by province 

I96I ¿or Income       v. Puih 
oapita incorno relative to    * ^fif    effect 
(in Con.  . )    Can. irrorale    x^°-°l     0 vi dent 

below   above    in   out 

Newfoundland 

Prince Edward 
Ieland 

Nova Scotia 

New Brunswick 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saskatchowan 

Alberte 

British Columbia 
Canada 

934 

962 

1,197 
1,064 

1,383 

1,&',3 

1,513 
1,222 

1,595 
1,813 

1,564 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

A 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Pull 
effect 
evident 

X 

X 

Ä2ES2'    Cenadla« HaHonai Account, fimmtrfll ^^i, * 

mua 
^twoon labour nobility yd actual iao^. ^ fmk7f 

1956 £gr Income 
Sfifi4|a incoo« relative to     ,fJ?tJon 

(in 'Cm. $)   Cau, average    ^-ol Cao. average 

¿¿low   abovo   in   out 

Atlantic 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Prairios 

British Columbia 

Canada 

898 

1,172 
1,610 

1,371 
1,618 

1,365 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Push 
offact 
evident 

X 

X 

Ë2A.'    Canadian National Account« (annual) and table 8. 
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Ta ¿2 
Relationships between labour mobility and anticipated incomef by region 

Push Pull 
affect offoct 
evident        uvidont 

I96I per Income       ...       .. . 1     .*— -,   ..       .      lugration capita income relativo to      yo^A f\ 
(in Con. *.)    Cvxi. average 

be low    above    in    out 

Atlantic 

Quebec 

QBtfurio 

Prairios 

British Columbia 

Canada 

1,079 

1,383 

1,843 

1,463 

1,813 

1,564 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Source;    Canadien National Aoeounts (pnnual) and tabic 8. 

35,    It It of interest to note Kasahara's observation thr.t a fairly clos© 

oorrolation appears to exist between tho stage of economic development in a 

given province and ite rato of population growth or decline due to migration. 

k trend in not migration £ain or loss observed in a given area is dependent 

upon economic expansion or contraction.    She also concludes that the movement 

of Canada's population across the provincial boundaries in recent years has 

been rathor negligible.    Sven in Ontario aid British Columbia, the'largest 

net gainers, the average addition por year by migration was loss than 1 per 

cent of their respective base populations.   Ivcn in tho losing provinces, the 

ratio has not exoooded 2 per oent. 
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Income growth rr.tes 

36.    VJhat about labour mobility and ine ime growth rr.tes, acsumirife ? one-way 

relationship, that iß to say that the relative growth rr.tes  ^f provincial 

and rogional _p_or capita income influence the decree and direction  of in moment 

in tho labour forco rather thru vico vor sa.    Again wo may investigato r. pos- 

sible lag effoct, thr.t is tho growth of income from 1951   to 1956  comparad 

with not migration from 1956 to l?6l and secondly for tho  later period only. 

Rod growth rateo aro used, deflating vir the national consumer price index, 

to r.void as much as possible price distortions-.    Very little correlation íB 

evident in table 17 between the two variables.    No pull effoct is discernible 

and for tho push effect, of the seven provincos with a net migration IOBB, 

only two had as well bolov; avorago growth in ror.l income £or ospita.    Whan 

the years 1956 to I96I are considorod, a time of unusually slow economic ex- 

pansion and high unemployment in Crnr.de, little if any influence of real in- 

come growth rates on lr.bour mobility can be found,    liumbors of tho labour 

forco aro evidently much moro concornod with levels than with tho growth 

rates of income. 

37. Interregional figures in table l8 confirm the lack of relationship bo- 

twoen Income growth ratos and mobility of the labour force.   No  push effect 

and limited pull effoct is indicated when income growth rates in  the earlier 

period aro compared with migration in tho subsequent period.   V.'hon only tho 

latter timo period is taken into account, much the same conclusion is reached. 

Geographical propinquity 

38. Though tho Canadian labour force is highly mobile, the majority of moves 

oro for relatively short distances, i.e. within tho samo municipality (table 

3).   Only 8 por cont of the movors covered longer distances, i.o. •ovsd int«r- 

prcvincially.    This would lord us to the hypothesis that labour mobility and 

geographical propinquity have a reasonably close relationship or, put another 

way, that most of the inflow of workers received from a provinco comes from 

contiguous provinces, that is the two closest provinces,  one on oither side. 

Table I9 oontains information o the relationship between labour force mobil- 

ity and geographical distance.    The ratio cf migrants from tho  two contiguous 

provincos to total migrants rangos from a low in the 20 to 30 per cont range 

in tho Atlantic provinces to a high of about 75 por cent in Quebec.    In each 

provinoe of the Prairie region over one cut of two new workers migrating . 



ID/WO. 9/<c 

P-é>  JC 

ally  come fr n the  oùjoccnt  pr vinche,  r etrikinf p;int perhaps 

since   tw    ,-f the   three pr vxrcc a*© ba  w the noti  nal rve-rage in türme of 

per cr.pjta irr BK.   IWV.IB.    It   ic surpriRinf   th-t in Ontari:  less thrji hr.lf 

the infl w c.-»*.  fr x, ...ìth.r c rsiàerobly   leSB we lthy Kanitùv. t: the V'est 

or frem p pal ue Qu. bec    r th.. L>.et.    On  '.'Irne, particularly in view of the 

relative imp rtance    1  Ort 'Ti   , We raa,y  conclue that fee^aphiccl propinquity 

vr distance rji   in the Ccnadxnn case n t   -a irprtrjit a factor in influencing 

labeur a bility aa, r. gri Tí . w uld b« «upp sud. 

Lcmw.iv and cus t AS 

39.   One w uld eupp-Se that r di fiorone« ir. lan^açe and cust.a« in one prov- 

ine«   >r region *uld act ae n larrier yreatly inhibiting the nihility of the 

lab ur f re«.   Cariada has tw    pr vinche, Quebec and Haw Bruniwick, where 

«ithur French is   ttw Cminant  lancur+e    r at  least hr.lf of the residents ore 

of Frunch-Ccn adiar,    ricin.    It v.ould, f :r example, be expected thr.t workers 

ler.vint New Prur.swick w >uld tend t, ¿    in large numbers to Quebec, an ad- 

j ininfc pr vince    f similar ian^ucce and much hicher per cepita income1.    Yet 

as table 5 ©h ws,    f an    utfl-.v?    f alnrst  1/ ,000 members of the  labour force 

fr« KeW Brunswick durin¿ 19% t    1961,  s me 4,000 went t    Quebec while 6,000 

w*#nt ¿e graphically further t    the English speaking but top levol income pur 

head pr vince    f Ontrri   .    Similarly, much the greatest proportion ~f workers 

lenvinc Quebec f r    ther provinces went t    Ontari  , a very different crea in 

tura«    f languie and cust;r.is.    Hence, if language and customs may be inter- 

preted a* representing the B ci -.• logical aspects, there is evory indication 

that ee nomic factors pre   f much greater importance in determining tho diroc- 

tioi» raid ««piitude    f interprjvincial movemonts of tho labour f rcc. 

Labour forcw participation rates 

40.   The high lab ur f ree participation rates are sometimos takon as indi- 

cator« of the degree  -f industrialization in a re¿i->n.    The hypothesis may 

therefore be tested r.s t   whether provinces with hieh participation rates 

and prosumably a hifch decree of industri ali zati jr., tend rn r. net br.sis to at- 

tract w rkers fron  other provinces.    With ut entérine int.. complex calcula- 

ti ns as to respective prrticiprti n ratus,  the- information in table 20 in- 

dicates    nly c. limited relr.tionehip between the level of industrialization 

m the    ne hnnd, as defined in terras of lab ur f ree participation rates, and 

nut migr-.ti.n .m the  :ther.    The push effect    f a lew level of industrialization 
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l£AU¿ 

M 
Provine« Total inflow 

of labour force 

Inflow 
total from 2 

adjoining provino«« 
Percentage 

Prínoe Sdward 
Island 1,737 551 11.6 

»ova Scoti* 10,193 2 »IT? 21.4 
N«v Brunswick 9,282 3,487 37.6 
Quebec 29,021 21,497 74.1 
Ontario 69,171 31,017 46.0 
Manitoba - 10,305 11,626 63.5 
ep*íB*eiee%eja v%^4tvv wvMEs 13,610 7,59ß 55.1 
Alberta 37,696 22,016 58.4 

SSÊSM1    T*bit 5*   Itvfoundl&nd and British Coluabia, at the eaatarn and 
western geoßraphical extranet of the country, ara omitted at aach 
has only oue contiguous or adjoining province. 

Table 20 

^liUOMMM im+mm Ubouj aofeility ma labour force oarticination rate» 

Area 

Push Pull 
Participation Relative Migration   effect     effect 

rates national average    l$*56/6l     evident    evi dont 

Atlantic Region 4? 

below 

X 

jfelgíjíSF Mi out 

X X 
Quebec 53 X X X 
Ontario 

Manitoba 
57 

55 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Saskatchewan 53 X X X 
Alberta 57 X X X 
British Co 1-ambia lj2 X X 

Canada 54 

JSojroeî Economic Council of Canada (1965) Towards Sustained and Balanced 
Bconoraic Crowth. Second Annual Heport, Qaeen*e Printer, Ottawa-, ] 
Also tables 6 and 8. 

P 115- 
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causing the labour force to  lcuvo is reasonably clear for the Atlantic re- 

gion, the Quebec relier, ani  the province of Saskatchewan but not for Manito- 

ba.    The pull effect of a hi¿h  level of industrialization attracting workors 

is evident  for two of tao trj r • ?:.•;: provinces,  Ontario ijid Alberta, but not for 
the third,  British Columbia. 

Population age distribution 

41. The a^e distribution of provincia population is of interest since it 

can be assumed that a relatively high proportion of the  labour force in what 

night be toriata the economically active group, 15 to 64 year e of ago, is an 

indicator of a high level of industrial activity.    In table 21 for example 

the industrialized, high income provinces like Ontario, Alberta and British 

Columbia (the three provinces vrhich in I96I had per capita incomes above the 

national average) had by and  lar^e a greater proportion of their populations 

in the economically active category than did the  less industrialized low in- 

come provinecg ir,  the Atlantic region.    However,  too much emphasis should not 

be placed on this point  cince Quebec and Ontario are very close in the respec- 

tive ratios but considerably  apart in their income levels. 

42. A push effect from c low  level of industrialization, as indicated by a 

relatively low ratio of the population in the 15-64 age group, is evident in 

the case of five of the seven  provinces which suffered net migration losses 

from 1956  to I96I but ^"major province, Quebec, does not conform to the pat- 

tern.    The pull effect of a hi¿h level of industrial activity attracting 

workers car. be discerned for the three gaining provinces.    Honce, if the pro- 

portion of the population in the economically active age {-roup is taken as 

the indicator of stage of industrial development, e fairly close relationship 

does seem to exist with labour mobility. 

43. Incidentally, in another study Yoshiko KasaharaK  makes a number of ob- 

servations regarding the relationship of internal migration and the family 

life cycle.    She finds that family size as such ie not a crucial variabl« in 

movement of the labour forco but the stage of the family formation cycle is. 

It should b© notad that mobility here is defined as movement across munici- 

pal boundaries, a much broader  definition than interprovincial mobility.    In 

gy 
J    Yoshiko Kasahara (1965) Internal Migration and the Family Life Cycler 

CanadianExperience- oyorthe 1956-61 Period, paper presented at the tfrHt*H 
Nations World Population Conference, Belgrade,  Yugoslavia, Sept.1965. 
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any case  in 196I as compared with 1956, one out of three families with only 

pre-school children had moved, c rate almost as high as that of young fam- 

ilies with no children.    The tendency to migrate dropped sharply among families 

with older children. 

Growth of employment 

44»    In any study of labour mobility and oconomic or industrial growth, great 

care must be taken with the cause and effect relationship.    Does mobility 

oause an increase in economic activity and employment or does the growth of 

the latter attract workers from other provinces?   No definitive answer is 

possible.    However if we assume a one-way causation, that is, that provin- 

cial or regional growth in employment attracts migrants, a very close 001 re- 

lation is evident in figure 4f taken conveniently from the Economic Council 

of Canada and thereby sparing us the need of making the necessary statistical 

calculations. 

45 •    Figure 4 shows that of the seven provinces to the left of the Canada 

bar, that is, the seven with below average growth in employment, precisely 

these seven were the losing provinces during 1956 to 196I on a net migration 

basis.    Similarly of the three provincos with above-average growth in employ- 

ment, those are the three with a net gain.    Howevor the high, degree of cor- 

relation must be regarded as somewhat suspect due to the previously mentioned 

cause and effect relationship. 

Level of unemployment 

46.    Logically, continued unemployment in one region should cause workers 

to leave for another region where unemployment is either less significant or 

possibly where overemployment prevails.    Since migration is a serious deci- 

sion for the typical worker, unemployment ratios over a considerable period 

of time should be usod rather than at one particular time.    Table 22 contains 

the regional unemployment ratios for the post-war period as compared with 

net migration during 1956 to I96I.    The correlation is not as close as might 

have been expected.    The push effect is evident in two of the three regions 

which lost workers and the pull effect can be observed in the high income, 

migrant gaining region of Ontario but not in in British Columbia where a 

high unemployment ratio did not seem to deter migrants from other regions. 
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Province 

Table 21 

Labour mobility and population age distribution 

% of population       _ .   . . 
in ace «roup «elative to Migration 

15-64 national average        I956-6I 

 1961 below above      in       out 
Mewfoundland 
Prince Edward 

Island 
Mova Scotia 
Mew Brunswick 
Quebec 
Ontario 
Manitoba 
Saskatchewan 
alberta 
British Columbi! 

Canada 

52 

54 

5T 
54 
59 
6C 
58 
57 
58 
59 
58 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Push 
effect 
evident 

Pull 
effect 
evident 

X 
X 

X 
X 

•— Ä%Ä^^ 

Figure* 
/v       Q^-fo i» gPPloyaent during 1951 to 1Q61. by proving 
AMI0"«;*;* ^^«»«inion ¿riau of Statistics in Economic 
Counoil    of Canada (1965) towards Sustained and Balani 1^^^ 

Growth)  
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llames 

47-    It might be of interest to investigate briefly any relationships which 

may exist between wage  levels and changes in wage  levels and interprovincial 

movements of the labour force.    The data, in table ¿3 show firpt of all that 

labour mobility does not  Boor, to have a marked influence on the level of wage 

ratos.    The throo provinces which had the highest levels of average weekly 

wages and salarios ir. 1956 were in the same position in  1961» yet those throe 

were the not gainers of migrants. 

46.    But salary levels do  seem to be related directly to  labour mobility. 

It will be recalled that in I96I aß compared with 1956,  throe provinces - 

Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia - took in more members of tho la,bour 

force  from other provinces than loft, while the other seven provinces, suf- 

forcd a net migration Ipss.    Those three provinces had tho highest wage and 

salaries levels in 1956 and I96I,    Thus a pull effect on labour mobility of 

high wage levels is evident.    So is a push effect for thf- seven losing prov- 

incos had lower wage levels on tho average than the gaining provinces. 

49«    The ri.tc of- increase in wage levels seems to have little impact on 

interprovincial movements of the labour forceo    The highest rate of increase 

during 1936 to I96I occurred in Quebec, a losing province, the next highest 

in Alberta, a gaining province, and the third highest in Manitoba, a prov- 

inco which like Quebec had a net migration loss (table 23). 

Urban-rural population ratio 

50. In most countries r. high ratio of urban to total population is another 

indicator of an advanced stage of industrial growth.    We would expect then 

that those Canadian regions which had a considerable proportion of their 

population living either ori farms or in small towns in 1956 would lose labour 

force to more urbanized and industrialized provinces, in view of tho long 

run decline in agriculture as a source of employment in thiB country.    Table 

24 indicatos that this is indeed the case, with the losing regions - Atlantic, 

Queboc, and Prairies - having substancial rural farm and rural non-farm pop- 

ulations in 1956, tho reverse of the situation in the two gaining regions - 

Ontario and liritish Columbia. 

51. However table 25 shows that too much emphasis should not bo placed on 

the urban-rural population ratio because regional figures tend to obscure 

äiSUKUuiüiam 
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Relationships between labour mobility and regional unemployment levels 

Post-war Relative to        Migration        Push Puj¿ 
unemployment national average   1956-61       effect     effeot 

ratlo^ below above in        out    evident   evident 

Atlantic 

Quebec 

Ontario 
Prairies 

British Columbia 

Canada 

7.6 

5.6 
3.2 

2.7 

5.1 
4.4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

So : Boonomic Council 
growth. Seoond Annual 
tabTTô. 

of Canada (1965) Towarda Sustained and Beljaoed Booaoaio 
mual Report, Queen's Printer, Ottawa, p.116, and 

Hate of increase 

Table 23 
in wage levels from 1956 to 1961. by province 

1^56 average 
weekly wages 
and salaries 
(in Can. I) 

Rankt 
in 1 

1961 average 
weekly wages   Ranking 
and salaries   in 1961 

Inoreaae 

{in percentage J 

Newfoundland 58.86 5 71.41 7 21.3 

Prince Edward Island 47-27 10 57.03 10 20.6 

Nova Scotia 56.65 8 63.55 9 12.2 

New Brunswick 54.48 9 63.98 8 17.4 

Quebec 57.61 7 75.54 4 31*1 

Ontario 64.96 2 81.14 2 24.9 

Manitoba 57.96 6 73.45 6 26.7 

Saskatchewan 62.56 4 74.19 5 18.6 

Alberta 62.60 3 80.45 3 28.5 

British Columbia 68.99 1 85.20 1 23»5 

Source: Canada Year Book (annual). 



r."4.o 39 

Table 24 

1956 urban-rural ratios, by region 

Total 
Rural 

Alberta 1,763,692 

100 

Quebeo 4,628,378 

100 

Ontario 5,404,933 

100 

Prairies 2,853,821 

100 

British Columbia 1,398,464 

100 

Canada^ 16,080,791 

100 

Urban norfim farm 

869,106 620,944 273,642 

49.3 35.2 15.5 

3,240,838 647,153 740,387 

70.0 14.0 16.0 

4,102,919 669,861 632,153 

75.9 12.4 11.7 

1,468,410 495,396 890,015 

51.5 17.4 31.1 

1,026,467 276,659 95,338 

73.4 19.8 6.8 

10,714,855 2,734,349 2.631.587 

66.6 17.0 16.4 

3ouroet Canada Year Book (annual). 

a/ The Canada figures inolude the Yukon and the North West territories. 

disorepanoios in the relationship at provincial levels.    In 1956 two thirds 

of tho Canadian population lived in urban centres.    Three provinces - Ontario, 

British Columbia and Quebec - had hifiher ratios, indicatine, if urbanization 

is the guido, a high dogroo of industrialization.    But in the ensuine five 

years, Quebec lost rathor than gained migrante on a not basis, and Alberta, 

lator a gaining provinco in terme of migrants, had a below average degree of 

urbanization in 1956.    Thus, the présence of a substantial rural population 

in a region at the beginning of the period covered need not necessarily indi- 

cato that an exodus of the labour force is likely in the years immediatuly 

ahead. 

•••••lit 
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Population density 

52. The hypothesis could be put fori .ird that regione of low population den- 

sity would attract an inflow of workers from other provinces with a shortage 

in land or, conversely, high density aroe.s would lose in population.    Table 

26 Bhows that this applies only to a limited extent in Ganad.-..    The high den- 

sity Atlantic provinces conform with the hypothesis but two western provinces 

do not.    Alberta and British Columbia,  both of which enjoyed a net labour 

force inflow by 196I had very low population densities in 1956, but Ontario 

with an above average population density still attracted workers.    On a re- 

gional basis, no adequate foundation can be established for a relationship 

between population density and labour mobility. 

Ilultiple correlation analysis 

53. Although the data have definite limitations, correlation analysis was 

used to ascertain the push and pull effects on internal migration of dif- 

fering personal income jger capita levels in the provinces and of varyinfL 

birth rates. 

54. First, with respect to the push effect on migration of income per head, 

a correlation of .49 was found.^    A somewhat lower correlation of .38 ex-* 

isted with regard to the pull effect.—'    Hence, we may conclude that the * 

levels of personal incomes per cepita in the various provinces do influenoe 

labour mobility, exerting rather moro of an outward than an inward effect. 

This would seem logical.    Workers residing in a lees wealthy region have a 

decided incentivo to leave for other regions generally known to be richer. 

55.   Second, we turn to the relationship of interprovincial migration on the 

one hand and the levels of birth rate in the provinces on the other.    Very 

little push effect is evident, a correlation of .10 being achieved.**' 

*    Independent variable is provincial personal jw capita income (average 
I956-196I adjusted for farm inventory ohangesTT correlated with emigra- 
tion from the province to other provinces.    Push effect:    equation is 
V - -.0000416 X + .11488. 

^2/ Independent variable is provincial personal per capita income, correlated 
with immigration into the province from other provinces.    Pull effect: 
equation is Y«   » .0000264 X + .01112. 

»  Independent variable is provincial birth rates.    Correlated with emigra- 
tion from the province.    Push effect:    equation is V - -.OCIO385II + 
.O9056O. 
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Table 25 

1956 urban-ru?*! ratios, to province 

Total Urban 

Newfoundland 415,074 

100 

185,252 

44.6 

Prinoe Edward 
Island 

99,285 

100 

30,470 

30.7 

Nova Sootia 694,717 

100 

399,094 

57.5 

New Brunswick 554,616 

100 

254,290 

45.9 

Quebec 4,628,378 

100 

3,240,838 

70.0 

Ontario 5,404,933 

100 

4,102,919 

75.9 

Manitoba 850,040 

100 

510,583 

60.1 

Saskatchewan 880,665 

100 

322,003 

36.6 

Alberta 1,123,116 

100 

635,824 

56.6 

British Columbia 1,398,464 

100 

1,026,467 

73.4 

Canada » 16,080,791 

100 

10,714,855 

66.6 

Source*   Canada Year JooJi (annua 1). 

non-farm farm 

219,684 10,138 

52.9 2.5 

25,703 43,112 

25.9 43.4 

200,242 95,381 

28,8 13.7 

175,315 125,011 

31.6 22.5 

647,153 740,387 

14.0 16.0 

669,861 632,153 

12.4 11.7 

137,294 202,163 

16,2 23.7 

198,011 360,651 

22.5 40.9 

160,091 327,201 

14.3 29.I 

276,659 95,338 

19.8 6.8 

2,734,349 2,631,587 

17.0 16.4 

a/ The Canada figures inolude Yukon and the Northwestern territories. 
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Newfoundland 

Prince Edward Island 

Mova Scotia 

Now Brunswick 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Manitoba 

Saakatchewan 

Alberta 

British Coluabla 

Canada 

>''!>•) 

ì4.1 

1% i 
r,    i 

15.? 

4.0 

4.5 

3.9 

7.6 

>n 

Ätlaitio 

Population 

%l 

^eboo S.8 

otario l%1 

Prairies 4.2 

British Colustoia %9 

§£!£££: (snitual). 

Howcvor the pull effect of regions with lowor birth rates attracting workers 

from high birth rete rogicns is eontidarftbly creator, tho correlation aaount- 
12/ 

ing to .45•—'    Hence it mry bo concludad thet birth rates do influence labour 

mobility, »ort! in tho scnec of low*)r rates p.ttr&cting migrants than higher 

ratos pushing out «ernburs of the lr.bour forca. 

w Indépendant variable is provincial birth ratos.   Correlated with isaigra- 
tion into tho provinco from other provínoos.    Pull effect:    equation is 
T' - •.003641M + .14593. 



iv.   UTILITY, LABOUR ronce CCC'T.;IIO:: :i\0< r: .,:: i^'i  :..!" sir.Y r.'^i^ 

56. I\  thie   pvOU.ii ,       :. ^..i -1     »   )\ .   i i' I..ü:: ; .   • - ' "... v .        '<•>    :        • "• •   '.     > 

the  on-  hand   • ¡A   • K   !.-...'•• r  Ï rv_    •».   f ::.      *h>r     :•     :  -"• ¡"^r* .       .-;,/     î* 

thv  drta  -re   pre 3 v.ir.ar;-,   r nw'   :>r   s-oph   !..v\\.\:    .-.    • ".     !   ;•;   i\i.P';e,   1- 

much re li an e v,  EhoaLa:,-^   ';.»•   o*\-.u    •:  4¡.'-i-    :\,a.r^'. 

Lr VQ-jLs f'jrcv occujcJi« i. e • t r. ;.. ¡-¡/ut,, 

57. Tabic   27  enofcs the   "anadi'j    ia't .-ur   1* r •• ••.   ' r- áA  d>v-r   i:.y     cou; • * i -n  to- 

gether with r-vu.iE ~:   tf.-.s«. v.-TA.-re who  i*.  I,-.   ; .-L,:t,.u  UH;,   '-id H-ved 

their place   cf recidono  v:::hi:     la;   r-!v   ".I.J . ••. p- l ¡'.,  ,   :h.    e ."u.   pr  vii;'v or 

interpruvincir.il ,y  aire.:   ).":'-•    ^s ;u !'ht   I-  ..:.r-'4 •••   *he  f- i'Vi •».    -» d i'^nv 

tionr.l  iToup  sh~»v;r the  í,T- ' t -:n*  i.i< '• : 3 i t.v ,     .,      ..'     *    '..-<  w-r'u.rn n vu.r,   -nd 

f»,ir>r, rr   t • -     -   . o*   -   ..]'•.      1   ; :;   ' r' • •       •       "    v. r,    : i. •••    i    v.   , .        - f  r* '.- 

natwly similar information is n ;t readily  ml:;],  '-n      pr-vinci • 1  • r re- 

gional basis. 

58. Kore significan«; perhaps is trble ¿H with the  type, of mow m.-dv   bj  the 

mobile GKitnfcorti of -jaoh  occupational griuï  li. 'he lr.h-.LT  force.    Hout w rkere 

move only  e  short tust race ,  that is vritr.ir.  the oajbe ¡aimic; p.-li ty.    II..xt con. n 

shifts m residence witnin '-ho province while interpmviaoKal  mov.c -'.count 

for only '-»5 Pcr °^rt of njovct  by    11 occupations.    '.?K.  íT,-tori   iMvi-provm- 

cial mobility is   -vident in tdV eorvic*  and recre-ativm-ï  <?oup win k   Uaet 

mobile ero  the cr finnan and  lrbmir-ra.     Prof--ss i on- i  people »".n hmtt.y * v. 

considcrr.ble dietancoe with O'.B. there*y  indicatine th.-t  levels    f educational 

attriroaont  aro nu important factor in nobility x rticulrrJy uinco neither 

craftsmen aor labourer« rre  lik;iy  to heve  -J.m, rv.r^e  educrti xon-A   U-vule. 

Honevcr, raoaibcrs of the mont r..obilo group, i.--. tvirvi^e  *u»d recr«..- tioi.-l, 

have in ell ppobr-bility only -,Ver'^c fcnnr.i educ.ti -r. r/.d hence t- o much 

weight should not b„ plr.cad or, the relrtnnship of education osxa Mobilità. 

59. This study tue gone to eorao lengthe to ¿-iip-lycc labour mobility with the 

exclusion of parsono oigr-'tihr from --.bror.d durmi: the period undur rumlyui«. 

Foreign migrants do not nüccccorily ¡uovo  to   •. r-;:iun  f r th.-  rr.oe reason ••-.s 

iBigrants already rosi dent in ix.oth^r rari or, of the country   nd hencj sh( uld 

properly be excluded fror. v. stady of interru(nr,nr ]  motility,    mabl<   '¿rj showe 

the rolr.tivc importance  for each occupr.tion ,1 cr<>up of ir *orprr,vinci-;1 movers 

and migrants from -broad.    Tt in inte-rcctii.i. 'v not, th.-t f»nai!r   nanigrnrjtc 

in 1961 formed a greater proportion of every occupation gro«rtJ than did mter- 

provincial migrants. 
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Lr.bour forcv occupation groupe and a -.bili ty d'arine 1961 

LigrantF from abroad as 
- 

Lovers ¿ .s a 
Occupation Total percent; iÇH v ratio of the 

100.0 

of  totf ,1 total labour force 
Manageriel ¿3.6 6.9 

i                     Pr<- -feuoional 100.0 49.4 11.5 
Salee 100. ü 49.6 8.1 
Clerical 100.0 Afj J 9.1 
Service and 

rscreational 100.0 50.9 12.4 

Transportation and 
communication 100.0 49.3 7.0 

Partners 100.0 IP  r 5.0 
Other primary 

occupations 100.0 37-¿ 7.7 
Craftamen 100.0 44.7 9.4 
Labourers 100.0 42.3 11.6 
Not stated 100.0 30.1 38.9 
All occupations 100.0 42.4 9.2 

S1" unpublished D.E.S. secpl« survey bassd on the I96I Census. 

B grom» a 

Table 28 

Si. b.v disi Labow fore« Qccanatiffi Bd BOMlitJf ance of aova 

Tòtr.1 Not 
iSaS^Ä^Jj! £S^^QS^2S Long stated 

Managerial 1J0.0 56.5 33.3 9.9 0.3 
Professional 100.0 48.7 38.5 12.4 0.4 
Salee 100.0 57.6 33.0 9.0 0.4 
Clerical 100.0 62.9 2^.2 7.5 0.4 
Service and 

recreational 100.0 53.5 26.4 19.6 0.5 

Transport et i on and 
comburi cation 100.0 63.7 29.8 6.0 0.5 

Farmers 100.0 55.0 37.6 6.4 1.0 
Other primcry 

occupati one 100.0 57.9 33.3 6.2 0.6 
Craft sner. 100.0 63.6 30.5 5.5 0.5 
Labourers 100.0 64.5 23.3 6.5 0.7 
Not stated 100.0 61.8 29.a 7.6 0.8 
All occupata one 100,0 

1.3.5.  sai 

59.5 

Dple survey 

31.5 

based -.n i 

8.5 0.5 

Source:    An unoubliehad 
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Labour force occupation groups and mobility during 1^61, 
by distance of move 

I \ \ V \ \ \T-T^r 

V\ ^ UWVTTT 

WWW^UU^I 

v v v v \ \ \ vwr 
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Clerioal 

Servie« and Recreational 

WWW \TV? 
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WWWWWSS^ 
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all Occupai ione 

\ WWW\\\N 
40 60 

fWVV I 
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Short Diatence   Médit« Dittane«   Long Dietanoe 

100 



ID/Wo.9/8 
Page 46 

Table 29 

Relative importance of ir.terprovinciai nigrants and ñipante 
from abroad in labour force occupations during 196i. 

expressed as a ratio of total employed pea?sons 

Occupation Interprovi nei al 

4.2 

Fron abroad 

Managerial 6.9 
Professional 6.4 11.5 
Salee 4.4 8.1 

Clerical 3.4 9.1 
Service and 

recreational 10.0 12.4 

fjfcansportation and 
commini cation 3.0 î.o 

P armera 1.2 5.0 

Other primary 
occupations 3.1 7.7 

Craftsmen 2.6 9.4 
Labourers 2.6 11.6 

38.9^ Mot stated 2.3 
All occupations 3.6 9.2 

Souroe;    An unpublished D.B.S. »caple survey based on the I96I Census. 

60.   Table 30 shows for each province and each labour force occupational 

group the significance of migrants from other provincos in the I96I labour 

force.    In the highly populated regions of the geographical centre of the 

country f sagrante form a very small percentage of the labour foroe even in 

the highly mobile service and recreational group.   Further from the oentre, 
both east and west, movers from the provinces form a more significant pro. 

portion of the labour force.    There is evidently no relationship between the 

ratio of migrants from a different province to the labour foroe of the prov- 

ince in I96I and tho fact that c province has lost or gained in net migration 

during tho.period 1956 to 1961.    In Alberta nnd British Columbia, for example, 

migrants formed a rauoh more important component of almost every labour foroe 

The large percentage in this group probably results from foreign migrants• 
misinterpretation of the census questionnaire. 
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occupational group  thr;   v.e  the   case   in  Or.Uri.', ; ut  ,--i]   1hree  provinces 

were net gainere  fror, ^Ut/rt;./.,    Of ocurre,   U..  -then:,,,-,  ino penad   <f nual- 

ysis would  increato  the relative  inporta».« ...     •.   tho   Idour forco  ;>f  mter- 

provinciai rr.oves.     The  r:.ther ncflinibir-   ir.portar.ee>   ;t  ir torprovino i.nL r:i¿,rc- 

tion ie confirmer  if  th¿-  fi.vurec  -ire  placed  -r  ri ;.::•. jor industry divieuon  bao Lo 

rather thar. a labour forre occupation  liccio.     Ji.  -able   .il, migrants  from other 

province« arc calculated as a ratio of   the  ]<-.('-i   l-bour force  by  the  ten major 

industry divisions  us defined b,v  the Dominier Bureau of Ftatistics  (ïKR. S„ ). 

The mining category eh ws the e,roateBt mobility  as might  be expected but 

rather  surprisingly  workers i.,  fi:.ance,  insurance  and real Oí.tate also ex- 

hibited wall above  average motility.     The servi co E category an defined here 

has about  average  ;:ioril.i+;-,    V ,rkerr   in   + hc  pr^;r.--.r,v   : ^arcati or-n  l-.ko   agricul- 

ture,  forastry,  fishing and trapping show little- tendency  to migrate.     It is 

surprising that most of the workers in the manufacturing category arc not 

interprovincial movere.    Again, marked differences are evident among the prov- 

inces in the relative importance of migrants in the labour force, and the 

trends evident for the occupational groups apply in the case of the major in- 

dustry divisions. 

V.    LABOUR MOpiMTY AMD INDUSTRIAL  LOCATION 

61.    The first hypothesis to bo investigated here is that the export indus- 

tzifjs of a region - the engines of economic growth - tend to attract workers 

from other regions while import industries will have less mobile labour for- 

ces.    Much of the analysis is based upon unpublished D.ihS,  information and 

there are fairly severe limitations in the data.    Ir, tabi«-  i'¿, row 1 contains 

the ratios of interprovincial movere to the labour force.    Row 2 consists of 

the location quotient by region for the particular industry.    It  will be re- 

called from para. 13 that an 1, C    above one identifies an export  industry and 

an L.Q,  bolow one an import industry so far <os the region it concerned.    A 

dozen of the Canadian major industry groups, accounting annually for most of 

the national manufacturing output,  aro analysed,    "hroe regions are taken 

into account (a) Ontario, the richest, moE* heavily populated and most highly 

industrialised, a net gainer in migration durinf   \(j% "t-°  19^1,  0) British 

Columbia, else a wealthy provinco,  less highly industrialized,  and a nut 

gainer in terms of interprovincial movers, (c) the Prairie region, a resource 

based economy, in an atxrly stage of industrialization, and a net  loser of 

migrants. 
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62. Tables 33 to fi  show for those throe region e, the 12 major industry 

groupe divided as between export and import industries, and as to v;hother 

the labour forco in that industry in 1961 had a high-r than the natural av- 

erage ratio of mterprovinoial migrante. L  higher ratio if deemed to indi- 

cate e.  high decree of labour nobility. In Ontario (tabic 33), of the 12 

major industries, sever, were exporters, four importara anu one neither an 

exporter nor ai; import or. Only one industry , textiles, showed above average 

mobility ani was an inportsi.  In British Columbia, three industries were ox- 

porters, eight importers ano one »'either an exporter nor an importer. But 

all 12 industry groups showed mobility above the natural average. In the 

Prairie region, five industrioR were exporters and seven importers but again 

all 12 industries had grcator thai-: average labour mobility. Thus there ap- 

pears to bo little r /h tioru-hi,.- betiveon the cxport-innort status of industries 

and labour mobility. The hypothesis that export industries attract workers 

is therefore not proved. 

63. A  second hypothesis would be that industries which tend to disperse geo- 

graphically, i.e. do not concentrate in any one region of the country, tend 

to attract interprovincial migrants or - put another way - will have above 

average proportions of migrants among their workers. The localization coef- 

ficients are found in row 3 of table 32. The coefficients in Canada tend on 

the whole to be lower than those of comparable industries in the United States 

of America and the United Kingdom meaning that Canadian industry tends to be 

relatively less concentrated arid more evenly distributed across the country. 

From table 36 it would seem that the lower the localization coefficient, the 

highor the mobility of labour in the industry concerned. Of the four industry 

groups with the lowest coefficients - chemicals, transportation equipment, 

printing and publishing, and the non-notallic mineral products - three heve 

the highest ratios of interprovincial migrants. The reletionship is not 

without its exceptions- for exemple, the wood products industry tends to con- 

centrate geographically in terms of industrial location and yet has a high mo- 

bility ratio. Still, there does seem a mor.sure of Bupport for the hypothesis 

that the tendency of an industry to locate widely across the nation will en- 

courage labour mobility. 
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Table 33 

Relationships between labour mobility and export or import status 
of major industry groups. Ontario. 1961 

lefinod by locetion    CDmPrj,ed tü national ratio of 
quotient ae mterprovincial novers in 

labour force 
•xportor importar above av orafe below averaj*« 

Food and bo ver age s X X 
Textiles X X 
Hood X nei thar 
Paper X x 
Printing, publishing 

X oto. X 
Priory netals X X 
Metal fabricating X x 
Machinery X X 
Transportation 

equipment 
Electrical products X X 
Non-metallic mineral 

products neither X 
Chemicals X X 

&2U£C£:    Unpublished D.B.S. data based on a sample survey in the I96I Census. 

Tablo 34 

''Tif*^yith!*y.Jbetwoqn labour mobility and export or import status 
rt^    USB IrtVfc      4 m/StHS + WMr     ¿WMA*«**«* f^m^i -*•«  »U      f%^ 1 . .»1^-4  ^ "% Ç%£j 1    ————^^^^^^^ of major industry groups. British Coluabit 

Defined by location    ComPrJE,cd ^ national ratio of 
quotiont as interprovincial movers in 

labour force 

export 

X 

er     importer above average 

X 

below average 
Food and beverages 
Textiles X À 
Wood X A 

Paper X X 
Printing, publishing 

etc. X A 

Primary metals neither X 
••tal fabricating X X 
Maoni nory X X 
Transportation 

equipment X X 
Electrical products X X 
Kon-motallic mineral 

products X X 
Chemicals 

D.B.S. 

X 

data based on 

X 

a sample survea Source»    Unpublished r in the 1961 Ci 
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Relationships 'between labeur nobility and export or i amort statue 
of najor industry lyoups, .Prelrio region. 1961 

Compared to nrtionr.l ratio of Defined by locr.tion 
quotient  rt interprovincial movers In 

labour forco 

exporter      import or    above avorace     below average 

Food end bevora£GB 
Textiles 
Wood 
Paper 
Printing, publishi;:& 

otc. 
Primary metale 
Metal fabricating 
I Jachi ne ry 
Transportation 

oqulpnent 
Electrical products 
Hon-motallic rainoral 

products 
Chemicals 

X 

X 

X 

X 

A 

X 
X 

V A 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

Source: Unpublished D.B.S. data based on a sample survey in the I96I Census. 

^eble 36 

Rolationahioa betweon labour tiobilit: v and industrial location di 

Ratio of inter- 

iring IMI 

Industry localisation Ranking in provincial Ranking in 
group coefficionts descendit^ Rovors to descending 

order labour force order 

1 

(in percentage) 

2.8 Wood .40 4 
Textiles .28 2 l.o 10 
Machinery .26 3 2.0 8 
Electrical products .20 4 2.7 5 
Primary metals .14 5 2.0 8 

1'ood and be voraus .14 5 2,4 6 
Paper .13 6 2.8 4 
Motal fabricating .10 7 2.3 7 
Chemicals .09 8 3.9 I 
Transportation 

oquipnent .09 6 1.7 9 
Printing, publishing 

etc. .06 9 2.9 3 
Kon-motallic mineral 

products .08 9 3.0 2 

Source: Table 32. 
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C4.    A third hypothec  rolrtir.,: labour noriüt.v   ••«.'  industri.-!   I,,,,,,   lP 

that tho raopu labour  ir.Uenv   ,„  ..dustr./   i,,   UK: ¿rea.cr «m  .o   labour 

«nobility i, thr.   indues,    ,,çcur Jn ^s, vo  ,,,uPtrxor   Warily  ,, .rívt 
»torprovinci,! ^^e   lf   , ^,1or 0^ht thr , „ ^^   .^.^  .^ 

trxos.    At  first ciance   trU«     7 :^ht  ,pp0íJ.  ,,,  ,ulBtMltir,1c   th¡8 ^^^ 

total manufacturing ranks i.hou- Vi: '.'i   deReouaia.- n-aei   ef  ?abour   intensity 
and has much  tho sano nani; i,  lorms ,f labour nobility.     Actually thü rcla_ 

tionshxp íB liuitcd if mdividurj   austri JB ,rc examinad.    Of tho sxx most 

labour intensivo industries, *My t,,o  ais,   BI.OW - high d.^-cc of labour mobil- 

ity.    Cf the  si,   lo« Ir bow ii.toneivo industrio»,,  thr*«  show  a well   below 

abroge «obility ^nC their workers.    Hone, tho hypothesis íB not  proved. 

65.    Fourthly  iE there  any relationship o vi dont bettor,   labour mobility and 

raw meteríais oriontod industries?    Since euch inductrice ere   >fton  located 

in more remote places at   tho source cf raw materials rather than at the mar- 

ket centra, possibly tho  ìrbeux   forco is lesa mobile.     Ir   table 38 material 

oriented or resource  based industries ore defined as those with - high ratio 

of raw material power and fuel  costs  to total costs.    Ke would assume that 

the higher this ratio ir,   the lore mobile iB tho labour   force.    Table  38 

show, a censiderable decree ,f negative correlation between labora- mobility 

and row material oriented industries;   in other words, any relationship bo- 

cones evident only when we compare resource oriented industries in descending 

order of tho ratio of raw materials cost to  total cost with the sonj indus- 

tries ranked in ascending order accordine to dop-oe of labour mobility.    Tho 

industry with tht eror.tost raw storiai cost xB compared with the industry 

with the least labour mobility.    On this basxs, four out  cf the six most 

highly raw material oriented industries ore cnonc tho six with the lowest 

mobility.    Again, of tho half dozen loss highly raw natorial orxentod indus- 

telo, four uro econ* the six «oro mobile industries.    It would appear there- 

fore that industries which are raw material or resource oriented do not tend 

to attract interprovincial uigrents. 

66.    For tha fifth hypothesis,  the analysis charge somewhat.  "Taking tho 

poorest roción in Oantda - tho Atlantic provinces - and the wealthiest - On- 

tario - the question  is asked whether differences in relative industriel ef- 

ficiency have any influence on tho mobility of labour.    Calculating effieion- 

cy is always difficult and therefore this part of the study  is even more ten- 

tativo than other parts.    Value added per worker xs often  taken as an indicator 
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Tabic ¿7 
Relationships betvresn labour oobility and labow intimaity 

of ganufacturins „peratior-e am»ii|fe TAI 

Industry 
group 

P.rtio Krvtio 
interprovincinl      labour cet 

movorr  to t • 
lrbour iV.r^o        t. tr.i cost 

(.iu percer ts¿*') (in rerccnt^y ) 

Labour 
intonsity 

.r doaconâing   ^ d0BC0nding 

ordor 

I.obi li ty 

ardor 

Food Mid bevor gee 

Textilos 

Wood 

Paper 

Minting, 
publishing ate. 

f¥i»ary metals 

Metal fabricating 

2 Z 

2.9 

2.0 

Machinery 2,0 

Transportation 
cquipnent 

1.7 

¡Electrical products 2.T 

Non-nctallic 
minaral products 3.0 

Chemicals 3.9 

To tel 2.3 

14. ü 

¿A.3 

¿Î.1 

21.4 

3? .6 

16.3 

28,3 

30.C 

26.6 

29.3 

25.« 

1Î.7 

21,6 

choniifals 

non-metallic 

printing 

WOOÙ 

or 

paper 

electrical 

food tad 
beverages 

matai fab- 
rientine 

machinery 
or 

priacry 
metals 

transpor- 
tation •** 

torti les 

printing 

nirchinery 

electrical 

metal fab- 
ricating 

Vood 

traasportation 
equipsttmt 

non-motallie 

textiles 

piper 

chonicals 

primary 
metals 

food sud 
bevora$et 

Scuriit    Th# migrant ratio wrs calculated from tablo 3^.    Laboœr cost at ft ratio 
of total cost was calculated fron Bominion Bureau of Statistici (l96l) 
MciMtfacturine Industrie of Canoa». «tram. 
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Table 36 

M*1lf RfMPP be twòtn laboM»«^^ and ¿^ »»i 
oriented mdmtria« during Wi       ""• 

Industry 
group 

Ratio .    Ratio  . 
interproviroial   raw materials 

•over« to cost to 
labour foroe       total cost 

m mVWMm) (in BToentnrc) 

Food and beverages 

Textil«» 

Wood 

Paper 

Print!»* 

Primary mstals 

Metal fabricating 

Machinery 

Transportation 
equipment 

Electrical pro duo t« 

MotwsetaHic 
Mineral product« 

ChemioaLs 

Total 

2.4 

1.6 

2.8 

2,8 

2.9 

2,0 

2.1 

•2.0 

M 

2.7 
3.0 

h$ 

2.3 

Materials 
orientation 

in 
descending 

order 

65.6 food and 
beverages 

55.2 primary 
metals 

58.5 transpor- 
tation eq. 

5J »9 wood 
32.4 textil«« 

59.9 paper 

5©. 5 Miai fab- 
ricating 

48,9 electrical 

5*»? machinery 

49*5 chemicals 

41 «9 non~ 
»etallie 

4T.3 printing 

5^.3 

Mobility 
in.. 

asoendlng 
order 

textiles 

transportation 
equipment 

primary metal« 
or 

machinery 

setal fab- 
ricating 

food and 
beverage« 

electrical 

wood 
or 

paper 

printing 

non- 
metallic 

chemioals 

,t   !%•Cerent ratio was calculated from table 32,    Labour oost a« a ratio 
•wSL0?** ;•! °*i0lllRt«<l ft*0« »Htónie« Bureau of Statistic« (\f$i) mmmnraaturin» iniua*«.« .. Ä# #».—J. ^ Ottawa, 
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of efficiency.    If the  dollar value of the variable  in r« industry xn uno 

region is above  that of  the sa• industry in author rcrion,  then the mduo- 

try in the first region  is redded as bei:..- I:10rc efficient.    AB table 30 

indicates, total manufacturing in the Atlantic reC,on is about  71 por cent 

as efficient as in Ontario.    Only in the proper industry are the four Atlan- 

tic provinces raoro efficient.    It is intcroBting to noto that  thrt. particular 

industry is one of the  twe industries in which the Atlantic labour  forca was 

less mobile than the, Ontario counterpart,    h,  the oasu of the top fi vu Atlan- 

tic industries ranked ir, comparison with Ontario,  in two cases,  paper and 

wood,  the Atlrntic labour farce v;ao less mobile,  ir,  tr, cases more «obi lo and 

in one cr.se mobility war. much the sane in both regions as can bo soon in ta- 

ble 40.    Tnkine the five industries in which the Atlantic provinces corao off 

worst in -tome of relative efficiency, ir. ihr co industries, the workers: wore 

moro mobile and in two industries labour mobility was hardly different from 

Ontario.    No conclusion" car be reached on theso scanty data but it is strik- 

ing that some evidence exists to the effect that more efficiont industries 

may well not attract' inter pro vi nei al migrants while less efficient industries 
do. 

 Table 40 

Relationships between labour mobility and industriel efficioncv. 
Atlantic end Ontario resigns. 19¿1 

Industries ranked Lubour moW u 

If 2îî?U?      e °rá0r                                                  Atlantic as combed to Ontario of efficiency "r  j 
—- • '     ' ' .....      .\oss siai lar greater1^' 

Paper % 
ChomicalB « 
Printing " „ 
lion-metallic x 

Wood jr 
Metal fabricating x 

Machinery „ 
Total manufacturing % 
Textiles   Y 
PoodB and beverages X        " 
Transportation equipment Y 

äl 
Sinoo the Atlantic labour forco in I96I in the; case of most industry 
groups had a higher ratio of interprovincial »idrante than was the case 
in Ontario, the column ''creator' means twice as hifih-r ratio or more 
Atlantic to Ontario. 
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