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TABLE 6.7: THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS HEADING FAM|LY
- HOUSEHOLDS BY AWARENESS OF CHP AND SOURCE OF
ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Head of Sourte of Income

: CHP :
. Wages and Government Transfer
- Salaries' Payments
L ] n 4 n %
Yes 33 35 13 30
f
No 61 65 31 70
Total 94 100 Ly 100
2 -
n =151 X% = 417, d.f. =1, not significant
at -0.05.

TABLE 6.8: THE DISTRIBUTION OF 'INFORMED' AND 'SOMEWHAT
INFORMED' RESPONDENTS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Knowledge of CHP !

Category 3 Cateogry 4 Cateogries 3 and &
n o~ % n 2 n ES

by Age

Under 35 4 100 3 100 12100

35 and over ' 0 - 0 - a -
by Education

High-schoo! graduation .

or Less . . L 100 3 37 7 58

Some Post-Secondary 0 - 5 63 [ 42
gy Source of Income

Wages & Salaries 1 25 6 86 7 64

Transfer Payments 3 75 1 14 4 36
by Family Characteristics

Married or common-law couple 2 50 6 75 8 67

Single parent 2 50 2 25 T4 33
by Size of fapily

2 children or less 125 .7 8 8 67

More than 2 children 3 75 L 13 4 33

! Category 3 responses: awareness of subsidy and some familiarity wit: operative

housing. -

awareness of subsidy and familiarity with cooperative

Cateogry L responses:
- housing.
4
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contact the cooperative(s) of their choice. sybmit‘ the required application statement
indicating thé talents 'and ékills they c;'an bring to-the coopergtive, attend an informal
meeting with cooperative rﬁem_bers at the hous‘ing; project and Ly approved by the
rﬁembershlp committee and the board of directors. To apswe' research quzstion 2 /s the .
selection strategy implemented by housing cooperatives i1 = i a carrier to-full
participation by low-income targets? Spec/f/c:a//y, whic': asrects if any, of the
ap,b//'cat/'on procedures are difficult f(;r /ow-income targets to comp/ete? respondents
‘who had or were in the process of applying for codperative housing were asked tb
indicate the application pFocedures of the cooperati\{e to which they had apptied, to reléte
their experiences with the procedures and to indicate which, if any, they found difficult to
com;a-léte. ) .

in fact, only three of the B5 respondents who had heard of CHP had applied for
cboperative housing in Edmonton. An review of their experiences with the application
procedures of Edmonton cooperatives provided no indication that any one aspect of thé
application was difficult to complete.- All had submitted application forms stating what
they had to offer to the coopérative and attended an informal meeting with cooperative
.members, without any difficulties. One résponde%t had been selected to live in a
- cooperative but eventually left because it was not tk{e tybe of tenure she desired. The
otHer two were still on a waiting list more that one year after they had completed their
applications. The only socio—economic characteristic they had in common was that they
. were under 35 years of age.

Out of this attempt to obtain information about. the selection strategy some
interesting findings'.émerged about why re\s&dents who had heard of CHP had never
tried to bapply, Their reasons provide some evidence of the effect of the informal
marketing strategy on the participation of respondents in CHP. In particular, -it would
'apéear that the limited and sometimes inaccurate knowledge most reépondents had of CHP
influenced their decision not to participate in the program. After a content analysis of the
reasons provided it was found that they could be grouped iﬁto five main categories.
. Consistent with the previous finding about knowledge of CHP, the largest proportion of
respondents (25 or 48%) indicated that théy thought there was no difference between

—~

cooperative and community housing, and since they were able to obtain or already had a

3
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'community housing unit they did not bother to apply for ~ooperative housing. Ten{19%)
" had not ‘applied‘becauseﬂ they did not know who to contact for an application fori.. or to
find out more information, and 9(17%) indicated they -ould not afford cooperative
housira Vv -en this answer was purs;ued further by the interv ewers it turr;ed out, in most
cases, that respondents were not aware that CHP provided a subsidy. As well, some
expressed concern that they could not affbrd the downpaymient they thought was
necessary to buy into a cooperative. The smailest proportion ‘of respondents (6‘or 11%)
said that, based on what they knew about cooperative housing. they did not care for the
idea. Most of these people added that their objective was to purchase their own house in ,
the near future and they were satisfied with community hou.ing until that time.

With the exception.of those in the last category, the reasons.provided refiect a
iimited or inaccurate knowledge of CHP. At the same time, there is no evidence to suggest
that fhe desire to participate in CHP would inAcr~ease if respondents were better informed
about the program. ‘;‘:ive of the eight respondents’v whé waere judged to be informed about .
CHP from the previous analysis had never applied for cooperative housing. Four of them
indicated that, based on what they knew of the program. they did not care for the idea, and
one was planning to move from Edmonton in the near future. Of the four respondents
who were so‘mewhat:’/informed about CHP. none had applied. Three respondents indicated
they did not care for‘J the idea, and the other thought there was a down payment involved,

which she could not afford.

o8

6.5 Sumfnary and Conclusions

In this chapter responses to question 6 on the interview schedule were analyzed to
identify'w\hich aspects, if any, of the access strategy are.affecting the participation of
low—income targets. With regard to the rﬁarketing strategy it was found that, in general,
CHP marketing activities have not been effective in making the respopdents aware of the
brogram. Almo§t two-thirds of those interviewed had never heard of CHP. As well, the
marketing -activitieg did not appear to have been effective in providing those Who had
heard about CHP with an accurate and complete knowledge of the program. Of tho#e
repondents who had heard of CHP, just over one-half were aware of the subsidy benefit,

but the majority knew littie or nothing about cooperative housing. To obtain an indication
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of how informed respondents who had heard of CHP.were,\responses to the awareness
of subsidy and familiarity with cooperative housing questions were combined. From th&

analysis it'was found that only a small number of resporidents cou.ld be described as
informed about the program Thus, In answer to research question 1: Are Jow- /'ncome ‘
targets of CHP informed about the program? the results of this analysis Jend some initial
support to the suggestlon that tow-income targets are not nformed about CHP, even
when the .criterla for "infbrmed” are reduced to an awareness of the subsidy, combinéd
with a familiarity with cooperative housing l/v_hich does not require any specific knowledge‘
of tenure arrangements. T A

The objective of the analysis of subgroups and their differences in terms of their
knowledge of CHP was to identify if the marketing strategy was more effective in
reaching some groups than others. The flndmgs which emerged from this an.'sis"do not
relate to any specific research question but do provide some information to guide in the

" , 4 4 &
development of alternative marketing strategies. Essentially, the results provide some

evidence that the current marketing strategy implemented in CHP may not be an effective

" method of marketing CHP to (the' various subgrou’ps which comprise the pooulation of.

low=income targets. Specifically, it was found that the respondents who were.aware :of
CHP and who were the most informed about the program were similiar in terms of
socio—economic characterlstlcs to low-income people already reSIdlng i Alberta N
cooperatlves The group of respondents who were unaware of CHP. and found to have
little or no'knowledge of ‘cooperative housing included the sameA types of people who
vxl/ere judged. to be underrepresented in Alberta c00peratnves These included slrwgle
unattached lndlwduals childiess couples, Native peoples and people relyung on government
transfer payments for the major source of therr income (_although it should be-rnoted that
this last group did comprise a portlon of the informed respondents whereas the others did
notl o S
An analysis of the selection strategy.was not possihle becatfsé only’ three .
respondents had ever -applied for cooperatlve housmg in Edmonton As a result research
question 2: /s the se/ect/on strategy /mp/emented by housing: cooperat/ves in Edmonton

a barrier to fuﬁ/ oarticipation by /ow-mbome targets? could not be answered. However,

the reasons given for not applying provided some insight into the effect of inaccurate and
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limited knowledge of CHP on the decision whether or not to apply ;.or cooperative
housing In general. it was fourid that the rﬁajority of respondents who were aware of the
program did‘not apply because‘théy thought there was no difference between cdrﬁ?nuh:ty
and cooperative "housing or bécause- they were not aware of the subsidy benefit in
\Cooperative housing. This finding lends some support to the suggestion that it should be o,
* the ijeétive of the CHP marketing strategy not only to make low-income targéts aWé;‘e

of the program but to provide them vyifh an éccurate and éompléte knowiedge of program

benefits and commitments Again, although it does no‘t relate to-a épecific reseérch

question, this finding provides some direction for the development of alternative. v o

Ll i

marketing strategies. L S , T
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7. Analysis of Program Logic

7.1 lntroduction

- In Chapter 4 two assumptions that underiie program de‘sign and that may affect-

target participation were identified These are, first, the assumption that the requirements
for an adequate living environment, socially and‘psycho‘logically (as outlined In the revised

set of social housing guidelines), aresa reflection of the needs and desires of sogial

A} -

“housing' clients, and second. the assumption that the cooperative‘way of life is a viable.

housing alternatlve to these clients. it was argued that blased target parttcrpatlon in CHP
- may be occurring because these assumptlons seem to be based on the mtumve estlmates
of federal housnng admlnlstraIOrs about. the housmg needs and-desires of Iow—uncome
people: rather than on adequate emplrlcal evndence The aim of. thls chapter is to

) determlne through an analys:s of questlons 2 5on the lnt‘erwew schedule the validity of .

q »

',-these ass umptlons in terms of the housing needs and desures of low—-income CHP targets
1
living in Edmonton. This, nformation yitl bg uses 10 answeer research questnons 3 and 4.

%

As in Chapter 6 the ‘data are analyzed for the total sample of communlty housmg tenants -

.. and to ldentlfy dlffere‘u es lf any in the responsec’ Ef subgroups of the sample. The

obJectlve of the latter analysns IS to determine if. the program assumptlons are a more

4 -

accurate reflectlon of the hoasmg needs and’ deswes ot some low m.,.qme targets than of

.

others AN ‘:‘; e T e .7 : L aT
". e L . PR N
'7'.§_Assumptions about the'Requirements for an Adequate Living Ehvironment S
’ As descrlbed in Chapter 3. the federal government changed thelr approach to the :

_‘pr0\7|s;on (‘SO"lal housmg in the. early 1870's by mtroducmg a rev:sed set. of socual

- - -

,housmg guudellnes “for " the. development and,\management of publicly subS|d|zed

" accd modatlon The search for effective methods of - lmplementmg these guudellnes
l'&
mﬂuenced the dechlon ‘to fund contmumg hous"'g cooperatlves as social housing
\ o )
developrrents L:ssentrally,n|mplementat|on of the gu;d.ellnes was expected to result: ln an’

£

adequatn living envnronment somally and psychologlcally Accordlng to federal housing

admlnlstrators thrs type of Irvmg envrronment reqtnred the following:

e

! "o. The. ellmlnatlon of hlgh Concentratlons of low mcome households in publlc

'\-,,;3 N P
e e . 88
o PR 3 '\,. S e <

i
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housing by facilitating the integration of low and moderate—income tenants in

each project N

. A management Philosophy that would concern itself with human welfare n
addition to ohysical structure. Coupled with this there should be a greater
participation by tenants in managment.

] The provision of social and recreational‘ifacii,isties in prox:mity‘to public housing
projects ) - |

° Tne\ opportunity for low-income households to choose' between different
types of tenure, including ownership opportunities.

Questions 2-5 on the interview schedule were designed to obtain information
from the sample of community housing tenants to validate some of the assumpticné that
underlie these requirements. Specifically, the ass‘umpticns that social housing clients
desire ownership opportunities, that they desire more dpportunities for participation in |
social housing management, and that they prefer to live in an integrated residential.
enviionment are examined. h

In question 2 respondents were asked to rate the importance of homeownership
at this time in‘their lives. To take account of. changing Rousing needs as people enter
different stages of the life-cycle, the question was phrased so that respondents would:
answer in terms of their current situation. To provide additional information on the
importance of homeownership, in questicn 3 respondents were presented with thé
hypothetical situation of being able, with financial assistance made available thrcugh
government subsidies,’ to purchase a home at an affordable rate. They were asked to
indicate, in this circumstance, whether th\ey would choose to own or to continue renting.
It was prasumed that those who rated ownership as "very important” and "somewhat
important” in the prei/ious question would choose to own, and those who rated it as "not at
all important” would choose to continue renting.

- In question 4 respondents were asked their opinion about tenant participation in
the management of social housing.. Again, the\i were asked to indicate how important they
felt it was for this type of opportunity to be made avaliable to social'hou_sing clients.

Respondents who felt that it was not important were asked to elaborate on their answer in

an open-ended question. Then, to determine how the sample of community housing
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tenants felt about the mtegration aof people from dtfferent social and economlc
: backgrounds In social housing, in question 5 respondems were asked about the types of
people they would like to, share therr projept.vvlth, A hst of characgeri‘stucs was provided,
but respondents were also encouraged to add their own ideas about the attributes they
‘would prefer their neighbors to have (or not to have). \The analysis of the responses to
each of ‘these qﬁestions,will be used to answer research question 3. Are the federal
government’s revised social housing guidelines an accurate reflection ofbthe housing

’

needs and desires of "fow=-income targets of social housing? Spec/fica//y, wou/d they
//'nd an integrated residential “environment acceptable, do they desire ownership
opportun/t/es and do they fee/ they should have an opportun/ty to parl/C/pate in the

management of their housing while resident in social housmg?

7.2.1 Tenure Preference ) .

Of the 177 'people who responded to question 2 about the importance of
‘homeownership, 72(40%) indicated that it was "very important”, 28(16%) indicated it was
"somewhat important” and 77(43.5%) that it was "not at all important” at this time in their
lives. The proportion of respondenﬂts rating ownership ‘as "not at all important” was
considerably more than expected. To some extent this can be attributec; to the way In
which thé question “\~Nas phrased. Mény of those who felt that ownership was not
important added that their: priorities at this time \.Nere centered on supporting the
- household: given the amount of monéy left from their income after basic household needs
are fulfilled each month the thought of purchasing a home is inconceivable. The effect of |
these fihan;:ia_l considerations on the respondents’ rating of the importance of ownership
becomes eviden't when responlses-to questibn 3 are examined. It can be seen from Table
7.1 that if the financial burden of purchasing a home were taken away, approximately
one-half of the respondents who indicated that ownership was not important would
prefer to own rather than to continue renting. (Of the 38 people who rated ownership as
"not at all :mportant in question 2, 49% chose the ownership preférence in question 3))
From thls response lt would appear that ownership is more ‘lmaortant to some:
respondents than they were originally able to admit because of the way in which question '

2 was phrased. Thus, responses tqQ question 3 are likely the more accurate reflection of

1



T;\BLE 7.1: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THEIR RATING OF
‘ THE- IMPORTANCE OF HOMEOWNERSHIP AND THEIR

TENURE PREFERENCE _

¢

IMPORTANCE OF L TENURE PREFERENCE

HOMEOWNERSHIP ' _Own ~-Rent. Total

. N P4 R N Z N o«
Very Important - 70 -97 2 . 3¢ 72 Yoo
Somewhat Important - 24 86 bk . 28 100"
Not at All Important. 38. 49. .39 51— 77 100
N = 178

the. importance of homeownership to, the 'sample of community housing tenants. ~ As
shown in Table 7.2,. given the availability ‘o_f"affordable ownership opportunities, 74%' of

the respondents would choose to own rather than to continue renting. This implies that to

¥

three—quarters of the sample of communlty housmg tenants, homeownership is either

very important or somewhat important a} this time in their lives, at least as an ideal. -
To de@eﬁ\ere/wei:e -any differences among subgroups of respondents in
terms of their tenure 'preferences, .Six _socio—economic .variables (age, household

composmon education, amount and source of income ‘and size of famity) were

.crosstabuiated with the variable “tenure preference As aresult of this exercise the only

SignifiCant differences were found to be in terms of age and _household composition in
Table 7.3, which shows the distribution of respondents by tenure preference and age, an
inverse relationship is evident; tne proportion of respondents preferring ownershii:; over
rentai tenure decr‘eases as age increases, from 87% for those,under 35 years of age to
8% of those over 65. ) 4 ’ .

The association between tenure preference and househoid COmposition[is shown

in Table 7.4. A Significantly greater proportion of respondents from households headed |

3

by a married-or common Iaw couple or by a snngle parént i dicated the wolld refer '
2 n y P

ownership tenyre at this time in their lives than childless cpuples and smgle unattached

individuals (84% and. 86% compared With 22% and 17% respectively). ' As a group, -

therefore, respondents with dependent children preferred to own, while those without




TABLE 7.2:

. 7

" TENURE PREFEBENCE.
. PV

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY
_ TENURE PREFERENCE  ,:» o

92

N .
ZfHEIR. STATED
oAl ‘ ‘

- 4

,‘xs 4 IS . ) z

Own *° 32 N 75

_ Rent ﬁ§K\45 25

. ToTAL a9 100
178 -

=

R

e

- TABLE 7.3: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TENURE
L PREFERENCE AND AGE '

AGE

TENURE  Under 35 35-44  45-54  55-4g 65+  Total
PREFERENCE N 2 N. % .N 2 N £ N % Ng
Own 900 87 27 90 10-59 & 31 1§ 132 7g
Rent Th 33 3 100 7 419 69 12 92 45 o5
TOTAL 1047100 30100 17160 13 100 13 100 177100
N =178, x° = 57.668, d:f.Q’h, significant at OJOIIIevgl
. . .O . Lo -
TABLE 7.4: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TENURE
, PREFERENCE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITIQON
- Family Single Childiess Single Total
‘Headed by Parent Couple -Individual
A Siigle .
Or Common-
law Couple . , S .
N ;4 N' 2 N b4 N 4 N Z
Own 72 84 55 g6 2 22 317 1320 75
Rent 14 16 5 W 7 78 15 83 45 25
© TOTAL 86 100 64 100 9 100 18 100 177 100
178, x2 = 52.9, d.f.= 3, significant at .001

level’

-~
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7.2.2 Tenant'Participation in Management - . -

» ) . ) : ) » a3

o

"~ children reported they would choose to continue renting even if ownership was madel

-

' affordable It is important to note, however, that this relationship is not as strong as it

~

would seem because of the coincidental diff,erences in the ages of respondents from
these two types of households. As indicated in Chapter 5, all of the single unattached
indiViduals and childless couples represented in the sample were over 45 years of age and

‘the maiority of families with dependents were under 45 The large proportion of families

~ WlthO_Uf d.ependents choosing to rent is more likely a function of their age than their -

household composition. L‘Jnfortunately,. because childless couples and single individuals '

under the age of 45 were not represented in the sample it is impOSSible to provide
substantive eVidence to clarify this point. : ' o .,

It would appear from this analysis that the majority of respondents feel ownership

is important and there is some evidence to suggest they would choose ownership over

rental tenure if the government made ownership affordable As an indication of behavior

P

hypothetical Situation,. but nonetheless it does seem to ’support the assumption that

N

‘respondents “desire, ‘homeownership oppartunities.  The analysis of subgroups. also

’

revealed some significant differences suggesting that the assumed desire for ownership

opportunities is'a more accurate reflection of the needs and deSires of some. subgroups

- than others. ln particular, it was found that respondents over 45 years of age seemed to.

. R
o .

prefer rental to ownership tenure . S . e Lo

L. ) ) , . . . i 1

K

When asked how important they- felt it was that, occupants of. SOCla| housmg be

able to-participate in decisions about project management 110(62. 5%) indicated it was.

K

) ‘_very important . 24(19%). indicated it was »somewhat important “and 33(18%) _felt it was

”not“'at—:al,l important”. When the responses to the open-ended‘question were analyzed for :

content it was found that there were baSically three reasons why respondents felt it was

i

not important for tenants in SOCial housing to be involved in proiect management Since

the question was phrased so that respOndents would answer in terms of their current‘

Situation in community housing it is important to note that in Edmonton, EHA assumes total

responSibility for managing community housmg ‘and does hot encourage tenant

. - . . L )

% .
this'interpretat_ion must be treated;fcautiously ‘since respondents were -reacting to a
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mvolvement The majority of respondents who answered the questlon of why not |
17(53 %), indicated they were satlsfled with the way in which their housing was managed'
and felt that it could not be |mproved by tenant partlclpatlon A smaller proportion

10(3 1%), felt that because of the high turnover in communlty housing, to maintain
contununty IN Mmanagement one agency like EHA should assume sole responsnbllty for

management Flve(16~%l indicated that the management of the pro;ect could be improved

but felt that tenant involvement In management would not be an effective means of doing
so.‘ Most of these people feit that,@nant involvement would result in the wishes of the

more vocal households being imposed on the rest. <

As with tenure preference the only significant differences among subgroups of

respondents in terms of‘“their opinions ‘on the importance of tenant participation were

related to age and household:compjosition. As shown in Table 7.5 there is a statistically

significant r_elationshlp between age and .the respondents' ratings of the importance of

te_n‘ant"'partieipation in management. The proportion of respondents reporting that

opportunitiee for participation in decision—making are very important decreases as age

lncreases from 71% for those in the yeungest age category (under 34 years of age) to

R

only 31% for those in the two oldest age categorles The sgmé trend is evident when
- 'mean scores”’ are calculated The mean scores lndlcate the average response to the

2 questlon of how |mportaht opportunltles for tenant partucupatlon in decision—making are

v

' ,COnSIdered to be. For the pufpose. of statlstlcal analysls responses indicating "very

lmportant are aSSJgned a value of l somewhat important” a value of 2 and "not at all

nmportant a value of 3. The mean, scores for the variable age are shown in Table 7.6.

‘Agaln the trend Is for the younger respondents to regard opportunltles for tenant

e

partncnpatlon as belng more |mp0rtant than older respondents although it should be noted

. that thf greatest ;ilfference is between res'pondents who are under 45 and those whq are

over 45 years of age< )

- AL statlstlcally sngnlflcant essoc:atlon was also found for the variable "household

composmon As can be seen from the mean scores of |mportance displayed in Table 7.7,

' respondents heading households w:th dependent chlldren and the childless couples

/

consldered tenant partncnpatlon lmportant whlle the singl& individuals tended to consider it

v

'was not |mportant it is.less Ilkely in. thls case that the dlfference among household types .

i
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TABLE 7.5: DISTRIBUTIQON OF RES?ONDENTS 8Y IMPORTANCE OF
PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-FHAKING ANJ AGE

. AGE ,
Under 35 35-44 Le-gh 55-64 65+ Total
. N 3 N S N IS N. % N b4 N %
Very 78 T 21 72 7 4 531 4 31 110 63
Important o ‘ '
Somewhat 20 19 6 21 4 24 3 23 1 8 34 19

Important - -

Not at All 10 10 2 7 6 35 6 lﬁs 8 61 32 18
Important a . ' o

TOTAL “ 104 100, 29 100 17 1003813 100 13 100 176 100

2 ' : i .
N =178, x° = 36.319, d.f.= 8, significant at 9.01 level -

TABLE 7.6: MEAN IMPORTANCE OF OPPORTUNITIES FOR B
PARTICIPATION BY AGE . c

MEAN SCORE - PROPORTION OF SAMPLE -
‘RESPONDI'NG -
v ‘ VERY IMPORTANT

AGE ' X o
Under 34° 1.3 /1.2
36 - L4y 1.3 72.Q'
45 - Sk 1.9 bi.2
55 - 6k .21 . 30.8
Over 64 2.2 30.8

TABLE 7.7: MEAN I[MPORTANCE OF OPPORTUNITIES FOR
: PARTICIPATION BY HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

MEAN SCORE - PROPORT1ON OF SAMPLE'- =

' ' RESPONDING
. VERY IMPORTANT °.
HOUSEHOLD - X D T '
COMPOSITION : : -
Families headed 1.4 . ; 69.4

» by a married or
< common-law couple

Single parent 1.3 67.2
Childless couple 1.6 ) . 55.6
Single unattached 2.5 ' 16.7
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can be attributed to comncidental diﬁferencestin age because the childiess couples, as a
group. considered opportunities for ten~~t participation nearly as important as the families
with dependents.

It would appear from this analysis that, in generalv, the respondents felt it wa§
important for tenants of social housing to have the opportunity to participate .in
management decision-making. As was the case for tenure preference, some differences
in the importance placed bn ténant participation emerged among subgroups of
respondénts suggesting that the assumption that respondents desire opportunities to
participate in the management of their housing is a more accurate reflection of the desir;es
of some groups than others. In ‘particular, the respondents over 45 years of age and the

o

.single individuals tended to consider opportunitigs for tenant involvement asw_not important.
7.2.3 The Acceptability of An Integrated Residential Env,ironment

In response to the question about the preferred types of neighboré, the majority
of respondents indicated they would have no difficulty accepting neighbors who have
e”ifher more or less money to spend than the respondenfs themsélves, who‘ are from
different ethnic backgrounds, who are older or ybunger, or who have differeqt household
Characteristics (i.e. families with dependent children, childless couples). The rﬁean scores
for responses to each of . . ' characteristics listed in guestion 5 and the proporfion of
the sample who indicate = they we uld have no difficulty accepting these ~hieracteristics in
their neigﬁbors are dispiavea ir Table 7.8. For the purpose of staiictical analysis
responses indicating "no diff,~ilt.  were assigned a value of 1, those indicating they would
have "some difficulty” were assigned a value of 2 and those indicatingb they wol:ld have a
“great deal of difficulty” accepzrnmg a particular characteristic were assigned a value of 3.

) In edch case more than 90% of the re‘spondents' ihdicated they ‘would have no
difficulty accepting the specified characteristic in their neighbors. This general
indifference is also reflected in the mean scores which indicate there was little variation in.
the way in which the acceptability of the characteristics was rated. iThe slightly highér
mean scores for the "age” and "have children” characteristics can be attributed to the fact
that 46% of the single unattached individuals and childless couples had some difficulty.

accepting neighbors with children and 30% indicated they Wou_ld have some difficulty



TABLE 7.8: MEAN SCORES OF ACCEPTABILITY OF SELECTED
CHARACTERISTICS IN NEIGHBOURS ‘FOR THE TOTAL
SAMPLE OF RESPONDENTS

Q.

CHARACTERISTICS é\N SCORES PROPORTION OF
OF NEIGHBOURS ' . SAMPLE RESPONDING
: : NO DIFFICULTY

X ‘ %
Have more or less 1.2 93
money to spend
Have a different ' 1.1 97
ethnic background
Are a d}fferent age 1.3 95
Have children ' 1.3 92
Do not have children B T 90

acéepting neighbor_§ who were younger than themselves. Individuals heading family
households in generm‘had no difficulty accepting neighbors wﬁﬂ1dﬁferaﬂ houséﬁok
charaqte;istics. As expected, given the coincidental difference in ages of respondents
from these subgroups, a variatiop in tolerance for neighbors with different hohsehold
charécteri;tics was also evident when the respondents were distributéd by age. In
generall respondents under 45, years of age were slightly more tolerant than those over
45,

From the additional comments made by approximately 75% of the respondents it
would appear that their major concern was wfth the behavior of their neighbors. = A
content analysi:s of these ‘commgnts revealed that, in géneral, the respondents preferred
neighbors who behaved similarly to themselves, in that they had the same ideas about thé
way the yard should be ke;;‘(, how tidy the house should be, how children should be raised
and how other beoples' privacy and property should be treated. Surprisingly, there was
no variation in the comments. They all focussed on One or several aspects of the issues

of cleanliness, childraising, and respecf for privacy and property.
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7.3 Assumptlons About the Attractlveness of the Coop&ratlve Way of life

+alt was described in Chapter 4 that cooperative housmg demands a hngh degree of
participation and commitment from its residents and that cooperative ownership is a
non—equity and ﬁon—profit form of tenure. It was argued that for those who would find it
difficult to accept limitations on their equity. accumulation, or who would not be willing to
devote personal time to managing and maintaining the housing in which they live,
cooperative housing may not be a viable alternative It was postulated, even given that
CMHC's revised set of guidelines is an accurate reflection of the needs and desires of
low-income social housing targets, that they may not be participating in CHP because, in
their eyes. it is not an attractive form of housing.

To determine if this may be an explanation for biased target participation,
questions 3li) and 4lii) on the interview schedule were designed to obtain information
about the importance placéd by the sample of community housing tenants on ownership as
a means of ecpnorrlic gain and on their willingness to assume responsibility for the
management and maintenance of their housing.

The reasons listed in question 3(ii) were chosen to -eflect the cooperative housing
sector's social}yrientations toward housing and the economic orientation of conventional
ownership tenure. It was indicated in Chapter 2 that a"fun-damental principle of the
cooperat‘ive housing sector, in Canada at least, is that it;.isut"r;e right of every iﬁdividual and
family to be able to live in adgquate housing defined, at the personal level, as housing in
which people have. some degr\ée of control over the design and management of their
accommodation and, in a social sense, as housing which provides a living sitL;ation and in
which the opportunity to become part of a community exists. The notion of community is

defined in this context in terms of common values, social ties and social interaction.

Reasons a)"a feeling of belonging to a community”, b)'respect and prestige in a community”
and c)'security for the children" are intended to reflect the cooperative housing sector's
view of I ising in its social sense. Réasons d)"mbre freedom to personalize” énd e)’more
freedom to carry out preferred activities" are designed to reflect the value of personal
control over the design and management of housing, mcludmg the importance of being
ableto alter the accommodation to suit one's tasteslie. to personalize} and to have less

restriction than in community housing on social activities. Reasons d)"the opportunity to
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obtain a good return on money invested” and gl"to make z profit from the resale of the
property” reflect the economic orientatation of conventional ownership tenure whi\ch

y

uniike cooperative ownership, includes the right to profit financially from the sale of\a
home. Essentially, the assumption that underlies the analysis of responses to‘. question 3(ii)\_\
is that, for respondents who con§ider reasons d) and g} as very important reasons for |
wanting to own a home, cooperative housing may not be a viable altérnativé,

{ In question 4{i) respondents were presented with the h‘ypothetical situation of
having the opportunity to join an occupant or tenants association, formed in their housing
project with the consent of the managing authority for the purpose of facilitating tenant -
involvement in management decision—making. Tenants were asked whether they would be
willing to belong to such a group and if they would be able to devote at least six hours a
week to working for the committee. A minimum requirement of six hours wasxchosen
because this is the amount 'of time required of each household in a medium sized
cooperative to manage and maintain it in an adequate manner4 (see Chapter 2). Those
respondents who indicated they were not interested or not able to devote at least s[x
hours a week to such a group were asked to elaborz‘xte on their answer. A list of factors
which, it was thought, mightva'ffect a person’s ability to participate in a tenants association
was provided.

The analysis of responses to each of these questions wi!l be used to answer
research ques&n 4: /s the cooperative way of /ife attractive to the Jow-income targets.
Specifically, do low-income targets view ownership as an oppértun/ry to exercise more ;
contro/ over their living environment and to becorme part of a community, and are the)/
willing and able to assume responsibility ior the management of their accommodat/op?
7.3.1 Réasons for Preferring Ownership Tenure

In question 3iii), as already noted. the respondents were provided with a list of
reasons for preferring ownership tenure -but they were also encourageq‘ to add Eéésons
which were very important to them. Of the 132 respondents to this question 62(47%)
added reasons of their l'own. After a content analysis, however, it was found that all were |

similar to ones already provided and it was decided, therefore, to code the additional

reasons as “very important’ responses to the preselected reasons to which they
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'corresponded. The most likely explanatior: ror the duplication is that the original reasons

were not clearly phrased, and so failed to communicate the intended ‘idea to the
respondent

As. in the previous analyses, responses indicating "very important’ were assigned a
value of 1, those indicating "somewhat important” a value of 2 and "not at all important” a
value of 3 In Table 7.9 are listed the reasons for preferr:ng .ownership tenure in
rank~order of their importance as determnned by, the mean score for each reason Also
presented is the proportion of the_sample responding * very mportant to 'each reas_on:

- A hierachy of importance can be discerned by examining the portion of the sample
responding very important to each reason One group, comprised of the reasons "more
freedom to personalize” and and "more freedom to carry out desired activities”, was
considered very important by 96% and 76% of the sample respectively. These reasons
reflect a desure to exercise some control over the desugn and management of ones
accommodatlon By comparuson a second group of reasons including "the opportunity to
obtain a good return on investment”, "security for the children” and "a feeling of belonging
to a communlty was considered very |mportant by a substantlally srafliler proportion of
the communlty housing tenants preferring ownershlp {43%, 42% and 41% respectively).
These reasons reflect a desire to own a home for the purpose of economlc gain but also
for community related reasons. The last groug, comprised of two reasons, respect and
prestige in a community” and ‘to obtain a profit from the resale of the property”, was
considered very important by only a small proportion of respondents (26% and 2é%,

respectively). These reasons also express both a community and an economic orientation

N ~

toward ownership. \

The hlerachy o¥ importance is evident as well in the mean scores. In this case,
however, the only substantlal difference, in terms of relative lmportance IS between the
two reasons reflecting a desire to influence the design and management of the living
envrronment and the remaining four in which a mixture of community related and economic
reasons is reflected. N

It would appear, therefore, that reasons for owning a home with an emphasl‘is on

control were valued more often that those emphasizing economic or community

considerations. The mean scores for the two economic reasons placed them third and
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TABLE 7.9: REASONS GIVEN BY COMMUNITY HOUSING TENANTS FOR
PREFERRING OWNERSHIP TENURE IN RANK-ORDER OF
IMPORTANCE - e
" REASONS: FOR _ | ~ MEAN 5CORES PROPORTION OF
PREFERRING OWNERSHIP SAMPLE RESPONDING
‘ ‘ . ’ VERY IMPORTANT
X , %
VMorem‘"_f'rgJ_edo‘m to , 1.06 ‘ _ 96.2

personalize

More freedom to - 1.28 '78.8
carry out activities

Opportunity to obtain 1.71 . 43.9
a good return on
investment

A feeling of belonging 1.90 b1.2
to a community ;

Security for the 1.93 42,0
children _

To gain respect and ’ . 2.19 26.2
prestige in a community ’ _ .
To make,a profit from 2.22 28 .1
the resale of the

property

fifth respectively in the ranking, which implies that economic considerations are at least as

i

important for the sample’of'cqmmunity housing tenants as the "sense of community” that. -
ownership may facilitate but of less importance than thelreasén that ownership éllows
some degreé of control ovér the living environment This interpretation, however, must
be tempered by the fact that the prop‘ortién of respondents who ranked reason g) “to
obtain a profit from the resale of the property” as very important was considerably less
than that which considered it very important “to obtain a good return on investment” (28%
compared with 44%). This may have occurred because reason gl is a more pfecise
statement of the economic aspect of ownership tenure, and the respondents may not have
fully understood the intent of reason d). If this was the case, the mean scére and ranking
of reason g) rﬁay be the more accurate reflection of the value that community housing
tenants place on ownership tenure for the purpose of economic gain. ‘ ‘

It can be seen from Table 7.4 that the majority of respondents who indicated they
[ ! :

would prefer-ownership tenure(86%) headed houséholds with dependent children (either a
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‘married or common-law couple or & single parent): only 2(1.5%) Were single unattached
individuals and 3(17%) were childiess coupl-es - With sB ‘few representatives from the
latter :households preferring o‘vynershlp,.an analysm of d(fferences among respondents
within these: subgroups and between these suogroups and the family households would
not be partlcularly meaningful.. As a result. this discussion will be focussed on the
subgroup of families. S A
To determine if there were an;r differences among the respondents heading family

. househoids in terms of their reasons tor wanting to own a home, the me‘an scores of .
importance for each reason were calculated for the respondents when dlstrubuted by age.
education, famuly characternshcs mcome. source of income and size of family. The
statistical sngmfncance of the differences in mean scores was determined by an
analysis—of-variance test. The onlyl/ significant difference to emerge was In the
distribution of repondents by'family oharacteristics. As can be seen from Table 7.10 the"
mean scores of importance for two parent and singie parent' families were significantly
differaent for 2 out of the 7 reasons for preferring to own. Specifically, respondents
head|ng snngle parent families considered the two statements reflecting an economic
origntation to be higher in mportance than did the two parent famlhes.

. The difference between the two groups in regard to the importanée of. various_
reasons for preferring to own can also be examined by the listing of reasons in rank order
of importance for- each group From Table 7.1 1 it can be seen that elt,hough the mean -

~ scores for the reason "opportunity for a good return on money mvested are sngmfncantly

different, it is ran" >~ {rd in terms of relatnve vmportance by both groups On the other

hand. for the roas obtain a proﬁt on tke resale of the prope_rty the significant
dirferende inmoan o :sulted in'it being ranked fifth in terms o.f\ relative importance
for the single parer-‘s ¢ nth (orlast) for the two parent fa"rniiies ‘ . ‘ N

_ In sumrm. ry. the © o the csts to de: V'rvhnne whether subgroups of the sarne&‘ -
d:ffered in their rezz»on: ~fer ng ownerrmp are amb»valent Slnce srgnntAooant
differences were found bziw. e t.ve arent - - single parent famllues 11 terms of the
relative importanoe of eco” - e “easons for preferring ownershlp there |s some

evidence to suggest that the limitatior . ~n equ' - accumulatuon in coo‘é‘eratuve housung may -

.e-

be less acceptable to single parent than *wo pai it families. At the same time, however,

.
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TABLE 7.10: MEAN IMPORTANCE QF REASONS FOR PREFERRING
OWNERSHIP TEMIRE BY FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

'REASONS FOR HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
PREFERRING " Two Parent"Single Parent Analysis of
OWNERSHIP - _ - Variance
X St.dev X St.dev F value Level of -
signif.
More freedom to 1.04 .26 1.09 .39 . .67 n.s.
personallze ' :
More freedom to 1.28 .31 1,27 .35 R

carry out

desired\ictivities

The opportumity 1.85 .72 1.50 .66 7.80 .01
to obtain a

good return on

money invested

A feeling of 1.90 .87 1.90 .82 2.11 n.s.
belonging to a ) : )
commun ity

, Security for the .1.94 .88 1.94 .91 .25 n.s.
children ‘ '
To gain respect 2.11 ° .82 2.32 .79 .25 n.s. .

and prestige in

a community, o

To make a profit 2443 .59 1.92 .79 10.88 001
from the sale of :

the property

there was general agreement about the impartance of most of the reasons in relati\)gsand
absolute terms, especially among the groups of reasons considered to be most and least
-important.

It would appear, therefore, thak the only conclusive finding to emerge from this
amalysis is. that the majbrity of respondents, regardless of age, educatidn family
characteristics, or affluence, felt that an opportumty to gain some control over the desngn
and management of the:r acco\mmodatuon was the most lmportant reason for preferring
ownership over rental tenure at this time in theur lives. This finding provides some
e-vidence to support the suggestion that cooperative housing, with its emphasis on control
over the living envirohment, may be an acceptable form of housing tor‘ the sample of

~

community housing tenants.

)
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TABLE 7.11: REASONS OF TWO-PARENT AND SINGLE PARENT
FAMILIES FOR PREFERRING OWNERSHIP TENURE
« |IN RANK-ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Reasons for. v Two Parent Reasons for Single Parent
Preferring _ Preferring _
Ownership ) tX Ownership _ X
1. freedom to 1.04 1. freedom to 1.09
personalize personalize
2. freedom...’ 1.28 2. freedom... ‘ 1.27
activities activities
3. the...invest- . 1.85 3. the...invest- 1.50
ment ment : ‘
: \
L., feeling of ©1.90 . 4, feeling of 1.90
belonging ' belonging
5. security... 1.94 5. to make a 1.92
‘ .profit...
6. respect and 2.1 6. security... = 1.94
prestige.. - :
7. to make a . 2.43" 7. respect and 2.32
profit... prestige... :

7.3.2 Willingness and Ability to Participatﬂe in Management

It was indicated earlier in this chapter that when asked how important tenant
participation was in management decisionl-making, the majority, 110(62%), felt it was very
important and 24(19;’0) considered it was somewhat important When presentéd with the
hypothetical situation of being able to join a tenants association in their housing project,
113(85%) of the 134 respondents who thought ter;ant participation was important
indicated they W?U|d be willing to ;aelong to such a group. Seventy~seven(70%) of these'
113 indicated they onld have no difficulty devoting at least 6 hours a week to work for a
tenants association while 26(30%) feit they would have problems setting aside this Fnu_ch
time. The 21 respondents who indicated they were not willing to belong to a tenants

association, and the 26 who indicated they would have problems devoting personal time to

such a group, were asked to elaborate on their answers by selecting from a
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predetermined list the factors having the greatest effect on their ability to participate.
R'esbonses indicating "not at all" were assigned a value of 1, those indicating "somewhat"
were assigned a‘ value of 2 and."a gréat deal” a value of 3. It can be seen frolm Table 7.12
that the largest proportion of respondents indicated that work and household duties and
‘other obligations” had a great deal of effect on their ability to participate in such a group
.(62% and 56%, respectively). Cémparatively few repondénts indicated that their tack of
;desire {27%) or the fgct that they did nbt like wbrking in groups (298%) had the éreatest
effect The mean scores reflect the samé trends, with the reasons related to time
constraints having relatively more effect on ability to participate than those indicating a
lack of interest: :

As with,reasons for preferring fo own, the analysis of.dif,fere'nces among
subgroups of respondents in terms of their wiIIingr)ess an‘d ability to participate in the
‘management and maintenance of their housing was focussed on the subgroup of families.
With only 4 single individuals an;j & childiess couplies considering te|:1ant- part‘icipation in
decision—making to be limportant;" their inclusion in this analysis was not considered
meaningful

To determine if there were ‘f‘any differenceé among respandents who headed .
family households in terms of their willingness and ability to participate in a tenants
association, the six sooio—econpmic characteristics used previously were crosstabulated

\

with  willingness to participate and ability to devote personal time. None of the
relationships which emerged from this exercise’ were statistically significant. The
étrongest nominal association was for the education variablé Specifically, a slightly
greater proportion of the respondents with some post-secondary education were willing
to participgte in a tenants . ciation than those with high—school education or less (37%
compared with 82%) and were able to devote at least six hqurs a week to such a group
(90% compared with 8 1%).

 From the analysis—of-variance tests conducted to determine if there were any
significant differences in the mean scores of importance 61’ each factor affecting ability
to participate, no significant differences emerged. However, nominal differences

between respondents relying on transfer payments and those on wages and salaries for

the major source of their household income were evident. Essentially, a sightly greater
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TABLE 7.12: FACTORS AFFECTING THE ABILITY OF COMMUNITY
HOUSING TENANTS TO PARTICIPATE IN PROJECT
MANAGEMENT N RANK-ORDER OF |MPORTANCE
FACTORS AFFECTING MEAN SCORE % RESPONDING THAT
THEIR ABILITY. TO . o "~ LT WOULD HAVE A
PARTICIPATE. . X GREAT DEAL OF EFFECT
Not enough time lieft ' ~1.58 . . 62.2

after household and "
or work duties

Too many other obli'gations 167 56.4
No desire to get involved . 2;30 ’ 27.0
Do not like working in ~ "2.29 293
groups S :
. O B

proportiOn':/of the respondents who indicated a lack of interest were those relying on

Jf

transff:r payments while a greater proportion of those indicating that time constraints had
the greatest effect on their ability to partzcnpate received their major source of household
income from wages and salaries \ |
It would appear from this analysis that the majority of respondents were willing to
partnc:pate and able to devote personal time to project management Of the small
proportion of respondents who were not, the majority did riot reveal a lack of desire to.
~ participate. ) Rather, time constraints were considered to be the most important-factor
affecting their ability to participate. The analysis of differences among subgroups was
" somewhat ambiVaient. No statistically | significant ‘differences emerged a’mong
'respondents heading family households in terms of their wnliingness or ability to
participate in a tenants association, but there was$ some evidence to suggest ‘that
respondents with some post- secondary education were more Wiliing and able to
participate in a tenants association than those without As well, a slight difference was
found between respondents existing on transfer payments and those relying on wages and
salaries, in terms of the factors affecting their ability to participate. Specifically, a larger
proportion of those relying on transfer payments expressed a lack of interest in belanging:
to a tenants association than those on wages and'salaries Still, it can be suggested from
these findings that cooperative housmg would be an acceptable form of housing’ to most

low- income targets in Edmonton The tack of interest in becoming involved in the
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management of their housing shown by some o.f the respondents -depending on transfer
payments did not appear 1o be sngmflcant based on the results of this study but it may be"

worth further examination as a possnble explanatlon for the underrepresentatrdn of ‘this

subgroup in CHP

733 Reasons f:or Preferring To Rent

fn ouestion 3(i) on the intervfew schedule respondents rwho preferred rental to
ownershlp tenure were asked to mdlcate thelr reasons. Although the responses to- this.
questlon do not’ contnbute lnformatnon to any specuflc aspect of research question 4 they
- do provnde some evidence to suggest that oooperatlve housnng may be a viable housing -
alternative for some of the respondents who: prefer rentmg As well the responses -
provude some addmonal mformatlon to explam the underrepresentatton qf certain
subgroups of low— mcome targets in CHP - . n

It was’ thought that four reasons in particular were hkely to influence the rental
preference first, the desire to be mobile; second, the tnablhty to afford the cost of
malntarmng 2 home (ne taxes, repalrs upkeep) third, the physucal inability to mamtaln a

. property due to a health handicap or old age; and fourth the desire to be free of the work
involved sn,mamtamlng a property. Since it was not known how IhClUSlVe this list of
reasons would "be,‘ respondents were once agam encouraged to make addlttonal
comments. As with question 3lii), however, all of redsons added were snmxlar to those.

- provided -and were therefore coded as a “very important” preselected reason. Agaln, this
seems to indicate a problem‘communicating the intended ideas to the respondents.

It- was’ described -earlier that when presented with the hypothetical sltuatron of
belng able, with financial assistance made avallable from government subsidies, to
purchase a home at an affordable rate, 45(25%) of the respondents lndlcated they would
prefer -to continue renting(see Table 7.2). In Table 7.13 are listéd the reasons for
preferring rental to ownership tenure in rank—order of importance as determined by the
mean scores for each reason. Also presented are the 'proportions of the sample that
responded "very important” to each reason. . | ' |

The Iargest proportion of respondents (67%) indicated that their lnablllty to afford

the cost of maintaining a home was the he most important reason for preferrlng rental tenure.
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TABLE 7.13: REASONS OF COMMUNITY HOUSING TENANTS! FOR
. PREFERRING RENTAL TENURE IN RANK-ORD{ER
OF IMPORTANCE ' ‘

REASON FOR

PREFERRING : ' MEAN SCORE %‘RES‘PONDING
TO RENT" . X VERY [MPORTANT
Unable to afford - 1.5 : 67.4

the cost of maintaining }
own home ‘ .

Not physically able to 2.02~ Wy \
~maintain own home _ .

No time for maintaining. . .2.b8 23.3

own home . )

Plan to leave Edmonton. . 2.53 20.9

Move frequently 2.55 20.9

The second largest p’roportion (44%) indicated the reason “not physically able to maintain a
home" as the most |mportant and the smallest proportions considered'as most lmportant
~ the reasons “no tnme for maintaining a home”, “plan to leave Edmonton” and "move
) ﬁrequently (23%, 21% and 2 1%, respectively)l. The mean scores refiect the same ‘hierachy,
wuth mablhty to afford the cost of a home or to physically maintain it ranking higher in
r‘elatlve mportance than the remaining reasons. N .

The analysis of differences among 'subgroups of respondents in terms of their
reasons for preferrmg to rent revealed sngmfncant dlfferenfes in the mear scores for
‘each reason when respondents were dnstrlbuted by household composition and age.
Essentially, it was found. that for the two groups, families and households without
-dependent chaldren the mean scores were statistically different for 3 out of the 5
reasons. Spec:ﬂcally respondents’ heading households in which there were no
dependents rated ‘the reasons "not physically able to mainfajn a home" higher in importance
and the reasons "move frequently” and “plan to leave Edmfanton" lower in importancé than
did the families. '

The difference between the two gn;oups can be further examined -by listing th‘e

reasons for preferring to rent in rank order of importance for farr‘.?lees and households
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without dependent children (Table 7.14). It can be seen, in most ca:s,es, that the two groupe
differed over the relative importance of the reasons, as indicated by their placements
within the r"ankiné;s. Both groups rated an inability to af%ord the cost of maintaining a home
highest in importance. However, the reason considered to be all:m.ost equally as important
to respondents without dependents was "not physically able to maintain a home”, a reason
that was ranked fourth in relvative importance by the families. On the other hand, the
reasons reflecting a desire to be mobiie — "plan ta leave Edmonton” and "move frequently'
— were ranked second and third respectively by the famiAlies and of least importance by the
households without dependents. The interpretation of these differences as significant,
however, must be tempered by the fact that most oflthe reasons were‘rated by both
groups as relatively not important. Still, the fact that respondents from childless couple
1duseholds and from the'single person households indicated that their'physical inability'to
maintain a home was almost-as important a reason for pre‘ferring to rent as the cost of
malntamlng a home may mean that cooperative housing is a less viable alternative for them
The tenant responsibilities in pro;ect maintenance are likely to be too:great for many of

0

them tc cope~wuth'

Finally, it was established earlier that rnany of the differences found among
resp'ondente from different types of households could be attributed to coincidental
differences in the ages of respondents from family households and the single unattached

individuals and childless couples. This holds true as well for the significant differences in

;"

~the mean scores for each reason for preferring to rent when the respondents are
distributed by age. In general, the mean scoree for each reason calculated for
respondents}under 45 years of/age were similar to fhose for family,households and the
mean scores for respondents over 45 'years of age were similar to those of the single
individuals and childiess couples.

it would appear from this ahalysis that for many of the 'fan‘ﬁlies who preferred
rental to ownership tenure, cooperative housing may be a viable alternative The majority
of families were concerned about home maintenance costs but, in a cooperative, some of
"the operatmg costs of the pro;ect are subsidized by the federal government and the
remannder are shared among all members. Slnce much of the equipment and supplies are

shared the cost of maintaining-a home in a cooperative is:less, than that it is under private
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L,T)‘\BLE 7.14: REASONS OF FAMILIES AND HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT
DEPENDENT CHILDREN FOR PREFERRING RENTAL-
TENURE "IN RANK-ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Reasons.for Families Reasons for Households Without
»Preferring to S .. Preferring Dependents.
Rent - ST X To Rent X
1. unable to o 1.09' 1. unable to l.}h
afford cost., . afford cost.. ‘ .
2. plan to leave 2.25 2. not physically 1.&3
Edmonton, .. able... .
move frequently 2.27 w 3. no time to 2.25

maintain...

N

. naot physically .53
“able... ‘ L. plan to leave 2.92

5. no time to 2.55 Edmonton..

maintain... ‘ 5. move frequently 2.92

ownership. However, for the respondents over 45 years of age, most of whom were
siﬁ{gle individuals and childless couples, cooperative housing may not be a viable alternative
to rental tenure because of the responsibility that it imposes for everyone to share in

project maintenance.

7.4 Summary and Conclusions
:In this chapter responses to questions 2-5 on the interview schedule were
analyzed to determine if biased target participation in"CHP can be explained by an

1

'inéon‘gruency between. the type of Hodsing opportunities offered through the program
and the housing needs and desires of Iow—incéme program \targets.' Spelc’ifically, the
validity of assumptions underlying program logic about the housing needs and desires of
low=income social housing clients are examined. With regard to the general assumptions

- that underly the revised social hogsing guidelines it was found that the méjdrity'of
respondents desired homeownership opportunities if ownership was made a‘ffordable,
and felt that tenants of social hbusing should havt‘e an opportunity to participate in making

decisions about how their housing is managed. Then{sfore, the indication from these

results is that CMHC's revised guidelines, which state that social housing clients shoulid
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have a choice of tenure arrangements and bpportunitues for participation in managérnent,
and which assume that integration is socially desirable, are an accurate reflection of the
needs and desires of the majority of the sample of community housihg tenants. Thus, the
answer to research question 3. Are the federal government's social housing guidelines
an accurate reflection of the needs and desires of /ow-income targets? appears to be yes
for the majority of the low-income targets. ‘ .-
, The o_bjectivé of the anal{/sis of subgroups and the;r differences in terms of
housing needs and desires was to identify if “the revised social housing‘ g.. zlines
represent miore accurately the hou’s;ng needs and desires of some subgroups of
loxl/v—jncome térgets thaﬁ others. éssentially, the results provide some evidence that the
- guidelines may not reflect the needs and destres of all the varibus subgroups comprising.
the poioﬁ-;lation of low-income social housing clients in Edmonton. Specifically, it was
- found fhat respondents over >45 years of age as a group preferred rental to ownership
| tenure at this time in their lives. Moreover, they did not feel it was very impoftant that
social housing client;' should be provided with opbortunities td participate in
deci.sion-making and they had the least tolerance for neighbors with characteristics
different from their own. As well, some variation ‘was found in‘the tenure‘breferences,
attitudes toward tenant participation and tolerance of different types of neighbo‘rs among
.~ & unattached individuals, childless couples and respondents from households with
dependent children,- This finding provides some evidence to e‘xplai'n why these suhqroubs
are not participating in CHP as expected.
With regard to the analysis about fhe attractiveness of the cooperative way of life
it was found that the majority of respondents considered opportunities to exercise -
control over the design and rﬁanagement of their housing a more irhportant reason .for
preferring ownership to rental tenure than opportunities for. economic gain. As well, it
"was found that the. majority were willing to participate in the management of their housing.
Therefore, the indication from these results is that the sample of community héusing
tenants would find limitations on equity accumulation and thé responsibilities of
cooperative housing acceptable. Thys, the answer to research question 4: /s the

cooperative way of attractive to /ow-income targets? appears to be yes for the majority

of low—income targets.
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The analysis of differences among subgroups of the sample provided some
evidence that the cooperative \‘Nay of life may be more accebtable to some subgroups
than others. Specifically, it would seem from therr responses that most of the tenants
over 45 years of age who were single unattached individuals or who headed childiess
couple households would not find cooperativé housnng acceptable, primarily because tllwe
tenant responsibilities for project maintenance are likely t‘o‘.b’é.too great for them to cope
with Qn the other hand, it would seem tﬁat for responc'ie'mp ‘:nder 45 years of age, most
of whom were families, cooperaﬁve housing wouid be acceptable. Those who preferred
ownership to rental tenure valued personal control over the design and ma‘nage'ment of
their accommodation more than opportunities for economic gain, suggesting that the
social orientations toward. housing espoused by the cooperative sector would be
acceptable to them. Those who indicated a preference for rental tenure were concerned
primarily about being unable to afford the cost of maintaining their home. As indicated, in
a cooperative this cost is less than it is under private ownership and for this reason these
respondents may be attracted to cooperative ho'usingA

\/.‘ery few differences emerged a}nong subgroups in terms of their willingness and
.ability to join a tenants association. The most important finding, in terms of the problem
of biased target participation in CHP, was that respondents relying on transfer payments
for the major source of their household income considered the idea of working with other
tenants to manage the housing project in which they live less acceptable than respondents
relying on wages and salaries. Although the di'fferences found\between these two groups
were not ’significant, tﬁese results do provide some indication of a potential source of

failure in program logic which may warrant further examination.



8. Summary and Conclusions

8‘.1 Summary of the Problem, R"esearch Methods and Results

The primary objective of this thesis was to attempt to identify why biased target
participation is occurring in CHP and, following from that, to suggest which aspects of the
program should be modified to alieviate the situation. Biased target participation was
desgribed as a situation where a program is working .to the pr_edorﬁinant ad\_/antage of a
subgroup of the designated target population. Based on the results of a survey of social
housing clients, conducted by CMHC in 1982, it was found that, in Alberta at least, CHP is
working to the predominant advantage of the moderate and high income subgroups of the
designated. target population. As well, the results revealed that certain types of
tow-income households, known to comprise a significant propo;'tion of the low~income
population in general, were underrepresented in CHP. Specifically, single unattached
individuals and childless couples, and households headed by individuals over 35 yéars of
age or relying on government transfer payments for their majbr source of’ househbld
income, were found not to be participating in CHP as expected. ~

CHP} was implemented by the federal government in the hope that it Would solve
some of the problems which had plagued their earlier attempts at providing public hopsing.
Essent;ally, it was intended to be a means of providing social housing accommodation
which would bé more amenable in the eyes of local taxpayers, which would increase
tenant \satisfaction with their accommodation and, although not explicitly stated by CMHC;
which would provide an alternative to conventional rental tenure to people for whom
social housing is a long term proposition. In general, assumptions concerning the .way in
which cooperative housing could bring about these changes rests on the belief that
cooperative housing, with its emphasis on the ideals bf social integration, personal
initiative, mutual aid, education, democratic contrbL ana community involverr)é'nt, will result
in a high quality residential environment which provides opportunities for both “individual
and community development.

Two explanations for the failure of CHP to attract low-income térgets were
forwarded for study. First, it was argued that low~income targets may not be

I
participating in the program because the access strategy, as implemented by cooperatives
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in Edmonton, may be presenting barriers to their full participation, second, that the
low~income targets may be choosing to take advantage of other social housing
alternatives because cooperative housing does not reflect their needs and desires and, in
their eyes, itis not an attractive form of tenure. To determine if biased target participation
can be attributed to either or both of these aspecté of the program, an intérview-assisted
questionnaire was distributed to 17‘8 low~income tenants of community housing- in
Edmonton This was designed to obtain three types of information. First, data on housing
needs and desires were -collected to try to determine the congruency between CHP
of’feringé and the real neéds and desires of Iow—inéome targets. This was used to
determine the extent to which biased target participation could be attributed. to invalid

N

assumptions underlying program logic. Second, knowledge of CHP was-te ed and
experiences with the selection strategy were inquired into, to determine the effei of the
access strategy on the participation of low-income targets. Finally, socio-economic data
were collected to indic;ate if respondents were CHP prograrﬁ targets and to identify
subgroups of the sample. |

" The analysis of the questi’onnaire returns revealed that, with re%ard to -houéing
needs and desires, the majority of respondents indicated a preference for ‘ov;/nership
tenure, a desire to participate in the management of their housing and a great deal of
tolerance for the idea of integration. As well, it was found that'the majority valued
ownefship tenure for the control it gave them over the management and design of their
housing rather than for the opportunity it affords for economic "gai'n. They were also
willing and able to particibate in a tenants association if one was formed in their housing
prqject to facilitate tenant participation in management declisior)—making.

The analysis of the second setb of data revealed that two-thirds of the respondents
had never heard of CHP, and oniy a smal! proportion of the remainder indiqated sufficient
knowledge of the program to be able to evaluate cooperative housing against the other
housing opportunities available to ‘them. Unfortunately, there were no findings with
respect to tHe selection strategy since only three respondents had ever tried to apply for‘
cooperative housing in Edmonton. However, ‘the analysis of reasons for not applying

indicated that, in most cases, Ilmxted and jnaccurate information about the program had

influenced the respondents in thelr decusmr}s not to participate.

. H
a
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Some interesting results emerged from the analysis of differences among
subgroyps and provide at least a partial explanation for the underrepresentation of certain
households in CHP. With reg\ard'_to housing needs and desires it was found that
responder?\ts over 45 years of age were less likely than the younger respondents to prefer
ownership to rental tenure, to feel that tenant participation in project management is
‘ importalnt, and to find the idea of integration acceptable. As well, they were less likely to
find the idea of tenant responsibility for project maintenance. acceptable dueto a concern
about being phy.sica‘llyvcapable of assuming this type of responsibility. '

With regard to the aceess strategy. the analysis of subgroups and their differences
in terms of their knowledge of CHP revealed that the respondents who were aware of
CHP and who were most lnformed about the program were similar in their
socio—economic characterisutlcs to low—income peo;Jle already residing m Alberta
cooperatives. Those who were unaware of CHP or were found to have little or no
knowledge of the program tended to be the single individuals, childless couples and
people relying on transfer payments. These same groups were judged to be

underrepresented in Alberta cooperatives.

8.2 Conclusions and Recommendations for Program Modifications

From these results three conclusions can be drawn about the effect of the access
strategy and the logic underlying. the program on bias target particip'ation First, given theﬁ
substaatial number of respondents who had never heard of CHP it seems reasonable to
conclude that the informal word—of-mouth marketing strateg:;y has not been effective in
transmitting accurate and complete information about the progr.am to low~income targets.
This likely explains a considerable amount of the bias in target participation.

By virtue of the fact that moderate and high—income targets are overrepresented
in the program the strategy appears to be better suited to their capabilmes for obtaumng
targets about CHP but assumes they w1ll mquure about the program. Thns differs from the
approach taken by the staff of EHA who are interested in attracting only low-income

people to community housing. \Essentially, they bring information about the program to the

low—income population by educating the social service agencies about community housing.
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The basic \issurﬂptign underlying "this stratégy is that these agencies, in turn, will inform

their clients about the proqpani«and how to apply. Given the variety of household types in
e
community housmg this appr%&ch woulo seem to-be successful in reaching the various

v

subgroups of low=income targets It is recammended therefore, that to improve the

1

situation of bias in target partncnpatnon in CHP CN'HC consider implementing a more

aggressive marketing strategy, similar to the- appr oach taken by EHA which would be

designed specifically to inform low-income targets of cooperative housing opportunities.’

More generally, some means of coordinating the marketing strategies of the various social

housing agencies in Edmonton should also be considered. As it is, to become informed

about subsidized housing opportunities in Edmenton a person has to contact a number of
differént agencies. The possibility that this type of information couid be more effectively
distributed from one source should be a consideration in the development of an alternative
marketing strategy for CHP. ' i

The second conclusion is that the failure of CHP to attract low—income: families li.e.
households with dependent children headed by a married or common-law couple or a
single parent) relying “on government transfer payments l(.or their major sourt:e of
household int:ome cannot be adeduately explained by a failure in program logic or process.
The results of this study revealed that the social housing guidelines were an accurate
;eflection of the hdusing needs and desires of the majority of these farh'ilies and that the
cooperative way of life would be acceptable to them. As well, although it was found that
families on, transfer payments were less likely to know about CHP than families relying on

wages and salaries the difference in terms of their knowledge was slight and cannot: be

considered an adequate ‘explanation for the disparity in participation rates of the two _

groups in Alberta cooperatives.

This conclusion lends support to the suggestion that the explanation for the
underrepresentation Qf families on transfer payments can\be found in the method used by
CMHC to calculate the ongomg assistance for which cooperatives are eligible. It was

w

indicated in Chapter 2 that part of the monthiy assistance for ‘which cooperatives are

-eligible is' used to lower the actual market rents of all hOusi’ng units in the project to the

lower end-of the scale of market rents in'the area in which the project is located. The -

13

remainder g'oes to operating costs and providing "deep subsidies” to low-income
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cooperative mer;nbers to reduce their rent to a rate which 1§ no more than 25% of their
monthly househiold mcome It was argued that in areas where production costs for
housing are high there is very little of this monthly assistance remaining tq provide deep
subsidies. '

The explanation for the low participation rates of families on transfer payments
relates to the fact that because their incomes are so low a substantial subsidy is required
to reduce their monthly rent to 25% of therr inco.mé.'. " Since cooperatives. regardiess Qf
therr production costs, must have at least 15% of their membership comprised of.
low—income households if there is su%lficient funds in the subsidy poo! to do so. it seems
reasonable to speculate that cooperatives in high production cost area‘s would choose to
distribute their deep suusidy funds among as many low-income households as possible.
This could be done by taking into their membership only those families réquiring a small
subsidy to reduce mornthly rates to less than 25% of their household income. The federal
government does not requnre that cooperatives subsidize particular types of low-income
households so this strategy is acm[eptable

,If this is indeed the case the situation of biased target participation could be
improved by altering the method by which the on—going assistance is calculated or,
alternatively, by providing assistance for deep”subsidies independent of the operating and
rent reduction assistance. Regardless of the method, this change in program design, to be
effective, would have to be accompanied by a more specific definition of the ta?get

population of CHP and a requirement that cooperatives have in theirv r'nembership certain
types of low—income households. ) ‘

The third conclusion is that the underrepresentation of low—income targeté over
45 years of age can be partly explained by an incongruency between the type of hqusing
offered by CHP and the housing needs and desires of this group. The results of this stady
revealed that a certain proportion of the Iow—income people surveyed were interested
only in rental tenure. They lndncated no desire to get involved in ownershnp arrangements
or the management and maintenance of the housing in which they five. From thelr
responses to the survey it would seem reasonable to assume that even if made aware of

cooperative hausing they would not find it a very acceptable form of tenure.
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The majority of these respondents were over 45 years of age and relied on
transfer payments for their major source of héusehold income  Therr prospects for
competing eventualiy on the private housing market seem remote. The conclus‘ion that
cooperative housing may not be a viable alternative for these pe;ople suggests there is a
need for social housing which provides rental opportunities more amenable to the long
term tenant This suggestion may seem extravagant, but it must be considered in hight of,
the fact that unless opportunities of this nature are provided. these people will remain in
community housing. In the scheme of social housing progréms, imblemented by the
various levels of government in Canada, cdmmunity housing is intended fo be emergency
accommodation to serve 'the needs of people Who are "temporarily -down on their luck”.
Obviously. if tenants occupy the units for long periods. community housing cannot fulfill
this important function. To attempt to discourage tenants in Edmonton from occupying

units for more than two years, EHA has instituted a management strategy that is intended

 to make community housing unattractive as a long term proposition. For instance, tenants

’

can receive only a month~to—-month'lease on their units, and to renew the iease they have

to declare their household income in person at an EHA branch office.

Since it is unlikely that some of these long term tenants who appear to be hard

core renters will eventually be able to compete for housing on the private market or that

they would be attracted to cooperative housing it is recommended that-social housing

opportunities be created which are more amenablg to-the long term renter. in this way the
effectiveness of community housing can be improved and perhaps as well, the quality of

life these people experience in community housing. -

8.3 lmpncat‘.’oﬁs of this Study For the City of Edmonton

It was described earlier in this thésis that the City of Edmonton provides assistance
to confinuing housing cooperatives through its Third Sector Housing Policy. This policy
makes available city—oWned lands from the social housing langlinventory at reduced rates
to private ﬁon—profit and cooperative housing groups. Essentially, it enables cooperatives
to obtain 60 year lease terms calculated on the basis of 50% of the market value of the
site or the historic carrying costs to the City, whichever is greater(City of Edmonton,

1883).
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In recent years the City's inventory of land designated for social housing has been
decreasing. According to the 1983 Annual Housing“Report produced by the Real Estate
and Housing Department it has been difficult to acquire land for social housing
developm’ent due to a reduction in ‘subdivision aetivity. The City prefers to acquire its
social housing: sites in newly. subdivided areas where they are less expensive and less likely
to draw opposition from the local community. But with less land being subdivided fewer
development sites are a”vailable }xs well, current fiscal and monetary restraints have
limited the amount of land the City is willing to purchase It is therefore projected in the
Annual Housing Report (1983) that, by the end of 1984, therg will not be sufficient land
designated for social housing ‘development to satisfy the needs of third sector housing
groups such as cooperatives. Altho\ugh at present, cooperatives are still able to obtain
city—owned land on request, as thevinventory decreases the City will have to be more
selective in the distribution of this land. This thesis provides information which r‘nay be
useful in this selection process. : ’ .

Cooperatives funded through CHP are eligible for the City of Edmonton'sb
subsidized lease terms on the basis that they are non-profit cbrporations which provide
housing for low-income people. Although this study revealed that CHP is not attracting
low~income targets as expected, the reasons identified for this failure lend support to the
suggestion that CHP is worth persisting with and that the City should continue to provide
cooperatives with the opportunity to acquire land at subsidized rates. Based on the results
of this study the problem of bias in target participation may net be difficult to correct. It
appears thaf a considerable amount of the bias can be explained by a failure in process
rather than logic. Essentially, the delivery system is not functioning as expected. The
Jmarketmg strategy does not appear to be effective in reaching low-income targets and
the method of calculating deep subsidy fundmg Ilmnts the ability of cooperatives to
provide housing to very low=income people. This is encouraging because changes to
program process activities are relatively simple to implement. The logic underlying the
program about the housing needs and desires of social housing c@ts appears to be
sound. The assumptlons that social housmg clients desire more opportunities to

participate in the management of their housing, and that they\would be willing to accept

both ownership with limitations on equity build-up and socially' integrated projects appear
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to be valid based on the findings presented here. This suggests that once the delivery
system is functioning properly, bias in target participation should be eliminated.
itis ’important that the City of Edmonton continue its support for cooperatives so

that CMHC and the cooperative housing sector are given the opportunity to correct

problems in program delivery. It is desirable to correct these problems for two reasons..

First, until program process activitias are functioning as expected_ there is no basis for

making judgemients about the validity of the Iogic‘underl’ying the program concerning the

social benefits believed to be derived from this fhor‘m of housing. Second, considering the ‘

way in which the City, through. EHA has chosen to manage community housmg
cooperatlve housing appears to play a valuable role' in the scheme of social housing
programs operating in Edmonton.  Essentially, it provides housing which may be more

attractive to long term social housing clients than accommodation provided through the

Community Housing Program. Therefore, in the Iong run CHI‘D may help agencies like EHA

to more effectively fulflll their objectives of prov:dlng temporary accommodation.
Without the opportunlty to obtain mexpensuve Iand&om the City's social housing
land inventory the future prospects of CHP in Edmonton are limited. Consequently, it will
be difficult to adequately test the logic underlying the program or to determine the effect
of CHP on the deliyery of socialj housing in Edmonton. Cooperatives are restricted in the

amount of money they can epen\cg,on developing housing by the Maximum Unit Price(MUP)

gu'delmes estabhshed by the fe eral government to ensure that cooperatlve housing is’

‘modest’ accommodatlon (see Table 3.1). It is stated in the CHP- Guidelines and Procedures

Manual (1980) that project costs must be within these prescribed maximum unit prices.

unless the housing is intended for the occupancy of physically or mentally handicagped

people. If cooperatives are required to pay a high price for an 'adequate%evelopmént site,

they may not be able to. produce the housing within the MUP guidelines. At the present, v

due to depressed real estate values cooperatives are able to acquire land on the open
market at reasonable rates. In the future, however, when the economy improves and real
estate values increase, . land prowded throygh the Third Sector Housing Pohcy will be
essential to the economic viabiljty of cooperntives

As a result, the primary recommendation for the City to emerge from thls study is

that support for CHP through the Third Sector Housing Pohcy should be contlnued even |

v
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aiven the present situation of bias in target p‘articipation. Slnce the failure of the program
to attract low—income targets appears to result from problems in program” process, the
real potential of CHP for improving the delivery of social housing in Edmonton has yet to
be determined. Cooperatlve housing may be a solution to the problems of provudmg for
the needs of long- term social housing clients. The program-'should, therefore, b"e

persigted with until the logic underlying its design can be more adequately tested.

To protect its own interests, however. the City should take some action to hasten.
improvement o‘f the CHP delivery system. In this regard, it would be desirable for the
ity to take a more active role in support of CHP. This may involive, to begln W|th lobbylng
ClVlHC to |mprove its method of program delivery so that it functlons more effectlvely as
a social housing program in Edmonton. In particular, the City should encourage CMHC to
alter the way in which deep subsidy funding is calculated to more accurately reflect local
condxtlons In addmon the City should promote the program on its own by pubhcnzlrlg
coopaerative housnng among community housing resldents, making them aware of the

program and ass‘isting them in applying for cooperative ho\us_ing units.

If the City continues its site assistance policy for\' cooperative housing as

: recommended in this thesis it will be necessary to acquire more land to lncrease the soc1a|

housmg land lnventory and consequently, the land avallable to cooperatlves Given the

\

"federal government's decnsnon to increase the amount of NHA funding available to CHP as

.announced in the 1882 Budget Speech, and the growing popularity of cooperative housingn‘

as .described in Chapter 2, the rate of cooperative housing development in Edmonton will
likely be greater in 1984 than in previous years. Due to 'declinlngreal estate values this
seems an opportune time for the City to begin building up the social housing land inveniory
by purchasung fand on the open market or acquiring it from the inventories of other civic
departments. .The mixed income objective of coope}ratnves% should make cooperative
housing more acceptable 'in e‘st'abl'ished- communities than the r]Lnore conventional types of
social housing-such as .community housing. Therefore, land for cooperative developments

can be acquired in all parts of the city rather than just in-newly subdivided areas. Funding

Y . . v

: fOr this type of'acquisition program should be made available to ensure that cooperative

groups in Edmonton can contlnue to rely on the City for assistance in-acquiring suitable

development sites. . C o P
. " v i ’;“/
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8.4 Evaluation of Research Methods v
v— Several aspects of the research method used in this study affected the quality of

" the data obtained. It is useful to clarify them at this point to facilitate an evaluation of the
‘research results and provide some direction for future resarchers in this field of study.
The following discussion focusses on the sample, the questionnaire design and the
methods of administering the questionnaire, with particular_emphasis upon the‘ ways in
whlch these aspects of the research method could be improved. |

The decision to choose a sample from among the population of commuhity housing
tenants had to be made with Iimited knowledge of the composition of this population.
Although precautions were taken in the sample design to ensure that the various types of
households presumed to reside in communlty housmg would be mcluded in the sample,
some groups were stlll underrepresented in the sample. The fact that very few recent
*|mm|grants_and respondents over the age of 60 were interviewed can be partially
explained by language barriers and a general feluctance among elderly people living alone
to open their doors to strangers. The lack of single unattached individuals and childless
couples under 45 years of age, and the underrepresentation of families headed by
~individuals over 45 years of age and Native peoples likely occurred because they were
underrepresented in the populatioh to begin with. Since these groups are CHP targets and
are not participating in the program as expected, it would be desirable in future research
efforts of this nature not to restrict the sarhple to one populatior_t but to chobse potential
respondents from a variety of low—income populations to ensure that these subgroups
are adequately represented. |

Given the nature of the information collectedii’n.this studyﬂ several improvements to
the questionnaire desién should be considered"/ley future researchers. The decision to limit
"each interview to fifteen mlnutes meant that only very general information on program
logic and process could bﬂe collected in the survey At the outset, thls approach was
judged to be acceptable since the stuc was couched in exploratory terms and the mtent
was to determine only the potential sources of program failure :o that some dlrectlohl
could be given to future researchers. In retrospect, this trade-off between a short- !

interview and the specificity of the information obtained did not seem to affect the data

collected about the respondent's knowledge of’ CHP. This aspect-of the questionnaire



fufilled the original intent of providing some indication of potential sources of program
failure in the access strategy. However, the information obtained on the housing needs

and desires of respondents was affected. Essentially, in the analysrs of these data it was

' possnble to draw only very general conclusions about the congruency between program

]
offerings and clnent needs and desires. Although some evidence did emerge to suggest

that neither CMHC's revised guidelines nor cooperatlve housing are an accurate refiection
of the needs and desires of some low-income targets, it is questionable whether
responses to one item on a survey can be considered an adequate indicator. It would have
been’vdesirable to measure the acceptablity of conceots such as economic integration and

tenant participation in management using more than one or two items. In future research

‘of ,this ‘nature, particularly if the intent is to undertake a thorough analysis of the

congruency between program offerings and cliemt\needs and desires, .some cons;ideration
shouid be given to developing a composite index ofsitems to measure variables of this
nature. With regard- to item .se_._l\ec‘tioh the problems encountered in this study in
communicating ideas to respondents suggests it would be useful to contruct the indices in
consultation with people similar, to thoee who will be included in the survey. - i
- In"general, the profile data obtained from the questionnaire effectively facilitated
the identification of subgroups of respondents. However, given the presumption 't_h'at
cooperative housing may be intended specifically to fulfill fhe housing needs of long term
social housing clients, it would have been desirable to add a question about length of
resioehce in social housing to the survey. This oversight made it impossible to determine
how accurately program 'offer-ings reflect the hoa:'sihg needs and desires of this group and
how effective the marketing' strategy is in reaching fhem If Ioné term clients are a special
CHP target this type of information would be neces.sary to a proper evaluation of program -
logic and process. . ' |
_ Several procedures for the collection of information used in this study are
recommended to future researchers A door—to—~door survey seef‘ns the most effective,
although time consuming, approach when attempting to collect mformatlon from
low—income social housing clients. Many of the respondents were initially suspicious and

reluctant tc ~articipate in the survey, and were only persuaded to do so when it was made

clear that the interviewers were not associated with EHA or a social service agency. ltis
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doubtful that these people would h:ve compieted and returned a mail-out questionnaire.

As well, it was useful to be able to clarify items on the questionnaire and to probe
i .

o
respondents for more information. It is felt that the quality of the data recéived because -

of this opportunity was considerably better than may have been obtained from a mail~out

o

survey. The use of cards to aid the respondents in answering questions on the interview
schedule also proved to be a successful procedure. Judging from the very high response
rate to the profile questions, the cards appear to have overcome any reluctance on the

part of respondents to reveal specific personal infomation.

8.5 Sugges‘tions fpr Future Research _

As an exploratory study the findings of this thesis were intended to provide some
direction for future research into the problem of biased target participation in CHP. The
following five suggestions emerged. - ’

First, there is a need to investigate effective means of implementing a more
aggreyssirve marketing strategy. The possibility of bringing information about CHP to
low—income people through social service agencies should be considered. As well, the
integration of\ this strategy with those implemented by other social housmg agencies

should be exammed so that complete information about the various subsidized housing

opportumtles in Edmonton can be distributed to clients from one source.

4:"1,’ \

Second, 'be"cause it was not possible to study the effect on target participation of
the selectlon procedures |mplemented by Edmonton cooperatlves there is “still the
possnbnlrty that this could be a source of progr‘am faulure In future studies, a more
approprsate populatlon to draw on for a study of experlences with selection procedures_
would be the ,successful and unsuccessful apphcants to  housing cooperatives in
Edmonton, using the application forms they are required to submlt as the sampllng frame.

Third, the effect of the present method of calculatmg ohgo:ng program assistance
on target participation should*be examined. It was speculated that low income targets on
transfer payments are being selected out of the program b"ecause there is not sufficient
deep subssdy funding to assist them. This possibilty warnan ‘s further study. Related to .
this is the recommendation that alternatlve methods of calcuiatlng the deep - subsidy

funding should be examined to identify an approach that functions effectrvely in areas with
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‘high production césts

Fourth, a specific definition of low—income targets is required. This should inélude
information on their socio—economic characteristics, so that subgroups can be
distinguished from one another and so that the low-income targets can be distinguished
from those who are moderate and high income. As well, some estimatiof of the size of
the .l@w~income target Qroup in édn;onton s required. This type of information is
essential to aﬁy program evaluatior{. otherwise it is difficult to determine accurately the
effectiveness of program coverag% in chapter 2 it was speculated that the decision to
supp'ort cooperative housing may hiave been aimed at solving the problem Qf providing
housir;g amenable to long term sociail Housing clients. If this group is a special CHP target
an effective means of distinguishing lit from other low—-income targets must be developed .
to facilitate program evaluation.

Fifth, there is a need for more information on the housing needs and desires of
program targets in general The informatibn éollected in this study was not adequate to
infer with real confidence the cbngruency between program offerings and cliént needs
and deéires. As aresult, this aspect of program logic warrants further study. . If long term
social h"ous_ing clients are indeed a special CHP target group the evidence found in this
. study to suggest that cooperative housing may n'ot be an attractive'f'orm of tenure to
some long term clients raises the question of how effectively CHP reflect§ the needs and
desires of this target group. This should also be examined in future program research.

These last two recommendations can be applied as well to social housing programs
in general. There is a need to delineate clearly the target populations of each of the
various social housing programs. This would enable the identification of duplicafion and
gaps in social housing provision. Related to this is the recommendation that more research
be undertaken to identify the housing needs and desires of various subgroups of the
low-income popuiation, so that programs and policies do not have to be based entirely onl
the intuitive estimates made by middle class planners who are not thémselves social
housing targets. : " - |

These general suggestions for future‘research are aimed at the C\i“ty of Edmonton/
as well as CMHC.housing ac;ministrators. To protect its own interests th\é«\\C‘ity shouid

_ N .
monitor the implementation of the social housing programs it supports th?oggh site

N
\\
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assistance pohdes, rather then rely entirely on information received from agencies lke
CMHC or Communitas. By regularly collecting their own information on aspects of
program delivery such as target coverage, city housing administrators can ensure that land

designated for social housing development will in fact be used for that purpose

8.6 Conclusion

The Cooperative Housing Program was created by the federal government in the‘
hope that it would'solve some of the problems that had plagued the delivery of social
housing in the past. The logic un.der'lying the program rests on the belief that these
problems can be solved by providing for the social as well as the physical dihensions of
hbusnng need. Like any innovation, however, cooperative housing has encountered many
problems of its own since it was first implemented in 1974, the most persistent being the
underrepresentation of low-income targets. The results of this study lend some initial
supbort to the suggestion that a considerable amount of bias in program coverage can be
explained by a failure in process rather than logic. This is encoufagmg, since changes to
brogram process activities are relatively simple to implement. The results of this research
also provide evidence that the logic underiying the program .is sound even When the
limitations in questionnaire design are aliowed for. This finding is encouraging as well»
because it suggests that Canadian housing policy is evolvnng In a manner that may eventually
see social housung achieve its original aim of mitigating socual problems. Yet, there is still
considerable room for improvement in the delivery of social housing in Canada. There is a
need for a greater understarwwding of the targets of social housing, their capabilites and
their housing needs and desires. Until this type of knowledge is acquiréd it cannot be'
presumed that cooperative housing is the solution to the problems which, presumably

contributed to the demise of prewous attempts to prov:de social housing.
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Appendix |

1. In your lease with the Edmonton Housing Authority, how is your
housing unit described:

1 bedroom
2 bedroom
3 bedroom
4 bedroom
5 bedroom
handicap unit

oooooa

2. At this time in your life how important is it that you own a
home?

0 1. very important
3d 2. somewhat important
O. 3. not at all important

3. If within the next six months you were given the opportunity’
to choose, which would you prefer; to own a home or to continue

renting? ////’

O 1. rent (Question 3i)
] 2. own (Question 3ii) (/”////

3ti) 1 would like to know your reasons why. am going to read
list of reasons some ‘people have for erring renting to
owning. Choosing your response fr is card (card A) would yo:

please tell me how importani/;atﬁ’of the reasons is to you,

very important
2. somewhat important
3. not at all important

//////// O a. 1 move around alot right now and would

rather not own a house

b. 1 plan to move away from Edmonton

c. 1 do&'t have time to maintain a house (for
instance look after the yard, do general

repairs)

0. d. I am not physically able to maintain a
house

a e, 1 do not feel able to afford the cost of

maintaining a home (i.e taxes, upkeep)
Are there any other reasons you may have for preferring renting
to owning? :

" e e e s e I @4 e s s e et s s e ansee e ¢ e e e naas L LI NI S R P

30if) 1 would like to know your reasons why. I am going to read a
list of reasons some people have for wanting to own a home.
Choosing your response from this card (card A) would you please
tell me how important each of the following reasons is to you.
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!. very important
2. somewhat important
3. not at all important \

O a. owning a home gives a feeling of belonging
. to a community
O b. owning a home givss respect and prestige
in a community .
0 c. owning a home provides more security for

the children( i.e. able to stay 1n one place
for a long period)

0 d. buying provides a good return on
investment

0 e. Owning a home would give me more freedom
to personalize it{landscape the yard,paint
the walls)

0 f. Owning a home would give me more freedom

to carry out the activities I would like
around the house (socialize, plant a garden)

0 g. your home may increase in value while you
own it and as a result you have the
opportunity to make a profit from selling it

Are there any other reasons you have for preferring to.own a
home? .

4. Some people feel it is important that residents living in a
housing projects like this should be given the opportunity to
become involved in making decisions about how their housing
project is managed (i.e. project rules and regulations, the
enforcement of the rules and regulations etc.), others do not
feel this way. What is your opinion?

0 1. very important (Question 4ii)

0 2. somewhat important (Question 4ii) \
O 3. not at all important (Question 4i) '
0O 8. don't know (Question 4¢ij)

4ti) If respondent felt it was not important:
Why Mot?. i e e e et et

.....--.--.......-..............--......--.....-..-.-..-.-. ..... .
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4tii) If important or somewhat important:
If, with the consent of the housing authority, an occupant or
tenant committee was formed to provide tenants with an
opportunity to get involved in management decisions, would you be
willing to belong to such a group?
: d 1.yes

O 2.no

IF YES:

Approximately how many hours a week would you be able to devote

to attending meetings and sitting on occupant coomittees?
hrs/wk. :

IF NO tor if respondent is not able to devote time):
Which, if any, of the following would affect your ability to
participate in activities like this.

1. not at:all

2. somewhat ~ -
‘3. a great deal "

O a. not enough time left after household
and/or work duties

0 b. to many other obligations

0 c. no desire to get involved

0 d. don't like working in groups

Any other reasons?

5. I would like to know something about the type of peonple you
would like to live with (i.e.given the choice, the type of people
you would like living in the same housing project as you).
Choosing your response from (card B) please indicate if you would
have any difficulty accepting these characteristics in your
neighbors:

1. not at all

2. somewhat

3. a great deal

O a. neighbors who have more or less money to
spend than you

0 b. who have a different ethnic backgound than
you

O c¢. who have children/who don't have children
(specify) .

0 d. vho are a different age than you
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s
0 e. other(specify)

6(i) Cooperative housing is subsidized housing similiar the type
you live in now in the sense that your monthly rent is set
according to your household income. Have you ever heard of
cooperative housing or the Cooperative Housing Program?

0 1.yes (Questions 6i-6iv)
] 2.no (Question 7)

6(ii) Where did you first hear about cooperative housing? .
0 a.in the‘newsbaper .
b.on the television or radio
0 c.from a friend or relative(specify if they

.were a member of a housing
cooperative . R }

O d.from a social service agency
- (specify
0 e.from CMHC, Communitas or EHA,

(specify.......)

- ) 0 f.Other (specffy )

6(iii) Wheré you aware that if you lived in a cooperative housing
project you would be eligible to recieve a subsidy to reduce your
monthly rent similiar to that which you recieve now?

0 1.yes ’ '

D 2.no

6(iv) 1 would like to know how familiar you are with cooperative
housing. Can you tell me some of the ways in which cooperative”
housing is the same or different from the type of housing you-
live in right now (probe for knowledge of differences in tenure
and Management)..u.ueececuesoeoarsosansnananes et et

‘e s s e s e s s e s s N as e e s s e s e e s e s e s e s e s e s e ue s e es e e R

6{v) Have you ever tried to apply for a housing unit in a
cooperative housing project? . :

O 1.Yes
D 2.No .
D 3.In the process of applying

IF NO:

£ - <

R E R R R I e S O L R T I I R R R R IR
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..................................................................

How long ago was that?

How did you go about applying for cooperative housing? ..........

Why are you not living there right no&?

O a. was not able to complete the requirements

i of the written application.
. 0 b. was not able to attend the meeting the
cooperative set up {specify reasons why......
..... P
0 c.my application was accepted and I am still

on the waiting list.
O b.my application was not accepted

c.I could not find a project that suited mv
needs (specify..................... e e e e

......................................... Y
0 d.Other (specify......c.euuun.. e e
e eo s st oot oeeetnsasenonsenacetaneesroaennennn )
7. What is the total number of people living in this
house? .
8. How many members of your household are 60 or more years of
age? } - B

9. How many dependent children live in this house (that is
children who do not earn thier own living)? :

-10. How many memhers of your hoilsehold are disabled or
handicapped?

‘11. Which of the following best describes the 'composition of your
household? ,

a. a family headed by a married or conimon-law
couple(with or without children) A
b. a single parent family headed by a mother

living with one or more of her children?

c. a single parent family headed by a father

.with one or more of his children? -
d. two ©or more unrelated persons living

0O o o o



together?

12. In what yéar were -you born?

13. To which ethnic or cultural group do you or ancestors belong

to on the male side?

......................................................

‘14. Choosing your response from this card (card B) which.category
best represents the highest level of education you have

completed. r
O 1. did nc¥:mttend high school
O 2. attended but did not graduate friom high
: - school
0. 3. high school graduate
0 4. some postsecondary(specify
O 5. postsecondary degree or diploma

15. Choosing your response from this card (card C)

best represents the maxn source of

the past year?

oociooon
AU W -

earnings from employment

social assistance

disability pension

(Question

private retirement pension

old age security

unemployment insurarnce

other(specify -

which category
in

(Question
17)

)

¢

income for.your household

..........

161)

)

16. Choosing your response from this card (card E)
category would your total household income in 1982

fall?(household income includes income from all occupants in this

household from all sources)

oooooao

17. Sex of respondent

0 1.
0 2.

WA —
o e e s e w

less than 8,500
8,501 - 12,000
12,001 - 15,500
15,501 - 18,000
18,001 - 21,500

more than 21,501

Male
Female

into which
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Abstract” ' o

The provision of publicly subsidized accommodation to ‘families and -individuals

o

-

who are\incapable of acquiring adequate housing on the priva® ‘mar,kiet has ‘been-a
commitment of the Government of Canada‘since 1938 when the first National Ho"using
Act (NHA) was adopted. -One of the most recent stra-tegies' for providing these social
housing opportunities. as they are termed. has been thr)ougvh/ The_Cooperati\/,‘e'Housing
Program (CHP). Essentially, C"fj_F’ provides a system o’f,grants .and loans to nbn:profit
ontinuing cooperatives which in return must agree to -develop and operate'housing

appropnate to the needs of people who require pubhc assistance to- obtaln adequate
. d

accommodatlon

-

In this study CHP, as it is implemented in Edmonton, is examined to attempt to
identify why biased target participation i occurring .in the program. .Biased target
- . ,participation is described as a situation where a program is working tothe predominant

advantage of a'subgroup of the designated target population? Based on the results of a

survey of social housing clients, conducted by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation

(CMHC) in 1982, it was found that, in Alberta at least, CHP: is'_working to the ‘predominant

ad‘va‘ntage of the moderate and high income subgroups of '.the target population. The

) Iow income targets, whom the program is prnmarlly intehded to serve, are judged to. be

underrepresented in Alberta cooperatlves :

Two explanat;ons for the failure of CHP to attract -Jow—income targets' are .

forwarded for study First, it is argued that Iow income targets may not be partncrpatmg

/

,nn “the program because the access strategy —_ the struotural sand‘orgamzatlonal",
arrangements that allow target participation -"as imp'iemented by’ cooperatives in ©
Edmonton may be presenting barrlers to th‘enr full partncupatuon second that'il‘the4
low—income targets may be choosmg to take advantage of other soc1al housmg '

alternatives because cooperative housmg does not reflect thelr needs and desires and in

their eyes,. lt is not an attractlve form of tenure. o . . e

To determine if blased target partncvpatuon can be attrnbuted to elther‘ or both of

these aspects of the program, an interview—-assisted. questionnaire was dlstrlbuted to 178

" low—income households.in Edmonton who are eligibl\e but not participating, in CHP: The

" survey was designed to collect information on their knowledge of the program, their -
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experiences with the selection procedures of Edmonton cooperatives and their housing
needs and desires. _ N ‘ 4 .

The results of-the survey revealed that the majority of respondents,had ‘never
heard of CHP. and only.a small p.roportion of the remainder indicated sufficient k'nowledge
of the program to be able to evaluate it against the other housing opportunities available to
them. »From their responses to the questions abou£ housing needs and desires it would
seem that, for the majority of respondents, the vtype of housing provided through CHP is- '
an accurate refleyction of their needs and desires and. if made aware of the program, they .
wouid likely find cooperatlve housing acceptable ' ’ o |

Three conclusions emerged from the study First, it is believed that a conSIderabIe
amount of t;ias in target participation can be attributed to the current stra’tegy for '
marketlng the program Second. it 'is concluded that the amount of fundlng avallable}o
cooperatlves (o] provnde Iow income households with an accommodation subsidy does
not ena.ble them to assist. the very Iow:mdome famlll_es and lnduuduals who rely on
government transfer payments fo..r'their ‘household income. Third, it rs concluded that
certain onv—_income program targets are underrepresented- in CHP because, of ‘an
incongruency between program-offerings and olienf needs and desires |

' Based on these conclusions several program modifications are suggested. First,

t . .
CMHC and Edmonton housing cooperatives should implement a more aggressive marketing

low=-income members should be altered. More generally it is recommended that federal

: strafegy.designed to inform low-income targets of the program. Second, the method

used by CMHC to calculate the funding available to cooperatives to subsidize their

<

housmg admlnnstrators conslder providing somal housing opportunmes dlrected at-’

: satlsfyang the needs and desares of those social housmg clients who appear to be hard

core renters L .
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1. .Introduction

1.1 The Genera! Problem

-Since 1838, when the first National Housing ActiNHA) was adopted. the
Government. of Canada has\-been committed to programs of public intervention in the
>housing supply. -The r‘ationale for fhis intervention _reété orr the belief that it ié a social right
- of every individual and family in Canada to be able to live in housing which is ;deQUate in
quantify (SpaCe),and &Juality (physical and community amenities) The justification for the .
intervention, in brief, is market failure; that is. some individuals and families have
insufficient .resou.rce's to allon them fo obtain.adequate housing. These "resources” are
usually conceived in financial terms, such as the proportion of é family's income which can
be devoted to housing without serious deterioration of its standard of living (Rose
1980,3). As aresult it is has come to be judged neceséary ahd desirable for the state td
ensure adeq‘uatEe accommodation .f~or certain familigs and individeaIs. \ v

_ ,‘Over the past thirty—three yea'rs, successive governmerﬁs in Canada have
implemented a number of intervention strat'egi'es to provide social housing opportunities.
Social housing, as the terrﬁ is used in this .thesis, is defined as h,ovusin-g which s produced
under the aegis of the NHA and which is intended to pro.vidé p'ublicly su'bsidized
accommodation to individuals and families who are incapablé of obt‘ainin‘g adequate
housing on the open market. One of the most recent strategies, implefnented as a resQ.It
of a series of amendments to the Nationil Hpusing Act (NHA) in 1973, has been the
encouragement of social housing developrﬁent by non-profit conﬁpanies and cooperative
societies, often dubbed the "third” housing sector. One result of these amendments was
the creation of the Cobpérative Housing Progrém(CHP)_

Essentially‘ CHP provides a system of grants and loans to non—pfofit continuing
cooperatives. Inreturn, s* 1 groups must agree to develop and operaté “modest” housing
appropriate to the needs of people who require public assistance to obtain adequate
_housing. Cooperative orgénizatidhs are encouraged under ;the éssqmp_tion that the
‘application of thé social principles of cboperative organiza‘ﬁbh t; ho’u".sind (the principles
of mutual aid, open rﬁembership, democratic- control and self-help} represents a. highly

desirable departure from remote, depersonalized forms of social housing management.



Its emphasis on community development, management by. residents of their housing
environment, and social -and economic integration are believed to result in high levels of

" satisfaction with housing conditions’

Although CHP is considered a socidal housing program in the NHA Ieglsiatlon, the

subsudi;ed accommodation provide;d throu’gh'thef progfam is available to anyone n Canada._
~ To restrict eligibility for cooperative housing on the basis of household income ! or any
o'gher criterion vvould be contrary to the cooperative principle of open membership.
Federal housing administrétors suoport open ‘membership because they feel it will
promote socnal ‘and economic integration and thus improve the quality of life in somal
: housing. The logic underlying this assumption wull be descrlbed in Chapter 3 of this thESIS

suffice it to say here that. although the federal government supports open membership,

E.2

. CHP continues to be funded as a social housing program on the basis that cooperatives '

will make housing available to ‘people_ with household incomes’judged to be insufficient to
acquire adequate housing on the open market. The proportuon of CHP partlmpants which
should be low-income has never been exphcntly stated by the federal government
However, when the cooperativevhousing sector originally Iobbie.d the governmeﬁt for
funding it was indicated that a goal of continuing housing cooperatives was to have their.
membership comprised of one-third low—income, one-third moderate income and
one—third hi‘gh income households. It is assumed in this thesis that cooperatives continue
to be funded on the basis that at least one—third of their members are low—income.

in May 1982, the Canada Mortgage and Housing Cooperation(CMHC), the crown

the NHA, undertook a compteheneive evaluation of their social housing programs. A;:_/a
pert of the evaluation a questionnaire was distributed to a random sampl_e of oecupani_s g
CHP funded hous:ng across Canada. Among other things, the survey was intenoed to
provude information on the characteristics of CHP clients and to give CMHC an indication

of the effectiveness with which thevr needs are being met by cooperatrve housmg As of

June 1983, the results of rtt@ survey were still not avallable to the pubhc but the Faw data
SN »,

- . /
corporation responsible for administering the housir.g policies and programs enunciated ir)/

for Alberta cooperatives were made available by CMHC for the purposes of this thesis. '

These data will be analyzed more thoroughly in Chapter 4, but for the purpose of stating

IHousehold income is defined as gross annual income from all sources and all'members
occupying the same dwelling unit. .
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the problem in general terms it can be reported that a hlgh rate of satisfaction among CHP

clentele was ewdent n the data - an indigation that the accommodatlon provuded through
the program is, mdeed, appropriate to their needs. ‘At the same time, the validity of the
results has to be questioned because the cata also revealed a’low rate of participation in
the program by the low—-income portion of the target group. Of 931 respondents from
Alberta cooperatives, ohly 127 or 13% had a household income below the level that is
agreed to mducate a need for. public assistance in obtaining housing. As well, the data on
household characterlstlcs revealed that oertann types of low=income households known
to compruse a sugmflcant proportlon of the low~-income populatton in general are
underrepresehted in CHP.

This condition, which is common in innovative social programs, is referred to in the

literature of program evaluation theory as "biased target participation”. It describes a

sltuationv where ‘a program is- working to the exclusive or predominant advantage of a
subgroup of the desigated \target population.  The limited participation of some
subgroups may stem from: the:r own choice, or it may occur because of condltlons in the
communlty or reflect a program desugn flaw that prevents full partnmpatnon When
dlSCUSSGd in the context of program evaluatlon blased target participation is consndered a

factor ln-program delivery which can undermine the effectiveness of a program and

consequently, preseht a serious threat.to the validity ‘of program assessments. Rossi and

Wllhams(1972) in a dis’cus‘sioh‘of factors constltuting a threat fo the efficacy of

innovative programs suggest that in general .any lnterventlon or treatment that requires
persons to learn new procedures‘to change existing habits or to take on roles they are.

not familiar wnth may encounter dlfflcultles in attractlng targets to the program They

stress that until target participation is brought up to desnred levels, any attempt to.assessa

program’s. success in achlevmg hlgher socral alms is mvalld

Yet, desplte the problems CHP is havvng in attractlng low~income cllents and the

- “fact that this sntuatlon could be undermmmg the effectlveness of the program the Clty of

Edmonton and- the federal governmeht\contmue to support the development of
"cooperatnve housmg on the assumptlon that itis provndlhg housmg for low—income people.
‘The City of Edmonton sets aside a certam amount of its own land to be provxded to the

)

| developers of socual housing on a Ieasehold basns at a subsldlzed rate Although this social

.



housing land inventory is rapidly diminishi‘ng (City of Edmonton 1983), as of June 1983 it
~was still available upon request to housing cooperatives. For its ' part the federal‘
government, in the June 1882 budget, began a phased increase in its annuai allocation for '
cooperative housing from $1.5 million {the 1881 allocation) to $6 million, the level which is
expected to be reached in 1984. The stated justification is that "the housing needs of low
income Canadians deserve special attention in these difficult circumstances.."(Text af the-
Budget Speech June 1982) - : @
Given this continuing commitment, the purpose of this thes‘is is to evaldate"the
implementation of CHP in Edmonton to try to determine why IOWfincome‘fhouseholdsiare
not Participating in the. program as expected' The .primary" aims are to identify those
aspects of the program believed to affect target partiCipation and to evaluate their
implementation in order to determine which aspects are functioning as intended and wffich
if any, are barriers to full target partiCipation . That information it is hoped, WI” prove
useful to program administrators concerned for. the need to modify or refine ‘program.
proceddres. As well, it will lead to theoretioai recommendations for the déveiopment‘of
alternative social housing 'programs’. ‘ | s S
The evaluation of social programs (defined as programs de'signed to make 'I‘ife
better and more rewarding for the people they serve) is an approach to public policy and. .
program analysis which emphasizes the use of empiricai research methods to. identify

Y

effective means to solve social - problems: The. 'primary fG\C\LiS of sodcial program

i

evaluation therefore, is on people and the effects of directed sopal change on their\ i
relationships with others in soc:iety(Weiss 1972). . T -~ ',' '
Since the aims of CHP are primarily somal (the improvement of the quality of Iife
for people who must ,rely on public aSSistance to fulfill their housmg needs), the method -
proposed for this. anaIySis is drawn from the literature of social program evaluation: Thev
speCific approach/however .i1s somewhat different from the traditional conception of } 3
program evaluation as an actiVity performed to determine program effectiveness in
- achieVing pre—determined objectives. Instead, the focus of this ‘thesis IS\ on the mechanics
of program operation or the way in which inputs to the program are transformed into the .

units ‘of service that are produced and the validity of the logic by which these activities are

linked together. The'central question addressed i is not Did the program work? but rather, ‘
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What st about the program that is working lor not work/nJP ' »
According to evaluatnon theorists, the strategy for answernng this second questjon
must be different from‘that-' emplo,yed to identify and meaS!\.Jre the effectiveness of a
" program in relation to its objectives. In the following section, .the literature of sociat

program evaluatlon is revnewed to identify the most appropriate strategy to fulfill the anms

of this study The specific ob;ectlves of the thesis research will emerge "from this review.

|
\
)

1.2 Program Evaluation Defined
in a géneral sense, evaluataon is the-making of Judgements to determine the worth
~or value of something. When appplled in the context of program evaluation it has two
'Qsential dimensions, one ,.concerned with judgement and the-other with;information’(Caro
1977). Programs are s'ets‘of organized activities conducted in pursuit of goals, ends or
outcomes which‘are \'/al.ued. Progra,m\er/aluation produces judgements regarding the‘.
degree to which desired outcomes havevbeen or 'canbe achieved. It leads to conclusions
regardlng the worth of organized effort
Slnce )udgements o‘ this nature requrre knowledge of program performance
information is of critical umportance in the evaluatlon process As part of a broader effort
‘to |nject rationality into oublic pollcy making and programmlng the manner in whlch this
type of information is obtained- has become the domlnant theme in program- evaluation
hterature(R055| and Wright 1979, 60). In general., the emphasls has been placed on the use
of scientific methods to |- ~vide information about program performance:as‘ opposed to
arriving at conclusions bzse - ~'=lv on intuition, impressions,"casual observations .or

.conventional wisdom {Caro 87

Darcy‘S(1981,459) csfini orogram evaluation takes ‘into co'nsideration both
the judgemental and the 'emp c= . :ins of evaluatior and eft‘ectiVely;conveys the
meaning of the term as it (s usec - esis. e defines program e\-/aluation as "the
systematic collection‘anvd analys" oF i -+ o determine the worth of purposive ‘

©

organized activity.”
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1.3 . The Purpose and Role of Evaluation in Public Programming

Interest and activity in public program evaluation has increased dramatically in the
past twenty years Fawcett and Wright(1880) suggest that this growth has been propelled

by a combination of forces, including the desnre among social scientists to inject scientific
r'f

ratlonallty into political and social planning decision— making and demands by taxpayers for

’ accountablhty.m public programming.” It has also been observed (Freeman 1977.22)that
the "activity of evaluation research hasu'move‘d fr'orn the "application of social science
- techniques for stud.ying large—scale human service programs” to'a pclitical activity, "an
inpu,t into »the complex mosaic from which emerges policy decisions and‘allocations for

the planning;~design, implementation and continuance of programs to better the human

"~ condition.” Th|s transformation has changed the ideas about what evaluation can do, the

impacts it can have and how it should be carried out(Faweett and erght 1980).

One result of this change of per‘spectlve has been to reconsnder the functions of -

-evaluation research in terms of the information needs- of decision—-makers who will use

' the evaluation results. Thus, evaluation research has come to be viewed as an activity

p'roviding informatipn to two types of programming decisions (Poister 1978). The first is

- the decision to continue/discontinue or adopt/not adopt a program as con'stituted This is"

generally"made after a prcgram'. has been operating fof some time and the type of
information requnred is a final assessment of how effectively the mterventlon has achieved
desired results. The second. type of programming decision is made durung ‘program
implementation” and concerns the continual adJustment and refunement of program design.

The decusnons pendlng in this case are ones of whether -or not varsous aspects of program

-

design should be left intact, modufned or discarded in favor of new approaches which will - -

" more ‘adequately fulfill program objectives. The purpose of evaluation res_earch for '

" decisions of this nature' is to monitor program functioning so that it can be discerned
which elements are working successfully and where appropriate cha’nges“are required.
To distinguish between evaluation research for these two types of decisions,

.'Scriven(19_71) introduced the terms summative and formative evaluation. He applies

summative evaluation to describe the post—hoc appraisals which\_focds.on'program_

outcomes and provide information for decisions about program continuance. He uses the

. . . b)
term formative evaluation to describe research undertaken to monitor program

3



implementation and generate information useful for improving programs in theirv
developmental stages. |
~ Asindicated earlier, the focus of this thesis is on the mechanics'of CHP operation
to determine why low—lncome'targets-are not participating as expected. The central
question addressed is, What is it about the program that is working (or not workingJ? in ‘
) terms'of Scriven's typ_ology, this thesis wili be a formative evaluation of CHP.. It is hoped
. that ;the results will pr’ovide information for the'modif_ication.and adjustment of the
program de‘sign and implementation strategy./ln the following section the te_éhniques of
program evaluat‘io‘»n are revieyved to ildentity the most apprOpriate a'nalytic':al approach for.a .
‘study of. this nature. | ! .
1.4 The Methodoliogy of Program Evaluation ' o ' %
-Tra"ditionally, evaluation has been viewed as an activity undertaken at the end of the
programming process - defined by Poister(1978) as the process of 'designing and
‘implementing'an intervention strategy to achieve desired ends - to provide ae_s.fin_al.
a'ssessment of -pro‘gram valuet The notion that it can also be undertaken to provide
mformatnon to lmprove the usefulness of a program is a contemporary view which )
emerged in the’ theoretical literature of program. evaluatlon in the early 1970's (see for
instance Bennett and Lumsdalne 1975; Poister 1978; Rossi and Wright 1979) Essentially,
it evolved from the idea that the programming process is a cycllcal actwnty which may-have
to be repeated many tlmes before- a ‘fmal assessment of program- _value is
appropriate(CampbeIl 1971). Although most of this literature notes the importance of
. undertaklng formatlve evaluations before attemptmg to make a final assessment of
-program value in most cases the discussion of evaluatlon methods tends to focus on
| technlques‘ of impact assessment rather then program monitoring. For. instance, a
description of the Goal Attainment Approach,‘,wl;ich is obviously a summative evaiuation
'technique,'oan be found in most of the program analysis literature concerned with
methods of undertaking‘ evaluation research. Essentially, this approach to proéram.
evaluation involves the identification of prog_rarn goals and objectives, the development of
valid and reliable indicators of goal achievement and, finally, the measurement of program

outcome. The objective, as Rossi and Wright(1979,58) explain, is to measure the



outcome of the program as rigorously as possible, purifying the results by removing the
influences of forces other than’\the interventio‘n being evaluated Co'nversely, techniques-
of formative evaluatio’n'are rarely-discussed‘ in"the literature Deutscher(1976) suggests
th|s is due partly to the fact that program planners and administrators’ have been siow to
_accept the notuon of the programmlng process as a cycllcal activity. As a consequence
there has been little expenmentatron wuth anatytical technigues of formatlve evaluation By

|mpl|cat|on ‘methods of formatuve evaluat;on are considerably less refined then summatlve
s

’

technlques. _
One reason Poister(1978) offers to explain the reiuctance among practitioners to
unde'rtavke for_mative evaluations is Qecause this type of research requires considerable
khoWledge of the way in which theprogram to be evaluated is intended to operate. A
summative technique like the Goal Attainment ApproaCh can treat the program as a whole,
focussing on the elements of program input and output, 'put blackboxing inte‘rnal program -
operations' Formative evaluations, on the other hand, must begin with the determination of
what goes into the program, how these things are used separately a'nd in combination,,
what changes they are,‘expected to pro'du'ce a‘nd how these changes are e-xpected to"
occur. Identifying these substantiye aspects of progra'm design and operation is @ much |
more challenging task than might be supposed: Although programs ar‘é initiated by public
_ pollcy which is vaguely defined in the furst place organlzatlonal and bureaucratlc
pressures shape the program as it is implemented. In the course of this process, program
‘objectives and means may be’ altered so that the question of how a pr'ogram is supposed ‘
to operate is not easily answered. Draw‘ing.on the literature of organizational’theory‘some
program evaluation theorists have-developed a systematic model for 4identifying these
.' substant:ve aspects of program dnrsign. Of the literature revnewed for this study '
Pouster(1978) and Rossi and "Wightt1979) have presented the most comprehenswe

dnscussnon of its appllcataons

1.4.1 The Systematic App’roach To Concéptualizing Program Design
. In 1960 EtZIonl lntroduced into the literature of organlzatlonal theory a systematlc

and logical approach to developlng a framework for evaluating orgamzatlonal

effectiveness. Schulberg and Baker(1977) indicate that Etzioni's idea stemmed in 'part



>

from a concern that organizational goals. particularly public ones, have an "illusory quaiity”

e

and that they may never have been intended tp be realized When this is the case the

results of evaluations. based solely on goals are ‘difficult t& implement. As well, -he

o

rec‘oénized that goal-oriented studies were of limited value in providing feedback  to

3

improve organizational effectiveness.

. L
As an alternative. to. the goal-oriented approach to evaluation, Etzioni suggested
that organizational effectiveness should be considered in terms of tHe degree t6 which
goals”'can be realized under a given et of «conditions.:  These conditions relate to

organizational survival. He‘a'rgded that an org'anization must fulfill a number of important

functions for survival. In-addition to the achlevement of goals and subgoals it must be

~

rconcerned with the mamtenance of the orgamzat1on itself, which’ mciudes such tasks as the
effectlve coordlnatlon of various actlvmes and the aCQUISItI\OH and malntenance of
necessary resources. These activities are functional and actually increase orgamzatronal
effectnveness. Etzioni stressed that to view effec‘tivenes‘s in this manner the organization
must be seen as a multifunctional unit. The systematlc approach he proposed is therefore
concerned. wnth the - estabhshment of a- working model “of the organlzatlon as a
multifunctional unit capable of achieving a goal. This systems model, as he called it, is
intended to form the conceptual ‘basis'for organizational analysis. - '

~in the literature of program”evaluation theory Etzioni's systems model has been

applied to the program description stage of. formative evaluation. Basically it is viewed as

an organizing tool, a"way of thinking.about a program so that the analysis can be structured.

in ‘terms of the mtended and actual operatlon of the program Thls approach fac:latates""

. both summatuve and formative evaluation: but it is particularly useful for the latter because
it IS a way of»_conoeptualizing the 'me_chanisms of program operation, emphasizing not only
‘inputs and oufpots_»b'ut also the process' by vwhich. inputs are transformed into the actual
services produced by the program. .

\

Poistér(1978, 32) indicates that the systematic approach is derived, in part, from

2

gen}eralsystems theory. It recognizes_ the need to understand the structure _am’o function

of phenomena fhroLigh an investigation of "aggregations of interaoting eleﬁ'\ents rather
than by concentrating on the elements themselves.” In addition, it recognizés the systems

conoept of interdependencies among subsystems and their organization into hierarchies.
/
‘ _ ¢
< - . /
-

o



R

K

10

L

The basic’ tenet of the systems approach apphed to evaluation, is that a program Is an

ob)eCtlve seekung system comprlsed of a set of mteractnng elements or subsystems

The ob;ectlve of the analytic exercise us to construct a model of :ntended program

operatvon Rossi and Wrught 1979) suggest that this should not only fdentufy the various

oz

- program’ elements but also represent the logic underlying the program * This Ioglc is

: composed of the assumptlons linking the application of resources to program activities,

program activities to intended program outcornes, and outcomes to ob;ectwes

_ Ponster(1978) suggests that the startlng pomt for developing such a model is to identify

the elements or attrnbutes as he refers to them, that give structure to program Ioglc He

ideritifies these elements as program goals and objectives, -the dehvery system, and the

environmental factors which shape program design and lnfluence program functuomng

Each element is described briefly below _

1.4.1.1 'Goals and Objectives v

~ Goals, from the standpomt of social policy, are standards WhICh have not

been fully attained. Generally they are enunmated as |deahzed outcome states that

are often vague and tlmeless For evaluation purposes |dealnzed goal states have, go

. be operatlonally‘ defined in statements that specify the conditian to be dealt with and "
the critera of suc';':ess. ' _

The operationaliz’ed statements of abstract goals are generally referred to as
obJectlves Objectives represent concrete outcomes that are expected to be
achieved in a glven time horizon. They are the thmgs WhICh programs are seeklng to
accompllsh the observable physucal socio— economlc behavnoral or psychological

~ changes that programs are desrgned to produce in the envnronment

| An important component of’ the program objectlve statement is the
specification of a target and the nature of changes that are desired to take place with
respect to the targets. A ta‘rget is defined as some group, condition or problem at
which the program is aimed. To facil\i_tate program'analysis, -targets should be
identified in such a.way_that‘they can be easily disti"ng)uished from those which are

not the object of the program.
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1.4 1.2 The Delivery System “

~ The delivery system of a progra'rn is described as the combination 'of .

pathways and actions undertaken to provide an intervention. The delivery system of
any program is comprised of a number of separate elements as follows:

. resources - described as the ‘manpower, money, materials, equipment,

and facilities availabie to program management in pursuit of ob)ectives -

) components - described as the actnvuties that uee available resources and o

constitute the program's operation; they are theg activities which function

to cc‘>nvert program revs,ources to pr»odUcts:\ T |

° management - the element of the delivery system which controls and

directs program operations

1.4.1.3 The Environment

The environment is described as the set of factors which is outside of the
program but a‘ffects its ‘design. and 'implementation. The environment element
structures program jogic in the sense that the substantive and administr'.ative context
in which the programj operates is determined by those constraints and opbortunities
- in the environment which are beyond the control of program 'management.

\

1.4.1.4 Program Logic .

These program elements are tied together by a number of cause/eftect or
ivf/then. assumptions which specify the logic of the way in'\WhichA the program is
expected to prvoduce desired results. in a general sense, Rc%ssi and Wright (1879)
indicate that the logic underlying any program consists'of thr//ee basic assumptions -
an assumption about the influence.of one or more characteristics or orocessee on
the condition which is the obJect of the program; an assumption about the
" relationship between a program (what is goung to be done) and the bebavuor or
condition to be affected by the intervention; and’an assumption about the change that
is expected to occur as a result of the interventior/‘i In addition, there are
assumptions underlying each of the program's tomponent ac'tivities‘specifying their

separate and joint functions in achieving desired ends.
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1.5 Objectives of this Study

To conceptualize a program) as a set of elements Iinked'together by a sequence of
assumptions facilitates formative evaluation in gen:aral because it provides the framework
for "structuring an analysis of program performance. It is pérticularly useful if the
evaluation focusses on i.dentifying the source of program faiiure, as is the case in this
study. As i»ndicated, the purpose of formative evaluation is to monitor program
implementation to identify if tHe program is functioning as intended and, when it is not, to
explain and identify the source of pfogram failure. Since the problem of biased target
" participation in CHP has already been identified, the primary objective of this thesis is to
identify why it is occurring and which aspects of the program should be modified to
alieviate the situation.

Rnssi and Wright{(1979) suggest that, in general, explanations for program failure
can be . ~uped in two categor’i‘es: 1)the program may not ke achieving desired outcomes
due to a failure to déliver the intervention as planned — termed a failure in process; or
2)the assumptions linking the application of.resources to prograrh activities, program
ac{iQities to intended lprogram :outcomes, and outcomes to objectiVes may not be valid:
resulting in a sitiation where the program is being implerﬁénted as planned but these
activities afe not leading to desired outcomes. This is termed a failure in program logic.

Since program f.ailure',to achieve objéc_:tives ma—y be the result of theory, process or some
c;bmbination of the tWéi‘ both‘aspecfs must be examined. Thus, as a formative evaluation
o.f CHP which is aiméd at ident.i'fying'vyhy low—income t'arge‘t‘s are not participating in thé
program as expected this thesis has f?\/vo objectives:

Tto evaluate the implenﬁentation,’v by housing cooperatives in Edmonton, of
program process activities affecting_target participa‘;tion to deermine which, if any, are
pr_esenting ba’rrie'rs to full participatioh by low income targets; |

2)to test the validity of the assuknptiohs‘ about target participation that underlie the

prbgram design.
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1.6 Summary . -

In this chapter the probiem of biased target partmpatnon in CHP was outllned in a
general sense and the literature of program evaluation theory brlefly reviewed Based on
this rev:ew a strategy for explalnmg program failure.to achieve representatlve target
partucupatlon has been proposed The first step in thlS strategy is to identify as completely

.and accurately as possuble the substantive aspects of program design. In chapters 2and 3
the systematic approach is used tohdevelop this understanding of CHP. In chapter 2, the
process by which program inputs are transformed into the services provided is described.
Cooperative organization and its appiication to - the development and managementlof

. housing, and its use in CHP to deliver social housihg benefits are also discussed Chapter
3 presents‘ the program logic. It describes the environmental factors which shaped
program logic, the intended outcomes of the program and the assumptions which link
process activities to program goals and objectives.

In Chapter 4 the focus of the discussion shifts from a general description of the

*program elements to an examlnatlon of the specific aspects of program process and logic
- which are beheved to effect target participation. In this chapter data to support the
general problem statement are presented and the possible sources of failure in program
p'ro»ce‘ss and logic are discussed. To attempt to identify the source of program failure
four research questions are forwarded for study’ These questions are answered using
data obtained from an interview—assisted questionnaire distributed to a sample of

low-income households in Edmonton. This research method is described in Chapter 5. In

chapters 6 and 7 the data collected from the interview survey are analyzed. The objective

of the analyses in 'Chapter 6 is to determine if biased target participation can be attributed
to a failure in program process and of Chapter 7 to determine if the situation results from
- a failure in program logic. In Chapter 8 the principal conclusions which can be drawn from
this analysis are presented and recommendations, specifically tor pro’éram modification
and generally for the development of alternative social housling programs, are discussed.
The chapter concludes with an evaluation of the methods thed in this study to examine

biased target participation and recommendations for future research.

1



2. The Delivery System

2.1 Introduction . ; ’ ’

Program process actlvmes are defined in the literature of program evaluatlon\\

theory as the actlvmes undertaken to provnde an lnterventlon They are generally referred,

. to as the program delivery system, In this chapter the essential elements .of the CHP |

delivery‘ system.are‘ des'cribed. The chapter begins witn a discussion of the mos
imporlant element - cooperative organization — and ivts application to the.development and |
manadement of housing. The program itself is then described in terms of the manag_emen‘l
structure, the résources available to program' management for pursuing objectives, and the
_way in which the program ‘fun'ctions to convert these resources into services provided.
The chapter concludes with a review of NHA cooperatlve housing developments in Canada
generally and Edmonton specmcally ' ‘ '

o 22 Cooperative Organization

) - Cooperative organization is described by The Cooperative Housing Federation in
Canada (a non—governmental » national organization" concerned - with the promotion of
cooper = housung in Canada) as a form of economlc organlzatlon in which people have
united to provide themselves cooperatively, with goods and services of many kinds(CHF
1976). There exists a variety of ways in which cooperative organization may be employ:

in prov;dlng shelter, only one of WhICh is supported by CHP. Before dlscussmg thls means
of developing and managing housnng in greater detall however, there are certain. general
comments to be made about the nature of cooperatlve organlzatlon, regardless of the
major'focus of ‘an organization's aotivities (see, for example, Kercher' 194l; Bogardus.
1958, Laidlow ~ 1971 Dreyfus 1973). In essence, cooperative o‘rganizations are
~ distinguished from others by the process by which specified goals are attained. .This

process must be consciously grounded and mainfained in the cooper_ative efforts of its

|

|

members{Andrews and Breslauer 1976). Laidlow(197 1a, 318) has expr_essed the idea as -

follows: : o : .

The primary aim of the cooperative institution is to improve the economic
position of its members, but because of the methods it employs and the
qualities which iz requires of its members and, which it develops in them, it aims
at and achieves a higher goal; to make men with a sense of both individual and

14
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” \
L joint responsibility, so-that they may rise individually to a full personal life and
collectively to a full social life

The cooperative efforts of such an organization.are guided by a number of long
established principles which were inspired by the dootrines of two nineteenth century
social reformers, Robert Owen and Dr. Wiliam King. Their philosophies were an.
important reaction to severe problems generated by the @rxse_t;y'o:l_flw’e' lndustrial revolution,
which were particularly*oppressive for the working-classes(Khalidi 17777 They therefore

. Ay

encouraged workers to join together in voluntary assoclations to "produce for the

consumption of the working class and not for profit.

Owen's attempts at organizing workers‘into small, Self;oontained cooperatlve
communities were shortiived but provided the foundations for the first successful
cooperative enterprise in Rochdale, England — the Rochdale Somety of Equitable Pioneers '
established in 1B44. While the cooperative principles developed by this group have been‘
reformulated from time to time, the spirit and purpose contained within them has remained
unchanged. Thus, in 1966 the‘World' Congress of the Internatlonal Cooperative Alliance
approved six principles which must be essential to all types of cooperati.ve organizations.
These principles are based on those that were developed by and guided the activities of
the Rochdale Pioneers. They are described as follows:

A » open membership - memberéhip is voluntary and open to anyone who can use

-the goods and services provided, regardless of social, political_or religious

considerations as long as cooperation is accepted as‘the process of ‘

organization;

[ ] democratic control — participation in decision 'making occurs on the basis of
equal rights in voting (i.e. one member, one \lote) regardless of the extent of the
member’s investment;. | '

P .

° ) limited return on capital - cooperatlves are not operated to yield a return on

:ldnve.s‘tment but rather for the benefit of those who use them;

. !- surplus earnings belong to members - cooperatlves do hot strive for

;‘/ surplusee, but if any occur they are returned to the members in ways they
determine themselves; | .

e . member education - cooperatives provide for the education of members and

the general public in the princ‘iples of cooperation;



] cooperation among cooperatives — to serve the interest of both the members
and the cooperative, the cooperative should cooperate in all practical ways
with other cooperatives, regardless of focus, at local, national and international
levels " o '

\ .

Laidiow (.197”3) has distinguished five ways in which cooperative organization can

be used for housing purposes First, cooperative financing provides credit for either

indiwdual or group Financmg of homes. This is the roie played by the "building someties in
the United Kingdom. for exampie. Second. cooperative purchases of land, materials and
building supplies may also aid in the construction of homes for mdwndual ownership, "

Third, a small group of people may form a cooperative to build their own homes.

collectively; these are commonly referred to as "sweat eq_uity” cooperatives. A fourth

method focuses on the producei’s of housing (rather then eventual ednsumers) acting as a

cooperative organization Builders’ codperatives have their origins in construction trade

unions and are the form of cooperative housing that initiated, for example, the Iafge scale

" programs in‘Scandinavian countries. | -

The continuing housing cooperative provides a final ‘example of cooperative
organization applied to the provision of housing. ‘It is the type of cooperative sup.ported
by CHP and its distinctive characterietic is that jt.is owned -joinﬂy by.ailit;\r’esidenfs (L_ibiet

1964; Sullivan 1969; Laidiow - 1975) Individeal families and households do not have

separatebmortgages and do not own-the dwelling unit in which they reside. . instead, they

_are part owners of the entire development and are mutually responSIble for |ts overall

maintenance and operation Title to the property is held by a non—provfii cooperative

corporation and each member df tne corporation posseeses é singie share of stock or a

membership certificate which give} them equal voting power in corporate matters. Since

‘the cooperative is operated on a non*profit basis, operating surpluses must be returned

to the membership in the vform of cash payments, reduced‘monthiyAcharges or capital

improvement prdjects that benefit the entire communityi The voting poWeF of each
cooperative member is used primarily te elect an unpaid bberd of difectors comprised of

. a s'maliei" number df residents Who make po'licy on behalf of'the total membership

The governing board is responsible for setting overall policy, maintainmg rules and—"

IS
~Z

regulations making mortgage and tax PEYments planning and arran/glng/f,or g financing of

L
"

/
/ o



capital improvements, and exerting the lsadership necessary for maintalning‘ and \imp'rovi'n_g
the cooperatnre on a continuing basis ‘Generally, the boardia'ppo’ints varlods com;nittees,
made up of cooperative residents, to ‘assume these reponsibilities. - This f'orm of
member ship 'control places the residents in two roles: they are part of'tne collective Whlch
owns and manages- the project, and they areﬂalso the tenants who must live “by'these

management decisions

2.3 The Cooperative Housing Program _
CHP was created by a series of amendments to the NHA in 1973. The program s

identified in the Act as a social housing program. Essentially, it providee a system of

grants and loans to non—profit continuing cooperatives. In return-'such groups must agree . '§

to develop and operate modest housing appropriate to the needs of low and moderate

_income households .(CMHC 1980)' To be elsglble for NHA socnal housmg funds it is

requnred that the occupants of the housing development be cooperative members and itis

expected that the housing’ corpo: ation, WI“ operate in accordance wuth the six principles -

'adopted by the International Cooperat(ve Alliance. -

* The program is administered by CMHC. However, in ke'e'ping with the spirit of‘
cooperative organization, CMHC plays only a minor role in the deVelopmenf and ohgoing
management, of ooo'perative housin‘g. Essentially, their responsibilities include the
allocation of resources as per the conditions outiined in Section 56. 1 of' the NHA, the

monitoring and control of ‘the -activities of housing cooperatives to ensure that. the

" conditions of their funding are fulfilled and the adjustment of program operations in light

cof feedback about'-,‘its performance. In a situation where a-cooperative organization

defaulte on its mortgage' or is disbanded, CMHC assumes the assets of the cooperative
and takes over management of the housmg -This, however, has yet to happen in a
cooperatuve developmen/funded under the NHA.

/-,,CMHCVS most active role in the program is to administer the financi{alresources for
which cooperatives are eligible. The resources and the process by which‘the\‘/ are

allocated are described in the following section.
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2.3.1 Program Resources

The resources which the federal ‘government  will :provide to cooperative .
organizations to assist in the ‘initiation development and maintenance of Ih-ousing are
“outlined in Section 56 1 of the NHA. To be eligible for these resources, the orgamzatlon
- making the’ apphcatlon must be incorporated as a non—profit housung cooperatlve under
| provmcnal law and the articles of lncorporatlon must reflect the intent that the majority of
'the .occupants of the hous:ng pro;ect will be members of the cooperative. . The assistance
_provnded under Sect|on 56. 1 rncludes the followmg(CMHC 1980

. alFinancial as5|stance to develop the housing proposal to the pomt where a loan

application can be made. This assistance comes in the form of a $75,000 grant-whnch is
rele'ased te‘ the cooperative in portions as they complete the requirements of various
stages of their proposal to develop a housing project, - 4

b)Loah insurance forl up to\‘lOO% of the cost of the project ‘when mortgage
‘fmancmg is obtamed from lenders approved by CMHC. '

. c)Financial assistance to subsidize mortgage payments from the going market rates
to 2% The following example |hd|cates how the calculation of this assistance is made

. once the;agreed—‘to—eost of the project has been established.

If the agr’eed-to—cbost of the project is $1,500,000:

-the monthly payment over 35-years
at a market interest rate of 14% :
(assuming a 100% mortqage) .......... e, -$17,160

-the monthly payment at an interest rate :
. of 2% would be.. e, e P P $ 4,960

~-the - monthly assistance for which the :
’ pr0|ect is eligible is |the difference. cvvn e eeennnnnn.. ....512,200
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L.Parr of this assxstance 1s used to bring the actual/ rents of all the_dwellihg units in the
project do\Wn to a level which reflects the low end of market rents for that type of
dwellihg n fheare‘a where the project is located. * The remainder is used for twg
purpeses. First, it covers the operating costs of the cooperative (i.e. maintenance, repairs.
etc) Second. it goes to assist residents who are unable to pay these low end of market
rents; i.e. people for whom the cost of shelter at this rental,rate represehts more than 25%
of household income o

‘ The rents in the first year of the cooperative are ‘fixed at the lower end of market
rents Subsequently, however, t’hroegh a formuia set by CMHC, .they are increased in line
with increases in operating costs’. The intent here is to make available more money to be
used for the purpose of reducing the monthly rents of the low—income residents.

' The City of Edrh,on‘ton also provides assistance to continuing cooperatives through
its Third Sector Housing Policy. This policy makes available city-owned lands at reduced
rates. enabling cooperatives to obtain 60-year lease terms calculated on the basis of 50%

of the market value of the site or the historic carrying costs to the City, whichever is

greater (City of Edmonton 1983). The question of what happens when the 60~year lease

period is over has yet to be adequately dealt with by the City. However, the cooperative
housing sector, through the Cooeerative Housing Federation, is eurrently neg‘otiating_ with
CMHC to change the condition of NHA funding that coopefatives must be non—profit
corporations. ' Essentially, théey :/vant to make a profit on.‘their operations ‘and use this
money to finance land-banking schemes in major regional centers and to purchase the land
which they currently lease (Delaire 1982, pers comm.).

The activities undertaken by cooperatlves to convert these resources mto housing

. opportunities vary depending on the 'skills and motivation of their members. In Edmonton,

cooperative housing organizations can rely on the expertise of a special resource group, a
nonprofit organization called Communitas which" exists to facilitate the development
process for new cooperatives. Due to the influence of this group, which encourages all -

cooperatwes to follow the same basic steps in the housing development process, it is
Lower end of market rents are established by CMHC by identifying market rents of .
properties most comparable to those in the project and adjusting these rents-to take into
consideration any repairs, renovations, rehabilitation, conversions or improvement, as well

1as location of the property. The market rent for each unit in the project is set at lower

‘end of the market range to allow for economies expected to be derived from cooperative
effortiCMHC 1880).
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possible to make some generalizations about the way CHP functions in Edmonton

2.3.2 Program Implementation Activities : a

>

-

CHP has two principal phases, éach of which can be broken down into separate
activities. . The first is referred to as the "starvt—up s{age" and includes the activities -
involved in initiating‘and developing the housing project The second is the "operations
stage” which includes the activities involved in the continuance of the cooperative
corporation and the housing project (Mildon 1982, pers. comm.).

The activities of the start—up staée can be grouped in two categories: the first
includes those actlv’itiesvinvonlved in dev.eloping the skills of members of the organization
to take on spéci_fic tasks in planning and managing the housing project; the other covers
the activities of planning. designing and 6verséeing t'h‘e_ cohétruction of the housing In- the
classical or ideal model of'coOperativé organization, as describ_ed by Van Dyke(13972) the
members of the cooperative do all the work fhemselveé on a volunteer basis. Many of the
houéing cooperatives de:/elolped in‘Canada pﬁ'ior to the creétion of CHP ha.ve successfully
followed this model. However, it is a very difficult route since much time is required to
organize and carry out the development tasks using inexperienced volunteers. .

The disadvantages caﬁ be overcome if the members use the the advice and
assistance of a‘r.esource group. In Edmonton, "Communitas” serves this function. Since
1874, it has been involved in the organizatioﬁ and development of every NHA-funded
housing cooperative in Edmonton. Communitaé provides the legal, arc.hitectural, design,

engineering, accounting and cooperative expertise .required for the initial cooperative

formation and for the project development stage.

For efficiency’s sake, during this initial period of organization, membership in the
cooperative is kept at the minimum number required to fulfill the deveiopment tasks. This
core group is trained by Communitas in the procedures of planning and managing a housing

development cooperatively, ihclud'iri‘g the responsibilities of members, directors and

¥ .

officers, for'establish‘ment of membership application and waiting list procedures,

bookeeping and recordkeeping, and the design of the organization. As well, the core

group decides on an appropriate administrative system to undertake ‘the activities of

membership education, ongoing property maintenance and financial administration {(Hanniey
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1982, pers. comm)

When construction of the project is complete, which with the help of Communitas
takes between one and two years. the core group recruits and selects new rhembers and
implements their administrative system in the operations stage. A board of directors is
elected on an annual basis from among the membership. The board.in turn appoints
committees to assume specific responsibilities for the operation of the project. Although
it is rarely imolemented as a formal rule of the cooperative, it is expected that each
member will become actively involved in the management or maintenance of_ the project.
In a medium sized cooperative (which in Edmonton would be a cooperative with ebout 40
households) one person from edch household should devote about 6 hours a week in
actvvmes for the cooperative. including attendmg meetings and carrying out committee

responsnbllmes As well, households are responsrble for the day—~to—-day mamtenance of

. their dwelling units and, in some cases, the surrounding yard (Mildon 1982, pers. comm.;

Hannley 1982, pers. comm.).

' When a cooperative reaches the stage where its activities are focussed on
operating the housing project, there is little intervention on the part of CMHC to control
internal matters of the' cooperative as a corporate body. CMHC's main conoern at this
stage is that the cooperatlve make the required mortgage payments and that an
appropriate income proflle is retained in the housing project. Only in a situation where a
cooperative is not-fulfilling the condmons of NHA financing or is oemg poorly managed
does CMHC reserve the right to intervene and control the operation of the cooperative.

This description of the delivery system of CHP is accurate only in a general sense,
since the activities uhde‘rtaken in the start—-up and o'perations stages vary considerably
among different groups. For exa’mp]e,_ some cooperatives have considereble planning and

housing development expertise within the core group and use the resources of

Communitas sparingly; while others depend on the resource group for assistance through -

every step of the Housing process. Nonetheless, the delivery system, as described, is

sufficient to identify the process activities affecting target participation in CHP as it is

implemented in Edmonton.



2.4 NHA Cooperative Housing Developments

The concept of cooperative housing was slow to 'win acceptance either nationally
or in Edmonton According to the .Canadian Housing Statistics published annually by
CMHC(1973 - 1981), in the two—yean; périod between January 1974 and January- 19786,
1,350 ‘NHA cooperative housing units were dévelopea across Canada By 198:1 this -
. number had increased to 20,453  The majorityr of these units were located 'in three
provinces - Ontario, Quebec and l\/lanitob’a.. '

In Alberta, there were approximately 600 Aunits-as of Ja'nuary 1981 In 1982,
however, the number of ne‘w' cooperatives doubled and as a result in January 1982 there
were 1,168 occupied cooperative units and another 250 in the planning stage. All of
these units are located in Edmonton and .Calgary(CIZommunitas 1982). Thé most‘rec'ent
statistics for Edmonton, assembled by Communitas in the sumrﬁe_r of 1982, indicate that” -
there are 495 occupied cooperative housllng units, 66 units bndér construction and 98
units in the development stage. Figure 2. 1 and Table 2.1 shovy'th'e names and I'o;:ations of
completed cooperative housing projects and projects under construction in Edmonton as

of July 1982.
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Figure 2.1. Location of Cooperative ousing Projects in

Edmonton, July 1982.
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TABLE 2.1: NAME AND ADDRESS OF EACH EXISTING AND PROPOSED _
' COOPERATIVE HOUSING PROJECT IN EDMONTON, JULY 1982.

“Name of - Figur'e 2 ,
- Project ST Reference No. - Address
Adalca S #119 12604 - 153 Ave.
mobilehome v ’ ‘ ' o .
Campus. _ N 2 © Garneau (scattered)
Estrella . _ | 3 51st,-.144 Ave.
Del Sur ‘ o
Hillington oy 159.5t. - 77A Ave.
Court | | .
Homestead .,\5 | )/5%‘Sf*‘; 144 Ave.
Keegano ' 6 - 34 Ave.'-.Richfield Rd .
Kuanna o | 7 ]298 Ave. - 96 St.
Lorigale ‘ 8 ' lLB:Ave. - 121 sSt.
Salvadore I s 24 Avé::- 85 St.
'sundaﬁce "A, A _\/ o 89 St. - 100 Ave.
Synergen . . . 11 36 Ave. - Richf;éTd‘Rd.
ln&egra (proposed)i : ’le : 11027 - 109 St.
4Kal$ka (propoéed)l “13' 17 Ave. - 48 St.

Riverdale (proposed) ‘ 14 Riverdale (scattered)




. . : 3. Program Logic

3. Hntroductlon '

v

© Program loglc refers to underlylng assumptuons about the ways in which the

planned intervention will produce desired social changes. I[n general, this logic is

predicated on some notion of cause and effect, which may be based on a set of principles

and generalizations grounded in empirical evidence but is more often drawn from untested

past experiences. Regardiess of its origins, program logic is rarely made explicit by .

program planners‘and administrators. Unfortunately, this holds true for CHP; the logic

underlying the program has never been stated by CHP or by the cooperative housing

sector ,As a result, it was necessary for the purposés of this thesis, to interpret the

t

'theoretncal framework of the program from program documents and publications, and

from general literature documenting the evolution of social housing in Canada. The logic

: underlying CHP as it is presented in this chapter is comprised of a number of assumptions

which link the application of resources to program activities, program activities to

intended program outcomes, and program outcomes to goals and objectives.

3.2 Background -

The .amendments to the NHA which created CHP were mtended to improve the
financial basis of cooperative housing organizations by making them eligible for NHA social
housing .-subsidies. The decision to encourage cooperative ‘housing developments

stemmed, in part,“from discontent with the public' housing program(The Canadian Council

for Social Development:1877). This program, which up until the early 1970's represented

the federal government's primary strategy for producing social housing, was created by

amendments to the NHA in 1949 but exnsted on an unofﬁc;al basis in earller versions of

the Act. The' public housing, program made fundlng available to municipal governments for

_the purpose of initiating, constructing and managlng low rental housing pfojects, .For the

B

_ most part, the funding was used to construc' -elatively inexpensive medium- and. high
~“density buildings in suburban communities to rehouse the people displaced by local urban

redevelopment projects (Crosbie 1978, 113} The pri‘mary objective of the-program, as it

was used in conjunction with-urban renewal policy, was the replacement of substandard or

25
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inadequate housing and the relocation of its residents to afforda}sle hcousing in a safe and
Healthy e?wvirorlwment, defined in terms . of _.the physical adequacy of the new
‘ accofpmodation. .
o Rose(1380), in an analysis of Canadiaﬁ housing policy, suggests that the rationale
’ .for this type. of intervention, from the s‘Eandpoint of the federal government, rested upon
the basic belief that it- was desirable for ‘the state to ensure adequate . housing
accommodation for certain people. This was not merely to protect the great majority of
citizens from the threat of crime and disease, but also because the costs of slum life had
ineQitably to be met by expenditures for social. health and correctional éervices and the \
protection of persons and prop_ert‘y. inherent in fhis rationale is the assﬁmption that there
éxists‘a relationship between the ph;;éical environment and social prpble'm‘s and the naive
belief that the improvement of people’s accamrrjodation woulduleaa to the amelioration of
related éocial problems. ‘It is interesting to note that these éa{ne deterministic beliefs were
held in the first British slum ciearances of the 1860's. In one of the first attempts to
undertake a systématic and objective exar%ination' of the relationship betweeh sanitary
conditions and mortality rates in a‘/B"ritish city, Littlejohn({1865), in a study entitled "A Report’
on the-; Sanitary Conditions of the ‘City of Edinburgh”, argued that it would be "a great a
sanitary measure” to reméve the poorest classes from the city. He concluded, based on
his observations, that diseases such as cholera and fe\/er;'ﬁWhich had in earlier years
reached epidemic proportions in Edinburgh, originated and spread to other areas of the
city from the overcroWded and imperfect dwellings of the poor. As well, he concluded
there was an assoéiation between the physical state of theohousiﬂng in which the poorer
" classes resided and their moral.and social character. Lo .

No one, .., can visit the poorer districts of the city without being impressed

with the close connection which exists between outward filth and inward

depravity, and with the facilities presented for the germination and rapid

growth of Vice in all forms, by the wretched habitations and confined alleys of

the.Old Town (Littlejohn, 120). - '
He endorsed the actions of the‘ city administration in their earlier attempts ;c)o move the
poor from their tenéments in the city to clean and comfortable "poorhous'eéq’l outside the.
rﬁunicipal\ boundaries, whére, -he indicated, the residents could engage | in 'he\;Ithful
occupations. He recommended that missionaries and philanthropists assist the-efforts of »

the City by concernin; themselves with the education of the poor on matters of nutrition

T
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and cleanliness. Littlejohn felt that these measures would not only impfove the sanitary
conditions of Edinburgh, and thereby reduce the mortality rate amongst the higher classes,
“but would also improve: the moral and social character of the poor. "Until the dwellings of
thé:poor are rendered more habitable, and the poor themselves are taught the wholesome
lesson of outward cleanliness, it is not expected that their deeper fnature can be
effectually stirred.”

In the late 1960's the consequences of the public hoﬁsing program, which led to
the concentration of large numbers of low—-income families in suburban hod/sing projects,
forced attention to the fact that housing is more that just a physical issue. Indeed, the
siﬁwple relplacement of substandard housing by sterile sanitary accommodation seemed fo
exacerba"ggrather then mitigate social difficulties(Morris 1979). Not only were the clients
of public housing dissatisfied with their accommodation, but well-organized groups of
taxpayers, who opposed the development of public housing in their communities, greatly
complicated the constfuction of new holsing projects in general. Their strong opposition
was borne out of fears that public housing would decrease property values, concerns
about public health and safety, and gereral feelings of resentment from those persons
who had strugg_!’g__-j;d to meet their own probler;ns with their own resources towards those
who reguired pui)lic assi;tance(Rose 1878). In their analysis of Canadian housing policy
Dennis and Fish (1872, 755) attribute some of these problems to the fact that, in Canada -
prior to 1968, ithe federal government showed little concern for the adequacy of the
public housing'.ﬁnits tﬁey produced or with the qualit';/;;‘é% life in the projects. They
i-observed that between 1938 - when t;e provision of public housing became public policy
~—and 1968, no ’r-eviews of tenant satisfaction with their housing had been carried out, nor
’ were thére any.internal evaluations of the planning and design of the projects. ~

In 18968, under the directive of a newly elected Liberal government, a federat Task
Force on Housing and Urban Development was struck to examine, among other things, the
legitimacy of complaintsk’ against public housing. To examine the problem f‘rom the
perskp_e»cti.ve of the prg)&litaers of public housing the Task Force requested and theA_ci‘eived
several hundred briefs from various fedgral, provincial and mup'icipa! Eousing- agér;c.:ie;s:énd

some non—governmental associations. In order to understand the problem. from the

perspective of the tenants, members of the Task Force visited public housing projects *
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across Canada and met with tenant?to hear their grievances._ As well, they commissioned
Goldfarb( 1'969) to carry out the study subsequently entitled "A Behavioral Study of the
Attitudes of People Living in ?ublic Housing”. Goldfarb's research focused on the Regent
Park group of housing projects in Toronto. Its purpése was to determine the att“ij(udes of
public housing ciients toward their living environment, [n a séries of public meeti\hgs and
small group discussions with tenants he obtaine_c_j information on which his conclusi_ohs and
recommendations to the Task Forée wer‘e made (Onibokun- 1972).- In the follbyving

paragraph taken from the conclusion of the Task Force report, the findings of the st'u‘d/y/

are enunciated (The Task Force on Housing and Urban Development 1969,53/—54'):/

The big housing projects. in the view of the task force, a-ve/b/ecome ghettos
of the poor. They do have too many problem famili ithout adequate social
services. There is a lack of privacy and an equstly serious lack of pride which
leads only to physical degeneration c&th premises themselves. The common °
rent-geared-to-income formulgs-do breed discontent.and a "what's the use.
attitude” toward self and.-ircome improvement. - There is a social stigma -
attached to life in a -housing project which touches its inhabitants in many
respects of their-daily lives. '

Mr. Goldfarb’s interviews with public housing tenants confirmed that
these people face a range of negative stigmas in dealing with the community
around them. He, too, found a lack of community spirit and individual self discipline.

Based on their impressions of the state of public housing in‘ Canada the Task Force
recommended that the construction of public housing projects be ceased until ;thorough
research into their economic, social and psychological ramifications could be undertaken.
The federal government responded by devéloping a revised se,t of social housing
guidelines (Dennis and Fish 1572). in general, these guidelines showed a concern for the
‘physical dimensions of housing need througH the provisions of safe and hea[thy
'accommodationi More importantly, however, the‘y made explicit for the first time a
concern that social dimensions of housing need be considered in the development of\
subsidized housing opportunitiesf This meant the pvr'ovisidn of an enjoyable, satisfying
living environment, where self-actualization and individual growth are possible and where
there is opportunity to develop c_bmrﬁunity social ties. Eslsentially, the implementaiion of
these guidelines was expected to produce an acceptable living environment, both socially
and psychologically. Federal hogsihg administrators felttthis-type of environment required

the following;

° The elimination of high concentrations of iow~income households in‘public

f



housing by encouraging the injegi‘a/ti’on of low and moderate income tenants in

e

et

each project. T

. ‘A manageTnEnt philosophy that would concern itself with human welfare as

7" well as the physical structure Coupled with this, a greater partic1pation by
tenants in project management was favoured.

° The provisi'on of social and recreational facilities in proximity to public housing

projects. - . .

. The opportunity\ for low=-income households to choose between different

types of tenure arrangements, including home ownership opportunities

In 1970 under the assumption that the gwdelines We " responsive to the needs
and desires of low-income targets of socnai housing, Robert Andras. the minister‘
responsxble for housmg announced the reservation of S2OO million from the capital
budget of CMHC. The mor?ey was to be ‘used for' the purpose of . examining alternative
a methods of devel_oping and managing public housing within the guidelines (McAfee 1975).
At the same time, CMHC established an evaluation division for the purpose‘of monitoring
Canadian policies and ‘programs in terms of changing consumer demands. One of the first
tasks of the division was to oversee the implementation of what came to be known as the
innovative Low=-cost Housing Program.,

Five continuing housing cooperatives‘, one each in Vancouver, Toronto: London,
Caigary and Winnipeg, were funde\d through this program as alternatives to pubtlic housing
for low-income peopleDavidson 1872). The projects were assessed by CMHC to
determine how nearly they satisfied the original intent of_being innovative and on_v—cost
and to determine how Iow—inco‘me grou’ps responded to the innovation. The results of
the assessments could not be obtained'.for review in this thesis, but it cah be assumed 'they
were favorable because, based in pa‘rt on the experiences of these five 'cooperatives,
CMHC made funding available to continuing cooperati\ies_ on a long term basis through a
series of amendments to the NHA in 1973 These amendments officially created CHP;

CHP was originaliy conceived as a means of providing the socially adéquate Iiving
environment defined by the reVised somal housing guidelines. - The expectation was that

cooperative housing would solve many of the problems that had plagued public housing in

. the past. Specifically, the elimination of high concentrations of low-income households



was expected to make social housing more acceptable in the eyes of local taxpayers. The
opportunity for tenants to exercise some control. over the management of the|r'hoUsing
was intended to increase tenant satisfaction with their éccommodation. As the Canadian .
‘Council on Social Development{1877,17) put it "Cooperatbive houéing it was felt, would be
'\less likely to be opposed by local ratepayers and also Would be more amenable to resident
involvement in development and management” In short, it was intended to have a

— .

significant.impact on the quality of life in social housing.

In addition, although it has never been explicitly stated by CMHC, it would seem
reasonable to assume that th_e decision to support cooperative housing was also aimed at

~ solving the problem of providing housing suited to the needs of iong—term social housing
clients. The_ conventional rental tenure opportunities provided in social housing were (and
still are) managed u}nderl the assumption that the tenants are “temporarily down on their
luck” and require emergency accommod.ation‘until their situations improve: The primary
emphasis, thefeforé, IS on pfoviding physically adequate and affordable housing.
_Hofxseholds in which the head is ur%abl.e to work for iong periods and, consequentiy, for
whom social housing is a long term proposition, create difficulties for the delivery of this
_type of housing. By virtue of the fact that fhey occupy units for long periods, it is dif ficult
to provide adequately for those who truly require emerge'ncy acéommodation. -More
important, however, the emphasi.s in the short—term éécommodation philosophy is on the
physi'c.al dimensions of héusing need and this ‘is believed, by some, to exacerbate rather
than mitigate the social difficulties of these long term tenahts, If this is also a belief of the
federal housing administrators it would seem resonable to speculate that their decision to
support cooperative housing rlests on the aséumption that its emphasis on indi,vidual and
community development will provide the atmosphere necessary for Iong—term clients to
improve their situations and eventually be éble to discontinue their dependence‘_’on public

assistance to acquire basic goods and services.
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3.3 Program Goals

The goals of CHP are derived from the social housing policy implicit in the NHA In.

his analysis of the Act, Rose(1980, 70) indicates that the méjor social goal of government
intervention in housing is to provide all families aﬁd individuals in Canadian society equal
access to affdrdable_hou;ing that is adequaté in cjuantit;} {space) and quality (physical and
community amenities). In turn, this ;oal is rooted in two fundamental beliefs which provide
“the framework for the development of intervention strategies like CHP. First. the belief
that the opportunity to live in adequate hausing is a social right The following quotation

from a speech by Ron Basford upon assuming the federal portfdlio for housing enunciates

the federal government's commitment to this belief (House .of Commons Debates

no.117.51 as quoted by The Canadian Social 'Development Council 1977, 4).
It is the fundamental right of every Canadian to have access to good housing at
a price he can afford. Housing is not simply an economic commodity that can
.be bought and sold according to the vagaries of the market, but a social right.

Related to this is the second belief that government intervention in the private
housing market to provide "good" housing is justified. because adequate héusing is not
provided automatically in capitalist market economies for those peopie with modest or
inadequate resources. Under these circumstarices intervention is judged to be necessary

and desirable to meet the needs of those who must be assisted by the resources of

society as a whole(Rose 1980).

3.4 Program Objectives

As enunciated in the NHA, the objective .of CHP is to develop and operate modest .

hdusing which is appropriate 1o the needs of low and moderate income people. Stated in .

this way the objective is not sufficiently clear to formulate program theory. The intended
outcome state (described in the objective statement simply as modest, appropriate

housing) is therefore described in greater detail below.

3.4.1 Modest Housihg .
To control the hature of the housing developed-using public funds CMHC 'will
subsidize only those cooperative developments whiéh‘can be built within the federal

government's maximum unit price guidélines(MUP). Essentially, they are a schedule of

M.
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construction costs by housingkform' and bedroom count, including land and an accep e
amount of amenity space as specified in CVHC's &te Planning Guide (CMHC #5214 1982).
The MUP guideli‘nes are considered by CMHC to be representative of the reasonable.tot/a _
cost of building a modest dwelling unit in a defined market area. The MUP guidelines for
Edmonton (1982) are shown in Table 3. 1. It is the responsibility of‘the.cooperati\/e to
" obtain reascnably priced land and to develop a design strategy which meets the group's
housing needs and keeps capbitat costs ot the project within the prescribed maXImum unit

prices.

'3.4.;’2‘Appropriate Housing
~ In CHP, appropriate housi_ng‘_re.fer,s to th/e.'ph’;/sical quality of the dwelling unit and
the quality of-life, defi.ned soc‘i‘ally and psychologically, in the housing projects. Phys',icalltl
adequate housing ns generally defi'ned as housing that is adequately heated in-the winter, is
structurally sound, provtdes exclusive use of bath facilities and has runni_ng water(CMHC
1978). To ensure tha‘t housing of this nature is provided, the federal ‘government has
established minimum standards of physical adequacy Wthh must be adhered to in order to
obtain NHA financing (see for example Builders B_e_qu_ge_r_nm_ts for Qb_ta_mm NHA J_ns_uged ‘
Mortgages. CMHC 1982). As well, in most municipalities NHA flnan_ced housing must meet
‘ local standards of health and safety as set_in building co.des and bytaws. -
Although the provision of physucally adequate housing is an important concern, the
principal aims of CHP are social. Tradmonally the social aims of government subsnd|zed
housing programs were limited tc/;/a concern about crowdlng To ensure that pruvacy
. heeds of all members of the hqusehold were satisfied, a space per- person staridard
which varied with the number/of people in the household was imposed in all NHA
developments. In CHP, howev/ér,.thls concept of socnally adequate housing has been
extended to include .other aspects of the' residential envuronment beheved to affect
individual and social well-being. - In this sense the pruncnpal aim of CHP is. to prov:de a hlgh'
quality residential environment The government's definition of a hlgh quality residential
environment is implicit in the revised social housing guidelines and the decision to select

. cooperative organization as a means of delivering social housing benefits. At a personal

level it can be defined as an environment which allows people some degree of -control
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TABLE 3.1: ‘MAXIMUM UNIT PRI'CE‘ GlU.l\DEL’INES, EDMONTON‘]SB{}
o Price by Ho;lsing ‘F“orm kiand Bedroom Count
Form R 2 3 . b 5
| Ground-ofienfed‘ C - 61,500 67,500 73,500 77,000

multiple units

Walk=-up apartments R
(i.e. Less than three 51,000 58,000 63,000 - -
stories) : ’ ‘

- Elevated apartment . ‘ :
‘mgsonary (i.e. three 66,500 75,500 - - =
stories or more) ‘

" (Source: City of Edmonton Real Estate and Housing Department)

'over the design and mahagerﬁent of th’_eir accom'm’o‘dation,. so that sgbjéctively defined
needs can be sat‘isfied. As well, it is an'environm_ent which provides -opportunities for
individual growth and self-actualization. In this way peopie can develop the skills and
initiative to assume more responsibiiity for _lefiIIing their basic needs and, ultimately,
improve the quality of.otHer ‘aspects of their lives. In a social sense, a high- quality
.residential environment is one where the opportunity to develop ”.comm'unity" exni:st's. The
notion of cohvnunhy,as‘uks used in this context, is defined in terms of common values,
social ties-and social intéraction. ‘

‘ »Iri 'summary, the intended outcome .stéte of CHP is housing which is physically .
édequate and suitable in terms of space requirements, as well as a 'residéntial'énvironment
“which satisfies user needs'ana.prOWdesAoppoMUnMes for individual and community
' development. It is- also- obvious from the decision to use cooperative organization as a.
means of delivering‘these benéfits that the. Eﬁrogram is’ directed at highe‘r social aims.
-Th-e.s.e' were missing from earlier attempts to provide social hous_iﬁg and éontributed.
presumably, to the demiéé of these public housing programs. In the search for a.more
e‘ffec‘tive ‘means of providing social ho'usihg a numbér of assumptions wefe made about
public housing, cooperative housing and the need's and desires of the various interest
KgroupsinvoWed.iTheée asémnpﬁons structure thelogk:LerHan.CHP design and

operation.
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3.5 Program Logic

The literature on cooperative housing. and In particular those studies which have
influenced the development of Canadian legislation, place a major emphasis on tr‘1e social
benefits to be derived from this form of housing {Lithwick 1970; Dennis and ‘Fish 1972,
Lalelow 1975). I>n general, the assumptions_concerning the benefits rest on the belief that
cooperative living, ‘with its .emphasis on social integration, personal initiative, mutual aid.
education, democratic control and c\ommunity development, will result in a high quality
_residential environmen£ which provides opportunities for individual and community
development.. It is these presumed benefits of cooperative living which provide ene
framework for outiining the logic underlying program design _

' Basically, the program logic, viewed in terms of the social benefits of coopefative
housing, is comprised' of a‘\sequence of three assemptions The first assumption is that
many of the problems with public housing, i;clueing tenant dissatisfaction with their
accommodation, apathy and lack. of pride, and cemmunity opposition to the develobment
of public housing, resulted from a lack ef atten{ion to either thg’social or. the physical ‘.
dimensions of housing need in the program design. F.oHowing‘from this is- the second
assumption that the cooperetive way of life is responsive to the needs Q_fAthe targ'et_
population and is an eppropriate way to provide social’Housing in the eyes Qf Io¢e|~
ta-Ss_payers. - i _

The»t.hird aé_sumptio_n is about the expected results.ef the pro’gramv. 'Essehtiall_y,‘jt :
caﬁ be divided into_-an‘ticipated irﬁmediate and long range e;fects.A The imme'diate expected
effects are an increase in the satisfaction of tenants'v'vith their accommodéﬁon bec_au-se'
the housing is responsive to their neede. Tenant satisfaction is used by. CVHC .as an
indicator of quality ef life ir; social housing projects.. As well, it is expected —that local
_taA>i<_payers will not oppose the development of coope.rative housing é}h their communities
because cooperativee emphasize economic and social integration and commuhity
development. The Ioﬁg range'eutcom.ee expected of the program are considerably more:
ambitious. For the most part, they are expressed by the cooperative housing sector
rather than by government. The proéram, itis argued, will bring about positive attitudes of

self~worth and self—fulfiliment and deve{op.the abilities of participants to help themeelves

rather then rely on the government to provide for their basic needs. This belief is
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_expressed by Turner(1876. 6). an advocate for all types of self—help housing, including
coopveratives: o |

Whien dwellers contrdl the major decisions and are free to make their own

coMtributions to the design, construction and management of their housing.

both the process and the environment produced will stimulate individual and

social well-being. When people have no control over, nor responsibility for

key decisions in the housing process, .on the other hand, dwelling environments

‘may instead become barriers to personal fulfillment and a burden on the

economy. , B :
Another long term effect promoted by 'the cooperative sector is the development of
communities, defined in terms of social ties as well as locality. Housing cooperativevs, in
Canada at least, are not commercial propositions. Rather, they are promoted as
opportunities within an urban setting to experience and work at developing a sense of.
community. Alexander Laidlow, a long-time cooperative aoncate, organizer and educator
in Canada claims that the community goal of cooperatives is to develop small villages-in an
impersonal metropolis, which emphasize the sharing of. c'ommon'v‘tasl{s and problemé an
cohcern for others. He explains that this goal is not a turning back on urbanization £
rat.herb"a return to the social values of rural living” {Laidlow 1977,185).

Although this is one way in which CHP logic can be interpreted, based on'what the
federal government and the coopeﬁative sector presents in their literature, it is important
to make note of another reason which the government has for promoting CHP. .the
administration” and management of séciaf\;,\housing is expensivyye and is a burden on tHe
economy which many taxpayers resent As Rose(1980, 166) explains, "attitudes towards
those who require public assistance have not changea m}JCh in the past four decades.
Those families who are the prime applicants for socially assisted housing accommbdation
are the ‘focus of‘ disrepute, resentment and a whole set of negative attitudes.” By

' encouraging cooperatives to take over the ‘resp_onsi.biiity for developing and operating'
social housing, the overt expenditure by the government on administration and
maintenance of public housing is greatly reduced There a'r.‘é, hlowever, hidden costs
associated with providing two-thirds- of the membership of cooperatives with a housing
subsic‘iya for which they would oth_erwisé not be eligible. Although' it is beyond the scope
of this study to pursue this aspect of the prograrﬁ, suffice it to say that program logic

could vary, depending on the emphasis 'placea on different miotives for encouraging CHP.

-

o
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3.6 Summary

The purpose of this chapter and the previous one was to develop a conceptual
framework around which the progra;m analysis could be structured. Developing this
understanding of CHP has been justified to identify aspects of program process and logic
affecting target participation. In the chapter which»follows thes‘e‘aspec‘ts of the program

will be examined and a method for their evaluationpresented.
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4. 'Problem Specification ‘ AN

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is in two parts  First, the problem of biased target participation is

described. In chapter 1, the problem was discussed in general terms: here the means for

distinguishing between low and moaer_até—income targets and ;ubgroups of low~income
targets are developed and used to interpret the results of a recent CMHC survey in which
information on the household chiacteristics of CHP clients was collected. .Seco_nd, 'the
failure 6f the program to attract low-income targets is examined in terms of program
process and p‘rogram logic Bésed on this discussion, four research. questions are
presented. Essentially, they relate to the implementation of process activities and to the

3

validity of program logic.

4.2 The Concept of Biased Target Participation _

. Biased'target participation was described in Chabter 1 as a situation where a
progrém is working to the exclusive or predominant advantage of a subgroup of the
designated target population. It was iﬁdicated,. based on a recent study undertaken by
CMHC that, in Alberta at least, CHP is working to the predominant advantag;e of the

moderate and high income subgroups of the desighated target population. . The proportion

of low=income participants was less then desired. As well, it was observel that the -

program was working to the predominant advantage of certain types of low—income:

households and not others. To provide the substantive evidence that bias of this nature is
occuring in CHP it is necessary to be able, first, to distinguish the law-income segment

from the remainder of the target population and, second, to distinguish among dif ferent

*spes of low—income targets. The formér, in the case of CHP, is achieved by means ofa_—

maximum -incdmé threshold over which a-household's annual income before taxes is
‘ deerﬁed to be §‘ufficiént to acquire. adequate accommodation on the privaiz market. The
notion of a thre’éhold income, established according to household size and local market
rents for adequate housing, is used by most h'ousihg agéﬁcies in Canada to idéntify people

. ,‘
eligible for social housing. Essentially, it is based on the assumption that the ability to

acquire adequate houéing is a problem of having sufficient resources to compete
. - _ 4 f

\
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effectlvely on the private market

Dlstlngulshlng subgroups of—low income targets is a much more difficult task it is
obwous that, for analytical and policy purposes, the issue |s how to d:saggregate the
low=income target population into homogeneous subgroups. Yet, although most housmg
analysts and administrators acknowledge that these subgroups exist and have implications.
.for social housing program development (see for example Donnison 1969; Rose 1980),
not much effort appears to have been devoted to identifying them and deterhﬁining‘.th'eird_
housing needs on the basis of acceptable erppirical evidence. In Iieu"olc areliable means of
distinguishing subgroups of CHP low=-incame targets. this aspect of prdgram coverage
will be assessed using data from the 1981 Survey of Consumer Finances which describes

in general terms. the composition of the population of low—-income households in Canada.

4.2._1 Low-income Targets Defined
The low—income subgroup of the target population for CHP.is-described in the-
. NHA as households in which the total household income before taxes is insufficient to
pe_rrh—ivf ‘them to rent housing ‘accommodation adequate for their needs at current market
rents in the area in which they live. In order to oper,ationalize this definition an acceptablie
contrlbutlon rate i1s expressed in terms of .a shelter—to~income contrlbutlon ratio.
According to research undertaken by Statlstlcs Canada to |dentlfy minimum. acceptable .
levels of consumption (see Statistics Canada 1959, 65-521), in a situation where total
hOusehoId’ income is in the bottom two quintiles of the national income distribution (see
Table 4.1) the household, under some circumstances, may have difficulty acquiriné the
basic goods and services nécessary to maintain an adequate standard of'living. These
basic goods are defined as food, shelter and clothing. The maximum amouht that can be
spent on shelter costs, without impinging on leyels of consumption atceptable forv other
necessities, is judged tc be 25 per oent of total household income. Shelter costs include
monthly rent or mortgage payments and utilities required_ to make. the unit habitable.
| For the purposeS»of program analeis it is necessary to set an upper income limit
or threshold to distinguish tow income households The deflnltlon of such a threshold for

low income targets of CHP, however, is dependent on household size. and the market rent

for adequate housing in the area in which the household lives. A household comprised of
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TABLE L.1: UPPER LIMITS OF INCOME QUINTILES ’FOR FAMIL.IES
AND UNATTACHED INDIVIDUALS IN CANADA, 1980

Families - Unattached Al Fsmilies and
Individuals Unattached
’ ' Individuals

ANNUAL INCOMES ($)

First : 14,805 5,000 9,657 ' |
Quintile B
Secc 4 23,500 7,581 18,000 ¢
Quintile : R

Third - 31,207 13,418 - 26,769 . ¢
Quintile ’

‘Fourth 41,769 21,000 37,444
Quintile ' . .

(.SOUrce: Statistics Canada Publication Number: 13-‘207, 1981.)

a family with several children has more expenses than an unattached individual so an upper
income limit for all households regardless of size is not appropriate. Egually, because

rental rates for adequate housing vary across Canada, the limit defining the target group
YA
. .

r

should always be based on local conditions:
The most recent *udy defining low—income househoids, based on the‘AIberta
rental housing market, v.us undertaken by the Alberta Housing Corporation (AHC) in ‘
' September 1981 (Bobrow and Fieldman 198 1). These‘results distinguish between families
and smgle unattached mduvnduals with the former being defmed as a group of mdlvnduals
related by blood, marriage or adoption who share a common dwellmg, and the latter as a
person living alone or in a household where he or she is not related to other household
members. The upper irwcome limit for low-income families in Alberta was set then at
$12,999 and for Unattached indi'viduals at 6, 999. In 1983, assuming an annual inflation
rate of 10 per cent in recent years, a famlly with a total annual income below
approxnmately 315 500 and an unattached mduvndual with an income below approxumately .
‘ $8,500, living in Edmonton, would be considered part of the low—income target population

_of CHP.
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4.2.2 Moderate-income Targets Defined
The rationale for including moderate income housgholds in the target population of
CHP relates to the objective of providing a socnally adequate living enwronment As

prevnously mdlcated social and economic mtegratlon is ;presumed.to be a factor in

-~ upgrading the quallty of life in social housing developments. To achleve this objective,

QHP benefits have been made available to households with incomes above the level that

would indicate a need for public assistance in acquiring adequate‘housing. The

government believes it is unnecessary to set upper income limits for this,‘subgroup under

c

the assumption that social housing, beoiuse of its modest nature, is not an attractive
alternative to high—income households {Hannley 1982, pers. comm.). Far the purposes of

this study, moderate—income targets are defined simply as households with incomes

=~

above the limit established to define low~income households.

A

B

- 4.2.3 General Composition of the Low-income Target Population

PR

The upper income limit, defining: low=income targets in Edmonton, roughly

) corresponds with the definition used by Statistics Canada to d|st|ngunsh Iow income

others in Canadlan society (see Table 4.2). For‘example, in 1‘980 (the latest
year for which data are avallable), the upper nncome limit for a family of four Iiving in an

urban area wnth a population over 500,000 is set at $12,807 and for an unattached'

individual at 35 822, In 1983, assuming a 10% annual inflation rate since 1980, the upper

income limit for the same family would be approxrmately 515»500 and for an. unattached
individual approxnmately $7.500. Consequently the mformatlon complled oy Statlstncs '
Canada on the socio—economic characterlstlcs of low income households can be used to
distinguish between subgroups of low=income targets of CHP. lIdeally, of course, glven
the fact that the mformatno?wnll be used in thls _study to identify bias-in t‘arget participation
in Alberta ‘cooperatives, it would be more approprnate to know the composltlon of the

iow—income populatnon m Alberta specuﬁcally rather then thé: compos:tlon of the ’

Iow income population in Canada. Unfortunately Statlstlcs Canada and the Alberta Bureau

- of Statistics both report that this type of information is not avallable for Alberta

Statistics Canada did lndlcate based on Consumer Fmances data that the mc'dence of

low-income people in. AIber_ta )s_ slightly lower than that reported for. Canada, but the
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.T/\BLE L.2: REVISED LOW INCOME CUT-O0FFS BY FAMILY SIZE IN

URBAN AREAS OF OVER 500,000 PEOPLE IN CANADA, 1980

SIZE OF FAMILY UNIT - MAXIMUM ANNUA'L ‘INCOME (s)

1 person ) . 5,822
-2, persons 8,438
3 persons 10,767
L persons 12,807
5 persons 14,316
6 persons 15,716
7 or more . 17,232

(Sourpe: Statistics Canada Publication Number 13-207, 1981.)

general compositions of fhe populations were thought to be similar. Since it is necessary
for this analysis to be able to distinguish between subgroups of low-income CHP targets,
the Canadian statistics will have to be deel;r‘;ed appropriate for lack of more specific
information. Howéver, thg f;d that there are fewer low—income people in Alberta, in
general, Will Be allowed for when colnsidering the extend to which participation in CHP is
biased. -

All of the information describing the composition of the low=income population in

Canada, that is presented in the following section, was obtained from The Statistics Canada

" Survey of Consumer Finances (Statistics Canada 1981). Essentially the sQrvey obtained

information .on incomes received in 1980 from a sample of approximately 17,000

households. Based on this data it was estimated that 12% of all families in Canada have

incomes below the low income cut-offs displayed in Tabie 4.2. The majority can be

identified as young married couples with one or two dependent children, éduples over 55
years of age with no dependent children, and female-headed single parent families.

Families headed by individuals 34 years of age or younger comprise approximately 35% of

‘low-income families in Canada. Households headed by individuals 55 years of age and

" older in wh.ich~ there are no dependent children comprise apporo_ximately 28% of all

iow-income families. Of all families headed by fémales in Canada, approximately 49% are

below the low-income cut-offs, compared with 19% of all male—headed families and 17%

of all families 'headed by two parenhts. Appr.oximately' 67% of all low—income families

include no more than two dependent children. Y

o
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For approximately 50% of low-income families the major source of income is
from payments made by governments through federal-provincial or provincial-municipal
social welfare programs which provide family allowances, old age security allowances and
social assistance payments. For less than one-third the major portion of th household
income is frorn Wages and salaries. In Alberta, at least. the annual household income for
families existing on government transfer payments is less than half the low-income
threshold. placing them at the very lowest level of the national income distribution. For
example, currently in Alberta, the annual household income provided from social
assistance payments to a single mother with two dependent children ranges between
$7.000 and 8,000 ° |

Of all single unattached individuals in Canada, 39.6% are low income. The majority
of these (approxmately 65%} are females 55 years of age or older. Most Iow—income
single unattached individuals subsist on incomes provided through pubiic social welfare
programs, less then one-quarter receive their income from wages and salaries. As is the
case with families, singie individuals who are dependent entirely on the government for
their ||ve|:hog\d have an annual household income well below the low-income cut-offs.’
For example, in 1983 a retired person whose sole source of income was old age
security, including the guaranteed annual income supplement provided by the Alberta
Government, received an annual household income of approximateiy $5,000. *

The incidence of low—income families and individuals runs higher among certain
groups in Canadian society. Of all households headed by non—Canadian—born individuals,
16% of the families and - 43% om“' the unattached individuals are low—-income. As well, the

incider ~¢ of v ~~incomes among Native Indians, Inuit and Metis is higher than the rate for

- allg~nes »- 7 irZividuals in Canadian society (Adams 1970; The Special Senate Committee
on F ver ST At the = time, there are certain characteristics that are common to
all low- micoime houe=t . anada regardless of age, family' status or cultural
background ‘The most uv - is the generally low level of educational attainment.

Approxmately 87% of all low-income households are headed by individuals with some

high school but no post secondary training; of this 87% almost one-half are headed by

B

individuals with iess than grade 8 education.

This social assistance figure was obtained through a phone call to Alberta Social Services.
4This pension, flgure was obtained through a phone call to Alberta Social Servnces

1’.:' r ,.,"‘. "L.
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4.3 Problem Specification

It was indicated in Chapter 1 that in May 1982 CMHC undertook a comprehensive
evaluation of their social housing programs. As a part of the evaluation a questionnaire
was distributed to a random sample of occupants in CHP funded housing across Canada.
Among other things, the survey was intended to provide information on the characte_risfics
h of CHP chents and to give CMHC an indication of the .effectiveness with which their
housing needs are met by cooperative housing. In Alberta. 1500 cooperative housing
occupants received a questionnaire and 831 were completed and‘returnéd, for aresponse
rate of 62%. In-this section, data from this éurvey are used to describe the extent to .
which CHP is working to the predominant advahtage of certain subgroups of the target
population. This description i; based on the assumption‘that cooperatives are funded as
social housing developments ‘onthe basis that at least one—third of their members are
low—income.

Tat;le 4.3 shows the distribution of respondents;living in Albefta cooperatives by
annual household incoﬁwe and household composition. Although the income categories
used by CMHC do not correspond exactly with the upper income limits established in this
thesis to identify low—income people li.e. the limit of $15,500 for families and $8,500 for
individuals), bias in tafgét participation is still obvious. The incidence of families and single
unattached.individuals in Alberta cooperatives with household incomes belqow $15,000 and
$10,000 (the categorieé' that correspond closest with the upper income limits established
for this thesis) is less than one-third of the total number of respondents with.-:only 16% of
the families indicating incomes below $15,000 and 10% of singie unattached indiv;duals
indicatingya'nnual household incomes less than'$10,000. ‘

To sorﬁe extent this bias in favor of higher'-—income targets can be explained by the
method used by FCI\'/IHC tqcalculate' the ohgoing assistance for which cooperatives are
eligible. In Chapter 2, the funding provided to cooperatives through section 56.1 of the‘
NHA was described. Essentially, a cooperative is eligible for monthly assistance which
amounts to the difference between tHe payments required to pay off a mortgage at the
current. market rates and the payments that would be made if the interest rate was 2%.
Part of this assistance is L‘Jsed to lower the actual monthly rents of all hé)using units in the

project to the lower end of market rents in the area in which the project is located. The

7/ . N e
e VIS
N



44

TABLE 4.3: DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPANTS IN ALBERTA COOPERATIVES -
BY HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD

INCOME
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION
Income ($) ' Family Single Total
' - Unattached
N % N b4 N
Less than 5,000 3 4 - 0 3
5,000 - 10,000 L8 7.4 23 9.4 71
10,001 - 15,000 - 53 8.2 23 9.4 76
15,001 - 20,000 165 26.0 82 34.0 247
20,001 - 30,000 189 29.0 L8 2p0.0 237
Over 30,000 1356 21.0 25 10.0 160,
Missing 50 8.0 43 18.0 93
TOTAL 643 100 244 100 887
(50urce:”Survey of Social Housing Projects, 1982,

unpublished information obtained from C.M.H.C.)

remainder goes to operating costs and to providing "deep" subsidies” to low—income
coopera;tive members to reduce their rent to ‘a rate which is no hore that 25%.of their
ﬁonthly househoid income. Unfortunately, in areas where the production .costs for
housing a‘re highli.e. costs of land and construction) there is generally a cohlsiderable
diffe'rence between actual and lower end of market rents, and this absorbs most of the
mor-*hly assistance. Very little money is left to provide deep subsidies ' |.-h produc'tion
| cost areas CMHC leaves it somewhat to the discretion of the cocoeratives 2 striké a

. balance between the economic viability of the housing development znd *he - ovision of
affordable housing for low-income households. Regardless of the production Eosts,
however, it is stéted in the CHP guidelineé and Procedures Manual (CMHC 1880) that at
least 15% of~the membership of a cooperative must be compriéed of low-income
households given that there is sufficient funds in the subsidy pool.

Calgary and Edmonton are considered areas where the production( costs for
Housing are high, so it is reasonable to suppose that theré is not much deep subsidy
funding available for low-income households in these cities. Yet, in Toronto, where

: productioﬁ costs for cooperative housing are similar to those in Edmonton and Calgary,

approximately 20% of the cooperative housing occupants surveyed in the 1982 CMHC
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social' housing program evaluation were low-income households. as compared with 13%.
of those surveyed in Alberta cooperatives(Clarkson” 1983, pers.comm.). lt"is alwa;/s
possible that this discrepency resulted from an inadequacy in CMHC's survey procedures
but if it 1s taken at face value it raises a question of central importance for the research
deéign for this thesis. On the one hand, it could reasonably be inferred that a considerabie
amount of bias in low—income participation rates in Alberta coopératives is attributable to
the method of calculating deep subsidy funding. But then, on the other hand,'there is the
apparent evidence that the deep subsidy is not as much an obstacle td low-income
participation in Toronto, which poirﬁs to the possibility that other causes of bias are more
important in Alberta These other causes will be discussed in greater detail in a following
section and their effect bn bias in targei participation in Alberta cooperatives is examined
in the remaining chapters of this thesis. . _ ‘ _

Another type of bias in target participation is evident when certain characteristics
of families with incomes below $15,000 and of single individuals with incomes bf;low
$10.000 included in the CMHC survey are compared with those of the population of
low-income beople in Canada as described by The 1981 Survey of Consumer Finances.
AI}hough, as indicated, it would be ‘'more appropriate to compare the socio—economic
charactersitics of low-income occupants of Alberta cooperatives with the ge“\peral
composition of the low-income population in Alberta, this type of information is\not
available. As a result, data from the 1981 Consumer Finances survey are u;éd in %is
section as the basis for identifying the extent to which CHP is working to the predominant
advantage of certain subgoups of its' Iow—incomé target population

Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the percentage distribution of onv—income respondents
from Alberta cooperatives and of the general population of low-income people in Canada
by selected‘characteristics. In general, e data presented in Table 4.4 indicate that single
unattached individuals, childless couples, families with more than two dependent children,
and low—income people with no high—school education are underreprese-nted. in the CMHC
study data. In the general population of low-income people single unattached individuals
comprise more than 6ne—half of the total(58%); in the CMHC data only 18% of the

low—income respondents from Alberta cooperatives were single unattached individuals.

In the Statistics Canada Survey of Consumer Finances data 20% of the total population of
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TABLE L4.4: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
IN THE C.M.H.C. STUDY DATA (1982) AND THE SURVEY.

OF CONSUMER FINANCES STUDY DATA (1980)

C.M.H.C.‘ STATISTICS CANADA2
By Household ' 4 %
Composition
Family B2 L2
Single Unattached 18 . g 58
By Family Status
Family headed by a 53 . ‘ : Lo
married or common- '
law couple
Single parent- Female 42 32
Male- 0. 2
Married couple, no 5 ‘ - 20
dependentg
)}
By Number of Dependent
‘Children
None 44 38
. 0One 4 24
Two 11 24 R
Three 0 9
Four or more 0 5
By Education
0-8 years 5 42
Some high-school, - 63 40
no post-secondary
Some post-secondary - 32 : ~ 18

|

1Source: Survey of Social Housing .-Projects, 1982. L
Unpublished information obtained from C.M.H.C.

Source: Statistics Canada Publication Number 135207, 1981.

-
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low=income people in Canada are childiess couples as compared-with 5% in the sample of
respondenfs living in Alberta cooperatives. In the;CMHC data there are no households with

more than‘t‘wo dependent children wheteas in the Statistics Canada data they compri\sé
14% of the total population. Similarly, only a very ‘émalrl proportion of the téﬁants in
Alberta cooperatNes have no high—school education (5%) cémpared with more than
two—fifths{42%) of the general population of low-income people in Canada.

The data presented in Table 4.5 further indica?(e that families with household heads

‘over 35 years of age and single unattached i'ndividuals under 35 years of age are

underrepresented in Alberta cboperatives when the CZMHC and Statistics Canada data are
compared. As well, the incidence of families and unattiched individualé who rely.on
transfer payments for their major source of annual hous_e-hold income is substantially less
in the CMHC data than in the Statistics Canada data. Conversely, families with one or two
dependent children headed by individuals under 35 years of age who have some

post-secondary education and who receive the’ major source of their houssehold income

from wages and salaries are overrepresented in the CMHC data.

o

The undér’(eprésentétion of some of these subgroups in the CMHC study data can

'be explained by considering program policies. In the scheme of social housing programs

implemented .by CMHC, cooperative housing is primarily intended to satisfy the needs of
families with ‘dependent children. - To some "extent, the allocation of funds for
cooperatives 1s based on the family orientétio’h of the project, as revealed, for instance, by

proximity to schools and play areas for children. Consequently, overrepresentati_on of

_families must be expected. Similarly, the low incidence-of people over 65 years of age

participating in CHP can be exp.l“ained by the fact that, in Alberta at least, the government
provides _specially desiéned housing through _thé Senior Citizens: Non-Profit Housing
Program. People over 65 years of age are encouraged to find accommodation in projects
buflt under this program rathér than in farﬁily—oriented social housing like cooperatives.

Other. discrepancies in low—income garget participation are more difficult to

account for.. There is no apparent reason for the underrepresentation of low—income

si#gle unattached individuals and married couples without dependent children whb are
under 65 years of age. CMHC does pkomote some blending of different types of

households, as evidenced 'by the number of higher—income single individuals residing in
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TABLE 4.5: PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES AND
UNATTACHED |ND|V|DUALS IN THE C.M.H.C. STUDY DATA
('982) AND THE SURVEY OF CONSUMER FINANCES STUDY
DATA (1980) ‘ '
‘ 1 2
C.M.H.C. STATISTICS CANADA® -
d Families Unattached. Families Unattached
‘Individuals, Individuals’
PER CENT (%) ‘
By Age
Under 35 76 0 34 32
35 - Sk 18 1 37 10
55 - 64 3 - 27 13 12
Over 65 3 62 15 Lsg
By Source
of Income '
”L ‘\ .
Wages and 77 80 L3 27
Salary '
Transfer 9 13 .50 60
Payments I _
Other 14 7 20 15

]Source: Survey of Social Housing Projects, 1982,
information obtained from C.M.H.C. -

unpublished

TABLE 4.6: DISTRIBUTION OF SINGLE UNATTACHED ANDIVIDUALS
IN ALBERTA COOPERATIVES BY ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD
INCOME - ’
Incoﬁe (%) Single Unattached Individuals
\ N %
Less than $5,000 0 0
$5,000 - $10,000 23 11
$10,001 - $15,000 23 11
$15,001 - $20,000 82 41
$20,001 - $25,000 36 -18
$25,001 - $35,000 16 g
Over $35,000 21 10
TOTAL ' 171 100

(Source: Survey of Social Housing Projects, 1982,
unpublished information obtained from C.M.H.C.)
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Alberta cooperatives (see Table 4.6). As well the low incidence of familes headed by
individuals in the 35-54 year age group and single unattached individuals under 34 years
of ‘agey is di;ﬁcult to explain. For many low-income people of this age. housing
opportunities provided through programs like CHP are tbe only means of acquiring
adequate accemmodation at an affordable :rate. -

One of the rnost dif ficult discrepancies to account for is the underrepresentation
of the subgroup of very low~-income people who rely on government transfer payments
for their livelihood This subgroup makes up a large proportlon of the Iow income
popu‘lation in Canada. Since the majority can be identified as female headed families or
families .headed by‘a chronically ill or Handicapped father {(Rose 1980), their absence in
CHP cannot be_attributed to program policy.. Indeed, if the assumption made in chapter 2
. is correct — tnat CHP may have been created specifically for the purpose of providing
adequate housing to long term social housing clients — the program policies should be

de.sig.ned 1o facilitate the participation of this subgroup. Many of these households are

| dependent on transfer payments because the head is unable to work for long periods, and
their prospects of eventually competlng on: the private. housung market would seem to be
.con5|deraby less than for hlgher mcome self—supporting households. For many of them,
social housing is a long term proposition. Presumably, as well, cooperative housing would
be more appr'opriate to their needs than conventional subsidized rental housing.

Information provided by CMHC on the ethnic background of the male heads of
hous.ehold‘ was not sufficient to determine whether or not they were non—Cenadian or
Canadian born. The surveyl"‘:quest_ion asked respondents to indicate the ethnic group they
or their ancestors b‘eIOnged to, so the incidence of low-income recent immigrants in
‘ cooperative housing is not knbwn. However, the data from this questron did indicate that’
none of the Alberta respondents were Native Indians, Inuit or Metis. Considering the
reported high incidence of low—income people among the Native peoples in Canada, their
absence in cooperative housing is diffioult to account for. '

Apparently then, explelnations other than program po‘licy “for the
overrepresentat;on of higher—income targets and’ of certain types of low—income targets

are required to account for the bias found in CHP target participation. It is the object of

this study to identify some of these explanations to provide information for the purposes
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of a formative program evaluation. Some direction for this type of research effort can be

found in the literature of program evaluation theory.

4.4 Explaining Program Failure

As indicated” in Chabter 1, according to some program’ evaluation theorists,
e‘xplanatl‘ons for the failure of programs to achieve their objectives can be grouped into
two categories: failure in the implementation of program process activities, and failure in
the Idgic {i.e. assumptions) underlying the program design
! Folloilfving from this, in a program like CHP where target participation is voluntary,
two reasons for the failure to attract low-income targets can be envisaged. First, the
access strategy - the structural and organizatibnal arrangements and opportunities that
allow program participation — implemented by housing cooperatives in Edmonton may bé '
presenting barriers to the full participation of _l'ow:income targets. This would indicate a
failure in process. Second, the Io.w—income tai’gets may be choosing to take advantage of
other social housing alternatives available io.them because CHP is less responsive to their
needs, indicating‘a failure in program' logic. In thel following section each of these
explalnationsv for CHP's failure to attract low—income targets is discus;sed Fer research
questions, two relating to program process and two dealing with program logic, are
presented in the final section of this chapter. Essentially, these questions are intended to

guide the subsequent evaluation of these aspects of the program on target participation.

4.4.1 Program Process - The‘Access Strategy

To determine the access strategy, the 11 cooperatives in Edmonton in the
operations stége as of July 1982, Were contacted (see Figure 2.1). It was found that each
implemented a sligh‘tly different procedure when retruiting and selecting potential
members: However, it is possible tc maké some "generalizations which can be considered
.representative of cooperatives in Edmonton as a whole. In general, the strategy for
allowing target participation in social programs has two components, marketing and
selection. Marketing activities are those aimed at recruifing intended recipients. For
example, making people aware of program benefits and commitments can be considered

part of the marketing process. Selection activities are -those procedures for choosing

[y
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applicants to partic;pate in the program.
A person wishing to participate in"CHP can gain access to the program during the
start—up stage, as a member of a group wishing to.incorporate and develop cooperative
“housing, or at the operations stage, as an individual or family wishing to become a member
of the cooperative and reside in the hous‘ing' project. In. Edmonton, ao/c’/ording to

unformatlon from CMHC Of LRl roups selected for start—up funding have been

comprised of _moderate' \¢orne people. The exceptions have been
f
S -

specnal—mterest groups, > ,apped paople or other groups comprised of a

mlxture of low, -medr come households(Tye 1982 pers.comm.). For the

purposes of this study t'herefor t rs assumed Fthat the majority of low-income targets
Oobtain access at the operatnons stage and the dlscussmn of marketing and selection
activities will apply only to that stage.
) All cooperatives have a membership commxuue which is responsible for
implementing their access strategy The membershnp comm:t*ee foliows predetermlned.
application and waiting list procedures agreed to by _the cooperative membership. The
marketirwg strategy of cooperatives.in Edmor?o'n is operated uhder the assumption that
designated taréets will inquire about the program Without ‘having to establish formal
marketing activities. This differs from the approach used by the public agen‘cies'that
provide social housing in Edmonton. They actlvely recruit participants through social
service agencies and advertlsmg campalgns whereas cooperatlves tend to rely on word
of mouth and the occasional newspaper and magazine article to ‘ma\ke their existence
known. Since all the cooperatives contacted had a waiting list, recruiting applicants did not .
seem a necessary activity to them. .

The selection strategy of cooperatives in Edmonton is considerably more formal.
All require prospective members to submit a written statement explaining, among other
things, why they want to move to the cooperative and the talents and skills they would
bring with them. Some cooperatives request the information in the form of an
unstructured letter written to the membership committee, while others provide an
application form which elicits simil'ar statements of intent.

Upon subm:ttmg this wrltten state}nt “the membershlp committee interviews

applicants and their famllues mdwndually Most carry out the interview in an informal setting

\s
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' such as a coffee party hosted by the membership committee. All carry out thé inter view

at the cooperative housing project. In general, the interview has two objectives: to explain
to prospective members the responsbilities and benefits of living cooperatively; and to
determine their level of commitment to cooperative principles. The last stage in this
selection process varied little among the cooperatives. The membership committee holds
a vote to determine if the applicants interviewed would make suitable members.
Recommendations are then submitted to the Board of Directors for approval. When a unit
becomes vacant, tlhe committee selects a household from the waiting list of app‘;‘oved
applicants to fill thé vacancy. This selection is done on the basis of two criteria: which
household's needs are best met by the unit available (for example, a large family would be
sought for a five bedroom unit). and which household's income leve! best complements the
cooperatives desired income mix. Some cooperatives require that new‘members make a

small downpayment which may range from $500 to $1,000. The downpayment plus

interest is returned when the household leaves the cooperative. It is important to note that

‘most of the cooperatives emphasized that members were not selected on the basis of

their ability to make the downpa;/ment. If it cannot be afforded this requirement is waived
until the household's financial circumstances improve.

For low=income targets to gain access to the program at the operations stage
féquh;g, first, that they are aware the program offers subsidizéd housing opportunities‘.
They then hHUSt\cgntact the cooperative(s) they would like to reéide in, submit the required

application statement, attend an interview at the housing project and, finally, be approved

Q

4.4.2 Program Logic °

There are two assumptions underlying prografn logic which relate to the
participation of low-income targets in CHP. These are,.first, the assumption that the
requiremepts for a socially and psychologically adequate living environment (outlined in the
federal goverhment’s revised set of guidelines chr the development of social housing) are
a reflection of the needs and desires of .social housing clients; and, second, the

aSsumption that the cooperative way of life s a viable housing alternative to low-income

people. .-~ —
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4.4.2.1 Assumption 1: The Requirements of An Adedquate Living Environment’

The validity of the first assumption has been questioned by a numberk-of
housing policy analysts such as Onibokun(197 1,1972) who has been one of its most
vocal critics. He argues that the findings of the Task Force on ngsing and Urban
Development, which greatly influenced the revised.guidelines, were not based on any
systematic and objective research and were not comprehensive in scope. Rather,
the members of the Task Force drew their conclusions from informal discussions
with public housing tenants on a "fact—finding” trip across Canada and cursory
observations, and recommended that assistance and approval for new public housing
projects be stopped. Onibokun argues that this recommendation was based on the

| intuitive beliefs of Task Force members regarding problems with public housing and ;
the needs and preferences of its residents. Hence, there is no basis for assuming
that they refiect the perspectives of public housing clients in general. L

Onibokun also criticizes the research methods of Goldfarb's study |
commissioned by the Task Force for the development ofihe revised social housingl
guidelines. He suggests that it was highly subjective and unrepresentative. As
indicated in Chapter 3, the study focused mainly on the Regent Park group of housing
projects which, Onibokun argues, were not typical of public housmg in Toronto, let
alone of housing proiects.across Canada. Thus, the .‘findings were not appli_cableto
other situations. Above all, the research did not follow scientific procedures of

cinvestigation. As Onibokun explains, Tt was based on a summafy of impressions’
gained' from staged group discussions, a method very limited in its reliability and
dependability.” ' ’ | .

Dennis and Fish(1972) concur with Onibokun's appraisal of the Task Force
studies.‘ in a more general sense, :they stress that too much emphasis in housing
polic.y’ research. in Canada is placed on economic jurisdictional and administrative
aspects. In terms of consumer preference for both public and private housing

(L
L

development, there is i tie"literature or completed research useful to policy.
development” Underlying their argument is a concern that without information on
consufner preferences, social housing programs will reflect 'primarily the middle

class” interests of planners and politicians without adequate evidence that these
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3
>|ews are shared by intended recipients of program services.

'In -the Ilterature of "program evaluatnon ztheory this issue is disoussed
frequently since the failure of social programs to achieve their objectives can often
be attributed to a disregard for the dvfferlng perspectlves of pohcymakers and
intended recnplents of program servzces As Smlth(1971) emphasnzes with respect

- to housing policy development any attempt to deflne housung need and preference _
takes the analyst into a very contentious, value—filled area. What appears as a social
problem to one group may not be perceived as such by another. ‘ As a result, the
plannere of .a program concerned with the quality. of housing available to
low—income groups may have a professional understanding of housing quality that
stresses criteria different from those held by the‘peo'ple who live or are expected to
live in that housurig | |

More than ten years have passed since Onibokun and Dennis and Flsh voiced

their concerns abbut Canadian housmg research and there is, as yet little information
on consumer preferences for social housing useful to policy development Perhaps -
. because of the Iarge measure of agreement, at the ph|losoph|cal and - speculatnve
'Ievel that opportunmes for tenant partnc:p’atnon in. housing design and management
and socnal and, economlc integration will improve the quality of life in somal housing,
not much effor’t has been devoted to validating this assumptlon on the basis of
acceptable emplrlcal evidence. _

A review of published Canadian 'literature in the field of social housing
revealed that most of the scientific and empir}cal research in the area of consumer
preferences focuses on physi'cal neeos, such as the type and structure of the .
“housing and the preferred number of 'bedrooms and b‘athrooms. A-youmber of

: systematic and objective research meth'ods"have been developed for "t‘his‘type of
study, in which the problem of determvmng consumer needs and desires is

approached by identifying factors affecting tenant sansfactlon with their h

need.

The compuratively me‘agre research aimed at identifying the sogdid correlates

of.tenant satisfaction has tended to focus on tr)'et effects of involving tghants in the

.
o
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design and management of social housing. For the'most part, these studies have not
L overcome difficulties of conceptualization and practical measurement in their
Eexammati:on of the effects of tenant‘ involvement in these processes. Th‘e reported
findings and conclusions are usually hased on subjective impressions and cursory
observations, an approach that considerably reduces their utilit\; in policy formulation
and d_ecision—making. | 7 I
, Onibokun(187 1} is an example of a typical social hoausing study aimed mainly
at identifying the physical requirements of a.n adequate living environment as defined\
‘ by_social housing clients. - His study of eighteen Ontario housing projects attempted. 'J:
- L to determine the relative habitability of public housing .nd the factors by which
.habitability was. affected It was based on cats coilected by direct interview
‘technique. A th|rty page questnonnalre was adinisteregr! to 199 female heads of
“households in public housmg projects ln the Canad:=n ciies of Kitchner, Go&ph and
! Chlt Each respondent was asked to |dent|fy on a five pomt Likert scale, her degree "
things like '’ quallty of, floor”, ' guallty"of_walls , "facilities provided to keep garbage",
,.playground for chtldren uyiF{S in the project.” and ‘management response 'tp_‘f‘

necessary repairs’. The relative habitability..of each project was calculated "By '

=
B

- combining satlsfactlon levels experienced for each of the attributes. The anal'ys'is-

involved comparlsons among housing projects and wnthln four .residential
, subsystems (1)the odwellmg unit; (2)the environment; (3)the management or

_ r.,,.

r,v|nst|tut|onal arrangements urtder which the housung unit and envn.'onment are

2

"*“-‘”ladmmustered and (4)the tenamt.

,/S v '» Although Onibokun’s results provnded some of the flrst valid and rellable‘
] L .

errfplrlca{ evudence on levels of consumer satlsfactnon ity publlc housmg and factors ."

L, .‘t

& | affectlng that satisfaction, perhaps h:s greatest Contrnbutlon to the study ‘of social -
[housxng_lwas the methoudoiogical approach he'mtroduced in the Canadian- emp:rnoal |
- ;tLterature, The idea of obtaining the tenants. perspectives on social housing .rquatity
o ’by asking them to mdncate theur relatv\/e satisfaction wnth various aspects of the
.res;dentlal env1ronment has since been adopted by CMHC and some other provmual

and munlcrpa! housmg agenCIes in the:r soual houslng program reviews (see for
‘ B - .

~f sausfactnon with each of seventy-— féur selected attrubutes The list included . ¢ .,
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example Johnson 1973; Andrews and Breslaver 1976).
'Unfortunately, a similar systematic and objective researcn anp.  ach has not
been developed wrth respect to the socral cor\relates of housing saustaction. As a

consequence the ass umptlons about a socually and psychologlcally adequate living

LS

. environment vvmh underls the rev:sed social housing’ gu1dellnes have yet to be

valldater‘ on the bas's ot acceptable empirical . ewdence Some examples from the

m.l

' llterature to s\lostantlate thlS clalm are revuewed below.

3

ln 1973 CMHC in_conjunction WIth the Manitoba Housing and Urban Renewal

‘ CorporatlohMr‘RCl sponsored an experiment which involved Iovv income social

o

tenant participation in the design of social housing projects; (2)the social implications&
. ‘ -

+

housmg cllents in the de5|gn of two housmg pro;ects one in Wlnnlpeg and the other'
in Erandpn (Holmen and Barker: 1975, Holmen 19763 and 1976b). The primary
objectives of the experiment were to determine: (1)the feasibility and advisability of

IS

of the exercise; and (3)usef'ul methods of involving tenants in the design process.

. For each project twenty households where chosen from a list of volunteers- to take

pa‘rt in the- e_xperlmént. only requirement for participation was that the

households be- current tenants of social housing in Winnipeg or Brandpn. To

l - (o4

expedite and facilitate thelr involvement, a coordinator/ architect was hired. His '

tasks lncluded the establlshment of a. forum for the design process and the

development of technlques to help partrcupants understand and formulate a design

for the pro;ect For each prOJect the design phase took approx:mately 11 months

“to complete At the conclusion- of the exercise an overall assessment of the

experlence was made bv a steerlng COmmlttee comprlsed of representatives from

\}\
- ClVlj—lC MHRC and the low-income rQup mvolved plus the coogdinator/architect.

5

"In the final assessment, the e enment was reported to have contributed
considerable information on consumer, preferences and -on’ the way to involve

tenants effectlvely in the des:gn process As well, it was felt that the exercise

resulted in a high level of tenant satisfaction with the housing “project and the
individual dvelling units,’ 3hd- fostered the development of a social cohesion within

the_tenant groups whjch’{r’nanifested itself in their decision to organize and assume’ .

o

management responsibilities in the compl'eted‘projects. For the most part, however,

" ae

o

]
&
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these findings were based on * .. ini_ressions of the steering committee and do not

'

.
N r

appear to be derived from n cbic- ve research procedure. Their accuracy :Es,"‘\,“\‘;
Tt

therefore, open to question. A. since no information was provided to dsmsggb;é,
the tenant groups who participated in the experiment, and because the |s$hefzé)t}§'.
representation was not dealt with, it cannot be assumed that the results are
applicable to other subgroups of the population of social housing targets.
Similar experimenfs, fo\cusinyg on tenarﬁ participation in the man‘agement of
social housing rather than design, are documented in the empirical literature (see, for
example, Audain 1970 and Weston 1979). These articles repért high levels of
satisfaction with social hdus‘ihg when the tenants are given opportunities to become
mvolved in the management of ;thé projects in which they ‘reéide. The results ate

ﬂ‘-‘f?' \

based on the subjé"ative impressions of observers, though, and participativé}_i;sues,
such as the proportion of the tenant population that bécame involved:"‘idf"i‘t“s,
representativeness of the total population, are not dealt with ! The results are thus of
» limited value for the purposes of polvicy developrﬁent.

Only one stud.y was found in which the relationship between satisfaction and

i .ant participation in the design and management &?’sdcial housing was examined
.using a scieﬁhtific research approach (Andrews and Breslauer 197\6‘,)‘('|n; this casé,
ngéver, there Was no evidence to suppo_rzF the "‘ﬁotion@fx‘a positive \c':or'relation
between the two variables. Data were collected from residents and ex—residents of

a coopéfative housing project in Mississauga, Ontario, using intervievy surveys,
uactivity diaries and observation. techniques "ro“%idééﬁfy, among other‘things, the
satisfaction among residents wit-h various aspeécts of the ‘cooperative and the nature
and extent of their involvement in cooperative affairs. In the analysis the authors
.attemptéd‘ to find a correlation between severalv measures of satisfaction and
participation Jl‘v‘evels’but the results were inconclusive. They concluded that the
relationship between the variables is complex and difficult to measure.
: y

Coris:"dering how the information used to develop t"he federal government's
revised, gui‘,d“elines ‘Was obtained, and in-light of the limited empirical ‘evidence to
, vali@ate their underlying assumptions, it is reaéonable to assume that biased. target
parlticipati‘or)! in CHP may be a result of discrepancies or potentia: ~onflicts in the way

Bl
.
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poticymakers and the intended recipients of social hous’ing'benefits define an

adequate living environment, socially and psychologically

4.4.2.2 Assumption 2: The éooperatlve Way of Life

The second assumption relating to target participation in CHP is that the
cooperative way of Iife is a viable housing alterna®ve to low-income p(;:;ople. As
described in Chapter 2, cooperative housihg places the responsibility for pllanning

and operating the development on the members of the cooperative orgartzation

Consequently, cooperative housing demands a high degree of participation. and.- -

> S
commitment from its residents. ' S

In cooperative housing the right to occupy the allccated space includes the = -

responsibility for maintaining thiat space according to the rules and‘}egulations Bf the

cooperative. In most cases, it involves participation in the management of the
cooperative as a corporate entity and the maintenance of the property it owns. In a

medium size cooperative, this commitment usually amounts to a:x::f*feast 6 hours a

week per household Cooperatlves partlcularly in their first yea% operatnon

cannot sustain a high turnover of tenants  Since members are also responsuble for

management of the corporation some continuity is required from one year to the

next for the efficient and effective operation of the housing project.  Consequentiy,
< ' o

some cooperatives require that new occupants.commit themselves to at least a one

year lease. S _ e -

Two case studies of experiences with the start—up“and operation phases of

cooperatives, one by Andrews and Breslauer( 1976) mentioned earlier and another by"

Dineen(1974) concermng a, cooperatlve in the .Donvale Commumty of ‘central

Toronto, prowde empur;cal evidence of the demands_placed on the members of a’

cooperative housing development They repor’t similar accounts of endless

struggles with elected and appointed officials from all levels of govgrnment,-with

N

‘local taxpayers, and within the cooperative organization itself. From their
observations the researchers arrive at the same conclusion - that the success of the
cooperative in enduring these conflicts is dependent on a strong commitment to

'cooperative principles and a willingness among members to devote personal t—= .
. ')* " . *

g soperative. ' ' BRI
A ‘ '

<y
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It was also reported in Chapter 2,that in Canada at least, housing cooperatives
are defined as non-profit and non—-equity organizations. This means that when a
\cooperatsve‘member sells his share and ends his membership he is recompensed
| only to the extent of his or|g|nal contribution and. in most cases, for the cost of any
umprovements he has made to his unit that were approved by the membershrp of the
cooperative 'as-a whole, as represented tiy }{;e\e{:eted board. What the cooperative
member has then is the right to partlmpate};‘ully in the affalrs of the cooperative, and
_ the right to occupy the space a cooperative allocates to him and his household. The
cooperative memberb does not have the rAight toA any profit tnat might be realized
from the sale of his share in the. corporation, as would be the case in conventional
. ownership ‘tenure. This difference between ownership and cooperative tenure
stems. in part, _from a fundamental principle of the cooperatrve housing sector that
homeownership should be viewed primarily as an opportunity to gain control over
ones’ living environment, to obtain some security of tenure, and to became part of a’
comm‘unityf,dand not.as an opportunity for investment and speculation(Van Dyke
1976.. | ”
For those who find it difficult to accept this view of nousing and ihe
limitations on equity accumulation which follow from it, or the personal time a '
cooperative demands, cooperative housing may not be a viable alternative.
fherefore even if the revised set of guidelines is an accurate reflection of the needs

and desures of social housing chents low—income people may not be partrcnpatlng in

CHP because in their eyes, it is not an attractive form of housing.

&

At

e

t|omjs emerge out of these possible explanations for program

kY

1
s
F0ur research ques

e,

fanlure tg attract?ow—mcome targets Fxrst to attempt to determine whether or not the

recrurtment and selectron procedures mplemented by housing cooperatlves in Edmonton

I b

resent barrrers to artncu atron b low"mcome targets, research uestions 1 and 2 were
P P P 12 g °

. £
1. Are low—income targets of CHP informed about the program? Specifically,

are they aware the program exists, that it provides subsidized accommodation

ent.

)
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and that tenants are responsible for project management and maintenance?

2. s the selection strategy implemented by housing cooperatives in Edmonton
a barrier to full participation by Iow{income targets? Specifically, which
aspects, if any. of the application procedures are difficult for low—income

targets to.complete?

- Secona, to test the validi.fy of the assumptions that fhe revised social housing‘g';uidelines
are an accurate reflection of the housing needs and. desires of ‘social housing clients and
that the cooperative way of Iife‘v\)ill be attractive to them, the following research

- questions will be addressed: - |

3. Are the federal government's revis@zd-social housing.guidelines an accurate

reflection of the housing needs and desires of low=income targets?.

Specifically, would they find an integra‘te‘_d résidential environment ac‘ceptable,

: 8 d‘o they feel they should have an

do they desire owrership opportunities,;

opportunity to participate in the manageémént of their housing while resident in
social housing? . _ . R

: ; | :
4. lé »the cooperative way of life -a‘t\tiractive to low—fhcome targets?
Speci'fi‘c_:élly, do they view ownership as .an qpportunity to exercise some
comro~l over their- living en\;ironment and to become part of a community, and
are they willing and able to assume responsibility for the management .Of their

housing?



5. Research Methods

5. itroduction

v

In this chapter the methods which will be used to answer the research guestions
put forward in Chapter 4 ‘are described. The chapter begins with a discussion of the
: factors that influenced the decision to choose thls particular research approach to the
problem of biased target participation, This is followed by a description of the sampling

procedures, the r.esearch instrument and the method used to administer it. The chapter

concludes with a discussion of the success of thls approach and a descrlptlon of the

sample obtained.

W

5.2 Background

VoK

A variety of techniques may be used alone or. |n comblnatron to undertake a

format:ve program evaluatlon The particular approach chosen must take'inta account the

resources ava\able to the researcher and the availability. ease of access and quality of -

poteiitial sources of data After considering the various data sources which could prot/lde
lnforrn%tlon on blased target partlmpatnon in CHP it was decided that an mtervnew assisted

‘questlonnalre administered to_a sampie of Iow lncome people would be an approprlate
research method for the purposes of this study.

' At the outset it was hoped that the problem‘ ot" biased target participation could be
examlned from sev’eral perspectives. The intention was to synthesiz‘e data obtained from
interuiewing’v_low—income people with information from ‘program records and”evaluatio_n

' AN

studies. Unfortunately, since app;ropriate data from these latter sources’ could not be

obtalned the research design had to be modified. Essentially, it was hoped that historical

lnformatlon on program coverage of the target populatlon could be obtalned from
secondary sources such as. program records. For example, while-in Ottawa during August
1982, collectlng mformatlon for this thesns it was learned that data on participation rates
.could be tabulated by household income for the years 1973 to 1878, This'was,‘because
cooperative.memoers were reouired to submit an annual declaration of theirﬁhousehold

income to CMHC. Slnce there were only five housing cooperatives in F"monton in 1978,

however, thls information was judged to be- of limited value. Moreover, when the

’

{
i
)
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program was slightly altered in 1978 the requirement was dropped Presently, ohly those
occupants requesting a deep subsidy are required to declare their income and then only to

the cooperative organization. - Thus the only possibie source of information on

' particip@on rates in CHP 1s the CMHC program review studies, which include occupant

surveys such as the 1982 social housing -program evaluation used in this thesis.

-AInfortunately, many of these evaluations are confidential and could not be reviewed. The

1982 social housing prog'ram evaluation i1s a typical example. Although CMHC was

prepared to provide the raw data from the questionnaire survey, the report itself, which-
™~

was completed in April 1983, is as yet not available to the public. “/.,v )

i

As a result of-these problems encountered in obtaining secondary information it
» . N .

was decided to administer an interview-assisted questionnaire to a sample of low~income

7people‘ in Edmonton to collect the data for this study. A study based on information

- obtained from a single data source places certain constraints on the use of results for

program evaluat:on Since, in the final analysis, the research questions addressed in this

thesis must he consndered in light of mformatlon from a single perspective — that of the

results of an mtervnew survey — it must be considered to be only exploratory (Babbie |,
1979 85). Although it will provide an indication of certain conditions that may yvarrant ‘3

more thorough examlnatlon the results in “themselves wtll not “explain Why target'

‘participation in CHP is biased

5.2.1 The Sample

] The selection of 'aﬁ sarhple to take 'part i this study was based on two
requirements. First, the sarhple had to be comprised of Iow;incomevpeople .Iiving in
Edmonton who' are eligible but not participating in CHP: and, seoond, for pr'actioal
pohsiderations the sample had to be easily identifiable  as IO\;v-—income p»eopl‘e and
accessible to.the researcher.

Low-income 'targets currently participating in CHP at .the time of the study were
excluded by the nature of the research questions which are strucrured to identify barriers

to target participation. Low=incoms program participants have obviously overcome these

- barriers, and so the questions afe not appropriate to their situation. It should be noted,

however, that their perspective on the problem of biased participation would provide



Y

BN ‘l

63 .

useful iInformation for formative evaluation purposes.

One population from which an appropriate sample can be drawn is the tenants of

'community housing in Edmonton. The Community Housing Program, currently

implemented in Edmonton on a joint basis by CMHC, the Alberta Housing Corporation (AHC)
and the Edmonton Housing Authority (EHA), is.another social housing program. its primary
objective is to "provide adequate rental accommodation for low~income families and
individuals who, because of their income, cannot obtain this type of accommodation on the
private market'(AHC 1978). The program is intended to serve the same low—incom(
target group as CHP.

The Community Housmg Program offers thé% low—income people a more

© conventional alternative in publlcly subsidized housmg than does CHP. -t offers rental

accommodation which i1s developed and managed by public agencies. As *h CHP,

_tenants receive a subsidy to reduce their monthly rent. The rental rate for each unit is set

so that households will not have to pay more than 25% of their gross monthly income
from all sources. with the minimum rental rate flxed at $95 per month. :

Unlike CHP the prumary ‘concern in the Community Housing Program is l/vith the
provision of physically adequate, affordable _housing to low-income ‘people. The
integration of different socio—economic groups and tenant involvement in project design
and rnanagement in Alberta at least, are not considered to be ~bprogram objectivis.
Essentially, the Communlty Housmg Program exnsts to provide short—-term accommodation

(defined by EHA as Iess than 2 yearsl to low—income households It is assumed that after

this length of tlme the household wull be able to compete on the private housnng market

Presently, there are 74 'community housnng pro;ects in Edmonton Figure 5‘1

Y [

'shows their locations throughout the city. The projects vary in size from 188 units in the.

largest, 0’5 or less in the smallest. The average size is approxnmately 40 units. As of July
1982 there were a total of 3,311 unlts in Edmonton. In general, the units are rowhouses
with the maJorlty having either two or three bedrooms Four and flve bedroom units have

been constructed to satlsfy the needs of large families, and snngle and handlcapped

individuals are also catered toina varlety of. specually designed unlts e

Data compiled by AHC in 1881 for an evaluation of the Communlty Housmg :

-

Program in Alberta (Bobrow and Fieldman 1981l and dlscu53|ons with EHA, personnel -
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confirmed ahead of time that community housing tenants were an appropriate population
from which to draw a sampre for this study. The AHC study included a questionnaire
administered to the total population of community housing tenants. Approximately 30% of
those surveyed responded. Income data obtained from the study is shown in Table'S5. 1. In
1881, the upper income limit for an average size low-income family based on the Alberta
rental market was $12,998. The majority of families (33%) living in comrnunity’ housing at
that time had annual household incomes below this level and all of the single unattached
individuals had an income below the 1981 threshold of $6,999. The 6% of families with
incomes above 512,999 had housing probiems that were not necesserivly the result of
inao;i\guate incomes; for example, the families were unusually large or: they included

handicapped members (Bobrow and Fieidman 1981).

Other characteristics of the population of  ~r munity housing tdi
identified by Hei&} Beyers, EHA public relations officer. She indicated that i3 ilies and
singte unattached individuals were both included in the population, but, like CHP, community
housing is family oriented and some overrepresentation.of this group must therefore be
expected. v;}’/ariods types of families are represented in the popul_:étion, including s'ingle
parent familr.es and married couples"-W|th no dependents. As well, she indioated that the
subgroup of low=income households relylng on transfer payments for their major source
of household lncome would be found in commur’ﬁ?‘housmg Finally, although unable to
- provide an estlmate of the numbers, Ms. Beyers reported that a large proportlon'of the
populatlon is comprised of recent |mm|grants to Canada and Native peoples. |

Notwithstanding some obvious bias in- the popula'uon of communlty housmg
tenants, it was cansidered an approprlate populatlon from wh|ch to draw-a sample. It is
almost entirely comprised of low income people and a varlety of subgroups of the
low— lncome populatuon are represented nncludlng families, single unattached mdwnduals'
and ch:ldless couples. As’ weII communlty housmg tenants were easuly identifiable and
accessible to the researcher therefore fulfllhng the second requirement of the sample

No other population satisfied both requnrements. ) : ,



66

\

TABLE 5.1:”DISTRIB‘\UTION OF COMMUNITY HOUSING TENANTS BY
ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND HOUSEHOLD

L COMPOSITION, 1981
'i"“{" -
. MARITAL STATUS ,
tncome ($) Family Single Unattached
N % N %
Less than $4,999 161 10 90. 100
$5,000. - $6,999 L77 28 - -
$7,000 - $12,999 931 556 - -
$13,000 - $14,999 92 6 - ~
Over $15,000 21 1 - -

(Source: Bobrow and Fieldman, 1981.)

™

. 5.2.2 Samplinyg procedure ,

/

The location of community Housing projects and the number of units in each was
provided by. EHA. For practical considerations, it was decided. that the sampling frame
would be comprised of 15 of the larger projects (see Figure 2). Afte:' considering the
method used by EHA to allocate community housing units, no reason could be found for
supposing that tenants residing in the various projects differ in ways that would affect the
results of this study. ' ‘ .

On the basis of known information about the population to be covered by the

survey, and with consideratio\n for the types of statistical analysis anticipated. 140

completed responses from the residents of the 15 projects was considered an adequate ‘

._vtarget for the purposes of th»s study Using the information obtained from EHA lndlcatlng

‘the total number of units |n each project and their distribution by size (number of

bedrooms), a disproportionate stratgfned sample was chosen. The total number of units
was divided into 4"strata according to unit size (ie. one bedroom, two'bedroom th'k‘ee
bedroom and four bedrooms or more) to ensure that the different types of households in

communnty housing would be represented in the final sample. This assumes, of course,

_ that there is a logical relationship between household type and unit size such that the single .

unattached individuals and childiess couples reside in one bedroom units, the smaller
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families in two and three bedroom units and larger families in the units with four or more
bedrooms. The objective was to obtain at least 35 interviews from each stratum in order
that associations and differences among subgroups could be statistic .1y gwalyzed. Table

5.2 shows the number of units by size which were approached for ar 11 . view in each

housing project and the number of responses received T  information shown on

response§ received will be discussed in greater détail in a following section. Since there °

were comparativel’y"‘fewer 1,4 and 5 bedroom units in the samp'ling frame it was decided
to include them all in'thq sample. - Thus, the number éf’units of this size approached for an
inteoﬁ\)iev&"iﬁ: each project repreéeﬁts the total nulmber of .4 and 5 bedroom Units in the
pro?ec,t Conversely, because there were large. numbers of 2 and 3 bedroom units to

choose from, the number of units approached represents approx‘imately one—third of the

' total number of two and three bedroom units in each project.

«

5.2.3 The Research Method

The nature of-‘»thewconcepts to be investigated and the sample chosen made

mail-qut, self administered questionnaires inappropriate. It was decided, therefore, to

administer an interview assisted questionnaire. 1t was felt that this technique would ensure

a greater response rate and a more comprehensive and representative sample than might -

have resulted using other research methods.

The conventions associated with interviewing and the design of questidnnaires
have been expl.ained fully elsewhere and will not be dealt with in great detail here (see for
;nstqnce Babbie 1879). To allow comparison of results among respondents a standardized

or structured interview schedule was used. Partly as a safety consideration, since some

" of the interviewing was conducted in the evening. a second interviewer assisted in’

administering the survey. Working separately but in the same housifg projects, each

interviewer coﬁductved approximately - one—half of the 180 interviews which were
completed. To reduce the possibility of Bias occurring as'a result of ugihg more than one
interviewer, the interview format was standardized and its delivery practiced before

undertaking the fieldwork.
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TABLE 6.2: THE DISTRIBUTION OF COMMUNITY HOUSING. UNI
THE 15 HOUSING PROJECTS CHOSEN TO SURVEY

NUMBER OF UNITS APPROACHED .OR AN INTERVIEW (A)

AND THE NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS RECEIVED (B)

Number of Units by Size

TS. IN
BY

Name of Re?:':ence : One Two Three Four  Five Total
Project No. Bedroom Bedroom Bedroom  Bedroom Bedroom™ -
a b a a b a b a b ) b
Richfield | and I 3 K\ - - s)f 2 16 11 23 o 2 2 49 25
Ekota | . - y s 2 4 4 o5 & 1 - - 30 12
Ekota |1 2 2 - - - y 2 -3 1 - - g 3
Samil : | - - 6.3‘ 7 4 - - - - 13 7
Steinhaver | . 6 3 03 8 3 2 7 & - - - w20
Petrolia 5 - - 8 1 9.3 a7 - -3t
Sweetgrass . g .. - - 6 - 7‘ - 4 3 - 17 3
Saddleback | - . 9’ o - e - 3 - 4 1 - - 122
Duggan ST - - a3 01 w0 3 16 v - - 39 15
Brander Gardens ~© © 1 - - e 23 9 8 7 - - L7
Youngs'to»f"n'_’u,_‘ Y 20 7 23 100 17 v < - -. R0 23
Ermisken - 7 - - 7' 6 g 2 - .. .2 8 .9
Belmead I 1 f‘ 13 3 - 8 - 3 3 2 -o.- T _‘i\»‘ 21 3
Balwin L 14 "2 s 13 38 AR L Y 13
Belvadere 11 = . 15 21 122 - e M 36026
—— - ) :?ég P T
Total . ) 57 18 137.60 163 60 %2 36 2~ 2 hhi 176

e,

£y
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5.2:4 Questionnaire Organization and Administration

Y The quest:onnarre is o‘rg'anized into three sets of questions differentlated by the .

[

type’ of |nformat|on collected (see Appendlx . The first set, questlons 2 5, was deS|gned.

to gather mformatlon to test the valldlty of the Ioglc underlynng program desngn and so fo

v

address research qdestlons 3 and 4. Respondents were asked to ndxcate thelr tenure
preferences, thenr desire and ability to part|C|pate in the management of their housmg and

their attitudes toward social integration, Given the qualltatnve nature of the lnformatlon

requested consnderable emphasls was placed on probrng the respondents to encourage -

.

- them to answer the questlons in depth

-The purpose of the second set questlons 6. and 7. v 1o llect factual data

about the respOndents knowledge of CHP and experiences access -strategy.
@ ;
Responses to these ques‘tnons were drrected at research questlons 1,and 2” Th.e final set

(household

oy

of questlons 1 and 8-17 sought lnformatnon about the household in gen
. . e M
composnt“on annual household rncome and source of rncomel and- about* tr

respondlng to t}ste questlonnalre (Ievel ot; educatlonal attalnment and age). In all cases “an

attempt was made to obtain mterw‘eﬂs:za’g‘{\th the head of the household (deflned as the mam

Alncome earner).’ If ‘this was. not posslblélJthe respondent was asked to -answer these

questlons on behalf of the head R SR K CL ‘

h
&l

The lnterwewers carrled three 14. O b 10 5cm plastlc encac.d cards on which was

prlnted lnformatlon to ard the respondent\ln answernng some of the questlons on the

1nterV|ew schedule. Card. ‘A" was used in assomahon with- questlons 3 and 4 and serged to

ensure that the respondents would be aware of the possible responses throu'ghoUt the
questions. Cards "B' "Cr, D and’ E” llsted the possmle response categorles for questions

11, 14, 15 and l7 These concerned the,.composmon of the household annual income,

source of " mcome and Ievel of e,ducatlonal attannr’ﬂfnt\}nd lt Was hoped that the cards .

él mduvndual‘

lwould .overcome any reluctance a respondent mlght have to revealrng specuflc personal

information. By the fact that *only 6 respondents

to reveal their level of

household income, 4 to reveal thelr -source of lncome an nly one his level of educational

attalnment thls procedure appears to have been §uccessful

. , : e ; : L

&

e
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5. 2.5 Admmlstrat‘{gn ?ﬁ’ the Intc view and Response Rates

- -

; lhe |nterv1

wdile w’)as pr%tested during the week of Aprll 4-8, 1983. The

ommunity - housmg prolects from which the sample was chosen

e

werc' asked to teke par]

in genera,' thﬁtp&tgucture and jength of the lnterwew would pose no problems several

in the pretest and elght agreed. The pretests |nd|cated that whlle .

T
encountered with the wordlng snd the appropr:ate changes were made

-

dlfflcultles wer

Slnce the caretakers: who partrc:lpated in the pretest are also employees of” EHA and are
ey
3 \ s

not necessarlly low-mc or’ne households rt was decrded Qgt to mclude them fn the flnal
- . SR S I

K

sample - -gf

The mtervuewmg for thls sfudy was carrled out over a fqur week perlod between

Aprll 15 and and lVlay 15, 1983 ”Potentlal respoé}énts were- approached durlng the day '

between 1Yam. and 4pm in the evenings- bethaen 7pm and me anc ol Saturday

» B

\i r** afternoons Th|s was to ensure that people who* worked durlng theﬁ day wouId be"'

"

". the fact the only 18 people in -

»

2t

: A
represented in the sample The number of responses recelved by unit size in each pro;ect

-~ ,,w-.‘é)

& #is I|sted Ih Table 52 A total of 180 lntervuews \Qrg 1 -»conducted but two were excluded

a 7 ';\w g
from the anaLys:s becaus;e1 there,was some dopbt abeglt the honesty of the answers to all
) I \ftl~

of&the questlons requestlng socio— eccnomlc*fnfcrﬁnatlon ThIS left 178 mtery for

v

lysus 18 from people I|vmg in one bedroom unlts 60 in two , 60 L} ‘thpee in four

and 2 in-5 bedroom umts Most of the drfference between\ umts approached and

: |nterV|ews recelved can be accounted for by a fallure to find anyone home rather than by a

X
’ refusal to partncnpate |n the survey " Even though; in the event of a fa;lgre to to fmd anyone

at home, one call back was made to the resudence in approxlrgately 80%.of the cases an

interview was stlll not obtalned and’ the next unit, of thls size had‘to be approached People

- ),".‘ -

in general were very cooperatlve when asked 1o part:apate in the study ‘Worries' about a- .

hngh refusal rate partncularly for responses to questlons ab0ut,4ncome or source of
income, proved to be unfounded A total of 32 refusals was encountered 8 from one

bedroom units, -4 from two bedroom 5 from three bedro‘om and 15 tror  our bedroom

" uits. The comparatlvely hngh refusal rate from people in one and four bedroom units, and

-edrm units responded to’ the survey occurred

. malnly because of lanoemage problems and a general reluctance, conflrmed by the”

caretakers in the pro;ects among the elderly smgle people lvvmg alone to open the door'to,

/ [
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strangers As a result it is likely that recent |mmngrants to Canada and single unattached

iIndividuals are underrepresen ed in the sample data”

-

5.3 Data Manipulatlon and An‘al:}lsis

By

Loy
amenable to computer pnpcessmg For closed ended, forced-choice questlons coding

was a srmple matter as the predetermx ed oa@“gory numbc's serVLd as response codes

Al gﬂ Q\ y
W. RN gV

To code the open ended questions, the resﬁ ) ch Ease were recorded on sheets

S

. : VE ”
of paper and those expressung a common. theme were grouped into categorles Eagh‘,
R &

Javg

~category was, assugned a Plumerlcal- adent;flcatlon and subseqdently coded Uslng the
2

g

r\/llt)i\S computer program srmple frqul:éncgiudlstnbutlons and crosstabulatlon analysrs :

'(contlﬁg’%%ncy tables) were applred to analyze the datay, "B'ue 05 level of s:gg:rjlcance was

R
utilized 16 determrne ‘the s;atlstlcal 5|gn|f|cance of assocuatlons beg/veen variables.

'R
,
a

“\-Co‘i - _". & & e TR e Y
- R

Sdsample Descrlptlon t .' e e - - ‘f

" .
As antlcupatefj based on what was known about the Communlty Housmg Program

househgld incH ~below the maxrmﬁm income threshold of §15, 500 with, a Iarge
proportion (60%) havmg an income below S 12,000 AlI of the srngle ur’\attached rndnvnduals"
interviewed had incomes below $8, 500 ?he majorlty of the families with- household-

A

incames above $15,500(71%) nncluded more than two dependent chllc§ren which means

that they may stlll be_ cons:dered fow—income. because the threshold is establlshed for a*

famlly wsth two dependents B .‘ ‘ e ) v o f

Jhe ratno‘nale for choosung a sample for thls .study from the populatlon of
communlty housing tenants was, m‘ part,--to.obtaln rn‘,formatlon from different types of
low—lncome households whose ‘underrepresen'tation in the’Cl\/lHC study data cannot be
accounted for by CHP program policies. Based‘on limited information about the
socic—economic characteristics of community housing tenants, it was assu'med at the
outset that these types of households would be included in the sampie. Tables 5.4 and 5.5
show that some -low-income ‘targets judged "to be ‘underrepresen‘ted in Alberta

3

. The mformatlon from the mter‘(?uews obmzned was coded into a quantifiable format -

°

A
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TABLE 5.3: STRIBUTION OF. RESPOMPENT
: }AJREHOLD INCOME

lPOSITION AND ANNU

Income ($)- S Family Single ‘ Total
‘ : Unattached .
K} w '
o N % N 3 N
- Less than 8,500 | ° . L4é 30 16 100 <62
8,500 - 12,000 b9 32 - - 49
12,001 - 15,000 L 26 17 . - - 26 7
, 15,001 - 20,000 ' 22 15 - - 22
Over 20,000 ! 8 5 - - 8
TOTAL. .. © 151 *100 | 167
§ N 9
N = 175 - - . NG
. ; Vs . o s *,‘ ) ‘J‘ Y_"

In r artlculaf‘ srngle unatt&ghed individuals, households where the head is non- Canadlan

born and Natlve peoples are underrepresented From thejflrstv‘subgroup 18 survey
responses were obtained, meaning that slngle unattached mduvuduals comprlse only*10% of
the samplg. Most of them (70%) can be identified as single unattached females over 55
yearsof";e. As a reSult; single unattached individuals in general and, in particular, single

unattached males and smgles under 55 years of age are judged to be underrepresented in

»'tHé study dataf Although thts can be accounted for by the bias inherent in the community

hocsnng tenant populatlon and by dlfflcultles encountered in obtalnlng lntervnews with

people Ilvmg alone it- ls nonetheless a dlsappomtmg result Slnce the subgroup is also

- underrepresented in CHP"lt’was hoped that the survey responses- would provnde some

~ P [
explanatlon S .

' Th_eé'study data also include only a‘smali number of households in which the head'is . . s
. - AN N i ) o X . .
non—Canadian born (6% of the sample). In most immigrant households it was impossible to

‘ ~ : Vo
administer. the interview because of language barriers. As well, only three native heads of

v o
household responded to- the survey. Although a-considerably larger number was
contacted and‘ asked to participate in the study, the interviewers founc eneral

reluctance among this group to take part This result is also dnsappo\ntnng since the

T
-

- cooperatlves weré also ngt represented in the study data as fully as originally hoped for. ™™
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TABLE 5.4: DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY NH'
E SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS. :
n %
by Household Comp05|t;on ; G
%g- Fami 1y | | 160 90 |
Single person living alqgé . 18 10
e . by Family Characteristics / . A
Family headed by married or ‘
common-law couple 92. 56
B A L
- e Single parent - Female Head _ T .65 39
W, . Ql - . 'Ma]e @jd 5‘ ) ) A
. ' o Married couple'nq dependent%ﬁ;q. ) 6 4
. y Lia . : — ey
by Number of Dependent Children
< . \ . o
None ° - ;zu' 13
One child I 47 26 A
&y L
Two children - « 43 24
B2 Three children, o 30 17 .
Y p . ) R
: Four or more children ’ . 34 QS o B
~ by Level of fducatioﬁél Attainment o VT\\V .>”/j
o ‘ . K . . ' o ) - » ‘ -
D|d not attend hngh schosl © 25 " 14 S
. /» ) oL : P ]
S ‘ . Some h\Bthchool 75 43 P
. . : ;
“U“‘»ﬁ-,ﬁ‘ﬁdgh-s¢nogl4graduate 36 20 &
VIR T T T T e e A e
R Post-5econdary training S 40 22
7



TABLE §.5: DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES AND SINGLE UNATTACHED y

SURVEY RESPONDENTS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

N

"ﬂ
Househo l'a\ ompos.ition g

TR

* Family Single Unattached iIndividual Totalv
n b n 4
by Age - ) I ; e
| | Sy
under 35 . . 106 65 .9 - T 106
135 - Sk L v 46 23 ; 6L Y W
v N ) B . “‘ 2
55 - 64 . 7 4 _ 8 5o 5 " 5
65 and over vy 3 2 o (7]‘ Ly -'-":‘:‘;_i . 10 .. S
,by 1a;or SOu\rng of e w0, e ’ M -
=2 Incomed . © g8 o o
<" e S . : - ‘
- Wages and Salaries 479 510 - 0 - 19
Transfer Payments 12 86 33
. . u L AT : )
'Unemployment InSurance™ ' Q: - R Q9 . o
Other o2 o 0
oy o
LR o= e
by Ethni_c . ‘_A-)r' .
Background e 2 . : & §
Canadian born 12 81 : 17 9k a3 ;
Non-Canadian born w26 7. o i ) : ' ¥
Native Peoples N 3 2 0 - 3
by Sex of Head
Hale T 92 59 Wom25 96
Female 65 h1 1275 ‘ 77
R ) ®

subgrgﬁp of Iow income natlve peoples is completely absent in the CMHC study data.

" With such a small number included in the sampie for thxs study there is ne ‘basis for

5 - ~

assumlng that thelr responses will provude ‘gn adequate explanatloq as to why natlve

P

peoples in general a?e not partncnpatlng m CHP

Conyérsely two subgroups whose partxcxpatlon in CHP was judged to be bJased
show 'st?ong representatlon in- the study 3 tavzA As indicated in Table 5.5 the very
Iow income households whose major source of income is from transfer payments
comprise more than one-— thlrd of the total sample and families headed by mdnvnduals

between 34 and 54 years of age comprise 28% of the sample.

4 2

Loy
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A 6 ,An'al'ysis'of CHP Access Strategy - -

. 6.1 lntroductlon

i

The alm of this Study |s to determlne if blased target partucupatlon in CHP can be’

explalned by a failure ‘in program loguc or.a fallur(e in' pr‘ogram process, or both. in
4 4\'

Chapters 6 and 7 these aspects Of } program dellvery are examlned through an analysis of

" )

data collected in an lntervnew survey of low~lncome households in Edmonton who are

.
“' g 2 W

ellglble but fot par'ucnpatlng ln CHP ln this chapter the CHP access strategy Is examlned ]

to’ ldentn‘?v whlch aspects “if any ‘are affectlng the par1|c1p§t|on of low~|ncome targets ' @ :

o -v,:,lw,«‘ e

§
it ally the marketlng and selectlon actnvmes lmplemented by Edmonton cooperat:ves )

ln Cbapter 7 the lognc underlylng program des:gn IS examlned In both

., . T

analyzed

hapters the an%lys;s focuses on descrlblng how the total sample of communlty housnng SO
»
tenants: responded to the survey questlons and on |dent|fy|ng the responses of subgroups

4)

of the sample wuth partlcular attentlon to those subgroups Judged to be underrepresented

in Alberta cooperatlves ThlS mformatlon lS used to answer the research questnons

" developed in Chapter 4.

Ve W ) P

5 6. 2 CHF’ Marketmg Actlvmes
; : A
Questlons 6l|) - Blivl on the mterv;ew schecqe were desngned to collect
. : ‘(r

lnformatuon to-try to determlne the extent to whnch bias jn CHP part:cnpatlon rates can be
attrlbuted to the target recruutement strategy. As lndlcated in Chapter 4, the marketlng
strategy for CHP is informal. CMHC does not advertlse to lnform people of the program N
but, rather, assumes thls lnformatlon w:ll spread to desngnated targets by wOrd of mouth o

~

or by psrlodlc r‘éports undertaken on the lnmatlve of medna representatlves and presented

in magazmes and newspapers and®n television, To determlne how effective thns strategy

, Isin maklng low=income targets aware of the program the sample of community housmg

- tenants were provvded with a brief- and general description of CHP and asked in questlon
6( )if they had ever heard of.itand in 6lii) from whom }hey first heard about it.

Questlons 6liii) and 6l|v) ‘were desngned to ldentlfy how much those who had heard

O about CHP actually lgn,ew about the program ln Ouestron G(ml respondents were asked lf

¢

' W
. they were aware a housnng subsidy was avallable to low lncome people in cooperatlve
o

S Y B

L,

.}V/-



' necessary to defme the term” m?
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§ ' . * 76
housnng Question 6|v) asked them to descrlbe how they thought cooperative and
communlty housing dlffer in terms of their management The rationale underiying these
‘latter two questions is that, since pa; thlpatIQn in CHP i1s volu’ﬂtary and because cooperative
housing 1s-unigue among other social hpusing‘ppportunities in Edmonton, it should be the
objective of the marketrng‘strate'gy to inform Iow—income targets that CHP offers

A

SUbSIdlZGd houslng and that resndents are rpsponSIble for project management.  This

‘ should provide potential partncrpants w;th suffucuent mformat|on about the program to

evaluate it against other available somal housing opportunities. - - S

The research question addressed in the analysis of responses to these questions js

7. Are Low-income .rargets‘ of CHP informed aboit the ,orogram. Spec/ ficall y, are they

aware the program eX/sts that it p;owdes subS/d/zed accommodat/on and mat tenants
- ) .

are responS/b/e for prO/ect méff n}eh( and ma/ntenance7 To answer this’ questloh it lls' -\

;
‘,T‘ha

about CHP means to‘bbe aware of the sub5|dy provnsnon and the fact that tenants of

e c‘oopere_xtn.i{al housmg are responsnble for p.ro;eet management and maintenance.

e

R . . . N B
y ! . . : .
S ! . o : v ~ . . . “ . '

.

6. 21 Knowledge of CHP Among the Total Sample of Commumty Housmg Tenants

Oof the 178 people who responded to the questlon about prior knowledge of CHP,

‘only 55(31 o) mdlcated they had heard of it As one would expect glven the CHP marketing"

o a.b

_‘strategy the ma;or|ty(70% of those resp' ndents who were aware of the prongﬂrst

. process of app&ﬁ;n

heard about -it. ‘from members or former‘ member °

.

.to one. A srnal roport|on of this group(21%) heard about, the

f cooperatlves or someone in the

»program through the media, but onIy 9% mdrcated they had Iearned of it from an official

. . . - / >

source Itke CMHC or Communntas e T IR
: >

’
’

For the purpose, of thus analysns to be mformed"’;- .

Of the 55 respondents who had- heard of CHP before 33(60%) were aware that ;

ﬂhey may be ehglble to receive a subsidy in cooperatuve housnng When asked in questnon

Bv) to descrlbe how they thought cooperatnve and commumty housmg differ in termsof -

P

. in cooperative housing are respons,lble for pro;ect management and maintenance. After a.’

thelr management arrangements the majorlty of respondents were not aware that tenants‘

content analysis of ‘the .answers: to_‘this question three response categories were

. . . v o / ) . . . , . N ) . ’ . . ’. L.
developed for. the purposes of statistical gnalysis.  Those responses indicating no.

-~

L
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knowledge of dlfferences between cooperatlve and communlty houslng were placed in
A
category 1" those lndlcatlng some knowledge of differences but. who were unable to

state what the dlfferences are were placed @category 2", .and those who stated
specnflcally that tenants of cooperatlve hou&nng assume responsibility for pro;ect

management and malntenance in category 3" From Table 6.1 it can be seen that 37(67

v

thought there was no dlfference between cooperatlve and commuhity hobﬁ@)g

10(18%)were aware that there are differences but only’ 8(14/0) could state specifically that
© -

tenants in cooperatlve housing are: responsuble for project management and malntenance

lt might also be observed in passing, that ail 8 respondents in category 3 knew a great deal

v

more about cooperatlve housrng than m‘erely the fact that tenants manage and maintain. the
housung /4" , ': ©

To determlne the proportion. of respondents who were mformed abaut CHP, the

data on awareness of subSIdy and famlllarlty with cooperatlve housnng management

procedures were crosstabulated The results are shown in Tabqu 2. The varlable Wthh
summarlzes responses to the two questions is labelled knowledge ot CHP. It is comprlsed

of-four component categorles tcategory |hcludes the combnnatldn of responses

: lndlcatlng no awareness of the subsndy and no fam:harlty with' cooperative hopsmg

management ‘procedures; category 2 lncludes two comblnatlons of responses those

nndlcatlng no awareness of the subsndy but some fammarlty wnth cooperatlve housnng and

v

those lndlcatnng an awareness of the subsndy but no famlllarlty wnth coopera housung

category 3 includes awareness of. the subsndy and some famllnarlty with cooperat:ve
housing; . and category 4 awareness of the‘ sub5|dy and famlllarlty with cooperatuve
housmg ﬁcordmg ‘to the eriteria- estab\llshed‘ to judge whether or‘ not a respondentuls‘
mformed" abouthHP only 8 respondents(m%) Canabe descrlbed as nnformed about CHP 3
lthose in catcgory, #). Four(7 %). appear to l:;;e somewhat)nformed in that they are aware ot

»

tra subsic; ard at least cdgnnzant that cooperatnve and communlty houslng are not the R

sar~= (categcry 3). Th|s means that 75% of the- resp,ondents who had heard of CHP must
o \.)
be considered-to be not mformed about the*program (categorles 1.and 2) ln terms of the .

. total. sample l178l the proportlon of respondents who are lnformed of the program |s

only 4%, and the proportlon}udged to be somewhat mformed is only 2% .

5
-
»r
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\%KMLE 6. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THEIR FAMILIARITY
WITH COOPLRATIVE HOUSING )
‘Familiarity with ' N % '
Cooperative Housing, &
0 .
. : . ¢
i ‘ : . 37- - 67 ) -
2 , ‘ ' 10 19~
52 I o : 8 K 14 ’ .
TOTAL - : . 55 ~ 100
tﬂv . . N -
] Category 1 resp‘onses:‘.Th‘oyught thati,there was no difference
: ' between Cooperatuve and Commurn{y
‘ N ~‘~'Housnng _ L : ,
Category 2 responses:.Th_ought that there were some Y -
' dififerences rs« ' ,
Ce > ' . f,\
Category 3 responses: KRW:SPGCIfI ly thaY the tenants .
: ,’ - , mag‘}_‘:1 Ilh and mﬂnage Coop,eratlve - S
ST I ,Ho“:,q;\nt}t prOJects : » ‘ ‘ J
-t is. clear’ from thus an’alysns that the sample of communnty housnng tenants, in
geneﬁ%ﬁl are not mformed of’ CHP To begin w:th only a.small proportnon had ever heard
-of CHP and of this grou)buonly eight weré aware both of the accommodation subsndy and
of the factdthat tenants in c00perat|ve houslng are responsble for the management and -
~ "mamtenance of that housm ’ - O v s
‘, ﬁ‘fv ‘ s @ . , g)_ v R v f’,“c{ ‘:l) y(‘i’" fi\:{ . ’ . N r’- R e -
r-e 3 leferences |n Knowledge of CHP Among Subgroups of the Total Sample of
Cof‘nmumty Housmg Tenants . v‘* ,
v S0 itean t;e seen from Table 6 3 that the majorlty of respondents who ingicated they

' had heard of C ‘(48 of«87%) were famlhes (elther a marrled or common law couple ora’
,sungle parent wuth depe%dent chlldren) only 4(7%) were smgle unatta&ed mdnvnduals and) g
3(5‘() were chnldleSs couples N,pne of these 7 respondents were aware of the submdy ]

. ,,nor were they famiiliar wuth cooperatlve housmg Wth [Je) few bemg aware of. CHP an
analys:s .of dnfferences among respondents wnthm these subgroups would not be
. | partlcularly meamng/ onsequently this dISCleSIOH willbe focused on, the subgroup of

fam;hes It should be noted however that with so few smgle mdxv'duals and chnldless :
. . ) o .
} ol - < ' . b
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TABLE 6.2: DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THEIR KNOWLEDGE
OF THE COOPERATIVE HOUSING PROGRAM
Knowledge of CHP' N %
) ] 16 " 29
o 2 © 27 50
3 4 7
b 8 1w .
"TOTAL 55 ©100
W 9 | L‘\:‘/
Category | responses: Not aware of the gUbSldy - no
. . “familiarity warh fOopératave
, - hou5|ng ' ’
7_‘"};\_.‘-.*5'— ) ) .
\Catégé}y'@ responses: Not aware of.. the subsndy - some
L ‘ . 'famulzarnty Wi @Dperatnvd’
FOR . _ h%ﬁ@nng OR. awareﬁﬁﬁikmbSIdy hut i o
_no famﬂlnarlty wfg& gope r@ﬂﬂv
uhou5|ng L % ; .
N , . TR .
‘Category '3 responses: Aware of subsidy -; some familiarity =
L , ‘ - with cooperative housing -
Céfegorﬁk% responses: Aware of subsidy - ,famil{gr with C
o x cooperat|ve housung “‘“' : '
\ a R | ’
‘1\ ‘ / ) ! ‘ ) ) L *
\ATABLE 6.3: DISTRIBUTION”OF RESPONDENTS BY AWARENESS OF THE
‘ - COQPERAT.I HOUSING PROGRAM AND HOUSEHOLD
COHPOSITIO P
» N - ¥
' HJLsého{d"Cbmpoaition A Awarengés of CHP - \,
' | YES " NO o ©
g s
; g R - L}M-‘ - " N s % . N z .
. ) i & - v . 1 &Y > i\
Family headed by a 26 b7 60 49 . Lo
married or common = T '
law couple i
Single parent 22 ko b2 34 ‘rfﬁ

‘Childless'couple

Single unattached

TOTAL

4 7 14 11
3 5 16 5

122 100

178

N . F_—



- respondents when distributed accdrding to
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couples participating in the survey to begin with, the limited knowledge of CHP displayed
by those participating in this survey should not be considered indicative of a lack of
awareness of CHP among low~income single individuals and childless couple;n general.
-—To determine if there were any differences among the respondents who headed -
famlly households in terms of their awareness of CHP, six socio~economic variables (age
education, family characteristicslie. smgle parent vs two parent famllles), gize of family,

source of income and annual household income) were crosstabulated with responses to

- the question "Have you heard of the Cooperative Housin)g Program before?". While none

of -the relat|onsh|ps were ‘found to be statistically sugnlflcant some lnterestmg results.

emerged from this exercise: Specrﬁcally nominal assocsatlons for. the age, educatnon :

-

annual household income and source of lncome variables wéié found

Table 6.4 presents the dnstrrbutlon of respbndents by age and awareness of CHP

When the respondents ages were lelded into two cate;orrles Under 35 years of age ahd

35 years of age an,d qver, a slightly larger proportion of the younger responde\-\ts

indicated that they had heard of CHP Approxlmately 34% of ther;:)f.ell into thl“ catego\ry

as compared with 26 of the respondents, 35 years of age and older. : -,\

A slightly. stronger assocratnon was found between respondents level of educatlon
W

'-and awareness - of CHP (Table 6.5).. Almost twice as many respondents w:th some

post—secondary education’had heard of CHP than respondents with high school graduat:on :

B N

‘or less - approximately 44% in the {ormer case as com ared with only 28% in the latter
~ approx Y. ! -omp only ! ! ,

P .
group. v - L

A similar difference .in terms of awareness Of CHP ‘was found between
%nnual household rncome» (Table 6.6) Nlore
than twice as many respondents with a household income of more than $15, 500 mdlcated" 4‘
tgey had hearé of CHP before when compared wrth responden s with a household mcome‘

of less than $8, 500 (49% and 22% respect}lvely) Less of a dlfference is evident between -

1

: the middle two income, categornes ($8,500 - $12, OOO and $12, OOO - S15 500} and the-"

h:ghest mcome category.- Howevef, as before a greater- proportron of respondents with
R .

incomes over $15, 500 had heard of CHP (49% compared w:th 35% and 30% respectively).

Consistent with this finding it can be seen from Table 67 'fhat a greater proportlon of

- households with their maJor source of income comrng from wages and salaries had heard



TABLE 6.4:

DISTRIBUTION OF 'RESPONDENTS HEADING FAMILY

81

HOUSEHOLDS BY AVARENESS OF CHP AND AGE -
AGE
o Aware of. CHP Under 35 35 and Over
:,f'.. ‘ N . % N Z
‘ Yes' 35 34 12 26
No o 69 66 . 33 73
TOTAL ‘¥u 100 45 100
o ‘A v _!,. ) Vp\e,' . ', i - ‘ ) _ . .‘ .
'?h, ﬁw 161, x% = .699,.d.f.= Ji~not_§igni£icant at the-0.0S‘Jével
v - V _':" i ) - o V] /’_A—)//
" x TABLE .6.5: DASTRIBUTION, OF RESPONDENTS HEADING FAMILY
4 %n'?'__ ’ HOUSEHOLD& B A%ARENESS OF CHP AND LEVEL OF
- EDUCATIONAL ATTAINHENT ' ‘ ‘ N R
S & \
5 ) \ ‘f‘ i {“\ ) .
’ . ‘EpucaTion o |
' High- school . Some Post- ‘ T
« Graduation secondary ¥
; or tess S
i, N, % N % '
* Cal )
IS 32 28 . 16 by,
. i f‘ a, R . .,. )
P < 81 72 20. 5%
' 113 100 36 100
. T oz ,\ . 4 N ‘\ ‘ . Sy
N = 154, xzf.,,‘3‘.,251,1_d.f.='1, not sign'ivfioa'nt at the 0.05 level
< TABLE 6.6: .THE Dlé%erIBUTION of RESPONDE\?S HEADING. |
' ' FAMILY . HOUSEHOLDg BY AWARENESSS OF CHP AND ANNUAL L
. HOUSEHOLD |Ncor4 T o L
g _ awaré’of ‘ ;T;%.?U1.: N Anqual Household Income(S) : T e
o CHP Less than 8,500 . 8,500 12,000 12,000 - 15, 500 * 15,000+ . “
Yes 8 "::22" 2 IS 35 2 ‘7}\ 30 ]3 l’s
No % D290 .78 28 65 t6 70 1 51,
Total 37. 100 43 100 4y 23 100 .27 100
n=151 x2 =5.10 d.f. =3, not significant at.0.05 level.
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It would appear from this analysis that, as agroup, the respondents who had heard

of CHP before were different from those who had not.

younger better educated and more affluent.

populatlon of low—-income targets however thxs flndlng must be tempered by the fact‘

In general they are slightly

As an indication. of trends in the general

that the relationships of age, education, annual household income and source of lncome

were not found to be statistically significant. '

- Since 86% of tt

total sample were jud

2

X

‘group -of respondents who had heard of CHP and 96% of the

d to be not mformed or onIy somewhat mformed about the

program an analysis *g%ldlfferences between subgroups in terms of their knowledge of

' CHP-wouldmot be very meanlngful

’

Some reveallng lnformatlon does emerge however,

EE

.A\

~ when the eight respondents who are mformed about the program. are distributed by

selected characterlstlcs (Table 6 8) *As a group, they are all young and the maJornty have

some post sedmhdary educatlon recelve the major sourlce of theur household mcome

from wages and salaries and head two- parent famllles m,cludlng one or two dependent .

o =

chlldren Even: when the crlterlon for ' lnformed is redwced to include- respongehts in

category 3 the majoruty have these same characterlstlcs albelt in reduced proportxon

Moreover when this lnformatlon is compared with that in chapter 4, which: descrlbes the -

characterlstxcs of the. low~ lnco‘rne people resndlng in Alber‘ta cooper‘atnv}! it becomes

SOCIO economlc charac,i’erlstlcs “to low lncome people already l/ung ln Albera

aLv .

cooperatlves

¥y

v

o

/-,

apparent that the respondents whoﬂ:knew the most about CHP are sumtlar ini terms of .

For~ that matter ’thlS generallzatlon holds true for -th whole group of K

respondents who were aware of. CHP to begm wuth Asv a groupl they were sllght{y

younger,, better educated and mOre affluent than those who hadmot/teard of CHP

6. 4 The Selectlon Strategy

Qusetlon 6(v}) on ¢he mterv:ew schedule was’ desxgned- to obtaln mformatlon from
respondents about their. experuenc,es wnth CHP selectuon procedures
selection strategy of ~kdmonton c\goperatlves was descrxbed

determmed thatéor [bw—income targets\to be selected to

A

N

g ‘
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Essentlally

|
i
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I
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In chapter 4' the ..

it was

five, |n a cooperatl\re they must

'6.



