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FOREi'1ARD 

This volume is the third of six volumes reporting results 
from a national survey research project designed to obtain infor-
mation about consumer satisfaction, dissatisfaction and com-
plaining behaviour in Canada. Volumes 1 and 2 present results 
from analysis of data obtained by the Food and Clothing and the 
Durables questionnaires ~espectively. Volu~e 4 focuses on 
consumer satisfaction and complaining behaviour in special 
populations and in special problem areas. Volume 5 provides a 
discussion of the conceptual framework and research design 
employed in the study. A review of the relevant literature 
resulted in the annotated bibliography contained in Volume 6. 

" 



'. 

(. 

OUTLINE' 

2.1 

2.1.1 

2.1.1.1 
2.1.1.2 
2.1.1.3 
2.1.1.4 

2.2 
2~2.1 
2.2.2 
2.2.3 

3.1 
3.1. 2 

3.2 
3.2.1 

3.2.1.1 
3.2.1.2 
3.2.1.3 
3.2.1. 4 

3.2.2 

3.3 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION REPORT 

VOLUME III SERVICES 

Introduction 

************************** 
An Overview of Consumer Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction with Services' 

Purchase; Importance; Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction 

, ' 

Reapris & General Services 
Professional & Personal Services 
Financial Services ,&Insurance 
Rentals, Public Transportation & 

Utilities ' 

Summary of Individual Satisfaction Scores 
Development of 'Mean Satisfaction Scores' 
Mean Satisfaction Scores for Services 
Profile of Consumers by Individual Satis-

faction Scores 

************************** 

PAGE 

1 

3 

4 
5 

12 
20 

24 

28 
(MSS) 29 

31 

34 

Reported Instances of Consumer' Dissatisfaction 36 
The Extent of Consumer Dissatisfaction with 

Services 

Product Categories cited, as Unsatisfactory 
Consumer Purchases & Reported Instances of 

Dissatisfaction 
Repairs & General Services 
Professional & Perscina1 Services 
Financial Services & Insurance 
Rentals, Public Transportation & 

Utilities ' 
The ,Most Unsatisfactory Service Categories 

Profile of Consumers Reporting Dissatis-
faction 

************************** 

37 

41 

42 
42 
45 
50 

54 
57 

59 



( 

4.1 
4.1.1 
4.1. 2 
4.1. 3 
4.1. 4 

4.2 

5.1 

5.1.1 

5.2 

5.2.1 
5.2.2 

6.1 

6.1.1 
6.1. 2 

6.1. 3 

6.1. 4 

6.1. 5 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 

PAGE 

Reasons for Consumer Dissatisfaction 
Repairs & General Services 
Professional & Personal Services 
Financial Services & Services 
Rentals, Public Transportation & 

utilities 

The Average Number of Reasons for Dissatis-
faction 

************************** 

Consequences of the Unsatisfactory Purchase/ 
Use Experience 
The Extent of Financial Loss/Physical Injury 

Associated with Unsatisfaction Purchase/ 
Use Experiences 

Product Categories most often Associated with 
Financial Loss/Physical Injury 

Financial Loss . 
Physical Injury 

************************** 

Consumer Response to Unsatisfactory Purchase/ 
Use Experienc·es 
A Summary of Consumer Actions 

II II II 

II II II 

II II II 

- Services 
Repairs & General 
Services 

- Professional & 
Personal Ser-
vices 
Financial Ser-
vices & Insur-

62 
63 
66 
71 

74 

76 

78 

79 

85 
86 
90 

93 
94 

98 

100 

ance 103 
II II II - Rentals, Public 

Transportation & 
Utilities 106 

The Average Number of Actions Taken 

Profile of Consumers Who Take Some Form 
of Action 

Profile of Consumers Who Take Direct Action 

108 

110 

113 



( 

6.5.1 
6.5.2 

7 .. 1 

7.l~1 

7.2 

8.1 

The "No .l\ction" Response 
Reasons for Taking No Action When 

Dissatisfied 

*********~**~************ 

Consumer Satisfaction with the Complaint 
Process 
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction with Complaint 

Handling . 

Profile of Consumers on Satisfaction with 
Complainint Handling 

***********************~* 

Conclusions 

PART 2 - FBGIONAL 

1.1 

2.1 
2.2 
2.2.1 
2.2.2 
2.2.3 

2.2.4 

3.1 
3.1.1 
3.1. 2 
3.1. 3 

3.1. 4 

4.1 

5.1 

Introduction 

Highlights of Regional CS/D Scores 
Regional CS/D Scores vs. National CS/D Scores 

Housing & Home, Furnishings 
Appliances & Personal Care Equipment 
Items for Entertainment, Recreation & 

Education 
Cars and Other Transportation Items 

Highlights of Regional r.1SS Scbres 
Housing & Home Furnishings 
Appliances & Personal Care Equipment 
Items for Entertainment, Recreation & 

Education 
Cars & Other Transportation Items 

Highlights of Regional FSS Scores 

Conclusions 

PAGE 

115 

117 

119 

120 

123 

126 

131 

132 
133 
135 
136 

138 
138 

139 
140 
140 

141 
141 

142 

143 



( 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION REPORT 

VOLUME III - SERVICES 

National Tables 

T.l 

T.2 

T.3 

T.4 

T.5 

T.6 

T.7 

T.8 

T.9 

T.10 

:Purchase; Importance Rating; Satisfaction/ 
Dissatisfaction Rating . 
Repairs & General Services 
Professional & Personal Services 
Financial Services & Insurance 
Rentals, Public Transportation & 

Utilities 

Mean Satisfaction Scores (MSS) 

MSS and Demographics 

Summary of Dissatisfaction 

Services Cited as the Most Unsatisfactory Pur-
chase Experience by.Purchasers 

6 
13 
21 

25 

32 

35 

39 

Repairs & General Services 43 
Professional- & Personal Services 47 
Financial Services & InSurance 51 
Rentals, Public Transportation 

& Utilities 55 

Five Most Unsatisfactory Services by Section 

Demographic Profile of Respondents Reporting 
Dissatisfaction vs. Respondents Reporting 
No Dissatisfaction 

Major Reasons for Consumer Dissatisfaction 
Repairs & General. Services 
Professional & Personal Services 
Financial Services & Insurance 
Rentals, Public Transportation 

& utilities 

Average Number of Reasons Cited for Dissatis-
faction 

Financial Loss & Physic~lInjury Arising from 
Unsatisfactory Pruchase Experiences 

58 

61 

64 
68 
72 

75 

77 

80 



T.11 

T.12 

T.13 

T.14 

T.15 

T.16 

( T.17 

T.18 

T.19 

T.20 

APPENDIX A 

Items most often Responsible for Financial 
Loss 

Item$ most often Responsible for Physical 
Injury 

Consumer Behaviour in Response toUnsatis-
factory Purchase Experience - Summary 
of Actions 

Consumer Behaviour 
Repairs & General Services 
Professional & Personal Services 
Financial Services & Insurance 
Rentals, Public Transportation. & . 

utilities 

Average Number of Actions Taken Subsequent 
to Consumer Dissatisfaction 

Demographic Profile of Consumers Taking 
Action 

87 

91 

95 

99 
102 
104 

107 

109 

111 

Demographic Profile of ConsUlTi.ers Taking Some 
Form of Direct Action (Complainers)· . 114. 

Analysis of Consumer Behaviour: llNo Action II 

Measure of Final Satisfaction Among Con-. 
sumers Who Took Direct Action (FSS) 

FSS by Demographics 

Demographic Breakdown of Sample for 
Services Questionnaire •. 

116. 

121 

124 

193 

/ 



( 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

An important problem facing policy makers is how best to 

measure market performance. Economists have traditionally used 

criteria such as the existence of monopoly forces, entry barriers 

and externalities in production and consumption. In recent 

years, the measurement of consumer satisfaction and complaint 

behaviour has assumed a major role in the assessment of market 

performance. This type of research is highly useful to marketing 

practitioners who view the satisfaction of consumer needs as the 

principal goal of marketing·activity.· True, consumer attitudes 

towards products and services may lack some of the preciseness 

and objectivity of the economist's measures. However, by providing 

a source of consumer opinion in the marketplace, . studies on con..;. 

sumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction can provide valuable 

information to both policymakers and producers. 

The vast number of consumer services on the market and 

the central role of these items in everyday life mean that 

the correct allocation of limited manpower and financial re-

sources to individual problem areas is particularly important 

for policymakers. Thus, policymakers are increasingly con~ 

cerned to obtain reliable descriptive data on the frequency of 

consumer dissatisfaction across a comprehensive set of products 
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and services, bn sources of dissatisfarition, and on consumers' 

responses to unsatisfactory consumption experiences. Such 

data ar~ also likely to be of interest 'to the manufatturers and 

distributors of products and services. Levels of consumer 

satisfaction can be compared across product and service cat-

egories. 'And as a supplement to the more traditional market 

signals which consumers use to communicate with producers, 

consumer satisfaction data may stimulate voluntary action on 

the part of producers or service suppliers to correct the causes 

of dissatisfaction with products and services. 

This volume deals with consumer satisfaction, dissatis-

faction and, complaining behaviour with a comprehensive set of 

consumer services. The study focuses on the post-purchase 

,evaluation of services leading to feelings'bf satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction, on recurring reasons for dissatisfaction, and 

on alternative courses of action available to the 'dissatisfied 

consumer. 

, i 
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2.1 AN OVERVIE~v OF CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
. WITH SERVICES " 

This study reports on the full range of consumer services 

within the framework of consumer market activity. Levels of 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction are viewed in conjunction with the 

level of consumer purchases - the proportion of the consumer 

population that uses the service, and the perceived importance 

which consumers assign to the service.· This helps to place a 

clearer perspective on the assessment of consumer satisfaction 

and dissatisfaction. 

This first section of results summarizes responses 

denoting purchase levels; relative importance of the service to 

the consumer; and satisfaction/dissatisfaction for all service 

categories within each of the four major sections of the Services 

survey instrument. By working through a set of service cat-

egoriesand thinking about use, importance and satisfactory or 

unsatisfactory experiences, the respondent is providing useful 

information of a type that is not available through volunteered 

complaint data. This approach also obtains information on 

positive as well as negative purchase and use experiences, 

while placing that information in the light of relative market 

activity. 
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Satisfaction/dissatisfaction (CS/D) ~1ith services is 

reported first as it falls on the four-pointCS/D scale for the 

entire sample population. Then, in the following section, the 

CS/D score is reported as a summary of all individuairespond-

ents' average scores. Finally, a profile of consumers based 

on their individual satisfaction score~ is presented in ~n 
'. - " 

attempt to identify any significant' characteristics of the 

generally satisfied or dissatisfied consumer. 

2.1.1 PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 

Table,l presents data on purchase; importance and CS/D 

for each of the four sections of the Services questionnaire. 

Four separ~te tables (SI to SIV) are used t6 present the results 

of the four sections. The tables are identical in format, 

The initial task required respondents to indicate whether 

or not they had used any items from a single service category 

during the two-year recall period. Those who indicated ,they 

had used the service wer~ then asked to provide a rating of 

the relative importance of the category, and of the relative 

extent of satisfaction or di~satisf~ction with the purch~se. 
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Table 1 summarizes responses denoting the frequency of 

use and level of satisfaction and dissatisfaction for each of 

the service categories. The percentage of subjects using each 

service category during the past two years is first listed, 

followed by the percentage of users who indicated that the 

category was "highly important" versus "not as important as 

other services used." Next, the relative frequency with which 

consumers checked each of the four satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

scale responses is reported. The final colUmns in Table 1 

sUmmarize the percentages of satisfied and dissatisfied subjects 

in each category. The four-point CS/D scale ranges from "Very 

Satisfied" to "Very Dissatisfied." 

2.1.1.1 REPAIRS & GENERAL SERVICES- Table 1 (SI) 

Table 1 (51) presents the results on purchase frequency 

and importance, and rates of satisfaction/dissatisfaction for 

20 categories of Repairs and General Services. The percentage 

of respondents who report that they have used a specific service, 

during the past two years ranges from a low of 5.8% having used 

"water softening services" to a high of 73.6% having used "auto 

repairs a~d service". In general, rates of usage are not high 

for these types of services. Only three categories were reported 



TABLE I' (51) REGION: NATIONAL 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES '{RGS2 I 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING . TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISsATISFACTION 
% of· Respondents* % of' Purchasers' Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im~ortant Rating Ver~ Somewhat Somewhat Ver~ Total Rank Total Rank 

1. T.V., Radio, Stereo 
Re~airs 48.9 58.7 . 9 46.9 30.0 14.1 9.0 76.9 15 23.1 6 

2. Auto Repai rs and 
Services 73.6 90.6 1 35.3 36.6 16.3 11. 8 71.9 19 .27.1 2 

3. Heating, Air Con- 38.3 87.2 2 61.2 24.4 9.5 4.9 .85.6 7 14.4 13 ditioning Re~airs 
4. Other A~~liance Re~airs 32.7 67.3 5 41.4 35.3 13.7 9.6 76.7 16 . 23.3 5 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 37.5 76.5 4 50.1 31.6 10.2 8.1 81. 7 11 18.3 10 Other Home Ra~airs 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 40.2 32.1 19 41.8 34.2 15.2 8.8 76.0 17 24.0 4 

Ra~airs 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 19.4 41. 8 17 47.5 36.3 10.8 5.4 83.8 10 16.2 11 Washing, Home Care 

Services 
8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 

Lawn Care Services 20.4 54.9 10 46.0 35.2 11. 7 7.1 81.2 12 18.8 9 
9. Home Redecorating 13.0 59.2 8 58.8 30.1 6.6 4.4 88.9 3 11.0 18 

10. Home Improvement Services, 
(Siding, Insulation 16.7 77.8 3 56.3 27.8 9.7. 6.2 84.1 9 15.9 12 

11. 
Installatioi12 
Casspool~ Septic Tank 
Services 7.4 63.5 6 63.6 23 .• 4 7.8 5.2 87.0 4 13.0 11 

12. .Furniture Upholstery7 16.4 49.4 14 65.5 24.0 5.3. 5.3 89.5. 1 10.6 20 Refinishing Service 
13; Laundry, Dry Cleaning 67.8 49.3 15 52.5 36.6 8.5 2.4 89.1 2 10.9 19 Service 
14. Coin-Operated Laundry 

25.1 49.0 16 39.4 40.2 12.1 8.3 79.6 14 20.4 7 Service 
15. Domestic Help, 9.3 52.7 13 48.5 37.1 10.3 4.1 85.6 7 14.4 13 Maid Service 
16. Moving and Storage 11.2. 59.8 7 50.8 35.6 9.3 4.3 86.4 6 13.6 15 Service 
17. Water Softening Service 5.8 53.4 11 35.5 45.2 6.4 12.9 80.7 13 19.~ 8 
18. Photogra~hic Service 65.7 28.9 20 46.4 40.5 10.0 . 3.1 86.9 5 . 13.1 16 
19. Parcel Delivery and 44.6 53.4 11 36.7 33.7 18.6 11.1 70.4 20 29.7 1 Freight Service 
20. Mail Order Firms 40.0 33.0 18 37.8 38.1 14.0 10.1 75.9' 18 Z1.l . J 

* N = 1052 
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as purchased by more than 50.0% of the. sCl.mple. In addition 

to "auto repairs and service", the categories with a rate of 

purchase in excess of 50.0% are "laundry, drycleaning.service" 

(61.8%) and "photographic service" (65.7%). 

Repairs and General Services tend to be highly important 

to the majority of users of these services. Of the 20 categories 

purchased, 13 are rated as highly important by at least 50.0% 

of those using them. The categories ranked as very important 

by the highest percentage of purchasers are "auto repairs and 

service" (90.6%); "heating, air conditioning repairs" (87.2%); 

(.. "horne improvement s.ervices" (77.8%); and "plumbing, carpentry, 

other horne repairs" (76.5%). These are basic repairs and ser-

vices relating to horne improvement and maintenance and to auto 

repair and maintenance.. Beyond the relatively high importance 

and economic cost of these services alone, the items with which 

they are associated also tend to be very important with a 
comparatively high economic/intrinsic value to the consumer. 

The performance of these services typically impacts directly 

on the improved or maintained value of the horne or automobile. 

It is, therefore, not surprising that these particular ser-

vices are perceived to be. highly important by users. 
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The final columns of Table 1 summarize the percentage 

of satisfied and dissatisfied subjects for each service category. 

The resu1t.s indicate that consumers are on1ymoderate1y sat-

isfied with Repairs and General Services. Out of 20 categories, 

13 receive an overall 'satisfied' rating frOm over 80% of users. 

However, at least 10% of users in each category report that they 

are dissatisfied, andover 25% of users in t",!O categories report 

that they ar~ dissatisfied. 

In the case of "auto repairs and servi6es", the most 

frequently used category, and the one which ranks first in 

importance to purchasers, .27.1% of purchasers report being 

dissatisfied. Extreme d~ssatisfaction is· indicated by 11.8% 

of purchasers. The share 6f purchasers who report that they 

are dissatisfied ranks "auto repairs and services"as the second 

most unsatisfactory category in the section. However, the very 

high relative rate of usage and perceived importance magnifies 

the severity of such widespread dissatisfaction. 

The services which rank first and third according to dissatis-

faction relate to the mails. Table 1 (SI) shows that "Parcel 

delivery and freight service" is the most unsatisfactory category, 

with 29.7% of users dissatisfied, and 11.1% extremely dissatis-

fied. "Mail order firms" register dissatisfaction among 24.1% 
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of their users, and extreme dissatisfaction among 10.1% of users. 

As the national postal service has increased in cost but 

apparently suffered declines in efficiency, parcel delivery 

and freight services have been used with mounting frequency. 

Thus, higher levels of dissatisfaction with such services are, 

to some extent, an artifact of increased rates of usage. On 

the other hand, mail order firms have been a long-standing 

problem and the source of many consumer complaints. In either· 

case, non-delivery would tend to foster a sense of helplessness 

on the part of the user. The lack of substantial evidence on 

whether or not an item was actually sent or received would 

probably exaggerate this feeling, thereby increasing dissatis-

faction. 

Other categories with over 20% of users reporting dissatisfaction 

are: 

- "watch, clock, jewellery repairs" (24.0% dissatisfied) 

"other appliance repairs"(23.3% dissatisfied) 

- "T.V., radio, stereo repairs" (23.l% dissatisfied) 

- "coin-operated laundry service" (20.4% dissatisfied) 

It is interesting to note that out of the 7 categories 

with a dissatisfied group in excess of 20.0% of users, 4 
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categories relate to repairs rather than general services. As 

Table 1 (SI) revea1s~ 4 out of 6 "repair services~ listed in 

the section are reported to be unsatisfactory by over 20.0% 

of their users. The other two repair services are considered 

to be unsatisfactory by 18.3% ("plumbing, carpentry, home 

repairs") and 14.4%. {"heating, air conditioning repairs") of 

users. Three of the five service categories indicating the 

highest percentage of dissatisfied users in Table 1 appeared 

on the corresponding table reported by Day and Bodur (1977).1 

These categories were auto repairs and services, mail order 

firms and other appliance repairs. One category,· "moving and 

storage", appeared among the top five most unsatisfactory ser-

vices in the Bloomington study cited above but not in the current 

Canadian study. This result is somewhat surprising since moving 

and storage services have tended to figure prominently in con-

ventiona1 complaint data. 

The items receiving the most satisfactory ratings are 

"furniture upholstery /refinishing service" (89.5% satisfied); 

lDay, Ralph L. and Muzaffer Bodur, "A Comprehensive study of 
Satisfaction with Consumer Services", in RalphL. Day (ed.) 
Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining 
Behaviour, Division of Research, Indiana University, 1977, 
pp. 64~74 • 
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"laundry, dry cleaning service" (89.1% satisfied); "home re-

decorating" (88.9% satisfied); and "cesspool, septic tank 

services" (87.0% satisfied). In 13 out of the 20 categories of 

Repairs and General Services, Qver 80.0% of users indicate that 

they are either "Very Satisfied" or "Some,,,hat Satisfied". 

Information on the rate of use of services permits the 

number of consumers expressing dissatisfaction with the category 

to be considered iIi. relation to the total number of,respondents 

reporting usage of the category within the recall period. For 

example, coin~operated laundry service ranked eleventh in terms 

of percentage of respondents who had used the item, but ranked 

seventh in terms of percentage of dissatisfied users. Coin-

operated laundry service is generally not identified as a ser-

ious problem on conventional complaint lists because the absolute 

numbers of users of this service is relatively small. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. There is 'vide variation in rates of usage for Repairs and 

General Services. 

2. Repairs and General Service's tend to be highly important 

to most of the consumers who use them. 



3. 

4. 

12 

Consumers are only moderately satisfied with Repairs and 

Geriera1 Servi6~s. 

Seven categories of Repairs and General Services register 

over 20% of their users as dissatisfied. 

5. Auto repairs and services is apparently the most seribus 

case, as it represents the most widely used category, the 

most important one to purchasers, and the second most 

unsatisfactory category (after parcel delivery). 

6. "Repairs" in ~enera1 tend to be associated with dissatis-

faction. 

7. 

8. 

Parcel delivery, freight service, and mail order services 

rank quite high in dissatisfaction. 

Services such as furniture upholstery/refinishing, laundry/ 

dry cleaning and home redecorating are quite frequently 

rated as satisfactory. 

2.1.1.2 PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICES - Tablel (SII) 

Table 1 (SII) presents the purchase frequency,importance, 

and CS/D data for 17 catego~ies of Professional and Personal 

Services. 
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TABLE 1 {SIll REGION: NATIONAL 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEj IMPORTANCE RATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES ~PPS2 II 
CAf~GORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTloN RATING TOTAL SATISFACTIOR7~1~~ATI~FACiION 

% of Respondents* % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Imeortant Rating Very Somewhat Somewhat Ver~ Total Rank Total Rank 
I. La~ers' J:2.8 80.5 5 57.8 24.7 10.3 7.2 82.5 12 17.5 6 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

36.7 68.1 9 73.8 18.2 4.4 3.6 92.0 3 8.0 14 HosEitals 
3. Optometrists, 

59.7 92.1 68.6 23.4 5.4 14 Oethamologists. 3 2.6 92.0 3 8.0 
4. Dentists, Dental 

92.4 61. 8 10 Technicians 77 .4 2 25.9 8.0 . 4.3 87.7 7 12.3 
5. Medical Doctors and 

NUrses in Office or 88.0 93.1 1 67.3 25.0 '5.4 2.3 92.3 2 7.7 16 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 68.6 91. 8 4 63.9 22.6 8.2 5.4 86.5 10 13.6 8 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage7 
Sex Therapy . 6.2 67.7 10 34.9 43.9 16.7 4.5 78.8 13 21.2 5 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
I-' Ph~sical TheraEists 16.9 74.6 7 59.6 28.1 7.3 5.0 87.7 7 12.3 10 

9. Architects, Designers, w 
Real Estate Agents 15.2 45.4 14 38.8 36.9 14.3 10.0 75.7 15 24.3· 3 

10. Computer Dating; 
20~0 Introduction Services 2.4 12.5 17 40.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 16 40.0 2 

11. Home Security Agencies, 
4 Detectives 2.1 47.6 13 36.4 41.0 9.0 13.6 77.4 14 22.6 

12. Funeral Homes, 
3.4 4.2 92.4 1 7.6 17 Cemetaries 11.4 74.5 8 72.2 20.2 

13. Emelo~ment Agencies U.B 61.!i 11 22.1 21.6 21d ~l:!.2 ~9. 1 . 11 50,J 1 
14. Travel Agenci es 32 ] 35.S 16 56.2 :H.Q 1.!i 2.1 2Q.' Ii 9.l:! 1~ 
15. Barber7Beauty Shops, 

2.4 91.4 5 8.6 13 Health/Fitness Centres .. 79.9 37.7 15 51. 4 40.0 6.2 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

8.9 5.4 85.7 11 14.3 7 Homes 5.3 79.2 6 46.4 39.3 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 20.9 47.8 12 44.3 43.0 10.0 2.7 87.3 9 12.7 9 
Vocational I .etc.} 

*N = 1052 
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There is wide varia.tion in the percentage of the sample 

population that reports using one of. the Professional and 

Personal Service categories during the two-year recall period. 

Only 2.1% of respondents indicate that they have used "home 

security agencies, detectives~ and only 2.4% report having used 

"computer dating, introduction services". At the high end, 

88.0% of resporidents have. seen "medical doctors or nurses in 

office or in home", 79.9% have been to "barber/beauty shops, 

health/fitness centres ••• " and 77.4% have been to "dentists, 

dental technicians" over the past two years. The "discretionary" 

nature of. some services and the "necessary" or "dependent" 

(. ,nature of other services are reflected in part by the purchase 

incidence in the population. 

The percent of respondents that ranks a certain service 

as "highly important" appears to be related in part to perceived 

dependency on the service. The "necessary" health care service~, 

where one has little choice but to d~pend on the service of the 

profespional person, tend to rank as important among a large 

proportion of users. However, the more discretionary (almost 

"luxury" in some cases) services seem, in general, to rank 

lower in importance. 
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Levels of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction vary 

quite dramatically in this section. The high of 50.3% of 

purchasers dissatisfied with II employment agencies II contrast 

with a low of 7.7% dissatisfied with IImedical doctors and 

nurses in office or hornell. It might be thought a priori that 

a high frequency of dissatisfaction would be associated. with 

those professional services which consumers frequently have no 

choice but to consume. The results reported in Table 1 (SII) 

suggest that services characterized by the dependency situation 

do not figure prominently among those registering the greatest 

frequency of dissatisfied purchasers. Indeed, the services at 

( the top of· the list appear to be particularly discretionary in 

nature, purchased by comparatively small percentages of res-

pondents. They include: 

- employment agencies (50.3%) dissatisfied 

- computer dating, introduction services (40.0% dissat-

isfied) 

- architects, designers, real estate· agents (24.3% 

dissatisfied) 

- home security agencies, detectives (22.6% dissatisfied) 

- psycholOgists, marriage/sex therapists (21.2% dissat-

isfied) 
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There is room for speculation on the common character-

istics of employment agencies, computer dating services, security 

agencies, and marriage counsellors which cause them all to 

register high percentages of dissatisfied purchasers:. 

1. The entry barriers for these professions in terms of 

required qualifications are much lower than for 

doctors and lawyers, for example. As a result, the.· 

aggregate quality of service provided across all 

practitioners may objectively be lower. 

2. These professional services are more heavily adver-

tised than the services 6f profe~sions with more 

restrictive entry barriers~ Advertising may raise 

consumer expectations unrealistically· and so corres-

pondingly increase the potential for dissatisfaction. 

The significance of different types of expectations 

in explaining consumer dissatisfaction has been 

widely discussed by CS/D researchers; 

3. Consumers may be more willing to express dissatis-

faction with those professional services which are 

characterized by low entry barriers and, therefore, 
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by a high number of alternative suppliers and for 

which the financial and time costs associated with 

switching suppliers are relatively low. For example, 

the information which a consumer must supply to a new 

computer dating service is much less than the infor-

mation which. must be supplied to a new doctor. How-

ever, it could also be argued that the existence of 

a large number of alternative suppliers of a service 

could be conducive to greater consumer satisfaction. 

The opportunity to easily switch suppliers may reduce 

the consumer's frustration with an unsatisfactory pur-

chase experience. 

There is potentially a social stigma associated with the 

purchase of these professional services which may 

predispose the purchaser to be dissatisfied with the 

service irrespective of the quality of the delivery 

process. The consumer's dissatisfaction with himself 

for having to use the service maybe articulated as 

a dissatisfaction with the service provider. Most 

consumers after all are able to run their marriages 

and hold their jobs without the need to pay for 

professional services. The minority of consumers who 

use these services may represent particularly difficult 

cases. Consequently, the probability of a psychologist 
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performing to the satisfaction of the consumer may 

be lower than the probability of a lawyer performing 

satisfactorily since much of the 1a,,,yer' s work may 

be of a routine nature. 

5. These professional services deal with issues in which 

most of the purchasers are probably highly involved 

emotionally. This has two possible consequences. 

First, expectations are more likely to be unreal-

istically high setting the stage for dissatisfaction 

with the service. Second, the emotional involvement 

of the consumer suggests that (s)he might well expect 

a personalization or customization of the service 

delivery process, in other words to be treated as an 

individual rather than as a number. Yet, many computer 

dating services.and employment agencies take a pro-

duction line approach to the service delivery process 

in an effort to keep costs down. 

Considerable empirical work will be necessary to determine 

the relative importance of these and other underlying character-

istics of professioncf1 services in explaining variations in the 

percentages of dissatisfied purchasers from one service to 

another.-
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Over 90.0% of users of vete;d:'nar;i:ans,optometrists, 

·opthamo1ogists, medical doctors/nurses in office/home,funera1 

homes, travel agencies, barber/beauty shops and health/fitness 

centres report being satisfied with the service. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. There is .wide variation in purchase rates, importance 

rankirig and CS/D scores across the 17 categories of Pro-

fessional and Personal Services~ 

2. Consumers of discretionary services characterized by a 

fairly low rate of use tend to be significantly more 

dissatisfied. 

3. Employment agencies, dating servi.ces, architects, real 

estate agents, security/detective agencies and psycho16gists 

and marriage/sex counselors are categories associated with 

high rates of dissatisfaction. 

4. Professional services, used by a large proportion of the 

population, usually 6f·necessity, tend to be generally 

satisfactory to purchasers. 
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2 .1.1.3 FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE - Table 1 (SIll) 

Table 1 (SIll) summarizes the results for rate of pur-

chase, importance and satisfaction/dissatisfaction for 16 

categories of Financial Services and Insurance. 

Rate of usage of such services ranges from a low of 10.8% 

of respondents for II stockbrokers, investment counselors" to a 

; high of 78.3% of respondents for !'auto insurance ll and 74.1% 

for II chartered banksll •. Three other categories with.a purchase 

rate in excess of 50.0% of 'the sample are: II credit card ser-

(.. vice" (57~2%); "government health insurance" (69 • .5%); and 1I1ife 

insurance" (55.1%). 

Overall, consumers tend to rank Financial Services and 

Insurance as relatively high in importance. Thirteen out of 

16 categories are rated "highly important II by over 75.0% of 

purchasers. Rankingsfor the top categories, in order of 

'. importance, are: 

- IIgovernment health insurance II (89.3% rating important) 
- IIAuto insurance II (87.0% rating important) 
- "chartered banks" (86.9% rating important) 

IIhomeowners or renters insurance" (83.1% rating im-
portant) , 

- IIpersona1 liability insurance" (81.3% rating, important) 



• .' 
TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: NATIONAL 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEj IMPORTANCE RATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE ~FSI} III 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING . SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFAC'fION70ISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents* % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased ImEortant Rating Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Total , Rank Total Rank 
1. Chartered Banks 74.1 86.9 3 61.5 28.2 7.5 2.8 89.7 12 10.3 5 
2. Trust ComEanies 2Q.7 71.0 13 53.2 38.1 4.6 4.1 91. 3 11 8.7 6 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

37.9 67.9 26.1 1.2 94.0 6.0 10 POEulaires 79.7 , 6 4.8 7 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

ComEanies 12.6 54.8 14 46.3 35.1 10.4 8.2 81.4 16 18.6 1 
5. Credit Card Service ;i1.Z' 43.9 16 62.2 30.8 4.5 2.5 93.0 10 7.0 7 
6. , Stock Brokers" 10.8 50.0 15 53.5 36.0 6.i 4.4 89.5 13 10.5 4 Investment Counselors ... 
7. Income Tax, Financial 2.1 93.9 9 Counseling Service 36.0 78.6 7 69.6 24.3 4.0 8 6.1 
8. Government Health 1.6 95.0 12 Insuramce 69.5 89.3 1 72.5 22.5 3.4 5 5.0 
9. Supplementary Health 1.4 96.4 14 Insurance 33.9 77.3 10 72.2 24.2 2.2 3 3.6 

10. Homeowners or Renters 2.3 96.5 15 Insurance 49.8 83.1 4 67.0 29.5 1.2 2 3.5 N 

11. Personal Liability I-' 

Insurance 43.8 81.3 5 62.8 35.2 1.1 0.9 98.0 1 2.0 16 
12. Life Insurance ;i;i.l 78.0 8 63.9 31. 6 3.1 1.4 95.5 4 4.5 13 
13. Auto Insurance 16.3 6Z·Q 2 58.3 30.1 6.7 4.9 88.4 14 11.6 3 
14. Government Workmens 84.0 15 2 ComEensation 14~ 3 76.2 12 52.7 31. 3 8.0 8.0 16.0 
15. Supplementary Accident 94.2 11 & Disabilit~ Insurance 19.6 77 .6 9 57.4 36.8 2.9 2.9 6 5.8 
16. Pension Plans" RRSP, 8 RHOSP 39.6 77.0 11 61. 3 32.0 5.0 1.7 93.3 9 6.7 

*N = 1052 
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With a few exceptions, users of Financial Services and 

Insuiance tend,in general, to be quite ~atisfied. Five out of 

16 categories register over 10% of users as dissatisfied. Five 

categories also report 95.0% or more as satisfied. 

The most unsatisfactory categories of Financial Services 

and Insurance are:· 

-"consumer loan or finance companies" (18.6% dissatisfied) 
-"government workmen's compensation" (16.0% dissatisfied) 
~"auto insurahce" (11.6% dissatisfied) 

. ~"stockbrokers, investment counselors" (10.5% dissatisfied) 
-"chartered banks" (10.3% dissatisfied) 

Two of these unsatisfactory categories are also at the 

top of the ranking for extreme dissatisfaction. "Consumer loan 

or finance companies" registers 8.2% of users as "very dissatis-

fied" , and 8.0% of users of "government workmen's compensation" 

indicate that they are "very dissatisfied". Since both of these 

categories are typically associated with families, in difficult 

circumstances, the social stigma attached to these services may 

predispose the consumer to negative feelings and dissatisfaction. 

In the case of consumer loan or finance companies, the customer 

may not have fully understood the effect of a higher rate in 

terms of carrying cost. 
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Three of the five service categories indicating the 

highest percentage of dissatisfied users in Table 1 (SIll) 

appeared in the corresponding table reported in the Day and 

Bodur(1977) study cited earlier. These categories were con-

sumer loan or finance companies, stockbrokers, and chartered 

banks. Whereas automobile insurance and government workmen's 

compensation figured prominently in the Canadian results, health 

insurance showed the highest percentage of dissatisfied p~r

chasers in the Bloomington study. Taking into account the 

existence of differences in industry structure and government 

policytowa~ds health care between Canada and the United states, 

the convergence between the blO sets of results is impressive. 

All types of insurance, except auto insurance, constitute 

the top 6 categories with the greatest overall rates of satis-

faction. The exception, auto insurance, may be due to the higher 

cost of payments and/or to the sometimes difficult procedures 

of making claims and receiving what is believed to be fair 

settlement. In contrast, health insurance, personal insurance, 

. home or apartment insurance, and even life insurance, are 

relatively inexpensive to carry, and may yield a relatively 

quicker settlement in the event of a claim. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. Financial Services and Insurance are generally considered 

to be highly important by consumers. 

2. with some exceptions, consumers are usually satisfied with 

Financial Services atid Insurance. 

3. Consumer finance companies and government workmen's com-

pensation are the most frequently cited as unsatisfactory, 

andals6 .tend to be associated with extreme dases of 

dissatisfaction. 

4. All types of insurance, except auto insurance, are generally 

satisfactory. 

2.1.1.4 RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION & UTILITIES - Table 1 (SIV) 

Data on purchase, importance and satisfaction/dissatis-

faction for 23 categories of Rentals, Public Transportation 

and Utilities are presented in Table 1 (SIV)i 

Frequency of purchase ranges from 2.6% of respondents 

to 94.4% of respondents •. At the low end, "mobile home rentals" 

are reported to have been made within the recall period by 2.6% 

of respondents; 3.0% of resp6ndents s~id they have used "uniform, 



TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: NATIONAL 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASEj IMPORTANCE RATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU} IV 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING ' SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACfloN7~lsSAfISFACTION 
% of Respondents* % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Imeortant Rating ~J, Somewhat Somewhat Ver'!. Total Rank Total Rank 

I. Aeartment Rental 19.5 87.7 3 33.7 37.6 21.0 7.8 71.3 22 28.8 2 
2. House Rental 10.3 85.4 5 45.4 36.1 11.1 7.4 81.5 19 18.5 5 
3. Cottage Rental 3.8 31.6 21 67.5 22.5 7.5 2.5 90.0 7 10.0 18 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 2.6 57.7 12 50.0 28.6 10.7 10.7 78.6 21 21.4 3 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 

52.6 36.5 18 44.7 45.0 7.8 2.5 89.7 8 10.3 15 Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

15.4 33.8 20 47.0 40.7 5.5 6.8 87.7 13 12.3 11 Rental 
7. Equipment,Tool, Party 16.9 15.4 - 23 46.3 45.8 6.2 1.7 92.1 5 7.9 19 -SuEE1'!. Rental 
8. Furniture Appliance 

25.6 51.2 4l.5 4.9 2.4 92.7 3 7.3 21 Rental 3.9 22 
9. Uniform, li nen, Di aper 

3.0 36.7 17 53.1 28.1 15.6 3.1 81.2 20, 18.7 4 Service 
10. local Public TransEortation 47.7 57.9 11 38.1 43.7 12.2 6.0 81. 8 18 18.2 6 
11. - Inter-Ci t'L Bus Service 33.7 58.5 10 41.6 44.0 10.1 4.3 85.6 15 14.4 9 I\J 12. Air Commuter/Charter 15.9 47.2 15 51.5 37.7 8.4 2.4 89.2 ,10 10.8 13 U1 Service ' 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 38.8 55.7 13 53.2 36.5 7.1 3.2 89.7 8 10.3 15 Service 
14. Passenger frain 11.2 4!l.§ 1~ 43.6 38.8 11.2 6.4 82.4 17 17.6 7 
15. local Taxi ~2.:i ~~.~ 19 42.8 45.1 8.6 3.5 87.9 12 12.1 12 
16. Post Office 22.5 n.l' 2 J~.7 J5.!l 19.Q 11.5 69.5 23 30.5 1 
17. local Natural Gas Co. 32.2 lD.;:: 7 §1.Q 31. 8 5.0 2.2 92.8 2 7.2 22 
18. local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

86:~ 9 60.3 31.4 5.9 4.2 91.7 6 10.1 17 SueElies 68.1 4 
19. local TeleEhone Co. 2~.~ a~.1 6 :i1.!i ~2.~ 8.7 4.2 87.1 14 12.9 10 
20. local Electric Co. 21.2 2l.Q 1 :i2.~ 22.6 7.6 ~.2 89.2 10 10.8 13 
21. Local Water Co. 1Q.1 aa.l 2 !i~.2 2a.7 4.~ 1.9 93.9 1 6.1 23 
22. local Garbage Service 8~L9 61.1 8 61.1 21,a - 5,!i 1·9 22.5 4 7.5 20 
23. Cable TV7Antenna Service 58.2 ~5.2 16 1a.~ 35,~ ll,!! 1.4 83.8 16 16.2 8 

*N = 1052 
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linen, diaper service"; 3.8% have rented a cottage; and 3.9% 

have rented furniture and/or appliances. High·purchase rates 

are most often associated with utilities, where 94.4% of 

respondents reported having used the service of a "local telephone 

company"; 92.5% indicated that. they used the "post office"; 

and 91. 2% used the "local electric company II • 

In terms of importance to the user, the utilities rank 

very high, as do apartment and house rentals. These categories 

are ranked as highly important by over 80.0% of purchasers. 

None of the other categOries of rental or of public trans-

portation are ranked as high in perceived importance to pur-

chasers. 

There are frequent reports of dis~atisfaction from a braod 

.range of.consumers of these types of services. Eighteen out 

of 23 cat~gories register 6ver 10% of their users as dissatis-

fied, and three categories report over 20.0% dissatisfied. The 

post office ranks first ~ccording to the proportion of users rating 

the service as unsatisfactory (30.5%). The other two categories 

with dissatisfaction expressed by over 20% of users are "apart-

ment rental" with 28.8% dissatisfied, and "mobile home rental ", 

With 21~4% dissatisfied~ 
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Examination of the five service categories with the 

highest percentages of dissatisfied users reveals that three 

of these involve rental of alternative types of accommodation. 

Not only does the cost of accommodation rental represent a 

significant fraction of most userst budgets (as suggested by 

the importance ratings reported for these items) but the ser-

vice is in continuous use by the purchaser. The extent of 

usage may in itself lead to a greater incidence of problems 

culminating in consumer dissatisfaction. On the basis of 

extent of usage, it seems logical to compare accommodation 

rentals with automobiles which have always figured prominently 

in conventional complaint statistics~ Both are "big ticket" 

items, used frequently, imply relatively high levels of in-

volvement, and are considered by most consumers to be essential. 

Frequency of usage may be useful, as well, in explaining the 

relatively high dissatisfaction ranking of the Post ·Office. 

There may be a tendency among some . consumers to recall selec-

tively the one.letter or parcel which took an excessive amount 

of time to be delivered, without balancing this against the 

numerous other letters or parcels which may have arrived on 
. . 

time. Moreover, the prevailing reputation of. the Post Office 

may be responsible for a negative halo effect which could be 

coloring consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction ratings of the 

institution. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. Purchase frequency varys widely. 

2. Consumers consider apartment/house rentals and all utilit-

ies to be the most important items. 

3. Consumers are ex~remely dissatisfied with the post office. 

4. Some tenants tend,to be dissati~fied, especially renters 

of, apartments. 

5. Consumers tend to be quite satisfied in general with 

utilities. 

2.2 SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL SATISFACTION SCORES 

Previous sections have focused on individual service 

categories. Indicators of servic~sa~~ifaction were determined 

by the relative proportion: of consumers 'rating the service 

category as satisfacto~y/dissatisfactory on a four-point scale. 

In this section, the unit of analysis shifts from the service 

, category to the individual respondent. That is, rather than 

aggregating total respondents' score to come up with a service 

satisfaction score, the scores an individual gives,to each 

category will be aggregated to come up with an individual 

satisfaction ~core or "mean satisfaction score"(MSS). 
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MSS scores and patterns over the range of services may 

be used as a basis for assessing the performance of the con-

sumer service marketing system. An extended discussion is 

available elsewhere. 2 The total MSS score for Ser~ices 

provides useful information for evaluating the overall level 

of individual satisfaction in the sector. By deriving an MSS 

for each of the four sections, the general level of satis-

faction among individuals can be measured within particular 

sections and compared across sections. 

2.2.1 DEVELOPMENT OF "MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES" (MSS) 

The four-point satisfaction/dissatisfaction scale was 

used to derive the individual satisfaction score, labeled the 

mean satisfaction score (MSe)., All services were rated on the 

four-point scale with numerical weights and verbal anchors as 

follows: 

1 - "very satisifed" 
2 ~ "somewhat satisfied" 
3 - "somewhat dissatisfied" 
4 - "very dissatisfied" 

2Day , Ralph L .. and Muzaffer Bodur, "Analysis of Average Satis-
faction Scores of Individuals Over P~oduct Categories", in 
Ralph L. Day and H. Keith Hunt (ed.), New Dimensions of 
Consumer Satisfact'ion and Complain'ihg Behavior, Division of 
Research, Indiana University, 1979. 
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An individual satisfaction score was computed for each 

respondent by counting the number of times each of the f6ur-

points on the scale was checked, mUltiplying total response 

for each point by weight assigned to that particular point, 

and dividing by the number of service categories which were 

rated on the scale. The formula for calculating the individual 

satisfaction score for respondent "i" is: 

MSS i = WI (Nl ) + W2 (N 2 ) + W3 (N 3 ) + W4 (N4 ) 

TNi 

where: 

W =weights assigned to each scale point from 1 to 4 
Nl =number of responses "i" gave as "I" ·.("very 

satisfied" ) 
N .=nurnber of responses "i" gave as "2" ("somewhat 

2 satisfied") 
N3 =number of responses "i" gave as "3" (llsomewhat· 

dissatisfied") 
N 4 =number of responses·" i II gave as "4 II (livery 

dissatisfied ") 
TN,=total number of responses given by respondent 

1 "i" . 

A mean satisfaction score was computed for each of the 

four service sections, as well as for the entire Services 

sector. Each respondent was assigned to one of six half-

point intervals covering the four-point CS/D scale, beginning 
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with the 1.00 to 1.49 interval and ending with the 3.49 to 

4.00 interval. The MSS scores could range from 1.00 (meaning 

a respondent· was always "very satisfied" with every purchase 

made to 4.00 (where a respondent would have checked the "very 

dissatisfied" response for each item purchased). The dis-

tribution of respondents' MSS within the general satisfaction 

range (1.00 to 2.49) ,and within the overall dissatisfaction 

range (2.50 to 4.00), is used to analyze the overall level of 

satisfaction among respondents for each section. Given the 

probable low interdependence of these s~rvices with· respect 

to complementarity and substitutability, the additive and 

compensatory assumptions upon which the mean satisfaction score 

is based may not be too unreasonable. 

2.2.2 MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES FOR SERVICES 

Table 2 shows the distribution of respondents' mean. 

satisfaction scores for each of the four sections of the Ser-

vices survey as well as the distribution of the total mean 

scores across all sections of the survey. Some of the totals 

shown in Table 2 differ from the total number of respondents 

in the sample due to missing data. The results have been split 

at the mid-point (2.50) to show "total satisfied" versus 

"total dissatisfied". 
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SATISFACTION 

CATEGORY N 

I REPAIRS & GENERAL SERVICES 4!l~ 
II PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICE 611 

III FINANCIAL SERVICE & INSURANCE 511 
IV RENTALS TRANSPORTATION & 40S 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL SERVICES il29 

DISSATISFACTION 

CATEGORY N 

I -REPAIRS & GENERAL SERVICES Z4 
II PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICE 30 

III FINANCIAL SERVICE & INSURANCE 21 
IV RENTALS, TRANSPORTATION & 

UTILITIES 44 

TABLE 2 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVicES 
MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES· 

1. 00 - 1. 49 1.50 - 1.99 2.00 -
X; N X; N 

39.Q 296 28;!2 . 225 
5!l.2 22~ 2.1.5 155 
52.11 ~2~ 31. 5 121 
3B.9 387 37.1 189 . 

40.8 461 . 43.9 132 

2.49 
X; 

21. 8 
11.9 
II 8 
1B.1 

12.6_ 

2.50 - 2.99 3.00 - 3.49 3.50 - 4.00 
~ N l!i: N l!i: 

Z 1 28 2.Z 8 08 
2 9 11 1 0 5 o 5 
2 6 8 o 8 5· o 5 

4.2 13 1.2 5 0.5 

TOTAL SERVICES 25 - 2.4 2 0.2 0.1 

N=1052 
NOTE: .Total section score is a sum of the mean case scores; it is not to be interpreted as a columnar average. 

• 

TOTAL 
% N 

924 8.!l..L 
99Z 9) (, 
985 96 1 
981 94.1 

1022 .97.3 

W 
I\.) 

TOTAL 
N ~ 

110 10 6 
46 !l 4 
!l0 3 !l 

62 5.9 

28 2.7 
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The individual satisfaction scores across the entire 

range of Services tend to be quite high, with 97.3% of respon-

dents falling into·the satisfaction group. In the Bloomington 

study, the corresponding figure was 94.0%. The percent of 

respondents'.MSS scores in the "satisfied" range for each of 

the sUbsections may be compared to the Bloomington results: 

Repairs and General Services 
Professional and Personal 

Services 
Financial Services and In-

surance 
Rentals, Public Transportation 

and Utilities 

Canadian 
Study 

89.4% 

95.6% 

96.1% 

·94.1% 

Bloomington 
Study 

81.0% 

90.0% 

90.0% 

87.0% 

Therefore, while almost every respondent may have had 

one or more occasions to report extreme dissatisfaction with 

a service category, the overwhelming majority of scores, on 

average, are in the satisfied range. One exception may be noted 

in the Repairs and General Services section,.where over·lO% 

of respondents are, on average, dissatisfied. In the remaining 

three Service sections, however, the distribution of consumers' 

responses to the CS/D scale tend to reflect a generally positive 

experience with services as a whole • 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. The overall MSS score for the.Services sector shows that 

the majority of consumers are generally satisfied. 

? Slightly more than ten percent of users of Repairs and 

General Services are generally dissatisfied with these 

services. 

2.2.3 PROFILE OF CONSUl-mRS BY INDIVIDUAL SATISFACTION SCORES 

.The mean satisfaction score across the entire range of 

Services provides a summary measure of each individual's satis-

faction/dissatisfaction. In this section, MSS i~ related to 

the set of demographic variables in order to determine whether 

o~ not it is feasible to differentiate the generally satisfied 

from the generally dissatisfied consumer in the Services sector. 

Table 3 summarizes the relationship between MSS and 

demographics. Individuals' MSS were classified into two 

categories - satisfied and dissatisfied. To determine whether 

any of the relationships were significant, the chi-square test 

was used. Two variables were significant at the .05 level: 

whether one rents/owns his home: and whether the respondent 

is the main wage earner in the household. In these cases, 



35 • TABLE 3 (S) 

CONSUtlER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES AND DE~lOGRAPHICS 

SECTION: SillJl.IARY 

DE~lOGRAPHI CS }lEfu~ SATISFACTION SCORES SIGNIFICANCE 
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED TOTAL 

N % N % N % 
SEX: 

tLO\LE 373 36.5 15 53.6 388 37.0 CHISQ = 2.70 
FE~LO\LE 648 63.5 13 46.4 661 63.0 df = 1 SIG = 0.10 

1021 28 1049 100.0 
NARITAL STATUS: 

SDiGLE 109 10.7 5 17.9 114 10.9 CHISQ = 1.48 
tLAJillIED 804 78.8 20 71.4 824 78.6 df = 2 SIG = 0.48 
SEPARATED, 
DIVORCED, 

107 10.5 3 10.7 110 10.5 WIDOIoi'ED 
1020 28 10,)8 100.0 

AGE: 
lTh1lER 25 102 10.0 3 10.7 105 10.0 CHISQ = 1.98 
25 - 44 496 48.7 15 53.6 511 48.9. . df = 3 SIG = 0.58 
45 - 64 294 28.9 9 32.1 303 29.0 
OVER 65 12Q 12.4 1 3.6 127 12.1 

10lB 28 1Q46 100.0 
NO. OF RESIDENTS: 
O~1:-TWO 329 32.3 11 'f0.7 340 32.6 CHISQ ;: 1. 54 
THREE-FOUR 500 49.1 10 37.0 510 48.7 df= 2' SIG :: 0.46 
FIVE OR tlORE ] gO ]8 6 6 , 22.3· 1512 18 7 

] OJ g 22 l046 lOO 0 
( OIoi'N/RENT HQ}lE 

Ol.'N 780 76.9 16 57.1 796 76.4 CHISQ ,,; 4.86 
RENT 234 23 J J 2 . 42.9 242 23.2 df= 1 SIG = 0.03 

l0l4 28 1042 100.0 
INCmlE: 

UNDER $10,000 207 22.3 5 22.7 212 22.2 CHISQ = 0.95 
$10,000 - $24,999 397 42.6 11 50.0 408 42.8 df= 3. SIG.=0.81· 

. OVER ~25, 000 322 35 1 2 2Z.3 333 35.0 
931 22 953 

EDUCATION(SELF): 
GRADESCHOOLOR LESS 163 16.0 5 17.9 168 16.1 CHISQ = 1. 76 
HIGH SCHOOL 438 43.1 15 53.6 453 43;4 df= 2 SIG = 0.42 
SOME COLLEGE OR MORE 415 40 8 8 28.6 423 40 5 

lOJ6 28 l044 lOO 0 • ENPLOTIlENT: 
FULL TUlE· 323 31.9 11 40.7 334 32.0 CHISQ = 1.07 
PART TUlE 109 10.7 2 7.4 111 10~7 df= 2 
NOT ENPLOYED S83 SZ 4 14 SJ.9 591 51 3 5IG = 0 59 

10J 5 21 l042 lOO 0 
MAIN WAGE EAR~1:R: 

SELF 438 44.5 15 57.7 453 44.9 CHISQ =6.49 
SPOUSE 482 49.0 7 26.9 489 48.4 df= 2 
OTHER 64 6 S 4 l5 4 68 6 Z SIG = O.JM __ 

9B!l 26 1 Dl 0 J 00 0 

~~~ . ..a.... ___ .,,'" 

," 
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it appears' that those who tend to be generally dissatisfied 

with Services are more likely to be renters rather than home-

owners, and are more likely to be the main wage earner ih the 

'household. Although other demographic variables are not 

si~nificantly related to MSS, some directional tendencies for 

dissatisfied consumers do appear. There is a weak tendency, 

for example, for the dissatisfied consumer to be male, single, 

over 25 years of age, from 1-2 person households, in the $10,000-

$24,000 income range, having a highschool education, and 

~orking full-time . 

. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Dissatisfaction with Services is related significantly 

to the demographic variables own/rent and main wage earner. 

The dissatisfied resp6ndent tends to be a renter, and 

tends to be the main wage earner 'in the household. , 

2. None of the other demographic variables are related 

significantly to MSS for Services. 

3.1 REPORTED INSTANCES OF CONSUHERDISSATISFACTION 

To this point, the emphasis has been on the incidence 

and. freq'uency of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction across 
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a comprehensive set 6f consumer services. This section 

focuses on specific reported instances of high or intense 

dissatisfaction. Respondents were asked to indicate whether 

during the past two years, they had had one or more experiences, 

in purchasing or using services, in which they were highly 

dissatisfied. They were then asked to think back over all 

the unsatisfactory experiences with these services~ and to 

indicate which service category they felt was the single most 

unsatisfactory experience of all. 

Thus, the survey questionnaire measures whether any 

highly unsatisfactory experiences occurred, how often such 

highly unsatisfactory experiences happened, and finally, the 

service category which was associated with the most unsatis-

factory experience. 

These data were obtained for each of the four sections 

of the Services questionnaire. 

3.1.2 THE EXTENT OF CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION vHTU SERVICES 

The proportion of respondents reporting at least one 

highly unsatisfactory experience during the past two years 
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and the reported number of such experiences are presented in 

Table 4. In order to present these figures in the perspective 

of purchase incidence, an "index of marke~ activity" is in

cluded for each of the four sections. This index is derived 

from the average number of purchasers per category in any 

given section expressed as an index of the total number of 

respondents for the survey. This helps to place some per-

spectiveon the percent of the popula~ion which is active in 

any given service sector. The higher the index of market 

activity, the higher the probability or opportunity exists 

for an unsatisfactory experience. 

The Repairs and General Services section records the 

highest percentage of highly dissatisfied respondents at 

32.9%. This section also registers the lowest Index of Market 

Purchase Activity at 32. The implication is that this .section 

has by far the highest rate of dissatisfaction among those 

who ~re active users of Repairs and General Services. 

The second highest percentage of respondents reporting 

extreme dissatisfaction within a section arises in the Rentals, 

Public Transportation and Utilities section. Although this 
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TABLE 4 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: 

SUMMARY OF DISSATISFACTION 1 

INDEX OF MARKET PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS 
SECTION PURCHASE2 REPORTING DISSATISF~CTION 

ACTIVITY WITH ONE OR MORE SERVICES 
% 

REPAIRS AND GENERAL 32 32.9 
SERVICES 

I! PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL 34 18.4 
SERVICES 

. II! FINANCIAL SERVICES AND 41 11.8 
INSURANCE 

IV RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANS- 40 22.6 
PORTATION AND UTILITIES 

lDURING THE PAST TWO YEARS 
2INDEX OF MARKET PURCHASE ACTIVITY = AVG. NO. OF PURCHASERS PER CATEGORY 

TOTAL RESPONDENTS (lU52) 
N = 1052 

• 
SERVICES 

TIMES DISSATISFIED 

ONE TWO THREE FOUR FIVE + 

11.9 8.8. 4.6 2.4 4.5 

8.7 3.5 1.8 1.0 2.9 

5.8 2.9 1.0 0.2 1.6 
W 
~ 

5.1 .2.9 2.6 . 1.3 10.1 
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section indicates 22.6' of respondents as reporting at least 

one highly unsatisfactory experience, it also registers the 

highest level of market activity. It should be clear that a 

higher level of market activity increases the probability of 

the occurence of an unsatisfactory experience. 

The Professionar and Personal Servides section shows 
, .' . 

18.4%. of respondents r~porting high dissatisfaction, and the 

Financial Services and Insurance section reports 11.8% share 

of its respondents.as highly dissatisfied with at least one 

service category. 

The frequency of occurrence of highly unsatisfactory 

experiences over the past two years reflects both the frequency 

of use and overall levels of dissatisfactiori. As indibated on 

'I'a.ble 4, the greatest share of dissa.tisfied respondents is in 

~he lowest frequency, single occurience interval. This is true 

for all sections except Rentals, Public Transportation· and 

Ut.ili ties,· where almost half of those who sa.id they had un-

satisfactory experiences report having had them five times or 

more during the recall period. Since the usage rate of such 

services c~n be quite high, even "continuous" in the case of 

house/apartmental rental or utilities, this frequency 6f· 
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unsatisfactory experiences is riot surprisifig. 

The Repairs and General Services section reveals 4'.5% 

of respondents in the five + range of unsatisfactory exper-

iences, but also maintains one-third of its dissatisfied 

respondents in the single occurrence interval. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The greatest share of respondents who report at least one 

highly unsatisfa~tory eiperience duiing the past two 

years is found in the Repairs and General Services 

. section. 

2. Almost half of those. expressing dissatisfaction with 

Rentals, Public Transportation and utilities categories 

report that they had five or more highly unsatisfactory 

experiences within the recall period. 

3.2 SERVICE CATEGORIES CITED AS UNSATISFACTORY 

To identify specific instances of intense dissatisfaction 

and to organize the subsequent analysis of reasons .for dissatis-

faction and actions, subjects who had reported high dissatis-
. . 

faction-were asked to indicate the one service category per 
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section which was the most unsatisfactory of all. 

In the next section, the absolu,te number of reports of 

each service category as the most unsatisfactory will be 

expressed as a percentage of all users of that service category. 

In order to place these reports-in context, they will be 

reviewed as a percentage of all respondents, and rank ordered 
- -

accordingly. 

3.2.1 CONSUMER PURCHASES AND REPORTED INSTANCES OF DISSATIS-
FACTION 

In each of the next four sections, the results of analysis 

covering the number of purchasers of each service category 

who cite that category as the most unsatisfactory purchase/use 

experience will be presented. The number of purchasers citing 

the service category as unsatisfactory will then be expressed 

as a percentage of all purchasers of that category. 

3.2.1.1 REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES - Table 5 (SI) 

As indicated on Table 5 (SI), then:umber of purchasers 

citing a single service category as the most unsatisfactory 

purchase experience is highest for "auto repairs and service" 
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TABLE 5 (51) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
'ITEMS CITED AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

PURCHASE EXPERIENCE BY PURCHASERS 

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICE 

NO. OF 
PURCHASERS 

PURCHASERS CITING EACH ITEM 
AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

NO. % 
1. Television, radio, stereo repairs. 
2. Auto repairs and services. 
3. Heating and air conditioning 

repairs. 
4. Appliance repairs (other than TV, 

radio, or ,stereo). 
5. Plumbing, carpentry, and other 

home repair services. 
6. Watch, clock, and jewelry repairs. 
7. Car'pet cleaning, window washing, 

and other home care services. 
8. Yarclwork, snow removal, and lawn 

care services. 
9. Home redecorating. 
10. Home improvement services, instal-

lation of siding or insulation. 
11. Cesspool, septic tank services. 
12. Furniture upholstery and 

refinishing services. 
13. LaundrY'and dry cleaning services. 
14. Do-it-yourself (coin operated)' 

laundry and dry cleaning. 

514 
770 
403 

343 

393 

421 
204 

215 

137 
176 

77 

172 

712 

263 

15. Domestic help, maid services. 97 
16. ~Ioving and storage services. 118 
17. Water softening services. 61 
18. Photographic services including 690 

film processing, studio photography, 
equipment service and repair. ' 

19. Parcel delivery and freight 468 
services. 

20. Services of mail order firms. 421 

44 
94 

12 

23 

24 

20 
5 

6 

5 

7 

2 

4 

13 
8 

1 
5 
2 

16 

27 

22 

8.6 
12.2 

2.9 

6.7 

6.1 

4.7 
2.5 

2.8 

3.6 
3.9 

2.6 
2',3 

1.8 
3.0 

1.0 
4.2 
3.2 

-2.3 

5.7 

5.2 
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at 94 respondents. This category also registers the highest 

percentage of purchasers citing the item as unsatisfactory at 

12.2%. The absolute number of highly dissatisfied purchasers 

is more than double the number for any other service category. 

This result is not surprising 'since auto repairs have, for 

years, figured prominently in conventional complaint statistics. 

The next highest number of purchasers citing a service 

as unsatisf~ctory reiates to ~television, radio, stereo repairs" 

where 44 purchasers report this service as the most unsatis-

factory they have experienced over the past two years.~he 

percentage of purchasers is also relatively high at 8~6%. 

Other Repairs and General Services cited as the most 

unsatisfactory by 20 purchasers or more are:. "parcel delivery 

and freight services" (27); "plumbing, carpentry and other hoine 

repair services" (24); "~ppliance repairs" (23); "mail order 

firms" (22); and "watch, clock, jewellery repairs" (20). All 

of these categories, with the exception of the last one, also 

report more than 5.0% of their purchasers citing the category 

as the single most unsatisfactory purchase experience. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. "Auto repairs and service" is by far the single most 

unsatisfactory category under Repairs and General Services. 

2. All other repairs (except heating/air conditioning repairs) 

and mail order/parcel delivery services rank as highly 

unsatisfactory items. 

3.2.1.2 PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICES - Table 5 (SII) 

Subjects were asked to indicate whether they had had one 

or more experiences during the previous year with professional 

services with which they were "highly dissatisfied". Only 

1~.4% of sribjects responded affirmatively. By way of contrast, 

35.5% of respondents reported being highly dissatisfied with 

one or more food product purchases during the recall period 

(See Volume 1). Several ,explanations for the difference in 

percentages may be relevant. First, in some objective sense, 

the performance of professional services may be moresatis-

factory than the performance of food products. Second, the 

comparative frequency with which different products and ser-

vices are purchased and consumed bears upon the comparative 
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probabilities of the consumer having an unsatisfactory ex-

perience. Third, the lower purchase frequency for professional 

services may mean that consumer expectations with regard to 

performance are less well-developed; the willingness of the 

consumer to confidently express dissatisfaction may, therefore, 

be muted, particularly if the consumer senses that deficiencies 

in his own contribution to the service production process may 

have helped cause the unsatisfactory experience. Fourth, it 

is possible that a consumer's willingness to express dissatis-

faction may be related to his subjective assessment of the 

probability of obtaining redress. The layman dissatisfied with 

the professional may perceive it to be harder to argue his 

case than the consumer dissatisfied with a food product; in 

the latter case, tangible evidence of the cause of dissatis-

faction can be produced. 

The services that registered a relatively high share of 

dissatisfied respondents in Table I {SII), namely, employment 

agencies, computer dating services, architects/real estate 

agents, security agencies and psychologists/marriage therapists 

do not appear as dramatically in Table 5 (SII). Only one of 

these, employment agencies, shows a relatively high absolute 

number of respondents reporting this as their single most 
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TABLE 5 (SIl) 

CONSU~lER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
ITEMS CITED AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

PURCHASE EXPERIENCE BY PURCHASERS 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICES 

CATEGORY/ITEM 
NO. OF 
PURCHASERS 

1. Services of lawyers. 377 
2. Veterinarian services, animal 385 

hospitals. 
3. Services of optometrists or 625 

opthalmologists. 
4. Services·ofdentists and dental 811 

technicians. 
5. Services of medical doctors and 925 

nu~ses in doctor's office or 
patient's home. 

6. Services of medical doctors and 721 
nurses in hospitals and clinics. 

7. Service of psychologists, marriage 
counselors, or sex therapy 
clinics. 

65 

8. Services of osteopathic practi- 177 
tioners, chiropractors, or 
physical therapists. 

9. Services of architects, house 160 
designers, real estate agents. 

10. Computer dating or other intro- 15 
duc'tion services. 

11. Services of home security agencies, 22 
private detectives. 

12. Services of funeral homes, mortu- 119 
aries and cemetaries. 

13. Services of employment agencies. 145 

14. Services of travel agencies. 338 

15. Services of barber shops, beauty 839 
shops, health spas, fitness centers, 
recreational facilities. 

16. Services of nursing homes and rest 56 
homes. 

17. Educational services (private 220 
sector) such as vocational 
training, dance studios, music 
classes, etc. 

PURCHASERS CITING .EACH ITEM 
AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

NO. % 

21 5.6 
5 1.3 

10 1.6 

32 3.9 

21 2.3 

41 5.7 

2 3.1 

3 1.7 

12 7.5 

1 0.8 

22 15.1 

7 2.1 

10 1.2 

2 3.6 

5 2.3 
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unsatisfactory service experience. Architects I house designers / 

real estate agents lists 12 subjects reporting them as the most 

unsatisfactory service category. Both categories translate 

into relatively high percentages of purchasers, however, since 

15.1% of users of employment agencies rate the service as the 

most unsatisfactory, and 7.5% of those 'vho use architects/real 

estate agents consider thiaservice as their most unsatisfactory 

experience. 'The effect, of relatively low total purchase 

frequency is to make the absolute number of those reporting 

dissatisfaction appear relatively low. Yet, when translated 

into percentage terms, these two categories rank relatively 

(' high in ~xtreme dissatisfaction. Other discretionary categories, 

namely computer dating, security agencies, and psychologists/ 

• 

marriage therapists are cited as the most unsatisfactory 

experience by either zero or, in the case of psychologists, 

by only two users. Thus, while consumers may be generally 

dissatisfied with these services, they tend not to rate them 

as the most unsatisfactory of all when forced to name a single 

service category. It is possible that these services may not 

be viewed as. highly important by the consumer, or that the 

consequences of an unsatisfactory experience are not overly 

serious. Another explanation is that the service was dis-

cretionary in the first place and pre-purchase expectations 

were not very high • 

I 
. I 

, i 
r 
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The service category in this section.with the highest 

absolute number of respondents citing it as the most unsatis-

factory is uservice of medical doctors and nurses in hospitals 

andclinics ll
• This is named as the most unsatisfactory ex-

perience by 41 subjects, 5.7% of all those who have used the 

service. The use of the service of doctors/nurses in a hos-

pital or clinic typically reflects a need tb resolve a 

health problem and many of the feelings associated with this 

experience may be transferred onto those providing the ser-

vice. To the extent that a subject may assess this type of 

service as substantially less personal and attentive than 

( . expected, the experience of extreme dissatisfClction may 

prevail. 

Dentists and dental technicians are rated as most un~ 

satisfactory by 32 people, or 3.9~ of all those using the 

service. Lawyers are cited by 21 subjects, or 5.6% of all 

using that service. Further research is necessary to provide 

a detailed understanding of why certain types of services 

generate a higher percentage of highly dissatisfied consumers. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. As a group, the discretionary Professional & Personal, 

Services do not tend to be cited as the most unsatis-

factory item by consumers. 

2. Employment agencies and architects/real estate agents 

are listed as the most unsatisfactory service by the 

highest percentage of users. 

3. The highest absolute number of users citing a category 

is in relation to doctors/nurses in hospitals and clinics. 

3.2.1.3 FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE - T.ab1e 5 (SIll) 

There are very few categories in this section that 

receive a high absolute number of mentions as the most unsat-

isfactory service. 

Automobile insurance ranks first in having the highest 

number of users considering it.to be the most unsatisfactory. 

Thirty-four users, or 4.1% of all those who have bought auto 

insurance,consider it to be the single most unsatisfactory 

service. Space limitations preclude a thorough consideration 

of the reasons why dissatisfaction with one service is greater 

than with another. For illustrative purposes, however, it is . 
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TABLE 5 (SIll) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
ITEMS CITED 'AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

PURCHASE EXPERIENCE BY PURCHASERS 

SECTION:PINANCIAL SERVICES & INSURA~CE 

NO. OF PURCHASERS CITING EACH ITEM 
CATEGORY/ITEM PURCHASERS AS THE ~lOST UNSATISFACTORY 

% NO. 

'l. Services of chartered banks. 780 17 2.2 

2. Services of trust companies. , 218 7 3.2 

3. Services of credit unions or 399 3 0.7 
caisses populaires. 

4. Services of consumer loan or 133 9 6.7 
finance companies. 

5. Services of stock brokers, invest- 601 6 1.0 
ment counselors and security 
dealers. 

6. Credit card services. 114 4 3.5 
7. Income tax preparation and 379 5 1.3 

financial counselling services. 

8. Government sponsored health 730 9 1.2 
insurance. 

9. Supplementary health insurance 356 3 0.8 
(e.g. Blue Cross) 

10. HomeOh~ers or renters insurance 523 4 0.8 
"package". 

11. Personal liability insurance. 461 

12. Life insurance. 578 7 1.2 

13. Automobile insurance. 823 34 4.1 

14. Government sponsored workmen's 151 6 3.9 
compensation. • 

15. Supplementary accident and 206 4 0 1.9 
disability insurance., 

16. Pension plans, RRSPs, RHOPSs. 416 4 0.9 
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worth· considering why consumer dissatisfaction with automobile 

insurance is so high relative to levels of dissatisfaction 

with all other types of insurance: 

If consumer dissatisfaction stems primarily from 

claims handling rather than policy writing practices, 

the probability of a claim being made is of importance. 

If the probability of an insured consumer making a 

claim .is higher with automobile insurance than with 

other insurance services, a higher percentage of 

automobile purchasers might be expected to be dissatis-

fied.A further effect of a higher frequency of 

claims is that a higher percentage of consumers have 

prior claims experience. On the basis of such ex-

perience, consumers are likely to gain self-confidence 

and to develop firmer expectations regarding service 

performance. 

The likelihood of disputes arising between insured 

consumers and insurance companies over "what actually 

happened" may be greater in the case of automobile 

insurance (and workmen's compensation). In the cases 

of life, health and disability insurance, claims may .. 
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or may not be legitimized by-expert medical evidence. 

The consumer, is perhaps, less likely to question the 

reduction of a claim than in the case of automobile. 

insurance,where.the assigna.tion of liability may have 

a substantial financial impact on his subsequent 

premium. 

The importance of the automobile to the North American 

lifestyle may be reflected in a greater salience 

attached to-automobile insurance relative to other 

types of insurance which consumers purchase. It.is 

worth noting that, just as the percentage of dissatis-

fied consumers of automobile insurance is high among 

insurance services, so the percentage of dissatisfied 

consumers of automobiles is often found to be the 

highest among consumer durable products. In addition, 

the disproportionate publicity which automobile in-

surance rate increases receive may precondition some 

consumers to anticipate dissatisfaction, . irrespective 

of the manner in which the service is delivered by 

the insurance industry. And dissatisfaction which 

might appropriately be directed at government reg-

ulators of automobile insurance rate structures is 
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more likely to be reflected in the development of 

negative attitudes towards the automobile insurance 

indust:):'Y· 

Seventeen of the 780 users of chartered banks say that 

their most unsatisfactory experience was associated with this 

service. The highest perc'entage of users who consider the 

service the most unsatisfactory is found in the consumer loan/ 

finance company category, where 6.7% of users are dissatisfied. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Very few categories of Financial Services and Insurance 

receive a significant number of mentions as the most un-

satisfactory service. 

2. Auto insurance ranks first in terms of the number of 

users considering it the most unsatisfactory service; 

chartered banks rank second. 

3. Consumer loan/finance companies have the highest percentage 

of users citing the service as most unsatisfactory. 

3.2.1.4 RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES - Table 5 (SIV) 

'l'his section has several categories which are predominant 

in terms of the absolute number of users citing the category as the 
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TABLE 5 (SIV) 

CONSU~IER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
ITHIS CITED AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

PURCHASE EXPERIENCE BY PURCHASERS 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
AND UTILITIES 

. CATEGORY/ITEM 

1. Apartment rental (lease) 
2. House rental (lease) 
3. Cottage rental (lease) 
4. Nobile home rental (lease) 
5. Rooms in hotels, motels, tourist 

resorts. 
6. Car, truck, trailer, airplane, 

and boat rentals (leases) 
7. Equipment, tool, party· supply .. 

rentals. 
8. Furniture, appliance rentals 

(leases) 

NO. OF 
·PURCHASERS 

205 
108 

40 
28 

553 

162 

177 

41 

9. Uniform rental service, diaper 32 
service, linen service. 

10. Local public transportation. 
11. Inter-city bus service. 
12. Air commuter service. air 

chart·er service. 

501 
354 
167 

13. ~Iajor scheduled air line service. 408 
14. Passenger servi·ce on trains. 188 
15. Local taxi service. 520 
16. Post office service. 968 
17. Local natural gas company. 419 
18. Local gas, fuel. oil supplies. 716 
19. Local telephone company. 992 
20. Local electric company. 957 
21. Local water company. 741 
22. Local· garbage and trash collection 892 

service. 
23. Local cable television company 

or television antenna installa-
tion services. 

613 

PURCHASERS CITING EACH ITEM 
AS THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY 

NO. % 
8 

7 

1 
3 

10 

2 

1 

16 
8 
2 

8 

9 
6 

68 
3 

11 

23 
14 
5 
9 

19 

3.9 
6.5 
2.5 

10.7 
1.8 

2.5 

1.1 

2.4 

3.2 
2.2 
1.2 

1.9 
4.8 
1.2 
7.0 
0.7 
1.5 
2.3 
1.5 
0.7 
1.0 

3.1 
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most unsatisfactory. However, variations in usage rates across the 

categories place the absolute numbersof highly dissatisfied 

users into perspective. 

The post office is ranked first according to the absolute 

number of users rat.ing it as the single most unsatisfactory 

service. Sixty-eight people reported ~hat the post office was 

the most unsatisfactory category, comprising 7.0% of all those 

who use the post office. 

Several of the utilities are rated as most unsatisfactory 

by a relatively high number of people. The telephone company 

is cited as most unsatisfactory by 23 users; the local electric 

company by 14 users; and the local gas and fuel company by 11. 

However, these utilities are reported as used by virtually all 

members of the sample. As a percentage of users the table reveals 

that the numbers ranking each utility as unsatisfactory do not 

exceed 2.3%. 

Rentals tend to rank quite high according to the percentage 

of purchasers citing the rental service as the most unsatis-

factory experience. Apartment rental is rated the most unsat-

isfactory service by 3 .. 9% of users, whereas house rental is 
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deemed most unsatisfactory by 6.5% of users • 

.. CONCLUSIONS 

1. The post office is most frequently cited as the most un-

satisfactory service in the section. 

2. While the utilities receive a relatively high total number 

.of mentions, the share of total utility users who consider 

the service as the most unsatisfactory is extremely low. 

3. 

3.2.2 

As a share of users, the percentage of renters who con-

sider the rental service to be unsatisfactory tends to be 

quite high. 

THE MOST UNSATISFACTORY SERVICES,;.. Table 6 (S) 

Table 6 presents the responses to the single most unsat-

isfactory service category used ranked according to the percent 

of t6tal respondents reporting each item. The tableinditates 

the order of items within each section based on the absolute 

number of respondents reporting. rather than ·the percent of pur-

chasers .reporting. This table enables the reader to place the 

un~atisfactory items in perspective based on reported instances 

of dissat~sfaction across the total sample of respondents~ 
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TABLE 6 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

FIVE MOST UNSATISFACTORY ITEMS/SERVICES BY SECTION 

SECTION 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING 
ITEM/SERVICE AS THE MOST 

UNSATISFACTORY 

REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES 

1. AUTO REPAIRS & SERVICES 
2. T.V., RADIO, STEREO REPAIRS 
3. PARCEL DELIVERY, FREIGHT SERVICES 
4. . APPLIANCE REPAIRS 
5. HmlE REPAIR SERVICES 

PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES 

1. DOCTORS & NURSES IN HOSPITALS/CLINICS 
2. DENTISTS & DENTAL TECHNICIfu~S 
3. LAII'YERS 
4. E~IPLOYNENT AGENCIES 
5. DOCTORS & NURSES IN OFFICE/HmIE 

FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE 

1. AUTO INSURfu~CE 

2. CHARTERED BANKS 
3. CONSIDIER LOAN/FINfu~CE CO. 
4. GOVEIOOIENT HEALTIi INSURANCE 

RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
AND UTILITIES 

l. POST OFFICE 
2. TELEPHONE CO. 
3. LOCAL CABLE T.V. COMPANY 
4. LOCAL PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
5. LOCAL ELECTRIC CO. 

N = 1052 

% 

8.9 
4.2 

2.6 
2.3 
2.2 

.. 3.9 

3.0 
2.1 
2.0 
2.0 

3.2 
1.6 
0.9 
0.9 

6.5 
2.2 
1.8 
1.5 
1.3 

• 
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Repairs and General Services register the highest total 

share of responses, Financial Services and Insurance the lowest. 

Ldoking at Table 6 as a whole, "auto repairs and services" 

records the highest share of single most unsatisfactory exper-

i~nces reported (B.9%). The "post office" (6.5%) ~ "television, 

radio, and stereo repairs" (4.2%) ~ "doctors/nurses in hospitals/ 

clinics" (3.9%)~ and "auto insurance" (3.2%) also rank relatively 

high according to the fraction of respondents reporting these 

services as their most unsatisfactory purchase experience. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Repairs and General Services has the highest share of 

respondents citing the top five most unsatisfactory items. 

2. Auto repairs occupies the largest single share of the most 

~nsatisfactory experiences. 

3.3 PROFILE OF CONSUMERS REPORTING DISSATISFACTION - Table 7 

In order to profile the reporters of dissatisfaction, 

the response indicating whether or not a subject had one or more 

experiences with which (s)he was highly dissatisfied was used 

to split the sample into Hreporters" or "non-reporters" of high 
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dissatisfaction. To qualify as a reporter of dissatisfaction, 

a respondent had to indicate, in at least one of the four Ser-

vice sections, that. (s)he had one or more experiences with 

which (s)he was highly dissatisfied. The total number of re-

spondents classified as reporters of dissatisfaction amounts 

to 523, comprising 49.7% of the sample. This variable was then 

crosstabulated against the demographic variables in order to 

determine if there were any significant characteristics separating 

the reporters versus non-reporters of dissatisfaction. The 

results are shown on Table 7. 

( . It appears that the following demographic variables are 

signifidantly related to reporters of di~satisfaction at the 

.05 level of significance: sex, marital status, age, income, 

education, and employment. The results indicate that reporters 

of dissatisfaction with services tend to be male, single, under 

25 and/or 25-44 years of age, high income over $25,000, highly 

educated at the college level, and working full-time~ 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Reporters of at least one highly unsatisfactory experience 

are li.kely to be male, single, younger, with a higher 

income and higher education, and employed on a full-time 

basis. 
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TABLE 7 (S) 

CONSilllER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

DE~JOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING DISSATISFACTION1 

VS. RESPONDENTS REPORTING NO DISSATISFACTION, 

SECTION: SUl>L\IARY 

DnJOGRAPHICS REPORTING/NOT REPORTING DISSATISFACTION SIGNIFICANCE 
REPORTING NOT-REPORTING TOTAL 
N % N % N % 

SEX: 
tJALE 
FEMALE 

tlARITAL STATUS: 
SINGLE 
tlARRIED 
SEPARATED, 
DIVORCED, 
WIDO\,1:D 

AGE: 
liNDER 25 

25 - 44 
45 - 64 
OVER 65 

NO: OF RESIDENTS: 
ONE-TWO 
THREE-FOUR 
FIVE OR ~IORE 

OWN/RENT HmIE 

231 
292 
523 

71 
401 

50 
522 

69 
244 
157 

50 
5iO 

180 
229 
112 
521 

44.2 
S5.8 

13.6 
76.8 

9.6 

13.3 
46.9 
30.2 
9,6 

34.5 
44.0 
21 5 

197 
331 
528 

54 
399 

73 
526 

47 
196 
191 

92 
5?6 

200 
219 
] 05 
524 

37.3 
62.7 

10.2 
75.9 

13.9 

8.9 
37.3 
36.3 
17.5 

38.2 
41.8 
20.0 

428 40.7 CHISQ = 4.84 ' 
623 59.3 df.:1 SIG = 0.028 

1051 100.0 

125' 11.9 CHISQ= 6.60 , 
800 76.4 df=2 SIG = 0.037 

123 11.7 
1048 100.0 

116 11.0 CHISQ, = 25.12 
,440 42.1 df =3 SIG = 0.000 

348 33.3 
142 13.6 

1046 100.0 

380 36.4 CHISQ = 1.49 
448' 42.9 df= 2 SIG= 0.47 
211 20,7 

1045 

OWN 376 72.3 402 77.0 778 74.7 CHISQ = 2.99 
...;RE=N:.:,T..,;, _____ ---J1..,.4""4--'-_ ... 27t.......L7_--l1 .... 1 ",,9 __ __'2 ... 3c..!oLO _~2""6'-"'3'-__'2""5c.... " .... " ---=df= 1 SIG = 0.08 

5?0 521 1041' 100.0 
INCmlE: 

UNDER $10,000 96 
$10,000 - $24,999 220 
OVER $25 ,000 157 

473 
EDUCATION (SELF) : 

GRADESCHOOL OR LESS 68 
HIGH SCHOOL 234 
SOME COLLEGE OR MORE218 

EMPLOTIIENT: 
FULL TnlE 
PART TUlE 
NOT EHPLOYED' 

MAIN WAGE EARNER: 
SELF 
SPOUSE 
OTHER 

520 

217 
67 

231 
515 

262 
203 

41 
506 

20.3 
46.5 
33.2 

13.1 
45.0 
41 9 

142 
225 
10] 
468 

124 
,260 
139 
523 

42.1160 
13.1 58 
44 8 300 

527 

51.8 236 
40.1 225 

8 1 37 
498 

30.3 
48.1 
21, 6 

23.7 
49.7 
26 6 

30.4 
11. 0 
58 6 

47.4 
45.2 

7 4 

,238 25.3 CHISQ = 23.97 
445 47.3 df ~ 'SIG = 0.000 
258 27.4 
94] 100.Q 

192 ,18.4 CHISQ = 35.18 
494 47.4 df =2 SIG = 0.000 
357 34 2 

1043 100 0 

37736.2 CHISQ = 20.39 
125 12.0 df = 2 SIG = 0.00 
540 5] 8 

1042 100 0 

498 49.6 CHISQ = 2.63 
428 .42.6 df:, 2 SIG = 0.26 

78 7 8 
] 004 100 0 

I'Respondents reporting dissatisfaction': those respondents' who reported 'yes' 
when asked if they had had one or more experiences in which they had been ' 
h~ghly dissatisfied, over the period of recall. 

, N Reporting = 523 
N Not Reporting = 529 

1052 

49.7 
50.3 

100.0% 
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4.1 REASONS FOR CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 

Respondents who reported a highly dissatisfactory ex-

perience with a particular service were asked to consider an 

exhaustive list of reasons for their dissatisfaction. Respon-

dents could check as many items from the list as they felt applied 

to their particular experience. Multiple mentions occurred, with 

the average number of reasons cited ranging from 2.58 to 3.07 

per respondent per section. Respondents were also asked to 

indicate the one single most important reason in contributing 

to their dissatisfaction with the particular service under 

consideration. 

The major reasons for consumer dissatisfaction with con-

sumer services are presented in Table 8 (SI) to (SIV).Each 

table corresponds to one of the four major sections of the 

Services questionnaire. The" a;ided I' list of reasons varies 

slightly across sections to reflect significant differences in 

the characteristics of the services listed in the sections. 

The average number of reasons indicated per section is 

presented in Table 9. 
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" 

, 4.1.1 REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES - Table 8 (SI) , 

The Repairs and General Services section registers,more 

reaSons for dissatisfaction than any of the other, sections, with 

a total of 1013 reasons checked by dissatisfied users of these 

services .' 

Reasons covering perceived non-fulfillment or under-

fulfillment of the "service contract" are cited most frequently 

from the, general list and as the single most important reason 

for dissatisfaction with Repairs and General Services. Per-

( ,',' cei ved non-fulfillment of the contract is expressed in two, 

reasons: "The service was not performed correctly the first 

time" (18.0% of total mentions; 26.4% of mentions as most im-
') 

portant reason), and "The service was not completed in the agreed 

time" (12.2% of total mentions; 11.3% of mentions as most im-

portant reason). Perceived underfulfil1ment of the service con-

tract is expressed in the reason, "The service was provided in 

a careless, unprofessional manner II (13.9% of'total mentions; 

16.2% of'mentions as the most important reason). In the case 

of under-fulfillment, the actual task performed by the service 

supplier may have been completed satisfactorily, but the con-

sumer judges that the accompanying element of "service ll was not 

, I 

! 



1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 
. 6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 
20, 

• .-----

TABLE 8 (Sl) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

MAJOR REASONS FOR CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 

FREQUENCY OF MENTION 

• 
REGION: NATIONAL 

PERCENT OF DISSATIFIED 
REASONS ALL REASONS MOST IMPORTANT REASON CASES MENTIONING 

NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS EACH REASON 
The service wa.s provided in a careless, 
un~rofessional manner 141 13.9 56 16~2 40.1 
The service was not completed in the 

. agreed time 124 12.2 39 11.3 35.9 
The service was.not performed correctly 
the first time 182 18.0 91 26.4 52.7 
I was charged for services that were not 
~erformed 46 4.5 11 3.2· 13.3 
I was charged for materials that were 
not furnished 17 1.7 4 1.2 4.9 
The fee was much higher than the amount 
agreed u~on in advance 38 3.8 11 3.2 11.0 
The fee was higher than an advertised 
~rice for the service received 16 1.6 5 1.4 4.6 
The quality of materials which were 

15.4 furnished was inferior 53 5.2 18 5.2 
Things were worse after the service 
than before 88 8.7 32 9.3 25.5 
The·item Was lost or broken 118 ~. 7 10 2.9 13.9 
A professlonal confidence was violated 
to ml embarrassment or injurl 
The professional advice I received was 

6 0.6 1 0.3 1.7 
incorrect and .caused me sUbstantial 23 2.3 4 1.2 6.7 
losses 
Services. were performed in an incom- 5.1 17 4.9 15.1 
~etent manner with verl harmful results 52 
I was tricked by the person providing 

1.6 1 0.3 4.6 the service into buying services I 16 
didn't want 
Results fell far short of those claimed 

30 3.0 5 1.4 8.7 in ads 
I was harassed bl b1l1 collectors 8 0.7 1 0.3 2.3 
Credit terms were misre resented to me .8 2 0.6 2.6 
The warranty guarantee dld not cover 3.8 9 2.6 11.0 everlthing that went wrong 38 
I feel I was treated with extreme rudeness 22 2·2 6 1.7 8.4 
Other reasons not listed ~2 ~.6 22 6.4 14.2 

CI\ 
~ 
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adequately provided. The. trouble with perceived under-ful-

fillment , of course, is that the assessment is highly subjective 

in nature.· In the case of non-fulfillment, a judgement is ren-

dered about the completion of some actual service task·- whether 

or not the item was fixed right or fixed on time are assessments 

which relate to the task element of the service contra·ct. 

Again, this evaluation is highly subjective, and the consumer's 

perception of, say, the time element of the agreement may be 

either unreasonable or inaccurate. The three reasons pertaining 

to non-fulfillment or under-fulfillment represent over 40 per-
l 

cent of all reason mentions, and over 50 percent of all reasons 

( . considered the most importan:t. 

• 

Other reasons which figure prominently in dissatisfaction 

with Repairs and General Services are: 

"Things were worse after the service than before." 
(8.7% of total mentions; 9.3% of most important mentions) 

"The quality of materials which were furnished was in-
ferior." 
(5.2% of total mentions; 5.2% of most important mentions) 

"Services were performed in an incompetent manner with 
very harmful results." 
(5.1% of total mentions; 4.9%·of most important mentions) 

These reasons seem to describe situations where the 

service was believed to be responsible for a deterioration in 
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product quality/performance. The problem is not related to an 

under-fulfillment or non-fulfillment in this instance, but to 

a negative fulfillment whereby the net effect is that something 

is subtracted from the original level of product performance. 

Again, these reasons are self-reported by consumers and should, 

therefore, be considered by the policymaker as potential problem 

areas rather than as objective indicators of market performance. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. More total reasons are mentioned in this section than any 

other section. 

2. The most frequently cited reasons for dissatisfaction with 

Repairs and General Services relate to non-fulfillment of 

the contract, particularly where "The service was not per-

formed correctly the first time. 1I 

3. Reasons relating to perceived under-fulfillment of servi.ce 

contracts and even negative effects of service are also 

high in importance and frequency of mentions. 

4.1.2 PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES - Table 8 (SII) 

The reasons relating to dissatisfaction with Professional 

and Per~ona1 Services reflect the highly subjective evaluation 



• 

( 

67 

of these services based on the intarigible nature of the service 

provided.: In some cases, the assessment is coloured by the 

close relationship between the "quality of service" provided and 

the qualities/characteristics, etc. of the in9ividual person 

providing the service. 

Table 8 (SII) reports the percentage share of mentions 

for each reason across the 194 highly dissatisfied respondents. 

The most frequently cited reasons for dissatisfaction were "the 

service was provided in a careless, unprofessional manner" and 

"I feel I was treated like an object r~therthan as an indiv-

idual.~ The problem of carelessness is related to the issue of 

quality control and consistency and is generally acknowledged 

as the principal challenge in the management of service operations 

for t,'lO reasons. First, consistency in the nature of the service 

delivered to the consumer at different places and at different 

points in time depends upon a behavioral consistency on the part 

.of the employees delivering. the service. Second, the effective 

delivery of a service also depends upon the appropriate consumer 

participation in the delivery process. 3 There exists a tension 

3 Rathrnell, J .M., Marketing and the Service Sector, Cambridge, 
Mass.: Winthrop Publishers Inc., 1974. 
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·. TABLE 8 (SII) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

MAJOR REASONS FOR CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 
SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS) II 

FREQUENCY OF MENTION 

REGION: NATIONAL 

PERCENT OF DISSATIFIED 
REASONS ALL REASONS MOST IMPORTANT REASON CASES MENTIONING 

NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS EACH REASON 
The service was provided ina careless. 
un~rofessional manner 98 19.2 45 23.4 51.0 
The service was not completed in the 
agreed time . 22 4.3 5 2.6 ll.5 
The service was not performed correctly 
the first time 45 8.8 20 10.4 23.4 
I was charged for services that were 
Qerformed 18 3.5 5 2.6 9.4 
1 was charged for materials or medicines 

. that were not furnished 4 0.8 1 0.5 2.1 
The fee was much higher than the amount 
agreed u~on in advance 19 3.7 12 6.2 9.9 
The fee was higher than an advertised 
Qrice for the service received 4 O.B 2 1.0 2.1 
The quality of· materials or medicines 
which were furnished was inferior 9 1.8 1 0.5 4.7 
Things were worse after the service 
than before 35 6.8 12 6.2 IB.2 
The item was lost or broken 9 1.8 3 1.6 4.7 
A professional confidence was violated 
to m,l! embarrassment or injur,l! .. 15 2.9 1 0.5 7.8 
The professional advice 1 received was 
incorrect and caused me substantial 19 3.7 6 3.1 9.9 
losses 
Services were performed in an incom- . 42 .. 8.2 19 9.9 2i.9 Qetent manner with ver,l! harmful results 
I was tricked by the person providing 2.2 3 1.6 5.7 the service into buying services I II 
didn't want 
Results fell far short of those claimed 2.3 4 2.1 9.9 in ads 12 
I was harassed b,l! bill collectors 7 1.4 3.6 
Credit terms were misreeresented to me . 3 0.6 2 1.0 4.7 
The warranty (guarantee) did not cover 
ever,l!thing that went wrong 4 0.8 2.1 
I feel I was treated with extreme rudeness 30 5.9 3 1.6 15.6 
I feel I was treated like an object rather 
than as an individual 63 12.3 24 12.5 32.8 
Other reasons not listed ~2 ~.2 24 12.5 21.9 

J 

m 
OJ 
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. between these two prescriptions for effectiveness. On the one 

hand, service organizations can move towards greater standardiza-

tion of procedures to maximize quality control and minimize 

carelessness. 4 On the other hand, to do so is to risk rendering 

the service delivery process more impersonal and less adaptive 

to the needs of the individual consumer.. To correct one cause 

of dissatisfaction may, therefore, increase the occurrence of 

another. To reduce this possibility, organizations which move 

towards a production line approach to. service operations are 

advised to educate and inform consumers as to how they should 

effectively participate in the service delivery process (Eiglier 

and Langeard, 1977)~ For it is more likely that a dissatisfied 

consumer will attribute his dissatisfaction to the delivery process 

or to the service organization than to himself. A second approach 

towards minimizing.consumer dissatisfaction is to have the con-

sumer consistently deal with one representative of the service 

organization, where possible. In the case of an employment 

agency, . for example, having· the consumer deal with orie employment 

counsellor on an ong6ing basis rather than with a multiplicity 

of contact persons could substantially reduce problems of quality 

4Levitt, T.,· "Production Line Approach to Services," Harvard 
Busines·s·Review, 50 (5), 1972, pp. 41-52. 

5Eiglier, P. and E. Langeard, "A New Approach to Service Marketing", 
in P. Eiglier et ale (Eds • .), r.1arketing Consumer Services: 
New rnsights, Cambridge, Mass.: Marketing Science Institute, 
1977, pp. 31-58. 
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control and carelessness and simultaneously reduce the prob-

ability of the consumer feeling that (s)he was treated like an 

object. 

Significantly fewer subjects were dissatisfied because of 

marketing practices such as selling techniques and ~dvertising 

claims. In light of the restrictions plciced upon advertising 

practices by several of the professions included in the study, 

the relatively low share of mentions for advertising-related 

reasons may not be altogether surprising. 

Other reasons that are named quite frequently as the most 

important reason are: 

liThe service was not performed correctly the first time. II 

(10.4% share of most important reasons) 

liThe fee was much·higher than the one agreed upon in 
advance. II 
(6.2% share of most important reason) 

"Things were worse after the servi6e than before. II 
(6.2% share of most important mention) 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Reasons that relate to the· ";professionalism" dimension of 

the service are cited most frequently in this section. 
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2. Incompetence, lack of individualized attention, carelessness 

may relate more to the person providing the service than 

to the "service" itself. 

4.1. 3 FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE - Table 8 (SIll) 

Table '8 (SIll) reports the perc~ntage share of mentions 

for each of the reasons in the case of eight financial services 

and for eight insurance services. A wide dispersion of responses 

across the list is evident with no one reason assuming particular 

prominence. 

Of the reasons listed, the one which receives the highest 

share of mentions as the most important reason and a relatively 

high share of total mentions is service specific: "many mistakes 

were made in my account" (8.2.% of total mentions; 9.8% of most 

important reasons). Two other frequently .cited reasons are: 

"the servic~ was provided in a carel~ss, unprofessional manner" 

(11.0% of total mentions; .7.3% of most important reasons) and 

"I felt that I was treated like an object rather than as an 

individual" (9.5% of total mentions; 2.4% of most important 

mentions). The relative importance of these latter reasons 

reflects the difficulties of ensuring qtiality control and con-

sistency in service organizations when quality is largely dependent 

I 

I 
• ! 
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TABLE 8 (SIll) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
MAJOR REASONS FOR CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 

SECTION: FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

FREQUENCY OF MENTION 

REGION: NATIONAL 

' PERCENT OF OISSATIFIED 
REASONS ALL REASONS MOST IMPORTANT REASON' CASES MENTIONING 

NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS EACH REASON 
The service was provi ded ; n a careless, , 

i1.0 un~rofessional manner 35 9 7.3 28.5 
The service was not completed in the 
agreed time 14 4.4 5 4.1 11.4 
The service was not performed correctly 

3.3 the first time 19 6.0 4 15.5 
I was charged for services that were not 
~erformed 8 2.5 1 0.8 7.3 
The fee was much higher than the amount 
agreed u~on in advance 13 4.1 8 6.5 10.5 
The fee was higher than an advertised 
Erice for the service received' 4 1.3 1 0.8 3 •. 2 
Manl mistakes were made-in ml account 26 8.2 12 9.8 21.0 
A'professional confidence was violated 
to ml embarrassment or injurl 6 1.9 4.8 
The professional advice I paid for was 
incorrect and caused me substantial losses 11 3.5 6 4.9 8.9 
Services were rendered in an incompetent 
manner with verl harmful results 19 6. O· 8 6.5 .15.5 
I was tricked by the person providing the 
service into buying services,insurance, 6 1.9 1 0.8 4.8 
or other intangibles I didn't want 
Results fell far short of those claimed by 
the Eerson Eroviding the service 23 7.3 9 7.3 18.5 
My insurance policy was cancelled with-
out justification. 1 0.3 1 0.8 0.8 
The comEanl refused to Eal a valid claim 11 3.5 3 2.4 8.9 
I was unfairly refused credit or other 
financial services 13 4.1 5 4.1 10.5 
Credit terms were misreEresented to me 2 0.6 1.6 
I was harassed bl bill collectors 6 1.9 4 3.3 4.8 
The benefits did not cover all of the 
eXEenses as claimed 8 2.5 4 3.3 7.3 
Interest to be paid on a savings account 
or Elan was misreEresented to me . 5 1.6 J ~.~ 4.0 
I feel I was treated with extreme rudeness 20 6.~ 6 4.9 16.1 
I feel that I was treated like an object 
rather than as an individual 30 2·2 3 2.4 24.4 
Other reason not listed n 11,Z JQ ~~,4 JQ.Q 

-...J 
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upon the performance of individual representatives of those 

organizations. 

Another·reason checked frequently by dissatisfied con-

sumers is "results fell far short of those claimed by the person 

providing the service II (7.3% of total m~ntions; 7.3% share of 

most important reasons). Deceptive practices and misrepresen-

tations on the part of insurance salesmen are regarded as a 

SUbstantial problem of the insurance industry.6 

CONCLUSIONS 

·1. The reasons are more evenly distributed across respondents 

in this section. "Other reasons not listed" is often 

cited. 

2. Mistakes, carelessness, unprofessional manners all relate 

to three reasons cited frequently by dissatisfied .u~ers 

of financial and insurance services. 

6Be1th, Joseph M., "Deceptive ~a1es Practices in. the Life In-
surance Business", Journal of Risk and Insurance, 41 (June 
1974), pp.305-326 • 
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4.1.4 RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANS)?ORTATION AND UTILITIES - Table 8 (SIV) 

~easons relating to non-fulfillment and under-fulfillment 

of the service contract are the most frequently cited in this 

section. The most important and most frequently mentioned 

reason relates to periodic non-fulfillment: "the service was 

unreliable" (15.2% of total mentions; 20.2% of most important 

mentions). This indicates that at times the service was satis-

factorily fulfilled and at other times it was not fulfilled. 

Inconsistency of performance logically leads to occasional negative 

disconfirmation of prior expectations and hence to consumer 

dissatisfaction. Hesitancy to use the service again may arise, 

but in the case of many utilities and public services, no 

alternative choice is available. Unreliability, in this context, 

may be viewed as a continuous source of dissatisfaction with 

system performance. 

Under-fulfillment of the service contract is highlighted 

in some of the other reasons cited for dissatisfaction with 

Rentals, Public Transportation and Utilities. "the quality of 

the service was inferior" (12.6% of total mentions; 13.9% of most 

important reasons) and "the service ~as provided in a careless, 

unprofessional manner" (11.5% of total mentions; 7.2% of most 
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TABLE B . (SIV) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/OISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
MAJOR REASONS FOR CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 

. SECTION:" RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES (RTU) IV' 

FREQUENCY OF MENTION 

.' 
REGION: NATIONAL 

PERCENT OF DISSATIFIED 
REASONS ALL REASONS MOST IMPORTANT REASON CASES MENTIONING 

NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF ,MENTIONS NO. OF MENTIONS SHARE OF MENTIONS EACH REASON 
The service was provided in a careless, 
un~rofessional manner 84 11.5 17 7.2 35.3 
The service was not performed in a 
reasonable time {or at the agreed time} 90 12.3 36 15.2 37.8 
The service was not performed correctly 
the first time 30 4.1 1 0.4 12;6 
I .was charged for services that were not 
~erformed , 24 3.3 3 1.3 1Ql1 
I was charged for materials that were 
not furnished 
The fee was much higher than the am~unt 

5 0.7 2 ·0.8 211 

agreed u~on in advance 18 2.5 7 3.0 11fi The fee was higher than an advertised 
~rice for the service received 11 1.5 5 2.1 ~Ifi The quality of the service was 
i nferi or 92 12.6 33 13.9 3a.2 
The service was unreliable ll] 15.2 48 20.2 4fi.1 
The quality of the item I rented 

leased was inferior 14 1.9 4 1.7 5.9 
The premlses and or items that were 
rented (leased) to me were not in good 16 2.2 5 2.1 ··6.7 

. condition 
I was tricked by a salesman into taking 

0.8 services I did ,not want 4 0~5 2. 1.7 
Things that belonged to me were damaged 

13.4 or lost 32 4.4 10 4.2 
Resul ts' fen far short of those cl aimed 
in ads 24 3.3 3 1.3 10.1 
Unauthorized repairs were made and charged 
to me 4 0.5 3 1.3 1.7 
I was harassed bl bill collectors 6 0.8 2 0.8 2.5 
Credit terms were misre~resented to me 2 0.3 2.1 
Man~mistakes were made in m~ account 7 1.0 1 0.4 . 3.0 
Utilitl service was unjust1l discontinued 11. 1.5 6 2.5 4.6 
The person providing the service did not 17 2.3 2 0.8 7.2 stand behind it 
I feel I was treated wlth extreme rudeness 42 5.8 11 4.6 17.6 
I feel that I was treated like an object 35 4.8 6 2.5 14~7 rather than as an individual 
Other reason not listed 51 7.0 30 12.6 21.4 

--.J 
01 
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important reasons) are both examples of perceived under-ful-

fillment as a source of dissatisfaction. Another reason that 

receives fairly frequent mention is "the service was not per-

formed in a reasonable time (or at the agreed time)" (12.3% 

of total mentions; 15.2% of most important reasons). 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Unreliability of service is the most important reason for 

dissatisfe.ction with Rentals, Public 'I'ransportation and 

Utilities. 

2. Low quality of service, carelessness and unprofessiona1ism 

are also key reasons for dissatisfaction. 

4.2 .THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF" REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION 

Table 9 summarizes by section the total number of reasons 

for dissatisfaction, the total number of· respondents citing 

reasons, and the average number of reasons given for dissatis-

faction. 

The total number of reasons mentioned per section is related 

in part to the number of subjects reporting dissatisfaction in 
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TABLE 9 (5) 

CONSlltffiR SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

AVERAGE NutlBER OF REASONS CITED FOR DISSATISFACTION 

TOTAL REASON TOTAL RESPONDENTS AVERAGE NO. OF 
SECTION MENTIONS CITING·REASONS REASONS CITED 

I. REPAIRS & 
GENERAL SERVICES 1013 342 2.96 

. II. PROFESSIONAL 511 193 2.65 
& PERSONAL 
SERVICES 

III. FINA,'lCIAL 317 123 2.58 
SERVICES & 
I~SURA"CE 

IV. RE:-ITALS, PUBLIC 730 238 3.07 
TRA:-iSPORTATION 
& UTILITIES 

( 

• 
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the section. Although the Repairs and General Services section 

does have the most reasons mentioned, it also has the highest 

number of dissatisfied respondents, and does not, in fact,have 

the highest average number of reasons at 2.96 cited per respon-

dent. The highest average number of reasons given per respondent 

is found in the Rentals, Public Transportation and Utilities 

section, with each subject checking an avera.ge of 3.07 reasons 

for dissatisfaction. 

The Professiona.l and Persona.l Services section has an 

average·2.65 reasons per subject, and respondents in the Fin-

(. ·ancial Services and Insurance section check the lowest average 

nurr~er of reasons, 2.58 per respondent. 

5.1 CONSEQUENCES OF THE UNSATISFACTORY FURCHASE/ 
COHSUHPTION EXPERIENCE 

In order to gliidethe policymaker in prioritizing consumer 

service categories which require more focused attention, supple-

mentary informc?tion on the consequences of unsatisfactory pur-

chase/use experiences is provided. While t'~TO subjective reports 

of consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction form the basis for 

CS/D measurement in this study; a more objective measure of the 
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incurrance of financial loss an~/or:physical injury helps to 

pinpoint areas of serious concern. 

The purpose of this section is to present financial loss 

and physical injury consequences as reported by dissatisfied 

consumers. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had 

suffered any financial loss due to the .purchase/use experience 

which they had reported as the most unsatisfactory. The amount 

of financial lo~s was then reported. Then subjects were asked 

whether they had experienced any physical injury due to the 

same unsatisfactory experience, and whether hospitalization was 

required. 

5.1.1 THE EXTENT OF FINANCIAL LOSS/PHYSICAL INJURY ASSOCIATED 
WITH UNS2\T IEFACTORYPURCHASE/CONSUMPTION EXPERIENCES 

Table 10 presents a summary of financial and physical consequences· 

for all four sections of the Services survey. The first column 

indicates the number of re~pondents reporting dissatisfaction 

(ref~renceTable 4) • This represents the eligible set for 

financial loss and/or physical injury. The second and third 

columns refer to the percent of dissatisfied respondents reporting 

financial loss associated with their most unsatisfactory purchase/ 

use experience, and the corresponding absolute number of the . 
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TABLE 10 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
FINANCIAL LOSS & PHYSICAL INJURY· ARISING FROM 

UNSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCES 

PERCENT OF DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS 
NO. REPORTING DISSATISFIED ACCORDING TO AMOUNT OF PERCENT OF 
DISSATISFACTION RESPONDENTS NO. REPORTING FINANCIAL LOSS REPORTED DISSATISFIED RESPONDENTS NO. REPORTING NO. REPORTING 
WITH ONE OR REPORTING ASSOCIATED ASSOCIATED under over REPORTING ASSOCIATED ASSOCIATED SUBSEQUENT 

SECTION MORE ITEMS FINANCIAL LOSS FINANCIAL LOSS $25 $25-$99 $100-$499 $500 PHYSICAL INJURY PHYSICAL INJURY HOSPITALIZATION 
% 

I 
REPAIRS & 130 27 . SO 36 15 
GENERAL 346 37.6 0.6 2 
SERVICES 100;0 21.1 39.0 2B;1 l1.B 

II 
PROFESSIONAL 58 10 13 13 21 
& PERSONAL 194 29.9 IB.O 35 13 SERVICES 100.0 17.6· 22.B 22.8 36.B 00 

0 

III 
FINANCIAL 54 7 10 19 17 SERVICES & 124 43.5 .8.9 11 B INSURANCE 

100.0 13.2 18.9 35.8 32.1 
IV 
RENTALS, 
PUBLIC 55 19 20 10 6 

TRANSPORT A TI ON 238 23.1 1.3 3 1 
AND UTILITIES 100.0 34.6 36.4 IB.l 10.9 

SUMMARY 

NOTE: Figures under Distribution of Respondents may not add to Total No. Reporting Financial Loss due to non-response. 
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same subjects. Using the total number of respondents experiencing 

financial loss as a base of 100%, a distribution of respondents 

according to.the amount of their. reported financial loss is 

presented in columns four through seven. This distribution is 

expressed in absolute numbers as well as in the interval's 

share of the total. 

The last three columns, eight through ten, indicate the 

percent of dissatisfied respondents reporting physical injury, 

the corresponding number reporting physical injury and finally, 

the number reporting that hospitalization was required. 

FINANCIAL LOSS 

The section Financial S~rvices and Insurance registers 

the highest share of dissatisfied respondents who report finan-

cial loss associated with their most unsatisfactory purchase 

experience. Just under one-half (43.5%) of ~11 those dissatis-

fied with Financial SerVice~ and Insurance suffer finanoia1 loss. 

The absolute number reporting financial loss is 54, however, which 

is the lowest for all sections of the Services survey. The 

financial loss in the section is also the most serious in terms 

of dollar amount. According to Table 10, 35.8% of those ex-

periencing financial loss report that loss to, be in the $100-499 
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range and 32.1% report their loss to be in the $500 and over 

range. This puts the total share of those suffering loss over 

$100 at 67.9% of total subjects reporting loss. In the case 

of insurance,especiR11y for autonobi1es, it is not possible to 

tell from the data which cases, if any, of self-reported loss 

arise as a result of claims refuted on the hasis of fault or occur 

because of failure to achieve a settlement deemed to be equitable 

by the insured party. More focused research is required, par-

ticularly in the case of insurance, to better understand all 

of the factors which might be responsible for the incur~ance of 

financial loss. 

The next largest share of dissatisfied respondents who 

report financial loss is associated with the Repairs and General 

Services section. The Eercenta"ge of dissatisfied respondents 

who report financial loss is 37.6%, and the number is 130, which 

is the highest for all sections of the Services survey. The 

largest group of consumers experiencing financial loss is situated 

in the middle range of the dollar amount scale in this section. 

According to the table, 39.0% of those experiencing financial 

loss report that loss to be in the $25-$99 interval and 28.1% 

,I, re;po;rt their loss to be in the $100-$499 range. However, there 

is still a 39.9% share who indicate that their loss represented 
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an amount in excess of $100. 

The remaining bve sections produce similar results, with 

betwe.en 20% and 30% of dissatisfied respondents reporting 

associated financial loss. This represents 58 cases for Pro-

fessional and Personal Services and 55 cases for Rentals, Public 

Transportation and Utilities. However, the dollar amount associated 

with· loss in the Professional and Personal Services· section tends 

to be substantially higher than that associated with Rentals, 

Public Transportation and Utilities. One third of the cases in 

the latter section are under $25, compared to only l7~6% of the 

losses in the Professional and Personal Services sector which 

are belolv· $25. The percent of cases reporting financial loss 

above. $100 is 59.6% in the Professional and Personal Services 

section, . whereas it. is only 29 • 0% in the Rentals, Public Trans-:-

portation and Utilities section. 

PHYSICAL INJURY 

Professional and Personal Services tend to be associated 

with the highest absolute number (35) and the highest share 

(18.0%) of cases of physical injury. This result is somewhat 

troublesome since suffering from physical injury or illness is 

typically the impetus which drives a subject to utilize many 
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of the Professional and Personal Services. ~~ether the consumer 

is attributing the injury to the actual performance of the ser-

vice, or is merely relating the injury to the need for medical 

services is unclear. These results ought to be interpreted 

with caution since there is potential for confusion ~bout 

causality in the mind of the service user. 

The same problem arises with the high share of cases 

relating physical injury to Financial Services and Insurance. 

physical injury preceeds t~e utilization of the service, ahd 

while the insurance adJustment may not be satisfactory, it 

should not be identified as the cause of the injury itself. 

The other bm sections report very few cases of associated 

physical injury. 

CONCLUSIONS 

l~ Financial Services and Insurance is ·the section with the 

highest share of cases of dissatisfaction reporting financial 

loss ~' and is also associated with the largest amounts of 
'. ,:( . . f~nancJ.a1 loss. 

2. Repairs and General Services is the section with the highest 

absolute number of cases of financial loss. 
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Rentals, Public Transpot"tation and. Utilities reports the 

lowest share of dissatisfied cases with financial loss, 

and the lowest. general amounts of loss. 

4. Physical injury is most often reported in relation to 

5.2 

Professional and Personal Services and to Financial Services 

and Insurance. It is unclear as io whether respondents 

are confusing preceedirtg occurrence, sayan illness, with 

performance of the service. 

PRODUCT CATEGORIES MOST OFTEN ASSOCIATED WITH 
FINANCIAL LOSS/PHYSICAL INJURY 

Financial loss and physical injury 60nsequences seem to 

be problems that are ratherservice-spedific. The association 

of financial loss and/or physical injury with particular ser-

vices is presented in Tables 11 and 12. An effort is made to 

explain the 'financial loss/physical injury in any given section 

as the cumulative share of loss/injury associated wi,th specific 

services in the section. In some cases, however, a large share 

of total loss/injury is explained by very few items. 

The same format is used to present the results in Tables 

11 and.12. The categories which are, most frequently cited in 

relation to the incidence of financial loss/physical injury appe~r 
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down the left-hand side of the table. An arbitrary cut-off 

point in the list was made to preclude subsequent service 

categories which would only add a relatively low incremental 

number of respondents to the list. The first column shows the 

number' of respondents reporting loss/injury associated with a 

specific service category. The second column indicates the 

percentag~ of respondents ~xperiencing loss/injury with each 

specific category over the total number of respondents exper-

i,encing financial loss or physical injury in the section. The 

final column is a cumulative percentage of respondents reporting 

loss/injury by service category, that is,'an expression of the 

(... total percentage of loss/injury explained by the associated list 

of service categories. 

5.2.1 FINANCIAL LOSS - Table 11 

Table 11 helps to emphasize the fact that a fairly large 

share of respondents experiencing financial loss tend to cite 

the same, few items with respect to the loss. In other words, 

a relatively short list of service categories explains a rela-

tively large share of the occurrences of financial loss within 

the sample. 
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TABLE 11 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES· 

ITEMS MOST OFTEN RESPONSIBLE FOR FINANCIAL (OSS 

ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCING FINANCIAL LOSS BY ITE~1 
CU~'IULATIVE % FINANCIAL LOSS NO . OF RESPONDENTS % OF RESPONDENTS* 

. ( ... REPAIRS & GENERAL 
SER\'ICES 

1. Auto repair & service 56 43.4 43.4 

2. T.V., radio, stereo 
repairs 14 10.9 54.3 

3. Parcel· deliver)': freight 9 7.0 61. 3 
service 

II. PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL 
SERVICES 

1. Dentists & dental 14 24.1 24.1 
technicians 

2. Lawyers 9 15.5 39.6 

3. Architects, designers, 
real estate agents 8 13.8 53.4 

4. Doctors, nurses in 6 10.3 63.7 
clinics 

5. Employment agencies 6 10.3 74.0 

III.FIN~'CIAL SERVICES & 
I NSURA.'1CE 

1. Auto insurance 15 27.8 27.8 

2. Chartered banks 8 14.8 42.6 

3. Income tax preparation 5 9.3 51.9 
& financial counselling 

IV. RENTALS,PUBLIC TRfu'lS-
PORTATION & UTILITIES 

1. Post office 15 27.3 • 27.3 

2. Telephone compan)' 6 10.9 38.2 

S. Electric company 6 10.9 49.1 

*N =. all respondents experiencing financial loss with items in the section 
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In the Repairs and General Services section, the greatest 

share of cases of financial loss is associated with "auto repairs 

and service". In this category, 56 cases, or 43.4% of the total 

incidence of financial loss, report suffering a loss. The next 

two categories, "television, radio, stereo repairs" and "parcel 

delivery, freight service" add 14 cases and 9 cases respectively 

to the total. 'This brings the total share of financial loss 

explained by.the top three items to 61.3%. 

Three categories in the Professional and Personal Services 

section ~xp1ain over half of all cases of reported financial 

10ss~ The first of these, "dentists and dental technicians," 

is associated with one-quarter of all cases of loss. The next 

two services, "lawyers" and ,. archi tects, , designers, and real 

estate agents," add 15.5% and 13.8% respectively to the total 

share of financial loss. The subjective evaluation of these 

services by consumers may prompt a subjeqt to say after the 

fact that "it wasn't worth it." There is the danger, of course, 

that this type of assessment could lead to an incorrect report 

of a "financial loss." The potential for this kind of bias 

ought to be kept in mind when reviewing' these results. 



( 

89 

The same type of pattern occurs in the Financial Services 

and Insurahce section. In this sector, three categories account 

for over one-half of all the reported cases of financial loss. 

These items are "auto insurance" (15 cases, 27.8% of total); 

"chartered banks" (8 cases, 14.8% of total); and "income tax 

preparation and financial counselling~ (5 cases, 9.3% of total). 

In the Rentals, Public Trans~ortation and Utilities sec-

tion, the postal service and two utilities account for almost 

half of all the reported cases of financial loss. Fifteen 

respondents, representing 27.3% of all cases of financial loss 

in the section, report loss arising from the use of the post 

office. The next two categories, "telephone company" and "elec-

tric company" add 6 cases each to the total. This brings the 

cumulative share of fihancial loss explained by the top three 

items to 49.1%. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Generally, a few service categori~s tend to explain a sub-

stantial share of the total cases of financial loss. 

2. Reported loss is highest in associatioh with "auto repair ,:" 

"auto insurance ,'" "the post office," and "dentists and 

dental technicians." 
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PHYSICAL INJURY - Table 12 

Consistent with the results for financial loss, it 

appears that only a very few categories represent a substantial 

share of the cases where physical injury occurs. Table 12 

presents the list of the items most often associated with 

physical injury. Caution is warranted in the interpretation 

of this table, however, since the numbers and the bases are 

quite small. As such, the results may not be freely general-

izable. 

The previous discussion about wrongful attribution of 

a previous injury to the service itself is also re1event 

here. For example, in the Financial Services and Insurance 

section, "government workmen's compensation II is ident'ified 

as a factor responsible for injury. Unless the subject feels 

that inadequate compensation was responsible for further 

injury or a deterioration of his condition, he is wrongly 

identifying a post-injury service as a causal agent. 

"Auto repairs and services" are related to both cases 

of injury in the Repairs and General Services section • 
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TABLE 12 (S) . 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

ITH1S MOST OFTEN RESPONSIBLE FOR PHYSICAL INJURY 

ITHlS ASSOCIATED WITH RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCING PHYSICAL INJURY BY ITEM 
PHYSICAL .INJURY NO. OF RESPONDENTS % OF RESPONDENTS* CUHULATIVE % 

I. REPAIRS & GE~ERAL 
SERVICES 

1. Auto repairs & service 2 100.0 100.0 

II. PROFESSIONAL & 
PERSONAL SERVICES 

1. Doctors & nurses in 
clinics & hospitals IS 42.9 42.9 

2. Dentists & dental 
technicians 7 20.0 62.9 

3. Doctors & nurses at 
home or in office 5 14.3 77 .2 

III .FINA.'lCIAL SERVICES 
& INSURA."lCE 

1. Government workmens 
compensation 4 36.4 36.4 

2. Government health 
insurance 2· 18.2 54.6 

3. Auto insurance 2 18.2 72.8 

4. Supplementary accident 
disability insurance 2 18.2 91.0 

IV; RENTALS, PUBLIC T~'lS-
PORTATION & UTILITIES 

1. Local public transportation 1 33.3· 33.3 

2. Post office service 1 33.3 66.7 

3. Local water company 1 33.3 100.0 

*N = all respondents experiencing physical inJury with items in the section. 
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Three categories that include members of the medical 

profession (doctors, nurses, dentists) are cited in association 

with physical injury in over three-quarters of the cases in 

that section. 

Compensation and insurance categories are related to 

virtually all. reported cases of injury in the Financial Ser-

vices and Insurance section. 

In the Rentals, Public Transportation and Utilities 

section, the three cases of physical injury are associated 

with three different services - "local public transportation," 

"post office," and "local water company." 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. A few c~tegories tend to explain most reported cases of 

physical injury. 

2. The medical profession and compensation/insurance ser-

vices are associated with most cases of physical injury. 

3. It appears that there may be some causal relationships 

attributed to services that are only concurrently or 

latterly related to physical ~njury. 
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CONSUMER RESPONSE TO UNSATISFACTORY PURCHASE/USE 
EXPERIENCES 

This chapter examines the behaviour pa'l:-terns of dissat-· 

isfied consumers - the results are based on questions which 

asked w-hef.her the consumer took any action, either personal 

or direct, subsequent to the purchase/use experience which 

the consumer reported earlier as the most unsatisfactory 

one. If the consumer indicated that (s}he did in fact take 

some form of action, (s}he was asked to check which of a list 

of personal and/or direct actions was taken. Personal actions 

involve either a conscious change in buying behaviour or attempts 

to inform friends and family about the service. Direct actions 

are more resolution-oriented since they seek to remedy the 

specific unsatisfactory situation through repeating the ser-

vice, refund, or complaining. Complaints can be directed to 

the supplier, or to third parties such as consumer/industry 

associations, Better Business Bureau, .government ,etc. Res-

pondents were permitted to check as many actions· as they felt 

explained their·own post":,,dissatisfaction behaviour. 

Respondents who indicated that they did not take any 

form of action following an unsatisfactory purchase/use ex-

perience Were asked to check one of ·four reasons which best 
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explained why they took no action. Respondents who checked 

one or more "direct" actions, were then asked to indicate 

on a four-point scale, how satisfied they were with the way 

their complaint was han,dled. 

In this section of the report, an effort is made to 

summarize the types of action taken over the entire survey as 

well as within each of the four sections. Next, the average 

number of actions taken by type of action (personal or direct) 

for each section will be presented. This will be followed 

by profiles of consumers who take some form of action and 

consumers who take direct action. Finally, the incidence 

of "no action" and the reasons for the "no action" response 

will be presented and briefly d~scussed. 

6.1.1 A SUMMARY OF CONSUMER ACTIONS - SERVICES - Table 13 

Across all four sections of the Services survey, there 

were 523 respondents who indicated that they were dissatisfied 

at least once durin~ the recall period. A summary of all the 

actions taken in response to dissatisfaction with Services 

is presented in Table 13. 
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TABLE 13 (S) REGION: NATIONAL 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY:· SERVICES 

CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR IN RESPONSE TO DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 
SlJlIll-li\RY OF ACTIONS 

RESPONSE/TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN FREQUENCY OF SPECIFIC ACTION TAKEN 
NO. OF SHARE OF PERSONAL SHARE OF· 

A. PERSONAL ACTION MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
I decided not to buy that particular service 113 16.2 8.4 again· . 
I decided to quit using the particular company 245 35.1 18.2 or professional person providing the service 
I warned my family and friends about "the 260 37.2 19.3 service 
Other personal action not listed above 81 11.5 6.0 

A. TOTAL PERSONAL ACTION 699 106% 51.9 % 

NO. OF SHARE OF DIRECT SHARE OF 
B. DIRECT ACTION . MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
I requested that the service be done·again in 23.9 11.5 the correct way 155 
I asked for a refund or an adjustment to the fee 91 14.0 6.8 
I contacted the company to complain 241 37.1 17.9 
I contacted the industry or professional assoc- 24 3.7 1.8 iation to complain 
1 contacted the Better Business Bureau to complain 20 3.1 1.4 
I contacted a governmental agency or a public 49 7.6 3.6 official to complain 
I contacted a private consumer advocate or 15 2.3 1.1 consumer organization to complain 
I contacted a lawyer, went to Small Claims 15 2.3 1.1 Court, or otherwise took legal action 
Other direct action not listed above 39 6.0 2.9 

B. TOTAL DIRECT ACTION 649 100% 48.1 % 

A&B TOTAL ACTION SUMMARY 1348 

PERCENT OF DlSSATISFIED 
CASES" TAKING 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS 
21.6 

46.8 

49.7 
15.5 

29.6 
17.4 
46.0 
4:6 
3.8 
9.4 

2.9 

2.9 
7.5 

*N for percent of dissatisfied cases is the unduplicated total of dissatisfied respondents across all four sections of the questionnaire. 
N undup1icated dissatisfied =·523 

\D 
U1 
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Column 1 indicates the total number of mentions for 

each type of action; column '2 reports the absolute number of 

mentions as a share of either personal or direct actions; 

and column 3 expr~sses the same number as a share of total 

actions. The last column shows the percent of dissatisfied 

cases who indicated that they had taken the specific action. 

It seems that when consumers are dissa.tisfied with 

Services, they tend to take personal and direct actions with 

almost equal frequency. Personal actions account for a 51.9% 

share of total actions, whereas direct actions account for 

the remaining 48.1%. 

A glance at Table 13 indicates that three specific 

actions account for about equal shares of total actions taken. 

The most popular post-dissatisfaction response is a personal 

action, "I warned my family and friends about the service." 

This action accounts for 19.3% of total actions and is mentioned 

by 49.7% of all dissatisfied consumers. The next most popular 

actions are, "I decided to quit using the particular company 

or professional person providing the service" (18.2% of total 

actions), and til contacted the company to complain" (17.9% 

of total actions). The first is' a decision to modify behaviour 
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II next time around" while the. second is a direct response to 

dissatisfaction. Another action that receives a fairly high 

share of total mentions {S, III requested the service be done 

.. again in the correct way. II (11.5% of total actions) .• 

The use of any action where a third party is contacted 

other than the service supplier represents about 9.0% of total 

~ctions. The most popular of these is, III contacted a govern-

mental agency or a public official to complain. 1I (3.6% of 

total actions). Such responses are grouped under numbers 4 

to 8 inclusive in the Direct Action section. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. In general, consumers take personal and direct actions 

with equal frequency when dissatisfied with services. 

2. Warning friend/family and qUitting the service or person 

providing the service are the most frequently used 

actions. 

3. . The direct actions which involve complaining to the com-

pany or requesting that the service be done again are next 

in frequency of use. 

4. Direct actions other than those involving the service 

supplier account for about 9% of total actions taken to 
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. resolve probelsmwith consumer services~ 

6~1.2 A SUMMARY OF CONSUMER ACTIONS - REPAIRS & 
GENERAL SERVICEP - Table 14 (S1) 

Table 14 (81) summarizes all actions taken by dissatis-

fied consumers in cases in the Repairs and General Services 

section. Personal actions and direct actions are ~lsb fairly 

evenly ~plitin this section. 

Two actions taken with the highest frequency in this 

section are personal actions that involve a decision either 

to " •• • quit using the particular company or professional person· 

providing the service"(18.9% of total) or to " •.• warn family 

and friends ~bout the~ervice" (18.6% of total). The decision 

to switch sti~pliers in the.case of Repairs and General Services 

is rather straightfoiwardgiven the availability of competing 

service agents in the marketplace. Warning family and friends 

is an expected res~ons~ ~ince unsatisfactory experiences with 

such services, especially repairs, often are accompanied by 

financial loss. 

The next two most frequently adopted actions are direct 

actions. These actions are III contac::ted the company to complain" 
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TABLE 14 (S1) REGION: 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR IN RESPONSE TO DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: 

RESPONSE/TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN 

A. PERSONAL ACTION 
1. I decided not to buy that particular service 

again 
2. I decided to quit using the particular company 

or professional person providing the service 
3. I warned my family and friends about the 

service 
4. Other personal action not listed above 

A. TOTAL PERSONAL ACTION 

B. DIRECT ACTION 
1. I requested that the service be done again in 

the correct wa 
2. I asked for a refund or an ad ustment to the fee 

I contacted the company to complain 

5. I contacted the Better Business Bureau to complain 
6. I contacted a governmental'agency or a public 

official to complain 
7. I contacted a private consumer advocate or 

consumer organization to complain 

9. Other direct action not listed above 

B. TOTAL DIRECT ACTION 

A&B TOTAL ACTION SUMMARY 

*N dissatisfied = 346 

REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES eRGS) I 

FREQUENCY OF SPECIFIC ACTION TAKEN 
NO. OF SHARE OF PERSONAL SHARE OF 

MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
68 20.2 10.4 

123 36.6 18.9 

122 36.3 18.6 
23 6.9 3.5 

336 100% 51.5 % 

NO. OF SHARE OF DIRECT SHARE OF 
MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 

10 
47 4 8 

111 35.0 17.Q 

10 3.2 1.5 
13 4.1 2.0 
12 3.8 1.8 

6 1.9 0.9 

3 0.9 0.5 
11 3.5 1.7 

317 100% 48.5 % 

653 100r, 

.' 
NATIONAL 

PERCENT OF DISSATISFIED 
CASES*TAKING 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS 
19.7 

35.5 

35.2 
6.6 

97.1 

32.1 
2.9 
3.8 
3.5 

1.7 

0.8 
3.2 

91.6 

\0 
\0 
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(17.0% of total) arid "I requested that the service be done 

again in the correct way" (15.9% of total). 

Contacting a third party other than the service supplier 

accounts for 6.7% of total actions in cases involving Repairs 

and General Services. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Personal and direct actions are taken with equal frequency 

in terms of total ac~ions in response to dissatisfaction 

with Repairs and General Services. 

2. Personal actions, either dropping the service/supplier 

or warning friends, are most often taken. 

3. Complaining to the company and requesting that the service 

be done again are also fairly common. 

4. Direct action involving a third party represents about 

6.7% of total actions. 

6.1.3 A SUMMARY OF CONSUMER ACTlONS -
PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES - Table 14 (SII) 

Table 14 (SII) summarizes consumer behaviour in response 

j to unsatisfactory experiences with Professional and Personal 

Services. In this secticin, personal actions account for 
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64.9% of total actions taken, whereas direct actions occupy 

the smaller share, 35.1%. 

Two actions, taken with equal frequency, account for 

over·half of all actions taken by respondents who are dissatis-

fied with Professional and Personal Ser~ices.These actions 

are, "I decided to quit using the particular company or 

professional person providing the service" and "I warned my.· 

family and friends about the ser~ice." Each response accounts 

for a 25.9% share of total actions. The relatively high 

tendency to take these actions in response to dissatisfaction 

is typical of the "professional" marketplace, which is usually 

. characterized by considerable "shopping" behaviour and a great 

deal of word-of-mouth communication. Also, most consumers are 

understandably reluctant to challenge the apparent expertise 

of the professional in the event of an unsatisfactory exper-

ience. No other specific action is taken with high frequency. 

in this sector. Direct actions involving a third party account 

fo~ 11.7% of the total • 

. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Two actions, warning friends and quitting the service/ 

professional account for over half of all actions in 
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TABLE 14(SIl) REGION: NATIONAL· 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR IN RESPONSE TO DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS) II 

RESPONSE/TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN· 

A. PERSONAL ACTION 
1. 1 decided not to buy that particular service 

2. 1 decided to quit using the particular company 
or professional person providing the service 

again . 

3. " I warned my family and fri ends about the 
.service . 

4. Other personal action not listed above 

A. TOTAL PERSONAL ACTION 

B. DIRECT ACTION 
1. I requested that the service be done again in 

the correct way 
2~ I asked for a refund or an adjustment to the fee 

4. I contacted the industry or professional assoc-
3. I contacted the company to complain 

iation to complain 

6. I contacted a governmental agency or a public 
5. I contacted the Better Business Bureau to complain 

official to complain 
7. I contacted a private consumer advocate or 

8. I contacted a lawyer, went to Small Claims 
Court, or otherwise took legal action 

consumer organization to complain 

9. Other direct action not listed above 

B. TOTAL DIRECT ACTION 

A&B TOTAL ACTION SUMMARY 

*N dissatisfied. = 194 

NO. OF 
MENTIONS 

19 

67 

67 
]5 

168 

NO. OF 
MENTIONS 

17 
1] 

23 

8 
3 

8 

3 

6 
12 

91 

259 

FREQUENCY OF SPECIFIC ACTION TAKEN 
SHARE OF PERSONAL SHARE OF 

ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
11.3 7.3 

39.9 25.9 

39.9 25.9 
8 9 5;8 

lOot 64:9 :t 

SHARE OF DIRECT SHARE OF 
ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 

18.7 6.6 
12.1 4.2 
25 3 8.9 
8.8 3.1 
3 3 1.1 

8.8 3.1 

3.3 1.1 

6.6 2.3 
13.1 4.6 

100% 35.1 % 

100% 

PERCENT OF DISSATISFIED 
CASES*TAKING 

SPECIFIC "ACTIONS 
9.8 

34.5 

34.5 
7.7 

86.6 

8.7 
5.7 

11.9 
4.1 . 
1.5 

4.1 

1.5 

3.1 
6.2 

4.7 

I-' 
o. 

·tv 

-----.;...--.;...---.;...--------------------.:.------...::.....-----'----~~-- -~- ~--- ---
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response to dissatisfaction in the Professional and Per-

sonal Services section. 

2. Direct actions involving a third party account for 11.7% 

of the total. 

6. 1. 4 A SUMJl1ARY OF CONSUMER ACTIONS -
FIN~..NCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE - Table 14 (SIll) 

Table 14 (SIll) indicates the types of actions taken by 

consumers dissatisfied with Financial Services and Insurance. 

Personal and direct actions split exactly evenly in this sec-

( 
tion according to share of total actions. 

The most popular response is a direct action, "I con-

tacted the company to complain," accounting for 22.0% of total 

actions. In the case of Financial Services and Insurance, the 

dissatisfied consumer has the advantage, especially in relation 

to insurance, of knowing someone in the supplier organization 

to whom the complaint may be addressed. Given the fiduciary 

relationship between the client and the insurance represen-

tative or broker, it is not altogether surprising that a dissat-

isfied consumer might attempt to resolve a problem through 

contacting the company to complain. 

" 
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2. 
3. 
4. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

1. 
8. 
9. 

'. • 
TABLE 14 (SIII) REGION: NATIONAL 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: ' SERVICES 
CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR IN RESPONSE TO DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

RESPONSE/TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN FREQUENCY OF SPECIFIC ACTION TAKEN 
NO. OF SHARE OF PERSONAL SHARE OF 

A. PERSONAL ACTION MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
I decided not to buy that particular service 
again .' '. . . , 18 16.7 8.4 
I decided to. quit using the particular company 
or professio.nal person providing the service 36 33.6 16.8 . 
1 warned my family and friends about the 
service 36 33.6 16.8 
Other perso.nal actio.n not listed above 17 15 9 7 9 

A. fOTAL PERSONAL ACTION 107 1000: 50 0 % 

NO. OF SHARE OF DIRECT SHARE OF 
B. DIRECT ACTION MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 

. I requested that· the service be done again in 
the correct way 15 14.0 7.0 
I asked for a refund or an adjustment to the fee 17 15 9 7 9 
I contacted the company to complain 47 43 9 22 0 
I contacted the 'industry or professional assoc-. 
iation to. cemplain 3 2.8 1.4 
I ·contacted the Better Business Bureau to cemplain 3 2 8 1 4 
1 centacted a gevernmental agency or a public 
official to complain 7 6.5 3.3 
I contacted a private consumer advocate or 
consumer organization to complain 3 2.8 1.4 
I contacted a lawyer, went to Small Claims 
Court; or otherwise too.k legal action 5 4.7 2.3 
Other direct action not listed above 7 6.5 3.3 

B. TOTAL DIRECT ACTION 107 100% 50.0 % 

A&B ·TOTAL ACTION SUMMARY 214 100% 

*N dissatisfied = 124 

'PERCENT OF DISSATISFIED 
CASES*, TAKING 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS 

14.5 

29.0 

29.0 
13 7 

863 

12.1 
13 7 

n 9 

2.4· 
2 4 

5~6 

2.4 

4.0 
5.6 

86.3 

I-' 
0 
~. 
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The next two most frequently cited actions in this 

section are personal actions. These actions are "I decided 

to quit using the particular company or professional person ••• " 

(16.8% of total actions) and "I warned my family and friends 

about the service" (16.8% of total actions). "Additional analysis 

of the current data is heeded to determine whether or not there 

are significant differences in complaining behaviour between 

consumers dissatisfied with financial services and those dis-

enchanted with insurance categories. 

Direct actions aimed at a third party account for 9.8% 

of total actions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Consumers use personal and direct actions about equally 

inthe.Financia1 Services and Insurance section. 

2. Contacting the company to complain is the most frequently 

used action. 

3. Consumers report dropping a supplier when dissatisfied,and warn-

. ing family/friends against using the particular supplier. 

4. Public action directed at a third party represents 9.8% 

of the total • 
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6.1.5 A SUMMARY OF CONSUMER ACTIONS -
RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTIL'ITIES - Table 14 (SIV) 

A summarx of actions for the Rentals, Public Transportation 

and Utilities section is presented in Table 14 ,(SIV). Actions 

in this section split with a greater frequency in favour of 

direct actions. Direct actions account for 60.3% of total 

actions, while personal actions account f6r 39.6% of the total. 

In the case of direct actions, considerably more emphasis was 

placed upon complaining as opposed to formal efforts to seek 

redres~ including requesting a refund or that the service be 

performed again. 

The most frequently mentioned action in this section is 

III contacted the company to complain II (27.0% of total actions). 

The next most popular response is a personal action and involves 

the word-of-mouth warning to family and friends (15.8% 6f total 

actions). A relatively high proportion of dissatisfied con-

surners report "other personal" and lIother direct" actions taken 

to resolve their dissatisfaction. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Subjects txpically contact the company or a governmental 

department to complain when dissatisfied with Rentals, 

Transportation and utilities. 

I 
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TABLE 14" (SIV) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR IN RESPONSE TO DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

RESPONSE/TYPE OF ACTION-TAKEN FREQUENCY OF SPECIFIC ACTION TAKEN 
SHARE OF PERSONAL SHARE OF 

REGION: 

A. PERSONAL ACTION 
NO. OF 

MENTIONS ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 
1. I decided not to buy that particular service 

again . 
2. I decided to quit using the particular company 

or professional person providing the service 

4. Other personal action not listed above 

A. TOTAL PERSONAL ACTION 

B. DIRECT ACTION 
1. I requested that the service be done again in 

the correct way 
2. I asked for a refund or an adjustment to the fee 
3. I contacted the company to complain 

5. I contacted the Better Business Bureau to complain 
6. 1 contacted a governmental agency or a public 

official to complain 
7. I contacted a private consumer advocate or 

consumer organization to complain 
8. I contacted a lawyer, went to Small Claims 

Court, or otherwise took legal action 
9. Other direct action not listed above 

B. TOTAL DIRECt ACTION 

A&B TOTAL ACTION SUMMARY 

*N dissatisfied = 238 

8 

19 

35 
26 

88 

NO. OF 
. MENTIONS 

19 
16 
60 

3 
1 

22 

3 

1 
9 

134 

222 

9.1 3.6 

21.6 8.6 

39.8 15.8 
29.5 11. 7 

100% 39.6 % 

SHARE OF DIRECT SHARE OF 
ACTIONS TOTAL ACTIONS 

14.2 8.6 
11.9 7.2 
44.8 27 .0 

2.3 1.3 
0.7 0.4 

16.4 1.0 

2.3 1.3 

. 0.7 0.4 
6.7 4.1 

106% 60.3 % 

100% 

NATIONAL 

PERCENT OF DissATISFIED 
. CASES*TAKING 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS 
3.4 

7.9 

14.7 
10.9 

36.9 

7.9 
6.7 

25.2 

1.3 
0.4 

9.2 

1.3 

0.4 
3.8 

56.3 

I-' 
0 
-...J 
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Personal action consists mostly of warning friends/family 

or taking other action not listed. 

6.2 THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACTIONS - Table 15 

The average number of actions taken over the entire 

survey by dissatisfied cOllsumers is 2.58 actions.per subject 

(Table. IS). This ranges from a low of 2.04 actions per re-

spondent in the Rentals,. Public Transportation and Utilities 

section, to a high of 3.01 in the Repairs and General Services 

sect.;i.on. 

Respondents tend to take a slightly higher average 

number of personal actions rather than direct actions, except 

in the Rentals, publ.ic Transportation and Utilities section. 

In this case, the. average number of personal and direct actions 

are equal at 1.44 actions per subject. This result is inter-

esting since there were a higher relative number of direct 

actions listed in the questionnaire (9 direct actions listed 

versus 4 personal) • 
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TABLE 15 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY SERVICES 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACTIONS TAKEN SUBSEQUENT TO 
CONSUMER DISSATISFACTION 

SECTION PERSONAL ACTION DIRECT ACTION' TOTAL ACTION ---
ACTION ACTION AVG. ACTION . ACTION AVG. ACTION ACTION . AVG. 
MENTIONS TAKERS. NO.OF MENTIONS TAKERS NO.OF MENTIONS TAKERS NO.OF 

ACTIONS ACTIONS ACTIONS 

I. REPAIRS & GENERAL 
SERVICES 336 169 1.99 317 182 1. 74 653 217 3;01 

II. PROFESSIONAL & 
PERSONAL SERVICES 168 100 1.68 91 65 1.40 259 117 2.21 

I-' 
III. FINANCIAL 0 

SERVICES & 107 58 1.85 107 63 . 1. 70 214 . 79 2.71 1.0 

INSURANCE 

IV. RENTALS, PUBLIC 
TRANSPORTATION 88 61 1.44 134 . 93 1.44 222 109 2.04 
& UTILITIES 

==--------~-----~-------~------.:...-------.:...~---~----~--------.-. 
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6.3 PROFILE OF CONSUMERS WHO TAKE SOME FORM OF ACTION - Table 16 

Although there are numerous studies which describe the 

consumer who takes direct, public.action,7 there is rio clear 

picture of the consumer who simply "takes action", including 

personal and/or direct responses. It is widely recognized that 

personal actions may have very serious implications for the 

service supplier in terms of sales. For example, switching 

suppliers can directly impact on market share and could alert 

the supplier to problems~ Warning friends and family can cause 

a "multiplier effect" based on the original experience of one 

consumer. ,These personal actions make it important to identify 

the action-taker defined as one who takes any form of action, 

personal or direct. 

Table 16 profiles·theconsumer who takes action vs. the 

consumer who takes no action. In order to qualify, a ;respondent 

had to indicate that (s)he took some action in response to 

dissatisfaction at least once during the ~ec~ll period. 

Demographic variables that appear to be significantly 

related at the .05 confidence level to action-taking behaviour. 

7see Volume 5 for a more complete discussion and for· references. 
') 

. I 
, 
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TABLE 16 (S) 

CONS~ffiR SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY : SERVICES 

DENOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF COXSUUERS TAKING ACTION 
FOLLOWING A DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: SlJl.!MARY 

DE~IOGRAPHI CS ACTION-TAKIKG BEHAVIOUR SIGNIFICA}ICE 
ACTION NO ACTION TOTAL 

N % N % N % 
SEX: 
MALE 148 41.9 280 40.1 428 40.7 CHISQ = 0.248 

FEK-'l.LE, 205 58.1 418 59.9 623 59.3 df= 1 SIG = 0.618 
353 698 1051 100.0 

tlARITAL STATUS: 
SINGLE 48 13.6 77 11.1 125 12.0 CHISQ = 2.7507 
tlARRIED 269 76.4 531 76.3 800 76.3 df= 2 SIG = 0.2527 
SEPARATED, 
DIVORCED, 
WIDOWED 35 9.9 88 12.6 123 II. 7 

352 696 1048 100.0 
AGE: 

UNDER 25 ' 47 13.4 69 9.9 116 11.1 CHISQ = 26.27 
25- 44 176 50.3 264 37.9 440 42.1 df= 3 SIG = 0.0000 
45 - 64 98 28.0 250 35.9 348 33.3 
OVER 65 29 8.3 113 16.2 142 13.6 

350 696 1046 100.0 
NO. OF RESIDENTS: 

ONE-TwO 118 33.6 262 37.8 380 36.4 CHISQ = 3.70 

( THREE-FOUR 165 47.0 283 40.8 448 42.9 df= 2 SIG = 0.15 
FIVE OR MORE 68 19.4 149 21.5 217 20.7 

351 694 1045 100.0 
QI'iN/RENT HOME 

OWN 251 71.7 527 76.2 778 74.7 CHISQ = 2.549 
RENT 99 28.3 164 23.8 263 25.3 df= 2 SIG = 0.279 

350 691 1041 100.0 
INCOHE: 

UNDER $10,000 62 19.7 176 28.1 238 25.3 CHISQ = 25.16 
$10,000 - $24;999 142 45.2 303 48.3 445 47.3 df=3 SIG = 0.000 
OVER $25,000 110 35.1 148 23.6 258 27.4 

314 627 941 100.0 
EDUCATION(SELF): 

GRADESCHOOL OR LESS 35 10.0 157 22.7 192 18.4 CHISQ = 44.07 
HIGH SCHOOL 153 43.7 341 49.2 494 47.4 df= 2 ~IG = 0.000 
Smffi COLLEGE OR MORE 162 46.3 195 28.1 357 34.2 

~50 62~ 1Q43 lQQ.Q 
E~IPLOYMENT : 

FULL THffi 151 43.6 226 32.5 377 36.2 CHISQ = 18.45 
PART TIME 48 13.9 77 11.0 125 12.1 df= 3 SIG = 0.0004 
NOT EHPlOYED 147 42.S 3~3 56.4 54Q 51.1 

~46 626 1Q42 IQQ.Q 
t1AIN WAGE EA&~R: 

SELF 168 49.7 330 49.5 498 49.6 CHISQ = 0.05725 
SPOUSE 144 42.6 284 42.7 428 42.6 df= 3 SIG = 0.99 
OTHER. 26 1 1 52 o 8 28 2 8 

338 . 666 1004 100 0 

N TAKING ACTION = 353 33.6 
N TAKING NO ACTION! = 699 66.4 

1052 100.0% 

(e' lIncludes respondents who did not report a highly 
unsatisfactory purchase experience. 
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are age, income,education and employment status. The action-

taking consumer appears to be younger (under 44 years of age), 

in the higher income bracket, college-educated, and employed 

full;';"time. 

This profile does correspond, in part, to the one assoc-

iated with the complainer described in earlier studies. This 

suggests that those who complain publicly are the same types of 

peopl~ as those who take any form of action, either personal 

or direct action. In other words, regardless of the form of 

action taken, an "action-taker" may be identified on the basis 

of a distinct set of.demographic characteristics. 

On the other hand, the "no action takers" appear to be 

older (over 65 years old), lower income, lower education, and 

not employed. It is obvious that this group includes some 

consumers who are dissatisfied but not acting to resolve their 

problems. Failure to take action when dissatisfied may be 

attributable to a lack of knowledge about ways .to obtain redress . 

. These types of problems are especially prevalent among special 

populations such.asthe·elderly or the economically disadvant-. 

aged and are of immediate concern to policy makers· and consumer 

advocates. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. "Action-takers" in this study demonstrate similar charac-

teristics to those identified in earlier research as com-

plainers. 

2. The "action-taker" tends to be younger, more affluent, 

college educated and employed full-time. 

6.4 PROfILE.oF CONSUMERS WHO TAKE DIRECT ACTION ... Tab1e 17 

Table 17 profiles the consumer who takes some form of 

direct action versus the consumer who does not take any direct 

action. In order to qualify for direct action, a respondent 

had to indicate that direct action was taken at least once during 

the past two years after an unsatisfactory experience with a 

service. The direct action taker described in this study is' 

the typical "complainer" and the profile can be'compared to the 

characteristics identified in previous ,studies on the topic. 

It is apparent th~t the profi~e of the direct action ~aker 

is very similar to the action taker described in Table 16. 

The significant variables are age, income, education and em-' 

p1oyment.' The directions are also the same, in that the direct 
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TABLE 17 (5) 

CONSutffiR SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

DEHOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF CONSffiffiRS TAKING Smffi FOrol OF 
, DIRECT ACTION FOLLOWING A DISSATISFACTORY PURCHASE EXPERIENCE 

SECTION: CIDIHARY 

DEHOGRAPHICS DIRECT ACTION-TAKING BElLA.VIOUR SIGNIFICANCE 
DIRECT ACTION NO DIRECT ACTION ,TOTAL 

N ,% N % N % 
SEX: 

HALE 116 40.0 312 41.0 428 40.7 CHISQ = 0.0503 
FHL'\LE, 174 60.0 449 59.0 623 59.3 df=l SIG = '0.822 

290 761 1051' 100.0 
HARITAL STATUS: 

SINGLE ' 38 13.1 87 11.5 125 11.9 CCHISQ' = 1. 496 
HARRIED 222 76.8 578 76.2 800 76.3 df=2 SIG = 0.4733 
SEPARATED, 
DIVORCED, 
WIDO\o.'ED 29 10.0 94 12.4 123 11. 7 

289 759 1048 100.0 
AGE: 

UNDER 25 37 12.9 79 10.4 116 11.0 CHISQ = 19.52 
25 - 44 145 50.5 295 38.9, 440 42.1 df=3 SIG = 0.0002 
45 - 64 ' 82 28.6 266 35.0 348 33.3 
OVER 65 23 8.0 119 15.7 142 13.6 

28i ' 759 1046 100.0 
NO. OF RESIDENTS: 

( 
ONE-Tl,O 99 34.4 281 37.1 380 36.4 CHISQ = 1.14 
THREE-FOlJR 131 45.4 317 41.9 448 42.8 df= 2 SIG = 0.56 
FIVE OR HORE 58 20.2 159 21.0 217 20.7 

288 757 1045 100.0 
OwN/RENT HOHE 

OWN 208 72.4 570 ' 75~6 778 74.7 CHISQ = 0.91 
RENT 79 27.6 184 24.4 263 25.3 df= 1 SIG = 0.33 

28i 754 1041 100.0 
INCmffi: 

UNDER $10,000 53 20.5 185 27.1 238 25.3 CHISQ = 22.41 
$10,000 -,$24,999 111 42.9 334 49.0 445 47.3 Of =3 SIG = 0.0001 
OVER $25 1000 95 36.6 '163 23.9 258 27.4 

259 682 941 100.0 
EDUCATION (SELF) : 
G~~ESCHOOL OR' LESS 27 9.3 165 21.9 192 18.4 CHISQ = 28.195 

, HIGH SCHOOL 135 46.9 359 47.5 494 47.4 df=2 SIG = 0.000 
, SOHE COLLEGE OR MORE 126 43.8 231 30.6 357 34.2 

288 755 1043 100.0 
E~lPLOYMENT : 

FULL TUffi 122 43.1 255 33.7 377 36.2 CHISQ = 11.06 
PART THffi 38 13.5 87 11.4 ' 125 12.0 df=2 SIG = 0.004, 
NOT ENPLOYED 123 43.4 417 54.0 540 -51. 8 

283 759 1042 100.0 
~~IN WAGE E~~~R: 
, SELF 139 50.0 359 49.4 498 49.6 CHISQ = 0.17 
-SPOUSE 118 42.6 310 42.6 428 42.6 df= 2 SIG = 0.91 
OTHER 20 7.3 58 8.0 78 7.8 

277 727 1004 100.0 

N TAKING DIRECT ACTION = 290 27.6 
N TAKING NO DIRECT ACTION1 = 762 72.4 

1052 100.0% 

(e lInclude~ respondents who did not report a highly 
unsatisfactory purchase experience. 
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action taker tends to be younger, more affluent, more educated 

and employed full time. This description also resembles the 

"typical complainer" described in other studies on the topic. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Consumers who take direct action appear to be the same as 

those who take personal and/or direct action. 

2. The direct action taker or IIcomplainer" tends to be younger, 

more affluent, with higher education and employed full-time. 

3, Characteristics of the direct action taker also parallel 

(' those characteristics reported in other studies on complaint 

behaviour. 

6.5.1 THE NO ACTION RES~ONSE - Table l8A/18B 

Table l8A and l8B show the general incidence of "no 

action" across all four sections of the Services survey. The 

percent of dissatisfied respondents who did not take any action, 
.J 

either personal or direct, following an unsatisfactory service 

use/purchase experience is reported in Table l8A. Table l8B 

reveals the distribution bf responses across four reasons for 

taking no action . • ' 
) 
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TABLE 18 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
ANALYSIS OF CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR: ANALYSIS OF 'NO ACTION' • 

SECTION INCIDENCE OF DISSATISFACTION INCIDENCE OF 

I REPAIRS & GENERAL SERVICES 
II PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL SERVICES 

111 FINANCIAL SERVICE & INSURANCE 
IV RENTALS, TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES 

18B 

. TOTAL 

REASONS 

THE ONE SINGLE REASON WHICH BEST· 
EXPLAINS WHY YOU OIO·NOT.OO ANYTHING 

1. I DIDN'T THINK IT WAS WORTH THE TIME 
ANO·EFFORT 

2. I WANTED TO DO SOMETHING, BUT NEVER 
GOT AROUND TO IT 

3. I DIDN'T HIiNK ANYHIING I COULD DO 
WOULD MAKE ANY OIFFEllENCE 

4. I OWN' r KNOW WflAr TO DO OR WflERE 
TO GET HELP 

TOTAL 

N % OF RESPONDENTS N 

346 32.9 127 
194 18.4 75 
124 11.8 43 
238 22.6 128 

902 373 

SECTION 

I. REPAIRS & GENERAL II. PROFESSIONAL & III. FINANCIAL SERVICE IV. 
SERVICES PERSONAL SERVICES & INSURANCE 

52 . (40.3%) 20. (25.6%) 7 (16.7%) 

9 (7.0%) 5 (6.4%) 2 (4.8%) 

59 (45.7%) 44 (56.4~.) 26 (61.9%) 

9 (7.0~.) 9 (11.5%) 7 (16. 7~.) 

.129 (IOO.O%) 78 (100.0%) 42 (100.0%) 

'NO ACTION' 
% OF DISSATISFIED RESPONDENTS 

36.7 
38.7 
34.7 
53.8 

41.3 

RENTALS, TRANSPOR- I-' 
I-' 

TAT ION & UTILITIES TOTAL 0'1 

22 (17.6%) 101 (27.0%) 
,. 

7 ( 5.5%) 23 ( 6.1%) 

86 . (68. 2~.) 215 (57.5%) 

10 (.7.9'.) 35 ( 9.4%) 

125 (100.0%) 374 (lOO •. O~;) 
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Across the entire Services survey, 41.3% of dissatisfied 

respondents did ~ot take any action. The percentage of dissatis-

fied subjects taking no action ranges from a low of 34.7% for· 

Financial Services and Insurance to a high of 53.8% for Rentals, 

Public Transportation, and Utilities. In the case of Repairs 

and General Services, 36.7% of those dissatisfied took no ac-

tion; in Professional- and Personal Services this figure is 

38.7%. 

6.5.2 REASONS FOR TAKING NO ACTION WHEN DISSATISFIED 

The reason given most frequently for taking no action 

was that "I didn't think anything I could do would make any 

difference." This reason was cited by 57.5% of all those who 

did not take action. This reason was mentioned· most often in 

each of the four sections as well, particularly in the case of 

Rentals, Public Transportation, and utilities where 68.2% of 

those taking no action cited this reason. This reason reflects 

a general pessimism about the complaint-handling process and 

a sense of helplessness in terms of one '.s ability to satis-

factorily obtain redress. 

The second most frequently cited reason, both overall 

and within each section, was "I didn't think it was worth the 
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time and effort," mentioned by 27.0% of those taking no action. 

In the Repairs and General Services section, this reason is 

given by 40.3% of those taking no action~ This lack of deter-

mina.tion perhaps 'suggests that the expenditure of the required 

effort and time to seek redress would simply not be p~actical, 

, given the perceived importance of the service to the consumer • 

. The third most frequently cited reason, checked by 9.4% 

of non-action takers overall is that "I didn't know what to do 

or where to get help." The reason cited most seldom is "I 

wanted to Q,o something, but never got around to it," mentioned 

by6.1% of those taking no action. 

CONCLUSIONS 

l~ Over half of those who.took no action when dissatisfied 

ci ted the reason, "I didn't think anything I' could do would 

make any difference." 
. I 

2. The next largest group cite the reason, "I didn't think it 

was worth the time and effort." 

3. The four individual sections have the same pattern of 

response as the overall survey. 
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7.1 CONSUMER SATISFACTION WITH THE COMPLAINT PROCESS 

Consumers who indicated that they took at least one form 

of direct action in a section were then asked to report how 

satisfied they were with the way their complaint was handled. 

Respondents checked a point on a four-point scale which ranged 

from "Very Satisfied" to liVery Dissatisfied. II Direct action 

included such items as complaining to the supplier, or contacting 

~ third party to intervene. 

An average score was then calculated for each individual, 

based on responses to the four-point scale for each of the four 

sections of the questionnaire. This score was calculated in 

the same manner as the mean satisfaction score (see section 

2.2.1) and is labeled the "fina1 satisfaction score" or FSS. 

This average score measures, for the individual, the average 

level of satisfaction with the complaint-handling system for 

all services. Individuals were then classified into two inter-

vals ;,.. generally "satisfied ';and generally"not satisfied "with the 

way their complaints were handled. The.groups were then profiled 

demographically to see if there were any characteristics 

asso.ciated with the satisfied/dissatisfied on the basis of 

complaint handling. 
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7.1.1 SATISFACTIONNITH COMPLAINT-HANDLING - Table 19 

Table 19 summarizes the satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

scores given by respondehts who took direct action. Overall; 

·36.4% of consumers who took some form of direct action, were 

livery dissatisfied" with the way their complaint was handled. 

At the same time, a smaller group, 11.6%, were1e;ft feeling 

livery satisfied" after taking direct action. Analysis of 

total "satisfied" versus total "dissatisfied" highlights what a-

·ppears to be a re1ativelyinef;fective complaint handling system 

for consumer services. Table 19 reveals that 62% of all those 

who took direct action were dissatisfied with the system and 

over half of those were "veri dissatisfied" • 

. The ·section that appears to have a·better than average 

record for complaint handling is Repairs and General Services. 

Even in this section, however, there are still 58.0% who are 

either "somewhat" or "very" dissatisfied with the complaint 

handling process. The Financial Services and Insurance section 

has the highest share of responses in the livery dissatisfied" 

. section,with 42.9% of direct action takers feeling that way 

with the system. 



TABLE 19 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

MEASURE OF FINAL SATISFACTION AMONG DISSATISFIED CONSUMERS WHO TOOK DIRECT ACTION 

SECTION. MEASURE OF FINAL SATISFACTION 
VERY SATISFIED SOMEWHAT SATISFIED SOME:WflAT DISSATISFIED VERY DISSATISFIED TOTAL 
N % N % N % N % N ~ 

I REPAIRS & GENERAL 
SERVICES 25 13.4 53 28.5 41 22.0 . 67 36.0 186 100.0 

II PROFESSIONAL & PERSONAL 
SERVICES 7 10.9 18 28.1 16 25.0 23 36.0 64 ]00.0 t-' 

N 
t-' 

in FINANCIAL SERVICES & 5 7.9 17 30.0 14 22.2 27 42.9 63 100.0 INSURANCE 

IV RENTALS, TRANSPORTATION 
& UTILITIES 10 10.8 19 20.4 33 35.5 3] 33.3 93 100.0 

TOTAL 47 11.6 107 26.4 104 25.6 148 36.4 406 100.0 



(- . 

122 

In the case.of ;Professional and Personal Services, the 

results, presented in Table 19, indicate that a majority of 

consumers remained dissatisfied. The result is in contrast to 

that obtained for food products (reported in Volume 1 of the 

current study) where a substantial majority of highly dissatis-

fied respondents who took direct action were subsequently satis-

fied. Two explanations for these divergent results may be 

offered. First, foqd products are generally inexpensive items 

purchased frequently by vast numbers of consumers, whereas 

professional services are comparatively expensive and infrequently 

purchased often by a miriority of the total population. It is, 

therefore, much easier and less expensive for suppliers of food 

products, whether retailers or manufacturers, to provide consumers 
) 

with refunds or replacements than it is for suppliers of pro-

fessional services, given their relatively small customer bases, 

to do the same. Second, since most professional services are 

purchased infrequently, consumers may lack baseline standards 

against which to judge whether or not they should be satisfied. 

In this regard,one might conclude that comparison judgements 

for services are usually less clearandstraightforw~rd than 

for products since service offerings are more abstract. 

Regardless of these explanations, the fact remains that 

a majority of respondents who took direct action remained 
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dissatisfied. Service suppliers clearly need to be more atten-

tive to the consumer complaint handling process. Given the 

apparent prominence of word-of-mouth communication in the area 

of consumer services, especially professional services, it is 

clearly in the interests. of service firms to transform as many 

complaints as possible into satisfied customers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The Services sector ap;pears to have serious problems re-

garding the complaint-handling system. 

2. Over 60% of consumers who take direct action are left feeling 

. dissatisfied with the way their complaint was handled. 

3. The Repairs and General Services section appears to have 

slightly more favourable results. 

4. The largest number of cases of extreme dissatisfaction appear 

in relation to the Financial Services and Insurance com-

plaint-handling process. 

7.2 PROFILE OF CONSUMERS WITH COMPL·AINT HANDLING - Table 20 

The total score for each individual on the level of 

satisfaction with complaint-handling was tested against the 

demographic variables to determine if there were any systematic 
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TABLE 20 (S) 

CONSllJER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

FINAL SATISFACTION SCORE BY DENOGRAPHICS 

DENOGR.A.PHI CS 

SEX: 
MALE 
. FEHALE 

~IARITAL STATUS: 

SECTION: SU1>Il-IARY 

FINAL SATISFACTION SCORE 
SATISFACTION DISSATISFACTION TOTAL 

N % N % N % 

40 ·38.1 
65 . 61 9 

105 

13 12.5 
77 74.0 

78 
10C) 
187 

25 
146 

41.7 
58.3 

13.4 
78.1 

118 40.4 
174 59.6 
292 100.0 

38 13.1 
223 76.6 

SIGNIFICANCE 

CHISQ = 0.23 
df =1 SIG = 0.63 

CHISQ = 1. 74 
df =2 . SIG = 0.42 

SINGLE 
MARRIED 
SEPARATED, 
DIVORCED, 
WIDOh1:D 14 13 5 lQ6 ____ ~8~6ll-__ ~30~~lO~3L-____ ~ ____ ___ 

AGE: 
UNDER 25 
25 - 44 
45 - 64 
OVER 65 

NO. OF RESIDENTS: 
m,E-TI,O 
THREE-FOUR 
FIVE OR ~IORE 

OI."N/RENT HmlE 
OWN 
RENT 

INCO~: 

104 

14 13.6 
52 50.5 
32 31.1 
549 

103 

38 
47 
19 

10j . 

76 
"8 

10J 

36.6 
45.2 
18 3 

73.1 
26 9 

187 291 100.0 

24 
94 
49 
10 

186 

62 
86 
39 

187 

135 
. 51 
186 

12.9 
50.5 
26.3 
10 ? 

33.2 
46.0 
20 9 

72.5 
274 

38 13.1 
146 50.5 

81 28.0 
24 8 3 

289 100 0 

100 ·34.3 
133 45.7 

58 19 9 
291 lOO 0 

211 n.7 
79 27 2 

2c)0 100 0 

UN~ER $10,000 21 21.4 31 18.2 S2 19.4 
$10,000 - $24,999 40 40.8 73 42.9 113 42.2 
OvER 525,000 37 37 8 66 38 8 IDS 38 4 

CHISQ = 2.85 
df =3 SIG = 0.416 

CHISQ =0.34 
df=2 SIG = 0.84 

CHISQ = 0.0004 
df-l SIG =0.98 

CHISQ = 0.41 
df= 1 SIG= 0.81 

~~~~~~ ________ 98. ________ ~lu7tiO __________ ~2u68~1~OllO~o~ __________ ___ 
EDUCATION(SELF): 

GRADESCHOOL OR LESS 
HIGH SCHOOL 
SmJE COLLEGE OR NORE 

ENPLOnJEXT: 
FULL TI~JE 

PART TI~JE 

NOT ENPLOYED 

MAIN WAGE EARNER: 
SELF 
SPOUSE 
OTHER 

9 
53 
43 

JOS 

39. 
10 
53 

102 

50 
43 

(; 
gg 

8.6 
50.5 
41 0 

38.3 
9.8 

S2 0 

50.5 
43.4 

6 1 

18 
85 
82 

185 

85 
28 
71 

184 

91 
77 
J6 

184 

9.7 
45.9 
44 3 

46.2 
15.2 
38 6 

49.4 
41.8 

8 8 

27 9.3 
138 47.6 
125 43 1 
290 100 0 

124 43.3 
38 13.3 

124 43 3 
286 JOO 0 

141 49.9 
120 42.4 

22 7 7 
283 J 00 0 

CHISQ = 0.56 
df=2 SIG = 0.755 

• 
CHISQ = 5.38 
df=2 SIG = 0.07 

CHISQ = 0.46 
df= 2 SIG = 0.79 
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differences between the generally satisfied and dissatisfied. 

The results are shown on Table 20. 

There 'are no statistically significant relationships 

(at the.OS level) between demographic variables and the final. 

satisfaction score. 

This is an interesting finding. It suggests that the 

"system" for complaint-handling in relation to services treats 

all those who use it equally. Once someone decides to take 

direct, action, the probability of achieving satisfactory 

resolution of the problem is not affected by any particular 

demographic characteristics •. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. There are no significant relationships between demographic 

, variables and satisfaction with complaint-handling in the 

Services sector ~ ,. 
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CONCLUSION 

The results of this study revealed widely varying re-

lationships between the percentage of ,respondents reporting 

purchase of a service and the percentage of users experiencing 

dissatisfaction with the item. On the basis of average sat-

isfaction scores; Repairs and General Services ranked highest 

acco~ding to ratings of dissatisfaction whereas Financial Ser-

vices and Insurance ranked lowest. Mean satisfaction scores 

computed for all subjects in each of the four sections showed 

that the percent of respondents who fell into the dissatis-

faction range in each section were: Repairs and General Ser-

vices (10.~%); Professional and Persoria1 Services (4.4%) ~ 
1 " 

Financial Services and Insurance (3.9%); and Rentals, Public 

Transportation and Utilities (5.9%). Consumer characteristics 

which seemed to be important in explaining satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction varied depending upon whether the, profile 

reflected consumers whose average satisfaction scores placed 

them in the "dissatisfied range" or was based on those con-

sumers who repor'ted being highly dissatisfied with one or more 

of the categories. 

When consumers were asked whether or not they had been 
, . . 
highly dissatisfied with on~ or ~ore categories during the 
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recall period, several items emerged as significant problems 

to purchasers. In the Repairs and General Services section, 

the categories cited frequently were: auto repairs andser-

vice, television/stereo/radio repairs, and appliance repairs 

(other than TV/radio/stereo). In the case of Professional 

and Personal Services, the items named often were: employment 

agencies, architects/real estate agents and doctors/nurses in 

ho~pitals and clinics. In the Financial Services and Insurance 

section,the categories mentioned frequently included: auto-

mobile insurance, consumer loan/finance companies, and govern-

ment-sponsored workmen's compensation. Finally, in the case 

·of Rentals, Public Transportation and utilities,the categories 

cited frequently were: post office service, house r~ntal and 

apartment rental • 

. Financial Services and Insurance tend to have the highest 

share of dissatisfied consumers reporting financial loss as a 

consequence of their purchase (43.5%). Mosf losses were 

reported to be in excess of $100. per e~perience. The financial 

loss associated with Professional and Personal Services was 

relatively high, with about 60% of losses over $100. and 

approximately 37% over $500. Four categories which appeared 

to be responsible for frequent instances of financial loss 



128 

were auto repairs and service, dentists and dental technicians, 

automobile insurance and the post office. 

In a small handful of cases, physical injury was re- \ 

ported in conjunction with dissatisfactory purchase experiences. 

Professional and Personal Services tended to have the highest. 

share of dissatisfied cases indicating the occurrence of phy-

sicat injury. Over the entire Services survey, the categories 

cited in connection with physical injury included members of 

the medical profession (doctors, nurses, dentists) and govern-

ment ~..,.orkmen I s compensation. 

Reasons for consumer dissatisfaction appeared to center 

around perceived non-fulfillment or under-fulfillment of service 

contracts and· around incompetence, lack of individualized 

attention and carelessness of service personnel. The single 

reason which was cited most frequently as the cause of dissat.,.. 

isfaction was related to the carelessness or unprofessional 

behaviour of service personnel. The results indicated that 

some reasons for dissatisfaction may be fairly unique to 

specific types of services. 

In about 58.6% of all reported instances of dissatis-

faction across the entire Services survey, some form of private 
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and/direct action was taken. Overall, approximately one half 

(51.9%) of the actions taken were private in nature such as 

~ecision~ to switch suppliers or warning others about the 

u~satisfactory experience. -The balance (48.1%) were direct 

or public actions aimed primarily toward the service supplier· 

including requests that the service be performed again. Dem-

ographic characteristics which were found to be related to 

consumers' "propensity to complain" included: age, income, . -. . 

education and employment status. The "action taker" tended 

to be younger, upper income and education, and employed full 

time. In the Services Survey, the majority of the respondents 

were female. (59.3%). The demographics of the sample which 

completed the Services questionnaire are shown in Appendix A. 

This study found that consumers were generally dissatis-

fied with the complaint handling process in regard to consumer 

services. Highest overall levels of "final satisfaction" were 
. . 

recorded in the Repairs and General Services sector. The most 

extreme dissatisfaction in relation to complaint handling appears 

to be in the Financial Services and Insurance fiection. 

This portion of the report has focused on analysis of 

consumer satisfaction, dissatisfaction and complaining behaviour 
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at the national level. The balance of this volume briefly 

examines levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction at the 

regional level. 



C' 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

So far, this volume has dealt with consumer satisfaction, 

dissatisfaction and complaining behaviour from an aggregate 

perspective, that is, all analyses have been conducted at the 

national level. The problem with restricting one's appraisal 

to the national results is that idiosyncratic differences which 

may exist at the regional level are not detected. Measuring 

consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction on a regional basis 

permits the researcher to compare the resuits reported in one 

region with those obtained in another. In addition, it allows 

the analyst to compare regional findings with those reported 

at the national level. To the extent that significant differ-

ences or patterns in consumer dissatisfaction are identified 

in particular regions, policy makers are able to sharpen their 

allocation of limited manpower and financial resources to in

crease the overall effectiveness of consumer protection program-

ming. 

In thi~ section of the report, an effort is made to 

compare levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction across several 

regions of Canada. Also, a comparison of the degree to which 

consumers in various parts of the country are satisfied with 

the complaint handling process will be reported. Although it 

would be interesting to compare recurring reasons for 
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dissatisfaction and alternative actions taken by dissatisfied 

consumers across regions, such results are not currently 

available. It is expected that these findings will be re-

ported in. the near future. 

2.1 HIGHLIGHTS OF REGIONAL CS/D SCORES 

The purpose of this section is to present, by region, 

results on purchase incidence; relative importance of the pur-

cha~e; and levels of satisfaction/dissatisfaction for all ser-

vice categories within each of the tour sections of the ·Services 

survey. ~able 1 (S~) to (SIV) is replicated for each of the 

nine regional subsamples, according to the data obtained from· 

respondents in eachsubsainple. 

Highlights of regional satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

scores, and the relationship between regional scores and national 

score~ will be presented and briefly discussed. The fi~ures on 

purchase incidence and importance are also included in the 

tables, but. will not be addressed in the text . 

. The discussion on CS/D scores is based on the regional 

versions of Table 1 (SI to SIV), and on the summary of the 
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relationship of such scores to the national results in Table 

2 (S to SIV). For an explanation of the format of Table 1 

please refer to Part 1, Section .2.1.1 of this report. 

2~2 REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL CS/D SCORES 

Table 1 presents all the regional results on purchase 

incidenca and importanc~, and the distribution of respondents' 

satisfaction scores on the four-point CS/D scale, for all four 

sections of the Services survey. This discussion focuses on 

columns 7 and 9, namely the total percent of purchasers satisfied 

and the. total percent dissatisfied. The relationship between 

regional CS/D and national CS/D is expressed in terms of the 

service category scores that vary by more than otie percentage 

point from the corresponding national scores. A region is 

assessed by the number of categories that have a hig4e'r than 

national percentage of respondents in the satisfied range, the 

number of categories that have a lower percentage of satisfied 

purchasers, and the number of categories that have, within one 

percentage point, the same proportion of satisfied purchasers 

as the national base. 
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Table 2 (S) summarizes, for all 76 categories of consumer 

. services, the regional CS/D scores in relation to th~ national 

CS/D scores. Ing~neral,it appears that Quebec {excluding 

Montreal), Toronto and Manitoba/Saskatchewan produced more 

respondents in the satisfied range than the national average. 
.. . 

Out of 76 total categories of consumer services, these three 

regions report 46, 59 and 41 categories respectively with a 

higher proportion of satisfied consumers than the national. 

Toronto terids to report highest overall satisfaction and has 

relatively fewer categories that are less satisfied than the 

national level. The type of data collected in this study does 

not permit the researcher to determine whether such variations 

could be attributed to underlying cultural differences across 

Canadian consumers or to measurable differences in system per-

formancefrom region to region. 

The least satisfied regions in-the services sector 

appear to be Montreal, Alberta and Vancouver. Hontreal has the· 

largest overall difference in relation to the national. In 

this region, 45 categories are unsatisfactory among-a higher 

than national proportion of users. - Alberta registers 40 cat-

egories and Vancouver reports 42 categories where fewer re-
. -

spondents tend to be satisfied than the national level. 
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As indicated on the table, the rank by distribution of 

relative CS/D scores across categories tends to differ from 

section to section. 

2.2.1 REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES - Table 1,2 (SI) 

Two regions which report a higher number of categories 

with more dissatisfied users than the national are Montreal 

and Alberta. Out of 20 total categories, these regions both 

register 12 and 15 categories respectively of Repairs and 

General Services items with larger "dissatisfied" groups as a 

share of total than is the case at the national level. 

In the Montreal region, the categories in which buyers 

are particularly less satisfied include water softening ser-

vice, mail order firms, parcel delivery and freight service, 

carpet cleaning/window washing/home care services, other app-. -
liance repairs and plu~~ing/carpentry/other home repairs. 

In::Alberta'l" parcel delivery and freight service and 

water softening service are less satisfactory than national. 

Yardwork/snow removal/lawn care services and auto repairs 

and service seem to be less satisfactory than national. Other 
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appliance repairs~lso rank quite low in satisfaction. More 

research is needed to determine the reasons why these regions 

appear to be experiencing higher than national rates of 

~issatisfaction with Reapris and General Service items. 

The Toronto area appears to have a significantly higher 

share of satisfied consumers. According to the table, 15 out 

of 20 Repairs and General Services categories received a more 

positive CS/D score from a larger share of respondents.· In 

fact, 3 categories were in the satisfied range for 100% of the 

Toronto sample of purchasers. Manitoba/Saskatchewan also 

repqrts a relatively high rate of satisfacition with Repairs and 

General Services. 

2.2.2 . PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES- Table 1,2 (SII) 

The Western regions of Alberta and Vancouver seem to 

be relatively less satisfied with Professional and Personal 

Services. !10ntrea1reports the highest number of categories 

with low CS/D scores. All of these regions register 10 or 

more categories with fewer satisfied respondents than national. 

In Montre~l,severa1 categories including architects/ 

real estate agents and psychologists/therapists account for 
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most of the cases of lower satisfaction. The percentage of 

respondents in the satisfied range for these products is sig-

nificantly lower than national. It is not possible to tell 

from .the data what factors are respon·sible for the higher than 

national rates of dissatisfaction with certain professional 

. services in the Montreal area. The other dissatisfactory 

categories include employment agencies, home security agencies/.· 

detectives·and nursing homes/rest homes. 

In Alberta, home security agencies/detectives and employ-

ment agencies also account for the higher rates of dissatis-

faction found in thi~ region. In addition, psychologists/ 

marriage therapists, dentists/dental technicians and lawyers 

are perceived as less satisfactory than national.· 

Iri Vancouver, employment agencies and home security 

agencies/detectives tend to be less satisfactory. Architects/ 

real estate agents appear to be associated with a high rate 

of dissatisfaction in this region. 

The Atlantic region, Quebec (excluding Montreal) and 

Manitoba/Saskatchewan appear to have higher than national rates 

of satisfaction with Repairs and General Services. 
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2.2.3 FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE""" Table 1,2 (SIll) 

Hontreal seems to have more unsatisfactory experiences 

than the rest of the country with purchases of Financial Ser-

vices and Insurance~ This region registers 10 out of 16 cat-

egories where more respondents than national were in the 

dissatisfied range. 

In Montreal, consumer loan or finance companies and 

government workmen's compensation seem to be responsible for 

a very high rate cif dissatisfaction. Also, stockbrokers and 

invest6entcounselors are rated as quite unsatisfactory in this 

region. 

Queb~c (excluding Montreal), Toronto, and the Atlantic 

region appear to have the highest regional rates of satisfaction 

in this section. 

2.2.4 ,RENTALS, PUBLIC TRM~SPORTATIONAND 
UTILITIES - Table 1,2 (SIV) 

Four regions register 12 or more categories where the 

proportion'of buyers who report satisfaction with Rentals, Public 

Transportation and Utilities is higher than the national' 
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percentage. These regions are Toronto, the rest of Quebec, 

Alberta, and British Columbia (excluding Vancouver) . 

The most number of categories where a larger proportion 

of buyers are dissatisfied than national is 15 out of 23. These 

rates were reported in Vancouver. 

In Vancouver, mobile home rental, uniform/linen service, 

th~ post office, passenger train service and local telephone 

company are categories where the regional sa.mple tends to be 

more dissatisfied than national. 

3.1 HIGHLIGHTS OF REGIONAL MSS SCORES 

The mean satisfaction score (MSS) is calculated within 

regional subsamples using the method described in Part 1, 

Section 2.2.1. The distributions of mean satisfaction scores 

for each section by region are shown in Table 3 (SI) to (SIV). 

A total summary of MSS scores by region across all 76 service 

categories is presented in Table 3 (S). 

The summary of MSS scores extends from 94.6% generally 

"satisfied" in Vancouver to 99.1% generally "satisfied" in 
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Quebec (excluding Montreal). The aggregate national score is 

~7.3% in the satisfied range~ 

3.1.1 REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES ~ Table 3 (SI) 

MSS scores on Repairs and General Services categories 

range from 83.3% satisfied in Alberta to 92.5% satisfied in 

Montreal. The aggregate national score is 89.4% satisfied. 

While this range appears to be quite broad, 7 out of 

the 9 regions register an MSS score in the satisfied range in 

over 85% of cases. 

The other region reporting less than 85% satisfied is 

. British Columbia (excluding Vancouver) with 84.0%. Thus, two 

regions in Western Canada are significantly below the other 

regions in terms of levels of satisfaction with Repairs and 

General Services. 

3.1. 2 PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES - Table 3 (SII) 

This section has 95.6% of the natiorial sample in the 

satisfied range. Regional scores tend to be fairly high, ranging 

from 92.6% satisfied in British Columbia (excluding Vancouver) 
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to a high of 98.9% in Ontario (exclriding Toronto). In this 

section none of the MSS scores falls below the 90.0% satisfied 

mark. 

3.1.3 FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE - Table 3 (SIII) 

Generally, consumer satisfaction tends to be quite high 

in this section. Nationally, 96.1% of consumers are satisfied 

overall. 

Regionally, the NSS scores in this section range from 

92.7% in B.C. (excluding Vancouver) to a high of 98.9% in Ontario 

(excluding Toronto). Seven out of nine regions score over 

95.0% satisfied.' 

3.1.4 RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES - Table 3 (SIV) 

On a national basis, the MSSscore on Rentals, Public 

Transportation and utilities places 94.1% of the sample in the 

satisfied range. 

One region registers just belm., 90% satisfied. This 

region is Vancouver, where only 89.6% of that sample is in satisfied 
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range. 

Two regions have MSS scores indicating over 95.0% satis-

fied. These regions are Montreal (96.0%) .and British Columbia 

(e~cluding Vancouver) (96.3%). 

4.1 HIGHLIGHTS OF REGIONAL FSS SCORES - Table 4 

In Part 1, S~ction 7.1.1, consumer satisfaction with the 

complaint-handling process was reported on a national level. 

The measure "final satisfaction score" (FSS) was g~nerated in 

(, ' .. ' , a method similar to the one used ,in developing the "mean satis-

faction score (MSS). Respondents were classified as they fell 

into either the "sati~fi~d" or "dissatisfied" range on the basis 

of this FSS score. Consumers who had taken direct action and 

who were, on average, satisfied with the way their complaint had 

been hand~ed, would fall into the satisfied group. Those who 

report that they were "somewhat" or "very" dissatisfied with the 

complaint-handling process would be classified in the dissatis~ 

faction range. 

Table 4 is a profile of respondents ~y FSS score and by 

region. The FSS score has been reduced to two dimensions, 

satisfied and dissatisfied. 
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Based on their overall satisfaction with the complaint-

handling process, the regional groups that appear to be more 

dissatisfied are the Atlanti~, Montreal~ Alberta and British 

Columbia (excluding Vancouver) . 

It is interesting to note that no single geographic 

region tends to be overrepresented in the dissatisfied group. 

5.1 CONCLUSIONS 

The preceding analysis of consumer satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction at the regional level was extremely brief. The 

results are meant to suggest only that there appears to be wide-

spread variation in levels of satisfaction with consumer services 

across the regions of the country. Some regions such as Mon-

treal, Alberta and Saskatchewan seem to be experiencing com-

paratively higher rates of consumer dissatisfaction with con-

sumer services than those reported at the national level. Also, 

there appears to be wide differences in regional rates of 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction across each of the four sections 

of t.he Services survey. There seems to be considerable variation, 

as well, in the level of consumer satisfaction \<7i th the com-

plaint-handling process across each of the regions covered by 
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the survey. Again,.i t is not clear whether these variations 

maybe ascribed to cultural differences, to direct differences 

in system performance, or to some other set of factors. 

To some extent, differences in levels of consumer satis-

faction between regions may be related to underlying physical 

differences such as topography or climate. For example, it is 

not clear whether consumers who reside in harsher climate areas 

adjust downward their expectations about the performance of 

various services such as alternative forms of public trans-

portation. When no such adjustment of pre-purchase expectations 

takes place,it is clear that the consumer in question is more 

likely to e~perience dissatisfaction than one who does make the 

necessary modification .. In the short run, such problems probably 

shbuld be addressed through interventions such as consumer in-

formation. 

Variations in rates of consumer satisfaction and dissatis-

faction may in some instances, be influenced by underlying 

cultural differences between regions. For example, consumer 

dissatisfaction with mail order firms appears to be substantially 

higher in the Province of Quebec than elsewhere in the country. 

It is unclear, however, whether such disenchantment reflects 

an underlying disapproval of this particular shopping concept 
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or, in fact, reflects a generalized belief about the performance 

characteristics of the service suppliers. 

A further caveat should be mentioned with respect to the 

regional results reported above. Since some of the regional sub-

samples were rather small, differences in reported rates of con~ 

surner satisfaction and dissatisfaction may be attributed, to some 

extent; to sampling variation across the region. Of course, 

interpretation is troubled when error distribution tends to 

explain sUbstantial degrees of dissatisfaction. 

~1uch more focused research is needed to determine the 

magnitude of differences in consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction 

across various regions of Canada, the fundamental reasons for 

such differences, and the types of personal and public actions 

taken by dissatisfied consumers across the nation. Only then 

will it be possible for policy makers to allocate manpower and 

financial resources in a way which would serve to stabilize 

overall rates of consumer satisfaction throughout the country. 



TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: ATLANTIC (1) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATisFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING ',TOTAL SATlsFACfloN7olsSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased ImEortant Rating· guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total . Rank Total Rank 

1. ·T.V., Radio, Stereo 
ReEairs 47.8 54.1 37.1 ;;2.Q 21.2 2.;i 22.1 :m.2 

2. Auto Repairs and 
Services 68.3 90.7 40.7 . 30.7 17.9 10.7 Zl·4 2!1.2 

3. Heating, Air Con-
ditioning ReEairs 42.4 89.7 62.1 18.4 14·2 4.2 llQ.S 12.S 

4 .. Other AEEliance ReEairs 29.3 70.0 SO.O 28.3 ·13.;; 8.;; Zll.:r 21.12 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

.Other Home Ra~airs 35.7 83.6 50·Z ~Q.l 2.12 2.fi BO.B 12.2 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 33.2 RaEairs 27.9 44.1' 29.4 14.7 11.8 73.5 26.5 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 16.6 41.2 52.9 38.2 5.9 2.9 91.2 8.8 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 23.4 Lawn Care Services 54.2 54.2 37.5 4.2 4.2 91.7 8.4 
9. Home Redecorating lS.l S4.B 121.3 32.3 6 5 93 5 

I-' 
6 5 ~ 10. Home Improvement Services, ~ 

(Siding~ Insulation 21.5 77.3 54.5 27.3 6.8 11.4 81.8 18.2 
Instal1ation~ 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 9.2 Services 68.4 68.4 15.8 5.3 10.5 84.2 15.8 
12. Furniture Upholstery! 

Refinishing Service 19.0 53.8 66.7 17.9 7.7 7.7 84.6 15.4 
13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 63.4 Service 51.5 65.4 29.2 1.5 3.8 94.6 5.3 
14. Coin-Operated Laundry 16.6 Service 55.9 38.2 38.2 11.8 11.8 76.5 23.6 
15. Domestic Help, 8.3 52.9 Maid Service 35.3 35.3 23.5 5.9 70.6 29.4 
16. Moving and Storage 8.3 Service 58.8 52.9 41.2 5.9 94.1 5.9 
17. Water Softening Service 7.;; 42.Z 212.Z 66.Z 6 Z 93 3 6 1 
18. Photogra~hic Service flQ·Q 2fi.ll S3.2 22.8 12.2 !l.O 83.1 16 9 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service ;15·2 S2.3 SQ.O ZB.Z IS 5 6 !l 1B Z ZI 9 
20. Mail Order Firms SB.S 41.Z 54.Z 33 9 5 I 6 a aa II 9 



TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: MONTREAL (2) 

,CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I-
CATEGORY 

1. T.V., Radio, Stereo 
Repairs 

2. ,Auto Repairs and 
Services 

3. Heating, Air Con-
ditioning Repairs 

4. Other Appliance Repairs 
5 •. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other Home Rapairs 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 

Rapairs 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care, 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services 

. 9. Home Redecorating 

PURCHASE 
% of Respondents 

having 
Purchased 

46.] 

77.5 

36.3 
30.4 

42.2 

40.2 

17.6 

25.5 
6.8 

10. Home Improvement Services, 
(Siding, Insulation 
Installation) 

14.7 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services . 

12. Furniture Upholstery/ 
Refinishing Service 

13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 
Service 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service 

15. Domestic Help, 
Maid Service 

16. Moving and Storage 
Service 

17. Water Softening Service 
18. Photographic Service 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 
20. Mail Order Firms 

2.9 

17.6 

66 7 

18 6 

17 7 

14 7 
3 0 

, 73 5 

39 2 
274 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

ra t i ng Importance -,,--.,..,.:;:.S!,!AT:...:I::,::S:.;,F=.;I E::.::D=-:--.-_--,,::D:..:.I:::;SS:::;A.!.!T.;.I:::;sF:....;I~E~D.,_-___,;,......,..-.:S";!A!,!T~I ::.;SF~I:.!:E:;:.D-.....;., :::;D I~S~S::..:AT.!.;I:.::S:.;.F~I ::;ED;:-
Important Rating' Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank, 

, 58.7 50.0 37.0 6.5 6.5 87.0 13.0 . 

92.4 26.6 45.6 13.9 ] 3.9 72.2 27.8 

83.8 56.8 27 0 ]0 8 5 4 83.8 16 2 
67 7 32 3 35 5 19 4 12.9 67 8 32 3 

76.7 36 4 34.1 18.2 114 70.5 29.5 

31 7 50.0 3] 0 7 ] 1l 9 81 0 19 0 

55.6 38.9 27.8, 11.1 22.2 66.7 33.3 

65.4 38 5 34.6 15 4 11 5 73.1 26 9 
42.9 71.4 14 3 14 3 85.7 28.6 

73.3 40.0 33.3 26.7 73.3 26.7 

100.0 66.7 33.3 ]00.0 

55.6 722 22.2 5.6 94.4 5.6 

51 5 368 47 1 13 2 2 9 83.8 16.1 

52 6 42 42 5 3 10 5 84 2 15 8 

61 I 33 3 444 5 6 16 7 778 22 3 

66 7 46 7 4n n 6 7 6 7 . 86 7 134 
5 0 25 0 25 0 25 a 25 a 50 a 50 a 

23 7 37 3 52 0 6 7 4 a 89 3 10 7 

58 5 275 32 5 275 12 5 60 a 40 a 
138 222 40 7 111 25 9 62 9 37 0 



TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: REST OF QUEBEC '(3) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING ,TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
% of'Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS ' % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED, DISSATISFIED 
Purchased ImQortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

l. T. V., Radio, Stereo 
ReQairs 55.5 68.9 39.3 41.0 11.5 8.2 80.3 19.7 

2. Auto Repairs and 
Services 73.7 90.1 30.9 50.6 7.4 11.1 81.5 18.5 

3. Heating, Air Con-
ditioning ReQairs 45.5 86.0 56.0 32.0 8.0 '4.0 ,88.0 12.0 

4. Other AQEliance ReQairs ~4.6 64.9 37.8 37.8 18.9 5.4 75.7 24 .3 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other Home RaEairs :24,2 81.2 52,6 32,8 10,5 89.5 10.5 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 

RaEairs 46.3 27.5 33.3 45.1 17.6 3.9 78.4 21.S 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 14.6 43.8 50.0 43.8 6.3 93.8 6.3 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services 16.4 69.0 48.3 31.0 10.3 10.3 79.3 20.6 

9. Home Redecorating ILl SS.fi 44.1 55.2 lQQ.Q 
..... 
~ 

10. Home Improvement Services, CX) 

(Siding, Insulation 10.0 81.8 63.6 9.1 27.3 -'- 72.7 27.3 
Installation) 

11. Casspool, 'Septic Tank 
Services Z.3 ZS.O 5Q·O, 50.0 10Q.0 

12. Furniture Upholstery7 
Refinishing Service 21.8, 54.2 70.8 25;0 4.2 95.8 4.2 

13. Laundry. Dry Cleaning S.O Service 68.2 54.7 50.7 41.3 92.0 8.0 
14. Coin-Operated Laundry 

Service 20.0 63.6 50.0 36.4 13.6 86.4 13.6 
15. Domestic Help, , 

Maid Service 8.2 66.7 77.8 22.2 100.0 
16. Moving and Storage 

Service 11.0 50.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 
17. Water Softening Service' ~.l 100.0 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 ZO.O 30.0 
18. PhotograEhic Service 6Z.2 33 8 40.S 4Z.3 8.1 4.1 8Z.8 12.2 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 34 5 63 2 36.8 ' 44 1 10.5 Z.9 8],6 18.4 
20. Mail Order Firms 25.5 35 Z 28 6 42 9 11.9 10.1 Z],4 28.6 
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TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: TORONTO (4) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: REPAIRS' AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 
CATEGORY PURCHASE ' IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Imeortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 
1. . T. V., Radio, Stereo 90.2 9.8 Reeairs 46.3 72.5 66.7 23.5 7.8 2.0 
2. Auto Repairs and 

Services 61.8 94.1 47.1 30.9 11.8 10.3 77.9 22.1 
3. Heating, Air Con- 11.3 ditioning Reeairs 40.0 93.2 61.4 ' 27.3 4.5 6.8 88.6 
4. Other Aeeliance Reeairs 25.5 Z:i.Q 57.1 25.0 14.3 3.6 82.1 17.9 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other Home Ra~airs 2Q.l;l 87.0 56.5 30.4 ,13.0 82.1 13.0 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 

Raeairs 21.!. 2 32.3 63.3' 16.7 20.0 80.0 20.0 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 16.3 27.8 50.0 38.9 11.1 88.9 11.1 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services ] Z 3 52.!:! 52.6 31.6 10.5 5.3 84.2 15.8 I-' 9. Home Redecorating 10.0 54.;! 72.7 18.2 ' 9.1 90.9 9.1 .I:>-

10. Home Improvement Services, ~ 

(Siding, Insulation 20.0 68.2 72.7 22.7 4.S 95.5 4.5 
Installation} 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services 5.4 83.3 83.3 16.7 100.0 

12. Furniture Upholstery7 
Refinishing Service lUi 50,0 75.0 18.8 6.3 93.8 6.3 

13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 
Service 68 2 60.0 50.7 36.0 10.7 2.7 86.7 13.4 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service 23 6 5Z.Z 38.5 38.5 7.7 15.4 77.0 23.0 

15. Domestic Help, 
Maid Service 6 4, 85.Z lQQ.Q 100.0 

16. Moving and Storage 11.1 Service 8.1 5S.6 44.4 44.4 11.1 88.9 
17. Water Softening Service 4 5 2Q.Q !:!Q.Q 40,0 100.0 
18. Photogra~hic Service S4 6 3] ] 60.Z 21.9 11.5 88.5 11.5 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 26 3 53 3 ' 4Q,Q 3Q.Q 20.0 10.0 70.0 ,30.0 
20. Mail Order Firms 2S 5 32 ] 32.1 32.1 21.4 14.3 64.3 35.7 



TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: REST OF ONTARIO (5) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASEi IMPORTANCERATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of, Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

havi ng , rating Importance SATISFIED ' DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im~ortant Rating Quite 'Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

l. T.V., Radio, Stereo 
Re~airs 53.6 59.3 42.4 20.3 20.3 16.9 62.7 37.3 

2. Auto Repairs and 
'Services' 66.4 90.4 32.9 34.2 11.0 21.9 67.1 32.9 

3., Heating, Air Con-
ditioning Re~airs ' 38.1 90.S 76.2 19.0 4.8 95.2 4.8 

4. Other A~~liance Re~airs 32.7 66.7 41.7 41. 7 8.3 8.3 83.4 16.6 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other Home Ra~airs 39.1 76.7 S3.S 23.3 9.3 14.0 76.7 23.3 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 48.0 Ra~airs 4S.5 40.0 30.0 14.0 8.0 ,78.0 22.0 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 11.9 46.2 23.1 61.5 7.7 7,7 84.6 15.4 
Services I-' 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, U1 

Lawn Care Services 24.5 40~7 51.9 37.0 704 3.7 88.9 11.1 0 

9. Home Redecorating 15.5 64.7 52.9 23.5 11.8 11.8 76.5 '23.6 
10. Home Improvement Services, 

(Siding, Insulation 16.4 94.4 66.7 16.7 16.7 83.3 16.7 
Installation) 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services 5.4 50.0 66.7 16.7 16.7 83.3 16.7 

12. Furniture Upholstery! 
Refinishing Service 15.5 52.9 82.4 ,17.6 100.0 

13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 
Service 68.2 56.0 58.7 34.7 5.3 1.3 93.3 6.6 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service 31.8 65.7 28.6 51.4 ' 17.1 2.9 80.0 20.0 

15. Domestic Help, , 
Maid Service 9.1 40.0 40.0 30.0 30.0 70.0 30.0 

16. Moving and Storage 
Service 7.2 50.0 37.5 50.0 12.5 87.5 ,12.5 

17. Water Softening Service " 5.4 50.0 ~~.~ QQ.Z 100.0 
18. PhotograQhic Service fll.l! 3D II 5Q.Q 36., 5·9 5.9 88.2 11.8 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 41 II 45.Z 32.(2 3Z,Q 19.6 10.9 69.6 30.5 
20. Mail Order Firms 34 Ii 15.8 2Z.Q 48.2 16.2 :i.4 75.7 24.3 
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TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: MAN/SASK (6) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATlNGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATlsFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers RanI< by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Im~ortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 
1. T.V., Radio, Stereo 

Re~airs 55.6 50.0 50.0 22.2 13.0 14.8 72.2 27.8 
2. Auto Repairs and 

Services 78.4 . 92.i 42.1 38.2 13.2 6.6 80.3 19.8 
3 . . Heating, Air Con- 31.0 ·93.3 56.7 30.0 6.7 6.7 86.7 13.4 ditioning Re~airs 
4. Other A~~liance Re~airs 38.1 64.9 51.4 32.4 8.1 8.1 83.8 16.2 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other ·Home Ra~airs 43.3 83.3 50.0 38.1 4.8 7.1 88.1 ·11.9 
6. Watch,Cloc.k, Jewelry 

Ra~ai rs . 51.5 28.0 40.0 36.0 18.0 6.0 76:0 24.0 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 16.5 56.3· 43.8 56.3 100.0 
Services 

8. Yardworl<, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services 15,5 40.0 46.7 33.3 20.0 80.0 20.0 I-' 9. Home Redecorating 17.5 64.7 58.8 41.2 100.0 U1 

10. Home Improvement Services,. I-' 
(Siding, Insulation 21.7 76.2 57.1 33.3 4.8 4.8 90.5 9.6 
Installation) 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services 10.3 70.0 70.0 20.0 10.0 90.0 10.0 

12. . Furniture Upholstery7 
Refinishing Service 16.5 25.0 60.0 20.0 13.3 6.7 80.0 20.0 

13. Laundry; Dry Cleaning 
Service 66.0 39.1 50.0 39.1 7.8 3.1 89.1 10.9 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service 26.8 30.8 34.6 46.2 19.2 80.8 19.2 

15. Domestic Help, 
Maid Servke 6.2 50.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 

16. Moving and Storage 
Service 7.3 71.4 57.1 42.9 100.0 

17. Water Softening Service 11.4 45.5 54.5 27.3 9.1 9.1 81.8 18.2 
18. Photogra~hic Service 2Z.!l 22.2 32.3 44.6 18.5· 4.6 Z6.9 23.1· 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 42.5 52.1 33.3 32.2 2!l.8 6.3 Z2.2 27.1 . 
20. Mail Order Firms 42.3 31.Z 34.] . 51.2 !!.8 4.2 85.4 14.Z 
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CATEGORY 

1. T.V., Radio, Stereo 
Repairs 

2. Auto Repairs and 
Services 

3. Heating, Air·Con-
ditioning Repairs 

5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 
Other Home Rapairs 

6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 
Rapairs 

7. Carpet Cleaning; Window 
Washing, Home Care 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services 

9. Home Redecorating 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services 

12. Furniture Upholstery! 
Refinishing-Service 

13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 
Service . 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service 

·15. Domestic Help, 
Maid Service 

16. Moving and Storage 
Service 

17. Water Softening Service 
18. Photographic Service 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 
20. Mail Order Firms 

TABLE 1 (51) REGION: ALBERTA (7) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 

PURCHASE 
% of Respondents 

having 
Purchased 

48.S 

78,6 

33.0 
32.0 

44.7 

41.8 

20.4 

20.4 

13.6 

13.6 

13.6 

13.6 

67.9 

30.1 

8.7 

12.6 
7 8 

641 

61. 2 
48.6 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTALSATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION. 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

rat i ng Importance ....,.,.,.,..,.:::.SA~T:.;I:.:::S:;,.FI=-=E:.::D~~_...,,:::D~I:::;SS~A!.!T""I:::.SF:..;I~E':7D:;:-:-_---;~-:S~A~T.:;I S::.;F~I:.!::E~D __ ·TD~Ic-:S~S~AT!...:I:,:::S7;F~I E~D:-
Important Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank· 

58.0 49.0 30.6 12.2 8.2 79.6 20 4 

86.6 27.5 37.S 21.2 13.7 65.0 35.0 

71.4 44.1 32.4 14.7 8.8 76.S 23 5 
67.6 27.3 42.4 18.2· 12.1 69.7 30 3 

<27.4 47.8 28.3 15.2 8.7 76,1 23.9 

32.6 31.0 47.6 14.3 7.1 78.6 21.4 

31.8 40.9 31.8 18.2 9.1 72.7 27.3 

47.6 20.0 45.0 25.0 10.0 65.0 35.0 

50.0 50.0 28.6 21.4 78.6 21.4 

71.4 42.9 28,6 21.4 7.1 71.5 28.S 

28.6 35.7 35.7 14.3 14.3 _ 71.4 28.6 

35.7 50.0 35.7 14.3 85.7 14.3 

46.6 47.9 41.1 9.6 1.4 89.0 11.0 

35.5 45.2 32.3 9.7 12.9 77.4 22.6 

44.4 44.4 11.1 88.9 11.1 

46.2 53.8 30.8 7.7 7.7 84.6 15.4 
50 0 25 0 37 5 37 5 62 5 37 5 
25,8 45 5 50 0 4 5 95 5 4 5 

'14,0 25 8 29 Q 24 2 21 Q 54 8 45 2 
44,0 28 6 40 8 18 4 12 2 69 4 20 6 



• 
TABLE 1 (SI) REGION: VANCOUVER (8) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES (RGS) I 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED· DISSATISFIED 

Purchased ImEortant Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total Rank Total Rank 
1. T. V., Radio, Stereo 86.5 13.5 ReEairs 41.1 52.8 57.7 28.8 5.8 7.7 
2. Auto Repairs and 8.2 69.1 30.9 Services 76.8 90.0 29.9 39.2 22.7 
3. Heating, Air Con- 2.4 92.7 7.3 ditioning ReEairs 32.5 83.3 70.7 22.0 4.9 
4. Other AEEliance ReEairs 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 11.1 29•8 37.7 37.7 13.2 11.3 75.5 24.5 

Other "Home RaEairs 39.S 2lL2 51.0 41.2 3.9 3.9 92.2 7.8 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 

RaEairs . 42.Z 38.2 32.1 39.3 16.1 12.5 71.4 28.6 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 
Services 

33.3 37.2 55.8 23.3· 14.0 7.0 79.1 21.0 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services 11.6 73.3 53.3 20.0 26.7 73.3 26.7 

I-' 9. Home Redecorating 12 4 81 :3 . SIl.!! 2S.!! 12.5 12.5 75.0 25.0 (JI 
10. Home Improvement Services, w 

(Siding, Insulation 17.8 82.6 43.5 43.5 13.0 87.0 13.0 
Install atiori) 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services o B 100 0 l!!!!.!! 100.0 

12. Furniture Upholstery7 
Refinishing Service H 1 63 2 13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 

63.2 31.2 5.3 94.7 5.3 

Service 137 40 0 15.8 11.7 u.s 1.!! 87.5 12.5 
14. Coin-Dperated Laundry 

Service 19.4 39.5 38.5 41.0 10.3 10.3 79.5 20.6 
15. Domestic Help, 

Maid Service 10.9 57.1 50.0 42.9 7.1 92.9 7.1 
16. Moving and Storage 

Service 20.2 69.2 38.5 34;6 19.2 7.7 73.1 27.9 
17. Water Softening Service o 8 10Q,0 100.0 
18. PhotograEhic Service 15 2 33 0 32.!! 19.5 12. 5 2.1 81.4 18.6 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 33 4 48 8 21 9 39.S lI.!.2 i4.0 67.4 .32.6 
20. Ma;l" Order. Firms 31 3 20 8 31 9 29 8 2Z.Z 1!!.2 61,1 38.3 



•• 
TABLE 1 (S1) REGION: RI!ST OF B.C. (9) 

CONSUMER· SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUOY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE i IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES .(RGS) I 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING . SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of. Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
havi ng .. rat~ ng Importance SATISFIED ' DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Imeortant Rating '. Quite 'Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total' Rank· Total, Rank 
1. T.V., Radio, Stereo 

Reeairs 51.2 54.5 39.5 34.9 20.9 4.7 74.4 25.6 
2. Auto Repairs and 87.7 39 .• 2 24.3 24.3 12.2 63.5 36.5 . Services 84.9 
3. Heating, Air Con- 62.2 18.9 16.2 2.7 81.1 18.9 ditioning Reeairs 43.0 86.5 

,4. Other Aeeliance Reeairs ~2.:i . 53.6 32.1 39.3 10.7 17.9 71.4 18.6 
5. Plumbing, Carpentry, 

Other Home Raeairs 3!.!.6 !21·Z 57.6 18.2 9.1 15.2 - 75.B . 24.3 
6. Watch, Clock, Jewelry 

Raeairs :n.2 ~L~ 43.8 25.0 15.6 15.6 68.8 31.2 
7. Carpet Cleaning, Window 

Washing, Home Care 27.9 45.B 50.0 33.3 16.7 83.3 16.7 
Services 

8. Yardwork, Snow Removal, 
Lawn Care Services lZ·4 46.7 35.7 42.9 21.4 78.6 21.4 I-' 

9. Home Redecorating 1Z·4 53.3 71.4 28.6 ·100.0 111 
10. Home Improvement Services, ~ 

(Siding, Insulation 9.3 75.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 
Installation) 

11. Casspool, Septic Tank 
Services ' . 11.6 ZQ,O 80.0 10.0 10.0 90.0 10.0 

12. Furniture Upholstery7 
Refinishing Service 1Q.5 33.3 22.2 44.4' 11.1 22.2 66.7 33.3 

13. Laundry, Dry Cleaning 
Service 66.~ 42.1 58.6 20.7 15.5 5.2 79.3 20.7 

14. Coin-Operated Laundry 
Service ~Z.2 43.8 43.8 34.4 12.5 9.4 7B.1 21.9 

15. Domestic Help, 57.1 100.0, Maid Service B.2 57.1 42.9 
16. Moving and Storage 

1B.2 1B.2 B1.B 1B.2 Service 12.8 63.6 63.6 
17. Water Softening Service 2.4 SO.O :iQ,Q 50.0 50.0 50.0 
18. Photograehic Service ZZ 1 1!L1 Zl,O 2:i.~ 3.2 96.B 3.2 
19. Parcel Delivery and 

Freight Service 60 5 Sl.!! 10·1 ~2·Z . 13.5 13.5 73.0 27.0 
20. Mail Order Firms 46 5 31.S 1;1.:i ~2.:i 12.5 12.5 75.0 25.0 



• •• 
TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: ATLANTIC (1) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS) II 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF·PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased 1m ortant Ratin Total Rank Total Rank 
1. Lawyers 32.7 .3 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 36.1 59.5 

Hos~itals 
70.3 17.6 6.8 5A 87.8 .12.2 

3. .Optometrists, 55.6 90.4 
O~thamologists 

82.6 12.2 5.2 94.8 5.2 

4. ·Dentists, Dental 72.7 92.0 73.3 Technicians 22.7 3.3 0.7 96.0 4.0 

5. Medical Doctors and· 
Nurses in Office or 84.4 94.3 73.6 23.0 3.4 96.6 .3.4 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 69.3 92.3 76.2 16.8 4.9 2.1 93.0 7.0 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage7 
Sex Thera~;t 3.9 62.5 25.0 75.0 100.0 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, ~ 
Ph;tsical Thera~ists 6.9 85.7 35.7 57.1 7.1 92.9 7.1 \J1 

9. Architects, Designers, \J1 

Real Estate Agents 17.0 60.0 48.6 31.4 20.0 80.0 20.0 
10. Computer Dating, 

Introduction Services 1.5 100.0 66.7 33.3 100.0 
11. Home Security Agencies, 

Detectives 1.5 100.0 66.7 33.0 100.0 
12. Funeral Homes, 

Cemetaries 12.7 73.1 80.8 7.7 7.7 3.8 88.5 11.5 
13. Em~lo;tment Agencies 11.2 69.6 17.4 17.4 39.1 215.1 3tJ.B 05.2 
14. Travel Agencies 23.4 37.5 60.4 25.0 12.5 ~.1 S!>.tJ n.o 
15. Barber/Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .. 79.5 34.4 52.8 39.3 6.7 1.2 92.0. 7.9 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 5.4 81.8 50.0 50.0 100.0 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 11.7 45.8 45.8 45.8 8.3 91.6 8.3 
Vocational! etc.~ 



• .~ .. • 
TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: MONTREAL (2) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS) II 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF. PURCHASERS 
having . rating . Importance SATISFIED . DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased .. . Im20rtant . Rating ·guite Somewhat .Somewhat guite Total Rank Total Rank 
L Law~ers 26,5 81.5 33.3 22.2 22.2 22.2 55.6 45.4' 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

Hos2itals 011.!.4 62.1 79.3 20.7 100.0 
3 .. Optometrists, 

°2thamologists 62.7 95.3 62.5 23.4 7.8 6.3 85.9 14.1 . 
4. Dentists, Dental 

Technicians Z1.!·4 90.0 50.6 30.9 11.1 7.4 81.5 18.5_ 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office or 83.3 88.2 57.1 31.0 9.5 2.4 88.1 11.9. 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 76.5 
Clinics 

.85.9 .50.0 32.1 7.7 10 .• 3 82.1 -.18.0 

7. Psychologists, Marriage/ 
Sex Therapy 8,9 ZO;O 30.0 20.0 50·0 50.0 50.0 

B. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
Ph~sical Thera2ists 12,8 Z8 6 50,0 g,3 14,3 21.4 64,3 35,6 I-' 

tn 9. Architects, Designers, 0\ 
Real Estate Agents 11.8 58.3 33.3 8 3 33.3 25 0 41.6 58.3 

10. Computer Dating, 
Introduction Services l.0 JOO.O lOa a 100.0 

11. Home Security Agencies, 
Detectives - 3 a 66 Z II 3 33 3 ;13 3 66,Z 33 3 

12. Funeral Homes, 
Cemetaries Z.8 62.5 Z5,0 25.0 JOO,O 

13. Em2lo~ment Agencies 6.9 ZI.4 h1.3 42.9 42.9 5Z.1 42,9 
14. Travel Agencies 31.4 31 3 56 3 3Z,S 6,3 93.8 6,3 
15. Barber/Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .. 77.4. 38.0 43.0 45.6 6.3 5.1 88.6 11.4 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 2.0 50.0 66.7 33.3 66.7 33.3 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, ·20.6 52.4 42.9 38.1 9.5 9.5 81.0 19.0 
Vocational, etc.) 



• 
TABLE 1 (SIl) REGION: REST OF QUEBEC (3) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE i IMPORTANCE RATING i SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

. SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS) II 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Imeortant Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total· Rank Total Rank 
1. Law~ers l~,fi B!l.Q 53,3 33 3 133 86.7 ]3 3 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

Hoseitals 20.9 78.3 78.3 21. 7 100.0 
3. Optometrists, 

Oethamologists 53.7 89.8 76.3 20.3 3.4 96.6 3.4 
4. Dentists, Dental 

T echni ci ans 70.0 87.0 54.5 31.2 9.1 5.2 85.7 14.3 
5. Medical Doctors and 

80.0 Nursei ih Office or 89.8 64.4 29.9 3.4 2.3 94.3 5.7 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors·and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 71.9 92.4 58.2 29.1 8.9 3.8 87.3 12.7 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage7 
Sex Therae:t 4.5 40.0 40.0 60.0 100.0 

B. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, I-' 
Ph~sical Theraeists 11.8 69.2 61.5 30.8 7.7 92.3 7.7 U1 

9. Architects, Designers, -..J 

. Real Estate Agents 5.4 50.0 16.7 33.3 16.7 33.3 50.0 50.0 
10. Computer Dating, 

Introduction Services 
11. Home Security Agencies, 

Detectives 0.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
12. Funeral Homes, 

Cemetaries 7.3 87.5 75.0 25.0 100.0 
13. Emelo~ment Agencies 1 3 81 5 62 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 15 0 25 0 14. Travel Agencies 16 4 50 0 38 9 61 1 ]00 0 
15. Barber7Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .. 83.6 40.2 48.9 42.4 6.5 2.2 91.3 8.7 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 1.8 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 18.2 50.0 45.0 40.0 15.0 85.0 15.0 
Vocational! etc.) 



i 
TABLE 1 (SII) .REGION: TORONTO (4) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND·PERSONAL·SERVICES (PPS) II 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF .PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased ImEortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite· Total Rank Total Rank 
l. Law;ters 40 0 81 8 70 •. 5 20.5 2.3 6.8 91.0 9.0 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

HosEitals 33.7 78.4 73.0 18.9 2.7 5.4 91.9 8.1 
3. Optometrists, 

°Ethamologists 50.0 98.2 74.S 21.8 3.6 96.4 3.6 
4. Dentists, Dental 

Technicians 80.9 97.8 70.8 13.5 9.0 6.7 84.3 15.7 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office Or 90.9 97.0 77.0 19.0 3.0 1.0 96.0 4.0 
. in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals! 63.6 94.3 72.9 18.6 7.1 L4 91.5 8.5 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage7 
Sex Thera~;t 8.2 77.8 44.4 55.6 100.0 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
Ph;tsical Thera~ists 16.3 77.8 61.1 22.2 16.7 83.3 16.7 I-' 

9. Architects, Designers, U1 
ex> 

Real Estate Agents 10.9 41. 7· 50.0 50.0 100.0 
10. Computer Dating, 

Introduction Services 1.8 50.0 100.0 100.0 
11. Home Security Agencies, 

Detectives 1.8 50.0· 100.0 100.0 
12. Funeral Homes, 

Cemetaries 10.9 75.0 66.7 8.3 16.7 8.3 75.0 25.0 
13. EmElo;tmentAgencies 19.1 81.0 33.3 33.3 14.3 19.0 66.7 33.3 

·14. Travel Agencies 31.8 37.1 68.6 25.7 2.9 2.9 94.3 5.7 
15. Barber7Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .. 74.6 48.8 61.0 30.5 6.1 2.4 91.5 8.5 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 6.4 85.7 14.3 42.9 28.6 . 14.3 57.1 42.9 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 21.8 41.7 50.0 33.3 16.7. 83.3 16.7 
Vocational I etc.~ 



• 
CATEGORY 

TABLE 1 (SI!) REGION: REST OF ONTARIO (5) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATIsFACTION/DIssATIsFACTION'RATING 
SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS),II 

PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

'having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im[!ortant ' Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total Rank Total Rank 

1. Law:ters 1s.S 78.0 60.0 22.0 ' 10.0 8.0 82.0 18.0 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

Hos[!itals ~2,1 76.7 79.1 14.0 4.7 2.3 93.0 7.0 
3. Optometrists, 

O[!thamologists ' flO.O 87.9 71.2 22:7 3.0 3.0 94.0 6.0 
4. Dentists, Dental 

Technicians 78.2 91.9 64.0 27.9 4.7 3.5 91.9 8.2 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office or 92.8 93.1 73.5 17.6 5.9 2.9 91.2 8.8 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 71.8 94.9 63.3 24.1 7.6, 5.1 81.3 12.7 
Clinics ' 

7. Psychologists, Marriage7 5.4 83.3 50.0 33.3 16.7 83.3 16.7 Sex Thera[!:t 
8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors", 

Ph:tsical Thera[!ists ' , 17.2 73.7 68.4 26.3 5.3 94.7 5.3 
9. Architects, Designers, 

Real Estate Agents 12.8 50.0 50;0 21.4 14.3 14.3 71.4 28.6 
10. Computer Dating, 

Introduction Services 
11. Home Security Agencies, 

Detectives 
12. Funeral Homes, 

Cemetaries 7.3 87.5 100.0 100.0 
13. Em[!l0:tment Agencies 18.2 65.a ,S,Q 25.(1 20.0 30.0 50.0 50.0 
14. Travel Agencies 35 4 38.5 61,5 35.9 2.6 97.4 2.6 
15. Barber7Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .. all 9 42.Z 61.8 31.8 3.4 96.6 3.4 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 8.2 88.9 66.7 22.2 11.1 88.9 11.1 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 20.0 50.0 45.5 40.9 9.1 4.5 86.4 13.6 
Vocational z etc.) 

I-' 
U1 
\0 

. 
'I 



• 
CATEGORY 

TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/OISSATISFACTION 'STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES ~PPS) II 

MAN/SASK (6) 

. PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING. TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
,% of Respondents % of Purchasers 'Ranl< by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased ImEortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat . Quite Total RanI< . Total RanI< 

I. La~ers 40.3 87.2 56.4 28.2 10.3 5.1 84.6 1S.4 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

HosEitals 36.1 . 71.4 74.3 . 14.3 8:6 2.9 88.6 11.5 
3. Optometrists, 63.9 93.5 69.4 21.0 6.5 3.2 90.3 9.7 °Ethamologists 
4. Dentists, Dental 90.7 9.3 Technicians 77.3 92.0 64.0 26.7 4.0 5.3 
5. Medical Doctors and 21.6 93.2 6.8 Nurses in Office or 90.7 96.6 71.6 5.7 1.1 

in Home 
6. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Hospitals/ 69.0 94.0 65.7 23.9 6.0 4.5 89.6 10.5 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage! 
Sex TheraE,l . 2.0 50.0 50.0 . 5Q.Q 100.0 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 24.8 Ph~sical TheraEists ' 75.0 79.2 16.7 4.2 .-- 95.8 4.2 
9. Architects, Designers, 6.7 Real Estate Agents 15.4 53,3 53.3 33.3 6.7 86.7 13.4 

10. Computer Dating, 
Introduction Services 2.1 100.0 100.0. 

II. Home Security Agencies, 
Detectives 1.0 100.0 100.0 

12. Funeral Homes, 16.5 Cemetaries 81.3 '75.0 25.0 100.0 
13. EmElo~ment Agencies 9.2 aa.2 ll.l 33.3 11 44.4 44.4 55.5 
14. . Travel Agencies 22 2 34 5 55.2 34 5 10 3 82.1 10 3 
15. Barber/Beauty Shops, 53.1 Health/Fitness Centres .. 83.5 34.6 33.3 11.1 2.5 86.4 13.6 . 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 8.3 75.0 62.5 37.5 100.0 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 16.5 56.3 31.3 56.3 12.5 87.5 12.5 
Vocational I etc.2 

I-' 
m. 
0 



~ • 
CATEGORY 

1. Lawyers 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

Hospitals 
3. Optometrists, 

Opthamologists 
4. Dentists, Dental 

Technicians 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office or 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage/ 
Sex Therapy 

TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: ALBERTA (7) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION' STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: . PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES epPS) II 

PURCHASE 
% of Respondents 

having 
'Purchased 

40.8 

43.7 
62.2 

78.7 

88.4 

65.1 

8.7 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING . TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
I inportant Rat i ng ---ncQu""'i";:t~e:":':":"7So::-:m::::e':-w:;:-ha::Ct;:----;S===o-=m::-:ew=:='h:':a7t~Q~u7i ~te:----;T;-:o7t~a l;;':-:-:'-=-;R":a:;::::n';:'k--T'T o:-;t:-:aTl;";';";=;'R~an:-ik:-

69.0 52.4 21.4 . 23.82.4 73.8 26 2 

60.0· 68.9 20.0 . 4.4 6.7 88.9 II 

87.5 53.1 34.4 9.4 3.1 87.5 12.5 

93.8 55.0 25.0 15.0 5.0 80.0 20.0 

91.2 54.9 34.1 4.4 6.6 89.0 11.0 

88.1 62.7 20.9 9.0 ·7.5 83.6 16.5 

66.7 44.4 33.3 22;2 87.7 22.2 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
Physical Therapists 17.5 66.7· 66.7 16.7 5.6 11.1 83.3 16.7. 

9. Architects, Designers, 
Real Estate Agents 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 

17. 

Computer Dating, 
Introduction Services 
Home Security Agencies, 
Detectives 
Funeral Homes, 
Cemetaries 
Employment Agencies 
Travel Agencies 
Barber/Beauty Shops, 
Health/Fitness Centres .. 
Nursing Homes and Rest 
Homes 
Private Educational 
Training (Dance, Music, 
Vocational, etc.) 

25.2 23.1 ' 38.5 

2.9 33.3 

2.9 33.3 

17.5 72.2 72.2 
16.5 35 3 11 8 
38.9 27 5 57 5 

82.6 34 1 49 4 

4.8 40.0 60.0 

28.2 37.9 41.4 

46.2 7.7 7.7 84.6 15.4 

33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 66.7 

33.3 66.7 33.3 66.7 

16.7 11.1 88.9 11.1 
47 1 41 2 58 8 41 2 
225 12 5 7 5 80 0 20 0 

42 4 4 7 3 5 91 8 8 2 
20.0 20.0 80.0 20.0 

51.7 6.9 93.1 6.9 

~ I 

==~------------------------------~--------------~j 



• 
CATEGORY 

/'"""'.--

TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: VANCOUVER (8) 
_ CONSUMER SATISFACTIONiDISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES· 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES ~PPS) II 

PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers. Rank by . % OF PURCHASERS % OF .PURCHASERS 

. having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED -. SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased ImEortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

1. Lawlers :2~.:i ZQ.:i 19.Q . 33.3 ~.8 Z.8 82.1 1Z.6 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

69.1 Hos~itals 42.7 69.1 21.8 5.5 3.6 90.9 9.1 
3. Optometrists, 

°Ethamologists 61.2 94.9 -62.0 26.6 6.3 5.1 88.6 1l.4 
4. Dent is ts, Dental 

Technicians 86.1 ~4.6 59.5 27.9 7.2 5.4 87.4 12.6 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office or . 92.3- 95,0 61.3 25.2 10.1 3.4 86.5 13.5 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 61.2 94.9 58.2 20.3 11.4 10.1 78.5 21.5 
Clinics 

7._ Psychologists, Marriage7 
Sex TheraE,l 8.5 63.6 18.2 54.5 27.3 72.7 27.3 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
Phlsical Theraeists 21.0 77 .8 55.6 30.7 3.7 96.3 3.7 

9. Architects, Designers, 
Real Estate Agents 14.7 42.1 21.1 47.4 21.1 10.5 68.4 31.6 

10. Computer Dating, 
Introduction Services 0.8 100.0 100.0 

11. Home Security Agencies, 
Detect i ves . 4.7 83.3 66.7 16.7 16.7 66.7 33.3 

12. Funeral Homes, 
Cemetaries 10.1 76.9 53.8 38.5 7.7 ·92.3 7.7 

13. EmElolment AgenCies 1S 6 62 5 25 0 20 S 25 0 29 2 45.S 542 14 .. Travel Agencies 48 9 39 7 50 B 34 9 11 3 2 85 7 14 3 
15. Barber7Beauty Shops, 

Hea 1 th/Fitness Centres .. 77.5 32 . .0 47.0 45.0 6.0 2.0 92.0 8.0 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 3.9 100.0 40.0 60.0 100.0 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 34.9 44.4 36.4 45.5 11.4 6.8 81.8 18.2 
Vocational z etc·2 

I-' 
0'1 
~ 



• • TABLE 1 (SII) REGION: REST OF B.C. (9) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASEj IMPORTANCE RATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

. SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES (PPS~ II 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACiION/DIsSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having. rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased· Imeortant Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total Rank Total . Rank 
l. Lawyers· 48.8 8] Q S4 8 23 8 14 3 '1 1 28 Ii 21 4 
2. Vetrinarians, Animal 

68.2 Hoseitals 51.2 79.5 15.9 2.3 2.3 95.5 4.6 
3. Optometrists, 

Oethamologists 72.1· 91.9 57.4 36.1 3.3 3.3 93.4 6.6 
4. Dentists, Dental 

Technicians 73.2 88.9 52.4 31. 7 14.3 1.6 84.1 15.9 
5. Medical Doctors and 

Nurses in Office or 91.9 88.6 65.4 28.2 3.8 2.6 93.6 6.4 
in Home 

6. Medical Doctors and 
Nurses in Hospitals/ 69.8 86.7 56.7 21. 7 15.0 6.7 78.3 21.7 
Clinics 

7. Psychologists, Marriage! 
Sex Therael 7.0 50.0 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 50.0 50.0 

8. Osteopaths, Chiropractors, 
Ph;ts i ca 1 Theraei sts . 36.0 67.7 51.6 29.0 6.5 12.9 80.6 19.4 

9. Architects, Designers, 
Real Estate Agents 24.4 38.1 23.8 47.6 9.5 19.0 71.4 28:5 

10. Computer Dating, I-' 
Introduction Services 3.5 66.7. 33.3 66.7 33.3 CT\ 

11. Home Security Agencies, w 
Detectives 3.5 66.7 33.3 66.7 33.3 

12. Funeral Homes, 
Cemetaries 11.7 60.0 50.0 ·50.0 100.0 

13. Emelolment Agencies 18.6 68.8 6.3 25.0 25.0 43.8 31.3 68.8 
14. Travel Agencies 39.5 28.6 50.0 47.1 2.9 97.1 2.9 
15. Barber/Beauty Shops, 

Health/Fitness Centres .• 79.0 38.2 42.6 48.5 4.4 4.4 91.2 8.8 . 
16. Nursing Homes and Rest 

Homes 8.2 85.7 42.9 42.9 14.3 85.7 14.3 
17. Private Educational 

Training (Dance, Music, 22.1 63.2 68.4 31.6 100.0 
Vocational! etc.) 



• ~, ." 
TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: ATLANTIC (1) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY': . SERVICES 
PURCHASEj IMPORTANCE RATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

, SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 
, CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING .TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION I 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
, having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Im~ortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat ' Quite Total Rank Total Rank 
l. Chartered Banks 88.6 83.9 71.2 '. 21.2 5.6 1.9, 92.5 7.5 
2. Trust Com~anies 22.9 . 68.1 61.7 31.9 6.4 93.6 . 6.4 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 92.3 

Po~ulaires 12.7 69.2 65.4 ,26.9 7.7 7.7 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 88.0 12.0 

Com~anies 12.2 60.0 44.0 44.0 12.0 
5. Credit Card Service 49.3 41.6 64.0 28.0 4.0 4.0 92.0 8.0 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors ... 9.8 40.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 
7. Income Tax, 'Financial 27.3 75.0 74.5 16.4 3.6 5.5 90.9 9.1 Counseling Service 
8. Government Health 

49.7 Insuramce 87.3 80.4 17.,6 1.0 1.0 98.0 2.0 
9.: Supplementary Health 

Insurance 40.4 84.3 79.5 18.1 2.4 97.6 2.4 
10. Homeowners or Renters 94.4 Insurance 44.3 85.7 72.2 22.2 1.1 4.4 5.5 
11. Personal Liability 29.5 2.6 96.2 3.9 Insurance 38.5 89.9 66.7 1.3 
12. Life Insurance ~2.2 87.9 75.5 20.8 2.8 0.9 96.3 3.7 I-' 
13. Auto Insurance Z~.2 86.5 66.2 21.4 5.2 7.1 87.7 12.3 0'\ 

,t. 
14. Government Workmens 

Com~ensation Z.!l 6Z.5 66.7 25.7 6.7 93.3 6.7 
15. Supplementary. Accident 

. & Disabilitl,Insurance 18.0 86;5 69.4 25.0 2.8. 2.8 94.4 5.6 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

, RHOSP 32.2 75.8 71 . .2 24.2 4.5 95.5 4.5 



•• ~. 

TABLE 1 (SIlI) REGION: MONTREAL (2) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE {FSI) III 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7oISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im20rtant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

l. 'Chartered Banks 59.8 86.9 52.5 37.7 9.8 90.2 9.8 
2. Trust Com2anies 17.6 55.6 50.0 44.4 5.6 94.4 5.6 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

P02ulaires 55.9 82.5 61.4 31.6 5.3 1.8 93.0 Z.Q 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 9.8 54.5 45.5 . 27.3 18.2 Com2anies 9.1 54.5 45.5 
5. Credit Card Service 58.8 38.3 
6. Stock Brokers, 

60.0 3Q.0 2,7 ;i.;i 20,0 10.0 

Investment Counselors ... 11.8 58.;i 5!!.;i jl:i.O 12,Z ll3.3 1ft.Z 
7. . Income Tax, Financial 

Counseling Service 35.3 66.7 66.7 22.2 8.3 .. 2.8 88.9 11.1 . 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 68.6 81.4 65.7 27.1 7.1 92.9 7.1 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 26.4 66.7 66.7 29.6 3.7- 96.3 3.7 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 50.0 70.6 56.9 37.3 2.0 3.9 94.1 5.9 
11. Personal Liability 

Insurance 51.0 78.8 59.6 40.4 -- 100.0 
12. Life Insurance 71 ,5 !!Q.!! 63.0 31.5 4.1 1.4 24.5 5.5 I-' 

0'1 13. Auto Insurance 22.2 lll.Z 23.4 22.5 Z.1l Z.1l llS.!:! 14.0 (J1 
14. Government Workmens 

Com2ensation ll.Z 22.Z 33.3 25.0 25.0 12.Z Sll.3 41.7 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disabilit~ Insurance 17.6 77.8 44.4 44.4 11.1 88.9 11.1 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

RHOSP 41.2 78.6 54.8 31.0 11.9 2.4 85.7 14.3 



,. 
TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: REST OF QUEBEC (3) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE; IMPORTANCERATINGj SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 
CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 

% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Important Rating 
1. Chartered Banks 49.1· 83.3 

Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank· 
.68.5 29.6 1.9 98.1 1.9 

2. Trust Companies 10.0 54.5 54.5' 36.4 9.1' 90.9 9.1 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 73.6 84.0 Populaires 75.3 18.5 4.9.1.2 93.8 6.1 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Companies 8.2 22.2 55.6 33.3 11.1 88.9 11.1 
5. Credit Card Service 37.2 39.0 65.9 34.1 100.0 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors ... 5.4 83.3 16.7 50.0 16.7 16.7 33.3 66.7 
7. Income Tax, Financial 

, Counsel i ng Servi ce 35.5 79.5 59.0 33.0 7.7 92.3 7.7 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 74.6 . 89.0 65.9 28.0 4.9 1.2 93.9 6.1 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 22.8 68.0 48.0 40.0 12.0 88.0 12.0 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 59.1 86.2 64.6 35.4 100.0 
11. Personal Liability 

Insurance 52.7 82.8 60.3 39.7 100.0 
12. Life Insurance 67.2 81.1 55.4 41.9 2.7 97.3 2.7 
13. Auto Insurance 74.5 86.6 53.7 39.0 4.9 2.4 92.7 7.3 
14. Gnvernment Workmens 

Compensation 10.9 76.9 50.0 50.0 100.0 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disability Insurance 21.8 83.3 58.3 41. 7 100.0 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

RHOSP 28.2 80.6 61.3 38.7 100.0 



• TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: TORONTO (4) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCt (FSI) III 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by %OF PURCHASERS ~ OF PURCHASERS . 

having . rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im~ortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank· Total Rank 

l. Chartered Banks Z9.]· 90.8 ZO ] ]9 5 9 2 ] ] 89 Z ] Q 3 
2. Trust Com~anies 30.9 Z9.!! 58.8 38.2 2.9 9Z.] 2 9 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Po~ulaires 27.2 83.3 80.0 13.3 6.7 93.3 6.7 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Com~anies 15.4 82.4 70.6 17.6 5.9 5.9 ·88.2 11.8 
5. Credit Card Service 52.7 53.4 69.0 22.4 8.6 91.4 ll.2 
6 . Stock Brokers, 

. Investment C6unselors ... 14.6 62.5 87.5. 6,3 6.~ 23.1l 12.6 7. Income Tax, Financial 36.3· Counseling Service 87.5 85.0 15.0 100.0 
8. GOQernment Health· 76.4 Insuramce 91.7 81.0 15.5 3.6 96.4 3.6 
9. Supplementary Health 30.9 Insurance 97.1 79.4 11.8 2.9 5.9 91.2 8.8 

10. Homeowners or Renters 
Insurance 45.4 94.0 86.0 14.0 100.0 

11. Personal Liabil ity 34.6 Insurance 81.6 68.4 31.6 100.0 
12. Life Insurance 56.3 79.0 85.5 12·2 1.2 91l.!! ] 6 I-' 
13. Auto Insurance 76.4 92.9 75.0 12.Q 2.!! 3.2 9!!.0 6.0 

O'l 

14. Government Workmens -..J 

Com~ensation 11.8 92.3 69.2 15.4 7.7 7.7 84.6 15.4 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disabilit~ Insurance 13.6 73.3 60.0 33.3 6.7 93.3 6.7 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

RHOSP 37.3 80.5 68.3 29.3 2.4 97.6 2.4 



CATEGORY. 

1. Chartered Banks 
2. Trust Companies 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Populai res 
4~ Consumer·Loan or· Finance 

Companies 
5. Credit Card Service 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment· Counselors ... 
7. Income Tax, Financial 

Counseling Service 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 
11 .. Personal Liability 

Insurance 
12. Li fe Insurance 
13. Auto Insurance 
14. Government Workmens 

. Compensation 
15 . Supplementary Accident 

. . & Disability Insurance 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

·RHOSP 

TABLE 1 (SIlI) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: 

REGION: REST OF ONTARIO (5) 
SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

... PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased . Important Rating Quite Somewhat . Somewhat .Quite. .Total Rank· Total Rank 

6.4 85.7 .63.1· 28.6 . 4.8 ·3.6 91;7 8.4 
22.7 80.0 52.0· 32.0 4.0 12.0 84.0 16.0 

20.9 78.3 73.9 17.4 8.7 91.3 8.7 
10.9 41.7 58.3 25.0 16.7 83.3 16.7 
57.9 46.0 63.5 27.0 4.8 4.8 90.4 9.6 

8.1 55.6 44.4 44.4 . 11.1 88.8 11.1 

37.3 85.4 68.3 26.8 4.9 95.] 4.9 

76.3 94.0 60.7 33.3 3.6 2.4 94.0 6.0 

41.8 76.1 ·80.4 17.4 2.2 97.8 22 

44.6 81.6 73.5 24.5 2.0 98.0 2.0 

43.7 85.4 62.5 37.5 100.0 
59.1 81.5 56.9 38.5 4.6 95.4 4.6 
75.5 91.6 61.4 32.5 2.4 3.6 94.0 6.0 

12.7 85.7 57.1 35.7 1·1 92.9 7.1 

24.5 81.5 42.3 46.2 U.S 88.5 11.5 

39.1 83.7 69.8 23.3 7.0 93.0 7.0 

f-' 
0'\ 
(X) 

. 
. ~ 



• •• 
TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: MAN/SASK(6) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
- -

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SAiiSFACTION7DISSATISFACTIOR 
% of Respondents . % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Imeortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

l. Chartered Banks 69.1 85.1 71.6 19.4 3.0 6.0 91.0 9.0 
2. Trust Comeanies 2l. 1 Zl.~ 61.9 23.8 4.8 9.5 85.7 . 14.3 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Poeulaires 53.6 88.5 71.2 21.2 7.7 92.3 7.7 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Comeanies 13 4 Z6.9 53.8 38.5 7.7 92.3 7.7 
5. Credit Card Service 59 8 5l.Z 63.8 ;24.5 1.7 98.3 1.7 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors .. ~ 4 1 15 Q 50.0 ;;0.0 100.0 
7. Income Tax, Financial 4.6 Counseling Service 45.4 95.5 75.0 20.5 2.3 2.3 95.5 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 71.1 91.3 76.8 17.4 2.9 2.9 94.2 5.8 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 33.0 84.4 71.9 25.0 3.1 96.9 3.1 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 57.7 85.7 76.8 21.4 1.8 98.2 1.8 
11. Personal Liability 

Insurance 49.5 85.4 75.0 18.8 6.3. 93.8 6.3 
12. Life Insurance 28.Q f·O 6.0 92.0 8.0 f-I 

51 5 Z8 {] 64 Q 0'1 
13. Auto Insurance SO a 84 6 65.4 24.4 ;;.1 5.1 89.8 10.2 1.0 
14. - Government Workmens 

Comeensation 15.4 73.3 73.3 6.7 20.0. 80.0· 20.0 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disabilit~ Insurance 18.5 .77.8 61.1 33.3 5.6 94.4 5.6 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

RHOSP 49.5 79.2 62.5 29.2 6.3 2.1 91.7 8.4 



CATEGORY 

1. Chartered Banks 
2. Trust Companies 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Populaires 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Companies 
5. Credit Card Service 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors ... · 
7. Income Tax, Financial 

Counseling Service 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 
11. Personal liabil ity 

Insurance 
12. Life Insurance 
13. Auto Insurance 
14, G0vernment Workmens 

Compensation 
15. Supplementary Accident 

16. 
& Disability Insurance 
Pens.ion Plans, RRSP, 
RHOSP 

TABLE 1 (SIlI) REGION: ALBERTA (7) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES. 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by . % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Important Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite' 
·84.5 92.0 52.9 35.6 8.0 3.4 

24.3 68.0 40.0 52.0 4.0 4.0 

33.9 74.3 68.6 28.6 . 2.9 

18.5 42.1 26.3 47.4' 10.5 15.8 

65.0 38.8 62.7 32.8 3.0 1.5 

)3.6 28.6 35.7 35.7 28.6 

38.9 70.0 70.0 25.0 5.0 

77.7 87.5 70.0 22.5 5.0 ' 2.5 

60.2 72.6 72.6 25.8 1.6 

41.7 79.1 62.8 32.6 2.3. 2.3 

43.7 75.6 60.0 40.0 
46 7 75 a 64.6 31.3 4.2 
80 6 90 4 50.6 41.0 6.0 2.4 

24 3 80 a 36.0 36.0 12.0 16.0 

24.2 76.0 56.0 44.0 

42.7 75.0 54.5 38.6 2.3 4.5 

TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% OF PURCHASERS 

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED. 
Total Rank Total Rank 
·88.5 11;4 
92.0 8.0 

97.1 2.9 

73.7 26.3 

95.5 4.5 

71.4 28.6 

95.0 5.0 

92.5 7.5 

98.4 1.6 

95.4 4.6 

100.0 
95.8 4.2 
91.6 8.4 

72.0 28.0 
100.0 

93.2 6.8 

..... 

...,J 
o 

! . ~. 



• 
CATEGORY 

1. Chartered Banks 
2. Trust Com~anies 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Po~ulaires 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Com~anies 
5. Credit Card Service 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors ... 
, 7. Income Tax, Financial 

Counseling Service 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 
11. Personal Liability 

Insurance 
12. Life Insurance 
13. ' Auto Insurance 
14. Government Workmens 

Com~ensation 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disabilit~ Insurance 
16. Pension Plans, RRSP, 

, RHOSP 

~ ." 
TABLE 1 (SIll) REGION: VANCOUVER (8) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
"PURCHASE i 'IMPORTANCE RATING i SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI} III 
PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING 

%'of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS 
having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Purchased Im~ortant Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite 
86.1 84.7 4Z,Z 35.1 12.!i ~.5 

' 1!1 ,1; !ill.O 3!i.0 52.0 8.0 ~,O 

43.4 80.4 57.1 39.3 ,3.6 

11.6 46.7 26.7 53.3 13.3 6.7 
11.3 ~~,!i 50,0 39, ] 6,5 4,3 
17.9 43.5 34.8 56.5 4.3 4.3 

34.1 68.9 65.9 31.8, 2.3 

72;9 90.5 71.3 24.5 1.1 3.2 

22.5 69.0 58.6 37.9 3.4 

58.9 77.6 53.3 43.4 1.3 

40.4 73.1 59.6 38.5 1.9 
43 4 69 6 50 0 42 9 1 ] 
85 3 83 6 4] 3 33 9 ]7 4 1 3 
21.0 66.7 44~4 40.7 3_.7 11.1 

17.1 77.3 63.6 36.4 

51.2 75.8 51.5 40.9 6.1 1.5 

TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTIoN 
% OF PURCHASERS 

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Total Rank Total Rank 
82.9 ] 1.] 
88,0 ]2.0 
96.4 3.6 

80.0 20.0 
89 2 ]0,8 
91.3 8.6 

,97.7 2.3 

95.7 4.3, 

96.6 3.4 

,98.7 1.3 

98.1 1.9 
92 9 1 ] 
15 2 24 1 
85.2 14.8 

100.0 --
92.4 7:6 

I-' 
-....J 
I-' 



• 
CATEGORY 

l. Chartered Banks 
2. Trust Comeanies 
3. Credit Unions or Caisses 

Poeulaires 
4. Consumer Loan or Finance 

Comeanies 
5. Credit Card Service 
6. Stock Brokers, 

Investment Counselors ... 
7. Income Tax, Financial 

Counseling Service 
8. Government Health 

Insuramce 
9. Supplementary Health 

Insurance 
10. Homeowners or Renters 

Insurance 
11. Personal Liability 

Insurance 
12. Life Insurance 
13. Auto Insurance. 
14. Government Workmens 

Comeensation 
15. Supplementary Accident 

& Disabilit~ Insurance 
16. Pension .Plans, RRSP, 

RHOSP 

.~ 

TABLE 1 (SII 1) REGION: REST OF B.C. (9) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE (FSI) III 

PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION RATING 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by . % OF PURCHASERS 

having. rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Imeortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite 

79.1 !l2.!i :21.:2 33 8 lO 3 4 4 
14.Q ~1.1 :28.3 35 3 8 3 
45.4 64.1 61.5 33.3 5.1 --
15.1 4'6.2 46.2 30.8 23.1 
10.9 42.2 61.2 21.!l 3 3 1 6 
11.6 50.0 50.0 50.0 

45.4 76.9 59.0 30.8 7.7 2.6 

75.5 89.2 80.0 15.4 3.1 1.5 

20.9 55.6 66.7 33.3 

48.8 88.1 54.8 33.3 4.8 7.1 

47.7 73.2 51.2 43.9 4.9 
SQ.Q 51.2 41 6 41 6 2 4 2 4 
8!l.:2 85 1 46 8 42 9 1 8 2 6 
19.7 58.8 58.8 35.3 5.9 

13.5 55.0 55~0 30.0 15.0 

40.7 62.9 57.1 34.3 5.7 2.9 

TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION 
~ OF PURCHASERS 

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Total Rank Total Rank 
85 3 14 Z 
91 Z 8 3 
94.9 . 5.1 

76.9 23.1 
!lS 1 4 9 

100.0 

89.8 10.3 

95.4 4.6 

100.0 

88.1 11.9 

95.1 4.9 
95 2 4 8 
89 fi ]0 4 
94.1 5.9 

85.0 15.0 

91.4 8.6 

I-' 
~ 
N 



CATEGORY 

1. Apartment Rental 
2. House Rental 
3. Cottage Rental 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 

Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

Rental 
7. Equipment,Too1, Party 

Supply Rental 
8. Furniture Appliance 

Rental 
9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

Service 

TABLE 1 (SIV) . REGION: ATLANTIC (1) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: ·SERVICES 
PURCHASE i IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 
PURCHASE 

% of Respondents 
having 

Purchased 
. 19 1 

8 3 
2 9 
3 5 

45.9 

12.2 

15.6 

4.9 

2.0. 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED· SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Important Rat i ng . -Qn-u-'-'i""t~e~~So!.!m::!:e:'-W:;:-ha:-:;t'------'S~o:='m~ew~h!!a~t~Q~u~i:;:-te---;Ti'":o"'ta--;l~~R~aC:n~k--T"'!o~t:'::a~l ~~Ra!.!n:';:k~ 
89 7 38.5 28 2 23 1 10 3 66 7 33 4 
76 5 47 1 47 1 5 9 94 1 5 9 
16 7 50 0 33 3 16 7 83 3 16 7 
42 9 57 1 42 9 100 a 
37.2 47.9 40.4 8.5 3.2 88.3 11.7 

24.0 40.0 48.0 8.0 4.0 88.0 12.0 

6.1 34.4 50.0 9.4 6.3 84.4 15.7 

20.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 

25.0· 25.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 
10. Local Public Transportation. 
11. Inter-City Bus Service 

29 7 47 5 34 4 47 5 14 8 3 3 82 a 88 a 
12. Air Commuter/Charter 

Service 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 
14. Passenger Train 
15. Local Taxi 
16. Post Office 
17. Local Natural Gas Co. 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Supplies 
19. -Local Telephone Co. 
20. Local Electric Co. 
21. Local Water Co. 
22. Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

21 5 

10.8 

30.7 
14.1 
52 2 
88 8 

7 8 

78.6 
93 2 
93 1 
52 6 
80 5 
47 3 

. 45 5 38 6 47 7 

54.5 54.5 40.9 

65.1 55.6 31.7 
44.8 51.7 37 9 
33 6 43 a 43 9 
81 9 44 3 35 5 
64 7 68 8 31 3 
93.2 67.1 24.8 
83 2 58 1 . 29 3 
93 2 52 9 28 8 
88 a 63 9 31 5 
84 8 69 1 24 8 
29 9 48 5 36 

11 4 2 3 86 4 137 

4.5 95.5 4.5 

6.3 6.3 87.3 12.6 
6 9 3 4 89 7 10 3 

11 2 1 9 86 9 131 
137 6 6 79 8 20 3 

100 a 

5.0 3.1 91.9 8.1 
73 5 2 87 4 125 

126 5 8 81 7 18 4 
4 6 95 4 4 6 
5 5 06 939 6 

II 3 4 1 84 5 15 4 



TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: MONTREAL (2) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

CATEGORY . PURCHASE· IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION7DISSAfISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATIsFACTION7DlsSATISFACTION . 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Imeortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite .Total . Rank Total Rank 

l. Aeartment Rental 40.2 <)0.2 34.1 36 6 19 5 9 8 11l 1 29 3 
2. House Rental B·!! 11.8 444 33 3 22 2 11 8 22 2 
3. Cottage Rental 8,B 33.3 556 33 3 1] 88 9 ] ] 

-4. Mobile Home Rental f.Q SQ.Q SO 0 SO 0 ]Illl Il 5. Room in Hotel, Motel 
Resort 56.9 37.9 43.1 48.3 5.2 3.4 91.4 8.6 

6. Car, Truck, Trailer 
Rental 14.7 53.3 46.7 33.3 20.0 80.0 20.0 

7. Equipment,Tool, Party 
Sueel::t Rental 6.9 14.3 85.7 100.0 

8. Furnlture Appllance 
Rental 5.9 33.3 33.3 50.0 16.7 83.3 16.7 

9. Uniform, Linen, Di aper . 
Service 52.0 28.6 42.9 57.1 100.0 

10. Local Public Transeortation 31.3 60.0· 4] 5 34 0 ] 8 9 5 1 15 5 . 24 6 11. Inter-Cit::t Bus Service 34.3 60 0 41l 0 45 1 ]] 4 2 9 85 7 ]4 '5 
12, Air Commuter7Charter 

Service 26.5 44.4 48.1 40.7 7.4 3.7 88.8 11.1 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 35.2 50.0 58.3 36.1 2.8 2.8 94.4 5.6 I-' 
14. Passenger Train 23 5 4] 1 31 S 3:Z 5 ZO.8 4.Z 15.0 ZS.Q ~ 

15. Local Taxi 12 5 40 5 31.3 45 3 9.3 8.0 8Z.1 11.3 
11:>0 

IT: Post Office 93 ] 80 Il 32 6 36 8 ] 8 9 ]] 6 69.5 30.5 
17. Local Natural Gas Co. ] 2 1 66 2 55 fi 38 9 5 6 94.4 5.6 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, oil 

Sueelies 53.9 89.1 56.4 30;9 10.9 1.8 87.3 12.7 
19. Local Teleehone Co. 91l 2 81 I M 5 3] 2 ] ] 3 2 95 1 1 3 
20. Local Electric Co. 91l] 9] 4 S9 ] 28 Il 8 fi 4 3 81 I 12.9 
2l. Local Water Co. 1S 4 89 6 61 ] 22 fi 3 9 ] 3 94 1 5 Z 
22. Local Garbage Service 88 2 86 1 63 3 31l Il 4 4 2 2 93 3 6.6 
23. Cable TV7Antenna Service 31 2 34 2 28 9 26 3 34 2 1Q 5 55.3 41.1 



CATEGORY 

-~. 

TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: REST OF QUEBEC (3) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTioN STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: 

PURCHASE 
% of Respondents 

having 
Purchased 

RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 
IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING. TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 

% of Purchasers Rank by' __ """'"',...:;;%,;o;.;F,.,.:...P.::;UR::..:C::.:H::..:A.::;SE:.:.R:;:;S:.".".,,....,.=,,....,,,,,-___ --;,.....-r.%~O~F,..;P~U::.:R:.:::C:..:;HA",",S;.,;;E:;;.RS,,=,=",,-;:r;-
rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

Important Rating- Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 
_1~·~rrAp~a~r~tm~e~n~t~Re~n~t~a~1-----~2~J~8~--___ ~8~3~3L_ _______ ~33.~3 __ ~4~1_7~ __ ~25~0~_~ ___ ~75~0~ ____ ~2~S~O ___ __ 

2. House Rental 5 4 83 3 66 7 16 7 16 7 83 3 16 7 
3. Cottage Rental 1 8 . 50 a . 100 0 .100 d 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 

Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

Rental 
7. Equipment,Tool, Party 

Supply Rental 
8. Furniture Appliance 

Rental 
9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

Service 
10. Local Public Transportation 
11. Inter-City Bus Service 
12. Air Commuter/Charter 

Service 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 
14. Passenger Train 

16: Post Office 
17. Local Natural Gas Co. 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Supplies' 
19. - Local Telephone Co. 
20. Local Electric Co. 
21. Local Water Co. 
22. Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

40 a 52 3 54 5 

10 9 33 3 25 a 

16 3 278 38 9 

3 6 25 0 50 a 
0.9 100.0 

36 4 75 0 25 a 
35 5 744 25 6 

15 5 64 7 47 1 

2' 8 62 5 50 0 
21 9 70.8 50.0 

-42 7 57 4 55 3 
90 0 83 8 52 5 
10 9 91 7 33 3 

67 2 93 2 608 
55.9 55 9 

89 , 96 9 54 1 
60 9 95 5 62.7 
92 8 83 3 64 7 
45 5 56.0 38.8 

38.6 4.5 2.3 93.2 

75.0 100.0 

55 6 5.6 94.4 

50 a 100,0 
100.0 

42 5 17 5 15 0 67 5 
51 3 15 4 7 7 76 9 

47 1 5 9 94 I 

41 7 8 3 91 7 
4.2 12 5 83.3 

38 3 2.1 4 3 93.6 
36 4 7 1 4 0 88.9 
58 3 8 3 91.7 

31 1 5.4 2.7 91.9 
26 5 II .8 5,9 82.4 
35 7 9 2 1 0 89,8 
28 4 7.5 1.5 91.0 
30 4 2.9 2.0 95.1 
40·8 10.2 10,2 79.6 

6.8 

5.6 

100.0 

32 5 
23 1 

5 9 

8 3 
16.7 
6,4 

11.1 
8 3 

8.1 
17.7 
10.2 
9.0 
4.9 

20.4 

~I 



• 
CATEGORY 

.1 .. Apartment Rental 
2. House Rental· 
3. Cottage Rental 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 

Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

Rental 
. 7 .. Equipment,Tool, Party 

Supply Rental 
8. Furmture Appliance 

Rental . 
9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

Service 

~ •• 
TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: TORONTO (4) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
·PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 
PURCHASE 

%of Respondents 
having . 

Purchased 
19 1 
8.2 
2 7 
2 7 

36.3 

16.4 

14.5 

3.6 

2.7 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS . % OF PURCHASERS 

rat i ng Importance -".-r-;-.=SA:.;,.T:..,:I;.o.S.;,-F::.:I E==D~--:-_-".::Oc..:;I-=SS;:..;A-,-,T..;:I.::.;SF'-ili-=Ec;.D-;--_--.,...,.....;S;.;..A,-,-T..::.I S;:..;F,...:I;..=E.,..D_-",;D;:..;I;..;;:S~S;.;;.AT;;..;I;..=S..;..F::.:I E::.:;D:-
Important Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

90 5 38 I 28 6 28 6 4 8 66 7 334 
lOa a 88 9 111 88 9 II 
66 7 lOa a 100 a 

lOa a 33 3 66 7 33 3 66 7 

40.0 37.5 . 50.0 7.5 5.0 87.5 12.5 

44.4 55.6 22.2 5.6 16.7 77.8 22.3 

17.6 43.8 50.0 6.3 93.8 6.3 

50.0 25.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 

66.7 33.3 33.3 33.3 '.66.7 33.3 
10. Local Public Transportation 
11. Inter-City Bus Service 67 3 69 3 52 7 2B 4 10 8 8 1 81 1 1 8 9 

12. Air Commuter/Charter 
Service 

13. MaJor Scheduled Airline 
Service 

14 .. Passenger Tra; n 
15. Local Taxi 
~Post Office 
17. Local Natural Gas Co. 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Supplies 
19. Local Telephone Co. 

21. Local Water Co. 
22. Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

42 8 

10.0 . 

36.4 
20 9 
50 a 
90 9 
41 8 

61.8 
93.6 
86.4 
78.2 
87.3 
83.6 

85 1 

36.4 

55.0 
52 2 
43 6 
85 1 
913 

92.6 
90.3 
92.6 
93.0 
90.6 
65.2 

66 a 
54.5 

72.5 
60 9 
60 a 
45 a 
84 8 

82.4 
75.7 
81.1 
86.0 
78.1 
65.2 

21 3 

36.4 

20.0 
34 8 
34 5 
21 a 
130 

11.8 
15.5 
17.9 
10.5 
16.7 
27.2 

4 3 
9.1 

5.0 

3 6 
21 0 

2 2 
5.9 
6.8 
1.1 
1.2 
5.2 
6.5 

8 5 

2.5 
4 3 
1 8 

130 

1.9 

2.3 

L1 

87 2 

90.9 

92.5 . 

95 7 
94 5 
66 0 
97 8 

94.1 
91.3 
98.9 
96.5 
94.8 
92.4 

12 8 

9.1 

7.5 
4 3 
5 4 

34 0 
2 2 

5.9 
8.7 
1.1 
3.5 
5.2 
7.6 . 



CATEGORY 

1. 
2. 
3. 

. -4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

Apartment Rental 
House Rental 
Cottage Rental 
Mobile Home Rental 
Room in Hotel, Motel 
Resort 
Car, Truck, Trailer 
Rental . 
Equipment,Tool, Party 
Supply Rental . 

8.· Furniture Appl iance 
Rental 

9. Uniform, Linen~· Diaper 
Service 

/"""' .. 

TABLE 1. (SIV) REGION:· REST .OF ONTARIO (5) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 

SECTION: . RENTALS , PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION , UTILITIES (RTU) IV 
PURCHASE 

% of Respondents 
having 

Purchased 
15 4 
10 9 

5 5 . 
a 9 

47 3 

19.1 

10.0 

4.5 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING· TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Impo rtant Ra t i ng ""'O""u""'i"'t=:e :..:.:....::.:: . .;"So:..:m:.:::e....,w;:-ha::-:;tc:-------;S'""o~m-:cew=.:h:=-=a7t~O;.=uc:;;.i t:::-ec:----'T'=o-.:-ta=-'IF=iR"'a~nr:-k--'f'T o:-:;t:':::a~l :":":"':~Ra-:Cn='ik:-

94 41 2 29 4 23 5 5 9 70 6 29 4 
91 7 50 a 25 a 16 7 8 3 75 a 25 0 

83 3 16 7·· 100 a 
10n 0 100 0 

32 7 42 3 46 2 9 6 1 9 88 5 lJ 5 

33.3 57.1 33.3 4.8 4.8 90.4 9.6 

36.4 72.7 27.3 100.0 

60.0 80.0 20.0 100.0 

56.0 10.0 4.0 86.0 14.0 ·10. Local Public Transportation 60.0 30.0 45.5 
Inter-City Bus Service 11. 

12. 

13 . 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 

Air Commuter/Charter 
Service 

. Major Scheduled Airl1ne 
Service 
Passenger Train 

Post Office 
Local Natural Gas Co. 
Local Gas, Fuel; Oil 
Supplies 

19 .. Local Telephone Co. 
20. Local Electric Co. 
21. Local Water Co. 
22. Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

31.8 60.0 31.4 
18.2 50.0 35.0 

38.2 47.6 38.1 
26.3 48.3 31.0 
52.8 31.0 ·39.7 
92.7 69.6 23.5 

. 45.4 92.0 55.1 
58.2 87.5 53.1 
93.6 87.4 61.2· 
90.0 90.9 57.6 
85.5 89.4 ·56.4 
90.9 82.0 68.0 
63.7 57.1 57.1 

45.7 17.1 5.7 77.1 22.8 

50.0 10.0 5.0 85.0 15.0 

47.6 11.9 2.4 85.7 14.3 
51.7 10.3 6.9 82.8 17.2 
53.4 5.2 1.7 93.1 6.9 
38.2· 30.4 7.8 61.8 38.2 
36.7 8.2 91.8. 8.2 
42.2 3.1 1.6 95.3 4.6 
27.2 9.7 1.9 88.3 11.6 
34.3·. 6.1 2.0 .91.9 8.1 
34.0 7.4 2.1 . 90.4 9.5 
28.0· 4.0 96.0 4.0 
34.3 5.7 2.9 91.4 8.6 



CATEGORY 

1. Apartment Rental 
2. House Rental' 
3. . Cottage Rental' 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 

Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

Rental 
7.. Equipment, Tool, Party 

Supply Rental 
8. Furniture.Appliance 

Rental 
9, Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

Service 

TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: MAN/SASK (6) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING i SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
.SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

PURCHASE. 
% of Respondents 

having 
Purchased 

7.2 
10.3 . 
4.1 
4.1 

59.8 

13.4 

12.4 

3.1 

6.2 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION ·RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Purchasers Rank by __ =""%~0'i=-F,..:P,-,U:.:.:Rc;:.;CHc:;.A.:.;:S.::;ER:":;S~=="=,,o;--___ --""='ii-%:=-i0;-:,F,,,,.:-;PU:;.;.R;.;;.C:..:;HA<-;S,;;:E~RS,,==~ 

rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Important Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank· Total Rank 

57.1 14;3 28.6 14.3. 42.142.9 57.2 
80.0 10.0 80.0 10~0 90.0 10.0 
25.0 50.0 25.0 -- 25.0 75.0 25.0 
25.0 50.0 . 50.0 100.0. 

43.1 53.4 32.8 12.1 1.7 86.2 .13.8 

38.5 . 38.5 38.5 23.1 77.0 23.1 

16.7. 41.7 41. 7 16.7 83.3 16.7 

66.7 33.3 100.0 

50,0 66,7 33,3 100,0 
10. Local PUbliC_Transportation 
11. Inter-City Bus Service 

46,4 51.1 53,3 35.6 . n.l 88.9 11.1 

12. Air Commuter/Charter 
Service 

13, Major Scheduled Airline 
Service 

14, Pa~senger Train 

17. Local Natural Gas Co, 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, oil 

Supplies 
19. Local Telephone Co. 

21. Local Water Co. 
22. Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

36.1 . 

7,2 

38,2 

14.4 
36,0 
94.8 
72.1 

67,0 
85,9 
92 7 
74.2 
773 
52 5 

57,1 

14.3 

51.4 
50,0 
31.4 
78,3 
88.6 
87.7 
87,1 
91 1 
89.2 
82.7 
47.1 

54,3 
42.9 

54.1 
35,7 
38.2 
32.6 
67,1 . 

63,1 
65.6 
64.4 
60.8 
50.7 
43.1 

34,3 
42,9 

37,8 
50,0 
47,1 
42,4 
25.7 
27.7 
26.9 
25.6 
33.8 
26.7 
39.2 

11.4 
14,3 

8.1 
14,3 
U.S 
16,3 
5.7 
6.2 
7,5 
5,6 
2.7 

17·3 
15.7 

2.9 
8.7 
1.4 
3.1 

4,4 
. 2,7 

5,3 
2,0 

88.6 
85.7 

91..9 
85,7 
85.3 . 
75.0 
92,9 
90,8 
92,5 
90,0 
94,6 
77.3 
82,4 

11.4 
14,3 

8.1 
14,3 
14,7 
25.0 
7.1 
9,3 
7.5 

10.0 
5.4 

22,6 
17,7 

I-' 
-....I 

.00 



• 
CATEGORY 

~. 

TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASE; IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

.~. 

ALBERTA (7) 

PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION 
% of Respondents. % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

DISSATISFIED having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED 
Purchased Im~ortant Rating guite Somewhat Somewhat guite Total Rank Total Rank 

1. A~artment Rental 1Z.S 83.3 33 3 38 9 16 Z 11 1 Z2 2 21 8 
2. House Rental ]],6 . 1S 0 33 3 33 3 ]6 Z Hi 1 66 Z 33 3 
3. Cottage Rental ],0 100 0 100 0 

-4 . . Mobile Home Rental 2.0 SO.O lOa a 100 0 5. Room in Hotel, Motel 
Resort 60.2 25.S 45.2 46.S 6.5 1.6 91.9 8.i 

6. Car, Truck, Trailer 
Rental 17.5 22.2 66.7 33.3 100.0 

7. Equipment,Tool, Party 
Su~~ l:t Rental 23.3 12.5 . 5S.3 41.7 . 100.0 

8. Furniture Appliance 
Rental 4.9 40.0 40.0 20.0 SO.O 20.0 

9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 
Service 3.9 25.0 75.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 

10. Local Public Trans~ortation ilZ 6 42 9 34 1 SS 6 1 4 898 10 2 11. Inter-Cit~ Bus Service 3] 1 344 406 S3 6 3 931 6 3 
12. Air Commuter/Charter. 

Service 21.3 40.9 59.1 36.4 4.5 95.5 4.5 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 45.7 46.8 59.6 36.2 2.1 2.1 95.S 4.2 
14. passenyer Train 12 Z 38 5 61 5 30 8 2 1 !l2 2 2 1 15. Local axi 36 9 . 18 d 36 8 39 5 ] 5 8 2 9 26 3 23 1 16. . Post Office 96 2 21 8 19 2 36 4 21 3 ]1 2 55 6 44 4 17. Local Natural Gas Co. 90 3 83 9 51 0 33 3 6 5 3 2 90 3 9 7 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Su~~lies 68.9 76.1 60.6 35.2. 4.2 95.S 4.2 
19. Local Tele~hone Co. 96 1 82 8 53 '5 34 3 8 ] 4 0 82 9 12 1 
20. Local Electric Co. 90 3 89 2 62 a 31 2 54 93 5 6 5 21. Local Water Co. ZZ6 88 2 65 0 30 0 3 ']. 2 95 0 4 9 22. Local Garbage Service 81 5 12.::1 5']. 1 33 3 ']. 1 2 .::I 90 5 9 5 23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 53 4 34 5 49 1 34 5 10 9 5 5 83 6 16 4 

I-' 
--..J 
~ 



TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: VANCOUVER (8) 
,CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

CATEGORY 

Apartment Rental. 
2. House Rental 
3. ,Cottage Rental 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 
5.' Room in Hotel, Motel 

Resort 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 

Rental 
7. Equipment,Tool, Party' 

Supply Rental 
'8. Furni ture App 11 ance 

Rental ' 
9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

. Service 

PURCHASE; 
SECTION: ' 

PURCHASE 
% of Respondents 

having -
Purchased 

19 4 
14 7 

66.7 

17.8 

25.6 

0.8 

2.3 
10. Local Public Transportation 80.6 
11. Inter-City Bus Service 
12. Air Commuter/Charter 

Service 
13. ' Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 
14. Passenger Tra1n 

17. Loca 1 Natural Gas Co. 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Supplies, ' 
19. Local Telephone Co. 

21. Local Water Co. 
22. 'Local Garbage Service 
23. Cable TV/Antenna Service 

49.6 

21.8 

78.9 
15.5 
53.5 
91.5 
62.0 

68.4 
96.1 
90.0 
65.9 
88.4 ' 
80 6 

IMPORTANCE RATING; SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING 
RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACTION/DISSATISFAcTION RATING TOTAL SATISFAcTION/DISSATISFACTIoN 
% of Purchasers ,Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

rat i ng Impo rta nce --,-, rSAA-Tr;I";;S"'"F~I E~D":-::'=::":':::~D"I~SS"'A~T'TI r.SF=>I"'EnD---,--'S"'A'TT.;I S;:;F~IFEDn'-'~''-';D~IFiiS7ST-ATr;I7'S'i''FTiI E"i'D' 
1m ortant Ratiri uite Somewhat Somewhat u1te ' Total Rank Total Rank 

84 a 211 () 5(j () 12 0 4 0 
100 0 4? 136 8 15 8 5 3 

50 0 ]00 0 
100.0 ,100.0 

29.1, 

30.4 

12.1 

100.0 

56.7 
, 56;3 

50.0 

63.2 
45.0 
25.7 
74.6 
78.7 
78.2, 
83.1 
87.9 
80.0 
75,4 
38.5 

36.0 

39,.1 

42.4 

100.0 

33.3 

30.8 
32.8 
57.1 

42.1 
30.0 
26.1 

, 19 ~ 2 
54.3 
39.1 
36.3 
53.0 
58.8 
57,0 
44.7 

53.5 

43.5 

48.5 

49.0 
50.0 
21.4 

42.1 
30.0 
62.3 
36.7 
34.6 

48.3 
41.1 
35.7 
36.5 
36,0 
35.9 

8.1 

4.3 

9.1 

66.7 
12.5 
14.1 
17.9 

11.8 
20.0 
11.6 
21. 7 
4.9 

6.9 

12.9 
7.0 
3.5 
4.4 

14,6 

2:3 

13.0 ' 

7.7 
3.1 

, 3.6 

3.9 
20.0 

22.5 
6.2 
5.7 
9.7 
4.3 
1.2 
2,6 
4,9 

84 0 
78 9 

lOa 0 

89.5 

82.6 

90.9 

100.0 

33.3 

79.8 
82.8 
78.5 

84.2 
60.0 

, 88.4 
55.8 
88.9 
8,7.4 
77.4 
88.7 
95,3 
93,0 
80,5 

16 0 
21 I 

100.0 

10.4 

17.3 

9.1 

, ' 

66.7 
18.2 
17.2 
21.5 

15.7 
40.0 
11.6 
44.2 
ILl 

12.6 
22.6 
11.3 
4,7 
7,0 

19.5 ' 

I-' 
co 
o 

,~ , 



.......--... ~. • • TABLE 1 (SIV) REGION: REST OF B.C. (9) 
CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

PURCHASEi IMPORTANCE RATINGi SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION RATING· 
SECTION: RENTALS! PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION! UTILITIES (RTU) IV 

CATEGORY PURCHASE IMPORTANCE RATING SATISFACHON7DISSATISFACTION RATING TOTAL SATISFACTION7DISSATISFACTION . 
% of Respondents % of Purchasers Rank by % OF PURCHASERS % OF PURCHASERS 

having rating Importance SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 
Purchased Im~ortant Rating Quite Somewhat Somewhat Quite Total Rank Total Rank 

1. A~artment Rental IS.I 100;0 . 23.1 53.8 23.1 76.9 23.1 
2. House Rental 16.3 78.6 42.9 35.7 21.4 78.6 21.4 
3. Cottage Rental 5.8 60.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 80.0 20.0 

-4. Mobile Home Rental 9.3 75.0 50.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 75.0 25.0 
5. Room in Hotel, Motel 68.6 47.5 6.8 1. 7 . 91.5 8 .• 5 Resort 39.0 44.1 
6. Car, Truck, Trailer 94.1 5.9 Rental 19.8 35.3 47.1 47.1 5.9 
7. Equipment,Tool, Party 91.7 

Su~~l:t Rental 28.0 16.7 62.5 29.2 8.3 8.3 
8. Furniture Appliance 

Rental 3.5 66.7 33.3 100.0 
9. Uniform, Linen, Diaper 

Service 4.6 50.0 100.0 100.0 
10. Local Public Trans~ortation 29: 1 36.0 44.0 . 48.0 4.0 4.0 92.0 8.0 
11. Inter-Cit:t Bus Service f6.~ 39.1 50.0 50.0 100.0 
12. Air Commuter7Charter 92.3 7.7 Service 15.1 46.2 61.5 30.8 7.7 
13. Major Scheduled Airline 

Service 51.0 51.2 55.8 34.9 4.7 4.7 90.6 9.4 I-' 
14. Passenger Train l!!.0 33.3 33.3 11.7 25.0 75.0 25.0 OJ 

I-' 
15. Local Taxi 43.0 31.2 57.9 31.6 5.3 5.3 89.4 10.6 
16. Post Office 91 2 Z6.8 27.7 32.~ 18.1 14.5 67.5 ·32.6 
17. Local Natural Gas Co. 39 S 68.6 60.6 39.4 100.0 
18. Local Gas, Fuel, Oil 

Su~~lies 82.5 78.9 56.3 35.2 7.0 1.4 91.5 8.4 
19. Local Tele~hone Co. 9Z.6 Z2 6 :i1.2 32.1 13.1 3.6 83.3 16~7 
20. Local Electric Co. 95 4 82.9 :i1!. :i 3Q.~ ~.5 2.4 89.0 11.0· 
21. Local .Water Co. 81 4 Z8.9 66.2 2:i.1 2.8 5.6 91.5 8.5 
22. Local Garbage Service Z6 8 6C! Z ZO.l 23.9 }.:i 4.5 94.0 6.0 
23. Cable TV7Antenna Service 65 1 42 9 42.9 46.4 Z·1 3.6 89.3 10.7 
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TABLE 2 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 

SUMMARY TABLE: ALL SECTIONS 

REGION CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 
MORE·SAT'D LESS SAT'D SM1E 

<# of categories # of ·categories # of categories 

ATLANTIC 40 24 12 

MONTREAL 19 45 12 

REST OF QUEBEC 46 18 10 

TORONTO 49 19 9 

REST OF ONTARIO 36 20 17 

MAN./SASK. 41 24 11 

ALBERTA 28 40 8 

VANCOUVER 21 42 13 

REST OF B.C. 36 28 12 

MORE SAT'D: positive difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

LESS SAT'D: negative difference of more than 1. 0% point in 
total satisfied 

SAME: less than 1. 0% point difference in . total satisfied 

TOTAL NO. OF CATEGORIES: 76 
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TABLE 2 (SI) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL-

SECTION: REPAIRS AND GENERAL SERVICES -

REGION CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 
HORE SATID LESS SATID SAME 
# of categories # of categories # of categories 

ATLANTIC 9 9 2 

MONTREAL 6 12 2 

REST OF QUEBEC 14 4 2 

TOROHTO 15 3 2 

REST OF ONTARIO 9 6 5 

MAN./SASK. 14 4 2 

ALBERTA 4 15 1 

VANCOUVER 8 11 1 

REST OF B.C. 12 6 2 

_ HORE SATID: positive difference of more than 1.0% IJoint in 
total satisfied 

LESS SATID: negative difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

SAME: less than 1.0% point difference in total satisfied 

TOTAL NO OF CATEGORIES: 20 
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TABLE 2 (SII) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL SERVICES 

REGION CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 
MORE SATID LESS SATID SAME 
# of categories # of categories # of categories 

ATLANTIC 12 4 

MONTREAL 4 13 

REST OF QUEBEC 10 4 

TORONTO 9 6 

REST'OF ONTARIO 8 2 

MAN./SASK. 

ALBERTA 

VANCOUVER 

REST OF B.C. 

MORE SATID: 

'. LESS SAT I D: 

10 5 

4 12 

3 10 

7 8 

positive difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

negative difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

1 

0 

2 

2 

5 

2 

1 

4 

2 

.SAME: less than 1.0% point difference in total satisfied 

TOTAL NO. OF CATEGORIES: 17 

, 
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TABLE 2 (SIll) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 

SECTION: FINANCIAL SERVICES AND INSURANCE 

REGION cs/n SCORES VS. NAT I ONl-.L 
MORE SAT'D LESSSAT'D SAME 
# of categories # of categories # of categories 

ATLANTIC 9 4 3 

MONTREAL. 2 10 4 

REST OF QUEBEC 10 4 2 

TORONTO 10 2 4 

REST OF ONTARIO 8 4 4 

MAN./SASK. 

ALBERTA 

VANCOUVER 

ReST OF B.C. 

MORE SAT'D: 

LESS SAT'D: 

SAME: 

6 6 

.. 7 6 

6 .6 

5 7 

positive difference of. more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

negative difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

4 

3 

4 

4 

less than 1.0% point difference in total satisfied 

TOTAL NO. OF CATEGORIES: 16 
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TABLE 2 (SIV) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL CS/D SCORES VS. NATIONAL 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES 

REGION CS/D SCOR~S VS. NATIONAL 
MORE SAT'D LESS SAT'D SAME 
# of categories # of categories # of categories 

ATLANTIC 10 7 6 

rlONTREAL 7 10 6 

REST OF QUEBEC ·12 6 4 

TORONTO 15 7 1 

REST OF . ONTARIO 11. 8 3 

MAN./SASK. 11· 9 3 

ALBERTA 13 7 3 

VANCOUVER 4 15 4 

REST OF B.C. 12 7 4 

MORE SAT'D: positive difference of more than 1.0% point in 
total satisfied 

LESS SAT'D: negative difference of more than 1. 0% point in 
total satisfied 

SAHE: less than 1. 0% point difference in total satisfied 

TOTAL NO. OF CATEGORIES: 23 
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C. TABLE 3 (S) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/OISSATISFACTION STUQ~ SERVICES 
REGIONAL MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES 

SECTION: SUMMARY 

SATISFACTION 
REGION. 1. 00 - 1. 49 1. 50 - 1. 99 2.00 - 2.49 TOTAL SATISFACTION 

. N % N % N % N % 

. ATLANTIC OB5) 100 54.6 59 32.2 20 10.9 179 97.7 

MONTREAL (203) 36 17.7 138 68.0 20 9.9 194 95.6 

REST OF QUEBEC 45 40.9 52 47.3 12 10.9 109 99.1 
(110) 

TORONTO (100) 61 61.0 28 28.0 9 .9.0 98 98.0 

REST OF ONTM 10 43 48.3 33 37.1 12 13.5 88 98.9 
(89) 

MAN. /SASK. (82) 45 54.9 26 31.7 9 11.0 80 97.6 

ALBERTA (86) 33 38.4 34 39.5 17 19.8 84 97.7 

VANCOUVER (115) 34 29.6. 58 50.4 17 14.8 109 94.6 

REST OF B.C. 32 . 39.0 33 40.2 16 19.5 81 98.7 
·(82) 

( DISSATISFACTION 
TOTAL 

REGION 2.50 - 2.99 3.00 - 3.49 3.50 - 4.00 DISSATISFACTION 
N % N % N % N % 

ATLANTIC 3 1.6 1 0.5 4 2:1 

MONTREAL 8 3.9 1 0.5 9 4.4 

REST OF QUEBEC 1 0.9 1 0.9 

TORONTO 2 2.0 -- 2 2.0 

REST OF ONTARIO 1 1.1 1 1.1 

MAN. /SASK, 2 2.4 2 2.4 

ALBERTA 1 1.2 1 1.2 2 2.4 

VANCOUVER 6 5.2 6 5.2 

REST OF B.C. 1 1.2 1 1.2 

MISSING VALUES: ATLANTIC (2) 
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TABLE 3 (51) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY : SERVICES 
REGIONAL MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES 

SECTION: REPAIRS & GENERAL SERVICES (SMSS1) 

SATISFACTION 
·REGION 1.00 - 1.49 1.50 - 1.99 2.00 - 2.49 TOTAL SATISFACTION 

N % N % N % N % 

ATLANTIC (185) 75 41.7 50 27.8 40 22.2 165 91. 7 

MONTREAL· (203) 133 65.8 21 10.4 33 16.3 187 92.5 

REST OF QUEBEC 29 26.6 . 45 41.3 24 22.0 98 89.9 
(110) 

TORONTO (l00) 42 43.3 31 32.0 16 16.5 89 91.8 

REST OF ONTARIO 24 27.6 31 35.6 22 25.3 77 88.5 
(89) 

MAN./SASK. (82) 28 35.0 25 31.3 19 23.8 72 90.1 

ALBERTA (86) 18 21.4 28 33.3 24 28.6 70 83.3 

VANCOUVER (115) 31 27.2 36 31.6 31 27.2 98 86.0 

REST OF B. C. . 23 28.4 29 35.8 16 19.8 68 84.0 
(82) 

C DISSATISFACTION 
TOTAL 

REGION 2.50 - 2.99 3.00 - 3.49 3.50 - 4.00 DISSATISFACTION· 
N % N % N % N % 

ATLANTIC· 12 6.7 1 0.6 2 1.1 15 8.3 
MONTREAL 9 4.5 5 2.5 .1 0.5 15 7.5 
REST OF QUEBEC 9 8.3 1 . 0.9 1. 0.9 11 10.1 

TORONTO 5 5.2 2 2.1 1 1.0 8 8.3 
REST OF ONTARIO 6 6.9 4 4.6 10 11.5 
MAN./SASK. 5 6.3 2 2.5 1 1.3 8 10.1 

. ALBERTA 10 11. 9 4 4.8 14 16.7 
VANCOUVER 11 9.6 4 3.5 i 0.9 16 14.0 
REST OF B.C. 7 8.6 5 6.2 1 1.2 13 16.0 

MISSING VALUES: ATLANTIC (5); MONTREAL (1); REST OF QUEBEC (1); 
TORONTO (3); RESTOF ONTARIO (2); MAN/SASK (2); 
ALBERTA (2); VANCOUVER (I); REST OF BC (1). 



rHSSING VALUES: ATLANTIC (7); MONTREAL (1); REST OF QUEBEC (1); 
TORONTO (2); MAN/SASK (1); ALBERTA (1); 
REST OF BC (1). 
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TABLE 3(SIII) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
·REGIONAL MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES 

SECTION: FINANCIAL SERVICES & INSURANCE (SMSS3) 

SATISFACTION 
REGION 1.00 - 1.49 1. 50 - 1. 99 2.00 - 2.49 TOTAL SATISFACTION 

N % N % N .% 

ATLANTIC (185) 110 65.1 34 20.1 19 11.2 

MONTREAL (203) 56 27.7 125 61. 9 13 6.4 

REST OF QUEBEC 61 56.5 31 28.7 12 11.1 
(110) 

TORONTO (100) 73 74.5 13 13.3 6 6.1 

REST OF ONTARIO 51 58.0 17 19.3 19 21.6 
(89) 

MAN. /SASK. (82) 55 67.9 18 22.2 6. 7.4 

ALBERTA (86) 46 54.8 22 26.2 13 .15.5 

VANCOUVER (115) 48 42.5 39 34.5 22 19.5 

REST OF B.C. 41 50.0 24 29.3 11 13.4 
(82) 

DISSATISFACTION 

REGION 2.50 - 2.99 3.00 - 3.49 3.50 - 4.00 
N % N % N % 

ATLANTIC 5 3.0 1 0.6 

MONTREAL 4 2.0 2 1.0 2 1.0 

REST OF QUEBEC 2 1.9 2 1.9 

TORONTO 4 4.1 2 2.0 

REST OF ONTARIO 1 1.1 
MAN. /SASK.· 2 2.5 

ALBERTA 2 2.4 1 1.2 
VANCOUVER 1 0.9 2 1.8 1 0.9 
REST OF B.C. 6 7.3 

MISSING VALUES: ATLANTIC (16); MONTREAL (1); REST OF QUEBEC (2); 
TORONTO (2); REST OF ONTARIO (1); MAN/SASK (1); 
ALBERTA (2); VANCOUVER (2). 

N % 

163 96.4 

194 96.0 

104 96.3 

92 93.9 

87 98.9 

75 97.5 

81 96.5 

109 96.5 

76 92.7 

TOTAL 
DISSATISFACTION 

'N % 

6 3.6 

8 4.0 

4 3.8 

6 6.1 

1 1.1 

2 2.5 
3 . 3.6 

4 3.6 

6 7.3 
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. (., '. TABLE3(SIV) 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 
REGIONAL MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES 

SECTION: RENTALS, PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, AND 
UTILITIES (SMSS4) 

SATISFACTION. 
REGION 1. 00 - 1. 49 1. 50 - 1. 99 2.00 - 2.49 TOTAL SATISFACTION 

N % N % N !t N !t 

ATLANTIC (185) 88 48.4 53 29.1 31 17.0 172 94.5 

MONTREAL (203) 34 16.9, . 138 68.7 21 10.4 193 96.0 

.REST OF QUEBEC 46 42.2 37 33.9 20 18.3 103 94.4 
(110) 56 56.0 27 27.0 10 10.0 93 93.0 TORONTO (100) 

REST OF ONTA 10 41 47.1 19 21.8 .. 22 25.3 82 94.2 
(89) 

MAN./SASK. (82) 41 50.0 20 24.4 16 19.5 77 93.9 

ALBERTA (86) 31 36.0 31 36.0 18 .20.9 80 92.9 

VANCOUVER (115) 33 28.7 39 33.9 31 27.0 103 89.6 

REST OF B.C. 35 43.2 23 28.4 20 24.7 78 96.3 
(82) 

( DISSATISFACTION 
TOTAL 

REGION 2.50 - 2.99 3.00 - 3.49 3.50 - 4.00 DISSATISFACTION 
N % N % N % N % 

. ATLANTIC 5 2.7 3 1.6 2 1.1 10 5.4 

MONTREAL 6 3.0 1 0.5 1 0.5 8 4.0 . 

REST OF QUEBEC 3 2.8 2 1.8 1 0.9 6 5.5 

TORONTO 5 5.0 2 2.0 7 7.0 

REST OF ONTARIO 4 4.6 1 1.1 -- 5 5.7 

MAN./SASK. 4 4.9 1 1.2 5 6.1 

ALBERTA 5 5.8 1 1.2 6 7.0 

VANCOUVER 9 7.8 3. 2.6 12 10.4 

REST OF B.C. 3 3.7 -- 3 3.7 

MISSING VALUES: ATLANTIC (3); MONTREAL (2); REST OF QUEBEC (1); 
REST OF ONTARIO (2); REST OF BC (1). 
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TABLE 4 

. CONSUMER SATISFACTION/DISSATISFACTION STUDY: SERVICES 

REGIONAL FINAL SATISFACTION' SCORES 

REGION FINAL SATISFACTION SCORE 
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED 

N % N % 

ATLANTIC 12 11.4 27 14.4 

. MONTREAL 7 6.7 16 8.6 ' 

REST OF QUEBEC 10 9.5 14 7.5 

TORONTO 9 8.6 11 5.9 

RF.:ST OF ONTARIO 16 15.2 25 13.4 
( " .. 

• oriN/SASK 12 11.4 17 9.1 

ALBERTA 8 7.6 21 11.2 

VANCOUVER 20 19.0 35 18.7 

REST OFB.C. 11 10.5 21 11. 2 

TOTAL 105 100.0 187 100.0 

CHISQ = 3.26923 

of = 8 

SIG = 0.9163 

TOTAL 

N 

39 

23 

24 

20 

41 

29 

29 

55 

32 

292 

% 

13.4 

7.9 

8.2 

6.8 

14.0 

9.9 

9.9 

18.8 

11.0 

100.0 

I 
, I 

I 
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SAMPLE: 

MA.JOR WAGE 
EARNER: 

Self 
Spouse 
Other person 

OWN/RENT'HOME: 
Own 
Rent 

INCOME (Combined): 
---uii'der $5,000 

$5,000-$9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000-$24,999 
$25,000-$29,999 
$30,000 or over 

DISTRIBYTION OF AGES 

Children Under 5 
Children 6-12 ' 
Teenagers 13-17 
Other Adults Over 18 

No. 0.% 

498 49.2 
428 42.3 

78 7.7 
1004 99.2 

778 74.5 
263 25.2 

1041 99 . .7 

85 9.0 
153 16.2 
122 12.9 
183 19.4 
140 14.8 

88 9.3 
170 18.0 
943 99.6 

IN 1I0USEIIOLD: 
0 

fl. % 
828 79.1 
760 72.6 
776 74.2 

'135 12.9 

SERVICES 

EDUCATION: 
No Schooling 
8th Grade or less 
Some High School 
High School Graduate 
Some College/Technical/ 

University 
Completed Co11ege/Tech-
nica1/University 
Advanced University Degree 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS: 
Full-Time 
Part-Time 
Not Employed 

TIE WITH E11INIC GROUP: 
Yes 
No 

1 2 3 

# .- n % # '. 
142 i3.6 68 6.5 9 
172 16.4 86 8.2 27 
166 15.9 83 7.9 17 
658 62.9 156 14.9 71 

.. 

No. % 

8 0.8 
184 17.6 
255 24.6 
239 22.9 

148 14.2 

146 14.0 
63 6.0 

1043 100.1 

377 36.1 
125 12.0 
540 51.7 

1042 99.8 ...... 
1.0 
W 

198 19.1 
839 80.8 

1037 99.9 

4 5 TOTALS 
% # % /I % /I % 

,0.9 0 0 0 1047 100.1 
2.6 2 0.2 0 0 1047 100 
1.6 4 0.4 0 0 1046 100 
6.8 24 2.3 0 0 1044 99.8 


