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I. INTRODUCTION

Administrative records have considerable
social statistical potential in national statis-
tical systems. They do not, however, possess
all of the same or even similar characteristics
to data derived from household surveys and cen-
suses of population. In this paper, no attempt
will be made to cite the many similarities and
incongruities that arise in comparing the admin-

istrative social data with other social data.
Rather, the emphasis will be upon a single ap-
plication of data derived from the Canadian

personal income tax records.

This case study has been prepared to a-
chieve several objectives, First, the applica-
tion will illustrate one dimension of the Cana-
dian tax records, a dimension that is not with-
in the domain of the U.S. tax system. Secondly,
in the choice of Thompson, a small community in
northern Manitoba, it is possible to highlight
the small area migration data derived from ad-
ministrative records, Finally, for small com-
munities such as Thompson, data are generally
only available with a Census of Population.
Thus, for events such as the recent recession in
1982, administrative records provide an oppor-
tunity to monitor the impact of the recession on
its economy.

Thompson, Manitoba is a small mining commu-
nity that grew rapidly with the development of a
nickel mine in the 1950’s. Its population grew
trom about 3,000 in 1961 to 19,000 in 1971. A
slow population decline began during the late
1970’s with the population declining to 14,300
in 1981. These population counts offer few
insights into what happened in the years between
censuses. And even the administrative tax re-
cords offer no real assistance in the years
preceding 1976 since the annual 100 percent tax
records are not available. Nevertheless, the
tax records do offer an inherent richness of
data for a small area such as Thompson.

The growth and decline of resource-~based
communities are largely beyond their control and
destiny. In general, they are dependent on the
resource abundance, its price, and the demand.
Thompson is no exception. The mine was estab-
lished during a period when the Canadian nickel
industry almost completely monopolized the
world’s nickel market. This dominance has been
eroded in recent years, and the recent recession
further weakened the price and international
demand for Canadian nickel.

II. DATA SOURCES AND GENERAL METHODOLOGY
The Canadian personal income tax system has
a nunter of differences from the American sys-

tem. One of the differences is exploited in
this paper, namely, that some transfer payments
are subject to taxation and are, therefore,

reported by taxfilers (e.g., Unemployment Insur-
ance benefits). Thus, by comparing UI benefits
to income, inferences can be made about the
income dependency of individual taxfilers on UI
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as a source of their income.

Since a mailing address is associated with
taxfiling, migrants from one tax year to the
next can be identified (assuming, of course,
that a change of address is associated with a
real geographical movement), In the case of
Thompson, there is wvirtually no hinterland;
hence, a change of address to a non-Thompson
locale is assumed to have been an example of
residential change. Thus, UI dependency, both
before and after migration can be studied.

Comparisons have been developed 1in this
paper for two migration periods, btetween 1981
and 1982, and between 1982 and 1983. The indi-

vidual taxfilers selected for this study include
those Thompson taxfiler residents that migrated
and who earned income from employment in the
year prior to migration. In addition, a number
of comparisons are made between Thompson taxfi-
ler migrants and all Canadian taxfiler migrants.

Perhaps the most confusing aspect in using
nigrant detail and income data together arises
because of the differing time periods involved.
Income earned in one calendar year is not re~
ported until the next calendar year. Thus,
income data for 1981 is reported in April, 1982,
and income earned in 1982 is reported in April,
1983. When references are made to income versus
migration, two different periods of time are
involved. A change of address between the 1981
and 1982 taxfiling periods, represents migration
between April, 1982 and April, 1983.

Figure 1 has been provided below to illus-
trate the timing of the reference years versus
the taxfiling and migration periods.

Even the most casual review of
rigure surely reveals a few fundamental flaws
-~ taxfilers need not reside at the address
they use; taxfilers need not obtain all of their
UI income in the location where they file; and
with the continuous updating of the address file
in an administrative tax system, the original

the above

tiling address can differ from the address on
the file itself. How were these caveats han-
dled? Earlier research experience with the
taxfile for deriving migration data led to the

conclusion that the tax file is a good source of
inter-censual migration data in Canada. Since
the tax migration data have been found to be of
relatively high quality, it seemed reasonable to
assume away the above caveats.

The data in this paper have been limited to
two sources of income, namely, employment in-
come (i.e., wages and salaries, tips and gra=-
tuities, and the self-employment sources of in-
come), and UI income. This source of income is
not, however, a clean source of unemployment
income since UI bereficiaries in Canada need not
be ready and able to work and since LI benefits
are granted for reasons such as maternity, self-

enmployed fishing during the off-season, retire-
ment, sickness and disability. Finally, this
paper has a composite income concept, labour

income, that is defined as the sum of employment



FIGURE 1. A GRAPHIC ILLUSTRATING INCOME EARNINGC YEARS
VERSUS MICRATION YEARS
INCOME EARNING
REFERENCE 1980 1981 1982 1983
PERIOD
[
MAILING ADDRESS Apr. Apr. Apr.
FOR TAXFILING PERIOD 1981 1982 1983
MIGRATION Apr. 81- Arr. 82-
PERIOD Apr. 82 Apr. 83
income plus UI income. the median employment income in both 1980 and
1981 was lower for the migrants than for all

III. EMPLOYMENT INCOME PATTERNS OF THOMPSON
OUT-MIGRANTS, 1981-82 AND 1982~83
Reference to Table 1 illustrates the gener-
trend of median employment income (Part 1)
the number of taxfilers (Part 3) for Thomp-
son residents for 1976 through 1982. Since
these numbers provide no inherent point of re-
terence, similar data have been included in
Parts 1 and 3 of this table for Canada.

A relative comparison has then been in-
cluded as Part 2 of Table 1 the median
employment 1income value for each Thompson cell
was divided by the corresponding cell value for
Canada (and multiplied by 100). The index for
males was consistently about 35 to 40 percent
higher than the comparable Canada value except
tor two years, 1976 and 1981. 1In both of these
years there were labour disputes (The 1981
strike lasted three months).

A comparison of the number of Thompson and
Canada taxfilers over the period from 1976 to
1982 1is included as Part 3 of Table 1 to illus-
trate the general seven-year trend. Reference
to the percentage change line indicates that the
total number of Thompson taxfilers decreased
over the period while the number of taxfilers in
Canada increased. (Even for Canada, however,
there was a decline in taxfiling for 1982, the
recession year.)

The next step involves a comparison of the
migrants from Thompson with all residemt Thomp-
son taxfilers in each year. 1In Table 2 data are
provided for two migration periods, 1981-82 and
1982-83. In 1980 (using male taxfilers as the
example), Thompson had 4,190 male taxfilers. A
subset of the 4,190 (i.e., 543) filed in Thomp-

al
and

son for the 1980 tax year but filed from a
location external to Thompson for the 1981 tax
year. Thus, the 543 taxfilers are included in

the 4,190 in 1980 but not in the 4,149 taxfilers
in 1981.
For

each of the males, females and total,
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taxfilers. But in comparing the median employ-
ment income for the migrants (right hand column)

for before and after migration, they were all
marginally better off in current dollars after
migration, Interestingly enough, for all male
taxfilers in Thompson, the median employment

income level was lower in 1981 than in 1980, due
no doubt, to the 3-month strike in 1981.

A similar comparison has been included in
Part 2 of Table 2 for Thompson out-migrants for
1982-83. As noted in Part 1, the out-migrants

had lower medians before migration than did all
Thompson residents. Also, the medians for mi-
grants in 1982 were again lower than for all

Thompson residents. Finally, it can be noted in
this part of Table 2 that all Thompson residents
experienced an increase in median employment
income between 1981 and 1982 while, for the out-
migrants, the males experienced an increase, the
temales a decrease.

IV. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE INCOME PATTERNS

OF THOMPSON OUT-MIGRANTS, 1981-82 AND 1982-83
As noted above, UI benefits are subject to
personal income taxation in Canada. A reasona-
ble question might be "To what extent do
Canadian taxfilers report their UI benefits to
Revenue Canada-Taxation?"” The results vary from
year to year, but, in general, for every $1 paid
out in benefits, about 92 to 93 cents is report-

ed in the tax system.

Reference to Table 3 indicates the pattern
of UI benefits of Thompson resideants in the year

before and after migration for 1980-81 and for
1981-82, for the two migration periods, 1981-82
and 1982-83. And to provide some frame of re-
terence, the UI income data are included for
both Thompson out-migrants and all migrants in
Canada for the same migration period. For exam-
ple, of the Thompson male out-migrants (i.e.,

543) in the 1981-82 migration period, the number
receiving UI income increased about 49 percent
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TABLE 1., MEDIAN EMPLOYMENT INCOME AND TAXFILER COMPARISON FOR

TABLE 2. MEDIAN EMPLOYMENT INCOME COMPARISON FOR ALL THOMPSON, MANITOBA
RESIDENTS VERSUS ALL THOMPSON OUT-MICRARTS FOR 1981-82 AND 1982-83

ALL THOMPSON ALL THONPSON
KESIDENTS OUT-MICRANTS
TAX SEX
YEAR MEDTAN MEDIAN
NUMBER | yycoME NUMBER INCOME

THOMPSON, MANITOBA AND CANADA: 1976-82
PART 1. MEDIAN EMPLOYMENT INCOME
THOMPSON CANADA
YEAR
MALES l FEMALES l TOTAL | MALES ‘ FEMALES ] TOTAL
1976 14135 5860 11390 11160 5840 8505
1977 16095 6885 13075 12075 6370 9175
1978 17685 6895 13880 12880 6635 9725
1979 19345 7361 14170 14095 7225 10595
1980 21295 8000 15720 15400 7920 11560
1981 19745 9390 16045 17000 8785 12735
1982 25240 10615 19960 17835 9615 13565
¥ CHANCE,
1976-1982 79.6 81.1 75.2 59.8 64.6 59.5
PART 2. MEDIAN EMPLOYMENT INCOME INDEX*

YEAR I MALES I FEMALES I TOTAL

1976 126.7  100.3  133.9

1977 133.3  108.1  142.5

1978 137.3  103.9  142.7

1979 137.2 101.9  133.7

1980 138.3  101.0  136.0

1981 116,01 106.9  126.0

1982 141.5  110.4  147.1

* INDEX = |(LHOMPSON MEDIAN}/
(CANADA MEDIAN) X 100]

PART 3. NUMBER OF TAXFILERS WITH EMPLOYMENT INCOME

PART 1. TAXFILER MIGRANTS: 1981-82
BEFORE MIGRATION

1980 MALES 4,190 21,295 543 17,710
FEMALES 2,749 8,000 379 6,150

TOTAL 6,943 15,720 922 11,735

AFTER MIGRATION

1981 MALES 4,149 19,745 543 17,785
FEMALES 2,798 9,390 379 6,275

TOTAL 6,947 16,045 922 12,630

PART 2. TAXPILER MIGRANTS: 1982-83
BEFORE MIGRATION

1981 MALES 4,149 19,745 380 16,850
FEMALES 2,798 9,390 283 7,040

TOTAL 6,947 16,045 663 12,460

AFTER MIGRATION

1982 MALES 4,122 25,240 380 17,920
FEMALES 2,826 10,615 283 6,605

TOTAL 6,948 19,960 663 11,200

THOMPSON, MANITOBA

CANADA (000°S)

YEAR
MALES | FEMALES | TOTAL MALES l FEMALES ! TOTAL
1976 5423 2849 8300 6647 4004 10670
1977 4904 2842 7726 6715 4124 10854
1978 4133 2542 6679 6829 4412 11254
1979 4140 2621 6764 6949 4601 11557
1980 4190 2748 6943 7021 4811 11839
1981 4149 2798 6947 1167 5068 12235
1982 4122 2826 6948 7066 5033 12039
% CHANCE,
1976-1982 (24.3) (0.8) (16.3) 5.4 25.7

12.8

NOTE: ‘There are some apparent inconsistencies 1in reviewing the right
hend column for the before and after median values. For exam-
ple, in Part 1, the median male increases 75, the female 125, and
the total increases by 895. These data are correct, The appar-
ent discrepancy arises due to the bi-modal income distribution.



TABLE 3. MEDIAN UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS REPORTED BY THOMPSON
TAXFILER OUT~MIGRANTS TO ALL DESTINATIONS COMPARED TO ALL
TAXFILER MIGRANTS IN CANADA: 1981~82 AND 1982-83

TABLE 4. TDEPENDENCY OF THOMPSON OUT-MICRANTS ON UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
BLNEFIT INCOME TO ALL DESTINATIONS COMPARED TO CANADA,

1981-82 AND 1982-83

LLE

U.T. INCOHE U.I. INCOME Ul BENEFIT TO LABOUR INCOME INDICATOR
TOTAL BEFORE MIGRATION AFTER MICRATIGN
MIGRANTS BY SEX MICRANTS No. of Ul to No. of UI to
NUMBER | MEDIAN NUMBER | MEDIAN MIGRANTS BY SEX TOTAL tiigrants|Lab. Inc,.)Migrants|Lab. Inc.
MICRANTS with UI |Indicator{with UI |Indicator
(@) (2) (3) (&) (5)

PART 1. MICRANT COMPARISON:

THOMPSON VERSUS CANADA, 1981-82

PART 1. MIGRANT COMPARISON:

THOMPSON VERSUS CANALA, 1981-82

1980 TAX-YEAR 1981 TAX-YEAR
1980 TAX-YEAR 1981 TAX-YEAR
THOHPSON OUT-MICRANTS
TO ALL DESTIMATIONS THOMPSON OUT-MICRANTS
MALES 543 98 1310 146 1970 TO ALL DESTINATIONS
FENALES 379 78 1135 135 1540 MALES 543 98 1.8 146 3.2
TOTAL 922 176 1280 281 1700 FEMALES 37¢9 78 3.6 135 6.9
Ul INCIDENCE 192 302 TOTAL 922 176 2,2 281 4.1
ALL CANADIAN MIGRANTS ALL CANADIAN MIGRANTS
MALES 440191 77349 1705 891334 1860 MALES 424,809 77,349 2.5 89,334 2.7
FEMALES 390557 61021 1385 82161 1606 FEMALES 324,727 61,021 3.9 82,161 5.3
TOTAL 830748 138370 1550 171495 1720 TOTAL 749,536 138,370 2.9 171,495 3.4
UI INCIDENCE 172 232

PART 2. MICRANT COMPARISCN:

THOMPSON CUT-MIGRANTS

THOMPSON VERSUS CANADA, 1982-83

1981 TAX-YEAR

1982 TAX-YEAR

PART 2, MIGRANT COMPARISON:

THOMPSON OUT~MIGRANTS
TO ALL DESTINATIONS

THOMPSON VERSUS CANADA, 1982-83

1981 TAX~YEAR J 1982 TAX-YEAR

TO ALL DESTINATIONS MALES 380 78 2.2 176 6.7
FEMALES 283 48 3.6 129 10.1
HALES 380 78 1540 176 2390 TOTAL 663 126 2.6 305 7.6
FEMALES 283 48 1705 129 1655
TOTAL 663 126 1565 305 1890 . .
) ALL CANADIAN MICRANTS
Ul INCIDENCE 192 462 MALES 356,315 63,910 2.2 111,862 5.1
. D AN FEMALES 280,647 52,157 3.6 94,065 8.0
ALL CANARIAN MIGRANTS TOTAL 636,962 116,067 2.6 205,927 5.9
MALES 371918 63910 1740 111862 2650
FEMALES 341121 52157 1490 94065 2020
TOTAF 713039 116067 1620 205927 2310 UI Dependency Indicator = Total UI income received by taxfiler mi-
Ul INCIDENCE 162 292

UI INCIDENCE = [(NUMBER

OF MICRANTS WITH UI)/(TOTAL MICRANTS)] X 100

grants, divided by the labour income of all texfiler migrants times 100.



trom 98 in 1980 to 146 in 1981, and the median
benefit increased from $1310 to $1970, or about
50 percent.

By contrast, for all male migrants in Cana-
da, the increase in the number of male migrants
reporting UI income increased about 15 percent
(i.e., from 77,349 to 89,334), while the median
UI income increased about nine percent (i.e.,
$1705 to $1860).

A comparable section has been included in
Table 3 for migrants in the 1982-83 migration
period for those Thompson residents in 1981 who
tiled from a non-Thompson address for the 1982
taxfiling year, and for all migrants in Canada.
Three observations can be made in reviewing both
Parts 1 and 2. First, for all migrants, the
median UI income was lower in the year before
migration than after migration except for female
out-migrants from Thompson in 1982-83. Second ,
the total migrants column indicates that there
were more migrants in 1981-82 than in 1982-83.

Finally, reference to the row labelled UI
Incidence also reveals an interesting compari-
son. In the year before migration, fer both

Thompson out-migrants and all migrants in Cana-
da, the incidence of UI (i.e., number with UI
divided by total migrants) was about the same

(192 versus 17% in 1980, and 197 versus 16% in
1981). But the UI incidence was quite different

after migration, about 50% higher for the Thomp-
son migrants compared to the Canadian migrants
in the migration year (30% versus 21% in 1981
and 46% versus 29% in 1982).

V. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE DEPENDENCY
INDICATOR, 1981-82 and 1982-83

By adding employment income to unemployment

labour income is obtained.

income, 1f reported
Ul benefits are divided by labour income, a UI
to labour income dependency concept is defined

~- To what extent do taxfilers depend on Ul as
a source of labour income? Clearly, a lot is
subsumed 1in a concept such as this. For one,
the emphasis is on the average when dependency
can be expected to be highly skewed -- lower
income persons having a very different kind of
dependency than higher income persons.
example, since female taxfilers have lower in-
comes than males, they can be considered a type
of low income group. Also, 1individuals can
receive Ul benefits for reasons other than unem-
ployment per se, hence, the receipt of UI bene~
tits for reasons such as maternity, sickness and
illness, retirement and self-employed fishing
are also subsumed under the UI dependency con-
cept.
to Table 4 provides some em-
pirical evidence on UI dependency. Several ob~
servations can be made about the contents of
this table. First, for every pair of indicators
(columns 3 and 5), the UI Dependency Indicator
is lower in the year before migration. This
observation has an interesting implication.
Migration, presumably, occurs in response to
economic incentives to move. This expectation
does not seem to be met.

A review of the right hand column of Table

Reference

In this -
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2 does not reveal much in the way of economic
gains from migrating; Table 3 confirms this with
the large incidence of UI after migration; and
Table & reveals considerable dependency on UL
after migration. Taken together, for both the
Thompson and all Canadian taxfiler migrants, the

economic incentives expectation does not appear
to exist for the whole migrant cohort. Never-
theless, the economic incentives expectation

could hold for all migrants if the expected em-
ployment income in Thompson would be zero.

A number of speculative possibilities could
account for this. The migrants, in general, may
be marginal members of the labour force; and two
working spouses could move with only one or none
obtaining employment. (The introduction of two
working spouses offers considerable complexity
and indicates the need for additional research.)

VI. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

In this case study, emphasis was placed on
Unemployment Insurance dependency for two selec-
ted cohorts of taxfiler migrants. Clearly,
there are many other relationships that could be
studied. For example, it would be possible to
undertake the above work with respect to (a) the
marital status of taxfilers, (b) the age of
migrants, (c) other taxable transfer payments
(e.g., family allowance income, pension income),
and (d) a variety of other possibilities, in-
cluding combinations of those used or noted in
this sentence.

Nevertheless, this review of selected vari-

ables from the Canadian personal income tax
system indicates the potential of this data
source to analyse the dynamics of UI dependency

and migration for relatively small geographical
source areas such as Thompson, Manitoba.

What is clear, however, in reviewing these
results is that the dynamics of the income and
migration relationships are complex. The use of
data for only two periods is obviously limiting.

Cne neither knows nor can conclude whether the
migrants had migrated previously, whether they
had been dependent on UI in previous years, or
whether UI dependency continued in succeeding
years. In other words, this case study, al-
though illustrative, is incomplete -- two

years is a short longitudinal study.

Finally, and as noted above,
tional wisdom of the income and
namics can be stated simply: DMigrants move when
higher incomes can be obtained. The data in
this study are neither supportive nor opposed to
this hypothesis. The migrants did not appear to
move for higher real incomes. and were more de-
pendent on transfer payments than either (a) all
Thompson residents or (b) all Canadian taxfiler
migrants.

the conven-—
migration dy-
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