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Abstract



The increase of competition in the banking industry has resulted in more attention to profitability and reduced interest in low-income customers. Fulfilment of financial services needs of low-income customers is perceived as either information lacking about financial products or providing services at an affordable charge. Attitudes and behaviours of a probabilistic representative sample of 3010 low and higher income customers of a large Canadian financial institution were compared. Despite similar aspirations, low-income customers appeared limited in terms of personal growth and expenditures and were showing uncertainty toward the future. Low-income customers as compared to higher income customers were significantly less likely to have loans or savings products. Low-income respondents were, in general, less likely to use new banking technologies and showed more loyalty to their financial institution. Low-income customers were less interested in competitive interest rates but were more negative toward high service charges. Finally, low-income customers seemed to use fewer financial information sources than higher income customers. The management implications for financial products and services, together with the social implications, are discussed in the conclusion.
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�Basic Financial SERVICES Needs of Low-income INDIVIDUALS: A Comparative Study in Canada



The social role of financial institutions towards low-income people is the object of numerous debates. Social pressures are challenging Canadian banks to meet the basic financial needs of low-income people without damaging their margin of profits. Access to basic financial services for all citizens tends to be regarded as a fundamental requirement by more and more governments.



BACKGROUND



The deregulation of the banking industry has had an adverse consequence for low-income people. Deregulation has resulted in more intense competition and more financial products offered to the public. Following this trend, banks had to re-examine their prices and to manage products as profit centres without cross-subsidies. Hence, services charges have increased substantially, putting basic financial services out of reach of low-income people (Moini, 1993).



At the same time, a frightening number of bank branches were closed in the poorest regions and neighbourhoods (Obermiller, 1988). This was the result of low volume of lending by branches in poor areas with negative consequences to their profitability. The lack of profitability of some branches has also generated even more frightening consequences such as a discriminatory behaviour on the part of banking personnel (Blackwell, 1996). Problems faced by low-income people are numerous, such as: problems to cash welfare checks from the governments, requirement for several pieces of identification, funds not available for long period of time, doubts as regards the honesty of customers and difficult relationships between employees and customers (Ribaux and St-Amant, 1993).



Despite the fact that low-income people do not appear to be the most interesting target for profits, their exclusion of the financial system is not socially acceptable or legitimate. This is the underlying reason for the new current of thinking and discussion concerning the social role of financial institutions. According to this new thinking, basic financial services tend to be regarded as quasi essential.



The first concrete reactions to this new current of thinking appeared in the United States where the banking industry is more and more under pressure from Congress to supply basic banking services to unbanked or low-income people (Belew, 1989). As a consequence, American banks have set up multiple strategies. Some have developed flexible new line of products with low service charges intended for low-income customers (Lunt, 1992). Others have increased the number of ATMs in low-income neighbourhoods and allow low-income people to conduct some transactions over the telephone (Holland, 1994). Some have also developed educational seminars to explain the details of financial products. Finally certain banks have decided to get directly involved with public or private welfare associations fighting poverty.



The experiments of American banks to help low-income people are varied and more or less relevant in terms of sustainability and profitability. The evidence resulting from these experiments is that low-income customers’ deposits are costly and difficult to manage. This is because the transactions of low-income customers are small and in general they keep very low account balances.



Despite being aware of the problem, Canadian financial institutions are reacting more slowly to implement concrete solutions. However, financial institutions will have to react to the increasing requests of pressure groups and politicians. In the province of Quebec, the Royal Bank has so far implemented preliminary initiatives. A joint committee, including external pressure groups, was set up to work on the question of accessibility of low-income people to banking services. The challenge of the Royal Bank and of other financial institutions is to find concrete solutions allowing them to offer basic financial services to low-income people without jeopardising profitability (Blackwell, 1996). A clear definition of basic financial needs is however required before implementing any new products and/or marketing programs.



AMBIGUITY AS REGARDS BASIC FINANCIAL NEEDS



Marketing researchers do not agree on a common meaning of basic financial needs of low-income people (Scott, 1988). Two major trends can be identified. Some researchers think that the most important need of low-income people is related to education about features and use of financial products. Others think that financial products are difficult to access for a large proportion of low-income people. Difficulties to access financial products refer to the availability of branches in the neighbourhood, amount of service charges and bank employee attitudes toward customers in financial difficulty. In spite of being available, financial products may not be accessible. Thus, financial institutions aim at making basic financial products accessible to low-income customers.



Low-income people express similarly that their access to financial products is limited by high service charges, the absence of an easily accessible branch in the neighbourhood, a low level of literacy etc. When low-income people have access to financial products, it is mostly limited to somewhere to cash checks. But checks are not always cashed without charges and delays.



Overall, many arguments are still present as regards solutions proposed by financial managers and points of view expressed by low-income people (Lamote, 1995). All these arguments and point of views are interesting starting points for research projects and potential strategic trials for financial institutions interested in this market segment.



A COMPARATIVE STUDY



To improve our understanding of the financial needs of low-income people, we have analysed how their financial behaviour differed from higher income people. An analysis of the financial behaviour of low-income people as compared to the higher income group may reveal new explanations that have not yet been considered.



Data collection procedure and questionnaire



The financial behaviour of low-income customers of a large Canadian financial institution was examined in comparison to the behaviour of higher income customers. Collaboration and interest of this large financial institution was essential to make such a study possible. Data from a large professional telephone survey of the customers of this institution in the province of Quebec were used. The questionnaire included fifty questions measuring: the determinants of the choice of a financial institution, attitudes toward money, financial products owned, life styles, media behaviour and socio-demographic variables. Most questions were structured with multiple choice answers (see Appendices 2, 3 and 4). Attitudes toward money were measured with nine opinion statements on a 4-point disagree-agree scale (see Appendix 5). The sample was randomly selected following a non proportional procedure among 30 segments (based on the frequency and type of transaction) of the financial institution. The sample was thus probabilistic and representative of the different types of financial behaviour of the customers of our study. The final number of completed questionnaires was 3010 for a response rate of 63.36% according to the computation procedure suggested by Wiseman and Billington (1984).



Operationalization of the low-income and the higher income categories



In spite of being a multidimensional problem, measurement tools used to assess poverty are simplistic and often only limited to the monetary dimension of the problem (Spector, 1992). The three following approaches are used: 1) An absolute measure based on an arbitrary poverty threshold related to or indexed to the standard of living; 2) A relative measure based on the growth of real wages or on the average consumption in the country; 3) More complex socio-economic indices including variables in addition to the financial situation and intended to estimate the welfare of the population. The index of low income used by Statistics Canada is a relative measure including a wide range of information. A person or a family is classified as poor if the proportion of gross income represented by food, lodging and clothing is at least 20% above the proportion spent by the average person or family in the country. This is a relative measure of poverty, since the poverty threshold depends on the average consumption in the country which is updated each year. Neither does it takes into account the redistributive effect of the tax system.



The size of the family unit, gross annual family income and five classes of area of residence (rural and four sizes of urban areas) area used by Statistics Canada to define low-income thresholds. Variables available in the questionnaire were annual gross family income categories, number of children at home, marital and employment status. Since the area of residence was not available in the questionnaire, average data from Statistics Canada on low income cut-offs of urban areas were used. In addition, low-income cut-off values from Statistics Canada had to be associated with income categories available in the questionnaire. The precise procedure followed to classify respondents into low-income and non-low income is presented in Appendix 1. Due to the transitory economic situation of part time and full time students, these were excluded from the low-income category. Using this adaptation of the official definition of low-income thresholds formulated by Statistics Canada, the sample of 3010 was split into 717 low-income and 2293 non low-income respondents. However, sensitivity analyses were conducted to check the stability of the results when the 226 full-time and part-time students of the survey were included rather than excluded from the low-income group.



Statistical analyses of the data



Statistical tests were then conducted to detect significant financial behaviour differences between the two groups. When nominal scaled variables were involved, the bivariate Chi-square ((2) test and the associated Phi (() coefficient were computed. When ordinal variables were involved, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used, and for interval scaled variables, the Student T-test and the associated Omega square ((2) coefficient were computed (see Appendices for examples). To check for the presence of true univariate T-tests differences, a multivariate T2 test was conducted using the MANOVA procedure.



The frequencies of financial products owned by respondents was cross-tabulated by socio-economic and demographic variables and submitted to a correspondence analysis (Hoffman and Franke, 1986). This approach allowed us to graphically portray relationships among various demographic variables and low-income/non low-income status cross-tabulated by ownership of financial products for the sample as a whole (see Figure 1).



Finally a stepwise logistic regression was used to identify and quantify the relative importance of the variables most likely to discriminate between the two groups. The logistic regression approach was selected because it is more robust when the set of independent variables is not a multivariate normal distribution (Green et al., 1998). Since most of the independent variables in our data were non metric, the logistic regression method was used. A stepwise forward procedure allowed us to retain in the regression model only those variables contributing significantly to predict the probability that a respondent belongs to one of the two groups. The regression model was estimated using a sub sample of 1400 respondents with an equal proportion of low and randomly selected higher income respondents. The predictive validity of the model could then be estimated by comparing the proportion of correct classification with 50%. The stability of the rate of correct classification was checked using a random subample of 700 low-income and higher income consumers (each of 350 respondents) and applying the resulting logistic function to the remaining respondents (see Table I). The same procedure was repeated with the 226 full-time and part-time students of the survey included rather than excluded from the low-income group.



FINDINGS



Results of several bivariate statistical tests and the correspondence analysis shown in Figure 1 allowed us to point out some significant differences between low and higher income respondents. An overview of the main differences will be presented later in the paper. Table I presents the variables included in the logistic regression model with their associated coefficients and statistical significance.



Table I Logistic regression



Variable�Definition�B�S.E.�Wald�df�Sig�R�Exp(B)��Y(0,1)�Lower or higher income (dependent)������������������X1(0,1)�RRSP ownership� 0.71�0.09�68.43�1�0.000�0.25�2.03��X2�Important attributes of technologies��21.98�8�0.005�0.08���X2(1)�Ease of use� 0.29�0.27�  1.13�1�0.287�0.00�1.34��X2(2)�Operational, reliable� 0.42�0.25�  2.97�1�0.085�0.03�1.53��X2(3)�Speed�-0.32�0.23�  1.91�1�0.167�0.00�0.73��X2(4)�Access� 0.03�0.21�  0.01�1�0.905�0.00�1.03��X2(5)�Lower charges� 0.02�0.41�  0.00�1�0.954�0.00�1.02��X2(6)�Convenience�-0.22�0.21�  1.10�1�0.293�0.00�0.80��X2(7)�No need to have cash�-0.28�0.59�  0.22�1�0.638�0.00�0.76��X2(8)�Never use� 0.74�0.53�  1.90�1�0.168�0.00�2.09��X3(0,1)�Has a personal line of credit� 0.33�0.10�11.77�1�0.001�0.10�1.39��X4(0,1)�Has a one or several mortgage(s)� 0.39�0.10�16.14�1�0.000�0.12�1.47��Intercept�� 0.82�0.14�33.26�1�0.000����Note: -2LL = 894.68, Goodness of fit = 759.71



In spite of being globally significant, variable X2 (Important attributes of technologies) was not significant with respect to any of its response choices. Variables X1 (RRSP ownership), X3 (Has a personal line of credit) and X4 (Has one or several mortgage(s)) were significant and associated with positive coefficients contributing to increase the probability of the respondent to belong to the higher income group. Using the whole sample of 1400 respondents, the logistic model was able to correctly classify 72.15% of the respondents. The rate of correct classification was 69.67% when the logistic model was applied to 700 randomly selected remaining respondents. Both rates are well above the random rate of 50%. The univariate differences between low and higher income respondents on the variables retained by the logistic regression are shown in Appendix 3. With the 226 full-time and part-time students of the survey are included rather than excluded from the low-income group, the rate of correct classification was 77.02% and 74.26% on the validation sample. These higher rates are not surprising since the low-income status of students is very likely. The same variables (RRSP ownership, has a personal line of credit and has a mortgage) were statistically significant to differentiate between the two groups.



Lower access and higher priority toward real estate acquisition



Examination of the responses of low-income respondents on most variables of the survey showed that compared to higher income people their access to real estate is limited. A similar situation for low-income people in the Unites States was identified by Rohe and Stegman (1994). For example, in our study the percentage of real estate ownership was lower (43% vs. 68%) together with the percentage of mortgage (21% vs. 32%). In addition, the percentage of low-income people renting their lodging was 43% vs. 24% for higher income people (see question 3 in Appendix 4). This lower level of real estate ownership is coupled with a higher priority expressed by lower-income customers toward real estate buying (16.43% vs. 12.79%). Figure 1 clearly illustrates the different position of each group with respect to financial products, socio-economic and demographic variables. Low-income people are closer to the points associated with renting and being single while higher income people are closer to real estate ownership, mortgage, RRSP, and being married. In general, with a less advanced personal development, lower-income respondents are less likely to be part of a traditional family. When they are part of a family, low-income respondents belong to single-parent families or very large families. The univariate  profiles of both lower-income and higher income respondents on socio-economic and demographic variables is shown in Appendix 2.



Reduction of expenses, tight budget control and uncertainty toward the future



Lower income respondents must feel pressure to reduce their spending on leisure: 32% spend less than C$50 per month for leisure compared to 16% among higher income customers. Similar patterns of reduction were observed in previous studies conducted in Europe on unemployed people (Derbaix, 1990; Trinquecoste, 1990). A reduction of expenses also means that low-income customers need to follow a tighter control on their budget. In addition, 72% (vs. 62% in the case of higher income respondents) said they would prefer an increase in salary rather than a reduction in the number of hours worked (see question 4 in Appendix 4).



Figure 1 Correspondence analysis
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On average, in comparison to the higher income respondents, low-income people feel much more worried about their current financial situation (with an average of 2.25 vs. 1.83 on a disagree-agree scale of 1 to 4). Low-income respondents agree more than higher income respondents that they need to re-examine their financial situation and their financial needs (see items 1 and 2 in Appendix 5). Concerning the future (see items 4 and 5 in Appendix 5), low-income people feel less secure and worry about the amount of money they will have for their retirement (3.01 vs. 2.70 for higher income people). The MANOVA procedure results in a significant Hotelling’s multivariate test (F=11.31, DF=11.31, p=0.00) allowing us to confirm the true nature of the univariate differences by controlling for correlations among the items. Results are very similar when the 226 full-time and part-time students of the survey are included rather than excluded from the low-income group.



A lower incidence of financial loans



Low-income people tend to be lower users of financial loans and 34% of them have even never asked for a loan in comparison with 18% for higher income people. In addition, when loans are contracted, they tend to be, on average, for lower amounts than those taken out by the higher income respondents.



This is not only the result of a lower borrowing ability of low-income people. In terms of attitude, 59% of low-income respondents said that they felt financially secure if they had no debts in comparison with 43% for higher income respondents. The results of the logistic regression in Table I indicate that a lower incidence of a personal line of credit and of mortgage are two jointly differentiating variables between low-income and higher income respondents.



Lower incidence of financial savings



As can be seen on Figure 1, compared to higher income respondents, low-income respondents have even less saving products than loans. Among the low-income group, 29% said that they never invested money vs. 10% for the higher income group. Further, when low-income people had at least one financial saving product, the amount saved was less than C$5000 for 25% vs., 12% for higher income respondents. Finally, low-income people with at least one saving product had accumulated on average C$14530 vs. C$21562 for higher income people (the standard deviation for the two groups is the same at C$20000).



Among retired low-income respondents, 41% had the majority of their revenues coming from the government vs. 16% for higher income respondents (see question 2 in Appendix 4). However, only 17% of the non retired low-income respondents foresaw that their retirement income would come from the government and 32% expected to use their personal savings (see question 1 Appendix 4). Taking into account the saving level of low-income people and the present situation of their registered retirement savings plans (RRSPs), these percentages are frightening. In the logistic regression, the RRSP variable was the most important to differentiate between low-income and higher income respondents, and this is not surprising since only 21% of low-income respondents had ever invested in a RRSP vs. 57% for higher income respondents (see variable X1 in Appendix 3).



However, as regards attitude toward savings, low-income customers tended to show more desire for savings since 32% (vs. 26% for higher income) agreed with the statement: (Money is to be earned and saved(. Finally, the low incidence of savings products among low-income respondents is more the result of a lack of financial resources rather than of a negative attitude toward savings.



Present and future preferences for different types of financial services



At present, low-income customers are less likely to use new banking technologies (ATM, debit card, telephone), 39% vs. 21% for the higher income group, said that they never use new technologies (see variable X2 in Appendix 3). With respect to future preferences for everyday transactions, low-income people favour the counter service (58%), followed by the ATM (21%), the telephone and home computer accounting only for 12%. Preferences of higher income people are 46% for counter service, 30% for the ATM and 16% for telephone and home computer.



Loyalty and general expectations as regards their financial institution



Low-income people tend to deal almost only with their own financial institution, 83% of them were exclusive customers using only one financial institution vs. 69% for higher income people. With respect to expectations when using the service counter, 51% of low-income respondents selected a courteous welcome as the most important attribute (vs. 45% for higher income respondents). However, the speed of service was less important for them (24%) than for higher income persons.



As regards loans, 27% of low-income respondents with a borrowing experience selected the rate of interest as the most important attribute. The second most important, with 14%, was the speed of response. For higher income respondents, the respective percentages were 33% and 17%. Acceptance of the loan was the attribute with the largest difference between low-income and higher income respondents (13% selected this attribute as the most important vs. 7% for higher income respondents). With respect to investments, 52% of low-income respondents with an investment experience selected the interest rate and the return on investment as the most important attributes. Higher income respondents were more demanding, since 60% selected those two attributes as the most important.



Among low-income respondents using new banking technologies, 28% selected the convenient and practical attributes as the most important, followed by accessibility and speed of service (respectively 21% and 18%). For higher income respondents, the order was reversed since they selected accessibility as the most important attribute (25%) and the convenient and practical aspects as second with 21%.



One final important point is that lower-income customers were less likely to request improvements from their financial institution. Among low-income respondents, 53% said they were satisfied with their institution vs. 39% for the higher income group.



Attitude toward interest rate, service fees and transaction charges



Low-income respondents were less demanding in terms of interest rate since only 34% would switch to an alternative financial institution to find better rates (even if they were satisfied with the service) vs. 44% for the higher income group. Low-income respondents appeared also less sensitive to service fees and transaction charges since 41% would quit their present financial institution following an increase in service charges vs. 49% for the higher income group.



These results are in line with the higher loyalty toward their financial institution on the part of low-income respondents. In addition, 34% vs. 54% for the higher income group said that they would often and always compare interest rates among different financial institutions when a loan or an investment comes to maturity.



Finally, low-income respondents preferred less than the higher income group (49% vs. 55%) to pay variable rather than fixed service fees. For both groups, service quality was by far the most important attribute (80%) followed by competitive interest rates (16%) and reasonable service fees (1%).



Degree of financial knowledge and media behaviour



In terms of sources of financial information, 19% of the low-income respondents did not use any financial sources of information vs. 9% for the higher income group. In general, low-income respondents were seldom using the media (television, newspapers, radio, magazines) or financial advisors for information on investments. Their financial institution was the most important source of information. This may be related to a lower level of education as can be seen on Figure 1. For example, only 6% of low-income respondents had a university degree as compared to 22% for the higher income group. In spite of the low usage of the media by low-income respondents as a source of financial information, knowing more about their media habits as compared to those of the higher income group is potentially useful for financial institutions.



Low-income respondents reported themselves as less regular readers of regional or neighbourhood newspapers than higher income respondents (50% vs. 62%). However, the majority of low-income respondents were regular readers of one newspaper, 25% were occasional readers and 25% did not read any paper whatsoever. Among low-income respondents, 39% read popular tabloid newspapers such as (Le journal de Québec( and (Le journal de Montréal( (vs. 37% for the higher income group). As compared to higher income people, low-income respondents were less likely to read (15% vs. 31% for the higher income group) more traditional newspapers such as: (Le Soleil( or (La Presse(.



The very large number of magazines and the high percentage (46%) of low-income people not reading any of them (vs. 33% for the higher income group), makes them an unattractive medium to reach this group. A similar situation exists with the radio. The very large number of different radio stations makes it impractical to use radio efficiently in order to reach low-income people.



Television programs such as films, films for television and soap operas are watched by 35% of low-income respondents vs. 23% for the higher income group. However, they tend to watch the news programs and documentaries less than the higher income group (respectively 24% vs. 32% and 7% vs. 11%). Low-income people tend also to watch more the private commercial television stations and less the government run public television station than the higher income group (respectively 36% vs. 28% and 17% vs. 28%).



CONCLUSION



Limitations



Before turning to the managerial contributions of the study for financial institutions, it should be pointed out that the unbanked people were by definition not included in the survey. Thus, the financial situation of the low-income group included in the survey underestimate the overall financial difficulties of low-income people in the general population. The results of the survey are also only representative of the customers of the Quebec financial institution used for the study and are not generalizable to the whole Canadian financial system.



Managerial implications



This study has shown that substantial differences exist between the financial behaviour of the low-income and the higher income groups of customers. However, if one part of this difference (such as limited savings and difficulties to secure a loan) is due to the limited financial means of low-income people, another part is the result of a more conservative attitude towards money and new banking technologies. This information has strategic management implications for financial institutions. It means that the development of more accessible financial products aimed at low-income people is only a first step. In order for the sales of those products to grow it is imperative that financial managers take also into account the differences of attitudes and values of the low-income group in the same way as other segments of the retail banking customers are approached.



For example, results of the study show that many low-income persons wish to save money but have less financial means to achieve that goal. To facilitate savings for the low-income group with saving interest, a flexible savings product should be accessible (such as automatic or self-decided savings with no freezing of the funds, no minimal amount and no redemption fees) and offered at a competitive interest rate.



Concerning loans, it appears important that low-income people be reassured to gain their trust since they tend to show fears and negative attitudes toward borrowing. For example, financial managers could develop products combining savings and borrowing with the possibility of borrowing after a preliminary period of savings. Such a product would lower the risk for the financial institution, meet the need of low-income persons to secure a loan without being systematically turned down and give them a sense of responsibility toward financial commitments by raising their awareness of the value of money.



A similar pattern applies in the situation of the new banking technologies. Financial managers should not only facilitate the access to new technologies (ATM, telephone etc.) to low-income people, but they should also be prepared to invest in the necessary education efforts required to build trust and familiarity toward those technologies among a priori negative low-income people. Finally, concerning the service at the counter, contact personnel in branches should be more aware of the appropriate attitude when confronted to the increasing financial difficulties of some customers. Low-income people are receptive to a courteous welcome and would like to receive good advice and be well guided.



Social implications



Financial institutions may reap many returns from programs aimed at helping low-income customers. First, this could reduce the systematic exclusion of some low-income people from the financial system. Second, a positive psychological impulse on financial behaviour could have the benefit to give low-income people the opportunity to prove that they can be reliable, responsible and that they can meet their instalment deadlines. Taking charge of their own financial situation could also lead to the development of more autonomy. In addition, low-income people would develop positive feelings toward institutions setting up programs to take care of them. Third, educating low-income people to deal with financial matters would allow them to be more responsible, to gain more financial autonomy and to increase their use of new banking technologies.
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�Appendix 1 Operationalization of the low-income vs. higher income categories



Condition for inclusiona�Condition for exclusionb��Number of children at home: none or one or two

And married or living with a common law partner

And annual family gross income less than C$25,000�Full time or part time student��Number of children at home: three or four or five and more

And married or living with a common law partner

And annual family gross income less than C$35,000�Full time or part time student��Number of children at home: none

And single or widow or separated or divorced

And annual gross income less than C$15,000�Full time or part time student��Number of children at home: one or two or three

And single or widow or separated or divorced

And annual gross income less than C$25,000�Full time or part time student��Number of children at home: four or five and more

And single or widow or separated or divorced

And annual gross income less than C$35,000�Full time or part time student��

a Based on the following low income cut-off table from Statistics Canada



Size of family unit�Range of low income cut-off values of five types of residential areas�Corresponding categories of income available in the questionnaire��1�C$11,410-C$16,511�Less than C$15,000��2�C$14,263-C$20,639�Less than C$25,000��3�C$17,739-C$25,668�Less than C$25,000��4�C$21,472-C$31,071�Less than C$25,000��5�C$24,003-C$34,731�Less than C$35,000��6�C$26,533-C$38,393�Less than C$35,000��7�C$29,064-C$42,054�Less than C$35,000��

b Sensitivity of statistical analyses to exclusion or inclusion of students in the low-income group was estimated (see Appendix 5 for an example).

�Appendix 2 Comparison of the two groups in terms of sociodemographic characteristics



Questions�Choice of answers�Low-income (n1=717)�Higher income (n2=2293)��Age









K-Sa = 3,362; 2-tailed 

P = 0.000�18-24 years old

25-34 years old

35-44 years old

45-54 years old

55-64 years old

65 years old and over

Refusal/No answer�19.19%

17.66%

13.21%

13.35%

12.52%

23.09%

  0.97%�11.13%

19.20%

25.92%

20.81%

11.69%

10.30%

  0.96%��Present working situation











(2b = 288.85; DF = 6; 

p = 0.000; (c=0.31�Working full time

Retired

Full time at home

Working part time

Unemployed, looking for work

Full time student

Part time student

Refusal/No answer�32.59%

27.02%

17.97%

13.79%



  8.22%

  0.00%

  0.00%

  0.42%�53.47%

15.28%

  7.42%

12.00%



  1.88%

  8.77%

  1.09%

  0.09%��Years of studies





K-S = 6.71; 2-tailed

P = 0.00�Less than 8 years

8-12 years

13-15 years

16 years and over

Refusal/No answer�28.37%

47.98%

17.39%

  6.26%

  0.00%�  9.03%

39.64%

28.52%

22.11%

  0.70%��Marital status









(2 = 173.77; DF = 5; p=0.00; (=0.24�Single

Married

Widowed

Common law

Divorced

Separated

Refusal/No answer�32.87%

32.03%

13.09%

10.45%

  8.64%

  2.92%

  0.00%�21.15%

49.19%

  3.71%

17.49%

  5.36%

  2.40%

  0.70%��Number of children living at home on a permanent basis





K-S = 1.21; 2-tailed

P = 0.11�None

One

Two

Three

Four

Five and over

Refusal/No answer�52.09%

19.64%

14.62%

10.03%

  3.20%

  0.42%

  0.00%�46.82%

20.79%

22.71%

  6.54%

  1.83%

  0.35%

  0.96%���Appendix 2 Comparison of the two groups in terms of sociodemographic characteristics (continued)



Questions�Choice of answers�Low-income (n1=717)�Higher income (n2=2293)��Personal annual gross income of respondent in 1994









K-S = 13.89; 2-tailed 

P = 0.000�Less than C$15,000

C$15,000-24,999

C$25,000-34,999

C$35,000-44,999

C$45,000-54,999

C$55,000-64,999

C$65,000-74,999

C$75,000 and over

Refusal/No answer�72.56%

23.82%

  2.51%

  0.00%

  0.00%

  0.00%

  0.00%

  0.00%

  1.11%�20.24%

17.06%

19.85%

12.78%

  7.81%

  3.53%

  1.00%

  2.09%

  15.62%��Gender

(2= 5.09; DF = 1;

p = 0.024; ( = 0.04�Male

Female�42.96%

57.04%�47.80%

52.20%��a : K-S = Test of Kolmogorov-Smirnov for significant difference between two ordinal frequency distributions.

b: (2 = Bivariate Chi-square test computed on the frequencies of each contingency table excluding refusals and no answers.

c: ( = Phi coefficient reflecting the strength of the bivariate association.

�Appendix 3 Variables retained in the logistic regression



Variables�Choice of answers�Low-income (n1=717)�Higher income (n2=2293)��X1 Do you own an RRSP?



(2= 294.49; DF = 1; p = 0.000; ( = 0.315�Yes

No

Refusal/No answer�20.61%

78.55%

  0.84%�56.94%

41.71%

 1.35%��X2 What is the most important to you when using technologies such as ATM, direct payment and so on? (One choice only)













(2= 100.15; DF = 8; p = 0.000; ( = 0.185�Ease of use

Operational, reliable

Speed

Access

Lower charges

Convenience

No need to have cash

Never use

Other

Refusal/No answer�  5.72%

  8.09%

11.16%

12.83%

  1.95%

17.02%

  0.98%

38.91%

  1.12%

 2.23%�  8.90%

10.96%

13.49%

19.38%

  2.88%

16.76%

  1.22%

21.26%

  2.58%

  2.58%��X3 Do you have a personal line of credit?



(2= 105.73; DF = 1; p = 0.000; ( = 0.188�Yes

No

Refusal/No answer�17.27%

82.17%

  0.56%�37.83%

61.26%

  0.92%��X4 Do you have one or several mortgage(s)?



(2= 119.91; DF = 1; p = 0.000; ( = 0.20�Yes

No

Refusal/No answer�21.34%

72.13%

  6.52%�32.48%

62.21%

  5.35%���Appendix 4 Additional selected examples of questions and survey results



Variables�Choice of answers�Low-income�Higher income��1. At the time you retire, what will be your main source of income? (Filter: have worked, are not retired) (n1=505; n2=1923)







(2= 177.53; DF = 5; p = 0.000; ( = 0.25�Your personal savings

Your RRSP

Government pensions

Your employer pension

Other sources

Refusal/No answer�32.28%

23.37%

17.23%



14.46%

  4.55%

  8.12%�18.41%

35.73%

  8.32%



28.45%

  5.30%

  3.80%��2. At the time you have retired, what was the main source of your income? (Filter: retired) (n1=187; n2=322)







(2= 129.46; DF = 5; p = 0.000; ( = 0.21�Your personal savings

Your RRSP

Government pensions

Your employer pension

Other sources

Refusal/No answer�22.99%

  4.28%

40.64%



10.70%

17.65%

3.74%�24.84%

  7.76%

15.84%



33.23%

12.73%

5.59%��3. Do you own or do you rent your lodging?















(2= 177.10; DF = 4; p = 0.000; ( = 0.24�Owner, no mortgage

Owner with mortgage

Rent

Live with parents (owners)

Live with parents in a rental

Live in a senior home

Refusal/No answer�30.26%

13.25%

43.24%



11.58%



  1.39%

  0.00%

  0.28%�32.68%

34.86%

24.43%



  5.93%



  0.92%

  0.31%

  0.87%��4. If you had the choice would you prefer a salary increase or a reduction of your normal week time at work? (Filter: working, not retired)

(2= 84.92; DF = 2; p = 0.000; ( = 0.17�Salary increase

Lower time at work

Refusal/No answer�72.13%

21.34%

  6.52%�62.18%

32.47%

  5.35%���Appendix 5 Average opinions on a totally disagree (1)-totally agree (4) scale



Items�T test, significance�Low-income average�Higher income average��1. I am worried about my present financial situation.�T = 9.03; p = 0.000

(T = 10.5; p = 0.000)�2.25

(2.23)�1.83

(1.80)��2. Presently, I think I should reevaluate my financial situation and my financial needs.�T = 6.15; p = 0.000

(T = 5.83; p = 0.000)�2.62

(2,57)�2.32

(2.31)��3. It is important to save as much as possible to leave a maximum of money to your heirs.�T = 6.98; p = 0.000

(T = 5.64; p = 0.000)�2.29

(2.20)�1.96

(1.96)��4. I am often worried about the future.�T = 7.44; p = 0.000

(T = 7.44; p = 0.000)�2.84

(2.79)�2.47

(2.46)��5. I am worried about my financial situation when I retire.�T = 5.67; p = 0.000

(T = 4.63; p = 0.000)�3.01

(2.92)�2.70

(2.70)��6. I try to put money away in the event of an emergency.�T = 2.72; p = 0.007

(T = 1.44; p = 0.151)�3.48

(3.44)�3.38

(3.39)��7. I do not like to have too much money with me.�T = 2.31; p = 0.021

(T = 0.77; p = 0.444)�3.29

(3.20)�3.19

(3.23)��8. You should spend and take advantage of money before dying.�T = 0.84; p = 0.402

(T = 0.42; p = 0.673)�3.21

(3.24)�3.24

(3,23)��9. To me, buying something new is one of the great pleasures in life.�T = 0.04; p = 0.972

(T = 0.12; p = 0.901)�3.31

(3.31)�3.31

(3.31)��MANOVA multivariate test: Hotellings = 0.043; Exact F = 11.31; DF = 9, 2344; p = 0.00

(  ) = Averages and T tests for the low-income group including 226 full-time and part-time students.

MANOVA multivariate test for the low-income group including 226 full-time and part-time students: Hotellings = 0.045; Exact F = 11.74; DF = 9, 2344; p = 0.00
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