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I. Research Process

Research Process

A. Introduction

Gregg, Kelly, Sullivan & Woolstencroft: The Strategic Counsel are pleased to present to The Competition Bureau of Industry Canada and its partners within the Fraud Prevention Forum the following report of findings from a 2005 tracking study on marketing fraud, identity theft and fraud awareness.

The primary objectives of this research were to track awareness, concern and incidence of marketing fraud and identity theft.  The study explored levels of public awareness and concern regarding marketing fraud, incidence of marketing fraud and identity theft among respondents or family members, recall of messaging from a multi-partner campaign aimed at increasing public awareness of fraud and of actions to report fraud, as well as awareness of specific organizations such as PhoneBusters.

B. Methodology

A nationwide omnibus survey was conducted during the week of March 13th, just after Fraud Awareness Month which took place in February, 2005.  A total of 1,000 interviews were conducted in both English and French with a random, proportionate sample of Canadians, aged 18 years and older.  A sample of 1,000 has a margin of error of + 3.1 percentage points, 19 times out of 20. 

Current results can be compared with the findings from the benchmark survey which was undertaken between March 13th and 21st, 2003.  A total of 751 respondents were interviewed disproportionately among 5 regions (Atlantic, Ontario, Manitoba/Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia). Interviews were conducted in English only and excluded Quebec. This disproportionate sample was weighted to reflect the actual population distribution by sex and age within these regions, resulting in a total weighted sample of 756.  A weighted sample of 756 has a margin of error of + 3.6 percentage points, 19 times out of 20. 

The 2005 tracking study repeats many of the questions from the 2003 benchmark study, with some modifications to question wording.  In addition, several new questions were included in the current study, for which there is no previous benchmark data.  

Research Process

Given that no interviews were conducted in Quebec in the 2003 benchmark study, the 2005 total results are displayed on the following tables with two totals: including Quebec and excluding Quebec.  The latter results for 2005 are comparable to the 2003 benchmark findings.  The former totals now set the new benchmark going forward for future tracking studies related to awareness and concerns about marketing fraud and identity theft.  Note that the demographic breaks included in this report represent the full sample, including Quebec and, therefore, have not been compared with the findings from 2003.

Note:
Percentages throughout this document have been tested for statistical significance at the 95% level.

(
Indicates that the percentage is significantly higher than 2003 benchmark findings

(
Indicates that the percentage is significantly lower than 2003 benchmark findings

(
Indicates that the percentage is significantly higher than the national average

(
Indicates that the percentage is significantly lower than the national average

II. Key Findings

Key Findings

C. Marketing Fraud:  Degree of Exposure and Incidence of Victimization

The majority of Canadians (76%) believe that the amount of marketing fraud by phone, email or mail is on the rise, although they also say that the frequency of fraudulent solicitations is declining.  While respondents continue to receive regular solicitations from telemarketers, the number saying they receive more than one call a week has decreased since 2003.  Approximately four-in-ten (45%) in 2005, compared with 51% in 2003 indicate that they receive solicitations from telemarketers seeking to sell products/services, investments or to donate to charities more than once a week.  In all, eight-in-ten (83%) report that they receive calls at least once a month.

University educated respondents are significantly more likely than those with high school education or less to report weekly solicitations.  Similarly, Ontario residents are significantly more likely to indicate that they receive calls weekly, while those living in Quebec are less likely to receive solicitations on as frequent a basis.

Most Canadians continue to say “no” to solicitations from telemarketers.  The proportion of respondents indicating that they do not purchase goods/services has not changed significantly from 2003.  Two-thirds or more of Canadians, depending on whether results include or exclude respondents from Quebec, report that they have not purchased or donated to telemarketers as a result of solicitations.  Nevertheless, a full one-third (33%) indicate that they have and this group appears to be slightly overrepresented by university educated Canadians and those 35 years of age and older.  Quebec residents are significantly less likely than other Canadians to report that they have made a purchase or donation as a result of calls from telemarketers. 

At the same time, the findings show that substantially more respondents in 2005 report that either they or someone in their household have been victims of telemarketing fraud.  Just under three-in-ten Canadians (28%) report that they have been victimized at some point in the last few years.  This overall incidence is nearly twice as high as that reported in 2003 (16%).   However, the majority (72%) of Canadians continue to report “never” having been a victim of telemarketing fraud.  

Key Findings

D. Perceptions of Marketing Fraud

More respondents are now inclined to view marketing fraud as a serious problem than did so in 2003.  Indeed, fully one-third (34%) of those surveyed in 2005 believe that marketing fraud in Canada is a “very” serious problem. This proportion has increased significantly since 2003 when about one-quarter (24%) said the same.  Overall, more than eight-in-ten (83%) respondents indicate that it is at least a “somewhat” serious problem. 

Ontario residents (39%) are more likely than others to believe that fraud is a “very” serious problem, while those in British Columbia (23%) are less likely to feel this way.  Younger respondents, aged 18 to 34 years (22%), are also less likely to perceive marketing fraud as a serious problem.

The majority of respondents believe that all types of marketing fraud are a serious problem.  Six-in-ten (61%) Canadians rate “being asked to donate to fake charities” as a “very” serious problem.  Just over half (52%) of respondents rate the problems of  “buying and paying for something by phone, Internet or mail and receiving the product or receiving something inferior to what was paid for” and “being told you have won a valuable prize, but must purchase a product or do something in order to claim the prize” as “very serious”. 

Key Findings

E. Identity Theft:  Victimization

As with marketing fraud, respondents are significantly more likely in 2005 to report that they have been victims of identity theft.  Twenty percent (20%) of those in 2005 compared with 15% in 2003 report that they or a member of their household have been a victim of identity theft.  Despite this, the majority (80%) of respondents report they have “never” been victimised.  Residents of Atlantic Canada are significantly less likely to report being a victim of identity theft than the national average.  

F. Response to Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft

Few people follow up in an effort to resolve an incident of marketing fraud.  Similar to the findings from 2003, a plurality of those who say they have been victimized (about 44%) report that they “did nothing” to resolve the incident.  Those who did take some action were most likely to have “called the company” (16%).  Indeed, the number who take it upon themselves to call the company directly increased significantly since 2003 (16%  in 2005 vs. 9% in 2003).  Still others complained to the “Better Business Bureau” (7%), “local police” (6%) or their “credit card company” (5%). 

Canadians consider the cost involved (e.g. the amount they have been defrauded) versus their time and the effort required when considering what actions will be taken to follow-up and, as a result, often decline to take any action to resolve the situation.  “The amount of money involved was not worth reporting” (20%) is the single most frequently cited response by those who “did nothing” as the reason why they did not attempt to resolve the incident.  Just over one-in-ten (14%) of respondents reported that they did not take any action because they “didn’t care enough, forgot about it,” or didn’t deem it to be a “big deal”.

As is often the case, Canadians intentions and behaviours do not align.  While relatively few victims actually do follow up as noted above, the plurality of non-victims say they would “complain to the local police” if they were to experience a fraudulent marketing call (44%).  This proportion however, has decreased significantly since 2003 (33% down from 44%). Other courses of action, consistent with those reported in 2003, include “hanging up” (15%) and “complaining to the Better Business Bureau” (9%).  About one-in-five also indicated they would likely take no action.

Key Findings

By contrast, victims of identity theft continue to be much more likely than victims of marketing fraud to take action to resolve the incident.  Less than two-in-ten (17%) identity theft victims report that they did not take any action to resolve the incident, compared to 44% of victims of marketing fraud.  Respondents who did act were most likely to “complain to the credit card company” (29%).  Interestingly, this action is now being taken by more than twice as many victims in 2005 than was reported in 2003 (29% vs. 12%).  Respondents also “complained to the local police” (15%), “reported it to a bank or financial institution” (9%) or “changed their banking information” (8%). 

When asked, half (51%) of respondents indicate that they would contact their “local police department” if they wanted to report a suspicious or fraudulent marketing activity or an incident of identity theft.   The “RCMP” (20%) and “Better Business Bureau” (16%) were also cited among those organizations that would likely be contacted.

G. Awareness of Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft Messaging

Respondents were asked a series of questions related to awareness of marketing fraud and identity theft to elicit measures of aided and unaided recall with respect to messaging connected to  “fraud awareness raising” activities.

About the same numbers report having heard something about fraud, including marketing fraud and identity theft as did in 2003.  Eight-in-ten Canadians (80%) claim to have heard something.  University educated Canadians in particular (83%) are more likely to say they have seen, heard or read something.  By contrast, Quebec residents are significantly less likely to have seen, heard or read something about marketing fraud and identity theft. 

When asked specifically whether they have seen, heard or read anything about fraud awareness, significantly fewer respondents report recall of messages related to awareness of fraud (50%) than do general messaging or information on marketing fraud or identity theft  (80%).  Notably, however, a key target group for awareness raising efforts, older respondents, 55 years of age and above (58%), are significantly more likely to say they have recently seen something about fraud awareness. 

Key Findings

Most (53%) claim to have been exposed to the messaging on fraud awareness via the television and fewer in newspapers (22%) or the media generally (19%).  Others claim to have picked up something on the topic in magazine articles (13%) or on the radio (13%).  It is not surprising that Canadians generally point to a variety of mainstream media given that television, radio and newspapers continue to be viewed as the principle vehicles for information dissemination.  It is also likely that, although mentioned less frequently, bill inserts, posters and public service announcements had a reinforcing affect on Canadians and helped to build both recall and impact.  Residents of Quebec (67%) were substantially more likely to have seen something on the television and less likely to have read something in the newspapers (15%).  This was less the case among Ontarians, who were less likely to have seen something about fraud awareness on the television.  British Columbians (31%), by contrast, were significantly more likely to have read something in the newspaper. 

The findings from two open-ended questions on message recall have been combined to provide an overall level of correct message recall on fraud awareness (Questions 15 and 18).  Based on this, xx% of Canadians correctly recall some aspect of messaging intended to raise awareness of fraud and/or identity theft.

H. Response to Messages 

Among those who recalled a message related to fraud awareness, nine-in-ten (90%) rate the messaging as useful, 56% as “very useful.”  Those with lower levels of education are more likely to rate the messaging as “very useful” while younger Canadians, under 35 years of age (41%), are less likely to view the messaging in this manner.  The messaging is also more likely to be rated as “very useful” among residents of Quebec (64%).

Most Canadians say that what they have seen, read or heard has altered the way in which they would respond to fraudulent solicitations or instances of possible identity theft at least to some degree (57%).  

Key Findings

I. PhoneBusters

Awareness of PhoneBusters is relatively unchanged over 2003.  When prompted, two-in-ten respondents (20%) indicate that they have heard about PhoneBusters, while 1% on an unaided basis indicated that they would contact the organisation to report suspicious telemarketing fraud or identity theft.  This compares with 17% aided and <1% unaided awareness in 2003.  Lower levels of awareness of PhoneBusters are found in Quebec (9%) and British Columbia (12%).  

Having said that, and having been made aware of its existence, the majority of respondents (82%) indicate they are likely to call PhoneBusters in the future if they suspect that they have been a target or victim of telemarketing theft or identity theft.  In fact, respondents are more likely in 2005 than in 2003 to say they are “very” likely to call (65% vs. 58%).  

J. Means of Combating Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft

Public education (51%) is cited as the most effective way to combat marketing fraud and identity theft in Canada.  Next to this, respondents indicate that the best way to combat fraud is with “enforcement of the law” (25%) and “advertising” (13%).  Very few believe that there are no effective ways to address this issue. 

Compared to the national average, respondents with a university degree are significantly more likely to say that public education is the most effective method compared to those with lower levels of education. 

III. Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft:  Awareness, Incidence, Perceptions and Response

Marketing Fraud:  Frequency of Solicitations

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=628)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	More than once a week
	51
	39
	45(
	39
	39
	42
	40
	34
	27
	42
	49

	Once or more on a monthly basis
	34
	38
	38
	37
	39
	31
	40
	41
	42
	37
	35

	Less than once a month
	14
	22
	16
	22
	21
	25
	19
	24
	30
	20
	16

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	<1
	2
	1
	1
	1


	
	2005

	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	More than once a week
	35
	22(
	47(
	45
	46

	Once or more on a monthly basis
	44
	39
	36
	38
	39

	Less than once a month
	20
	39
	15
	18
	14

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	<1
	2
	-
	1


Q.1
In the past year, approximately how often have you or any member of your household received a telephone call, a letter in the mail, or an e-mail, from an organization seeking to sell you a product or service, an investment, or asking you to donate to a charity?
Base:
All respondents

Incidence of Purchasing or Donating

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=628)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Yes
	38
	31
	33
	28
	33
	21
	33
	35
	27
	30
	36

	No
	62
	69
	66
	71
	67
	78
	67
	64
	72
	70
	64

	DK/NA/REF
	<1
	<1
	<1
	<1
	<1
	1
	-
	<1
	1
	<1
	-


	
	2005

	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Yes
	34
	23(
	33
	37
	30

	No
	66
	77
	67
	63
	70

	DK/NA/REF
	-
	<1
	<1
	-
	-


Q.2
And, in the past year, have you or has any member of your household purchased any goods or services, made an investment, or donated to a charity as a result of one of these telephone calls, letters or e-mails?
Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Marketing Fraud

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious problem
	75
	83
	83(
	79
	88
	78
	86
	84
	85
	84
	81

	A very serious problem
	24
	32
	34(
	28
	37
	22(
	34
	37
	34
	34
	29

	A somewhat serious problem
	51
	51
	49
	51
	51
	56
	52
	47
	51
	50
	52

	Not a very serious problem
	17
	10
	9
	13
	7
	14
	10
	6
	8
	10
	12

	Not serious at all
	3
	4
	4
	5
	3
	6
	2
	4
	5
	3
	4

	NET Not a very/Not at all serious problem
	20
	14
	13
	18
	10
	20
	12
	10
	12
	13
	16

	DK/NA/Ref
	5
	3
	4
	3
	2
	2
	2
	6
	3
	3
	3


Q.3
Overall, how serious a problem do you think marketing fraud by phone, e-mail or regular mail is in Canada?  Would you say it is…?
Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Marketing Fraud

	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious problem
	75
	83
	83(
	86
	84
	81
	84
	86

	A very serious problem
	24
	32
	34(
	36
	26
	39(
	32
	23(

	A somewhat serious problem
	51
	51
	49
	50
	58
	42
	52
	63

	Not a very serious problem
	17
	10
	9
	9
	12
	11
	8
	5

	Not serious at all
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2
	4
	6
	3

	NET Not a very/Not at all serious problem
	20
	14
	13
	13
	14
	15
	14
	8

	DK/NA/Ref
	5
	3
	4
	1
	2
	4
	2
	6


Q.3
Overall, how serious a problem do you think marketing fraud by phone, e-mail or regular mail is in Canada?  Would you say it is…?
Base:
All respondents

Increase/Decrease in Marketing Fraud Over the Last Few Years

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Increased
	76
	73
	79
	77
	78
	73
	70
	80
	80

	Stayed about the same
	15
	17
	13
	15
	15
	15
	17
	13
	14

	Decreased
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	4
	1
	1

	DK/NA/Ref
	7
	8
	6
	6
	5
	10
	9
	7
	5


	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Increased
	74
	75
	78
	71
	78

	Stayed about the same
	18
	17
	12
	19
	14

	Decreased
	-
	1
	3
	2
	2

	DK/NA/Ref
	8
	7
	7
	8
	6


Q.4
Thinking back over the last few years, do you think the amount of marketing fraud by phone, e mail or regular mail has…?
Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Being Asked to Donate to Fake Charities 

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	85
	84
	85
	88
	86
	81
	84
	87
	84

	Very serious
	61
	59
	62
	66
	64
	53
	59
	64
	59

	Somewhat serious
	24
	25
	23
	22
	22
	28
	25
	23
	25

	Not very serious
	8
	9
	8
	10
	9
	7
	7
	8
	11

	Not at all serious
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	4
	2
	2

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	11
	11
	11
	12
	12
	10
	11
	10
	13

	DK/NA/Ref
	4
	5
	4
	<1
	2
	9
	5
	3
	3


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Being Asked to Donate to Fake Charities

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	85
	82
	90
	82
	86
	86

	Very serious
	61
	66
	64
	57
	62
	63

	Somewhat serious
	24
	16
	26
	25
	24
	23

	Not very serious
	8
	10
	7
	9
	10
	7

	Not at all serious
	3
	5
	1
	3
	1
	4

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	11
	15
	8
	12
	11
	11

	DK/NA/Ref
	4
	3
	2
	6
	3
	3


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be a very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Buying and Paying for Something by Phone, Internet or Mail and not Receiving The Product or Receiving Something Inferior to What You Paid for

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	82
	82
	83
	87
	87
	73
	79
	87
	81

	Very serious
	52
	52
	54
	59
	55
	46
	51
	56
	51

	Somewhat serious
	30
	30
	29
	28
	32
	27
	28
	31
	30

	Not very serious
	8
	9
	6
	10
	6
	8
	8
	6
	9

	Not at all serious
	3
	4
	3
	1
	3
	5
	4
	2
	4

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	11
	13
	9
	11
	9
	13
	12
	8
	13

	DK/NA/Ref
	7
	5
	8
	2
	4
	14
	9
	5
	6


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be a very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Buying and Paying for Something by Phone, Internet or Mail and not Receiving The Product or Receiving Something Inferior to What You Paid for

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	82
	86
	94
	77
	81
	77

	Very serious
	52
	55
	58
	48
	56
	51

	Somewhat serious
	30
	31
	36
	29
	25
	26

	Not very serious
	8
	8
	3
	8
	10
	10

	Not at all serious
	3
	5
	1
	5
	3
	5

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	11
	13
	4
	13
	13
	15

	DK/NA/Ref
	7
	1
	2
	10
	6
	8


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be a very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Being Told You Have Won a Valuable Prize, but Must Purchase a Product or do Something in Order to Claim the Prize

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	83
	81
	86
	77
	85
	86
	85
	86
	81

	Very serious
	52
	48
	56
	38
	57
	56
	57
	48
	50

	Somewhat serious
	31
	33
	30
	39
	28
	30
	28
	38
	31

	Not very serious
	9
	12
	7
	19
	8
	4
	8
	7
	13

	Not at all serious
	4
	4
	4
	3
	5
	4
	3
	4
	5

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	13
	16
	11
	22
	13
	8
	11
	11
	18

	DK/NA/Ref
	3
	3
	3
	1
	2
	6
	4
	3
	1


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be a very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Seriousness of Problem:  Being Told You Have Won a Valuable Prize, but Must Purchase a Product or do Something in Order to Claim the Prize

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very serious
	83
	82
	82
	83
	84
	87

	Very serious
	52
	52
	47
	55
	56
	47

	Somewhat serious
	31
	30
	35
	28
	28
	40

	Not very serious
	9
	9
	13
	8
	11
	5

	Not at all serious
	4
	6
	2
	5
	3
	5

	NET Not very/Not at all serious
	13
	15
	15
	13
	14
	10

	DK/NA/Ref
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3


Q.5-7
Now, I’d like to know how serious a problem you consider each of the following types of marketing fraud,  that is do you consider it to be a very serious, somewhat serious, not a very serious or not serious at all?  The first is… 

Base:
All respondents

Victimization:  Most Recent Experience of Marketing Fraud

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Yes, victim
	16
	28
	28(
	30
	26
	26
	31
	27
	28
	32
	27

	Within the past six months
	5
	6
	5
	6
	7
	6
	7
	5
	5
	8
	7

	Six months to one year ago
	2
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	6
	4
	6
	6
	4

	One to two years ago
	2
	6
	7
	6
	6
	6
	6
	7
	6
	6
	7

	Over two years ago
	7
	11
	11
	13
	8
	9
	12
	11
	11
	12
	9

	Never
	82
	71
	72
	68
	74
	74
	69
	72
	72
	68
	73

	DK/NA/REF
	2
	1
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	<1
	<1


Q.8
To the best of your recollection, when, if ever, was the last time that you personally, or someone in your household, may have been a victim of marketing fraud?  Was this…?

Base:
All respondents
Victimization:  Most Recent Experience of Marketing Fraud

	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Yes, victim
	16
	28
	28(
	22
	31
	29
	29
	29

	Within the past six months
	5
	6
	5
	5
	10
	4
	8
	6

	Six months to one year ago
	2
	5
	5
	4
	5
	7
	2
	5

	One to two years ago
	2
	6
	7
	5
	6
	8
	7
	4

	Over two years ago
	7
	11
	11
	8
	10
	10
	12
	14

	Never
	82
	71
	72
	77
	69
	71
	72
	72

	DK/NA/REF
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-


Q.8
To the best of your recollection, when, if ever, was the last time that you personally, or someone in your household, may have been a victim of marketing fraud?  Was this…?

Base:
All respondents
Actions Taken

	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=138)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=289)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=213)
%
	Male
(n=158)
%
	Female
(n=131)
%
	18-34
(n=59)
%
	35-54
(n=132)
%
	55+
(n=89)
%
	HS
or less
(n=98)
%
	College
(n=88)
%
	Univ.
(n=92)
%

	Called the company
	9
	17
	16(
	13
	21
	19
	14
	20
	9
	14
	27

	Complained to the local police
	8
	7
	6
	8
	7
	9
	8
	5
	4
	6
	9

	Stopped payments/refused to pay/cancelled order
	7
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Complained to Better Business Bureau
	5
	5
	7
	5
	5
	5
	5
	6
	3
	9
	4

	Complained to credit card company
	5
	4
	5
	3
	5
	2
	4
	7
	2
	4
	7

	Tried to get refund
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	7
	5
	2
	2
	3
	8

	Said not interested in offer (didn’t buy)
	3
	4
	3
	1
	6
	5
	4
	2
	3
	3
	4

	Asked to not be contacted again/taken off list
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Hung up
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	-
	4
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Took legal action/called a lawyer
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	-
	3
	5
	2
	2
	3

	Checked to see if it was legitimate/investigated company
	1
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	-
	1
	3
	2

	Complained to RCMP
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Warned family/friends
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	-
	2
	2
	1
	-
	3


Q.9
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?  Did you do anything else?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of telemarketing/marketing fraud

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Actions Taken (cont’d)

	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=138)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=289)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=213)
%
	Male
(n=158)
%
	Female
(n=131)
%
	18-34
(n=59)
%
	35-54
(n=132)
%
	55+
(n=89)
%
	HS
or less
(n=98)
%
	College
(n=88)
%
	Univ.
(n=92)
%

	Changed bank information/cancelled credit card
	1
	1
	2
	1
	-
	3
	1
	-
	-
	1
	2

	Blocked call/didn’t answer
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	-
	2
	-
	1
	1
	-

	Contact Consumer Affairs Office
	n/a
	2
	1
	2
	2
	-
	4
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Sent them a letter/e-mail
	n/a
	2
	2
	1
	3
	-
	2
	2
	2
	-
	3

	Complained to bank
	n/a
	1
	1
	2
	1
	-
	2
	2
	1
	3
	-

	Complained to phone company
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	2
	-
	-
	1
	2

	Bound by contract/charged with fraud a lent activity
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	-
	1
	1

	Complained to Competition Bureau
	n/a
	<1
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	1

	MP or MPP
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-
	1

	Other
	6
	5
	6
	6
	5
	-
	1
	1
	1
	6
	3

	No action taken/did nothing
	38
	43
	44
	47
	37
	37
	46
	42
	56
	36
	36

	DK/NA/REF
	10
	7
	8
	8
	6
	14
	4
	7
	10
	6
	3


Q.9
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?  Did you do anything else?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of telemarketing/marketing fraud

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Actions Taken (cont’d)
	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=138)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=289)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=213)
%
	Atlantic
(n=18)C
%
	Quebec
(n=76)
%
	Ontario
(n=111)
%
	Prairies
(n=47)C
%
	British Columbia
(n=37)C
%

	Called the company
	9
	17
	16(
	
	18
	18
	
	

	Complained to the local police
	8
	7
	6
	
	11
	5
	
	

	Stopped payments/refused to pay/cancelled order
	7
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Checked to see if it was legitimate
	1
	2
	7
	
	-
	3
	
	

	Complained to credit card company
	5
	4
	5
	Base
	3
	7
	Base
	Base

	Complained to Better Business Bureau
	5
	5
	4
	size
	-
	8
	size
	size

	Tried to get refund
	4
	4
	3
	too
	5
	4
	too
	too

	Said not interested in offer/didn’t buy
	3
	4
	-
	small
	5
	4
	small
	small

	Asked to not be contacted again/taken off list
	2
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Hung up
	2
	2
	3
	
	1
	3
	
	

	Took legal action/called a lawyer
	2
	3
	3
	
	3
	4
	
	

	Complained to RCMP
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Warned family/friends
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	

	Changed bank information/cancelled credit card
	1
	1
	16(
	
	1
	1
	
	

	Blocked call/didn’t answer
	1
	1
	6
	
	1
	-
	
	


Q.9
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?  Did you do anything else?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of telemarketing fraud 

C
Caution, small base size

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Actions Taken (cont’d)
	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=138)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=289)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=213)
%
	Atlantic
(n=18)C
%
	Quebec
(n=76)
%
	Ontario
(n=111)
%
	Prairies
(n=47)C
%
	British Columbia
(n=37)C
%

	Contact Consumer Affairs Office
	n/a
	2
	1
	
	4
	2
	
	

	Sent them a letter/e-mail
	n/a
	2
	2
	
	1
	2
	
	

	Complained to bank
	n/a
	1
	1
	Base
	1
	3
	Base
	Base

	Complained to phone company
	n/a
	1
	1
	size
	1
	1
	size
	size

	Bound by contract/charged with fraud a lent activity
	n/a
	1
	1
	too
	-
	2
	too
	too

	Complained to Competition Bureau
	n/a
	<1
	1
	small
	-
	1
	small
	small

	MP or MPP
	n/a
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	

	Other
	6
	5
	6
	
	4
	9
	
	

	No action taken/did nothing
	38
	43
	44
	
	40
	42
	
	

	DK/NA/REF
	10
	7
	8
	
	5
	6
	
	


Q.9
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?  Did you do anything else?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of telemarketing fraud 

C
Caution, small base size

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Reasons for not Taking the Matter Further

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=123)
%
	Male
(n=74)
%
	Female
(n=49)C
%
	18-34
(n=22)C
%
	35-54
(n=60)
%
	55+
(n=37)C
%
	HS
or less
(n=55)
%
	College
(n=32)C
%
	Univ.
(n=33)C
%

	The amount of money involved was not worth reporting
	20
	19
	22
	
	20
	
	16
	
	

	Didn’t care enough/forgot/wasn’t a big deal
	14
	18
	8
	
	17
	
	13
	
	

	Too much effort/difficult to do
	7
	7
	8
	
	5
	
	7
	
	

	Didn’t think it would be worth it
	7
	4
	10
	
	3
	
	6
	
	

	Didn’t know the appropriate authority to report the matter to
	6
	5
	6
	Base
	3
	Base
	6
	Base
	Base

	Would have taken too long
	5
	4
	6
	size
	7
	size
	4
	size
	size

	They stopped contacting me (e.g., calls, emails, etc.)
	4
	5
	2
	too
	3
	too
	4
	too
	too

	I should have known better
	3
	1
	6
	small
	3
	small
	4
	small
	small

	It was too late/nothing could be done
	3
	1
	6
	
	2
	
	-
	
	

	It was a lessen learned
	2
	1
	4
	
	3
	
	6
	
	

	Legal fees/court costs
	2
	1
	2
	
	3
	
	-
	
	

	Too embarrassed at being defrauded
	2
	1
	2
	
	2
	
	2
	
	

	Other
	4
	4
	4
	
	3
	
	7
	
	

	Didn’t believe a crime had been committed
	6
	7
	4
	
	6
	
	9
	
	

	No/Don’t recall
	13
	19
	4
	
	15
	
	15
	
	

	DK/NA/Ref
	2
	1
	4
	
	2
	
	4
	
	


Q.10
Do you recall why you chose not to take the matter further?  
Base:
Those who did not take any action to attempt to resolve the incident

C
Caution, small base size

Reasons for not Taking the Matter Further

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=123)
%
	Atlantic
(n=7)C
%
	Quebec
(n=30)C
%
	Ontario
(n=47)C
%
	Prairies
(n=22)C
%
	British Columbia
(n=17)C
%

	The amount of money involved was not worth reporting
	20
	
	
	
	
	

	Didn’t care enough/forgot/wasn’t a big deal
	14
	
	
	
	
	

	Too much effort/difficult to do
	7
	
	
	
	
	

	Didn’t think it would be worth it
	7
	
	
	
	
	

	Didn’t know the appropriate authority to report the matter to
	6
	
	
	Base
	
	

	Would have taken too long
	5
	
	
	size
	
	

	They stopped contacting me (e.g., calls, emails, etc.)
	4
	
	
	too
	
	

	I should have known better
	3
	
	
	small
	
	

	It was too late/nothing could be done
	3
	
	
	
	
	

	It was a lessen learned
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	Legal fees/court costs
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	Too embarrassed at being defrauded
	2
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Didn’t believe a crime had been committed
	6
	
	
	
	
	

	No/Don’t recall
	13
	
	
	
	
	

	DK/NA/Ref
	2
	
	
	
	
	


Q.10
Do you recall why you chose not to take the matter further?  
Base:
Those who did not take any action to attempt to resolve the incident

C
Caution, small base size

Non-Victims:  Actions Would Take

	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=633)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=731)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=556)
%
	Male
(n=158)
%
	Female
(n=131)
%
	18-34
(n=59)
%
	35-54
(n=132)
%
	55+
(n=89)
%
	HS
or less
(n=98)
%
	College
(n=88)
%
	Univ.
(n=92)
%

	Complain to local police
	44
	30
	33(
	27
	33
	15
	34
	35
	33
	37
	23

	Hang up
	13
	12
	15
	12
	11
	10
	11
	14
	12
	12
	13

	Complain to Better Business Bureau
	11
	7
	9
	6
	9
	6
	8
	8
	5
	7
	10

	Complain to RCMP
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Get company’s information
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1
	4

	Ignore them
	2
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3
	3
	1
	3
	3
	2

	Would say “no/not interested”
	2
	
	3
	3
	6
	2
	4
	7
	5
	2
	6

	Check to see if company is legitimate
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Contact authorities
	1
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2

	Call PhoneBuster
	1
	
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	<1
	-
	1
	1

	Take legal action/call a lawyer
	1
	
	2
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2

	Give them a piece of my mind
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Warn family/friends
	1
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2

	Call the company
	1
	3
	3
	5
	2
	5
	2
	4
	2
	4
	4

	Blocked call/didn’t answer
	1
	<1
	<1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	<1
	-
	1
	<1


Q.11
If you, or a member of your household, did receive a marketing call, e-mail or regular mail solicitation that appeared fraudulent, what action, if any, would you or that member of your household take?
Base:
Respondents who have not been a victim of telemarketing fraud

Notes:
“Other” includes mentions of 1% or less


Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%

Non-Victims:  Actions Would Take (cont’d)

	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=633)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=731)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=556)
%
	Male
(n=158)
%
	Female
(n=131)
%
	18-34
(n=59)
%
	35-54
(n=132)
%
	55+
(n=89)
%
	HS
or less
(n=98)
%
	College
(n=88)
%
	Univ.
(n=92)
%

	Contact Consumer Protection
	n/a
	4
	2
	4
	4
	3
	6
	3
	3
	4
	5

	Contact media
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2

	Complained to Competition Bureau
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	2
	-

	Go to Internet/website for fraud
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	<1
	<1
	1
	-
	1

	Complain to MP or MPP
	n/a
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	<1
	1
	<1
	1
	1

	Ask to be removed from the list
	n/a
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	1
	1
	<1

	Call phone company
	n/a
	<1
	<1
	1
	<1
	-
	1
	<1
	<1
	1
	<1

	Other 
	6
	4
	5
	4
	5
	3
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Take no action/do nothing
	15
	21
	19
	24
	18
	30
	18
	17
	18
	17
	26

	DK/NA/REF
	6
	8
	7
	8
	8
	14
	6
	7
	10
	8
	6


Q.11
If you, or a member of your household, did receive a marketing call, e-mail or regular mail solicitation that appeared fraudulent, what action, if any, would you or that member of your household take?
Base:
Respondents who have not been a victim of telemarketing fraud

Notes:
“Other” includes mentions of 1% or less


Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%

Incidence of Identity Theft

	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Yes, victim
	15
	18
	20(
	20
	17
	23
	17
	20
	16
	19
	22

	Within the past six months
	4
	4
	5
	6
	3
	8
	3
	5
	4
	5
	5

	Six months to one year ago
	2
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2
	2
	4
	4

	One to two years ago
	3
	4
	4
	5
	3
	7
	2
	6
	4
	3
	5

	Over two years ago
	6
	7
	7
	6
	7
	4
	8
	7
	6
	7
	8

	Never
	84
	80
	80
	78
	82
	77
	82
	80
	83
	80
	77

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2


Q.12
To the best of your recollection, when, if ever, was the last time that you or a member of your household may have been the victim of identity theft?  That is, the unauthorized collection and use of personal identification, such as name, date of birth, address, credit card information, or Social Insurance Number.
Base:
All respondents
Victimization:  Most Recent Experience of Identity Theft

	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Yes, victim
	15
	18
	20
	9(
	20
	19
	19
	25

	Within the past six months
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4
	6
	5

	Six months to one year ago
	2
	3
	4
	1
	3
	4
	3
	5

	One to two years ago
	3
	4
	4
	3
	6
	4
	3
	5

	Over two years ago
	6
	7
	7
	1
	7
	7
	7
	10

	Never
	84
	80
	80
	88
	80
	79
	81
	76

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	1
	-


Q.12
To the best of your recollection, when, if ever, was the last time that you or a member of your household may have been the victim of identity theft?  That is, the unauthorized collection and use of personal identification, such as name, date of birth, address, credit card information, or Social Insurance Number.
Base:
All respondents
Actions Taken

	
	2005

	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=122)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=201)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=151)
%
	Male
(n=109)
%
	Female
(n=92)
%
	18-34
(n=53)
%
	35-54
(n=78)
%
	55+
(n=65)
%
	HS
or less
(n=60)
%
	College
(n=54)
%
	Univ.
(n=81)
%

	Complained to local police
	16
	16
	15
	17
	15
	19
	18
	11
	15
	19
	16

	Complained to credit card company
	12
	26
	29(
	22
	32
	26
	27
	25
	22
	30
	28

	Reported it to F.I.
	9
	9
	9
	7
	10
	4
	10
	11
	7
	9
	9

	Changed bank information/cancelled credit card
	5
	6
	8
	5
	8
	4
	8
	6
	3
	11
	5

	Contacted the company/(complained to)
	4
	8
	7
	8
	7
	8
	4
	12
	10
	4
	9

	Complained to Better Business Bureau
	3
	1
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-
	2
	-
	-
	1

	Took legal action/called a lawyer
	2
	3
	2
	1
	4
	4
	4
	-
	3
	2
	2

	Called PhoneBusters
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Contacted authorities/(Revenue Canada, Government)
	1
	2
	2
	-
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	-
	4

	Asked not to be contacted again/taken off list
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Warned family/friends
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Refund/asked for money back
	n/a
	2
	2
	2
	1
	4
	1
	-
	2
	4
	-

	Equifax/Credit Bureau
	n/a
	2
	2
	3
	1
	4
	1
	-
	3
	-
	2

	Complained to phone company
	n/a
	1
	1
	2
	-
	-
	1
	2
	2
	2
	-

	Received phone call from credit card company
	n/a
	3
	3
	3
	2
	-
	5
	2
	3
	2
	3

	Other
	19
	9
	8
	9
	9
	11
	9
	6
	13
	6
	7

	Did nothing
	24
	18
	17
	19
	16
	17
	14
	23
	17
	17
	17

	DK/NA/REF
	9
	5
	3
	7
	2
	6
	5
	5
	5
	2
	7


Q.13
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of identity theft

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%

Actions Taken (cont’d)

	
	
	2005

	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=122)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=201)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=151)
%
	Atlantic
(n=9)C
%
	Quebec
(n=50)
%
	Ontario
(n=78)
%
	Prairies
(n=32)C
%
	British Columbia
(n=32)C
%

	Complained to local police
	16
	16
	15
	
	20
	10
	
	

	Complained to credit card company
	12
	26
	29(
	
	20
	30
	
	

	Reported it to F.I.
	9
	9
	9
	
	8
	12
	
	

	Changed bank information
	5
	6
	8
	
	-
	5
	
	

	Contacted the company/(complained to)
	4
	8
	7
	
	8
	4
	
	

	Complained to Better Business Bureau
	3
	1
	1
	Base
	-
	1
	Base
	Base

	Took legal action
	2
	3
	2
	size
	4
	3
	size
	size

	Called PhoneBusters
	1
	-
	-
	too
	-
	-
	too
	too

	Contacted authorities/(Revenue Canada, Government)
	1
	2
	2
	small
	-
	4
	small
	small

	Asked not to be contacted again/taken off list
	1
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	
	

	Warned family/friends
	1
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	
	

	Refund/asked for money back
	n/a
	2
	2
	
	-
	3
	
	

	Equifax/Credit Bureau
	n/a
	2
	2
	
	4
	-
	
	

	Complained to phone company
	n/a
	1
	1
	
	-
	3
	
	

	Received phone call from credit card company
	n/a
	3
	3
	
	2
	3
	
	

	Other
	19
	9
	8
	
	12
	9
	
	

	Did nothing
	24
	18
	17
	
	22
	17
	
	

	DK/NA/REF
	9
	5
	3
	
	10
	4
	
	


Q.13
What actions, if any, did you or the member of your household take in attempting to resolve the incident?
Base:
Respondents who may have been a victim of identity theft

C
Caution, small base size

Note:
Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%

Awareness of Information About Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Yes
	78
	78
	80
	77
	78
	71
	79
	81
	70
	81
	83(

	No
	21
	22
	20
	23
	22
	29
	21
	19
	30
	19
	17

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	<1
	<1
	<1
	-
	-
	-
	<1
	-
	-
	-


	
	2005

	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Yes
	84
	71(
	78
	78
	83

	No
	16
	29
	22
	22
	17

	DK/NA/REF
	-
	-
	<1
	-
	-


Q.14
Have you seen, heard or read anything lately about fraud, including marketing fraud and identity theft?
Base:
All respondents 

Specific Recall of Information 

	
	

	
	2005

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=775)
%

	Identity theft
	16

	Credit card fraud/theft
	13

	On TV
	13

	Debit card fraud (i.e., double swiping, etc.)
	12

	Newspaper or magazines stories
	10

	Fraudulent charities/donation
	7

	Fraud against seniors
	6

	Fraudulent trips or prizes
	4

	Online or Internet fraud
	4

	Telephone solicitations and fraud
	4

	Marketing/billing fraud
	2

	Fraud is on the rise 
	2

	Online or email alerts to be aware of fraud
	2

	Email fraud
	2

	Heard about it from family/friends
	2

	Heard on radio
	2

	Banking fraud
	2

	Online or telephone purchases never delivered
	1

	Different types of fraud
	1

	Frauds involving phone bills
	1


Q.15
What specifically have you seen, heard or read?  Anything else?

Base:
Respondents who have heard, read or seen anything about fraud, including marketing fraud and identity theft

Notes:
“Other” includes mentions of 1% or less


Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Specific Recall of Information 

	
	

	
	2005

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=775)
%

	Cheques and fraud
	1

	About shredding personal information
	1

	Real Estate or mortgage fund
	1

	Don’t give out personal information
	1

	Insurance fraud
	1

	Door to door sales fraud
	1

	SIN/birth certificate stolen
	1

	Warning from bill inserts
	1

	Nigerian fraud
	<1

	How quickly/easily it can be done
	<1

	Fraud involving home renovations
	<1

	Mail fraud/people going through mail
	<1

	Other
	7

	DK/NA/Ref
	12


Q.15
What specifically have you seen, heard or read?  Anything else?

Base:
Respondents who have heard, read or seen anything about fraud, including marketing fraud and identity theft

Notes:
“Other” includes mentions of 1% or less


Multiple responses accepted, columns may sum to more than 100%
Seen, Heard or Read Anything About Fraud Awareness

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=698)
%
	Male
(n=340)
%
	Female
(n=358)
%
	18-34
(n=169)
%
	35-54
(n=282)
%
	55+
(n=228)
%
	HS
or less
(n=258)
%
	College
(n=188)
%
	Univ.
(n=228)
%

	Yes
	50
	49
	51
	35(
	51
	58(
	48
	49
	53

	No
	49
	51
	47
	63
	48
	40
	50
	51
	46

	DK/NA/Ref
	1
	<1
	2
	2
	<1
	2
	2
	-
	1


	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=56)
%
	Quebec
(n=108)
%
	Ontario
(n=283)
%
	Prairies
(n=141)
%
	British Columbia
(n=110)
%

	Yes
	52
	45
	49
	55
	47

	No
	48
	55
	50
	43
	51

	DK/NA/Ref
	-
	-
	1
	2
	2


Q.16
Did you recently see, hear or read anything about Fraud Awareness?
Base:
Those who have not seen, heard or read anything about marketing fraud or identity theft 

Source of Information on Fraud Awareness

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Male
(n=325)
%
	Female
(n=324)
%
	18-34
(n=116)
%
	35-54
(n=288)
%
	55+
(n=228)
%
	HS
or less
(n=215)
%
	College
(n=178)
%
	Univ.
(n=237)
%

	Television
	53
	49
	57
	51
	55
	51
	54
	54
	51

	Newspaper (all)
	22
	23
	22
	15
	20
	28
	25
	17
	22

	Media coverage
	19
	19
	19
	15
	22
	18
	14
	22
	23

	An article in a magazine
	13
	11
	15
	9
	13
	15
	11
	11
	16

	Radio
	13
	15
	12
	8
	14
	15
	14
	10
	14

	On a website
	7
	8
	5
	10
	7
	4
	3
	6
	9

	Word of mouth
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	5
	3

	At/through work
	3
	3
	4
	10
	3
	<1
	2
	4
	4

	Email
	3
	3
	3
	5
	4
	1
	2
	5
	2

	An insert included with credit card or other bill
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3

	Internet/Internet provider (unspecified)
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	1
	2
	2
	<1

	Poster
	<1
	-
	1
	-
	<1
	<1
	1
	-
	<1

	Other
	7
	7
	7
	10
	7
	7
	7
	6
	9

	DK/NA/Ref
	1
	1
	1
	3
	<1
	<1
	1
	1
	1


Q.17
And, where did you see, hear or read about Fraud Awareness
Base:
Those who have seen, heard or read something on Fraud Awareness (at Q.15 or Q.16)

Source of Information on Fraud Awareness (cont’d)

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec I
(n=1000)
%
	Atlantic
(n=50)
%
	Quebec
(n=188)
%
	Ontario
(n=235)
%
	Prairies
(n=102)
%
	British Columbia
(n=74)
%

	Television
	53
	54
	67(
	44(
	47
	55

	Newspaper (all)
	22
	16
	15(
	26
	22
	31(

	Media coverage
	19
	14
	17
	22
	19
	22

	An article in a magazine
	13
	12
	17
	14
	7
	10

	Radio
	13
	20
	10
	15
	13
	14

	On a website
	7
	8
	4
	7
	9
	5

	Word of mouth
	3
	-
	5
	3
	3
	1

	At/through work
	3
	4
	1
	6
	4
	-

	Email
	3
	4
	3
	3
	5
	1

	An insert included with credit card or other bill
	2
	4
	1
	3
	4
	1

	Internet/Internet provider (unspecified)
	2
	-
	1
	3
	2
	1

	Poster
	<1
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-

	Other
	8
	6
	5
	8
	5
	14

	DK/NA/Ref
	1
	-
	2
	<1
	-
	-


Q.17
And, where did you see, hear or read about Fraud Awareness
Base:
Those who have seen, heard or read something on Fraud Awareness

 Main Message Recall

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Male
(n=325)
%
	Female
(n=324)
%
	18-34
(n=116)
%
	35-54
(n=288)
%
	55+
(n=228)
%
	HS
or less
(n=215)
%
	College
(n=178)
%
	Univ.
(n=237)
%

	Can Recall Message
	89
	97
	92
	90
	92
	86
	87
	87
	93

	Be careful/cautious
	22
	22
	21
	19
	24
	20
	19
	19
	25

	Don’t give out credit card info to someone you don’t know
	13
	12
	14
	7(
	15
	14
	12
	11
	16

	Don’t give out personal info
	12
	10
	14
	21(
	10
	9
	12
	11
	13

	Be careful who you trust
	6
	6
	7
	4
	5
	9
	7
	9
	5

	Identity theft is a serious crime
	4
	5
	4
	5
	5
	4
	3
	6
	4

	About people being scammed
	4
	4
	3
	4
	5
	1
	4
	4
	3

	Be careful about telephone solicitation
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3

	Shred personal info
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	4
	2
	3
	3

	Investigate the company you are dealing with
	3
	2
	3
	3
	4
	1
	4
	2
	1

	Be aware of charity fraud
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2

	About issues involving seniors
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Be careful around bank machines
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3

	Fraud is on the rise
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1

	If suspicious call authorities
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	1
	1


Q.18
And what was the main message from what you saw, heard or read?
Base:
Those who saw, heard or read something about fraud awareness

Main Message Recall (cont’d)

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Male
(n=325)
%
	Female
(n=324)
%
	18-34
(n=116)
%
	35-54
(n=288)
%
	55+
(n=228)
%
	HS
or less
(n=215)
%
	College
(n=178)
%
	Univ.
(n=237)
%

	If it’s too good to be true, it probably is
	2
	2
	1
	-
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3

	Internet/e-mail fraud
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	<1
	1
	2
	2

	Be leery about prizes, contests or money you have won
	1
	<1
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1

	How serious it is
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1

	Small stores/vendor fraud
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	How to defend yourself
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	<1

	About how easy fraud can occur
	1
	1
	1
	-
	1
	<1
	-
	1
	1

	Check your bank statements
	1
	1
	1
	-
	1
	<1
	1
	-
	1

	Other
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	-
	3

	No message recalled
	10
	12
	8
	10
	7
	13
	11
	12
	7

	DK/NA/Ref
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-


Q.18
And what was the main message from what you saw, heard or read?
Base:
Those who saw, heard or read something about fraud awareness

Main Message Recall (cont’d) 

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Atlantic
(n=50)
%
	Quebec
(n=188)
%
	Ontario
(n=235)
%
	Prairies
(n=102)
%
	British
Columbia
(n=74)
%

	Can Recall Message
	89
	94
	85
	90
	91
	92

	Be careful/cautious
	22
	32
	15(
	22
	21
	31

	Don’t give out credit card info to someone you don’t know
	13
	16
	11
	14
	14
	12

	Don’t give out personal info
	12
	6
	13
	12
	12
	11

	Be careful who you trust
	6
	8
	5
	6
	4
	11

	Identity theft is a serious crime
	4
	4
	1
	6
	9
	3

	About people being scammed
	4
	2
	6
	2
	4
	3

	Be careful about telephone solicitation
	3
	-
	2
	5
	3
	1

	Shred personal info
	3
	2
	-
	3
	6
	4

	Investigate the company you are dealing with
	3
	4
	3
	3
	-
	3

	Be aware of charity fraud
	2
	4
	3
	2
	3
	-

	About issues involving seniors
	2
	2
	1
	3
	2
	4

	Be careful around bank machines
	2
	-
	5
	1
	-
	1

	Fraud is on the rise
	2
	-
	4
	2
	2
	-

	If suspicious call authorities
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	1

	If it’s too good to be true, it probably is
	2
	6
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Internet/e-mail fraud
	2
	2
	1
	1
	3
	1


Q.18
And what was the main message from what you saw, heard or read?
Base:
Those who saw, heard or read something about fraud awareness

Main Message Recall (cont’d)

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Atlantic
(n=50)
%
	Quebec
(n=188)
%
	Ontario
(n=235)
%
	Prairies
(n=102)
%
	British
Columbia
(n=74)
%

	Be leery about prizes, contests or money you have won
	1
	-
	1
	1
	3
	3

	How serious it is
	1
	-
	3
	1
	-
	-

	Small stores/vendor fraud
	1
	2
	2
	1
	-
	-

	How to defend yourself
	1
	-
	3
	-
	1
	-

	About how easy fraud can occur
	1
	2
	1
	1
	-
	1

	Check your bank statements
	1
	-
	1
	1
	1
	-

	Other
	1
	-
	3
	1
	1
	-

	No message recalled
	10
	6
	14
	9
	9
	7

	DK/NA/Ref
	1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	1


Q.18
And what was the main message from what you saw, heard or read?
Base:
Those who saw, heard or read something about fraud awareness

Perceived Usefulness of Fraud Awareness Messages

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=580)
%
	Male
(n=283)
%
	Female
(n=297)
%
	18-34
(n=104)
%
	35-54
(n=266)
%
	55+
(n=196)
%
	HS
or less
(n=188)
%
	College
(n=155)
%
	Univ.
(n=221)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very useful
	90
	89
	91
	85
	91
	90
	92
	90
	88

	Very useful
	56
	50
	61
	41(
	57
	61
	64(
	55
	50

	Somewhat useful
	34
	39
	30
	44
	34
	29
	28
	35
	38

	Not too useful
	6
	6
	6
	12
	5
	4
	4
	6
	7

	Not at all useful
	4
	5
	3
	3
	3
	5
	4
	4
	4

	NET Not too/Not at all useful
	10
	11
	9
	15
	8
	9
	8
	10
	11

	DK/NA/Ref
	<1
	<1
	<1
	-
	1
	1
	<1
	<1
	1


Q.19
And how useful did you find this message?
Base:
Those respondents who understood the main message

Perceived Usefulness of Fraud Awareness Messages

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=580)
%
	Atlantic
(n=47)C
%
	Quebec
(n=160)
%
	Ontario
(n=212)
%
	Prairies
(n=93)
%
	British Columbia
(n=68)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very useful
	90
	96
	93
	87
	91
	84

	Very useful
	56
	49
	64(
	55
	46
	55

	Somewhat useful
	34
	47
	29
	32
	45
	29

	Not too useful
	6
	2
	2
	7
	5
	13

	Not at all useful
	4
	2
	4
	5
	4
	3

	NET Not too/Not at all useful
	10
	4
	6
	12
	9
	16

	DK/NA/Ref
	<1
	-
	1
	1
	-
	-


Q.19
And how useful did you find this message?
Base:
Those respondents who understood the main message

C
Caution, small base size

Response to Information

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=593)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=461)
%
	Male
(n=325)
%
	Female
(n=324)
%
	18-34
(n=116)
%
	35-54
(n=288)
%
	55+
(n=228)
%
	HS
or less
(n=215)
%
	College
(n=178)
%
	Univ.
(n=237)
%

	NET Somewhat/A great deal
	57
	61
	63(
	57
	65
	54
	66
	58
	62
	66
	57

	A great deal
	34
	37
	38
	34
	41
	30
	38
	40
	41
	41
	31

	Somewhat
	23
	24
	25
	23
	24
	24
	28
	18
	21
	25
	26

	Not very much
	15
	14
	14
	17
	11
	19
	11
	15
	14
	14
	14

	No
	26
	25
	23
	25
	24
	27
	23
	25
	23
	20
	28

	NET Not very much/No
	41
	39
	37
	42
	35
	46
	34
	40
	37
	34
	42

	DK/NA/REF
	2
	1
	1
	1
	<1
	-
	-
	2
	1
	-
	1


Q.20
Has what you have seen, heard or read changed the way in which you respond to these types of calls, e-mails or regular mail solicitations or to instances where you believe you may have been a victim of identity theft?  IF YES, would that be …?
Base:
Respondents who have heard, read or seen information about telemarketing fraud 

Response to Information

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=593)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=649)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=461)
%
	Atlantic
(n=50)
%
	Quebec
(n=188)
%
	Ontario
(n=235)
%
	Prairies
(n=102)
%
	British Columbia
(n=74)
%

	NET Somewhat/A great deal
	57
	61
	63(
	66
	55
	63
	61
	63

	A great deal
	34
	37
	38
	26
	35
	39
	42
	37

	Somewhat
	23
	24
	25
	40
	20
	24
	19
	26

	Not very much
	15
	14
	14
	12
	14
	13
	18
	12

	No
	26
	25
	23
	22
	30
	23
	20
	24

	NET Not very much/No
	41
	39
	37
	34
	44
	36
	38
	36

	DK/NA/REF
	2
	1
	1
	-
	1
	1
	1
	1


Q.20
Has what you have seen, heard or read changed the way in which you respond to these types of calls, e-mails or regular mail solicitations or to instances where you believe you may have been a victim of identity theft?  IF YES, would that be …?
Base:
Respondents who have heard, read or seen information about telemarketing fraud 

IV. Combating Marketing Fraud and Identity Theft:  PhoneBusters and Other Means
Organization Would Contact to Report Marketing Fraud or Identity Theft

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Local police department
	51
	53
	50
	45
	51
	54
	50
	53
	50

	RCMP
	20
	23
	17
	14
	22
	22
	23
	18
	20

	Better Business Bureau
	16
	16
	16
	16
	17
	16
	12
	16
	21

	Consumer Affairs
	8
	9
	7
	8
	10
	6
	7
	7
	9

	Bank/Financial Institution
	5
	3
	6
	3
	6
	5
	2
	5
	7

	Credit Card company
	3
	2
	3
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	3

	Company involved
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Competition Bureau
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1

	PhoneBusters
	1
	1
	<1
	-
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Government (all mentions)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Depends on situation/type of fraud
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	<1
	1

	The media (e.g., radio, tv, newspaper)
	1
	<1
	1
	-
	1
	1
	1
	<1
	1

	Surete de Quebec/Safety of Quebec
	1
	1
	<1
	-
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	<1

	MP/MPP/City Council
	1
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	2
	2
	<1
	<1

	Credit Bureau
	1
	<1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	<1
	-
	1

	Other
	6
	5
	6
	7
	5
	6
	7
	4
	6

	None/Nothing
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	DK/NA/Ref
	14
	11
	16
	22
	12
	10
	14
	16
	12


Q.21
Which organization or organizations would you contact if you wished to report suspicious or fraudulent marketing activity or an incident of identity theft?
Base:
All respondents

Organization Would Contact to Report Marketing Fraud or Identity Theft (cont’d)

	
	
	Region

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Local police department
	51
	35
	50
	61
	46
	41

	RCMP
	20
	48
	5
	12
	33
	38

	Better Business Bureau
	16
	20
	3
	16
	25
	30

	Consumer Affairs
	8
	1
	25
	2
	2
	4

	Bank/Financial Institution
	5
	4
	4
	6
	5
	5

	Credit Card company
	3
	-
	1
	4
	4
	2

	Company involved
	2
	-
	2
	2
	-
	2

	Competition Bureau
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	2
	1

	PhoneBusters
	1
	4
	-
	1
	-
	1

	Government (all mentions)
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Depends on situation/type of fraud
	1
	-
	<1
	2
	1
	-

	The media (e.g., radio, tv, newspaper)
	1
	-
	<1
	1
	1
	-

	Surete de Quebec/Safety of Quebec
	1
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-

	MP/MPP/City Council
	1
	-
	<1
	1
	-
	5

	Credit Bureau
	1
	-
	-
	<1
	1
	2

	Other
	6
	9
	6
	5
	5
	6

	None/Nothing
	1
	1
	<1
	1
	1
	1

	DK/NA/Ref
	14
	10
	18
	15
	9
	9


Q.21
Which organization or organizations would you contact if you wished to report suspicious or fraudulent marketing activity or an incident of identity theft?
Base:
All respondents

Aided Awareness of PhoneBusters

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=753)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=994)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=747)
%
	Male
(n=496)
%
	Female
(n=498)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=422)
%
	55+
(n=320)
%
	HS
or less
(n=347)
%
	College
(n=272)
%
	Univ.
(n=342)
%

	Yes
	17
	17
	20
	20
	15
	14
	15
	23
	17
	21
	17

	No
	82
	82
	79
	79
	84
	86
	85
	75
	82
	79
	83

	DK/NA/REF
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	-
	<1
	2
	1
	-
	<1


	
	2005

	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=74)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=377)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=131)
%

	Yes
	24
	9(
	20
	25
	12(

	No
	76
	91
	79
	74
	86

	DK/NA/REF
	-
	-
	1
	1
	2


Q.22
Have you heard of an organization called PhoneBusters?

Base:
 Those who are not aware of PhoneBusters on an unaided basis

Likelihood of Calling PhoneBusters 

	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	2003
Bench-
mark
(n=756)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very likely
	79
	81
	82
	80
	82
	84
	83
	76
	80
	82
	83

	Very likely
	58
	62
	65(
	59
	65
	63
	64
	59
	60
	67
	61

	Somewhat likely
	21
	19
	17
	21
	17
	21
	19
	17
	20
	15
	22

	Not very likely
	11
	9
	8
	9
	10
	10
	9
	9
	10
	10
	8

	Not at all likely 
	7
	9
	8
	10
	7
	5
	7
	12
	9
	7
	8

	NET Not very/Not at all likely
	18
	18
	16
	19
	17
	15
	16
	21
	19
	17
	16

	DK/NA/REF
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1


Q.23
You may already be aware of this, but PhoneBusters is the Canadian national deceptive telemarketing and identity theft call centre, operated by the Ontario Provincial Police, the RCMP and the Government of Canada.  PhoneBusters is the central agency that collects information on telemarketing and identity theft complaints throughout Canada and sends this information to the appropriate enforcement agency.  How likely would you be to call PhoneBusters if you suspected that you had been a target or victim of phone fraud or identity theft?
Base:
All respondents

Likelihood of Calling PhoneBusters
	
	
	2005

	
	
	Total
	Region

	
	2003
Benchmark
(n=753)
%
	Incl.
Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Excl.
Quebec
(n=753)
%
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	NET Somewhat/Very likely
	79
	81
	82
	83
	76
	83
	82
	78

	Very likely
	58
	62
	65(
	67
	49
	66
	63
	65

	Somewhat likely
	21
	19
	17
	16
	27
	17
	19
	13

	Not very likely
	11
	9
	8
	7
	13
	6
	11
	10

	Not at all likely 
	7
	9
	8
	6
	10
	9
	6
	10

	NET Not very/Not at all likely
	18
	18
	16
	13
	23
	15
	17
	20

	DK/NA/REF
	3
	1
	2
	4
	1
	2
	1
	2


Q.23
You may already be aware of this, but PhoneBusters is the Canadian national deceptive telemarketing and identity theft call centre, operated by the Ontario Provincial Police, the RCMP and the Government of Canada.  PhoneBusters is the central agency that collects information on telemarketing and identity theft complaints throughout Canada and sends this information to the appropriate enforcement agency.  How likely would you be to call PhoneBusters if you suspected that you had been a target or victim of phone fraud or identity theft?
Base:
All respondents

Most Effective Way to Combat Fraud

	
	
	Gender
	Age
	Education

	
	Total
Incl. Quebec
(n=1000)
%
	Male
(n=500)
%
	Female
(n=500)
%
	18-34
(n=226)
%
	35-54
(n=425)
%
	55+
(n=323)
%
	HS
or less
(n=349)
%
	College
(n=274)
%
	Univ.
(n=344)
%

	Public Education
	51
	53
	49
	52
	55
	46
	42(
	49
	63(

	Enforcement of the law
	25
	26
	25
	25
	24
	26
	27
	27
	22

	Advertising
	13
	10
	15
	9
	16
	16
	15
	14
	9

	No effective way to combat marketing fraud
	7
	8
	6
	10
	7
	5
	10
	6
	5

	DK/NA/Ref
	4
	3
	5
	4
	2
	7
	6
	4
	2


	
	Region

	
	Atlantic
(n=77)
%
	Quebec
(n=247)
%
	Ontario
(n=379)
%
	Prairies
(n=165)
%
	British Columbia
(n=132)
%

	Public Education
	53
	51
	49
	52
	55

	Enforcement of the law
	27
	20
	27
	26
	29

	Advertising
	13
	17
	12
	9
	10

	No effective way to combat marketing fraud
	4
	10
	6
	7
	5

	DK/NA/Ref
	3
	2
	6
	6
	1


Q.24
In your view, which one of the following is the most effective way to combat fraud such as marketing fraud and identify theft in Canada?  Is it best combated through …?
Base:
All respondents

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Rapport préparé à l’intention d’Industrie Canada et du Bureau de la concurrence

Étude sur la sensibilisation à la fraude

Mars 2005
Résumé
Cette étude avait pour principal objectif de suivre l’évolution de la sensibilisation à la fraude et au vol d’identité, ainsi que de l’incidence de ces activités et des inquiétudes qu’elles soulèvent. L’étude a permis de mesurer le niveau de sensibilisation et d’inquiétude du public à l’endroit de la fraude par marketing, l’incidence de la fraude par marketing et du vol d’identité parmi les répondants ou chez des membres de leur famille, le souvenir laissé par les messages d’une campagne à partenaires multiples visant à accroître la sensibilisation du public à l’égard de la fraude et des mesures à prendre pour la signaler, ainsi que la notoriété d’organismes comme PhoneBusters.

Méthodologie
Une enquête omnibus d’envergure nationale a eu lieu durant la semaine du 13 mars, immédiatement après le Mois de sensibilisation à la fraude, en février 2005. Au total, mille entrevues ont été effectuées en anglais et en français auprès d’un échantillon aléatoire et proportionnel de Canadiennes et de Canadiens âgés d’au moins 18 ans.  

Les résultats de ces travaux peuvent être comparés à ceux de l’enquête de référence qui a été menée entre le 13 et le 21 mars 2003. À cette époque, 751 répondants répartis de façon non proportionnelle dans cinq régions (provinces de l’Atlantique, Ontario, Manitoba-Saskatchewan, Alberta et Colombie-Britannique) ont été interrogés. Les entrevues ont été menées en anglais seulement et le Québec a été exclu de l’enquête. Cet échantillon non proportionnel a été pondéré de manière à le faire correspondre à la répartition démographique réelle des âges et des sexes dans ces régions, ce qui a donné un échantillon pondéré total de 756. Un échantillon pondéré de 756 répondants donne une marge d’erreur de + 3,6 points de pourcentage, 19 fois sur 20. 

Pour l’étude de 2005, un grand nombre des questions posées dans le cadre de l’étude de référence de 2003 ont été reprises, quoique certaines modifications aient été apportées à la formulation des questions. En outre, plusieurs nouvelles questions ont été ajoutées à l’étude de 2005; on ne possède donc pas de données de référence pour ces questions.  

Principaux constats

A.  Fraude par marketing : degré d’exposition et incidence de la victimisation

· La majorité des Canadiennes et des Canadiens (76 %) pensent que la quantité de fraude par marketing effectuée par téléphone, par courriel ou par la poste est en hausse, mais ils disent aussi que la fréquence des sollicitations frauduleuses est en baisse. Les répondants continuent à recevoir régulièrement des sollicitations de la part de télévendeurs, mais ils sont moins nombreux qu’en 2003 à recevoir plus d’un appel par semaine.  

· La plupart des Canadiens continuent à dire « non » aux sollicitations des télévendeurs.  Les deux tiers des Canadiens, ou davantage, selon que les résultats incluent ou non les répondants du Québec, signalent qu’ils n’ont pas effectué d’achats ou de dons après avoir été sollicités par des télévendeurs. Toutefois, pas moins du tiers (33 %) des répondants indiquent qu’ils l’ont fait; dans ce groupe, les Canadiens qui ont fait des études universitaires et ceux qui ont 35 ans ou plus semblent être légèrement surreprésentés. 

· Parallèlement, les résultats montrent qu’en 2005, les répondants étaient considérablement plus nombreux à signaler qu’ils avaient été, eux-mêmes ou un membre de leur ménage, victimes de fraude par télémarketing. À peine moins de trois Canadiens sur dix (28 %) signalent qu’ils en ont été victimes à un moment donné au cours des dernières années. Cette incidence globale est près de deux fois plus élevée que celle de 2003 (16 %). Toutefois, la majorité (72 %) des Canadiens continuent à signaler qu’ils n’ont « jamais » été victimes de fraude par télémarketing.  

B.  Attitudes à l’égard de la fraude par marketing

· Les répondants sont aujourd’hui plus nombreux qu’en 2003 à percevoir la fraude par marketing comme un problème grave. En effet, au-delà d’un tiers (34 %) des personnes interrogées en 2005 croient qu’au Canada, la fraude par marketing est un problème « très » grave. Cette proportion s’est accrue considérablement depuis 2003, quand environ le quart des répondants (24 %) étaient de cet avis. Dans l’ensemble, plus de huit répondants sur dix (83 %) indiquent à tout le moins que ce genre de fraude est un problème « passablement » grave. 

Les résidents de l’Ontario (39 %) sont plus susceptibles que les autres de croire que la fraude est un problème « très » grave, tandis que ceux de la Colombie-Britannique (23 %) sont moins susceptibles d’être de cet avis. Les répondants plus jeunes, qui ont entre 18 et 34 ans (22 %), sont aussi moins enclins à percevoir la fraude par marketing comme un problème grave.

· La majorité des répondants pensent que tous les genres de fraude par marketing sont des problèmes graves. Six Canadiens sur dix (61 %) jugent que le fait d’être invité à faire un don à de fausses oeuvres de charité est un problème « très » grave. À peine plus de la moitié (52 %) des répondants jugent que les problèmes qui consistent à « acheter et payer pour quelque chose par téléphone, par Internet ou par la poste et recevoir un produit ou quelque chose de qualité inférieure à ce qui a été payé » et à « se faire dire que l’on a gagné un prix dispendieux, mais qu’il faut acheter un produit ou faire quelque chose pour prendre possession du prix » sont des problèmes « très graves ».

C.  Vol d’identité : victimisation

· Comme pour la fraude par marketing, les répondants sont beaucoup plus enclins, en 2005, à signaler qu’ils ont été victimes de vol d’identité. Vingt pour cent (20 %) des répondants de 2005, contre 15 % de ceux de 2003 signalent qu’eux-mêmes ou un membre de leur ménage ont été victimes de vol d’identité. Malgré cela, la majorité (80 %) des répondants signalent qu’ils n’ont « jamais » été victimes de ce genre de délit. La proportion de résidents du Canada atlantique qui signalent avoir été victimes de vol d’identité est considérablement inférieure à la moyenne nationale.   

D.  Réactions à la fraude par marketing et au vol d’identité

· Peu de gens entreprennent des démarches pour redresser les torts qu’ils ont subis dans un incident de fraude par marketing. À peu près comme en 2003, la proportion la plus importante de ceux qui disent avoir été victimes de tels actes (environ 44 %) signalent qu’ils n’ont « rien fait » pour redresser la situation. Ceux qui ont effectivement fait quelque chose avaient surtout « appelé la compagnie » (16 %). En effet, la proportion de répondants qui se donnent la peine d’appeler l’entreprise directement a augmenté considérablement depuis 2003 (16 % en 2005, contre 9 % en 2003). D’autres encore ont porté plainte au « bureau d’éthique commerciale » (7 %), à la « police locale » (6 %) ou à leur « fournisseur de carte de crédit » (5 %).
· Avant de décider des mesures qu’ils prendront pour donner suite à la fraude, les Canadiens calculent ce que leur coûte cet incident (p.ex. le montant qui leur a été subtilisé) par rapport au temps et aux efforts qu’ils devront consacrer pour obtenir réparation; ce calcul les amène souvent à renoncer à faire quoique ce soit pour redresser la situation. La réponse la plus souvent utilisée (dans 20 % des cas) par ceux qui n’ont « rien fait », pour expliquer pourquoi ils n’ont pas tenté de redresser la situation, était la suivante : « Le montant d’argent en cause ne valait pas la peine d’être signalé ». À peine plus d’un répondant sur dix (14 %) a indiqué qu’il n’avait rien fait parce qu’il ne s’en souciait pas suffisamment, avait tout oublié ou ne jugeait pas la chose « très importante ».
· Relativement peu de victimes se donnent la peine de réagir, comme on a pu le constater précédemment, mais la plus forte proportion de non-victimes (44 %) a déclaré qu’elle « se plaindrait à la police » si elle devait recevoir un appel de télémarketing frauduleux.  

· Par contre, les victimes de vol d’identité sont toujours beaucoup plus susceptibles que les victimes de fraude par marketing d’agir pour redresser la situation. Moins de deux victimes de vol d’identité sur dix (17 %) signalent qu’elle n’ont rien fait pour redresser la situation, contre 44 % des victimes de fraude par marketing. Les répondants qui ont réagi avaient surtout tendance à « porter plainte à la compagnie de carte de crédit » (29 %). Il est intéressant de noter qu’en 2005, les victimes sont plus de deux fois plus nombreuses qu’en 2003 à privilégier cette mesure (29 % contre 12 %). Les répondants ont également porté plainte à la police locale (15 %), averti une banque ou un établissement financier (9 %) ou modifié l’information bancaire qui les concerne (8 %).
· La moitié (51 %) des répondants indiquent qu’ils communiqueraient avec leur service de police locale s’ils souhaitaient signaler une activité de marketing suspecte ou frauduleuse, ou encore un incident de vol d’identité. 

E.  Messages de sensibilisation à la fraude par marketing et au vol d’identité

· À peu près autant de répondants qu’en 2003 ont déclaré avoir entendu quelque chose à propos de la fraude, notamment au sujet de la fraude par marketing et du vol d’identité.  Ainsi, huit Canadiens sur dix (80 %) affirment avoir entendu quelque chose. Les Canadiens ayant fait des études universitaires étaient particulièrement susceptibles de dire qu’ils avaient vu, entendu ou lu quelque chose. Par contre, les résidents du Québec étaient beaucoup moins susceptibles d’avoir vu, entendu ou lu quelque chose à propos de la fraude par marketing et du vol d’identité.
· À la question de savoir s’ils ont vu, entendu ou lu quoique ce soit sur la sensibilisation à la fraude, les répondants sont proportionnellement beaucoup moins nombreux à dire qu’ils se souviennent de messages concernant la sensibilisation à la fraude (50%), par opposition à des messages ou à de l’information de nature générale sur la fraude par marketing ou sur le vol d’identité (80 %).  

· La majorité des répondants (53 %) affirment qu’ils ont été exposés aux messages de sensibilisation à la fraude par la télévision, tandis qu’une proportion plus faible a été informée par les journaux (22 %) ou par les médias en général (19 %).  

F.  Réactions aux messages 

· Parmi ceux qui se souvenaient d’un message sur la sensibilisation à la fraude, neuf répondants sur dix (90 %) jugeaient ce message utile, tandis que 56 % le trouvaient « très utile ».  

· La plupart des Canadiens (57%) disent que ce qu’ils ont vu, entendu ou lu a modifié, tout au moins dans une certaine mesure, la façon dont ils réagiraient à des sollicitations frauduleuses ou à la possibilité qu’ils aient été victimes de vol d’identité.  

G.  PhoneBusters

· Toutes proportions gardées, la notoriété de PhoneBusters n’a presque pas changé par rapport à 2003. Lorsqu’on leur pose expressément la question, deux répondants sur dix (20 %) indiquent qu’ils ont entendu parler de PhoneBusters, tandis que 1 % des répondants disent spontanément qu’ils communiqueraient avec l’organisme pour lui signaler des cas présumés de fraude par télémarketing ou de vol d’identité. En 2003, les sondeurs avaient reçu 17 % de réponses positives assistées et <1 % de réponses positives non assistées. La notoriété de PhoneBusters est plus faible au Québec (9 %) et en Colombie-Britannique (12 %).
· Après avoir donné ces réponses et après avoir été informés de l’existence de l’organisme, la majorité des répondants (82 %) indiquent qu’ils appelleront probablement PhoneBusters s’ils soupçonnent qu’ils ont été la cible ou victimes de fraude par télémarketing ou de vol d’identité.  

H.  Moyens de lutte contre le vol d’identité et la fraude par marketing 

· La sensibilisation du public (51 %) apparaît, aux yeux des répondants, comme le moyen le plus efficace de lutte contre le vol d’identité et la fraude par marketing au Canada.  

· Les répondants indiquent qu’en deuxième et troisième lieu, les meilleures méthodes de lutte antifraude sont « la mise en application de la loi » (25 %) et la « publicité » (13%). Très peu de répondants pensent qu’il n’y a pas moyen de résoudre ce problème de façon efficace.
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