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Introduction 
 
For the first time in 2001, the Canadian Census collected information on same-sex 
partnerships.  The first census of the XXI Century provided the first ever national 
estimate of same-sex partners.  In the wake of changes to both federal and provincial laws 
that modified the legal status of same-sex relationships, many census data users 
expressed a need for the data.  As the 2001 Census data were being collected and 
processed, Statistics Canada was conducting testing on the possible inclusion of 
question(s) on sexual orientation in one or more of its surveys.  Here again, the main 
motivation for testing such questions came from legislative changes, this time the 
Canadian Human Rights Act.   
 
The first part of this paper discusses the concepts relative to same-sex partnerships tested 
prior to the census, the question in the 2001 Census, data collection and processing, and 
presents data on same-sex partnerships in Canada.  Whenever possible, comparisons will 
be made between the Canadian data and data from a few other countries collecting 
information on same-sex relationships in their census of population.  The second part of 
the paper presents work conducted to date by Statistics Canada to explore approaches to 
the collection of data on sexual orientation.  
 
 
SAME-SEX RELATIONSHIPS 
 
 
Background 
 
In the past 30 years, major changes to family and household living arrangements in many 
industrialized countries (often referred to as the Second Demographic Transition) have 
challenged our theories of family living.  The increasing complexity of adults’ and 
children’s family and conjugal histories (more unions, more separations, more non-
marital unions, more lone-parent families, more blended families – in other words, more 
family events) has created new data needs.  There was a fundamental change in the nature 
and the depth of information needed to follow these trends.  Retrospective and 
longitudinal surveys were built to complement census and administrative data.  New 
concepts had to be measured: non-marital (as well as marital) union formation and 
dissolution, out-of-wedlock births, step relationships, etc.  The profound modifications of 
the family were accompanied by equally important modifications outside the family 
(higher education, women’s massive entry into the labor force, etc.) 
 
Prior to the 1981 Canadian Census, four questions were used to collect information and 
to allow for the formation of families, couples, parent-child relationships, and living 
arrangements.  The four questions were: age, sex, marital status and relationship to a 
reference person.  The latter is essential in the ability to form and provide data on 
families.  The census thus provided information about husband-wife families (with or 
without children), lone parent families, as well as living arrangements in non-family 
households.  
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In the early 1980s, the Canadian census started collecting data on non-marital unions1.  
The increasing proportion of people who were declaring such a relationship (using the 
write-in box of the question) even though no category was present on the questionnaire 
mainly motivated this decision.  Statistics Canada had to adjust to a new reality in family 
living2.  An estimated 352,000 couples lived in a non-marital union in 1981.  At the time, 
this type of union was not widespread and not socially acceptable to all (Baker et al., 
2001; Mitchell, 2001).  In most cases, it was seen as a prelude to marriage, i.e. a trial 
marriage.  Twenty years later, in 2001, the census enumerated 1.2 million non-marital 
couples, an increase of about 240% since 1981.  At the national level, they represent 
16.4% of all couples.  In Quebec, their prevalence (30% of all couples) is now believed to 
be as high as in Sweden, a country often referred to as the leader in “cohabitation”.  Non-
marital cohabitations are now perceived as a prelude or an alternative to marriage or 
remarriage, and an increasing proportion of young couples (mainly in Quebec) raise 
children in a non-marital family setting.  The rise in cohabiting unions has also led to the 
legal recognition of such unions.  
 
Changes in family behaviors were also instrumental in Statistics Canada collecting more 
data on emerging family structures such as blended families, lone-parent families, 
couples “living apart together”, etc.  It is in this context of rapidly changing living 
arrangements and societal and legal recognition of new family arrangements that the need 
was expressed to collect national data on same-sex partnerships.     
 
 
The 1996 Census and Same-sex Partnerships 
 
The Relationship to Person 1 (R2P1)3 question on the 1996 Canadian Census was similar 
to the one used in preceding censuses—it included a list of self-code responses, such as 
"Husband or wife of Person 1", "Son or daughter of Person 1", or "Room-mate" which 
respondents could check, plus a write-in box to fill in if none of the self-code boxes were 
applicable (see Appendix A for the question). 
  
Same-sex partners could identify themselves using a write-in response under "Other--
Specify", although the questionnaire contained no explicit instructions for doing this.  
This information was only available through the Census telephone help line, and through 
a fact sheet that was distributed to gay and lesbian organizations.  Comments received on 
questionnaires and during the 2001 Census consultation process indicated that many 
persons in same-sex relationships were not clear on how to respond, or objected to being 
included in the "Other" category.  
 

                                                           
1 In English Canada, these unions are referred to as common-law unions.  In Quebec, they 
are known as “unions libres”.   
2 A new question on common-law status was added to the census questionnaire in 1986. 
3.  "Person 1" is also known as the "household reference person" and is the first person 
listed on the questionnaire. 
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In both the 1991 and 1996 Censuses, assessment of data during processing showed that 
some persons in same-sex relationships attempted to report themselves as common-law 
partners.  In 1996, there were approximately 11,000 couples who reported themselves as 
common-law partners and as of the same sex.  Analysis of the 1991 and 1996 data 
revealed that many apparent same-sex relationships were actually cases of opposite-sex 
common-law partners who mistakenly checked the same response on the gender question.  
(This could in part be due to the matrix format of the Canadian Census questionnaire, 
which may encourage some respondents to answer a question for all household members 
before moving to the next question.  That can lead to some confusion as to whom the 
answer is provided for.) One of the problems with accurately enumerating a small 
population is that a very small error rate on a base of 30 million individuals may have a 
major effect on the accuracy of the data if the errors are concentrated in the small 
population.  Clearly, in both the 1991 and 1996 Censuses, estimating the number of 
same-sex partners using the R2P1 and Sex questions would have been difficult.  In this 
context, relying on the Sex question to distinguish between same-sex and opposite-sex 
partners would be hazardous.  
 
After an assessment of the data from the 1996 Census, it was determined that information 
on same-sex partners was not of sufficient quality to permit its dissemination. 
 
 
The Testing Environment Prior to the 2001 Census 
 
Prior to each census, Statistics Canada conducts an in-depth consultation with its main 
users to assess the relevance of the current content and to identify new and emerging data 
needs.  The process that preceded the 2001 Census clearly showed the need for data on 
same-sex partnerships.  In light of the numerous changes made to federal and provincial 
laws, and the growing societal recognition of same-sex partnerships, many users from 
both the public and private sectors presented arguments in support of the collection of 
such data.  Members of the gay and lesbian community also expressed dissatisfaction 
with the failure of past censuses to collect or publish data on same-sex couples.  On the 
other hand, a number of them had concerns about the confidentiality of census 
information. 
 
The inclusion in the census of population of any new concept requires a complete testing 
strategy.  The introduction of definitions and categories on a sensitive issue, such as 
same-sex partnerships, would be no exception.  Prior to the 2001 Census, both qualitative 
and quantitative tests were conducted to evaluate the concepts that could be used to 
provide estimates of same-sex relationships.  The focus was on respondents’ 
interpretation, reaction and comprehension of the proposed concepts. 
 
Qualitative testing on the same-sex question was conducted in stages over several years.  
This included during the development of the quantitative test, that is the 1998 National 
Census Test (NCT), during the NCT itself using the same questionnaires, and as a follow-
up exercise to test variations on the NCT questions.  Qualitative tests (focus groups and 
one-on-one interviews) involved gay and lesbian participants, as well as participants 
selected from the general population (most likely to be heterosexual). 
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Several options for estimating same-sex partners were tested during qualitative testing.  
They ranged from options similar to what appeared on the 1996 Census questionnaire 
(where same-sex partners had to rely on the “write-in” box to provide their relationship), 
to options with a separate category for same-sex partners in the R2P1 question.  Results 
were promising.  Most options tested well with gay and lesbian participants, although 
some expressed concerns about the confidentiality of their responses, and thus on the 
reliability of data.  The general public was also mainly supportive; most either welcomed 
the initiative or at least were not opposed to the new concepts (in part because they didn’t 
apply to them).  The recommendations emanating from qualitative testing were then used 
to develop questions for the quantitative test conducted in 1998. 
 
 
The 1998 National Census Test 
 
Based on this input, three methods of collecting information on same-sex partnerships 
were tested in the 1998 NCT. Appendices B.1, B.2 and B.3 present the relevant questions 
in the three questionnaires used in the NCT4.  The first method used an expanded 
definition of common-law partner that included same-sex, as well as opposite-sex, 
partner (the indirect method). The definition of common-law partner on R2P1 was 
expanded by adding the instruction:  Same-sex partners should report themselves as 
common-law partners.  This was paralleled by a modified instruction in the common-law 
status question:  Common-law refers to two people who live together as a couple but who 
are not legally married to each other.  Persons living in a same-sex relationship should 
report as common-law partners.5  The second method added same-sex partner to the list 
of examples for write-in responses (the write-in method). Finally, the third method added 
a new self-code for same-sex partner (the explicit method).  The indirect method 
appeared on the short census form (the 2A), the write-in method appeared on the first 
version of the long form (2B.1), while the second version of the long form (2B.2) was 
used to test the explicit method. 
 
For the National Census Test, a sample of 75,000 households was selected from thirteen 
different sites6.  To ensure that enough same-sex responses would be obtained, two areas 
known to have a significant gay and lesbian population were chosen as two of the sites7.  
 
Results from the 1998 NCT suggested that while the three methods of counting same-sex 
partners were likely to give similar estimates, there were differences in terms of validity, 
reaction from same-sex partners, and consistency with the corresponding common-law 

                                                           
4 One version of the short census from (2A) and two versions of the long census form 
(2B) were tested in the 1998 NCT. 
5.  The instruction in 1996 consisted of the first of these two sentences, containing the 
phrase "as husband and wife" rather than "as a couple". 
 
6 A site corresponded roughly to a Federal Electoral District. 
7 One site was in Toronto, the other in Montréal. 
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status question.  Demographic characteristics of same-sex partners were analyzed8 to 
come up with response validity rates for the three options (Table 1).   Evaluation showed 
that rates were high in all cases, with the indirect yielding somewhat lower rates. The 
validity rate (i.e. the percentage of potential same-sex couples that, after evaluation, were 
believed to be valid) was, as expected, lower on the short form (2A), since same-sex 
partners were intended to report as common-law and this necessitates reliance on sex to 
identify potential same-sex couples.  Nonetheless, the validity rate was still over 80% for 
the 2A, which is far superior to the previously described results of the 1991 and 1996 
Censuses.  Note, however, that the rate for the NCT could be inflated due to the fact that 
it was a voluntary survey and therefore some of the total non-response on the NCT would 
translate into inaccurate response in the census.  Also, validity varied from site to site, 
with the sites selected for their expected higher proportions of same-sex couples having 
the highest validity rates.  Since the NCT did not use a nationally representative sample 
(the primary goal of the NCT was to assess new collection procedures), no national 
estimates of same-sex partnerships could be derived.  
 
When the actual NCT questionnaires were tested in one-on-one interviews, gay and 
lesbian participants preferred the indirect and the explicit approaches in roughly equal 
numbers: some liked the directness of the explicit method, while others felt that it made 
them feel "singled out".  In the NCT, written comments by respondents were mainly 
supportive of the explicit or indirect methods. 
 
  
The Changing Legal Context 
 
The years between the 1996 and 2001 Censuses witnessed important legislative changes 
at both the national and provincial levels regarding homosexual persons, particularly 
those living in same-sex relationships. These changes served to increase the visibility of 
the homosexual population and issues regarding same-sex relationships.  More than ever, 
it was necessary to obtain information on the prevalence and characteristics of same-sex 
unions across Canada. 
 
The increasing legal recognition of same-sex partnerships not only emphasized the need 
for data but it also provided a legal framework when developing concepts to be used in 
the data collection and dissemination processes.  Of outmost importance was the passing 
of the Modernization of Benefits and Obligations Act in 2000, a Federal omnibus bill 
resulting in the amendment of 68 federal laws and statutes to extend the same benefits 
and obligations to same-sex couples as common-law opposite-sex couples. The bill led to 
the modification of legislation such as the Citizenship Act, the Employment Insurance 
Act, the Pension Act, and the Income Tax Application Rules.   Several changes to 
provincial laws, in areas such as child and family services, pension plan, taxation, health 
care, were also instrumental in raising the need for data. 
 
                                                           
8 The process included looking at the names of respondents from the questionnaires.  
Although names are not entered on the database, they can be accessed by Statistics 
Canada’s officials, all of whom are sworn to secrecy. 
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The Modernization of Benefits and Obligations Act was adopted after the NCT but prior 
to the 2001 Census. It made clear that same-sex couples now had to be considered by the 
federal government agencies and departments as “common-law” couples.  Following a 
series of discussions with major users from federal agencies, it became obvious that the 
distinction made in the 1998 NCT between (opposite-sex) common-law partners and 
same-sex partners (in the explicit method) would not be appropriate.  Another series of 
qualitative testing was conducted to test variations of the “explicit” method.  Appendix C 
provides the relevant questions that appeared on the 2001 Census.  There were two 
distinct categories for common-law partners in R2P1, one for opposite-sex partners and 
one for same-sex partners, and the definition of common-law couples in the common-law 
status question refers specifically to the inclusion of same-sex partners in the common-
law definition.  
 
It is within this changing legal and societal context that the 2001 Canadian Census was 
conducted.  In the wake of the new federal legislation, same-sex partners were considered 
common-law partners (albeit with a clear distinction between opposite-sex and same-sex 
partners).  This decision would have a major impact on data processing and 
dissemination.   
 
 
The Canadian Experience in Comparison to Other Countries 
 
The collection approach taken in the 2001 Canadian Census differs somewhat from the 
one used in the United States and in New Zealand, two of the few countries that 
disseminate information on same-sex partners in their census of population.  One main 
distinction is that, in the United States and New Zealand, the categories used in the 
Relationship to the household reference person question don’t allow for the distinction 
between opposite-sex and same-sex cohabiting partners. The United States uses the term 
“unmarried partners” whereas New Zealand has the category “My 
wife/husband/partner/de facto” to identify all spouses and partners.  Thus, one has to rely 
on the sex question to make the distinction between heterosexual and homosexual 
couples.  This is similar to the “indirect” method used in the 1998 Canadian NCT.  Since 
the results from the 1991 and 1996 Canadian Censuses suggested that relying on the sex 
variable would yield non-trivial classification errors, and that the “direct” method was 
well received during the 1998 NCT, the latter was preferred in the 2001 Census.  
However, an in-depth analysis of the 1990 US Census counts revealed very few 
relationship or sex classification errors (Black et al. 2000). 
 
Another conceptual difference between Canada and the United States comes from the 
family status of same-sex partners.  The 2001 Canadian Census questionnaire complied 
with the federal legislation in considering same-sex partners as common-law partners. 
Since the latter have always been considered as part of a couple, and thus a (census) 
family, by definition, same-sex partners were also considered as part of a couple and a 
family.  In other words, same-sex partners form a couple and a (census or economic) 
family in the 2001 Canadian Census.  They are included in the counts of all families, as 
well as in the counts of non-marital families.  Also, as for other couples, the distinctions 
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between couples with and without children are made for same-sex couples.  A similar 
approach was followed in New Zealand in their 1996 Census.  In the United States, 
unmarried partners are considered as non-family persons in some tables, although the 
concepts offer enough flexibility to allow for “family” analysis.    
 
 
Processing the 2001 Canadian Data on Same-sex Partnerships 
 
In Canada, the inclusion of same-sex partnerships in the counts of families in the 2001 
Census implied that they would be submitted to the same edit rules as heterosexual 
couples.  This meant that edit rules that had been used for several censuses had to be 
changed in 2001.  For example, previously people had to be of the opposite sex to form a 
couple.  Other edit rules that in the past were applied to opposite-sex common-law 
partners were extended to same-sex partners: First, all had to answer “yes” to the 
common-law status question.  Second, all “common-law” partners could be of any 
marital status except “legally married (and not separated)”9.  The latter answer coming 
from a non-marital partner would provoke an edit violation, and the record would be sent 
to imputation and be subject to donor imputation.  The “least change” principle was the 
main rule followed in that process.  The system was geared towards the selection of 
demographic characteristics in a donor that would change as few as possible of the initial 
answers provided in the “failed-edit” record.  
 
Edit rules also had to be changed to allow same-sex couples to have children living with 
them in the household.  Thus, the rules traditionally applied for the formation of 
(heterosexual) families with children and lone-parent families were extended to include 
same-sex couples.  In 2001, in order to be considered as children in their parents’ family, 
sons and daughters could be of any age or marital status10 but they could not be a spouse 
or parent themselves (i.e. have a spouse or a child living in the same household). 
 
 
Conflicts Between Sex and Relationship for Same-sex Partners 
 
Before data processing started, preliminary counts of records indicating a potential same-
sex partnership revealed apparent conflicts between the R2P1 and Sex questions.  
Analysis of all persons who checked the box "Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 
1" in the R2P1 question revealed an unexpectedly high proportion of cases (26%) where 
the two potential partners had opposite responses to the Sex question.  Table 2 gives the 
counts of "potential" same-sex couples before data processing, classified according to the 
values of the relationship and sex variables for the potential partners.  Case types 3 
through 6 could be considered problem cases due to a conflict between the responses. 
                                                           
9 The Canadian censuses have been collecting information on legal marital status (and not 
the de facto status).  Common-law partners are asked to report single, separated, divorced 
or widowed according to their situation. 
10 Following a recommendation from the United Nations, that rule was actually changed 
in 2001: in previous censuses, sons and daughters had to be never married in order to be 
considered children. 
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Because of the potential impact on the final count of same-sex couples, a sample of 
questionnaires for case types 3 through 6 were examined to determine how many of the 
couples were in fact same-sex or opposite-sex.  Questionnaires were examined for given 
names as well as comments or capture errors that might provide insight into the situation.  
It was found that the vast majority of cases were valid common-law couples although a 
few cases were noticed where the potential partners were not in fact an unmarried couple, 
but rather errors in response or capture.  Of the cases where there was a valid common-
law couple, a substantial proportion could not be identified as clearly opposite-sex or 
same-sex due to unfamiliar or ambiguous names.  Of the remainder, the majority turned 
out to be opposite-sex, although the proportion varied by problem type (Table 3). 
 
The two problem types of highest concern due to their frequency were cases 3 and 5.  The 
case 3s occur when the potential partner has checked "Common-law partner (same-sex) 
of Person 1" but the two partners have provided opposite responses to Sex; almost all of 
these cases (99%) were found to be opposite-sex couples, that is, the response to R2P1 
was in error.  Case 5 occurs where the potential partner has checked "Common-law 
partner (opposite-sex) of Person 1" but the two partners have provided the same response 
to Sex.  Again a majority of the cases (89%) were found to be opposite-sex couples, as 
the response to, or capture of, the Sex question was incorrect. 
 
When there was a conflict between the R2P1 and Sex variables, the 2001 Census 
imputation system for family and demographic variables resolved such conflict cases via 
donor imputation.  Thus, a donor household with similar characteristics was used to 
assign the required values.  This means that in most cases, based on donor availability, 
the situation would have been resolved as an opposite-sex couple.  On the other hand, in 
parts of Canada where there is a concentration of same-sex couples (certain large urban 
centres), a substantial proportion of cases would have been imputed to same-sex, due to 
the greater availability of potential donors that are same-sex households.  Although 
further research is needed, it seems that the imputation system handled these problematic 
cases in a suitable manner. 
 
 
The First National Estimate of Same-sex Partnerships 
 
A total of 34,200 same-sex common-law couples were counted in Canada in 2001, 
representing 0.5% of all couples (Table 4).  This first ever national estimate of same-sex 
partnerships (from a nationally representative sample) needs to be put into perspective.  
Just like any social phenomena measured for the first time (especially those that are seen 
as sensitive), this number is influenced by the willingness of people to report such 
relationships.  Qualitative testing conducted prior to the 2001 Census showed that, 
although most people were open to the idea, some people may be reluctant to provide 
such information to a government agency. Thus, the data reflect the number of people 
who identified themselves as living in a same-sex common-law relationship. 
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Comparisons with previous censuses are, of course, impossible.  However, a family 
history survey conducted the same year (the 2001 General Social Survey) and using the 
same concepts as the census provided a similar estimate of same-sex partnerships for 
Canada.  
 
A few other countries disseminate information on same-sex partnerships in their census 
of population (Table 5). The data show that the Canadian proportion of 0.5% in 2001 
compares well with the proportions found in the United States and New Zealand the first 
time the information was collected (0.3% in the United States in 1990 and 0.4% in New 
Zealand in 1996).  Trends in these two countries show important increases in the 
proportion of same-sex partnerships.  In the United States, the proportion tripled from 
0.3% in 1990 to 1% in 2000.  Apart from the “real” increase in the number of same-sex 
couples, it would appear that a greater propensity to declare these relationships, 
especially in rural and sparsely populated states, might explain part of these increases. 
Changes made to the edit rules used in data processing may also have been a factor (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2002).  
 
Like censuses in other countries, it should be noted that the 2001 Canadian Census did 
not ask about sexual orientation.  Therefore, the data on same-sex partnerships should not 
be interpreted as an estimation of the number of gays and lesbians in Canada.  Although 
sexual orientation of those living in couples can be derived using some general 
assumptions, it cannot be inferred for those living alone or with parents or friends. 
 
The 2001 Canadian Census enumerated more male same-sex couples than female same-
sex couples. The census counted about 19,000 male same-sex couples, 55% of the total.   
In the United States, 51% of all same-sex couples were composed of two men in 2000, 
while the same proportion was 44% in New Zealand in 1996. 
 
Male couples were more likely then female couples to live in large Canadian 
metropolitan areas; 85% live in the larger urban areas of Canada, compared with 76% of 
female couples.  The same phenomenon has been noticed in the United States.  It has 
been suggested that since male couples have a higher income, they are more likely to be 
able to afford living in metropolitan areas (Black et al. 2000). 
 
Female same-sex couples are more likely to have children living with them than male 
same-sex couples.  About 15% of the 15,200 female same-sex couples had children 
present in the household, compared to only 3% of male same-sex couples.  Less than 
10% of male and female same-sex couples lived with other household members (other 
than children).  The majority of same-sex couples (88% of male couples and 77% of 
female couples) had no other people living in their household. 
 
As for the provincial/territorial distribution of same-sex partnerships, Quebec and British 
Columbia had the highest provincial proportions, with same-sex common-law couples 
accounting for 0.6% of all couples (Table 4). Ontario had the largest number of same-sex 
couples (12,505), representing 0.5% of all couples.  The metropolitan areas of Ottawa-
Gatineau and Vancouver had the highest proportions of same-sex common-law couples 
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(about 0.9% of all couples). In general, the proportion of same-sex couples was three 
times as high in Canada’s 27 Census Metropolitan Areas (CMA) than in the country’s 
non-CMA areas (0.6% versus 0.2%).  
 
 
Education and Labour Force Participation 
 
Table 7 provides a breakdown of Canadian spouses and partners (distinguishing between 
opposite-sex and same-sex common-law partners) by level of education and labour force 
participation.  It gives some indication as to how same-sex partners’ human capital 
characteristics compare with those of heterosexual partners (married or not).  
 
The first panel of the table shows that those who identified themselves as same-sex 
common-law partners in the 2001 Canadian Census are more educated than their 
heterosexual counterparts.  Overall, about one in three same-sex partners had a university 
degree in 2001, compared to about one in six opposite-sex common-law partners or 
husbands and wives.  A much higher proportion of same-sex partners had post-secondary 
education (with or without a degree).  A recent study also showed that gays and lesbians 
appear to be more educated in the United States (Black et al. 2000). 
 
Canadian same-sex partners are more educated in all age cohorts. (The age distributions 
of same-sex partners and married people are notably different, same-sex partners being 
on average younger than married people.)  About 36% of female same-sex partners aged 
25-44 had a university degree in 2001, compared to 23% of husbands and wives (and 
19% of opposite-sex partners).  The differences are larger for people aged 45 and over, 
with female same-sex partners being three times as likely to be university graduates. 
  
Of course, apart from the “real” differences in human capital, another explanation for the 
differences could be a reporting bias in that more educated people may be more willing to 
declare a same-sex relationship than the less educated. Using several data sources, a 
United States study did not provide empirical evidence for that selection bias, but 
suggested that “gay men accumulate more education than other men” (Black et al. 2000). 
 
Female same-sex partners are more likely to be in the labour force than females in 
heterosexual couples (second panel of Table 7). In 2001, over 84% of all female same-
sex partners were employed in the labour force, compared to 58% of all wives and 73% 
of all female opposite-sex common-law partners.   
 
In the younger working-age cohorts (25-44), about 88% of females in same-sex 
relationships were working, in comparison with 74% of wives. The propensity of young 
females to be employed in the labour force is still higher for same-sex partners after 
controlling for the presence of children.  About 81% of female same-sex partners with 
children at home were employed, compared to 72% of married mothers.  The proportion 
of female spouses or partners with no children who were employed is generally higher 
and varied from 83% for wives to 89% for same-sex partners.  In the older working age 
cohorts (45-64), the proportion of female same-sex partners employed in the labour force 
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was almost as high as for the 25-44 age group, while the proportions for opposite-sex 
partners or wives were lower than for their younger counterparts.  The proportion was 
still over 80% for same-sex partners but down to about 60% for wives and 69% for 
opposite-sex partners.   
 
A high proportion of male spouses or partners were employed, with little differences 
between opposite-sex and same-sex husbands or partners.  For the younger cohorts (25-
44), the proportions employed were respectively 87% for opposite-sex common-law 
partners, 88% for same-sex partners and 90% for husbands.  The proportions are 
somewhat lower for older working-age cohorts but again with little differences between 
spouses and partners. 
 
 
SEXUAL ORIENTATION 
 
As the 2001 Census data were being collected and processed, Statistics Canada was 
conducting qualitative and quantitative testing on the possible inclusion of question(s) on 
sexual orientation in one or more of its survey(s).  Changes to human rights legislation 
prohibiting discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation incited Statistics Canada to 
explore approaches to the collection of reliable data on sexual orientation. The next part 
of this paper will discuss concepts, methods and results from qualitative and quantitative 
tests of potential questions on sexual orientation.  
 
 
Background 
 
Canada has had federal legislation for several decades prohibiting discrimination on the 
basis of factors such as race, ethnic origin, age, sex, religion and disability. In 1996, 
sexual orientation was added to this list of motives proscribing discrimination in Canada. 
The presence of federal legislation is an important contributing factor to data collection 
activities by Statistics Canada since part of its mandate is to collect and analyze statistical 
information on social and economic conditions for policy and program purposes. In 
addition, although data for most of the other factors have been available for a number of 
years, there are no national data on sexual orientation.  
 
In 1993, Statistics Canada conducted qualitative testing to evaluate the possibility of 
asking a question on sexual orientation in the National Population Health Survey. 
Participants, from the general population and gay and lesbian groups, were provided with 
different options for questions on sexual behaviour and sexual identity. They were also 
asked what they thought about the inclusion of sexual orientation questions in a health 
survey or the census, and how the information should be gathered.  
 
Among the general population groups, reaction to asking a question on sexual orientation 
was mixed although most participants were able to see the connection with health 
matters. Explanations as to why the questions were being asked and the way in which the 
questionnaire would be administered (mail-back versus telephone or face-to-face 
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interview) were important factors in willingness to respond to questions on sexual 
orientation or sexual behaviour.  
 
Gay and lesbian participants were much more likely than the general population to say 
that they would not answer a question on sexual orientation, even within the context of a 
health survey. They feared that the information could be used against them, and they did 
not like the implication of a connection between homosexuality and health issues. 
Confidentiality was a major concern expressed by both the general population and gay 
and lesbian groups; however, the concern was stronger among the latter. 
 
Testing since 2001 
 
Shortly after the 2001 Census, Statistics Canada began to explore the idea of conducting 
further qualitative tests on gathering data on sexual orientation. This involved considering 
a number of issues: the reaction among gays and lesbians and the general population to 
collecting data on sexual orientation, the most appropriate question to ask, and the 
surveys that would be most successful in obtaining data. As discussed previously, 
legislative changes regarding same-sex partnerships, as well as the inclusion of sexual 
orientation in human rights legislation, demonstrated the importance of reconsidering the 
issue of asking questions on sexual orientation in Statistics Canada’s surveys.  
 
Issues 
 
Sensitivity of the Subject Matter 
 
Asking respondents about their sexuality is a very personal and sensitive topic.  Sexuality 
is a very private matter. In Canada, this was institutionalized by Pierre Trudeau when he 
was Justice Minister in the 1960’s and he declared “The State has no place in the 
bedrooms of the nation”. This statement is firmly entrenched in the thoughts of 
Canadians as participants reminded us on several occasions during testing.   
 
Concepts: Sexual Orientation, Sexual Identity and Sexual Behaviour 
 
Measuring the incidence of homosexuality is not an easy task and there is no consensus 
on the best measure of homosexuality. Among the various factors that could be 
considered are attraction/desire, behaviour and identity. Behaviour can also be examined 
in many different ways. These can include a person’s experiences throughout their 
lifetime or since attaining a specific age such as 18 or during a specific time period such 
as the past 5 years or past year. Still another dimension of behaviour is the extent to 
which gays and lesbians have had sexual relations exclusively or predominately with 
persons of the same sex. Studies have shown that these measures produce very different 
results regarding the incidence of homosexuality. For example, in the National Health 
and Social Life Survey conducted in the United States in 1992, Laumann et al. (1994) 
found that although 7.7% of men and 7.5% of women acknowledge homosexual desire, 
just 2.8% of men identify as gay, and 1.4% of women identify as lesbian. As for sexual 
behaviour, 4.7% of men and 3.5% of women reported having had at least one same-sex 
experience since the age of 18.  However, only 2.5% of men and 1.4% of women had 
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sexual relations exclusively with same-sex partners over the past year, similar to the 
proportion of the population who identify as lesbian or gay.   
 
The prevalence of same-sex behaviour is similar in other countries. In France, Spira, 
Bajos et al. (1993) found that 4.1% of men and 2.6% of women reported having had 
sexual relations with at least one same-sex partner during their lifetime. Only 1.1% of 
men and 0.3% of women declared a same-sex relationship during the past year.  
 
Same-sex behaviour during a person’s lifetime is not necessarily closely related to more 
recent behaviour, especially among women (Black et al. 2000). Just 28% of women who 
reported at least one same-sex experience since the age of 18, reported exclusive same-
sex partners over the last year. Among men, the corresponding figure was 42%.  
 
It is clear from a review of the literature that there is no consensus on the best measure of 
sexual orientation. Since the 1990s, surveys in Europe and the United States have focused 
on sexual behaviour because of the concerns about HIV and AIDS. Hubert (1998) 
identified 16 national surveys in Europe that focused on sexual behaviour during this 
time period. A few of these surveys also asked questions about sexual attraction or 
preference of the respondent.  
 
In Canada, human rights legislation refers to sexual orientation but does not define the 
meaning of this term. Does sexual orientation refer to sexual behaviour or to self-
identification?  Some persons may identify as heterosexual while having same-sex sexual 
relations. Others may identify as gay or lesbian but not have any sexual relations. In the 
absence of a precise definition, it was up to Statistics Canada to determine which 
concepts to test and how to measure these.  The decision was to examine sexual 
behaviour and sexual identity but not sexual attraction. 
 
Statistics Canada undertook two series of qualitative tests. The first phase of testing 
aimed to determine the feasibility of asking a question or questions on sexual orientation,  
the receptivity of respondents to provide this information and their awareness of the 
terminology to measure sexual orientation. In addition, the objective was to identify the 
best question to measure sexual orientation, as well as the survey(s) in which the question 
could be asked. 
 
Focus groups took place in four cities across Canada. Two focus groups were held in 
each city, one with participants from the general population, the second with gays and 
lesbians. Participants from the general population were not asked about their sexual 
orientation during recruitment, nor were they given any information about the topic of the 
focus group. Although some may have been gay or lesbian, none of the participants from 
the general population groups acknowledged this during the focus groups. Gay and 
lesbian participants were recruited from cultural, social and sports organizations. Lobby 
groups or those focusing on policy issues were not contacted to avoid recruiting persons 
who might have preconceived or biased views.  
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Each of the cities chosen to conduct the focus groups offered a unique opportunity for 
testing questions. Three of the cities were large cosmopolitan centres with culturally 
diverse populations and a substantial homosexual population. One of these cities also 
provided the opportunity of conducting focus groups in French. The fourth testing centre 
was chosen because it was located in a geographic area that is considered more 
conservative than the rest of Canada. Although it was not possible to conduct focus 
groups in smaller towns or rural areas because of the lack of adequate focus group 
facilities, participants in this group were recruited from among persons born in the 
province but outside the urban centres.   
 
Participants completed a series of questions from three questionnaires including the 2001 
Census, the Canadian Community Health Survey and a human rights and discrimination 
survey. Although Statistics Canada does not have a survey on this topic, it does conduct a 
survey dealing with victimization within the context of the General Social Survey. This 
survey includes about 25,000 respondents across the ten provinces in Canada. For testing 
purposes a few questions on discrimination and sexual orientation were added to a series 
of questions from the General Social Survey.  The Canadian Community Health Survey 
is a large survey covering a wide range of health-related topics conducted every two 
years with approximately 130,000 respondents. The survey includes a number of 
questions on sexual behaviour but none that identify same-sex practices or sexual 
identity. Although questions on sexual orientation and sexual behaviour do not appear on 
the national census of any country, the decision was made to test these questions in the 
census to ensure full examination of all possible survey options. The questions included 
in Phase 1 testing can be found in Table 8. 
 
Results showed that participants from both the general population and the gay and lesbian 
focus groups were open to answering questions on sexual orientation. This was quite 
different from the previous testing done in 1993, when they were reluctant to do so.  
However, participants were more willing to answer questions on sexual orientation and 
identity than on sexual behaviour. This question was considered too intrusive. Several 
participants referred to Pierre Trudeau’s statement about the State having no place in the 
bedrooms of the nation. They were, however, willing to report if they were heterosexual, 
homosexual or bisexual.  
 
The context of the survey was critical to the willingness of participants to answer 
questions on sexual orientation. There was support for asking questions on sexual 
orientation as long as the survey context was relevant to the question. Participants were 
able to see the relevance of asking questions about sexual orientation on surveys dealing 
with discrimination or health.  
 
Participants from the general population focus groups did not support posing questions on 
sexual identity or sexual behaviour on the census. On one hand, people were not able to 
see a valid reason for asking these questions on the census. In addition, unlike surveys 
that are voluntary, the census is mandatory. By law, people must respond to the census. 
This was problematic for some gays and lesbians who were not comfortable providing 
the information and wanted the option of not answering the question(s). In addition, 
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participants in both the general population and gay and lesbian focus groups raised 
concerns about proxy reporting. One person per household generally completes the 
census form. Parents were concerned about not knowing the sexual orientation of their 
children, especially young children. Moreover, they did not want to raise this issue with 
their children at least not within the context of the census. Gays and lesbians, who were 
not out with their family, were concerned that their parents would provide incorrect 
information on their behalf.  Participants also did not want to discuss their sexual 
orientation with non-family members of the household such as room-mates.   
 
Concerns were also raised by focus group participants about the need to maintain privacy 
and confidentiality. The issue of undercounting the incidence of homosexuality because 
persons provided socially acceptable answers was also raised.  However, despite these 
concerns, unlike the general population participants who did not favour the inclusion of a 
question on sexual orientation on the census, most gay and lesbian participants were open 
to answering questions about sexual orientation on all questionnaires. Participants stated 
that Statistics Canada had to start somewhere, and eventually, as people became more 
comfortable with the presence of questions on sexual orientation, the quality of the data 
would improve. 
 
Because reaction to questions on sexual orientation was quite positive, Statistics Canada 
proceeded with a second round of qualitative testing. The objective of this testing was to 
obtain more specific information about which survey or surveys could include a question 
on sexual orientation and to develop the wording of such a question. This series of tests 
were conducted in Montreal and two new urban centres.  
 
Participants in the second series of qualitative tests were asked to answer questions from 
three questionnaires. They included two questionnaires from the General Social Survey, 
one dealing with Safety and Victimization and the other on Time Use. The third 
questionnaire was from the Canadian Community Health Survey which had been well 
received in the first round of testing.  The General Social Survey is a telephone survey 
conducted on an annual basis on a number of core topics that are repeated about every 
five years. These topics include use of information technology, social support, education, 
victimization and time use. In addition to the core topic, the survey contains a number of 
demographic questions that are repeated annually.  
 
Although there does not appear to be any connection between time use and sexual 
orientation, time use was selected because it was the core topic of the General Social 
Survey in 2003. It also provided an opportunity to test the feasibility of asking a question 
on sexual orientation on a survey dealing with an unrelated topic. Victimization was the 
core topic of the 2004 General Social Survey. Testing in Phase l indicated that 
participants were quite positive about asking a question on sexual orientation within the 
context of discrimination. Although the previous survey on victimization in 1999 had not 
included questions on discrimination, it did contain a question on hate crime. A number 
of respondents to that survey had experienced hate crimes resulting from their sexual 
orientation. In addition, data users had expressed an interest in obtaining data on 
victimization and sexual orientation.  
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Given the negative reaction to questions on sexual behaviour in the first round of testing  
and the reluctance of respondents to provide this information, no further testing on this 
topic was conducted. The second round of testing focused on sexual identity to measure 
sexual orientation. Testing dealt with variations on the wording of the questions and 
response categories, as well as exploring different methodologies such as telephone and 
face-to-face interviews. For the survey on victimization, the sexual orientation question 
followed a number of questions on discrimination. One of these questions introduced the 
concept of sexual orientation, along with other motives prohibiting discrimination such as 
age, sex, ethnicity and religion. Participants were then asked about their sexual 
orientation.  For the Canadian Community Health Survey, the placement of the sexual 
orientation question was also a consideration. The objective was to determine if it was 
possible to include this question with other basic demographic questions such as place of 
birth, ethnicity and language.  
 
Because the General Social Survey is a telephone survey, test questions from this survey 
were asked by telephone. Since responses from the Canadian Community Health Survey 
can be  collected either by telephone or by personal interview, testing was conducted 
face-to-face.  
 
Two different versions of the sexual orientation question were tested: “What is your 
sexual orientation?” and “Do you consider yourself to be…” .  The response categories 
were read to the participants after each question. Note that the first question includes a 
reference to sexual orientation whereas the second one does not.  
 
In cities where tests were conducted in English, there was a slight preference for “Do you 
consider yourself to be” because it did not include the term “sexual orientation” in the 
wording of the question. Some respondents considered this term too complicated or 
intimidating. In Montreal, where interviews were held in French, both questions were 
considered satisfactory. 
 
One of the objectives of these interviews was to find the best response categories. Should 
“lesbian and gay”, “gay and lesbian” or “homosexual” be used?  Should definitions be 
included, and if so, which ones?  In the first phase of qualitative testing, there was no 
consensus among participants on the most appropriate terminology to be used for the 
response categories. A few respondents were not familiar with the term “heterosexual” 
and “bisexual”. While definitions for the response categories were not read, they were 
available if respondents asked for additional information. Also, the definitions were 
intended to provide very basic information as opposed to a complex scientific definition. 
As for the best response category for gays and lesbians, the preference was to keep 
homosexual. Although this term is not widely used among gays and lesbians, it is a term 
that is familiar to the general population, and it is the corresponding term for 
heterosexual. In fact, testing had demonstrated that while some persons had not heard the 
term heterosexual, everyone was familiar with the term homosexual. To avoid offending 
gays and lesbians some of whom were opposed to the use of the term, the phrase “that is, 
lesbian or gay” was added after “homosexual”.  
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Results of these qualitative tests confirmed that participants are willing to provide 
information on their sexual orientation as long as they are able to see the relevance of the 
question to the overall context of the survey. Questions on discrimination in the 
victimization survey were considered particularly relevant and may have incited 
respondents to answer the question on sexual orientation.  Participants were also able to 
understand why the question could be important within the context of a health survey. 
However, they did not favour the inclusion of a question on sexual orientation in the time 
use survey because it was not deemed to be relevant. In terms of placement, respondents 
were willing to provide information on sexual orientation along with other demographic 
characteristics; however, they were more reluctant to do so if the context of the survey 
did not relate to sexual orientation. 
 
The third phase of testing thus involved examining the feasibility of asking a sexual 
orientation question on the Canadian Community Health Survey in 2003, a survey of 
about 130,000 respondents conducted every two years. 
 
Quantitative testing was done with face-to-face and telephone interviews with over 300 
persons. Definitions were added for each of the response categories to provide 
information for persons asking the meaning of the terms. Non-response was low and a 
decision was taken to include a question on the Canadian Community Health Survey. 
This survey has been in the field since January 2003 and will continue throughout the 
year. An evaluation of the data will be conducted in the spring of 2004. 
 
In addition to having included a question on sexual orientation on the Canadian 
Community Health Survey, the possibility of asking this question on the proposed 
General Social Survey on Victimization is currently being investigated. A series of focus 
groups and individual interviews were held recently. The objective of this round of 
testing was to consider new content for the General Social Survey on Victimization, 
including questions on sexual orientation and discrimination.  In order to provide 
comparability with data from the Canadian Community Health Survey, the same question 
(“Do you consider yourself to be…”) on sexual orientation was tested on the General 
Social Survey. The objective of this test was to determine the reaction of the participants 
to the question as well as two questions on discrimination. Participants were also asked 
about the necessity of including an introduction to the question on sexual orientation, the 
placement of the questions on discrimination and sexual orientation in relationship to the 
overall questionnaire, and in relationship to each other. A number of other elements 
regarding the questions on discrimination were also examined including different 
wording options and time frame, that is more recent discrimination versus lifetime 
discrimination.  
 
One of the main concerns about including a question on sexual orientation is the 
reliability of the data, because some persons who are gay or lesbian may refuse to answer 
the question or may not be willing to provide correct information. One of the objectives 
was to determine if the presence of a question on discrimination preceding the question 
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on sexual orientation could help to encourage gays and lesbians who were reluctant to 
self-identify to respond to the question.  
 
Results of testing questions on discrimination and sexual orientation were similar to the 
results in the health survey. The question on sexual orientation was well received on the 
survey dealing with victimization, even in geographic areas that are considered more 
conservative than other parts of Canada. This indicates the greater social acceptance of 
homosexuality over the course of the past ten years. In addition, it is hoped that the 
presence of a question on discrimination will encourage some persons who are reluctant 
to provide information about their homosexuality. This hypothesis is difficult to test 
because it involves finding persons who are not openly gay or lesbian to participate in 
testing. However, one participant in an individual interview did in fact affirm that the 
reference to sexual orientation in the question on discrimination made him feel that the 
information being gathered could serve an important cause in recognizing the existence 
of discrimination against gays and lesbians. He stated that he was willing to answer the 
question on sexual orientation correctly because he did not feel it would be used against 
him. 
 
Quantitative testing will take place shortly, and a decision about the inclusion of a 
question on sexual orientation will be made once the results of the testing are evaluated.  
The survey would be in the field during 2004, and data would be evaluated the following 
year.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The 2001 Canadian Census provided the first estimates of same-sex partnerships.  The 
release of these estimates has attracted considerable media attention, mostly factual and 
favorable to the initiative.  The results have been widely discussed and the data are likely 
to be used extensively by policy makers and researchers in the upcoming years.  The 
current planning assumption is to continue to collect information on same-sex couples in 
the 2006 Census.   
 
Statistics Canada is currently examining some of the issues that arose with the collection, 
processing and dissemination of the 2001 Census data. For example, it seems that some 
respondents did not make the distinction between the opposite-sex and same-sex 
categories for common-law partners in the Relationship to the Reference Person question.  
Although the imputation system seems to have handled these cases in a satisfactory 
manner, it would be preferable to try to minimize these occurrences in the future.   
 
The dissemination of data on same-sex couples is a step in the right direction.  Given the 
recent legal and societal recognition of these couples, it has filled a huge gap in Canada’s 
statistical system.  In this era of rapidly changing living arrangements and quickly 
evolving laws, Canada’s statistical agency will no doubt be faced with other challenges in 
the next few years.  Many people are already looking forward to the results of the next 
census (2006) so that trend analysis can be contemplated.   
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The legal recognition of same-sex marriages would also lead to a re-evaluation of 
concepts, definitions, edit rules and data of future surveys.  Recent court decisions must 
be considered in the preparation of the next census.  Of particular interest is the recent 
decision from an Ontario court stating that part of the legal definition of a marriage (the 
fact that it can only occur between two people of the opposite sex) is unconstitutional.  
According to that decision, the Federal government (which is responsible for that legal 
definition) has two years to modify the law.  A House of Common committee was created 
to look at the issue and to provide recommendations.  The Ontario court decision can be 
appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada.  Other recent provincial court decisions have 
also led to increasing legal recognition of same-sex partnerships. Nova Scotia has 
introduced the concept of “registered unions” and Quebec, that of “unions civiles”. to  
provide a different legal recognition of same-sex partnerships.  However, these recent 
decisions will provide greater challenges for Statistics Canada for the next census. For 
example, homosexual couples in Quebec who decide to live in a “union civile” can no 
longer be considered “common-law” couples.   
  
Statistics Canada is currently collecting its first data on sexual orientation.  Extensive 
testing conducted over a two year period showed that both the general population and 
gays and lesbians were receptive to the presence of questions on sexual orientation on 
Statistics Canada’s surveys.  This is a major change from testing conducted in the 1990s 
when gays and lesbians were opposed to the collection of data on sexual orientation.  
 
Recent testing included focus groups and individual interviews with persons recruited 
from the general public as well as persons from gay and lesbian organizations. A number 
of variables were considered during testing including the measurement of different 
concepts (sexual orientation, sexual behaviour, and sexual identity), the wording of the 
question and response categories, the placement of the questions within the questionnaire, 
and different survey contexts (health, discrimination/victimizaton, time use, census).  
 
While focus groups have often been used to determine the acceptability of asking 
questions in various surveys, this research demonstrated the importance of considering 
the survey context when deciding whether to include personal and sensitive questions for 
the first time.  Respondents were receptive to answering questions on sexual orientation 
as long as they were able to see the relevance of the question to the overall survey 
context.  Thus they were more willing to answer questions on sexual orientation in a 
survey dealing with victimization and discrimination than on a survey on time use.  In 
addition, conceptual differences need to be carefully considered when testing personal 
questions.  Whereas respondents were willing to answer questions on their sexual 
orientation, they were less willing to report information about their sexual behaviour.  
Rising public acceptance of homosexuality, and legislation prohibiting discrimination and 
recognizing same-sex partnerships, may have led to increasing willingness among gays 
and lesbians to provide information about their sexual orientation. 
 
The availability of data on sexual orientation will fill an important data gap by providing 
much needed policy-relevant information in areas such as health, discrimination and 
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living arrangements.  While Statistics Canada is aware that there may be some 
misreporting of sexual orientation, it is thought that with time, gathering such information 
will become more acceptable, which should in turn lead to better data quality.  
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2A 2B.1 2B.2

% valid 84% 93% 95%

Questionnaire type

Table 1
Proportion of declared same-sex partnerships that were 
considered valid, by questionnaire type, 1998 Canadian NCT

Source: Statistics Canada, 1998 National Census Test.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case #
Potential partner’s reported 

Relationship to Person 1
Reported sexes of 
Potential partners Frequency

1 Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 1 both male 16,370
2 Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 1 both female 13,645
3 Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 1 one male, one female 11,060
4 Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 1 one or both blank or invalid 800
5 Common-law partner (opposite-sex) of Person 1 both male or both female 6,225

6
Common-law partner (opposite-sex) of Person 1 

and Common-law partner (same-sex) of Person 1 -- 530

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Canada.

Table 2
Canadian households showing a possible same-sex relationship, by type of reported relationship, 2001 Census

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case #

% of couples that 
were determined  

to be same-sex couples
3 1%
4 40%
5 11%
6 11%

Table 3

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Canada.

Estimated % of same-sex couples by type of problematic cases, 
Canada, 2001 Census
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Number of same-
sex couples

As a percentage 
of all couples

Canada 34,200 0.5
Newfoundland and Labrador 180 0.1
Prince Edward Island 55 0.2
Nova Scotia 855 0.4
New Brunswick 505 0.3
Quebec 10,360 0.6
Ontario 12,505 0.5
Manitoba 865 0.3
Saskatchewan 475 0.2
Alberta 2,525 0.4
British Columbia 5,790 0.6
Yukon Territory 35 0.6
Northwest Territories 30 0.4
Nunavut 15 0.3

Table 4
Same-sex common-law couples, Canada, provinces and territories, 2001

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Canada.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5
Same-sex partnerships as a percentage of all couples, selected countries

Census
year

United
States

New
Zealand Canada

1990 0.3
1996 0.4
2000 1.0
2001 0.6 0.5

Country

Sources: United States Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Censuses; Statistics New Zealand, 
1996 and 2001 Censuses; Statistics Canada, 2001 Census.  
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Table 6

Census Metropolitan Area
Number of same-

sex couples
As a percentage 

of all couples
St. John’s 140 0.3
Halifax 510 0.6
Saint John 85 0.3
Chicoutimi-Jonquière 125 0.3
Québec 1,140 0.7
Sherbrooke 205 0.6
Trois-Rivières 75 0.2
Montréal 6,455 0.8
Ottawa-Gatineau 2,170 0.9
Kingston 145 0.4
Oshawa 215 0.3
Toronto 6,685 0.6
Hamilton 535 0.3
St. Catharines-Niagara 240 0.3
Kitchener 365 0.4
London 490 0.5
Windsor 260 0.4
Greater Sudbury 85 0.2
Thunder Bay 130 0.5
Winnipeg 705 0.5
Regina 110 0.3
Saskatoon 240 0.5
Calgary 1,285 0.6
Edmonton 815 0.4
Abbotsford 85 0.2
Vancouver 3,965 0.9
Victoria 585 0.8
Total  CMA Canada 27,845 0.6
Total  Non CMA Canada 6,355 0.2

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Canada.

Same-sex common-law couples, by census metropolitan area (CMA), Canada, 2001
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Sex Age
Highest level 
of schooling

Opposite-sex
common-law partners

Same-sex
common-law partners

Husbands 
and wives Total

FEMALE Total Less than high school 22.3 11.1 27.1 26.3
High school diploma 15.8 10.2 16.9 16.7
Some college/university 14.2 14.4 12.1 12.5
College diploma 31.7 29.6 27.3 28.0
University with degree 16.0 34.8 16.5 16.5

25-44 Less than high school 18.2 8.0 15.0 15.7
High school diploma 14.4 9.3 15.8 15.5
Some college/university 13.5 14.7 13.5 13.5
College diploma 34.5 31.4 32.7 33.1
University with degree 19.3 36.6 22.9 22.2

45+ Less than high school 31.8 15.0 36.6 36.2
High school diploma 19.0 11.7 17.6 17.7
Some college/university 12.0 10.6 10.9 10.9
College diploma 24.9 27.0 23.1 23.3
University with degree 12.3 35.8 11.8 11.9

MALE Total Less than high school 26.7 10.9 27.9 27.6
High school diploma 14.4 10.0 12.2 12.6
Some college/university 12.3 16.3 10.2 10.5
College diploma 32.7 29.3 30.1 30.5
University with degree 13.9 33.4 19.5 18.7

25-44 Less than high school 23.3 8.2 16.7 18.2
High school diploma 14.2 8.5 13.2 13.4
Some college/university 12.4 16.6 12.0 12.1
College diploma 35.4 32.5 35.1 35.2
University with degree 14.7 34.1 23.1 21.2

45+ Less than high school 33.0 13.9 34.6 34.4
High school diploma 14.0 11.7 11.6 11.8
Some college/university 10.3 13.5 9.0 9.1
College diploma 28.1 24.4 27.2 27.3
University with degree 14.5 36.6 17.6 17.4

Sex Age
Labour force 
participation

Opposite-sex
common-law partners

Same-sex
common-law partners

Husbands 
and wives Total

FEMALE Total Employed 73.0 84.1 58.2 60.6
Unemployed 6.0 3.7 3.3 3.7
Not in labour force 21.1 12.1 38.6 35.7

25-44 Employed 77.7 87.7 74.2 75.0
  With children 71.9 81.2 72.4 72.3
  Without children 85.9 89.1 82.8 84.2
Unemployed 5.9 4.3 4.5 4.8
Not in labour force 16.3 8.0 21.3 20.1

45-64 Employed 68.7 82.6 60.1 60.9
Unemployed 4.3 2.1 2.8 3.0
Not in labour force 27.0 15.3 37.1 36.1

MALE Total Employed 81.0 81.7 70.0 71.8
Unemployed 6.7 4.1 3.3 3.9
Not in labour force 12.3 14.2 26.7 24.3

25-44 Employed 86.7 88.1 90.6 89.6
Unemployed 7.0 4.3 4.1 4.8
Not in labour force 6.4 7.6 5.3 5.6

45-64 Employed 77.3 79.4 77.8 77.8
Unemployed 5.7 2.7 3.8 4.0
Not in labour force 17.0 17.9 18.3 18.2

Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 Census of Canada.

Table 7 
Highest level of schooling and labour force participation of spouses and partners, by sex and age group, 
Canada, 2001
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Test Questions on Sexual Orientation, Sexual Identity and Sexual Behaviour

Test Methodology      Concept Survey

Phase I
Qualitative Focus Sexual relations/ CCHS1 Female Respondent:
Test groups sexual behaviour Have your sexual relations been

     only with men      
     only with women      
     mostly with men      
     mostly with women
     equally with men and women

Male Respondent:
Have your sexual relations been
     only with women      
     only with men      
     mostly with women      
     mostly with men      
     equally with women and men      

Sexual orientation Human rights/ What is your sexual orientation?
Discrimination     Heterosexual (sexual relations only with people of the opposite sex)

    Homosexual (sexual relations only with people of your own sex)
    Bisexual (sexual relations with people of both sexes)

Sexual identity Census What is this person’s sexual identity?
     Heterosexual
     Gay or lesbian
     Bisexual

Phase II
Qualitative Individual Sexual CCHS What is your sexual orientation?
Test interview orientation      Heterosexual 

    Homosexual (Lesbian or Gay)
     Bisexual 

Sexual orientation/ GSS2 Do you consider yourself to be
sexual identity Time Use      Heterosexual 

    Homosexual (Lesbian or Gay)
     Bisexual 

Sexual orientation GSS What is your sexual orientation?
Victimization (INTERVIEWER : Do not read information in parenthesis unless it is needed.)

    Heterosexual (sexual relations with people of the opposite sex)
    Homosexual (sexual relations with people of your own sex)
    Bisexual (sexual relations with people of both sexes)

Phase III
Qualitative Individual Sexual orientation/ CCHS Do you consider yourself to be
Test interview sexual identity      Heterosexual 

     Homosexual, that is lesbian or gay      
     Bisexual

Quantitative Individual Sexual orientation/ CCHS Do you consider yourself to be
Test interview sexual identity     Heterosexual (sexual relations with people of the opposite sex)

    Homosexual, that is lesbian or gay (sexual relations with people of your own sex)
    Bisexual (sexual relations with people of both sexes)

Phase IV
Qualitative Focus groups/ Sexual orientation/ GSS Do you consider yourself to be
Test interview sexual identity Victimization     Heterosexual (sexual relations with people of the opposite sex)

    Homosexual, that is lesbian or gay (sexual relations with people of your own sex)
    Bisexual (sexual relations with people of both sexes)

1  Canadian Community Health Survey
2  General Social Survey
Note: Information in parentheses is not read unless respondent asks what is meant by term. 

Table 8

Question
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Appendix A: Demographic questions, 1996 Census of Canada 
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Appendix B.1:  2A questionnaire, page 4, 1998 National Census Test 
 
(The “indirect” method)
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 Appendix B.2:  2B.1 questionnaire, page 4, 1998 Canadian National Census Test 
 
(The “write-in” method)
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 Appendix B.3:  2B.2 questionnaire, page 4, 1998 Canadian National Census Test 
 
(The “explicit” method) 
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Appendix C: Demographic questions, 2001 Census of Canada  
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