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Abstract

This paper analyzes the factors and the differences that detennine the
unemployment rate for the provinces in Canada in an institutional
setting. The panel framework is chosen to model unemployment for
the period 1983-1995 using annual data. The independent variables
considered in the analysis are inflation rate, wage, union density,
employment insurance benefits, employers' contribution to workers'
compensation and real interest rate. The results suggest that an infla-
tion rate around 5-6 percent must be borne in order to reduce unem-
ployment by I percent. It is also found that institutional factors have
considerable effects on unemployment.

l. INTRODUCTION
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This paper analyzes the factors and the differences that determine
the unemployment rate among the 10 provinces in Canada in an insti-

FIGUREI: TOTALUNEMPLOYMENTRATES tutional frame-
work. It has been
known that the
labor market in
North America is
dynamic and
flexible com-
pared to those in
Europe.
Numerous
attempts have
been made to
explain the
intlexibility of

82 84 86 88 90 82 94 96 96 00 02 labor market and

I~oo- ~ _ _ _ ~ =0":'-::':' ~ =~~:: =~_~ I the sustained rise

o

20

·Firat Bilge! Has a Masters Degree in Economics From the University of Saskatchewan, Canada

--------



16 SASKATCHEWAN ECONOMICS JOURNAL

of unemployment in Europe over the last three decades. Those studies
agreed upon the effects of the differences in the institutional settings,
macroeconomic shocks and the generosity of labor market policies
and regulations in Europe.

The total provincial unemployment rates in Canada have been dis-
playing a quite volatile sequence over the last twenty years compared
to its European counterparts where there has been a persistent rise in
the unemployment rates after the mid 80's. The visual inspection of
the individual series shows that the unemployment rate varies dramat-
ically in Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, Newfoundland, Quebec
and Ontario. In Alberta, Saskatchewan, British Columbia and New
Brunswick, there has been a downward trend in the unemployment
rates after the mid 80's.

II. LITERATURE

This section discusses some of the major findings of the previous
studies of unemployment. In particular, some of them have focused on
the persistent rise in unemployment in the OECD countries.

Siebert (1997) postulated that exogenous changes are not a plausi-
ble reason for high European unemployment as it pertains to both the
US and Europe. He instead concentrated on the effects of institution-
al factors. European labor markets are known to be less flexible than
the US labor markets. The long-run wage elasticity of labor seems to
be similar between Europe and the US although the short-run charac-
teristics are very different in the sense that European countries need a
longer time to adjust wages following disequilibrium in labor market.
Institutional characteristics of wage bargaining suggest that both
extreme decentralization and extreme centralization seems to cope
with unemployment whereas intermediate forms perform a poor job.
Labor demand in countries with higher share of employer contribu-
tions is likely to become severely affected.

Nickell (1997) argued that some labor market rigidities are not
responsible for the sustained rise in European unemployment. To
explain the log of the unemployment rate he specified a model where
the log of unemployment (total, short-term, long-term) depends on
employment protection (an index from I to 20 where I is the country
with the least employment protection), replacement rate, benefit dura-
tion, active labor market policies, union density, union coverage, coor-
dination, total tax rate and change in inflation. He also conducted the
analysis with the same variables to explain labor supply measures. He
concluded that high European unemployment is associated with labor
market features such as generous unemployment benefits, high union-



CANADIAN PROVINCIAL UNEMPLOYMENT 17

ization and tax rates and finally poor educational standards. On the
other hand, he argued that generous unemployment benefits and high
unionization do not appear to have serious implications as long as ben-
efit duration is fixed and high levels of coordination in wage bargain-
ing are in effect.

Blanchard and Wolfers (2000) argued that neither macroeconomic
shocks nor the institutional differences can explain the rise in unem-
ployment and the cross country differences but rather the interaction
of both shocks and institutions. First they examine shocks by ignoring
institutions where unemployment is a linear function of total factor
productivity growth, real interest rate and labor demand. Then they
run a non-linear regression where shocks enter the equation as a com-
posite factor and institutional factors such as replacement rate, benefit
duration, degree of collective bargaining, union coverage, a measure
of labor market policies, employment protection and total tax rate on
labor are allowed to affect the effect of shocks on unemployment.
They found that the stronger interactions are with benefIt duration,
union density and tax rate.

Linzert (2003) analyzed the relationship between unemployment
and wage intlation for 10 European Monetary Union (EMU) countries
within the panel framework. He suggested that macroeconomic
shocks together with the institutional settings are responsible for the
shifts in Phillips curve which is associated with a rise in NAIRU.

Myatt (1992) focused on the factors that affect the provincial unem-
ployment rate disparities in Canada for the period of 1966-1990.The
explanatory factors that he used in the analysis are the proportional
gap between actual and potential output, exchange rate gap, real inter-
est rate, the change in real energy prices, a measure of unemployment
insurance compensation (UIC) generosity, the ratio of the minimum
hourly wage rate to average hourly earnings and the change in real per
capita federal development spending. He found a strong effect of UIC
on unemployment rates.

Corak and Jones (1995) examined the significance of unemploy-
ment insurance benetlts on the persistence of unemployment rates dur-
ing 1980's by using administrative data for unemployment insurance
claimants according to initial benefIt, regionally extended and labor
force extended benet1ts.They particularly have concluded that region-
ally extended benefIts appeared to be less important in the persistence
of unemployment than other benefit phases.

III. DATA

This paper analyzes unemployment rates under total, long-term and
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short-term unemployment rates. Long-term unemployment rate is
defined in this study as the ratio of the unemployed for 53 weeks or
more to labor force. Short-term unemployment rate is defined as the
ratio of the unemployed for 52 weeks or less to the labor force. The
independent factors that affect unemployment are inflation rate, union
density, real per capita employment insurance benefits, real average
weekly earnings of employees, real per capita employer contributions
to worker's compensation and government bond yield as a proxy for
interest rate.

The total unemployment rate (u1), long-term unemployment rate
(uL), union density (dn), inflation (71'),employment insurance (E.I)
benefits, average weekly earnings and employer contributions to
worker's compensation are collected from CANSIMI. To achieve con-
sistent measures, E.I benefits are divided by the labor force and
employer contributions to worker's compensation are divided by the
number of employed to get the per capita values, then average week-
ly earnings, per capita E.1benefits and per capita employer contribu-
tions to worker's compensation are deflated by the CPI index
(1992=100) to get the real per capita E.1benefits (eib), real average
weekly earnings (w) and real per capita employer contributions to
worker's compensation (ec). The short-term (5 years) Canadian
Government bond yield (,.s')is used as a proxy of real interest rate2.
This variable is collected from CANSIM 113and was initially record-
ed as monthly series. The annual average of 12 months for each year
is calculated in this way to get annual government bond yield. Then
the following Fisher Parity is used to get the real interest rates:

I + it =~
I + t; P,-I

(I)

In equation (I), il and /"1are nominal and real interest rates respec-
tively and Pt is the price level at time t. Subtracting I from each side
of the equation and rearranging to solve for /"1gives the following
Fisher Parity:

i _'Tr

t;=~
Jrt+ I

(2)

I. Thl: CANSIM tabll: numbers for thosl: variables arl: 282-0002. 282-0086, 279-0025. 326-

0002. 384-0009, 281-0006 and 384-0006 n:spectively.
2. Although every prO\inee faces the same nominal interest rate, due to dilTerenees in provin-
cial intlation real interest rates will dilTer aeross provinces.
3. The CANSIM table number lor 5 year bond yield is VI22540.
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There are other factors that explain unemployment rates in the pre-
vious studies. Union coverage, labor tax rate, replacement rate, degree
of collective bargaining, active labor market policies and total factor
productivity (TFP) growth are few to mention. Those variables are not
available for Canadian provinces and therefore not included in the
analysis. The appendix summarizes the data.

IV. MODEL

Theory

This section sheds light on the factors that affect unemployment
rates and introduces the models. The real interest rate affects unem-
ployment remotely through capital and investment. If the real interest
rate increases, the cost of acquiring capital increases. This in turn
causes investment to shrink. The fall in investment provides less job
opportunities and therefore causes unemployment to rise. Although
the previous studies argue that the unemployment - real interestrate
relationship holds in the short-run, the long-run relationship is not
clear both theoretically and empirically.

Union density is one of the most important institutional variables in
the analysis of unemployment4. A higher union density is associated
with higher union power and affects unemployment through the
upward pressure on wages. The higher the union power, the more like-
ly that wages will increase. Since the demand for labor is a decreasing
function of wage, higher wages will reduce the demand for labor
(assuming weak employee protection laws) and will increase unem-
ployment.

According to European unemployment studies, it has been known
that employment insurance benefits play a crucial role during job
search. If the employment insurance benefits are considered to be too
generous, individuals will tend to prolong the time they spend on find-
ing jobs than they used to without sufficient financial support.
Int1ation rate is by far, the most important factor in the analysis of
unemployment. Figure 2 displays the unemployment - inflation rela-
tion. Unemployment and inflation rates in figure 2 are obtained by
taking the averages over time for each province. It can be seen that the
relationship is negative and that we can tit a line that passes through
by minimizing the distance to points. The slope of the fitted line gives
the percentage of inflation that should be borne in order to reduce
unemployment by I percent.

4. Blanchard and Wolfcrs (2000) state that in the European countries. union density is not a
good measure of the power of workers in the presence of extension agreements.
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FIGURE 2: CROSS PROVI"iCE U:-IE;\IPLOY:\IENT -I:-IFLATION
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The unemployment and inflation rates for the period 1976-2002 in
figure 3 are obtained by taking the averages across provinces. During
this period, the unemployment rate moves around 10%with 2% band-
width while there has been a substantial fall in intlation rate after 1981
and 1991. After 1992, levels of unemployment exhibit a downward
and steadier trend while keeping inflation at low levels.

FIGURE 3: THE EVOLUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND INFLATION

OVER TIME
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The analysis finally considers employers' contribution to workers'
compensation as one of the factors that may affect unemployment by
shortening the duration of unemployment. The reasoning behind the
inclusion of employers' contribution is that an increase in the work-
ers' compensation may serve as an incentive to push the unemployed
into work,

Empirical Evidence

The empirical evidence is based on balanced panel data for 10
provinces covering the period of 1983-1995 for a total of 130 pooled
observations, The models presented in this section are first consid-
ered under fixed effects, For the purposes of inference, all models
are specified as mixed semi-logarithmic models, Unemployment,
inflation, union density and interest rate are expressed in levels (%)
where the employers' contribution, wages and employment insurance
benefitsare expressedin naturallogarithmso that all the coefficients
can be interpreted as the percentage effect of a percentage change in
explanatory variable on unemployment.

Consider the following model:

(3)

Where i = 1"", ", I0 ; t = I", ,..13 and In denotes the naturalloga-
rithm.

Eq, (3) can also be written in matrix form as:

(3.a)

(3.b)

Where p is the province specific effect and v I
is the usual distur-

I I,

bance.

The inflation-unemployment trade off in (3) is:

auT
-=8 1 +8,
an -

Due to the nature of pooling time series and cross section, it is
likely that both heteroscedasticity and serial correlation may occur in
panel models. Therefore the estimation is done via pooled general-
ized least squares (GLS) with cross-section SUR weights to correct
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for both cross-section heteroscedasticity and contemporaneous corre-
lation.

au all au au au all
-<0 '->0 0->0 '->0 0->0 0-<0
an ' oeib ' aw ' adn ' ar ' arep

au <0
aee

The a priori expectations for the signs of the coefficients are:
First, the joint significance of the province specific parameters is
tested using F - test. The computed F value is 1.04 which is less than
the critical F (9,100), Therefore the null hypothesis that the province
specific parameters are jointly zero cannot be rejected and that the
common effects model is a better choice against the tixed effects
model.

The results for the baseline model in (3) with a common intercept
show that all the coefficients are significant5, However, the coeffi-
cients of the real average weekly earnings and the employers' contri-
bution to workers' compensation have a contrary sign with respect to
our expectations. Therefore, equation (3) is re-estimated after drop-
ping the wage and employers' contribution:

Two moditied versions of equation (4) are further estimated, first
by allowing the coefficient of inflation to ditfer across provinces:

u;/ = a +8;Tcu + {31Ineibi./ + {32dni.1+ {3JrU+ 827rU_1+ Si,/ (4.a)

Then we allowed d to be period-specific to see the evolution of
unemployment - intlation trade off over time:

A model for short-term unemployment is specified in the same
manner:

(5)

The test of joint signiticance of the province specitic parameters
for this short-term unemployment model shows that we cannot reject
the null hypothesis of a common effed',
5. One of the drawbacks of equation (4) is that real interest rate might be endogenous; thcre-
lore its eoel1icient is likely to be hiased and inconsistent.
6. The F value is 0.284 which is far less than the critical F (9.100).
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The preliminary estimation of (5) resulted in insignificant employ-
ers' contribution coetTIcientand unexpected wage sign. Therefore,
equation (5) is re-estimated after dropping these variables.

A dynamic model is postulated where the long-term unemploy-
ment depends on its one period lagged value:

(7)

In this case, the long-term unemployment - inflation trade off is:

all L =.5!L
an 1- P

However, in this dynamic model, since the lagged value of long-
term unemployment is correlated with the error term, instrumental
variable (IV) estimation technique is performed to get consistent and
unbiased estimates. Two - period lagged value of long-term unem-
ployment is used as an instrument.

V. RESULTS

The results are displayed in table 2. For the total unemployment
model based on equation (4), an inflation rate around 5.5 percent
must be borne to reduce unemployment by I percent. This trade off
appears to be less pronounced, around -0.025 for short-term unem-
ployment based on equation 6. The effects of real interest rate and
institutional factors appear to be very close for both total and short-
term unemployment except that the etfect of union density is weaker
for short-term unemployment. The E.I benefits have a strong impact
in this specification. The data supports that there is considerable
gaps in the real per capita E.I benefits, especially high for
Newtoundland, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward
Island. It is found that the unemployment is very sensitive to
changes in the employment insurance benetits.

The effect of union density appears to be higher on totalunem-
ployment, a 10 percent increase in union density therefore bargain-
ing power increases total unemployment by only I percent. One per-
cent increase in the real interest rate has a negligible positive effect
on unemployment around 0.035 percent on total and 0.04 percent on
short-term unemployment.
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The results of the estimation of (4.a) in table 1 show that both
common institutional factors and cross-specific coefficients of infla-
tion are significant with expected signs for all provinces with the
exceptionof PrinceEdwardIslandandAlberta.Boththe R2andthe
DW statistics are fairly high7.The inUation - unemployment trade
off appears to be relatively strong for Manitoba and New Brunswick.

TABLE I: INFLATION-UNEMPLOYMENT TRADE OFF

Province

Newfoundland

Prince Edward Island

Nova Scotia

New Brunswick

Quebec
Ontario

Manitoba

Saskatchewan

Alberta

British Columbia

National Average

Coefficient

-0.16**

-0.02
-0.10*
-0.38*
-0.32*
-0.18*
-0.39*
-0.30*

-0.03
-0.24*
-0.21

* Significant at 1%
** Signilicant at 5%

The evolution of the inUation-unemployment trade otf, based on
equation (4.b)8 is displayed below. The inflation-unemployment trade
off over time has been displaying a downward trend until 1988.

The estimation of long-term unemployment model suggests that the
long-run unemployment - inflation trade off is -0.2 on average. The
effects of union density and E.l benefits on long-term unemployment
are very small in this case, consistent with the expectations. I have not
found empirical evidence of the significance of real interest rate on
long-term unemployment as the previous studies postulates that there
7. The adjusted R2 and the Durbin-Watson statistic are 0.99 and 1.91 respectively.
8. The estimated equation is:

liT, =-28.29 + 8(1r i.t + 5.171n l'ih;.I + 0.09dl1;., + O.02t).I - lU)~Ir;,'_1 + "1,/ ;

Whcre: R2 = 0.99; DW = 1.71
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is no theoretical and empirical consensus whether real interest rate has
long-term effects. The fixed parameters appear to be very ditTerent
across provinces suggesting that there are differences in the endow-
ments.

FIGURE 4: INFLATION-UNEMPLOYMENT TRADE OFF
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VI. CONCLUSION

This paper analyzed the factors that determine the provincial
unemployment rates in panel framework. The evidence suggests that
there are provincial differences in the unemployment-intlation trade
otToYet this trade-off appears to be unattractive towards reducing
unemployment. According to the evidences presented, unfavorable
levels of intlation must be borne to reduce unemployment only at the
margin. This may also explain why policies towards reducing intla-
tion have been given priority and also why the Canadian
Government is a "hard-nose" government. On the other hand, institu-
tional settings are found to have considerable effects on unemploy-
ment. However, I have found no reliable evidence of the effect of
employers' contribution to workers' compensation on unemployment.

This analysis can be considered as being preliminary in the sense
that the residuals hold too much information about the determinants
of provincial unemployment that we cannot infer enough about. For
instance, adverse shocks that are previously shown to be a part of the
unemployment dynamics (if not to be a part of cross province differ-
ences) are left out of the analysis due to data unavailability.

The exclusion of wage variable from the models due to the possi-

- - -
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bility of collinearity and non-stationarity, may result in specification
bias. To overcome this drawback, a different measure of wage
should be considered. Even though the wage is excluded from the
regressions, the overall explanatory power of the remaining variables
is quite high.

Finally, one might also investigate the stationarity of the series
before proceeding with the analysis. Panel unit root tests are not con-
sidered in this study partially due to very small time and cross-sec-
tion dimension together with the stationary nature of the variables
under consideration. The sample size and the visual inspection of the
series confirm that testing for unit root is not crucial for our results.

. But it shouldbe notedthata panelwith largerT requirespreliminary
analysis in terms of unit roots and structural change as there might
be upward and broken trends that my sample cannot capture (i.e.
70's oil shock might have affected unemployment rates as well as
other major economic indicators).
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TABLE 2: ESTIMATION RESULTS

Total Unemployment

Equation 4
Short-term Unemployment

Equation 5
Short-term Unemployment

Equation 6

-21.48 0.0000 -29.17(0.509) 0.0000 -20.56(0.891) 0.0000 -27.57(0.498) 0.0000
(1.124)

Adj. R2= 0.89 DW = 1.83 Adj. R2= 0.88 DW = 1.83 Adj. R2= 0.89 DW = 1.73 Adj. R' = 0.89 DW = 1.84
Pooled sample = 120 Pooled sample = 120 Pooled sample = 120 Pooled sample = 120

Variable Total Unemplo)ment
Equation 3

h

Coefficient P- values
a (s.e)

Inflation -0.29 (0.0 II) 0.0000

Lagged Inflation -0.02 (0.008) 0.0151
::s
....:J
;:s E.I Benefits 5.18 (0.084) 0.0000

::;;: Emp. 0.65 (0.067) 0.0000
a Contribution

2: Union Density {J.on 0.0000
:<; (0.006)
:s Real Interest Rate 0.039 0.0000Q

(0.002)

U Wage -1.72 (0.088) 0.0000

Constant

Coefficient (s.e) P - values Coefficient (s.e) P - values Cocfticient (s.e) P - values

-0.21 (0.013) 0.0000 -0.14(0.011) 0.0000 -0.10 (0.008) 0.0000

0.026 (0.0 10) 0.0157 0.04 (0.009) 0.0000 0.075 (0.007) 0.0000

5.26 (0.074) 0.0000 4.976 (0.085) 0.0000 5.095 (0.070) 0.0000

0.093 (0.006) 0.0000 0.040 (0.003) 0.0000 0.035 (0.002) 0.0000

0.035 (0.003) 0.0000 0.043 (0.004) 0.0000 0.040 (0.004) 0.0000

-1.007 (0.124) 0.0000
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TABLE 2: ESTIMATION RESULTS (CONTINUED)

Variable Long-term Unemployment

Coefficient P - values

Inflation -0.050 0.0000

E.I Benefits 0.69 (0.008) 0.0000

Union Density 0.067 (0.0002) 0.0000

Lagged Unemployment 0.75 (0.001) 0.0000

Constant -6.99(0.059) 0.0000

Newfoundland -] .3964

Prince Edward Island -0.3197

Nova Scotia 0.0956

New Brunswick -0.4025

Quebec -0.1756

Ontario 0.7409

Manitoba 0.2732

Saskatchewan 0.4926

Alberta 0.8257

British Columbia -0.1338

Adj. R! = 0.99, DW= 2.18
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TABLEA.I: TOTALUNEMPLOYMENTRATES(%)

:::...;
a NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC

1983 18.1 12.2 13.5 14.9 14.2 10 9.5 7.6 II 13.8
1984 20.2 12.4 13.1 14.6 13.1 8.9 8.6 8.1 II 14.8

:::J 1985 20.8 13.6 13.7 15.3 12.2 8.1 8.4 8.3 10 14.6
0...< 1986 18.9 13.3 13.5 14.5 11 7 7.8 7.8 10 12.8

1987 18.2 12.6 12.1 13.3 10.2 6.1 7.3 7.3 9.5 12.1

s::
1988 16.3 12.5 10.3 11.9 9.5 5.1 7.6 7.3 7.9 10.2

a 1989 15.5 13.8 9.8 12.2 9.6 5.1 7.4 7.3 7.1 9

g: 1990 16.9 14.8 10.6 12.2 10.4 6.2 7.3 7.1 6.8 8.5
1991 18 16.9 12.\ 12.8 12.1 9.5 8.6 7.4 8.1 10.1

;:s 1992 20.2 18.3 13.2 13.1 12.7 11 9.2 7.9 9.4 10.2Q
1993 20.4 17.7 14.4 12.5 13.3 II 9.3 8.2 9.6 9.7

U 1994 20.2 17.2 13.5 12.5 12.4 9.6 8.6 6.8 8.7 9
1995 18 15.1 12.1 11.3 11.5 8.7 7.2 6.6 7.8 8.5

><
0
zUJQ..Q..
-<
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TABLEA.2: LONG-TERMUNEMPLOYMENTRATES(%)

:::5

NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC
t3 1983 2.4 0.5 1.5 1.8 2.3 I I 0.5 0.7 1.7

1984 2.2 0.5 1.3 1.5 2 0.8 0.7 0.6 1.1 2.1
1985 2.2 0.7 1.3 1.7 1.9 0.6 0.6 0.8 . I 2.3

8 1986 1.8 0.7 1.2 1.6 1.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 1.7
1987 1.5 0.5 I 1.2 1.5 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.8 1.6
1988 1.1 0.5 0.6 0.8 1.2 0.2 0.5 0.7 0.6 I
1989 0.9 0.3 0.5 0.9 1.2 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.7
1990 1.7 0.3 0.6 0.8 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5
1991 1.8 0.5 0.8 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.7
1992 2.7 0.6 1.1 1.2 2.1 1.5 1.1 0.8 0.8 0.9
1993 3.6 0.8 1.4 1.3 2.4 2 1.5 0.9 1.1 1.1
1994 4.1 0.9 1.8 1.7 2.5 1.9 1.3 0.8 I I
1995 4.4 I 1.4 1.2 2.2 1.6 I 0.7 0.7 0.9
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TABLE A.3: UNION DENSITY (%)

a NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC
1983 57.6 32.3 33.9 40.6 38.7 32.3 34.1 34.7 28.3 45.3
1984 57.4 29.4 33.7 39.0 39.4 32.0 34.5 34.6 28.0 43.7

:::5 1985 47.7 29.2 33.9 36.4 39.2 3\.8 35.2 33.2 26.6 42.3
o....J

1986 53.6 30.3 33.0 36.7 39.5 3\.6 36.5 34.1 27.4 41.5:::::
1987 50.1 29.6 32.3 35.5 39.6 3\.0 37.0 32.8 26.4 38.6

s:: 1988 5\.8 29.5 3 \.4 34.1 39.9 31.3 37.3 33.0 27.3 38.5
a 1989 52.5 30.8 31.9 35.4 4\.6 31.2 37.9 33.8 27.2 37.\

1990 55.2 33.6 31.6 37.3 41.1 32.2 38.0 34.2 27.8 38.9
1991 53.0 33.9 32.2 38.0 42.6 32.5 37.7 34.7 27.9 39.9

Q 1992 56.2 32.5 33.0 37.5 42.8 32.3 36.8 34.5 28.0 38.7
1993 54.6 32.2 32.8 36.7 42.5 32.1 36.8 34.4 26.9 37.9

U 1994 55.3 35.9 32.7 36.2 40.2 31.4 36.1 32.8 25.5 37.5
1995 54.1 33.4 30.9 37.2 40.8 32.1 36.8 35.6 25.6 38.5
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TABLE A.4: INFLATION (%)

:3

S;;

tJ
NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC

1983 6.6 5 6.3 6.7 5.6 6.3 6.7 . 6.4 5.1 5.5
1984 4.5 4.3 4.4 5.1 4.1 4.9 3.7 3.9 2.8 3.9

8 1985 4.2 3.8 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.1 4.1 3.7 3 3.2
k1 1986 2.9 1.9 3.2 3.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 2.9 3.4 2.9
<: 1987 2.8 3.6 3.4 2.9 4.4 5 4.2 4.9 4 3.1

1988 2.4 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.7 4.8 4.1 4.4 2.7 3.6
1989 3.6 3.8 4.5 4.7 4.3 5.7 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.5

i:2 1990 4.4 5.1 5.1 4.6 4.3 4.9 4.6 4.4 5.7 5.4
1991 6.2 7.5 6.1 6.4 7.3 4.7 5.1 5.2 5.8 5.4
1992 I 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.8 I 1.4 I 1.5 2.7
1993 1.7 1.9 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.8 2.7 3 1.2 3.5
1994 1.2 -0.2 1.1 0.5 -1.4 0 1.4 1.8 1.4 1.9
1995 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.8 2.5 2.7 1.9 2.3 2.3

NM
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TABLE A.5: REAL PER CAPITA EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS (DOLLARS)

a NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC
1983 2823 2015 1486 2135 1414 877 851 642 977 1346
1984 2879 2296 1432 2209 1322 719 770 672 956 1316

;:j 1985 2998 2358 1486 2146 1305 686 782 676 834 1230
.....:J 1986 3222 2521 1507 2134 1231 624 743 706 937 1198
::s
u 1987 3325 2455 1475 2113 1144 559 733 690 874 1153

1988 3647 2618 1478 2158 1178 515 757 698 757 1112:::.:
a 1989 3393 2400 1381 2055 1243 509 770 724 769 1027

1990 3359 2363 1467 2073 1333 660 745 661 704 1004
:<: 1991 3947 2961 1756 2362 1548 945 874 735 835 1202
::;
Q 1992 4381 3216 1941 2527 1628 1015 886 807 929 1173

1993 3666 3122 1884 2435 1529 913 814 738 854 1056

U 1994 3087 2719 1722 2290 1319 750 680 601 718 856
1995 2565 2399 1399 1939 1133 603 577 504 601 723
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TABLE A.6: REAL AVERAGE WEEKLY EAR:'IIINGS(DOLLARS)

NF PE NS NS QC ON MN SK AS BCt3
1983 268.36 227.57 240.98 246.49 259.25 256.07 248.36 257.98 299.19 297.97
1984 296.97 245.57 266.92 274.44 280.05 282.15 271.43 279.01 316.38 315.91

8 1985 315.65 266.59 290.55 295.83 300.39 307.54 289.50 296.51 332.52 335.08
kJ 1986 334.14 277.19 312.90 318.70 322.00 335.85 313.90 312.38 345.78 346.18
:<: 1987 355.21 301.18 332.53 331.46 350.25 369.39 336.87 332.34 363.81 367.92

1988 381.98 326.91 356.78 354.98 380.48 407.48 361.46 353.80 386.57 389.67
1989 410.67 352.50 383.69 390.44 412.01 455.61 399.57 382.20 422.93 434.05
1990 442.54 384.82 425.01 423.45 454.12 498.36 432.44 418.28 468.27 473.12
1991 492.39 425.86 471.30 474.40 507.03 548.38 470.85 459.16 521.52 517.97
1992 508.57 444.44 490.31 491.68 535.49 576.85 489.44 470.15 543.77 545.89
1993 536.08 462.63 500.07 508.66 550.01 600.16 506.90 488.13 559.50 577.72
1994 548.30 461.50 506.95 509.83 546.81 615.68 521.47 511.49 568.15 609.71
1995 559.01 482.32 507.74 527.53 559.53 636.53 540.40 526.30 581.70 641.67

M
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TABLE A.7: REAL PER CAPITA EMPLOYERS' CmnRIBUTION TO WORKER'S COMPENSATlO!'/ (DOLLARS)

a
NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC

::;§ ]983 2]9.4 ] ]4.6 2] 7.8 260.2 393.3 299.] ]44.0 205.7 347.4 539.9
]984 255.8 ]08.0 203.3 254.9 343.3 355.4 ]55.7 ]92.7 323.6 543.6

;:j
1985 255.5 ]27.3 2]2.3 257.2 339.6 407.9 20].8 ]99.5 298.5 5]4.8......:J
]986 281.5 122.0 2]2.2 259.3 425.5 462.3 2]6.0 ]95.4 322.4 421.3

U 1987 3 ]3.7 ] ]5.0 230.5 304.3 497.6 528.1 259.5 209.0 287.2 307.2
::.: 1988 373.] ]51.5 238.7 307.6 563. ] 576.4 294.5 235.0 309.5 382.8
a
2:

]989 380.2 186.7 252.6 302.8 546.8 604.8 282.2 226.4 334.7 411.8

<; ]990 434.6 197.7 259.8 3] ].0 489.1 583.6 287.6 227.0 355.3 397.4
:::s ]99] 473.9 208.0 285.5 304.6 408.8 468.6 280.1 218.4 336.8 393.7
Q ]992 444.4 205.6 302.4 343.3 482.6 488.2 252.9 225.2 313.9 379.5

]993 445.8 270.6 343.8 350.3 5]4.2 450.7 265.3 219.7 396.] 4]9.7
U 1994 5]5.7 230.7 366.5 337.0 532.2 458.1 265.9 242.7 399.7 473.9

1995 522.6 219.6 378.0 290.2 561.1 490.7 272.2 258.6 322.0 508.8
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TABLE A.8: REAL INTEREST RATE (5 YEAR GOVERNMENT BOND YIELD, %)

:§

NF PE NS NB QC ON MN SK AB BC
1983 0.54 0.95 0.60 0.52 0.78 0.60 0.52 0.58 0.92 0.80

1984 1.40 1.49 1.44 1.16 1.59 1.24 1.81 1.69 2.47 1.69

8
1985 1.20 1.39 1.08 1.04 1.12 1.25 1.25 1.44 1.86 1.73

kJ 1986 1.56 2.44 1.37 1.22 0.75 0.85 0.81 1.56 1.27 1.56

<: 1987 1.70 1.23 1.33 1.63 0.90 0.71 0.97 0.74 1.05 1.50

1988 2.12 1.25 1.35 1.35 1.25 0.83 1.08 0.96 1.86 1.30

1989 1.38 1.28 0.99 0.92 1.06 0.63 0.89 1.03 1.06 0.99

1990 1.22 0.96 0.96 1.14 1.26 1.03 1.14 1.22 0.79 0.87

1991 0.41 0.19 0.43 0.37 0.22 0.78 0.66 0.63 0.49 0.58
V) 1992 3.26 3.73 4.01 4.01 2.04 3.26 2.55 3.26 2.41 1.30
;;j 1993 1.79 1.60 2.42 2.28 2.14 1.69 1.04 0.88 2.42 0.67

1994 3.06 10.17 3.26 4.96 -23.34 7.94 2.72 2.19 2.72 2.08

1995 2.48 2.35 2.48 2.35 2.11 1.49 1.35 2.00 1.64 1.64
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