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' PREFACE

4 _
- This study was conducted by CROP Inc. on behalf of the Con-
§ sumer Research Branch of Consumer and Corporate Affairs

Canada. The study is deslgned primarily to detect those

s

factors associated with dlfflcultles of access to spec1f1c
o . “financial services. Nevertheless the scope of thls«progect

extends to the evaluation of a number of different aspects

boecwcicd

i o of the use of thesé services including the reasons for which.

they are not used by certain members of the Canadian public.

b d

The quantitative phase of this study was prepared,in part,
;j ‘*g: " by two qualitative‘grbup interviews designed to elicit in-
- : depth infermation with respect to the use and non-use of
financial services. I am greatly indebted to Nancy Geffken
for her éxcellent work en this phase of the study; Her re-

port is included in Appendix I.

‘Bécause the researcher often has relatively little lattitude

with respect to the timing of his investigation, the impor-
tance of this variable is often neglected. In this respect,

we must.recognize that our results may be specific to the +~

.period studled Nevertheless, we have examlned the level of

Acredlt scarcity over the three years studied and found 1t'/

to be neither particularly abundant nor particularly scarce
'E . compared with the‘Situatibn prevailing during the previous
: decade. ’

'CROP was responsible for all stagestf the research: research
" ) . design, questionnaire design, construction'of all field in-
% I struments in English and French, interviewing, coding, com-

puter treatment of the data and preparation of a research‘fe—

@ﬁ y port.
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In order that the text be’ easier-to read; in many places,in

" the text, we have: av01ded using phrases which arefnecessary

for preCislon or accuracy. Thus we frequently refer to "resi- - . | =
dents of low. income areas or "the 1ow income sample" 1nstead

of "the sample of res1dents of census tracts in Hallfax, Monf

_treal, Toronto, Wlnnlpeg and Vancouver for which the medwan'

1ncome in 1971 was below $8 500." Slmllarly, on occas:ons,

".lhav1ng spe01f1ed that 54% of Canadians have a chequ1ng/sav1ngs

account we will go on to explain that 75% of Canadlans have

a chequing/sav1ngs account at a bank without using the sty—

‘_llstlc phrase "of those who have a chequing/sav1ngs account”

This omission is only made where there appear to be no prob—

lemsvof clarity. We trust that these omissions will'have ren-—

dered the text 1ess cumbersome - and not made understandlng

more dlfflcult

" A study of . th1s nature is 1nev1tab1y the result of the work

of many 1nd1v1duals too numerous to- name- separately Never- .

theless, I w1sh particularly to- thank Jean-Pierre Toupln who

:Asupervised thls_studyvon behalf of_Consumer and Corporate

“Affairs.Canada.

The respon51b111ty for any errors of fact or 1nterpretqtlon

remalns entlrely my own.

.~ Kevin Lang
‘Montreal, August 1978
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3. 1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

f} ' S | Intfoduétioh:A‘
i ’ ' . .

The présent‘study is designed to determine whether certain -
types.of Canadians-haVe difficulty obtaining financial services,.
and, 1if so, to give{some preliminary information‘pbncerning the
reasons for these problems of access. Nevertheiess, the study

provides.considerable additional information. with respect to

the use of financial services. Where these results are of partic-

ular .interest they~afe-discussed in thé text.

1.2 Research Design

It is maintained that non-use of financial services may be

due to four basic causes:

Prejudice
Screening for risk

Self-exclusion

AT VR

No dehand

- On this basis, access to financial services can be placed in

one or more of seven categories: o '

Génerél access to financial services -
2. High refusal rate attributable to screening
High refusal rate”attribufable to prejudice
4, High non-application rate attributable to
accurately perceived préblems of access

High'nonwapplication rate attributable'td in-

(671

accurately perceived difficulties of access
6. High non-application rate attributable to
organisation of financ¢ industry -

7. High non-application rate attributable to

factors independent of the finance induétry.

BCTO0
800 - _\JC,
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~age 18 and up outside the Yukon and’ North West Terrltorles. ZJJ1  hJ‘
Interv1ews of approx1mate1y twenty m1nutes duratlon were conduct— » ‘?
ed in English and French The questlonnalre for th1s study was' fg
‘plggy backed to the CROP REPORT _ F1e1d ‘work was,conducted .
 between April 21 and May 1, 1978 P S o 4
Thefsecond study, u51ng the. same questlonnazre was conducted 5%
- among a representatlve sample of 928 Canadians 11V1ng in low g
income areas in Hallfax, Montreal{‘Toponto, wlnnlpeg and.Van¥ _ ?
~>couver; Low income areas~were defined asﬁcensus tracts for .d
which the median income in 1971 was below $8,500. Field work %
‘was conducted between May 5 andeMay‘15,51978. o *
N | | ”§
The questlonnalre deals with eleven flnanclal serv1ces and six - _-3
Llnanclul 1nst1tuu10“sf- The services studled were: ’ S -
1. Chequlng accounts _ o
2. Chequing/savings. accounts‘ ﬁ
3. True saV1ngu accounts ) .
4. Registered home-owners sav1ngs plans ) 7 o 'f".g
5. Reglstered‘retlrement savings plans ' I
6. Term deposits . oo
7. Whole life"insurance;p01icies ;e | o o w
8. FiTst»mQrtgages - - , _A t"_tt - - ”'.ﬁ‘
d9. Second mortgages ‘ A | 3
10. Personalylbans‘
11. Bankdcredit.cards'

»sample is repreuentatlve of the non- 1nst1tut10nallzed populatlon

S Rt T T AL SRR R G s G S A e S ) T 2

o
N
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The study'was:conducted using two modified probability samplésg"'

The first was conducted among & sample of 1920 Canad:ans. Thejf

o ooo" ?
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.‘ ~ The institutions studied were:

Banks

Ei:" ~,‘,,-'
ot

2. Credit unions o - S S !

ve

z’, aed

Trusts and mortgage companies
Life insurance companies ’

5, Consumer loan companies -

iz

Bank credit card companies

For each service, respondents were asked whethercthéy presently::

3

‘have the service and, if so, where. If they did not have the
serVice, they were asked if they had épplied within the last
three years and, if not, why not. Those whp presently.havé the
service or applied within thé last.thrce'years werefasked if
they had been refused the service in the course of the last

three years, and, if so, where.

1.3 Hiphlights of Results

Access to cheQuing; cheQuing/savings and true savings accounts ;/
is widespread. Most Canadians have at least one of these types 3
of account and mahy have more than. one. sRelatively féw have

been refused such an account in the course of the last three

. years.

One 1nterest1ng difference between groups is that francophones,‘

respondents from low income areas, and people who deal with ay'

CPCdlt union are relatlvely more 11kely to have a Chequlng/

Sav1ngs account compared w1th their use of other types of

& - accounts.

b

; ' Non-use of these services is generally éttributéd to lack of

R need and, to a lesser extent, lack of money. There is no

M evidence that Canadians or any group of Canédians feel they can
e not obtain  one of these accounts.

m




. ' ' v, . :
Relatively fewer (6%) Canadians have a registered home-owners it

‘savings plan. Over half of those who say théy(have‘aﬁ'RHOSP

own their homes. This points either to an abuse or misunder-

standing of the system or to RHOSPs being held for relatively - |

short periods of time prior tdApuPChase of a first home. It

is probable that the explanation is that not all Canadians who -
have "second" RHOSPs (through a spouSe) have liquidated them,
that'a‘small number of respondents Qere mistaken and that . the
average period before liquidation of an RHOSP before purchase

of a flrst home 1s about four years.

¢

. : ' , 3 : S
About one-quarter of Canadians have each of a term deposit;(24%)£

and a registered retirement savings plan (26%).. Not surprising-
ly, these- are relatively more common among upper and upper

mlddle income respondents.

There appear to be few problems of access to RRSPs, RHOSPs and
term deposits except for those who are not‘legally-qualified.
Most non-users say they do not need these services while some

%ndicate a lack of money and a small minority are unaware of

their existence.

. B )
'~ Half (51%) of Canadians have a life insurance policy with an. 7.

invesfmeht componentf While most non-users indicate that theyv
do not need or want or can not afford one of these policies,
there are,iof course, problems of access for peOple'with health

. problems.
Three-eut of ten (30%) Canadians have a first mortgag loan B
while 4% have a second mortgage loan. Access is relatively more?

difficult for mortgage loans than for savings related serv1ces,

but the refusal rate appears to be less than 10%.

(1) To obtain an RHOSP, neither the consumer nor his/her spouse -
can own a residence. RRSP's must be 11qu1dated at age 70.
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that for mortgage loans and that for persohal loans..

‘Personal loans also appear to be readlly available. The W

estlmated refusal rate for these loans 1s under 5%. Three

~out of ten (32%) Canadians have a personal loan.

Four out of ten (38%) Canadians have a bank credit card. h

Master Charge is somewhat less common than is Chargex. Agaln

relatively few respondents indicate difficulties'obﬁainlng 4%0%

one of these cards. Although'the~data do not allow;us to

calculate a refusal rate‘pfecisely, it appears to fall between

fom%

‘ .Consequently, it appears that it is relatively more dlfflcult#’

to obtain mortgage credit than fixed term personal credit or

revolv1ng credit. This is consistent with widely held views-

'ooncerning the nature of the supply of credit. Credlt ration- >”

‘ing appears to @ffect the supply of credit more sharply for
mortgages than for other types of loans.

Although credit is generally available, certain factors are

used to screen potehtial borrowers. These include income, home~>
ownership, marital. status ‘and length of time in job.

We uncovered no evidence of prejudice in the financial system.

However, screening is applied where risk is involved. Neverthe-

less the refusal rate 'ovepall_seems to be relatively low and

'npnwapplication, on the whole, does not seem to be duec to a

belief that it is too difficult to obtain credit.

. Since screening is used, it remains to be determined whether

those lndlcators used to screen applicants are Justlfled Un-

fortunately, such an investigation is beyond the. scope of the N
present . study.
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1.4 Conclusions And Recommendations

It appears thattheré is general access to at least some
financial services. Over six out of ten (62%) Canadians have
a true savings account, while err3ha1f~have a chequing/
savihgs account (54%)~and a chequing account (53%). Moreover, -
almost all Canadians deal with a financial institution for

at least one of these seryices. Thus there appear to be few

cases of ‘discrimination.or screening applied to these accounts.

Neverthéleﬁ" there does secm-tc be a certain amount of
segregation. While dlscrlmlnatlon is said to ex1st if certain

groups are excluded from a service or obtaln only an lnferlor

quality of this service, segrega%lon refers to the existence o

of "separate but equal" service networks. It is clear from
this study that francophones are relatively more likely to
deal with credit unions while anglophones are relatively more

~likely to deal with banks. . At the same time, proportionally

fewer residents of low income areas obtain their financial

services from trusts.

while the surveys do not allow us to draw many firm conclusiors :

with respect to these differences, the group interviews do

cast l1ight on their source. Caisses popul aires (Quebecy,
credit unions) have a positive attraction for francophone
consumers. They are peggg@yeqwgs"frgncoppgngwigﬁﬁgtufidns
and their qggpgpgine»natur@wappﬁarﬁ_ibiéppeal_to the franco-
phone population. There was no evidence that francophones
feel excluded by banks. They simply feel more at ease with
caisses populaires. | '

The evidence of the group interviews also points to prox1m1ty

Lo RN

being a_major factor wlth respect to where consumers obtain

financial services. 'This may explain the ‘relatively low use of
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trusts by residents of low income éreas, The marketing
strategy of trusts does not appear .to have led to a‘/

major .development of branches in these areas.

3' : Somewhat fewer respondents have'a.high intérest'deposit“
; | .about.one—quarter have a reglstered retirements saVLngs plan
(26%) and term depos1ts (24%). Relatively few-(G%) have a

reglstered home—-owners savings plan. Again there is no -

A

evidence of discrimination or screening with respect to these.

ok
St

;é - types of deposits. » Iﬁstsﬁgmn?n ap?}if?fiﬁﬂsﬁéﬂwﬁﬁ attributed
to _factors..independent _of the Tinance industry. Although most

fg‘ respondents who do not havc tHEéE'éEEGiEéé'asorlbo their non-

s appllcqtlon to lack of need, the relation between 1ncome,

E wealth and the demand for such services prov1des an, 1ndlcat10nV

~of the causes of the absence of demand for these services.
It is clear that the demand for high interest deposits will:
“be a function of wealth and income. Conseduently,“ﬁt is not
surprising to find that relatively fewer renters or members

of low income groups make use of these services.

5§ L Whole life insurance policles are a common form -of._investment /’%

Over half (51%) of reSpondents say they have one. Appllcants

——

for life insurance pollclos are subJect to screening. Those

with healthproblems are more likely to be refused.

Applicants for credit are subject to screening._.Appliéants
who are home-owners, have lived in their présent~pla¢e'of _
{ﬂ : residence for a long period of time, those with higher incomes"”

and those who give evidence of‘job‘stability as well as married

applicants are relatiVely more likely to have their application

accepted.
E |
L "On the whole, those categories for which the refusal rate is
g high are also those for which the appl:catlon rate is low.
h. ‘ This implies that;"collectlvely",Canadlans who are x‘elatively
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less likely to have an epplication for credit accepted are,;ga'
relatively less likely to consider it algood idea to applyV’

for oredit. In this respect,,it is.olear'that there must
be.an~objeotive or‘Subjeotive~oost attsohed to the inability\
to repay credit. This appears to be the oase. Participants

in the group interViews frequently expressed opposition to
credit and felt that it was a bad idea to get intotdebt‘ The
person who took credit could IlSk 1os1ng'éveryth1ng or at %w&)wq

i least his purchase by not being able to meet payments

Moreover,~oppositiontto revolving credit appears to be greater .
than opposition to fixed term personal credit or mortgage
loans. While 46% of those who did not apply for a bank -

credit card say they did not do.so because they are agalnst

‘ these cards, oppos1tlon was olted by 8% of non- applloants'

for personal loans and only 1% of non-applicants for mortgdge

loans. Again these attitudes wcre refleoted in the group

discussions. Partioipahts indicated that credit cards are
dangerous because they incite consumers to spend more. Several
participants kept credit cards only for "emergencies". It

should equally be noted that fewer.respondents are against

.mortgage loans than are opposed to pefsoha] loans It appears

" that whlle personal loans are considered to 1nd10ate that a

Consumer is 1living beyond h1s means (w1th the possible exoeptlon_~

of a very large purchase such as a car), most Canadians do not

expect to be able to pay cash for a house

In this respect, it is important'to'noté that it éppesfs,to be

relatively more “difficult to obtain a mortgage loan than a
personal loan. It has. been argued that the supply ofipersonal‘
credit is relatively elastic while that of mortgage credit
is not. This is reflected in higher refusal rates for mortgage

credit. Again, the major reason for not applying is not that

POREPIRRE A
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respondehts feel that they will not be ablelto obtain a loan
but rather "lack of need." It appears that most reSpondents
do not apply for mortgage credit because either they already

have a house or lack sufficient funds to purchase one.

It is therefore worth noting that relatively few Canadians «
have é registered home-owners savings plan. In faet, fewer
than one renter in ten (9%) has an RHOSP. Furthermore, we
estimate theiaverage dﬁration of an RHOSP tO‘be three or four

years. Thus while'RHOSPﬁs appear to help a small but significant

proportion (perhaps 1/2% per year) of the population to save

enough money to purchase a house, they are 1argely used by those

who are already near to purchasing a home. Whatever the merlts

of RHOSPs, they do not appear to make a maJor Contrlbutlon to
the ablllty of lower and lower middle 1ncome famllles to

purchase a home.

This raises serious questions concerning access to housing for

members of these income groups. While theue are beyond the

scope of the preseht inquiry, it is important to note that the

combination of limited access to mortgage credit and the"

relatively slight importance of tax incentives may‘greatly‘limit

the ability of lower and lower middle income families to purchase’

a house. - Moreover, if the supply of mortgage credit is basically

inelastic, measures which do not increase supply are unlikely

to have much effect on access.

o

It has been noted that screening is used ﬁo determine who will

- obtain credit and that this screening appears to be most

importaht with respect to mortgage credit. - It is further noted

that the action of "screenéd" groups appears to confirm the

judgement of financial institutions. However, it -is important

to make two additional points. First, it is. beyond the scope

of this study to determine whether the factors used to screen

000
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applicants are justified. While there is no evidence of

discrimination, in. the sense that we uSe the term; because
riskless services are~genérally avaiiable, it is possible
that those items uséd td'screen applicants do‘noﬁ/éffective]y
enable lenders to determine who is capable of re- paylng a 1oqn

Second, the very fact that some Canadians are refused loans

.implies that some of those who are unable-to.obtaln credit

expect’%he benefitsééf the loan to exceed its costs. An

uunemployed person may be a poor risk, but his "need" for

l
i
(

credit maybe relatively greater'Consequently there are problems/
of access for certain Canadians. It is beyond the scope of
this study to judge the moral or economic. justification of

these 1imitations.

,It also appears that 11m1ts Yon the interest rate allowed on

small short period loans lead to dlfflcultles for appllcants

for this type of credit. 1In the course of the group 1nterv1ews,

‘cne participant mentioned this type of problem,'and it affected .

at least two respondents in the quantitative studiés. This i$
of particular importance since those applicants who are most
likely to need such loans are also those who are 1east_1ikely

to have access to revolving credit such as bank credit cards.

Finally, it appears that many Canadians are noﬁ/%aking the *
most profitable'use of éhequing and saVihgs accounts.  There is
considerable use of chequing/savings accounts when ifIWOﬁld

be more rational to.use a chequing or true sav1ngs account or
both. Chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts are. relatively more important

among residents of low income areas, francophones and consumers

" who deal with credit uhionsl' While all these varlables are

rélated, each has an 1ndependent effect.

ot Ak Sl L e 2K i,
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It is worth notlng that credit was relatlvely tlght over the
“Jperlod studied. Accordlng to our estlmates 1976 .was the .
'. t1ghtest credlt year since 1966 . (we d1d not examine years prlorj
ln to 1966) In the perlod 1975 through early 1978, credit was

“less:- tlght than in ‘the period 1968 through 1970 but much

tlghter than in the perlod 11971 through 1973.

Thus while other three year periods may have been marked by
greater problems of access, the perlod studled was a perlod

of suitably difficult access.
" We therefore suggest the following recommendations:

1. Dlscrlmf%atlon in the flnan01al system, 1f 1t
.'ex1sts, does so at a level below that ,
detectable in the present study, and therefore,"
does not appear to be systematic. However,
screening is used to determine whether . -
applicants should receive certain financial
. 'services. It is beyond the scope of this
|- study to establish whether or not the 31gnals”’
used for screening are justified, and,
consequently, a study should be undertaken
I to determlne their valldlty :

. R . 2. Mortgage”credit is more difficult to obtain than

a S - are other forms, of credit, and, cthequéntly,

; certain "safe" applicants may be “Gnable to.
obtain mortgage loans. It also appears  that
registered home- owners sav1ngo plans are- rarely
used by low and lower middle income families.

We therefore suggest that a study be undertaken -
to evaluate difficulties of access, to.housing"

- and the economic and social impact of any
problems on low and 1ower income famllles

| E o 'r:i

; There appear to be some problems of access to
small”short period loans. . A further enquiry
[ should be made into this partlcular market,
t particularly with respect. to enacting particular
legislation dealing with small loans such .as.
© _that which presently exists in %everal Amerlcan
states. : :
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1.1 Basic Concepts

W£tQ respect to access to the financial system, it is important
to distinguish between three basic situations: universal access,
lack of supply, lack of. deMand - In the first case, all consumers
have the service. In the second no 1nst1tut10n offers the

service while in the third no consumer _wishes to make use of it.

wish to examine, because in the last two cases the service is

' This approach :unfortunately,'eliminates’the problem which we ‘ '

'not marketed, and, consequently will not be an ex1st1ng flnan01al 

service. In the first case, access is universal and, thus no

(1)

problem of access exists.

(1) Although we do not concentrateon non- existing services,this

does not mean that they are without interest or impaortance.

Political scientists have a grow1ng tendency not to oon81der

"power'" as the ability to make decisions (Dahl) but as this and

the capacity to avoid a decision’ belng taken (Bachrach and. -
Baratz). It has been suggested that a third dimension of powerf the
ability to prevent an issue from being raised, exists. . In this. pespect

~economists have tended to treat lack of demand and supply as a

simple extension of the price system. There is no demand for

gold-laced paper tissues, because at the price producers would

require to supply the good, consumers prefer other items.
Consequently, little attention is given to the existence of free
goods or to the absence of goods other than in the context of the
ex1stence ,uniqueness and stablllty of eneral equilibrium,
However, 1t seems apparent. that a monopolls+ may be capablce ot
only of making '"supernormal' profits on. a certain good, but by
not producing a certaln good, he may assure its non-supply. In j

this sense, it is perfectly possible that there exists a demand

for certain financial services which are not presently marketed. o
It would be interesting to compare services offered in Camadau‘i“;.aw e%>
with those available elsewhere to determine whether such services

do exist. In this respect, in the c¢ourse of the present enquiry,

it was noted that the market for small short-period loans appears -

to be restricted although such loans are readily available in
certain American states where very high interest rates are
permitted on this type of credit.. This line of enquiry is out-
side the scope of the present study, but it offers considurable
potential for both economists and figgycial_@gzgeting,e%ggrts. )47
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. Ind1v1duals may not use ex1st1ng f1nanc1a1 serv1ce, for one of
' : four basic reasons ' ' ' '

1. Prejudicef' The flnan01a1 1nst1tutlons slmply do_
not wish to serve them ThlS may be due to the -
feellngs of the managers of financial 1nst1tu—‘

tons or because of the. real or percelved
pregudlce of thelr staff or customers ‘ In thej .
technlcal language of. the economist the bankers,
staff or customers derlve negatlve ut111ty from

"deallng w1th 1nd1v1dua1s from certaln socio—“-

demographlc groups (supply factor)

2. Screening:  In cases5of'risk,'theafinancial

institutions attribute a higher statistical ==

probability of negative results to certain socio- 3
| demographic groups. - EXample‘ -low ‘income families 4
' - . may be believed to have a greater llkellhood of 'i"“
N AR 'default on loans (Supply factor) o ‘ o
. L . P

"3 Self—exclus1on" Ind1v1dua1s may belleve that they )

would not be glven access to flnanc1a1 serv1ces.__ '
(Demand factor whlch may or may not reflect a - f:
supply factor) S -
| | ~ ~ : - d]
4. No. demand: For a varlety of reasons: 1nd1v1dua1s_ =
may not need financial: services." -
Each of these eXplanations is plausible a priori In the case -

of preJudice, we can usefully draw .on-the work of Arrow (2) :
with respect to the job market. While Becker attempted o
o (2) . Arrow, Kenneth J., "Models of Job D1scr1m1natlon”, and ' l\ T
" "Some Mathematical Modee of Race Discrimination in the Labour g
- . ~Market" in Pascal, A.H. ed., Racial Dlscrlmlnatlon in Economlc o
Life, Lexington, Mass. 1972« I
,Té)_'Becker, Gary S., The Economlcs of Dlscrlmlnatlon, Unlverthy &
of Chicago Press, Chlcago, 1968 ‘ =
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to explain.job discrimination and segfegation in.terms of.
:employers' utility functions, Arrow-shbws that in a competitive’
market, discrimination (pregudlce related wage dlfferences) :
can not occur provided that there are a suff1c1ent1y large

minority of employers who are not preJudlced

- There may however be segregatlon (1n Arrow s example, all-white

and all- black firms). He also shows that employee preJudlce

w111 lead to segregation but not dlscrlmlnatlon. However,vlf n

‘there is prejudice among employees and . a new group (blacks)

arrives on the market, both discrimination and segregatlon.may

. occur.

It would be relatiﬁely simple to ektend these proefs to_any
sales situation. if we assume that there is considerable -
competition, although not necessarily perfect competition;e
financial services will be available atathe same "price" for

everyone provided at least some financial institUtions'are not

~prejudiced. ‘Similarly, if customers or staff are percelved by

managers as prejudiced, segregation but not dlscrlmlnatlon will

occur. However,if in the latter case certaln groups entered the

market late, both discrimination and segregatlon could occur. It

is llkely that low 1ncome groups, women, and 1mm1grants, among

others, are relative newcomers to the market for‘financial
services; thus it is possible that prejudice could lead to

exclusion or discrimination in their cases.

While much of economic theory is based on the assumption of

perfect informatioh,_in the last few years, it has become clear

that the effect of relaxing this assumptlon may be suff1c1ent to-

* explain the~hon—existenee 4) of.certaln markets or lead to
(4) Akerlofr, George A.,!"The Market for 'Lemons': Qualityt
‘Uncertainty and the Market Mechanism",.Quarterly Journal of

Economics, August 1970, 84: 488-500. See also note 1 above.
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(5

by 1mperfect information.

Spence argues that in cases of imperfect information,

) ‘Demand may be affected directiyjor'iﬁdirectly

give off signals (observable attributes which are alterable

by the individual's actioﬁs)_and indices (obserﬁable‘unalterabléi

attributes). The buyer uses these attributes to screen-sellers.

'Stiglitz and Rothschild .

(7)

used by sellers in cases of risk (e.g. insurance).

This concept can usefully be applied

services.

maintain that screening is-also
SR ,

“to énly some financial

Banking accounts without chequing rights are risk

freeifrom the point of view of the financial institution.

Bounced

.of the)

its most important

financial institution,

of credit cards.

(6)

seilers..-

cheques may represent a slight risk to the (reputation
but on the whole.risk plays -

role in the case of loans and the granting

In these cases,thé financial institution will try to minimize

the probability of default.
'direCtly between defaulters and non-defaulters,
will be based on indicators of the probablllty that an 1nd1v1dua1

w111 default.

the dec151on

Since it Is impossible to distinguish

It is difficult to see what signals (alterable

if—t«d -u;‘-"‘" ’ 'L.ajw' -

attrlbutes) borrowers could glve off to 1nf1uence this decision;

it appears that 1enders must rely on indices (sex, age, race,

o

(5)

ion,

Jaffee
Uncert

Economics,

(6)

Akerloff (op.

Signaling",

(7)

Competitive Insurance Markets:
Imperfect Information," Quarterly
629-649. ‘

90:

, Dwight M. and Russell,
ainty, and Credit Rationing",

Nov. 1976,90: 651-666.

cit.) and Spence, Michael,

"Job Market

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1973, 87: 355-374

'Rothschiid, Michael and Stiglitz, Joseph, "Equilibrium In

An Essay on the Economics Of

‘Journal of Economics, Nov.
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past history, etc. ). These indices will be used to estlmate the
probablllby of . default which in turn determlnes whether or not
the person obtains the loan.

It is important to note that the imputed probabilities of
default are not necessarily accurate. While the.probability of
non-répayment can be calculated for borrowers, no information .
exists concerning those who afé denied loans. Unless exper1ment~
ation occurs, the financial 1nst1tutlon may have no reason to

move from its equilibrium.-

This may explain the possibility of a stable equilibrium.

If low interest lenders cannot price discriminate, it may be

'possible for high interest lenders to deal with a slightly

riskier market. Jaffee and Russell(s)who exclude the possibility of
screening for degreeS‘of risk,consider _two'ratesAof_interest

to be possible only in diSequilibrium.

However, there are two other possibilities. In the first case
higher intérést_lendefs may be able to increase the probability
of re-payment through closer contact with the client. Second,
borrowers are also in avsituation‘of imperfect information.

They must estimaté the probability that they will be'given'a.
loan at each institution. If the probability is perceived as
sufficiently greater at the hlgher interest lender, the borrower
will choose to go there. - ‘

. ' : : v . ’
Again, self-selection may reflect inaccurate perceptions. It is “fh

“entirely possible that the individual would have received the

loan at a low interest lender. Since he has not attempted to
obtain the loan, he has no information disconfirming his percept-
ion. If anything, his (false) view that it is easier to obtain

the loan from a more expen51ve 1ender is confirmed.

(8) Jaffee and Russell (op. cit.)
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,The analys1s of the use. of flnan01al services 1nvolv1ng r1sk
thus enta11s two factors which render analy51s difficult

If potential borrowers are refused loans, it is dlfflcult to
~determine. whether the screenlng used was accurate.f lffself—
exclusion occurs, it is ‘also dlfflcult to determlne Whether
or not this. is justified' ‘We will be forced to rely on the

outcome in. apparently similar cases

. The situation where. there'is no'demand'for ceértain financ1a1~
'hserv1ces is relatlvely- stralghtforward conceptuallx and
requ1res no comment here.»However conceptual s1mplic1ty does;‘
dnot necessarlly entail easy 1nvest1gatlon, and . more will be

said: on this subJect later.

"It is important to note that supply'and demand are‘not'constant
over the busilness cycle. Demand" for credit is llkely to be

. _higher at the peaks while supply may well be smaller because of-

:governments'"counter cycllcal monetary pollc1es Thus at the

peak: of the business cycle, screenlng is llkely to play a more

1mportant role than 1t would at the. trough Similarly, no demand

should have a relatively more 1mportant role at the trough
ConseQuently,_with this limitation in mind, we seek to:

1. Determine the use of financial services for

each type of financial“institutiongv'r

2.j Assess the role of refusal 1n the use of
f1nancial instltutlons

3. Evaluate the importance of other factors with -
respect to consumer demand for flnan01a1

serv1ces

{ 2o o )
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In addltlon to.the data on attltudes and experlence, socio—d
demographlc informatlon must be collected to fill a two fold

‘purpose. - First, we must be able to 1dent1fy non-users of —

- financial services. Second, we must be able to examine’ -

fcharacteristics which mightvbe used in auscreening process.

-

This data will allow us to identify groups for which there is

© these services have an inherent risk. factor, the‘cause can be-

attributed to screening. If however, there is a high refusal

the welght accorded to varlous factors.

‘non—uSe of financial services, the‘refusal rate should“be”°’
examlned 1n order to establlsh whether self—excluS1on reflects‘

an accurate perceptlon of the S1tuatlon.‘

If demand for flnanc1a1 serV1ces is low, we must d1st1ngu1sh
- v
 between factors which are attrlbutable to the organlsatlon of.

the flnanc1al 1ndustry ‘and . those whlch are 1ndependent of it

-t fF

‘Thus for ‘each financial serv1ce, we seek to dlstlngulsh Wthh

of. the following apply for each of a number of- 1mportant socio-
demographlc‘groups.‘

1. General access~to_financia1,service
2. High refusal rate attributable to prejudice
3. High refusal rate attributable to screening

High nonéapolicatioh'rate;attributabie'to

: v‘“’ “ I accdratelyrpErceived difficultiesAof,éCCGSS;

" a high refusal rateiof applications for financial services. If
rate fordrisk free'services, it W111 be 1mportant to determlne o

In the event that self-exclusion. plays an important role in the =~

;f:;‘
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5. High non-application rate attributable to

inaccurately perceived difficulties cf access

6. High non—apﬁiication rate attributabie to

organisation of finance-industry

7. High non—appllcatlon rate attrlbutable to

factors 1ndependent of the finance: 1ndustry

It is to be noted that situation 4 will be found-in-conjunction
fwith 2 or 3. Where the non-application rate is very high, it
will be impossible to distinguish between 4 and 5. Within these

limits, the classification of the 81tuat10n w1th respect -to each'

service and type of ingtitution 1nto one or more of the above

categories will greatly'fa0111tate the choice of‘pollcy optlonst

2.2 Questionnaire Design

For each of eleven financiél services, respondents:were asked if .

they have the service and, if so, where. . Those who do not have
the service were asked if they had applied for it in the course

of the last three years and, ~if not, why not. Those who either

~ have the service or applled for the service in the course of the-

last three years were asked if they had been refused the service

in the course of the last three years and, if so, where and why'.

This approach;sllows us to -establish the,reasons for non-demand
as well as to detect those groups which are most Subjecttto
rersalf It provides us‘witﬁ informatich concerhing,the stock
of consumer services and the flow of refusals. These are the
relevant variébles for most problems of access. However; this
information does not provide us with the refusalvzgte for -these -

services. The additional questions which would have been

. necessary to determine the refusal rate. would have been an un-

necessary addition to the already heavy'respondent burden.

Nevertheless, 1n most cases, on the basis of reasonable assump-

tions, it is possible to‘estimate the refusal rate.

boed  kawad




o~ . _ . B : 000
o i ‘ . o : . doe

'RESULTS

0 s sl i 2

e




T

Vg

v} RO

s

[

g s

LT 200




1"' R e L T R

=i

RESULTS

Voo
1.

3.1 ;Introductionf ‘SecioreCOnomic Characteristics Of Samples .

Throngheut much of this section we compare our low -income
sample Qith-our'national sample.*:It'is therefore.imporfant»to
recognlze two essentlal points: first, the low-lnbome'sample
is drawn from low 1ncome urban areas, consequently, while
relatlvely more,of the low 1ncome sample than of the national\

sample have low or mlddle incomes, some of the former have

~upper middle or high. incomes. Secondly, the two. samples'

differ'in"termsfof other characteristices Wthh are not
necessarlly causally llnked with 1ncome.,

The median family'inceme of the'naﬁional sample;is approximately‘
$17,650 while that of the low income sample is about $13,250.
Nevertheless one-fifth (20 ) ‘ of the national 'sample report
family 1ncomes below .$12,000 whlle a slmllar proportion (25%)‘

of "low income".respondentsreportlincomes over $18,000.

At the same tlme, the two. samples dlffer 1n respecs which

are. not essentlally causally linked. with income. The entlrerl'

low income sample is drawn from five-urban centers, Vancouver,--

»wlnnlpeg, Toronto, Montreal and Hallfax while about one- thlrd

of the national sample comes from these 01t1es ,Moreover,
over half of low income- respondents are- located 1n‘Quebec,
(Montreal) as opposed to about one- -quarter of the natlonal
sample. Consequently, since it 1s well known that credlt unlons

“are used more w1de1y in Montreal than in Canada as a whole,,

we should not be surprised to flnd that relatlvely more of

_our low income sample than of our national sample deal w1th

a credlt union.

*  We' refer to- the sample of low 1ncome census tracts in the

five reglonal ‘urban centers as the low. income. sample. The
sample of the Canadlan populatlon is the natlonal sample
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Thus, care must be used when the two samples are compared. If

differences between the two groups_can be ascribed to region..

or population density, they may be spurious. - o _*‘\_

This is particularly so in the case of what we refer to as
ecological differences. In many cases_we find differences in
the characteristics of similar income groﬁps for the two
samples (efg. respondentsin the national study with incomes
under $12,000-are more likely to say they have a true savings
account than are theiricounterparts_in the low income study.)
In this case, causelity,may be ascribed  to ecological.factors,
that is to say that thevtype of neighbourhood people live in *
is likely to influence_their behaviour. Thus,low.ihcome‘,;a,
families in upper income neighbburhoods:behave'reiatiﬁely‘

more like upper income families than similar families in low
income neighbourhoods. A parallel influencevaffects the
behaviour of upper income families in low income heighbourhOOds.
However, these differences may, in fect, be due ﬁd other. =
differences between the two groups for which, ideally, we
should control. ‘ " N '

Even with respect to the application of statistical contfols,
a certain amount of attention is required. Other differences
may also be due to ecological factors. It wou1d~therefore be
erroneous to control for them. (1) ' |
Nevertheless it shoﬁld be noted that because all other variables,
haveAnot been controlled, the "ecologicalleffect" wiil be

over or under—~estimated depending on the direction of

influence of uncontrolled variables. -

(1) For a fuller discussion of causal and intervening Variabies
see Hirschi, T. and Selvin, H., Principles of Survey Analysis,
New York: Free Press 1973. 1 o
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LESS THAN $2,500

$2,500 — $5,999

$6,000 -~ $8,999

$9,000 - $11,999'

$12,000 - $14,999

$15,000 - $17;999

$18,000 - $24,999

$25,000 AND OVER

© DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

000
000

TABLE 3.1.1

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME

ESTIMATED

—‘ ’::l ‘ /.

TOTAL
NATIONAL  LOW INCOME

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME
NATIONAL LOW INCOME NATIONAL  LOW INCOME
0.9% 4.5% 0.0% 3.8%
6.0%  13.0% 4.9% 18.0%
e;é% | 11.7% 12.6% 8.3%
7. 2% - 10.0% 10.0% 15.0%
10. 3% 13.6% 12.1% 12.0%
13. 2% 12.1% 12.0% 1;,3%'
18.6% 13.8% 13.2%’ . 3.8%
22;5%‘ 10.8% 13.3% 10.5%
15.1% 17.3%

' 10,,.'.3% '

- 21.8%

' 0.9% - 4.9%

6.7% - 14.9%
8.2% 12.6%
8.7% - 11.5%
12.1% 14.8%
15.0% 13.3%
©20.6% 14.2%
24.3% 11.9%
3.3% - 1.8%

{

w
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3.2 Chequing Accounts

Over half (53%) of Canadians presently have a‘chequing
account on which they are not paid interest;‘;45%tsay they

do not have one While 2% do not Offer_a.reSponSe.sj'

Perhaps not'surprisinglygcheduing\accounts are partioularly"
common among full-time (59%) -and part-time workers and
relatively_less common among, students (23%) and the un-
employed (29%) Moreover relatlvely more respondents at’
the upper ‘end of the occupatlonal scale say they have a
chequlng account. The proportion 1s 81% in the case of _
'top management, top talent and maJor profe551onals and 74%

for executlves, admlnlstrators and lesser profe551onals.

Since occupation is correlated with income and education, T

it is not - surprising to flnd high 1ncome and high education

‘ respondents are- also more llxely to have a- chequlng account
Fully 72% of those with 17 years or more education as opposed
to 57% (thirteen to sixteen years) 55% (nine to twelve years)
and 37% (eight years or ‘less) of. the others have a chequlng ’
account. Similarly the proportlon w1th one of these accounts -
ranges from 19% in the case of the under $2,500 famlly 1ncome
group to 66% for those with. famlly 1ncomes$25 OOO and over

~ Moreover, 74% of those w1th Qersonal incomes of $25 OOO or

more say they have a chequlng account

One notable dlfference occurs w1th respect to language group
while 61% of Engllshnspeaklng Canadlans have chequlng accounts,
this proportion drops to. 37% in the case of French speaklng

Canadlans and to 42% for ‘other Canadlans

LR
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‘TABLE 3.2.1

HAVE CHEQUING ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)

‘TOTAL ~ -2,500  2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M  15-18M 18-25M . 25M+  DK/NA

:\:NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE '(1920) (23) "‘:‘(120)' (119) (137) '(189)» ¢235)  (385) (450) , '(232): 1

HAVE - . - 52.9  19.3 37.9  46.7  38.6  49.7 - 51.7  .58.4  65.6 - 47.8 |

DON'T HAVE ~ 44.7  78.3 61.7  50.8  59.3  49.5 45.5  40.1  32.3  46.2

D.K./N.A. 2.5 2.5 0.4 2.5 2.2 0.8 2.8 1.5 2.1 5.9

';f;owfzﬁcoME éAMpLE’_
sAméLE sizﬁ_"‘ (928) '(385  -.  (ilé)"fvi(107)' ['-fés) i5k1é3) ~ fﬁizé) (133) {(ééj‘*-'(104) 
HAVE::' :_’ L 38j4 ) fls.éi; _ 29.5f', 3.9 33.4 ,44.1_ ”  32.5 4gﬁsﬂzrf,4s;4: "542.3'
DéﬁfTﬂﬁAVE  :  60.4;' 77.7 269743 - .87.2 61.6 _,53,4,2 - 66.6 “fisb.s . 53;6'3 55,0

D.K./N.A. 1.2 5.3. . 1.1 1.0 00 - 2.5 0.9 . 0.0 . 0.0 2.7

Q
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Relatively fewer (38%) members of the low income sémple have
chéquing accounts; - 60% say the&ndo not have .one while 1% do -
not know or refuse to answer.. ThuS’individuals in low income
areas are only 73% as likely as Canédians_in general to-hévé
a chequing account. ‘

As in the éase of the nationalisamﬁle, fuil—time workers

in low income areas are more likely (48%) to have a chequing

account than are other residents. However those Working

part-time are somewhat less likely (30%) then low income

-residents in generalito have one although, once again,

students (28%) and the unemployed (20%) are least likely

to have a chequing account. Despité the limited.sample
size, it appears that relatively more members of the upper
occupational categories have chequing accounts; 66% of the
professional, executive and administrative classes cémpared

with 30% of unskilled workers have one of these accounts.

The relation between income and having a 6hequing account -

is less.gléar than in the case of the national sample. While

the propertion of chequingvaccount holders rises monontonicai—
ly with family income until $15,000, it ceases to follow such

a pattern above this level. | A

Anglophones in low income areas more frequentiy (48%) have a
chequing account than do allophonés (38%) or francophones
(28%). Thus the pattern is the same as for the national
sample. ‘

However, the higher proportion of francophones in the low
income sample can not explain the different proportions of

chequing account holders in the two samples. Relatively more

iiend
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TABLE 3.2.2

HAVE CHEQUING ACCOUNT BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

TOTAL FRENCH ENGLISH OTHER = CANADIAN BY BIRTH = NATURALIZED NOT CITIZEN

NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (1920) (405) (1330) (123) - (1550) | (280)_ (80)
HAVE o  52.9 36.7  60.8  42.2 52.0 © | 56.9 $58.7
DdN'T HAVE - 44.7. 59.0 N 37.5  55.1 | 45.4 405 ".40.8
D.XK./N.A. | 2.5 4.3 1.7 2.7 2.6 | 2.5 0.6

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (928)  (349) ¢448)  (125)  (711) ' (151) (64)

HAVE = 38.4  27.6  48.0  37.7 . 36.6 . 45,7 ~ 39.6

DON'T HAVE 60.4 71.0 ~ 50.8  61.5 61.9 | . 53.7 60.4
899D.K./N.A. ' 1.2 1.4 1.2 0.8 1.5 - 0.6 0.0
- 000 : : : ) . . , o . &
I
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- anglophones in the national sample (61%) than 1n the low
income sample (48%) have. chequing accounts. The same’
'51tuat1on holds true for francophones and allophones, 37%

of francophones and 42% of allophones in the national

sample have chequing accOunts as compared w1th 28% of franco-

phones and 38% of allophones in the low- income - sample, _If_T
we7re—weight‘the low income sample so as to give it the
same language”make;up as the national'sample, 42% of the
low income sample would have chequing accounts. Residents
of low income areas would still have’ 22% fewer chequing

accounts compared with the national average.

Some of the difference between the low 1ncome and nationalﬁ

groups can be explained by the different income make—up of

~the two groups: however,‘this does not explain all of the ..

difference. .If we were to we1ght the low income. sample in_d

order to give it the same income compos1t10n as the national':

sample, 42% of reSidents of low income areas would have
chequing accounts. ‘ ”

Consequently, it is clear that ecological and res1dua1
factors must account for much of the difference between
residents of low income areas and Canadians as a whole.’
Language.and income: alone or together do-not explain why.
fewer of thevlatter than of the former have chequing accounts
It .seems likely. that the dlfference between the two groups 1s
due to social and geographical factors as ‘well as the

differences in the compos1tion of the population

of those who . have a-: chequing account 85% of Canadians havev
one in a bank; 19% ‘have an account in a credit union,~and

4% have one in a trust. company ‘ The total prOportion of.

accounts lS 1087 which 1ndlcates that at least some Canadians

have two chequing accounts.
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_ TABLE 3.2.3 :
WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR .CHEQUING: ACCOUNT :BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL  -2,500  2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 15-18M 18<25M  25M+  DK/NA
NATIONAL SAMPLE
DO NOT HAVE AND - . - |
DID NOT APPLY  39.7 70.2 54.4  44.5 46.7 44.8 43.9 34.9  29.6 40.6
* n * * | . *
- SAMPLE SIZE = (747) - (17) (70}  (59) (62) ~ (82) (102) - (123) - (123)  (109)
DO NOT'NEED ~  81.1  70.5 .  70.2 80.2  73.9 80.2 81.8 = 89.4  83.8 81.0
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 8.2 18.9  20.6 5.7 10.2 8.9 8.0 4.0 5.5 7.6
DON'T KNOW SERV. 3.5 . 3.5 0.6 - 2.1 6.4 6.0 3.3 0.9 1.9 6.7
OPPOSED | 2.1 0.0 5.6 4.4 2.6 1.5 0.6 3.7 0.9 0.8
OTHER 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 . 1.1 0.9 - 0.0 3.1 . 0.0
D.K./N.A. . 3.8 7.0 3.0 7.5 - 1.5 2.4 5.5 1.9 4.8 4.0

- LOW INCOME SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND

DID NOT APPLY  56.9 77.6 67.7  65.3 58.6 ~ 49.1  62.2  45.8  47.5 53.0
'SAMPLE SIZE (534)  (30) - (83)  (89) - (55) (62) “(70)°  (60) (46)  (59)
DO NOT NEED .. 71.3 47.9  ©59.0 - 70.6 - 66.3 . 86.2 73.8 ~ 72.7 . 93.0 68.7
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 14.3 37.9 - 29.2 19.5 6.9 . 5.4 . 9.2 . 5.7 0.0 16.8 |
DON'T KNOW SERV. 6.3 - 7.1 5.1 4.4 7.7 3.4 7.7 C 146 4.4 2.1 %
$cQPPOSED 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.4 1.7 3.0 1.7 2.6 2.9
§rHER . 0.6 0.0 . 2.6 0.0 . 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
d.K./N.A. 6.0 7.2 . 4.1 3.7 - 16.7 3.4 . 6.3 5.3 0.0, - 9.5 &
o | | ,
w b




The present study conflrms the view that relat1vely more

francophones than members of other language groups deal

w1th credlt unions. Whlle 61% of francophones have their B

account at a bank, fully 57% have’one atva_credlt\unlon"‘
and_d%_havefit at a trust company. »This compares.with 90%]d
of'anglophones who dealtwith a bank, ll% who do their
chequing with a credit union and 4% who have thelr chequlng
account at a trust.’ Desplte the small sample slze, 1t
appears that allophones are even less llkely than anglophones
to have the1r chequlng account with a credit. unlon'~ 99%
deal w1th a bank for this service while 2% do the1r chequ1ngv
‘with a credit union and 3% with a trust.

Francophones are also more llkely to have more than one .1
account. the proportlon of accounts 1dent1f1ed in the case

of francophones is 122% which indicates that about one- flfth‘

of francophone chequlng account holders have two such acc0unts.

This compares with about ~one in twenty anglophone and one
in thlrty allophone chequlng account holders

Non—whites7are also much more . likely to deal withfa bank.

All 26 non—whltes who have a chequlng account deal with a
bank. One of these: also has an account with a cred1t unlona
while three also do the1r chequlng with a trust company

This s1tuatlon is comflrmed by the low income survey of

25 non—whltes in the sample, 24 dea17w1th a bank. Three‘non;

whites have accounts at a credlt unlon while none has a chequ—-‘

1ng account at a trust

- Overall, .of those residents of low income areas who have a

cheQuing account, - 79% have it at a bank, 26%dat'a credit
union and 2% at a trust ' '
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SAMPLE SIZE

HAVE
BANK
CREDIT UNION

TRUST

APPLIED

DID NOT APPLY .

DO NOT NEED .-

NOT ENOUGH MONEY
DON'T KNOW SERVICE
OPPOSED |
OTHER

"DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

. TABLE 3.2.4 .

CHEQUING ACCOUNT

NATIONAL SAMPLE -

(1920)

52.9%
3.5%

39.7%

3.7%

(6)

45%

10%

2%

32%

3%

1%

1%
1%‘

2%

- 39 -

" LOW INCOME SAMPLE

(928)
38.4%
o 30%
10%
1% .
3.8%
56.9%
41%
8%
a%
1%
0%
3%
0.8%
(1)

. 900
" 0Q0
000




As 'is the case nationally, . francophones who 11ve in low

income areas are more likely. than other residents to deal
with a credlt unlon‘ ' 60% of francophones have thelr chequlng
faccount in a bank while 48% have it in a- credlt unlon and g’
none in a trust On the other hand 88% of anglophones do.
their chequlng at a bank compared with 17% at a credit unlon"
and 3% at a trust. Although the . sample s1ze is small it '
;appears that the great maJorlty of allophones deal w1th a
bank

Although relatlvely more low 1ncome than natlonal respOndents

have ‘their chequing account at. a credit union, this appears“
to be due prlmarily to the language compos1tlon of the low
1ncome group. In fact relatlvely more "natlonal" francophones

than "low 1ncome" francophones ‘deal with a credlt unlon

AFour'outhof teh.Canadlans (40%) do not have a chequing

account and have not applied for one in the course ‘of the d.f

last three years .Respondents 1n thls category were asked

why they had not: applled.

Eight out of ten (81%) respondents say they did not apply l~f
_because they did. not need a chequlng account 8% 1ndlcatej‘
they did not have enough money, S 4% did not know that chequlng
accounts on which you recelve no 1nterest exist wh11e 2% do.
‘not belleve in . them or are opposed to them; % give a .

variety of other reasons while 4% g1ve no reason

‘It . is interesting‘to note that francophones'(B%) are more
llkely than other Canadlans to say they are not aware of

chequlng accounts on Wthh no 1nterest is pald
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. . were unaware of the service. Moreover the proportlon of

because "the bank did not have_the serylce".
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Fully six out of ten (57%) resldents of ‘low income areas do'
not have a chequlng account and did not apply for one in the
last three years The higher proportlon here 1s more or'
less the consequence* ‘of . the lower proportlon of thls group
who have chequlng accounts. '

Relatively fewer (71%) respondents‘in the low income sample
than in the natlonal sample say they d1d not apply for a
chequlng account because they did not need one. On: the other
hand relatlvely more indicate they d1d not have enough
money (14%) or they were unaware of: the service (6%) 2% .

offer other reasons ‘while 6% give none at all.
Again francophones more frequently (11%) 1nd1cate ‘that" they

/
"low ¥ncome" francOphones who ° ‘are unaware of tHe serV1ce

may .be sllghtly hlgher than that for francophones as a whole

Among~the reasons'given for not applyingffor a'cheQuing"
account 1s the view that the respondent would ‘not be-able
to. obtaln the serV1ce.' One respondent in the natlonal survey

and two- ln the low income survey glve this reason

In fact six. members of the natlonal sample and one member
of the low 1nc0me sample claim to have been refused a chequlng

account in the last three years. Whlle ‘no statlstlcal

' reliability. can be accorded to the 1nformatlon it 1s 1nterest—

ing to examine the cases 1n deta11

The "low income” respondent is a whlte anglophone Montrealer

with a family income of $12, OOO to $15 000. He was refused



of thedsix "national" respondents; five were refused~by>*

a bank and one by a credit union. All ‘six are white; Ctwo
are francophones while: four are anglophones One 1s not A
a Canadlan citizen. . ‘

Five of the six give reasons for the‘refusal:

"Lack-of_suffiCient,identification and

established credit in Canada (being an

American) just in Canada for a few months
' (Edmonton)

"Felt I wasn't old enough." (Toronto)'

- "Parce que je n'aVals pas d‘emp101 flxe.
(Montreal) : , A

"Have to have more cred1t (better cred1t)
(Cambellton N.B.)

"No steady‘source_of income, "
(Township 59, P.E.I.).

It 1s worth not1ng that six of those refused a: chequlng
account are in the 18 to 29 year old age group. Although
only one respondent says that age was a factor 1n his
refusal, this varlable appears to play a major.:- role in the
small number of refusals.' It is also worth notlng that the
young ‘are probably more. llkely to apply for one of thése -

accounts while members of other age groups are’ more. llkely
to have had one for some time. -

-In fact three of the seven respondents ‘who were refused a

chequing account 1ndicate they have one elsewhere On_thlsh‘

basis there does not appear to be any group. which experiences,

dlfflcultles obtalnlng a chequlng account. Despite'the
small number of refusals, access to chequlng-accounts appears
to be nearly universal. ‘ S
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Where respondents do not have chequlng accounts, the cause

appears to be lack. of demand due either to some unspec1f1ed
reason or to a percelved lack of funds ‘

'Despite this generaily favourable situation;"certain:individuals

may-. nevertheless experience d1fflcult1es of access 3The

stock of chequlng accounts 1is 53% However, 1t is. llkely

that about 15% to 20% . of Canadlans applled for a chequing"
(2)

account in the last three years . Consequently as many

as 2% of appllcants for chequlng accounts mlght be refused.

(2) About 13% of Canadians changed nelghbourhoods in the
last three years and having a chequing account. A’ further
4%:do not have a chequing account but applied for one in
the. last three years. Some of those who moved would keep
their old chequing accounts while others who did not move
would open new ones.  This is the basis for our estimate..



3.3 Chequing/Savings Accounts

Over half(SA%)ofeCanadians have a cheduing/savings eCoount;
44% say they do not have one wh11e 2% do not know or refuse
to give an answer. .

As is the case with chequing acc¢ounts, relatively fewer

students (43%) and unempioyed.personS~(43%) have chequiﬁg/

savings accounts. However there is no clear difference between

‘those employed full‘(57%)-or part—time (52%) and those who .
stay at no..c (52%) or are retired -(56%)

Sufprisingly income is'onlyAmildlylrelated to having a chequing/

savings account. While those with family incomes under
$6,000 have relatlvely fewer chequlng/saV1ngs accounts than
those w1th higher famlly incomes, no clear relatlon between
income . and holding one of theseaccounts exists for higher
levels of’income.

The mpst‘striking difference is between francophone and_other.
Canadians. While 68% of francophones have a chequing/savings
account, only 51% of allophones and 49%'of anglophones have
one. '

Chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts are as common among residents of low

income areas as they are natlonally,' 52% of the latter. say
they have a chequing/savings account. One the other hand.

46% say they do not have Qnevwhile'l%:do not offer a response.

As is the case nationally, iower income respondents (under‘
$6,000) are less likely to have a chequing/savings account
than are others. ' There appears. to be a greater tendency for

members of the over $15,000 income group to have one of these
accounts '
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TABLE 3.3.1

.. HAVE CHEQUING/SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL  -2,500  2.5-6M .= 6-9M  9-12M  12-15M  15-18M  18-25M  25M+  DK/NA |

NATIONAL SAMPLE
| SAMPLE SIZE (1320)  (23) - (120) (119)  (137) (189) - (235)  (365) . (450)  (282)
HAVE . sa.0 26.8 - 44.9 54,0  51.5 . - 57.3 56.1  54.3 ©  59.0 ~  48.4

DON'T HAVE - . 43.6.  70.7 - 54.8 - 46.0  46.0  42.3  41.8  44.2  39.8  43.1

D.K./N.A. 2.4 . ‘2.5 0.3 0.0 - 2.6 0.5 20 - 1.5 1.2 . 8.5

'LOW_INCOME SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE (928) (38) . (118) - (107) - (96)  (123)  (114) = (133)"  (95) - (104)
HMAVE® . . 52,5 3l.4 . 37.7 54.4 . 56.4 - '53.6  61.5  60.4 ~ 62.9  41.1

DON'T HAVE - 46.4  63.2  61.2  45.6 .~ 43.6 '45.5  38.5  37.9  37.1  55.1
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Francophones 11V1ng in: 1ow 1ncome areas’ are also moredlikely

to have a ohequ1ng/sav1ngs account than are thelr anglophone.f

and allophone homologues. Seven out of ten (69%) franco-
phones in this group have one of . these accounts compared
with 40% of anglophones and 48% of allophones

Natlonally, of those who do have a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account,:
75% have 1t at a bank 34% at a credlt union and 6f’at a
trust ' ’ ‘ ‘ '

Race does not seem to be correlated with where an 1nd1V1dua1'“

has an account. Whltes and non—whltes deal w1th banks,_
credit unions and trust companles in about the same

proportions.

However,‘respondentS‘Who are Canadian citizens by birth are:.

less 11ke1y to deal with a- bank than -are naturallzed or non-
01tlzens, 72% of. Canadlan c1tlzens by blPth have thelr . ’

chequ1ng/sav1ngs account at a bank, 38% at a credlt ‘union

and 5% at a trust. ' This compares wlth 89% of others who dealf
with a bank,lé% who ‘deal with a c¢redit union and 8% who deal

with a trust.

Francophones‘again haveda'greater tendency to. ‘have tneir
account at a credit union. Less than half (49%) ‘have thelr

chequlng/saV1ngs account at a bank compared w1th 72% who go

to a credlt union and 1% who deal with a trust. On the othef‘

hand, anglophones (88%) and allophones (97%) most frequently

deal with a bank rather ‘than w1th a. credit union (15% and 11%;

respectlvely) or a trust company (8% and 6%, respectlvely)
The reader will note that once. agaln, francophones have a

greater tendency to have more than one account
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE.
DON'T HAVE

. D.K./N.A.

LOW INCOME SAMPLE.

SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE
" DON'T HAVE -~

899 .K./N.A.
000 ’

TABLE 3.3.2

HAVE CHEQUING/SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY LANGUAGE -AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

TOTAL . FRENCH ENGLISH

s

OTHER

(1920) (-405) (1380) - (123) -(1550) (280) - (80)
54.0 67.8 ' 48.6  51.4 55.0 - 52.9 44,4
'43.6 '29.2 49.8 . 41.1 ' 42.6 45.1 51.5
2.4 2.9 1.6 7.5 2.3 2.0 4.1
©(927)  (349) (448)  (125) (711) (151) (64)
52.5°  69.4 .39.6.  47.7 54,9 45.4 48.0
46. 4 29.7 59.3 .. 24.3 ' 44.0 53.2 52.0
1.1 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.4 0.0

CANADIAN BY BIRTH NATURALIZED NOT CITIZEN .

E*ZAV -
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Among_residentsyof low income areas who have anﬁaccount,
two-thirds (66%) have their chequing/savings account at a

bank while 44% deal with a credit union and 1% with a trust.

Francophone residents of’theseAareas are again more likely to
deal with a credit. unlon' 63% of francophones as opposed to-
20% Of anglophones and 7% of . allophones have their chequing/
saV1ngs account at a credit unlon. - On the other hand, 48% -
of francophones compared with 90% of anglOphones and 82%

of allophones deal with a bank.

_Canadian citizens by birth less frequently (62%) have their

chequing/savings account at a bank than do other respondents
(83%) . Conversely they more frequently deal with a credit
union (50%) than do others (24%). S

It can be seen that the difference"betWeen the low income

‘and national samples is primarily due to their different

language compositions. The higher proportion of low income

'respondents who deal with a credit union is ekplained by the

greater relative importance of francophones in this sample.

Four cut of ten Canadian (42%) have not appliéd'for a chequing/
saV1ngs account in the last three years and do not presently
have one. ‘ '

Eight out of ten (80%) did not apply simply because they did .
not: need such an account. One out of ten (9%) feel they diag:

not have sufficient money while 3% express opp081t10n to the

service and 2% say they did not know it existed. A variety of

other responses comprisé the remaining 1% while 4% do not

offer a reason.
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TABLE"aQ.s" ’ ‘

WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR CHEQUING/SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL ~ -2,500  2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 15-18M  18-25M = 25M+  DK/NA

NATTIONAL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND o : L

DID NOT APPLY . 41.8  70.2 55.5  42.9  39.0 41.3  41.0 42,9  37.6  42.2
o * - * : ‘ * ‘

SAMPLE SIZE ~ . (864)  (15) (71) (50) ~ (71) (82) ~ (108) - (166). "(185)  (116) -
DO.NOT NEED . 80.4  63.4 - 60.1 72.6  72.5 78.6  80.3 " . 86.7  85.7 - '86.1
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 9.2 26.0 30.1  1l.2  ii.4  14.6 6.1 44 . 4.9 5.7
DON'T KNOW SERV. 2.2 0.0 4.8 0.0 8.4 ‘3.2 1.9 0.8 1.5 - 1.5
OPPOSED . = | 0.0 . 0.4 3.1 0.2 - - 1.1 3.2 4.9 .5.5 . 2.5
OTHER | - 0.0 . 0.6 0.0 2.5 0.6 0.8  .0.5 0.0 1.9

CDLK./NLAL 1006 . 4.1 13,1 5.0 1.9 . 7.8 2.6 2.4 2.3

N O W
\CRN I\

© LOW INCOME SAMPLE

. Do:NoT'HAvE AND : - S SR : , ' ST I

DID NOT APPLY ~ 44.1 65.5  62.3 43.3 42.2 40.0 36.5 34.5 36.0  51.5

* SR ' * , ‘ : ’ I _ ~ o s

SAMPLE SIZE - (425) . (25)  (73) (48)  (44) (50) - (44) ~  (50) . (34) .. (57)
DO NOT NEED . . 69.2 . .39.5 - . 52, 63.3  69.2 .- 78.4 - 82.6  84.0  93.7  65.2
'NOT ENOUGH MONEY 22.3  ~ 44.8 - . 38. 26.9 245 . 13.4 1L 10,37 1.9 216
DON'T KNOW SERV. 1. 4.7 2.7 0.6 41 o. © 2.4 0.0 . 0.0"
+QPPOSED S 7.3 4.5 - 0.5 0.0 0.0 - 3.4 5.5
. 8%8THER 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 . 2.6
§.K. /N.A. 3.7 2.7 5.8 ¢ 4.l 3.3 0.0 . 5.k
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The proportion who;sayfthey did not”haVe enoughhmoney is
inversely'correlated with income. Three out of ten (29%)
respondents w1th famlly 1n00mes under $6, OOO compared - with
5% of those with famlly incomes over $25, OOO indicate:.they'
did not have enough mOney. Slmllarly 16% of those’with \
. personal incomes under $6 000 compared with 2% of those with,.
personal 1ncomes over $18 000 01te thls reason

At the.;same t1me francophones are more 1ikely to feel they

did not have sufficient money; 25% give this Oplnlon as .
opposed to 6% of'angiophones and" 9% of allophones.‘ However'
this difference 1oses its 51gn1f1cance when we conslder that
far fewer francophones did not apply for a chequ1ng/sav1ngs ,
account -As a proportlon of the total 1anguage group 6% of - B
francophones compared with 3% of anglophones did not. apply for
a chequlng/savings‘account because they 'did not have sufficient
funds. ‘

Seven out of ten (69%) res1dents of low income areas who dld
not apply for a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account did not do so because
they felt. no.need for the service. " On the other hand 22%

- say they lack suff1c1ent funds while 2% are opposed to the
service and 2% d1d not know it ex1sts, % express other

' reasons whlle 4% can not .or w111 not offer any.

In theflow income sample francophones do not blamedlack?ofd B

money for_their thlapplying for a chequing/savings acCOunt:

This confirms the ‘view that the higher proportion of[francophone“f

nonAapplicants nationally whO'cite insuffiCient funds as their,.
reason for not applylng for a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account 1s an
w‘artlfact of the greater ex1st1ng stock’ of such accounts ’

among this language group. -
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. SAMPLE SIZE

HAVE
BANK
CREDIT UNION

TRUST
APPLIED

DID NOT APPLY

‘DO NOT NEED

OPPOSED

OTHER

TABLE 3.3.4

NOT ENOUGH MONEY

CHEQUING /SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

 NATIONAL SAMPLE .

- (1920)

- 54.0%

f‘;f_l.'?%

L 41.,9%

DON'T KNOW SERVICE

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER - -

 DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

2.6%

(4)

41%
19%

34%
?;4%
1%

1 %:- “ .
0.%
2%

" 44.1%

_\

LOW_INCOME SAMPLE

‘f928) .

‘52;5% -
- 35%
29%

1%

2.2% -

jso%ﬂA 
0%
 ;1%
iy
0%
2%
1;1%‘j

(o)



o citing lack:of‘money as the reason'for'not applying for

on thelother hand,rthere is an inverse relation between income -and

a chequing/savings account; 40% of those with . famlly o \
incomes under $6, OOO compared w1th 7% of thooe w1th family -
1ncomes over $18 000 give thls reason.

However, in’addition to the income effect there is a strong

ecological effect For a given income level, a- higher

u'proportlon of "low income" respondents than natlonal respondents

. Say the reason they did not apply for ‘a chequ1ng/sav1ngs

account is. that they d1dn't have enough money; thus 29%
of "national" respondents with famlly 1ncomes under $6, 000
comparede1th 40% of "low income™ respondents ;nvthe_samep'
category indicate they had insufficient funds to apply for
a chequing/savings account ‘Simiiariy 5% of "national“
respondents with famlly 1ncomes over $18 000 as opposed to

7% of "low. 1ncome" reSpondents in the same 1ncome group glve-

thls reason.

Inablllty to obtaln a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account was not a
major" reason for not applylng for. one,, Only two respondents‘
in. each sample cite. this factor.» Both are whlte anglophone
home-makers. One is divorced, the'other ‘married. One has a’
family income of $2,500 to $6,000 while the other has a

E famlly income of $9 OOO to $12 OOO

In fact a total of four respondents 1nd1cate they were refused
a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account.‘ Not a 51ng1e member of the low

‘_1ncome sample relates such an experlence

All four respondents have had thelr JObS for at - least three
years. All are white. and Canadian citizens by blrth Three
are francophones, one 1is anglophone. Two of the francophone

were’refused,by.credit unions. The remalnlng two respondents
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dld not- 1nd1cate where they had" been refused vOniy'one

reSpondent offered a reason for the refusal

V"On m'a. d1t que cela m'était 1nut11e pour f o \
~le moment". (Ascens1on, Que.) '

Wh11e the proportlon of Canadlans who were refused a chequlng/
savings -account is small, the refusal rate may nevertheless

be relativeiy high. 'Between 10% -and 15% of Canadlans may
have applled for a chequ1ng/sav1ngs account in the last’

three years. ConSequently the refusal rate would be
between 3% and 4%.

As inlthe case of oheouing accourits, however, there‘does-not
appear to be any group- which experiences‘difficulties
»obtalnlng a chequlng/savings aooount;i Over haifiof.Canadians
already have one. Those who do not have such’ an account
generally indicate that they do not need one or that they
lack - suff1c1ent funds. ' I

(3) See not 2 for an explanatlon ‘of the method QSed:to':
estlmate thls prOportlon '
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3.4 True Savings Accounts.

.Sik out of ten (62%) Canadians have a trueasavings account. “‘_1"
!On the other hand 36% say they do not have one whlle 2% do

not offer a response

The proportlon of respondents w1th true sav1ngs accounts rises

with level of educatlon" 46% of those with elght years or

less educatlon compared with 64% (9 12 years), 70% (13 16 years)”

- and 75% (17 years or more) of the other groups have a true

savmngs account

: Relatlvely more anglophones have a true savings account

68% compared with 51% of- francophones and 46% of - allophones

have one of these. accounts

Somewhat fewer (49%) "low income" respondents have:a;true
savings account; - 50% say.they do not have one while-1% do

not offer a response.

As in the national. Sample'relatively more'ang10phones-(54%)
than francophones (39%) have a true. savings account ' However
in the low 1ncome sample, allophones most frequently (62%)

have .a. true sav1ngs account.

The lower proportlon of true sav1ngs account holders among h
"low 1ncome" respondents can not be explalned by the. greater~
proportion: of francophones 1n_th1s group. Among both:

anglophones and francophones ‘having a‘truefsavings account\

'is . less frequent among low income- area residents than it is

nationally. However, thlS pattern is reversed among allophones{
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 TABLE 3.4.1

HAVE TRUE SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL ~ -2,500 - 2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 15-18M 18-25M  25M+  DK/NA

NATidNALASAMPLEi

SANPLE STz (1s20)  (23) (120 f(i19) | (137) (180) (238) '(365). 'k450)> (282)
‘HAVE o  ,f_§1.§;; 36.7 v  48;2  , 60.3"‘: 62.4,vaf57;7‘ ' _ Qoﬁélv 3'65.§,f; 57?7; "759.4“
N 'Doh'i'HAvﬁ . 360 - 80.9 | | 51.4  38.4  35.0 ’.42.0< -.'137.5'5‘ 32.2 ’_'31.4_‘;';35;¢ 

D.K./N.A. 2.3 2.5 0.4 1.4 . 2.8 0.2 - 2.0 2.0 1.0 7.0

,4LOW/iHCOMﬁ'SAMfﬁﬁf  ;”"’

;éAﬁﬁbE;SiZEf. '_(928)’_A'5158)';50'(118) (107) lt'(géﬁjl' (123) S,i(114)';« (isaj - (98) (104)
4f1HAVE} SR o 49.4-  39.2 . ) 35.5" 36.7 ~,':45.o;‘4 A54§9f 11"59,8 °.( 52;8,_; 71.5,;',-4é.8
"DQﬂ'fYHAVEL' ," 455§:; f'57,7 ,v;,;6;;3'_';s¢}4'~fa'ss.dlig 45f;;_@f"4b}2IEfi 46.4 28}5H‘_ éf{SJ

D.K./N.A. . 0.9 - 31 2.1 0.9.. 0.0 ~ 0.0 0.0 ~ 0.8 .- 0.0 S 2.7

. . @00
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"Among'"low ‘income" respondents, hav1ng a true saV1ngs‘
~account- is correlated W1th 1ncome, 36% of those W1th famlly
incomes under $9 OOO-have true sav1ngs accounts

Nationally; of those who have a true‘Savings account, 76%
have one w1th a bank 27% with a- credlt unlon and lO% w1th

a trust. It should be. noted that the market share of trusts

w1th respect to true sav1ng accounts 1s cons1derably 1arger_t=

than that w1th respect to. chequlng and chequlng/saV1ngs g

- accounts.

As it has already been demonstrated that relatlvely more
whltes, Canadian c1tlzens by blrth .and francophones make

(4)

use of cred1t unlons this exerc1se will not beArepeated

here.

It should.sufflce tx>note that the pattern holds for true

saV1ngs accounts

Among "low 1ncome" respondents ,who‘have’a true'savings
account, 76% deal with a bank, "28% with a ccredit union
and 3% with a trust. Agaln, the usual groups show a greater

tendency to have thelr account with a credlt unlon.

However the relatlvely fewer users of - trusts 1n lowAlncome
areas can not be attrlbuted to the language comp051tlon of?
the two samples. Instead the maln dlfference appears to

be ecolOgical For a glven 1ncome level relatlvely fewer

"low .income" reSpondents deal with a trust

One- thlrd (34%) of all- Canadlans do not presently have a true:

saV1ngs account and- haVe not applled for one in the last three

years.

(4) See-sections 3.2 and 3.3 .
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

. SAMPLE SIZE. -
' HAVE
' DON'T HAVE

|
| © D.K./N.A.

' LOW_INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE
© HAVE

" DON'T HAVE

 TABLE 3.4.2

HAVE TRUE SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

TOTAL - FRENCH ENGLISH OTHER CANADIAN BY BIRTH  NATURALIZED  NOT CITIZEN |

(1320)  (405)  (1380) (123) ~ . (1550) - (280)

. 61.8 . 50.9 - 68.0 45,6 . 61.87 - U B1vl

36.0  46.2  30.6 - 46.8 - 36.0 . 37.1

2.3 2.9 . 1.5 7.5 2.2 1.9

(928)"  (349)  (448) (125)  (711) (151)
49.4 - 39.1 = 54.4. 6l.9 - 46.6 . 59.2

49.7  60.6 ~  44.5  36.2 . - .52.9  38.4

(80)

65.8

30.1

4.1

 (64)
56.2

42.3‘

1S
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Again the most common reason for not haV1ng applied is 1ack _

of need; 71% cite this factor compared with 22% who say they
did not have enough money whlle 2% are opposed to this type\,.
of account and 1% glve other reasons; 4% do not offer a }

- response.

Relatively fewer (57%Y'"10w income" respondents'cite lack

of need as thelr reason for not applylng for a true sav1ngs
account. However this is due to the h1gher proportlon of
non—appllcants in the ‘low income survey.. In fact, 23% of the;
natlonal sample -as opposed to 27% of the low 1nc0me sample - -
do not have a true savings account and did. not apply for one~
because of lack of need. '

On the'other hand’relatively more of the 1ow income sample »
say they did not have enough money to apply for a true sav1ngs
account. This is’ the op1n10n of 33% of non—appllcants or.

16% of the ent1re sample, 7% of the entire natlonal sample
express this view. - '

In the "low income" survey, there is a very clear relation .

between "not having'enough money" and family income, 47%‘

of those with family incomes under $6 OOO as opposed to 16%
of those with 1nc0mes over $18,000 feel they did not. have
enough money to apply for a true saV1ngs account. Whlle this
relation ex1sts ‘in the national survey it is less regular

perhaps due to the 11m1ted sample size.

Much, although not all, of the difference between the Mlow
income" and "natlonal" samples can be attrlbuted to thelr

different income group comp081tlons
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: TABLE 3.4.3 | o
WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR TRUE SAVINGS ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL -2,500  2.5-6M 6-9M 9-12M - 12-15M 15-18M 18-25M 25M+  DK/NA

NATIONAL SAMPLE.

DO NOT HAVE ‘AND . ) - - | , - | |
 DID NOT APPLY = 33.6  63.7 43.0,. 37.0 . 28.6 39.8 36.4° 30.1  29.3 32.8

o | » . .
SAMPLE SIZE  (648)  (15) - (57)  (48)  (49) (73)  (76)  (102) (134) (94)
DO NOTINEED' - -71.0 - 41.6  68.5  69.2 51.8 166.9 75.2°  73.4 (75.3) . 75.5
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 22, “46.6  28.1 < 23.7  40.5 - 32.4 17.8  23.6 ~ 13.0  16.1
DON'T KNOW SERV. O. 0.0 0.0 0.0. = 2.9 0.0~ 1.2 . 0.0 . 0.9 0.5
OPPOSED 1 0.0 0.7 2.6 0.0 - 0.2 0.4 2.3° 2.4 2.4
OTHER ~o. 0.0 - 0.7 1.1 1.3 0.0 1.5 . 0.0 1.3 0.0
" D.K./N.A. 3 117 2.0 3.4 3.5 - 0.6 40 0.8 7.0 - 5.6

B JC NS I S NI

" LOW INCOME SAMPLE -

© DO NOT HAVE AND S = . | o o - o
DID NOT APPLY  47.4 ~ .56.9  61.1  60.0  5L.6  43.4  38.5 42.9  27.3 51.5

. SAMPLE SIZE | (438) -~ (22) . - (73) . (e4)  (50) ~  (52)  (43)  (55) . (26) (53)
DO NOT_NEED . 57.3°  36.0  44.1. ' 50.3  62.2 56.6  74.4  -72.4  71.7  53.0
' NOT ENOUGH MONEY 33.0 .  54.3  45.0 ~ 44.5  3l.2 = 30.2 19,9 ~ 15.9 16,0 34.5
DON'T KNOW SERV. 1.3 0.0 1.4 1.6 ° 0.0 - - 0.0 . 2.8 - 4.2 0.0 0.0
§§§PPOSED, 2.3 5.4 - 0.0 00 2.2 2.4 0.0 3.7 7.6 4.8
THER | 1.0, 0.0 + 2.8° 1.6 .. 0.0 ~ 0.0 - 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 2.7
KO/NLAL T sl 4.3 66 - 1.9 4.4 10.8 . 2.9 3.8 __ 47 -- 5.1
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Two respondents in each survey indicate that they would not
be able to obtain a true savings accounts. Three of the four
haveufémily_incomes of $2,500 to $6,000; the fourth has a

personal income in this range.

In_fact; four reSpondents indicate thaﬁ they were refused a -
true - savings account in the course of the last three years.
One'(from‘the national survey) is an unemployed francophone
white With a family income of $12,000 to $15,000. The reason
for refusal or the type of 1nst1tutlon whlch refused the

account were ‘not glven

Thelothef three respondents who were'refuseditrue savings
accounts are drawn from the "low income" sample. Two .are
white francophones while one is a white anglophone ~ One

is unemployed and. one has llved less than a year in each of
hlS last two homes. Two were refused by a bank. . The thlrd

does not state what type of 1nst1tutlon refused ‘him.
The following reasons for the refuséls were éiven:

"Not enough 1dent1flcation to satisfy them""
(Winnipeg) .

"Mort du mari". (Montreal)

Again it does>not'appeér that membere.of,ény groups eiperience‘
major difficulties in obtaining a true savings account. Over
60% of Canadians already have one. Almost all of those who

do not have a true saV1ngs account say they do not need one or

that they do not- have enough money
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 TABLE 3.4.4

TRUE SAVINGS

N

NATIONAL SAMPLE - LOW INCOME SAMPLE

 SAMPLE SIZE . (re20) (928)

 HAVE . el.8% . 49.4%

UBANK L ar% . 38%.

CREDIT UNION . T le% L 149

,,7ii_ . , “

TRUST - 2% 1%

=]

APPLIED S B Y- ' 2.4%

DID NOT APPLY = - 33.6% - 47 04%
DO NOT NEED A 24% 279
NOT ENOUGH MONEY TS S 1e%

DON'T KNOW SERVICE - o o% . 1%

OPPOSED ~ o 1% 14

OTHER . 0% L 0%

55~

_ DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER . Y% . .. 2%

' DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER . 3.6% - oJs%

'NUMBER REFUSED .~ . . - (1) (@)




\‘ ‘ - The proportion of refusals. appears to bevery low. It ~seems - .

that about 15% of Canadlans applied for a true savings - \ ‘
accounts 'in the course of the last three years(S). ‘In this- j 

case the refusal rate would be_less than 1%. - . , o ' l E

o LMd
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‘ . (5) See note (2) for an explanatlon of‘ the method used to R "*a.l
o estimate this pr‘opor‘tlon S SR : s P
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3.5 Chequing And Savings:. A Second Look

Of all accounts held by-Canadians~about‘one-third are true i.
savings accounts (37%), one-third chequing/savings accounts (32%)
and one-third chequing accounts(Si%). Since relatively more4 :
non—applicants say they did not have enough money in the case

of true savings accounts (22%) than intthe case of cheouing/
savings (9%) or chequing accounts, we mlght expect that
relatively more sav1ngs accounts would be held by upper

income account—holdersand relatively more chequlng -and chequlng/
savings accounts by lower income account-holders. In fact,

this is not'the case. There is no clear'relation between

income and the proportion of account holders who have true

savings accounts. Furthermore the prOportlon of accounts

-which are true savings accounts is' the same for the natlonal (37%)

). (6)

and low income samples (35%

Similarly there is‘no clear relation between income and the

proportion of chequing or chequlng/saV1ngs accounts held. In~

" the national sample, there appears to be a very sllght tendency
- for higher income account~holders to have a higher proportlon

of chequing accounts. The Oppos1te appears to be the case in

Athe low income sample We can thus presume that the relation

is spurlous.

However there is a notable difference between the national
sample and the low income sample. While chequing and chequlng/

savings accounts are held in almost equal numbers natlonally,

low income respondents hold more.cheouing/saVings;accounts (37%)

than they do chequing accounts. Since this difference can not

(6) It is important to note that we are dlstlngulnshlng among
the types of accounts -actually held. It is perfectly possille
for low income families to hold fewer of each type of account .
but to hold them in the same proportion as other Canadians.
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be attributed to’the different income'composltions‘of the

‘two samples, it must be due to some other;unexaminedlfactors.

Two possible explanatlons suggest themselves, the‘typevof o
institution used by‘members of the two samples and 1anguage

‘While 26% of the low income sample deal with a credit union

for thelr chequ1ng account only 19% of the national sample

do so. Slmllarly 44% of the former and 34 of- the 1atter have

their chequ1ng/sav1ngs account’ at a cred1t unlon. There 1s,
however, no dlfference in the: proportlon (27% and 28%,
respectlvely) who deal w1th a credit unlon for their. true
sav;ngs account. These flgures also testlfy to credlt unlons'
greater relative 1mportance with respect to chequ1ng/sav1ngs
accOunts, At the same t1me, francophones have a greater

tendency‘to'have chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts. Francophones

‘make up a relatlvely larger proportlon of the 1ow 1ncome

sample than of the natlonal sample._

In fact, natlonally,‘among francophones chequ1ng/sav1ngs
accounts make up the largest portion (44%) of accounts while

true savings (33%) and chequing accounts (24%) are relatlvely o

-less 1mportant Among anglophones, however, chequ1ng/sav1ngs

accounts are a smaller portlon (27%) than are true saV1ngs

(38%) or chequlng accounts (34%)

The greater 1mportance of chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts for credit

unions is also conflrmed These make up 41% of accounts in

cred1t unlons compared with 37% for true saV1ngs accounts and

»22% for" chequlng accounts. Banks, on the other hand, have

fewer chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts (31%) than chequlng (34%)

or true saV1ngs accounts - (36%). Thus “either the dlfferent
1nst1tut10ns used or. the dlfferent language comp051tlons of
the two samples mlght explaln the dlfferent observed d1str1—
butlons of accounts o '
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TABLE 3.5.1

.I..'F,.-.I’ ‘v vﬁ il i‘ ud  bead i-if"..i,.'l il A

[ I

PROPORTION OF EACH TYPE OF ACCOUNT AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ACCOUNT BY INCOME (%)'7

TOTAL -

NATIONAL SAMPLE
CHEQUING . 31.4

CHEQUINGY/ _
SAVINGS 32.0

' TRUE SAVINGS -  36.6

LOW INCOME SAMPLE .- =~

CHEQUING =~ 27.4

)

CHEQUING/ -

SAVINGS ~. 37.4

' TRUE SAVINGS-~ = 35.2-

800

000

19.3

©.35.9

44.8

- 28.9

34.3

36.8

28.7 .

- 36.7 -

" 34.6

' 29.0

.33.5 .

. 37.5

25.9

44.2

29.8

25.3

33.8

40.9

o 27;5 

40.3

2.2

.30.2

34.8 -

35.0°

35.1

28.9

 36.0

30.7

33.4

35.9

21.1

38.9

32.7

30.4

- 36.8

30.4

32.5.

34.1

30.7

35.2

’25.7

" 39.5

2,500  2.5-6M . 6-9M  9-12M - ~ 12-15M . 15-18M 18-25M  25M+  DK/NA

30.7

.31.1

38.2

33;5‘

37.1 - 34.8.  32.6

33.9.

- g9 -



-~ 66 -

If laﬁguage is controlled; we findrthatiﬁhere is a difference
between "national" and "low income" francophones with
respect to the distribution of accounts. There is, however,
no difference between the two samples of anglophones.
Consequently, if there is an ecolcgical effect, it would

appear to influence francophones but not anglophones.

On the other hand, if we_contfol‘fob type of institution
used, other interesting differences appear. Tﬁere is:e,'.
slight but significant tendency for more "low income' than
"national' accounts. in banks to be chequ1ng/sav1ngs accounts
and for fewer to be chequlng accounts. On the other hand,

in credit unlons, while relatlvely more "low income" than

"national" accounts are chequ1ng/sav1ngs, there are relatlvely

fewer savings accounts.

Finally, if we control simultaneously for‘language and
institution used, we. find that whether they deal with a bank
or credit union francophones.in the low income sample‘tend
to have more chequing/savings accounts relative to other
acccunts. However, this effect is strongerin-the‘case of

"credit unions.

It is also important to note that type of institution as well
as language influence the type of account used; Since credit
unions tend to be largely francophone institutions, it might
be expected that the reletion between language or type of

institution and type of account is due -to the close correlatlon

between being a francophone and dealing with a credit union.

In fact, Ufrancophone” accounts in a bank are.more likely to
be chequing/savings (41%) than are "ahglcphone” accounts (28%)
but'they'are less likely to be so than are "ffancophone," |

accounts in a credit union (49%). This pattern is repeated
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

CHEQUING

CHEQUING/SAVINGS

TRUE SAVINGS

" LOW INCOME SAMPLE

CHEQUING

o0e
[e]e]e]

.00
(9}
Q

CHEQUING/SAVINGS

UE SAVINGS

TABLE 3.5.2

PROPORTION OF EACH TYPE OF ACCOUNT AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ACCOUNTS

BY LANGUAGE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION

ALL BANK CREDIT UNION TRUS?
TOTAL,  FRENCH ENGLISH TOTAL  FRENCH  ENGLISH = TOTAL FRENCH ENGLISH  TOTAI
31.4 23.6 34.3  33.8 27.3 35.5  22.2 21.1 24.5  19.¢
. 32.0  -43.6 27.4  30.7 - 41.0 28.0 = 40.7 48.9 27.5  27.]
~ 36.6 32.8- 38.3  35.5 31.7 36.6  37.0 30.0 48.0  53.]
27.4 20.2  -33.8  29.5 23.3 34.0  21.4 16.6 32.2
1 37.4 ° 5l.1 27.9  33.9 46.8 . . 28.8  49.3 57.5 29.5
- . i : St
. o
35.2 - 28.6 38.3  36.6 .. 30.0 37.3  29.3 25.9 38.3 ~
. . . I
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. TABLE 3.5.3 -

.CHEQUING, CHEQUING/SAVINGS AND TRUE SAVINGS ACCOUNTS  (NATIONAL SAMPLE)

CHEQUING . - CHEQUING/SAVINGS  TRUE SAVINGS

SAMPLE STZE - - (l920) - (1920) . - (1920

HAVE | . 52.9% . s4.0% - . - 61.8%

BANK - asg e % o ara . |

CREDIT UNION  ~  -10% - . 19% S 19%.

TRUST 2% . 2% . 2%

APPLIED - = 3.5% . . 1.7% ¢ o le2%
DID NOT APPLY ©39.7% - Al.e% i 33.6%

) . DO NOT NEED 3% o 4% e 24%

ed (% B

NOT ENOUGH MONEY 8% A% 8%

DON'T KNOW SERV. .. 1% . o 1% 0%

"y

OPPOSED = - = S 1%
OTHER 1% - o% 0%

"DiK.J/N.A, - 2% 2%

o R

'DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER . 3.7% . S e.e% . 3.6%

SN B

 NUMBER REFUSED (e - '- H:'(g)_ R -

£ .
k.

k.2

’vyl/. | ‘ v v | | .
[Fng i
05 nd

CLamnd

000 A
000 :
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TABLE 3.5.4
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SAMPLF SIZE

HAVE
BANK
CREDIT UNION

TRUST

APPLIED

: DID NOT APPLY
‘ ‘ DO NOT NEED .
NOT ENOUGH MONEY

DON'T KNOW SERV.

OPPOSED '
. OTHER

D.K./N.A.

_ DON'T- KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUHBFR REFUSED

CHEQUING
(928)
38.4%

30% .
- 10%
1%
3.8% .
56.9%
419
8%
4%
1%
0%
3%
0.8%
(1)

CHEQUING/SAVINGS
(928)
© 52.5%
359%"
29%
1%
2.2%.
44.1%
30 %
10%
1%
1%
0%
2 %
1.1%

(0)

.\_,HEQUING CHEQUING/SAVINGS AND TRUE SAVINGS ACCOUNTS (LOW INCOME SAMPLE)

1

TRUE SAVINGS

(928)

" 49.49%
38%
14%
1%
2.4%
47 .4%
27 %
16 %
1%
1%
0%
2%
' 0.8%
(3)
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in the "low income" survey. Again, relatively.more'TranCOQ:
phone" (47%) than "anglophone" (29%) accounts in banks are
cheqding/savings. Hawever the proportion of "francophone"ta
accounts in credit unions which are chequing/savings is _
even greater (58%). tConsequently,_we-conclude that there
is.a three way interaction between language group, '"milieu"
and financial institution which influences the type of ’

account‘individualshold.- Nationally; anglophones who deal,

. with a credit union have a greater tendency to hold true

sav1ngs accounts than do those who deal with a ‘bank. HoweVer,
since this result is not repllcated in the "low income"

survey, no final conclusion can be drawn.

Before we mbve on to other typesof financial services, a

few general remarks are in order. Trué savings acéounts
appear to be the most widely d951red of the three maJor
typesof accounts. Fully 62% of Canadlans already have one.
Only 24% of the public say they do not need one. On the other
one third do not need each of a chequlng (32%) and chequing/

savings (34%) account.

However this situation may be more.appabent thah real.

CheQuing'and chequing/savings accounts both fill .a transactions

role. While it is clearly rational to hold both a true

saVings’and chequing account and it may be rational tb hold

(if somewhat less so) both a true savings and cﬁéquing/savings

account, 1t is unlikely to be rational to hold both.a chequing
and a chequing/savings account. ConseQuently,a consumer who
has:-a chequing account does not '"need" a chequing/savings
account and Vice.vérsa. _Over half af Canadians already have
each type of account. It is therefore not surprising that
relatively few Canadians express a desire for a chequing or
chequing/savings account. On the contrary, it is ‘surprising
to find that the number of chequing and chequ1ng/qav1ngs

accounts per caplta is greater than one.
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TABLE 3. 5. 5

HAVE CHEQUING AND SAVINGS ACCOUNTS (%)

>ﬁATIONAL SAMPLE‘.- qu INCOME SAMPLE

ALL N o 15.3 | " 8.9

CHEQUING, CHEQUING/ . - : |

QAVINGS | o ; 7.4 . 5.8

CHEQUING, TRUE SAVINGS : 23.i - :v14,é-'

CHEQUING/SAVINGS, . . |

TRUE SAVINGS . 15.0 o - 14.9

CHEQUING - | 71 . t‘ 8.9

CHEQUING/SAVINGS 16.2 23.0

TRUE SAVINGS o I 8.4 . ~11.0
‘“NONE s - . 1a.8

* In this table only positive answefs are couﬁttd " Y"Don't kndw"

responses are treated as. "Do not have'.
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In fact, 23% of Canadians have both a chequlng and- a.

chequing/savings account, as do 15 of residents of low 1ncome

Moreover, of these'overohalf have,all_three types of acoountsi_*

On the other hand, relatively more (23%) low income area
residents than Canadians as a_whole'(lﬁ%) have a chequing/.

savings‘account'only - Furthermore, - 16% of Canadians and

24% of "low income" respondents have ne1ther a chequ1ng/sav1ngs‘r

nor a chequing account.

"It is worth noting that 8% of Canadians have none of these

accounts. This proportion rises to 13% in low income ‘aréas.

This proportion'declines with income.  While 39% of.those

with famlly incomes under $2,500 have none of" these accounts,

this is the case for only 3% of those with family incomes
over $25,000. -‘Similarly, among members of the low income
sample, 47% of respondents with famlly 1noomes under $2, 500”

and 6% of those in ‘the over $25, 000 income group do not

‘have any of these accounts.

Certain groups are generally less likely to have any of
these accounts: the young (9%), women with (9%) or w1thout
(11%) jobs outside the home and allophones (14%). Howeyer_

none express difficulties of access.

It is, however, worth noting.that of fifteenprespondents

refused one of. these aocounts, eléven are between»18 and 29
years hold. The higher incidence of refusal for this age
groupnmay well reflect the fact that a higher proportion of

this group apply for an account for the first time.
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TABLE 3.5.6

DO NOT HAVE AN ACCOUNT RY INCOME * (%)

NATTONAL SAMPLE
TOTAL

. LESS THAN '2.5M

2.5 - 6M
6 - 9M

9 - 12M

12 - 15M

- 15 - 18M

18 - 25M
25M AND OVER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER .

* In this table "Don't know"
"Do not have"

7.5

38.8
22.5
11.7

12.5

responses are treated as

12.8

47.4
- 29.7

20.1

000

- ®00

LOW INCOME SAMPLE




3.6 Registered Home-Owners' Savings Plans

One Canadian in twenty . (6%) has a registered home-owners' |

'savings plan (RHOSP); - 91% say they do not have one while .
3% do not indicate whether or not they possess an RHOSP.

RHOSPs are found almostAexelusiVeiy.in:Upper and upper
middle income householos; 87% of all RHOSPs are heid by
respondents with famlly incomes of over $15,000. Only

12% belong to consumers with family incomes between $9, OOO
and $15,000 while less than 1% of those with an RHOSP have
family incomes under $9,000.

Anglophones more frequently have an RHOSP than'do other
. Canadians; 6% of anglophones compared with 5% of franco-

phones and 2% of allophones have one.

It is somewhat surprising to find that 4% of home-owners
have an RHOSP. WhilehRHOSPs'are relatively more common

among renters (9%) than among home-owners, by the very.

R

nature of RHOSPs, very few home—owners should have one. In

P

faot,*home—owners account for over half (53%)Vof RHSOPs.

The high proportion of home -owners who have RHOSPs can only
be explained in two ways. Either there is a s1gn1f10ant
group of individuals who are not qualified for an RHOSP but
nevertheless have one or most people«who have an RHOSP hold_
it for a very short period (about two years). Those home-
owners who have an RHOSP will have bought their home-within
the last twelve months. Under previous regulationsif the_‘
home or homes owned byta couple were registered only under
one name, the other member of'the couple could 1ega11y have
an RHOSP. Some home-owners who made use of this opportunlty
may. not yet have 11qu1dated their RHO&P
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TABLE 3.6.1

HAVE RHOSP BY INCOME (%)

15-18M

TOTAL  =-2,500  2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 18-25M  25M+  DK/NA
NATIONAL SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE (1920) (23) (120)  (119) (137) (189) (235) (365)  (450) (282)
HAVE _ 5.6 2.9 0.0 -~ 0.4 2.2 4.6 8.3 8.5 . 8.4 2.6
DON'T HAVE 90.9 = 97.1 100.0  99.3 95.2 93.7 89.5 87.6  87.9 89.3
D.K./N.A. 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.3- 2.8 1.8 2.2 . 3.9 3.7 8.1
LOW _INCOME SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE (927) (3g) .~ (117) (107)  (96) (123) (114) (133) (95) (104) .
HAVE . 5.6 0.0 0.0 2.2 6.2 3.6 2.7 © 13.6  15.4 - 3.2
DON'T HAVE ~  93.3  92.1 99.1°  96.7 92.4 96.2 97.1 85.3  83.6 94.3
D.K./N.A. 1.3 7.9 0.9 1.1 1.4 0.2 0.2 1.2 1.0 2.4
000 | o
000
000 i
o] _
82
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About‘oﬁe—duarter'ef RHOSP holders‘have beeﬁiin their present
home for Iees than a year. If we assume that all these
reepondents’are home-owners - whd'have juét bought'their first
home and if we further assume that the remalnlng home —-owners
have not yeb 11qu1dated thelr RHOSPS under the new regulatlon,
we can calculate the average period that consumers hold an
RHOSP before liquidating it. Under our strict assumptlons,
this average period would be about three years. Under less

restrictive assumptions, it might be closer to four‘years.

It therefore appears that RHOSPs are used primarily by
people who plan to purchase a home within a short period of

time.

The prOportlon (6%) of re81dents of low income areas who
have an RHOSP is the same as the natlonal average, 93%
say they do not ‘have onelwhlle 1% do not know or refused

to answer.

As is the case nationally, there is .a strong tendency for
RHOSPs in low income areas to be held by upper andnupper
middle income reSpondeﬁts . Three—quarfers (74%) of RHOSPs
belong to respondents with family incomes over $15,000. (68%
over $18,000) while 21% of RHOSP owners are in the $9eOOO
to $15,000 income group and 5% have family 1ncomes below
thls level.

Again anglophones have:relatively more RHOPS (8%) than do
francophones (4%) or allophones (4%). In view ‘'of the relation
between language and having an RHOSP and between income and
possessing one of'these~plans;?it ie somewhat surpriéing

that the proportion of "low ineome" respondents who have an

RHOSP is the same as the '"nmational" figure.
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TABLE 3.6.2

HAVE RHOSP BY LANGUAGE AND HOME OWNERSHIP (%)

TOTAL - FRENCH . ENGLISH . OTHER OWN . - RENT - LIVE WITH'PARENTS_)t

nATIONA; SAMPLE

SAMPLE'SIZE’ | - (1920) (405) 7 (1380)- . (123)-_(1ééo) .' (562):," | _i: (91),
HAVE 5.6 B '4.6 ; 6.5 -ii}gxﬂfj 455‘ "' 9.2 s
‘DON'T HAVﬁ' o 'TW»”90;9 . v§1;4 f : 2' 9;;214” '.85,5;". géfé - 89.2 Av‘ -  “35;4

D.K./M.,A. . . 3.4 4.0 2.3 .12.3 3.3 1.7 . 7.0

" iva;NCbME SAMPLE
:éﬁMPLE $IZE o '(927) (3485‘ o (443)j | (;25) (3432‘. (540)A | (33)
,t?HA§EVx' N o | '5;6>Z‘.w>,3.8 C '.5.?'. ”  §59‘; | 5;7_ 577“..,ﬁ | _”b.o-'
FBOfoQHAVﬁ f,u?';,’,  ;Qagif ,* 96$2 ,A' e8¢ ols v92}§  : ,93.5  o 94ua

D.K./N.A.. 1.3 0.0 1.5 4.3 1.6 0.7 5.6
. 000 L S - = ‘ . : ‘ e '

000"
000

Ll =




Two possible explanations are apparent. The higher proport-

* ion of renters in the "low income" Samp1e~may"increase~the'
proportion of RHOSP holders. On the other hand, the relation
between income'and‘having‘an RHOSP may be different for )

the two groups.

In fact; intlow income areas, the proportion of home—OWners
who have an RHOSP is the same (6%) as the.proportion of[v
renters (6%) who have one. Consequently,-it ispunclear
what impact the proportion of owners in the sampies

has on the relativefimportance of RHOSP holders.

On the other hand, it appears that upper income respondents
" (over $18,000) in the "low income' sample may have a greater
tendency to have an RHOSP than do their counterparts in the
natlonal.sample. As ‘a hypothes1s, we suggest that this

may reflect different prOportions of home—owners in the

two groups. TN

Nationaily, of those who have an RHOSP over half (53%) of
consumers have one in a bank; 27% have one in‘a:trust while
the rest (20%) deal with Credit Union. Thus trusts have a -~
cons1derably largershare of the market for RHOSP than for

more common types of accounts.

Trusts have a somewhat_smaller (10%) share of the market -~
in low income areas. Banks hold 56% of the market compared
with 34% for credit unions. Nevertheless, here too, trusts
hold a larger share of the market for RHOPSs than for other..
types of accounts.

Nationally, nine out of ten (87%) of'Canadians,do-not'have»
an RHOSP and did not apply for one in the last three years.
The overwhelming majority of these (83%) indicate that they

did not need one. The second most common reason is simply

;
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that coneumers do not_know that the service exists (6%);

" %'eay they do not haﬁe>enough money; 1% feel they could -

not get an RHOSP while a similar proportion are ‘opposeéed to

the serv1ce, 1% give other reasons whlle 3% give none.

The prOportion who say they do not have enough money is
inversely correlated with income. Thus 12% ofvthose:with
family incomes under.-$6,000 compared with 2% in the over

$25,000 income gronposay they do notlhave enough money.

The overt. .ing majority (86%) of those who say they
have no Teason to use an RHOSP are homenowners, Fewer than

1% of renters feel they could not get an RHOSP. Consequently

there do not appear to be w1despread perceived problems of

access for those who are genuinely eligible for RHOSPs.

Nine out of ten (92%) low income reepondents do not have an ;

RHOSP and have not applled for one ‘in- the course of the 1ast.

three years. O0Of these seven out of ten (71%) say they did

not need this service; 14% consider that they did not have f

enough money while 10% were unaware of the service; 1% are
opposed to RHOSPs while 1% glve a varlety of answers. and

3% offer no reason.

Again perceived lack of money is associated with inoome.A
Fully 26% of those with family incomes under $6,000 compared
with 3% of those in the over $25,000 income group ‘say-they

do not have enough money for an RHOSP.

Moreover, for a given level of income, '"low income'" non-

applicants more frequently consider they do not have enough

money for an RHOSP. Thus the difference between the two

groups reflects not only their respective income compositioné"

but also an ecological factor.
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'SAMPLE SIZE

HAVE

BANK

CREDIT UNION. .

 TRUST

l
|
1
;
;
3

APPLIED

| ‘.ID NOT APPLY

DO NOT NEED

NOT ENOUGH MONEY

DON'T KNOW SERVICE

OPPOSED

COULD NOT GET"

OTHER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER
~ DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER .

NUMBER REFUSED

TABLE 3.6.4

RHOSP

NATIONAL SAMPLE - -

‘(1920)

5.6%.
- 3%
1%
2%
.29
87.3%
7%
_ %
6%
g
1
1%
3%
4.89.
(2)

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

(927)
5.6%
3%
2%
1%
0.8%.
91.9%
66%
C13%
9%
1%
0%
1%
3%
1.6%
(1)
000
CQ0
[ lele]
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Only two respondents 1n the "low 1ncome" sample belleve-
they could ‘not obtain an RHOSP. One is a. renter whlle the
other is a home- owner Consequently, 1t appears that . "low‘
income" respondents generally do not cons1der that there

are problems of access to RHOSPs

In fact, three respondents 1ndlcate that they were refused
an RHOSP. Two are drawn from the- ”natlonal” sample

while the other_is a member of the "low income" sample

Allpthree are home-owners. The reasons for refusal reflect_1

this. situation.

‘"Own other property'" "(Winnipeg, low income
sample). L , S
«"Was_not‘eligiole."' (Winnipeg; national sample)

"Because we owned several. houses and RHOSP
applies to the first time buyer of:a home if. that
~home is the pr1n01pal res1dence” (Orangeville,
Ontarlo) ' o L

Consequently it appears that consumers who were genuinely

quallfled for an RHOSP- and applled for one had- no dlfflcultles

obtalnlng one. h Nevertheless,‘relatlvely few Canadlans »
make use- of th1s service, and,pof those who do,,a maJority<

are ‘home- ownersand over_elght:Out of'ten are in the upper

‘and upper middle income groups.
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' 3.7 Registered Retirement Savings Plans

One-quarter (26%) of Cahadians have a registered retirement
savings plan (RRSP); 71% say they do not have one while
3% do not know or. refuse to answer.

The proportion of respondents who have an RRSP is strongly ,w’fv,

- correlated with income. While 3% of those with famlly

incomes under $2,500.have one of these plans, fullyv33%

of those in the over $25,000 income category have one.

Although anglophones (28%) and francophones (25%) have - "‘hJ“ﬂ{

RRSPs in roughly equal proportlons,_allophones less frequently
(10%) have one of these plans. ‘ ‘

About one out ef'eight (12%) residents of low income .areas LTN
have an RRSP; on the other hand, 86% do not ‘while l% do not *Awp

state whether or not they have one.

As nationally, there is a strong felationrbetween income
and the propertion of residents. of low .income areas who
have RRSPS. While 2% of respondents in the under $6 ;000
income group have an RRSP, 26% of those with family incomes
over $25,000 have one. » A

Moreover, for a given level of income, a highef‘eropdrtiOn
of. "natlonal” respondents than "low 1ncome“‘respondehts have
an RRSP. Thus among those with famlly incomes over $25,000,
33% of the natlonal sample as opposed to . 26% of the "low
income'" sample have an RRSP. Similarly for those with
family incomes between $18,000 and $25,000, 37% of the

national sample and 20% of the low 1ncome sample Have an
RRSP.
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There is no Obvious'sbcio—demographic'factor to which this

- difference can be attributed. Cohsequently, we must

assume. that there is some form of ecological factor influencing

behaviour.

Of those Canadians who have an RRSP, 36% have it with a 1ife
insurance company, 24% with a bank, 22% with a trust and
" 20% with a credit union. - It is evident that life insurance

companies have captured a large part of the market thah have ~—

other financial institutions with a wider variety of

savings plans. Trusts also have a large share of the market

i

relative to their share of the more traditional accounts.
However their share is nevertheless smaller than that for
RHOSPs. '

Seven out of ten (69%) Canadians do net have an RRSP ard
have not applied for one in the course of the last three

years._ The major reason. for not applylng is lack of need.

Three—-quarters (75%) of non—appllcants cite this factor;

13% say they do not have enough money,. 3% do .not know the

b td

service ex1sts, 2% consider they would be'unable to get such
a plan while 1% are opposed and 5% do not give a reason.

The proportion:who believe they would_hot be able td»get' , )
an RRSP appears to be slightly correlated with income; 3%
of those with family incomes under $6,000 compared with 1%
of those with family incomes over $25,000 say,they could not
get an RRSP. The diffefence is'slight but may indicate a = =
general tendency. ﬁ : ’ _ =

However this probably reflects the greater proportion of

persons who are already retired who are likely to be found
in lower income groups; 38% of those who say they would not

=l
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TOTAL .

CTABLE 3.7.1 . -

NATIONAL SAMPLE
 SAMPLE SIZE (1920)
HAVE -

‘DON'T HAVE .~ 71.3

D.K./N.A. 2.9

© LOW_TINCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE - (927) -
CHAVES . 12.4

_DON'T HAVE  86.3

800
000
000

25.8"

D.K./N.A. - 1.3

-2,500

(23)

2.9

. 94.6

2.5-6M

(1265

{118)

6-9M

' (1195'

13.7

' HAVE RRSP BY INCOME (%) -

15-18M

Gk ol Bad e aiid

18-25M

A(137)

18.1
- 79.4.

26

(96)

0-12M -

12-15M

'(189),

24.9
75.1

0.0

(123)
1202
85.0

2.8

(é35)

23.8

- 74.0

(114)

17.4

- 82.5

g (365)1

. 37.2

(133)

1909

" 78.9

h‘ _‘i’ 'ﬂl B a‘.-‘ i .rl o

25M+-

(450)

25.7

33.1

(95) "

DK/NA

‘  {282)
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be able td”get an RRS? are‘already retiréd Moreover‘S%

of those over age 60 dld not apply for an RRSP because

‘they could not get one.

Nine of ten (86%) résidents of lowtinCOme areas do. not have
an RRSP and have not. applied for one 1n the course of the
last three years. The principal reason c1ted is 1ack of-
need (70%). . Two out of ten (18%) say they do not have

enough’ money while 5% are. unaware of the services, 1% each

say that they are opposed to the service,could not get 1t or ;i

give other reasons, % ‘can not or do not w1sh to c1te*a

reason.

In fact only one respondent was refused an RRSP This
person is not a Canadian c1tizen and had recently moved to

a new-neighbourhood, He gave’ no reason for the refusal.

Overall there seem to be no perceived or experienced problems'

in obtaining an RRSP.
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NATIONAL. SAMPLE

'SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE
DON'T HAVE

D.K./N.A.

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

. SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE
DON'T.HAVE

D.K./N.A.

Q0
QQQ
Q00

"HAVE RRSP BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

TABLE 3.7.2

OTHER CANADIAN BY BIRTH

NOT CITIZEN

TOTAL ~ FRENCH ENGLISH NATURALIZED
(1920)  (405)  (1380)  (123) (1550) (280) (80)
25.8 25.4 27.6 10.3 26.3 - 25;2 22.1
71.3  71.3 70.6 - 77.4 71,1 72.0 70.3
2.9 3.2 1.8 12.4 2.6 2.8 7.6
(927)  (349) (447)  (125) (711) (150) (84)
12.4 11.8 14.9 6.5 13.1 10.8 9.5
86.3  87.6 84.4  88.9 86.1 87..6 85.2
1.3 0.6 0.7 4.6 0.9 1.5 5.3
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TOTAL

NATIONAIL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND
- DID NOT APPLY 69.0

,
SAMPLE SIZE (1317)
DO NOT NEED - .  74.7
'NOT ENOUGH MONEY 13.2
DON'T KNOW SERV. 3.1
OPPOSED | 1.1
COULD NOT GET 1.9
OTHER 0.9
D.K./N.A. 5.0

LOW INCOME SAMPLE -

DO -NOT HAVE AND

~DID NOT APPLY  85.5

*
SAMPLE SIZE (798)
DO NOT NEED 1 69.5

NOT ENOUGH MONEY 18.1
"DON'T KNOW SERV. 5.0

OPPOSED 1.3
&OULD NOT GET 1.0
800 . ]

HER , 1.0
“DLK./N.A. . 4.1

~ WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR RRSP BY INCOME (%)

TABL‘ 7.3

~2,500

96.8

(22)

51.
27.

- 13.

91.4

(35)
. 66.9
19.1

5.3

6.0
Q'O
0.0

2.5-6M

91.0

(112)
76.3

- 17.5
2.9
0.0
2.3
0.0
1.1

98.8
*

(116)
55.9
28.4
9.8
0.0
1.8
0.9 .

3.3

6-0M  9-12M
79.7 70.8
(99) (103)
63.8 74.5
17.3 15.5
2.7 1.4
0.0 - 1.5
5.2 1.2
0.0 1.9
11.0 4.1
91.3 - 88.3
(97) (86)
 66.9 73.9
19.5 16.9
6.3 6.4
1.1 0.3
1.1 0.0
1.3 0.0
3.9 2.6

‘8.5 -

|
%
i
12-15M 15-18M - 18-25M  25M+  DK/NA
72.0 72.5 59.0  63.1 69.2
» | . |
(137) (160) (222)  (2786) (186)
69.2 79.5 69.5  79.3  80.3
19.8 11.1 17.3 9.0 5.4
2.3 3.5 4.9 - 2.4 3.7
1.2 0.2 2.9 1.3 0.8
1.3 1.1 1.0 0.8 2.9
0.2 1.2 0.2 2.4 0.2
5.9 3.3 4.2 4.8 6.7
84.6 81.4  79.7  74.8  83.3
* *
(104) (94)  (105)  (72) (89) .
67.3  74.7  72.3 92.6 61.2
17.2 16.4 14.0 4.4 22.4
6.2 3.9 2.3 0.0 2.9
1.9 1.1 3.3 0.0 1.6
1.3 0.0 0.0 . 1.6 0.0
0.0 1.1 1.0 1.4 3.3
6.0 2.7 0.0

7.0
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 HAVE

DO NOT NEED '

- SAMPLE SIZE

BANK

CREDIT UNION -
TRUST

" LIFE. INSURANCE"

" APPLIED

. DID NOT APPLY

NOT ENOUGH MONEY

>DON‘f KNOW SERVICE
'OPPOSED ’
' COULD NOT GET -
‘OTHER

~ DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER
' DON'T KNOW/NG ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED . -

TABLE 3.7.4

" RRSP

NATIONAL SAMPLE . -
. (1920)

25.8%

. 6%

, 5% ‘_

5%

9%

0.6%

69.0%

 57%
“ 4%
%
o
1%
L 0% _'

;2%

(1)

. 85.5%

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

‘(9é7)',"

12.4% .

3% -

2%

4% .

0.6%

‘»60%:

16w

P

l%
1%

1% -
4%

,‘:1.3%A A.

)
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3.8 Term Deposits -

-One-quarter (24%) of;Canadians.haveré term deposit or

guaranteed investment'certificate‘ 71°'say they do not -

have one while 5% can not or do not w1sh to answer.

Having a term depoSit:is directiv‘releted to'femily income.
While 15% of those with famlly 1ncomes under $6,000 have a
term depos1t fully 30% of respondents w1th fam11y incomes
over $25,000 have one. '

As is the casekwith‘registered rétirement savings plans and

reg1stered home-owners savings. plans, relatlvely fewer: allo—
phones than anglophones and francophones ‘have a term dep051t

This is the case for only 12% of allophones compared ‘with 24“‘.

of anglophones and 27° of francophones - This situation is

. equally reflected in the dlfferences between respondents

according to c1t12ensh1p status. Wh11e 25% of Canadlan

citizens (by b1rth or naturallzed) have a term’ dep051t “this

is the case for only 12% of nomn-= c1tlzens

Relatively fewer residents of low income areas have a term

deposit; 15% of respondents ‘in the low income‘sample‘éay they

have one of these deposits while. 82°_say they do not and 2°

do not offer a responSe.: Again there appears to be an. 4

ecologlcal effect Whiie 30%. of respondents to the natlonal‘
survey. in the over $25, 000 fam11y income group have a term

dep051t only 25% of respondents to the low income survey in

this income group say they have one of these deposits.
Slmllarly only 9% of "low 1ncome” respondents in the: under

$6 000 famil 1ncome Toup com ared with 15% of "natlonal"
Y g p P

.respondents in this group indicate they have a term deposth

Nevertheleés the relation between“intomeland the likelihood
of having of term dep051t clearly holds in the 1ow income
as well as the national sample ' ' '

4 R.d
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TOTAL

HATIONAL SAMPLE

. SAMPLE‘SIZE ’(1920)
HAVE | 24.0
DON'T HAVE 71.0
D.K./N.A. a9

LOW- INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (927)
HAVE . 15.2
DOM'T HAVE - 82.3
D.K/M.A. - 2.4 -

v o |

000

000

. -2,500

(23)

81.7

10.3

TABLE 3.8.1

HAVE TERM DEPOSIT BY INCOME (%)

2.5-6M

(120)
17.3

75.9

(118)

25M+

EBEN KD

6-9M 9-12M -
(119) (137)
18.9 25.6
77.5 71.9
3.6 2.6
(106) (96)
14.4 11.1
84.6 87.9
1.0 1.1

lo-15M  15-18M  18-25M DK /NA

(189) ‘(235)' (365)  (450) (282)

- 20.2 é2;1‘, ’27.8' 29.8 20.5
78.Q 74.4'. 7o.Q” 65;6: 65.§: :

1.9 3.4 2.2 4.6 13.6

(123)  (114)  (133)  (95) ~  (104)

14.8 18.7 - 18.3  24.6 13.3

4.3 77.6 70,9 75.4 7Bf8

0.8 3:6  ls 0.0 »j7;8

1

E

i
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The relation between citizenship status and the_probability
of having a term deposit also hOlds for the low income
sample; 15% of citizens by birth and 19% of naturalized
citiéens compared  with 6%'of non-citizens have a term
deposit. | |

However, there is no clear relation between language and
the likelihood of having a term deposit among members of the
low income sample; '18% of allophones, 17% of francophones

and 13% of anglophones indicate .they have a term deposit.

Nationally among those who have a term deposit, 53% have one __ .~

Franco-
phones, as for all services studied so far, have a greater .

tendency to deal with a credit union.

in a bank, 30% in a credit union and 28% in a trusﬁ.

Among residents of low income areas who have a term depoéit;
61% deal with a bank, 35% with a credit union and 15% with
-a trust. Consequently it appears that residents of low income

areas are relatively less likely than other Canadians to deal
with a ‘trust.

The main reason given by Canadians for not applying for a

term deposit is lack of need; 56% of those who‘did»not_apply

and. do not presentiy'have a term deposit give this reason.

On the other hahd'fully 30% indicate they did not have enough
money while 7% do not know of ﬁhe service.
that this means that 5% of Canadians are unaware of the

existence of term deposits. One percent of non-applicants
give other reasons for not applying.while 6% do not know or -
do not wish to answer.

Four out of ten (42%) residents of 1ow_ihcome areas who did
not apply for a term deposit in the'coufse of the last three

years indicate they did not do ‘so because they did not need

It is worth notingA
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TABLE 3.8.2

HAVE TERM DEPOSIT BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

TOTAL  FRENCH = ENGLISH =~ OTHER CANADIAN BY BIRTH NATURALIZED .= NOT CITIZEN

NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE.SIZE | (1920) (405). - (1380)  (123) - (1550) R .v(zéo) o (80)
wave 240 ’26;7 ' 24}g' 12.4 24.7i‘ 252 11.6
bON'T‘HAVE - 71.0 es.1 . 71.7  75.6 70.4 o 70.9 8l.2
 D.K./N.A. 4 5.2  4.2- 12.0 5.0 3 7.2

 LOW [ INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (927) (349) (448) (124) (711) (150) (64)
HAVE 15.2 16.6 12.7 17.9  15.3 . 18.7 6.2
DON'T HAVE . 82.3 - 82.2  84.6  77.1 82,4 Cg7.7 T 92u3
, | | | ) o :
0g0. K. /N.A. 2.4 1.4 2.8 5.0 2.3 - N 1.5
000 : L ) ) i S g o R : . w
' I
{
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‘ ' .7 one. A s1m11ar proportlon (40%) feel they did not have ‘ ' -
- o enough money. Fully 12% are unaware that term depos1ts rﬁﬂ”“:? b -
exist whlle 2% offer other reasons and 5% offer none at ,

all. - S

It is strlklng that 10% of res1dents of ‘low income’ areas are ‘-f -

unaware of temnckmOS1ts It appears,:ﬁuthermore, that, 1f E

anythlng, the proportlon of . reSpondents who do not know of. L

term deposits 1ncreaSes with income. . ' "

¥

A totai T our respondents in the two surveys 1ndlcate B :"‘

that they did not apply ‘for a term dep051t because they - ’ V-

con51der that they would be unable to obtaln one. V : '

‘In-fact not a 51ngle respondent 1n e1ther survey admlts }

to hav1ng been refused a term dep051t '%

. ‘ Thus again there appears“to be generally wide ao~cess“to'*\'

term deposits. ThoSe who 'do not use them, are generally

not deterred by a bellef that they w1ll not obtaln one, ,

and those who do apply express no. dlfflcultles w1th respect

to access.

i |




TABLE 3. !'3

‘WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR A TERM DEPOSIT BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL -2,500 2.5-6M 6-9M 9-12M 12-15M 15-18M  18-25M 25M+ DK/NA
NATIONAL SAMPLE
DO MNOT HAVE AND : - . : ‘ ,
DID MOT APPLY  69.5 - 97.6 C77.2 74.7 66.9 ~76.5  74.0  67.7 63.3 ' 66.7 - -
) * . * B *
'SAMPLE SIZE ©(1340) (22) - (93)  (90) (99) (150) . (170) (251) . (290) (175)
DO’ NOT NEED _  55.6 . - 49.8 42.7  58.9 44.4 . 39.8 53.8 62.4 64.0  59.9
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 29.9 25.3 44.4  27.7 - 46.4 39.9  25.7 27.4 24.9 23.5
DON'T KNOW SERV. 7.3 13.8 7.3 7.0 - 2.6 12.5 13.7 3.2 4.7 7.7
OTHER } 0.9 0.0 1.9 1.3 0.0 1.0 -~ 1.0 0.2 0.6 1.8
2 11.0

D.X./N.A. 6. 3.7 5.1 - . 6.6 6.9 5.8 © 6.9 5.7 7.1

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

DO MOT HAVE AND

DID MOT APPLY  81.8 86.2 88.0 84.0 . 86.7 ~  82.3  77.6  80.2 . 75.5 . 78.8
o« - * IR * : * o

' sampLE s1ze =~ (783) (33) ~ (104) (90)  (84) - (102) (90) - (1o6)  (72) = (82)

- DO NOT NEED 41.7 35.0 ©37.9  39.6 44.6 41.8  43.6  38.9  45.4 47.0

MOT ENOUGH MONEY 40.4 50.9 47.6 38.4 - 44.9 42.8 41.4 ..37.2  28.3 . 34.9

DOMN'T KNOW SERV. 11.7 L4 .8 17.8 5.4 9.7 -~ 10.9 18.9  .19.8 6.9

-OTHER 1.5 .7 0. 1.2 0.0 1.0 .2 0.2 1.7 2.8

D.X./N.A. 4.7 .0 .8 3.1 5.2 4.7 2.9 4.7 4.8 8.4
200 S ' : : o : : .
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000 " - |
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°

SAMPLE SIZE

HAVE
BANK
CREDIT UNION

TRUST/MORTGAGE
APPLIED

'DID NOT APPLY
’ DO NQT NEED
" NOT ENOUGH MONEY
DON'T KNOW SERVICE

OTHER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

TABLE 3.8.4

TERM DEPOSIT

NATIONAL SAMPLE

(1920)
24.0%
13%
7%
7%
C1.1%
69.5%
39%
219% -
5%
1%
4%
- 5.6%
(o)

ot
s

=3 =3

Low INCOME SAMPLE

Ex

(927) E'
15.2%
9% "E{

5%- E

2% |
o.é% g‘
81.8% | IE
: 35%. | g%
3% }
8% z})
1% -
w
B .
2.2% A\ | @
. |
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3.9 Whole Life Insurance Policies

Half (51%) of. Canadlans ‘have a whole llfe 1nsurance pollcy
(one w1th an 1nvestment component) on the other hand
44% say they do not have one whlle 5% do. not offer ‘a.

response.

The prOportlon of respondents who have a whole llfe 1nsurance

- policy rlses w1th the level ‘of famlly 1ncome Thus 36% of

those w1th famlly incomes - under $6 OOO compared with 60%
of ‘those --° ~h famlly 1ncomes over’ $18 OOO say they have a -

whole llfe 1nsurance policy.

Relatlvely more francophones than other Canad1ans have a
whole: life 1nsurance pollcy," 61% of" francophones compared
with 49% of anglophones and 27% of . allophones say they have

one of these pOllCleS

Similarly, Canad1ans by blrth are more likely to have a

whole 1life 1nsurance pollcy than are other Canadlans Fully

53% of Canad1ans by b1rth as opposed to 41% of naturallzed

-c1t1zens and 42% of non- c1t1zens have one of these policies.

Four out of ten (43%) res1dents of lower 1ncome areas say :;'

e — PR v b e e e

they have a whole llfe 1nsurance pollcy ~ On the other hand,

56% 1nd1cate they do not have- one ‘while" 2% do not. express

'themselves e1ther way. Consequently relat1vely fewer res1dents»:

of low 1ncome areas than Canad1ans as a whole have a whole.

llfe 1nsurance pollcy

This dlfference can not be explalned by ‘the - 1ncome compos1tlons
of the two- groups At low 1ncomes (under $12, OOO), at least
"lower income" respondents are less llkely than are "natlonal"

respondents to have a whole llfe 1nsurance pollcy

000 . Co T
000
200 - A



Consequently, the relatlon between 1ncome and proportlon of

respondents who have a whole llfe 1nsurance pollcy is: strong‘
-among members of the low income sample.ﬁ Whlle 22% of.
re51dents of low 1ncome areas w1th famlly 1ncomes under $6 OOO
1nd10ate they have one of these accounts, 55% of those wlth "

' famlly incomes over $18,000 have one.

Similarly, the dlfference between res1dents of low income
'areas and Canadlans as a whole can ‘not be explained by the_
dlfferent language comp051tlon of the two groups.' On the
contrary, e hlgher proportlon of francophones among
res1dents ‘of these. areas serves to lessen this dlfference
-However, it is 1nterest1ng to note that there is no dlfference
between francophones residents of ‘low 1ncome ‘areas (58%)
and francophones as a whole (61%).: However, anglophone
residents of low 1ncome areas, are much less likely (37%)
than are anglophones as a whole (49%) to have a whole 11fe
insurance policy. . Slmllarly, whlle 27% of allophones as

a whole have one of these pollcles, th1s is the case for

only 18% of - allophones who live in low ‘income areas.

It w1ll also be noted frOm the above that in the low 1ncome

survey as well as in the natlonal survey,»francophones have

a greater tendency than do anglophones or allophones to havevﬁ

a whole life 1nsurancerpollcy. Thls also holds»true of
Canadian citizens by birth. Anongfresidents'bf 1ow>income4‘
areas, 48% of Canadian‘citizens by blrth‘compared with-26%
of naturallzed 01t1zens and 29% of non—01t1zens have one of

these pollcles
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TOTAL
NATIONAL.SAMPLE.
SAMPLE SIZE (1919)
HAVE . .'. . s1.0
" DON'T HAVE ,,44.4‘
‘D.kf/N;A. | 4.6

LOW INCOME .SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE . - (927)
" HAVE , - 42.6
DON'T HAVE . 55.8
. D.K./N.A. . 1.6
. 200 -
Q00
C00

TABLE 3.9.1 -

HAVE WHOLE LIFE INSURANCE POLICY BY INCOME (%)

18-25M

2.5-6M 6—9M 9-12M 12-15M

(120)  (119) (136) (189)

32,9 44.5 48.0 - 48.9

64.8 © 53.3 - 48.6 49.0

2.3 2.2 3.4 2.1
©(118)  (106)  (98) - (123)  (114)

$22.3 39.4-77 39.5-- 46.4

' 75.8  59.6.  57.1 52.0

1.0 3.4 1.6

(365)

62.4

(133)

59.2

DK/NA

(282)

. 38.1

(95);, (104)

33.6

- 66 -
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Seven out of ten (73%) Canadians who do not have .a whole
life insurance policy and have not applied for one- in the
course of the last three years: say they did not do so -

because they did not need one; 10% indicate that they d1d

‘not have enough money while 6% are opposed to such policies.

Less than 2% each say the policies are too expensive,
that they could not get one or cite other factors; 6%

do not offer an explanation.

The fesponse'"not enough money" is as usual correlated
with 1ncr ’ 16% of . those with famlly incomes under $9 000
compared w1th 5% of those with family incomes over $18 000
indicate that the reason they did not apply was that they

did not have enough money.

Among residents of low income areas, 70% of those_whovdqxnot

have a whole life insurance pblicy and have not appliedvfdr_.

one in the course of the last three years say-that\thehreasbn%

'they did not apply was because they did not need one; 16%

indicate they did not have enough money while 8% are opposed
to this service; 1% each say they Qould”not get one, that

they ‘are too expensive or give other reasons; 3% do not

offer a reason.

While 1% of respondents who did hot‘apply‘for a whole life

insurance policy consider that the reason they did not apply

for such a policy was that they could not-get'one,Athere do-

appear to be certain problems of access to this service. In

the two studies together, 21 respondents indicate that they

were refused one of these policies over the course of the 1ast

three years; seven are drawn from the national sample while -

the remaining fourteen are drawn from the low income sample. -
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 TABLE 3.9.2

. )

HAVE WHOLE LIFE INSURANCE POLICY BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

| TOTAL  FRENCH ENGLISH - OTHER CANADIAN BY BIRTH NATURALIZED  NOT CITIZEN

NATIONAL SAMPLE -

SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE © -

DON'T HAVE

D.K./N.A.

©(1919)

51.0

44.4

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

'SAMPLE SIZE =

"HAVE

'DON'T HAVE

- (927)

42.6

55.8

(405)
1.1

' 33.0

(349) -

39.5

(1379)

149.3

47.1

64.3

. 9.1

(124)

80.4

- (123)

126.6

18.0

(1549) -

42,0

S (711)
47.7

. 50.6

53.0

(280)
41.0

55,0

(150)
- 26.4

72,2

(80) ..
42,0

51.0

 (s4)
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Overall‘ the sooio demographic backgrounds of the respondents
do not d1ffer greatly from other members of the sample in
the case of the natlonal study.v It is worth not1ng that

four of the seven were elther unemployed at the time of the,

_~,survey or had been 1n the course of the procedlng twelve
" months. Otherw1se, the backgrounds of. those who - were‘
refused appear to be . fa1rly d1verse although it. 1s worth

notlng that f1ve of the twenty one are 60 years old ‘or more.

However, a ‘definite. pattern appears if we cons1der the
responses of those members of the sample who gave ‘reasons

for the1r refusals

"I wasvsick at the time .I applied for a life "
" insurance for me and my children, but did not.
get it -- health." (Victoria). = - "

."WOuldn’t cover skln complalnt. Allergy tO: _ .
a detergent mlsdlagnosed as eczema " B
(Hamilton) ,

”Le poids, . trop gros¢9A(Annonciation)lt

"Bad risk. I have cancer." (Sydney) -

The remalnlng three respondents who said they had been
refused a whole life 1nsurance pollcy d1d not glve a reason

for. the refusal

"Ils ont dlt que j etals malade, “ils- ont trouve
"56" affalres pour m' assurer plus cher " (Montreal)

"Parce que jJetais sur;le bien-étre;”.(Montréal)

"I'm diabetic. The 1nsurance pollcy I have is
'runnlng since 1952. f (Montreal) :
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TOTAL

NATIONAL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND

o

-

| TABLP“B .3

WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR WHOLE LIFE INSURANCE POLICY BY INCOME (%)

5

'DID NOT APPLY.  38.
* .
SAMPLE SIZE (806)
DO NOT NEED 73.3
NOT ENOUGH MONEY . 9.8
 OPPOSED 6.2
COULD NOT GET . 1.0
P00 EXPENSIVE 1.7
OTHER 2.1
D.K./N.A. 5.8
LOY_INCOME SAMPLE
DO MOT HAVE AND -
DID MOT APPLY  53.7
"
SAMPLE SIZE  (495)
DO NOT NEED . . 69.9
‘NOT ENOUGH MONEY 15.9
. OPPOSED 7.5
 COULD NOT GET 1.1
00 EXPENSIVE 1.1
83orHER 1.3
0 K./M.A. 3.1

-2,500

68.5

(15)
57.

- 14.

70.7 .

C(27)
45,2
- 35.4

O 0O N W

o
© O O O ® k-

O O N o o

2.5-6M

63.9

(76)
65.
23.

HoO D=
e e e e

72.5

(83)
63.1

26'.3 -

I = %1 §

T N« T e )

N e

6-9M  9-12M
43.6  37.4
(58) (64)
72.9 70.5
6.8 15.1
2.5 3.7
1.5 7.3
7.2 0.5
0.0 0.0
9.2 2.9
55.3 56.3
(58) (55)
63.5  77.2
19.4 13.2
7.7 3.9
1.7 0.0
0.0 0.0
3.4 0.4
4.2

5.3

12-15M

15-18M  18-25M DK/NA
44,9 33.4 28.6  33.3 44,7
* *
(88) (91) (120)  (162) (132) -
70.5 76.4 70.6  78.8 76.3
10.3  11.0 4.3 4.8 9.7
7.4 3.6 9.6 8.0 7.5
0.0 1.2 0.7 0.3 0.0
2.1 - 0.6 1.8 1.0 0.9
1.0 4.1 6.8 1.9 0.0
8.7 3.1 6.2 - .5.3 5.5
- 50:9 42.3 40.1 = 46.8 61.4
* *
(63)  (48) . (53)  (44) (64)
70.9 . © 73.7 - 83.4.  85.6 64.5
16.1. - 10.6 4.8 0.0 16.0
7.1 9.2~ ‘5.0 11.6 11.4
0.3 0.0 2.0 . 0.0 1.7
1.6 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
1.6 4.3 ‘0.4 0.0 0.0
2.3 2.4 2.8 6.4

2.2

0T -




"J'ai perdu ma jambe et on.m'a payé compléte-
ment mon assurance. On me refuse maintenant
d'autres assurances." (Montréal)

"Parce que J 'avais une maladle de coeur."
(Montréal)

"Disaient que j'avais le coeur malade.
(Montréal) :

YT was sick at the time." (Montreal)
"Pour cause de maladie." (Montréal)

"I have provincial assistancexand they paid -—
They could not use this money for llfe
insurance." (Hallfax)

"Health reasons." (Winnipeg)

"I have a bad heart -— a poor rlsk I guess.
They wouldn‘t give it to me. (Winnipeg)

Three other respondents did not offer a response to the
question concerning why they had been refused.
Of - the fifteen respondents who offer reasonS'forftheif

refusal, thirteen cite health related causes. Clearly

there are notable problems of access to life insurance for

individuals who are oon51dered poor risks for health reasons

Howeyer, there is no ev1dence to demonstrate that Canadlans

who are in generally good health have difficulty obtaining’
whole life insurance policies. .
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. TABLE 3.9.4

LIFE. INSURANCE POLICY. .

'SAMPLE SIZE = . . (1919)

‘j App;IED 1 o 1.4%
” DID NOT APPLY . 38.5%
~ po wor NEED .

© NOT ENOUGH MONEY

‘- OPPOSED

 COULD‘NOT GET

.TOO EXPENSIVE

' OTHER

" DON'T  KNOW/NO ANSWER
DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER - .  8.2%

- NUMBER REFUSED - = -~ . ' (7)

=5 ﬁﬁﬁkiﬁ?l’ﬁﬁa A wW‘,nWﬂ»_wﬂffla%' A B e K Iﬂl/*l-ia~lﬂl1iir" o

" HAVE" f = o 51}0%‘

. NATIONAL' SAMPLE =~ LOW- INCOME - SAMPLE

©(927)
42.6%
L 2.5%

S 53.7%

2e% SR -37%
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. . 3.10 First Mortga_ge'Loans

S

Three out of ten (30%)‘Canadians~say they presently'haVe‘a
first mortgage loan:. on the other hand 65% 1ndlcate they

do not have one while 5% do not offer a response

‘The mortgage market appears to be dominated by upper and

upper middle income consumers.. ‘Fully one-third of ‘mortgage
loan holders (34%) are drawn from the above $25, 000 family

income group while two- thirds (66%) come from the above
$18,000 category. Lower middle income. families ($12,000 to
$15,000) account for just over one- quarter of the market
(28%) while only 7% of those w1th family incomes under’.
$12,000 say they have an mortgage loan o

The mortgage loan'is'alsO‘dominated by marriédrperSOnsf

B3

, ‘ 39% of respondents who are marrled as Opposed to 5% of
‘ o those who are _slngl_e, widowed, separated or dlvorced say

they -have a mortgage’loan{ Thls means that marrled‘persons

represent - 96% oflthose‘Who say>thejrhave mortgage;loans. .

AnglOphoneslare also more likely to have a mortgage loan

than .are francophones or allophones. While 34% of anglophones A

B3R

say. they have a mortgage loans, this is the case for only

24% of francophones and 17% of allophones

Relatlvely fewer members of the low 1nCOme sample have a-

mortgage -loan; '18% of thls group 1ndlcate they have one
while 80% say they do not and 3% do not know or refuse to

reply. = ' o : A . R

In this group as well, the market is ‘dominated’ by upper and

EED

upper middle income persons espe01ally when 1t is remembered

that these group make up a relatlvely smaller prOportlon of

©=A




TABLE 3.10.1

HAVE FIRST MORTGAGE LOAN BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL -2,500 2.5-6M 6-9M 9-12M 12-15M  15-18M  18-25M - 25M+ DK/NA

'NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (1920) - (23) (120)  (119)  (137)  (189)  (235)  (365) (450)  (282) z
wave 29.9 10.7 - 5.0 . 11.9 12.6  25.4  36.8  46.7  4l.1 _15;5
DON'T HAVE  65.4 86.4 93.0  87.8  79.4  72.4 0 61.7. 481 5.0 71.9
D.K./N.A.. 47 2.9 S le 03 8.1 2.1 1.6 5.1 2.0 11,5' %
.

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE: (916) (38) (117)  (107)  (94) (120) (113) (131)  (93) (103) F
HAVE | - 17.8 0.0 5.9 5.9 - 10.7 20.1. 23.3 33.7 32.3 15.4 &
DON'T HAVE ' 79.5 - 97.1 . - 92.2 89.5 89.1 - 76.8 - 73.7 - 64.1 67.5 78.2
D.K./N.A. 2.7 2.9 1.9 4.6 0.2 3.2 3.0° 2.1 0.2 - 6.5
000 ' ' , _
QQ0O .
000 { ’
}-—l
Q
~
L ’ .
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EEA

_ this sample compared with‘the;national average; 33% of
. respondents with family incomes over $l_8,0QO compa(r‘ed
' with 4% of those with family incomes under $6,000 say

==

- DA

they have one of thése loans. - Consumers with family

incomes over $18,000 make up 45% of the market in low

income areas.

e

In the low income sample, proportionally more married

respondents than other respondents say they have a mortgagé

loan. This is the case for 25% of the former but only .
7% of the latter. ' |

;3

While in the national'surVey,.it~is eVident thatianglophones /.

have mdrtgage loans far more frequently than do francophones,

this is not the case in low income areas; 18% of anglo—

" phones and 17% of francophones in these areas say they have

a mortgage loan.

i B

‘ This difference appears to reflect the relative Aimporté'nceA
I of credit unions ambng the two groups. Natiénally,_credit
unions take up a far larger proportion of the francophone
market (38%) than of the anglophone market (8%)w This

Lo

holds in low income areas where credit unions have 52% of
the francophone market but only 20% of the anglophone .

market. Moreover, credit unions have a much larger share of

the market in low income areasv(3l%) than they do nationaliy .

(15%) .

- 2

In other words, credit unions are as likely to grant a

‘mortgage loan to a resident of a low income area as of ;E
other areas relative to fheir importance in the population. - ’Qi
Banks, on the other hand, have equal proportions_qf both _ ;é
markets (about 27%). Thus relative to their importance in .

the market, banks are as likely to grant a mortgage loan to-

‘ a resident of a low income areas as to residents of other

$ bt}
F .-

—

. E‘"

000 }
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TABLE 3.10:2

Sgicp Wiy

. HAVE FIRST MORTGAGE LOAN BY LANGUAGE AND MARITAL STATUS (%) | .

'TOTAL  FRENCH ENGLISH OTHER MARRIED SINGLE WIDOW  DIVORCED  SEPARATED

i.NATIONAﬁ éAMPLE

SAﬁPLE SIZE. ,.f  j;(1920),_' (4Q5) | {1380)_ H(lQé); ’~(l$7l)r   (3495 1 {;;é)y». ,1 (2§)  }' ‘L.ng).
"HAYE" "‘kl : | ég;g xif,24;23 : ,33;6" 7 1?:2: | .39;4?.; 3.2'; "6.1 s "'5.7_ f ?v..12.4'
:TDOﬁ'T‘HAVE,'_ B 65;4:v  68.0 : 64.0 '  67,9 o ;56@9,At./87,9-,'-86.7‘ ;‘,;,57.5'” :_, 87.6','

D.K./N.A. . . 4.7 7.8 . 2.4 15.8 - 3.7 8.9 7.2 . 3.7 ... 0.0

" LOW_INCOME SAMPLE.
 SAMPLE SIZE . . (916)  (347) (439) " (124) (537)  (237) . (80) . . (31) .. (31)
CHAVES - 17.8  16.7 . . 17.8 21.4 . .25.1 6.7 . 9.0 10.9- .. 4.6

©DON'T HAVE . 79.5 ~ 79.8  79.8  76.7 72.4 9l.0  87.3 . 89.1 -  83.9

B €1 I

D.K./N.A.. . 2.7 ¢ 3.5 2.4 1.9 ;i ~:2.4i"_ 2.3 3.7 0.0 o 11.

200
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200
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~ areas. Flnally trust and mortgage loan companles have a

" higher proportlon of the market natlonally (42%) than 1n -
.1ow income areas (28%). Consequently, they are less -
likely to grant a- mortgage 1oan to a resldent of a low
income area than to a res1dent of another area even when

we take market s1ze 1nto account

However, francophones make greater use of credlt unlons

relatlve to banks and trusts than do. anglophones._ Consequent—-

ly, the. prOportlon of francophones in 1ow 1ncome areas who

have a mortgage 1oan is not s1gn1f1cantly lower than the

1oans

be inversed. In other words, it can not be the case that
credit unions havé a large proportion of the market in low
income areas because they have a larger proportion of'the

francophone market and the francophone market holds up

better in low income areas than doesthe ang10phone market

E _If.th;s were the case, the’ proportion of the anglophone

It is worth noting that the direction of causality can not .-

proportlon of franc0phones natlonally who have one of these ‘

market held by credit unions would be the same -in low income

areas - as nationally.  However, credit unions have 8% of the

anglophone market natlonally but 20% of th1s market in low

income areas

Two- th1rds of Canadlans do not have a mortgage loan and-

have not applled for one in the course of the last three

years (63%). Of these, nine out of ten (92%) say they did = .

not need one; only 5% cite other reasons whlle 3% do not

offer. a: response.

"
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.\/ o | ~ TABLE ’3 - : | ‘

 WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR FIRST MORTGAGE LOAN BY INCOME. (%)

TOTAL ~2,500 2.5-6M 6~9M 9-12M =~ 12-15M  15-18M 18-25M 25M+ DK/NA

NATIONAL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND : , -
DID NOT APPLY  63.1 89.5 ~ 89.7 85.6 73.2 69.7 - 59.3 47.1°  51.9 72.0

* . * * . *
SAMPLE SIZE (1207) __(21) ©(113) © (100) (103) (135)  (140)  (172)  (232) (191)
DO NOT NEED 92.3 . 91.7  89.5  90.5 - 95.9 90.1 90.6 94.4  94.7 91.1
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 2.2 0.0 1.4 5.1 0.5 1.9 4.9 0.7 1.5 2.1
OPPOSED 1.2 0.0 - 2.9 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.6
OTHER 1.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 3.1 3.3 1.4 2.4 0.5 0.8
D.K./N.A. 3.0 8.3 5.4 4.4 0.4 1.4 3.2 2.6 0.7 5.5
LOW INCOME SAMPLE
DO NOT HAVE AND | -
' DID NOT APPLY  78.3 94.8 92.2  92.7 85.9 76.6 71.2  63.3  62.6  78.0
¥* * . * T ' * . )
SAMPLE SIZE (721) (36) . (110) . (97)  (82) (92)  (80) (83)  (59) (82)
DO NOT NEED 92.1 85.5  89.9  90.7 95.8 . 91.8  90.6  96.1  98.3 89.3
NOT ENOUGH MONEY 5.0 5.9 10.1. 4.1 2.6 7.1 _ . 6.5 0.0 1.7 4.8
OPPOSED . . - 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.6 0.0 . 0.0 - 1.4
OTHER o 0.9 2.6 0.0 2.1 1.6 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 1.4
D.K./N.A. 1.4 5.9 0.0 2.1 0.0 1.1 1.3 1.3- 0.0 . 3.1

EE
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While the above analysis oonoernlng the relative market
shares of credit unions, banks and trusts mlght 1mp1y some
difficulties of access for residents of low income areas,
the data‘oonoerning why respondents did not appiy for a

mortgage loan do not confirm this view.:fIn fact 78% of

: : . -1 :
residents of low income areas do not have a mortgage loan

and have not applied for one in the course of the last three

years. Of these, 92% say they did not need a loan; 5%
indicate they did not have enough money while 1% offer

another reason and 1% do not give an answer.

- Although relatively few respondents cons1der that they did

not apply for a mortgage loan because they would not be
able to obtain one, 12 respondents 1n the natlonal survey

and 5 in the low income survey 1ndlcatetthey were refused

" a mortgage loan.

Nationally, of thoSe who were refused 7 Werelrefused by a
bank, 4 by a oredit union and 3 by a_truSt. Consequently

there were one or two oases of multiple refusal. Among

"l1ow income" respondents who were refused a first mortgage,

4 were refused by a bank, 1 by a credit union and none by a

~trust.

If we oompute the expected dlstrlbutlon of refusals on the
assumption that refusals will be proportlonal to market
share in each market, ‘the expeoted number of refusals is
6.1 for banks 4.4 for credit unions and 8.5 for trusts.

A corrected Chi square test reveals.that the actual
distribution differs significantly from the expected
distribution at the .05 level. |
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HAVE

 SAMPLE SIZE

BANK

CREDIT UNION

TRUST/MORTGAGE
LIFE INSURANCE

OTHER

: _.PLIE_:D

DID NOT APPLY

. DO NOT NEED -

~ 'NOT ENOUGH MONEY

OPPOSED

OTHER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

“DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

TABLE 3.10.4

FIRST MORTGAGE .

NATIONAL SAMPLE

TR

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

(19205
' 29.9%
8%
49
129
2%
3%
1.1%
- 63.1%
589
1%
19%
19%.
29
5.9%
(12)

H(916)

17.8%
5%
- 5%
5%
»
oy
1.5%
78.3%
729,
4% .
0%
1%
1%
2.4:%
(s)
000
QO
[ Tele]
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Two possible interpretations exist. Either banks have a

'greater‘than average tendency to refuse mortgage loéns while

trusts have a lower than average tendency in this direction

or marginal applicants for mortgage loans are generally more

likely to apply to a bank and less 1ikely to apply to 'a

trust than are other applicants in their area.- Either

hypethesis ‘is intuitivelyplausible”and the small,éample._

'size does not allow us to distinguish between them.

With respect to the national sample, there is ste’evidence

that the

lack of stable‘employment may have contributed to

the refusals, 5 of the twelve reSpondents have been

unemployed in the course. of the last twelve months while

5 of the
has been

Moreover

However,

refusals

eleven who are marr1ed~1ndlcate that their spouse
unemployed in the coufse of the last twelve months.
9 out of 12 are between 18 and'29‘years old.

relatlvely few of the reasons glven for the
reflect theSe factors:

"My husband forgot to mentlon one item on the
form. Don't know what it was not."
(Edmonton) - ‘

"Were not told the reason -- just no money K

. available. (Watasklwan)

"No reason —- bank unstated." (Winnipeg)
"Personality-eonflict."?(Saskatoen)-~

"pProperty." (Delaware)
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The
the

M"The house was in town limits but it wasn't
connected to town services. The house was
tco old;  they didn't want to give a mortgage
on a house of elghty years. ~ The credit union
would have lent me the money but they were
lacking in funds; no mortgage money was
available." (Strathroy) :

"Parce qu'on faisait déj& affaire avec une
compagnie de flnance et cela nous aurait fait

deux paiements." (Montmagny)

"Parce que je n' al pas pousse cela. Ils
1na1ent parce que je ne travalllals pas

a l'année. (Montnagny)

"Didn't have enough for down payment, and
they didn't consider me a good customer "
(Newfoundland)

"They refused because it was too high a risk."

remaining three respondents did not indicate why they

been refused a first mortgage loan.

members of the low income sample who were refused gave

following explanations:
" "House too o0ld." (Montreal)

"Because we were not on power at the time.
(Vancouver)

"Too high a debt ratio." (Vancouver)

"I had had my job for only one half year. We
had only the minimum down payment, and my job
did not appear to be too secure to them.
However, they asked us to return after eight.
months to ‘discuss it further." (Halifax)

200
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3.11 Second Mortgage Loans

Relatively few Canadians have a second mortgage loanj

4% indicate they have_one while 90% say they do not.and’
6% do not offer a reSponee Because so few Canadians have
a second mortgage relatively 11ttle can be said about ‘the

type of person who has one.

However,. it .is notable that non-financial institutionegplay:
a major role in this market. While 22% of those who have

a seconau ....tgage deal with a bank, 19% with a trust or
mortgage company, 14% with a credit union and 5% with a life.
insurance company, fully 36% deal"with.eome other institution
or person. Of the 26 individuals.who say they obtained a
second mortgage from a source other than those listed, 12
contracted the loan pfivately, -7 obtained it from the
government; .2 recelved a second mortgage from a flnance

company while 5 do not say where they obtalned it.

The situation is similar in the case of residents of low
income areas; ‘4% indicate they have a second mortgage loan .
while 93% say they do not have one and 3% do not know or
refuse to .answer. Again because of limited sample;81ze

little else can be said about'holders of second mortgagee.

However, it does appear that a hlgh percentage of second

mortgages obtained by residents.of low’ income areas come

from other sources than the magorfdnanc:al 1nst1tutlons In~‘

fact, 26% say they obtained their mortgage loan from a bank, -

14% from a credit union, 20% from a trust or mortgage.company»

and 3% from a life insurance compahy."Fully 45% received
their second mortgage from some other 'source. ' Of the ,
respondents in this category, 8 obtained the mortgage fromv
the goverﬁment, 6 from private individuals and 3 from a
finance company.. ‘ B ) |
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'TABLE 3.11.1

'HAVE SECOND MORTGAGE LOAN BY INCOME (%)

TOTAL  =-2,500  2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 15-18M  18-25M 25M+

NATiONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE'sizE (iéls) (23) (iig) '(1195 (137) (189) - (235) -;,(365) (450)
HAVE' "f3.9'» 7.8 0.3 2;2  ‘: 1.5 3.2 5.4 - 3.0 6.8
DON'T HAVE | ©89.7  92.2 ~ 95.7  97.1 | - 87.4 93.5 90.5 ~ 90.6 87.1

D.K./N.A. 6.4 0.0 4.0. . 0.7 - 11.1 3.3 4.1 6.4 6.1

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (927) (38) - (118) . (107)  (96) z'_(izz)' e (133)  (95)‘
HAVE -  r a2 2 1.9 1.8 1.3 6.8 4.3 7.3 8.6
'DON'T‘HAVE | ;92.7 941 v~_96;9 ' 94;5 , ‘ 95.8 - 90.9 - 92.2 : 91;1 , 85.1
b A, aa o 2.8 1.2 3.6 ~,, ,2;9 2.3  :3,5 " ‘1;5 ' ‘5.3
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Of the 87% of Canadlans who do not have a second mortgage
and have not applied for one in the course of the last
three years, almost_all (93%) say they dld not‘need one.

. The same is true of the 92% of residents of low income areas.

in this category; 92% indicate that they did not need a
second mortgage loan. '

A total of six respondents were- refused a second mortgage

loan in the course of the last three years
. "Hard to say -- personal." (Vancouver)

“"They sald we can't pay . of £ our second
mortgage because it's closed. We were never
told of this when we bought. It's 15 1/2%
interest. ©So we wanted to get some interest
“saved." (W1nn1peg)

"Etant veuve, Jje n'avais pas d'autres: garanties;
les banques n'aiment pas enlever le bien a
la personne." (Val D'Or)

"We had to get a co-signer so didn't get it.
We wouldn't ask anyone to sign. Didn't try
anyone else —-- did without it." (Winnipeg)

"Because it was too much of a risk."

The only member of the low income sample to have been refused

a second mortgage loan did nét know why he had been refused.

It is difficult to conclude a great deal about the market for
second mortgages because of the limited sample size. HoWeVer
it appears that access is greatly facilitated by the inter—

vention of government particularly in low income  areas. .
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SAMPLE . SIZE -

HAVE'
| BANK
'~ CREDIT UNION
| TRUST/MORTGAGE
LIFE INSURANCE

'OTHER

.\PPLIED

DID NOT APPLIED
' DO NOT NEED
NOT ENOUGH MONEY
OPPOSED
OTHER

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER
DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

TABLE 3.11.2

SECOND MORTGAGE

NATIONAL SAMPLE -

(1919)

3.9%

.'0.5%

87.2%

' 8.5%

(5)

1%
1%
1%
0%
1%

81%
1%
1%

1%

3%

(927)

4.2%

0.0%

91.7%

3.9%

(1)

1%
1%
1%

0%
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LOW_INCOME SAMPLE

\. .

2%

849%

4%

1%

1%

2%




3.12 .Personal Loans

Three out of ten (32%) Canadians have obtained. a pérSonal .

loan in the course of the last three-years; ‘on the‘other

' hand, 65% say they have not and 3% do not offer a response.

Personal loans are-relatively more éommon among those"Wifh
family incomes over $12,000 (40%) than among those with
family incomes of $9,000 to $12,000 (30%), $6,000‘to
$9,000 (17%) and under $6,000 (12%).

Consequently the personal loan market is largely dominatéd
by upper and upper middle income consumer; 54% of~thosé
who obtained personal loans have family incomes of over
$18,000,:32% are in the $12,000 to $18,000 rage and 14% '

have family incomes below this level. However usé of personal ,

loans declines with agé-(44%, 18 to 29; '41%, 30 to 44; 28%,

45 to 59; 9%, 60 and over).

Allophones appear to be relatively less likely to obtain

' personal loans than are other Canadians. Only 20% of the

former ccmpared with 32% of francophones and 33% of anglo-

".phones obtained a perscnal loan in the course of the last

three years. Similarly relatively fewer naturalized citizens
(20%) than Canadians by birth (34%) obtained a personal loan.

Surprisingly non-citizens obtained personal loans almost

as frequently (30%) as did Canadians by birth.

Almost as many residents of low income areas as Canadians as
a whole obtained a personal loan in the course -of the last
three years. Fully 30% of residents ofAthesé areas indicate
that they took out>a loan-during this period; 69% did not
obtain a personal‘loah during this period while 1% can nbt‘.

or do not wish to respond.
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TABLE 3.12.1
OBTAINED PERSONAL LOAN BY INCOME (%)
TOTAL  =2,500 2.5-6M  6-9M  9-12M  12-15M 15-18M  18-25M 25M+  DK/NA

NATIONAL SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE (1917) (23) (120)  (118)  (137) (189) (235)  (364)  (450) (281)
HAVE 31.5 22.8 9.2 17.4 = 29.8 40.3 . 40.1 39.8  38.8 13.1
DON'T HAVE . 85.4  74.6 88.4  81.3 67.6 58.2 58.5 57.3  59.6 77.9.
D.K./N.A. 3.0 2.6 2.4 1.4 2.6 1.5 1.3 2.9 1.7 9.0
LOW INCOME SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE .  (928) (38) (118)  (107) (96) (123)  (114) (133) (95) - (104)
HAVE . 30.1 14.0  “11.6 - 16.1 30.5 145.0 32.8° 42.9° . 43.8 - 21.1
DON'T HAVE ~ 68.8 86.0 86.2  82.9  69.5 53.1 '65.2 57.1 56.2 76.2
D.K./N.A. 1.2 0.0 2.1 1.0 0.0 1.9 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.7
o) ' ' .
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The relation beﬁween income andethe pfoportioﬁ.of respondents.

who have personel loans holds for the low income sample as

well as the national sample Mofeovef, the proportlon of"

~each income group which- obtalned a personal loan over the

period is about the same for the national sample and the low
income and natlonal samples. Consequently there 1s no.

evidence of an ecologlcal effect 1nf1uen01ng behav1cur with

_respect to personal loans.

We elso remark a greatef tendency'for>the_young to obtain
a persenalvloan; 547%fof_those age 18.to 29 compared with
37% (30 to 44 years old) 22% (45 to 59 years old) and

7% (60 years and up) of the other age groups ha&e one of

these loans.

Among residents of low income areas, allophones obtain a

personal loan relatlvely 1ess frequently than do anglophones'

or francophones. In fact, only 17% of allophones compared-

with 32% of anglophones and 33% of francophones have obtained,

a personal loan in the course of the last three years. A
similar. pattern hold with respect to citizenship status.
Naturalized citizens . obtain relatlvely fewer loans (18%) .

than do citizens by birth (33%) or non- citizens (28%).

Of those Canadians who obtainedAa'personal loan in the courSeA

of the last three years, 65% borrowed from a bank, 27% from
a credit uhion,»B% frem a finance compahy and 5% from a

variety of other sources.

Consumer flnance companles are used relatively more frequenly
by low income borrowers; 18% of borrowers with famlly
incomes under $12,000 obtained their personal loan from a
consumer finance company. This is the case for only 3% of

borrowers with family incomes oveér $18,000.
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- TABLE 3.12.2

OBTAINED PERSONAL LOAN BY LANGUAGE AND CITIZENSHIP (%)

 TOTAL FRENCH ENGLISH OTHER CANADIAN BY BIRTH NATURALIZED "NOT CITIZEN

NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE (1917) (402) (1380) (123) (1547) . (280) (80)

HAVE , 31.5 31.7 ~  32.7  19.5 - 33.7 | 19.6 - 30.0
DON'T HAVE  65.4 64.6 ~ 64.6.  78.1 63.3 78.7 66.6
D.K./N.A. B 3.0 3.6 2.6 2.4 3.0 E 1.7 . 3.4

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE | (927) (349) (448)  (125) (711) o (181) (64)
HAVE | o © 30.1 32.8 . 32.2  17.3 - 33.2 - o18.4 27.8
DON'T HAVE . 68.8  66.9 ~ 65.7 81.9 65.6 - 80.1 72.2
D.K./N.A. 1.2 0.3 2.1 0.8 1.2 1.5 0.0 !
o As | S Y. S Gt : , T _ , _ . . —
000 : . _ . N
"000 . . ’ . - | N : S
S
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A similar pattern holds for residents of low income. areas;
58% of borrowers obtained their personal loan from a bank,.
28% from-'a credit union, 13% from a consumer flnance company

and 7% from a variety of other sources

Low income borrowers are again more!likely to deal with a
consumer finance company. Fully 21% of borrowers with
family incomes under $12,000 Compared with 4% of those with

family incomes over $18, OOO obtalned thelr 1oan from a bank.'

Two-thirds (64%) of Canadians do not: have a personal lcan
and did not apply for one in the course of the last three
years. Of these, fully 87% say they did not apply because
they did not need a personal loan; 7% are opposed to
personal loan while 3% mention: - monetary facfors; Less
than 1% cite other reasons and 3% do not offer a'reSponse.

A similar pattern holds for the 66% of residents of‘iow
income areas who did not appiy for a personal:loan;,g78% say

they did not need one; - '8% are opposed to personal loansf

'1whiie'a further 8% cite monetary factors; 2% say they oould:v

not get a personal loan while 3% dec not offer a response

It is worth notlng that all thlrteen respondents who oons1der
they could not get a personal loan have personal 1noomesunder
$12,000. | - | ‘

In fact,‘33 members of the national sample and 28 membérs of
the low income sample indicate that they have been refused

a personal loan in the course of the last three years.

One major factor which appears to influence personal loan

refusal is job stability. In the hational sample only 9 out
of 33'of-those who had been refused_had been in their job ”.
for over two‘years. This oompares with 67% of all those who
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TABLE \@2.3 , - T i

. WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR PERSONAL LOAN BY FAMILY INCOME (%)

TOTAL | -2,500 2.5-6M 6-9M . 9-12M 12-15M° 15-18M 18-25M 25M+ . DK/NA

NATIONAL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE.AND

DID NOT APPLY  63.5 77.4 89.4 - 8l.4  64.8  54.0  57.2 56.1 - 56.6  75.4
* : o * N 3 ) . *
SAMPLE SIZE = - (1189) - (18) (102) (94) ~  (91) (102)  (1368)  (202)  (244) (200)
DO NOT NEED.. ~ 86.6 78.4 81.0. 84.9 = 87.6 88.6.  89.4 . 90.7 = 85.4 .84.5
NOT ENOUGH MONEY/ o R | - | . o
COSTS TOO MUCH 3.4 0.0 - 6.4 5.1 0.3 1.5 2.
 OPPOSED | 6.8 8.7 10.2 5.6 ) 9.4 4.7 i
" COULD NOT GET 0.3 0.0 1.3 1.3 : 0.0 0.0 :
OTHER 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.2 0.
" D.K./N.A. 2.7 12.8 1.1 3.0 0. 9 0.8 2.8 2 6.3
LOW INCOME SAMPLE
DO NOT HAVE.AND‘ , . 2 | - | R
DID NOT APPLY  66.5 86.2 - 82.6  81.3 67.2 50.9 62.2. 54.8  53.2 75.8°
* , * v _ * * v
'SAMPLE SIZE '(612) : (33) . (99) .(845 - (s81) (64)  (72) (70) (50) - (79)
DO NOT NEED. - 78.0 69.4  68.0  82.8 . 76.6 - 77.6  85.9  84.6 84.9  72.0
- NOT ENOUGH MONEY/ . o . o - | L : , '1
COSTS TOO MUCH 8.3 - 25.0 16.8 - 7.3 1.7 5.1 5.9 1.5 2.3, 11.0
OPPOSED 8.3 0.0 7.6 4.7 8.1  13.6. 6.4 - 6.9 12.8 ~ -12.8
COULD NOT GET - 2.2 5.6 3.6 0.0 7.8 1.6 0.0  1.5° 0.0 1.8
S8orHER 0.2 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 1.5 ..0.0 0.0
D K. /N.A. 3.1 0.0 3.9 5.2 5.9 2.0 - 1.8 4.0 0.0 5.4
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‘applied for a loan (unweighted percentage) Similarly only
4 out of 10 spouses had been in thelr JObS for over two

years. compared with 67% for all spouses. Amorg members

of the low income sample who were refused a personal loan,
only 5 out of 28 have been in their Jjob for over two years
compared with 60% of all applicants for a personal loan
At the same time 4 out of 7AspouseS‘had held their jobs

for more than two years compared with 73% of all spouses

Renters are also far more likelyato‘be refused personal

loans than are home-owners. Natiohally‘renters make up 34%
of all applicants for personal loans but 78% of all those
refused. In low income areas, renters account for 59% of

applicants and 82% of refusals.

Slngle persons are also more 11kely to have dlfficulty

obtaining a personal loan. Natlonally 36% of persons.

. denied such loans are single or divorced although these two
groupsmake up only 20% of appllcants.

X

Similarly 64% of low
income residents who are refused a personal loan are single

or divorced compared with_36%10f all applicants

It is therefore not surprising‘to find‘that the refusal rate
is higher for those age 18 to 29.

Forty of those refused
are in this age group.

as the young dominate the

the refusal rate lsAonly slightly
higher for this group than for other Canadians

However,
_personal loan market,

Family income 1is also related to credit refusal Nationally

13% of appllcants but 30% of those refused have family incomes

under $12 000. In low 1ncome areas thlS group accounts for

26% of the appllcants but 36% of those refused

o |
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TABLE 3.12.4

PERSONAL LOAN

NATIONAL SAMPLE LOW INCOME SAMPLE

 (928)

SAMPLE SIZE - (1917)
HAVE 31.5% 30.1%
BANK 21% - 17%,
CREDIT UNION 9% 8%
TRUST | | 1% 1%,
LIFE INSURANCE 0% 0%
CONSUMER FINANCE 3% 4%
OTHER 1% 1%
'@ APPLIED 0.5% 1.7%
g DID NOT APPLY 63.5% 66.5%
- DO \NOT NEED 55% ' 5 2%
g NOT ENOUGH MONEY/ -
- COSTS TOO MUCH 2% 5% .
a : OPPOSED 4% 6%
COULD NOT GET 0% 1%
a . OTHER 0% 0%
E . DON'T. KNOW/NO ANSWER 2% 2%
~ DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER 4.6%. 1.5%
NUMBER REFUSED (33) (28)
§, .
09
Q0
3 [ Jel



Personal income also is Correlated'with the refusal fate,

Nationally 45% of applicants and 61% of those refused have.

personal incomes under $12,000. In low_income_apeaSDSB%

of applicants and 79% of those refused have pérsonal incomes

under $12,000. -

Of those who were refused, 43 were turned down by a bahk?

11 by a credit uhion, 7 by a consumer finance Company,‘

2 by a trust,

sources;

down. These proportions generally reflect the institutions'2'“»

2 do not state what type of institution tdrned\them

shares of the market.

The ekplénations given by members of the national éample

who were refused a personal loan generally reflect the

factors already- stated

"Wasn't wofkingvat'the~time.”v(Vanéouver)‘
"Was off work." (Véncouvér) |

"Because I'm on social assistance." (Victorié)
ﬁNot enough Eollateral.“>(Edhontonf |
"Was never told the reason. "

"Didn't have an account w1th the bank long
enough.!'" (Calgary)

"No permanent residence. Not enough collateral.™

(Calgary).

"Moving around. Unstable life situation.'
(Calgary) : '

"Bank wanted me to pay off loan I had with
finance compary. Thought I had too much debt
already." (WBlaQK1w1n)

"The Company dldn't think the article I was
going to purchase was worth the value of the
loan." (Vancouver) SR

h#%, T |

1 by a life insurance company and53 by other.
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"Not by own bank." (Toronto)
"They thought they had already loaned us
enough. " (Hamilton)

"On.n'a pas assez de garanties." (Montreal)

"Je n'avais pas assez de garanties et pas
d'endosseur et je ne voulais pas prendre
d'hypothéque sur ma maison." (Montréal)

"I asked for $3OO.OOP_.The first bank refered
me to the one I had.-done some business with

earlier. ‘The second bank refused. The first
bank asked me to return, I didn't go back.'’
(Halifax) - :

"No collateral or so they said, but 1 got it
later on when I re-applied." (Newfoundland)

"My wife wasn't working then, and'they thought
I wanted too much money considering my income,
but I have a part-time job on a strlctly cash

ba51s that I didn't tell them about. (Newfoundland)

"My credit rating wasn't establlshed, so I had
to get someone to co-sign." (Newfoundland)

"Too young and no credit or collateral
(Campbellton, N.S.) :

"Unemployed. (Nashwask51s, N.B. )

The response of those members of_the‘low income sample who

- were refused a personal loan are similar:

"Parce que je suis sur le bien-&tre social."
(Montréal) ‘ '

"Parce que ga falsalt pas assez 1ongtemps que

j'étais au Québec. (Montreal)
"Montant pas assez 1mportant ‘la banque a préciééa
que c'était pas assez payant (Montréal)

"Pas d'empl01lstable (Montreal)

"Travail pas stable et étudiant, mais jtai
trouve un- endosseur, donc ce pret qu1 fut
d'abord refusé fut ensuite accepté. -(Montreal)

000
Q00




=130 -

"Pas assez de reponses. Pas assez solvable

’(Mohtreal)

"Ma mére- etalt trop agee. (l'endosseuf)."

(Montreal)

"J'avals pas’ assez d’ argent dans mon compte.!
(Montreal) T A

"Je ne sais pas, j'ai jamais comprls pourqu01

11 1'avait refuse:" (Montreal)

v"Montant trop élevé .de $1O 000. Tantiqu'en.

av01r moins J al lalsse tomber.ﬁ (Montreal)

'avals trOp gagne pour recev01r ce. pret
(Montreal) : :

"Pas. de garantle sufflsante d apres eux "
(Montreal) : -

"Parce que mon credlt n' etals pas assez bon
J'avals un emp101 a temps partlel." (Montreal)

"Pas assez longtemps que j' avals fait mon
premier pret " (Montréal) = - :

"Jten dois deJa.".(Montrealf’

"Valeur moins slire, maison mobile usagée."
(Montréal) L 1 e

"Pour des cours qu1 selon eux ne sont pas
1nd1spensables.' (Montreal)

"Never told me personnally why I couldn't

have it. Told" yes one day and no ‘the .next. I
went to another bank and got it anyway'"‘
(Hallfax) -

"They said I was tradlnp in my cars too. often.‘

That's the only reason,- I guess; that's what

- they said. (Hallfax)

‘"Because of reportlng false. statements 1n

appllcatlon form "~(Vancouver)
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"On m'a dit que pour un emprnt*il'fallait
8tre propriétaire." (Montréal)

"Notuenough cash collateral." (Vancouver)

"They felt I had enough debt now with
purchasing business." (Vancouver)

"I didn't have steadyémployMent " (Halifax)

"Job, uniVersity. They would have allowed me
less than I applied for.'"

Nationally 3% of applicants for a personal loan were '
refused ough some eventually obtained the loan else-

where. In low income areas this proportion rises to 9%.

Consequently 1t appears that while there is general access
to personal loans, ‘financial 1nst1tut10ns do use.a certain
"number of screening devices which eliminate a small minority -
of applicants. These appear to be among'Othefs} incomé, '
length of time in JOb marital status and_perhaps‘plaée of

residence.
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3.13 Bank Credit Cards

X an:va L

Four out of ten (38%) Canadians'have one of the two major bank . .
credit cards; '60% say they do not while 2% do not indicate
‘whether or not they have one. In,fact, 31% say they have

Chargex while 17% indicate that they have Master Charge. This

means that about 10% of Canadians have both major credit cards.

The 11ke11hood of having a- bank credlt card is strongly related =2
to income. Those over half (54%) of those with famlly incomes - o
over $25,000 have one while only 9%_pf those with famlly incomes =3
under $6,000 do so. ' ' » - 'E

Anglophones also more frequently haye-a bank credit oerd'than .

feend

do other Canadians. Four out of ten (42%) of the.former as

,opposed to 34% of francophones and 14% of allophonee say they

have a major bank credit card.

R

Married people are also more likelyAto have a‘bankvcredit card.

Four out of ten married respcndents.(44%) comparedVWith only

two out'of ten (22%) of other respondents indicate. that they
have. a bank credit card. ' '

bR

Residents of low income areas ére far' less likely to have.benk

credit cards than are Canadians as a whole. In fact, only 21%

4
ssainiai

b .

" say they have one of these cards -as opposed to 79% - who say
they do not. Furthermore this holds true for both Chargex
and Master Charge; 17% say they have Chargex~wh11e 8% 'say they

kot g

have Master Charge. Thus a resident of a low income area is

-

only 55% as likely as other Canadians to have a Chargex cérd

-

and only 47% as likely to have Master Charge.
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TOTAL
NATTONAL SAMPLE
'SAMPLE STZE ""(1920)
HAVE 38.0
DON'T HAVE | 59;9
D.K./N.A. | -2

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

 SAMPLE SIZE (928)
 HAVE . 20.7
CDON'T HAVE 79.1
 D.K:/M.A. 0.1
00

000

000

—=2,500

(23)

18.3 .

81.7

(38) "

[ T i,

© TABLE 3.13.1

'”CREDIT CARD HELD BY FAMILY INCOME (%)

2.5-6M - 6-9M . 9-12M
(120)  (119) (137)
7.3 . 21.2 28.7
90.8  78.6 71.3
2.0 0.3 0.0
(118) (107) (96)
3.4 11.2 12.0
96.6  88.8 _ 88.0
0.0 0.0 0.0

12-15M 15-18M  18-25M
(189) (235)  (365)
30.0 43.4 51.1
68.5 = 55.5 47.1
1.5 1.1 1.8
(123) (114) -~ (133).
25.8 29.2 - 35.2
74.2 69.9 ' 64.8
0.0 0.9 0.0

DK/NAV
(450)  (282)
53.5 é4.é
44.6 69.4
1.9 5.6
(95) (100) |
36.4 16.0
63.6 83.8
0.0 ’ 0.2
|
,
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" however, partiCularly‘striking that 39% of Canadians are

fr.-

<.t PR T

Moreover,ithis difference»can not be explained by the income
compositions of the'two groups. While 52% of Canadians‘with
famlly 1ncomes over $18,000 have one of these cards, only
36% of low income area residents in this income bracket

have Chargex or Master Charge. ‘

Of the 58% of Canadians who do not have a bank credit card .
and have not applied for one in the course of the last'three

years, over,half (54%) say they did not need one. It is,

_opposed to these cards. A furthereS% cite monetary factors

Over three—quarters.(76%).of‘residents‘of these areas do not

have a bank credit card and have not applied for one in the

need one.‘ However,. fully 41% say they.are opposed to bank

credit cards; 8% give monetary reasons while 2% say they .

— ¥

‘while 1% mention other reasons and 1% do not offer a response.

' . The pattern among non-applicants in low income areas is similar.

course of the last three years,-10fhthese 46% say theyvdid>not"

could not get a card .and 1% cite other causes while 2% do not

almost exclusively from the under $12 000 famlly income and

“‘under $6 000 personal income groups.

- In fact,.23‘respondents in the_national*survey'and‘l4 in fhe

low income survey say they have been refused a bank credit

card in the coursé of the last three years.

Among those who were refused, there is a relatively high

proportion of respondents who have been living in thelr homes
»for less than five years, 12 out of 14 of the low income

- sample and 19 out of 23 of the national sample fall into this

category..

(o]
le}
bje}

.give a response. Those who say‘they»could not get one are drawn
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE

HAVE
DON'T HAVE
D.K./N.A.

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE
HAVE
DON'T HAVE

D.K./N.A.

TABLE 3.13.2

HAVE CREDIT CARD BY LANGUAGE AND MARITALVSTATUS (%)

MARRIED

Rl

.

" TOTAL  FRENCH ENGLISH  OTHER SINGLE WIDOW DIVORCED  SEPARATED
(1920) (405) (1380)  (123) (1371) (349)  (132) (28) (39)
38.0 34.3 42.3.  14.3 = 44.4 20.2 20.8 20.9 29.3
59.9  63.2 = 56.3  8l.2  53.7 76.5  76.8 79.1 70.7
2.1 2.4 1.4 4.4 1.8 3.3 2.5 0.0 0.0
(928)  (349) (448)  (125) (546) (240) (80) (31) (31)
20.7° 22.7 - 22.1 . 11.9 26.2 13.9 9.5 11.5 14.8
79.1  77.3 - 77.8 87.3 - 73.5 1 86.1 90.5 88.5 85.2
0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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‘\. : "National" respondents gave the f,ollowiing reasons for the’

refusals:

23

"They asked me to wait for a while as I hadn't
been in Edmonton very long, and I had just
started a new job. I just never bothered
gcing back later.” (Edmonton)»

El En

"I wasn't old enough at the t1me although I
can't recall if they. ever gave me an
opportunity." (Calgary) :

EZA

"Because I have no credit reference." (Calgary)

"Work record was poor. I'm too young was. the
reason ‘given." (Wetask1w1n)

it

"I had a bad credit rating at one time." (Wlnnlpeg)

E“"‘Z -'::.a}
"

"Dldn‘t supply enough references or assets
(Saskatoon)

"They told me lack of income. I have a feeling .

) ‘ - it was because I'm a female. ‘I know a boy with
- not so much money and he got it at eighteen."’ e ?ﬁ
(Toronto) S S

"Refused because T didn't make enough money "
(Hamilton) - :

"Qualified. as a risk but wasn't because appllcatlon

was filled out wrong." (Thunder Bay) - B . @
"They say I had insufficient assets, and they _

wanted my husband to sign my application to. be . S
responsible for my card." (Orangeville, Ont.) ' E

"We' didn't have sufficient assets or hlgh
enough equity in our home when we applied."
(OxangeV1lle)

"On ne m'a pas repondu, ~alors j'ai laissé tomber." . g
(Montgagny)- : ’
""Pas assez d'argent en banque." (Annonciation) . §
. "Because of my profession. I'm a mu5101an; they

said they didn't accept tkat as stable."

' 4 (Newf‘oundland)
A\ .
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SR : TABLE 3WB.3 o
 WHY DID NOT APPLY FOR CREDIT CARD BY FAMILY INCOME (%)

TOTAL . -2,500 2;5—6M 6-9M 9-12M i2;15M © 15-18M 18-25M - 25M+ DK/NA

MATIONAL SAMPLE

DO NOT HAVE AND -

DID NOT APPLY  57.5 81.5 91.5  75.9 67.7  66.5 51.7 - - 43.4  42.6 67.9
* ‘ : : * o * Lo '
SAMPLE SIZE (1112) (18) ~ (108) (89) (93) (127) (131) (173)  (194) (179)
DO NOT NEED ~ . 53.9 47.6 . 54.4  51.9 = 52.2 . 49.7 ~ 56.0 47.5  52.2  64.1
OPPOSED - 38.7 37.5  31.9  39.4 41.0 - 47.9 39.1 48.6  40.2 25.2
MOT ENOUGH MONEY/ T | o : S o
COSTS TOO MUCH 4.8 11.9 7.7 7.9 5.8 1.9 3.7 1.9 5.1 5.6
COULD NOT GET 0.6 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.0 ©° 0.0 _ 0.2 . 1.
OTHER 0.5 0.0 3.3 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.4" - 0.6 0.4 0.0
D.K./N.A. 1.4 3.0 2.3 0.0 1.0 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.9 3.6
'LOW_ INCOME SAMPLE
DO NOT HAVE AND . o | . o | | ‘
DID NOT APPLY 76.5 94.8 - '95.8  82.0  84.4 68.6 67.9  62.1 - 62.6  84.1 -
: : * v , ’ * * *
saMPLE SIZE ~ . (711)  (36)  (113) (88)  (81) (84) = (77)  (83) (s1) (88)
DO NOT NEED ~  45.9 . 44.0  36.6 8.4 47.6 . 42.9 _ 47.0 49.8  50.1.  50.5 f
OPPOSED = 41.3. 24.3 . 37.0  42.7 42.8 44.0  46.2 47.2  49.9  32.9 |
NOT ENOUGH MONEY/ R ) | , | | ]
COSTS TOO MUCH 7. 17.6.  16.3 7 7.7 5.4 1.6 0.0 4 f
[SQULD NOT GET = 2. 5.1 6.7 1 | | , 0.0 1.3 0.0 = 1.6 ¢
8y | 5.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.2 —0.0 0.0 0.0  0.01F
2 3.3 2.2 0. 1.9 | 1.4 0.0 0.0 6.5,
| 'k




"Just tought a house and hot in financial
" stability; just out of un1vers1ty w1th student
loan." (Nashwasksls, N.B.)

; A"Because neither of us was worklng at the
o time .M (Townshlp 59, P.E.I. ). ‘

"Short term w1th present employer, lack of
interest ih me. :

‘"No oredlt ratlng

"Haven't enough money.ﬁ (W1nn1peg)

"Low'inoome" respondents gave the following reasons: .

"Pas d'emp101 stable. (Montréal)

"Je n' avals pas trava111e pendant un an a la

,meme place. Je pensa1s qu onpouvalt 1'obtenir

apres sig’ mois a .la meme place (Montreal)

"Jtai falt une demande 11 y a deux ou trols

. ans a laquelle on.n'a Jamals repondu (Montreal)

‘"In fact, I received no answer - Maybe I was
ynot'quallfled I don't know (Montreal) ‘

LYY 1'epoque,‘pas encore six m01s de travall dans o
la oompagnle " (Montreal) : r : S

"Ai retardé de payer mon pret bourse a 1‘un1ver51te

.de Montréal. (Montréal)

"Didn't work then."'(Montréal)‘
"I didn't have a job." (Montréal)

"Selon Master_Charge - pas solvable;‘ Selon nous,,
‘faisons pas~affaire avec la-bonnesbanque " (Montreal)

:~‘"Because I wasn't a re51dent of Quebeo 1ong

enough accordlng to them.'" (Montreal)

"Because of false statements in appllcatlon form.
(VanCOuver) : ‘

D
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a SAMPLE SIZE

. HAVE

i ' " CHARGEX
Q‘ | MASTER CHARGE
APPLIED

DID NOT APPLY

. DO.NOT NEED

NOT ENOUGH MONEY

OPPOSED

COULD NOT GET

OTHER

E B DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER |

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NUMBER REFUSED

7

TABLE 3.13.4

BANK CREDIT CARD

" NATIONAL SAMPLE

(;920)
38.0%.
31%
17%
1.7%
57.5%
31%
3%
22%
0%
0%
'i% R
2.8%
(23)

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

(928)

20.7%

2.3%

76.5%

179

8%

329

|

29%

0%

2%

35%

6%
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"Pas assez, longtemps 4 mon emploi." (Montréal)
_ "Parce qu'on nous 4 dit ne pas etreellglbles
' ' parce que nous venions de partlr a notre compte.
(Montreal)

"Poor credit." (Vancouver)

It appears that access.to bank credit cards is genera11y>

widespread for those who want one. Many Canadians however

are opposed to them. Furthermore, certaln screenlng varlables.

~are used to determine who will obtain one. of these cards

Consequently, access is not universal.

However 15 of”those who were refused a bank credit card
eventually got one. Tt seems that access to these services

varies aceording_to where and when the application:is‘made.
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' refusal rate appears to be about: 7%.

‘of automobiles is highly elastic.’

' Bullders and home buyers essentlally receive what is left

"(7) For a review of the literature in this area see Evans,

3.14 The Credit Market: A Second Look -

" We have examined access to three major types of credit; 2

mortgages, fixed term.personal credit and revolving credit.

1t appears that of the three, fixed term personal credit is the/

most easily attainable. Three out . of ten. Canadians obtalned

~a personal loan in the course of the last three years. The

refusal rate for these loahs was 3%' While about the same

proportion have first mortgage loans (although not all were

~acquired in the course of the last three years) but the Y

(6) It is 1mpossible

to estimate the refusal rate for bank credit cards with_the
present data set.  However for the refusal rate to be'higherv

than 7%, less than one- quarter of ex1st1ng bank credit cards

~would have been acqulred in the last three years. For the

refusal rate to be 3% about half would have beeri acquired in

the last three years.

The greater difficulty encountered by consumers who attempt to
obtain mortgage loans is consistent with the nature of the
supply of consumer ‘and mortgage credit. Evans and Kisselgoff>
found that the supply of credit to consumers for the purchase
(7) Their results indicate
that if credit is restricted in this area, the limiting ocours3
through an increase in the size of the down payment~required;
and a shortening of the repayment period ‘Consequently we '
would not expect to flnd a-high rate of refusal for consumer -

loans.

The mortgage loan market behaves very. dlfferently It ii/

believed that credit for housing is 1argely a re51dual

(6) For an explanatlon of the estlmatlng technlque used se€
note (2). . .

Mlchael K., Macroeconimic Activity, Harper & Row: New York, 1969.
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over from total avallable credlt after the demand for buslness.

investment and consumer durables has been satisfied. To a
‘large extent‘the demand for bus1ness credlt and oonsdmer
"durables is concurrent with the business cycle. In other
words, in periods of boom the demand for business.and.consumer
credit is‘relatively‘large and during periods of reoession,

it is relatively small. Since total credit is largely '
constant over the business cycle (or the supply may vary
counter-cyclically because of government policy); the supply
~of mortgage. cred1t tends to be somewhat greater dur1ng '/

perlods of recesslon

Consequently‘we would expect the refusal rate to be higher’
for mortgage credit than for‘personal'credit In'a'sitdation
of perfect informaticn this would not be- the oase.' Potential. -
borrowers would know whether or not they could obtain credit

from a given lender and apply or nct apply accordlngly,.

.However, we- know that 1nformatlon is not perfect and knowledge
of change in financ1al institutions' lending pollc1es is notﬁ/
transmitted 1nstantaneously. ‘Consequently it is posslble that
certain applications for ored1t are refused. Furthermore, it
is probable that the proportlon of ‘applications for credit
_refused is higher in the case of mortgage~loans than in: the
case of oonsumer credit. First, if credit refusal .is the |
result of the failure of the information system, it is more

~ likely that this system will fail when ‘policy varies (mortgage
‘loans) than when it is constant (oonsumer'oredit)' Secondly,
if consumers only apply for loans whlch they can- safely

repay W1thout hardship, and the supply of consumer credit is

infinitely elastic, all applications: will be granted. However,

if the supply is 1nelast10, as in the. case of the mortgage
market, some "safe"'loans will be refused In the light of
this analysis, 1t1s apparent that if lenders and borrowvers

agree on ‘what is a safe~loan, all appl1catlons for consumer
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TABLE 3.14.1

-

CREDIT APPLICATION AND REFUSAL BY INCOME

N TR MW TR T |

15-18M 18-25M 25M+

TOTAL ~ -2,500  2.5-6M  6ooM 9-1aM  12-15M
KHATIONAL SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE (1920) (23) (120)  (119)  (137) (189) (235) (365) (450)
. APPLICATIONS , - . o | |
PER CAPITA 1.3 0.6 . 0.4 0.6 1.0 R 1;7
REFUSAL RATE PER 2.9 7.7 2.4 11.7 8.1 3.8 2.9 1.7 2.1
100 APPLICANTS , ,
r = -.57
LOY INCOME SAMPLE
 SAMPLE SIZE (928)  (38) (118)  (107) (96) (123)' (114)  (133)  (95)
APPLICATION | o '
PER CAPITA : 0.9 o.g 0.3 0.6 0.7 1.1 1.1 ,élis 174"
9.4 16.7 7.6 6.4 8.3 2.8 2.3

"REFUSAL RATE PER 6.0 .15.4
100 APPLICANTS -

008 '
838 - -.56 |
(r =-.64 across both samples)
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credit'wiil be:granted. On the other hand some:appiicatiOns

for mortgage loans w111 be refused.

On this basis We would expect a correlatiOnzbetween refusal o

rates and appllcatlon rates. Where respondents are’ more.Quf
likely to be refused. credlt ‘they. are less llkely to apply

- either because there is general agreement as to ‘what

constltutes a safe. loan or because the poss1b111ty of belng

refused is hlgher and consequently the expected benefit

from the transactlon 1s lower

,In elthercase we w0uld expect to flnd that for Sub grOups of o -
the populatlon for which the refusal rate is-high, “the prOportlon
of the grOup who apply for credlt w1ll be relatlvely low. _
Unﬂortunately we can- not verlfy this hypothes1s for each type';

" of credlt because of the 11m1ted sample size. However, we L

®) (9

‘canncomblne all three to obtaln a useful test.

~(8) We have divided total refusals by the number of "appllcants"
and users of the service. Provided the- ratio of those who have.

- applied in the course of ‘the last three years to the stock of
users is constant, .this rate will under- estlmate ‘the true refusal
rate but will be perfectly correlated with it. On the otherhand, 1f‘@
this ratio is. notconstant, the correlation coefflclent will- &
be biased and the'"refusal rate" will not reflect true. dlffe—* 8 o
rences in the rate of refusal. A simple example sufficeS" : AEB

Suppose 60% of those over age 30 and 40% of those under age30 have
mortgage loans before the three year 'period and a further "30% -

of the former and 20% of the latter apply during the three year" o E;
period. The application to stock ratio is therefore constant at. = ~
~0.5. The estimated refusal rate will be one-third of the true
" rate in each case. The appllcat1on rate- w1ll be over- estimated .- F
by a factor of three,g;\‘ls unbiased as: o . C ‘ 'é
=q:(ax)(' Voy) - _ _Exy . e
EER ) ExE)yT) e
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.(9) ‘The remalnde% &f thid séctlon is %aéed on un%elghted data

(8) Cont. '
Now suppose 1nstead that those under age 30 have no %tock of
mortgage loans. The application and refusal rates for this group_

- will be accurately estlmated The correlation coefficient will
‘therefore have a downward bias: ‘ S o

payx ) (yy/a) . Exgyy, . - Exy

_,________
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TABLE 3.14.2

CREDIT APPLICATION AND REFUSAL BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AND HOME OWNERSHIP

TOTAL -1 yr S 1-2 yr

NATIONAL SAMPLE "
"SAMPLE SIZE i~;. (1920) " (312) - . (220)

APPLICATIONS PER

CAPITA I - 1 1.3 1.5 .

REFUSAL RATE PER 2.9 6.7 5.1
100 APPLICANTS K : o

. LOW INCOME SAMPLE =
 SAMPLE SIZE (928) (162) (142)

. APPLICATIONS PER

~ CAPITA - - 0.9 0.9 1.1

. REFUSAL RATE PER = . 6.0 ~11.6 ... ~ 5.3
030 APPLICANTS . o
683 ‘ -

e

e B e B v B - B

L

2—5 yr

(351)-

1.6

2.3

(325)

1.3

+10 yr

(0)

NA

c ?.’ -

LIVE

. WITH

971*

DK/I

OWN

RENT PARENTS

(1220) (562)  (91)

" NA

(47)

(8)
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TABLE 3.14.3

CREDIT APPLICATION AND REFUSAL BY MARITAL STATUS AND TELEPHONE

patheds

| , : . : _ : . HAVE = NO
TOTAL MARRIED SINGLE WIDOWED SEPARATED -~ DIVORCED  TEL. ™  TEL.

-NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE  (1920) (1371) (349) - (132)  (28) (39) (1876)  (44)
APPLICATIONS PER v | | |

CAPITA 1.3 .. 1.5 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.3 0.8
REFUSAL RATE PER 2.9 26 4.4 1.1 7.1 7.0 2.8  10.8

100 APPLICANTS

LOW INCOME SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE ~ = . (1928)  (546) (240) . (80) (31) (31) (871)  (57)
' APPLICATION PER . .. | | o |
CAPITA o 0.e 1.0 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.5 k.
. . . o . : A
REFUSAL RATE PER 6.0 4.2 10,4 . 3.3 0.0 20.0 5.8  10.7 |

100 APPLICANTS

°00 g ) _ : , S : ‘ .
000 : . : ' . o _
000 , A
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"Table 3.14.1 shows the refusal rate and application-rate for'

each income group in both the national and low income_Samples.
Tt can be readily seen that low income respondents are more -
likely to be refused.and less likely to apply. In fact, -the
Pearson product moment correlation between the appiicainn
rate and the refusal rate is -.57 in the case of the national
sample and -. 66 for the low income sample. It is -.64 across7
the two samples. All three‘correlat10ns~are‘statistically

significant at the. .05 level at least.

On the other “and while respondents who have lived for short

periods of time in their present home are less likely to obtaln

credit, the appllcatlon rate does not appear to be inversely
correlated with 1ength-of-residence. In fact r equals +.52
for the national sample and -.02 across the two samples.

However, neither correlation is statiStically significant.

Respondents who have nad a job for a long pericd of time are

less likely to be refused;credit; they are equally more likely -

to apply. - In the case of the national sample r equals -.23

-while it is equal to -.34 for the 1ow income sample. Across.[-

the two samples it equals -.34. -All three correlations are

statistically significant at the .05 level.

" As stated above, two interpretations are posSible,'either

Canadians with low incomes regognize the greater difficulty of.

~access associated with their 1ncome level, or they generally

agree with the financial 1nst1tutlons' assessment of their

ability to re-pay the lcan.

The latter hypothesis supposes that their is a cost associated

with failure to re-pay a loan. This is a reasonable hypOthesis.

During the group interviews which preceded the‘duantitive.stage'

m AR
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE

APPLICATIONS PER

CAPITA

REFUSAL RATE PER
100 APPLICANTS

LOW INCOME SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE

APPLICATION PER
CAPITA

'REFUSAL RATE PER

100 APPLICANTS

Q0
[]®)

Qe
19}
[0}

TOTAL

(1920)

1.3

6.0

acead -
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TABLE 3.14.4

CREDIT APPLICATION AND REFUSAL BY OCCUPATION

W. FULL

(895)

W. PART

(225)

“{95)

STAY HOME

(208)

STUDENT

(74)

(38)

18.5

RETIRED

(256)

(94)

UNEMPLOYED

e

(81)

26.8
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‘"of th1s study several partlclpants expressed the v1ew that
credit is dangerous. Moreover, fully one-fifth (22%) of
Canadians are opposed to reYo1v1ng.cred1t {bank credltvcards)}

 On ‘the other handlrelatively few non- appiicants‘forlcredit
';01te the1r 1nab111ty bo obta1n credit as. their ma1n reason
for not . applylng. ‘Consequently, ‘it does not seem 11ke1y that
it is because respondents are aware that they are unable to
obtain Credit‘that they do not apply.- Moreover,‘in absolute

terms, refucal rates remain relatively 1ow Most Canadians

‘who apply are able to obta1n credlt At the most the 1ncreased'

‘probablllty of belng refused serves as a deterrent

Consequently we: conclude “that among potent1a1 borrowers, there
appears to be general concordance between the views: of the '
‘maJor financial 1nst1tut10ns and consumer perceptlons

ﬂ.regardlng the adv1sab111ty of thelr taklng out loans.

: However, if thls hypothes1s is- correct consumers who”have held

their jobs for relatlvely short perlods do not con51der them-

',.selves relatlvely less. credlt worthy than do those. who have

held thelr jobs for 1onger perlods.” Although the;r is a
correlation between‘iength’of employment and the probability
‘of having credit accepted, there is no correlation between

‘appllcatlon rate and refusal rate wlth reSpect to emplcyment.

. One other poss1b111ty exists; '1t may be that consumers who have

~held their Jobs for .relatively short perlods cons1der them—
selves bad credltwr;sks (i.e. the 1mputed cost 1s hlgher)
howeyer, their need~for_cred1t 1s1also hlgher. In other words,
the cost-benefit ‘ratio would lead them to apply in greater
relative numbers even though ‘they_are‘relatively less credit

worthy.
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NATIONAL SAMPLE

SAMPLE SIZE

APPLICATIONS PER
CAPITA

REFUSAL RATE PER
100 APPLICANTS

. LOW INCOME SAMPLE

'SAMPLE SIZE

APPLICATIONS PER
. CAPITA

REFUSAL RATE PER
100 APPLICANTS

00
[o]e]e]

o

TABLE 3.14.5

CRED¥T..APPLICATION=AND REFUSAL BY LENGTH OF EMPTLOYMENT

TOTAL -1 yr 1-2 yr
(1120) (170) (185)
1.5 . 1.2 1.4
3.2 8.4 4.7
(525) (73) (107)
1.1 0.9 1.2
3.9 9.1 7.9

(128) .

6-10 yr

2.0

+10 yr

(321).

1.3

T

s NS fo™Sts -] ez
SELF DK/NA
(33) (10)

1.7 2.7
3.5 0.0
(r12) (3)
1.0 1.3°
0.0 0.0
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With this interpretation in mind it is worth noting7thét
married consumers and those w1th telephones are relatlvely
less likely to be refused and relatlvely more llkely “to

apply for credit.

The one area of exceptlon to the general ava11ab111ty of

consumer credit appears to be small short period.- loans.

Alghough borrowers and lenders may agree that these loans are
safe, fixed transaction costs make them.unprofitable for.
lenders. - During the group interviews which»preceeded the
survey, one participant related that she had applied>for a
$100 loan and had been_refﬁsed becaused the amount was too

‘small. Two of those refused personal loans in the'surveys

mention that they would have had ﬁo borrow more than they

wished to in order to be able to obtain the 1oan

That such a limit exists appears likely. With respect to

any case where credit is_granted, there is a fixed'transactidn

cost. This consists largely of the cost of paper work and
credit checks. -To a large extent these costs can be assumed .
to be fixed or at 1eastvto rise less than proportionally to
the size of credit.. Consequently it is likely that there is
some 1limit in terms of amount of credit and repayment period

below which financial institutions will not offer credit.

It is for this reason that revolving*credit'has such importance.

In this way financial institutions avoid the full transaction

cost associated with small amountsof credit. However, bank

credit cards, the major source of revolving credit are largely

the domain of upper and upper middle concumer - .Consequently,

the low income consumer, the most likely person to really need

such a loan, may have difficulty obtaining a small short

period loan.
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‘TABLE 3.14.6

CREDiT APPLICATION AND REFUSAL BY LANGUAGE AND UNEMPLOYMENT DURING LAST 12 MONTHS

BEEN *  NOT SPOUSE * SPOUSE NOT - _ _ )
TOTAL UNEMP. UNEMP. DK/NA ~UNEMP. UNEMPLOYED - DK/NA  FRENCH ENGLISH  OTHER
'NATIONAL SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE - - (1920) (372)  (1326) & (136) (198) (1001) (139)  (408) (1380)  (123)
APPLICANTS PER S : |
CAPITA 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.1
REFUSAL RATE 2.9 6.0 2.1 1.4 . 6.3 1.9 1.1 2.1 3.2 2.2
LOW_INCOME SAMPLE
SAMPLE SIZE = (928)  (170)  (656).  (33)  (73) (414) (31)  (349)  (448)  (125)
APPLICANTS PER - S L 3 | :
' CAPITA 0.9 . .0.9 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.7
" REFUSAL RATE 6.0 8.8 . 4.0 2.9 4.9 3.3 10.0 9.1 3.8 5.6
* EXCLUDES THOSE UNEMPLOYED AT TIME OF SURVEY
000 . C - : ’ -
Q20 .
Q00
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with respeet tc the general validity. of the resuifs,’it‘is

E

important te_nOte that the period studied~is not marked
by slackness in the credit market} If anything, credit

‘was relatively scarce during this period.

,,

One good measure of credit scarcity in Canada ie.the diff rence
between the shod}term and .long- term.lnterest rates as measured
"by the: rates paid on three month Treasury Bonds and Government
of Canada Securltles for perlods over ten years. While

- movement in the 1atter reflects long-term trends and expect-

 cre”)

ations, the former is affected much more sharply by short-

'term market condltlons

E ‘,—?zr.a

During the period 1966 to first quarter 1978, the:average

difference between the two interest rates was 1.5%. During

the period studied the average difference was .98%. Moreover

the'average_difference was .07% in 1976 making that year the -
tightest year in the credit market in the period. _ /;M4V’aé?£2q

Consequehtly, the relatlve ease of access to credit can not be

attributed to special conditions although it seems that there

Py

were years which were notably worse. The periodleGB to 1970
was marked by greater credit scarcity than the period studied
while from 1971 to 1973 credit was much less tight.

L 4
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3.15 The Meaning of Refusal

It is apparent from table 3.15.1.that exclusionifrom financiai

services 1is quite rare. Seven out of fifteen respondents th
were refused a chequing, chequing/savings_or true savings
account.evehtually'obtained one élSéWhere.v Eleven out'of
seventeen of those who were refused have a first moftgage
while this is true of forty-five of the sixty—oné.members

of the sample who were refused a personal loan. .Even in the
case of bank credit éards, fifteen of the thirty—seven .

persons refused have one.
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CHEQUING

CHEQUING/SAVINGS

TRUE ‘SAVINGS

RHOSP
RRSP
TERM DEPOSIT

LIFE INSURANCE

' FIRST MORTGAGE
'SECOND MORTGAGE
' PERSONAL LOAN

BANK CREDIT CARD

TABLE 3.15.1

OBTENTION OF FINANCIAL SERVICES AMONG THOSE REFUSED

NATIONAL SAMPLE

LOW .INCOME SAMPLE

TOTAL — TOTAL _
REFUSED HAVE DON'T HAVE DK/NA REFUSED ~ HAVE DON'T HAVE  DK/NA
6 2 4 1 0 1
4 3 1 - - -
1 1 0 3 1 2
2 0 2 1 1 0
1 1 0. - - -
7 5 | 2;, 14 7 : 7‘
Alé 7 “5 | 5  4 1
5 2 1 1  : i o
33 ‘:25 8 28 20 8
23. 10 13 14 5 9
i LT LS LS v ", fed £ - =
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Throughout much of the analysis, it has been shownthat the \

3.16 Income and Wealth: The Ecological Effect Reconsidered

behaviour of "national" and "low income" respondents differ

even for a glven level of income. - Two reasons for. this

‘phenomenon are apparent

‘First, s001olog1sts have demonstrated the ex1stence of an

ecological effect concerning certaln types of behav1our Middle

class voters are more llkely to Vote 11ke_work1ng,class VoterS

"if they live in a working: class areathan if'they live in a

‘middle class area. 'It seems apparent that- mlddle and upper income

consumersdin low income areas may act more like 1ow income
consdmers. Promotional activities may vary among flnan01a1'
1nst1tutlons dependlng on the type of cllentele they serve.

The behaviour of frierds as well as the level of knowledge’

about financial services is also 11ke1y to influence behaviour.

However, the "low income'" sample not only has a lower median
income than the national sample but is, also generally .less .

wealthy. It seems wealth as well as 1noome should influence

the use of financial services.

. The greater wealth of the national. cample is demonstrated by

the hlgher proportlon of home owners for a given level of
income. Moreover at ea ch level of 1ncome,‘"low‘1neome" home-
owners are more likely to have a mortgage. The fact that for
a given level of income, a higher proportlon of nationalghomeé'

owners have a term depos1t and an RRSP tends to confirm this
hypothesis. ' ' ‘

If we examine only- the behaviour of hoie-owners for given levels

of income, there are very few differences between "national"

€00
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and- "low income" respondents with respect to the1r use of
national accounts ‘The one exceptlon is the greater use of

true savings- accounts by upper income home —-owners in the

‘1natlona1 sample.

"Low 1ncome" home-owners are more 11ke1y to have a second .
mortgage or a personal loan .than are_"natlonal” home -owners.

It appears that this is due to a wealth effect, as the
ecological effect would tend to work»in‘the’opposite
direction. S | ‘

It seems that the use of personalncredit increases with income

but declines with wealth. The proportion of respondents with-

-personal loans increases monotonically with income. However

in seven out of eight cases relatively more renters’than home-

owners have personal loans. The one exception, the over
$18,000 low income group may simply indicate that home-

owners in this group have higher incomes than do renters.

The greater‘use of second mortgages by‘"low income" respondents

may also confirm the importance of security with respect to

‘use. Second mortgages are often used for the purchase of

consumer durables (10). The present study 1mp11es that this

is particularly important for borrowers who can not provide

other forms of security.

(10) Kisselgoff, Avram, Factors Affecting the. Demand For

Consumer Installment Credit, National Bureau of Economic Research,

Technical Paper No. 7; New York:1952.
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TABLE 3.16.1 é
HAVE FINANCIAL SERVICES BY INCOME (HOME—OWNERS) (%) 3
LESS THAN 6M 6-12M 12-18M ' 18M-AND OVER &
NAT. LOW NAT. . LOW NAT.  LOW NAT. LOW ¥
SAMPLE SIZE 83 46 192 - 72 294 97 620 120
CHEQUING 44.5  48.5 45.0  45.0 53.0  43.1 65.7  56.5 :
CHEQUING/SAVINGS ' 50.5 .34.3 '59.0 - 62.9: 59.4 62.9 57.9 57.8 -
TRUE SAVINGS | 51.4  59.4 60.9  37.7 60.0 - 60.7 68.8  65.5 L
RHOSP R 0.0 0.0 1.5 3.2 4.7 2.1 6.3 1l1.86 ?
RRSP ' . 13.2 4.2 ©19.5 . 11.0 27.4  17.9 40.2  23.4 k
TERM DEPOSIT | 16.2  11.5. 30.7  22.2  29.2  24.4 32.4 22.5
LIFE INSURANCE 37.1 - 22.3 42.6 34.2 49.4 51.0 64.0 52.8 3
FIRST MORTGAGE 7.6 12.1 . 17.2  28.3 °  45.8  52.0 . 55.6  57.6 !
SECOND MORTGAGE 1.9 4.7 ~C.5 4.4 6.3 13.9 . 7.0 15.1 (
PERSONAL LOAN 4.1 - 9.0 13.9  14.6 31.1 32.4 . 37.0 - 45.4 , K
CREDIT CARD . 10.3  10.4 ~30.1  15.0 3.5 '33.4 . 59.1 . 38.5 © ¢
i oL L
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TABLE 3.16.2
HAVE FINANCIAL SERVICES BY INCOME (RENTERS) (%) o
’ i

'LESS THAN 6M 6-12M | 12-18M 18M AND OVER
NAT. LOW  NAT. LOW NAT. LOW ~ NAT. LOW
SAMPLE SIZE . 67 127 125 156 175 139 177 107
CHEQUING 26.0  21.3 38.4 . 32.4 . 47.6  39.0 58.9  42.6
CHEQUING/SAVINGS 26.4  38.3 44.3  50.9 51.8  55.5. 55.1  63.2
TRUE SAVINGS | 36.8  28.5 . 55.8  41.8 59.1  51.3 ~  6l.2.  54.4
' RHOSP - | 0.9 . 0.0 1.8 3.2 10.1 5.2 17.6  17.8
. RRSP - 8.8 1.8 7.2 - 6.1 23.0  12.9 26.1 © 24.1
TERM DEPOSIT 0.3 7.7  1l.2  10.2  11.3  14.0 - 2l.4  18.2
LIFE INSURANCE - 23.7  20.8 39.9  40.0 53.9  49.3 51.4  56.1
- FIRST MORTGAGE -4,j 0.0 1.7 1.3 0.2 - 1.5 _ 3.5 . 9.7 4.4
'SECOND MORTGAGE 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 = 0.5 0.2
PERSONAL LOAN © 19.3 13.6 - 21.6  26.8 46.3 . 39.7 .~ 53.8  39.8

CREDIT CARD . 4.3 2.7 147 9.0 36.6  24.3  39.9 345
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APPENDIX I
~ REPORT ON FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS
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1. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

1.1 Objectives

(1)

& i?': A Esisd

s

(2)

Foos 1 i

g,,';-/_rfi' Mr“ R i

Bk

HAR

o T vo: S e I

To study behaviour pattems and ih—depth>attitUdes
w1th respect to financial services and

1nst1tut10ns.

To establish a framework for a quantltatlve study

~on access .to the Canadian flnan01a1 system.

200
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1.2 Methodology

Two focus group interview seesions were conducted (one iﬁ
French, one in English) in order to examine the subject of
financial services. The'Frenchtlanguege-eession was held in
Montreal at Groupe Centre on April-3; the English session
was cendueted in Toronto at Research House on‘April 4,
Representatives of Consumer and Corporate.AffairS'and CROP
attended the sessions, viewing the proceedings thfough a -
one-way mirror. The discussions lasted apperimately'two
hours ar” ~e taped-recorded on caSsette and reel—to—feel

systems. A moderator's schedule Was-prepared prior_to'the'

- focus groups to ensure that all relevant topics would be -

covered.

Experienced. CROP interviewers fecruited participants, usihg

a screening questionnaire to ensure that:

1. Some respdndents had applied for and been _
refused either credit cards, personal loans
or mortgage loans. '

2. Some responder.ts did not possess e1ther
chequing or sav;ngs accounts

3. The annual household income of respdndents
was below $12,000.

4, Partlclpants had not attended a focus group
: within the last 12 months.

5. Neither participants nor members of their
immediate families were employed by financial
institutions, advert1s1ng agencies or marketing
research firms.

Both groups were balaneed in terms of sex and marital status.

‘A total of 17 participants attended the groups.
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}(. 1.3 Presentation of Results"
3' Please note that the following report is based on the

comments of 17 people and should not.be regarded as
representative of the Canadian population. Rathér, the
report  presents in-depth attitudes, without statistical

significance, related to the subjeét of financial services

in Canada.:
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2.

HIGHLIGHTS

Most participants have bavings or‘savings/chequing.’
accbunts They are aware of other financial services
but ‘know few details and have no use for such optlons

as reglstered savings plans or term depos1ts.

Anglophone participants have‘generally chosen banks for

.their accounts; the(francophdnes almost. exclusively use
" the caisses populaifes. Convenient location appears to

.be the m~jor criterion for selecting é particular bank.

or caisse populaire branch.

The'caisse. populaire is regarded with pride-by the
francophone partioipants, more like a friend than an
1nstitution. It "belongs tQ_us", is trusted and looks
after the members' needs. No,such sentiments are voiced

by the anglophones with respect to- the bank system.

Rélatively few participents'posseSS a credit card. Those
who do use cards say they limit their charges and pay the
bill in full each month. Fears of overspending and
liability for stolen cards are mentioned as reasons for

avolding credit cards.

All participants appear to be.worry about geing inte'debt

of any degree. Terms such as "gullible people" often came

up in the.disoussion of using credit. A number of partici-

pants feel it is too easy to borrow money and condemn any

encouragement on the part df'lenders.
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. ‘Lenders are criticized for not always explainingfthe p# o

borrow1ng terms and allow1ng people to borrow more than
their ‘budgets let them pay back. There appearsito be some

[ e

feeling that the lender has a responsibility to stOp

people from taking on too much credit.

‘Incidence of experience with loans is very low.

L ]

Participants agree that in most cases it is preferable to

save up for an item; the exception would -be an. expensive

‘ purchase such as a car.

=

Participants do not appear.to_have any_concrete knowledge_
of interest rates on personai loans although it was agreed

that different banks are competitive with one another

g )

and finance companies charge the highest rates

i

. Finance companies appear to be the most dislikedsborrowing

.. source; their 1end1ng rates are regarded as exorbitant

e B

Banks are preferred by the anglophones, caisses populaires
. by the francophone participants

i

. Participants are reluctant to talk abcut credit refusal

S

i - experiences. Hypothetical reasons for refusal which were
suggested included 1nability to carry the monthly payments -

and stability of job anc income - both "economic" factors.

Refusal reasonsvmentioned with respect to actual experience

ot S

tend to be less economically oriented; too small a loan

- (and hence too much paper work forﬁthe 1ender), sex of

applicant (female) or lack of preparation when the request
is made.

o

L
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

3.1 ©Use of Financial Services
'3.1.1 Accounts

Most French and English language participants héﬁe savings
or saVings/cheQuing accounts and appear to be aware of .the
interest rates associated with each. Accounts are perceived
as useful for paying bills or cashing cheques.’ One Toronto
participar* describes his chequing aCCeunt as a means of
keepingpa financial record. These who do not use chequing

services appear to have had no trouble with bill payment.

Nous on 1l'utilise pour payer nos factures.

It gives me a record as to who's been paid,

who hasn't been paid. On various occasions where
people say: "We haven't been paid" and I just
say, "Well sorry about that but ‘here's the
canoelled check".

Moi j'ai un compte d'épargne ol je dépose un peu
de temps en temps et j'ai un compte courant ou on
fait les chéques, puis 1l'argent roule tout le
temps.

3.1.2 Choice of institution

The most frequently chosen institution for accounts among the
French language participants is the caisse populaire. Although
a partlcmlar caisse may be chosen for its close prox1m1ty to

home or service, the system 1tself is preferred over banks by

"most participants. The caisse populaire is perceived as a

Québec institution, one of the few which belongs to and is
geared for the people in this province. It is seen as more
personal relative to the banks; each caiese'member-has a voice
as a shareholder. ' ' | o
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C'est par sentiment, (la caisse) est une
chose qui nous appartient, nous Canadiens-
frangais, c'est une de nos forces, en fait,
c'est & peu prés la seule .

La caisse, c'est fait pour donner des services
a ses membres tandis que les compagnies c'est
fait pour donner de 1l'argent a ses actionnaires.
Cl'est pour ga qu'on préfére les caisses popu-—
laires surtout aussi que c' est quebe001s, pour:
une fois qu'on a de :quoi.

A Ya caisse, la pyramide est a l'envers. A la

banque il y a un grand manitou en haut tandis que

la caisse c'est tout le monde, on est tous des
ionnaires.

The credit union system receives little attention by the
Toronto participants, all of thm have Chosen-banks in which.
to open accounts. Convenient location is the most frequently
given reason for choosing a particular bank. .Attention in
varying degrees.is givén to cﬁstomer, service; although
participants acknowledgevthat,problems, such as balancing

accounts,"turn you way off".

I went to three'banks, until I found one I Wés
satisfied with. Primarily customer service.

I don't worry about hdw.friendly they are. It's
nice, but people are people. . : :

3.1.3 Awareness of other services

Participants in both Montreal and Toronto aré aware of services
such as registered savings plans, stocks and bonds as other
means of putting money aside. HoWever,vnone report héving

used any of these services. Some attribute their avoidance

of such services to lack of information; they know little
abdut registered plans, stocks or bonds beyond the name. Others

regard these services as options for wealthier peOple.;.
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Mon raisonnement vis-a-vis des caisses de

retraite et d'epargne logement c'est trés bcn
pour les gens a qui l'argent glisse entre les
mains. Mais (pour) quelqu'un qui sait economlser,
selon moi, peut se passer de ga. ,

On 1'ignore (1l'épargne-logement), on n'est

. peut-€tre pas informé suffisamment, peut-étre
.que les caisses populaires nous ont pas assez
informé . . . Mol je trouve pas ¢a assez
avantageux. : ' - .

 Other methods of savings and investing money mentioned

include r~-" estate énd,putting cash aside in the house.

Life insurance was also mentioned as a way to savé;money;j
since a policy could be cashed-in. Several participants
have life insurance, on their own or'through a- group plan.

Some see little use for insurance, With the exceptibn,of

- providing for young children. "Just enough to bury me"

was agreed to be a sufficient amount by a number of
Toronto participants. There was confusion and doubt -

concerning the actual cash-in value of a policy.

C'est une sécurité, c'est une fagon d'aprés moi -

d'épargner, méme ¢ga.peut &tre utilisé en affaire

comme une garantie puis il y a touJours la valeur
de rachat.

~ The blggest excuse (for life- 1nsurance) is the
chlldren :

Insurance leaves a very bad taste in my mouth.

R 25
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3.2 Credit Cards

3.2.1 ‘'Patterns of credit card use

Few participants in these groups possess a credit card
Those who do have cards often mentlon bank cards (Chargex,
Master Charge),i_one participant has an oil company card
Chargex -and Master Charge are described as universal,
accepted- everywhere and hence preferable to more limited
credit cards. It appears that use of c¢redit cards is

often restricted to emergency and unusual situations.

(A credit card is useful) if you need something
and don't have any money to pay for it.

A -Chergexlparce que . . . ga dépanhe un peu
partout. ' '

Moi j'al les cartes de gaz pour dépanner, si .
Jjamais. on tombe en panne sur la route, on sait
Jamais combien ¢a peut nous cotliter. : '

3.2.2 Perceived problems with credit card use

Therevis.widespread‘Opposition'to'credit.csrds. ‘EVen‘those
who use them do so with‘oaution. Most participants believe
credit cards encourage impulse spending; it is too simple
to lose control and go‘over the credit limit. 'Some mentioned
responslblllty for oharges made on stolen cards. One o
participant p01nted out’ that merchandlse prices were:higher
in stores accepting credit cards in order to cover the cost

of handllng the cards.

Mais il y a-un gros danger; les gens qui n'ont
pas de contrdle c'est fatal. ' :

C'est simplement l'impulsion du moment qui nous
a fait acheter cet article-la. "~ Alors, si on n'avait
pas ‘eu de carte peut-&tre on 1l'aurait pas acheté.
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- Si on perd la carte de credlt on se la falt voler,
on est responsable.

Je .ne veux pas en avoir parce que s'il arrive
quelque chose je suls responsable. ‘

Le fait qu'on aurait une carte nous inciterait a
acheter une chose qui ne nous servirait peut—
étre pas par la suite.

And you buy things you don't even rieed. It's like

not even paying; you don't even think, well I can

pay it back later.

I don't believe in credit cards. I think they're
- ig pain in the butt, really. S

Paying the bill in full each month ‘appears to be the most
important rule for card-users: not adherlng to this rule
will result in serious financial difficulties. Most

participants are.leery of going into debt: some. believe

that delaying payment on a cfedit card will bring collectors_

to their doors.

'~ You never figure about the collectors that are
going to come after you. What am I going. to w1nd
up with, broken leg, a broken arm?.

Moi je trouve qu'elle est bien pratique la carte
en autant qu'on la paie au fur et a mesure que les
comptes arrivent. -‘Jamais laisser un compte en
suspens.: : _

One participant admitted that he was refused a bank credit
card for the reason that, starting out in a new bu51ness,'

hlS flnan01a1 ultuatlon was unoertaln
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3.3 Personal and Mortgage Loans

3.3.1\ Use of credit'

The incidence of actual experience with personal or mortgage
loans appears to be low among the partlclpants in these
groups. They avoid going into debt; most say they prefer

to save money to buy an item.

Moi en tous cas je me sens mal quand je dois de

ltargent, ¢a fait que j'aime autant pas emprunter,

i'2ime autant ramasser mon argent. puls quand jlai
argent, (me 1')acheter.

However, most agree that for items euch as a car it would
be more feasible to take out a loan; the rate. of sav1ng

money ‘could not catch up with the rate of prlce 1ncreases

By the time you saved up enough for a car it would
probably cost $24 000. '

Buyingon monthly terms is generally consideredAto'be more

expensive than taking out a loan for the purchase.

J'ail acheté une bibliothéque et des volumes

et je payais $10.00 par mois, et ¢ga m'a colité
deux fois plus cher que si j'avais fait un prét
a la caisse.

If people are going to .go out and buy something’

on time, then they should figure out what they're
going to spend before that. And have it all thought
out entirely before they go in and buy something
.on time. .

I wouldn't (pay on monthly terms) if I had the

money. Cause there's no way my interest rates-
I wouldn't do it unless it was . something super

special terrific. :

200
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3.3.2 Perceived broblemsdwith credit

Numerous problems are believed to be associated with the
lenders themselves - Some feel that lenders do not -take
sufficient time to explain the loan and make the terms /

clear to the borrower.

The bank quite often will not sit down with

you. . . and say, now here's really what you can
afford. : ‘ ‘
Others_c - .uspicious that certain lenders are taking

édvantage of gullible people by_allowing them to borrow
much more_money than'their_budget‘aliows them to pay back.

' 8i je déplore une chose, c'est la facilité qu'ont

- les gens d'emprunter . . Je trouve ga déplorable.

. Je trouve qu'il devrait y ‘avoir des 101s pour
proteger ces gens- la. :

Certain participants condemn the letters sent out by 1end1ngﬁ/

institutions wh1ch encourage one to borrow money It was
felt that some rec1p1ents of such a letter would regard this
as a special invitation and would not fully assess the cost

of borrowing.

' People think they're special when they receive
~ that letter Boosts their. ego.

And (the bank is)- sendlng me these stupld letters
like every month. I have never gone to the point
where I'd say, hey, they send me this; my credit
rating must be pretty good ~I'11 go in and see
them. ' : ‘

The cost of taking out a loan is seen to be very. high ‘Some
part1c1pants who had borrowed money were surprised at. the
amount. of interest they actually had ‘to pay. However,_there

was little mention of actual interest rates.
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My husband and I bought a frldge through Bad
Boy and they dealt with a finance company.
can't remember now how much we paid out in
interest but 1t was 1ncred1b1e,‘ I couldn't
believe 1it.

3.3.4 Choice of institution

of allimoﬁey—lending institutions, finance compagnies appear -
to bé regarded with the most suspicion,’the least reSpect
primarily due to thelr hlgh 1nterest rates Certaln partlclpants

believe th~* finance companles will lend money to ‘anyone,

- regardless of the risk involved.

Mais les compagnies de finance, je trouve qu'elles
exploitent le monde.

Nothing ever happens in a finance company . . . has’
anyone ever been refused in a finance company7

_I know of some people who are poor paid (310), but
they still get their money from a flnance‘company. ‘

Banks are judged to be generally more_discriminéting, taking
fewer risks. However, some bank branches are aecused~of
looking for "floor'traffib" in order to make moneyrwith‘interest

on borrowed money.

Some branches are greedy eﬁough becauee they
have to have so much traffic.

Dans les banques j'ai eu l'impression qu'ils
voulaient faire de l'argent avec moi avant méme
de me donner le service demandé.

Among‘francophone'participants,,the caisse pOpulaire'is the
most preferred lending institution. Participants trust the
caisse populaire and believe it would look after their needs

better than any other'institution,' The raison d'étre of a
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. - calsse is to lend money to its members; a caisse would

"not be trying to make money through high interest.réteé.

v R |

La caisse c'est falt pour preter de l'argent o f
a ses membres. ‘ !l

s

J'al eu une expérience avec une banque mais
avec une caisse on n'essaie pas de faire de
~l'argent avec nous, on nous comprend mieux.

Si je veux faire un prét, je vais & la caisse
parce gque c'est 13 que- j' al mon compte, je leur
fais conflance - :

Certain participants in both groups have no preferencé“

regarding type of institution, but wouid borrow from
whichever offered the best option.

Quand je fais un prét personnel, je magasine
pour trouver la mellleure affalre

. o ~Je calculerais quel moyen est le plus avantageux.

(I'd go to) the cheapest. The cheapest interest.

For mortgage loans, many anglophone participants regard trust : 'E

companies as the best situation; trusts are khowledgeéble

about and familiar with this type of loan and offer competitive
lending‘rates.

I went for a mortgage. I went to the bank.

They didn't know what they were talking about.

We .got the loan through a trust company. It

was going to take the bank 10-15 days. to process.

As with other financial services, most francophone participants
appear to regard the caisse populaire as first choice for

mortgage loans.

| Mon prét hypothécaire, je l'al fait a la calsse
‘ K et on a fait un budget avec moi. :
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' 3.3.4 Reasons for credit refusal

Most participants'appeared hesitant to talk about, their own -

experiences with credlt refusal In the Toronto group, held

‘after the Montreal one, the questlons of refusal was presented
'~ more generally, asklng about hypothetlcal or friends'"

experiences with loans. This approach appears to have: e11c1ted
more discussion about this tOplC.. Consequently, the followlng
is based on responses of ‘Toronto part1c1pants only.

A number . -easons for-refusals have been suggested. Those ~
related to. the hypothetical refusal experiences tend to be |
more oriented towards economic then personal factors

ability to carry the monthly payments, Stablllty of job and

income or the lender's own judgement of these two crlterlat

I know I couldn't get a loan ‘I don't make
enough. You have to have a job for a (certaln)
amount of tlme ‘and have a credit ratlng '

If they won't give you a loan I thlnk 1t'
because you can't pay 1t ‘back.

Ifthlnkyalso dependlng on the bank manager’they
have their own ideas, as we have our own ideas.
And maybe he didn't think that was a good 1dea
to give a loan.

The "personal" factors leadlng to refusal are more often ‘
mentioned with respect to participants own or- the1r frlends'

actual experiences. .Size of the loan applied forv(and_hence

the amount of paper work for the lending institution),,sex

of applicant (female, single or married)’and.lackfof-olear

explanation of why the money is needed are cited as factors.

20
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I was refused a loan at a bank. I only needed--
$100.00 and I went to the bank and asked them

if I could borrow just $100.00. - I didn't think
-~ I would have any problems and they refused me ;

they said it was because I hadn't been at my

" place of employment very long but I don't think.

I think they thought it was- too much paper work.

I've seen some. of the statlstlcs and 51ng1e
females and females are. bad risks in that respect
(borrowing money) :

Business loan. Primarily it was my fault. I came
in unprepared. ‘ o ‘

: women) got very huffy about it. But it
didn't change the situation. They weren't given
credit. They could have had their husbands co-
sign but they didn't want it that way. They

"~ were, and Had been, working for quite a while.

This was through a departmental store.
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CONCLUSIONS

In view of the general reluctance of participants to -

discuss their use of financial sérvices, in genefal,

and probiems bf access, in particular, care must be applied

to the ihterpretation of the qdantitative'studies. .Respondents
may have a tendency to understate prcblems of aécess. " This o
can best be avoided'by a business like :attitude on the

part of the interviewers. Particulaf care‘hust‘be~taken_
so that thev do not become "friends" with respondent.
There is little evideﬁce that participants detect problems
of access to the finaﬁcial system. On the whole financial

institutions are believed to give credit too easily.

One area which should be. observed carefully is the'pOSSibility
of particular problems for applidants.who'seek small short

term loans.
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MODERATOR'S SCHEDULE
Introduction

Checking, Checking-Savings accounts:
- with which type'of institution?
- why/why not have account?:
- refused? where? why?
Saﬁings accounts:
- with which institution

- why/why not? _
- refused? where? Wwhy?

Other financial servicés; RHOSP, RRSP, 1ife insurance,

"term deposits:

- with which institution?
- why/why not?
- refused? where? why?

First and second mortgage'loans:'

- with which institution?
- 1refuse? where? why?
- ’'shop around?

Personal loans:

- with which institution?

- how much?. ‘ . '

- aware of details, interest rate,
total cost?

- why. didn't you apply?

- r7refused? where? why?

- could you get loan?

Credit cards:

- which ones?

- why? '

- why don't have?

- refused? where? why?

- I8
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ECHEANCIER DE L'ANIMATEUR %
1. Introddction _ E
v'2.i . Comptes de cheques, chéques-&pargre: .
- avec quel genre d'1nst1tut10n? %'
- -pourquoi/pourquoi pas .avoir de compte? y
- refusé? ou? pourquoi? ‘ - E
73. - Comptes d'épargne- verltable E
- avec quelle 1nst1tut10n7 f
- pourquoi/pourquoi pas?. .
\ - refusé&? ou? pourquoi?. . ,é
4.  Autres services financiers; REER, REEL, Assurance-Vie

7 oy e
g

depﬁt i terme:

- avec quelle 1nst1tut10n?
- pourquoi/pourquoi pas?.
- refusé&? ol? pourquoi?

t:.?’
5. Pr8ts en premiére et en deuxi&me hypothéque: , : : k3

- .avec quelle institution?

- refusé&? oli? pourquoi? . .

- magasiner pour trouver 1la-
meilleure affaire?

6. Préts personnels:

- ‘avec quelle institution?
- -quel montant?
- -au courant des d&tails,. .
taux d'intérét, colt total?
-~ pourquoil n'avez-vous pas
" essayé d'en obtenir?
2 refusd? ol? pourquoi? _
- 'pourrlez vous en obten1r7ff

E-;' K ‘!41
AT,

7. Cartes de crédit:
» - lesquelles? ‘ :
. S pourqu01? ~ o o
: . : . <+ pourquoi n'en avez-vous pas‘? :
= Trefus&? oll? pourquoi? R

o
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Do you have a checking or sav1ngs account 1n ‘a bank?

Rl ot Bacad Db

from CROP

Hello, my name is E ‘'we are d01ng a.c
survey and I'd 11ke to ask you some questlons on- bank1ng

_ Checklng

Savings C
Both
Neithef”'
D.K./N.A.

Have you ever applied for & personal or a mortgage loan?

Yes
No .
D.K./N.A.

Did you receive this loan?

Yes
No o
D.KQ/N.A}

onsumer
serv1 ces.

' 2/10 if”poséible E

Go to Q.4

3/10

Have you ever bought on terms orT delayed payment on a credlt card7

Yes <

No S
D.K./N.A.

2/5 males
2/5 females

Do you ‘have any plans to apply for a 1oan or credlt in the next

12 months?

Yes‘
~ No :
D.K./N.A.

‘In what age category would you place yourself?

18 and undéf
18 -
30 -

50 years and over E

29 yearé

49 years.

";2/10

TERMINATE

. TERMINATE

000
Q00
000
% .
Qg




10.

11,

In which of the following categorles does

income of your household fall?

less thaﬁ7$12,0004 |
$12,000° - $15,000 .

more than $15,000
D.K./N.A.

Do you work.in any of the:following types qfiplaces?*

Note

Sex:

What is your marital statﬁs?

Store » 7
Financial institution
(bank, ‘trust, caisse)

Advertising or market
research -

Factory
Office
Other.
Houséwife

Maie

Female .

"~ Married

Single
Div./Wid./Sep.:

t e combined annual -

'5/10 -

5/10
5/10
TERMINATE -

ot B v

e I

s I

-tz |

TERMINATE

TERMINATE .

e R -3

e |

5/10°

Mix

R i e

i
o

s

Have you attended a group dis¢ussion>in'the last 12 mqnths?,'

INVITE THEM TO THE GROUP GIVE THEM ADDRESS, .
INFORM THEM THAT THEY WILL RECEIVE A RESPONDENT FEE OF §15.00.

Ye§

" No

DATE AND. TIME. AND

TERMINATE

®00 ] _ , B
000 . : S '
. 560 , o

s
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METHODS

. Sample Design

Two samples were used.for this study. The first is representative
of the non- institutionaliZed population of Canada, age‘18~and
up and excluding those. 11v1ng 1n the Yukon and North West

Territories. The second sample is representatlve of the.

lpopulation~of low income census tracts in Halifax, Montreal,

Toronto, Winnipeg and Vancouver. A low income census tract

~was defined as one for which the median.income of its 1971

equivalent was $8,500 or less.

The national sample is stratified into six regions: British’
Columbia,. Alberta, Manitoba—Saskatchewan3-Ontario, Québec and
the Atlantlc Provinces. Within each.region,amunicipalities-are
divided 1nto four groups metrooolitan areas.with a population
of over 500,000, c1tles population size 100,000 to SO0,0QO,"

towns with a population 5,000 to 99,999, and rural areas with

: a-pOpulation under 5,000.

Within each stratum populated areas are chosen on a random

- basis. Within each stratum each populated area has a poss1b111ty

of being chosen prOportlonal to its s1ze ~In practlce, thls
means that all metropolltan areas and all cities, exceptvln

Ontario are included in the sample

For those dreas chosen for which census tracts exist, census

tracts are selected on a random basis with probability of being

. chosen proportional to population. ;Where the town is4not 1argev

enoughvto be divided into census tracts, it is treated as one

" single census tract. 'Within each census tract two pairs of

interviewing blocks are established again by a random.procedure

~although census tract data does not allow us to make the possibiiity

of being chosen based'on’block pobulation;‘ Of each pair of

blocks, one is designated '"masculine'" and the other '"feminine'.

2Q0
000
000
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Between five and nine interviews. are aSsigned for completion’

~on each block These are lelded 1nto four age quotas, 18 to

29 years old, 30-44 years old 45-59 years old and 60 years old "
- and up. .The quotas are determlned by dlstrlbutlon of. pOpulatlon'

within the census tract. Most quota slzes are llmlted to one or

' two respondents. The maximum quota slze is three.

In the case of "feminine" blocks, affurther quota is imposed-
for working women. Men may only be 1nterV1ewed after 5:00 on

weekdays and on week ends
In the event Oann-intervieWer beingVUnable to complete the
quotas assigned, specific instructions are provided for the

choice of a new block.

In the case of the sample of low 1ncome nelghbourhoods; a list

of eligible census tracts was drawn up._ The - sample waswstratified

"

~at random. Thereafter the procedure 1s the same as for the

" national sample.

’No statlstlcal ‘margin of error can be establlshed for the sample.:

The calculation of a margln‘of error assumes that we can'
calculate the probablllty of any glven 1nd1v1dual belng chosen
In practlce, populatlon ‘samples rarely’ reSpond to this crlterlon
as response rates Vary from 60% to 80%. Margins of. error '
_calculated for probability samples are based entlrely on:‘, '
calculations of variance and do not take blaS into account A It
-is 1mpllcltly or eXpllcltly assumed that non—reSponse does not

lead to blas

The margindof error for a’modified probabilityisample can not
be calculated becausé we can determine neither the probability

of an-individual being chosen nor the bias inherent in_the'

by city. - Census tracts w1th1n each c1ty were chosen systematlcally

s I csss BN o, SO oo IR |
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" sampling techﬁique. The.use of quotas preventsvus from

estimeting the variance. Bias is introduced”bY»excluding‘

- from the universe all those who are not at home when the -

interviewer passes.

A comparison between the modified probability sample and a
multi-stage area clustered sample hereafter referred to as

ciustered'sample hinges primarely on an(evaloation of the

_distribution of non-response. Although the variance of a

modified probability sample cannot be calculated, it should be
similar to that of the clustered sample. The ‘small size of the

~quotas (one or two) means that a respondent is chosen v1rtually'

at random among those individuals who are at home at the time
of the survey. The interviewer chooses_the first person.on
his search route. Where there is only one person in the

"quota, the individual is effectively chosen at random. ~ Where

all quotas have only one respondent, the sample becomes
equivalent to a ‘stratified sample with one person per stratum.

It seams that the stratlflcatlon wlthln a cluster should 1f
anything, reduce the variance of the ‘sample. If we: assume

that the variance of the two samples are'equal a comparlson

of the two samples must be based on thelr blases and consequent—

-1y on non- response

' On this basis, there is no a pr10r1 reason to assume. that the.

bias of a mod1f1ed probability sample is greater than that of

‘a clustered sample. An analys;s of a recent study by CROP

which used a clustered sample reveals that roughly 50% of

-completions result from the first interview attempt. If this

is standard, we can assume that roughly'one~third of.the-"

000
000 .
000
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’ populatlon are excluded from the clustered sample whlle about

two- th1rds are excluded from the mod1f1ed probablllby sample ‘
Ceterls parlbus. this would make it llkely that the b1as of the
modified probability=sample is greater. However, the nature

of the modified: probabllity sample is. such -that 1t:ensures
proportlonal representation of . geographlc areas (1nterv1ew1ng
blocks) whereas the clustered sample does not.

;Consequently, since certa1n types of areas are subJect to a

“higher rate of non—response that others, the clustered sample
is subJect to ecologlcal b1as whereas the modlfled probablllty

sample is not. Thus’ we can draw no a prlor1 concluslons -about
the relat1ve size of b1as '

Our experienceileads,us to believe that bias is notfan'important"

vapiable either infthe:case of the clustered or modlfled

_probability sample. The reader ls.adv1sed to assume that the:

margins of error are approx1matelygthe same as those for " a

clustered sample.

The Use of Statlstical Tests

Standard stat1st1cal tests do not apply to the type of - sample,’”

used. These tests apply only to- S1mple random samples and not
to samples using welghts “We have used average welghts of 1.0
within each. category compared whern- apply1ng a Chi square tests

This is a means of diminishing not removing the problems

- associated with the‘use of'Chi square tests. “These,vas always,

should be treated only as gu1des :As Ch1 square is sens1t1ve
to sample size and our comblned samples contain almost 3, OOO

respondents, we have generally avoided 1nclud1ng the results

of Ch1 square tests in the text as these would g1ve unwarranted-“
wstrength to ‘certain conclus1ons ’ '

E‘u(.'i"n.‘ it

. W . BT ‘ SRR B

B

%

oy
R




- - qrmpeemers
9 i '_tv! &8

E". ol
/'

e e i Tt " RS ¥ 0 S i B 2 b it L T

B - 201 '-v-

Field Work

The questlonnalre for the natlonal survey was p1ggy backed
to CROP's Omnibus Serv1ce . The field work - for th1s phase of
the study took place between Apr11 21 and May ‘1, 1978.

The survey of low income areas was conducted us1ng the same
team of interviewers as, ‘for CROP' s Omn1bus Service. The
fleld work for this phase of the study took place between‘.,
May 5 ‘and May 15,.1978.. o

Because of the part1cu1ar poss1b111ty that allophones,

/’espec1ally those who speak ne1ther Engllsh nor French might*

~experience difficulties of access to the flnanclal system, it

was cons1dered ‘important to ‘be able to 1nterv1ew these people;V
However; financial constra1nts made it 1mposs1ble to ensure
1nterv1ew1ng capablllty for all languages. However, 1t was
decided to use multi- lingual 1nterv1ewers in all- areas ‘in thej’
low income sample where non- English and non-French speaklng '
people represented -more than 5% of . the population Again’ for-<
financial reasons, the. questlonnalre was not translated.

Instead interviewers were asked to translate on the spot.

leen the financial constraints we’ were obllged to chooserwi'

_between the bias enta11ed by not 1nterv1ew1ng forelgn language

households and the: 1nter interviewer Varlance entalled by

~ leaving the translation ‘to the 1nterv1ewers concerned

Cons1der1ng the 1mportance of examining. th1s group and the Very

- real pOSS1b111ty that it would dlffer cons1derab1y from other groups

B

in the pOpulatlon, it was felt that excluding the group would
be a major drawback and might entall cons1derable ‘bias. -How- .

ever, as almost all questlons asked were of a factual nature,

. the 1mpact of inter- 1nverv1ewer Var1ance was expected to be

sllght (1)

(1)  For an explanation'of the terms used as well as a discuSsion‘v

~of related issues, see Hyman, Herbert H,, Cobb, William J. et al.

.Press, 1954 .

Interviewing In Soolal Researoh Chlcago Un1vers1ty of Ch1cago

© . - 000 o
. 000 , )
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Codingy

On the basis of our research design;’we set up the folloWing
codes for the openh-ended questlon concernlng why respondents

had not applied for. flnanclal serv1ces

1. Do not need
2. Could not get

3. Does not correspond to my needs

Do not need dlffers from does not correspond to my needs" 1nv‘d
“the sense that the latter 1mp11es that an. alteratlon of some

- sort to the service would cause'the respondent to take_the

service. Thls includes responses ‘'such ‘as "bank:hours

1nconven1ent

On the basis of our pas% research, wé“also inciuded the codezl

4. Opposed to service

Flnallx add1t10na1 codes were establlshed on the: bas1s of the

responses received:

5. Costs too much

.6, Not enough money -
7. Don't know service
‘8. Other

These codes, which reflect consumers perceptions of their behaviour

do not necessarily.fit rieatly into;the economist's conceptual

framework.

For the economist, the demand for financial services is a func-

Hon of prices and income. Unless a financial service is a

000
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Giffen gooé, if this price falls, demand will increase. Thus

bl
([

"do not need" can be interpreted as_"costsitoo much" . 5Similarly‘

" unless a financial service.isvan inferior goods, if income rises,
demandforiservice will increase. Thus we can interpret "do. not
need"ias "not enougn money If the translatlon costs are
included "do not need"'may Very well mean "could not get.'

Flnally, Certaln goods ‘such as credlt may well be 1nferlor at least‘

- for some Consumers Consequently, we may 1nterpret ""do not need”

as "opposed to service.

The importance of these relations is not in their impéot‘on. ,

the theory of money (a field in which the - author has no preten81ons
‘whatsoever) but insteéad that they demonstrate the need for_ . ‘

careful interpretation.. Partlcularly in the light of the degree

of respondent burden‘imposed by the questlonnalre, a hlgh proportlon

of respondents who say they do not need the service should not be o _
treated as implying def1c1ent demand unless consideration is -
given to why there is so little demand.’ Tne response "do not need”‘
should 1nstead be treated as an 1nd1cator of the pOSSlble level

of demand.

vi-' i ,.‘ .

Boidd

(2) A Giffen good is-one.for'which‘demand‘falls whenrits,price‘falls.
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NATIONAL SAMPLE - ~©  LOW _INCOME SAMPLE

" REGION

TOTAL

 BRITISH COLUMBIA
(Vancouver)

ALBERTA

MANITOBA-SASKATCHEWA

(Winnipeg)

ONTATIO
(Toronto)

QUEBEC
(Montreal)

ATLANTIC PROVINCES

.( Halifax)

OWN OR RENT

OWN .

RENT

 LIVE WITH PARENTS

DON'T. KNOW/NO ANSWER:

1920

100.0%

- 292
10.5%

.. 300
. 7.3%

285
8’. 9%

352"

36.5%

397
27 .9%

294

9. 0%

1220

66.8%

562

- 26.3%

91 -
5.0%

47
1.8%

928

100.0% .

132
18.4%

129 -
- 14.0%

77

, 10.2%[. 

490
55.2% ..

1007
2.2%

343
38.1%

541, -

.58.0%

33
3.1%
11
0.8%
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= \.F[ARITAL STATUS
4  MARRIED

g ':~SINGLﬁ
3 ‘WIDOW‘
j "\SEPARATED
.DIVORCED'

" DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NATIONAL SAMPLE .

1371
72.4%
349
- 16.9%

132 )
- 7.3%

28
1.5%

39
1.7%

: 1
. 0.1%

COMBINED ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME -

3. UNDER $2, 500

/@

 $2,500 - $5,999

%$6,000 - $8,999

§ $9,000 - $11,999
$12,000 - $14,999

$15,000 - $17,999 .

© $25,000 and over

i

: $18,000 -~ $24j999
} : A

i

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

23"

0.9%

© 1120

6.0% .-

119

6.3%

137
7.2%

189

10.3%

. 235
- 13.2%

365
18.6%

40

00.3%

282

15.1% -

- 207 -

546

. 58.8%

240

- 25.9%
S 80
8.5%
.31

' 3.5%

31 -

3.4%

o

38
4.5%

118 -

13.0%

107

11.7%

96

-10.0%

123
13. 6%

114
12.1%

133
©13.8%

- 95
10.8%

104

10.3%

LOW INCOME SAMPLE




@
‘ ‘ (ESTIMATED)
' .UNDER'$2,5OQ
’ .$2,509 - $5,999
éekooo - $8,999
$§{odo - $li;999.:
k,$12;ood;; $i4,999vn
~ $15,000 —.$;7,9991:f
:  $18,00¢ - $é4,999
;‘25‘,00('?. and»'vc‘DVe;"

"DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER-

. CITIZENSHIP

- CANADIAN CITIZEN
(by birth) :
'NATURALIZED CITIZEN

NOT CITIZEN

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER

NATIONAL SAMPLE

0
0.0%
.13
' 5.0%
31
12.6%
. 28
10.0%.
31
12.1% .
41
12.0%
13.2%
. 40
- 13.3%
65
"21.8%

1550
81.1%
. 280
13.8% -
. 80
© 4.6% .

10
. 0.5%

LOW INCOME SAMPLE.

3.8%
17
- 18.0% - -
o1
8.3%.
,p,_17f_ 
15.0% -
13"
12.0%
11.3% -
a4
1 3.8%
, - 8
~10.5% -

Y- T AR
- 17.3%

711
74.7% .
- 181
17.8%

. 64':u
- 7.2%

. 0.2%
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; ' RACE
WHITE
BLACK

* ORIENTAL

'NOT RECORDED

i

'EASTERN INDIAN .

 AMERICAN INDIAN

NONE
‘1—8’years
9-12 years

EK‘
g

' 13-16 years

[ =X

17+ years

Wiiad

. NO ANSWER

)

i

Y S <3

}’YEARS SCHOOLING

NATIONAL SAMPLE -

1831

- 96.8%

8
-0.3%
29

O 1.0%

0.2%

O o 2%

. 38
1.5%

- 10
0.4%

384.

22.1%

. 918
45.6%

446
23.3%

156

0.4%

“LOW INCOME SAMPLE

852

91.6%

28.
2.6%

20
2.6%

‘,_1.2%.
¥
1.0%
Y/
0.8%

TR
1.5% .

.. 281.
31.1%
425 .
- 44.9% _
153 .
16.3%
. s0

6
0.6%

000
@0

Q
O
090
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o

LANGUAGE SPEAK AT'HQME
FRENCH

'ENGLISH

VOTHERZ

FREﬁCH AND ENGLISH

‘NO ANSWER

SEX
o
FEMALE NOT EMPLOYED
OUTSIDE HOME

" FEMALE EMPLOYED
OUTSIDE HOME

TELEPHONE
YES

NO

NATIONAL SAMPLE -

-~ 405
27.5%

1380
. 65.0%

123 -
6.7%

10
0.5%

-
- 0.2%

937
49.3%

561
28.9%

422
21.8%

1876
97 . 2%

44
2.8%

LOW_INCOMF SAMPLE

349
©39.3%

- 448
45.6%
125
14.4%

0.5%

. 0.2%

445

284 .. é‘
. 28.4% BT ok

219
'23.8%

87y - ks
93.7% e
‘ - B
57 %

6.3%
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. ‘ . NATIONAL SAMPLE . .  LOW INCOME SAMPLE

Cakilantls

AGE

18-29 " SR 571 e 302
\ . S 29.1% o 3 31.6%

s

30-44 . o | - s32 . . o214

sk

| 45-59 ; S m7 . 201
o - ' 21.1% | . - 21.9%
60+ o _ ’_  ‘399 . 210

: - 22.5% . 23.3%

1

DON'T KNOW/NO ANSWER “ S R
- o S 0.2% - - 0.1%

.kl Kl Coaiad

" pooges -n . K 1‘._2-‘ Bain f

P00
000
000
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LS el N Sedine SOl E AR IR S e

ACCESS TO FINANCIAL SYSTEM

Nay - ﬂﬂﬂ

g

CROP INC., 1500 stanlay, suite 520, montréal {queect H3A 1R3 °
tel. ~ (514] §49-8086

Queﬁtionnaife no
' 45 6 7.

Time started:’ Time finished: . Total minutes: .
' B s ‘ (8, 8, 10)

roey

Block: - (11, 12) (13)
s od afternoon (evenxng), I am - - : ) from the Public .
o, upinion. Research Center and we're conductlng a survey on the use. of financial
. services.
Age: : ‘ (14, 15)
6)”

Sex: male . : e e e e e e 1
female not ‘at work . . . . .'. 2

female at work . . . . . . . . 3

o ‘ Let's Be_g‘m by' talking about the place you live ... . . 17
% 1. How long have you been living in....
C Less - More than More than More
) than 1to 2 to5.° "5 to 10 than 10

E o 1 year 2 years _.years ' years years N.A.
vl 1.1 this apartment/ ' S ’ - A
. house? . . . . . 1. 2 3 - 5 8 (18)
. 1.2 Canada?. . . . . 1 2 3 T4 5 s -f (19)

ﬁF LIVED IN APARTMENT/HOUSE FOR LESS THAN A.YEAR |

1.3 your previous

g apartment /house? 1 - .2 3 4 - 5 9 (20)
' 2. Do you own or rent your home? E i N . 21) -

own'home. . . « . . ¢ v o 0 oTe e e s |
) e v e o 12
D.K/NWA. v v tii v o e v oo o w8

rent home . . . . . ¢« « & « /.




R

_A. Do you have a chequing account on which no interest is paid?

“A.1 In what type of institution do you have it?--

I am gqing to ask you about different types of financial sérviceé;

‘Let's start with a"éhcquing account ...

YES « v v 0 e v e e e e e e e e
117 T

DUK/NAL L L e e e e e

DR : flave  Don't have = - D.K./N.A.
T S . o9
. Credit wmion . . . . . 1 2 . -9

Trust company. . . : . 1 . 2 L9

‘A.2 Have you appiied for a chequing "account in'the\las; three years?
‘ YES © 4 4 VT e e e e e e e v e e e

MO. &t v v ai v a0 e s e e e e

i

DaKe/NVAG o vt e e e

A3 Nhy didn't you apply’
“PROBE '

‘A.4° Even if you have ‘a chequlng account, haye_you been refused oné in the

last three years’

YES UL v e e e e e e e e e e
MO. 4 v d s v o o o o 8 s o 0 8 o s We

CDKNAAL L e e e e e s e

A.5 What type of 1nst1tut10n refused you7

READ _ o | Refused  Not refused D.K./N:A.

bank‘. o e e e e AR U “».v:, 2 L9
credit union . ..° ro 2 Y
trust company. . - L. . 2 - 9

" A.6 Why were you refused? [ PROBE

~(23) Go to
”a(24) Q.A.4
(25) ‘

(26)-

1 Go to Q.A.4

"9 -Go to Q.A.4

en

“Go to Q.B-

(28)

Go to Q.Bf

(29)
(30)°
(31)

(32)

ensel

S
4

s

3

-
. 5O

.
[ S P

| MR

1..

’
Fiatnozid

k 3
v etind

. L‘v R w.:j




sl

what about a chequing/savings account ... that is, do you have a
chequing account on which intcrest is paid? . s ’ - (33)

/iill I
7

SAVINGS ACCOUNT yes . RS
WITH CHEQUING - e A - , )
RlGlrrs N N ) . - . . - - e 7:0 . . - . . . . o - - . -’ %

DLK/NGAL L o i e e e

=

Go to Q.B.2

-]

.1 In what type of institution do you have ic? ) : K
[READ] - .. Have .. Don't have , D:K./N.A.
Bank . . ... ... 1o . 2 9} (38)

Credit wnion . . . . 1 = 2 9 (35)

Trust company. .. ., 1. - 2 s (36)

Go to - .
Q.B.4

.Iﬁbﬁﬁl

B'Z» Have you-applied for a chequing-savings account in the last three yearsf 37) .
' YES L e i e i e evs ool 1 CotoqQ.B.d
RO '+ v v v e e e e e e AT Y .
DK/NAL oo v v e ot o ] 9 GotoqQB.4
Why didn't you apply? -

(38)

Go to Q.C

oo

B.4 .Even if you have a cheduing-savings account, have you been refused one
in the last three years? - o ' T I 1)

R 1

TOu o o o s.n oo o o v o a s ee e .} 2

AT ~ Go to Q.C
DKu/NGAL vt e e e e e e bo to Q

What type of institution refused you?

-]
:
v

READ - o  Refused '«ﬁot refused D.K./ﬁ.A;
Bank . . . .... ‘1 . 2 1 | “o
Credit union . . . 1 2 I T -(41)

Trust company. . . 1 o2 I ¢

B.6 Why were you gefuﬁed? - R N o (43)

|

vy -
MRS

o5 i
‘

hoired '.'_;“"

Heeee

M&ﬂ
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.'-‘4 - .
. C, ‘What abuut a true savings aceount ... that "'is a s;u'ir.\g:- gecount o -
. which you can not. write cheques? i o o L (a4)
BONUS SAVINGS | - Cyes oy E%
o o 1 S F P | R
D.K./N.A. . . . . ) .. Co to Q.C.2
C.1 In what type of institution do you have it?
[y : ' Have  Don't have = D.K./N.A. | -
‘fBankA. [ .Af . 1v‘> . 2 .i . B ? . 1 -45) rcowto
Credit union . . .. 1. 2 e (46) 3. q.c.a
Trust company. . . . 1 . 2 o9 - b 4N
C.2 Have you applied fora true savings account in the last.thrco years? 1 48
YES « v iie e i e e .. )1 GotoqCid

T T I :
D.K/NA. . .o oL o .. ... ]9 GotoQC.4

C.3 Wy didn't you apply?

| (49)
PROBE | .. -
’ Go to Q.D
_‘j
‘ E
C.4f Even if you have a true savings éccount, have you been refused one in
the last three years? ” : : (50)

YES + 4 4 e s e e s e e .A} e e e e 1
MO. 4+ e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i f 2 S
A X - . R . G .

I I T ? to Q.0

C.5 What type of institution refused you?

READ s © Refused Not refused D.KN.A. |
oBanK L ... e e . 1 2y (s1)
Credit wnion . . . 1 T I o 16
Trust company. . . = 1 .2 9 R NE)
C.6 Why were youvfefused? o R ‘ (s4) . o E§

|




BT, ey

/’.

T

A

o,

"D, Do you huve a registered home-owners savings plan (RIOSP)?

yes . .
no. e - .. . . .
D.K./N.A. . . .
D.1 In what type of institution do you have it?
- ..Have - Don't have D.K./N.A
o Bank . . . .. ... 1 - 2 9
Credit wnion . . .. 1 : 2 9
" 9

Trust company. e 1

D.2. Have you aﬁplied.fbr a registered homefowners<5av1ngs plan?

YES LV v e e e e e e e e

MO. & v v v v b e e e e

DK/NA. v v v v e e v e e
D.3 Why didn't you apply?

D.4 Even if you have a reglstered home-owners sav1ngs plan, have you - been

refused one in the last three year>°

yes . .

NOu « « o « o o o

DK/NA. o e e

D.5 What type of institution refused you?

o ) Refuséd ‘Noi re fused D.K./N.A.

Bank . . . . . . .. 1 2
Credit union ... . 1 o2
Trust company., . . 1 2

D.6 Why were you refused?

g
9
9

(55)
2
Go t6 Q.D.2 -
56 | 6o to
B q.p.a
(58)
(59)

1 Go to'Q.D.4
2

‘9 Go to Q.D.4

(60)

Go to Q.E

61)

Go to Q.E

" (62)

(63y
(64)

(65)

jegs el




E.2

B.3

E.4

E.S

" E.6

Do you have a registered retircment savings plan (RRsP)?

L T

DoKNA o e e e e

In what type of .institution do you have 'it?

Don't have

[REav] : tave

' '  Bank ... . O 2 9
Credit union . . . . -1 2 9
Trust company.‘. S 2 9
Life insurance co. . 1 2 9

Have you applled for a. regxstered retlremcnt >av1ngs plan.in the last - -

‘three yeara’

YES . u v . i d e e e e e ;f. s

MOu o5 4w 4 o e 2 s o o e s-a.0 e o o o

CDKNAAL L e e e e e

Why didn't you épply?
| PROBE |

S D.K./N.AL

Even if you have a regxsteled retirement sav1ngs plan, have you been’
refused one in the last three years? o .

b L2 R I R T R R B R A R
nO‘.‘..v*a...u...'.....'..

CDK/NAAL L L et e e e e

What type of 1nst1tut10n refused you7

Not refused

] - , Refused - D.K./N.A.
Bank .. .. ... 1 . 2 9
Crédit union . 1 ) :,2 9 ‘
Trust coﬁpany; 1 2 9
- Life inéurance co. . . 1 2 9

Why were you refused?

(67)
168)
(69)
(70)

N Gd to
2 QsEj-4

(71)

1 Go to Q E.4

2

9 Go to Q;E;d }

(72)

. Go to Q.F

(73)

(74).
(78)

“(76)

an

(78)

BITD

Go to Q.F

s

3

R

hd

i

.

-

T
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g F.1
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n F.2
2
3
i
;i
[}
E.3
'2
i
.
§ QIII’ F.4
; E.5
i
i "'F.6
E ]
3
X
3

sl et

Ao e P
\‘

Py 3

s Caanbet |

-7
Do you have a term deposit or guaranteed: investment certificate?
Yes . .+ . . e e e e e e e e e .,
MO. ¢ v o v o s o « o v o o o o
DKNA o o o vt e . .
In what type. of institution do you have it?
' Have Don't have D.K./N.A.
Bank . . « + . . . . 1 2 9
- Credit union . . . . 1 2 9
" Trust or mortgage co. 1 2 .9

Have you applied for a term depdsit or guaranteed investment certifica-
te? : ’

YES « o 4 s .6 s o s o o s s s 4 s 4 4 v .

MO:. ¢ o s s ¢ o o s & o o o o

DK./NAL . o v e

Why didn't you apply?

-

Even if you have a term deposit or guarantced investment certificate,
have you been refused one in the last three years?

YOS « ¢ 4 v e e e e e e
MOu ¢ v s v v v o s o s o v s

DK/NA. ov v oo v e e

What type of institution refused you?

' Refused  Not refused D.K./N.A.
Bank « « . 4 . . . 1 o2 -9
Credit wnjon . . . 1 : .2‘ 9
- Trust or Mortgage
company.

e 1 2 9

Khy. were you refused?

9

Go to Q.F.2

(18)
(19)
(20)

Go to
Q.F.4

21

1 Go to Q.F.4

-2

9 Go to Q.F.4
(22)

Go to Q.G

(23)

Go to Q.G

(24)
(25)

(26)

(27)




G.2

G.4

Do you have a (wholu) 1ife insurance polluy ... that is one that hﬁs
cash value?.

YOS5 o v v e eie u e e e e e e e

MO« 6 o 4 o o o & o » o s o v o o o s s -

b;x./N.A. P
Have you applled for a whole life 1n>urance policy in the lust three
years? :

yes . . L T T T

MOL v e v e v e e e e e e e e

DaKe/NAr v e v e e e e e e e e

Wh} didn'tIYOp apply? -

'“ROBE]

‘9

Even if you have a 11fe 1nsurance pOlle, have you been refused one 1n .

the last three years?

YES o o v v s si e wis s e e e e s e e

MOe o s '« o 476 o o o o o s o s s o o o o

DoKo/NeAw o v e ive e e vt e e

Why were you fefpsed? .

(32)

‘(25)

‘i Gq to QrG.S"

2

(29)

1 Go to Q.G.3

2
9 Go to Q.G.3

(30)

-Go to Q.H

(31)

Go to Q.H

&.h

brnceid

.
_—

-

Vi

1

S PAVERN |
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| Wi eah
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‘ H. Do you have a first mortygage loan? C (33)
v ‘ ' ' MOu v v v v e e v et e e e e e
§~ DaKa/NAr o o e e e e e e e e e e e Go to Q.H.2
H.1 In what type of institution do you have it?
% . : Have Don't have v D.K./N.A. .
Bank « « « . . o . . 1 2 9 (34). 7
i i . ' 35
g Credit union . . . . - 1 2 ] (35) Go ta
Trust or mortgage ]
company. . . . . ... 1 2 : 9 (36) | QH.4
4 ) - Life insurance company 1 2 ' g (37
X other (specify):
1 2. -9 (38) -
. 1
X . R
g H.2 Have you applied for a first mortgage loan in the last three years? (39)

yes...................IGotoQ.H.4
noZ B
DK./KAe © 2 ¢ v v v v v o s s v e e s .t GotoqQ.H.4

H.3 Why didn't you apply? ' (40)

3' ‘ ' : o Go to Q.1

v
i
H.4 Fven if you have a first mortgage loan, have you been refused one in
the last three years? : (41)
: . ‘ - ) YES © v v v e e a e e s e e e e 1
MO v o v vt e e e e e e e e e 2
- D.K./N.A. Go to Q.1
H.5 What type of institution refused you? N
. Refused Not refused D.K./N.A.
{3 Bank » . . . . . ... 1 2 9 (42)
Credit union . 1 2 9 (43)
I Tru-sit or mortgag'e co.. 1 2 9 44y
% Life insurance- company 1 2 9 (45)
other (speccify): .
' (46)

O |
[
1)
o

g

3



.6

I.1

1.2

© 1.3

Why were you refused? - -

»

,.;;,.1;\;;_ ibedmi

(4N

Do you have a second mortgage

) f'“ . .‘ o
Bank . . . . .

.Credit union .

Trust or mortgage

‘company . .

Life- insurance
‘company. . . .

loan?

yes . ...

nos « .+ » .&; W
D.K./NA. . L . ..

“- e .

7~ what type of institution do you have it?

e * e s e ¢ s e e & 4 s w e

Have =

T |

R

other (specify):

Have you app]ied for a second mortgage loan’

Why didn't youyapply?

.

yes . . . .

no. . « '« .
D.K./N.A, ..

Don't have - D.K./N.A. -}

2 BRI T

in the last‘three.yeafs?

2 % e 2 e & v & s

@9 -

" (50)

. Go to
(51)" |q.1.4-

(52)

(s3)
- »

(s4)

2

(55) -

Go to Q.J

é&gm,

1 GotoQI.4

9 Go to Q.I.4




T

, s =N TR TR 23 A 35hdE S
1.4 'Even if you have a second mortpage louan, have you been refused.one in .
: the last three ycars? ' . R : ) i(56) .
yes . .. . e e e 1
i MO & v e v e e e e . 2
DeKu/NAe o e e v e e e Go to Q.J
E 1.5 _What type of institution refused you?
_ Refused” Not refused- D.K./N.A.
. ' Bank o« « «. . . - 1 o 2 g (57
Credit union . . . 1 S 2 9 (58)
_Trust or mortgage . .
company. « o+ + .+ . 1 (59)°
Life insurance co. . 1 e " (60)
other (specify): ; ’ :
1 2 9 (61)
1.6 Why were you refused?, 4 (62).
3 PROBE
kA .
.‘ J.. Have you obtained a personal loan in the last. three years? - (63)
b YES v 4 e o ve e e e e . 1
MOt v v b e e e e e e e e e 2} . S
o - 2
g DeKo/NWAw o v we i e e Go to Q.d.2
J.1 . In what type of institution do you have it? ' ‘
READ L L _ Have Don't have D.K./N.A. >
LoBank . L a1 2 9 (64)
Credit wnion . . . . ... 1 2 C9 (65) |
§ : Trust Company. . . + + .- 1 2 9 . (66) | Go to’
# Life insurance company . 1 2 9 (67)" 1 Q1.4
o Consumer finance company . 1 2 9 ,(68) :
:E other (specify): A A _ s
f - a0 e e )
J.2 Have you applied for a personal loan in the. last three. years? '} @0y - )
yés J ol I M TR "1 Go to Q.J.4
no. . . . e . ... 2 \
= D.K./N.A. . Ce e 9 Go to Q.J.4
@
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- ] - 12 -
(. ’ ‘J.3 Why didn't you apply? o1
- : : :
PROBE
Go to Q.K

-
/.

Ji4 Even if you have a personal loan, have you been refused one in theﬁlast

three years?

YES v vt e et e e e e e e e e e e e

LT I T T T T T ST

DuKe/NEAL & oo v et e e e e

J.” type of institution refused you?

[READ |- . - Refused - Not refused D.K./N.A.

Bank . » v ¢ ¢ 4 v 4 oo 1 ) 2 9
Creditumion . . . v .. 1 2 9’
 Trust company. . . . . . 1 - 2 9
‘Life insurance company . 1 2 9 -
Consurer finance company 1 2 9
other (specify): »
' ' 1 2 9

J.6 Why were you refused?

72)

Go to Q.K

3)
Voo
- (75)
' (76)
77)

(78)

9

K. Do you have Chargex or Master Charge?

t

YES o 0 v v e e e e e eie s e
MOu + v v v 0 & o o o o o 5 s's oo

. DeKe/NAAr o o e e e e e e e e

K.1 Which one do you have?

READ . N ‘ . Have " Don't _have D.K./N.A.
‘ Chargex . . . . . T2 9.

Master Cﬁarge . 1 2. , -9

K.2 Have you applied for one of these cards in the last thrgeryearsf’
YOS 1 v e e e e e e e e
‘no. .. e e e e e e e
DLK./NAL L. L.

(80)

<11
. )2
. .19

Go to Q.K.2

an

(2]

(s -GoAfo
(19) Q.K.4

(20)

...} 2
.1 9 Go to QK. 4

va L

T

-] 1 Goroquka

- .,
3
oty zrrntd

.
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K.3 «Nhy‘dldn'f you apply?

K.4.  Even if you ﬁave one of these cards, have you'

.

T K.5

last three years?

.
un

yes'. .'. ..
RO. + v v v W
D.K./N.A. . .

‘*h one refused you?

I!!!!II : : Refused

been refused one in the

Not

refused - . D.K./N.A.

’Chérgex e e e e . 1
Master Charge . . . 1

K.6 Why were you refused?

-2
2

9
9

To conclude ...

A. What is your principal occupation?

working: full time

part time

stay at home.

student . .
retired . .
unemployed,

no answer .. .-

What is your occupation? - [READ

..

Top management, top talent And major professional

Owner - small retail store or business. . . .

Farmers (owners and managers) . . . . .~
Technicians, minor administrative . . .
White collar, clerical . (non-supervisory)

Salesmen. . . . ... v . 4 0. 0 e

- Skilled and scmi-skilled tabor. . . . .

Unskilled labor . . . . . « ..« ¢« « « &

Service and protectise workers, .. L L

.

.

.Executive, administrative, lesser professional. .

.

..

- 13 -
(21)
-Go to Q.A
(22)
. 1
. "9 »GQ to Q.A
(23) .
(24)
(25)
(26)
A
..} 2
.. 4> Go to Q.E
..l s : :
R B .
L s ar
Y@, -
e
..f o2
N
..} o4
..} os
'Y
.. o7
P B
S oo
b w




. O . N C. tHow long have you been in your job? . N S (29) '
. , . : ‘ less thun a year. . . . . . A '

180 2 YOATS. + eer o v v e e e e e

305 ¥ars. . . u. . u .. ae e a e

6 to 10 years . V ‘

g . more than 10 years. . . . iee s PR
. [[DG_NOT READ | self-employed o . . o . . uhw Ve e e
o DKNAL L. .. e

CELE

-

.

.

.

.
\DO’\U’AMN,H

D. How long were you in youriprevigus job? | .o L ¢ tSO):
[READ] . ; IR less than a year. . . . . . vou i . 4

I to 2 yéars. . . .. T ..

3 to'S yéérs.k. T

6 to 10 years . . .. .. . :,.-; P s e s

. e ﬁoré"than 10 years. . . . . e ..;:;

not appllcable. e e e e b PR

L

O o U s N e

A : . E. - Have you been unemployed at any time in the course of the .last 12 = .
’ months? . . . C S o : (31)

: : ’ . i - I S
- ) . : . ‘ ) no..'.._.-.._........‘.‘...'.A“2 ) - -
T - : g MO BRSHEE & & o o o v o o o e oiiie o« o S 9 R

F. Do you, or does anyone in your famlly 11v1ng here at home belong to a i . . .
labor union? . . (32) ‘ “q .

. respondent belongs to unlon. e e e eie e

other famuy member belongs t0' uhio_n .';."

w N e
0 ®

no one belongs to union. . « . v . ..o,

G. - What is your religious affiliation? ) . o o '(33)

» : : Cathblic...V..‘...V..‘.r.._...'

CPTOLESTANE + « & + 4 o o« e e e e ee e s

bow ot

_Jewi‘sh...'.'......_l.;.‘..-..

other (write in):

e W o e
O m N o

MOME + = e v 0 o'e o o o a e o o e

H. . How many years of schooling have“ you comple»tedf.’ i A  3 ‘ - (34)'1

Lu.;w'./; o

MOME & ¢ v v o o s aie o o s w o oowe B0

"1 to B Years . . . . s s ae . ele 4l

{V«m. wad

2
9 to 12 years.-_.‘ P '3
D30 16 YEATS « v e v e e v e e e e va 4

5

17 Years OF MOTE « « « + + » « = = + o o

WOETR



. n--v; n—“;’_:ﬁ
- s Bic il
‘

fosse

M.

Are you ... -
] married. .
- single .
widowed. .~
-separated.

or divorced .

What is your ﬁusband/wife's principalxoccupdtion?
‘working: jfullk

- part

stay at home

" student. .

" retired. -,

‘unemployed .

No answer.-

What is his/her>occupation? READ

- Top management, top talent-énd major piofessional.-

time.

time.

.

- Executive, administrative, lesser professional .

- Owner - small retail store or business . .

- Farmers (owners and managers). . . . .

- Technicians, minor administrative. . .

- White collar, clerical (non-supervisory)

= SaleSMEN v v o « 4 4 @ o e b e eiee .

- Skilled and semi-skilled labor . . . .-

- Unskilled labor. . « & v ¢ 4 & & o o

- Service and protective workers . . . .

How long has he/she been in.his/hef job?

.

1 to 2 years . .

3 to 5 years . .

6 to 10 years. .

more than 10 years

DO NOT READ | self-employed. .

D.K./N:A.. . o .

How long was he/she in.hi§/her previoué job?.

_m : l less than a year

1 to 2 years .

3 to 5 years . .

.

e 6 to 10 years. . .

. ‘ more’ than.10 years

DO NOT READ | not applicable .. .~

D.KS/NA.L L

' o less t.hanv'a year‘

- 15;#
(35)
I
. 2 -
) 3 Go to Q.P
. 1.4l
. I s
(36)"
S
. 2 N
: 3 o to Q.N
. 4
. 5
. 6 ’ -
1o Go to Q.0
(37, 38)
.1 n
. 02
o1 os
. § o4
. 05
.1 06
. 07
. 08
.09
. 10
(39)
RN
. 2)
. 3
. a4l .
: ‘,5'>Go_to~Q.N(v
sl
A
J
(40)
. 1
R
3
. 4
. 5
.1 8
3}
BEE




.16 -

N.  Hus hc/shc-bccntuucmploycd ut uuy_timu in the last twelve mgnihs& ) . (41)
YeS. . e . . . S e . 1
RO W o o vt o o o s 4 v b e e e e e s 2
DUK./NAL . L - 9
0. In which of the following categories does his/her age fall? - I TN ‘ ‘,

I8 t0 29 v v v e e e e e
30 L0848 « v v v e e e e e e e
450059 4« o v v e e e e
60 or over . . . . ;ﬁ. e I
DUKa/NeAee s v v e v e e e e e e

.
.
[P S O

P. Do you have ahy children living here at home with you ;.}

) Yes No
‘... age 12 0r younger? . . . . .. . . . 1 2 1 (43)
e 828 I3 L0 187 ¢ L v e e e e e 1 2 (44).
Q. And what is the total number of people in your h6u$eho}d? o ‘ 3 7 T o [3
. ’ -One.‘-v-v. o« s 0“!.'.’0..-"*0_1'!» l : [
: e
TWO. o o & o o % o o o o6 o a0 0 4 e 2 B
three. + v v o v v v v 0 o o o o v s 4 3
four . ... . el e e .14 .
five « o v v v o e e e e e e e s e e 5
SIX: v v v v e e e e e e e e e e 6 .
SEVEN OT.MOTE. '« o « v o v v v o o' o« § 7 -
DoKe/NAer v v e e e e e e e e e e s 9 _
" R.  In which of thg_following'categories/ddes the combined annual income -} . ~ o
of all members of. your household fall? o i (46) .
URdeT $2,500 + « « e e w v e ee i b1 '
IF NO ANSWER, CODE : L R .
7 YOUR ESTIMATE BELOW: $2,500°t0 §5,999 . ... . v e - . oe o) 2
’ . $6,000 to $8,999 . . . . .. .. .. )3 A
$9,000 to $11,999. . . . . .. ... ..} 4
$12,000 to $14,999 . . .. . . . . . o} 5 3
© $15,000 to $17,999 . . .. . . .. . . 6 i
$18,000 to $24,999 . . . L . . o+ . s 7
$25,000 and over . .« . .-. . . ..o F 89 !
[, 2,3 4,5,6, 7, 8 CHINER ‘ L

W




P T I T U Tyer R e on e 2 TN FICATTIREL, (0 7 4G a1 2 Sl 1V, S i A 1 S 3

- 17 -~
‘R.1 And what is your personal income? . ) S ] : (48)
under $2,500 . . ,‘. e e . 1
$2,500 to $5,999 . . . . . . . .. .. 2
$6,000 to $8,999 . . . . . . . .- ..1 3
$9,000 to $11,999. . . . . . . ... .. 4
- ) $12,000 to $14,999 . . S
. ‘ ' ‘ $15,000 to $17,999 . . . . . N
" ' ’ $18,000 to $24,999-. . . . . . 7
$25,000 and over . . . . . . 8 9
S.. Which language do you most frequently speak at home? : (49)
‘ French . . . ¢ . v . v v oo v o]
é_ English. . . . . ... ... ... )2
other (specify). . . . ... ... ....} 3
. noansw_er....'..A........_..; 9
= INTERVIEWER NOTE:
: . (50)
T. Language of interview. : .
. . Fremch . . . oo v v v v v v v v e oo ] 1
E - Bnglish, o o oo ovn e e e e n ) 2fPR QY
) othér.'..................'3
l‘/": ) ' ’ a - N .
S : u. Do eithér you or your husband speak either English or French? (51)
VBS. &t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
no ., ... .
D.K./N.A.. . . . .. . . o e e 9
E V. Are you ... _ o o (s2)
a Canadian citizen from birth. . . . ... .} 1
g "a natura_lized CItiZEN. « v o v o o o o o o 2
e or not a Canadian citizen?. . . . « « . « . . 3
, DaKa/NuAue o o s o se oo vanas] o
lix; . . . : : - N :
W. TF MARRIED | What about your husband/wife? Is he/she ... . (53)
a Canadian citizen from birth. . . . . . .| 1
- a naturalized citizgn. e e e e e e e e e 2
or not a Canadian citizen?. . . « ¢« .+ « + + & 3
DK/NALe o v v v e v v iy e e ®




RO Rt e s o F

Respondent's nane:

@
INTERVIEWER: | - White. . . R .
PLEASE NOTE ' ' Black. _ . ce e
Oriental . R . .
East Indian. . . .« e.e
Americén Indian. . [ o

Address:

Apt.k: .. Telephone No.:

Area Code: . - - ' S ~ Date:

arviewer's ‘Name:

INTERVIEWER: -
"PLEASE NOTE '
" REFUSAL TO

GIVE TEL.

_NO., REFUSE
-MARK NO-

TELEPHONE,

LTHANK YOl ‘FOR YOUR COOPERAT[Q&J

l‘I LALI l'l"l | .I'7|81-I.

1
S5 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 6667 68 69 70 71
(CODE) ~(NUMERO DE ‘TELEPHONE) = “(DATE)-

NONE "

Eea v&?j

i

o di

?"v\, T
e phes i
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ACCES AU SYSTEME BANCAIRE

T mom
Qiuesti‘ofmai‘re no .--. -
. IR 56 7

4

CNJP INC., 1500 stantey, suite 520, montreal (qulbcc) H3A 1R]
- ISN) 849-8050 .

Heure du début: \ Heure de la fin: Total minutes: . .
[ . . (8,9, 10)

Bloc: (11, 12) (13)

Bonjour - (bon501r), .je suis - : . du Centre de

Recherche sur 1'Opinion Publique, nous faisons un ‘sondage sur les services
financiers. . .

Cer a4, 19)

, ‘ ' (16)

Sexe: homme,;..‘..‘....'..‘.l
ferﬁme‘sans.emploi c e e e e 2

femme ayant un emploi . . . . 3
Pour commencer parlons un peu de votre lieu de résidence ... - - ) 17

1.  Depuis combien de temps habitez-vous ...

Moins De 1 Plus de - Plus de Plus’

d'un.. 32 23 5a de'10-
. o " _an ans S ans - 10 ans ans _‘ P.R.
1.1 ce logement,. cette - ' . o "
maison? . . ... .. .. 1 2 . 3 4 S 9 (18) .
1.2 auCanada?. . .. ... I = 2 3 4 s .9 as)

[ ST A VECU DANS LOGEMENT/MAISON DEPUIS MOINS D'UN AN | -

. L " .. 1.3 dans votre ancien(ne). ‘ o T o
3 g logement/maison?. . . . 1 2 -3 4 . 5 98 F (20)
2.  Etes-vous propriétaire ou locataire de votre maison? P ey

prop'riétaire. T

locataire . o « L 4. . w0 L
NSPU/PRw v vs v v e v i s

=

ﬁ ._,,_,:.‘ﬁ‘l: ‘, 1~"= ‘

A

[RTETE

v

-




PR i s 5 . et 2 LRI el - 5 i ey 52 S & PRI L T S st
RPN “3
' o4
Nous allons erler de différents types de services fxnanuxers. ~ Commen-
gons avec le compte de chiques ... - '
. 2.
A.  Avez-vous un comptc de chéques sur lequcl on ne vous paie pas d'1nte- Lj
- - réts? . 22
B T } A I a%
NON . & & & v ¢ 4 o o o o o o 2 s o s o @ 2 (E
NSPL/PRe oo oo oen e e v a9 PEQAZ _
A.1 Avec quel genre d'institution faites-yousiaffuire? ~j
LIRE o ' Faites Faites pas N.S.P./P.R. , .
Banque . . . . . ..V T 2 o9 (23) Passez’ [i
‘Caisse populaire/caisse’ « L
dféconomie .. . . . .- 1 2 9 (24) 'B'QﬂA'4*f4
‘Société de Fiducie . ... = 1. 125) .Vfﬁ
' A
A.2 Avez-vous ‘essayé d'obtenlr un compte de chéques au cours des tr01s '
dernléres annees’ (26) N
. t
L S e R & .
non e B I : .
NS P/PR. v vv vow oo v we o e oo o |9 PAQAMG ]
A3 Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas essayé? @27 ‘ ,
_ . . ‘ iop
LLSONDER ) I
- P.2 Q.B )
A.4 Meme si vous avez un compte de chéques en ce moment est-ce qu'on a - o e
refusé de vous en accorder un au cours des trois. dernleres annees’ (28) - .
oui . . . . . B P I § .y
MOM o o v o o's v'e s o o o v v e b2 : ' f
NeSP/PRe o i v e oo i e fofPBQB -
A5 Quel genre‘d'institution>financiére a refusé? . @g
LIRE | -  Refusé-  Pas tofusé - N.S.P./P.R. N
Banque . . v . . . . o . 1 2 N (29) ‘%
Caisse populaire/caisse ' ‘ wd
- .d'économie. . . . . . . . 1 9 (30) -
Société de fiducie . . . 1 9 (31 T
A.6 Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé? [ SONDER \(32)




Y
-3-
B. Maintenant pour ce qui est des comptes de chques-épargne ... Avez-
vous un-compte .de ch&ques-&pargne sur lequel on-vous paie de }'intérée? (33)
COMPTE D'EPARGNE T S T B
q AVEC DROIT DE ) - a ) N 1
CHEQUES MOM & & v v e e e e e e T e 2

NSP/PR oo v e ei o e P.3 Q.B.2

o
-

" Avec quel genre d'institution faites-vous affaire?

LIRE | . . Faites .Faites pas . N.S.P./P.R.

i 3 Banque . . . .. 0 .. ) B -2 9. (34) J-

%; * - R - : . : .Passer

3 . Caisse populaire/caisse } o o .
d'écoriomie . . . . 4 o . ) 2 9 i (35){ & Q.B.4 -
Soci&té de fiducie . . . 1 - 2 o | (6

za

B.2 Avez-vous essayé d'obtenir un compte de cheques &pargne au cours des
* is dernigres années?. . ‘ (37)

G

QUL ¢ v e o v s e o o o v eie e e w1 P.2EQB.4
non.\..A.;..._.......A..‘..2

NGSPL/PR. v v o v v e o vvs v iw .. )9 P2 QB4

B.3 Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas essayé&?

. (38)
% i SONDER '
1 P.2 Q.C
: " B.4 Mgme si vous avez un compte de chdques-Epargne, est-ce qu'on a refusé
§; de vous en accorder un au ¢ours des trois derni®res années? - . v f (38)
T T I IR IR N
CTIOM «+ o o s ot e e e e e e e e .. 2 pa c
5 NGSBL/PaRe o o v e oo aie o e o w fof PRQC
& ' V . B.5 Quel genre d'institution financiére a rgfusé?' . :
LIRE B _ " Refusé  Pas refusé N.S.P./P.R.
‘ Banque . v . . . . ... 1. ' 2 "~ 9 (40)
£ Caisse. populalre/calsse . S - .
{2 d'économie . . . . ... 1 R . 9 (41)
Société de giducie . .. 1 B2 s - 1.(42)
B.6 Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé? _ . : T (43)

&gm




BOCO0

Y

: 4o
O C. Pour ce qui est.des comptes d'Cpargne-véritable ... Avez-vous un compte. -
. . d'@pargnes ol vous ne pouvez pas faire. de chdques? o (44)
COMPTE DESUPER~ . oui .. N Y 5
EPARGNE - - non’ : S . . 2 : ¥
(EPARGN[‘. BONI) o R -Y:. . .>‘ L L TR T * e e o ‘ .
. N.S.P./P.R: . S e e of P2 QC 2 o
C.1 Avec quel genre d'inst;'itution fai,tés-voqsaffaire? }
LIRE . o S . Faites’ - Faites pas  N.S.P./P.R. | < T
a Banque . . « . o . . . . 2 9 (4s)| . .
- . : : Passer -
Caisse populalre/caxsse i -~ 3
~d'économie . . . . . . . 1 (46) [ 3 Q.C.4
Société de fiducie . . . - 1 @nf . - E
C. 2 Avez-vous essa)'e d'obtenlr un compte d'epargne verltable au cours des o
_trois dermeres annees" . (48) -
oui. o e 1 paQC4 E
MOM « 4 v % e e e e e 2 T _
N.SPL/PR. . vl . e 9 P.& Q;c.4 ﬂ
C.3 'Pourquoi n‘avez-vous pas essay&? § 49)- :
. - [SonDER o M
. . P.3 Q.D
C.4 Méme si vous avez un. compte d!épargne- ver1tab1e ‘en ce moment, ést-ce = § . ) ?
‘qu'on a refusé de vous:en accorder un au’ cours des trois demleres (s0) . R
- annees? . . S » S —
oui-. . L0 e e e . . B
oM .. e e Te e e e e . ;
. a Q.D B
N.S.P./PR. . . . . of P-2.0 4
. C.5 Quel genre d'institution financidre a refus§? . ) ‘i
. - . E ' . Refusé ' Pas refusé = N.S.P./P.R. ‘ 4
: Banque . . . . .. ... 1 2 ' 9 (51) ]
‘Caisse populaxre/calsse . ) o g 1‘
d'économie . . . . . . . 1 9 (52) » _j-:
Société de Fiducie . . 1o (53) ' .
C.6  Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé? (54) . ca

i ed

e



L > T S PR SO AR I, LA I et

D.1

. D.2
’ . trois derniéres annees’A

D.4

D.5

D.6

AN s 23T A Te a1 s k54

Avez-vous- un régime enregistrd d'€pargne logement?

oul .« . e
T
N.S.PL/PR. vov v v v

Avec quel genre d'institution faitgs-vous affaire?
el . . Faités  Faites pas = N.S.P./P.R.
Banque . .. . v e e e e 1 2 9
Caisse populaire/caisse A
d'économie . . . . . . . 1
Société de fiducie . . . - 1

Avez-vous essaye d'obtenir un. rebxme d'epargne logement

e S

NOM v v v v o o o o e o o

au cours des

(55)

IS
P.a Q.D.?

(56) Paséer‘
G8)|

(59) -
1 p.aq.n.4
;.

CNGSPU/PR: i i v s e v e ... ]9 P2QDA
Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas essayé? . © (60)
SONDER ,
" P2 Q.E
MBme si vous avez un régime d'épargne- 1ogement en ce moment, est-ce
qu'on a refusé de:vous en accorder un au cours des- tr01s dernleres .
années? . . (61) .
oui . .‘. N
non O Y 'a"
* : . P.a Q.
N.S.P. /9. R e e e e e e e i P-a Q.E
Quel gehfa d'institution financiére a refusé?
LIRE ’ Refhsé Pas refusé N;S.PJ/P.R. . "

’ Banque . . . . . . . . 1 2 9 (62)
Caisse populaire/caisse - R )
d'économie . . . . . . . 1 o 2 ._9 (63)
Société de fiducie . . . 1 9 S 64y

.Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé? (65)

EXTD)




E.1l

E.2

E.3

E.4

E.S5

Avec quel genre d'institution faites-vous affaire?

Avez-vous un régime enrcgistré d'épargne—reiruitc (REER) ?

oul . . . . e s s e e e e e e e e

MOM 4 v ¢ o o s v 's v o o o o s s s o s s

NGS.PU/PRe oo o e e e e i e e e e

LTRE : Faites ~ Faites pas  N.S.P./P.R.
Banque . . . . . . . o . 1 2 o 9
Caisse populaire/caisse )
d'économie . . . . . . . 1 2
Société de fiducie . .. 1
Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1 2 - 9

Avez-vous essayé d'obtenir un .régime d'épargne-retraite au cours des
trois derniéres années?

OUL « v v o ¢« ¢ o o o o o 8 20 o« s o o =

NOM & & v v o v o e e e e e e e e e e

N.S.PL/PLR. o w v e v e e e e e

Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas.essayé?

SONDER

Méme si vous avez un régime d'Eépargne-retraite em ce moment, est-ce
qu'on a refusé de vous en accorder un au cours des trois Jdernidres
années? ' S

OUL . wv v v 0 v s e e e e e e e

NOM ¢ « o o o o o s o o = s 0 8 8 ¢ s o

NS P /PR o o o e o a s s s e

Quel genre d'institution’ financilre a refusé?

LIRE ' -+ Refusé Pas refusé CN.3.P/PLR,
Banque . . . .+ . . .« ¢ . v . 2 ' - 9
Caisse populaire/caisse ‘ 8
d'économie ., s ele e e 1
Société de fiducie . . . 1 :

Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1
!

Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé?

(66)

P.2 Q.E.2

(67)
Passer

(68 1 3 q.E.4

(65)
(70

(71)

1 P.3 Q.E.4
2 N .
9 P.aQ.E.4

(72) ‘V

P.8 Q.F

(73)

P.a Q.F

74y

(75)
(76)
(77)

(78)

Zieanpl

Ll it

_ E;ﬂ?ﬁ -

i

7
b

ke

Ctora it

w.. ad b, ‘.,v,;:}a L»,-.u.w,'i'

b



1

3

3
3
o

g

.
0 il

b

F.1l

F.2-

F.3

F.4

F.5

F.6

[IIRE o . Refusé  Pas refusé  N.S.P./P.R.

Avez-vous un dépdt i terme ou un certificat de placement- garanti?
oui . . . ., .
non . ... .. ..

NUSWPU/PR. e e s e

Avec quel genre d'institution faites-vous.affaire?

[TRE S ' Faites - Faites pas N.S.P./P.R.
Banque . . o . . o 0 o . 1 2 ' 9

Caisse populalre/caxbse
d*économie . . . .+ . o . 1 2 . 9‘

Société de fiducie ou . - . . i
de prétjhypothécaire T O 2 9

Avez- -vous essaye d'obten1r un de ces comptes au cours des trois dernig-

res années?

oul o . . o L e e e s e e e e e e ee e e

MOM v v v o o v o o o o o o0 o o o o v »

T - -

Pourquoi n'avez-~vous pas essayé&?

Méme si vous avez un depot d terme ou un certificat de placement.garanti
en ce moment, est-ce qu'on a refusé de vous en accorder un au cours des
trois, dern1eres années?

OUL © 4 v v e o o+ o o o = s o o o o o o o

non...........fl....*...

N.S.Po/P.R. % o o v e e v e ;.' R

Quel genre d'institution financiére a refusé?

Banque . . . . . . . . . r-o 2 -8

Caisse pophlaire/caisse
d'économie . . . . . . . 1 2 9.

Société de fiducie ou ‘ :
de prét hypothécaire . . 1 : 2 .9

Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé?’

|
~(18)
(A9 1'3 q.F.4
(z0)

(21)

1 P.3Q.F.4

~N

9 Pp.aQ.F.4

(22) .

P.a Q.G

(24)
s)

(26)

@n

Passer

ieges]




- G.1

G.2

G.4

Soclete de flducxe ou
de prét. hypothécaire . . 1

_Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1.

autre (spécifiex):

- 8.-
Avez-vous une police diussurance-vie cntire avec unc valeur de rachat?- (28) ,
‘oui . . ) ; .§.1P.20Q06.3
.n0"->_-v-".....-.. . . LI Y 2 . .
N.S.,P./P.R-.'.'.'. R .
Avez-vous. essaye d'obtenxr une pollce d'assurance- v1u au cours des trois E
. derniéres .années?. S(29) .
oui .. .4 . . e S 1B P.i_Q.G.SA
RO v ¢ & & & . W .‘; T I LT
CNSP/PRSL Ll s |9 PAQGS
Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas éssayé? jf3Q) ’ fﬁ
SONDER ’
P.AQH
Méme si vous avez une police d'assurance-vie en ce moment, est-ce qu'on |.
a refusé de vous .en accorder une au cours des trois dernidres .annfes? (30
OUL & & v v viiie e e e e e e e 1
LT S T
N.SWPL/PR. e o e e e w i . fof R QH
Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusé? (32)
SONDER |
Avez-vous un prét- en premiére hypothdque? __' :(33)
oﬁi-,, e e e e e e e e e .t.‘i‘. "1
ROM v o w's o« e s o o & & o o s .5 .0 . .~ 2 ; ”
AR, S a Q.H.2
NOSIP/PRe i b e o e veee s vn e b Q-
'Avec.quél genre d'institution faiteé-yous affaire? .
[Ime] o . Faites - Faites pas - N.S:P./P.R. .}
Banque . S T 2 9. = (34)
Caisse populalre/calsse> R B »;' ‘ )
d'économie.. . . . .. .. -1 o 72 L8 (35)

'Paséef
(36) . | 2 Q.H.4
G |

(38)




i E i g e

H.2 Avez-vous essayé d'obtenir un prét en Aplr.a_:miérc hypoth&que? '_ (39)
QUL o v i o e e 1 P.a'Q.H.4
NOML v 4 e o o & v o 0 & s o a2 o o o 2
* CNSSWPU/PR. . v s e e i e 9 'P.3 Q.H.4 -
H.3 Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas essay&? (40)
. SONDER
g . »P?a Q.1
H.4 MBme si vous avez un prét en premiére'h)"po:théqug en ce moment; est-ce N B
: "qu'on a refusé de vous en accorder un? ” : (41)
X L1 T A IR IR
MON &« 4 t:e s o o s'e s s o o v 2 o oo} 2
NUSiPL/BR. oo on e oo fop PR
HS Quel genre d'in;titutidn financiére a refus&? .
Refusé Pas refusé ‘N.'S..P'./P'.R
Banque « + o 4.0 . o 8.4 1 2. 9 (42)
Caisse populaire/caisse o L
d'économie . , . . . .. -1 2 .9 (43)
Société de Fiducie ou - . . :
~de pré&t hypoth&caire . . 1 -9 (44) -
" Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1. 9 (45)
S ~autre (spécifier) o
g ) ) 1 2 9 (46)
g "~ H.6 Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusg? @&n
A SONDER ’
1. . Avez-vous un pré&t en deuxiéme hypoth&que? (485
. oui . . . oo e .o 1
q non_.‘....b N e e e e e . 2 N M,
b NS Pu/PRe o o ee e n e e e .. gf P-2 QL2
;’ii 3 I.1 Avec quel genre d'institution faites-vous affairé_? ’
e ) S L C e
H : ) Faites - Faites pas . N.S.P./P.R. J = ]
‘Banque . . ... . o4 . . . 1 Sz : -9 | (49) _
Caisse populaire/caisse : . A ,Passér -
d'économie . . ) 1. 2 2 (50 | '
, , y - iQ.I.4
Société de fiducie ou . o
. de prét hypothécaire . 1 2 ]
Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1 2 (52) - o
autre (spf:c1fxelf) 63 S
. eqe>




I.3

I.4

I.5

1.6
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Avez-vous essayé. d'obtenlr un prét en deuxtemc hypothcque au cours des .
trois demiéres années? - (54)
‘oui. . . o1 raquie
RON v .. Ll . R
N.S.P./P.R. e E S e
Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas essayé? “(55) -
[SoNBER] -
P.3 Q.J
Mame si vous avez un prét en deux1eme hypothéque en ce moment, est- ce
qu'on a refusé de vous en ac¢corder un au cours des trois dern1eres
années? ; (56)
OUL v v v v v v v e s v o s o o v o o0 1
On . . 4. e .. ek P N I
NSPL/BR. o o e i o PRI
Quel genre’ d'1nst1tut10n f1nanc1ére a refuse’ :
LIRE Refusé  Pas refusé N.S.P./P.R. .
BANQUE .« + .+ . 4 o4 . . 1 2 9 I R
" Caisse popula1re/caxsse o \ ) .
dtéconomie . . . . .. .1 2 9 (38)
" Société de fiducie ou de :
. pré&t hypothécaire. . .-. 1. _ ‘ (59) .
Compagnie d'asguraﬂce—vie 1. . ‘2 - -9 -(60)- -
autre (spécifier) )
1 2 9 (61)
Pourquoi vous a-t-onvfefusé? (62)
'[LSONDER
Avez-vous contracte un prét personnel au cours des trois derniéresk,"
. années? : (63).
oui « . . 4 .0 e . . . < §1
K)Oh B T e .2 P N J‘:?”:
TNGSPL/PR. e e e e e s of - Qf -

'
OV

=y
R

A

14
L

]

vz

Sy

A

et




J.1
g;
J.2
3.3
|
Za
ig J:s

n

¥
i

;.‘:
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_Avec quel genre d'institution faites-vous uffairc@
LTRE Faites  Faites pas ~ N.S.P./P.R. )
Banqhg e e e e e 1 2 s g ‘ (64) 7]
Caisse populaire/caisse. e ' . .
d'économie . . . . . . 1 2 -9 6S) |-
“Société de fiducie . . 1 2 9 (66) -| Passer
Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1 2 9 (67) '? Q.J.4 .
) Compaghie de finance . 1 2 9. (68)
1autﬁe-(spécif§er) i . i
1 2 9 (69)
. A
Avez-vous essaye d'obtenlr un de ces préts au cours des trois dernidres
années? ' s (70)
L I R 2L I
11 T
N.SSPU/PRe v vie o e v e v e v o o s - |9 PEQI.4
Poﬁrquoi n'avez-vous pas essayg? (71j
SONDER
P.3 Q.K
Meme si vous avez un prét personnel en ce moment, est-ce qu'on a refuse
de vous en accorder un au cours des trois dernidres anndes? (72)
out . . . . ; . e e e e e e e
17> _
NoSPU/PRe o e o e vn e o ae . fof PRUK
Quel genre d'institution financidre a refusé?
LIRE Refﬁsé " pas refusé ;N.S.P./P.R.
Banque . . . . . . . . . 1 T2 o9 (73)
Caisse populaire/cdisse ’
d'économie . . . . ... .1 2. 9 (74)
Société de fiducie . . . 1 2. 9 (7s)
Compagnie d'assurance-vie 1 T2 9 (76)
Compagnie de finance . . -1 2 9 (77)
autre (spécifier) B .
.o 1 2 9 (78) .
J.6 Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusg? (79) -
SONDER




K.

K.1

K.2

K.3-

'X.5

K.6

Avez-vous une carte Chargex ou Master Charge? )
oui . .. ..
non . .

N.S.P./P.R: . .

Quelle(s) cartets)Apossé&ez-vous?

-2 Eg,

(80) .

. N B m
P.3 Q.K.2 .

LIRE | - A ' Possdde  Ne possdde pas- -N.S.P./P.R.
Chargex . « o + « « o o | B ’

© 'Master Charge . . . N B 2

9

Avez-vous essayé d'obtenir une de ces.cartes au cours des trois dernid-

. res années?’ .

oui . LUV .. ..

Vo)

NGSLPL/PLR. o e

|

=23

(18) R 3
(19) P.a Q.k.4>\§§
@0

1 P.2.Q.K.4 .

2 4
9  P.3 Q.K.4 3

Pourquoi n'avez-vous pas éssayé? o p(2n)
P.AQA
Méme si vous avez une carte de crédit én ce moment , est-ée_gu-on‘a . .
refusé de vous en accorder une au cours des trois derni8res années? (22)
OUL & v v v vt e e , ;'. A B! '.A PR &
MOM v v erd v o o w o s oW o sis e e o R 2 - ks
R I TV B2 SLELI S
S : : ‘ ‘ .
Quelle(s) carte(s) vous a-t-on refusée(s)? o
LIRE| - l ° Refusge - Pas refusée. N.S.P./P.R A
Chargex . . . . . . .. 'L =~ 2 9. F@3y
Master Charge . . . . . 1 2 9 (24)
Pourquoi vous a-t-on refusd? (25)
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Pour terminer cen
A.  Quelle est votre principale activitd? : . (26)
travaille: 4 teﬁp; plein B
d temps partiel . . . . . . .} 2
tient maison. . . . . . ... ... .. o} 3
Btudie, . . o v v v v e u e . . o ) 4y P QUET
) retrait@, . . . . . .0 e o e e 5 ’
E; - . . en chdomage, cherche un emploi . . . . . . 6
' 1 R " . i . . JHEN
' S 3 SULIE R BT LA S
B ’ B. Quelle catégorie parmi les suivantes correépond le mieux 3 votre :
7 ! occupation principale? - : (27, 28)
LIRE : o - ‘ - ' '
1 . . ) - B . .
%; - Direction et professionnels de classe supérieure. . . . . . . . . . . ] 01

- Administrateur, exécutif et autres profeésionnels B )
. Propriétaires - petits magasins de détail; petite entreprise. . . . . | 03

Fermier (propriétaire et administrateur). . . . . .. . .. ... ..} 04
e e e e eele e e e 0s
- Collet-blancs, employ& de bureau, . . . . « v« o ¢ v v v v o0 o v . R 06

- Techniciens et petits administrateurs . . . . . .

- Vendeurs. . . . . ¢ . v 4 e 4. . . T

- Ouvrier spécialisé et semi-spécialisé . . . . . . . . .. ... .. .f 08

' - Ouvrier non-spécialisg, journalier. . . . . . . ¢+ ¢« ¢ o v o v .. .} 09

- Ouvrier des services et de la brofection.-. e e e e e e e e e e 10

; C. - Depuis combien de temps faites-vous ce travail? ) ' 1 @29
S ' . _— 1.
g; LIRE ’ moins d'un 8n . ..+ . 4 e e 4 s e ae . 1

de 1A2ans. o« v v v v v v v ...} 2)
de 3A5an5. . 4 v v v 0 v n e )3
de 6310805 « v ov v v v u e e}
plus de 10 ans. . . « . ¢ « ¢ o e 0 . 5
6
9

Y P.a Q. "E"

NE PAS LIRE | 2 SON COMPLE. o « + o o o+ « o o o v o«
NeSPL/PRe v e e e e e e e

|

D. Pendant combien de temps avez-vous occupé votre emploi précédent? :(30)
LIRE | ‘ : moins d'un an . . . . .4 ... v ..o f1
o de 13 28NS, ;.. e e i e )2
de 3A5a@nS. ¢« « « 4 4 e e e e .. o} 3
de’6 510 an5 . . . . o s 0 . 0. .. o |4
plusde 10ans. . . . « .« « ¢« . .. 85
NE PAS LIRE | ne s'applique pas . . . « « « & + « &+ « . 8
N.S.PU/PLRe v v v v i v e e e s e e e 0 e 9
E. Avez-vous &té en chdmage i un moment ou 1'autre dufant les 12 derniers (31
mois? - ) .

QUL & 4 v v e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
NOML &« v v 4 o e o o o o o 6 & v e o & o 2
R U I

= Ta B e




o

- Vendeurs . . . . . . ..

Est-ce que vous, ou une autre personnc de votre famille habitant
maison, est membre d'un syndicat de travailleurs? - :

le répondant . A PR
un membre de sa famille., . . . . .

" ni le répondunt, ni un autre . ..

Quelle est votre religion?

LIRE : SCatholique . v v v v v w4 e s

Protestant . . « o v v o o v 0 o«

JUIVE. v v v vt v e e e e e e e .

autre:

BUCUNE : « o & o e o o o s o o o o

Combien d'années d'étude avez-vous complété?

AUCUNE & ¢ o o o o o s ¢ o o o o s

de 1 BB ans « o« v v v o v v a0

de 93 12ans. v o v v v v o0 w

de 13816 ans « . o « 0 0 b oa o« s

17 ans et plus . . . « ¢ « + o -

Etes-vous ...

BATIE(E) « « v o v o o e e e e
CELEDALAITE. + « v v v e v e e e
veuf(Ve) v 4« i v e e e e e e
séparé(e). . « . .« . . . “ h e e

ou divorcé(e) « « . o0 4 o . e

Quelle est la prinéipa]e activité de votre mari/femme?

travaille: & temps plein., . . . .

’ a temps partiel. . . .
“tient maison . . .. . o o . 0.
Btudie . « « + ¢« 4 e 4 s e e e e s
retraité; rentier. . . . . . . . .
en chémage, cherche un emploi. . .
-

Quelle catégorie parmi les. suivantes correspond le mieux & son
occupation principale? .-

- Direction et professionnels de classe supérieure . . . .« . . .

- Administrateur, ex&cutif et autres professionnels. . . . . . .

~ Propriétaires - petits magasins de détail, petite entreprise .

- Fermier (propriétaire et administrateur) . . . « « « « « & « »

- Tethniciens et petits adminiStrateurs. . « + « « « « « « « = =

- Collet-bluncs, employ& de bureau . . v . . . 4 o s s e e e o e

- Ouvrier spécialisé€ et semi-spéeialisé. . . . « « ¢ ¢« o o o « »

- Ouvrier non-spécialisé, journalier .« + « « « + « o o o ¢ = * o

- Ouvrier des services et de la protection . . . . . o v o« .

"(33)

o -

(34)

T R R

(35)

P.a Q.vp*

(T, I S 7 I

(36)

P.& Q.MN"

W AN AW -

P.3 Q."O" .

(37;’33)

01
02
03
04
05

06
07
08

Nemero

&
3
“
2,

0
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L. - Depuis combien de-temps fait-il(elle) ce travail? S (39)

LIRE ' ) “moins d'un an . ., .
' de 13 2ans. .....
de.3 3 5 ans. . ..
de 6 3 10 ans . ...

plus de 10 ans. ) P.d Q.'"N"

N o NE PAS LIRE | 3 SOM COMPLE. « o & v v v 4 v w o o o v s

,
. e
" .
.
.
.
[< N7 B - 7L S A

e . : . NSPU/PR. o vv v e e ) 9]
‘ | ' . i ‘ :
E! M Pendant combien de temps a-t-il(elle) occupé.son emploi précédent? (40)
5 _ f [ o ¢ moinsdwman . .....}l.......11
' i o 1 de132ans. o v v vdoeuooea. o2
\ M N a
l;‘ A : ’ de 3835 8N5. ¢« v 4 vt e e e e e e 3
3 ‘ de 6 310 ans . . . . .44 004 e e 4
o pPlusde 10 ans. . . . . .. .. ... .5
il NE PAS LIRE | ne s‘'applique pas . . . .. .. .. ...} 8
& ; L N.SPL/PR. o v v v v v v ge v v n )9
i 3 ' R
£ _N. Est-ce qu'il/elle a ét& en chBmage 3 un moment ou l'autre durant les
bi - douze derniers mois? ) : i ’ (41)

OUL & v v v o o e o o o o s e e a1

MOM & w4t v h e h e e e e e e e e

NWSPL/PRy v e v e e e e e e s R

0. Auquel des gréupes d'8ge suivants appartignt-il(elle)? - ) (42)
. o ‘ 18229805 & v 4 v v . v e e ...
_ ) 30 344.a05 . 4 . 4 4 s 4 e e e e e b2
& _ 45389 ans . . v ... i )3
. ) 60 ans et pPlus. ... . . .+ i . o . v ...} 4
9

NiSePu/PRe v e v e e e e e e e e

P.. Avez-vous des enfants qui vivent ici avec vous ...

Qui . Non
... enfants de 12 ans et moins . . 1 ' o 2 (43)
«.. enfants de 13 ans 3 18 ans . . 1° | 2 . (44)
Q. Combien y a-t-il de personnés en tout dans votre foyer? (45)
: T RS SR 51
; I . ' \ deux. . v v i v i i e e e e e e e 2
3 : - ’ trois . . 1 . 4 4 0 e e e e e e e e 3
- o _ QUATTE. . v o o v v o v o v v v a o o - o} 4.
I o . ‘ L T e -
;3 \ . : ' BEX v % e e e e e e e e e e e e e )6
: sept et pius. e e e e [ 7
N.S.P./P.R. . ) 9

EWETTR
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oo o S R. Dans quelle catégoric se situe le rcyenu annuel combiné de tous les
(. " membres de votre ménage? : ' s . ~(46)
‘ ST P.R. CODER VOTRE moins de $2,500. . . . . . . ... ... )1
ESTIME DU REVENU , s g : .
BU MENAGE Cl-BAS: de $2,500 & $5,999 . . . . .. ... .l f2 g
' o de $6,000 3 $8,999 . . . . .13 53
“de $9,000 3 $11,999. . .. . ;.. ... .}4
de $12,000 3 $14,999 . . .. . . .. .. S
de $15,000 3 $17,999 . . . . . .. ... .}6
de $18,000 3°$24,999 . . . . ... .. .. }7
$25,000 et plus... « « « v . ¢« ... .. .48 9 4]
[ 2.3,3,5,6, 7.8 @l =
R.1 Et dans quelle catégorie se situe votre revenu annuel personnel? ) @s) f§.
- ’ _ moins de $2,500. . + v 4 niv v e . e . . f 1 "
‘ de $2,500 3 $5,999 . . . .. .. ... L2 -
. %
de $6,000 8 $8,999 . . . . . . .. ... .} 3 3]
de $9,000 3 $11,999. . . . . . ... ...} 4 '
de $12,000 8 $14,999 . , . .., .. ... .ls F
. . k4
de $15,000 8'$17,999 . . . . . . . . . s 6 .y
de $18,000 4 $24,999 . . . . . . . . .. )7 o
US. & v vt e e e 9
$25,000 et plus 8 oy
‘ ' * S.  Quelle langue parlézévpus le plus souvent 3 la maison? . : f.(49) -
O CFPAnCais . b . e e e e e e e e )
" Anglais. e e e e e e e e e e ;j
. . autre: )
’ ) (préciser) -
pas de réponse . . . . . . a2 e 4. . .49 i
_ ) . ro i
NOTE A L'INTERVIEWER: ‘ _
T. Langue de 1l'entrevue ‘ . (50)

"Frangais . .

»
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

] ) i i P.3 Q.V._
_ Anglais. ._. e o o s o o 8 8 e o o o 8 o 'e

TAUETCe 4 ¢ ¢ e e v . e e v e v e ee s

boid bt

U.  Est-ce que vous.ou votre époux/époﬁse parle anglais ou frangais? . §(s1)

g’:&wa&‘g

OULe o ¢ v o o 2 % 4 o s o o o o o+ v+ 11
MOMe v+ o v v v e o v o o n oo e 2
NS P/PRew v v v v v et vv e e vl oo

2
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V. Etes-vous .,.

citoyen(ne) canadien(ne) de naissance.

naturalisé(e) citoyen(ne). . . . .

_ ou n'&tes pas citoyen(ne) canadien(ne). .
C : NSS.PL/PRi o v e e v e v e L

W, _Et votre mari/femme? 'Est-il/elle ...

citoyen(ne) canadien(ne) de naissance.

naturalisé(e) citoycn(ne).‘. e e e b s

ou n'est pas citoyen(ne) caﬁadien(ne)-

N.S.P./P.R.. © v v o 0 0 v o v

INTERVIEWER: S.V.P. NOTER

Blanc . .. . . . . ... ..

s ) . :
Noir., . . v o' @ v v v v e

Asiatique . . . . . . . . . . ..

Indien (Indes, Pakistan). . . . .

Indien d'Amérique . . ., . ; .. .

Nom du répondant:

VI & W N e

Adresse:

Apt.4: - no de téléphone: .

Code régional: Date:

Nom de l'interviewer:

" [ MERCI DE VOTRE COLLABORATION |

“

Loy b v by v by b dzasg |
.55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71
(CODE) (NUMERO DE TELEPHONE) (DATE)
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,(52)

[ =R S S

(54)

INTERVI1EWER:

INSCRIRE "REFUS .

AU NO DE TEL.
S1 REPONDANT

- REFUSE

ET "AUCUN" SI
PAS DE NO DE
TELEPHONE

@m'



