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Data in Many Forms . . .

Statistics Canada disseminates data in a variety of forms. In addition to publications, both standard and special tabulations
are offered. Data are available on CD, diskette, computer print-out, microfiche and microfilm, and magnetic tape. Maps and
other geographic reference materials are available for some types of data. Direct on line access to aggregated information is
possible through CANSIM, Statistics Canada’'s machine-readable data base and retrieval system.

How to Obtain More Information
Inquiries about this publication and related statistics or services should be directed to:

General Social Survey,
Housing, Family and Social Statistics Division,
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Newfoundland, Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick

and Prince Edward Island 1-800-565-7192
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Telecommunications Device for the Hearing impalred 1-800-363-7629
Toll Free Order Only Line (Canada and United States) 1-800-267-6677

How to Order Publications

This and other Statistics Canada publications may be purchased from local authorized agents and other community
bookstores, through the local Statistics Canada offices, or by mail order to Marketing Division, Sales and Service, Statistics

Canada, Ottawa, K1AOT6.
1(613)951-7277
Facsimile Number 1(613)951-1584

Toronto
Credit card only (973-8018)

Standards of Service to the Public

To maintain quality service to the public, Statistics Canada follows established standards coverin
services, delivery of statistical information, cost-recovered services and service to respondents.
service standards, please contact your nearest Statistics Canada Regional Reference Centre.
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PREFACE

The General Social Survey has two principal objectives: first, to gather data on social trends in order
to monitor changes in Canadian society over time, and second, to provide information on specific social
issues of current or emerging interest.

The fifth annual cycle of the General Social Survey, which collected data January through March 1990,
concentrated on family and friends. This survey was sponsored in part by the Seniors Directorate
(Health Canada), Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, and the Province of Ontario.

In recognition of the broad scope of the data being produced by the General Social Survey, as well as
the wide range of expected users from governments, universities, institutes, business, media and the
general public, the project has placed particular emphasis on access to the survey database. The project
produced a public use microdata file that allows researchers to carry out their own analysis of this rich
database. The file was released in June 1991 and can be obtained by contacting the Housing, Family
and Social Statistics Division, Statistics Canada. A number of articles based on the data have been
published in Canadian Social Trends and Perspectives on Labour and Income. This report provides
a more detailed analysis on various aspects of this survey.

Susan McDaniel of the University of Alberta was responsible for the overall structure of the publication
and followed the format used in previous General Social Analysis Series reports. The first draft of this
report, with the exception ot the Results Sections of Chapters 5 and 6, was written by S. McDaniel.
The first draft of Chapter 5 was written from analysis completed by Tamara Knighton and Carol Strike.
Josephine Stanic, the manager responsible for the 1990 General Social Survey, prepared the analysis
and first draft of Chapter 6. Carol Strike prepared the final version of the entire report with the
guidance of Doug Norris.

Ivan P. Fellegi
Chief Statistician of Canada
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Li HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REPORT
The fifth General Social Survey (GSS), completed by
Statistics Canada in the first months of 1990, was
developed around the general topic Family and
friends. A total of 13,495 individuals were surveyed,
representing the non-institutionalized population (aged
15 and over) of the ten provinces. The response rate
for this telephone survey was 76% of eligible
households.

Respondents in the 1990 GSS were questioned about a
range of topics, including: aspects of the respondent’s
relationships with parents and grandparents, brothers,
sisters and friends; relationships with their children,
their children’s birth history, type of child care
provided and contact with children living outside the
household; fertility intentions; household help shared
by persons living together, and household help given
and received by persons not living in the household;
physical and emotional support; marriage and common-
law history; satisfaction measures; and background
socio-economic questions for classification purposes.

HIGHLIGHTS

Marriage and Common-law Unions

® Between 1984 and 1990, the proportion of
Canadians who reported that they were currently
married declined from 63% to 58 %. However, 9%
of Canadians were living common law in 1990, up
from 6% in 1984, so that overall, there was a small
drop in the proportion living in a marital union
(69% in 1984 and 67% in 1990).

® Twenty-eight percent of Canadians in 1990 reported
that they had lived in a common-law union at some
time in their lives. This was up significantly from
16% in 1984. The greatest increases were among
those aged 40-49, more than doubling from 10% in

1984 to 24% in 1990 and among those aged 30-39
almost doubling from 21% to 40%.

e Among currently-married Canadians in 1990, 19%
had lived common law with their current spouse
before they were legally married. More than a
third of those aged 18-29 (37%) had done so, with
28 % of those aged 30-39 reporting the same.

® In 1990, among persons aged 40-49, 27% of first
marriages had ended in separation or divorce, up
from 19% in 1984. Of those in that age group
whose first marriage had ended in divorce,
separation or widowhood, one-third were remarried
and one-fifth were living common law at the time of
the survey. As well, nearly half remained without
a partner.

® Most Canadian men (71 %) who had never been
married expected to marry at some time in their
lives. Never-married women were slightly less
confident in their expectations, with 67% expecting
to marry. The young were the most optimistic -
80% of those aged 18-29 expected to marry some
day. Among this age group, only 10% did not
expect to marry and another 10% did not know.

Child Bearing and Birth Intentions

® The average age at the birth of first child has risen
since 1984 for both men and women. It rose from
25.8 years in 1984 to 26.6 years in 1990 among
men and from 23.1 years to 23.5 years among
women.

® Among Canadians aged 15-44 with one child, 26%
said that they or their partner were unable to have
more children (the majority by choice), compared
with 51% of people with two children and 60%
with three or more children.
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¢ Of young Canadians aged 15-24 who have not had

children, almost 90% indicated they intend to have
children and the majority intend to have at least
two. Only 5% of this age group indicated that they
did not intend to have children, while 6% were
unsure of their intentions.

Sharing Housework

® Aljthough women continue do the majority of

housework overall, young couples tend to share it
more equally. For example, among women less
than 35 years of age 13% reported that their
partners shared meal preparation. Among women
aged 35 and over 5% reported that their partners
shared meal preparation. Comparable figures for
meal clean-up were 16% and 9%, and 15% versus
7% for house cleaning and laundry. Interestingly,
more men than women tended to report the
housework was shared equally; for example, 12%
of men, compared with 8% of women, said they
shared meal preparation. Furthermore, for all age
groups, common-law men shared in the work more
than married men.

While women continue to be responsible for meal
preparation, meal clean-up and house cleaning and
laundry, three-quarters of men (married and
common law) said that they were solely responsible
for house maintenance and outside work. In
comparison, women reported that 67% of their
partners were solely responsible.

Helping Family and Friends

® [n 1990, three-quarters of Canadians said they had

provided unpaid help (i.e. housework, house
maintenance, transportation, child care or financial
support) to someone outside their household at least
once during the 12 months prior to the survey.
Canadians were most likely to provide help with
transportation  (50%), followed by house
maintenance and outside work (32%), child care
(32%), financial support (25%) and housework
(18%).

Exchanges of informal support occurred across all
generations, For example, among those aged 15-
24, 80% reported providing support and 77%
reported receiving it.  On the other hand, 54% of
seniors aged 65 and over reported providing

b

support, while 52% reported receiving help.
Friends were most likely to be both the providers
and receivers of help.

Family Contacts

® More than one out of two Canadians (55%) whose
parents lived together, lived within 50 km of their
parents. An additional 15% lived within 50-200 km.
At the other extreme, 15% were more than
1,000 km from their parents.

® More than two-thirds of Canadians whose parents
lived together saw their parents at least once a
month. [f both parants were alive, but not living
together, contact was somewhat less, particularly
for fathers — only 39% saw their father, compared
with 61% who saw their mother at least once a
maonth,

® As expected, distance is a big factor in determining
the frequency of contact. For example, 80% of
people living within 10 km of their mother saw her
at least once a week, compared with 24% of those
51-100 km away, and approximately 2% that lived
further than 100 km.

® Qverall, 7% of Canadians had contact with at least
one of their brothers or sisters daily and another
27% saw them weekly. Canadians reported a
greater frequency of contacts with their brothers or
sisters by letter or phone than by personal visits.
However, women were more frequent letter writars
or phone callers than men: 46% of women versus
33% of men had letter or phone contacts at least
once a week. Only 10% had not seen their brothers
or sisters within the past 12 months.

® In 1990, approximately one half of the population
aged 15-44 had at least one living grandparent.
Nearly 40% of Canadians saw at least one of their
grandparents, a minimum of once a month. Only
20% had not seen any of their grandparents within
the past year.

Seniors

® Despite the high mobility of the Canadian
population, more than two-thirds of seniors aged 65
and over lived within 50 km of one of their
children. Nearly 80% lived less than 100 km away
from at least one child.
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® Seniors also had much contact with their children
— 57% saw at least one of their children a
minimum of once a week and an additional 21%
saw them at least once a month. Seniors had much
less contact with siblings. Only 23% saw a sibling
at least once a week, while another 18% of those
aged 65 and over had monthly contact.

® Forty-five percent of married/common-law men
aged 65 and over, compared with 36% of women
said they would turn to their spouse or partner for
emotional support when they felt down or
depressed. Married/common-law women of this
age group were more likely than men to turn to
relatives and friends (31% and 12%, respectively,
for women versus 19% and 5%, respectively, for
men). Unmarried men aged 65 and over (including
those widowed, divorced and never married), would
turn to relatives (39%) and friends (28%). Women
were more likely to turn to relatives (53%) than
friends (18%).

1.2 FEATURES OF THE REPORT

1.2.1 Style and Themes of the Report

All chapters in this report present results using
consistent classifications of sex, age, income and
province. As well, additional independent variables
are examined in several chapters. For the purpose of
this report, the term "adults" refers to those aged 15
and over. Throughout the report, differences were not
tested for significance. Because of the large sample
size, differences which were large enough to be
meaningful from a subject matter point of View were
likely to be statistically significant. The authors have
focused on such differences.

The regular sample size of approximately 10,000
respondents was augmented by two oversamples of
respondents. The Seniors Secretariat (Health Canada)
sponsored a supplementary sample of approximately
2,000 elderly Canadians (aged 65 and over) which was
derived from the Labour Force Survey. As well, the
province of Ontario sponsored an increase in the
sample in that province. The total sample size is
therefore large enough to allow extensive analysis at
the national level.

1.2.2 Organization of the Report

In this report, Chapter 2 examines trends in marriage,
common-law unions, remarriage and dissolution of
unions including comparisons with the 1984 Family
History Survey. Also, marriage/remarriage
expectations are analyzed. In Chapter 3, data on
children (natural, step and adopted) are evaluated. As
well, fertility intentions are considered. Chapter 4
deals with living arrangements and satisfaction with the
family. Data concerning the division of household
labour and social support are analyzed in Chapter 5.
Contacts with family and friends, including frequency,
nature and satisfaction with contact, are examined in
Chapter 6. For Chapter 7, many of the topics covered
in other chapters are re-examined with a focus on
seniors.

1.3 OVERVIEW OF THE GSS

PROGRAM AND CYCLE 5

1.3.1 Objectives

The General Social Survey (GSS) was initiated by
Statistics Canada in order to reduce gaps in the
statistical information system, particularly in relation to
socio-economic trends. Many of these gaps cannot be
filled through existing data sources or vehicles because
of the range or periodicity of the information required,
or the lack of capacity of relevant vehicles.

The GSS has two principal objectives: first, to gather
data on trends in Canadian society over time, and
second, to provide information on specific policy issues
of interest. To meet these objectives, the GSS was
established as a continuing program with a single
survey cycle each year.

1.3.2 Content

The GSS gathers a wide variety of data to meet
different kinds of unmet needs for a very broad
spectrum of users. To achieve the objectives outlined
above, the GSS has three components: Core, Focus
and Classification.
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Core content is directed primarily at monitoring
long-term social trends by measurement of temporal
changes in living conditions and well-being. Main
topics within Core content include health, time use,
personal risk, education and work, and family and
social support. As all Core content topics cannot be
treated adequately in each survey cycle, a single cycle
covers a specific topic, which recurs on a periodic
basis. The Core content of the 1990 General Social
Survey, the fifth cycle, was family and friends.

Focus content is aimed at meeting the second objective
of the GSS, namely, to provide information touching
directly on a specific social problem or policy issue,
such as retirement. In comparison to Core content,
Focus is more specific to immediate policy issues. For
the fifth cycle of the GSS, there was no Focus content.

Classification content provides the means of delineating
population groups and is used in the analysis of Core
and Focus data. Examples of classification variables
are age, gender, education and income.

Because of the broad scope of the survey, this report
can only present an overview of the data collected and
indicate the potential of the data base. A public use
microdata tape is available to facilitate further analysis.
To purchase this tape or for further information, please
contact:

General Social Survey

Housing, Family and Social Statistics Division
Statistics Canada

Ottawa, Ontario

KI1A 0T6

(Telephone: (613) 951-8644).

1.3.3 Sample Design

The target population of the 1990 GSS consisted of all
people aged 15 years and over living in the ten
provinces of Canada, with the exception of full-time
residents of institutions.

The population was sampled using random digit
dialling (RDD) techniques and interviewed by
telephone, thus excluding from the sample those people
living in households without telephones. These
households account for less than 2% of the target
population. The sample was allocated to provinces in
proportion to the square root of the size of their
populations, and to strata within provinces in

proportion to their population. As well, Health
Canada sponsored a supplementary sample of the
elderly (aged 65 and over) which was derived from the
Labour Force Survey and the Province of Ontario
sponsored an increase in the sample in that province.

The total sample size of 13,495 people is large enough
to allow extensive analysis at the national level, some
analysis at a regional level, but only very limited
analysis at a provincial level.

Appendix [ contains additional information on the
sample design and estimation procedures.

1.3.4 Data Collection and Forms

Data collection took place between January and March
1990. Data were collected from 13,495 respondents
aged 15 and over. There were 4,830 non-responses,
for a total sample size of 18,325. Copies of the
questionnaires used are shown in Appendix II.

Data were collected on two forms. The Control Form
(GSS 5-1) was used to ensure that the telephone
number reached belonged to an eligible household, to
record some demographic data for each household
member (age, sex, marital status and relationship to a
reference person) and to randomly select a respondent
aged 15 or over. Only one respondent was selected
per household. The Family and Friends Questionnaire
(GSS 5-2), composed of the Core content questions and
the Classification content questions, was then
administered. No proxy responses to the questionnaire
were accepted.

1.3.5 Data Processing and Estimation

Data capture personnel in the Statistics Canada regional
offices keyed data directly from the survey
questionnaires into minicomputers.  Following the
interviews, all questionnaires were captured and put
through a computer edit allowing the interviewers to
resolve problems (e.g. improper skip patterns or key
punch errors). These data were then transmitted
electronically to Ottawa.  All survey records were
subjected to an extensive computer edit. Partial
non-responses, flow pattern errors and abnormally high
or low responses were identified. Missing or incorrect
data were recoded as "not stated" or, in a very few
cases, 1mputed from other areas in the same
questionnaire.
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Each person in a probability sample can be considered
to represent a number of others in the surveyed
population. In recognition of this, and utilizing sample
design information, each survey record was assigned a
weight that reflected the number of individuals in the
population that the record represented. These weights
were adjusted for non-response and for the differences
between the target population and the surveyed
population using population counts for the target
population. The estimates presented in this report
were calculated using the adjusted weights.

More information on the sampling and estimation
procedures can be found in Appendix I.

1.3.6 Data Limitations

It is important to recognize that the figures which
appear in this report are estimates based on data
collected from a small fraction of the population
(roughly one person in 2,000) and are subject to error.
The error can be divided into two components:
sampling error and non-sampling error.

Sampling error is the difference between an estimate
derived from the sample and the one that would have
been obtained from a census that used the same
procedures to collect data from every person in the
population. The size of the sampling error can be
estimated from the survey results and an indication of
the magnitude of this error is given for the estimates in
this report. Figure 1.1 shows the relationship between
the size of an estimate and its sampling error
(expressed as the coefficient of variation: the ratio of
the standard deviation to the estimate). If the estimated
sampling error is greater than 33% of the estimate, it
is considered too unreliable to publish and the symbol
*--"is printed in table cells where this occurs. In terms
of Figure 1.1, all estimates below point (A) on the
estimate axis fall into this "unreliable” category.
Although not considered too unreliable to publish,
estimates with an estimated error between 16.5% and
33% of the related estimate should be "qualified" and
used with caution. All estimates between points (A)
and (B) on the estimate axis of Figure 1.1 fall into this
"qualified" category. All estimates above point (B) on
the estimate axis can be published without
qualification.

All other types of errors, such as coverage, response,
processing, and non-response, are non-sampling errors.

Many of these errors are difficult to identify and
quantify.

Coverage errors arise when there are differences
between the target population and the surveyed
population. Households without telephones represent
a part of the target population that was excluded from
the surveyed population. To the extent that this
excluded population differs from the rest of the target
population, the estimates will be biased. Since these
exclusions are small, one would expect the biases
introduced to be small. However, since there are
correlations between a number of questions asked on
this survey and the groups excluded, the biases may be
more significant than the small size of the groups
would suggest.

Individuals residing in institutions were excluded from
the surveyed population. The effect of this exclusion
is greatest for people aged 65 and over, for whom it
approaches 9%.

In a similar way, to the extent that the non-responding
households and persons differ from the rest of the
sample, the estimates will be biased. The overall
response rate for the survey was 76%. Non-response
could occur at several stages in this survey. There
were two stages of information collection: at the
household level and at the individual level. As is
shown in Figure 1.2, about 14% of the non-response
occurred at the household level (see also Figures 1.3
and 1.4). Non-response also occurs at the level of
individual questions. For most questions, the response
rate was high and, in tables, the non-responses appear
under the heading "not stated”.

While refusal to answer specific questions was very
low, accuracy of recall and ability to answer some
questions completely can be expected to affect some of
the results presented in the subsequent chapters.
Awareness of exact question wording (Appendix 11)
will help the reader interpret the survey results.

Since the survey is cross-sectional, caution is required
in making causal inferences about the association
between variables. Observed associations may be a
reflection of differences between cohorts, period
effects, differences between age groups or a
combination of these factors.
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FIGURE 1.1
Estimated sampling variability by size of estimate, Canada

Core sampie, peopie 15 years and over
6 Coefficient of variation (%)
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40 Estimate too small to release

301 Use with caution
204-
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Unqualified
o .
22 90 500

(A) ® Population estimate (000s)

General Sociai Survey, 1990

Note: Only coefficients of variation (c.v.) applicable to estimates for Canada as a whoie are shown in Figure 1.1. The
ditference between the true population size and the estimated population size (expressed as a percentage of
the estimate) wiil be less than the c.v. 68% of the time, less than twice the c.v. 95% of the time, and less than
three times the c.v. 99% of the time.

FIGURE 1.2 - Total sample
Response magnitudes and rates

|
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General Social Survey, 1990
* Other includes cases where the interview couid not be completed for some other reason (786); where the person
interviewed was ineligible (13): and where there were insufficient data on the questionnaire to justity keeping them
(387).
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FIGURE 1.3 - Non-labour force sample
Response magnitudes and rates
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General Social Survey, 1990

* Other includes cases where the interview could not be completed for some other reason (581); where the person
interviewed was ineligible (13); and where there were insufficient data on the questionnaire to justify keeping them

(273).

FIGURE 1.4 - Labour force sample

Response magnitudes and rates
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* Other includes cases where the interview could not be completed for some other reason (205); and where there were

insufficient data on the questionnaire to justify keeping them (114).
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CHAPTER 2

UNION FORMATION AND DISSOLUTION

2.1 METHODS

For this section, data were drawn from Sections H and
J of the GSS 5-2 Questionnaire. Section H included
detailed questions regarding legal marriages, current
marital status, divorces and separations, as well as
marital histories and the respondent’s and partner’s
marital status prior to their marriage and whether they
lived common law before marrying. Never-married
respondents were asked whether they thought they
would ever marry (H37), and divorced and widowed
respondents were asked whether they thought they
would ever remarry (H38). Data on common-law
unions, both current and past, were drawn from
Section J which included questions on common-law
union histories, dates of the unions and ages of
partners.  Respondents were asked to specify the
reason for dissolution of the union (i.e. separation/
divorce vs. death). In this chapter, marriage refers to
legal marriage (i.e. including married and separated
but not divorced) unless otherwise stated. Since
comparisons were made with the 1984 Family History
Survey, all analyses in this chapter were based on the
population aged 18-64.

2.2 RESULTS

2.2.1 Current Legal Marital Status

Between 1984 and 1990, the proportion of Canadians
aged 18-64 who reported that they were currently
married declined (Table 2.1). While 66% of Canadians
reported they were currently married in 1984, only
61% reported the same status in 1990. This decline in
legal marriages was accompanied by a slight increase
in the number of individuals reporting that they were
divorced: from 5% in 1984 to 7% in 1990. The
proportion who reported widowhood remained stable
(2%).

Men were more likely than women to say they had
never married and less likely to say that they were
divorced in 1984 and 1990. Examination of trends
revealed that fewer men were married in 1990 (59%)
than in 1984 (66%), and slightly more men had never
married (33% vs. 29%, respectively). As well, the
proportion of men who reported that they were
divorced doubled from 3% in 1984 to 6% in 1990.
For women, there was a small change in the proportion
who reported that they were married (66% in 1984 vs.
63 % in 1990) or never married (24% in 1984 and 26%
in 1990). There was a slight increase among women
who reported being divorced from 6% (1984) to 8%
(1990). Overall, the proportion of men (1%) and
women (3%) reporting that they were widowed was
stable.

Comparison by age revealed that at younger ages,
more Canadians reported being never married in 1990
than in 1984. For example, in 1984, 60% of
Canadians aged 18-29 reported this status, compared
with 69% in 1990. Among those aged 30-39, the
comparable proportions were 13% and 21%,
respectively.  While the proportion of younger
Canadians reporting that they had never married
increased, the proportion who reported being legally
married decreased. Specifically, among those aged
18-29, the percentage reporting that they were married
declined from 38% in 1984 to 30% in 1990. For
Canadians aged 30-39, the decrease was from 79% to
70%, respectively.

2.2.2 Marriages

Trends in legal marriages

Overall, the proportion of the population aged 18-64
who have ever been legally married at some time in
their lives declined from 73% (1984) to 70% (1990)
(Figure 2.1), perhaps reflecting the increase in
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FIGURE 2.1

Proportion of ever-married population aged 18-64 by age group, Canada, 1990
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YSource: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.

common-law unions (discussed in Section 2.2.3). This
decline was greatest among Canadians aged [8-29
(40% to 31%, respectively) and among those aged
30-39 (87% to 78%, respectively). For those aged
40-49, the decline was marginal, from 93% to 92%.
However, there was a marginal increase among people
aged 50-64 from 94% to 95%.

The decline in reports of ever being married was
greater for men than women (Table 2.2). In 1984,
71% of men had been married at least once, while in
1990, only 66% of men reported being legally married
at sometime. For women, 76% reported in 1984 that
they had been legally married at least once and 74%
reported the same in 1990.

Consistent with the overall age and gender trends,
there was a greater decline in the proportion who
reported ever being married among young men than
young women. Specifically, for men aged 18-29, 34%
(1984) and 25% (1990) reported at least one legal
marriage. For women, the comparable proportions
were 45% and 38%, respectively. Among those aged
30-39, the decline was from 85% to 74% for men and
from 88% to 82% for women.

Age differences between spouses

Women tend to marry older men. In fact, 78% of
married women were married to an older man,

whereas only 19% of men were married to an older
woman (Table 2.3). Most women (47%) married
someone who was no more than three years older,
while most men (52%) married women no more than
three years younger. For both men and women, with
increasing age, the proportion reporting an age
difference in excess of three years increased. For
example, 83% of men aged 18-29 were married to a
woman within three years of their own age, while the
same was true for only 54% of men aged 50-64.
Among women, 67% of those aged 18-29 were
married to someone within three years of their own
age, compared with 59% of women aged 50-64.

Marriage-remarriage

Among currently married Canadians, 86% reported
their marriage to be the first marriage for both
themselves and their spouse (data not shown). For
another 4%, their current marriage was their first
marriage but a remarriage for their spouse. In
addition, 5% reported a remarriage for themselves and
a first marriage for their spouse. Only 4% reported a
remarriage for both themselves and their spouse.
These proportions varied little by age or gender.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9

Family and friends



FIGURE 2.2

Proportion of population aged 18-64 currently living common law by age group, Canada,

1990 and 1984

14 13

12

[c11990 1984

1990

S| - 1984

18-29 30-39

40-49 50-64

Age group

General Social Survey, 1990

. Source: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.

2.2.3 Common-law Unions
Current common-law unions

In 1990, 9% of Canadians were living common law up
from 6% in 1984 (Figure 2.2). For both genders, the
proportion who reported they were currently living
common law increased from 1984 to 1990 (Table 2.4).

Among men aged 18-29, the proportion living common
law rose from 7% in 1984 to 11% in 1990 and for
men aged 30-39, the proportion rose from 6% to 13%,
respectively. For women aged 18-29, the proportion
living in a common-law union increased from 10% in
1984 to 15% in 1990, and among women aged 30-39,
the comparable percentages were 7% and 11%,
respectively.

Marital status

In 1990, 63 % of people currently living in a common-
law union had never been married, while the remaining
37% were divorced, separated or widowed (Table 2.5).
As would be expected given age trends in marriage,
more younger than older Canadians currently in a
common-law union had never been married. While
91 % of the population aged 18-29 living common law
had never married, this was true for only 57% of those

aged 30-39. At older ages, the vast majority living
common law had previously been married.

Ever in a common-law union

In 1990, 28% of Canadians reported that they had
lived in a common-law union at some time in their
lives, up from 16% in 1984 (Table 2.6). The largest
increase in the proportion reporting a common-law
union occurred among those aged 30-39, from 21%
(1984) to 40% (1990). Among people aged 40-49, the
proportion rose from 10% (1984) to 24% (1990). For
the age group 18-29, the proportion rose from 23% to
33%.

In 1990, similar proportions of men and women
reported having been in a common-law union
(28%). However, more women aged 18-29 reported
a common-law union than did men for both 1984
and 1990. In 1990, 38% of women aged 18-29 were
currently in or had been in a common-law union, up
from 27% in 1984. For men, the comparable
proportions were 27% and 20%, respectively. In
1984, 22% of men aged 30-39 had ever lived common
law, while in 1990, 41 % reported the same. Among
women aged 30-39, 21% (1984) and 39% (1990) had
been in a common-law union. For men aged 40-49,
the proportion increased 16% from 10% (1984) to
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26% (1990). Among women aged 40-49, the
proportion increased from 10% (1984) to 21 % (1990).

Number of common-law unions

The proportion of Canadians who reported having lived
in only one common-law union increased from 15% in
1984 to 21% in 1990 (Table 2.6). For men, the
proportion increased from 14% to 20%, respectively;
for women, the proportion increased from 16% to
22%, respectively. Over this same time period, the
proportion of people reporting two or more common-
law unions increased substantially. In 1984, 2% of
Canadians reported having been in two or more
common-law unions, while in 1990, 7% reported the
same. The largest increase for reports of multiple
unions was among those aged 30-39. Among people
in this age group, the proportion reporting two or more
common-law unions increased from 2% (1984) 10 13%
(1990).

Common-law unions before marriage

In 1990, 19% of currently married Canadians had lived
common law with their spouse before marrying
(Table 2.7). The common-law experience among the
married varied by age group. While 37% of people
aged 18-29 and 28% of those aged 30-39 had lived
common law before marriage, only 12% in the age
group 40-49 and 4% of people aged 50-64 had done
the same.

Overall, about the same proportion of men (18 %) and
women (19%) had lived common law before marriage;
however, differences by age group were apparent.

While 41% of women aged 18-29 had lived common
law with their current spouse before marriage, only
31% of men of the same age had done so.

Union formation

While the proportion of Canadians who reported that
they had been married at some time in their lives
declined in recent years, the proportion who had ever
lived common law increased. Combining both legal
marriages and common-law unions reveals that since
1984, the proportion of individuals entering into some
form of a union has increased slightly. In 1990, 80%
of Canadians reported that they had ever been married
or lived common law, up from 78% in 1984 (Text
Table 2.1). Comparison by age and gender reveals
that for both men and women of all ages, the

proportion who reported some type of union remained
the same or increased slightly since 1984. What this
reveals is that although fewer people are reporting
legal marriages, they are not remaining single but
rather opting for a different form of union.

2.2.4 Marriage Expectations

Most men (71 %) in 1991, who had never been married
expected to marry at some time in their lives
(Table 2.8). Another 15% were uncertain of their
intentions, while 14% indicated they did not expect to
marry. Fewer never-married women (67%) than men
expected to marry. Another 19% of women did not
expect to marry and 14% were unsure. Comparison
by age group revealed that among the never married,
more younger than older people expected to marry.
For example, 80% of people aged 18-29 expected to
marry, while only 20% of people aged 40-49 had
the same expectation. Fully, 67% of never-married
people aged 50-64 said they did not expect to marry.
With increasing age, the proportion of never-married
Canadians who reported that they did not know if they
would ever marry rose, from 10% among those aged
18-29 to 44% among those aged 40-49.

For all age groups, more never-married men than
women expected a future union. For example, 81% of
never-martied men aged 18-29 expected to marry,
while only 79% of women of the same age expected to
marry. Among those aged 30-39, 56% of men and
46% of women expected to marry at some time.
Conversely, 51% of women aged 40-49 and 74% of
women aged 50-64 did not think that they would ever
marry. For men, the comparable proportions were
25% and 63%, respectively. For both genders, with
increasing age, the proportion of the never married
who reporied that they did not know if they would ever
marry increased. Among those aged 40-49, 47% of
men and 40% of women were unsure of a future
union.

2.2.5 Union Dissolution

In 1990, 17% of first marriages had ended in divorce,
compared with only 11% in 1984 (Table 2.9). For
both 1990 and 1984, a further 4% had ended in
separation. For people aged 40-49, the percentage of
first marriages ending in divorce was 22%, up from
15% in 1984. For people aged 50-64, the proportion
of tirst marriages ending in divorce increased to 17%
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TEXT TABLE 2.1

= 18"

Proportion of population aged 18-64 who have ever lived in a union (married or common law) by gender and

age group, Canada, 1990 and 1984'

Ever lived in a union (married or common law)

Not
Gender and Total unions Yes No stated
age group 1990/1984
1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984
(Percent)

Both genders

All age groups 100 80 78 19 2 - -
18-29 100 Sl 51 49 49 - -
30-39 100 %0 91 10 9 - -
40-49 100 95 94 5 6 - -
50-64 100 96 94 4 5) - --

Men

All age groups 100 77 75 23 S - -
18-29 100 43 43 57 S -- -
30-39 100 88 89 11 1] - -
40-49 100 94 94 5 6 = =
50-64 100 95 94 4 6 -- -

Women

All age groups 100 84 81 16 19 - -
18-29 100 59 59 41 41 -- -
30-39 100 9% 92 8 8 -- --
40-49 100 96 94 4 6 - -
50-64 100 97 95 3 § --

! Source: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.

(1990) from 9% (1984). The proportion of marriages
ending in divorce will probably be higher for younger
people when they reach their older years. The 40% of
marriages that end in divorce that is sometimes cited,
is based on divorces per marriages occurring in a
single year (Dumas and Lavoie, 1992:41), and does
not represent the experience of any particular age
group of the population.

In addition to divorce or separation, the death of a
spouse is another source of marital dissolution. As
expected, widowhood accounted for more dissolution
at older ages. In fact, among those aged 50-64, 9%
reported their spouse’s death as the reason their
marriage ended, a decline of two percentage points
from 1984.

Women (77%) were less likely than men (83%) to
report separation or divorce as the reason for
dissolution of their first marriage (Table 2.10).
However, women (20%) were more likely than men

General Social Survey, 1990

(12%) to report death of a spouse as the reason. The
largest discrepancy between men and women for
reason for dissolution occurred for those aged 50-64.
Among women in this age group, 54% reported
separation or divorce and 41 % the death of a spouse as
the reason. For men, the comparable proportions were
74% and 23%, respectively.

Average length of time between separation and
divorce

The average amount of time between separation and
subsequent legal divorce was 2.7 years. Comparison
by age and gender revealed some differences (Text
Table 2.2). Among men and women aged 18-29, the
average length of time was 1.7 and 1.5 years,
respectively.  For both genders aged 30-39, the
average length of time between separation and divorce
was 2.3 years. At ages 40-49, the mean duration was
2.6 years for men and 3.0 for women. Among those
aged 50-64, the average duration was 3.0 years for
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men and 3.9 years for women. Differences by age
reflect, in part, changes in the divorce laws over the
past three decades.

TEXT TABLE 2.2

Average duration of time between separation and
subsequent legal divorce by gender and age group,
ever-divorced population aged 18-64, Canada, 1990

Both
Age group genders Men Women
(Years)

All age groups 2.7 26 2.8
18-29 1.5 7] 1.5
30-39 263 2.3 2.3
40-49 2.8 2.6 3.0
50-64 3.5 3.0 3.9

General Social Survey, 1990

Dissolution of common-law unions

In 1990, about one-third (34 %) of the population who
had ever lived in a common-law union said their first
union had ended in marriage, while 36% reported
separation as the reason and 26% were still living in
their first common-law union (Table 2.11). Only 1%
reported death of a spouse or partner as the reason for
dissolution. Regardless of age group, among
Canadians reporting a first common-law union, just
over one-third ended in separation. However, the
proportion reporting that their first common-law union
had resulted in marriage or that they were still living
in this union varied by age. While 28% of people
aged 18-29 ever in a first common-law union reported
that this union had resulted in marriage, the same was
true for 40% of people aged 30-39. In 1990, 33% of
those aged 18-29 ever in a first common-law union
reported that they were still in this union, compared
with 22% of people aged 30-39.

The average length of a common-law union which
ended in separation was 2.7 years (Text Table 2.3).
As expected, the average length was shorter among
people aged 18-29 years (1.9 years), than among
people aged 50-64 (3.7 years). Although differences
were small, the average length of a common-law union
for women exceeded that for men, in all age groups
except those aged 40-49.

-14 -

TEXT TABLE 2.3

Average duration of first common-law union that
ended in separation by gender and age group,
population aged 18-64 ever living common law,
Canada, 1990

Both
Age group genders Men Women
(Years)

All age groups 27 2.6 2.9
18-29 1.9 1.6 2.1
30-39 2.8 2.5 SB7)
40-49 4.0 4.1 39
50-64 3.7 34l 49

General Social Survey, 1990

2.2.6 Remarriage and Subsequent
Union Formation

In 1990, 75% of Canadians who had ever married
were still married to their first spouse, 8% were
married to someone else, 10% were currently divorced
or separated and 2% were widowed (Table 2.12).
Another 5% said they were currently living in a
common-law union.

A larger proportion of men (77%) than women (73 %)
reported still being married to their first spouse.
Proportionately, more women (12%) than men (8%)
reported that they were currently divorced or
separated, likely the result of higher remarriage rates
among men.

Remarriage intentions

In 1990, 28% of divorced Canadians said that they
intended to remarry at some point in their lives
(Table 2.13). Another 46% did not intend to remarry
and 26% were unsure. Intentions varied by age.
While 44% of divorced Canadians aged 18-29 intended
to remarry, only 39% of those aged 30-39, 28% aged
40-49 and 13% aged 50-64 intended to remarry.

Overall, divorced men (33%) were more likely to
report that they intended to remarry than divorced
women (25%) (Figure 2.3). Consistent with the
overall age trend, the proportion of both men and
women with intentions to remarry decreased with age.
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FIGURE 2.3

Proportion of previously-married population aged 18-64 by intentions to remarry and gender,

Canada, 1990

%
100

Current Marital Status
OMen-Widowed TJ Men-Divorced H Women-Widowed 73 Women-Divorced

80

60

40

20

Yes*

Do not know

Intentions to remarry

* Value suppressed due to value of O or vaiue too smail.

Far fewer widowed Canadians (12 %) reported that they
intended to remarry than did those who were divorced.
Nonetheless, more widowed Canadians (56 %) said that
they did not intend to remarry and more (32%) were
unsure of their intentions than divorced individuals
(data not shown).

2.3  DISCUSSION

Conjugal unions are changing in Canada, both in their
formation and their forms. Yet, it is apparent here, as
it has been in other studies, that marriage remains
popular and perhaps more importantly, that both types
of conjugal unions are the dominant reality for the vast
majority.

The 1990 General Social Survey reveals findings and
trends that are consistent with previous research (Boyd,
1988; Burch, 1985; Burch & Madan, 1986; Dumas &
Peron, 1992; Ram, 1990; Statistics Canada, 1989).
Two general conclusions can be drawn from this
analysis. First, there is greater diversity in the kinds of
conjugal unions in which Canadians live. It has been
seen, for example, that in 1990, 58% were currently
married, while approximately 9% lived common law,
9% were divorced, separated or widowed (if also
living common law, were included in common-law
category) and the same proportion was single as

General Social Survey, 1980

previously. In addition, for about 13% of those who
were currently married, either they or their spouses
had been previously married. Second, it is more
common for Canadians to experience different kinds of
unions. For example, 28% reported having lived
common law at some time, with 19% living common
law prior to legal marriage, and 7% having lived in
more than one common-law union.

Marriage is, by no means, going out of style. By ages
50-64, 95% of Canadians reported having been legally
married at least once. And 75% of ever-married
Canadians were still in their first marriage. Most
never-married Canadians expected to marry, with men
(71 %) more positive in this regard than women (67 %).
Once divorced, expectations about remarriage declined
with age (44% of those aged 18-29, compared with
13% of those aged 50-64). Among people previously
married, divorced men were more optimistic about
remarriage (33 %) than divorced women (25%).

Divorce and marital separation are shown in this
analysis to be increasing in recent years. For those
who had been legally married, 17% in 1990 had their
first marriage end in divorce, compared with 11% in
1984. Another 4% ended their marriage in separation;
a level unchanged from 1984. In both years, divorce
and separation rates for those aged 40-49 were higher

Family and friends

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9



than in any other age group. An innovative aspect of
the current analysis is its attention to dissolution of
common-law unions as well as legal marriages. About
one-third of those ever living common law had their
unions result in marriage, with another one-third
reporting separation and the remainder still in a
common-law union.

While a considerable body of previous evidence
supports the findings reported here, much greater
uncertainty exists about the meaning and interpretation
of these findings. Changes in conjugal unions,
particularly the strong growth in common-law unions
and in marital dissolution, have attracted much interest
by both the general public and social analysts.

Although it is generally agreed that the family as a
social institution is in transition, there is less agreement
regarding the meaning of transition and its
implications, for individuals and for Canadian society.
Two central approaches, the ends of a continuum,
characterize thinking about family change today. First,
there is the notion that the family as it came to be
known in the 1950s and 1960s in most of North
America, is ending. This view, in its strongest form,
sees the family as declining, eroding and being
undermined by social changes and growing
individualism (McDaniel, 1992, 1993; Ram, 1990:1-4;
Wilson, 1991:24). Divorce and common-law unions
are cited as examples of tamily decline and lack of
interest in traditional families. Also cited is the growth
in women’s labour force participation, particularly
growth among married women with preschool children.

The counter view welcomes family change (Boyd,
1988; Cheal, 1991; Eichler, 1988; McDaniel, 1992,
1993; Ram, 1990:1-4). This view suggests that family
diversity has always been present, that different family
forms do not necessarily mean that the family is no
longer serving individual and societal needs, and that
common-law unions and divorce do not mark the end
of families. Some argue that diversity in family form
strengthens the family as a social institution by
increasing the possible ways in which one can be
familial, as well as by increasing the choices
individuals have available to them.

Interpretation of the dramatic increase in common-law
unions is not straightforward in light of the various
approaches to explaining this phenomenon. When
examining trends in common-law unions, caution is
advised. Questions about common-law unions or
cohabitation have only recently been asked on surveys
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and in the census of Canada. It is, therefore, difficult
to assess the long-term trend in living common law. As
societal attitudes have changed, the likelihood is high
that more people would readily admit to living
common law than they might have in the past, even if
the question had been asked. Questions about living
common law are challenged by the various terms
people use for this kind of union. In French, it is
"union libre", which may have a different connotation
or social acceptability than common law. The term
"common law" is fraught with misinterpretation;
people often do not know what it means or if there is
a specific definition they should know in order to
answer. Other terms such as "living together" could
describe many families, as well as roommate and
shared accommodation living arrangements. The terms
"cohabitation" or "consensual union" may also be
confusing to some respondents. In the past, it was
thought that "less well-off people” lived common law.
This may mean that the term carried with it a stigma.
As such, "better-off" people might be less willing to
admit having lived common law. In sum, rates of
common-law unions reported here may be either under-
or over-estimated.

It may be that more detailed questions could be
considered about the nature of common-law
relationships, but such questions might be too intrusive
for some respondents. There are also in any national
Statistics Canada survey, practical limitations to the
number of questions asked on any one topic. A
possible approach to consider for future surveys might
be the simultaneous use, in parentheses, of alternative
terms for common law as well as a clearer definition.

How might the rates found in the 1990 GSS be
interpreted then in light of the above discussed
approaches? The first approach would see common-law
unions and their growth as an "alternative lifestyle”
(Ram, 1990: 53), frequently seen as prevalent among
younger adults. Rates do tend to be higher for those
under age 30. For example, 43% of men and 53% of
women living common law were under age 30,
according to both the 1981 and 1986 Censuses (Ram,
1990:54). But, 32% of men and 26% of women in
common-law unions in 1986 were aged 30-39.
Another 11% of men and 7% of women living
common law were aged 50 and over. It seems then that
common-law unions in 1986, although more prevalent
among younger adults, were also prevalent among
those over 30 years old (57% of men and 40% of
women aged 30 and over were in common-law
unions). In the 1990 GSS, it was found that
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common-law unions are growing among middle-aged
Canadians at a faster rate than among younger adults.
This could suggest, with due attention to the
definitional and methodological concerns outlined, that
common-law unions are not simply an "alternative
lifestyle” but something more. The finding that almost
one-third of Canadians report ever having lived
common law adds force to this interpretation.

Other interpretations, still within the first approach
described above, include the notion that common-law
unions are trial marriages (Burch & Madan, 1986) or
"experimental courtship phases" (Ram, 1990: 55).
Based on analysis of the 1984 Family History Survey,
Burch and Madan conclude that marriages preceded by
a common-law union were more likely to end in
divorce than those not preceded by common-law unions
(Burch & Madan, 1986:22). The finding from the 1990
GSS that one-third of common-law unions end 1n legal
marriage lends some support, albeit limited, to the
notion that common-law unions may be premarriage
trials. The finding that almost one-third continue to
live common law suggests that an alternative conjugal
union to marriage is being created.

Further support for the interpretation that common-law
unions might be more than simply an alternate lifestyle
of youth or trial marriages comes from four types of
evidence. First, Boyd (1988:89) argues compellingly
that common-law unions ought to be considered part of
any analysis of changes in the family for several
reasons. Among the reasons, and the most important to
this discussion, is that common-law unions, even if a
prelude to legal marriage, should still be regarded as
an emerging family form. Second, Eichler, in
discussing legal and economic aspects of living
common law, suggests that "to impose a marriage
model on people who do not wish to live within such
a framework seems...a basic derogation of rights"
(Eichler, 1988:352). Eichler is making the point that
common law or cohabiting partners may be choosing
different economic and social arrangements than those
who are legally married choose, therefore creating new
family forms rather than trial marriages.

Third, there is the compelling evidence from other
countries, most notably Sweden and the United States,
showing that cohabitation is becoming the conjugal
union of choice for many. Hoem (1989: 396) reports
that, “In its modern form, nonmarital cohabitation
became noticeably prevalent about two decades ago,
and it has spread throughout all of Swedish society to
such an extent that only very few people now marry
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without having ever lived in a consensual union." A
U.S. study, which reports data up through 1992, finds
that in the 1982-1992 decade, among white women and
women who had attended college, the rate of births
outside legal marriages more than doubled. Among
women with professional and managerial jobs, the rate
nearly tripled. Many of these women likely lived in
common-law unions.

Fourth, studies by Marcil-Gratton (1993:76) have
found that "Cohabitation in Quebec is rapidly
becoming a replacement of legal marriage, both as first
unions’ setting and as the context to give birth to
children." Analyses of the 1984 Family History Survey
and the 1990 General Social Survey by Marcil-Gratton
(1993) have shown that "...58% of 1987-1989 birth
cohorts were born to such parents” [parents where at
least one parent has ever lived in a common-law
union]. Marcil-Gratton (1993:88) concludes that
"...legal marriage is not the majority choice to begin
life as a couple in Canada; in Quebec, marriage is even
getting to be a minority choice for giving birth to a
first child.”

As more Canadians are choosing conjugal unions that
differ from legal marriage, at least at some time in
their lives, divorce rates may be showing signs of
stabilizing. Interpretation of divorce rate trends is less
challenging than interpretations of the meaning of
common-faw  unions, but often subject to
misinterpretation. Canada's rate of divorce is not as
high as that of the United States (Boyd, 1988:90;
Dumas & Lavoie, 1992:17), but is higher than the
ofticial rates reported in Europe. Divorce rates clearly
fluctuate with changes in the laws granting access to
divorce, so that there was a surge in divorces following
the 1968 change in the law and another surge after the
1985 divorce law change (Dumas & Peron, 1992:62;
Ram, 1990:20). Divorce may not be an indicator of
unhappy marriages, but the degree to which laws
permit unhappy marriages to end. Of course, legal
provision of a way out of a less than satisfactory
marriage feeds into individual standards and
judgements of what is satisfactory. Many of those
obtaining divorces in the decade following the 1968
divorce law change had been married, and often
separated, for a number of years. Recent analyses
(Dumas & Peron, 1992:59-62) reveal that this back-log
phenomenon may have caused analysts to over-estimate
future rates and risks of divorce. Couples today are
obtaining divorces after less time married than
previously (Ram, 1990:20), reinforcing the possibility,
not that marriage in general is more at risk, but rather
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that people are choosing other marriages rather than
remain in unhappy marriages for many years.

In conclusion, although interpretation is difficult, it is
clear from the 1990 GSS that Canadians continue to
form conjugal unions and to value these unions. There
is greater diversity of unions than previously in Canada
and a tendency for individuals to experience more
diversity of unions as they go through their lives. No
indication emerges from these findings that Canadians
are avoiding the formation of families or unions.
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TABLE 2.1
Proportion of population aged 18-64 by legal marital status', gender and age group, Canada, 1990 and 19842

Legal marital status

Gender and age group Total Married® Widowed Divorced Never married Not statad

19920/1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1980 1984 1990 1984

(Percent)

Both genders

All age groups 100 61 66 2 2 7 5 29 27 -~
18-29 100 30 38 -- - 2 2 69 60 --
30-39 100 70 79 - 1 8 7 21 13 - -
40-49 100 719 84 1 1 12 7 7 7 - -
50-64 100 79 80 7 8 9 5 5 6 1 -

Men

Ali age groups 100 59 66 1 1 6 3 33 29 -- --
18-29 100 24 33 - -- -- 1 /'S 66 -- -
30-39 100 67 80 - - 7 %) 25 15 = =
40-49 100 80 85 = 1 10 6 8 8 - =
50-64 100 82 386 3 4 8 3 6 7

Women

All age groups 100 63 66 3 4 8 6 26 24 -- -
18-29 100 36 43 - - 2 3 62 55 = =
30-39 100 72 78 - 1 9 8 17 12 --
40-49 100 77 82 2 2 14 9 6 7
50-64 100 76 725 9 13 9 6 -+ 6

General Social Survey, 1990

' Common law is not considered a marital status for this table.
2 Source: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.
3 Includes people married and separated but not divorced.
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TABLE 2.2
Proportion of ever-married population aged 18-64 by number of marriages, gender and age group, Canada,
1990 and 1984'

Number of marriages

Gender and age group Total ever married One Two or more

1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984

(Percent)

Both genders

All age groups 70 73 64 68 7 S
18-29 31 40 31 39 1 1
30-39 78 87 72 81 6 6
40-49 92 93 81 85 11 8
50-64 95 94 84 86 11 8

Men

All age groups 66 71 60 66 7 5
18-29 25 34 24 33
30-39 74 85 69 80 S 5
40-49 91 92 78 84 12 8
50-64 94 93 82 85 11 8

Women

All age groups 74 76 68 71 6 5
18-29 38 45 37 44 - 1
30-39 82 88 75 82 8 7
40-49 93 93 84 85 9 8
50-64 96 94 86 86 10 8

General Social Survey, 1990

' Source: Burch, T.K., Family History Survey: 1985 Preliminary Findings, Statistics Canada, Catalogue No. 99-955.
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TABLE 2.3
Age difference between husbands and wives by gender and age group,
currently married population aged 18-64, Canada, 1990

Age group
Total
currently
el mamied 1829 30-39 4049 50-64

age difference

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Men

All groups 4,696 100 600 100 1,422 100 1,295 100 1,379 100
4+ years older than spouse 1,245 27 48 8 288 20 395 30 514 37
3 years older than spouse 437 11 53 9 160 11 147 1N 137 10
2 years older than spouse 629 13 88 15 203 14 169 13 170 12
0-1 year older than spouse 1338 28 248 41 454 32 321 25 315 23
0-1 year younger than spouse 599 13 108 18 205 14 187 12 129 9
2 years younger than spouse 104 2 - = 36 3 - - - -
3 years younger than spouse 60 1 - e - - - = - -
4+ years younger than spouse 131 3 22 4 4% 3 38 3 25 2
Not stated 93 2 - e - - - - 43 3

Women

All groups 4956 100 842 100 1,529 100 1,255 100 1,330 100
4+ years older than spouse 140 3 - - 59 3 48 4 3% 3
3 years older than spouse 75 2 - - 3 2 - - -
2 years older than spouse 132 3 - - 43 3 4 4 - -
0-1 year older than spouse 707 14 110 13 234 15 156 12 208 16
0-1 year younger than spouse 1206 24 229 27 369 24 284 23 323 24
2 years younger than spouse 651 13 135 16 202 13 183 15 122 9
3 years younger than spouse 502 10 8s 11 153 10 124 10 136 10
4+ years younger than spouse 1,482 30 247 29 425 28 358 29 450 34
Not stated 61 1 - = - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.4

Proportion of population aged 18-64 by marital status, gender and age group, Canada, 1990 and 1984

Marital status

Divorced,
Total separated or
Gender and age group population Married Common law widowed Never married Not stated
1990/1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984
{Percent)
Both genders
All age groups 100 58 63 9 6 9 8 24 24 - --
18-29 100 28 36 13 9 2 3 56 63 -
30-39 100 66 743 12 6 8 8 14 1"
40-49 100 74 80 7 4 13 10 6 7
50-64 100 76 78 3 3 16 13 5 6
Men
All age groups 100 56 63 9 5 6 S 28 27 -
18-29 100 23 31 1 7 -- 2 64 60 - .
30-39 100 64 76 13 6 5 S 17 12 - -
40-49 100 75 82 7 3 9 ? 8 8 - -
50-64 100 78 83 4 3 12 8 6 6 -
Women
All age groups 100 59 63 9 7 11 10 20 21
18-29 100 33 40 15 10 3 4 48 46
30-39 100 68 74 11 7 10 10 12 9
40-49 100 72 77 6 4 16 13 =) 6 -
50-64 100 73 3 -- 3 21 19 4 6

' Source: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.5

Legal marital status by gender and age group, population aged 18-64
currently living common law, Canada, 1990

Legal marital status

Divorced,
Gohiderand Total currently ~ separated Never Not
common law  or widowed married stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 1,560 100 578 137 977 63 - -
18-29 686 100 60 9 626 91 - -
30-39 540 100 229 42 309 57 - -
40-49 236 100 193 82 39 17 - -
50-64 99 100 91 92 - - - -

Men

All age groups 786 100 301 38 482 61 - -
18-29 298 100 -- - 283 95 - -
30-39 293 100 114 39 179 &1 - -
40-49 128 100 108 85 - - - -
50-64 67 100 64 95 - - - -

Women

All age groups 774 100 272 35 495 64 - -
18-29 387 100 45 12 343 88 - -
30-39 246 100 114 46 130 53 - -
40-49 108 100 85 79 - - - -
50-64 32 100 28 88 - - - -

General Social Survey, 1390
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Proportion of population aged 18-64 ever living common law by number of common-law unions, gender and
age group, Canada, 1990 and 1984’

Number of common-law unions

Gender and age group Total ever lived common law One union Two or more unions
1980 1990 1984 1990 1984
{Percent)

Both genders

All age groups 28 16 21 15 7 2
18-29 33 23 27 22 6 2
30-39 40 21 28 19 13 2
40-49 24 10 17 9 7
50-64 1 6 9 6 2

Men

All age groups 28 16 20 14 8 2
18-29 27 20 23 18 4 1
30-39 41 22 28 19 14 3
40-49 26 10 17 9 9 -
50-64 13 6 10 6 3 -

Women

Ali age groups 28 17 22 16 7 1
18-29 38 27 3 25 8 2
30-39 39 21 28 18 12 2
40-49 21 10 17 9 4 -
50-64 8 6 7 5! -

General Social Survey, 1990

' Source: Burch, T.K., Family History Survey: 1985 Preliminary Findings, Statistics Canada, Catalogue No. 99-355,
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TABLE 2.7
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Common-law unions before current marriage by gender and age
group, currently married population aged 18-64, Canada, 1990

Lived common law before current marriage

Total currently

Gender and married Yes No Not stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)
Both genders
All age groups 9652 100 1806 19 7,831 81 - -
18-29 1,442 100 534 37 908 63 - -
30-39 2951 100 836 28 2108 T - -
40-49 255 100 318 12 2,231 87 - -
50-64 2,708 100 117 4 2584 95 - -
Men
All age groups 4696 100 847 18 3,841 82 - -
18-29 600 100 187 3t 413 69 - -
30-39 1422 100 404 28 1,017 72 - -
40-49 1,295 100 187 14 1107 85 - -
50-64 1378 100 69 5 1,304 95 - -
Women
All age groups 495 100 958 i8¢ 3,880 80 -- -
18-29 842 100 347 41 495 59 - -
30-39 1,529 100 433 28 1091 T - -
40-49 1,255 100 131 10 1,124 90 - -
50-64 1,330 100 48 4 1280 96 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.8
Marriage expectations by gender and age group, never-married population aged
18-64, Canada, 1990

Age group
Total
. never
e married 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-64
expections
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)
Both genders
Total 4908 100 3,526 100 951 100 257 100 174 100
Expect to marry 3392 69 2834 80 494 52 51 20 - -
Do not expect to marry 802 16 342 10 251 26 93 36 117 67
Do not know 711 14 350 10 206 22 112 44 4 25
Not stated - - - - - - - - - -
Men
Total 2,778 100 1,969 100 560 100 146 100 104 100
Expect to marry 1,962 71 1,599 81 314 56 40 28 - -
Do not expect to marry 392 14 174 9 117 21 36 25 65 63
Do not know 422 15 195 10 128 23 68 47 31 29
Not stated - - - - - - - - - -
Women
Total 2129 100 1558 100 391 100 111 100 70 100
Expect to marry 1430 67 123 79 180 46 - - - -
Do not expect to marry 410 19 168 11 134 34 56 51 52 74
Do not know 289 14 156 10 7 20 4 40 - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.9
Outcome of first marriage by gender and age group, ever-married population aged 18-64, Canada, 1990 and
1984’
Outcome of first marriage
Total ever
Gender and age group married Still married Separated Divorced Widowed Not stated
1990/1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984
(Percent)
Both genders
All age groups 100 75 80 4 4 17 11 4 4 1
18-29 100 87 88 5 5 7 6 - -
30-39 100 77 81 4 4 17 14 1 1 1 -
40-49 100 70 78 5 4 22 15 2 2 1 -
50-64 100 70 77 3 3 17 9 9 1 1 --
Men
All age groups 100 76 84 4 4 16 10 2 2 1 =
18-29 100 90 91 4 5 5 - -
30-39 100 80 84 4 4 15 N2
40-49 100 ral 82 4 3 22 14 1 =
50-64 100 73 82 4 3 17 9 5 7 -
Women
All age groups 100 73 77 4 5 17 12 ) 6 1
18-29 100 85 86 6 6 8 8 - -
30-39 100 74 78 4 5 19 16 1 2 - -
40-49 100 70 75 5 5 22 16 3 4 -
50-64 100 68 72 2 3 16 10 12 15

' Source: Statistics Canada, 1984 Family History Survey.

General Social Survey, 1930
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TABLE 2.10
Reason for termination of first marriage by gender and age group,
population aged 18-64 whose first marriage has ended, Canada, 1990

Reason for termination of first marriage

Separated/
All reasons divorced Widowed Not stated
Sex and age group
No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 2,511 100 1,991 79 416 17 104 4
18-29 120 100 110 92 - - - -
30-39 673 100 607 90 43 6 23 3
40-49 812 100 706 87 6 8 40 5
50-64 906 100 568 63 304 34 34 4

Men

All age groups 1,094 100 905 83 128 12 61 6
18-29 36 100 30 85 - - - -
30-39 276 100 243 88 - - - -
40-49 398 100 345 87 - - - -
50-64 385 100 286 74 89 23 - -

Women

All age groups 1,417 100 1,086 77 288 20 43 3
18-29 84 100 80 95 - - - -
30-39 397 100 364 92 27 7 - -
40-49 414 100 361 87 4 1" - -
50-64 521 100 281 54 215 41 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.11
Outcome of first common-law union by gender and age group, population aged 18-64 ever

living common law, Canada, 1990

Outcome of first common-law union

Total ever
living Sitill living Not
GEIHSTAM common law  common law Marriage Separation Widowed stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 4700 100 1,219 26 1605 34 1,701 36 39 1 137 3
18-29 1,677 100 558 33 475 28 597 36 - - 32 2
30-39 1,813 100 399 22 718 40 647 36 - — 43 2
40-49 826 100 184 22 288 35 313 38 - - 35 4
50-64 385 100 78 20 124 32 143 37 - - 26 7

Men

All age groups 2,328 100 589 25 741 32 936 40 - - 60 3
18-29 708 100 249 35 173 24 272 38 - - - -
30-39 924 100 198 21 345 37 368 40 - - - -
40-49 460 100 92 20 155 34 200 43 = = = -
50-64 236 100 50 21 69 29 9% 41 - - - -

Women

All age groups 2372 100 630 27 864 36 765 32 36 2 77 3
18-29 969 100 309 32 302 3 325 34 - - - -
30-39 889 100 201 23 373 42 279 3 - - 31 3
40-49 366 100 g2 25 133 36 114 31 - - - -
50-64 143 100 28 19 56 37 47 32 - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.12
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Current marital status by gender and age group, ever-married population aged 18-64,

Canada, 1990

Current marital status

Total Still
Gender and ever Common divorced/ Still Not
married Still married  Remarried law separated widowed stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 11,713 100 8772 75 880 8 580 5 1193 10 272 2 - -
18-29 1,606 100 1410 B8 32 2 60 4 102 6 - - - -
30-39 3518 100 2718 77 238 7 229 6 322 9 - - - -
40-49 3,187 100 2248 71 302 9 197 6 399 13 39 1 - -
50-64 3402 100 2,400 71 308 ] 95 3 3698 11 217 6 - -

Men

All age groups 5521 100 4238 77 458 8 304 6 451 8 66 1 - -
18-29 646 100 587 91 - - - - 29 5 - - - -
30-39 1652 100 1,322 80 100 6 114 7 114 7 - - - -
40-49 1,565 100 1,113 71 182 12 111 7 149 10 - - - -
50-64 1,657 100 1,215 73 163 10 64 4 158 10 54 3 - -

Women

All age groups 6,192 100 4,534 73 422 7 276 4 742 12 207 3 - -
18-29 860 100 823 86 - - 45 5 73 8 - - - -
30-39 1,866 100 1,391 75 138 7 114 6 208 11 - - - -
40-49 1622 100 1,135 70 120 7 85 5 250 15 31 2 - -
50-64 1,745 100 1,185 68 145 8 32 2 211 12 162 9 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 2.13
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Intentions to remarry by gender and age group, divorced population aged

18-64, Canada, 1990

Intentions to remarry

Total Do not Not
Gender and divorced Yes No know stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 1,178 100 334 28 538 46 304 26 - -
18-29 78 100 35 4 - - - - - -
30-39 365 100 141 39 136 37 86 23 - -
40-48 413 100 119 28 192 46 108 26 - -
50-64 316 100 40 13 189 60 88 28 - -

Men

Al age groups 486 100 159 33 219 45 108 22 - -
18-29 - - - - - - - - = =
30-39 153 100 65 43 61 40 27 17 - -
40-49 171 100 54 3 79 46 39 23 - -
50-64 145 100 3 23 75 52 37 26 - -

Women

All age groups 692 100 176 25 319 46 196 28 - -
18-29 61 100 27 45 - - - - - -
30-39 211 100 76 36 75 35 59 28 - -
40-49 248 100 65 26 113 46 70 28 - -
50-64 171 100 - - 114 66 ai 30 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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CHAPTER 3

CHILDREN AND FERTILITY INTENTIONS

3.1 METHODS

In Section C of the GSS 5-2 Questionnaire,
respondents were asked to specify if they had ever
raised natural (C4), step- (C2) and/or adopted children
(C3). Some of the data were compared with that of
the 1984 Family History Survey. As such, only
Canadians aged 18-64 were included in this particular
analysis to provide continuity between the two surveys.

Data on fertility and fertility intentions were drawn
from Section D of the questionnaire. Only respondents
who were aged 15-44 in 1990 were asked questions
regarding their fertility intentions. Respondents were
asked if they or their partner/spouse had been sterilized
or were otherwise unable to have children (D4 and
DS). As a result, only respondents who could have
children and if they had a partner, the partner could
also have children, answered questions regarding the
number of children they intended. The question
pertaining to number of children intended reflects total
number of children (D7). As such, any children the
respondent had at the time of the survey were included
in the total. Respondents were not asked whether they
(spouse) were pregnant at the time of the survey.

3.2 RESULTS

3.2.1 Children
Trends: 1984 to 1990

The percentage of Canadians aged 18-64 who reported
having raised natural children declined from 64%
(1984) to 58% (1990) (Text Table 3.1). By gender,
the decline was greater among men than women.
Specifically, in 1984 and 1990, the percentage among
men declined from 60% to 53%, respectively, and
from 68% to 64%, respectively, among women. The
difference is partly due to the fact that the average age
at birth of first child is younger for women.

Comparison by age and gender reveals that the largest
declines, between 1984 and 1990, among men who had
raised natural children, occurred at ages 30-39 (75% to
61%, respectively). This was followed by men aged
40-49 (84% to 73%) and men aged 18-29 (22% to
16%). Among women, the largest decline was 8%,
from 80% to 72% for those aged 30-39. This is
followed closely by women aged 40-49 (88% to 81%)
and women aged 18-29 (35% to 30%). At ages 50-64,
the difference was small, 86% to 83%.

These trends suggest changes in childrearing by
generation and changes in age at birth of first child.
While at older ages the differences in proportions are
either minimal or do not exist, the differences in the
younger age groups for both men and women are more
substantial.

The average age at birth of first child has increased
since 1984. In 1984, the average age for men was
25.8 years, compared with 26.6 years in 1990 (Text
Table 3.2). For women, the increase was only from
23.1 years to 23.5 years.

For men, comparison by age group revealed a
consistent increase in all age groups except the oldest.
The largest increase among men was 1.1 years from
25.4 to 26.5 for men aged 30-39. Among men aged
50-64, the average age declined from 27.4 to 27.0.

Trends were less clear for women. Among women
aged 18-29, the average age remained the same at 21.5
years, but increased 1.1 years from 23.2 to 24.3
among women aged 30-39. In addition, the average
age increased 1.0 years among women aged 40-49 (i.e.
22.8 to 23.8, respectively), while it declined 0.6 years
among women aged 50-64 (24.1 to 23.5, respectively).

All children

In 1990, most Canadians (52%) reported that they had
two or more children, while 13% had one child and

Family and friends
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TEXT TABLE 3.1

Proportion of population aged 18-64 who have ever raised natural, step- or adopted’ children by gender and age

group, Canada, 1990 and 1984*

Children raised

Natural children

Step-children Adopted children

Gender and age group

1990 1984 1990 1984 1990 1984
(Percent)

Both genders

All age groups 58 64 5 3 2 3
18-29 28 29 2 1 - -
30-39 67 77 ) 4 1 3
40-49 77 86 7 &) 4 4
50-64 81 85 5) 4 4 S

Men

All age groups 53 60 6 4 2 3
18-29 16 22 2 1 - 1
30-39 61 75 7 6 1 2
40-49 73 84 10 7 5 4
50-64 79 83 6 6 5 S

Women

All age groups 64 68 3 2 2 3
18-29 30 35 2 1 - -
30-39 72 80 4 3 1 <]
40-49 81 88 4 4 4 5
50-64 83 86 ) 2 4 4

! Not counting step-children who have been legally adopted.

General Social Survey, 1990

2 Source: Burch, T.K., Family History Survey: 1985 Prcliminary Findings, Statistics Canada, Catalogue No. 99-955.

35% had no children (Table 3.1). More men (39%)
than women (32%) said that they did not have any
children. Conversely, more women (54%) than men
(49%) reported having two or more children.

The total number of children (i.e. natural, step or
adopted) raised by Canadians varied by the number of
unions that were reported. Unions refers to any
marriage or common-law unions in which the
individual was involved. Among Canadians who had
never been in a union, 98% reported no children (96%
of women and 99% of men). Eighteen percent of
people who had been involved in one union, and 18%
involved in at least two unions had never raised
children. Among people who had had one union, a
smaller proportion (15%) had raised one child than
people who had been involved in two or more unions
(19%). Conversely, more people who had had one
union (67%) had raised two or more children,
compared with those with at least two unions (62%).

Natural children

In 1990, close to two-thirds of Canadians (62%) had
had natural children (Table 3.2). Of those who had
had children of their own, 79% had two or more.
Comparison by gender showed that more women
(65%) than men (59%) had had their own children.
As well, women (52%) were more likely than men
(46%) to have reported two or more children.

The number of unions in which Canadians had been
involved was related to the total number of children
reported. Most people (98%) who had never been in
a union had not had their own child, while the same
was true for only 21 % in one union and 23% of people
in two or more unions. More people who had reported
two or more unions (20%) than people reporting only
one union (15%) had had only one child. However,
proportionately more people who had had only one
union (64 %) reported two or more children, compared
with people in two or more unions (56%).

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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Step-children

In 1990, only 4% of all Canadians had raised or
were raising step-children (Table 3.3). Equivalent
proportions (2%) reported raising one or two or more
step-children. Comparison by gender revealed that
more men (6%) than women (3%) had raised step-
children. While 3% of men had raised one step-child,
only 1% of women had. Among Canadians who had
been involved in two or more unions, 18% reported
raising step-children, whereas only 3% of people
involved in only one union reported the same.

TEXT TABLE 3.2

Average age at birth of first natural child by gender
and age group, population aged 18-64, Canada,
1990 and 1984’

Average age at birth of first child

Gender and age group 1990 1984
(Years)

Both genders

All age groups 24.8 24.3
18-29 22.3 21
30-39 252 2413
40-49 25.4 24.83
50-64 25.1 25.6

Men

All age groups 26.6 2518
18-29 23.9 23.0
30-39 26-5) 25.4
40-49 28 25.9
50-64 27.0 27.4

Women

All age groups 285 23]
18-29 21.5 21.5
30-39 24.3 D)2
40-49 23.8 228
50-64 28.5 24.1

General Social Survey, 1990

} Source: Burch, T.K., Family History Survey: 1985
Preliminary Findings, Statisiics Canada, Cataloguc
No. 99-955.
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Adopted children

Few Canadians (3%) said that they had adopted any
children (Table 3.4). Of those who had adopted
children, 70% had adopted one child, while the
remaining 30% had adopted two or more.

3.2.2 Fertility Intentions
Ability to have children

In 1990, over three-quarters of people aged 15-44
reported that they were biologically able to have
children (Text Table 3.3). Another 23% said they or
their partner could not have children (the majority of
whom by choice).

More men (80%) than women (73 %) reported that they
could have children, and conversely more women
(27%) than men (19%) reported that they or their
partner could not have children. Analysis by marital
status revealed the highest proportion of inability to
have children was among the married (40%), divorced
(39%) and separated (30%). In addition, more married
men (60%) than married women (58%) and more men
living common-law (84%) than women (81 %) said they
were able to have children,

Among Canadians with one child, 26% said that they
or their partner were unable to have (or to have more)
children (Text Table 3.4). For those with two
children, 51% said that they or their partner were
unable to have (or have more) children.  This
proportion rose to 60% among those with three or
more children. The proportions between men and
women were similar (data not shown).

Intentions to have children

Among people aged 15-44, 50% wanted to have (or
have more) children, 17% did not want to have any (or
have any more children) and 10% did not know if they
wanted to have any (or more) children (Table 3.5).
Intention to have children was highest among people
aged 15-24. In fact, 86% of people aged 15-24
reported that they intended to either have children or
have more children, compared with 54% of people
aged 25-34 and 10% of people aged 35-44.
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TEXT TABLE 3.3
Ability to have children by gender and marital status, population aged 15-44, Canada, 1990

Ability to have children
Total Able Unable'
No. % No. Yo No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Gender and marital status

Both genders

Total 12,625 100 9,679 77 2,941 23
Married 5,850 100 3,456 59 2,364 40
Common law 1,358 100 1,119 82 256 19
Divorced 350 100 219 63 136 39
Separated 267 100 188 71 81 30
Widowed 28 100 22 80 -- --
Single 4,743 100 4,656 28 87 2
Not stated 30 100 -- - - -

Men

Total 6,319 100 5,061 80 1,226 19
Married 2,749 100 1,656 60 1,066 39
Common law 660 100 552 84 110 17
Divorced 121 100 97 80 - -
Separated 100 100 92 92 = -
Widowed - -- -- - - -~
Single 2,663 100 2,644 99 -- -
Not stated -- -- - -- - -

Women

Total 6,307 100 4,619 73 1,714 27
Married 3,100 100 1,800 58 1,298 42
Common law 697 100 567 81 145 2l
Divorced 229 100 122 53 114 50
Separated 167 100 97 58 71 43
Widowed -- - - -- -- -
Single 2,079 100 2,012 97 2 3
Not stated - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
! Includes those who already have children but are unable to have more, the majority by choice.

TEXT TABLE 3.4
Intentions to have children by current number of children, population aged 15-44, Canada, 1990

Total Unable' to have  Intend to have Do not intend to Do not know/Not
children children have children stated
Current number No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

of children ;
{(Numbers in thousands)

Total 12,625 100 2,941 23 6,254 50 2,128 17 1,302 10
No children 6,824 100 334 5 5,054 74 784 11 652 10
One child 1,798 100 464 26 826 46 291 16 217 12
Two children 2,711 100 1,378 51 300 11 734 2/ 299 11
Three or more 1,277 100 762 60 62 5 320 25 133 10

General Social Survey, 1990
' Includes people who already have children but arc unable to have more, the majority by choice.
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In 1990, slightly less than half of all Canadians aged
15-44 intended to have a total of two children, 22%
intended to have three children and 9% intended to
have only one child (Table 3.6). Only 9% reported
that they intended to have four or more children.
Comparison by gender revealed similar intentions for
both men and women. Overall, people in common-law
unions intended to have fewer children than married
people (Figure 3.1). In fact, 13% of people in
common-law unions intended to have one child, 43%
two children, 19% three children and 11% four or
more children. Among married people, 11% intended
to have one child, 48% two children, 24% three
children and 9% four or more children. Comparison
by gender and marital status revealed similar intentions
(Table 3.6).

For Canadians who said they could have children, 61 %
of people with one child said they intended to have
more children (Table 3.7). This proportion dropped
dramatically to 23% among people who had two
children and to 13 % among people with three or more
children.

Among people who have never had natural children,
80% intended to have them (Table 3.8). Further

FIGURE 3.1
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comparison by age revealed that 89% of people aged
15-24 intended to have children, compared with 78%
of people aged 25-34 and only 35% of people aged 35-
44. While 6% of people aged 15-24 did not know if
they wanted to have children, 11% of people aged 25-
34 and 17% of people aged 35-44 did not know if they
wanted children. At younger ages, similar proportions
of men and women intended to have children, at older
ages the proportions varied. Among men aged 35-44,
42 % intended to have children and 23% were unsure.
However, among women of the same age, only 27%
intended to have children and 9% were unsure if they
wanted to have any.

3.3 DISCUSSION

Children

Reproduction and children continue to be an important
aspect of the family, although less so in Canada now
than in the past. The long-term trend in Canada,
as in most other industrialized countries, is towards
declining or low fertility and shrinking family size.
Findings from the 1990 GSS are consistent with these
trends. The only exception being very recent fertility

Proportion of population aged 15-44 by total number of children intended® and marital

status, Canada, 1990
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80
60
40
18
29 12 11 13 o 11
5 7/// /
7 =
= == | Im/e
No children One child Two children Three children Four or more children

Number of children intended

* Includes children they may already have.

General Social Survey, 1990
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rates in Quebec, with the lowest fertility rates in
Canada and among the lowest in the industrialized
world, which showed a small increase that has not
been sustained (Dumas, 1992:45).

The decline in the proportion of Canadians who have
raised children of their own is not surprising. It is a
consequence of the decreased birth rate (Dumas,
1990:18). This is related to postponement of births
among the population. Hence, a smaller percentage at
any given time would have thus far had the experience
of having children, although they could at some time
in the future. It is related to increasing childlessness
(Ram, 1990: 29), which also is, in part, a function of
younger women postponing having children. The
percentage of women aged 40-44 who had not borne
any children by 1984 was 7.2% (Ram, 1990:29). As
Romaniuc (1989) suggests, it is difficult to determine
how many women are childless by choice and how
many by default after continual postponements of births
and increasing infertility with age.

It has long been known that the average age of women
at the birth of their first child is increasing, so the
finding from the 1990 GSS that age at birth of first
child has increased since 1984 is neither new nor
surprising. That the average remained unaltered for the
youngest women in this period may show that changes
are largest for those who marry later and start having
children later. This is confirmed in analyses by Ram
(1990:25-28). Analyses by Grindstaff, Balakrishnan
and Maxim (1989) of the 1981 Census of Canada have
found that women who postpone childbearing or
remain childless are best able to accomplish career and
educational achievements outside of the marriage and
family.

The often heard idea that Canadians today may be
"rejecting” family and having children is not borne out
by the finding that most Canadians have children at
some point, with the majority having two
(Balakrishnan, Lapierre-Adamcyk, 1993). The vast
majority of those who have never been in a union
report having no children. Yet, a major trend in
Canadian family patterns today is the rapid growth in
childbearing outside marriage (Ram, 1990: 31-33;
Dumas, 1992:52-54). Dumas suggests that the
dissociation of fertility from marriage is one of the
main features of contemporary fertility patterns
(1992: 52). It is highly probable that the dramatic
increase in common-law unions, discussed in
Chapter 2, is related to the growth of births outside
marriage. A recent United States study (Bacchu, 1993)
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found that over the 1982-1992 decade, the rate of
births outside marriage among white women and
women with college education had more than doubled,
and tripled among women with professional jobs.

The 1990 GSS revealed important findings about step-
children, since as Ram (1990:75) argues, few estimates
exist of parents who are raising step-children. With
remarriage now a common life experience, it would be
expected that the numbers of people who are raising
step-children would have increased from the 4%
reported in this survey. Given that custody is most
often held by women, it is not surprising that the step-
parent experience would tend to be primarily a male
experience.

Fentility intentions

Although, fertility intentions data from the 1990
General Social Survey are not as comprehensive as
those from surveys that specifically focus on fertility,
such as the 1984 Canadian Fertility Survey, they are of
interest because of the possibilities for analysis in
relation to other variables included.

The large proportion that reported an inability to have
more children on their or their partner’s part is
consistent with findings that Canadians rely heavily on
sterilization to prevent unwanted births.  Another
interpretation, not inconsistent with this first point, is
that infertility may be increasing for a variety of
reasons, among them prolonged use of contraception
and postponement of childbearing, as discussed earlier.

One-half of Canadians of childbearing age want (or
want more) children, suggesting no disenchantment
with family or children. That 86% of those aged 15-24
express a wish to have children, compared with 54 %
of those 25-34, might mean that by their thirties, many
Canadians will have had some children and may not
want more.  Alternately, it could mean that the
realities, including the actual and personal costs, of
having children set in as young people grow into
adulthood. This is consistent with the earlier mentioned
findings of Grindstaff, Balakrishnan and Maxim
(1989).

The tindings that common-law couples intend to have
fewer children than married couples and the rapid
growth in couples living common law might suggest
the possibility of a further dip in fertility rates in the
future.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N 9
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In sum, it is evident from the findings that children
continue to be an important part of family life in
Canada, but in different ways and in different numbers
than they have in the past.
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TABLE 3.1
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Total number of children’ raised by gender and number of unions (married
and common law), population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Total number of children raised

Total 2+ Not
Gender and population None 1 Child Children stated
number of unions
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 7,267 35 2,638 13 10621 52 - -
No unions 4,447 100 4345 98 84 2 - - - -
One union 13,058 100 2365 18 1972 15 B720 67 - -
Two or more unions 2,939 100 536 18 567 19 1837 62 - -
Not stated 81 100 - - - - 44 55 - -

Men

Total 10,038 100 3873 39 1258 13 4908 49 - -
No unions 2,469 100 2453 99 - - - - - -
One union 6,034 100 1153 19 949 16 3932 65 - -
Two or more unions 1,489 100 251 17 288 19 950 64 - -
Not stated 47 100 - - - - - - - -

Women

Total 10,487 100 3395 32 1380 13 5713 54 - -
No unions 1,879 100 1,892 96 72 4 - - - -
One union 7.024 100 1,212 17 1,023 15 4789 68 - -
Two or more unions 1,451 100 284 20 279 19 887 61 - -
Not stated 34 100 - - - - - - - -

L Includes natural, step-, and adopted children.

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 3.2
Number of natural children by gender and number of unions, population
aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Number of natural children

Total 2+ Not
Gender and population None 1 Child Children stated
number of unions

No. %  No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 7,737 38 2635 13 10,008 49 - -
No unions 4,447 100 4347 98 85 2 - - - -
One union 13.058 100 2682 21 1935 15 8311 64 - -
Two or more unions 2,939 100 687 23 601 20 1,637 56 - -
Not stated 81 100 - - - - 44 55 - -

Men

Total 10,038 100 4,139 41 1257 13 4602 46 - -
No unions 2469 100 2453 99 - - - - - -
One union 6,034 100 1,331 22 926 15 3,741 62 - -
Two or more unions 1,489 100 338 23 310 21 835 56 - -
Not stated 47 100 - - - - - - - -

Women

Total 10,487 100 3597 34 1379 13 5406 52 - -
No unions 1,979 100 1,894 96 73 4 - - - -
One union 7024 100 1350 19 1009 14 4,570 65 - -
Two or more unions 1,451 100 348 24 291 20 B02 55 - -
Not stated 34 100 - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1980
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TABLE 3.3

Number of step-children raised by gender and number of unions,
population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Number of step-children

Total 2+ Not
Gender and population None 1 Child Children stated
number of unions
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 19,657 96 452 2 4“7 2 - -
No unions 4,447 100 4,444 100 - - - - - -
One union 13,058 100 12,725 97 201 2 132 1 - -
Two or more unions 2,939 100 2411 82 247 8 282 10 - -
Not stated 81 100 77 95 - - - - - -

Men

Total 10,038 100 9,484 54 304 3 251 2 - -
No unions 2,469 100 2,468 100 - - - - - -
One union 6,034 100 5829 97 130 2 75 1 - -
Two or more unions 1,489 100 1,140 77 174 12 175 12 - -
Not stated 47 100 47 100 - - - - - -

Women

Total 10,487 100 10,173 97 148 1 166 2 - -
No unions 1,979 100 1,976 100 - - - - - -
One union 7,024 100 6,896 98 7 1 5 1 - -
Two or more unions 1451 100 1,271 88 w3 5 107 7 - -
Not stated 34 100 30 88 - - - - -~ -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 3.4
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Number of adopted children by gender and number of unions,
population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Number of adopted children
Total 2 Not
Gender and population None 1 Child Children stated
number of unions
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 19,980 97 382 2 163 1 - -
No unions 4,447 100 4,446 100 - - - - - -
One union 13,058 100 12,625 97 307 2 126 1 - -
Two or more unions 2,939 100 2,830 96 74 3 35 1 - -
Not stated 81 100 79 97 - - - - - -

Men

Total 10,038 100 9,751 97 210 2 77 1 - -
No unions 2,469 100 2469 100 - - - - - -
One union 6,034 100 5809 96 169 3 56 1 - -
Two or more unions 1,489 100 1,427 96 O 3 - - - -
Not stated 47 100 46 98 - - - - - -

Women

Total 10,487 100 10,229 98 172 2 86 1 - -
No unions 1,979 100 1,977 100 - - - - - -
One union 7,024 100 6,816 97 138 2 70 1 - -
Two or more unions 1,451 100 1,403 97 34 2 - - - -
Not stated 34 100 33 97 - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990

Family and friends
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TABLE 3.5
Intentions to have children by gender and age group, population aged
15-44, Canada, 1990

Intentions to have children

Unable' Do not
to have know/
Gsuikyiand Total children Yes No Not stated
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. %  No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Both genders
Ali age groups 12,625 100 2941 23 6254 50 2128 17 1302 10
15-24 3,838 100 47 1 33089 86 214 6 268 7
25-34 4,706 100 B02 17 2525 54 787 17 593 13
35-44 4,080 100 2092 51 420 10 1,128 28 41 1N
Men
All age groups 6319 100 1,226 19 3369 53 980 16 734 12
15-24 1,955 100 - - 1706 87 92 5 155 8
25-34 2,338 100 283 12 1381 59 365 16 310 13
35-44 2,025 100 841 46 282 14 534 26 269 13
Women
All age groups 6,307 100 1,714 27 2885 46 1,138 18 568 9
15-24 1,884 100 45 2 1603 85 122 6 113 6
25-34 2,368 100 519 22 1144 48 422 18 282 12
354 2,055 100 1,151 56 138 7 584 29 173 8

General Social Survey, 1990
1 Includes people who already have children but are unable to have more.
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TABLE 3.6
Total number of children intended’ by gender and marital status, population aged 15-44, Canada, 1990

Total number of chiidren intended

4+ Do not Not
Gender and Total None 1 child 2 children 3 children children know stated
marital status i
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 12,625 100 1,427 11 1,144 9 5588 44 2757 22 1122 9 449 4 138 1
Married 5,850 100 295 5 620 11 2801 48 1332 24 534 9 98 2 108 2
Common law 1,358 100 164 12 178 13 579 43 253 19 150 11 23 2 - -
Unmarried 5,387 100 966 18 342 6 2196 41 1111 21 435 8 314 6 24 0
Not stated 30 100 = == £ = = = = = = B = = o =
Men

Total 6,319 100 732 12 521 8 2819 45 1306 21 581 9 292 5 68 1
Married 2,749 100 134 5 298 11 1,313 48 617 22 279 10 52 2 57 2
Common law 660 100 66 10 80 12 273 4 135 20 86 13 - - - -
Unmarried 2,891 100 532 18 141 5 1,228 42 554 19 214 7 216 7 - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - = - - - - - -

Women

Total 6,307 100 695 11 623 10 2,769 44 1451 23 542 9 157 2 70 1
Married 3,100 100 161 5 322 10 1,487 48 776 25 256 8 47 2 51 2
Common law 697 100 98 14 98 14 306 44 118 17 64 9 - - - -
Unmarried 2,496 100 434 17 201 8 968 39 857 22 221 9 98 4 - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
1 includes children they may aiready have.
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TABLE 3.7
Intentions to have children by current number of children and gender, population
aged 15-44 currently able to have children, Canada, 1990

Current number of children

3+
Gender and intentions Total None 1 child 2 children children
to have children
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 9,685 100 6,194 100 1,431 100 1443 100 616 100
Intend to have more children 6,254 65 4962 80 879 61 332 23 81 13
Do not intend to have more children 2,128 22 638 10 316 22 786 54 388 63
Do not know 1,166 12 569 9 212 15 281 19 104 17
Not stated 136 1 25 0 - - 4 3 4 7

Men

Total 5093 53 3405 55 665 46 744 52 279 45
Intend to have more children 3369 35 2728 44 394 28 200 14 47 8
Do not intend to have more children 980 10 294 5 141 10 387 27 168 27
Do not know 666 7 372 6 114 8 142 10 39 6
Not stated 68 1 - - - - - - - -

Women

Total 4592 47 2,788 45 766 54 700 48 337 55
Intend to have more children 2885 30 2234 36 486 34 133 9 33 5
Do not intend to have more children 1,138 12 344 6 175 12 400 28 220 36
Do not know 500 5 197 3 98 7 139 10 64 10
Not stated 69 1 - = - - 28 2 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 3.8

intentions to have children by gender and age group, population aged 15-44
currently able to have children but have not had any natural children,
Canada, 1990

Intentions to have children

Do not Not
Gender and Total Yes No Know stated
age group

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

{Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 6,269 100 5013 80 688 11 568 9 -~ -~
15-24 3520 100 3,117 89 177 5 226 6 - -
25-34 2,149 100 1,683 78 226 1M 238 11 - -
35-44 601 100 213 35 285 47 103 17 - -

Men

All age groups 3,467 100 2,770 80 330 10 366 11 - -
15-24 1,806 100 1664 88 85 5 146 8 - -
25-34 1,228 100 962 78 126 10 140 11 - -
35-44 343 100 145 42 118 35 80 23 - -

Women

All age groups 2,802 100 2,243 80 358 13 20 7 - -
15-24 1,624 100 1453 B89 92 6 79 5 - -
25-34 920 100 721 78 100 M 9 1 - —
35-44 258 100 69 27 166 65 23 9 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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CHAPTER 4

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AND SATISFACTION

4.1 METHODS

Items related to family and household type were
derived from answers to questions in Sections A, C, H
and J of the GSS 5-2 Questionnaire. Information on
household income and number of earners was drawn
from answers to items L50 and L48, respectively.

Responses to hypothetical questions, about whom the
respondent would turn to first for emotional support,
reveal much about people’s reliance on others, and
their connectedness to family, friends and society.
Although these connections and supports are basic to
social theory, they have seldom been studied in
national surveys. Section G of GSS 5-2 Questionnaire
contains questions on emotional supports which address
these issues.

The first question asked was:

Suppose you feel just a bit down or depressed, and
wanted to talk about it. Whom would you turn to first
for help?

A wide range of responses was allowed including:
spouse or partner; parent; daughter; son; sister/brother;
other relative including in-laws; friend; neighbour;
someone you work with; church/clergy/priest; God;
family doctor/GP; psychologist/psychiatrist/marriage
counsellor/other professional counsellor; other; no one;
do not know.

Respondents were also asked:

Now suppose you were very upset about a problem
with your husband, wife or partner and had not been
able to work it out. Whom would you turn to first for
help?

Excluding spouse or partner, response options were the
same as those given above.

An entire section (K) of the GSS 5-2 Questionnaire
was devoted to questions about satisfactions with
various aspects of life with family and friends. This,
too, is important data to have about Canadian families.
Asking about degree of satisfaction is fraught with
challenges, the most notable being respondents’
reluctance in an interview situation, even a confidential
telephone interview situation, to admit to being
dissatisfied or unhappy with any aspect of their lives.
This is particularly problematic when the questions
pertain to family and friends, an area thought to be
more under our own control and certainly an area of
life closer to the heart and emotions than many others.

For this section, questions Ké4a to K4h were used in
the analysis. These questions asked about satisfaction
with relationships with spouses/partners or single
status, relationships with immediate family, with
sharing of housework, with job or main activity,
with balance between family and home life, with
time for other interests, with friends and with
housing/accommodation.

4.2 RESULTS

4.2.1 Living Arrangements

The living arrangements of Canadians are diverse. In
1990, almost half of all Canadians (47%) lived in a
couple-with-children household and another 24% lived
in a couple-only household (Table 4.1). Close to 12%
of all Canadians lived alone and 7% lived in a lone-
parent household. Still another 11% lived in either
another single family-type grouping or in a multiple-
family household.

Comparison across age groups revealed that up to age
54, half of all Canadians lived in a couple-with-
children household. However, only 8% of Canadians
aged 65 and over lived in this type of household. The

Family and friends
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proportion of Canadians living alone was about 10%
up to age 64, and increased to 31 % among people aged
65 and over. The higher proportion of seniors living
alone reflects the increasing prevalence of widowhood
at older ages, particularly among older women.

Couple-only households were most common among
people aged 65 and over (48%) and people aged 55-64
(47%). Only 9% of those aged 15-24, 22% of those
aged 25-34, 10% of people aged 35-44, and 25% of
people aged 45-54 lived in couple-only households.
The proportion of Canadians living in lone-parent
households ranged from a high of 11% at ages 15-24
to a low of 4% at ages 65 and over.

By gender, the distribution of household type varied
little. Nonetheless, more women (9%) reported living
in lone-parent households than did men (5%).
Conversely, more men (50%) reported living in a
couple-with-children household than did women (43 %).

Comparison of household type by age and gender
revealed few differences, except among people aged 65
and over. While 42% of women in this age group
lived alone, only 16% of men did so. Men (64%)
were more likely to live with their spouse than were
women (37%). This reflects the greater likelihood of
women outliving their husbands. In addition, more
men aged 65 and over (12%) reported living in a
couple with children household than women (5%).

Economics of household type

Overall in 1990, 34% of Canadians lived in households
with a total household income of $30,000 to $59,999
(Text Table 4.1). Another 19% lived in households
with an income of $60,000 or more and 17% in
households with an income of $15,000 to $29,999.
Yet another 9% of Canadians lived in households with
an income of less than $15,000.

Variations in income level by household type were
apparent. People who lived alone and lone-parent
households were more prevalent in the less than
$15,000 income group than any other household type.
In fact, 33% of people who lived alone and 16% of
lone-parent households had a household income of
less than $15,000. This compares with just 11% of
couple-only households, 2% of couples-with-children
households and 0% of multiple-family households.
Couples-with-children households were more highly
concentrated in the upper income groups. Fully 40%
of couple-with-children households and 34 % of couple-
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only households had an annual income of $30,000 to
$59,999. While only 3% of people living alone and
7% of lone-parent households had an annual income
of $60,000 or more, 26% of couples-with-children
households and 16% of couple-only households had an
equivalent income.

Number of income earners

In 1990, over half of all Canadians (52%) lived in
dual-earner households, while another 23% lived in
single-earner households (Text Table 4.2). Only 13%
of households had three earners and 9% had four or
more.

Comparison by age group revealed that, in 1990, dual-
earner households were the most prevalent type of
household for all age groups. However, those aged
25-34 (67%) and aged 35-44 (60%) were more likely
than all others to live in a dual-earner household.
Single-earner households were least common among
people aged 15-24 (11%) and most common among
those aged 65 and over (35%). Young Canadians aged
15-24 were more likely than others to live in
households with three or more income earners.

As would be expected, households with only one
income tended to be more concentrated in the lower
income groups than households with multiple earners.
For example, 26% of single-earner households had an
income of less than $15,000 (data not shown). Only
6% of dual-earner households and 2% of three-earner
households had this level of income. Most dual-earner
households (38%) had incomes of $30,000 to $59,999
and 21% had an income of $60,000 or more. More
than half of all three- and four- (or more) earner
households had an income of $30,000 or more (data
not shown).

4.2.2 Emotional Supports
Emotional supports when a bit down or depressed

When a bit down or depressed, most married’
Canadians (57%) would turn to their spouse or partner
for support (Table 4.2). Another 15% reported that
they would turn to a friend, 10% to a relative and 6%
to a professional. For unmarried Canadians, most
(48 %) would seek support from a friend and 16% from
a parent. For this analysis, unmarried includes people

° Includes both legally married people and people in common-

law rclalionships.
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TEXT TABLE 4.1
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Total household income by age group and household type, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Total household income

Age group and Total Less than  $15,000 to $30,000 to $60,000 or Do not know/
household type population $15,000 $29,999 $59,999 more Not stated
No. %o No. %  No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
All age groups
Total 20,526 100 1916 9 3,430 17 6,904 34 3,854 19 4,421 22
Person living alone 2,438 100 801 33 629 26 488 20 76 3 444 18
Couple only 4920 100 550 1t 1,000 20 1,653 34 785 16 932 19
Couple with children 9,575 100 181 2 1.165 12 3,807 40 2,488 26, 1,933 20
Lone parent with children 1,434 100 225 16 330 23 350 24 101 7 428 30
Other one-family
households 1,141 100 58 5 154 13 359 3t 213 19 357 31
Multiple-family houscholds 1,018 100 101 10 2 15 247 24 191 19 327 32
15-64
Total 17,735 100 1,146 6 2,750 16 6,580 37 3.742 ] 3,517 20
Person living alone 1,584 100 392 |25 488 31 444 28 64 4 196 12
Couple only 3,571 100 235 585 16 1.456 41 728 20 567 16
Couple with children 9,354 100 168 2 t.120 12 3,763 40 2,467 26 1,835 20
Lone parent with children 1,311 100 210 16 297 23 881 25 98 7 374 29
Other one-family
households 958 100 48 5 115 12 344 36 195 20 256 27
Multiple-family houscholds 957 100 92 10 145 15 242 25 189 20 289 30
65 and over
Total 2,790 100 770 28 680 24 s 12 112 4 903 32
Person living alonc 854 100 409 48 140 16 4 5 - - 248 29
Couple only 1,349 100 315 23 415 31 197 15 56 4 366 27
Couple with children 221 100 = 45 20 44 20 - - 98 44
Lone parent with children 123 100 - 34 27 - e - - 54 43
Other one-family
households 183 100 - - 39 2 - - - - 101 55
Multiple-family houscholds 61 100 - - - - - - - - 38 62

who are separated or divorced and not in a current
relationship, as well as never-married people. Another
20% would seek out a relative and 6% would turn to
a professional for help.

Married men (62%) were more likely than married
women (51%) to turn to their spouse or partner for

General Social Survey, 1990

support. Conversely, more married women (19%) said
they would seek out a friend than would men (11%).
Married women (13 %) were also more likely to turn to
a relative than were men (7%).

Unmarried men (49%) reported a slightly greater
reliance on friends when a bit down or depressed than

Family and friends

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9



TEXT TABLE 4.2
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Total number of household earners by age group, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Total number of household earners

Total One Two Three  Four or more Not
Age group population earner earners earners earners stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

All age groups 20,526 100 4,658 23 10,752 52 2,678 13 1,909 9 528 3
15-24 3,838 100 423 11 1,315 34 1,098 29 939 24 64 2
25-34 4,706 100 948 20 3,153 67 348 7 183 4 74 2
35-44 4,080 100 853 21 2,458 60 371 9 308 8 90 2
45-64 5,110 100 1,460 29 2,377 47 699 14 416 8 158 3
65 + 2,790 100 974 35 1,449 52 163 6 68 2 141 5

did unmarried women (46%). As well, unmarried men
(19%) were more likely to report they would rely on
their parents than would unmarried women (14%).
However, more unmarried women (24%) than men
(15%) said they would seek support from a relative
(Table 4.2). Regardless of marital status, women
reported a wider range of people they could rely on for
emotional support.

When the married population was sub-divided into
legally married and common law, reliance on partners
was slightly less prevalent among people in common-
law unions. Women in common-law unions (47%)
were less likely than legally married women (52%) to
talk to their spouse or partner. Equal proportions of
legally married men and men in common-law unions
(62%) reported they would turn to their spouse or
partner (data not shown).

Comparison by age group revealed that with increasing
age, married Canadians (i.e., married or common law)
were less likely turn to their spouse or partner when a
bit upset. For example, 64% of people aged 15-34
would turn to their spouse or partner, while only
41% of people aged 65 and over would do the
same (Table 4.2). While younger married Canadians
reported a greater reliance on friends when depressed,
more older Canadians reported relatives and pro-
fessionals as sources of support.

General Social Survey, 1990

For unmarried Canadians, with increasing age, the
prominence of friends as a source of support
diminished. However, relatives grew in importance as
sources of support for older unmarried Canadians.

Among most younger married men, spouses or
partners were the primary source of support.
However, with increasing age, relatives and
professionals were reported with increasing frequency.
As well, older married men were more likely than
younger men to have reported that they did not know
to whom they would talk. At younger ages, friends
predominated as sources of support for unmarried men.
At older ages, relatives, professionals and friends were
cited as sources of support.

Among most married women, spouses or partners were
reported as sources of support when a bit down or
depressed.  However, with increasing age, the
proportion reporting their spouses or partners declined,
while relatives were reported with increasing
frequency. For unmarried women, friends were the
primary sources of support at younger ages, while at
older ages, relatives became the primary sources of
support.
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Emotional supports when upset with a spouse or
partner

When upset with a spouse or partner, 25% of married”
Canadians would turn to a friend for support
(Table 4.3). Another 17% would seek support from a
professional. Fully 12% said they would not seek
support from anyone and 13% either would turn to
someone else or did not know to whom they would
turn (data not shown separately).

Comparison by gender revealed few differences
between men and women. However, more married
women (27%) than married men (22%) reported a
friend as a potential source of support. Men (15%)
were more likely than women (9%) to have reported
they would not talk to anyone when upset with their
spouse or partner.

Comparison by age revealed that young married
Canadians were more likely to seek support from
friends and parents than older Canadians. In tact, 32%
of Canadians aged 15-34 and 25% of those aged 35-64
would seek out a friend when upset with their spouse
or partner. This proportion dropped to 6% among
people aged 65 and over. In addition, 26% of married
Canadians aged 15-34 reported parents as a source of
support, compared with 5% of those aged 35-64.

Conversely, older married Canadians reported greater
reliance on their own children and professionals than
did younger Canadians. Fully 21% of married
Canadians aged 65 and over would not talk to anyone
when upset with a spouse. This compares with 13% of
those aged 35-64 and 7% of those aged 15-34. As
well, a larger proportion of older Canadians (28%)
aged 65 and over reported they would either turn to
someone else or did not know to whom they would
turn. Only 14% of people aged 35-64 and 6% aged
15-34 reported the same.

Regardless of age group, men were more likely than
women to report they would not seek support or did
not know to whom they would turn, whereas a larger
proportion of women in all age groups would turn to
a friend.

With increasing age, the proportion of married women
who reported their parents, friends and siblings as
sources of support when upset with a spouse or partner

* Includes both legally married people and people in common-
law relationships.
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diminished, while the proportions reporting their
children, professionals and no one increased. For
men, the pattern by age was similar to that of women,
however, with increasing age more men reported they
did not know to whom they would turn for support.

4.2.3 Satisfaction

An overwhelming majority of Canadians perceived
themselves to be satisfied on all eight dimensions of
family and work life (Table 4.4). In fact, 90%
reported being very or somewhat satisfied with their
spouse/partner or single status, 93% with their
immediate family and 85% with the sharing of
housework. Another 86% were very or somewhat
satistied with their job or main activity, 93 % with their
relationship  with  friends and 90% with their
accommodation or housing. The proportion of the
population satisfied with the balance between job and
tamily was slightly lower, 81%. As well, 74% of
Canadians were very or somewhat satisfied with the
time they had for other interests.

The very high levels of self-reported satisfaction would
mean that Canadians, overall, are indeed rather content
compared, for example, to war-torn and troubled parts
of the world seen each evening on the television news.
[t could be, however, that asking people directly about
their overall levels of satisfaction does not tap into
dissatisfactions with specific aspects of life.

Comparison by age and gender revealed few
difterences in the proportions of Canadians who
reported being very or somewhat satisfied with their
immediate tamily, their job or main activity,
relationships with friends or their accommodation. A
larger proportion of Canadians aged 55-64 (85%) and
aged 65 and over (87%) reported being satisfied with
the time they had tor other interests than did younger
Canadians. This compares with only 66% of people
aged 25-34 and people aged 35-44. Approximately
three-quarters of people in the groups aged 15-24 and
45-54 reported being very or somewhat satisfied with
this area of their lives. A slightly larger proportion of
women, in most age groups, reported being very or
somewhat satisfied with time for other interests than
did men.

For satistaction with spouse/partner or single status,
sharing of housework, balance between job and family
and time for other interests, analysis was done by
marital status, age and gender. The overwhelming
majority of married Canadians (96%) and people living
common law (95%) reported that they were very or

Family and friends
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somewhat satisfied with their spouse or partner
(Table 4.5). There were few differences by either age
or gender. Fewer unmarried’ individuals (83%)
reported being satisfied with their single status. The
proportion of unmarried Canadians very or somewhat
satisfied with their marital status, was highest among
the youngest group, declined among the middle-age
groups, then increased for those aged 65 and over, but
not reaching the proportion among the youngest (data
not shown).

Satisfaction with the sharing of housework varied by
gender. However, few differences by either marital
status or age were noted. While 94% of married men
and 95% of men living common law were satisfied
with the sharing of housework, a smaller proportion of
married women (86 %) and women living common law
(86 %) reported the same.

Overall, 81% of married Canadians were very or
somewhat satisfied with the balance between job and
family. Few differences by age or gender were
apparent. However, among people living common
law, a larger proportion of women (84 %) regardless of
age group, reported being somewhat or very satisfied
with this aspect of their lives than did men (78%).

4.3  DISCUSSION

Household types

Findings from the 1990 General Social Survey on
living arrangements and household types are generally
consistent with previous research (Boyd, 1988;
Harrison, 1981; Ram, 1990). Household structure is
changing in Canada, not surprisingly in light of
family and economic changes. Diversity in living
arrangements is clear, with nearly half of Canadians
living in couples-with-children households, about one-
quarter living in couple-only households, almost 12%
living alone, 7% in lone-parent households, another
11% in either other one-family households or
multiple-family households. Income and age vary
distinctly across household types, with people in
single-person households and lone-parent households
having the least income, and those in couple-with-
children and couple-only households having the most
income. Living alone is most prevalent among the
older population.

Unmarried includes never married, widowed, divorced and
separated.
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Several conclusions can be drawn from these findings.
First, household types, although diverse, represent less
of a range of opportunities for people than a
circumstance of their socio-economic status and age.
For example, the greater number of older people,
particularly women, who live alone, may be the result
of less a choice than a function of women outliving
their husbands. Lone parents, who are primarily
women, are more often in low income groups as a
function of their family status (McKie, 1993:63).
Those living in multiple-family households and in other
family-type groupings reflect growth in the "cluttered
nest” (Boyd & Pryor, 1989), the phenomenon of adult
children returning to or not leaving the parental home.
It is also the result of older parents or relatives moving
in with their adult children and their families.

Growth in couple-only families occurred between 1981
and 1991 (Statistics Canada, 1993b:8). The growth was
due to a slight increase in childless couples, but also to
a large growth (40%) over this decade in "empty-nest”
families, families where the children have grown up
and left home. At the same time, the overall number of
families during this decade grew by 16% (Statistics
Canada, 1993b:8), suggesting that families continue to
be popular, however, people are living in increasingly
diverse families.

Living alone has grown significantly in Canada in
recent years (Barnawal & Ram, 1985; Harrison, 1981;
Ram, 1990:44-45; Statistics Canada, 1993b), while the
proportion of all households living in families has
declined (Statistics Canada, 1993b). Over the 1951 to
1986 period, those in one-person households grew
from 7.4% to 21.5% (Ram, 1990:45). In part, the
growth in living alone reflects population aging since
it is the elderly who more often live alone, but it also
reflects preference, housing availability and family
change. Family change is important since the greater
diversity in families means that more time is spent by
individuals outside of families and possibly living
alone, such as when divorced, separated, between
unions or prior to marriage among young people.

Lone-parent families experienced a 16% increase in
Canada between 1986 and 1991 (Statistics Canada,
1992). Most of these, 84%, are headed by women.
Lone-parent families headed by women tend to have
less income and are more often living in rented and
smaller dwellings (Statistics Canada, 1993b:10). About
56% of the female lone-parent households who rented
spent 30% of their income on shelter, compared with
husband-wife families who spent 22 %, according to the
1991 Census (Statistics Canada, 1993b:10).
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Variations in income by household type found in the
1990 GSS are found as well in the 1991 Census
(Statistics Canada, 1993a). While real family incomes
increased over the 1985 to 1990 period, it was only
husband-wife families where both worked who
maintained their income levels over the earlier period
of 1980 to 1985 (L.ove & Poulin, 1991; Statistics
Canada, 1993a:3). Family incomes vary widely by the
number of income earners in households. Those
with earners (pensioners, the unemployed, welfare
recipients, etc.) and those with one earner have the
lowest incomes by far, while those households with
more than one earner have higher incomes (Statistics
Canada, 1993:6). This may mean that families are as
much as ever, if not more than ever, economic units.

Emotional supports

Information on emotional supports is not asked in
censuses, so the 1990 GSS provides the first nationally
representative data. Findings are consistent with
smaller previous studies on social supports (reported in
Angus, 1991; Chappell, 1992; Chappell & Badger,
1989; McDaniel, 1992: McDaniel & McKinnon,
1993).

The connections that people have with others are now
known to have important implications for physical,
mental and emotional well-being (Chappell & Badger,
1989; Health and Welfare Canada, 1986). These
connections are often presumed to exist, so that
questions are thought unnecessary about how they
work and how they might not work for everyone. The
findings from the 1990 GSS are truly instructive on
gender and family patterns of support and who, and
how many, are isolated from support.

That spouses emerge as such important sources of
emotional support can be interpreted as both good and
bad. The good occurs for those who have spouses at all
and for those whose spouses are understanding and
supportive. The bad occurs for those who live without
spouses, which includes a high proportion of older
women whose spouses have predeceased them
(McDaniel, 1989), as well as a growing number of
others who live alone, and for those whose spouse does
not or cannot provide the needed emotional support
when called upon.

That married men rely more heavily on spouses than
married women can have several interpretations and
implications. Men seem to put more reliance on
spouses as the sole source of emotional support.
Women of all ages tend to diversify their sources of
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support more. One implication would be that men
more than women, on the death or loss of a spouse,
might become emotionally needy and soctially isolated
(McDaniel, 1992; 1993; McDaniel & McKinnon, 1993
analyze these findings more fully). Another implication
might be that women are more connected to social
networks than men and thus, have a range of people on
whom they could call in times of need. Still another is
that it might be that men are more emotionally tied to
spouses than was previously understood. This would
require further research.

The patterns of emotional supports by age are also
revealing. While younger Canadians would rely more
on friends and parents, older people rely more on
relatives and professionals. Recent program cuts in a
variety of jurisdictions might leave more seniors with
no one to turn to in time of need. It is striking that
21% of people over age 65 (more men than women)
report in 1990 that, if they were upset with their
spouse, they would not turn to anyone for support.

Satisfactions with family and living arrangements

Among findings trom the 1990 GSS, the most difficult
to interpret are those on satisfactions. The challenge
stems from the reality that the questions on satisfaction
do not elicit a range of responses. It is rather like
being asked the proverbial question, "How are you?"
Even if we are not well, most ot us respond "Fine"
when asked this question. The same seems to be the
case for questions about life satisfaction and
satistaction with family and friends. The interpretation
put on responses to life satisfaction questions is
therefore very important. It is important not to over-
interpret the findings because misleading conclusions,
such as that all Canadians are generally satisfied with
their lives, may or may not be valid with data such as
these.

Hints emerge from an oblique approach to these data.
Rather than focusing on the overwhelmingly high
reported rates of satisfaction found here, it seems more
useful to focus on differences in satisfaction across
groups and to focus, to some degree, on those who
report being dissatistied as well. A small difference is
apparent, for example, in satisfaction levels among
those who are married, compared to those who are
unmarried, with the former generally reporting higher
tevels of satisfaction. Unmarried younger people are
more satistied than older unmarrieds, while among
those living common law, women tend to be more
satisfied than men. In analyses not shown here, those
who live in a couple-without-children setting are more
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satisfied than those in couples with children. Those
who live alone or with siblings are less satisfied on
average than others.

Although the proportions who report dissatisfactions
are not large, the patterns are interesting. The
main dissatisfaction occurs with respect to shared
housework, and it is women who are most dissatisfied.
In light of consistent research findings that women
continue to bear most of the responsibility for
housework whether or not they work as well outside
the home (Lupri & Mills, 1987; Luxton & Rosenberg,
1986; Meissner, 1975), women’s lack of complete
satisfaction with this aspect of their lives is not entirely
surprising. The surprise is rather that they report being
as satisfied as they do: 86% of women who are
married, and the same percent of those living common
law report being satisfied with the division of labour
for housework in their families.

Time to do the things one wants to do seems to be
what is missing most among Canadians, if any
interpretation can be put on these overwhelmingly
positive responses. It is those in mid-life, aged 25-44,
where only 66% (this is low compared to the very high
levels of satisfaction reported by others and on other
questions) report being satisfied with the time they
have.

What can be concluded about this series of questions
and answers? Firstly, not much can really be said
about overall satisfaction levels among Canadians.
Questions asked in the 1990 GSS on satisfaction are
very general and provide only a broad indication of
satisfaction levels in the population. Secondly,
self-reported satisfaction may not be useful at all in
social research. This could be argued in light of the
wide gap between what people actually respond about
their satisfactions and what research that relies on other
measures, such as health or overall well-being (Keith
& Landry, 1992) tells us about how well people are
doing objectively. On the one hand, it could be that
more objective measures are inaccurate reflections as
well. On the other hand, it could be that people will
try to put the best face on their situations. Extreme
caution is advised in interpreting these findings. It
cannot simply be concluded that Canadians on average
are satisfied with their lives. Likely, the truth is, that
many are satisfied, others are not at all but do not say
so explicitly and that the patterns of not saying so are
not random.
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TABLE 4.1
Household type by gender and age group, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Household type
Total Person living Couple with  Lone parent
Gender and population alone Couple only children with children Other
age group
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

All age groups 20526 100 2438 12 4920 24 9575 47 1434 7 2159 ii
15-24 3,838 100 194 5 360 9 2244 58 431 1N 609 16
25-34 4706 100 466 10 1015 22 2373 50 273 6 579 12
35-44 4,080 100 347 9 397 10 2689 66 271 7 376 9
45-54 2,768 100 256 g 692 25 1,417 51 190 7 212 8
55-64 2,342 100 320 14 1,107 47 631 27 148 6 139 6
65 + 2,790 100 854 31 1349 48 2 8 123 4 244 9

Men

All age groups 10,038 100 1045 10 2384 24 5066 50 497 5 104 10
15-24 1,956 100 99 5 137 7 1,240 63 208 11 270 14
25-34 2339 100 309 13 497 21 1,129 48 94 4 311 13
35-44 2,025 100 205 10 194 10 1,341 66 61 3 224 1N
45-54 1,378 100 117 9 281 20 827 60 46 3 107 8
55-64 1,148 100 128 11 513 45 384 33 61 5 61 5
65 + 1,193 100 186 16 763 64 145 12 27 2 A 6

Women

All age groups 10,487 100 1,393 13 2536 24 4509 43 937 9 1114 1
15-24 1,884 100 a5 5 223 12 1,004 53 223 12 339 18
25-34 2,368 100 157 7 519 22 1,244 53 180 8 268 M
35-44 2,055 100 142 Z 204 10 1,348 66 210 10 151 7
45-54 1,390 100 139 10 411 30 591 42 144 10 106 8
55-64 1,194 100 193 16 594 50 246 21 83 0 78 6
65 + 1,697 100 667 42 585 37 75 5 96 6 173 1

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 4.2
Who people turn to first for help when feeling a bit down or depressed by age group, gender and
selected marital status, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Who people turn to first when feeling a bit down or depressed

Other/
Age group, gender Total Spouse/ Profes- Don't know/
and selected population Partner Parent Relative 1 Friend2 sionai3 No one Not stated
marital status
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)
All age groups
Both genders
Total4 20,526 100 7535 37 1,756 9 2855 14 5497 27 1249 6 845 4 788 4
Married/common law 12,866 100 7325 57 545 4 1331 10 1898 15 789 6 489 4 40 4
Unmarried 7,551 100 193 3 1209 16 1508 20 3588 48 451 6 348 5 255 3
Men
Total4 10,038 100 4,124 41 876 S 1014 10 2448 24 591 6 509 § 475 5
Married/common law 6,430 100 4,016 62 211 3 479 7 688 11 391 6 316 5 329 5
Unmarried 3,553 100 103 3 662 19 530 15 1,754 49 193 5 190 6§ 121 3
Women
Total4 10,487 100 3411 33 880 8 1841 18 3,048 29 658 6 336 3 314 3
Married/common law 6,437 100 3310 51 334 5 853 13 1,208 19 398 6 173 3 161 2
Unmarried 3,997 100 90 2 546 14 978 24 1833 46 258 6 158 4 134 3
15-34
Both genders
Total4 8,545 100 2,690 31 1449 17 686 8 3,190 37 229 3 167 2 133 2
Married/commoan law 3929 100 2510 64 374 10 25 6 603 15 94 2 68 2 56 1
Unmarried 4,603 100 176 4 1075 283 460 10 2,586 56 136 3 98 2 72 2
Men
Tota4 4,294 100 1,203 30 742 17 326 8 1,589 37 123 3 116 3 101 2
Married/common law 1,754 100 1,196 68 136 8 81 5 226 13 31 2 46 3 7 2
Unmarried 2,534 100 94 4 606 24 245 10 1363 54 92 4 74 3 58 2
Women
Total4 4,251 100 1,398 33 707 17 360 8 1601 38 106 2 47 1 33 1
Married/common law 2,176 100 1314 60 238 1 143 7 377 17 63 3 - - - -
Unmarried 2,069 100 82 4 469 23 216 10 1,223 59 43 2 24 1 - -
3564
Both genders
Total 9,191 100 4,158 45 30§ 3 1217 13 1955 21 712 8 473 5 371 4
Married/common law 7.287 100 4,134 57 169 2 713 10 1,165 16 524 7 309 4 27 4
Unmarried 1,850 100 - - 133 7 501 27 782 42 186 10 158 9 79 4
Men
Total4 4,551 100 2,403 53 134 3 418 9 745 16 33 7 292 6 223 5
Married/common law 3729 100 2395 64 7% 2 221 6 415 N 257 7 197 § 1700 5
Unmarried 793 100 - - S W 197 25 327 41 74 9 93 12 40 5
Women
Total4 4639 100 1,756 38 17 4 798 17 1,210 26 378 8 181 4 148 3
Married/common iaw 3,557 100 1,739 49 85 3 492 14 751 21 26 7 112 3 101 3
Unmarried 1.057 100 - - 7% 7 304 29 456 43 AR RS | 64 6 38 4
65 +
Both genders
Total4 2,790 100 686 25 - - 953 34 351 13 307 1 206 7 284 10
Married/common law 1,651 100 681 41 - — 393 24 126 8 171 10 2 w 163 10
Unmarried 1,098 100 - - - - 547 50 219 20 129 12 g2 8 104 9
Men
Total4 1,193 100 428 36 - - 269 23 114 10 133 1 98 8 151 13
Married/common law 947 100 425 45 - - 176 19 48 5 102 11 74 8 122 13
Unmarried 227 100 - - - - 88 39 64 28 26 12 23 10 - -
Women
Total¢ 1,597 100 258 16 - -~ 684 43 237 15 174 1 108 7 133 8
Married/common law 704 100 256 36 - - 217 3 81 12 69 10 38 5§ 41 6
Unmarried 871 100 - - - - 459 83 155 18 103 12 69 8 82 9

General Sociai Survey, 1990
1 Relative includes son, daughter, sibling, other relatives and in-laws.
Friend includes neighbour and someone you work with.
Professional includes counsellors, doctors, church, God or clergy.
Includes population who did not state their marital status.
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TABLE 4.3
Who people turn to first for help when upset with spouse or partner! by age group, gender and
selected marital status, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Who people turn to when upset with spouse or partner

Other/
Age group, gender Total Profes- Don't know/
and selected population Parent Child Relative2 Friend3 sional4 No one Not stated
marital status
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %  No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
All age groups
Both genders
TotalS 2052 100 2,868 14 1395 7 2611 13 5596 27 2920 14 2320 N 2816 14
Married/common law 12,866 100 1,432 11 1089 8 1760 14 3,162 25 2140 17 1568 12 1,716 13
Unmarried 7,551 100 1,433 19 299 4 843 11 2426 32 776 10 738 10 1,036 14
Men
TotaiS 10,038 100 1,372 14 514 5 1,255 13 2640 26 1352 13 1328 13 1576 16
Married/common law 6,430 100 647 10 48 7 833 13 1417 22 1017 16 971 15 1,086 17
Unmarried 3,553 100 725 20 62 2 419 12 1219 34 334 9 350 10 445 13
Women
TotalS 10,487 100 1,496 14 881 8 1355 13 2956 28 1567 15 992 9 1,240 12
Married/common law 6,437 100 785 12 640 10 927 14 1,745 27 1,123 17 597 9 620 10
Unmarried 3,997 100 709 18 237 6 424 11 1,207 30 442 11 387 10 501 15§
15-34
Both genders
Total® 8,545 100 2,363 28 - - 1302 15 3,174 37 642 8 483 6 557 7
Married/common law 3,929 100 1,034 26 - - 732 19 1,273 32 376 10 273 7 236 6
Unmarried 4603 100 1,328 29 - - 570 12 1899 41 266 6 209 5 3 Z
Men
Total® 4,294 100 1,143 27 - - 600 14 1,546 36 318 7 332 8 352 8
Married/common law 1,754 100 458 26 - - 292 17 521 30 160 9 173 10 148 8
Unmarried 2,534 100 685 27 - - 308 12 1,023 40 156 6 159 6 200 8
Women
Total® 4251 100 1,220 29 - - 702 17 1628 38 327 8 151 4 204 5
Married/common law 2,176 100 577 26 - - 439 20 751 35 215 10 100 § 88 4
Unmarried 2,069 100 643 31 - - 262 13 877 42 112§ 50 2 111§
35-64
Both genders
Total® 9,191 100 498 5 756 8 1,163 13 2244 24 1900 21 1259 14 1371 15
Married/common law 7,287 100 394 § 661 9 937 13 1,789 25 1530 21 955 13 1,021 14
Unmarned 1,850 100 101§ 93 § 224 12 49 24 367 20 294 16 321 17
Men
TotalS 4,551 100 229 & 275 6 596 13 1,031 23 881 18 723 16 816 18
Married/common law 3,729 100 189 § 247 7 492 13 851 23 728 20 568 15 653 18
Unmarned 793 100 40 5 28 4 101 13 178 22 152 19 150 19 145 18
Wo!
Tg::l% 4,639 100 269 6 482 10 567 12 1,212 26 1,018 22 536 12 565 12
Married/common law 3,557 100 205 6 415 12 444 12 937 26 802 23 387 11 367 10
Unmarried 1,057 100 62 6 65 6 123 12 2711 26 216 20 144 14 177 7
65 +
Both genders
Total® 2,790 100 - - 615 22 146 § 178 6 378 14 579 21 888 32
Marmied/common law 1,651 100 - - 421 26 92 6 100 6 234 14 30 21 459 28
Unmarried 1,098 100 - - 187 17 48 4 7 7 142 13 234 24 403 37
Men
TotalS 1,193 100 - - 235 20 50 § 62 § 1567 13 273 23 407 34
Married/common law 947 100 - - 200 21 48 5 4 5 128 14 230 24 295 3
Unmarried 227 100 - - 30 13 - - - - 28 12 41 18 100 44
Women
TotalS 1,597 100 - - 380 24 87 § 16 7 221 14 305 19 481 30
Married/common law 704 100 - - 220 31 4 6 56 8 106 15 110 16 164 23
Unmarmied 871 100 - - 157 18 40 5 60 7 114 13 193 22 304 35

General Social Survey, 1990
1 Phrased hypothetically for unmarried population.
Relative includes siblings, other relatives and in-laws.
Friend includes neighbour and someone you work with.
Professional includes counsellors, doctors, lawyers, church, God or clergy.
Indudes population who did not state their marital status.
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TABLE 4.4
Satisfaction with selected aspects of life by age group, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990
Age group
Total
Satisfaction with selected population 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

aspects of life
No. % No. % No. %  No. %  No. % No. % No. %

{(Numbers in thousands)

Total population 20,526 100 3,838 100 4,706 100 4,080 100 2768 100 2,342 100 2,790 100

With spouse, partner, single status

Satisfied 18549 90 3442 90 4296 91 3717 91 2510 91 2092 89 2494 89

Dissatisfied 1486 7 310 8 354 8 279 7 186 7 191 8 167 6

No opinionyNot stated 490 2 87 2 57 1 B4 2 73 3 59 3 129 5
With immediate famiiy

Satisfied 19,174 93 3604 94 4421 94 3770 92 2552 92 2235 95 2592 93

Dissatisfied 929 5 201 5 247 5 223 5 133 5§ 59 3 67 2

No opinion/Not stated 422 2 3 1 39 1 88 2 82 3 48 2 132 5
With way housework shared

Satisfied 17523 85 3337 87 4050 86 3479 85 2349 85 2039 87 2268 81

Dissatisfied 1534 7 353 9 403 9 82 9 223 8 108 5 65 2

No opinion/Not stated 1469 7 149 4 253 5 219 5 196 7 196 8 456 16
With job or main activity

Satisfied 17656 86 3319 86 4069 86 3508 86 2373 8 2058 88 2329 83

Dissatisfied 2055 10 467 12 579 12 460 11 278 10 1656 7 106 4

No opinion/Not stated 815 4 83 1 59 1 113 3 117 4 118 5 356 13
With balance between job and

famiiy

Satisfied 16,543 81 3231 84 3699 79 3192 78 2287 83 2015 8 2,119 76

Dissatisfied 2,388 12 461 12 834 18 653 16 273 10 119 § 48 2

No opinion/Not stated 1,594 8 147 4 173 4 235 6 209 8 207 9 623 22
With time for other interests

Satisfied 15,152 74 2828 74 3,123 66 2,707 66 2088 75 1991 85 2415 87

Dissatisfied 4711 23 968 25 1,514 32 1246 31 576 21 273 12 133§

No opinion/Not stated 662 3 42 1 70 1 128 3 103 4 78 3 241 9
With relationships with friends

Satisfied 19073 93 3670 96 4366 93 3732 91 2578 93 2,187 93 2540 91

Dissatisfied 746 4 124 3 264 6 204 5 63 2 59 3 31 1

No opinion/Not stated 706 3 4 1 76 2 144 4 127 5 95 4 219 8
With accommodation or housing

Satisfied 18554 90 3469 90 4,100 87 3661 90 2528 91 2204 94 2,592 93

Dissatisfied 1647 8 317 8 569 12 359 9 172 6 106 5 124 4

No opinion/Not stated 324 2 5 1 37 1 61 1 68 2 32 1 7% 3

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 4.5
Satisfaction with selected aspects of life by marital status and gender, population aged 15 and over,
Canada, 1990
Marital Status
Totall Married Common law Unmarried?
Salisfaction
with selected Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
aspects of life
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Total population 10,038 100 10,487 100 5628 100 5,649 100 802 100 788 100 3,553 100 3,997 100
With spouse, partner,
single status
Satisfied 9,129 91 9420 90 5434 97 5336 94 772 96 746 95 2916 82 3,318 83
Dissatisfied 663 7 824 8 117 2 243 4 - - 33 4 519 15 546 14
No opinion/Not stated 247 2 243 2 7 1 70 1 - e - - 119 3 134 3
With immediate family
Satisfied 9326 93 9848 94 5354 95 5402 96 720 90 729 93 3245 91 369 92
Dissatisfied 483 5 446 4 184 3 179 3 65 8 43 5 229 6 222 6
No opinion/Not stated 229 2 193 2 83 2 63 1 S - - 79 2 79 2
With way housework
shared
Satisfied 8,940 89 8,583 82 5309 94 4839 86 765 95 678 86 2853 80 3,052 76
Dissatisfied 426 4 1,108 11 178 3 687 12 - - 89 M1 224 6 331 8
No opinion/Not stated 672 7 797 8 141 3 123 2 - - - - 471 13 614 15
With job or main activity
Satisfied 8,531 85 9,125 87 4885 87 5058 90 686 86 686 87 2,952 83 3362 84
Dissatisfied 1,152 1 902 9 548 10 382 7 101 13 84 11 501 14 436 11
No opinion/Not stated 355 4 4459 4 193 3 209 4 - e - - 101 3 199 5
With balance between
job and family
Satisfied 8,041 B0 8503 81 4558 81 4644 82 622 78 659 84 2857 80 3,181 80
Dissatisfied 1,310 13 1,078 10 731 13 555 10 140 17 102 13 438 12 419 10
No opinion/Not stated 687 7 907 9 340 6 450 8 0 5 26 3 259 7 397 10
With time for other interests
Satisfied 7332 73 7820 75 4,134 73 4208 74 553 69 530 67 2,638 74 3062 77
Dissatisfied 2352 23 2359 22 1307 23 1,297 23 226 28 243 32 817 23 812 20
No opinion/Not stated 354 4 08 3 188 3 145 3 - - - - 98 3 124 3
With relationships with
friends
Satisfied 9299 93 9774 93 5222 93 5322 94 736 92 717 91 3332 94 3715 93
Dissatisfied 371 4 75 4 206 4 177 3 40 5 46 6 124 3 151 4
No opinion/Not stated 68 4 338 3 200 4 10 3 - - - - 98 3 131 3
With accommodation
or housing
Satisfied 9100 91 9454 90 5205 92 5,183 92 687 86 698 89 3,196 90 3552 89
Dissatisfied 747 7 900 9 347 6 413 7 110 14 81 10 290 8 405 10
No opinion/Not stated 191 2 133 1 76 1 53 1 - - - - 67 2 40 1

1 Indludes population who did not state their marital status.
Unmarried includes never married, widowed, divorced and separated.

General Social Survey, 1980
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CHAPTER 5

HOUSEHOLD DIVISION OF LABOUR AND SOCIAL SUPPORT

5.1 METHODS

Section F of the GSS 5-2 Questionnaire contains many
questions concerning the division of labour in the home
and the types of support provided to, or received from
anyone outside the household. The types of household
work explored included meal preparation (F3), meal
clean-up (F4), house cleaning/laundry (F5) and house
maintenance, and outside work (F6). For each type of
housework, respondents were asked to indicate who
was primarily responsible for the task. However, if
the responsibility was equally shared, respondents
could indicate more than one person. Responses could
include any member of the household or someone from
outside the household. Analysis of household work
includes only those respondents who were in a
husband/wife union (i.e. married or common law) at
the time of the survey.

For support questions, three main areas were
examined: unpaid support provided, unpaid support
received and paid support. Respondents were asked
questions concerning the frequency, type, and
source/recipient of support provided in the 12 months
prior to the survey.  Specific types of unpaid support
either received or provided included housework (F8
and F10), house maintenance and outside work (F12
and Fl4), transportation (F16 and F18), child care
(F20 and F22), and financial support (F24 and F26).
Types of paid support received included meal
preparation (F28a), house cleaning/laundry (F28b),
house maintenance and outside work (F28c¢), and
transportation (F28d).

5.2 RESULTS

5.2.1 Household Division of Labour

Division of household tasks among family and
household members is one of the more contentious

issues tor modern families, in which it is now
normative to have more than one member in the work
force. The focus in this chapter is on specific
household tasks (i.e. meal preparation and clean-up,
house cleaning/laundry, and house maintenance and
outside work) and to explore who helps with these
tasks. Analyses here focus on divisions of household
labour by age, sex, marital status, education and main
activity. Only individuals in marriages or common-
law unions were included in the analysis.

Housework is vital to the functioning of families and
households, yet very much overlooked by social
scientists. Recently, beginning with the work of Oakley
(1974) and Meissner (1975), the issues involved in the
division of household labour were explored. However,
there is little information available on how housework
is divided in families and households and no nationally
representutive Jata until the 1990 General Social
Survey.  Previous work such as Armstrong and
Armstrong (1984), Glazer (1987), Lupri and Mills
(1987), Luxton and Rosenberg (1986) has shown that
housework is the purview of women, whether or not
they also work outside the home. Little research has
focussed on the role of men in housework, with some
exceptions such as Harrell (1985) and Horna and Lupri
(1987).

Gender

For the most part, women reported that they were
primarily responsible tor meal preparation (81 %), meal
clean-up (70%) and house cleaning/laundry (79%)
(Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, respectively). It is interesting to
note that more men said they were primarily
responsible  for these activities than women who
reported their spouse as responsible. For example,
12% ot men said they were primarily responsible for
meal preparation, while 8% of women said their
husband was responsible for this activity. In addition,
more men than women said that they shared
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responsibility for meal clean-up (17% vs. 12%) and
cleaning/laundry (13% vs. 10%). Equivalent propor-
tions of both men and women said that neither they nor
their spouse took charge of meal preparation (2%),
meal clean-up (6%) and cleaning/laundry (5%).

Three-quarters of men said that they were responsible
for house maintenance and outside work (Table 5.4).
Here again different reporting patterns were evident.
While only 5% of men said their wife was responsible
for this activity, 9% of women reported themselves as
primarily responsible. Fewer men (3%) and women
(6%) reported that they shared house maintenance and
outside work with their spouse than other household
activities. On the other hand, house maintenance and
outside work was more frequently reported to be done
by someone other than either of the spouses. In fact,
15% of men and 17% of women said someone else
was responsible.

Marital status

Men in common-law unions (17%) were more likely
than married men (11%) to be primarily responsible
for meal preparation, but equally likely to be
responsible for meal clean-up (16% vs. 15%,
respectively) and house cleaning/laundry (10% vs. 9%,
respectively). Conversely, married men (76%) were
more likely to be responsible for maintenance and
outside work than common-law men (69%).

Among women, those in common-law unions were less
likely than married women to have said they were
primarily responsible for meal preparation (63% vs.
83 %), meal clean-up (57% vs. 72%) and cleaning/
laundry (68% vs. 80%).

Regardless of activity, both men and women living
common law reported sharing responsibility for
household duties more often than married people. For
example, 24% of men living common law said they
shared responsibility for meal preparation equally with
their wife, compared with 10% of married men.
Among women, 22% of women living common law
versus 10% of married women said they shared
responsibility for meal clean-up with their husband or
partner.

It is interesting to note that there were smaller
discrepancies in reporting patterns of responsibility
among common-law men and women. Among men in
common-law unions, 17% said they were responsible
for meal preparation, while 16% of women in
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common-law unions said their partner was respon-
sible.  Conversely, 11% of married men claimed
responsibility for this task, while 7% of married
women said their spouse was responsible.

Age

Younger Canadian women were less likely than older
women to claim primary responsibility for meal
preparation, meal clean-up or house cleaning/laundry.
For example, 54% of women aged 15-24 and 69% of
both women aged 25-34 and 35-44 reported being
primarily responsible for meal clean-up, compared with
75% of women aged 55-64 and 71 % of women aged
65 and over. More older than younger women said
that neither they nor their spouse were responsible for
house cleaning/laundry. For example, 8% of women
aged 65 and over versus 3% of women aged 25-34 said
this was true. The pattern for meal clean-up was
different. While 11% of women aged 35-44 said
someone else took charge of this task, only 4% of
women aged 25-34 and 3% of women aged 65 and
over said the same.

More younger and older men were responsible for
meal preparation than middle-aged men. For instance,
14% of both men aged 15-24 and 25-34 and 12% of
men aged 65 and over took primary responsibility for
this activity, compared with only 9% of men aged 45-
54. As well, 11% of men aged 25-34 and 10% of
men aged 55-64 were responsible for cleaning/laundry,
compared with only 6% of men aged 35-44. For
house maintenance and outside work, more middle-
aged men were responsible than were younger or older
men.  Younger and older men were more likely to
report that someone other than themselves or their
spouse was responsible. Specifically, 80% of men
aged 35-44 and 78% of men aged 45-54 were
responsible, compared with 53% of men aged 15-24
and 60% of those aged 65 and over.

Comparison by age group also revealed that, with the
exception of maintenance and outside work, younger
Canadians, reported sharing responsibility more
frequently than older Canadians. For example, 31% of
men and 21 % of women aged 15-24 said they shared
cleaning and laundry with their spouse compared with
9% of both men and women aged 65 and over. For
maintenance, about 3% to 4% of all men and between
3% to 9% of women shared this activity with their
spouse.
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Education

Overall, women with lower levels of education were
more likely to assume responsibility for household
chores than other women (Tables 5.5 to 5.8). For
example, 70% of women with a university degree
assumed responsibility for cleaning and laundry,
compared with 77% of women with a college
certificate or diploma and 84% of women with less
than a secondary school education. However, they
were equally likely to be responsible for maintenance
and outside work (i.e., 8% to 11%). A somewhat
similar proportion of women said someone other than
themselves or their spouse took charge of meal
preparation (0% to 2%), meal clean-up (5% to 9%)
and house cleaning/laundry (3% to 8%). Women with
less than a secondary school education (27%) were
more likely than all others (14% to 18%) to have
reported that someone else took charge of maintenance
and outside work. This may in part be a reflection of
age, in that older women tend to have completed fewer
years of education than younger women.

Among men, responsibility did not differ greatly by
educational attainment except for maintenance and
outside work. For maintenance, 66% of men with less
than a secondary school education were primarily
responsible, compared with 74% to 79% of all other
men. Men with less than a secondary school education
were much more likely than others to say someone else
was responsible. As with women, this may be due in
part to education trends by age. Approximately equal
proportions of men of all educational backgrounds
reported someone other than himself or their spouse as
primarily responsible for all other activities except
meal clean-up. Specifically, 5% to 9% of men said
someone else was responsible for meal clean-up as did
3% to 7% for cleaning/laundry and 0% to 2% for meal
preparation.

With the exception of maintenance and outside work,
both men and women with higher levels of education
tended to report sharing of tasks with their spouse
more frequently than people with lower levels of
education. For example, 17% of men and 13% of
women with a university degree, compared with 11%
of men and 8% of women with some secondary
schooling shared cleaning/laundry equally with their
spouse.

- 65 -

Men and women working outside the home

Women whose main activity was working at a job or
business were significantly more likely than men with
the same main activity to have reported that they were
primarily responsible for meal preparation (76% vs.
11%, respectively), meal clean-up (64% vs. 14%,
respectively) and cleaning/laundry (74% vs. 7%) (Text
Table 5.1). Conversely, men (78%) were more likely
than women (7%) to take charge of maintenance and
outside work.

Equal proportions of men and women said they shared
responsibility with their spouse or partner for meal
preparation (12%) and cleaning/laundry (13%). More
men (18%) than women (14%) shared meal clean-up
with their spouse. Alternatively, more women (6%)
said they shared responsibility for maintenance and
outside work with their spouse than did men (3%).

5.2.2 Social Support

Unpaid support provided to others

In 1990, three-quarters of Canadians said they had
provided unpaid support (i.e. housework, house
maintenance, transportation, child care or financial
support) at least once to someone outside of their
household during the 12 months prior to the survey
(Figure 5.1). Men provided slightly more help (77%)
than did women (72%).

Most people provided more than one type of support
(48%), while another 27% provided only one type.
Comparison by gender revealed that men (51%) were
more likely than women (45%) to have provided more
than one type of support and less likely than women to
have reported that they had not provided any support
(23% vs. 28%), respectively). Between 25% and 29%
of Canadians in all age groups provided one type of
support (data not shown). Up to age 44, more than
half of Canadians provided two or more types of help.
However, at older ages, the proportion dropped to
about a quarter.

The proportion of people who provided support varied
by type of support. Canadians were most likely to
provide help with transportation (50%), followed by
house maintenance and outside work (32%), child care

Family and friends

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N°9



- 66 -

TEXT TABLE 5.1
Person responsible for household task by household task and gender, married and common-law population aged
15 and over who are working outside the home, Canada, 1990

Person responsible

Household task Spouse/ Shared
and gender Total Self partner equally Other Not stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Meal preparation

Men 4,846 100 530 11 3,560 73 604 12 123 g - -

Women 3,200 100 2,425 76 299 9 369 12 90 3 - -
Meal clean-up

Men 4,846 100 685 14 2913 60 850 18 364 8 24 1

Women 3,200 100 2,059 64 402 13 459 14 270 8 - -
Cleaning and laundry

Men 4,846 100 363 7 3,572 74 652 13 226 5 - -

Women 3,200 100 2,367 74 204 6 419 13 184 6 - -

Maintenance and
outside work
Men 4846 100 3,792 78 264 5 168 3 584 12 = B
Women 3,200 100 225 7 2262, 7N 197 6 498 16 - -

General Social Survey, 1990

FIGURE 5.1
Proportion of population aged 15 and over providing unpaid support to people outside
the household by gender and numbaer of types of support, Canada, 1990
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General Social Survey, 1990
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(32%), financial support (25%) and housework (18%)
(Table 5.9). Gender differences were evident. A
larger proportion of women provided help with
housework (22 %) and child care (39%) than men (13%
and 24%, respectively).  Conversely, more men
provided help with house maintenance (48%),
transportation (52%) and financial support (27%) than
women (16%, 47% and 23%, respectively).

While many Canadians provided help, most did so less
than once a month. For example, 19% said they
helped with house maintenance and outside work less
than once a month, while 4% did so on a weekly basis
and 9% monthly. Canadians also reported helping
with transportation (16 %), child care (5%), housework
(3%) and financial support (2%), at least once a week.
As well, Canadians provided support with
transportation (18%), child care (11%), financial
support (7%), and housework (6%) at least once a
maonth.

TEXT TABLE 5.2
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Friends were the main recipients of assistance.
Overall, 51% of Canadians stated that they provided
some form of help to a friend (Table 5.10). Of this,
8% provided help with housework, house maintenance
and outside work (19%), transportation (35%), child
care (13%), and financial support (8%). As well, 15%
of Canadians said they provided help to their parents,
followed by brothers or sisters (14%), sons (8%),
daughters (9%) and other relatives (22%).

Unpaid help received from others

More than half of all Canadians (56%) said they had
received some form of unpaid support from a person
outside their household in the 12 months prior to the
survey (Text Table 5.2). About one-third stated they
had been helped with one type of support and 23%
with two or more types.  Approximately equal
proportions of men (55%) and women (57%) received
assistance. Companson by age revealed that, younger

Number of types of support received from outside the household by age group and gender, population aged 15

and over, Canada, 1990

Age group

Gender and number Total
of types of support  population 15-24 25-34 3544 45-54 55-64 65 +
received
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 3,838 100 4,706 100 4,080 100 2,768 100 2,342 100 2,790 100
None 9,046 44 897 23 1,762 37 2,023 50 1,630 59 1,380 59 1,353 48
One type 6,753 33 1,488 39 1,599 34 1,256 31 773 28 698 30 937 34
More than one type 4,727 23 1,453 38 1,345 29 801 20 365 13 263 11 500 18

Men

Total 10,038 100 1,955 100 2,339 100 2,025 100 1,378 100 1,148 100 1,193 100
None 4,547 45 432 22 866 37 983 49 858 62 704 61 705 59
One type 3,170 32 794 41 726 31 617 30 361 26 338 29 334 28
More than one type 2,321 23 729 37 747 32 425 21 159 12 107 9 155 13

Women

Total 10,487 100 1,884 100 2,368 100 2,055 100 1,390 100 1,194 100 1,597 100
None 4,499 43 466 25 897 38 1,040 51 772 56 676 57 648 41
One type 3,583 34 693 37 874 37 640 31 412 30 361 30 603 38
More than one type 2,406 23 725 38 597 25 376 18 207 15 157 13 345 22

General Social Survey, 1990
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Canadians aged 15-24 (77%) were more likely than
others to have received support. They were followed
by people aged 25-34 (63 %) and people aged 65 and
over (52%).

Most people received help with transportation (39%),
followed by house maintenance and outside work
(23%), housework (13%) and financial support (11 %)
(Table S5.11). Analysis by gender revealed that a
larger percentage of women (14 %) received help with
housework than men (12%). The same was true for
transportation (43% vs. 36%, respectively) and
financial support (11% vs. 10%, respectively). On the
other hand, a larger proportion of men (26%) received
help with house maintenance than did women (20%).

Generally, for all types of support, the proportion of
Canadians who received some type of help declined
with age. For example, 65% of people aged 15-24
received help with transportation,compared with 24 %
of people aged 55-64 and 38% of people aged 65 and
over.

Although the majority of people stated that they had
received some type of help, most support received was
less than once a month. For example, 2% received
help with housework at least once a week, 4% at least
once a month and 7% less often than once a month.

Friends were the main sources of support: 38% stated
that they received some type of support from a friend
(Table 5.12). Other sources of support included
parents (10%), siblings (7%), sons (4%), daughters
(4%) and other relatives (12%). Across types of
support, 6% received help from a friend with
housework, 14% with house maintenance and outside
work, 29% with transportation and 3% with financial
support.

Paid support

In 1990, almost one-quarter of Canadians (22%)
received some type of paid support (Table 5.13).
Specifically, 12% of people paid for help with house
maintenance and outside work, 9% for house
cleaning/laundry, and 6% for transportation. Women
(23%) were more likely to report paid help than men
(20%). As well, women consistently received more
paid help than men regardless of type of support.

The proportion of people who paid for support varied
by age group. A larger proportion of people aged 65
and over (35%) paid for help, compared with those
aged 55-64 (23%), aged 45-54 (23%), aged 35-44
(22%), aged 25-34 (16%) and aged 15-24 (17%).
Older Canadians were also more likely to receive paid
support on a more frequent basis than others. For
example, 9% of people aged 65 and over paid someone
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to do houschold maintenance and outside work at least
on a once a month basis (including "at least once a
week"), compared with approximately 4% of people
aged 45-64.

5.3  DISCUSSION

Household division of labour

Division of labour in the household is very important
to how families function and how the workplace
operates. It is an area fraught with difficulty and
challenge, not because the questions are particularly
problematic, as is true for self-reports of satisfaction,
but because answers are inconsistent. When asked
about who takes major responsibility for various tasks
in households, considerable disagreement is apparent.
When the tasks are typically female ones, such as meal
preparation and clean-up or house cleaning/laundry,
men report being more often primarily responsible than
women report them being. And when the tasks are
primarily male ones, such as house maintenance and
outside work, women more often report themselves as
being primarily responsible than men report women as
being. It is an interesting finding in its own right and
subject to interpretation.

A number of conclusions are possible here. The first
and most obvious is that the gender division of
household labour is alive and well, although perhaps
changing. For tasks defined as traditionally women’s,
women more often report being primarily responsible.
For tasks defined as traditionally in the purview of
men, men more often report primary responsibility.
Essentially, findings from the 1990 GSS reveal that
women still do women’s work, and men do men’s
work. Reports of the demise of a gender division of
labour on the homefront are certainly premature. On
the other hand, there seems to be an emerging dispute
about who takes primary responsibility in shared tasks.
In these situations, there seems to be a strong interest
in each gender in assuming, or being seen to assume,
primary responsibility in the other’s domain. This
could be interpreted as misreporting on each gender’s
part, or more optimistically, could be taken as a sign
of recognition of the importance of the other gender’s
traditional domain and the interest and willingness to
declare that domain as one’s own.

Patterns apparent by marital status and age are
suggestive of the emergence of new patterns in the
division of labour on the domestic front. Men in
common-law unions are more likely than married men
to take responsibility for meal preparation, but men in
both types of unions are equally likely to participate in
meal clean-up and house cleaning/laundry work.
Married men were more likely to take primary
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responsibility for house maintenance and outside work.
In general, the finding that common-law couples more
often share responsibility for household tasks, and the
growth in common-law unions mentioned earlier,
suggest that changes might be afoot in division of
household tasks. On the other hand, it might be that
preference for sharing household tasks leads couples
more to common-law unions than to marriages.
Additionally, it could be that people who live common
law tend more often than married people to favour a
more gender-equitable division of labour. The finding
that smaller discrepancies exist between men and
women in reporting who does what among common-
law couples adds force to this interpretation, although
more research in this area seems clearly warranted.

The gender division of labour is generally sharper
among older couples than among younger. One factor
that emerges here is that for both younger and older
people, someone other than the couple more often
looked after house maintenance and outside work. This
may be the result of these people living more
commonly in non-owned accommodation. This factor
alone could lead to a somewhat more equitable division
of labour of other household tasks. Some research
suggests that in the older years, there might be a return
to more equitable division of labour by gender as both
members of the couple have more time and inclination
to explore new areas (McDaniel, 1988).

The finding that women with lower education take
vreater responsibility for household work than women
with more education is likely a function of home-based
work reflecting the workplace. Women with less
education would be more likely to be doing
household-like work in the workplace as well, such as
cleaning offices, preparing and serving food, caring for
children or the elderly, etc. The difference in taking
responsibility for laundry among women and across
educational categories ranges from 70% for those with
a university degree to 84% for those with less
than secondary education. This means that women,
regardless of education, remain charged with domestic
responsibilities to a very large degree. This is
consistent with findings from other research
(Armstrong & Armstrong, 1984; Glazer, 1987; Horna
& Lupri, 1987; Meissner, 1975; Wilson, 1991). A
1981 Statistics Canada study (the Canadian Time Use
Pilot Survey) found that women in the paid labour
furce spent twice as much time on child care as men,
nearly five times as much time on housework, and
were more likely than men to do the family shopping
(Statistics Canada, 1985:19).
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There is a hint of change in the 1990 GSS findings,
however. Men and women with higher education
report sharing household work more often than those
with less education, with the exception of house
maintenance and outside work. The proportions who
report sharing are small, however, and more men
report they share equally than women report sharing
equally. This could be interpreted that men are more
eager to share, or possibly that they underestimate the
total work, therefore estimating their contributions as
equal when they might not be. The answer to these
puzzles awaits further research.

Social support

The extent to which Canadians give and receive unpaid
help from others is significant. Three-quarters provided
help to someone in 1990 and most provided more than
one kind of help. This shows caring, concern and
connectedness among Canadians (Angus, 1991).

Unpaid help is more than help with tasks. It is social
support that figures importantly in overall health and

well-being  (Baines, Evans & Neysmith, 1991;
Chappell, 1989; Chappell, 1992; McDaniel &
McKinnon, 1993; Suatistics Canada, 1992; Stone,

1988). Social support is also important in planning
formal programs of assistance, in balancing work and
family, in better understanding how society actually
works, and in policy planning for those in need. Yet,
little is known about informal social support, who
provides it, who receives it and how it works. Thus
information from the 1990 General Social Survey is of
help in answering these questions.

Patterns of providing support to others are shown to
differ by gender. Men provide slightly more assistance
than women, and more different kinds of assistance,
while women and men are equal receivers of support.
Men more often provide help with transportation,
outside maintenance and finances, while women more
often help with housework and child care. These
findings are consistent with those of other studies
(Chappell, 1989; Kaden & McDaniel, 1990; McDaniel
& McKinnon, 1993; Penning, 1990).

The main recipients of unpaid help were friends, with
family members cited less frequently. This may mean
that no sharp division is perceived among friends and
family in providing help when needed. DeVries
(1991:106) suggests that the definitions of friendship
and kinship for men and for women might be different,
based on analysis of the 1985 GSS, und that definitions

Family and friends
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might vary depending on where one is in the lite
course. This fluidity of friend/kin definitions is worthy
of further research, and could have important policy
implications. If health care, for example, depends on
the availability of a relative at home to provide care,
fewer options might be available than if a wider
network of friends, or self-defined relatives (which
may or may not accord with standard definitions), is
used. Penning (1990) suggests that a combination of
task demands and preference for particular people to
help, works in selection of unpaid helpers.

That half of all Canadians in 1990 admitted to having
had help in the past year may mean that we are more
socially interconnected than some would believe who
adhere to notions of modern individualism and
competition with others. It is, in tact, younger not
older Canadians who receive the most help, with those
aged 65 and over admitting to receiving considerably
less help than those aged 15-24. Those in the middle
age groups were less often the recipients of help. Itis
friends who are the main sources of support, as
reported by the receivers as well.

The paid help that is received by almost one-quarter of

Canadians seems to be purchased by those who need it,
women and older Canadians, rather than by those who
are likely to be the most well-oft. This might mean
that, in future, more Canadians will seek paid help as
they need it, if at all possible, rather than rely on
unpaid help by relatives or friends. Hints of support
for this come from the 1989 and 1990 Alberta Surveys,
where it was found that people of all ages would prefer
professional help when older and intirm than family
care (Krahn, Odynak & Gubbins, 1991).

A larger proportion of Canadians, in all age groups,
reported providing help than receiving it. It could be
that it is easier to remember one's own deeds than the
deeds of someone else. Alternatively, it could be that
providing help is more positive than receiving it. The
lowest proportion of providers of help were older
Canadians, but they also provide help to a large
degree. The lowest proportion of receivers of help
were mid-life Canadians who provide help to both old
and young to a large degree.

Gender aspects of providing help are apparent. Women
find themselves more often providing the kinds of help
that are not only traditionally female activities, but the
kinds that require the most time, etfort and worry. The
costs to women as care providers to old and young are
often overlooked but potentially enormous (Baines,
Evand & Neysmith, 1991; Kaden & McDaniel, 1990;
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McDaniel & McKinnon, 1993). Men, in contrast, more
often provide the kind of help that can be more easily
postponed, such as house maintenance, and is less
constant in its demands and less stressful, such as
writing cheques.

A theme which emerges from this analysis is
suggestive of future exploration. Help is provided to
young people to a large degree, but they also provide
help to others. It is not clear whether this is need on
the part of the young people or willingness of parents
and others to just "help out". With older people who
receive help and buy help, the issue may be necessity
rather than simply "helping out”. The data do not
allow a full analysis of these patterns in terms of
demand patterns.
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TABLE 5.1
Person responsible for meal preparation by gender, selected marital status and age group,
married and common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for meal preparation

Spouse/ Not
Gx\:;tglssetlaﬁt:d Total Self partner Shared equally Other stated
and age.giEay No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Men

Total

All age groups 6,430 100 758 12 4744 74 741 12 141 2 26 0
15-24 219 100 30 14 114 52 58 27 - - - -
25-34 1,535 100 207 14 1,003 65 281 18 - - - -
35-44 1,65 100 216 13 1,159 70 200 12 65 4 - -
45-54 1,137 100 97 9 926 81 94 8 - - - -
55-64 937 100 g5 10 784 84 53 6 - - - -
65 + 947 100 113 12 757 80 55 6 - - -- -

Married

All age groups 5628 100 621 1" 4311 77 551 10 110 2 - -
15-24 86 100 - - 60 70 - - - - - -
25-34 1,184 100 134 1 812 69 204 17 - - - -
35-44 1,479 100 1894 13 1,065 72 150 10 60 4 - -
45-54 1,047 100 92 9 860 82 83 8 - - - -
55-64 800 100 88 10 765 8BS 43 5 - = - -
65+ 932 100 109 12 748 80 54 6 - - - -

Common law

All age groups 802 100 137 17 433 54 190 24 - - - -
15-24 132 100 25 19 54 41 40 30 - - - -
25-34 351 100 73 21 191 55 i 22 - - - -
35-44 177 100 - - 94 53 50 28 - - - -
45-54 90 100 - - 66 74 - - - - - -
55-64 37 100 - - - - - - - - - -
65 + = - = = = = = = = =2 =

Women

Total

All age groups 6,437 100 5202 81 538 8 500 8 147 2 - -
15-24 398 100 258 65 51 13 70 17 - - - -
25-34 1,778 100 1354 76 173 10 2038 M1 38 2 - -
35-44 1,622 100 1329 82 148 9 101 6 34 2 - -
45-54 1,056 100 917 87 59 6 56 5 - - - -
55-64 879 100 766 87 56 6 - - - - - -
65 + 704 100 578 82 51 7 41 6 - - - -

Married

All age groups 5649 100 4,706 83 413 4 359 6 127 2 - -
15-24 204 100 147 72 - - 33 16 - - - -
25-34 1425 100 1,134 80 113 8 136 10 33 2 - -
35-44 1471 100 1,224 83 132 9 77 5 - - - -
45-54 998 100 881 88 49 5 45 4 - - - -
55-64 857 100 749 87 52 6 -- - - - - -
65+ 693 100 571 82 50 % 39 6 - - - -

Common law

All age groups 788 100 496 63 125 16 141 18 - - - —
15-24 193 100 i 57 3k 19 37 19 - - - -
25-34 353 100 220 62 59 17 67 19 - = - -
35-44 i51 100 106 70 - - - - - - - -
45-54 58 100 36 62 - - - - - - - -
55-64 - - - - - - - - - - - -
65 + - - - - = = = st - - — -

General Social Survey, 1980
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TABLE 5.2
Person responsible for meal clean-up by gender, selected marital status and age group,
married and common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for meal clean-up

Spouse/
e Total Selt partner  Shared equally  Other Not stated
and age group No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)

Men

Total

All age groups 6,430 100 g% 15 3868 60 1,116 17 400 6 32 1
15-24 219 100 3% 16 96 44 67 31 - - - -
25-34 1,535 100 248 16 838 55 386 25 48 3 - -
35-44 1,656 100 260 16 939 57 255 15 187 11 - -
45-54 1,137 100 153 13 749 66 143 13 90 8 - -
55-64 937 100 120 13 643 69 127 14 - - - -
65 + 947 100 180 19 602 64 136 14 - - - -

Married

All age groups 5628 100 868 15 3,488 62 880 16 343 6 25 0
15-24 86 100 - - 37 43 30 35 - - - -
25-34 1,184 100 183 15 677 57 27 23 38 3 - -
35-44 1,479 100 227 15 871 59 206 14 167 11 - -
45-54 1,047 100 147 14 691 66 126 12 81 8 - -
55-64 900 100 116 13 630 70 1M1 12 - - - -
65 + 932 100 179 19 592 64 132 14 - - - -

Common law

All age groups 802 100 128 16 370 46 235 29 57 7 - -
15-24 132 100 - - 59 45 38 28 - - - -
25-34 351 100 65 19 162 46 1M1 32 - - - -
35-44 177 100 - - 68 38 43 28 - - - -
45-54 90 100 - - 58 65 - - - - - -
55-64 37 100 - - - - - - - - - -
65 + - - - - - - - - - - - -

Women

Total

All age groups 6,437 100 4532 70 695 11 750 12 412 6 - -
15-24 398 100 216 54 60 15 97 24 - - - -
25-34 1,778 100 1226 69 207 12 258 14 77 4 - -
35-44 1622 100 1,125 69 180 11 137 8 173 N - -
45-54 1,056 100 806 76 76 7 81 8 91 9 - -
55-64 879 100 657 75 90 10 100 11 - - - -
65 + 704 100 503 71 82 12 76 11 23 3 - -

Married

All age groups 5649 100 4085 72 576 10 577 10 372 7 - -
15-24 204 100 127 62 - - 48 24 - - - -
25-34 1,425 100 1,025 72 154 11 180 13 58 4 - -
35-44 1,471 100 1,024 70 170 12 111 8 160 11 - -
45-54 998 100 774 78 70 7 63 6 a1 9 - -
55-64 857 100 637 74 89 10 101 12 - - - -
65 + 693 100 437 72 80 12 74 N 23 3 - -

Common law

All age groups 788 100 448 57 119 15 173 22 40 5 - -
15-24 193 100 89 46 4 24 49 25 - - - -
25-34 353 100 200 57 54 15 78 22 - - - -
35-44 151 100 101 67 - - 26 17 - - - -
45-54 58 100 - - - - - - - - - -
55-64 - - - - - - - - - - - -
65 + - = - - — - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.3
Person responsible for house cleaning and laundry by gender, selected marital status and
age group, married and common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for house cleaning and laundry

Spouse/
G;:‘::'gls:t;ﬁ':d Total Self partner Shared equally Other Not stated
sadiage-grailn No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Men

Total

All age groups 6,430 100 556 9 4702 73 828 13 293 5 32 0
15-24 219 100 - - 114 52 68 31 -- - - -
25-34 1,535 100 173 11 1,010 66 308 20 32 2 - -
35-44 1,656 100 106 6 1237 75 196 12 106 6 - -
45-54 1,137 100 81 7 878 77 107 9 67 6 - -
55-64 937 100 B9 10 750 80 65 7 26 3 - -
65 + 947 100 B8 9 w3 {5 85 9 45 5 - -

Married

All age groups 5628 100 479 9 4233 75 638 11 240 4 29 0
15-24 86 100 - - 56 65 - - - - - -
25-34 1,184 100 125 1N 799 68 225 18 29 2 - -
35-44 1,479 100 96 6 1135 77 156 11 86 6 - -
45-54 1,047 100 79 8 811 77 98 9 53 ) - -
55-64 900 100 g8 10 730 81 54 6 23 3 - -
65 + 932 100 85 9 702 75 83 9 45 5 - -

Common law

All age groups 802 100 78 10 469 58 183 24 53 7 - -
15-24 132 100 - - 58 44 4 35 - - - -
25-34 351 100 49 14 211 60 83 24 - - - -
35-44 177 100 - - 101 57 0 23 - - - -
45-54 90 100 - - 67 75 - - - - - -
55-64 37 100 - - -- - - - - - -~ -
65 + = = = = = = -~ - = = = =

Women

Total

All age groups 6437 100 5072 79 358 6 619 10 316 5 42 1
15-24 398 100 260 65 30 8 g2 21 - - - -
25-34 1,778 100 1347 76 106 6 251 14 61 3 - -
35-44 1622 100 1,355 B4 85 5 110 7 60 4 - -
45-54 1,056 100 862 82 56 5 53 5 79 7 - -
55-64 879 100 732 83 33 4 62 7 44 5 - -
65 + 704 100 517 73 48 7 61 9 53 B - -

Married

All age groups 5649 100 4,538 80 306 5 456 8 287 L) 37 1
15-24 204 100 145 7 -- - 37 18 - - - -
25-34 1,425 100 1,106 78 94 [/ 169 12 48 3 - -
35-44 1471 100 1,242 B4 74 S, 90 6 54 4 - -
45-54 998 100 821 82 52 5 40 ) 79 8 - -
55-64 857 100 714 83 31 4 62 7 42 5 - -
65 + 693 100 511 74 48 [/ 58 8 53 8 - -

Common law

All age groups 788 100 535 68 52 7 163 21 29 4 -
15-24 193 100 115 60 24 12 46 28 - - - -
25-34 353 100 242 69 - - B1 23 - - - -
35-44 151 100 113 75 -- - - - - - - -
45-54 58 100 411 7N -- - - - - - - -
55-64 - - - - - - - - - - - -
65 + - - - - - - - - - - - =

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.4

Person responsible for household maintenance and outside work by gender, selected
marital status and age group, married and common-law population aged 15 and over,
Canada, 1990

Person responsible for household maintenance and outside work

Spouse/
Gender, marital status Total Self partner Shared equally Other Not stated
and age group

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Men

Total

All age groups 6,430 100 4815 75 344 5 220 3 990 15 41 1
15-24 219 100 116 53 - - - - 69 32 - -
25-34 1,535 100 1,201 78 77 5 57 4 192 12 - -
35-44 1,656 100 1,320 80 100 6 65 4 149 9 - -
45-54 1,137 100 887 78 69 6 - - 152 13 - -
55-64 937 100 726 77 52 6 26 3 129 14 - -
65 + 947 100 566 60 33 4 27 3 300 32 - -

Married

All age groups 5628 100 4264 76 309 5 172 3 834 15 35 1
15-24 86 100 60 69 - - - - = = - -
25-34 1,184 100 945 B0 62 5 43 4 130 11 - -
35-44 1,479 100 1,183 80 92 6 52 3 135 9 - -
45-54 1,047 100 816 78 69 7 - - 133 13 - -
55-64 900 100 700 78 48 5 25 3 124 14 - -
65 + 932 100 560 60 32 3 25 3 295 32 - -

Common law

All age groups 802 100 551 69 36 4 48 6 157 20 - -
15-24 132 100 56 42 - - - - 52 39 - -
25-34 351 100 256 73 - - - - 62 18 - -
35-44 177 100 137 77 - - - - - - - -
45-54 90 100 7179 - - - -- - - - -
55-64 37 100 - - - - - - - - - -
65 + == = = - - = — - = = — =

Women

Total

All age groups 6,437 100 583 9 4318 67 359 6 1,108 17 38 1
15-24 388 100 - - 229 58 35 9 106 27 -- -
25-34 1,778 100 175 10 1238 70 110 6 243 14 - -
35-44 1622 100 139 9 1,196 74 84 5 190 12 - -
45-54 1,056 100 108 10 693 66 68 6 181 17 - -
55-64 879 100 72 8 615 70 29 3 157 18 - -
65 + 704 100 68 10 345 49 33 5 232 33 - -

Married

All age groups 5,649 100 500 9 3874 69 299 5 919 16 32 1
15.24 204 100 - - 126 61 - - 55 27 - -
25-34 1,425 100 132 9 1,032 72 88 6 166 12 - -
35-44 1,471 100 120 8 1,115 76 70 5 154 10 - -
45-54 998 100 101 10 661 66 67 7 165 17 - -
55-64 857 100 70 8 600 70 29 3 153 18 - -
65 + 693 100 68 10 341 49 33 5 226 33 - -

Common law

All age groups 788 100 83 11 444 56 60 8 190 24 - -
15-24 193 100 - - 104 54 - - 51 26 - -
25-34 353 100 43 12 206 58 - - 77 22 - -
35-44 151 100 - - B2 54 - - 6 24 - -
45-54 58 100 - - 32 656 - - - - - -
55-64 - - - - - - - - - - - -
65 + - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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Person responsible for meal preparation by gender and level of education, married and common-law
population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for meal preparation

Spouse/ Not
Gender and Total Self partner Shared equally Other stated
leve! of education
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Men

All levels of education 6,430 100 758 12 4744 74 741 12 14 2 26 0
University degree1 1,075 100 117 11 741 69 174 16 - - - -
Postsecondary diploma? 1,287 100 154 12 939 73 174 14 = = = =
Some postsecondary 1,138 100 152 13 840 74 121 1 - - - -
High school diploma 823 100 102 12 5980 72 96 12 - - - -
Some high school 1,359 100 149 11 1,041 77 128 9 - - - -
Less than high school3 649 100 7 12 518 80 45 7 - - - -
Not stated4 100 100 - - 76 76 - - 3 = = =

Women

Ali levels of education 6,437 100 5202 81 538 8 500 8 147 2 -- -
University degres 844 100 627 74 86 10 88 10 = B S —
Postsecondary dipioma2 1,259 100 1,006 80 107 9 113 9 - = B
Some postsecondary 1,230 100 974 78 121 10 103 8 - - - -
High school diploma 1,165 100 948 81 99 8 103 9 = = - p—
Some high school 1,357 100 1,165 86 80 6 71 5 32 2 - -
Less than high school3 510 100 421 83 34 7 - - - - - -
Not stated? 73 100 61 83 - - - - - - -

1 includes masters, eamed doctorate, bachelors, undergraduate degree or teacher's college.
2 |ncludes diploma or certificate from community college, CEGEP, nursing school, trade, technical or vocational school.

3 includes no schooling.

4 includes other not elsewhere specified.

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.6
Person responsible for meal clean-up by gender and level of education, married and
common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for meal clean-up

Spouse/ Shared
Gender and Total Self partner equally Other Not stated
tevel of education

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Men

All levels of education 6,430 100 996 15 3868 60 1,116 17 400 6 32 1
University degree! 1,075 100 208 19 541 50 243 23 68 6 -- -
Postsecondary diplc:zma2 1,287 100 162 13 757 59 242 19 111 9 - -
Some postsecondary 1,138 100 204 18 678 60 174 15 80 7 - -
High school diploma 823 100 158 19 447 54 172 21 41 5 - -
Some high school 1,358 100 165 12 927 68 189 14 70 5 - -
Less than high school 3 649 100 87 13 451 70 78 12 - - - -
Not stated4 100 100 = == 66 66 = = = B =n I

Women

All levels of education 6,437 100 4,532 70 695 11 750 12 412 6 - -
University degree1 844 100 532 63 127 15 112 13 63 7 -- -
Postsecondary diploma2 1,258 100 812 65 152 12 181 14 109 9 -- -
Some postsecondary 1,230 100 841 68 147 12 165 13 69 6 - -
High school diploma 1,165 100 847 73 123 11 132 11 57 5 -- -
Some high school 1,357 100 1,057 78 112 8 116 9 63 5 - -
Less than high school 3 510 100 386 76 31 6 40 8 44 g - -
Not stated4 73 100 56 77 = - - = = = - -

General Social Survey, 1990
1 Includes masters, earned doctorate, bachelors, undergraduate degree or teacher's college.
includes diploma or certificate from community college, CEGEP, nursing school, trade, technicai or vocational school.
Includes no schooling.
Includes other not efsewhere specified.
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Person responsible for house cleaning and laundry by gender and level of education, married and
common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for house cleaning and laundry

Spouse/
Gender and Total Self partner Shared equally Other Not stated
level of education
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Men

All levels of education 6,430 100 556 9 4,702 73 828 13 293 5 32 0
University degree 1,075 100 110 10 701 65 182 17 71 7 - -
Postsecondary diploma? 1,287 100 112 9 943 73 163 13 56 4 - -
Some postsecondary 1,138 100 113 10 818 72 7l 15 32 3 - -
High school diploma 823 100 78 9 597 73 114 14 32 4 - -
Some high school 1,359 100 118 9 1,018 75 144 11 69 5 - -
Less than high school 3 643 100 24 4 537 83 50 8 25 4 - -
Not stated4 100 100 B 88 88 s = = "= = =

Women

All levels of education 6,437 100 5072 79 358 6 619 10 3186 5 42 1
University degree 844 100 591 70 65 8 109 13 66 8 - -
Postsecondary diploma? 1,259 100 968 77 89 7 127 10 62 5 - -
Some postsecondary 1,230 100 976 79 64 5 125 10 49 4 - -
High school diploma 1,165 100 936 80 58 5 128 11 34 3 - -
Some high school 1,357 100 1,110 82 57 4 107 8 70 5 - -
Less than high school 3 510 100 428 84 - - 22 4 33 7 - -
Not stated4 73 100 61 84 ISh = = = = = = =

General Social Survey, 1990

1 Includes masters, eamned doctorate, bachelors, undergraduate degree or teacher's college.
Includes diploma or certificate from community college, CEGEP, nursing school, trade, technical or vocational school.

Includes no schoaling.
Includes other not elsewhere specified.
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TABLE 5.8
Person responsible for household maintenance and outside work by gender and level of
education, married and common-law population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Person responsible for household maintenance and outside work

Spouse/ Shared Not
Gender and Total Self partner equally Other stated
level of education

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Men

All levels of education 6,430 100 4,815 75 344 5 220 3 g%0 15 41 1
University degree 1,075 100 791 74 52 5 41 4 175 16 - -
Postsecondary diploma? 1,287 100 973 76 61 5 §3 4 187 15 - -
Some postsecondary 1,138 100 861 76 74 6 36 3 159 14 - -
High school diploma 823 100 654 78 42 5 29 3 % 12 - -
Some high school 1,359 100 1,029 76 79 6 A 3 198 15 - -
Less than high school3 649 100 429 66 30 5 = = 165 25 - =
Not stated4 100 100 78 78 - - - - L =l =

Women

All levels of education 6,437 100 583 9 4318 67 359 6 1109 17 38 1
University degree 844 100 70 8 548 65 58 7 153 18 ISR =
Postsecondary diploma? 1,259 100 118 9 888 71 60 S 182 14 - -
Some postsecondary 1,230 100 116 9 815 66 75 6 217 18 - -
High school diploma 1,165 100 110 ] 820 70 56 5 173 15 - -
Some high school 1,357 100 110 8 08 67 97 7 220 16 - -
Less than high school3 510 100 57 11 300 58 - - 136 27 - -
Not stated4 73 100 B 38 52 - - 20 4 = |-

General Social Survey, 1990
1 Includes masters, eamed doctorate, bachelors, undergraduate degree or teacher’s college.
includes diploma or certificate from community college, CEGEP, nursing school, trade, technical or vocational school.
inciudes no schooling.
Includes other not elsewhere specified.
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Type of unpaid support provided to people outside the household by age group, gender and frequency of

support, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Age group
Total
Gender, type and population 15-24 25-34 3544 45-54 55-64 65 +
frequency of support
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Both genders
Total population 20,526 100 3,838 100 4,706 100 4,080 100 2,768 100 2342 100 2,790 100
At least one type of unpaid
support 15270 74 3,069 80 3853 82 3,197 78 2,014 73 1,635 70 1,501 54
Housework 3658 18 1040 27 1,027 22 624 15 429 15 306 13 233 8
at least once a week 703 3 213 6 163 3 B8 2 96 3 89 4 55 2
at least once a month 1,206 6 356 9 332 7 205 5 120 4 116 5 76 3
less than once a month 1724 8 458 12 529 11 3289 8 210 8 100 4 98 4
Household maintenance 6,504 32 1566 41 1923 41 1422 35 731 26 538 23 324 12
at least once a week 737 4 214 6 219 5 109 3 75 3 84 4 37 1
at least once a month 1865 9 480 12 525 11 366 9 233 8 148 6 113 4
less than once a month 3,900 19 873 23 1,178 25 948 23 423 15 305 13 174 6
Transportation 10,189 50 2,007 52 2,734 58 2345 57 1,308 47 1,005 43 790 28
at least once a week 3,336 16 904 24 828 18 636 16 352 13 337 14 279 10
at least once a month 3,652 18 722 19 947 20 873 21 495 18 346 15 269 10
less than once a month 3,201 16 382 10 958 20 836 20 461 17 322 14 242 9
Child care 6484 32 1219 32 1809 38 1379 34 732 26 829 35 516 19
at least once a week 1040 5 170 4 219 5 140 3 153 6 225 10 134 5
at least once a month 235 11 465 12 634 13 443 11 262 9 358 15 198 7
less than once a month 3,079 15 584 15 955 20 792 19 317 11 247 11 184 7
Financial support 5138 25 B52 22 1,041 22 1059 26 868 31 659 28 660 24
at least once a week 470 2 64 2 87 2 103 3 70 3 59 3 86 3
at least once a month 1516 7 269 7 267 6 340 B8 306 11 166 7 167 6
less than once a month 3,116 15 517 13 681 14 608 15 487 18 429 18 385 14
Men
Total population 10,038 100 1,955 100 2,339 100 2,025 100 1,378 100 1,148 100 1,193 100
At least one type of unpald
support 7691 77 1603 82 1948 B3 1,643 81 977 7 814 71 706 59
Housework 1,303 13 451 23 433 19 204 10 113 8 58 5 44 4
at least once a week 22111 12 83 4 62 3 26 1 -- - - - - -
at least once a month 392 4 154 8 130 6 55 3 - - - - - -
less than once a month 685 7 214 11 239 10 i21 6 67 5 - - - -
Household maintenance 4800 48 1,121 57 1,403 60 1,052 52 555 40 424 37 244 20
at lsast once a week 561 6 168 9 156 7 86 4 55 4 72 6 25 2
at least once a month 1430 14 358 18 391 17 291 14 182 13 126 11 82 7
less than once a month 2806 28 586 30 856 37 675 33 317 23 225 20 138 12
Transportation 5216 52 1,112 57 1377 59 1,173 58 600 44 517 45 436 37
at least once a week 1,628 16 526 27 414 18 283 14 153 1 124 1" 128 11
at least once a month 1,943 19 389 20 482 21 458 23 221 16 211 18 172 14
less than once a month 1,645 16 187 10 480 21 432 21 226 16 182 16 136 1"
Chiid care 2,398 24 438 22 645 28 588 29 234 17 323 28 170 14
at least once a week 317 38 45 2 63 3 59 3 32 2 76 7 42 4
at least once a month 882 9 187 10 221 9 177 9 80 6 150 13 68 6
less than once a month 1,197 12 206 11 360 15 352 17 122 ] 97 8 60 5
Financlal support 2716 27 464 24 576 25 504 29 426 31 347 30 308 26
at least once a week 252 38 38 2 57 2 54 3 32 2 33 3 37 3
at least once a month 821 8 8% 7 165 7 209 10 162 12 71 6 79 7
less than once a month 1,624 16 288 15 354 15 330 16 228 17 238 21 184 15

Continued on next page

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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TABLE 5.9
Type of unpaid support provided to people outside the household by age group, gender and frequency of
support, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990 - Concluded

Age group
Total
Gender, type and population 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 +
frequency of support
No. % No. % No. % No. % No % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Women

Total population 10,487 100 1,884 100 2,368 100 2,055 100 1,390 100 1,194 100 1,597 100

At least one type of unpaid
support 7579 72 1466 78 1905 80 1554 76 1,037 5 821 69 795 50
Housework 2,356 22 568 31 595 25 420 20 316 23 248 21 189 12
at least once a week 482 5 130 7 100 4 62 3 74 5 75 6 41 3
at least once a month 814 8 202 11 202 9 150 7 97 7 99 8 65 4
iess than once a month 1,039 10 245 13 290 12 208 10 143 10 73 6 80 5
Househoid maintenance 1,704 16 445 24 519 22 370 18 176 13 113 10 80 5
at least once a week 176 2 46 2 63 3 23 1 - - - - - -
at least once a month 435 4 122 6 134 6 75 4 51 4 - - 32 2
less than once a month 1,093 10 277 15 322 14 273 13 105 8 80 i 36 2
Transportation 4973 47 895 48 1,357 57 1,172 57 708 51 487 41 354 22
at least once a week 1,707 16 378 20 414 17 353 17 189 14 213 18 151 9
at least once a month 1,709 16 323 17 466 20 415 20 274 20 135 11 97 6
less than once a month 1,657 15 194 10 478 20 404 20 235 17 140 12 106 /1
Chiid care 4086 39 781 41 1,164 49 791 38 497 36 506 42 347 22
at least once a week 72 7 126 7 156] W 81 4 120 9 149 12 92 6
at least once a month 1,477 14 278 15 4113 17 265 13 182 13 208 17 131 8
less than once a month 1,882 18 378 20 595 25 440 21 195 14 150 13 124 8
Financial support 2422 23 387 21 464 20 464 23 442 32 312 26 352 22
at least once a week 218 2 - - 30 1 49 2 39 3 26 2 48 3
at least once a month 694 7 133 7 103 4 132 6 144 10 a5 8 88 6
less than once a month 1,493 14 229 12 326 14 278 14 258 19 190 16 210 13

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.10

Type of unpaid support provided to people outside the household by
gender and person receiving support, population aged 15 and over,
Canada, 1990

Gender
Type of support Total Men Women
and person
receiving support No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Total population 20,526 100 10,038 100 10,487 100
All types of support 15,270 74 7,691 7 7579 72
Son 1611 8 726 7 885 8
Daughter 1,913 g 817 8 1,095 10
Parent 2,987 15 1,293 13 1,604 16
Brother/sister 2,792 14 1,240 12 1,563 UES
Other relative 4512 22 2,347 23 2,166 21
Friend 10,562 51 5,680 57 4,882 47
Other 2,045 10 1,014 10 1,030 10
Total housework 3,658 18 1,303 13 2,355 22
Son 118 1 - - a5 1
Daughter 216 1 25 0 190 2
Parent 866 4 203 2 663 6
Brother/sister 337 2 108 1 228 2
Other relative 673 3 225 2 448 4
Friend 1,662 8 724 I/ 938 9
Other 368 2 140 1 228 2
Total household maintenance 6,504 32 4,800 48 1,704 16
Son 236 1 182 2 54 1
Daughter 167 1 97 1 70 1
Parent 1175 6 701 7 473 5
Brother/sister 541 3 419 4 122 1
Other relative 1,287 6 1,017 10 270 3
Friend 3,906 19 3,080 31 826 8
Other 203 1 148 1 54 1
Total transportation 10,189 50 5216 52 4973 47
Son 225 1 104 1 121 1
Daughter 351 2 170 2 181 2
Parent 1,430 % 555 6 875 8
Brother/sister 877 4 401 4 476 5
Other relative 1,989 10 1,071 11 a18 9
Friend 7,283 35 3,865 39 3418 33
Other 494 2 260 3 234 2
Total child care 6,484 32 2,398 24 4,086 39
Son 754 4 272 3 482 5
Daughter 1,055 5 354 4 701 7
Parent 65 0 - - 40 0
Brother/sister 1,269 6 440 4 829 8
Other relative 1,466 7 607 6 859 8
Friend 2,688 13 929 9 1,759 17
Other 59 0 - - 34 0
Total financial 5,138 25 2,716 27 2,422 23
Son 763 4 401 4 362 3
Daughter 826 4 434 4 391 4
Parent 3N 2 176 2 195 2
Brother/sister 596 3 250 2 346 )
Other relative 675 3 331 3 345 3
Friend 1,708 8 1,026 10 682 7
Other 1,196 6 603 6 594 6

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.11
Type of unpaid support received from outside the household by age group, gender, frequency of
support, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Age group

Total
Gender, type and population 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
frequency of support

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total population 20,526 100 3,838 100 4,706 100 4,080 100 2768 100 2,342 100 2,790 100
At least one type support 11,480 56 2941 77 2944 63 2057 50 1,138 41 962 41 1,437 52
Housework 2,760 13 685 18 773 16 472 12 264 10 189 8 378 14
at least once a week 485 2 116 3 102 2 51 1 448 2 47 2 120 4
at least once a month 778 4 197 5 222 5 9g 2 69 2 79 3 112 4
less than once a month 1,453 7 35 9 44 9 318 8 140 § 63 3 139 5
Household maintenance 4707 23 918 24 1345 29 895 22 513 19 474 20 562 20
at least once a week 333 2 5 1 75 2 35 1 43 2 35 1 95 3
at least once a month 1194 6 2n 7 317 7 159 4 141 5 132 6 175 6
less than once a month 3,177 15 595 15 953 20 701 17 330 12 308 13 291 10
Transportation 8099 39 2509 65 1915 41 1317 32 738 27 562 24 1,058 38
at least once a week 2442 12 1103 29 429 9 219 5 170 6 143 6 377 14
at least once a month 2,563 12 851 22 620 13 389 10 232 8 o7 314 1
less than once a month 3,089 15 555 14 866 18 708 17 331 12 261 11 367 13
Financlal support 2223 11 870 23 757 16 371 9 99 4 74 3 51 2
at least once a week 118 1 78 2 - - - - - - - = - -
at least once a month 532 3 294 8 140 3 46 1 - - 23 1 - -
less than once a month 1563 8 499 13 581 13 311 8 86 3 4 2 31 1
Men
Total population 10,038 100 1,955 100 2,339 100 2,025 100 1,378 100 1,148 100 1,193 100
At least one type support 5491 55 1523 78 1473 63 1,042 51 520 38 444 39 489 41
Housework 1,244 12 346 18 376 16 217 11 97 7 69 6 139 12
at least once a week 242 2 73 4 52 2 28 1 - - 26 2 47 4
at least once a month 333 3 89 5 114 5 46 2 % 2 - - 39 3
less than once a month 654 7 171 9 211 9 143 7 57 4 - - 5 4
Household maintenance 2653 26 483 25 835 36 566 28 2891 21 252 22 226 19
at [east once a week 158 2 27 1 38 2 24 1 - - - - 41 3
at Ieast once a month 679 7 150 8 204 9 97 5 91 7 65 6 72 6
less than once a month 1815 18 306 16 593 25 445 22 181 13 178 15 113 9
Transportation 3632 36 1,283 66 928 40 618 31 289 21 216 19 299 25
at least once a week 1,060 11 573 29 202 9 88 4 76 6 35 3 85 7
at least once a month 1,085 11 426 22 300 13 179 9 52 4 45 4 83 7
less than once a month 1,483 15 285 15 425 18 351 17 157 11 134 12 131 11
Financial support 1,052 10 420 22 366 16 164 8 47 3 38 3 - -
at least once a week 62 1 36 2 - - - - - - - - - -
at least once a month 211 2 138 7 48 2 - - - - - - - -
less than once a month 776 8 251 13 302 13 143 7 42 3 27 2 - -

Continued on next page
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TABLE 5.11
Type of unpaid support received from outside the household by age group, gender, frequency of
support, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990 - Concluded

Age group
Total
Gender, type and population 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 +
frequency of support
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Women
Total population 10,487 100 1,884 100 2,368 100 2,055 100 1,390 100 1,194 100 1,597 100

At least one type support 5980 57 1418 75 1471 62 1015 49 618 44 518 43 948 59

Housework 1,517 14 339 18 397 17 255 12 166 12 120 10 240 15
at least once a week 243 2 43 2 5 2 23 1 3 2 - - 73 'S5
at least once a month 45 4 108 6 108 § 52 3 44 3 58 5§ 73 5
less than once a month 799 8 179 9 233 10 174 8 B2 6 41 3 88 6

Household maintenance 2053 20 435 23 509 22 329 16 222 16 222 18 336 21
at least once a week 178 2 23 1 37 2 - - 28 |2 26 2 54 3
at least once a month 516 5 121 6 112§ 62 3 5 4 66 6 103 6
less than once a month 1,362 13 289 15 360 15 256 12 149 11 130 N 178 11

Transportation 4467 43 1,226 65 988 42 698 34 449 32 346 29 760 48
at least once a week 1,382 13 530 28 227 10 131 6 94 7 108 9 282 18
at least once a month 1,478 14 425 23 320 14 210 10 180 13 111 9 231 14
less than once a month 1606 15 271 14 441 19 358 17 175 13 127 11 236 15

Financial support 1,171 11 450 24 381 17 207 10 52 4 36 3 35 2
at least once a week 56 1 41 2 - - - - - - - - - -
at least once a month 320 3 161 9 92 4 29 1 - - - - - -
less than once a month 788 8 248 13 288 12 168 8 4 3 - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.12

Type of unpaid support received from outside the household by
gender and person providing the support, population aged 15 and
over, Canada, 1990

Gender
Type of support Total population
received and person Men Women
providing support G % No. % Rl %

(Numbers in thousands)

Total population 20,526 100 10,038 100 10,487 100
All types of support 11,480 56 5,491 55 5,989 57
Son 818 4 273 3 545 5
Daughter 821 4 208 2 613 6
Parent 2,091 10 841 8 1,250 12
Brother/sister 1,491 7 652 6 839 8
Other relative 2,406 12 1,113 11 1,293 12
Friend 7,802 38 4,096 41 3,706 35
Support group 30 0 - - 28 0
Other 347 2 167 2 180 2
Total housework 2,760 13 1,244 12 1,517 14
Son 102 0 28 0 74 1
Daughter 355 2 119 1 235 2
Parent 537 3 173 2 365 3
Brother/sister 302 1 102 1 199 2
Other relative 548 3 258 3 290 3
Friend 1,253 6 690 7 562 5
Other 86 0 28 0 57 1
Total household maintenance 4707 23 2,653 26 2,053 20
Son 483 2 170 2 313 3
Daughter 135 1 26 0 108 1
Parent 379 2 186 2 193 2
Brother/sister 517 3 296 3 222 2
Other relative 985 5 548 5 437 4
Friend 2,789 14 1,727 17 1,062 10
Other 46 0 - - 30 0
Total transportation 8,099 39 3,632 36 4,467 43
Son 387 2 107 1 280 3
Daughter 528 3 104 1 424 4
Parent 688 3 229 2 459 4
Brother/sister 716 3 253 3 463 4
Other relative 985 5 382 4 603 6
Friend 5,903 29 2,951 29 2,952 28
Other 136 1 79 1 57 1
Total financial 2,223 " 1,052 10 1,171 11
Son 47 0 - - 37 0
Daughter 56 0 - - 43 0
Parent 1,028 5 440 4 588 6
Brother/sister 215 1 98 1 117 1
Other relative 356 2 161 2 194 2
Friend 651 3 399 4 252 2
Support group 30 0 - - 28 0
Other i 1 37 1 54 1

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 5.13
Type of paid support received from outside the household by age group, gender and frequency
of support, population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990

Age group
Total
Gender, type and population 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 +
frequency of support
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Both genders
Total population 20526 100 3,838 100 4,706 100 4,080 100 2,768 100 2342 100 2,790 100

At least one type of paid

support 4454 22 666 17 752 16 886 22 647 23 535 23 967 35
House cleaning/laundry1 1,780 9 174 5 246 5 380 10 314 11 219 9 447 16
At least once a week 799 4 123 3 118 3 177 4 N 5 80 4 161 6
At least once a month 632 3 39 1 77 2 141 3 106 4 62 3 207 7
Less than once a month 308 2 - - 50 1 63 2 61 2 42 2 74 3
Household maintenance! 2494 12 252 7 356 8 518 13 418 15 369 16 581 21
At least once a week 307 {1 K] 1 3 1 65 2 67 2 - - 87 3
At least once a month 527 3 55 1 51 1 g8 2 66 2 88 4 168 6
Less than once a month 1,588 8 160 4 268 6 347 9 268 10 240 10 315 11
Transpoﬂation‘ 1,214 6 307 8 261 6 164 4 98 4 M3 5 270 10
At least once a week 300 2 112 3 68 1 53 1 3 1 3% 2 g2 3
At least once a month 315 2 82 2 70 1 32 1 - - 33l |1 82 3
Less than once a month 432 2 112 3 121 3 78 2 a4 2 44 2 gt 3
Men
Total population 10,038 100 1,955 100 2,339 100 2,025 100 1,378 100 1,148 100 1,193 100
At least one type of paid
support 2,046 20 343 18 353 15 418 21 284 21 254 22 384 32
House cleaning/laundry1 808 8 80 4 102 4 203 10 143 10 114 10 166 14
At least once a week 367 4 54 3 45 2 83 5§ 72 15 45 4 58 5
At least once a month 279 3 - = ao 1 68 3 37 3 3 3 87 7
Less than once a month 137 1 - = 27 1 42 2 - - - - - -
Household malntenance! 1,160 12 131 7 167 7 241 12 201 15 % 15 247 21
At least once a week 129 1 - - - - 34 2 - - - - 38 3
At least once a month 259 3 - - 26 1 46 2 - - 42 4 82 7
Less than once a month %0 7 9% 5 123§ 161 8 128 9 115 10 127 1
Transportation' 500 5 155 B8 119 5 71 4 33 2 4 4 7 6
At least once a week 135 1 52 3 27 1 - = - - - - - -
At least once a month 133 1 3 2 37 2 - - - - - - - -
Less than once a month 226 2 70 4 55 2 38 2 - = - - 33 3
Women
Total population 10,487 100 1,884 100 2,368 100 2,055 100 1,390 100 1,194 100 1,597 100
At least one type of paid
support 2408 23 323 17 398 17 468 23 353 25 281 24 583 37
House cleanlng/laundry1 g82 9 94 5 144 6 187 9 170 12 105 9 282 18
At least once a week 432 4 63 4 73 3 84 4 59 4 45 4 103 6
At least once a month 358/ '3 - = 47 2 73 4 70 15 27 2 120 W7
Less than once a month 71 2 - - 23 1 27 1 4 2 - - 57 4
Household maintenance 1334 13 120 6 188 8 277 13 216 16 197 17 334 21
At least once a week 178 2 - - - - 31 1 37 13 - - 54 3
At least once a month 268 3 3 2 25 1 53 3 25 12 47 4 87 5
Less than once a month 848 8 63 3 146 6 187 8 140 10 125 10 187 12
Transportation' 7144 7 152 8 142 6 83 5§ 65 5 68 6 183 12
At least once a week 256 2 60 3 40 2 {7 2 - - - - 73 5
At least once a month 182 2 49 3 34 1 - = - = - - 61 4
Less than once a month 266 3 4 2 67 3 40 2 31 2 29 2 58 4

General Social Survey, 1990
1 indudes thase with frequency of support not stated.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9 Family and friends



=87 =

CHAPTER 6

CONTACTS WITH FAMILY AND FRIENDS

6.1 METHODS

Data on parents were drawn from Section A of the
GSS 5-2 Questionnaire. If the respondents’ parent(s)
were alive at the time of the survey, data were
collected on parent(s)’ ages (A4 and A24), where and
with whom parents lived (AS, A6, A7, A25, A27,
A28, A29 and A30), how far they lived from the
respondent (A8 and A31), how often respondents saw
their parent(s) (A9 and A32), where respondents
usually saw their parent(s) (A10 and A33), and how
often respondents had contact with their parent(s) by
phone or letter (A13 and A36).

For respondents who lived with their parent(s) and
those whose parents were deceased, contact questions
were not asked. Analysis was done only for those
respondents who did not live with their parent(s).

Respondents were also asked questions about their
grandparents. Specifically, respondents were asked if
any of their grandparents were alive at the time of
survey (A53) and if so, where they lived (A54) and
about the frequency and type of contact they had with
any of their grandparents (AS56, A57).

In Section B of the questionnaire, respondents were
asked questions about their siblings including the
number of siblings, whether they were alive at the time
of the survey and where they lived (B2 to B6). As
well, respondents were asked about the frequency and
type of contact they had with siblings not living in
their household. Specifically, questions pertained to
how frequently the respondent saw any of their siblings
(B10) and how frequently they had contact with any of
their brothers or sisters by letter or phone (B11).

In Section E of the questionnaire, respondents were
asked about their close friends. A friend was defined
as any person other than a member of the respondent’s
immediate family. Spouses, parents, brothers, sisters
and children were excluded. However, aunts, uncles,

cousins, nieces, nephews and in-laws, etc. were
eligible to be selected. Respondents were asked how
many people they considered to be close friends (El),
if their closest friend was male or female (E3), where
the friendship started (E4), how far they lived from
their friend (ES), how often they saw their friend (E6),
and how often they contacted their friend either by
mail or by phone (E7).

6.2 RESULTS

6.2.1 Parents and Grandparents

How far away did children live from their parent(s)

Over 50% of Canadians who did not live with one or
both parents were within 50 km of them (Table 6.1).
Of these, most lived within 10 km of one or both of
their parents. However, another 15% to 23% lived
beyond 1,000 km.

There was little difference between distance patterns of
sons and daughters. If anything, sons seemed to stay
closer to home than did daughters; 36% of sons lived
within 10 km of a parent, compared with 32% of
daughters.

A relationship between the living arrangements of
parents and distance to children was apparent. When
parents lived together, 36% of Canadians lived within
10 km; with another 19% living 11-50 km away.
When parents were not living together because of
separation, nearly the same proportion (34%) lived
within 10 km of their mother, and 32% lived the same
distance from their father. When one of the parents
was deceased, 33% lived within 10 km of their mother
and 27% within 10 km of their father.

Marital status also had some bearing on the proximity
to the parent. Never-married children lived somewhat
farther away from their parents than Canadians of any

Family and friends
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other marital status, either married/common law,
divorced, separated or widowed. For example, among
never-married Canadians, 30% lived within 10 km of
their mother, whereas about 35% of others lived within
10 km of their mother (data not shown). An additional
19% of Canadians, regardless of marital status lived
within 11-50 km.

How often did children see their parents

As expected, the closer the child lived to a parent, the
more likely it was that they saw them on a regular
basis (Tables 6.2 and 6.3). Of those who lived within
10 km of one of their parents, an overwhelming 80%
saw their parents daily or at least once a week. When
living between 11-50 km from their parents, 52% had
daily or weekly contact. For those living 51-100 km
away, this proportion dropped to 23% and to 2%
among those who lived over 100 km away.

Not only was distance lived from parents related to
frequency of contact, but also there was a relationship
between parental living arrangements and the
frequency of contact. When parents lived together and
within 10 km, 21% of Canadians saw their parents on
a daily basis. An additional 63% saw their parents on
a weekly basis. When parents lived 11-50 km away,
these ratios dropped to 5% and 53 %, respectively.

Among Canadians with a widowed parent, frequency
of contact paralleled that for married parents. Parents
who were separated had the lowest frequency of daily
and weekly visits. Fifteen percent of children who
lived within 10 km of a mother who was separated had
daily contact and an additional 54% had weekly visits.
For children living the same distance from their
separated father contact was less frequent; 8% daily
and 47% weekly. Daily visits were not common for
children who lived 11-50 km away. However, 23%
visited their father weekly, while 49% saw their
mother on a weekly basis.

Analysis of the distance lived from parents by gender
revealed no differences. However, examination of
frequency of contact, revealed a clearer connection
between frequency of contact and gender. Overall, 6%
of men and 8% of women saw a parent on a daily
basis; with an additional 32% of men and 33% of
women having weekly contact. For those living within
10 km of their parents, 15% of sons and 21% of
daughters visited daily. Weekly visits were more
frequent, with little difference between sons and
daughters (61 % and 62 %, respectively).

- 88 -

Among Canadians whose parents lived together and
within 10 km, 18% of sons and 23% of daughters
visited daily.  Again, weekly visits by sons and
daughters were similar (61% and 64%, respectively).
Daily visits were few for sons but 21% for daughters
whose mother was separated or divorced and within
10 km. Another 55% of sons and 54% of daughters
had weekly visits.

Sons visited their separated or divorced fathers daily or
weekly, slightly more than daughters (20% vs. 17%).
Canadians with a widowed father visited more
frequently (i.¢. 6% daily and 24% weekly) than people
with a separated father (2% and 17%, respectively).

Satisfaction with contact

Canadians were asked if they saw their parent(s) less
often than they would like, more often than they would
like, or about the right amount. In general, those who
had the opportunity to see their parent(s) frequently
were more satisfied with the frequency than others. Of
those who saw their mother daily, 91% were satisfied
with the frequency of the visits (Text Table 6.1), and
91% were satisfied with the daily visits with their
father.

Although the gender of the interviewed person did not
have any bearing on satisfaction levels, the gender of
the parent did. For example, among those who had
not seen their mother during the previous 12 months,
87% said the amount of contact was less often than
they would like. Of people who did not see their
father during this same period, 68 % said the amount of
contact was less than they would like.

People who reported they did not see their parent(s)
enough were also asked what prevented them from
seeing their parent(s) more often. The most frequently
cited reason for not seeing their mother enough was
distance (64%), followed by time (35%) and financial
constraints (13%) (Text Table 6.2). For fathers, the
proportions were 91%, 50% and 17%, respectively.
As well, 11% stated that their father's time constraints
were the reason for lack of contact. A poor
relationship with their father was given by 4% of
Canadians as reason for lack of contact. For mothers,
this accounted for only 1% of reasons.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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Frequency of personal contact with mother and father by satisfaction with amount of time spent with parent,
population aged 15 and over not living with one or both parents, Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact

Not within
At least At least Less than past 12
Satisfaction with amount Total Daily once a week once a month once a month  months  Not stated
of time spent with parent
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{(Numbers in thousands)
Time spent with mother
Total 10.437 100 756 100 3,554 100 2,364 100 2,860 100 870 100 34 100
Less often than would like 4,820 46 29 4 765 22 1,100 47 2,168 76 757 87 - -
More often than would like 299 3 41 5 92 3 68 3 68 2 32 4 - -
About the right amount 5ioi6) ST 687 91 269 76 1,188 50 621 28 81 9 - -
Not stated 42 -- - - -- - - -- - -- 31 9l
Time spent with father
Total 8,159 100 573 100 2481 100 1,797 100 2,338 100 833 100 137 100
Less often than would ike 3,514 43 o3 < 440 18 805 45 1672 72 570 68 - -
More often than would like 216 3 30 kS 65 3 42 o 54 2 25 3 - -
About the right amount 4,285 53 520 91 1975 80 944 53 608 26 236 28 - -
Not stated 144 2 = = - - - . = 131 96

TEXT TABLE 6.2

Reason(s) for not seeing parents more often,
population aged 15 and over not living with parents,
Canada, 1990

Mother Father

Reason(s)! for not seeing No. % No. %

parents more often

(Numbers in thousands)

Total 4,820 100 3,514 100
Distance 3,094 64 2,225 91
Poor relationship 68 1 109 4
Time 1,718 35 1,225 50
Parents® time 241 5 259 11
Health 36 1 - -
Parents’ health 51 1 - -
Financial 622 13 411 17
Transportation 289 6 198 8
Family responsibilities 300 6 142 8
Other reasons 83 2 105 4

General Social Survey. 1990

' Numbers do not add to total beeause of multiple responses.

General Social Survey, 1990

How often did children phone or write their mother

Contact with parents was more frequent by letter or
phone than in person. While 7% saw their mother
daily, 15% either phoned their mother or wrote to her
on a daily basis (Table 6.4). As well, 34% of
Canadians saw their mother weekly,while 44% wrote
or phoned. There was little change for monthly
contact — 23% and 27%, respectively. While 36%
of people saw their mother less than once a month
(including not within past 12 months), only 13%
phoned or wrote their mother on a similar basis.

The difference between sons and daughters in contact
by letter or phone with their mother was higher than
for visitations. Eight percent of sons wrote or phoned
their mother daily; the proportion of daughters writing
or calling daily was much larger, 22%. The
proportion of weekly letters or calls was similar for
sons and daughters — 43% and 45%, respectively.

Sons living within 10 km of their mother saw or talked
to her mother with the same frequency: 15% saw their
mother daily and 14% wrote or phoned daily.
However, daughters were much more likely to talk or
write to their mother daily (45 %) than they were to see
(22%) their mother daily.

Fanuly and triends

Stansties Canada Gat. 11-612E, N*9
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For Canadians who lived between 11-50 km of their
parents, the frequency of letters or calls was higher
than visits for both sons and daughters. For example,
5% of daughters saw their mother daily, while 29%
wrote or called her daily. For sons, there were very
few daily visits, but 10% wrote or called on a daily
basis.

Contacts with grandpareni(s)

Among Canadians with a grandparent still living,
nearly as many saw their grandparent less than once a
month (41%) as more than once a month (39%) (Text
Table 6.3). As well, another 20% had not seen their
grandparents in the 12 months prior to being surveyed.

Canadians aged 15-24 reported seeing their
grandparents more often than did older people. As
well, people who had never married reported more
contact with their grandparent(s) than did others, which
may, in part, be a reflection of age.

The number of contacts by telephone or letter was
similar to personal contacts: 3% of Canadians had

TEXT TABLE 6.3

daily and 13% had weekly contact by letter or phone
with their grandparent(s) (Text Table 6.3). Another
22% had contact on a monthly basis, while 33 % were
in contact by letter or phone less than once a month.
Fully 29% of Canadians had no contact with their
grandparent(s) in the 12 months prior to the survey.

6.2.2 Brothers and Sisters

Personal contacts

Overall, 7% of Canadians had daily contact with
brothers or sisters not living with them (Table 6.5).
Another 27% saw them weekly, 24% at least once a
month and 31% less than once a month. Only 10% of
Canadians had no contact within the past 12 months
with siblings. While 52% of Canadians aged 15-24
saw their siblings daily or weekly, the same was true
for only 37% of those aged 25-44, 26% of those aged
45-64 and 22% of people aged 65 and over.
Proportionately, more people aged 65 and over (18%)
reported no contact with their brothers or sisters within
the past 12 months than all others.

Frequency of contact with grandparent(s) by type of contact and age group, population aged 15 and over not

living with grandparent(s), Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact

At least At least Less than Not within
once a once a once a past
Type of contact Total Daily week month month 12 months Not stated
and age group
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Personal contact
Total 6,176 100 186 3 840 14 1,358 22 2,541 41 1,229 20 - -
15-24 3,160 100 150 S 602 19 856 27 1,075 34 462 15 - e
25-44 2,941 100 35 1 233 8 496 17 1,427 49 744 25 - -
45 + 75 100 - - - - - 39 52 - - - e
Letter/phone contact
Total 6,176 100 211 3 822 13 1,330 22 2,023 33 1,766 29 - -
15-24 3,160 100 151 5 577 18 857 27 890 28 670 21 - -
25-44 2,941 100 57 2 242 8 457 16 1,119 38 1,058 36 - -
45 + 75 100 - - - e - - - - 38 51 -

General Social Survey, 1990
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Few differences in frequency by age and gender were
apparent except among Canadians aged 65 and over.
While a similar proportion of men and women in this
age group reported seeing their sibling(s) daily, weekly
and less than monthly, more women (43 %) than men
(36%) reported contacts less frequent than once a
month. More men (22%) than women (15%) reported
no contact within the past 12 months.

Never-married Canadians had the most frequent contact
with their brothers and sisters (Table 6.6). In fact,
14% reported they saw their siblings daily. This
compares with just 6% of the married, 8% of people
living common law, 5% of divorced people, 7% of
people who were separated and 6% widows and
widowers.  Never-married Canadians (34%) and
people living common law (32%) were more likely
than others to report weekly contact. A larger
proportion of widows and widowers (39%) and
married people (34%) than others reported that they
had contact with their brothers and sisters less
frequently than once a month. As well, more widowed
Canadians (17%) along with people who were divorced
(12%) or separated (14%) reported no contact within
the past 12 months with their siblings than did people
who were married (10%), living common law (6%) or
never married (6%).

Contacts by letter or phone

While equal proportions of Canadians had daily
personal contact and contact by phone or letter with
their siblings (7%), more Canadians had weekly, less
than weekly and monthly contact by phone than
personal contact. Of Canadians who said that they had
contact by letter or phone, 32% did so weekly, 30% at
least once a month and 24% less than once a month
(Table 6.7). Only 6% said they had not written or
phoned any of their brothers or sisters within the past
12 months. While 53% of people aged 15-24 wrote or
phoned their siblings daily or weekly, only 33% of
people aged 65 and over did so.

Overall, women were more frequent letter writers or
phone callers than were men. For example, 10% of
women versus 4% of men reported daily letter or
phone contact and 36% of women versus 29% of men
had weekly letter or phone contacts. Although
trequency of contact decreased with age for both men
and women, in all age groups, women reported more
frequent letter or phone contact with their brothers or
sisters.

- 9] -

Comparison by marital status revealed that never-
married Canadians and people living common law had
more frequent contact than all others with their
siblings. For example, 49% of never-married people
and 43% of people living common law wrote or
phoned their siblings daily or weekly, compared with
36% of married Canadians, 40% of divorced people,
37% of people who were separated and 38% of
widows and widowers (Table 6.8). Regardless of
marital status, women had a greater frequency of
contact than did men.

6.2.3 Friends
How many close friends do you have?

In 1990, Canadians reported many close friends.
While 16% said they had one to two friends, 33%
reported three to five friends (Table 6.9). Another
17% reported six to nine close friends and 26% said
they had ten or more friends. Only 7% of Canadians
said they had no close friends.

Women (55%) were more likely to report one to five
friends than men (44%) (Figure 6.1). However, more
men (31%) than women (22%) said they had ten or
more friends. The proportion who answered they had
no friends was essentially the same for men and
women (7% and 6%, respectively).

More older Canadians than younger Canadians said
they had no close friends (Table 6.9). By age 65 and
over, 15% reported no close friends. However, with
increasing age, Canadians were more likely to have a
large circle of friends (i.e. ten or more friends). At
ages 15-24, 23% said they had ten or more close
friends. This proportion increased to 25% among
people aged 25-44 and 29% among Canadians aged
45-64. Thirty percent of seniors aged 65 and over said
they had ten or more friends.

Is your closest friend male or female?

When Canadians were asked the gender of their closest
friend, as expected, most men answered that their
closest friend was male (85%) and most women said
that their closest friend was female (88%) (Text
Table 6.4). Among women, with increasing age, the
likelihood was greater that their best friend was a
female, from 75% of those aged 15-24, to 94% for
those aged 65 and over. For men, the proportion

Family and friends
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FIGURE 6.1
Number of friends by gender, proportion of population aged 15 and over, Canada, 1990
%
100
Gender
—Men ZaWomen

80

60

40 37

30 [ 31
20 ' 17
None 3-5 6-9 10 or more

Number of friends
General Social Survey, 1990

TEXT TABLE 6.4
Gender of closest friend by age group and gender, population aged 15 and over having a close friend,
Canada, 1990

Age group
Gender and gender Total 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
of closest friend
No. % No. % No. % No. %o No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 19,139 100 3,755 100 8,404 100 4,621 100 2,359 100
Men 9,000 47 1,906 51 4,066 48 2,142 46 885 38
Women 9,988 52 1,844 49 4,288 51 2,437 53 1,419 60
Not stated 152 1 - - 50 1 41 1 56 2

Men

Total 9,330 100 1,909 100 4,177 100 2,263 100 981 100
Men 7,905 85 1,453 76 3,633 87 1,999 88 821 84
Women 1,326 14 455 24 509 12 233 10 128 13
Not stated 99 1 -- - 35 1 -- - 32 3

Women

Total 9,810 100 1,846 100 4,228 100 2,357 100 1,378 100
Men 1,094 11 453 25 433 10 143 6 64 5
Women 8,662 88 1,389 75 3,779 89 2,204 93 1,291 94
Not stated 53 | - - - - - - 23 2

General Social Survey, 1990

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9 Family and friends



whose closest friend was male peaked between 45 and
64 years of age (88%).

The youngest age group (15-24 years) had the highest
proportion of opposite gender friends: 24% of men
stated that their closest friend was female and 25% of
women said their closest friend was male. Among
men aged 25 and over, the proportion with a woman as
their closest friend ranged from 10% to 13%. Among
women of the same age groups, the proportions ranged
from 5% to 10%. Women aged 65 and over were the
least likely group to report an opposite sex friend.

Where did you meet your closest friend?

In general, most friendships started at school (30%),
in the home or neighbourhood (23%), or at work
(21%) (Table 6.10). However, these locations differed
by gender and age. For those aged 15-24, the majority
started their friendships at school (58%), followed by
in their home or neighbourhood (14%). In this age
group, there were few differences by gender. Among
Canadians aged 25-44, the proportion of close
friendships starting at school dropped to 34% for men
and 29% for women. As would be expected, a larger
proportion of people in this age group than those aged
15-24 reported meeting their closest friend at work. In
fact, 27% of men and 25% of women met their closest
friend at work.

TEXT TABLE 6.5

2 93 =

Among Canadians aged 45-64, the location where most
friendships started for men was the workplace
(32%). For women, it was the home or
neighbourhood (33%) followed by in the workplace
(21%). Older Canadians (aged 65 and over) were
more likely to have started friendships in their
neighbourhood (37% for men, 39% for women). For
men, workplace friendships still had a high proportion
at 21 %, whereas it had fallen to 11% for women.

Frequency of contact with closest friend

Most Canadians saw their closest friend at least once
a week (39%) or on a daily basis (19%) (Text Table
6.5). Another 21% saw their friend at least once a
month.  However, younger Canadians had more
frequent contact with their closest friend than others.
Among Canadians aged 15-24, 46% saw their closest
friend daily, compared with 14% of people aged 25-
44. Only 11% of people aged 45-64 and those aged 65
and over saw their friends on a daily basis.

Canadians, who were never married (Table 6.11), saw
their closest friend more often than all others. For
example, 39% of never-married people saw their friend
on a daily basis, with an additional 35% on a weekly
basis. For persons who were married, daily visits
dropped to 11%, with weekly visits increasing
slightly to 39%. There were no substantial differences

Frequency of personal contact with closest friend by age group, papulation aged 15 and over not living with closest

friend, Canada, 1990

Age group
Frequency Total 15-24 25-44 45-64 65+
of contact
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Total 19,062 100 3,725 100 8,371 100 4,614 100 2,353 100
Daily 3,688 19 1,728 46 1,210 14 494 11 256 11
At least once a week 7,457 39 1,244 33 3,182 38 2,037 44 995 42
At least once a month 4,026 21 399 11 1,980 24 1,148 25 499 21
Less than once a month 3,182 17 296 8 1,663 20 764 17 459 20
Not within past 12 months 557 3 55 1 283 3 133 3 86 4
Not stated 151 1 -- - 51 1 39 I 58 2

General Social Survey, 1990

Family and friends
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between men and women. The greatest differences
were among the divorced. Nineteen percent of
divorced men saw their closest friend on a daily basis
and 51% saw him/her weekly. For women, the
proportions were 16% and 48%, respectively.

Never-married Canadians were also more frequent
letter writers and phone callers than all others
(Table 6.12). For example, 34% of never-married
people talked or wrote to their friend daily, while the
same was true for only 9% of married Canadians and
11% of people living common law. Of never-married
women, 41% wrote or called their friend daily and
38% weekly. For never-married men, 27% wrote or
phoned daily and 44 % weekly.

6.3  DISCUSSION

Parents and grandparents

Findings from the 1990 GSS on contacts with family
and friends add an important dimension to the
understanding of family and friendship relationships.
With the exception of the 1985 GSS where questions
on contacts with family and friends were asked (see
Stone, 1988), there are no other national data in which
these aspects are explored among Canadians of all age
groups. The information provided by the 1990 GSS is
thus extremely important in assessing a central aspect
of people’s lives.

Contacts with family and friends are important to study
for several reasons. They reveal the networks of social
connections people have and how they work. Contacts
also are important to health and well-being. For
example, those who have social contacts are more
likely to be better integrated into society and to have a
lesser sense of social isolation, which works against
suicide, anti-social behaviours, loneliness and a host of
other social problems. Being part of a social network,
in essence, is vital to what makes us human and what
makes us strong.

Previous research, largely with smaller samples, has
focused on numbers of people with whom one
maintains contact, and on the effects of the contacts on
well-being (see, for example, Connidis, 1989a; 1989b;
Hollinger & Heller, 1990; Leigh, 1982; Stone, 1988).
Much, but not all of the previous research in this area,
has focused on older adults and their family tics and
friendship networks (Connidis, 1989). This is not
surprising given that it is often adult children’s contacts
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with their parents, or the reverse, that are of particular
interest. Studies of contacts among families and friends
are necessary to understand what family and caring
means in the wider sense than a focus on families who
live in the same household allows.

The finding that over one-half of Canadians live in
close proximity to at least one of their parents may
suggest that Canadians are not so geographically
mobile as is often thought, and remain tied to family in
ways that determine where they live in adult life. That
adult children live closer to mothers than to fathers or
that mothers live closer to adult children than do
fathers adds force to the conclusion that it is not simply
coincidence that adult children live close to a parent.
That it is never-married adult children who live
furthest away suggests the possibility that once
married, adult children might become more familial
overall, including living closer to a parent.

In 1990, the amount of contact reported by respondents
with their parents and grandparents suggests that the
often heard story that adult children have little interest
in their parents or grandparents as they pursue their
own careers and families is not supported by these
data. In fact, it is those aged 15-24, who might be
expected to be the most busy with their own lives, who
report having the most contact with their grandparents.
Even among those who live at a greater distance,
there is considerable contact with parents, although
predictably it is somewhat less frequent.

A tendency for daughters more than sons to have daily
contacts with a parent when living in close proximity
emerges here, consistent with other research (Cicirelli,
1983; Connidis, 1989b; Leigh, 1982; Statistics Canada,
1991; Stone, 1988). The surprise in these findings is
that it is sons who live closer to at least one parent
rather than daughters.

The findings on satistaction reveal that, contrary to
some popular beliefs, Canadians are, on average,
content with the amount of contact they have with their
parents. Contact with mothers seems more important,
however, than contact with fathers, supporting earlier
studies and models of family where mothers are more
central than fathers (Hollinger & Heller, 1990).

Contact by means other than personal visits reveals the
often found gender difference — it is daughters who
do the phoning or writing much more than sons. This
contact means that daughters would be the first to
know of any problems with the parent and be the first

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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ones to be called upon to help (Cicirelli, 1983,
Connidis, 1989b; Matthews, 1987; McDaniel, 1993).

Brothers and sisters

Adult sibling contacts have not received the research
attention that has been given to contacts between
parents and adult children (Connidis, 1989b:71-72;
Gold, 1987). It could be that sibling research has
focused primarily on sibling rivalry studies to the
neglect of other aspects. This is interesting because the
sibling relationship can be of longer duration than the
parent/child relationship. Sibling relationships, as
Connidis points out, are unique in the sharing of
cultural background, common family experience,
similarity of physical and perhaps health situations, and
shared life experiences. Thus, it would seem that
siblings might be an important resource for aging
individuals, a source of companionship, solace and
support.

Generally high levels of contact are reported with
siblings, although less high than with parents. With
age, contacts with siblings decreased, somewhat
surprisingly. Findings here are generally consistent
with those of Connidis (1989a; 1989b) and Gold
(1987). Connidis (1989a:430) cautions against the
interpretation that lack of contact with siblings means
that there is no relationship; rather, she suggests that
it could be "dormant,” and resumed when needed or
desired. Connidis further argues (1989a:431) that the
future could see an increase in the importance of
sibling ties to mid-life and older Canadians. She cites
changing family trends, such as increased divorce and
childlessness, as well as the smaller number of closely-
spaced children as reasons for her prediction.

Geographical proximity, not highlighted in analyses
presented here, was found by Connidis (1989a) as the
key to degree of sibling contact. She finds important
gender differences as well, with sisters seeing each
other more often than brothers, that are not found in
the 1990 GSS initial analyses. With more detailed
analyses, gender nuances might emerge. The finding
that single siblings had the most contact is consistent
with  Connidis’ (1989a) and with Gold's (1987)
research.

Friends
Friendship ties are even less well understood than

kinship ties (Hollinger & Heller, 1990). This may not
be surprising since definitions of friends ditfer widely,
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making the asking of questions about friends
challenging. Hollinger and Heller (1990) point out,
from their study of seven countries, that enormous
cultural differences exist in how friends are seen and
who are seen as friends. To Americans and Australians
(and presumably Canadians as well, although Hollinger
and Heller did not include Canada in their study),
friends are defined in a wider and more casual way
than for Germans, Austrians and Hungarians, who tend
to see friends as closer and longer lasting. Britons and
Italians fall somewhere in between.

Canadians report having many friends, suggesting that
they are part of social networks. Women tend to report
having more friends than men, and older people have
more than younger people, with same gender friends
being the most common experience. The kinds of
relationships people have with friends, as compared
with siblings, parents or grandparents are not known
from these data. Connidis and Davies (1992) argue for
a model of analysis of contacts that includes the
various options for companionship and support. They
find, for example, that it is the entire network of kin
and triends that one has that determines the nature of
the relationship one develops with friends. An earlier
study by Connidis and Davies (1990) finds that
different actors in one’s social network are called upon
for ditferent purposes. This suggests that studies of
contacts alone may not be enough to ascertain much
about the relationship. Nonetheless, national data on
social and support networks provide a much needed
basis for further analysis and research.

In concluding this chapter, unanswered questions
remain and await further analysis of the 1990 General
Social Survey data and further research sparked by
these findings. One question arises from the
cross-national study by Hollinger and Heller (1990);
that is, that ethnicity might matter to contacts with
family and friends. Hints emerge from the work of
Dreidger and Chappell (1987) that this might be the
case. [t deserves exploration.

Another unanswered question which emerges from this
discussion is the need for greater attention to the
effects of changing family patterns on contacts among
family and friends. What, for example, is the effect of
the recent phenomena where adult children continue to
live with their parents or return home to live with their
parents, known as the "cluttered nest" (Boyd & Pryor,
1989) on future contacts with parents and
grandparents, with siblings and with friends?

Family and friends
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TABLE 6.1
Parents’ living arrangements by gender and distance living from parent(s),
population aged 15 and over not living with one or both parents, Canada, 1990

Parents' living arrangements

Parents live Father Mother
together Do not live together deceased deceased
Gendarand slalaice Distance Distance Distance Distance

WiRgfranmparantiy from mother  from father  from mother  from father

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 5598 100 1,329 100 1,569 100 3,430 100 900 100
Within 10 km 2023 36 446 34 496 32 1,126 33 245 27
11- 50 km 1,079 19 268 20 309 20 656 19 163 18
51-100 km 434 8 98 7 132 8 243 r/ 92 10
101 - 200 km 411 7 79 6 89 6 234 7 49 5
201 - 1,000 km 789 14 191 14 211 13 438 13 105 12
Over 1,000 km 838 15 231 17 206 19 715 21 204 23
Don't know/Not stated - - - - 36 2 - - 42 5

Men

Total 2678 100 648 100 739 100 1,604 100 487 100
Within 10 km 1,061 40 221 34 240 32 542 34 138 28
11-50 km 482 18 120 18 135 18 303 19 95 20
51-100 km 182 7 45 7 63 9 107 7 39 8
101 - 200 km 166 6 45 7 54 7 105 {7 27 5
201 - 1,000 km 369 14 93 14 94 13 166 10 5 1
Over 1,000 km 405 15 114 18 133 18 368 23 115 24

Don't know/Not stated - - - - = = = == - -

Women

Total 2920 100 680 100 830 100 1826 100 413 100
Within 10 km 962 33 225 33 25 3 584 32 106 26
11 - 50 km 596 20 148 22 174 21 353 19 68 16
51- 100 km 252 9 53 8 69 8 136 7 53 13
101 - 200 km 245 8 35 5 35 4 129 it 23 6
201 - 1,000 km 420 14 98 14 117 14 271 15 50 12
Over 1,000 km 433 15 17 17 163 20 347 19 89 21
Don't know/Not stated - - - - - - - - 24 6

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 6.2
Frequency of personal contact with mother by gender, parents’ living arrangements and distance
living from mother, population aged 15 and over not living with mother, Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact with mother

Less than
ohce a
Gender, parents' living month/
arrangements and At least At least Not within
distance living once a once a past 12 Not
from mother Total Daily week month months stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total

Total 10,437 100 756 7 3554 34 2364 23 3730 36 34 0
Within 10 km 3,622 100 663 18 2,252 62 583 16 124 3 - -
11-50 km 2,018 100 78 4 1034 51 717 36 190 g - -
51-100 km 774 100 - - 186 24 416 54 165 21 - -
Over 100 km 3,858 100 -- - 83 2 645 16 3221 81 - -

Parents live together

Total 5598 100 480 g 1897 36 1,292 23 1,808 32 - -
Within 10 km 2,023 100 416 21 1,268 63 297 1§ 43 2 - -
11-50 km 1,079 100 54 5 571 53 374 35 79 7 - -
51-100 km 434 100 -- - 115 27 246 57 67 16 - -
Over 100 km 2,038 100 -- - 42 2 376 18 1615 79 - -

Parents separated/divorced -
distance from mother

Total 1,328 100 80 6 395 30 333 25 518 38 - -
Within 10 km 446 100 68 15 241 54 104 23 32 7 - -
11-50 km 268 100 -- - 131 49 83 3 43 16 - -
51-100 km g8 100 -- - - - 56 58 29 30 - -
Over 100 km 502 100 - - - - 87 17 404 81 - -

Father deceased - distance

from mother

Total 3,430 100 194 6 1,127 33 725 21 1376 40 - -
Within 10 km 1,126 100 177 16 720 64 180 16 48 4 - -
11-50 km 656 100 -- - 318 49 260 40 65 10 - -
51-100 km 243 100 - - 58 24 114 47 68 28 - -
Over 100 km 1,386 100 -- - - - 171 it2 1,182 85 - -

Men

Total

Total 4865 100 303 6 1,638 33 1,220 25 1,784 36 - -
Within 10 km 1,828 100 272 15 1,115 61 370 20 69 4 - -
11-50 km 810 100 - - 419 46 378 41 88 10 - -
51-100 km 333 100 - - 76 23 186 56 66 20 - -
Over 100 km 1,852 100 - - 27 1 286 15 15637 83 - -

Parents live together

Total 2,678 100 220 8 g58 36 635 24 852 32 - -
within 10 km 1,061 100 185 18 649 61 195 18 - = - -
11-50 km 482 100 - - 245 51 180 37 37 8 - --
51-100 km 182 100 -- - 55 30 102 56 - - - -
Qver 100 km 840 100 -- - - - 158 17 770 82 - -

Parents separated/divorced -

distance from mother

Total 648 100 26 4 180 28 178 28 264 41 —
Within 10 km 221 100 -- - 121 55 59 27 - - - =
11-50 km 120 100 -- - 46 39 48 40 - - = =
51-100 km 45 100 -- - - - -- -- - - - -
Over 100 km 252 100 - - - - 43 19 1897 78 - -

Father deceased - distance

from mother

Total 1,604 100 58 4 495 31 392 24 655 41 - -
Within 10 km 542 100 57 10 343 63 14 21 27 S - -
11-50 km 303 100 - - 126 41 150 48 28 2] - -
51-100 km 107 100 -- - - - 61 &7 28 27 - -
Over 100 km 639 100 - - - - 68 11 560 88 - -

Continued on next page
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TABLE 6.2
Frequency of personal contact with mother by gender, parents’ living arrangements and distance
living from mother, population aged 15 and over not living with mother, Canada, 1990 -

Concluded
Frequency of contact with mother
Less than
once a
Gender, parents’ living month/
arrangements and At least At least Not within
distance living once a once a past 12 Not
from mother Total Daily week month months stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Women
Total
Total 5472 100 453 8 1,916 35 1,144 21 1946 36 - -
Within 10 km 1,794 100 390 22 1,137 63 213 12 55 3 - -
11-50 km 1,109 100 53 5 614 55 339 3 102 9 - -
51-100 km 441 100 -- - 110 25 230 82 99 22 - -
Over 100 km 2,106 100 - - 56 3 359 17 1,684 80 - -
Parents live together
Total 2920 100 260 9 1,039 36 657 23 957 33 - -
Within 10 km 962 100 221 23 619 64 102 N - - - -
11-50 km 596 100 33 6 326 55 194 33 42 7 - -
51-100 km 252 100 - - 61 24 144 57 46 18 - -
Over 100 km 1,098 100 - - 33 3 218 20 844 77 - -

Parents separated/divorced -
distance from mother

Total 680 100 54 8 215 32 154 23 256 38 - -
Within 10 km 225 100 47 21 121 54 45 20 - - - -
11-50 km 148 100 -- == 85 57 35 24 - - - -
51-100 km 53 100 -- - - - 33 62 - - - -
Over 100 km 250 100 - - - - 38 15 207 83 - -

Father deceased - distance
tfrom mother

Total 1,826 100 137 7 632 35 333 18 721 39 - -
Within 10 km 584 100 120 21 377 65 66 11 - - - -
11-50 km 353 100 -- - 193 85§ 110 31 37 10 - -
51-100 km 136 100 -- - 43 32 53 39 40 29 - -
Over 100 km 747 100 - - - - 103 14 622 83 - -

General Social Survey,1890
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TABLE 6.3
Frequency of personal contact with father by gender, parents’ living arrangements and distance
living from father, population aged 15 and over not living with father, Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact with father

Less than
once a
Gender, parents' living month/
arrangement and At least At least Not within
distance living once a once a past 12 Not
from father Total Daily week month months stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

{(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders
Total
Total 8,159 100 573 7 2,481 30 1,797 22 3171 39 137 2
Within 10 km 2618 100 485 19 1,584 60 411 16 138 5 - -
11-50 km 1,561 100 72 5 685 44 549 35 253 16 - -
51-100 km 686 100 - - 148 22 345 50 184 27 - -
Over 100 km 3,093 100 - - 64 2 486 186 2533 82 - -
Parents live together
Total 5598 100 480 <] 1,997 36 1292 23 1,808 32 - -
Within 10 km 2,023 100 416 21 1,268 63 287 15 43 2 - -
11-50 km 1,079 100 54 s 571 &3 374 35 79 7 - -
51-100 km 434 100 - - ms 247 246 57 67 16 - -
Over 100 km 2,038 100 - - 42 2 376 18 1615 79 - -
Parents separated/divorced -
distance from father
Total 1,569 100 38 2 264 17 314 20 944 60 - -
within 10 km 350 100 29 8 163 47 79 23 79 23 - -
11-50 km 316 100 - - 72 23 106 33 135 43 - -
51-100 km 160 100 - - - - 49 30 89 56 - -
Over 100 km 696 100 - - - - 76 11 605 87 - -
Mother deceased - distance
from father
Total 900 100 56 6 220 24 189 21 399 44 36 4
Within 10 km 245 100 41 17 153 62 3B 14 - - - -
11-50 km 163 100 - - 42 26 68 42 38 23 - -
51-100 km 92 100 - - - - 51 56 28 30 - -
Over 100 km 358 100 - - - - 34 9 311 87 - -
Men
Total
Total 3942 100 266 7 1226 31 889 23 1495 38 66 2
Within 10 km 1,361 100 220 16 831 61 248 18 61 4 - -
11-50 km 737 100 38 5 300 41 276 37 124 17 - -
51-100 km 298 100 - - 75 25 151 51 68 23 - -
Over 100 km 1,448 100 - - - - 214 15 1,208 83 - -
Parents live together
Total 2678 100 220 8 958 36 635 24 852 32 - -
Within 10 km 1,061 100 198 18 649 61 195 18 - - - -
11-50 km 482 100 - - 245 51 180 37 37 8 - -
51-100 km 182 100 - - 55 30 102 56 - - - -
Over 100 km 940 100 - - - - 158 17 770 82 - -
Parents separated/divorced -
distance from father
Total 739 100 - - 150 20 158 21 411 56 -
Within 10 km 161 100 - - 91 56 35 21 28 17 - -
11-50 km 160 100 - - 36 23 59 37 61 38 - -
51-100 km 77 100 - - - - -- - 36 47 - -
Over 100 km 313 100 - - - - 40 13 261 83 -
Mother deceased - distance
from father
Total 487 100 32 7 118 24 95 20 224 46 - —
Within 10 km 138 100 - - 91 66 - - - - - -
11-50 km 95 100 - - - - 37 39 - - - -
51-100 km 38 100 -- - - - -- - - - - -
Over 100 km 196 100 - - - - - - 177 90 - -

Continued on next page
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TABLE 6.3
Frequency of personal contact with father by gender, parents’ living arrangements and distance
living from father, population aged 15 and over not living with father, Canada, 1990 - Concluded

Frequency of contact with father

Less than
once a
Gender, parents’ living month/
arrangement and At least At least Not within
distance living ohce a once a past12 Not
from tather Total Daily week month months stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

{Numbers in thousands)

Women

Total
Total 4217 100 307 7 125 30 908 22 1677 40 7 2
Within 10 km 1,257 100 265 21 752 60 163 13 77 6 - -
11-50 km 823 100 34 4 385 47 274 33 130 16 - -
§1-100 km 387 100 - - 73 19 195 50 117 30 - -
Over 100 km 1,645 100 - - A4 3 272 17 1,325 81 - -

Parents live together
Total 2,820 100 260 9 1033 36 657 23 957 33 - -
Within 10 km 962 100 221 23 619 64 102 11 - - - -
11-80 km 536 100 33 6 326 &5 194 33 42 7 - -
§1-100 km 252 100 - - 61 24 144 57 4 18 - -
Over 100 km 1,098 100 - - 33 3 218 20 844 77 - -

Parents separated/divorced -
distance from father

Total 830 100 24 3 114 14 185 19 533 64 - -
Within 10 km 189 100 - - 72 38 45 24 51 27 - -
11-50 km 156 100 - - 3 23 47 30 74 47 - -
51-100 km 82 100 - - - - 24 29 53 64 - —
Over 100 km 383 100 -- -- - - 36 g 345 90 - -
Mother deceased - distance
from father
Total 413 100 23 6 102 25 93 23 176 42 - -
Within 10 km 106 100 22 21 62 58 - - - - - =
11-50 km 68 100 - - 24 35 31 45 - - - -
51-100 km 53 100 - - - - 27 5 - - - -
Over 100 km 162 100 - - - - - -- 134 83 - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 6.4
Frequency of contact with mother by letter or phone, by gender and distance living from mother,
population aged 15 and over not living with mother, Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact with mother by letter or phone

Not
. Atleastonce Atleast once Less than within past
Gender and distance .
living from mother Total Daily a week a month once a month 12 months Not stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 10,437 100 1,591 15 459 44 2807 27 947 9 435 4 67 1
Within 10 km 3,622 100 1,064 29 1,842 51 365 10 146 4 191 5 - -
11-50 km 2,019 100 418 21 1,077 53 313 15 128 6 79 4 - -
51-100 km 774 100 70 e) 388 50 208 27 65 8 38 5 - -
Over 100 km 3,958 100 36 1 1,281 32 1,911 48 601 15 115 3 - -
Don't know/Not stated 64 100 - - - - -- - - - - - 32 50

Men

Total 4965 100 376 8 2137 43 1,569 32 506 12 252 5 34 1
Within 10 km 1,828 100 257 14 1,028 56 299 16 116 6 119 6 -- -
11-50 km 910 100 95 10 498 55 193 21 76 8 46 5 - -
51-100 km 333 100 - - 160 48 103 31 40 12 - - - -
Over 100 km 1,852 100 - - 451 24 968 52 358 19 67 4 - -
Don't know/Not stated 41 100 - - -- - - - - -- - = - -

Women

Total 5,472 100 1215 22 2452 45 1,238 23 351 6 183 3 33 1
Within 10 km 1,794 100 807 45 814 45 66 4 30 2 73 4 - -
11-50 km 1,109 100 323 29 580 52 120 11 52 5 33 3 - -
51-100 km 441 100 50 1 229 52 105 24 25 6 29 7 - -
Over 100 km 2,106 100 31 1 830 39 943 45 244 12 48 2 - -
Don't know/Not stated 23 100 - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 6.5
Frequency of personal contact with sibling(s) by age group and gender, population aged
15 and over not living with sibling(s), Canada, 1990

Age group
Total 15-24 25-44 45-64 65 +
Gender and
frecuenicy oficoniaat No % No. % No. % No. % No %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 17,712 100 2,311 100 8361 100 4694 100 2,345 100
Daily 1,322 7 334 14 651 8 21 4 126 5
At least once a week 4,749 27 885 38 2412 29 1,044 22 409 17
At least once a month 4308 24 480 21 2278 27 1,126 24 424 18
Less than once a month 5,548 31 447 19 2426 29 1,729 37 946 40
Not within past 12 months 1685 10 101 4 577 74 578 12 430 18
Not stated 100 i 66 3 - - -- -- - -

Men

Total 8,580 100 1,134 100 4,135 100 2,290 100 1,020 100
Daily 647 8 163 14 333 8 101 4 50 5
At least once a week 2,255 26 432 38 1,147 28 503 22 173 17
At least once a month 2110 25 238 21 1,156 28 524 23 193 19
Less than once a month 2647 N 224 20 1,203 29 848 37 371 36
Not within past 12 months 862 10 40 4 282 7/ 313 14 227 22
Not stated 59 1 38 3 - - - - - -

Women

Total 8,132 100 1,177 100 4225 100 2,404 100 1,325 100
Daily 675 7 171 15 317 8 111 5 76 6
At least once a week 2493 27 453 38 1,264 30 541 22 236 18
At least once a month 2,198 24 242 21 1123 27 602 25 231
Less than once a month 2901 32 223 19 1,223 29 881 37 574 43
Not within past 12 months 823 9 61 (5 295 7 265 11 203 15
Not stated 41 o] - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990

Family and friends Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N°9



TABLE 6.6

- 104 -

Frequency of personal contact with sibling(s) by marital status and gender, population aged 15 and over
not living with sibling(s), Canada, 1990

Marital status
Common Never
Gender and Total Married law Divorced  Separated  Widowed married Not stated
frequency of contact
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 17,712 100 10,540 100 1,521 100 758 100 451 100 g24 100 3,425 100 84 100
Daily 1.322 7 598 6 127 8 41 5 0 7 58 6 464 14 - -
At least once a week 4749 27 2622 25 486 32 196 26 101 22 171 18 1,159 34 - -
At least once a month 4308 24 2616 25 407 27 183 24 110 24 177 18 791 23 24 25
Less than once a month 5548 31 3622 34 406 27 244 32 141 3 362 39 743 22 31 33
Not within past 12 months 1,685 10 1,065 10 g2 6 83 12 65 14 183 17 186 6 - -
Not stated 00 {1 - - - - - - - - - - 72 2 - -

Men

Total 8,580 100 5,230 100 757 100 273 100 187 100 172 100 1,912 100 49 100
Daily 647 8 312 6 68 ¢ - - - - - - 233 12 - -
Atleast once a week 2,255 26 1,253 24 253 33 52 18 34 18 22 13 635 33 - -
At least once a month 2110 25 1,285 25 199 26 74 27 43 23 48 28 448 23 - -
Less than once a month 2647 31 1,791 34 183 24 87 32 61 33 68 40 440 23 - -
Not within past 12 months 862 10 578 11 52 7 45 17 36 19 26 15 112 6 - -
Not stated 59 1 - - - - - - - - - - 45 2 - -

Women

Total 8,132 100 5311 100 764 100 485 100 264 100 752 100 1,512 100 44 100
Daily 675 7 286 5 58 8 26 5 - - 54 7 231 15 - -
At least once a week 2493 27 1369 26 234 3N 143 30 67 25 148 20 524 35 - -
At least once a month 2,188 24 1331 25 207 27 110 23 67 26 128 17 343 23 - -
Less than once a month 2901 32 1830 34 222 29 167 32 79 30 293 39 303 20 - -
Not within past 12 months 823 9 487 9 40 5 48 10 28 11 127 17 84 6 - -
Not stated 41 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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TABLE 6.7
Frequency of contact with sibling(s) by letter or phone, by age group and gender,
population aged 15 and over not living with sibling(s), Canada, 1990

Age group
Gender and Total 15-24 25-44 45-64 65 +
frequency
of contact No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 17,712 100 2311 100 8,361 100 4,694 100 2,345 100
Daily 1,256 7 254 1N 598 7 241 5 163 £
At least once a week 5730 32 974 42 2,877 34 1,266 27 613 26
Atleast once a month 5368 30 563 24 2,707 32 1,444 3 655 28
Less than once a month 4203 24 235 10 1802 22 1,450 3 715 30
Not within past 12 months 1,049 6 220 10 355 4 287 6 187 8
Not stated 107 1 66 3 - -- - - - -

Men

Total 8,580 100 1,134 100 4,135 100 2,290 100 1,020 100
Daily 365 4 86 8 183 5 60 3 30 3
At least once a week 2464 29 474 42 1,253 30 511 22 226 22
At least once a month 2,711 32 278 25 1,413 34 742 32 279 27
Less than once a month 2366 28 140 12 1,046 25 807 35 373 37
Not within past 12 months 613 7 119 10 218 5 169 7 107 10
Not stated 61 1 38 3 - - - - - -

Women

Total 9,132 100 1,177 100 4,225 100 2,404 100 1,325 100
Daily 891 10 167 14 408 10 182 8 133 10
At least once a waek 3,266 36 501 43 1623 38 756 3 387 29
At least once a month 2657 29 285 24 1,284 31 702 28 376 28
Less than once a month 1,836 20 96 8 756 18 643 27 342 26
Not within past 12 months 436 5 101 9 137 3 117 5 81 6
Not stated 46 1 - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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Frequency of contact with sibling(s) by letter or phone, by marital status and gender, population aged 15
and over not living with sibling(s), Canada, 1990

Marital status

Gender and ] KGR pemorT ” Ne\{er
frequency Total Married law Divorced  Separated Widowsd married Not stated
ahicefiact No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 17,712 100 10,540 100 1,521 100 758 100 451 100 924 100 3,425 100 94 100
Daily 1,266 7 601 6 132 9 65 9 24 5 B6 9 345 10 - -
At least once a week 5730 32 3,194 30 522 34 237 31 146 32 272 29 1,339 39 - -
At least once a month 5368 30 3,339 32 485 32 218 29 111 24 267 29 926 27 23 24
Less than once a month 4203 24 2870 27 296 19 180 25 111 25 227 25 480 14 28 31
Not within past 12 months 1049 6 515/ 5 81 § 47 6 55 12 71 B8 263 8 - -
Not stated 107 1 - - - - - - - - - - 72 2 - -

Men

Total 8,580 100 5,230 100 757 100 273 100 187 100 172 100 1,912 100 49 100
Daily 365 4 173 3 41 5 - - - - - - 183 7 - -
At least once a week 2464 29 13285 25 260 34 72 26 48 26 41 24 709 37 - -
At least once a month 2711 32 1717 33 233 A 92 34 44 24 58 33 557 29 - -
Less than once a month 2,366 28 1678 32 171 23 82 30 57 31 53 31 310 16 - -
Not within past 12 months 613 7 326 6 Sl W - - 34 18 - - 158 8 - -
Not stated 61 1 - - - - - - - - - - 45 2 - -

Women

Total 9,132 100 5,311 100 764 100 485 100 264 100 752 100 1,512 100 44 100
Daily 891 10 428 8 90 12 57 12 - - 80 1 211 14 - -
At least once a week 3,266 36 1870 35 263 34 165 34 98 37 231 A 631 42 - -
At least once a month 2657 29 1622 31 253 33 126 26 66 25 209 28 368 24 - -
Less than once a month 1,836 20 1,182 22 125 16 108 22 54 20 174 23 170 11 - -
Not within past 12 months 436 5 189 4 30 4 28 6 - - 5 8 106 7 - -
Not stated 46 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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TABLE 6.9
Number of friends by age group and gender, population aged 15 and over,
Canada, 1990

Age group
Total
Gender and population 15-24 25-44 45-64 65 +
number of friends
No. % No. % No. % No. Y% No. %
{(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 20,526 100 3,838 100 8,787 100 5110 100 2,790 100
No friends 1,386 7 83 2 383 4 490 10 431 15
1-2 friends 3277 16 558 15 1.481 17 832 16 406 15
3-5 friends 6812 33 1675 44 3,150 36 1377 27 610 22
6-9 friends 3431 17 620 16 1,521 17 870 17 411 15
10 or more friends 5425 26 888 23 2212 25 1492 29 834 30
Not stated 194 1 - - 41 0 50 1 99 4

Men

Total 10,038 100 1955 100 4364 100 2526 100 1,193 100
No friends 709 7 45 2 187 4 263 10 212 18
1-2 friends 1430 14 237 12 677 16 365 14 151 13
3-5 friends 2971 30 827 42 139% 32 546 22 202 17
6-9 friends 1,746 17 342 18 772 18 464 18 167 14
10 or more friends 3103 3 500 26 1,307 30 876 35 420 35
Not stated 80 1 - - 24 1 - - 41 3

Women

Total 10,487 100 1,884 100 4423 100 2,584 100 1,597 100
No friends 678 6 37 2 195 4 227 9 218 14
1-2 friends 1,848 18 321 17 804 18 467 18 255 16
3-5 triends 3,841 37 848 45 1754 40 831 32 408 26
6-9 triends 1685 16 287 15 748 17 406 16 244 15
10 or more friends 2,322 22 388 21 905 20 616 24 414 26
Not stated 114 1 - - - - 37 1 58 4

General Social Survey, 1990
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Place where friendship with closest friend started by age group and gender, population
aged 15 and over having a close friend, Canada, 1990

Age group
Gender and place Total 15-24 25-44 45-64 65 +
whiersfriend it atarted N % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 19,139 100 3,755 100 8404 100 4621 100 2,359 100
School 5664 30 2,168 58 2648 32 582 13 266 11
Work 4,095 21 323 9 2172 26 1,237 27 364 15
Club or organization 1,439 8 195 5 538 6 461 10 245 10
Church 658 3 59 2 217 3 216 5 166 7
Home or neighbourhood 4322 23 534 14 1539 18 1,350 29 899 38
Through family 1,218 6 146 4 504 6 370 8 198 8
Through friend 1,144 6 246 7 561 7 239 5 98 4
Other/Not stated 600 3 B4 2 225 3 165 4 124 5

Men

Total 9330 100 1,809 100 4,177 100 2,263 100 981 100
School 298 1,107 58 1411 34 293 13 g8 10
Work 2235 24 165 9 1134 27 730 32 207 21
Club or organization 769 8 106 6 302 7 266 12 95 10
Church 258 3 - -- 93 2 74 3 57 6
Home or neighbourhood 1946 21 307 16 713 17 564 25 362 37
Through family 463 5 55 3 168 4 168 7 73 7
Through friend 447 5 104 5 225 5 89 4 30 3
Other/Not stated 302 3 32 2 131 3 79 3 60 6

Women

Total 9,810 100 1,846 100 4228 100 2357 100 1,378 100
School 2756 28 1062 57 1237 29 289 12 168 12
Work 1,860 19 158 9 1038 25 506 21 157 1
Club or organization 670 7 90 5 236 6 195 8 149 11
Church 400 4 - - 124 3 143 6 109 8
Home or neighbourhood 2376 24 227 12 826 20 786 33 537 39
Through family 755 8 91 5 336 8 202 9 125 9
Through friend 696 7 142 8 336 8 150 6 68 5
Other/Not stated 297 3 53 3 94 2 86 4 64 5

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 6.11
Frequency of personal contact with closest friend by marital status and gender, population aged 15 and
over not living with closest friend, Canada, 1990

Marital status
Common Never
Gender and Total' Married law Divorced  Separated  Widowed married Not stated
frequency of contact
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 19,062 100 10,418 100 1,475 100 763 100 433 100 949 100 4,934 100 89 100
Daily 3688 19 1,162 11 242 16 130 17 55 13 147 15 1,932 39 - -
At least once a week 7457 39 4,113 39 566 38 374 49 213 49 446 47 1,712 35 34 38
At least once a month 4026 21 2628 25 314 21 154 20 B4 19 170 18 664 13 - -
Less than once a month 3,182 17 2,043 20 320 22 77 10 66 15 144 15 517 10 - -
Not within past 12 months 557 3 363 3 31 2 25 3 - - 27 3 94 2 - -
Not stated 151 1 102 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Men

Total 9,288 100 5,138 100 739 100 267 100 181 100 184 100 2,731 100 49 100
Daily 1,901 20 648 13 119 16 50 19 - - 3 20 1,026 38 - -
At least once a week 3591 39 1943 38 287 39 136 51 108 60 81 44 1,018 37 - -
At least once a month 1887 20 1,252 24 139 19 48 17 37 20 38 21 368 13 - -
Less than once a month 1,557 17 1048 20 180 24 27 10 - - - - 260 10 - -
Not within past 12 months 255 3 172 3 - - - - - - - - 5 2 - -
Not stated 96 1 74 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Women

Total 9,774 100 5,280 100 737 100 496 100 253 100 765 100 2,203 100 41 100
Daily 1,788 18 514 10 123 17 80 16 41 16 111 15 906 41 - -
At least once a week 3866 40 2170 41 279 38 237 48 105 42 366 48 694 32 - -
At least once a month 2,138 22 1376 26 174 24 108 22 47 19 132 17 297 13 - -
Less than once a month 1,625 17 1,000 19 140 19 50 10 52 21 123 16 257 12 - -
Not within past 12 months 302 3 191 4 - - - - - - 23 3 4 2 - -
Not stated 55 1 28 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990

1 Excludes 77,000 who live with their closest friend.
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Frequency of contact with closest friend by letter or phone, by marital status and gender, population
aged 15 and over not living with closest friend, Canada, 1990

Marital status
Common Never
Gender and Total! Mamed law Divorced Separated  Widowed married Not stated
frequency of contact
No. %  No. %  No. %  No. %  No. % No. %  No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 19,062 100 10,418 100 1,475 100 763 100 433 100 949 100 4,934 100 89 100
Daily 3,192 17 894 9 157 11 165 22 88 20 214 23 1656 34 - -
At least once a week 79825 42 4223 41 616 42 382 50 199 46 433 46 2,043 41 29 32
At least once a month 4218 22 2829 27 337 23 119 16 86 20 142 15 694 14 - -
Less than once a month 2464 13 1668 16 262 18 71 9 40 9 B8 9 21 7 - -
Not within past 12 months 1,109 6 700 7 100 7 2 3 - - 57 6 205 4 - -
Not stated 153 1 104 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Men

Total 9,288 100 5,138 100 739 100 267 100 181 100 184 100 2,731 100 49 100
Daily 1,173 13 258 5 73 10 38 14 - - 33 18 747 27 - -
At least once a week 3,536 38 1728 34 276 37 131 49 101 56 72 39 1,213 44 - -
At least once a month 2224 24 1509 29 186 25 49 18 37 20 35 19 402 15 - -
Less than once a month 1480 16 1,039 20 145 20 34 13 - - 24 13 213 8 - -
Not within past 12 months 779 8 531 10 57 8 - - - - - - 146 5 - -
Not stated 9% 1 73 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Women

Total 9,774 100 5,280 100 737 100 496 100 253 100 765 100 2,203 100 41 100
Daily 2,020 21 635 12 B4 11 127 25 69 27 181 24 909 41 - -
At least once a week 4388 45 2,496 47 340 46 251 51 98 39 361 47 830 38 - -
At least once a month 1994 20 1321 25 151 20 71 14 49 19 108 14 292 13 - -
Less than once a month 984 10 629 12 117 16 37 7 25 10 64 8 108 5 - -
Not within past 12 months 331 3 169 3 43 6 - - - - 40 5 59 3 - -
Not stated 57 1 31 1 - - e - - - - - - - -

1 Excludes 77,000 who live with their closest friend.

General Social Survey, 1990
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CHAPTER 7

OLDER CANADIANS IN FAMILIES

7.1  METHODS

Although many of the topics in this chapter have been
discussed earlier, it focuses solely on the family
structures and dynamics of Canadians aged 65 and
over. Data related to the structure and dynamics of
older families are based on questions asked of all
respondents, with most ot the analyses limited to those
aged 65 and over, and a select few including those
aged 45-64 as well. In this way, a glimpse is offered
of life for older Canadians from two generations.

Until 1985, when the first General Social Survey (GSS)
was conducted, no Canada-wide data existed on the
family and social aspects of aging, except for what
could be gleaned from the census, vital statistics and
other existing data sources designed for other purposes.
The 1990 GSS, with its focus on tamily and friends,
enabled a glimpse into the lives and experiences of
older Canadians in tamihies.

Items related to tamily and household type and living
arrangements were derived from answers to questions
in Sections A, C, H and J of the GSS 5-2
Questionnaire.

ltems related to marital status were found in Section H.
For this analysis, the question on legal marital status
(H3) was combined with the question on currently
living common law (J2), unless otherwise indicated.
Separation was determined from questions about
whether the respondent was living with the spouse (HS)
or was separated (H6). Widowhood or divorce was
determined by responses to questions about the end of
the last marriage (H22, H33, J12 and J17).

Section C contains questions related to children and
grandchildren. Detailed data were collected on natural
children (i.e. those the respondent had given birth to or
tathered) (C4), adopted children (C3), and step-
children (C2) including their names, birth dates,
vender and whether the child lived in the household.

asked
it

whether
the total

Respondents  were
grandchildren, and
grandchildren (C6).

they had

50, number of

Respondents were asked questions concerning their
siblings (Section B) including how many siblings the
respondent had and if they were still alive at the time
of the survey. Respondents were also asked about
contacts with siblings.

Questions on the 1990 GSS relating to contact with and
distance from children relied on the concept of the
"reference child.” This is the child with whom the
respondent reported having the most contact.  Only
adult children who did not live with the respondent
were eligible to be selected as the reference child. In
addition, only people who had children (i.e. natural,
step, adopted) alive at the time of the survey were
asked to select a reference child and answered
questions about this child and their relationship with
them. Satisfaction with contact was measured by
response to C37, asking whether the respondent saw
the reference child less, more often or just the right
amount.

For analyses involving middie-aged children (aged 45-
64) and their parents, questions related to distance
from (A8 and A31) and contacts with parents (A9 and
A32) were used.

7.2  RESULTS

7.2.1 Family Structures

Living arrangements

In 1990, Canadians aged 65 and over, on average,
lived in small households consisting of one or two
people (Text Table 7.1). Notable differences in
household type were apparent by gender. More
women (42%) reported living alone than men (16%).

Family and friends
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TEXT TABLE 7.1

Living arrangements by age group and gender, population aged 65 and over, Canada, 1990

Living arrangements

Age group Couple Couple with
and gender Total Alone only children Other
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)

65 +

Both genders 2,790 100 854 31 1,349 48 209 7] 379 14
Men 1,193 100 186 16 763 64 142 12 102 9
Women 1,597 100 667 42 585 37 67 4 277 17

80 +

Both genders 430 100 206 48 153 36 -- -- 63 15
Men 178 100 37 21 121 68 -- .- - -
Women 252 100 169 67 32 13 -- - 49 19

Alternatively, more men (64%) than women (37%)
lived with a spouse. This gender difference increased
among Canadians aged 80 and over, where over
two-thirds of women (67%) lived alone, while over
two-thirds of men (68%) lived with a spouse. To a
large degree, this reflects women's longer life
expectancy and men’s greater likelihood of dying in an
intact union. To some extent, this may also be a
function of the spouse living in an institution. It
should be noted, however, that living alone was an
experience not unique to women, in that 21% of men
aged 80 and over also reported living alone.

Legal marital status

Legal marital status was consistent with the family
living arrangements of Canadians aged 65 and over.
Widowhood is a more common experience for women,
and one associated with reduced income, trauma of not
only the death of a spouse, but often the long-term
caregiving that precedes the death, and greater
likelithood of living alone (Connidis, 1989; Harrison,
1981; McDaniel, 1992; Statistics Canada, 1991, Stone,
1988). Among women aged 65 and over, 43% were
married and 43% were widowed (Figure 7.1). The
vast majority of men in this age group (78%) were
married (including common law) and only 11%
widowed.

General Social Survey, 1990
Brothers and sisters

Many older Canadians reported that they came from
families with many brothers and sisters (Text Table
7.2). In fact, over half (53%) reported five or more
siblings (i.e. alive or deceased). Another 9% had one
sibling and 33% reported two to four siblings. Only
5% said that they had no siblings.

Children — natural, adopted and step-children

Most older Canadians (82%) reported that they had
had their own children (Table 7.1). About two-thirds
(60%) reported one to four children, while 22% said
they had had five or more children of their own.
While more men (64%) than women (57%) reported
one to four children, more women (24%) than men
(19%) said they had had five or more.

Approximately 4% of older Canadians reported having
ever raised step-children. In addition, about 5% of
older Canadians had adopted children. Of these, about
4% had adopted one child and another 2% had adopted
two or more children. Differences by gender were
small.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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FIGURE 7.1

Marital status by gender, population aged 65 and over, Canada, 1990

o Not stated
2%

Other
/ // 9%
‘Widowed

11%
Men

TEXT TABLE 7.2

Total number of brothers and sisters (living and
deceased) by gender, population aged 65 and over,
Canada, 1990

Gender

Number of  Both genders Men Women

brothers and

sisters No. % No. % No. %

(Numbers in thousands)

Total 2,790 100 1,193 100 1,597 100

None 131 5 52 4 79 5

One 240 9 91 8 149 9

Two-four 919 33 424 36 495 31

Five or more 1,492 53 621 52 872 55
Not stated = - . - . -

General Social Survey, 1990

Married
43%

__| Not stated
1%
‘Other
12%
Widowed
43%
Women
General Social Survey, 1990
Grandchildren
In 1990, most older Canadians (76%) had

grandchildren (Text Table 7.3). About 29% of
Canadians had two to four grandchildren and an
additional 25% had five to nine. Another 10% had ten
to fourteen grandchildren and 8% had fifteen or more.
Only 5% reported one grandchild. More men (25%)
than women (22%) said that they did not have
grandchildren.  Approximately equal proportions of
men and women reported one to nine grandchildren,
while more women (20%) than men (14 %) reported ten
or more grandchildren.

7.2.2 Family Dynamics

Contacts and distance

In 1990, older Canadians, on average, tended to live
close to the child with whom they had the most
contact. Approximately half of all older Canadians
lived within 10 km of the reference child (Text Table
7.4). Overall, as distance from the reference child

Family and friends
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increased, the frequency of contact diminished.
However, few Canadians reported that they did not
have any contact with the reference child. Among
those living within 10 km, 26% had contact with their
child on a daily basis and 60% had contact at least
once a week (Table 7.2). Another 22% of older
Canadians lived within 11-50 km and tended more
towards weekly (53 %) and monthly visits (36%).

TEXT TABLE 7.3
Number of grandchildren by gender, population aged
65 and over, Canada, 1990

Gender
Number of Both genders Men Women
grandchildren
No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Total 2,790 100 1,193 100 1,597 100
None 648 23 303 25 345 22
One 132 S 63 S 68 4
Two-four 795 29 378 32 417 26
Five-nine 706 25 276 23 430 27
Ten-fourteen 271 10 96 8 175 11
Fifteen or more 211 8 69 6 142 9
Not stated 26 1 -- -- -- --
General Social Survey, 1990

TEXT TABLE 7.4

1)

Among older Canadians living 51-100 km or more
away, monthly and visits less frequent than monthly
predominated. For those living more than 100 km
away (20%), 73% reported contacts less often than
once a month (including not within past 12 months).

Older women, regardless of distance, tended to have
more contact with their reference child than did men.
As well, fewer women than men reported contact less
than once a month or no contact at all.

The majority of both men (73%) and women (69%)
aged 65 and over thought that the amount of contact
they had with their child was just right (Table 7.3).
Men, on average, were slightly happier than women
with the frequency of contact. About one-in-five
married men and three-in-ten married women said they
would like to have more contact with their reference
child. More widowed men (30%) than widowed
women (27%) would like more contact than they had.
Very few expressed concern about having too much
contact with their reference child.

Contact with siblings

Most older Canadians (59%) with living siblings saw
their siblings less than once a month or not within the
past 12 months. However, 17% reported weekly
contact and 18% monthly contact (Table 7.4). Only
5% had daily visits.

Distance from reference child by gender, population aged 65 and over not living with reference child, Canada, 1990

Distance from reference child

Within 11- 51- Over Do not know/
Gender Total 10 km 50 km 100 km 100 km Not stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)
Both genders 2,312 100 1,104 48 507 22 181 8 469 20 50 2
Men 997 100 466 47 207 21 77 8 230 23 - --
Women 1,314 100 638 49 300 23 105 8 239 18 32 2

General Social Survey, 1990
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Overall, both older men and women maintained the
same frequency of contact with their siblings.
However, more women (43%) than men (36%)
reported contacts less frequent than once a month. As
well, more men (22%) than women (15 %) reported no
contact within the past 12 months.

Overall, those who were unmarried” reported the most
contact with their siblings. In fact, 10% had daily
contact and another 22% saw their siblings at least
once a week. Unmarried women were the most
frequent visitors of their siblings: over 25% saw their
siblings at least once a week. Married men and
women maintained about the same amount of contact
with their siblings.

Women reported more contact with siblings by letter or
phone than did men. In fact, 39% of women
maintained daily or weekly contact with their brothers
or sisters by phone or mail, compared with 25% of
men (Text Table 7.5). Men (47%) were more likely
than women (32%) to report letter or phone contact
less often than once a month or not within the past 12
months.

* Includes never married, separated and divorced.

TEXT TABLE 7.5
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Distance and contact with parents

In light of the dramatic changes in the probabilities of
having a surviving parent well into old age, it seems
more appropriate to examine contacts that middle-aged
Canadians (aged 45-64) had with their parents. In
1990, approximately 50% of people aged 45-64
reported that at least one of their parents was living
(data not shown).

The majority (57%) of middle-aged Canadians whose
mothers were alive at the time of the survey
maintained contact with their mothers at least once a
month (Table 7.5). However, not surprisingly, contact
declined as distance from mothers increased. For
example, 80% of people who lived within 10 km of
their mothers had weekly or daily visits, whereas only
50% of people who lived 11-50 km saw their mothers
on a daily or weekly basis.

A gender difference was apparent in contact with
mothers among middle-aged children. Women tended
to have more daily or weekly visits than men, if they
lived within 50 km. Men, although frequent weekly
visitors of their mothers, tended more toward monthly
visits. With increased distance from mothers, women
maintained more contacts than men.

Frequency of contact with sibling(s) by letter or phone by gender, population aged 65 and over not living with

sibling(s), Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact by letter or phone with sibling

Less than  Not within
At least At least once once a past 12 Not

Gender Total Daily once a week a month month months stated

No. %o No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders 2,345 100 163 7 613 26 655 28 715 30 187 8 - -
Men 1,020 100 30 3 226 22, 279 27 B3 By 107 10 -- -
Women 1,325 100 133 10 387 29 376 28 342 26 81 6 = =

General Social Survey, 1990

Family and friends

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9



For fathers, the pattern was different.  Fewer
Canadians had living fathers, a result of men’s lower
life expectancies. Only fathers who lived very close to
middle-aged children saw them once a week or once a
month. Contacts with fathers were generally less than
with mothers. The proportion with no contact was
very small.

Emotional supports

In 1990, most Canadians aged 65 and over reported
their spouse or partner and relative (parent excluded)
to be their main sources of emotional support (Table
7.6). Overall, women aged 65 and over tended to
report more potential sources of support when a bit
down or depressed than did men. A large portion of
married or common-law people reported that they
would turn to their spouse or partner for support.
However, married or common-law men (45%) were
more likely to do so than were women (36%).
Married or common-law women (31%) were more
likely to seek support from one of their children or
other relatives than men (19%). As well, more
married or common-law women (12 %) said they would
seek out a friend than did men (5%). However, more
men (8%) than women (5%) reported they would not
seek support from anyone.

When upset with a spouse or partner, most older
Canadians (27%) would turn to a relative (other than
parent) for support (Table 7.7). However, many older
Canadians (30%) reported that they did not know who
they would turn to for support and 21% said they
would not seek support. More women (29%) than men
(25%) would turn to a relative (parent excluded) for
support in these circumstances. A larger proportion of
men (23%) than women (19 %) reported they would not
talk to anyone when upset. A slightly higher
proportion of women (7%) said they would seck
support from a friend than did men (5%).
Approximately 14% of both men and women would
seek help from a professional when upset with their
spouse or partner.

7.3  DISCUSSION

Family structure

The family life of older Canadians is of strong interest
in an aging Canada for several reasons. However,
much is either not known or misunderstood. Families
often provide important supports for Canadians, and
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this is no less true for seniors. As mentioned in the
previous chapter, connections with social networks,
including family ties, are important to well-being.

A central and recurrent theme in the findings in this
chapter is the different ways in which older women
and men are positioned in families (Dulude, 1987,
McDaniel, 1989). For example, over two-thirds of
women over the age of 80 lived alone, while over two-
thirds of men of the same age lived in a conjugal
union. It is not that men or women choose to
experience family differently after age 80, but rather
that men's shorter life expectancy and the fact that they
tend, on average, to marry women slightly younger
than they are, means that family life for men late in
life differs sharply from family life for women.
Similarly, it was found that most men over age 65
were married, including common law, while at age 65,
only half of women were married, with the percentage
declining with the years. These differences are also,
to a lesser degree, a function of differential remarriage
rates — men are more likely to remarry than women.

The implications of these differences are large and
important. Women who are without spouses late in life
and who have had spouses for most of their lives, will
have experienced one of life’s most traumatic events,
the death of a spouse. This means that they are not
only deprived of their life’s companion, but more often
than not (given the common causes of death today),
they had nursed the spouse through his last days, with
great stress and distress. Living alone after this trauma
can prove challenging for both the widow and other
family members (McDaniel, 1993). Population aging
and the growing number of widows who live alone
account, in part, for the dramatic increases in the rate
of solo living over recent decades (Harrison, 1981).

Many older Canadians come from families with large
numbers of siblings which means that they have
experienced tamily in ways different than today, or
when these Canadians raised their own families (Gee,
1990). Family size has declined considerably since
these older people grew up in families with, on
average, five or more siblings. Many contemporary
seniors report that their sisters are still living, while
many of their brothers are not.

The fact of having not only siblings, but also adult
children, means that family for today's seniors is
complex and multi-generational. Gee (1990) reveals the
extent to which the experience of family has changed
today. Almost three-quarters report having
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grandchildren as well. This means that family contacts
are potentially, at least, multiple and varied. As Gee
(1990) points out, people today can expect to be alive
with more generations of their families still alive than
ever before. Canadians over the age of 65 are in touch
with both the past — their large families of origin —
and the future, their children’s children who, on
average, will be part of much smaller families
(Statistics Canada, 1990).

Family dynamics

How do changing family structures affect family
dynamics? It has been seen, with 1990 GSS data, that
family complexity among today’s seniors has meant
that family contacts are maintained, with relatives often
living in close proximity, and frequent visits are the
norm. The frequency of visits of older parents with
their reference child is high indeed, with approximately
57% visiting at least once a week, and another 21%
having monthly contacts. These findings are consistent
with earlier research (Connidis, 1989; McDaniel &
McKinnon, 1993; Statistics Canada, 1991), including
the 1985 General Social Survey (Stone, 1988), the first
national survey to ask these kinds of questions. This
finding contrasts vividly with the common image
of adult children abandoning their parents and
grandparents.

Most seniors are very happy with the amount of
contact they have with their reference child, but men,
on average, tend to be happier with the contacts than
women. Not surprisingly, it is women who maintain
the most contact with siblings as well as other family
members. This is consistent with findings of smaller
scale studies done by Connidis (1989). However,
marital status affects contacts with siblings in ways that
challenge interpretation. Perhaps future research will
shed more light on this.

Seniors with mothers still alive (a growing proportion
as the research of Gee (1990) reveals) tend to have
regular contact with their mothers. Middle-aged
Canadians tend to have contact with their mothers
about once a month, unless they live in close proximity
in which case they see each other more often.

Fathers tend to have less contact, supporting previous
research which suggests that fathers tend to be more
distant and isolated from family interactions than
mothers (McDaniel, 1993).

nlll -
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TABLE 7.1
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Number of natural, step-, and adopted children by gender, population
aged 65 and over, Canada, 1990

Gender
Both
Number of children gendeis MBIl Yok
No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Number of natural children

Total 2,790 100 1,183 100 1,597 100
None 505 18 203 17 302 19
One 327 12 164 14 164 10
Two 565 20 256 21 309 19
Three 409 15 175 15 234 15
Four 374 13 164 14 210 13
Five or more 608 22 233 19 375 24
Not stated - - - - - -

Number of step-chiidren

Total 2,790 100 1,183 100 1597 100
None 2,685 96 1,133 a5 1,562 a7
One 51 2 29 2 - -
Two 24 1 - -- - -
Three or more 31 1 = == = -
Not stated = = = = = -

Number of adopted children

Total 2790 100 1,193 100 1,597 100
None 2,640 95 1117 34 1,523 85
One 103 4 46 4 57 4
Two or more 47 2 30 ] - -
Not stated - - - -- - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 7.2
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Frequency of personal contact with reference child by gender and distance, population aged
65 and over not living with reference child, Canada, 1990

Gender and distance
from reference child

Frequency of contact with reference child

Less than
once a month/
At |east At least Not within past Not
Total Daily once aweek once amonth 12 months stated

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

{Numbers in thousands)

Both genders
Total
10 km or less
11-50 km
51-100 km
Over 100 km
Do not know/Not stated

Men
Total
10 km or less
11-50 km
51-100 km
Over 100 km
Do not know/Not stated

Women
Total
10 km or less
11-50 km
51-100 km
Over 100 km
Do not know/Not stated

2,312 100 310 13 1,015 44 492 21 458 20 36 2
1,104 100 282 26 667 60 15 10 38 3 -
507 100 24 5} 270 53 181 36 32 6 - -
181 100 - = 49 27 89 489 39 22 - -
469 100 - - -- - 102 22 344 73 - -
50 100 - - -~ - - - - - 29 58
997 100 121 12 435 44 206 21 220 22 - -
466 100 109 23 297 64 47 10, - - - -
207 100 - - 109 52 75 36 - - - -
77 100 - - -- - 42 55 - - - -
230 100 - -- = - 42 18 176 76 - -

1,314 100 189 14 580 44 286 22 238 18 - --

638 100 173 27 371 58 68 11 26 4 - -
300 100 - - 162 54 106 35 - - - -
105 100 - - 3 3N 47 45 23 22 - -
239 100 - -- -- - 60 25 167 70 - -

32 100 - - -- o - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1980
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TABLE 7.3

Satisfaction with frequency of personal contact with reference chiid by
gender and marital status, population aged 65 and over not living with
reference child, Canada, 1990

Satisifaction with frequency of contact
with reference child

Less More
Gender and often than About the often than Not
marital status Total would like  rightamount  would like stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 2312 100 622 27 1630 71 30 1 30 1
Married 1,423 100 361 25 1,037 73 - - - -
Widowed 721 100 197 27 497 B9 - - - -
Unmarried 135 100 53 39 76 57 - - - -
Not stated 32 100 - - - - - - - -

Men

Total 997 100 244 24 728 73 - - - -
Married 806 100 180 22 612 76 - - - -
Widowed 120 100 36 30 77 65 - - - -
Unmarried 56 100 - - 30 54 - - -- -
Not stated - - - - - - -- - -

Women

Total 1,314 100 378 29 801 69 - - - -
Married 617 100 181 29 424 69 - - - -
Widowed 602 100 160 27 420 70 - - - -
Unmarried 79 100 31 39 4 58 - - - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 7.4
Frequency of personal contacts with siblings by gender and marital status, population aged 65 and
over not living with sibling, Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact with siblings

At least At least Less than Not within
once a once a once a past 12 Not
n?a%ntgle;t:?gs Total Daily week month month months stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
{Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 2345 100 126 3 409 17 424 18 946 40 430 18 - -
Married 1,382 100 62 5 233 17 277 20 548 40 256 19 - -
Widowed 687 100 39 6 114 17 112 16 290 42 128 19 - -
Unmarried 242 100 23 10 53 22 33 14 93 38 38 16 - -
Not stated 35 100 - - - - - -- - - - - - -

Men

Total 1,020 100 50 5 173 17 193 19 371 36 227 22 - -
Married 800 100 36 4 142 18 156 19 282 35 182 23 - -
Widowed 112 100 - - - - - -- 49 44 22 20 - -
Unmarried 91 100 - - - - - -~ 33 36 - - - -
Not stated - - - - = - - = - - - - - -

Women

Total 1,326 100 76 6 236 18 231 17 574 43 203 15 - -
Married 582 100 27 3 91 16 121 21 267 46 75 |18 - -
Widowed 5§75 100 35 6 101 18 91 16 241 42 106 19 - -
Unmarried 151 100 - - 37 25 - -- 60 40 - - - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 7.5
Frequency of personal contact with mother and father by distance living from parent(s) and
gender, population aged 45-64 not living with parent(s), Canada, 1990

Frequency of contact with parent

At least At least Less than Not within
Distance living from _ once a once a once a past 12 Not
parent(s) and gender Total Daity week month month months stated
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Distance from mother

Both genders

Total 2,076 100 104 5 667 32 423 20 618 30 256 12 - -
10 km or less 638 100 90 14 422 66 97 15 -- -- - - - -
11-50 km 376 100 - - 190 50 146 39 30 8 - -- -- -
51-100 km 134 100 - - 37 28 74 55 - - -- - - -
Over 100 km 909 100 - - - - 106 12 547 60 235 26 - -
Do not knowjNot stated - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -

Men

Total 937 100 37 4 284 29 222 22 301 30 151 15 - -
10 km or less 300 100 28 9 193 64 63 21 -- - -- - -- --
11-50 km 170 100 - -- 74 43 73 43 - - - -- - -
51-100 km 60 100 - - -- - 38 63 - - - -- - -
Ovsr 100 km 454 100 - - -- - 48 N 258 57 140 31 -- -
Do not know/Not stated - - - - - - - - -- - - - - --

Women

Total 1,079 100 68 6 383 35 201 19 318 29 104 10 - -
10 km or less 338 100 62 18 229 68 34 10 - - - - - -
11-50 km 206 100 - - 116 56 73 35 - - - - - -
51-100 km 74 100 - - 20 39 36 49 - - - - - -
Over 100 km 455 100 - - - - 58 13 289 63 g5 21 - -
Do not know/Not stated - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -

Distance from tather

Both genders

Total 951 100 52 5 240 25 216 23 304 32 106 11 34 4
10 km or less 278 100 41 15 178 64 42 15 - - - - -- -
11-50 km 176 100 -- - 49 28 87 49 - - - - - -
51-100 km 65 100 - -~ - - 43 66 -- - - - - -
Over 100 km 389 100 - - -- - 4 N 252 65 88 23 - -
Do not know/Not stated 43 100 - - - - - - - - - - 34 77

Men

Total 481 100 27 6 116 24 99 21 161 34 66 14 - -
10 km or less 140 100 - - 91 65 - - -- - - - - -
11-50 km 89 100 - - - - 39 4 - - - - - -
51-100 km - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Over 100 km 206 100 - - - - -- - 133 64 54 26 - -
Do not know/Not stated -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- -

Women

Total 470 100 26 5 124 26 117 25 143 30 40 9 -- -
10 kmor less 138 100 26 19 88 63 - - - - - - - -
11-50 km 88 100 - - 27 30 48 55 - - - - - -
51-100 km 41 100 — - - - - - - - - - - -
Over 100 km 182 100 - - - - 25 14 119 65 34 19 - -
Do not know/Not stated - -- - - - -- - - - - - -- - -

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 7.6
Who people would turn to when a bit down or depressed by gender and
marital status, population aged 65 and over, Canada, 1990

-123 -

Marital status
Married/
tc:ee;\ ﬁ;ﬁgdww;?‘ Total Common law  Widowed  Unmarmied  Not stated
feeling deprassed No. % No. % No. % No. % No %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 2,790 100 1651 100 814 100 284 100 42 100
Spouse/Partner 686 25 681 41 - - - - - -
Parent - - - - - - - - - -
Relative? 853 #H4 383 24 447 55 100 35 - -
Friend3 351 13 129 8 146 18 73 26 - -
Professional 307 M 171 10 g0 11 40 14 - -
Other — - - - - - - - = -
No one 206 7 112 7 61 7 31 11 - -
Do not know 232 8 148 9 52 6 31 11 - -
Not stated 31 1 - - - - - -- - -

Men

Total 1,193 100 947 100 131 100 g6 100 - -
Spouse/Partner 428 36 425 45 - - - - - -
Parent - - - - - - - - - -
Relative? 269 23 176 19 61 47 27 28 = B
Friend 114 10 48 5 31 24 33 34 - -
Professional4 133 11 102 M =z = =l = =S =
Other - - - - - - - - — -
No one 98 8 74 8 - - - - - -
Do not know 130 11 110 12 = = = = - =
Not stated - - - — - - - - - -

Women

Totai 1,597 100 704 100 683 100 188 100 — -
Spouse/Partner 258 16 256 36 - - - - — -
Parent - - - - - - - - - -
Relative? 684 43 217 31 386 57 73 39 = =
Friend3 237 15 8t 12 115 17 40 21 = =
Professional 174 11 69 10 72 11 31 16 - -
Other - - - - - - - - - -
No one 108 7 38 5 52 8 - - - -
Do not know 102 6 38 5 43 6 -- - - -
Not stated - - - - - - - - - -

1 inciudes population who did not state their marital status.
Relative includes son, daughter, sibling, other relatives and in-laws.
Friend includes neighbour and someone you work with.
Professional indudes counseliors, doctors, church, God or clergy.

General Social Survey, 1990
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TABLE 7.7

Who people would turn to when upset with spouse or partner’ by gender and
marital status, population aged 65 and over, Canada 1990

Marital status
Married/
%,?fzjr:';g je Tota2  Commonlaw Widowed Unmamied  Not stated
when upsetwithpartner o No % No. % No. % No. %
(Numbers in thousands)

Both genders

Total 2,790 100 1651 100 814 100 284 100 42 100
Parent - - - -~ -~ = - - - -
Relati 760 27 513 31 195 24 41 15 - -
Frien 178 6 100 6 4 6 33 12 = =
Professional® 369 13 231 14 108 13 27 10 = =
Other _ = =" B = =S = =1 =
No one 579 21 340 21 174 21 60 21 = =
Do not know 832 30 438 27 273 34 112 39 = =
Not stated 40 1 - - = - - - - -

Men

Total 1193 100 947 100 131 100 96 100 =
Relative3 294 25 249 26 24 18 = o= = =
Frien 62 5 4 5 Sl = - = = -
Professional 150 13 125 13 = = = = - =
Other =1 F= == = = = = = = =
No one 273 23 230 24 % 20 = p= - -
Do not know 380 32 281 30 51 39 43 45 = =
Not stated = n= = B = = = B = =

Women

Total 1,597 100 704 100 683 100 188 100 - =
Parent = = = = - = = s = =
Relative3 466 29 264 37 172 25 25 13 =n =
Friend 16 7 5% 8 38 6 - = Ey=
Professional® 218 14 106 15 90 13 = = =N =
Other = = — = = A = =
No one 35 19 110 16 149 22 45 24 = =
Do not know 452 28 157 22 222 33 69 36 = B
Not stated = = = = & = E = = =

1 Phrased hypothetically for unmarried population.

2 |ncludes population who did not state their marital status.
Relative includes son, daughter, sibling, other relatives and in-laws,
Friend includes neighbour and someone you work with.

5 Professional indudes counsellors, doctors, church, God or clergy.

General Social Survey, 1990

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9
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APPENDIX 1

SAMPLE DESIGN AND ESTIMATION PROCEDURES

POPULATION

The target population of the 1990 General Social
Survey includes all people 15 years and over living in
Canada, with the following exceptions:

1. full-time residents of institutions;
2. residents of the Yukon and Northwest
Territories.

Since random digit dialling techniques were used to
select households, households (and thus people living
in households) that did not have telephones at the time
of the survey were excluded from the surveyed
population. These households account for less than 2%
of the total population.

The survey estimates have been adjusted (weighted) to
represent the entire target population, including
persons without telephones and other exclusions.

SAMPLE DESIGN AND SELECTION

METHODS

The 1990 General Social Survey employed two
different Random Digit Dialling (RDD) sampling
techniques. For Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, most of Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, and
British Columbia, the Elimination of Non-working
Banks method was used; for the remaining provinces,
the Waksberg method was used”. Both of these
methods are described below.

Note that a "bank” of telephone numbers is a group of
100 possible numbers that share the same three-digit
area code, three-digit prefix and first two digits of the
final part of the telephone number.

* Waksberg, J. 1980. "Sampling Methods for Random Digit
Dialling". Journal of the American Statistical Association,
73: 40-46.

Elimination of Non-working Banks RDD Design

The General Social Survey used the Elimination of
Non-working Banks (ENWB) design to sample in
Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, most of
Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, and British Columbia.

ENWB is a form of Random Digit Dialling in which
an attempt is made to identify all "working banks" for
an area, i.c. to identify all banks with at least one
household. Working banks were identified using
telephone company lists and all possible 10-digit
telephone numbers were generated for these banks. A
systematic sample of telephone numbers was then
generated for each stratum and an attempt was made to
conduct a GSS interview with one randomly selected
person from each household reached.

Waksberg RDD Design

The GSS used the Waksberg Random Digit Dialling
(RDD) design to sample in Prince Edward Island, part
of Quebec, Manitoba and Saskatchewan.

The Waksberg method employs a two-stage design
which increases the likelihood of contacting households
over a "pure” RDD design. The following describes
the procedure used for the GSS in the above provinces.

For each stratum within each of these provinces, an
up-to-date list of all telephone area code and prefix
number combinations was obtained. Within each
identified area code-prefix combination, all possible
combinations of the next two digits were added to form
the 100 possible banks. These banks formed the first
stage sampling units (i.e. the Primary Sampling Units
— PSUs).

Within each stratum, random selections were made of
these banks and then the final two digits were
generated at random. This number (called a "Primary”
number) was called to determine whether or not it
reached a household. If it did not reach a household

Family and friends
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(i.e. the number was not in service or was a business,
institution, etc.), the bank was dropped from further
consideration. If it did reach a houschold, additional
numbers referred to as "Secondary" numbers were
generated within the same bank (i.e. numbers with the
same first eight digits as the "Primary” number).
These numbers were also called to determine whether
or not they reached a household.

Secondary numbers were generated on a continuing
basis until:

(a) five additional households were reached in each
retained bank; or

(b) the bank was exhausted (i.e. all 100 numbers in
the bank were used); or

(c) the data collection was ended.

An attempt was made to conduct an interview with a
randomly selected respondent in all "Primary" and
"Secondary” households reached.

Supplementary Sample of the Elderly

In addition to the two random digit dialling samples,
this cycle of the GSS included a supplementary sample
drawn from households previously in the Labour Force
Survey. For this supplementary sample, only people
aged 65 and over were eligible and an interview was
attempted with a respondent selected at random from
among the eligible people in each of the households
contacted.

Stratification

In order to carry out sampling, each of the ten
provinces was divided into strata or geographic areas.
Generally, for each province one stratum represented
the Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) of the province
and the other the non-CMA areas. There were a
number of exceptions to this general rule:

- Prince Edward Island has no CMA and so did not
have a CMA stratum

- Montreal and Toronto were each separate strata

- The sample in Ontario was large enough to divide
the province into four CMA strata and four non-
CMA strata

- Since Saskatchewan was sampled from two regional
offices it had to be divided into four strata (two
CMA and two non-CMA).

The area code and prefix combinations that
corresponded to the strata were determined and used to
select the appropriate samples in each stratum. Since
area code-prefix boundaries did not always correspond
exactly to the intended stratum boundaries, small biases
may have been introduced at this stage.

- 126 -

A target sample size of approximately 18,300
households was chosen as being large enough to allow
extensive analysis at the national level and limited
analysis at a provincial level. It was allocated to
provinces in proportion to the square root of their
populations and to the strata within provinces in
proportion to their populations.

WEIGHTING AND ESTIMATION

For both the Waksberg design and the Elimination of
Non-working Banks design, each household within a
stratum has an equal probability of selection. For the
Waksberg households, the initial weight is set to a
constant (1.0) for all records. For ENWB households
the initial weight is equal to the total number of
telephone numbers in the stratum divided by the
number of sampled telephone numbers in the stratum.

The initial weight is adjusted for non-response, for the
number of telephone numbers a household has, and the
number of people living in the household who are 15
years of age or over. The second adjustment corrects
for the higher probability of houscholds with more than
one telephone number being sampled and the third
adjustment converts the household weight into a
"person weight".

Subsequently, these “"person weights" were adjusted
within strata so that the estimated population sizes for
the strata would agree with census projections of the
population. In the final stages of sampling, the weights
were adjusted for over- or under-sampling within
province-sex-age  groups, again  using  census
projections for the target population. The age groups
for this adjustment were:

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34
35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54
35-59 60-64 65-69 70+

Estimation

The estimate of the number of people in the population
having a given set of characteristics is determined by
summing the weights of all sampled people with that
set of characteristics. The estimates of people presented
in the tables are rounded to the nearest thousand,
which not only improves readability but also provides
data at an appropriate level of precision.

Statistics Canada Cat. 11-612E, N° 9

Family and friends



-127 -

APPENDIX II

CYCLE FIVE QUESTIONNAIRES

Content and Questionnaires

The GSS 5-1 was completed for each telephone number
selected in the sample. It lists all household members,
collecting basic demographic information, specifically
age, sex, marital status and relation to reference
person. A respondent, 15 years of age or older was
then randomly selected and a GSS 5-2 was completed
for this person.

The GSS 5-2 questionnaire collected the following
types of information from people aged 15 and over
living in the ten provinces: aspects of the respondent’s

relationship with parents and grandparents (Section A),

and brothers and sisters (Section B); relationships with
their children, their children’s birth history, type of
childcare provided and contact with children living
outside the household (Section C); fertility intentions
(Section D); relationship with friends (Section E);
household help shared by people living together, and
household help given and received by people not living
in the household (Section F); support both physical
(Section F) and emotional (Section G); marriage and
common-law history (Section H and J); satisfaction
measures (Section K); and background socio-economic
questions for classification purposes (Section L).

Family and friends
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30.

Hello, I'm ! from Statistics Canada.
I'm cailing you tor a survey on family and friends. (My
supervisor is working with me today and may listen
to the interview to evaluate the survey.)

Bonjour, ici - de Statistique Canada.
Nous vous appeions concernant une enquéte sur la
famille et les amis. (Mon surveillant travaille avec moi
aujourd’hui. Il se peut qu'il ecoute notre conversation
pour évaluer 'enquéte.)

31. rdlike to make sure that I've dialed the right number. J'aimerais m'assurer que j'ai compose le bon
is this (read number) numero. S'agit-il du no (fire e numeroj?
Yes e ©) Oui O
o . O — piat again. if stl wrong. Non .. .. O —— Composez de nouveau. S'il s'agrt
END encore d'un _mauvals NuUmMEro,
METTEZ FIN A L'INTERVIEW.

32, All information we collect in this voluntary survey wili Tous les renseignements que vous fournirez pour
be kept confidential. Your participation is essential it cette enquete volontaire resteront confidentiels.
the survey results are to be accurate. Votre participation est essentielle afin que les

résultats soient precis.

33. Is this the number for a business, an institution or a S'agit-il du numero d'une entreprise, d'un
private home? etablissement ou d'une maison privee?

Private home . ... . .. . ... . Maison privee .. ..
O —» Goto 36 o O —» Passez a 36
Both home and business .. . .. O Entreprise et maison privée ®)
Business, institution or Entreprise. établissement ou autre
other non residence ... ... . O immeuble non résidentiel . O
34. Does anyone use this telephone number as a home Quelqu'un utilise-t-il ce numéro de telephane comme
phone number? numero personnel?
Yes ......... O Ou ......O
No (O —» Thank respondent and END Non Remerciez le ré
répondant et
© METTEZ FIN A L'INTERVIEW.

35. How many persons live or stay at this address and Combien de personnes vivent ou demeurent a

use this number as a home phone number? cette adresse et  ulilisent ce numero de
téléphone comme numeéro personnel?
Less than 15 @) Moins de 15 O
15 or more (O —* Make appointment. 15ouplus (O —» Fixez un rendez-vous.

36. | need to select one person from your household tor Je dois choisir une personne de votre ménage pour
an interview. Starting with the oidest, what is the une interview. En commencgant par ia personne la
name and age of each person living or staying there plus ageée du meénage, quel est le nom et I'age de
who has no usual place of residence elsewhere? chaque personne qui vit ou demeure a cet endroit et

qui n'a pas d'autre lieu habitue! de residence.
(Enter names and ages in items 42 and 44.) {Inscrivez le nom et I'age aux rubriques 42 et 44.)
37. INTERVIEWER:  Complete items 45 through 51 for INTERVIEWEUR: Rempiissez les rubriques 45 a 51
each person recorded in item 42. pour chaque personne inscrite a la
rubnique 42.
Refer to Interviewer Reference Pour les instructions et les codes,
Card for instructions and codes. vorr la Fiche de réference de
{'intervieweur.
Then go to ttem 60. Puis, passez a la rubnque 60.
40 41. 42. 43. (44,
1 - = :
Lo J-Laa I L) 7 u Page |Line |Names of Sel. | Age
Household Members No.
SELECTION GRID LABEL Page [Ligne [Noms des No |Age
6 . membres du ménage de
ETIQUETTE GRILLE DE SELECTION Sel.
‘ 0L
A = Elgible Membres
Household admissibles
Members du menage 2 1 |
B = Seiection Numero de
Number sélection 3 | [
’ L] |
’ L1
ull L]
' L | |
8

8-4500-51
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60. INTERVIEWER. Enter the Page-Line Number of INTERVIEWEUR: Inscrivez le numéro de page-ligne de (a
person giving the preceding personne qui donne les
information ... renseignements précedents ...

Page-Line Number of Numeéro de page-ligne du
I 7] l household respondent | 7/ ] ' repondant du menage
61. Are there any persons away from this household Y a-tiil d'autres personnes qui sont absentes du

attending school, visiting, travelling or in the
hospital who USUALLY live there?

Yes) zrrop o O Enter names and
complete items 44
through 51.

No ...... O

menage parce qu'elles sont aux etudes, en visite, en
voyage ou a |'hopital mais qui demeurent
HABITUELLEMENT ia?

Oui ..... O— Inscrivez leur nom et
remplissez les rubriques
44 a 51.

Non ..... .. O

62

Does anyone else live there, such as other
reiatives, roomers, boarders or employees?

Y a-til d'autres personnes qui demeurent i3, par
exemple des personnes apparentées, des chambreurs,
des pensionnaires ou des employes?

Yes = 3ae b OQ—— Enter pames and Ow ........ QO — Inscrivez leur nom et
complete items 44 remplissez les rubriques
through 51. 44 a 51.
e e O L1101 p—— O
63. INTERVIEWER: In ttem 43 number the persons 15 INTERVIEWEUR: A la rubnique 43, attribuez un numéro
years of age and over n order from aux personnes agees de 15 ans et plus
oldest to youngest. Enter number of de la plus agee a fla plus jeune.
eligible household members... inscrivez le nombre de personnes
admissibles du menage ...
Number of eligible Nombre de personnes
| 8 | I household members | 8 ] I admissibles du menage
64. INTERVIEWER: Determine the selected respondent INTERVIEWEUR:  Déterminez le répondant sélectionné en
by referring to the Selection Grid ytidisant {'etiquette grile de selection.
Label. in item 43 curcle the A la rubrique 43, encerclez le numero
selection number of the selected de selection du repondant selectionne
respondent and enter Page-lLine et inscrivez le numero de page-ligne ...
Number ...
Page-Line Number of Numero de page-igne du
91 1 I selected respondent 91 1 I répondant sélectionné
65. The person | am to interview is ...... {read name). La personne que je vais interviewer est ._....
(Is he/she there?) (hsez le nom). (Est-iifelle 127?)
Yes . ... ... O —> Go to Form GSS 5-2 Ou ........ O — Passez a la formule
and begin interview. ESG 5-2 et
commencez l'interview.
No ........ O —— Set up appointment Non ....... QO — Fixez un rendez-vous et
and enter details in inscrivez les details a la
item 16. rubnque 16.
45. |[46. 47. 48. Page-Line Number of:
Numero de page-ligne de:
Sex [(Whatis...'s Family What is . . . 's relationship to . . . 49 50 51
marital status? identifier | (Head of Family)? : J )
) Spouse : | Mother Father
Sexe | Quel est 'etat Code- Quel est ie lilen de . . . avec . .. Partner
matrimonial de . . . ? | famiile (chef de famille)? ) )
Sep. Single Conjoint Mere Pere
M FM wv Dwv. Cel partenaire
a2l 3 4 5 6 [_J It 0", specity - Si "0, précisez 1l | | lar 1 b a1 1 |
OO0lO0O O O O L L L Ll L L L] L] |90Ovase|20nasa]3snaso
4 5| 6 7 8 9 U It "0", specily - Si "0", précisez o] | |§| | L1 1 |
O0OlO O O O P L L L L L L Ll L 1] |eeOnwase|smnasalex)naso
1. 2] 3 4 s 6 '__J It 0", specity - Si “0", précisez Y BRIFTI al 1|
OO0 O O O Ll L L L L L L L L g |reeDmaso]eeemaso|sanaso
4 5| 6 7 8 9 |___| tt “0". specily - Si “0", précisez la) 1 | |§| | |§| L
OQO0lO0O O O O N Y O O 499 wa-s0 | s9a)va-so | s9x) va-sio
1. 2) 3 a4 5 6 |___| It “0°. specify - St “0", précisez Lit 1 | FYIE al | [
OO0lO O O O LL L L L L L L L 199 a-s/o | 299 nva-sio | 399 nia-s/0
4 s/ 6 7 8 9 ] 10" specily - Si "0", précisez lat 1) e ) [Ler i
OO0lO O O O LL L L L L Ll L Ll aga(Q)a-sio | 589D va-s/o | 699 nva-sio
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SECTION A: Parents and grandparents A8.  Does she live within ...
AO. INTERVIEWER: 10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? 10
2
Repeat the introduction below if selected respondent is 50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? O
different from household respondent. 100 km (80 miles or 1 hour by car)? 30
Hello, I'm ........ from Statistics Canada. I'm calling 200 km (120 miles or 2 hours by car)? 0
you for a survey on family and friends. 400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? 50
All the information we coilect in this voluntary 1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by car)? 60
survey will be kept confidential. Your garﬂcipation
Is essential If the survey results are to be accurate. Beyond 1000 km and living in Canada or
United States (more than 600 miles or 10
hoursbycan? ...... . ........ ... 0
A1l. The foilowing questions are about your parents p Py 8
and grandparents. QOutside Canada or United States? .. ... S
Don'tknow ... ... .. ............. 0
A2. in what country was your mother born?
) ) ) A9. During the past 12 months how often did you see
Canada  '“— In which province your mother? Did you see her ...
or territory? )
Newfoundiand . .. .. .. @) BEIDR - aE o 'O
Prince Edward Island 02O At least once a week? an
Nova Scotia . ... .... 03O At least once a month? 0
New Brunswick . ..... 0O Less than once a month? QO
Quebec ............ 05Q Notatall? . . . . . SO=GO TO AT1
Ontaric . ........... 06O
Manitoba .. ......... 078 A10. Did you usually see her ...
Saskatchewan o8
At your home? ... ... ... 6
Alberta ... ........ @) Atl); n: | . o
. : er usual place o
British Columbia ‘08 residence?p . 70
| 1"
Yilkag Termory """ Somewhere else? .. ... .. .. 80
Northwest Territories 120 v
Country Specify
outside
CanadaZ? (N I O O O O B
Specify [ iy O [ I
| SN A o Equally at both residences 90
U O o ) O |
A11. Do you see your mother ...
A3. Is your mother still living? Less often than you
would like? ... ... ... 10
Yes ... . <[©)
NO ... .. e More often than you
P would flke? . ........ ... 20
When did she die? GO TO A13
| About the right amount? 3
yeay GO TO A22 |A12. What prevents you from seeing her more often?
Don't know 980
Don'tknow SO GO T0 A22 (i ity sl
- DIStanBe = s cmee e o o e 0O
A4. How old is your mother?
Poor relationship withher . .. ... ... ... 020y
L1 ] years
03
Don'tknow 000 Shortage of yourtime . . ... ... ... ..., ®
Shortage of hertime .. .. . ... ........ Ko
A5. Does your mother live ...
Your health problems . . . ............ 50
i ? 6
In this household? .. ... .. O—=GOT0 A5 Her heaith problems . . ... .. ........ %0
in another household? . ... 70
i i 07
In an institution? ... .. 8OQ—»=GO TOA8 AR . o - o - O
Transportation problems .. .. ......... 08
A6. Does she live alone? § ¥ O
Yes .. 10—=GO T0 A8 Other family responsibilities . . .. .. 090
N = oo e e 20 Other .. o cmomoms v oo o oo o+ o 00
A7. Does she live ... {
Yes No Specity
With her spouse/partner? .. 30 LY @) (S T A I Y O O O
With any of her children? . 5O 6O O O O O Y I i I ol
2 7 8
Wih'oriaksll mx a0k o™ O o No particular reason O
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A13. During the past 12 months, how often did you
have contact by letter or telephone with her?

A22. In what country was your father born?

Was it ... Canada  'O—= In which province
or territory?
Daily? . . ... .. ...... o) i
0 QO
At least once a week? ... .. 5O Mesmgland. -
Prince Edward Island 020
6
At least once a month? O Nova Scotia - . . ... .. 030
Less than once a month? 0O New Brunswick . ..... 04O
Notatal? .............. 8O Quebec . ........... 05O
Ontario . ........... 06O
A14. INTERVIEWER:
Manitoba . ... .. ... .. 0O
GO TO A22 Saskatchewan ....... 08O
A15. During the past 12 months, what best describes Alberta . ........... 09O
your mother's MAIN activity? Was she mainly ... British Columbia 100
Working ata ‘Ob or Yukon Te"lfOl’y ...... ”O
business? .. ........... Q=GO TO A18 Northwest Territories 120
2
Looking for work? ... ... .. O»GOTO A17 GEndin;
Astudent? .. ............ 3O outside 0
Keeping house? .. ........ e) Canatia
Retired? . ... ......... 50O % GO TO A17 Specify
OHBE o o oo s - 60 S ) e o | |
, IS O A Y I B
Specify
A23. Is father still living?
0 T S I e Ay outria = g
Y&5r 3 3 o a0
e T O o No ...... ‘?
When did he die?
A16. Was she studying full-time or pant-time? l
ear
Fulltime ...... ......... 0 K GO TO A45
Part-time . ............... 80 Don't know 98y
Dontknow 5O GO TO A4S
A17. Did your mother have a job or was she seif-
employed at any time during the past 12 months? | A24. How old is your father?
YOS .o 0 LLJ years
NO .. 20~GO TO A22 Don't know 0O
A25. Does your father iive in this household?
A18. Including vacation, iilness, strikes, lock-outs and 6
maternity leave, for how many weeks during the DL g ey Q=GO TO A38
past 12 months did she work at a job or business? NG (o oo o 3 o o R 70
A26. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review A3.
Ll | weeks Is the respondent's mother still living (A3 = Yes)?
Yes . ..... 'O
A19. During those weeks, was her work mainly fuil-time No ...... 20 GO TO A28
or part-time?
Full-fme . ..o 10 A27. Do your mother gid father live together?
Part-ime . ............... +O WES oop i EONRIA#S
No ...... e
A20. Did she regularly work evening or night shifts?
A28. Does your father live ...
Yes . ... .. ... ... 50 'e)
In another household? . ... 5
NOL ¢ wion ot - pein. cwge -iae - - @)
in an institution? ... .. 6 O—=GO TO A37
A21. Did she regularly work on Saturday or Sunday? A23. Does he live alone?
. Yes .. ... TQO—*GO TO A31
i I I O NO o SO
T —— eQ
A30. Does heiive ..
Yes No
With his spouse/partner? .. 4 'e) s 'e)
With any of his children? o) 0O
With others? .. ... ... ... 8O 90

8-4500-52.1




4

A31. Does he live within ... A36. During the past 12 months, how often did you
) ) have contact by letter or telephone with him?
10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? 10O was it ..
50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? 20 Daily? . ... .. ... ... o)
100 km (60 miles or 1 hour by car)? 3
( I ‘ e O At least once a week? .. . .. 5O
200 km (120 miles or 2 hours by car)? 40O
400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? 5O At least once a month? e
1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by car)? 60O Less than once a month? ®)
Beyond 1000 km and living in Canada or 8
nited States (more than 600 miles or 10 Notatall? .............. O
hours by Car)? .................. 7O A37. INTERVIEWER:
Outsi nada or United States? ... . 8
BIREE o GO TO A45
Don'tknow ............... ... ..... 20
A38. During the past 12 months, what best describes
A32. During the ';)ast 12 months how often did you see your father's MAIN activity? Was he mainly ...
your father? Did you see him ...
O B e P s | 1 O Working at a job
B S , 20 or business? .. . 30+-GO TO A4t
At least once a week? ... .. MoK NERRERR . . . 4O=GO TO A40
At least once a month? 30O
A student? ... .. ... ... .. 50
Less than once a month? 4O
. - Keeping house? .. .. ... ... 60O
s —— Retired? . ... . . 7O} GO TO A40
A33. Did you usually see him . Other .................. a?
? 6
At your home? . ..... e O Specity
At his usual place of residence? 7 O
Somewhere else? ... ... ... L¥®) T Y I [ |
U
Specify IO N N N I ey
L S N 1 N A A e
A39. Was he stud fuil-t rt-t
0 Y Y A O stidgug i Basiorpanstimef
Full-time . ........... .... 7
Equally at both residences 90 ull:hime O
Part-time ....... .. ... ... 8O
A34. Do you see your father ...
A40. Did your father have a job or was he seif-
Less often than you employed at any time during the past 12 months?
would like? ... ... .. .. 'O
More often t;\an you 20 Yes ... 10
would like? .. ... .. .. . N 5 A
GO TO 436 O e O+=GO 10 A4s
3
About the right amount? Q. A41. Including vacatk:n, iiness, strikes, lock-outs and
, paternity leave, for how many weeks during the
A35. What prevents you from seeing him more often? ast 12 months did he do any work at a igb oF

(Mark all that apply)

DISaNCe . ............coiiiiiian.. 01O
Poor relationship with him .. .. .. .. .. .. 02
Shortage of your tme . . . ... .. ... 1)
Shortage of his time . . ... ........... 1®)
Your heaith problems ... ............ 1)
His health problems ... ............. 08
Financialreasons . .. ............... 070
Transportation problems .. ........... 08
Other family responsibiiities .. ......... 030
Other ........ ... .. ... i 180
Speciy
W U S A s o
T I ) 5 I o
No particular reason .. .. .. .......... le)

usiness?

l—l_-’ weeks

A42. During those weeks, was his work mainly full-time
or part-time?
Full-time .. ....... . .. ... 30
Part-time . ............ ... 40

A43. Did he regularly work evening or night shifts?
YOS 3 3 3o T IOE S sO
NO oo 60O

A44. Did he regularly work on Saturday or Sunday?
YeS ... 70O
NG| ayeooos qop oo o E R 8O

Ad45. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:

Review A5 and A25.

Does either of the respondent’s mother or father live in
the household (A5 = In this household or
A25 = Yes)?

Yes

GO 70 A49
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AdB.

How old were you when you last lived with one or
both your parents?

SECTION B: Brothers and sisters

B81. The foliowing questions are about your brothers
¥e34S and sisters. Include step-, adopted and half-
A47. What was the main reason for your move? brothers and sisters.
Was it ...
To get married? .. ................ .. 30
o B2. How many brothers and sisters did you have?
To move because of a job? . ... . ...... N Include those who may have died.
To attend school? . .......... .. ... .. sO
Ll 1]
To be independent /
move into own place? .. .. ... ... . .. 60O None . ................ 1000 » GO TO Ct
For some other reason? .. .. ... .. .. .. 7
B3. How many brothers do you have still living?
A48. INTERVIEWER:
GO TO A53 L2l | ] brother(s) iiving
A49. Have you always lived with at least one of your None . ............... 2000 » GO TO BS
parents?
YS! ex: gop - @ TaX: e 80O = GO TO A53 |B4. How many of your (llving) brothers are older than
NO oo 90 you?
A50. How old were you when you last left home to live 3] | _J brother(s) older
on your own?
Nope 3. - - 9-F -3 3 I 3000
(. years
A51. What was the main reason for this move? B5. How many sisters do you have still living?
.. Lal | ] sister(s) living
To get married? . . ...... ... . . ... 'O
400
To move because of ajob? . ... ... .. .. 20 BSRR) e  ack|  c O-GoT087
To attend school ? .................. 3O [B6. How many of your (living) sisters are oider than
To be independent / o you?
move into own place? . ... .. ... 4 i
| 5 [ | | sister(s) older
For some other reason? .. ... .. .. 50O
None .. ... ............ 5000
A52. When did you start living with your parents again?
B7. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
19| Review B3 and B5.
AS53. Are any of your grandparents still living? Does the respondent have any living brothers
7
Yes ... (O~ Who? or sisters?
Mother's mother .. .. .. 10 Yes ww .2 198k - EI1E- X 'O
Mother's father ... .... 10 NG| Pl e T 20 »GOoTOCt
Father's mother . ...... SO
. 6 B8. Do you have any brothers or sisters living outside
Father's father ... ..... @) this household?
No 20 GO 70 B1 YEs) 1or eIt T Y- b - 30
A54. Do any of them live outside this household? Nol 9P W PP 1O > GOTOCt
YOS . €©) B9. The nelft' quesllc;gs concern your brothers and
sisters living outside this household.
NO oo 80O - GO TO BY - -
B10. During the past 12 months, how often did you
As5. The next questions concern your grandparents see any of your brothers or sisters? Was it ...
living outside this household.
A56. Durln? the past 12 months, how often did you see Daily? o sQ
any of your grandparents? Was it ...
, At least once a week? 60
i 1
ORI - e o At least once a month? deo
Afladatonas-aigal? 20 Less than once a month? 8Q
3
At least once a month? @) Notatall? e,
Less than once a month? 10O
Notatal? ... .. ... *O B11. During the past 12 months, how often did you
A57. During the past 12 months, how often did you Z?V:Oﬁ?%%::‘e?: o::.;t;gf:; \?;esp,?‘ofe L

have contact by letter or teiephone with any of
your grandparents? Was it ..

Daily? . ...... ......... sQ
At least once a week? .. . .. @)
At least once a month? 70
Less than once a month? 80
Notatall? . ... ..... .... 1@}

Daily? .. ... ... ... ..... 0
At least once a week? 20
At least once a month? 30
Less than once a month? U®)
Notatan? ........ .. .. .. 50

8-4500-52.1
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SECTION C: Children

C1. Now some questions about|C7. Starting with the oldest, what is the Interviewer: Ask questions B
your children and first name and age of each child to E for at most 22 chidren -
grandchildren. you have ever raised or (given birth the 21 oldest and the

to / fathered). Include those who youngest.
may have died.

C2. Have you ever raised step- A. 8. In what month and
children? By step-children we year was . . . (your
mean children from a former first (second, ...)
union of a spouse or child) born?

common-law partner,

Yes . 1Q——»How many? IDENTIFICATION AGE DATE OF BIRTH
l._ L _J Egll;’D Hame Maonth Year
No . 20 01. 2] | |years ] L || 1

C3. Have you ever adopted

Shildven mantioned Tn- we| o2 sl | fveas| [s] | | [ 1 |

previous question.)
Yoo . 90— Howmanys | % Lal | Jyeas| (o] [ | [0 |

L] 04. |s| | veas| |s] | | [ | |

No . 4O .
C4. Have you ever (given birth to il - I Iyears ! - ’ l I I I

/fathg)red) s child of your i

qun? (00 not countf o5 Lsl | fews| Lol | ] [t |

Yes . 50 ——»How many? - | g ] I lyea(s | p ] ] l l l l

No . 6O 08. Lsl [ Jveas| [s] | | [ |
Cs. INTERVIEWER: 5l | 2 | l Jyears 3 l ‘ I | l

Compute total number of step-,

adopted, natural children. Add

entries in C2. C3, C4. 10. | 5 ] I lyears l 6 I l | [ | I

L] ! el [ dyeas| [a] | | [ 1 |

Lol | Jvoms| Lol | ] (1|
L Lel | Jyeus| Lo | | 1|
Lol | Jyous| Lol | ] L1 |
O Lol | oo Lol | ] L1 |
No 50 Lol | Jvoms| Lol | | [ 1 |

17. 2 veas| 3| | | || |

18. | 5 | I Jyears 6

19, Lel | Jyeas| o] [ | [ 1 |
20 sl | fveasf[s] | | [ 1 |
21. Lel | fyears| o] [ | [ 1 |
2. Lol | Jvews| Lol | | [ | |




O toamond, Uyemiar | vy a¥oaunal. sep. of| (your s o o
male or female? adopted child? csh@ifdc;,:% e__i,’)’ "’:;‘vn(g%‘i‘z .'i..a) . &Ei
household? home? ’

Male Female Natural Step Adopted | Deceased Yes  No Age

® 5O 60O 70 80 sO 10 2O---->|a years
70 8O 0 20 30 4O 50 6C)—->| 7 years
) sO 60 O 80O O 10 20=» |3 | Iyears
O 8 O 20 30 iO 50 SO—->|? years
oy 5O 6O O 6O O 10 20=—» |3 | Iyears
“© 80 1O 20 310 sQ 5O 5O =» |- | Iyears
2O} sO 6O 7O 80 SO 10 0 =-» |3 | Iyears
O 8 L 2O 30 sOQ 5O GO—>| 7 years
) 5O 60 L€, 80 O 'O 0= |3 | Iyears
7 8O ie 20 10 +Q O sO=—»| 7 years
tha 5O 6O 7O 80 sO 'O 20— |3 | Iyears
0 8O 'O 20 10 O 5O 0= |7 | Iyears
+0 5O 60O 70 8O sO O 20=—» |23 | Iyears
70O 80O O 20 30 1O 5O Q= |7 | Iyears
<O sO 60O O 80O °Q 'O 20=» |3 | Iyears
7O 80 e 20 30 O 5O sO=» |7 | Iyears
O 5O 6O 7 80O sO 'O 20=-» |3 | Iyears
& 8O 'O 20O 10 1O 5O sO=»|7 years
“Q 5O 60O O 80O 90 1O 20 =» |3 years
{(®) 50 1O 20 30 30 5O 8O =—» v[ [ years
(@ 5O 60 (O 80 O 'O 20=—» 3[ l years
e 80 O 20 10 O sO O =» |7 Iyears
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INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review C7. columns A and E.

Cs.

Are there any children less than 15 years old lving in

household?
Yes ......... U@
No ......... 20— GOTOCT6

C9. The next questions refer to your children less than

15 years old living in the household.

C10. During the past 12 months, did any of your
children receive childcare on a REGULAR basis?
Exclude childcare provided by a family member
living in this household.

3(O~»How many? L1 Jenidren

sO —= GOTOC16

C15. Who provided this care to ... (your youngest
child)? Was it ...
Yes No
The child’s grandparent? 10 20
Another
relative? .. ...... . . ... . 30 ‘O
A sitter or
nanny? . ... ... . 5O 60O
Someone else? ..... . .... 70 80
Specﬁr
LI W Y |
I I

Ct1. Did your child(ren) receive this care so that you or
your spouse/partner could ...

C16. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review C7, columns A and E.

Are there any children less than 15 years old living
outside household?

(@
40 —= GO TO C24

C17. The next questions are about your (youngest)
child living outside the househoid.

Yes No
Work ata job? ... ....... 01O 020
Study? ... ... ... 1Q) L@
Do volunteer work? ... . .. %0 %y
Provide care to a family
member or friend? ... .. 7O 080
Do something else? .. .. . 90 0o
Specify
I I I
A A A O O O Y
C12. During the past 12 months, did . . . (yourEyoungest
child) receive chiidcare OUTSIDE YOUR

HOUSEHOLD on a regular basis?
20
O —» GOTOCI4

Yes

C1B8. Who does . . . (this child) live with?

C13. Did . .. ( your youngest child) go to ...

Yes No
A workplace daycare
center? ... ... ...... 01O 0O
Another daycare center? @) 04 O
A sitter or
neighbour's home? ... .. 050 %0
Grandparent’s
home? . 3 3-pp TR EX: 07O 08
Another relative's =
home? . ..... ... ... ... @) @)
Some other arrangement
{outside your household)? QO 120
Specify

|
[

|
I

|
|

l
I

J
|

L1 |
L1

|

Child's mothertather ... . . . 5O

Arelative .. ... ... ....... 60

Other . ............ 7O

Specify
N I Y Y O
[ I I T
C19. Does . . . (this child) live within ...

10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? 10
50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? 2Q
100 km ({60 miles or 1 hour by car)? K@)
200 km {120 miles ar 2 hours by car)? @)
400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? sO

1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by car)? 60

Beyond 1000 km [more than 600 miles or
10hoursbycar)? ..... ... ........ L&)

Donft'know; . .« 3. . s i B o e 8O

C20. During the past 12 months, how often did you see
... (this child)? Was it ...

C14. During the past 12 months, did ...(your youngest
child) receive childcare IN YOUR HOME on a
regular basis? Exclude childcare provided by a
family member living in your household.

50O
60 —» GOTOCIE

Daily? .. . .......... 20
At least once a week? o
At least once a month? X @)
Less than once a month? 50
Notatall? ... .... .. . ... 60O
C21. Do you see . . . (this child) ...

Less often than

you would like? ... ... ),
More often than

you would like? ... .. . .. 80O

GO TO C23

About the right amount? °0

8-4500-52 1
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C22. What prevents you from seeing ... (this child) more

often?
(Mark alf that apply)
Distance ............... . ...... .. 0O
Poor relationship withchild . ... .. ... .. 02O
Shortage of your time ... ... ... ... .. 03O
Your health probiems .. ... .. ... .. 0O
Financial reasons .. ................ 05O
Transportation problems .. ... ... ... .. 060
Other family responsibilities . .. . ... .... 07O
Custodial arrangements ... .. ........ 080
Poor relationship with custodian ... ... .. 09O
Other . ... 100
Specn’;}
I (] e
(N I O
No particular reason ... ............. ')

C32. Does . . . (this child) live with ..

C23. During the past 12 months, how often did you
have contact by letter or telephone with ... (this
child)? Was it ...

Daily? ....... .. ..... ... 10
At least once a week? .. .. 20
At least once a month? a0
Less than once a month? @)
Notatail? ... ... ... . .. :1@)

Yes No
His/her spouse/partner? le) sO
His/her children? ... .. .. 8O 7O
Someone eise? . . ... ... .. 80 8O
¥
Who?
(Mark all that apply)
Friendiroommate .. ... .. .. @)
Child's motherfather ... ... 20
Other relative . .......... 30
C33. Does . . . (this child) live within ...
10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? 20
50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? 30
100 km (60 miles or 1 hour by car)? «Q
200 km (120 miles or 2 hours by car)? 50O
400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? 60
1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by can? . 70
Beyond 1000 km (more than 600 miles or
10 hours by car)? .. .............. 80
Don'tknow . .......... ... ......... 0

C24. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review C7, columns A and E.

Number of children 15 years of age and older, living
outside household?

None ......... QO —>= GO TOD1
One ......... 20— GO TOC3
Two or more 0

C25. Of your children 15 years of age and older living
outside your househoid, how many live within

100 km (60 miles or one hour by car)?

4 | |child(ren)

C34. During the past 12 months, what best describes. . .
(this chiid’s) MAIN activity? Was he/she mainly ...

Working at a job

or business? . ...... ... ... ... .. 0O
Looking for work? .. ... . ... ..... . 20O
Astudent? ... ... ... ... .. ..., 3O
Keeping house? .. ... ... ...... ... . 4O
OWEr = 3or e TOF T BEEE FEEEE IO § sO

R

Specify

[ [ S ' S
I A O I B

C26. Of your children 15 years of age and oider living
outside your household, with whom do you have

the most contact?

C35. During the past 12 months, how often did you see
... (this child)? Was it ...

Daily? .....:i. deoen.... sO
At least once a week? 60O
At least once a month? QO
Less than once a month? 8O

9
If necessary, use birth order, date and sex to probe. Notatail? .............. O=GOoT0C37
C36. Did you usually see ... (this child) ...
. D. TO C2
CHILDI.D.# [5] | | GO TO C28 — T
No particular child .. .. ... 5000 At his/her usual place
of residence? .. ... .. . .. 20
C27. Of those children with whom you have the most 3 3
contact, who is the oldest? Somewhere else? ... ... .. ?
CHILD I. D. # 8 l | Specify
(Y T A I O
C28. The next questions are about this child.
W 1 N Y Y A o0
C29. INTERVIEWER:
GO 70 C31 Equally at both residences a0
C30. The next guestions are about your child, 15 years | 37 pg you see . . . (this chiid) ...
of age or older, living outside your household. ¢ ¥ ( )
Less often than you
; 2 would like? ... ... .. .. .. 50
C31. Does . . . ( this child) live alone 1 oo P
Yes .. ... ike? .. ... .. ...
es ©Opa would like O o 70 Ccas
No .......ovivvennnnn. © About the right amount? 7
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C38. What prevents you from seeing . . . (this child)| SECTION E: Friends
more often?
E1. Other than your immediate family, how many
(Mark all that apply) people do you consider close friends?
Distance, .. ... .. com oo im e s o 01O (Exclude spouse, parents, brothers. sisters and
Poor relationship with child ... ........ 02O children. Include friends. aunts, uncles, cousins,
meces, nephews, in-laws, etc.)
Shortage of your time .. .. ... ... ... .. 030
Shortage of histher time .. ... ... ... .. 1O
Your health problems .. ....... ..... 05O
l I I friend
His/her health problems .. .. .... ..., . 06O rends
, None ......... 0O — GO 10 Fi
Financial reasons .. ................ 07O
i rtati lems .. ..... .. .. . 08O E2. The next few questions are about your closest
el ?“m QRIS friend. Your immediate family should be excluded.
Other family responsibilities . .......... 03O
Other ...l 10? E3. Is your closest friend male or female?
Specily Male ... ....... (©)
EFFFEEE RN Brmie 6
L L0 ) i) P L L1 E4. Where did this friendship start?
No particular reason . ... ............ ®) At school 20
C39. During the past 12 months how often did you have Atwork ... 30
. ] 5
wan;z;::f"by letter or telephone with . . . (this child)? At club  organization . .. .. ... ..... ... e
5
Daily? ... ... 'O :t church . ... ... . h ............... i O
At least once a week? | 20 T; homefor in the neighbourhood . . ... .. O
IY) e b e 7
At least once a month? 3O Throug: a?' ¥ i O
Less than once a month? sO 5 rr]oug P = 5 o
Notatail? .. . .. .. 50 B | R ——— ?
SECTION D: Fertility intentions TEEFPE PN S[I)eC’lfy
D1. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review GSS 5-1, ltem 44 for respondent only. LN N S O O A O
Is age of respondent...
o E5.  Does your friend live within ...
60 —
.l ) GO 70 E1 10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? D)
44 or younger? @) , ,
50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? 20
D2. The next guestions are about your intentions to 100 km (60 miles or 1 hour by car)? 30
have (more) children. ]
200 km {120 miles or 2 hours by car)? sQ
D3. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM: 400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? sO
Review GSS 5-1, Item 49 for respondent only. 1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by Caf)? Go
If respondent is living with a spouse/partner, phrase :
questions D4 and D5 to include spouse/partner. Be%f":&:;’gg léranr)?(more than 600 miles or 0
D4. Have you (or your spouse/partner) had an Same household .. ......... ... ... .. a0
operation that makes it impossible for you to have
a‘another child?
GO TOF1
Yes .......... 8Q — ™ GO TO Et B .
n Wl op =X 1E X G 3k
NG e 3 s 1@ o
E6. During the past 12 months, how often did you see
D5. Have you ever been told that you (or your partner) 3 :
cannot have any(more} children? your friend? Was it ...
Yes ......... 1Q —= GO TO E1 EDSIRS 20
No ... 20 At least once a week? 30
At least once a month? 20O
D6. Do you intend to have a/another child sometime? Less than once a month? 50
Notatail? . ..... .. ... .. 6
Yes .. ........ 3O g
No .......... sO E7. During the past 12 months, how often did you
: (D) —=GOTO £t have contact by letter or telephone with your
Don't know . friend? Was It...
iY@ 3op o 30 XX X 5
D7. What is the totai number of chiidren that you Bally O
intend to have (including those you have now)? At least once a week? .. . .. §Q
At least once a month? 70
Lt child(ren) Less than once a month? L@
Don’t know 8O Notatal? .. ......... .. 1 @)

8-4500-52 1
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SECTION F: Household help

F1. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM: Review GSS 5-1

Single person household . .. 10
Otherwise ... ........... 20

GO TO F7

F2. The next questions are about people who helped with the work around your house during the past 12
months. Include only household members.

F3. a) Who helps with
meai preparation in your
household?

(Enter Page-Line Number
of each household
member - review GSS 5-1,
items 40 and 41)

il

Not applicable
no one in household . . .. ..

b) During the past 12 months, how much of

the meal preparation did ... do? Was it ...

Less than Less than 1/2 or
1/4 172 more
01 O 02 030
06 ) 07 ) 08 O
"o 120 130
16 O 17 O 18 O

97O —»GOTO F4

All?

00
LK@
mo
190

c) Who is PRIMARILY re-
sponsible for meal pre-
paration in your household?

(Accept multiple response only il
respoﬁs:b:hty sharedD equally)

L-XQ)
¥'e)
150
200

22O Someone from
outside household

Fa. a} Who helps with
meal cleanup in your
household?

(Enter Page-Line Number
of each household
member - review GSS 5-1.
items 40 and 41)

i

Not applicable
no one in household . .. ...

b) ODuring the past 12 months, how much of
the meal cleanup did ... do? Was it ...

Less than Less than 1/2 or
1/4 1/2 more
230 20 250
280 290 00
330 34 O LYQ)
380 3O Ne)

70O —»GO 70 F5

All?

260
e
LBGO
“O

c) Who is PRIMARILY re-
sponsible for meal cleanup in
your household?

{Accept multiple re?)oonse only if
responsibility shared equally)

270
20O
7?70
20

44 O Someone from
outside household

Fs. a) Who helps with

house cleaning and
laundr in your
household?

(Enter Page-Line Number
of each household
member - review GSS 5-1,
tems 40 and 41)

il

Not applicable -
no one in household . . . ...

b) Durin? the past 12 months, how much of
ng and laundry did ... do? Wasi it ...

the clean

Less than  Less than  1/2 or
1/4 1/2 more
XS] 46 O 47 O
50 O 510 52 O
55 O 56 ) 57 ©
60 O 610 620

97O —»GO 70 F6

Al?

a8 O
530
58 O
630

c) Who is PRIMARILY re-
sponsible for house cleaning
and laundry in your
household?

(Accept multiple reffmnse only if
responsibility shared equally)

LXQ)
“®,
590
80

66 O Someone from
outside household

F6. a) Who helps with
house maintenance and
outside work such as
repairs, painting,
carpentry, lawn mowing,
shovelling snow?

(Enter Page-Line Number
of each household
member - review GSS 5-1,
Items 40 and 41)

il

Not apphcable
no ane n household .

b) During the past 12 months, how much of
the house maintenance and outside work did

.. do? Was it ..

Less than Less than 1/2 or
1/4 1/2 more
67 O 68 O 69 O
72 O 73 O 74 O
77 80 90
82 O 830 84 O

7O —GO TOF7

All?

00
%0
80 O
as O

c) Who is PRIMARILY re-
sponsible for house
maintenance and outside
work in your household?

(Accept multiple response only if
responsibility shared equally)

T\O
76 O
[AN@)
86 O

88 O Someone from
outside household

8-4500-521
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F7. The next few questions are about any unpaid help you have given to others or received from others. Include
organizations and people who are not part of your household, such as family, friends, neighbours, etc.
F8. During the past 12 months, have you done any unpaid housework outside your home such as cooking,
sewing or cleaning?
YOS .. 1O
o T T T 20O —>=GOTOF10
F9.  For which person or organization?
(Mark all that apply) {For each circle marked. ask:)
How often did you provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SON in. cwowe o o sl swome o o ool oo - 0o — 020 030 N1e)
Daughter ................ B0 — 05 70 08 ()
Parent s gomp wemeomn e g WO —> 00 LNe) 20
Brother /sister . .. ......... BO — 1“0 50 60
Other relative . ............ 70 — @) 190 200
Friend / neighbour ... ... .. 20 — 20 230 240
Organization / other ... ... .. 50 —» %60 270 280
¥
Specify
S A Y Y O O O O O O O
F10. During the past 12 months, has anyone from outside your household helped with unpaid housework such as
cooking, sewing or cleaning?
Yes = . g e e 30
NGO e ) e s ¢ O —GOTOF12
F11. Who provided such heip?
{Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did they provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
Son .. ... 20 —> N0 O 20
Daughter . ............... BO — 30 =1Q) 360
Parent .................. O — 3B 390 e}
Brother / sister . . .......... N0 — 20 30 Yo
Other relative .. ........... B0 — 60 470 80
Friend ' neighbour . ........ Y0 —» 00 510 520)
Organization other .. ... .. 80 — 540 550) 56 ()
v
Specity
N I O I Y O O R A O

F12.

During the past 1z months, have you helped anyone outside your household with house maintenance or
outside work such as repairs, painting, carpentry, lawn mowing or shovelling snow?

YES s B0E Tt e T e e 5O
NO. ek P Mo, Wil 6§ Q0 —GOTO F14
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F13. For which person or organization?
(Mark all that apply} (For each circle marked. ask:)
How often did you provide this heip?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SOM e . cnd L e e - o 0O — 020 030 04y
Daughter ... ............. 50 — 060 e “:¥e)
Baramt o g. .. ... 9 .p o a.. 080 —» 00 Fg) 120
Brother ' sister . . . ... ... ... VO — Wig) 50 180
Other relative ............. 70 — 18O 190 200
Friend / neighbour ... ... ... 20 —» 20y 230 240
Organization / other ... ... .. B0 —» %0 210 80
¥
Specify
S S 00 O S 1 N Y Y s I S O
F14. During the past 12 months, has anyone from outside your household helped on an unpaid basis with house
maintenance or outside work such as repairs, painting, carpentry, lawn mowing or shoveliing snow?
YOS . i 70
No o BO}—»Goroms
Not applicable .. ........ .. 2 O
F15. Who provided such help?
{Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did they provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
Son D e e e X0 — 00 ¥e) 7o)
Daughter .. .............. B0 — e 1) 60O
[2 7T 1) R R R S S R O —» 8O 0 LS}
Brother ./ sister ... ........ . a0 — 20 B30 “n
Other relative . ............ SO — 46 70 W80
Friend / neighbour .. ..... .. 80 —» 500 ¥ 520)
Organization / other . . ... ... 830 — 540 550 56 O
¥
Specify
N (1 Y I e N I O
F16. During the past 12 months, have you provided unpaid transportation to anyone outside your household,
such as drlving them to an appointment or shopping?
Yes . ... ... ... (@
NO . 20 —»GOTOFI18
F17. For which person or organization?

(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did you provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
Son ... Nne —» 02 () 030 040y
Daughter . ............... 50 — %0 070 080
Parent .. ... ............. 080 — UJ) no 20
Brother / sister .. .......... BO — KXo 150 160
Other relative . ... ......... 70 —» 180 90 200
Friend / neighbour . ... ... . 20 — 20 230 240
Organization / other . ... .. .. BO —» %0 270 280
v
Specify
S I I O O

8-4500-5¢ 1
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F18.

During the past 12 months, has anyone from outside your household provided you with unpaid
transportation, such as driving you to an appointment or shopping ?

F19:

WAS) o s i Rl s 20
No ... ... ... .. ... 4O —=GOTO F20
Who provided such help?
(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did they provide this heip?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SON| o 3 T B LT el Wl 20 — 300 30 320y
Daughter . ............... RO — 380 350 360
Parent ..... ............. 0O —» ‘O 30 400
Brother / sister .. ... ... ... N0 — 20 430 44 0
Other relative . ....... ... . O — LT®) 70 480
Friend / neighbour .. .. ... . . B0 — 500 510 5209
Organization / other .. ... ... 5830 — 54 () 55 ) 56 O
¥
Specify

S 1 A O A

F20. During the past 12 months, have you provided any unpaid childcare for anyone outside your household?
Yes ..., 50
No ................ ... 6§ O —»GO T0 F22
F21. For whose children did you provide this care?
(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did you provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SOp) 3 T { I Ak B X IEE T 0O —» 02y 030 L¥e)}
Daughter . ............... B — 06 () 07 () 080
PArEAtl & coovonn Sk coue « . o 09 — 00 "o 120
Brother /sister . ... ... .. .. VO ~—» L0) 50 160
Otherrelative . ............ 70— 18 LLTQ) 20
Friend . neighbour ... ... ... 20 —» 220 20 240
Organization - other ... ... .. B0 —» 26 270y 80
¥
Specify
L Lt bt bbbt
F22. During the past 12 months, have you provided any unpaid personal care, such as help bathing or dressing,

to anyone outside your household?

F23.

¥es  axlls = AL 70O
No ... ... 8 O —=GO TO F24
For which person or organization?
(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did you provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
570) ) [P (R B0 —» 00 <J¥e) 20y
Daughter . ............... VO — 30 IO e
Parent . ................. IO — 380 IO 40 ()
Brother / sister . ... ... .... MO — 20 430 440
Other relative . ............ SO — 36 () 470y 480
Friend / neighbour ... ... ... WO —» 500 510 5200
Organization * other . .. .. ... 530 —» 540 55 () 56 ()
¥
Specify

8-4500-52.1
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F24. During the past 12 months, have you provided financial support to anyone outside your household?

YES « 1O
NOI' v memE o gep S g 2Q —GOTOF26
F25. For which person or organization?
(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)
How often did you provide this help?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SON « oo 0 Q —= 020 1@ e
Daughter ................ 50O —= 06 O 07O 08O
Parent .. ... 0O —= 100 1O 120
Brother / sister .. .. .. ...... 130 — e 150 r1e)
Other relative ... .......... 7TQ == 180 190 200
Friend / neighbour . .. ...... 21.0—= 20 a0 240
Organization / other ... ..... 25 ? — 260 270 280
Specify
T T Y I 0 O B
TN 1 o S T 1 O O
F26. During the past 12 months, has anyone from outside your household provided you with financial support?
YOS . ... 5. e gormn e e 30
NB P IOk B 4O —=GOTOF28
F27. Who provided such help?

(Mark all that apply)

(For each circle marked. ask:)
How often did they provide this help?

At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
SO0 1 wis IUEE S 3T T S 80 —> 300 1O 320
Daughter ................ 130 — 1O 350 QO
Parent .. ................ 37Q — 380 20 O
Brother ' sister .. .......... aQ —= 420 430 e
Other relative . ... ......... 5O — 6O 470 o)
Friend * neighbour . ... ... .. 9O — 500 510 520
Organization - other 53 ? — 54O 550 56O
Specify
[T TN o S I Y
LI R CT Ry T LR 1Y

8-4500-521
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F28.

During the past 12 months, was
someone from outside your
househoid paid to help with ...

(If “yes™ 1s marked, ask.)
How often did they provide this help?

At least At least Less than
No Yes once a week once a month once a month

Meal preparation? . ....... 0O 02O — 030 e 05O

House cleaning or laundry? 6O  07O—> 06O 00O 100
House maintenance or

outside work? . ... ... ... nQ 120 — 130 180 150

Transportation for yourself? . 16O 17Q— 180 190 20

Grocery shopping? .. ... .. 210 20— 230 240 2350

F29.

During the past 12 months, were you involved in any other unpaid volunteer work for any organizations,

such as charities, teaching, fundraising, office work?

T T '@ How often did you provide this service?
At least At least Less than
once a week once a month once a month
20 30 1@
No .................... 5 o)

F30.

Because of a long-term physicai condition. mental condition or health probiem, are you limited in the kind or
amount of activity that you can do at home, at work, at school or in other activities such as transportation or
leisure?

'@
7O —=GO 70 G?

Yes
No

F31.

During the past 12 months, has anyone provided you with personal care, such as help bathing or dressing?

.0
9O —=GOTO GI

F32.

Who provided such heip?
(Mark all that apply) (For each circle marked, ask:)

Do they live in this household?

Yes No

Spouse . ................ Noy—s 020 03y
SO & e e e 0“0__. 050 OGO
Daughter ... ... ....... ... “Oo—s %0 09y
Barent v, s oror vty o Vo= "6 20
Brother - sister .. ... ....... B —u= Yoy 50
Otherrelative .. ........... 160__, 170 80
Friend / neighbour .. ... ... “o— N9 Dy
Organization ' other . ....... 22 O— 230 24 o

v

Specify
| LS Y L W
(I O

8-~4500-521
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SECTION G: Supports

G1.

In the next two questions we would like to ask you who you would turn to for help. include spouse, relatives,

friends, social services, clergy, professional counsellors, etc.

G2. Suppose you feel just a bit down or depressed,
and you wanted to talk about |t.

A.  Whom would you turn to first for help?

Spouse/partner . .......... 01O
Parent . ................. H @)
Daughter ................ 030
SOOI PR REEIE o T (@)
Sister / brother ... ......... 0sO
™ o ern s SO 060
Friend .. ................ 070
Neighbour . .............. 08O
Someane you work with .. . .. 1@
Church / clergy / priest ... ... 100
God ... QO
Family doctor * GP ... ... ... 120
Psychologist . psychiatnst
marriage counselior other
professional counsellor @)
Other .. . ... ... .... (@)
{
Specify

L 1]
[ |

Y I
Y R A O O I

e
60| GO TO G3

No one
Don’t know

G3. Now suppose you were very upset about a
problem with your husband, wife or partner and
hadn’t been able to work it out.

A.  Whom would you turn to first for help?

Parent . ................. 330
Daughter ................ 1O
SON L 350
Sister ‘brother . . ... ... ... 36O
0 it e B 70
Friend .. ... ..o 80O
Neighbour ............... 390
Someone you work with . . . .. 400
Church / clergy / priest ... ... «0O
Gad) e gap e e g 20
Family doctor /' GP . ..... ... 430
Psychologist / psychiatrist
marniage counsellor - other
professional counsellor 4“0
Other ... . ... ..... 450
{
Specify
T 5 Y [t
N O O O O

1e)

No one
47Q| GO TO H1

Don't know

B. Whom would you turn to second for help?

Spousepartner . .......... 170
Parent ... ... 18O
Daughter .. .............. 190
SO0 B et JEEEr L SR 2 200
Sister / brother . .. . ... ... .. 20
Other relative including

NI@WS ..o 220
Friend .. ... ... ... 230
Neighbour . .............. 20O
Someone you work with . .. .. 250
Church / clergy priest .. ... . 260
@odl poor o X 3L X 270
Family doctor  GP .. ... ... 20
Psychologist  psychiatnist -

marriage counsellor / other

professional counsellor 290
Other ... ... 10

{
Specify

Ny [y iy e [
1 Y O O O
NOIGNG) v 1 ‘TN K 17 X UK I 3O
Don'tknow . ............. 20

B. Whom would you turn to second for help?

Parent . ................. L@
Daughter ................ 490
SON o 00
Sister - brother . .. ....... .. 510
Other relative includin

n-laws ... g 3 520
Friend ... ........... 530
Neighbour .. .. ........ ... 540
Someone you work with . . . .. 550
Church / clergy - priest ... ... 560
God: e ——— 570
Family doctor - GP . ... .. 380
Psychologist * psychiatrist

marnage counselior = other

professional counsellor 590
other .. ... 800

Specify

N S Oy g I
U I I I O B O
NOONe ..o .. 610
Dontknow .............. 620

8-4500-521




- 18 -

SECTION H: Marriages H14. Is this your first marriage?
H1. The next questions are about marriages and Yes ... ... 50
common-iaw partnerships. Your answers will help 6
us better measure how family relationships are = RS o GO TOIHIE
changing.
- H15. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
H2 Have you ever been a partner in a common-law
relationship? By this we mean partners living Review HE.
together as husband and wife without bel
Ieggally nrvarrled. 4 S Al Is the respondent currently separated (H6 = Yes)?
Yes ...... e MES i 1© GO TO J1
No ...... 205 No ...... 80O GO TO J3
H3. Are you now legally married? H16. What was the date of your first marriage?
Yes ...... 30 GO TOHS [ | [ [
NO' = (@) Month  Year
- H17 What was your first husband/wife's maritai status
H4. Have you ever been legally married? before entering into that marriage?
was it ...
Yes ...... 5O GO TO H16
m L 0D GO TO Ha7 Widowed? ... ... ... .. 10
Divorced? .. ... ... .. ... 20
H5. Are you living with your spouse? single? ... . 10
Yes ...... 0 GO TO H8
No ...... 80 H18. What was his/her date of birth?
Le Lo
HE. Are you separated? Month  Year
ves ... 'O H19. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
No ...... 20 GO TO He Review H2.
A Has the respondent ever been a partner in a common-
H7. When did you separate? law relanonfh;p (H2 = Yes)? a
B3l | ) (4l 1] Yes . @)
Month  Year No . . 5O GO TO H22
H8. What was the date of your current marriage?
H20. Did you and your first spouse live common-law
tst || (8] | | before entering into this marriage?
Month Year Yes . ..... 60O
HS. What was your spouse’s marital status before N =al 0 GRyVICkzeE
entering into this marriage? Was it ...
. B H21. Approximately when did you and your first
Widowed? .. .. ... .. ... 4G husband/wife begin to live together?
Divorced? . ... ... .. 80 L J o d
Y
Single? ... ... ... ... ... °0 Mengp Yigar
H22. Did your first marriage end in ...
H10. What is your spouse’s date of birth? (Read categories and record month and year)
n
- . Month Year
: Separation
H11. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM: oo nad
Review H2. divorce
or sep. | 2| | 3|
Has the respondent ever been a partner in a common- annulment? . 1
law relationship (H2=Yes)? div. | 4| | 5|
ann.
Yes ...... e Separation .
oniy?
No 20 GO TO H14 v o— L1J L1
Death of
2 7 -
H12. Did you and your spouse live common-law before spouse? O [—L—] |—L—]
entering into this marriage?
Other SO —— | |
Yes ...... 30
No . ..... aQ GO TO H14 H23. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review H3.
H13. Approximately when did you and your current B
sggu se begin 10 live together? Is respondent currently married (H3 = Yes)?
I ‘ 1 Yes . ..... V()
Month  Year No ...... 20 GO TO H26

8-4500-521
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H24. Is your current marriage your second? H35. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM.
Yes . ... .. @) Review H3.
No s O GO TO H27 Is respondent currently married (H3 = Yes)?
25 INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM: s '~
. ' - IEPOT 20 GO TO H38
Review H6.
Is respondent currently separated (H6 = Yes)? H36. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Yes ...... 5O GO TO J1 Review H6.
=Yes)?
No .. ... 60 GO TO J3 Is respondent currently separated (H6 = Yes)
Yes] zna3n: 30 GO T0 J1
H26. Have you been legally married a second time? No ...... 4@ GO 7O J3
7
Yes . ... o H37. Do you think you will ever marry?
8
No o GEE i Yos ...... 0 GO TO H39
H27. What was the date of your second marriage? No ...... 80 GO TO J1
[ [ Don't know 80
Month  Ye
- d H38. Do you think you will ever marry again?
H28. What was your second husband/wife’s marital Yes 7o)
status before entering into that marriage? Was it ... ikl .
o ...... ®)
1 — GO TO J?
Widowed? . ............. O Don't know 60
Divorced? .. ............ 20
H39. At what age would you like to get
Single? ......... ....... IO married/remarried?
H29. What was his/her date of birth? L vears
| | Don't know 980
Month  Year
SECTION J: Common-iaw partnerships
H30. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
9 J1. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review H2.
Review HZ2.
Has the respondent ever been a partner in a common-
law relationship (H2 = Yes)? Has the responden! ever been a partner in @ common-
law relationship (H2 =Yes)?
Yesworrrr 4@ y 'O
es ......
No ...... 50 GO TO H33
No ...... 20 GO TO K1
H31. Did you and your second spouse live common-law — -
before entering into this marriage? J2.  Are you now living with a common-law partner?
6
¥as ... g Yes ...... 30 GO T0 J5
a0 ' WE T No ... o) GO 70 J4
H32. Approximately when did you and your second
husband/wife begin to live together? J3.  INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review H2.
M v Has the respondent ever been a partner n a common-
onth  Year law relationship (H2 = Yes)?
H33. Did your second marriage end in ... Y&E = e 50
{Read categores and record month and year) No ... 60 GO TO K1
When?
Month  Year J4. Have you ever been a partner in a common-law
relationship that was not foilowed by marriage?
Separation
gnd then Yes ...... s, GO TO J9
ivorce No ...... 8O GO TO K1
o sep. 2] | Jlal | |
annulment? ..
div. ' |4l | [||sl | | |5 Approximately when did you and your partner
Separation ann. begin to live together?
only? ...... bg=—=—wa= |l Ll b e
Month  Year
Death of
spouse? O— L
J6. What was your partner's marital status before
entering into this union? Was it ...
Other . ....... 8y l |
o Widowed? .. ... . .. .. .... 10
H34. In total, how many times have you been legally Separated? ... .. ........ 20
married? Divorced? ..... ... ...... 30
| times Single? .. ... .. ... .. 40O

8-4500-62 1
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J7.  What is your partner’s date of birth? SECTION K: Satisfaction
l l K1. Now, | am going to ask you to rate certain areas of
your life.
Month  Year
J8. Have you had a previous common-law relationship | K2. Would you describe yourself as ...
that was not followed by marriage? ) o
1
Yes ... ... e Very happy? . ............
No ...... 60 GO TO K1 Somewhat happy? 20O
J9. Approximately when did you begin y;:ur tirst Somewhat unhappy? . ... 1
common-law relationship that was not followed by
marriage? Very unhappy? . .......... N @)
| L1 Noopinion ... ...... . .... 50O
Month  Year =
K3. How would you describe your state of health?
J10. What was that partner's marital status before Compared to other persons your age. would you
entering into that union? Was it ... say itis ...
Widowed? ... ... .. ... 20O Excellent? .. . . .. . .. .. 6 O
Separated? ............. 30 Good? ... ... ... .. TO
Divorced? ... .. ....... 4
) o Fair? ... ... ... . .... 8 O
Singleld = 3orn XX IE D XX 50
- Poor? . ... ... .. ... 9.0
J11. What was that partner's date of birth?
Month  Year
J12. Did this partnership end by separation or by the
death of your partner?
(Record reason, month and year)
When?
Month  Year
Separation . .. ...... ... 60—
Death of partner . ... .. .. 7O —] I |
J13. Have you been a partner in any other common-law
relationships that were not followed by marriage?
Yes ...... @)
No £l @) GO TO K1
J14. Approximately when did you begin your second
common-iaw relationship that was not followed by
marriage?
Month  Year
J15. What was that partner's marital status before
entering into that union? Was it ...
Widowed? ... ... ... ... . 1@
Separated? ........... .. 20
Divorced? ... ... ... .. .. 30
Singie wgr . wmimmiImi1 T ®)
J16. What was that partner’s date of birth?
Month  Year
J)17. Did this partnership end by separation or by the
death of your partner?
{Record reason, month and year)
When?
Month  Year
Separation ... ......... 5O —» | |
Death of partner . . ... ... 60— | || |
J18. In total, how many times have you been a partner

in common-iaw reiationships that were not
followed by marriage?

LL] times

8-4500-52.1
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K4. Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with ...

a)

b)

C

d)

e

f)

g

h)

Your relationship with your
spouse/partner, or your
single status?

Your relationship with your
immediate family?

The way housework is
shared in your home?

Your job or main activity?

The balance between your
job or main activity and
family and home life?

The amount of time you have
to pursue other interests?

Your relationship with
your friends?

Your current
accommodation or housing?

Satistied
Dissatisfied
No opirion

Satisfied

Dissatisfied . .

No opinion

Satisfied
Dissatisfied
No opimon

Satisfied

Dissatisfied . .

No opinion

Satisfied

Dissatisfied . .

No opinion

Satisfied

Dissatisfied . .

No opinion

Satisfied

Dissatisfied . .

No opinion

Satisfied
Dissatisfied
No opimion

Is that somewhat or very?

Somewhat Very
UNG) 02O 10
0 O s O 0 O
07 O
08 O 03 O 0 O
nQO 120 13 QO
1w O
150 (3 @) 17 O
18Q 1w O 20 O
20
20y 230 20
25 () %60 7.0
280
29O 30O 31 O
320 130 34 O
@)
3% O 370 38 O
90O @) a1 O
20
130 2 Y®) 5 O
46 O a7Q 8 O
49 O
50 O 51O 52 O
530 54 O 55 O

S |

Why are you dissatisfied with your accommodation or
housing?

(Mark all that apply)

Cost of mortgagerent ... ......... ....... 57 O
PTOpETIY] tAXES e smue -omon. smms - foiesls smos »isiton - =i 58 O
Traftic in neighbourhood . . . . . . ... ...... ... s9 O
Other neighbourhood dislikes . ... ... ....... 60 O
Accommodation too small . . ... ... ... 61 O
Accommodaton too large . ... ... 52 O
Would liketoown .. .. ... .. ... .. ... 83 O
Building maintenance .. .................. 6+ O
Maintenance costs . . .. ... .. ... ... 85 O
Transportation difficulties .. .. ............. 66 O
Other ... 67 (f
Specify

Y e 4 A o
N I I I O O

8-4500-52.1
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SECTION L: Classification L6. :n what type of dwelling are you now living?
s ita..
L1. Now a few general questions.
Singie detached house? ............. Q)
L2. How many times did you move in the last 10 ;
that . ’ Semi-detached or double
years, that is since January 1980 (SIOBDYSIAIE . e s s s s 20
| times Garden house, town house or row house? 30O
Duplex (one above the other)? . ...... ... 4
Nome . ................ 000 plexio ! ) O
Low-rise apartment
L3. When did you move to your present address? (less than 5 storles)? ................ 5O
Hl?h-rise apartment
i 6
| 2| I | l 5 or more stories)? . ... ... ... ... O
Masth  ¥ear Mobile home? . ... .. ........... ... 70
_ Other .. ... L1 @)
Always lived there ... .. ... 'O—=+GOTOL6 *
Specify
L4. How far away did you last live before moving to
your present address? Was it within ...
Y O O Y O O O O
10 km (6 miles or 10 minutes by car)? 20
50 km (30 miles or 30 minutes by car)? 30O Y O Y I I
100 km (60 miles or 1 hour by car)? 4O
200 km (120 miles or 2 haurs by car)? 5O L7. Is this dwelling owned by a member of this
) household?
400 km (240 miles or 4 hours by car)? 8O
1000 km (600 miles or 10 hours by car)? 0 Yes ... 10
Beyond 1000 km (more than 600 miles or No ...... 20
10 hoursbycan? ................ @)
L8. Whatis your postal code?
L5. What were your reasons for this move? |
(Mark all that apply)
Don’t know e
Yourwork . ........... ... ... . ... @)
Other family member's work .......... 020 L9. How many telephones, including extensions, are
To be closer to family .. ............ 030 there in your dweiling?
To take care of family member ... ... .. 06 QO One ... .. aQ GO TO L14
Marriage .................ieein 05O Two ormore 50O
Separation ... .................... 06 QO
. L10. Do all the telephones have the same number?
To move to own dwelling
independence ... ................ 070 Yes ... ... 1e) GOTO L14
To move to a larger home .. .. ... ..... 08 No ... .. 7
To move to a smaller home . . ......... 08
To move to a less expensive home . . . . . 100 L11. How many different numbers are there?
To purchaseahome ............... O |
To move to a better neighbourhood/ o
: ; 12
chmagalinmepRaUGRE b o . L12. Are any of these numbers for business use only?
To attend school . ................. 130
o Yes ...... 8O
Financial reasons .................. 14O O
QHRER e ene oot s woee « s ool s 150 5 g e G VM1
Specify L13. How many are for business use only?

Ll
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L14. In what country were you born?

Canada ' O—= In which province or territory?
Newfoundland . ... ... 01O \
Prince Edward Island 020
Nova Scotia . ....... 03O
New Brunswick .. .... 0a O
Quebec ........... 05O GO
ONaro ............ 06O > 70
Manitoba . .......... 07O [ L16
Saskatchewan ... .... 08O
Alberta . ........... 09O
British Columbia . . . .. 100
Yukon Territory 1O
Northwest Territories 120
Country
outside
Canada 20O
Specify
1 1 I T T Y O
O I O Y T O . O B

L18. What language do you speak most often at home?

{Accept muitiple response only if languages are
spoken equally.)

English ... ... ... .. 10
French . ............. 20
Itahan .. ... ... ... 1@
Chinese .............. 4O
German .. .......... .. sO
OHER 3¢ e 1390 X 3 - 6O
!
Specify
1S I O O 0 e 1 N |
1 o Ay

L15. In what year did you first immigrate to Canada?

el 11

Canadian citizen by birth

L19. Excluding kindergarten, how many years of
elementary and high school education have you
successfully completed?

No schooling 0O > GOTOL23
One to five years 02 O
Six 3.0 03 0O
Seven ......... e Ol —= GoTOL2!
Eight .......... os O
Nine .......... 06 O
Ten ........... 07 O
Eleven ... ... .. 08 O
Twelve .. ...... 09 O
Thiteen ... 10O

L16. What is your date of birth?

N O O

Day Month Year

10
20

L17. What language did you first speak in childhood?
{Accept multiple response only if languages were used

equally)
Do you still
understand
thavthose
language(s)?
Yes No
English ... . . 30
French ... ... 4O —= 030 040
itatian ... ... .. 5§ O — 050 060
German ....... 6 O — 070 080
Ukrainian . . . . .. 70 —» 090 100
Other ... ..... 80O — 10 120
Specify

L21. Have you had any further schooling beyond

elementary/high school?

30
4O —» GOTOLZ23

8-4500-521
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L22. What is the highest level of education that you

have attained?

Masters or earned doctorate .. . ....... ... ‘ 10
Bachelor or undergraduate degree,
or teacher'scollege .. ................ 20
.Diploma or certificate from community
college, CEGEP or nursing school ... .... 30
Diploma or certificate from trade,
technical or vocational school,
or business college .. ...... .. .. ... 10O
SOMe UnIVersity . .. .. ..., 1@
Some community college, CEGEP or
nursing school .. ... ... 60O
Some irade, technical or vocational
school, or business
CONlEGE e wr . o cwene o 0
Other ... . 8O
Specify
N O
Y I O O O

L25. To which ethnic or cultural group do you or did
your ancestors belong? Would it be ...

(Accept multiple responses)

English? . .. 020
(111, r S 1@
Scottish? . .. ... ... . 04
French? ... .......... no
German? ... ....... .. 50O
tallan? .. .. ... ... .. .. 06
Ukrainian? . ... ... .. . 07O
Other ... ... ....... . w80
Y
Specify
1 A N e o
A T O o A [ OO
Canadian (Probe) . ..... 1)
Don'tknow ........... 100

L23. What, if any, is your religion?

No religion . ... ...... .. 01O ».GOTOL2s
Roman Catholic . ... . ... 020H
United Church . ... ... .. 030
Anglican . ............ @)
Presbytenan .. ........ 050
Lutheran ............. L1Q)
Baptist .. ............ e}
Eastern Orthodox . ... ... :Tg)
Jewish ... ... L. 000
Other ... ......... ... ‘0?
Specify
Y I
UM A O N Y O

L26. During the past 12 months, what best describes
your MAIN activity? Were you mainly ...

Waorking at a job

or business? ........ . 10O » GOTOL29

Looking for work? 20 » GOTO L28

A student? .. ... . 30
Keeping house? .. ...... 4O
Retired? ... . .... 5O % GOTO L28
Other . ............. .. 6? )
Specify

1 S Y O Y A e
{10 N Y O 1 OO 0 O

L27. Were you studying full-time or part-time?

L24. Other than on special occaslons, such as
weddings, funerals or baptisms, how often did you
attend services or meetings connected with your

religion in the last 12 months?

Was it . ..

At least once a week? (@)
At least once a month? 20
A few times a year? 30
At least once a year? (D)
Notatal? . ...... 50

Ful-ime . ........... O
Part-tme . ..... ..... . 8Q
L28. Did you have a job or were you self-employed at
any time during the past 12 months?
Y(ES] Vo e e 1@
No ................ 20 » GOTOL36
L29. Including vacation, illness, strikes, lock-outs and
maternity/paternity leave, for how many weeks
during the past 12 months did you do any work at
a job or business?
|3 | l weeks
L30. During those weeks, how many hours per week
did you usuaily work?
|4 | l hours
L31. Did you reguiarly work evening or night shifts?
YOS .o sQO
NG moor 3 30k Snns IOk @)
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Was he/she studying full-time or part-time?

Full-time

Part-time

L40.

Did your spouse have a job or was he/she self-
empioyed at any time during the past 12 months?

Yes ...

30
4O » GO TO L45

L41.

Including vacation, iilness, strikes, lock-outs and
maternity/patemit; leave, for how many weeks
during the past 12 months did he/she do any work
at a job or business?

| 5 I | weeks

L42.

During those weeks, how many hours per week
did he/she usually work?

|6 | |hours

L43.

Did he/she regularly work evening or night shifts?

L44.

L32. Did you regularly work on Saturday or Sunday?
YOS f ok £ 3 [ 100 e e "
NO ... .. 80O

L33. For whom did you work for the longest time during
the past 12 months?
(Name of business. government department or agency,
or person)
T N T,
N O A O O
S I I
[ S |

L34. What kind of business, industry or Service was
this?
(Give full description: e.g. paper box manufaciuring,
retail shoe store, municipal board of education)
I N 1S 9 L
1y {5 g
S Y I O I
O O O

L35. What kind of work were you doing?
(Give full description: e.q. accounts clerk, dairy farmer,
primary school teacher)
R ) e Iy
N S I I O O
S S o A O O
Y O O

L36. INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:
Review H5 and J2.
Is the respondent living with his'her spouse or partner
(H5 = Yes or J2 = Yes)?
Y€S prrreer o 3 O P 1O
L R 20=GO TO L46

L37. The next few questions are about your
spouse/partner.

L38. During the past 12 months, what best describes

your spouse’s MAIN activity?
Was he/she mainly ...

Working at a job
or business?

Looking for work?

30 » GO TO L41
4O » GOTO L40

A student? ... .. ... ... sQ
Keeping house? .. .. . 1@)
Retired? .. ... ......... @) GO TO L40
Other 33 39EE K B? o
Specify

L45.

What is the highest level of education your spouse
attained?

Masters or earned doctorate . . . ........ 01O
Bachelor or undergraduate degree.,

or teacher's college . . ... ............ 020
Diploma or certficate from community O

college, CEGEP or nursing school ... ... 03
Diploma or certificate from trade,

technical or vocational school,

or business college . ... ... ......... 04 QO
Some university ... . ................. 05O
Some community college. CEGEP or o

nursingschool . ... ... 06
Some trade, techmcal or

vocational school, or

business college .. . ... ... ... ..., 07O
Secondary/high school graduation .. ... ... 08 O
Some secondarysugh school .. .. ... ... .. 0O
Elementary school (some or completed) . . . . 100
Noschooling ... ... . .......c....... 1O
Other ... .. ... e 12 ?

Specify

e O I
[ N T O I I O
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L46.

During 1989, did you receive income ...

Yes No

a) From wages, salary or
self-employment? .. .. 'O 20

by From government, such as
Family Allowance,
Unemployment
Insurance, Social
Assistance, Canada or
Quebec Pension Plan
or Old Age Security? . 30 a0

c) From interest, dividends,
investments or private
pensions? . ... . - 50 60O

d) From any other sources,
such as alimony,
scholarships, etc.? ... 70O @)

L47.

What is your best estimate of your total personal
income in 1989 from ail sources, including those
just mentioned?

Income 1O—=sl 1 1 | 11 oo
No income ... 20
Don'tknow .. 30O

L48.

Including yourself, how many persons in your
household received income from any source,
during 19897

|_1_J persons

L50. What is your best estimate of the total income of

all household members from all sources in 19897
Was the total household income . . .

Less than
$5.000? 09O
Less than
$10,000? 05
$5,000
and more? 10 O
Less than
$20,000? © O<
Less than
s15,000? 11 O
$10,000
and more? 06

$15,000
and more? 12 O

Less than
$30,000? 11O
Less than
$40,0007 07

$30,000
and more? 14 O

Less than

$20,000
and more?02
$60,0007

150

$40,000
and more? 08

$60,000 to
$79,9997?

16 QO

$80,000
and more? 17 O

No income 03 O

Don't
know

040

L49.

INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:

Review L48.
fL48 =01 . ... ... ... 4O0w-GO TO M1
Otherwise .. .. ........... 5O
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SECTION M: Contacts for follow-up

M1.

INTERVIEWER:
Read and complete the following section for each person interviewed.

This survey is part of a longer-term project to investigate the relationship between the family and other
issues such as heaith. For this reason, we may need to recontact your household in a year or more from
now.

In case you move or change phone numbers, we wouild like to obtain your complete name and address. This
information will be kept strictly confidential and will only be used to maintain contact with you.

Refused to provide information 60 —s GO TO M8

M2.

NAME OF RESPONDENT

....... 8y N A ) o e O

Given name

Surname

M3.

ADDRESS OF RESPONDENT

Street and Number’
Lot and Concession .| | |

City, Town, Viliage.
Municipality

Province/
Territory

O O O O

M4,

In addition. we would like the name, address and phone number of a friend, relative or neighbour whom we
could contact to obtain your new address or telephone number in the event that you move. | want to
emphasize that we will contact this person only if you move or change your telephone number and then
only to obtain your new address or telephone number.

Retused to provide contact 7O —» GO TO M8

M5,

NAME OF CONTACT

..... S I U I A

Given name .

Surname

M6.

ADDRESS OF CONTACT

Street and Number
LotandConcession .| | [ | I L 1L L 001 L L1111

City, Town. Village,

Municipality 0 RO Y (I I I

[

Province/
Territory

| T R O A Y |

Postal code

M7.

HOME TELEPHONE OF CONTACT
(N Y Yy A

(Area code)

M8.

INTERVIEWER:

Thank respondent and end interview.

MS.

INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM:

What is the sex of the respondent?
Male
Female

COMMENTS
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