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IHTWJDUCTION 

This study analyzes an unusually rich body of data relevant 

to en increasingly important tension In modern .politics—the 

tension between linguistic diversity and political unity. The 

data consist of reports by Canadians in 1965 about their ethnic, 

linguistic, and other behavior and attitude a. Xhe analysis has 

the purpose of testing three sets of hypotheses, which relate 

some of the individual behavioral and sttitudinal attributes th/.t 

the data record. These attributes fall under the two headings »f 

linguistic behavior, on the one hand, and political or politically 

relevant behavior, on the other. 

This stipulation of the type and goal of the study impli-js 

that the latter is limited in two major ways. First* the .?mjlrical 

analysis makes use of data from just one country. The tnsllywis can 

thus contribute to the conclusive confirmation end refines unt of 

general hypotheses only in conjunction with other studies based on 

other contexts. And second, the hypotheses being tested ;.re limited 

to those relating individual attributes, rather than the character­

istics of societies, institutions, or policies, and are confined to 

only one aspect of the suit!-faceted relationship betwem language 

and politics. 

There are st least two things, then, that this st;.dy ia not. It 

is not a thorough examination of 0 single hypothesic, confronting it 
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with all available evidence. And it is not a case study, in the sense 

of 8 study that would use survey data for the purpos* of "better 

describing one aspect of the political life of a Git,$le countjy (in 

this esse Canada), for whose description e wide variety of dat« and 

secondary literature would be enlisted. 

3y imposing the limits Just oentioned, I hope I kuve proeetited 

farther toward the goal of the studya On the one ham'i, it has be\» 

possible to examine B number of hypotheses, all relevant to a 

discussion of language and political integration,, And on the other 

hand, the examination has involved a substantial number of controlling 

operations} which are intended to discover whether the association 

between two variables can b® accounted for by the operation of one cr 

more additional variables. Such controls, contributing as they do to 

the refinement of hypotheses, simultaneously expand the otherwise 

restricted usefulness of data frota a single country by mbgtitutiag 

boundary conditions, of which there era often oany in a country, for 

unique boundaries. 

After Chapter I, in which the increaaing relevance af language 

as a political phenomenon is briefly surveyed, a set of hypotheses is 

aet forth in Chapter II, saost of which will be tested lit this study. 

Chapter III introduces the data that will be used for fie eapiricai 

verification of the hypotheses, and describes theoretically relevant 

"For an attempt to do this on a related subject, sie Jonathan 
Pool, "National Development and Lsngusge Diversity." So:iolo^ische 
G.ids. XVII, No. 2 (3.S70), B6-101. (Hereinafter referred to'as 
"National".} i 
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properties of the country that served as the context of the data. The 

data analyaia itBelf ia carried oat in Chapters XV* V, and VI, each of 

which deals with one of the three seta of hypotheses presented in 

Chapter IX. A brief sussaxy with concluding suggestions for subseojuent 

research constitutes the seventh and last chapter. 

Data for this analysis were kindly provided by Professor RossMarie 

Rogers of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, with the generous 

permission of the Royal Ccsniaslon en ttWngna'Hsn and Mcttlturalisn of 

Canada, and by the National Opinion Research Center (HOBC) of the 

University of Chicago. Codebooka were furnished by Socle'te' de Matheaatiquex 

Appliquees and by SQRC. financial support was provided by a fellowship 

under Title VI of the Rational Defense Education Act and by the fund for 

student conputer time of the Division of Social Sciences of the 

University of Chicago. 

The author owes ouch to several •sabers of the Departsttnt of Political 

Science, the University of Chicago, for useful criticises of his various 

proposals for a study of language and politics. Sidney Verbs and Aristide 

R. Zolberg nade provocative suggestions as dissertation oossdttee Bashers, 

and especially painstaking helpful cooaents were provided at every stage 

by the coonittee chaixmaa, Duncan MaeRae, Jr. Sone of their questions and 

arguments resain unanswered herein. The BAnuscript was typed at an 

unusually forced pace, but with care end without conplalnt, by Judith 

Gordon. 



CHAPTER I 

LANOUACSB AS A POLITICALLY HELBVAHT PHEKOMHfCH 

Language: An faer—a Inly "fflf-fflir, I f " HI 

The increased frequency of language aa an object of political 

dispute and of overt public regulation baa been documented by a 

number of scholar*. In tbe words of Karl Deutsch, "languages and 

language rights have become acre Important to more people, and 

. . . disputes over language, nationality, and the rights of ethnic, 

nl 
racial, and religious groups have increased. According to Unar 

Haugen, there is a "mushrooming of language planning in our times." 

Depending on the perspective of the observer, the rising salience of 

language politics and policy may be seen aa a phenomenon of the 

present"* or of the 1950'B and 1960'sj it may be seen as beginning 

TCarl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Ccaaaanicationt An Inquiry 
into the Foundations of~Nationality (2nd ed.; Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. 
Press, 1966), p. 2. (Hereinafter referred to as Nationalism.) 

fiinar Haugen, Language Conflict and Language Planning: The Case 
of Modern Norwegian (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1966), p. 9» (Hereinafter referred to as Language,) 

•̂ Walker Connor, "Ethnology end the Peace of South Asia," World 
Politics, XXII, No. 1 (1969), 51. 

k « 
Deutsch, Nationalism, p. 2; William Louis Richter, The Politics 

of Language in India" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Chicago, 1968), pp. Ul-42. 
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in earnest in the nineteenth centarjr' or in the siacteeuth century; 

•a 
or it may be traced hack to the ninth century A.D. or even the 

k 
fifth century B.C. A variety of explanations for this rise in the 

importance of language aa a political issue can be found. 

One of the nost influential apparent causes is the expansion of 

education. The earliest foxsa token by this expansion vas the 

delivery of religious instruction to the masses. There has been 

a tendency, present to our own day, for priests and BdasionarJ.ee>. 

motivated by the aim of teaching the content of religious doctrine 

to scattered populations, to press for the use of local vernaculars, 

5 
often in conflict with the policies of governmental authorities.'' 

Karl W. Deutsch, "The Trend of European nationalism: The 
Language Aspect," American Political Science Review, XXVI, No. 3 
(19^2), 533-^1- (Hereinafter referred to as "Trend"); Hans Kohn, 
The Idea of Nationalism (Hew York* Collier Books, 1967), Introduction. 
(Hereinafter referred to as Idea); Carlton J.H. Hayes, Nationalism; A 
Religion (New York: The Macmillan Company, I960), pp. 10tf-15 (Hereinafter 
referred to as Nationalism); Ronald E. Inglehart and Margaret Woodward, 
"Language Conflicts and Political Community," Comparative Studies in 
Society and History, X, lib. 1 (196?), 27; Anil Seal, The aserp.ence of 
Indian Nationalism; Competition and Collaboration in the Liter Nineteenth 
Century (Cambridge,' Eag.i Cambridge University Press* 1968), pp. 3^7-W** 

2 
Haugen, Language, pp. 6-9o 

Reman Jakobson, "The Beginnings of National Self-Determination in 
Europe," The Review of Politica. VIZ, Ho. 1 (19^5), 29-^2. 

Alfred Cooper Wooiner; Languages in History and Politics (London: 
Qjcford University Press., 1938}, pp. 78-9. 

5Joan Rubin, National Bllingualism in Paraguay (The Hague; Mouton, 
Janua Linguarum, Series Pract'ica, 60? 196B),' pp. 2k-5 (Hereinafter 
referred to as National); Eugene F. Irscblck, Politics and Social 
Conflict in South India: The Non-Brahman, Koveraent and Tamil 
Separatism, 1916-1929 (Berkeley; The University of California 

-5-
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Gradually supplementing and partially replacing the expanded religious 

education of the masses has been the worldwide movement toward 

universal secular education. Hore often in the hands of government, ' 

this kind of education has brought with it language problems, and 

governmental language policies to solve them, as it has been 

increasingly offered to entire populations. Universal literacy 

policies require policies on what language or languages to alpha­

betise and what alphabet to use (and even whether to use an alphabet 

or some other writing system); universal primary education policies 

have necessitated policies determining which language or languages 

would be used as media of instruction; and so on. 

Press, 1969), pp. 305» 309; Arend Lijphart, The Trauma of Decoloni-
zationt The Dutch and West New Guinea (New Haven and London: Yale 
University Press, I966). Yale Studies"in Political Science, XVII, 
153» 201, 20U; Ernest J. Frei. "The Historical Development of the 
Philippine National Language, ' Philippine Social Sciences end 
Humanities Review, XIV, No. k (19^9), 333-88. Examples include the 
Buddha's decision to preach in a vernacular rather than in literary 
Sanskrit about 500 B.C., Cyril and Methodius1 foundation in the 660*s 
A.D. of an ideology and practice of religious translation into a 
language understandable by their Slavic hosts rather than the official 
Greek of the Byzantine church, St. Stefan of Perm's alphabetization 
and standardization of a local language variety with which to preach 
among the Komi people in the fourteenth century (Charles A. Ferguson, 
"St. Stefan of Perm and Applied Linguistics," pp. 253-65. /Hereinafter 
• referred to as "Stefan^, Iianguage Problems of Developing Nations, ed. 
by Joshua A. Fishmap et al. /New York; John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 19687 
hereinafter referred to as Fishmaa et al.7)'end the substitution of 
national languages for Latin as vehicles of religious communication in 
the Reformation (Kohn, Idea, pp. 1U3, 6l8-20). 

TBinar Haugen, "Linguistics and Language Planning," 8ociolinfiulstlcs; 
Proceedings of the UCLA Socialinguistics Conference 196^, ed. by William 
Bright (The Hague and Paris: Kouton and Company, 1966), p. 58 (Hereinafter 
referred to as "Linguistics"); Haugen, Language, p. 12. 
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Another frequently cited cause of the increased salience of 

the politics of language is the rise in social and economic mobi­

lisation of the Basses. Urbanisation, industrialisation, and the 

growth of travel and mas cowunloations have created more severe 

language problems simply by bringing people of different languages 

together at greater rates. Cn—nil ration and co-operation have 

beccoe necessary in many situations where they are impossible 

because of language differences, and the natural, policy-free 

assimilation which would render then possible takes place more 

some 
slowly, according to,observers, than the rate at which the need 

2 
has been arising in recent periods of rapid development. 

A third important cause to which the increased political 

importance of language is attributed ia the growth of democracy 

and self-determination. The belief in the accountability and 

accessibility of government to the popular will baa crucial linguistic 

Implications, and the rise of the one has made an increasingly vexing 

problem out of the other* The costs of translation and of teaching 

languages are high, but they ere bearable in the Imperial situation, 

for the number of meo3ages which need to be translated and the number 

of people who must be taught are small. For this and other reasons, 

Otto Jespersen, Mankind^ Nation and Individual from a Linguistic 
Point of View (Bloosdngtony Ind.: Indiana University Press, 19w), pp. 
"6%-65. (Hereinafter referred to as Mankind, Ration and Individual.; 

Tteutsch, Nationalism, pp. 125=26«, 



linguistic diversity has typically been a minor problem, or even an 

asset, to empires. An extrtsae egalitarian and democratic view, 

however, leaves little room for translation, because of the costs . 

of translating every cenwinicatlon for every language group, end 

little room for language teaching, because of the disadvantage 

suffered by those who must learn the official language and use it 

with only second-rate proficiency. Thus it is natural that the 

onset of democratic government or the achievement of independence. 

by a colony has frequently been accompanied by new disputes over 

p 
language policy and that some social commentators are skeptical of 
the icrj. possibility of^ 
a multilingual democracy. Recent history, with its settlement a? 

k 
1919-20 in Europe and the arbitrary boundaries inherited by ex-

T)ankwart A. Rustow, "Language, Modernization and Nationhood--
An Attempt at Typology," Fishroan et ol.t pp. 87-89. (Hereinafter 
referred to as "Language.") In the third century B.C. Emperor Asofca 
in India had tablets inscribed in various local languages* Woolner, 
Language in History and Politics, p. 79; Arnold Toynbee, A Study of 
History, VI (London; Oxford University Press, 193^-5^) > 7o"! ffcrthe 
view that linguistic uniformity of a sort is nevertheless sought «fter 
by empires, see Carl Joachim Friedrich, Kan and M s Government; Ar, 
Empirical Theory of Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc., 1963}, p. 572. 

Jyotirindra Das Gupta, "Language Politics and Group Process In India 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 
1966), p. 21; Veena Monga, "Regionalism, Language and Politics," 
pp.' U20-27, Language and Society in India, Vol. VIII of the 
Transactions of the Indian Institute of Advanced Study and the entire 
•proceedings of a seminar October 16-27. 1967. (Language r,nd Society 
in India hereinafter referred to as IIAS.) 

JGeorge Armstrong Kelly, Belgium: Hew Nationalism in en Old 
World," Comparative Politics, I, 2fo. 3. (19&9)» 3**-. 

k 1 
Alexander Ostrover, Language» Law- and Diplomacy (2 Vols„j 

Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1965), p* 623; 
Inis L. Claude, Jrc, National Minorities; An International Problem 
(CaEbridge, Mess.s Harvard University Press, 1955J. 

-8-
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colooial states, is by no means a uniform progression toward 

linguistically homogeneous polities that would make a democracy a 

linguistically non-problematic notion* 

Oam more pheaoateoon closely linked vita the rise of language 

as a political issue is the trend toward the recognition of 

nationality as an Important identifying characteristic. The rise 

of nationalist in Europe was in large part the rise of 'Hr*f» as 

a dominant category of identification and distinction, la addition 
•a 

to or in place of religion. Since the rise of nations Use, wherever 

a group has emerged from political subservience, its desire for 

distinctiveness combined with the world-wide conventional wisdom 

alleging linguistic uniqueness as a primary requisite and badge of 

that distinctiveness has usually led It to purify, alphabetise, • 

realphabetiae, develop, revive, or at least officialise as a 
k 

symbol, a language of its own if at all feasible. Ibis recourse 

to language recognition as a mar* of group status has lad to a 
5 

proliferation of literary and scientific languages, although a 

HRupert Emerson, From 35ro>lre to Hatlont The Rise to Self-Assertion 
of Asian and African Peoples (Boston; Beacon Press. 19o2)« P. 132. 

2 Anna Jacoba Aucamp, Bilingual Education and Nationalism with Special 
Beference to South Africa (Pretdria7~J.L* Van Schaik, Ltd., 1926), p. 9. 

~Kbhn, Idea, pp. 6-8; Inglafaart and Woodward,"Language Conflicts," p, 27. 

mugen, Language, pp. 7-15. 

5Deutsch, "Trend"} Charles A. Ferguson, "The Language Factor in 
National Development," p. 9 (Hereinafter referred to as "Factor " ) ; 
Study of the Role of Second Languages in Asia-, Africa, and Latin America. 
ed. by Frank A. Rice (Washington, D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics of 
the Modern Language Association of America, 19&) • (Hereinafter referred 
to as Rice, fid.) 
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eontrary trend toward increasing Ungirtstlo ronaflllrtatinn la also 

perceived by some. The same attitude has aade Itself felt in the 

dlploaatie arena and in international relations generally, where . 

demands for the adndseioo of new languages into "official" and 

"working" status in international organisations are being accepted 

acre and sore often, and a nuober of governeents encourage other 

government a to teach or use particular languages. 

If, as seas believe, this fourth cause of increasing language 

problems, the symbolic or emotional one, is becoaing acre laportant a 

consideration relative to the first three causes, in which language was 

an instrument and therefore perhaps subject to efficiency-warlarising 

ecBprcsdces, then the role of politics, as opposed to science, in the 

formation of polioies on language, can be eacpected to grow. Whatever 

the proper explanation^) of the political inportance attained by 

language and whether or not its Inportance is truly destined to grow 

still further, it is today the case the "Differences in language are 

^espersen, Mankind, Nation and Individual, pp. 6V5; Joshua A. 
Fisbman, Nationality - Nationalism and Nation-Bationisa, Fishnan 
et el., pp. U6-7 (Hereinafter referred to as "Rationality " ) ; W»?. 
Mackey, Bllingualism as a World Problem (Montreal: Harvest House, Ltd., 
1967, pp. 15-21. 

..Ostrower, Language, La* and Diplomacy, pp. itl7-lBj Ivo Lapenna, 
"La situation juridique des langues souse le reglae des nations Uniea," 
La Honda Lingvo-Probleaot I, No. 2 (1969), 87-IO6. 

^United States, Department of State; Cumhurlyot. October 28, 1968, 
p. 7. 

Ostrower, Language. Law and Diplqaaoy. pp. 661-&. 



one of the commonest sources of cleavage In all parte of the world,"1 

and that ."Language is also being regulated to a great extent, matched 

or exceeded in general only by aspects of life that have been more 

intensively studied as political problems. 

The very causes to which the rising political salience of 

language is attributed are also some of the sources of the »eans for 

implementing policies on language. Mass education is useful or 

indispensable for teaching a standardized version of a child's 

native tongue, for teaching him how to read and write that version, 

for teaching him any other languages that the government believes 

he should know, and for instilling in him the attitudes toward 

languages ond language groups that arc conducive to whatever language 

behavior (including language learning) the government wants him to 

ejehibit. Mass education can work to effectuate language policies 

•' •'• Robert A. Dahl, "Some Explanations," Political Oppositions in 
Western Pcnocracics, ed. by Pobert A. Dahl (New Haven end London: 
Yale .University Press, 1&S6), p. 3&3. Cl\ Donald L. Horowitz, 
"Multiracial Politics in the New States: Toward a Theory of Conflict" 
(paper delivered at 65th Annual Meeting of the American Political 
Science Association, New York, 1969), p- 32: "The oaly other issue 
b̂c-sides the civil service ixzuej that has been able to arouse 
comparable passions in a wide variety of states is the language issue," 

Haugen, Lan?unge, p. 14. 

-'Herbert Passin, "Writer and Journalist in the Transitional Society," 
Fishman et al., p. hh6. 

See Ibid., p. ^50; Uriel Heyd, Language Reform in Modern Turkey 
(Jerupalem: The Israel Oriental Society, 195^), p. 1'*; Woo3ner, 
Lanflu&rres in History and Politics, p. 32J W.E. Lambert ct nl., "A 
Study of'the Ro3es of Attitudes and Motivation in Second-Language 
Learning," Readings in the Sociology of Lannflmgc, ed. by Joshua A. 
Fishnan (The Hague: Mouton,'1968), pp. U73-7U. 
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not only through the formal teaching of languages a&d language skills, 

hut also through the interaction among students that takes place in 
•j 

educational institutions. 

This effect brings us to the expansion of mass communication as 

a second obvious contributor to a greater availability of means for 

the implementation of certain language policies. The increasing rate 

of interaction among individuals, whether in cities c:r work places or 

loci of leisure, will be likely to have effects on language that are 

2 
not easily manipulable by public policies, but medie of communication 

which have few souroes and many recipients, such ac radio, television, 

newspapers, and film, can be guided with linguistic mds in mind, and 

the increasing exposure of population masses to theift media can be 

expected to make their successful use for linguisti<: planning more 

likely.3 • 

Jecpersen, Mankind, Nation and Individual., p.'). 55-6. This 
interaction, however, can be either trans- or antia-linguistic, 
accordingly serving integrative or separative policies: see the 
discussion of the "parochialization" of higher education in India 
in Lloyd L Rudolph anrl Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, "Fplitics and 
Education in India" (unpublished manuscript, 196f), Part I. (Here­
inafter referred to as "Politics.") 

o 
Carl Dnrlinfj Buck, "Language and the Sentv-nent of Na t iona l i ty , " 

American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, X, No. 1 (l£i.6), U?J A. Zeki 
Velidi Tognn, Bu/nnkliT*Vk-ili'7Turkistan) ve ytkin Tar.ihi: C i l t I ; 
Bati ve K>i7.py '?urki stan ^Istanbul: Arkadns, ] crania Horoz ve Gufon. 
BasiT.cvleri, iqnR-147), pp . 39, 1*7-8, 59s 62-3- 71 ; Jespersen, Mankind, 
Notion and Individual , pp. 35-6, ^0, k2, 5I1; \*ohn, Idea, p . 231; • • .• 
Paul Fr icdr ich , '"Lnnsuage and P o l i t i c s in India," Daedalus, XCI 
(Suniraer, I96C), 556; Jyo t i r indra Das Gupta arc'i John J . Gumperz, 
"Language-, Co:nmunication and Control i n North Ind i a , " Fishman e t a l . , 
PP. 152-53. 

o 

llayea, Nationalism, p. 32; Khwnja Ahma<i Abbas, "A Link Language 
for the Comr.on !•'.--n," HAS, pp. 29-36; DeutscV, Nationali.01, p. U3. 
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The rise of the legitimacy of the nation has also served the 

implementation of certain language policies, particularly those 

standardizing new national languages, purifying these language;: to 

rid them of foreign influence, end suppressing minority language 

within the nation state. The increasing prestige of the national 

community has spilled over onto whatever language or language 

type could reasonably be argued to represent that community. T.iis 

contagion is important because, in the view of many students of language 

behavior,the relative prestige of languages is one of the most 

powerful predictors of the willingness of individuals to learn t:n 

additional language, trade their old language for a new one, or 

2 
modify the language variety that they speak. ' Since it is often not 

clear a priori which language or variety inherently represents a 

given nation, national governments often have at least a limited 

opportunity to establish this link as they see fit, and thereby 

mobilize pxiblic support for and co-operation with t he i r language p o l i c i e s . ' 

A fourth Ijnportant secular trend that can be expected to make 

successful regulat ion of language more feas ible i s the improvement in 

Stephen A. Wurra, "Papua-New Guinea Nationhood: The Problem of a 
National Langusf-2," Fishwin e t a l . , pp. 3^8-9i. William A. Stewart, 
"Ar. Outline of Linguis t ic Typology for Describing Multi l ingualism", 
Rice, ed . , p . 16. 

2W.H. Whiteley, "Ideal and Reality in Nationnl Language Pol icy: 
A Case Study fron: Tanzania," Fishmnn e t a l . , pp. 330-32, 3**0; Joan 
Rubin, "Language and Education in Paraguay, Fishman c t a l . , p . U80 
(Hereinafter referred to as "Language " ) : Lyndon Harr ies , Svrahili in 
Modern Hast Africa," Fishman e t a l . , p . Ul6. 
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linguistic knowledge. Two major movements can be discerned hi;re. 

The first is the emergence of modern comparative linguistic* in 

the nineteenth century, which has allowed the standard!action *>f 

languages and the bridging of dialectical gaps by eynthealzed 

comiaon languages to be based on fruitful classifications of language 

families and features. The other movement is the more recent rise 

of applied linguistics, and most specifically of language-teaching 

methods based on linguistic comparison. Applied linguistics has 

begun to make serious progress toward the establishment of criteria 

by which * to evaluate the various alternatives open to language policy­

makers os they attempt to preserve, enrich, alphabetize, unite, 

democratize, or otherwise affect languages. The development of the 

'linguistic or audio-lingual method of language teaching in recent, 

years has brought with it the first hope in history that entire 

population* masses could be made fluent in other languages without 

living in n bilingual milieu. It is noteworthy that, even with the 

progress in language-teaching methods, it is still generally held 

that Informal forced participation in a group that speaks a language 

is a more efficient way to learn that language than study in a fonnal 

2 
foreign-language course. Yet the reversal of this co.-npa rir.on seers 

"inevitable with further development of new methods and with the 

application of existing methods. Likewise, more advanced knowledge 

tiaugen, Lang-uap-e, p. lk. 
»* • • 

Charles A*. Ferguson, "Background to Second Language Problems," 
Rice, ed., p. 6. (Hereinafter referred to as "Background.") 
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about the linguistic behavior of individuals and societies., being 

produced by research in the young fields of psycho- and sovio-

linguistics, will certainly add to the box of tools that tie makers 

of language policy will have at their disposal. To what e:itcnt the 

"primordial" problem area of language is .-mbject to technical 

solutions, however, is a question relevant to, but a step removed 

from, the micro-level concerns of this study. 

While facilitating changes of the above kinds seem to be making 

it more' and more possible to implement several of the mo; o coupon 

language policies, some of the same and similar trends a:e working 

against successful language regulation at the same Lime. Mas3 

mobilization into the central stream of communication ar-J education, 

into citie:;, and into the industrial work force has profound 

linguistic effects, as suggested above. When these effrits are 

opposite to .those that policy is attempting to bring about, the 

likelihood of successful policy will obviously be impaired. A policy 

of-mobilizing minorities into mass media audience membership, for 

example, may require the provision of mass media servitas in minority 

languages, and this service may in turn discour: ge minority members 

from learning the majority language. 

Likewise, mass education can also have a negative r.s well as a 

positive influence on the success of language policies., since the 

very expansion of education which allows the teaching vf languages 

jMildred A. Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian "dentity 
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California lV.-ss, 196?), 
pp. 51-2. 
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and language skills to an ever larger fraction of the population is 

also likely to cause a deterioration in the quality of such teaching, 

whose practitioners can rarely be increased rapidly in number without 

considerably lowering their average competence. 

Democratization is another important obstacle to success in the 

regulation of language, according to much of the evidence. While the 

admission of whole adult, populations to political participation has 

been crucial in making the need for language policy felt, the parti­

cipation of the masses in the making of such policies has usually 

hindered their successful execution. Language as a political issue 

has frequently been observed to differ from many other issues by 

being tied both to strong emotions and to strong economic interests, 

p 
ra ther than to j u s t one or the other , and (par t ly us n cohsequence 

of t h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ) by being l e s s amenable to solut ions by corcpro-

3 h 
raise or by the added expenditure of resources. Where language dif-

L Bh. Krishnamurti, "Po l i t i c s of Language in Southern India" ( lec ture 
given a t the Universi ty of Chicago, 1970); see a lso note 1, page 12 above. 

' Herbert C. Kelman, "Language as Aid and Barr ie r to Involvemrmt in 
the National Cytem" (paper delivered to the Conference on Language 
Planning Processes, Ksst-West Center, Honolulu, 1969)> p . 7> Horov;itz, 
"Mult iracial P o l i t i c s , " pp. 19-23, 32-3. 

> . • Lloyd I . Rudolph and Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, The Modern:?ty of 
Tradi t ion: P o l i t i c a l Development i.n India (Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Pros?., l$toY), pp. oo-f. (Hereinafter referred to as Modernity ) ; 
Howard Wriggins, Ceylon: Dilemmas of c New Nation (Princeton, W'.J. : 
Princeton Universi ty >Ver.s, i960) , p . 253; Dankwart A. 'ftistov;, "Transi­
t ion" * '•f*mocracy: Toward A Dynamic Modelj" Comparative? P o l i t i c s , IT, 
wo. 3 (1970). 359-SC (Hereinafteryreferre^ to as "Trnrwitic•'."""" ; , 
\ . '."• J ^naza rov , Sbllg.hep.in Natsi i i Natsional 'nye iazyki v SSSR '• 
(T.ishk.'i-o: I z ada t e l ' s t vo Akndcinii Nauk Uzbekskoi SSR, I963O, yi>. <»-iL 

h ' ' „ \ s 

Val R. Lorwin, "Belgium: Religion, Class and Language in National 
Vo l i t i ca , " P o l i t i c a l Oppositions in Western Democracies, cd. by Dahl, 
p . 176. . 

http://Sbllg.hep.in
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ferences have consisted in nothing more than urban and rural dialects 

of a single language, democratization has often led an intellectual 

elite to revise that language's literary standard giving prominence 

to forms used by the peasant masses, but even here such revision has 

often been vigorously disputed. Elsewhere, however, democratic norms 

of equal opportunity for education and for civil service posts, for 

exanple, have made it difficult to adopt any language policy ot all, 

since equality dictates different language practices from what 

2 \ 

efficiency requirec. \ 

Finally, the simultaneous rise of ethnic consciousness and the 

expansion of international cultural exchange both pose obstecles for 

the implementation of particular types of language policy. Sub-

national ethnicism, such as has been observed to be on the increase 

3 li 5 

in India, Belgium, and other multi-ethnic societies, makes the 

execution of unifying national language policies more difficult. 

Ethnic consciousness among elites in one country vis-a-vis alien 

peoples and languages, such as that which has led to the prohibition 

or riotous destruction of signs in foreign languages in East Pakistan, 

"Tiaugen, Lnnguarje; Heyd, Language Reform in Modern Turkey. 

Jiri V. IfeiiFtuprtf, "Some General Aspects of 'Language' Problems 
and 'Language' Policy in Developing Societies," Fichir.r.r et al., p. 292. 

Selig S. Harrison. India: The Most Dangerous Decides (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 19o0), Chapters III and IV. 

-"' Kelly, "Belgium: Hew Nationalism in an Old World," pp. 352-?3. 

5 
Connor, Ethnology and the Pence of South Ajja, p. 51. 
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Libya, Mexico, and elsewhere, also give6 strength to the various 

2 

movements for language purification, ond these in turn, according 

to some-scholars, make more difficult the ta.-:k of e'.niirping languages 

with the vocabulary necessary for their use in science, literature, 
3 

and discourse about the modern world. 

The rising rate of mass circulation across International boundaries 

and exposure to the cultural products of other countries probably has 

the converse effect: making it more difficult t#.» preserve the dis-

tinctiyeness of the national language of any couitry. "Franglais" 

is an exerople of a phenomenon that frustrates ra;ir.y policies of 

linguistic preservation. The analogous increase an ir.'.er-nationnlity 

. contact within multi-ethnic states causes similar cifficvlties for 

those who, as in Canada, Belgium and Switzerland, vcvld uss public 

policy to maintain the existence or the purity of languages t.-at are 

thought to be on the way to extinction or mongrelizatjon in the 

.countries concerned. 

TCevin M. Kelleghan, "Down with English," Son Fran-.isco Chronicle, 
February 24, 1970, p. 10. 

TJdward Sopir, Loiî u-vr.e (New York: Harvest Books, '..'•.'>2l), p.• l^ky 
Heyd, Language Kcforro in I'odcrn Turkey. Tauli, however, believes that 
"Nationalistic purism is lot.ing ground in several countries." (Velter 
Tauli, Int;-odi:ction to n Tucoy of Lanquafto Planning, A;tr Universitauis 
Upsaliensis: Studia j-iiilolo.̂ i.-.e Scanainavicoe Upsaliensia, VI (Uppsala: 
Aliiqvist & Wil: sella Dokrtyckcri Aktiebolag, 1963), p. 70 

^Charles V. Gallagher, North African Problems and Prospects: 
.Language and Identity," Fic'rur.on et el., p. 1^0; Pierre Alo.^ndre, 
"Some Linguistic Problems of Nation-Building in Negro Africa," 
Fishraan ct nl.t pp. 12U-25; other disagree, e.g., Charles A. Ferguson, 
"Li-ngunge Development," Fishman ct si., p. 33. 
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The Importance of Language for Politics-

Given that langunge is increasingly fought over and regulated la 

the political arena, it is not surprising that many analysts end 

* polltidal actors believe that linguistic states of affairs, whether 

v> arising "naturally" or as a result of conflict and regulation, have 

important effects on other aspects of social and political life. We 

can briefly survey many of the hypothesised effects by looking suc­

cessively at five packages of linguistic variables. Although these 

are:tightly" Interconnected, their several effects on non-linguistic 

vari»hle.s wil}, be the only subject of the survey below. 

The first package, analogous to social, status, is language 

position, which comprises such variables as the degree to which a 

*-language is wi<3ely known, officially recognised, or highly respected. 

However.language position la defined, it is the most directly .'. . 

political aspect of language. Any policy that succeeds in influencing 

the position of a language will be sure to ius>iioge on interests, 

•"preferences, and sensitivities of several categories of persona. To 

aake the importance of language position clear, let us consider the 
« 

three effects of language position which are responaible for most of 

the controversy about language. These are (l) the effect that the 

i ./ise -or- non-use of a language In teaching has on the education' of its 

native speakers, (2) the effect that the choice of language(s) used 

in public affairs has on th« socioeconomic and political stratification 

of a population, and (3) ths effect that the formal status of a^,/. 

J''language -has on the gratification Of the individuals and collectivities 

•: identified with it. ' 
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Many observers believe that if certain conditions are not present 

the need to undergo educntion in a language different from one's 

native tongue causes n considerable reduction in the amount Learned 

and deals'-a blow to the morale of the pupil. Beyond thi», education 

in the mother tongue is seen by case as bearing "psychologicil 

advantages" and, specifically, avoiding a devastating (but utually 

not veil defined) "linguistic schizophrenia" that is believed to 

characterize people whose lives are divided into en intellectual and 

a domestic segment about which they can think only in different 

•a 
languages. ~" 

• The position of some but not other languages as languages of 

instruction affects recruitment net only by discriminating against 

"TP. Friedrich, "Language and Politics in India," p. 5**5j Aucamp, 
Bilingual Education and Nationalism, pp. 10, 170-73, 215-17; "The Use 
of Vernacular Languages in Education; The Report of the Unesco Meeting 
of Specialists, 1951," Readings in the Sociology of Language, ed. by 
Fishmnn, pp. 690-92, 697 (Hereinafter referred to as The Use"); 
Joan Rubin, "Language end Education in Paraguay," Fishman et al., 
p'. U8U. (Hereinafter referred to as ''Language.") The edium itself may 
be rather rapidly learned in this feshion--even faster than in formal 
language classes if these are taught (ns they usually.are) by outmoded 
methods—but the learning of the nominal subject, and hence the child's 
opportunity for educational and occupational advancement, will suffer; 
Richard Noss, Lnngunge Policy and Higher Education, Vol. Ill, Part 2 of 
Higher Education and Development In South-East Asia (Paris: United ••''• 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, International 
••Association of Universities, 1967), pp. 38-9. 

John Bowers, ''Language Problems and Literacy," Fishman. et nl,, 
p.' 383. 

•3 

• Passin, "Writer and -Touranlist An the Transitional Society," 
pp. kk6-5Q. "Bow uncomfortable it is to live in an uncertain language 
.medium.." he writas, 'Ste perhaps cannot even comprehend. For many modern 
educated people there is often a sharp separation between the language of thought 
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the speakers of cei'tain languages, but also by discriminating yithln 

each group of speakers of a non-educational language. The preferential 

recruitment of "far too high a proportion of mimics who lack real 

creative and critical ability" is "common in situations where children 

are being educated in a language other than their own first language. 

Likewise, those who must get their education in a language not their 

mother tongue are thought to be less likely to survive the process if 

p 
they are of lower-class or rural background. 

These effects of intergroup discrimination and of stratification 

reinforcement within language groups are observed al3o in the second of 

and the language of emotion or of daily life. An Indian nay be raised 
at hose speaking Malayalam and then have his education in English. • 
Ĥris means that his early experiences, emotion.;, and affective relations 
are carried on in one language and hi3 contact with ideaa, modern- life, 
and modern institutions in another. If be then has a traditional faniiy 
life after he is married, the discontinuity can become very extreme 
indeed." .A similar description of the psychological effects of non- • 
vernacular instruction in North Africa appears in Gallagher,"North 
African Problems and Prosi>ects," pp. 1U2-U5. See also Aucaap, Bilingual 
Education and Nationalism., pp. 173-75. 

Robert B. LePage, "Problems to be Faced in the Use of English as 
the Medium of Education in Four West Indian Territories," Flshman et_al., 
p, U38. 

"Ibid., p. '<36\ On the other hand, native-language instruction, is 
no sure antidote to socioeconomic discrimination in education, .If, for 
example, the language of public affairs is a foreign one, public 
.'education in native language:; will make private education a de facto 
prerequisite for career mobility, thug giving the wealthy a greater 
advantage than they would have had under public foreign-language 
education. See A.B, Shah, "Indian Languages as Media of Higher Education," 
IIAS, pp. 359-60i also the opinion of Bernard Moses, quoted in Frei, 
The Historical Development of the Philippine National Language, Chapter 
III, p. !'9. 
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our three manifestations of the importance of language position. The 

fact that this or that language has a position of employment in 

business -end in the business of govaranent seems to haye a serious, 

influence over the political and socioeconomic ctratification patterns 

of the population concerned. The two major forma taken by this 

influence are the relatively high mobility In language groups whose 

languages have high positions, and the perpetuation of the relative 

advantages of social strata within the groups speaking low-position 

languages. 

The second of theee forms may actually be more significant than 

the first. Discrimination against whole language groups is mitigated, 

2 
in moot cases, by certain forces. But these same forces work to 

exaggerate, rather than reduce, the within-group recruitment biases 

thaVare traceable to language position. Language, indeed, ia one of 

the oldest weapons in the defensive arsenal of 

"S/hether such discrimination, in the case of a multilingual state, 
is inevitable, and thus "perfectly excusable" and "basically legitimate" 
(Hainz Kloss, "Types of Multilingual Communities: A Discussion of Ten 
Variables," Explorations in Sociolinguisties, ed. by Stanley LieberBon 
/Bioomington, Ind.: Indicna University, 1966/, p. 8 /Hereinafter' 
referred to as "Typer "J) is an interesting question, which we -Shall be 
' iUiD better position to answer when we know mox'e about the possible 
alternatives. 

p 
These include the fact that only a small ond usually educated pro­

portion of the Members of o language group will be allowed in any case 
to represent the group (electorally, or sociologically, es the case may 
be) in legislative, administrative, diplomatic, or commercial organizations 
With a linguistic test (Gulabdas Broker, "Language and Regionalism," IIAS, 
p. 393) , that native vernaculars of even dominant languages must often be 
unlearned in order to acquire the accepted standard version of the same 
language (see Harold Elsdale Goad, Language^ in His tors' /liarmondsworth, 
Middlesex: Penguin Books, 15567, pp. 82-3); and that group quotas some­
times prevent unrepresentative recruitment. 
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1 

those who bold various professional and political forte. Bince auch 

a use of language appears somehow antidemocratic on its face, an 

officially espoused but not vigorously promoted policy of linguistic 

democratization is often observed, Arabization in North Africa 

being an example. 

Such linguistic barriers to mobility as have just been cited tend 

to viden the proverbial gap between elites and masses in two ways. 

First, they make the elites unrepresentative by winnowing out dis-

proportlpnately large numbers of those who are rural, poor, female, 

old, and offspring of the uneducated, i.e. the classes of persons who 

' In precolonial India, for example, "Deep barriers of language 
served to cut off the ordinary resident from much of the information 
be needed to conduct his daily affairs. Since land records, money 
lenders' accounts, administrative regulations, and even the religious 
text's he needed for his ceremonials were often kept in different 
languages, he had to rely on the personal mediation of others for 
access." Those in leading positions have in many cases continued 
tryipg "to capitalize on their control of English in much the same 
way that their oncestors had controlled previous literary languages." 
Das Gupta and Gunperz, "Language, Communication and Control in North 
India,"" pp. 155-56-

Gallagher. "North African Problems and Prospects," p. lU2, 
concludes that 'many bilinguals in key positions--and most people in 
these positions in the Maghrib are bilingual--profit from the present 

t3tsate of affairs, they do not want to upset their apple cart, they 
have no real interest in seeing (any) one language predominate, and 
consciously or not they tend to brake progress." Cf. Frei, "The 
Historical Development of the Philippine National Language," Chapter 
I, p. 378. In black Africa as well, "the common charing of a European 
language (hence, to some extent, European culture) has created a new 
nontribal or supratribal group, which, at least in the former French-
colonies>• has frequently become B kind of oligarchy or class, because" 
of its monopoly of this very special and powerful intellectual instrument 
or tool.". Alexandre, "Some Linguistic Problems of Nation-Building in 
Negro Africa," p. 1225 cf„ Ruth S. Sutherlin, "Language Situation in 
Sast Africa," Rice, ed., pp. "65-6. 
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te&d to get less e&ucatioa ( a l l ) , to spask suh-ataflsJard lan^age 

variet ies (rural , poor, ©f^aprtiig.©? the luwfcSRfc&a-ksd), aaa t s fee 

isolated fros ai l ieua where they asigfct b a ^ pic&»d op highfposition 

XsE^uages (rural , fesa!*},, EiBco&dj &-«eb las!®E8ge fl5.t-e.va <WBttse 

cosBsanication proble&s batsreea t&oaearao do reasfe « l i t e s tate* and * 

't&oee vbo do astv ^y feeiag givassia-Siainaiga laa$ie£» i s wfedeh to acquire 

M B po l i t i ca l knewledg© aed belief*, tfes x&oiag lasSey w»y fcs eparcjjl teas, 

task of fiadijjg waya 'So atasra and esgreso thiss eontont i a Ms native 

tongae. Hhaa l a t e r ftteed with the Rswd to talk po l i t i cs aufl ideology to 

tio ttitiseas storing Ms native la&gu&ga, be n i l l find hlswslf swte, 

jyauiiog the acoras^iabjKsnt of one of twe abort-'rsK l i ^ a s i b l i i t i e a 2 fch* 

taarhiog of the Mgh-poaltien language ba> hie ent ire potential audience, 

er tVe develcjgraeat of aa elabSHmted, politieal2^r afis^ast^-^Kjabaaaty 

"Wckerlia, %&ngaage Sitwatiea in-.2ast Africa,* pp» 66«?j Basil 
gssraKte .̂-u "Elaborated and Steetricted' Codes? Aa OatHae^* SsgloratiqKa 
l f i Sogiq- tngaiatica, ed. by Liebersoa, pe 131$ A* Hotoard DiafoDlfi, Jy», 
""Ws^can'Vnu Guatemalan Biiingualisa, Rice, ed*, p . 30? aelsa&a, 
"Language as Aid and Barrier to ImolYeaeut in the J&tional System* M. 
p . 13. If a l l native languages of ~: givea jurisdiction have positions 
in governs-nt, business, and the IES*JS atedia, one vosald expeet a high 
rate of education and media exposure, aad a greater aiadl^slt^' of 
opportunity for career asobility, sas&sg a l l language group3. Bowerer, 
where eevertl languages have bigh5 but uueijually high, positions, the 
aosjt ctsssaa HOG apparently sensible allocation i s to use the Basdffl-ara 
possible msnhsr of languages es madia of ins t ruc t ion especially ia 
primary education, narrowing the field to two or oae (often a foreign 
one) in the rc ŝ'c specialized contexts. Unless aps&ial procedures 
exist for faci l i ta t ing the accessary transitions from one operating 
language to th? next., however, i t la just this situation which «aay 
create the greatest barriers to acbi l i ty i'or the sooioecoacsaicaiXy 
disadvantaged» leaving only the wealthy vith the resources tc equip 
themselves î or that transit ion. Shah, "Indian Languages as Media of 
Higher Education," pp. 359-&>, Ifoss, !^£S^B1.2^^L^2^^^BI. 
Education, p . 'jh, 

http://fl5.t-e.va
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and perhaps even syntax for their mother tongue. 

A quite different effect, however, remains to be noted before 

our survey of the importance of language position is complete. This 

is the unmediated symbolic, or emotional, impact that the position of 

a language has on persons, groups, and communities that are in one 

way or another identified with that language. 

Whatever the source of language identification, and whatever it* 

precise referent, there is some evidence that the position accorded to 

languages, including the purely formal status given them by authori­

tative declarations, is today a widely valued property by itself, apart 

from the value attached to the consequences of the language's occupation 

of its position, That this situation has not always been the case is 

2 

argued, for example, by Hans Kohn , but the fact that importance has 

been attributed to the positions of languages at least since the rise 

of nationalism is not widely disputed. A high position given to a 

language indulges those who identify With it, and inferior status for 
3 

the same language constitutes a deprivation. Hence indigenous 

languages, and most often those not shared with other countries, are 

often elevated to the rank of "national language" or "official language," 

whether or not they are in fact used nationally or officially. Where a 

Alexandre, "Some Linguistic Problems of Nation-Building in Negro 
Africa"j Passin,"Writer and Journalist in the Transitional Society," p. Uh9. 

Kohn, Ides, pp. 7-6. 

"3 1 

~*"A slur on the language is a slur on the people. . , . The worth 
and pride of the group itself are at stake." Horowitz, "Multiracial 
Politics," p. 33. 
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forcign lnngungc dominates there is agitation by those who wnnl to 

see its replacement with n language identifiable wi!.h the country 

itself, and where one domestic language hoc a dominant position over 

others, this dominance is attacked by soma and denied by other*. 

In spite of the evidence summarised ao far attesting to the 

importance of language position, it is proposed by some that a high 

position given to a language may be valued not sa a cause of something 

desired, and not as something desired per se, but rather as a symbol, 

catalyst, or substitute of something desired, e.g., for a high position 

to be given a particular nation or regional or social group identified 

with the language. The "real" cause of disputes involving language 

3 k 
may sometimes be religion, sometimes religious discrimination, 

"In the bourgeois state the concept of 'official language1 signifies 
the inequality of languages, in that the official language is opposed to 
'unofficial languages,* while in the socialist state such e distinction 
among languages does not and cannot exist." (author's translation of 
Khenazerov* Sblizhenie KatsiJi! i Natsional'nye lazyki v SSSR. p. 29.) 

p 
"... like akin colour, language is an easily identifiable badge 

for those who wish to ti;ke issue with a different group, and thus it pro­
vides them with a rallying sign even for contests which ore basically not 
those of language or race." (R«L„ Watts, quoted in Report of the Royal 
Commission on Bilin^unlism .-;nd Biculturollsm,. I (1967), II (1963) /Ottawa: 
Queen's Printer/, p. xxlx of Vol. I. /Hereinafter referred to ns RCB&B7) 
Cf- .-^M) p. 561 ; Buck, "Language and the Sentiment of Nationality, p. *+9j 
for whom language is "the one conspicuous banner of nationality"; and similar 
assertions in Emerson, Frew Empire to Nation, p. 132, and Hayes, Nationalism, 
pp. 3-1!-. 

Bor.eld Eugene Smith, In.dj.s_ as a Secular State (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 19&3), P. ^53; cf» Hcyd, Langua"ge Reform in Modern Turkey, 
pp. 30-2. 

It 
Ashish Boee, coasnents in IIAS, p. 555. 

http://In.dj.s_
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somctimes regional discrimination, -jometiaea the competition between 

incumbents and counter-elites. At times; the only thing that is made 

clear is, for example, that "The language problem in India is not a 

linguistic problem at all. An analysis of this topic is not eaaentUl 

for the purposes of this study, however, and would require not only an 

evaluation of the claims just mentioned but also a consideration at 

similarly plausible arguments that seme suppoiedly non-linguistic 

issues are "really" disputes over language position. 

We can thus conclude our cursory survey of the effects of language 

position by noting that the preponderance of evidence indicate* that 

the position accorded to a language has both tangible and symbolic 

consequences that are now, even if they have not always been, 

important to large numbers of people. When the language of one group 

Pfeffer,"Sprachaofrage und soziale Uaruhe in Pakistan." 

2 
Thus it has been noted that political and bureaucratic aspirants 

competing from a regional base against an existing cosmopolitan elite 
are prone to inflame the linguistic issue as a way of arousing, and 
becoming the leaders and/or beneficiaries of, a regionalist movement. 
Horowitz, "Multiracial Politics," p. 32; Inglehart and Woodward, 
"Language Conflicts and Political Community," p. 29; Harrison, India: 
The Most Dangerous Decades pp. 90-1. 

•3 
.H..S. Gill, comments in IIAS, p. 561. M s claim is disputed by 

the assertion that "A survey of resolutions passed by Muslim conferences 
and organizations since independence will clearly indicate that there 
has been much greater anxiety over the place of Urdu than over admini­
strative discrimination." Smith; India S3 a Secular State. 

Sometimes, of course, thi3 salience is bewallad, Suriti Kumar 
ChatTier'ji, "Inaugural Address," IIAS, pp. 11-12, for example, regrets 
that 3p.ngua.2e is a major political issue in India, diverting attention 
from "Vital and urgent problems" like hunger, overpopulation, 
national security, and political corruption. 

http://3p.ngua.2e
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has a higher pos i t ion than another, " i t gives them pres t ige as nora-

bearers and a head3tart i n the race for power and pos i t iDn." 1 

Whether a t the na t ional or the in te rna t iona l l e v e l , such d i s p a r i t i e s 

i n language pos i t ion are often accompanied by "lingulsti*: s t r i f e . 

Necessarily leaving unanswered some questions which only i\ f u l l e r 

study of t h i s aspect of language problems could attempt to confront, 

we can now consider the importance of four other types of '..anguage 

va r i ab les . 

A second package of l i n g u i s t i c var iables can be termei: language 

development. I t has to do with qua l i t i e s of a language t h t t can be 

v e r t i c a l l y ranked or measured, thus qua l i t i e s tha t permit languages 

to be evaluated, e i t h e r absolutely or comparatively. I t he«i been 

common throughout h i s to ry for peoples to rank one language coove 

another, or to designate a p a r t i c u l a r language as being i n i.ome sense 

espec ia l ly good or bad. In some cases the speakers of a lamjuage have 

believed t h e i r language to be unique in qua l i ty , with a l l ot:.er languages 
3 

being i n f e r i o r . Some languages have been c l a s s i f i ed as cajVble, others 

as incapable, of expressing r e l i g i o u s , p o l i t i c a l , s c i e n t i f i c or 

technical concepts seen by the c l a s s i f i e r as important or ch.-iracteriatic 

k 
of advanced c i v i l i z a t i o n . 

Haugen, Lanfcuaftc, p . IB. 
2 
Fj storm n, "Nat ional i ty ," p . h'J. 

•^''Hebrew, Arabic, Sanskri t , Lat in, and Chinese have a l l been supposed 
to be the language of heaven." Woolner, Lannpisftes in History and P o l i t i c s , 
PP. '<-5-

F re i , "The His to r i ca l Development of the Phil ippine National 
Language," Chapter I , p> 377;Chftpter TIT, np,. Hy-53? Gone", Up&U»3c 1n 
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Many such allegations of linguistic hierarchy, of course, have 

been excessive, baseless, or based on untestable assumption*, Tor it 

least 200 years, such claims have been contested by linguistic relc • 

tivista, vho in one form or another have insisted that "there is ao 

hmaan coosnunity anywhere which does not have a fully developed 

language." The valiant campaign of the relativist school to win 

respect for so-called "primitive" languages has not, however, put 

an end to the practice of evaluating languages, even among the 

linguistically trained. While more scholars than before are now 

ready to admit that many instances of language ranking are ethno­

centric and that previous estimates of the differences in expressive 

capacity among languages were exaggerated, it is difficult to ignore 

certain salient attributes according to which languages can be, and 

are, evaluated. 

If judgments of backwardness or limited development 
of a language cannot be made on the basis of linguistic 
structure, how can they be made? The view adopted here 
is that there are at least three dimensions relevant for 
measuring language development: graphization—reduction 
to writing; standardization—the development of a norm 
which overrides regional and social dialects; and for 
want of a better term, modernization—the development of 
intertranslatability with other languages in a range of 

History, p. 2Ul; W.A. Verloren van Themaat, "Is Science Bound to tn* 
Western Languages?", La Monda Lingvo-Problemo, I (September, 19^9 ) ( I7i» 

Charles F, Hockett, A Course in Modern Linguistics (New York The 
Macmlllan Company, 1953)? p. '* (Hereinafter referred tc as Cour.c,. ;; 
cf. J.G, Herder, J.G. Herder on Social and Political Culture, trai's., 
ed,, and introduction by P.M. Barnard (Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge 
University Press, 19^9)> P- 27; Sapir, Lanr^unge, p. 22; Benjamin l.ce 
Whorf, Lanr^3ge, Thought and Reality, ed, and introduction by Johi 3. 
Carroll (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.I.T. Press, 196k)t pp. 8U-5; P. 
Friedricn,"Language and Politics in India " p. 5hk. 
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topics and forms of discourse characteristic of industrialized, 
secularized., structurally differentiated, "modern" societies.* 

A fourth kind of criterion of evaluation sometimes applied ±a 

what we sight call flexibility, i.e., latitude for individual variation 

in style and content,'as opposed to ritual-liJte rigidity. And on 

actional type-<M?~«riterion, which can be superimposed on all the 

c'ifaers, is that of efficiency. As one theorist remarks, "it would 

'.•!• absurd to assume that languages form logical, harmonious or 

pirfect systems, or that every element in every language and dialect 

ii: the most efficient one,""*' Some or sll of these five criteria, 

p;iu.B others, have been combined in several ways to arrive at 

d-velopmental typologies of languages, but their details need not 

1* 
concern us. 

The most obvious sort of consequence of language development is 

i;s effect on what people can do with 8 language- The speaker of a 

highly developed language raay need to learn another tongue in order 

1:) become a diplomat, but the speaker of a highly underdeveloped 

Imguage nay need to learn a second language before he can read or 

v.lte, before he can communicate easily with those who were brought 

Charles A. Ferguson, "Language Development," Fishman, et P1., p. 28 
(i'sreinafter referred to as "Language.") Cf. Einar Haugen, Dialect, 
L.nguage, Nation," American Anthropologist, LXVIII, No. h (1966), 931. 
(hereinafter referred to as "Dialect.") 

Bernstein, "Elaborated and Restricted Codes." 

Tauli, Introduction to e Theory of Lanr"uape Planning, pp. 13-^. 

Heinz Klo«s, "Noteu Concerning a Language-Nation Typology," Fisbman 
f;:':_ol«, p. 7P (Hereinafter referred to as "Uoter ") \s ar» excimjaie. 
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up speaking other regional or social vsrieties of his native language, 

before he can consmunicate successfully about other than sireple, non­

technical subjects, and before he is even in a position to leorn how 

to do these things. By limiting what can be done with a language, 

its level of development produces an objective constraint on the 

range of positions that a language can fill. An unwritten, 

unstandardized, unraodernized language could hardly, for example, 

become the language of public administration and education. Further­

more, people are generally reluctant to allow a language to fill a 

high position if the language is commonly regarded as "backward," even 

if its level of development poses no objective hindrance to its use in 

2 
the position concerned, 

A common belief that a language is underdeveloped also leads 

directly to deprecation find self-deprecation for those who speak this 

language, especially if they have not acquired e knowledge of B more 

3 
highly regarded language. As a result, real and supposed levels of 

See Bernstein, "Elaborated c-nd Restricted Codes," pp. 129-31; 
Haugen, "Dialect," p. 930; Khanazarov, Sblizhenie Natsil i Natsion-tl'nye 
Iazyki v GSSR, p. 3̂ < The latter defines development according to what 
csn be done with a particular language. What con be done must of course 
be distinguished from what is done, as Herder, J„G. Herder on Social and 
Politic; I Culture, p. 315, suggests. 

"William A., Stewnrt, "Creole Languages in the Caribbean," Rice, ed., 
pp. VjT-9 (Hereinafter referred to as "Creole"); Rubin, Notion*'"!, pp. 
27-8, 61-2, 63-l!J Frei, "The Historical Development of the Philippine 
Notional Language," Chapter III, p. *t8; White!ey, "Iderl end Reality in 
National Language Policy," p. 329; Prera Nath Eazaz, "The Problem of 
Languages in India," I1A/J, p.251*. 

Monolingual Gun rani speakers in Paraguay, for example, are 
called ill-bred, stupid, uncultured, and amoral, not only by others 
but -<lso by themsleves. Rubin, National, p. U6. 
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languuge development, acting directly ns veil as through ldnguage 

position, can influence patterns of educational, professional, ond 

status stratification. 

These consequences emerge as scon as wo d«cide what language 

characteristics to include in the definition of language development 

and whether languages truly differ with respect to those character­

istics. Other effects of language development, however, have been 

alleged which are less obvious and leas verifiable. It has been 

claimed, for example, that language development has effects on the 

level of intellect and on the personality of the individual 
2 

speaker. Languuge development has also been held responsible fpr 

collective effects, including effects on such variables as political 

3 h 
authority and loyalty patterns, social degeneration, political 

1 
The variable of efficiency, under any reasonable definition, seems 

to be a partinl exception. It npparently has no effect on the perceived 
development of a language, and influences only the difficulty, rather than 
the total possibility, of using, or learning to use, the language for 
various pu>poses. The effect of efficiency should not, however, be ignored. 
One scholor (Tuuli, Introduction to a Theory of Language Planning, p. 138) 
attributes to the historical, highly unphonemic spelling of English the 
fact that "Many people in English-speaking countries never obtein a 
satisfactory reading ability." According to a recent survey in the United 
States, "13 per cent of the population over ege 16 "lacks the reading 
ability necessary for survival. '" An additional 8 per cent could not be 
tested becnuse of langunge difficulties: Jack Rosenthal, "Study Finds 13% 
of U.S. Adults Can't Pnss Basic Reading Test," The New York Times, 
September 12, 1970, p. 12. 

2See, e.g., C.C. Berg, "The Use," p. 713; Bernstein, "Elaborated and 
Restricted Codes," pp. 129-31. 

o 
Allen D. Grirctshov.; "Directions for Research in Sociolinguisticu: 

Suggestions of a Nonlingui3t Sociologtet,"Explorations in Sociolinguistica, 
ed. by Lieberson, pp. 197-98-

Confuciouc in Jnmes Legge, The Chinese Classics (7 Vola.; 2nd ed. 
rev.j Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1892J, I, 263-b4. 
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1 2 

conflict, and national development in general, 

A third package of variables is lanjaiage proper-tie a: all those 

other characteristics of languages which typically differentiate . 

then but do not sexve as criteria for vertically ranking them. Such 

qualities as beauty, complexity, purity, vagueness, and time­
's 

orientedness have often been attributed to particular languages. 

Various languages have also been labeled vith political characteristics, 

being called anything from "the indispensable language of liberty", 

to "an enetny of the people and the state." 

How, and how much, do the properties of different languages really 

differ? Ao one might guess from the preceding cursory treatment of 

language development, the available answers range widely between 

opposite extremes. V.'hile aome scholars seek out universals exemplified 

by all languages, others argue that the languages of different families 

are far more notable for their radical divergences than for their super-
7 

ficial similarities. 

C, Fr iedr ich , Mart arid hit; Government, pp. 44-5. 

Khanazarov, Sblizhenie Nntsi¥, p . 82, 

^E-gc, Goad, Language in History, p . 62; Togan, Bugunku Turk i l i , 
pp. 197-93; Whorf, LanrTuage, Thought end Real i ty, pp. 82, 112-24. 

4 
Quoted in F r e i ; The His tor ica l Development of the Phil ippine 

National language," Chapter i n , p . 48. 

''Quoted i n Ulrich Lins,"Esperanto dvJn l a Tria Regno," Germans 
Esperanto-Revuo, I , 19 (1966), p . 76. (author ' s t r a n s l a t i o n ! 

^E.g.> Noam ChGnr-ky, Language and Kind (New York: Hareourt, Brace 
& World, I n c . , 1968), pp. 63769-

7 
Eog., Whorf, Lunrua.^e,, n Thought and Real i ty . 
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Regardless of the outcome of this sometimes vaguely formulated 

debate, many hypotheses and popular beliefs relate specific language 

properties to important political and social outcomes. In their 

extreme form these hypotheses are collected into the allegation that 

"an established language . . . functions as a continuous determinant 

of the perceptual-conceptual processes and the Weltanschauung of the 

members of the language community." More specific propositions are 

exemplified by the one that claims language purification or 

regraphization (e.g., alphabet reform) as an essential precondition 

2 
for mass education and social reform, or the counter-claim that 

3 

purification leads to domination by an intellectual elite. 

What can be said about purification and regraphization applies 

even more to the issue of language survival and revival. It need 

hardly be pointed out with what fervor and concern interested groups 

have confronted the possibility that languages with which they are 

identified might become extinct, or having reached actual or impending 

extinction, might be revived. This issue is indeed an extreme case of 

the question of language position, and the arguments brought out in 

Joyce 0. Hertzler, "Social Uniformation and Language," Explorations 
in Sociolinftuistics, ed. by Lieberson, p. 175» 

2 
See, e.g., the publications of Turk Dil Kurumu. 

3 
See, e.g*, the onti-purist rationale in Heyd, Language Reform in 

Modern Turkey, pp. ^5-7; Gerur.cio Lacuesta, Fjlipino versus Pilipino 
(Quezon City, Philippines: Delco Publishers, 19&7); Mohan Singh Diwana, 
"Indian Socio~lingui.;tic Background," IIAS, pp. 7'i-5j P.B, Pnndit, 
"Logistics of Language Development," IIAS, pp. 116-17; end the publi-
cations of Turk Kiilturiinu Arastirma Enstitusii, 
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the discussion of that topic apply here as well. But the? particular 

importance of language survival and revival lies in the belief that 

this Is one of the critical variables on which the survival of a 

culture, a nation, or a national sentiment depends. We do have 

evidence for a generalization that the disappearance of a languag* is 

followed by the disappearance of any culture for which that languags 

1 
was the sole medium of expression, and corroborating evidence v-IU 

be added later in this study. The sense of nationalism and the 

consciousness of nationality have also tended to persist with the 

continued life of a distinctive national language and to fade out 

with such a language's extinction. Contrary examples can, of course, 

be citedjJ but they fail to disperse the prevalent belief that a 

culture or a national spirit cannot live without a language of iis 

"own," the widespread though not so prevalent positive value placed 

on the conservation of diverse species of language and culture, and 

the very widely shared and apparently spreading desire for the preser­

vation of one's own language, culture, and nationality. 

lnThe Use," p. 716; RCB&B, 1', xxxvii. 

Buck, "Language and the Sentiment of Nationality," pp. 5!5-7, 67; 
Carlton J.H. Hayes, The Historical Evolution of Modern Nationals.~ri 
(New York: R.R. Smith, Inc., 1931), pp. 19?-96 (Hereinafter referred 
to as Hi.'toric<0 ); Elliot Fl. Goodman, "World State end World Lan&ia&e," 
.Reading? in the Sociolo-y of Language, ed. by Fishrr.an, p. 717; T.V.. 
Barnard, Culture snd Political Teveiopaent: r.crder's Suggestive 
Insight.s," American Politic! Science Review, LXIII, No. 2 (1969), 392; 
Ceyhun Atuf Kansu, "Dil Yoluyla Devrim," Turk Dili, XVI, No. 188 (19-67), 
P- 583. 

jE.g., Tognn, Bufyrmu Turkili, pp. 59, 78j Gallagher, "North African 
Problems and Prospect: , p. 1^6, 
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The attributes considered above were those of languages! their 

positions, levels of development, and other properties. Politically 

iag>ortant linguistic attributes of persons and groups also exist, .but 

they can be treated with brevity here, since noch of their consequence 

lies in their Implications for the variables already considered, (be 

package of attributes includes literacy and non-native-language 

competence, and can be Buwaarized as language, knowledge., Two different 

views migfct be said to exist about the ixsport&nce of language knowledge. 

One view sees language knowledge as a resource or skill. In this 

perspective, the diffusion of language knowledge is an important and 

difficult part of manpower training in societies where literacy is 

low or wheie the commonly spoken vernaculars are technologically 

useless. Sbere ia little diaegreeaeiit with the proposition that' 

language knowledge is in general an laportent skill, but the Importance 

of particular levels of knowledge of particular languages for the 

occupants of particular roles is often debated. Sosne of this disagrocoaent 

is doubtless attributable, however, to the second view. 

The second perspective on language knowledge views it as a weapon or 

an instrument of influence. Spreading the knowledge of one's own language 

is viewed by many as an effective Beans of spreading one's own culture or 

sphere of hegemony. This hypothesis underlies both the strategies of 

linguistic transfer eaqployed by many coloni.nl powers and the attacks 

organized by cultural nationalists against the offenses of what they 

see as linguistic imperialism. The same perspective, 

"Efg.„ the American debate over the Ph.D. language requirement. 

http://coloni.nl


-37-

however, furnishes a counter-hypothesis as well: ttet the best 

defense against cultural influence from a superior civilization 

includes the acquisition of knowledge of that civiJV.sation'A language, 

While variables of language knowledge are appl-od primarily to 

Individuals, one of the most important types of linguistic attributee 

of collectivities remains to be discussed: language nity, A survey 

of the literature on the political aspects of language «$uld soon 

reveal that attention to such notions as linguistic unity, diversity, 

coranunallty, integration, and uniformation is more cowan than that 

devoted to all the other packages of linguistic variablev put 

together. As with language knowledge, two chief views o. the 

importance of language unity can be singled out. One is e\Yiciency-

oriented: it typically sees language unity oa i.^dispenseJIV for, or 

at least conducive to, efficient collaboration, successful e-.-onomic 

development, or the 3.ike. The other perspecti"a erophasizt.-s conflict 

and allegiance. It sees language unity as nec.-.ssary or fculpftl for 

the establishment of national identity, collective loyalt/, so*ial 

justice, and political integration. Kor a discussion of <:ne hypotheses 

posed by the first perspective, the reader i- referred to an ear.'.ier 

article. As for the second perspective, it furnishes precisely :h03e 

hypotheses to be discussed in,Chapter II, s>ne of which wil.'. be tented 

thereafter. 

•̂ See, e.g., Khalid B. Ssyeed, Pakistn: The Poremtive Plsse, 1;.57-
19UB (2nd ed.; London: Oxford University Press, I968), p, 15;*Frei,' The 
Historical Development of the Philippine Ji.tional Language," p. 386. 

2Pool," National." 



CHAPTER II 

LANGUAGE AND POLITICAL INTEGRATION 

The existence of a plural society in a single polity has been 

recognized by many as a problem. Different classes, generations, 

tribes, races, religions, languages, heritages, regions, etc. are 

seen as bases of cleavage and conflict, which tend to become intense 

and disruptive where political centralization, combined with high 

and normatively egalitarian political participation or economic 

mobility, brings into contact and competition the groups thus 

defined, especially if the various bases of cleavage coincide with 

each other. 

If we ask what is threatened by such cleavage-based conflicts, 

the notion of "political integration," "political unity," or "political 

community" does not provide a clear answer. Three common specifica­

tions of what such terras mean, or what their referents are composed of, 

are communicational, allccational, and attitudinnl. In the conununica-

Robert G, Armstrong, "Language Policies, and Language Practices in 
West Africa," Fishman et al., p. 228; Kelly, "Belgium: New Nationalism 
in an Old World," pp. 3^+, 3^7, 352-53J Deutsch, Nationalism, pr. 125-26; 
Inglehart and Woodward, "Language Conflicts and Political Community," p. 28; 
Seymour Martin Lipjet and Stein Rokkan, "Cleavage Structure.--, Party System;-, 
and Voter Alignments: An Introduction," Party Syst, en a end Voter Allflnmcnts: 
Cross-National Perspectives, ed« by Lip::et and Kokknn (New York: The Free 
Press, 1967), pp, IS-1*, 32; Dahl, "Some Explanations," pu. 357-59> 36U, 
368-70, 376, 378-795 RCB&B, I, 79; Eric A. Nordlinger, "Political Deve-

-38-
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tional perspective, "what counts is . . . the presence of sufficient 

communication facilities with enough complementarity to produce the 

overall result. The allocational specification is seen, for 

example, in constitutional philosophies postulating that membership 

in a political community or sub-community endures only as long as 

the benefits conferred by membership exceed (perhaps by some amount) 

2 

the benefits that would be acquired through withdrawal. And the 

third, or attitudinal, view of political integration is exemplified 

by the view that "the most essential element is a living and active 

corporate will,' and by the definition of a nation aa "o community 

of people who feel that they belong together . . . . 

Language as a political cleavage is interesting not only for the 

reasons given in Chapter I, but also because strongly argued and 

highly plausible but still controversial hypotheses link the distribution 

lopment: Time Sequences and Rates of Change," World Politics, XX, No. 3 
(1968), 517-18; Smith, India as a Secular State,p. U30. 

HDeutsch, Nationalism, p. 97. 

2 
Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, edc and introduction by C.B. Kacnherson 

(Baltimore: Pelican Bcoks, 1968), pp. 272-27U (Part 2. Chapter XXl); 
William H. Riker, Tho Theory of Political Coalition; (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 1962), p. 30. 

3 
Kohn, Nationalism, p. 10. 

k 
Emerson, From Ifrrpire to Nation, 95 • While the.se are-three widely 

accepted interpretations of political integration, each may be attacked 
on the ground that it i.; not a part of, or even a necessary contributor 
to, political integration somehow understood. As an example, it can be 
argued that communication omong incompatible groups makes their political 
integration more difficult than if they remained isolated. (Horowit2, 
"Multiracial Politics," p. 0.) For the present, however, this question 
will be left in abeyance. 

http://the.se
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of knowledge of different languages (i.e., the pattern of language 

cleavage) with all three of the Just-mentioned versions or components 

(let us call them "ingredients") of political integration or conmunity, 

asserting in each case reciprocal causation. If true, these hypotheses 

either could provide guidance for the effective integration of a multi­

lingual society or, on the contrary, could challenge the advisability 

of attempting such integration, all depending on the direction, form, 

and strength of the relationships. Let us now see what forms these 

hypotheses and the counter-hypotheses contesting their truth have. 

The hypotheses ond counter-hypotheses. The hypotheses to be 

considered moutly take the following general form: If language 

diversity is high, X is low, and if X increases, language diversity 

decreases, where X is a postulated ingredient of political integration. 

The three sets of hypotheses below deal respectively with the influence 

of language diversity on the comunicational, allocstional, and 

attitudinal ingredients of integration, and with their influence on 

language diversity. Some of the hypotheses relate individual properties, 

others collective ones. Not. all the existing evidence, of course, 

supx>orts these hypotheses. The disintegrative effects of language 

diversity are brought into question by the fact that some linguistically 

diverse countries are also politically unified and relatively free of 

conflict.3 Doubt is also cast on the disintegrative effect of language 

•See Pool,"National", pp. 86-7. 

Such countries (Switzerland being a favorite example) are some-
tines pointed out to show that under certain conditions (e.g., the 
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diversity by those, mentioned in Chapter I, who see language as merely 

a ;yabolie substitute for some other, "real" baaia of conflict. And 

in ihe other direction, too, there are doubts about whether the 

ingredients of integration always reduce language diversity, or 

whether a backfiring effect takes place instead under some conditions. 

Such dvubts, however, cannot be confirmed or dispelled without con­

fronting the hypotheses in question with relevant facts, a procedure 

which has by no means been completed. 

The first set of hypotheses links the distribution of language 

knowledge with the volxune and extension of communication, A polity 

with r.everal language groups wjJU. have more restricted communication 

than a linguistically unified polity; individuals knowing the language 

primarily used in politics and administration will engage more than 

others in political and official coaEnunicationj individuals sharing a 

language will come into.contact with each other more often, and, if 

they come into contact, comsuaicate more frequently or elaborately with 

each other than those not sharing a language} and individuals who learn 

a language will increase their contact with those who knew that 

language and increase the frequency or elaborateness of their communi-

existenee of other cleavages cutting across language cleavages) 
political integration is compatible with language diversity. See, 
e,g», Kenneth D. McRae, Switzerland: Example of Cultural Coexistence, 
Contemporary Affair.:, No. 33 (Toronto: The Canadian Institute of 
International Affair.;, I96U); Kurt B. Mayer, "The Jura Problem: 
Ethnic Conflict in Switzerland," Social Research, XXXV, No. k (1968), 
707-I4I; Rustow, "Language," pp. 90-1; Deutsch, Nationalism, p. 97; 
Karl W. Beutsch, Nationalism and ita Alternatives (New York: Alfred 
A, Knopf, 1969), pp. 13-lf, 21, (Hereinafter referred to 05 Alternatives.) 
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1, '"••'... 
cation with thai when they do casta Into contact. "''*-. • '• 

It seems obvious, of coors*s that language differences pwwani 

cosoounicaticm. One ailanm of noltil&ngaal abates is that a 

linguistically homogeneous elite limits dito^Busa ecwmmieatioo, 

while a linguistically representstiYe elite Halts within-elite 

2 
communication. No matter bow that dilenota is resolved, within-Baas 

camminication is still restricted, and in tines of mass Bobillsaticn V 

3 
the consequence may be iutergroup conflict. Language if. not, however, 

the only barrier to cc&onnicatlon, so linguiatio bxesogeaeity will eat 

necessarily bring contsonicatioa shout. Moreover, IjLagnictic nan- .. 

commonality may, in the absence of -ot&ar obstacles to eOBSBmlcationj, 

be in practice only a minor barrier itself (as will be suggested 

Immediately below). 23sis the hypothesis that language diversity.limit3 

political, official, and other social coaaunication, while seemingly 

Tteuli, Introduction to a Theory of Language Planning.^p.. 17S 
Ostrower, Language, Lew and Diplomacy, pp. 237-38; KelaanTlanguage ae 
Aid and Barrier to Involvement in the Kational System," p. 5« Of course, ' 
the importance of the.-=e propositions depends on. whether communication is 
normally direct, in which case the need for a mediator would raise the 
cost, inefficiency, and difficulty of communication. Among polities 
where communication is normally mediated (e.g., where a local literate 
explains the printed or broadcast news to the populace, intergroup' ' • •' 
contacts take place "through intermediaries, and political participation 
is accomplished normally through representation), ths hypothesised 
associations would "be expected to be weak at the collective level, aad 
largely subsumable under more general, non-linguistic hypotheses at the 
•individual level. 

Harrison, India; The Host Dsngsrouc Secadas, jgj. 93-'*J John 2?« 
Paden, "Language Problems of Katioaal Integration in lf&geri®: Ths Special 
Position of Hausa," Fishman et al., pp. 206-07„ 

^eutsch, Nationalism, pp. 125-26. v" *'̂  ̂ f^V/U "". "' 
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obvious, needs confirmation for the purpose of qualification ae to the 

conditions, forms, and magnitudes of the effects. 

Interestingly, one argument for the rejection or delimitation of 

the language-communication hypotheses is the parallel ccmunication-

language hypotheses dealing with the other direction of causality. 

When communication in a polity increases, linguistic hooogeneity in 

that polity also increases. When individuals or groups speaking dif­

ferent languages or dialects come into contact, their v«ry attempts 

at communication cause them to assimilate or be assimilated: one 

learns the other's language, both learn a lingua franca or standard 

wriety, or they develop a new pidgin- We can further hypothesize 

that when this contact is between an individual and a governmental 

institution employing a language he does not know, the individual will 

usually learn the institution's language. Thus individuals engaging in 

political or official communication will more frequently than others 

know, or be learning, the language primarily used in politics and 

administration. 

The communicational hypotheses, then, assert that linguistic non-

communality causes non-communication and that communication causes 

linguistic communality. The question in the main is not whether these 

hypotheses are true, but which effect is stronger under what conditions. 

^ee references cited in Pool. "National,"pp. 87 (n. 20), 97 (n. 59); 
cf. Jespersen, Mankind, Nation nrd Individual, r>p. 35-7. l*0} k2, jk, 55-7; 
Hayes, Nationa&qifu p. 3'-Ĵ -(- Gupta and Uumpers, "language, Communication and 
Control in Korth India," pp. 152-53; Kohn, Idea, p. 231; Stewart, 
"Creole," p. U7. 
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In one case we may have a vicious circle, in which those who are 

linguistically divided cannot communicate, consequently cannot attain 

linguistic communality, consequently cannot communicate, etc. But 

we may instead, on the basis of the same unrefined hypothese3, have 

a chain reaction, in which those who begin to communicate become 

linguistically more homogeneous, hence succeed in intensifying their 

communication, hence further increase their linguistic communality, 

etc. And rather than one of these tendencies running unchecked, they 

may result in equilibrium levels of intergroup communication and 

linguistic acquisition. Given these alternatives, one would expect 

that the desire for, and persistence in, communication and language 

learning would be impox*tant factors, and these are taken into account 

by the other two sets of hypotheses: the cllocational and the 

attitudinal. 

The second set of hypotheses links language cleavages in a two-

way causal relation with the allocation of benefits, both among col­

lectivities and among individuals. Leading from language diversity to 

allocation, one assertion is that in a centralized multilingual polity 

the various language groups are necessarily subjected to discrimination 

of a "fcype which is impossible in linguistically homogeneous polities. 

One language must operate as the principal or sole language of central 

institutions, and knowledge of thio language must therefore be an aid 

or prerequisite for political recruitment, self-representation before 

governmental agencies, and achievement in formal education. 

Collectively, then, multilingual polities will be characterized by lc3s 
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allocations! equality than unilingual ones. On the individual level, 

native speakers of the privileged language in linguistically hetero­

geneous polities will he politically and socioeconcnicaUy more 

indulged than native speakers of other languages, and the learning 

of the privileged language "by a native speaker of a different language 

will cause him to reap increased rewards. A second assertion in the 

same direction, dealing with allocation among rather than within 

polities, is that linguistically diverse polities, for a variety of 

plausible reasons, will share fewer of the benefits of world production 

than linguistically unified countries, or in brief, that language 

2 

diversity retards economic development. 

Parallel and opposite to these hypotheses arguing that the dis­

tribution of language knowledge is an isrportant determinant of the allo­

cation of power and other benefits, it is also hypothesized that the 

allocation of benefits is precisely one of the prime causes of change 

in the patterns of language cleavage. According to this rationalistic 

view of language-learning behavior, if an individual can anticipate 

that he will be rewarded for learning language 1 (i.e., one) and 

unrewarded or penalized for learning language 2, he will be more likely 

Keustupn^, "Some General Aspects of 'Language' Problems and 
'Language' Policy in Developing Societies," p. 292; Stewart, "Creole," 
p. kO; Sutherlin, "Language Situation in East Africa," pp.'65-6: Kloss, 
"Types," p. 6; P. Fricdrich, "Lanf*uage and Politics in India," p. 5̂ 5> 
Aucatnp, j3ilirif?ual Education ani Nationalism, pp. 10, 170-73, 215-17; 
"The Use'1, pp. 690-92, 697; Ixubin, "Languase," p. U3U; Nos.-, Lonp.uafte 
Policy <-:nd ILiifocr Education, pp. 38-39- Cf. John Porter, The Vc»rticnl 
Mosaic: f.n Analysis of Social Clars and Power in Canada (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1965)? pp. 72-73. ' 

o 
This hypothesis is examined in Pool, "National." 
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to learn language 1 than language S% and -if iaffiLvi&aal A can, bttfc 

individual B cannot, anticipate betag rewarded for learning a per-"....": 

tleular second language, individual £ trUX be BOTO l ikely to leera 

i t tbau indivi&sal B.1 la additios to anticipated reread, alroaSy 

realised benefits are also thought to cans* laageage 2aarala£» flta 

the Individual levels those coatrciliag aaay eooioaceaai&e resources 

are aore l ikely to learn a second toageft tfraa those of tfca' eana 

language background who are oscloecooCBlcally. deprived;, tor the foraer 

are aore l ikely to have the chlldaoca caposara to.tS^nost privileged 

language which they do aot yet kaev and aore l iks ly to bova tfce 

extended forasl education uhich are both eon&aoive, and perhapa 
o 

oaseatial, to the aaecaasfal aequiaitltai of conpetsace In .the loagaage> 

Xt can alao be hypothesised that aa Saprovwaant i a one's material 

conditions tends to be accosspaaied by favorable attitudes toward 

potentially ccapetiag groups, and hence (aee beXctf) by a greater pro-

penalty to learn their languages» So, -as long as fehs benefits of 

kneeing particular languagea accrue to a l l their speakers rather than 

^ust native ones, those scat freqaeatSy learning any second language in 

a Multilingual country can be ezpeat&d.-bo be higfe-atatus aaabers of 

Tteutach, Rational!SBU p.. 1J&J Oatrower, Language, l&v and Diplomacy, 
p. 151J Inglehart and Woodward, "Language Conflicts and Political Ccnajainity;" 
p. 29; A. Tabouret-Keller, "Sociological Factors of Language Maintenance 
and Language Shift: A Methodological Approach Baaed on European am?. African 
EKamples," Fishiaaa. et e l . , pp. 113-0&. 

Kelman, "Language as Aid and B&rrier t© Involveaent in the Untioaal 
System/' p. 13} LePage, "Probleas to be Faced in tba Use of English," p. 3̂6". 

•3 , 

"'John C. Johnstone, Young People's Iteagas of Canadian Society Ôtffcaya? 
The Queen's Printer. Studies of the Royal Coannis&ion on Biliagualian and 
Biculturalism, 2, I969), pp. 62-3* 
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low-status language groupu, and the least frequent learners will be 

low-status speakers of the highest-status language. At the collective 

level, a multilingual polity which undergoes economic development ia 

more likely (for any of several reason.-) to experience linguistic 

2 

homogenization than such a polity which is not developing. 

These hypotheses linking language diverrlty with the allocational 

ingredient can be questioned, of courae. Against the proposition that 

language diversity necessarily aggravates discrimination, it can be 

argued that it is in fact notnecessary to give only one language a 
•3 

predominant position in public affairs; that linguistic tests for 

recruitment are not always perceived as discriminatory, especially if 

the privileged language is that of a foreign or very small domestic, 

thus not competing or threatening group; and that such requirements 

are generally met anyway by those who in fact meet the other require-

ments of the same offices. The influence of anticipated and already 

realized benefits on language learning is also qualified by two 

Some soeiolinguistlc situations would give rise to an opposite 
prediction on the basis of the communications! hypotheses, however. 

See the discussion in Pool, "National." 

3Kloss> "Types," p. 8; BCB&B, I, xxviii-xxix, 12-k. 

Kelman, "Language as Aid arid Barrier to Involvement in the National 
System," p. lU; Fishman, "Nationality," pp. 45-6; Das Gupta, "Language 
Politics and Group Process in India," pp. 155 > 159; Richter, "The Politics 
of Language in Indio," pp. 115, 130; ChBtterji, "Inaugural Address," 
p. 18; Dahl, "Some Explanations," p. 368. 

Broker, "Language and Regionalism," p. 393. 
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arguments. One says that extreme disparities in the utility of speaking 

different languages amount to punishments for spending a particul'/r 

language, and thot such coercion often backflreB, lay causing a 

heightened sense of native-language consciousness and an even moro 

vigilant resistance to assimilation than an only moderate disparity 

of "benefits would produce. A second caution is against excessive faith 

in the results of education. The failure of many yeors of second-language 

instruction to equip most students with working knowledges of their 

2 
studied languages has often been bewailed. Finally, the existence of 

a few fairly wealthy countries with somewhat high levels of linguistic 

heterogeneity can be cited as evidence against uncritical acceptance of 

the hypotheses connecting economic development, as both cause and effect, 

3 
with language diversity. 

These counter-hypotheees, however, are far from conclusively confirmed. 

Certain language arrangements, for example, may appear nt first to 

ovoid, but mBy in fact even expand, the originally hypothesized 

Keiman, "Language ae Aid and Barrier," pp. 9-H; "The Use," p. 633J 
Klossj "Types," p. lU; 24.V. Lakhi, "Language and Regionalism in Pakistan," 
IIAS, p. U62; Stanley Rundle, Lan.Tuage as a Socir.l nnd PoliLjcnl Fnctor in 
Europe (London: Faber and Faber, Ltd,, 19^6), p. 58; Joshuo A. Fisiannn 
et al., L:<nguarcc Loyalty in the United States (Trie Hngue: Kouton .-:nd Company, 
1966), p. 30; Goodman, World State and World Language," p. 7l8; cf. David 
Easton, A Systems Analysis of Politicnl Life (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
Inc., 1965), pp. 2U9-5OJ William Korey, "The Legal Position of the Jewish 
Community of the Soviet Union," Ethnic Minorities in the Soviet. Union, ed. 
by Erich Golihagen (New York: Frederidc A. Prneger, 1968), pp. S-S-^S. 

Ferguson, "Background," p. 6; Noss, Language Policy and Higher 
Educrtion, pp, 33-9; Central Asian Review, 1963. op. 53-'*: 1965. PP. 133, 313. 

3Pool, "National," p„ 98, 
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discrimination. Rather than equalising the allocation among language 

groups, such arrangements aa the domination of a foreign language may 

continue to benefit the speakers of particular languages and, in 

addition, perpetuate the socioeconomic advantages of the most indulged 

2 
segment of each language group. 

Put together, the two hypothesized sides of the language-allocation 

relationship amount to a second alternative of vicious circle or chain 

reaction. If (as is usually the case) a language whose speakers are 

deprived does not have a privileged position, this fact will further 

increase the relative deprivation of its speakers. Deprivation will 

hold down the number who can acquire the privileged tongue; the low 

rate of acquisition of the privileged language will maintain the group 

in deprivation; and so on. Those who do learn to speak it will be 

siphoned off from the co-speakers of their native tongue, and will 

even defend the existing linguistic regime, which will benefit them 

more than the elevation of their native language to a coequal or dominant 

position. As a consequence, language groups will tend to become coter­

minous with socioeconomic or political strata, and language barriers 

will be used, as they have for centuries, as gates restricting entry 

to positions of political and professional privilege. On the other 

""Xelnian, "Language as Aid and Barrier," p. 13; Seal, the Emergence 
of Indian nationalism, p, 302; John N. Paden, "Language Problems of 
National Integration in Nigeria: The Special Position of Hausa," 
Fishraan et_al., pp. 206-07* 

o . 
"-0oxandrer Some Linguistic Problems of Nation-Building in Negrv 

r̂'-ivA," pp. 122, 126; Sutherlin, "Language Situation in East Africa," 
pp. 65-6; Pasrin, "Writer and Journalist in the Transitional Society,'" 
Vi>. '4+9-50. 

%elraan, "Language as Aid and B a r r i e r , " p p . 7 , 3-5; Das Gupta and 
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hand, linguistically based unequal mobility may cause the speakers of 

an unprivileged language to asg.1mn.ate to the dominant one at least 

to the degree necessary to secure somewhat increased recruitment 

opportunities. These opportunities may in turn provide the exposure 

and education needed for full acquisition of the accepted language and 

of the full benefits which such knowledge affords. Or if those who 

first achieve upward linguistic assimilation use the?.r consequent 

advantages to improve the relative status of their entire group of 

origin, rather than being co-opted into membership in the dominant 

linguistic group, the very institution of the privileged position of 

a given language may become altered. 

The fate of a subordinate language group, then, can be expected 

to depend on the behavior of its members who have greater command over 

resources and over the dominant language; but their behavior will in 

turn depend on the relationship between linguistic assimilation and 

attitudes. The links between language diversity and the attitudinal 

ingredient of political integration are the subject of the third set 

of hypotheses to be considered here. Once again there are bi-directional 

hypotheses worth of our attention. In one direction, these hypotheses 

assert that language coramunality causes attitudinal integration, end 

1 
language diversity causes attitudinal disintegration* A linguistically 

unified polity will be attitudinally more integrated than a linguistically 

Gumperz, "Language,Communication and Control in North India," pp. 155-56; 
Gallagher, "North African Problems and Prospects," p. lU2; Frei, "The 
Historical Development of the Philippine National Language," Chapter I, 
p. 378; LePage, "Problems to be Faced in the Use of English," p. 1*36. 

See Ostroverj Lan^ua^c, Lav/ and Diplomacy, pp. 35-53-

http://asg.1mn.ate
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divided one: the citizens of the former will, on the Average, have 

attitudes which are more homogeneous, which are less hostile to their 

fellow citizens, and which include stronger beliefs in the collective 

identity of the members of the polity than the citizens of a 

linguistically heterogeneous polity. At the sub-poliy level, 

analogous hypotheses assert that if an individual or g.oup,. A, fcha.-.-ea 

a language with an individual, grotq), or institution* *3> hut does 

not share a language with an individual, group, or inii'situtlon, C, 

then A's attitudes will resemble B's attitudes more thin A's attitudt.3 

resemble C's attitudes, A's attitudes will be more favorable to B tha.\ 

they will be to C,and A will feel a stronger sense of uommon interest 

and common destiny with B than with C. 

These propositions suggest further that if a poli.y becomes 

linguistically more homogeneous, it will also become m:re integrated 

attitudinally. Likewise, if A and C come to share a lav.guage because 

A or C or both of them learn it, then the attitudes of :i. and C will 

experience a rapprochement in these same respects. Conversely, a g.voup 

which ceases to have a common language will become attitadinally le=s 

integrated; and a group thr.it loses en masse a language jjeculiar to :.t 

and adopts a language shared by another group will lose its attitu<.inal 

HDeutsch. Nntionnlism, p. h; Joshau A. Fishman, "Some" Contra; ts betwem 
Linguistically Homogeneous and Linguistically Heteiogeneous Polit.ss," 
Fishmen ct nl. a' vrn. 63~h (Hereinafter referred to as "Contrast-"); Kloss., 
"Notes," p. 75; Ostrower, Language, L?.w and Diplomacy, pp. 35-5**:, Kelmon, 
"Language ns Aid ;.nd fin trier, p. o; Madison Gram, "Introductioi. " The 
Frontiers of LnM-?.!p.,r;o anO Nationality in Europe, by Leon Dominiar (New Yorl': 
Henry Holt and Company, 1917), P- xvii; Hayes, Nationalism, pp. >-h. 

http://thr.it
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separateaeGs ("national identity," waationali8ar')° She aeons hypotheses 

can be extended to the inter-polity le*al as well, where it is ttaaerted 

that citizens and leaders feel greater solidarity with politic a sharing 

a language vith their polity than they do with other polities, aa&-t8»t 

this solidarity increases between two polities vhsnover the language A. 
2 

of one becomes more widely Icaown in the other* 

A number of different xaech&aisBs have been suggested as applana­

tions for these relations. B*ese iaslia&e the view that the structure 

and vocabulary of each language delimits or detexssines the thoaght 
3 

patterns of those who use the language; the view that solidarity ia 
extended along linguistic lines asd thus prlatordinl -solidarity is 

• h • 

extended to all who share the tongpte of one's aother aad father; 

the view that language diversity causes.attitudinal estrangement 

aisrply by isolating groups end individuals from caasunieation, under­

standing,, appreciation and aafeasl iafluence and thua from forces 

Ostrover, Language, Law and Mploaacy, pp. 118-23? Lesobert et 'al»V 
"A Study of the Hales of Attitudes and Motivation," pp. k'73'^t Hertsler, 
"Social Uniformatlou and Language," p. l80j Goodman, ^r'orld State and 
Vorld Language," p. 717; °^be Use," p. 7l6; Buck, "Language and the 
Sentiment of Nationality," pp. 55-7, 67; Hayes, Histories!, pp, 19!>-$6} ' 
Barnard, "Culture and Political Development," p„ 332; Edgar Poland, "The 
Choice of Official Languages in the Democratic Republic of the Cor^jo," 
Piahman et_alj., 300; RCB&B. I, smreii; Kansu,*Dii Yoluyla Devriu, p. 5$3« 

2 Jaan Pennar, "Hationalisa in the Soviet Bnltj.cs," Ethnic Mlnpritfea. 
in the Soviet Unionfl ed. by Goldhaggat p. 21$$ Charles Be Gaulle.. quoted 
in Cumhuriyet, October 28, 19-68, p. 7. 

"Hfeorf, Language, fhought and Bsality, passim; Hertzler, "Social 
Oniformation and Language, p. 175; George Steine.V; "2h:i Language Animal,,M 

Encounter, III, No, 2 (1969), p. 16; Iteutsch, ftgtloylisau p, 2 ^ , n. 20 j 
Sachchidaaauda Ji. Vatsyayan, "Language and Identity ,'1 Ilfig, p'p, 135-W. 

Kelasan, "Language as Aid end Barrier,"-p.. fc. 

http://Bnltj.cs
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resisting divergent development; and the view that the effect can be 

accounted for by the inevitable (or at leapt inevitably perceived) 

domination of some language groups by others3 the change in value 

position of the learner of a privileged language, and the attitudinal 

2 
correlates of domination, subjection, and equality. 

The usual disagreements with the hypotheses mentioned ape 

exceptions taken to one or accther mechanism, rather than to the 

hypotheses thenselves. The sost frequently disputed mechanism in 

3 

the first one mentioned, which is usually called the Whorfian hypotbesia. 

Evidence can also be cited, however, to cast doubt on the universality 

of the effects themselves, without reference to one mechanism or 

another. Such evidence include:; examples of contexts where attitu­

dinal solidarity is stronger across than within language boundaries 

contexts where language communal!ty has not erod**l sub-linguistic 

^Xorwin, "Belgium," p. 17k i Goad, Language in History, p. 2^2. 

2Korowitz, "Multiracial Politics," pp. 32-3;. Khanazarov, Sblizhenie 
NatsiY, p. 2Q; V.V. Bartol'd, Istoriia Kul'turnoi Zhizp.1 Turkestana 
"(Leningrad: Xzadetl'stro Akademii N^uk S3SK, 192Y)', p.""2C8j Pichter, 
"The Politics of Language in India," p, 90; Broker, "Language and 
Regionalism," pp. 392-93. 

Opposing views may be found in, e.g., Herder, J.G. Herder on Social 
and Political Culture, p. 151; Joshua A, Fiohmnn, Socio3inh;ii3tics: A 
Brief introduction {Ttoviey, Mass.: Newbury House Publishers, Newbury 
House Language Series, n.d.). (.-fereinaf̂ or .referred to as Soniolinguistic« ,; 
Charles T. Hockett, '"'Chinese Vovsau S.zglish: An Exploration of the 
Whcrfian Tncaes (II)," han'-jr-op and Culture, ed. by Patrick Gleeson and 
Nancy Wakefield (Columbus, ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1968), 
pp. 12'», 132-33. (Hereinafter rê eru-ed to as "Chinei.e.'"). For evidence 
against the lass-mentioned mechanics, i.e., ini:ir?.tic.r-s that language 
divers5tv need not be accompanied by a sense of domination and cubordi-
nntion, «ee Sutherlir.. "Li.iv<uare Situation in t'.Mit Africa," pp. 7**-5j 
Pishmnr;, "Nationality," pp. 15-6. • , 

Deutsch, Nationalism, p. 97-
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particularisaa, and contexts where changes la the language cleavage 

pattern hare failed to be followed by the predicted attltvUaal 

changes. Assertions of the latter r^HTWtmi ore eapeciaUy Sound 

- in reference to the atfefctadinal results of coerced language change, 

and of language learning undertiken ia tho presence of a cultural 

challenge or for the purpose of cultural defease (e.g., exong colonial 

1* 
subjects)* Another qualification frequently sade Is that the 

acquisition of a second language under certain conditions leads not 

to a mere idsntificational rapprochement, but to an Identiflcational 

confusion or "linguistic achisophreoia0 

Clearly, the hypotheses leading fron language cleavages and their 

changes to the attitudinal ingredient of political integration have 

been neither eonfirned nor discoaflsEed in a satisfactory way- Because 

there are reasons to believe that the attitudinal effects of the 

shaving, learning, and losing of language can "go either way." the 

discovery of conditions predicting which way they go should be high on 

'TConnt'Idea, p. lk, ' • ' 

Togan, Bugunku Turidli, pp. 59, 78J Gallagher, "Borth African 
Problems and Prospects, p, ihC. 

, '"• J^Kelaan, "Language as Aj,d and Barrier," pp. 1, <HUL* Easton, A 
" Systems Analysis of Political Life, p. 250; S.C. Malik, 'Culture Areas, 
Cultural History and Regionalism,• HAS, p. 99« 

Sayeed, Pakistan, p. 155 5"rei, "The Historical Developaent of the 
Philippine National Language, ' u. 386. 

5Seo Chapter I?."j?« 20> n- 3; also Haugan,, Language, p. 280; 
* Jetebua A. Fishraan, Language Problejss and Types of Political and 
Sociocultural Integration: A Conceptual Postscript," H-chman et al», 
p. I+925 "The Use." pp. 69O-9I. 
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gradually adopts various aspects of behavior which characterise 

oeabers of another linguistic-cultural group, the foregoing 

hypotheses have a& important implications the eacouragewent of 

language learning emerges c.s a powerfal tool of political Integration 

through yet a third fcechanlatij the creation of an Integrated public 

opinion and "political culture." Bui as we shall nc*i see, the 

variables of attltudiual integ2'ation may help or hinder the use of 

this very tool, 

Like the first two ueta of hypotheses, the third, too, includes 

propositions dealing with the opposite direction of causation from 

that 3u8t con.sidersd. Attitudes do not only change as a result of 

language iearring, hut they are; according to these hypotheses, among 

the filacer deterainanta of whether language learning takes place and is 

successfuul .*" The prospective learner who h&E a positive attitude 

(esteem, friendship, depftncienc*) toward ths language to be learned, 

and iowii/d the group th: t speaks it, the learner who brings to the 

task an "integrative" as veil &3 an "instrumental" orientation, i.e., 

a desire not on2y to reap benefitn from .lie new languaga knowledge but 

also to interact with or twsn jedn the group whose language he is 

Tiaabert. rt_al_., "A Study of the Roles of Attitudes and Motivation,' 
p. *»73-

2, 
Itultil i 

William Ac Stewart, n.^i Outline of l inguis t ic Typology for Describing 
ingualLsm," Rice, ed., p, l6 . (Hereinafter referred to as "Outline, ) 

any research agenda dealing with these propositions. To the degree 

vhat a government can know and, beyond that , secure the conditions 

under which "an individual successfully acquiring a second lingMgs 
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learoing, and the learner who nonetheless baa no "conflict of culture I 

allegiances," Is mora likely than a student with opposite characterise*: a 

to learn the language successfully, says one hypothesis, given 

conditions, such as fonoal classroom instruction, in which language 

knowledge is available for learning* Indeed, even the degree of 

lamediate (untutored) comprehension of speech in other dialeeta or 

languages may be far better predicted when lntergroup attitudes are 

taken into account than when the only basis of prediction is the 

objective "linguistic" distance between the speaker's and the hearer's 

2 
languages. These propositions have obvious collectivity-level 

counterparts; thus an attitudlnally integrated though multilingual 

Hmatorr-, et al., nA Study of the Boles of Attitudes and Motivation"; 
Haugen, "Dialect," p. 928; Haugen, "Linguistics/ p. 63} Clifford H. 
Prater* MThe British Heresy in TBSL," Tishmm et al.t p. kjUi Frant» 
Fanon, Black Skir^ White Masks, trans, by Charles Lam Marknana (Hew York* 
Grove Press, 1967}, Chapter I; Bundle, Language as a 80clal and Political 
Factor in Europe; pp. 159, l6l« An educator might remind us that 
attitudes toward second-language learning can depend on the quality 
of instruction, general orientations of students toward languagen or 
school, etc., as well as on attitudes toward the particular language 
and the group that speak* it. But un attack on the hypothesis that 
these letter ^ttit^des also influence language learning success has not 
come to my attention. "" 

2nans Wolff, "Intelligibility and Inter-Ethnic Attitudes," Language 
in Culture and Society, ed. by Dell Byrnes (Mew York: Harper & Bow, 19657* 
pp. ifl+0-l»5t Einar Haugen, "Semicoraaunication: The Language Gap in 
Scandinavia," Explorations in SociolinRuiatics, ed. by Lieberson, p. 152 
(Hereinafter referred to as Semiconraunication."); Stewart, "Outline," 
pp. 2k-5i Sutherlin, "Language Situation la East Africa," p: ©9; 
Jacob Ornstein, "Africa SeekB a. Coosson Language," Review of Politics. HVI 
(April 1964), 210j Fanon, Black Skin, White Masks, Chapter I. . 
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polity can be expected to become .linguistically wore taomogcaeoo* at a 

Aste r rate than a polity where negative intergroup attitudes prevail. 

And in the extreme case where a g r o g ' s existence Ifl believed 

threatened or the group for any other reason torts inward and sects 

to preserve I tse l f , i t s members v i l l be l ikely to emphasise and oult lmte 

the language his tor ica l ly identified with the group, and unlikely to 

abandon i t for, or even supplement i t v i ta , anotnr (area materially sore 

rewarding)languagev 

Here, then, for the third time, ve are presented vi th a viciooa-

circle-or-chain-reaction situation- Xntergroup l inguist ic disaiailaritieo 

may, through one or more of a variety of mechanisms^ help cause inter-* 

group at t i tudes to be dissimilar, negative, and unsolidary, and such 

att i tudes may .'4eep members of each group from learning the other 

group's language3 even if they are taught i t formally in school. This 

failure may maintain the prevailing negative attitude.-, and even 

strengthen them in reaction to vhat will be ro-sented as an attempt to 

impose an unwanted alien language on unappreciative or indignant objectors. 

Or, alteraativalyj the learning of the language of a despised group— 

perhaps induced by reward, modification,, general instructional embellish-

ment, or the amelioration of negative group stereotypes —may move 

intergroup at t i tudes in the direction of esteem,, th is a t t i tudinal change 

may make latxguage instruction more successful, and a more widespread and 

Hter&eTy J.G. Herder on Social -and Pol i t ica l Culture, p . 173; 
Sutherlin, "Language Situation in East Africa, p . (3)1 

Lamber*; :pt a l . , "A Stvady of the Rolen of Attitudes and Motivation," 
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thorough learning of the other group'• language may remit, leaditj 

to a real appreciation of, and attitudinal assimilation to, the groqp 

itaelf. 

Three ingredienta of political integration have been singled ©it 

above: the conmunicational, the allooational, and the attitudinal. 

For each of these, a set of hypotheses haa been suntarited, MnHf^t 

the distribution of language knovledge (who knows what language or 

languages) with the integrations! ingredient as both cause and effect. 

These hypotheses, which hare various versions applicable to the pro­

perties of societies, groups, and individuals, can be condensed as 

follows: 

(1) L&.iguage diversity iapedes social communication, high and 

egalitarian political, social, and economic gratification, and 

attitudinal assimilation and collective identification. 

(2) Each of these ingredients of politics! integration, whether 

desired and anticipated to result from language learning, whether 

attempted, whether incipient, or whether on-going, reduces language 

diversity by :aualng the beneficiaries or participants to engage in 

linguistically unificatory language learning. 

(3) The; direction in vhlch the interaction of the linguistic and 

the integratrional variable,! leads cannot be determined without a 

deterainaiio!'. of the stren&t&t of the relationships in each direction 

under various boundary conditions. 

As c-xe step in the exploration of these hypotheses, responses to « 

pair of rational sample surreys in Canada will be analyzed. Let us nov 

take a lok at this source of information. 



CHATTER H I 

TWO SURVEYS FROM CANADA: A SOURCE OF EV2MEHCE JOR VBRIFICATIO!! 

Three sets of hypotheses were presented in Chapter II, dealing 

with relationships between language and political integration. Let 

us now address the obvious question about then: whether they are 

true. Although Chapter I showed that "lurauair" speculation bat 

often been the way chosen to reach the answers to this question, 

this study will supplement what speculation it doen contain with a 

series of confrontations between the hj/potheses end eurpirieal 

evidence. The evidence will be such that, before its examination, 

one could not know whether it would provide confiraation or diacon-

firmation of the hypotheses in question. 

The evidence selected for analysis is two vacant surveys which 

are concerned to a great extent with variables contained in c*w or 

another version of the hypotheses outlined abort* These are the two 

national sample surveys conducted in Canada in 1<X>5 under the auspices 

of that country's Royal Comnission on Bilingualisa and Bi cultural! SB. 

The larger of the two is an interview survey of about four thousand 

persons aged nineteen and over. More than two hundred questions were 

ashed, Including questions on language knowledge, language learning 

experience, contacts with languages and language groups, perceptions 

of languages and language groups, experiences and knowledge of language 

policies and practices, attitudes toward languages and language groups 

-59-
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and toward language policies and practices, socioeconomic status, and 

general political attitudes. The other is a survey conducted by self-

administered questionnaire, returned by over 1,300 persons between 

thirteen and twenty years old. This youth survey contains over a 

hundred questions, mainly on the same topics but less detailed end 

adapted to the younger target population. 

The reasons for selecting these' data to teat hypotheses on IsstjaedOJ 

and political integration may be briefly summarised. First, the dote la 

question c-e available and rather sparsely analysed. Only one monograph 

has been based on the youth survey, and it tests propositions which 

overlap only slightly with our own. Ho published work has emerged on 

the basis of the adult survey. Her, to the author's knowledge, are 

these surveys being; used in any major research projects which would be 

likely to duplicate his findings. In view of the cost of collecting 

purvey data fron samples of several thousand individuals, it need 

hardly be said that the thorough analysis of existing good data should 

precede the collection of new data under normal circumstances. 

Second, surveys such as these have never before been conducted 

anywhere, as far as the author has been able to deteruine. Previous 

survey.' relevant to these hypotheses have either contained but one or 

two rcl^-nnt questions (e.g., censuses) or reached comparatively tiny 

or unrepresentative samples (e.g., questionnaires administered to 

students in a school), Ihus these Canadian surveys offer a unique 

' Johnstone, Young People's Images of Canadian Society. 



-6i-

Sidney Verba, Sac 11 Groups and Political Behavior (Princetons 
Princeton University" Pr«es, 1961), Chapters I U and IVT 

opportunity to diacover relationships aaong a broad spectrum of 

linguistic and political behaviors for samples containing substantial 

representation of all characteristics frequent in the population of 

a whole polity. When it is remembered that such si isanitary •»* 

intriguing questions as, "How many people in Switzerland speak anre 

than one language?" remain unanswered even today because of never-

collected data, the value of the surveys conducted for the Bays! Ooa-

adssion on BUlngualisa and Biculturaliaa will certainly be aaaaaaa** 

Third, it is survey analysis, aaong the aost often eaployed 

research tools, that seeaa to have been least applied to the relation-

ships between language and politics. Hot all hypotheses are testable 

by confrontation with the same type of data, for different hypotheses 

reference different properties of different entities and assert dif­

ferent Kinds of relations between these properties. Each type of date 

has particular strengths and weaknesses. Focusing on the latter, we 

see that experimentation fails to reproduce real-world contextual 

conditions; case histories suffer from quantitative imprecision (and, 

in fact, often from poor snb-ecologlcal controls as well); aggregate 

data fail to give us information about individuals; and non-panel seaple 

surveys do not record changes over time for particular respondents 

(except when relying on the letter's memories)'. Of course, each of 

these failings can be partly overcome by the use of reasonable as-iaaptlons 

and the application of information derived Iron other types of data* Also, 
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aome of these weaknesses are only typical and not necessarily inherent 

in the respective modes of exploration. Bat the fact that the diffi­

culties arc not absolute does not invalidate the conclusion that a 

thorough investigation of most social phenomena which—such as the 

present topic—involve individual- and collectivity-level variables la 

both static and over-time relationships will have something to gala 

from each of these species of data. 

What is of interest in the case of hypotheses about language 

cleavages and political integration in this respect is that threa of 

the data forms mentioned above have been more or less extensively 

applied, while one has almost never been used, to test them. Small-

group experiments have been applied to test hypotheses linking various 

social and personality variables with language learning. Caae 

histories (occasionally comparative) of multilingual atatea giving 

2 
substantial attention to their language problems are fairly numerous. 

Studies based primarily on aggregate data are not common, although 

Several of these, which may more properly be called quasi-
experiments, are reviewed in Lambert et al.» NA Study of the Boles 
of Attitudes and Motivation." 

2 
E.g., Haugen, Language; Hnrriaon, Inflin; The Most Dnngerous Decades; 

P. Friedrich, 'Language and Politics in India"; Pishman, et ol.. Language 
Loyalty in the United States; Lorwin, "Belgium ; Kelly, "BeJgW; McRie, 
Switzerland; Mayer, "The Jura Problem"; Horovit*, "Multiracial Polities." 

Deutsch, Nationalism, is the outstanding example. See also 
Flshmon, "Contrasts"; Rustow, "Language"; Pool, "National." 
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the uje of some aggregate data in case studies is frequent. But a utady 

seriously attempting to confront many of these hypotheses with a national 

sample survey has yet to be attempted, as far as I bars been able to 

discover. The closest approaches that hare been made, have been based en 

surveys only fractionally concerned with the variables involved in these 

hypotheses, and the analyses themselves have been able to devote only 

limited attention to then. 

A fourth reason for the appropriateness of these data is that they 

come from a country that satisfies the boundary conditions stated in 

the hypotheses of Chapter II, and furthermore falls into the class of 

countries discussed in Chapter I, from whose experiences many of the 

Chapter II hypotheses can trace their origin. Canada is well known as 

a plural society in a single polity, and one which, in a comparative 

perspective, has relatively high political participation and norms of 

equal opportunity for economic mobility. The degree of political cen­

tralization for Canada might be described as moderate, but it has been 

high enough for centralization to be one of the major Issues of Canadian 

politics from the beginning of the Confederation. 

Above all, however, English-French relations constitute the 

perennial major cleavage and basis of conflict by most accounts. Why 

it is so that Canada has an intense ethno-linguistic cleavage and (again 

by most accounts) little class conflict is properly a subject for dis-

See, e.g., Stein Rokkan, "Geography, Religion, and Social Class: 
Crosscutting Cleavages in Norwegian Politics," Porty Systems and Voter 
Alignments: Cros^-National Perspectives, ed. by Lipset and Rokkan, pp. 36Y-W»; 
Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian Identity. 
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cussion somewhere else, except that we night note la patting tat 

obvious fact that language, religion, and region are ••pedal!? highly 

coincident in Canada.1 Bat Canada llluttratet wall the rise la 

salience of language as a political problta, surveyed la gtoaral teraa 
• • • 

in Chapter I. Language hat slowly replaced religion at tat ejftieutly 

most salient cleavage, and has clearly replaced it at the aaia roams 

of dispute on educational policy, at the seat tlat at tat otlmtt pso* 

cease* cited.in Chapter I as alleged causes of the rite of language 

salience have been taking place. 

In addition, the packages of linguistic variablts surveyed la the 

first chapter have almost all been parts of the Snglisb-Prench conflict 

in Canada as well. Language position probably summarizes the crtnc of 

the dispute: Will French be given equal statu with English? Will 

education in French be available in as complete a fora and with at 

high a quality as in English? Will French be equally employed in 

businesa, in the Armed Forces, and in other institutions hitherto nearly 

monopolized by English? And will French equality at least be symbolised 

by the enshrinement of bilingualism in formal constitutions and hieul-

turalism in a new national flag? Such were the questions being asked.In 
. • •• " • 

the. middle 1960's. 

T o r some other reasons, see Robert R. Alford, Party and Society; 
The Anglo-American Democracies (Chicago: Rand McXally and Company, 1963)* 
Chapters V and IX. 

' ' Frederick C. Englemenn and Mildred A. Schwarts, Political Parties 
and the Canadian Social Structure (Scarborough, Ontario: Prentice-Hall 
of Canada, Ltd., 1967), pp. 225-3U; RCB&B, H , U2-7| Alford, Party snd. 
Society, pp. 277-78. C£ Belgium, for example. 
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-' And for evidence that those speaking English and those speaking 
French have fundamentally different world views, see Edward M. Corbett, 
Quebec Confronts Canada (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1967)y'"« 
pp. 192-93. 

J'# 2Uorace Miner, St. Denis; A French-Canadian Paris (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, Phoenix Books, 1963), PP« 3^-5, describe* 
the propensity of French-Canndiun schoolchildren to retain English words 
for technical things and forget the French counterparts. ̂  

Also very important in the Canadian context is the package of 

variables earlier tensed language properties. The quality of spoken 

Canadian French has been a problem of constant concern la ttaa Kinds 

of many French Canadians, but more important la the belief in the 

" essential nature of the French language as one of the pillars (along 

with Roman Catholicism)-on which depends the wary highly rained 

survival of the French-Canadian way of lift (la snrvivance). 

While the survival of French has not been in much doubt, its 

survival iii Canada (and especially outside Quebec) has. It is in 

this special sense that we may also speak of language development 

being an issue in Canada. Both English and French are among the moat 

highly developed languages by most standards, but French''in Canada la 

* little used in advanced technology, business, or government, and hence 

nay be considered underdeveloped if viewed as a separate entity from 

2 
the French of France. In this situation, language knowledge also 

become:: important, and the adequate teaching of English to French. 

-Canadians (largely for occupational advancement) and of French to 

non-French Canadians (largely for the promotion of cultural exchange 

and formal equality) have been important concerns. 

But- central to our own focus--and to that of the Canadians' thear' 
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Kelve3--are language unity and diversity. The doainaat impression is 

that Canada has been unable to decide, since its confederation in 

l867» whether it is one nation or tao. The two survey* analyzed 

in this study vere conducted at wbafc-aey be- a turning point In gr^Usa-

French relations. The -late 1960*8 have been described by sens aa the 

time when the weight of EngHsh-Caaadian opinion finally acknowledged 

the need to redress the grievances of the French Canadians, while the 

leading segment^ of French-Canadian opinion finally gave op hope of 

political compatibility between the "two races. Whether or not 

public opinion was moving in the directions argued, ia this interpre­

tation, it is clear that considerable changes in govamoent policy 

toward ethnic relations have taken place, descxibable as large-scale 

attempts to overcome all three kinds of political disintegration 

associated with the ethno-linguistic split. 

Inter-cultural ccaaauiication baa been given large Federal subsidies 

in such forms as grants for inter-provincial travel; a wide range of 

policies have been proposed and adopted for the equalization of the 

language rights and recruitment opportunities of French- and English-

speaking Canadians throughout the country; and considerable effort has 

been expended to persuade the Canadian people of the desirability of a 

Canada united under a complex formula of bilingaallsm and biculturalism* 

Central to this latter cangjaigu, and involved in the entire subject, 

has been the Royal Commission-on Bilingunlisia tmd Biculturalism, and 

HB.g., Marcel Rioux, "Quebec: Frosa a Minority Coâ slex to Majority 
Behavior," Minorities and Politic.;, ed» by Henry J. Tobias and Charlea 
E. Woodhouse (Albuquerque: University of New Jtedco Press, 1969)9 P- 50* 
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ita two national surveys ass both a product of the cheogad policy «»4 

a prospective source of guddaace In fttrther polic^snkingc 

Although th? surreys wero e&osaly ooantcted «itb, particular policies, 

they were actualJ^:Gond»c*»d.bj}r refutable polling organisation*, and, as 

far as the eYideoce shows,, no coiUMetlosrtriLth tee Royal GslBlsaion or 

the Governaent of Canada was revealed -to these, .who were acted to 

respoodo ihe surrey* can ftns to tsosted lifeo private ansa and tuod 

for testing hypotheses other than those orisinitiaif conSsaplatad by the 

sponsoring agency. This i s not to cay that the ^reseat study i s 

intended to he pcOicy-irrelevant. Sat had direct policy {^plication 

been a goal of this study, i t would have pursued different approaches . 

The policy relevance that xcay he expected frost the approach followed 

here i s that which arises from kcowledge about the truth or fals i ty 

of hypotheses which are often iaqpiiaitly assssed to he true by those 

who make policy c This knowledge, in torn, w i l l attain high generality 

and hence long-ran usefulness when the range of different conditions 

under which regularities are known to obtain becomes aany tines wider 

than that available for examination in Canada of 1965 slowjo 

Besides being appropriate, Canada i s a fruitful context for 

empirical investigation because of the other knowledge that i s available 

about that country. Canada i s a wall-described country, caspared with 

sany others 5 and the broad strokes of a picture of language-group 

relations in that counter have also bees well painted. Shis fact allows 

us to supply information (in the fors of aacuaptions) which i3 missing 

in the survey data themselves but vhich helps as better utilise, .the 
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^ . g . , Stanley Lieberson,, Language and Rtbaie Relations in Cangfla 
(New YorX: John Wiley & Sons,'inc.7 1970}« 

jEog., Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian Identity;. Peter Regen-
atreif, The Diefenbaker Interlude: Parties and Votiaft in Canada? An Inter­
pretation (Don Mills „ Ontario? Loagsaaas Canada, Ltd. ~ ~196!0 • 

"TB.g., Porter, The Vertical Mosaic. 
k 
E.g.., Miner, 5t, Denis; Pater Dssbarata, The State of Qjaebect A 

Journalijt's Viev of the foietRevolatiott (Toronto: McClelland & Stevart, 
196IJ. 

data, especially In perforaaing controls* For this purpose we can 

use analyses of census and other aggreg&te data, eaalyaes of other 

surveys,** analyses of alaotd types of data, and analyses baaed on-

personal observation. 

The fact that the Sngllsh-I'reaeh elaavage la coasoaly eeeepted 

&a the major one in Canada providaoisa caaagle of the need-to- treat 

a l l findings of this study as tentative* so far as hypothesis ©efifir-

jnation i s concerned,, Suppose we discover that the speakers of JJtritfi'sn ' 

in Canada are nore l ikely to nssse the Itoited States sis Canada's heat 

friend and speakers of French are aaoet l ikely to ease Frense. Does 

this jaean that citizens of a anltillngaal state tend to have the 

highest regard for the countries vhese the langBAge they speak i e pre­

valent, or that citizens of "plural countries wbera C i» the seder 

cleavage tend to have the highest regard for the countries where the 

predominant value of C i s the. same as their own? B » aasver Is that 

i t means neither. It ream* that botfe hypotheses should be investigated* 

In other words, where alternative explanations ere available, further 

cooperative research i s in ard&r. ' Bat i t would not be surprising at 
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a l l i f the findings of this study could be realicated only in societies . 

where language i s at l eas t one of the Host sal ient cleavages* Many, of • 

the survey questions theaselwes •presaHpese wUi*acef jtor i."feA" often s 

only as a result of salience that awareaesa, .and hence rel iable 

responses or previous qpinjcn-forsfttion, can be esscned* 

As between hypotheses dealing/vita clee*ag«.in general and 

hypotheses about specific cleavages, th i s stedy c lear ly chooses t o t e s t 

the l a t t e r ( i . e . , hypotheses about language clearagae). Xfcds choice i s 

based largely on interest and convenience, not OB a belief i n the 

superiority of one approach over the ©ther, Bsnlrical analysis say 

be dencribed as the search for stsecessful generalisations, and of the 

two approaches ^ust laentioned the one i s ordicferily stronger on 

generality and the other sore l ikely to lead to -eucceas. Perhaps y 

symptomatic of this difference, though by no aseans a ground for depre­

cating the f i ra t approach, i s 'the fact that a recent volusse v r i t t en in 

that t radi t ion jus t i f ies i t s asstzoption of mutual azclttsiveneas of 

cleavage-produced groups by noting that "A Preach* Canadian nay speak 

English in addition to French, but th i s dees not asan that he i s l ike ly 

to behave as anything other than z. seHber of tha po l i t i c a l group defined 

by his mother tongue. """• Our analysis, however, uncovers manerous 

behavioral differences between ajonoliagual and hIRngffliil French Canadians. 

including differences in the likelihood of identifying oneself as a 

•French Canadian at alio But 5ust as general theories of cleavage are 

••"Douglas Vf. Use and Michael Taylor- The Analysis of Pol i t ica l 
Cleavages (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970;, p . 15. 
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bound to also such peculiarities of linguistic cleavage as language 

learning, which has no exact analog csoog the other prlaerdial 

affiliations, so a specialised stogy such as ttaia will necessarily find 

itself restricted in the doaain of its application. Undoubtedly p m -

dence dictetes a long-run strategy of escalation sad deesealatloa on 

the ladder of abstraction.. 

Limitations on the usefulneM of these eurve/u vill*.Of coarse, be 

encountered. She surveys do nut ask all the tjoastioas one would have 

liked, but to a certain degree each survey can be used to fill gaps ^ 

left in the other. A few Ssporfeaot (for our purposed) questions' on 

the youth survey happen to be wore detailed than the corresponding 

adult questions. The youth survey, for exospla., asks exactly how many 

years the respondent has studied English or Trench in school, while 

the sdult survey asks only whether the respondent took the language at 

all in school. Thus both surveys vill be useful for the testing of 

hypotheses listed in Chapter H . As for other limitations, data of 

this sort are inappropriate* by theaselves, for the testing of those 

hypotheses which compare the properties of polities; and,having been 

collected at one point in time only, they vill be of Halted use for 

discriminating temporal sequences, with the result that confirmation of 

synchronic hypotheses will be acre psacticable than confirmation of 

hypotheses about sequences, except where sequences are specifically 

asked about, or inferrable from the questions asked. 

The discussion that followo will thus have the task of employing 

reasonable as ̂.captions to reduce the damage done by these Weaknesses, 
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vhile at the same .time exploiting the strengths peculiar to data of 

this kind. The possibilities and limits vr3.11 depend on vhat questions 

were asked and vhat assumptions it is reasonable to make and will thus 

w r y iyora. topic to topic* For convenience the three subdivisions— 

corraGunicational, a32ocatj.onal> and attitudin&l—of our inquiry will 

be undertaken serially. 

http://vr3.11


CEAHER IV 

Chapter I I brought together a nuaber of hypotheses, found in 

previous workj linking language cleavage partem* «ad po l i t i ca l in te ­

gration, Shs :*irst set of these propositions dealt with what was 

called the consa-Jiicational ingredient* and they lead us to eapect 

connwaicational differences, in any population^ between those who 

do and those who do not share the language of another group or between 

those who do and those who do r=ot know the language of @ove repent and 

adninistratioiu 

Canada has & population in which there are certain ecusooly 

identified groups (in th is case, ethnic groups) ©sen of which i s ' 

largely coterminous with the set of speakers of a par t icular language* 

I t seaas reasonable to expect that in such a country a person outside 

any given one of these identification groups wi l l be BOX* l ikely to 

have contact with ambers of that group i f he knows i t s characterist ic 

language than i f he does not. She Canadian adult survey conducted 

undsr the auspices of the Royal Ccaaisolon on BSliagualian and Bicul-

tu ra l i s s asked specifically about two sunn groups*, the "English 

Canadians" and the "French Canadians." The responses to questions 

about contact v i th these groups show that the Canadian population 

behaves as this hypothesis predicts . 

"^Subject to our ab i l i ty to notes intfareoces sheet tba population's 
behavior from the sasples' responses. See babsw. 

«72o 
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The Basic Finding 

Won-English Canadians responding to the adult survey who could 

speak Bngiiah w*re asora ?.1.l«tly to say they had contact vlth English 

Canadians than were non-English Canadians who did not speak English. 

Likewise, non-Freuch Canadians who sgokc French were nora likely to 

have contact with franch Canadian* than were those who did not speak 

French. This rarruit i s shewn in Table h.l-A* On the surface, the 

figures in Table li,l-A constitute clear evidence ffrr the truth of 

the hypotheses tha-fc inaivi&uale outride a group* hut charing the 

taain language of tfca group, are sure likely to cojanunieate with the 

group's members than are outsiders who <lc not share the language* 

On the other hand, the reader vould be justified in asking for clari­

fications, additional tests, or both, en at least fiva points, dealing 

with (l) the sasple, (2) the instruawnt, (3) the unit of aggregation, 

(h) the boundary conditions, and (5) the conclusions to be inferred. 

The.Sagple 

The first point, about the oaapla, i s equally ksportant throughout 

the presentation of data, and the reader intaxttstftd in puraMlng i t my 

turn to Appendix A, vhare the yaapling procedures ft&Lwred are described, 

The hypotheses being tested are» of course, what dictates how appro­

priate or inappropxlate any given swapllng procedure is* In cur ease, 

however* the available data are saaplo data, and the ssaqala was drawn 

by a particular procedure •which wa can do nothing now to change, 5bus 

the hypotheses to ba tested east be foxsmlated in swsfe a way as to ba 

testable by confrontation with the available data, rather than vice verca. 
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TABIB V.l^A* 

L/UKRIACS COMEBESHCE AKD IflEER-GHKJP COtfEACT 

Non-EiutLiBh Canadians 

Know or have cor.t.act 
with English 
Canadians? 

Yes 

No 

N 

Can Speak Any English? 
Yes Kb 

89* 
11* 

1371 

31* 
69* 
263 

•> 

Total 

79* 
21* 

163U 

Non-French Canadians • . 

Know or have contact 
with Trench 
Canadians? 

Yes 

Wo 

K 

Can 8peak Any French? 
Yes - Kb 

80* 

2C* 

703 

52* 

1132 

Total 

60* 
to* 

1835 

aThe number of th i s taM.e i s suffixed with the lett«r "A" to 
indicate that, the table i s based on the adult survey. Tablee and 
figure:- based on the youth survey have numbers ending in "Y",«od 
these based on the Census of Canada have njjct&be:re ending in "C .• 

The percentages t>nd tota ls in a l l tables and figures based 
on the survey J are unreweighted and therefore ovar represent tha 
ovsrsacrpled s t ra ta , namely those with French n»w8 outaide Quebec 
and those without French namaa in.<feiebec. 
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As Appendix A shears, the sampling procedure followed l a the col­

lection of the Canadian data I s not entiraly clear5 and a t leaa t one 

of the existing descriptions of th is procedure suggests that some • 

systematic erroi*s in. prccedtire may have been committed, with the 

effect, of making i t impossible to revelght the responses so as to 

estimate how an ur.stratlfied random saapl-a of the Canadian population 

would have responded.. I f so, hypotheses intended to apply only to 

the entire populations, or random samples of the entire populations, of 
i 

po l i t i ca l communities, or po l i t i e s , cannot be tested with these data* 

Sly the saae tc&en, the data would not pejsdt us to mate estimates 

about the proportions of the Canadian population! tha t exhibit various 

characteristics* 

We can, however, use the available data to t ea t hypothese* for-
2 xailated to apply to the members of a population no matter hew weighted. 

I t would be possible in th i s analysis to revelgbt the responses i n such 

a way as probably to Increase the resemblance of the (rewelghted) sample 

to a random sample of the Canadian population^ but else* the leoreosed 

resemblance would be only probable (jUe*, based on aosfi tastsptions about 

what sampling procedure was actually employed), and aince any reewdghtiag 

T h e only exception vould he detexs&niatic hypotheses <bont individuals, 
i . e . , hypotheses asserting that particular conditions hav» part icular 
consequences for every- single iJttrsou. fib such hypottoesec,, however, arw 
rea l i s t i c in th is area of inquiry. 

^£hs sample* that vera selected ibsr these surreys must constitute 
random samples of the Canadian population weighted by some (presently 
unknown) rule. If a series of such ssueral hypotheaee are .true, I t 
follows that the series of hjpotheEea formed fron the f i r s t series by .. 
specifying a one -person-one-veiflht yx&jn atust also be t ree as a special case. 
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at a l l would make i t difficult to Make even casual estimates of the 

statist ical significance of snail differences and differences between 

small subsets of respondents, no reveighting of the responses wi l l to 

performed in this analysis. 

The Instrument 

Although we shall not attempt to infer anything about the °imiMffi 

population from what ve learn about tae saaples, we shall Indeed vast 

to draw inferences from reportn of activity, or even reports of pro­

pensities, to activity itse.'lf. This gap carries our discussion to the 

second of the five questions, dealing Kith the survey instruments, lbs 

reader may discover the precise definitional path from survey questions 

to tabulatedvariables for Table 4.1-A and for the figures and tables to 

follow by referring to the .list of tables and figures and the l i s t of 

definitions of variable.? la Appendix C, which in turn refers to the' 

questionnaires reproduced in Appendix B. Having thU3 discovered whet 

responses are being related to one un:rther in the text, the reader «ay 

s t i l l ask whether these responses can be accepted as evidence about 

every-day behavior. The anaemia which follows does accept most of the 

responses as true reports. 

Never^htJLoss, the u n n l i t t l l i t y of questionnaire responses as pre­
dictors of ordinary behavior :'.s a subject of much concern and should be 
kept in m'nd. It i s reasonable to ball eve that a person's response to a 
questionnaire iou« ackinc;, "l̂ o you th.Ank the Federal Government should 
offer more jobs to French Cauad.Vr.nsl" would be fairly predictive of his 
response to the sarae pjastion eitcd on a referendum ballot, while his 
response to a surveyor's que ;'.ion, "Would you*refuse to give an Important 
joe to a qualified French Canadituj?" would not be highly predictive of. 
whether he would prcctice ôb rt^vcrlrdnation against the group. There i s 
evidence to support such expectations (Joshua A, Fiehman, "Bilingual 

http://Cauad.Vr.nsl
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Regardless of-this assumption, i t should be noted that there Is DO 

way to be sure how the terns "KngJMrii Canadiansn and "French Canadians'* 

were understood by the various respondents to the adult survey» An 

attempt was made to exclude iron Table 4.1-4 those respondents who eight 

consider themselves and their family English Canadians or French 

Attitudes and Behaviors," Language Sciences, No* 5 (1969), pp. 5-11 
/Hereinafter referred to as "Bilingual ^J), as well as evidence casting 
doubt on the r e l i ab i l i t y of self-diagnose3 of foreign-language pro­
ficiency, a matter which wi l l receive some further cccmeot below 
(Joshua A. Fishir.an and Charles Terry, "The Validity of Census Data on 
BilingualifiTo in a Puerto Rico.n Neighborhood," American Sociological 
Review, XXXIV, No. 5 (19&9), 6X6-5O; Lieberson, Langu&ftg and Ethnic 
Relations in Canada, -pry. 17-20.) 

The kinds of data between which investigators of th i s subject area 
have been able to choose up ro now ore, for the most par t , relieble data 
about the laboratory-controlled or sometimes every-day behavior of sstall 
groups of individuals, on the one. hand, and self-reported data about the 
every-day behavior of populations (in the case of censuses) or samples 
thereof, on the other^ This study aims to draw same useful conclusions 
from data of the l a t t e r sort , in spite of the i r low re l i ab i l i t y , p r i ­
marily by concentrating on strong associations and by test ing pa r t i ­
cular forms of hypotheses. 

In general, hypotheses Ki l l not be formulated detexadnistically, 
e .g . , 

If M « u, then P a w 
where capital l e t t e r s represent variables and snail letters represent 
values. Rather they wil l take a probabilistic form., e .g . , 

If u > v, then 

n(Mu & Pw) n \ & Pv) 
> 

n O y n(My) 
where n(x) represents the number of individuals possessing characteristic 
x, I. represents the value 3 on the variable I, and the symbol "A" repre-

J 
sents the logical intersection. Refined versions of our hypotheses will 
in general, as explained below, incorporate boundaiy conditions, i.e., 
additional restrictions on the properties of the Individual* being 
compared, thus taking the foxm 

If u > v, then 
n(A &8 & . . . 4L. &M &P.) a(A &B & . . . UuSHJbPtt) 

T o t w li r E T / V W 
> 

n(A &B & &L.4M ) n(A &B . . . &L.&M )" 
r a . . . x . u / x r s tv' 
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Canadians on grounds other than linguistic, Thus into tha category 

of respondents, the author calls "non-English Canadiana" have been 

admitted only those whose paternal aaceafcxy was not English, not 

Scotch, and not Irish; neither of whose parents spoka only Sngllsh 

as principal hems language; and who gave their own ethnic identities 

as other than "English Canadian." She category of "aoa-Frencb 

Canadians," in addition to applying analogoxw criteria, also excludes 

everyone whose family nam wan classified aa French by.the polling 
1 • * '» . . . ' . • • 

organisation. 

The questions themselves were sisgllfisd in Table k.l«A in two 

ways. First, only the definite responses were tallied, ŵeTwMflg 

qualified and f,don*t taosr" answers. This practice will be fallowed 

throughout the study, except where noted. 2&e second rri BWJH Ticatjoo, 

of nore Import, was to collapse ttoe available categories into one 

positive and one negative response, la fact, however8 the- survey does 

permit us to refine the association presented in Talbe k*X~A by incor­

porating graduated, rather than diebctonous, properties* It i s to be 

expected not only that those who share a language will be acre likely 

to have contact, hut also that those- w3» do hove contact will haw i t 

snore often if ttoey share a language. Adult- surrey respondents ware 

allowed to describe the frecjaawyof their coa&acta on a scale of four 

expressions. Wherever we draw a line cutting the scale of contact, we 

1 ' • . .. ' 
If the ambiguous inftfxaatiton about hov the data were coded has 

been misinterpreted, tnis additional exclusion criterion, will turn cut 
to have been only approxfeaated. See Appendix A. 
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find that a higher'percentage of speakers than of noa-cpeakers turn 

up obove the Una. i.e,, in the group of ©ore CrtKittant contacters. 

Table U.2*<A chows this by the fact that in each row the percentage 

in the "Yea" column is greater than the cne in the "K>" eelism, 

A similar patera anergec if. ve refine what we mean by language 

competence, just- as has been done for the notion of contact. The 

adult questionnaire allows us to categorise aach respondent ns having 

one of five levels of (subjective) corapetsnee in English and in French. 

When we do thie. wc- find that contact rate ia a xaonotonlcally increasing 

function of language competence wherever the number of cases is large. . 

Specifically, the proportion among those with a given competence level 

in English or French having more than any particular frequency of 

contact vith the English or French Canadians, respectively, la invar­

iably higher than the corresponding proportion among those vith any 

lover level of competence in the language, except for small reversals 

in a category with only fourteen respondents. The extent of these dif­

ferences is portrayed in Fig. U.3-A. 

Those who have contact vith English ox- French Canadians are not only 

more likely to have frequent contact if they know the group's language, 

but are also mora likely to h&ve friends in the group. The- youth survey 

provides an opportunity to show this connection, by- asking each person 

who filled out the English version of the queationnaire whether he had 

close French-speaking friend*'* and vice versa. Table 4.U-Y. shows that 

those who had neighbors or had '{or hod had when last in school) class-

mates speaking the other language (find thus were in a position to develop 
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2ABL2 U,2-A 

lAHCRJAOE C0MtEC2KCS AND Mx5!>J?R OF 1NTFP-CRCRTP 
CONTACT 

No:\~Frt£li sh C n nu iii n n;J 

Percentage havinp; 
contact with F;î 3j.s.h 
CanivHon?; with at 
least indicnt.-2-j 
frequency, «"mon^ 
those having contact 
Gt all. 

Msdiwtt 

HJrh 

H-

Csn Spea.H: A 
Ye« 

51* 

7<# 

1199 

T/ 

• • 

English? 
Na 

75* 

2S£ 

79 

* 

Total 

9©* 

en 
1278 

«. 

Non-French Canadians 

Percentage having 
contact, with French 
Canadians v i t h a t 
l e a s t indicated 
frequency., among 
the-?c having cont&ci 
a t o i l . 

Msdiisn 

High 

H 

Can fipe*k Ary Preach T 
TC8 

89* 

557 

No Total 

82* 

51* 

537 

85* 

5<& 
109k 
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Bfrtt»Bngllgh Canad&mya 

©OR 

8 0 * 

70S* 

6Cfli 

S0fc 

40» 

30» 

0 * 

Psreeatftge 
having contact 
with E&gLiah 
Canadie.ua vith 
at leatt indi-
c&ted frequency 

StetM Lccf KadliiB High Kativa 

Cesapotenoe i a Spofcea English 

.. S"ig, U.3-A--Degree of Language Ccopetani® and Degree of Xwter'-Oittnp Cbn«act 

http://Canadie.ua
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ikm-French Canadians 

Jferccnt&ge 
b&ving contact 
v i t h French 
Caa'adlani- v i t h 
a t .least i n d i ­
cated fraquancy 

Mcae lav KadiuB High' ' Native 

Fig- }*f3~A'~l>egrea of Lafigwage CflBspetetyuj ixnri Jfcsgxsse ©i' 
la ter-Grot^ Contact*5 

All pm-centakers based oa K's ( t o t a l s ) of l e s s thaes 50 have 
been parenthesized h«rc &cd. in PUbosqwt-tYfc tables en<3 .figures-. 

100& 

30* 

3CS 

70ft 

60» 

SOS 

•405$ 

3055 

30PJ 
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TABLE 4.U-Y 

LANGUAGE COMPETENCE AND INTER-GROUP FRIENDSHIP 

French Speakers Who Have 

• 

English-Speaking 

Have close English- Yes 
speaking friends? „ 

N 

Competence 

More than 
Low 

67* 

33* 

290 

Classaates or Hei«hbors 

in Spoken EoAllab 

Low or Total 
None 

i«0* 62* 

60* 38* 

73 363 

English Speakers Who Have French-Speaking Classmates or Neighbors 

Competence in Spoken French 

More than 
Low 

Low or 
None 

Total 

Hfive close French-
speaking friends? 

Yes 

No 

N 

62* 

38* 

278 

59* 

*5* 

125 

60* 

U03 



-8&-

cross-lingual friendships) w*re oore 3 i i s ly to has* close friends vfoo 

spoke the other language i f they theasalves spoke I t than i f thcgr did 

not. 

31rls result lis pamllftlft& by the responses of tS&c adolt sas^ple to 

a question about preferences for English-Canadian and Frencfe-Canadiaa 

friaada. Aaong those noa-aastoara of each ethnic group *b© had contact 

with i t s mashers, the ©nea knowing now to speak the group language 

sjoxe often volunteered the informtion that sons of their best friends 

vera from the grogg>, «^sn asked whether they would l ike to have such 

friends. While only 8 per cent of the noa-Kngliah Canadians who did 

not know English hut had English-Canadian contacts volunteered that 

thay had English Canadians aaong their feast friends, 26 per cent of 

those who knew JSsagiitsh at e23L aod had oontaeta witji English Canadians 

nade this clainu The corresponding figgres for aen-F&Bnch Canadians 

having aaatoers of that grevjp sissng their tost friends are 26 per cent 

and 30 per cent, 

^ g j t e i t of Afigyagafllon 

Whether crude or refined, then* the saaaaffas odf 2*ngwge con$petencs 

and later-group contact have with each other the expected associations 

whan applied to sazsples of youths ©nd adults in tfea Canadian population. 

It vould be surprising i f these associations should exist only at the 

Federal level and not also within other units of aggregation, e .g . , 

each region or province. On the other hand} i t i s to be expected, for 

example, that Quebec has the loaest rat© of English canpetenccs among 

non-English Canadians and the highest rate of French cosxpetencG aaong 



-85-

ncn-Freneh Canadians, and also has tbe lowest rate of contact with 

English Canadians "by non-English Canadians and tils highest rate of 

contact with Franca Canadians "by non-French Canadians* Such a aet 

of facts might conceivably account for the nationwide differencee in 

contact rates between those with different coszpetcaeee in English and 

French, and these differences might disappear within &iebec and 

•within the other regions of Canada. . Shis possibility briags us to 

the problem posed by the third question of the five, the one on the 

unit of aggregation. 

Before seeing whether the associations discovered above persist 

when examined separately for various regions., it must fee decided what 

the regions are in which the associations are suspected of weakening 

or vanishing. One constraint is provided by the surveys themselves. 

Five regions, in the case of the adult survey, and ten provinces, in 

the case of the youth survey, are the smallest geographical units- that 

the data released for processing persait us to use cocvenlently as sub-, 

ordinate units of aggregation. Findings by ctudentc of Canadian politics^ 

about regional differences ustially discuss such differences in teims of 

the five regions defined in the adult survey. Separate tabulations for 

a H five regions, however, will in asany cases reduce the number of 

respondents in each so much that vsxy confident guesses aboat responses 

of the population cannot be snade» Therefore, such cOHpraaioes as 

See, e.g., Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian Identitya pp„ 1**6-58« 

2 
I . e . , the population weighted as the suaple was. 
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dividing the country into Quebec and non-Quebec ? er into ti» Atlantic 

provinces, Quebec, and Canada west of Quebec,, vrOJ. often be required, 

and usually only variables with two values (e.g«, "high" and "low") 

will be amenable to regional analysis. In order to select suitable 

compromise regional divisions, we can rely on descriptions of regional 

variations to be found in the literature of Canadian politics a©d 

society, and on exploratory plots of the five standard regions or 

the ten provinces on pairs of variables in whose interrelation we 

are interested. . 

In the case of the relationship between language competence and 

inter-group contact, the most cossaon distinction aade by those who 

have described the Canadian situation is between Quebec and the rest 

of Canada, A plot of the five standard regions on one cojapetence 

variable and one contact variable fcr each of the two official 

languages, shown iu Fig, if.5~A, confiraa that the grsatest deviation 

on both variables i.E that of Quebec from the rast of the regions, and 

that Quebec deviates in such a way as to arouse suspicion that the 

nationwide association between these two types of variables may decrease 

when Quebec and the rest of Canada are considered separately, Fig. 

U.5-A also suggests that the Atlantic region be separated frcaa the rest 

when the relation between English competence and English-Canadian 

contacts is exanined. 

The decrease in association between these two variables resulting 

when the regions are taken one at. a tliaa is fer froa total* however* As 

Table k,6-k shows, it is still true within each region that when the 
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Peree«iaga having 
ce«i*©t vith English 
Canadians with high 
frequency 

Percentage haviiag 
contact with French 
Canadians with a t 
l e a s t medium fresjueaey 

; 055 20ft 4Q& 60% 80% 10096 
Percentage v i t h e t l e a s t high eccrpeteaee 

i a spoken English ' • 

Jfen-yreach Canadians. 

m 20* 4Q?S 60% 80% 10055 
Pescestsge with any competence 

i a soo&en. French 

F ig . U,5-A«—Itejjicnal Biffer-encen lh Saagasga Ccsspstence anfi 
Jntsi'-Gragp Coat»«S 

Hpn-Bn^lish Canadiaps 

•100% 

80» 

60S 

40SS 

100% 

8055 

60SS 

40$ 

2033 

0$ 
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2ABU8 k.6-A 

MK<m.<& COMiffiTSiSCR AND BSEER-GHOBP COSEflCT 
OTttK REGIONS 

Kon-Enidish Canadians 

Percentage having 
contact with 
English Canadians 
•with high frequency 
im 

Percentage having 
contact with 
French Canadians 
with at leas t 
jiiedixmi frequency 
in : 

Quebec 
Atlantic 

Conada vest 
of Qaebec 

Canada 

Competence 

Kigk or 
Native 

7** 
80* 

8056' 

Non-French Canadians 

Quebec 

Rest oS 
Canada 

Canada 

Competence 

Kxa 

90* 

55* 

71* 

in spoken Smdlsh 

Less 
than H5.Rb 

M* 

28* 

in Bpoken French 

Hone 

7*$ 

3<S* 

39* 

Total 

39* 

79* 

53* 

Total 

M* 

51* 
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scales r>f language competence and ethnic-group contact ore approximately 

dichotcrcUed, a higher proportion of those competent in the relevant 

language had contacts with each ethnic group. Ia other vordB, the 

differer/iec in language ccanpetence distributions and in contact 

rates between one region and another do not account for the inter­

personal associations that we have seen between the magnitudes of these 

two phenor.sna. 

To thv extent that we can perfosa the same operations on the 

responses coaling with close inter-ethnic friendships, the sese general 

pattern emerges* Both in and outBide of Quebecs young persons, whether 

speakers of LViglish or speakers of French* were more likely to have 

speakers of thv other official language as close friends if they 

themselves spok< the other language with at least raedivna-high competence 

than if they did not. The figures showing this association are in 

Table k.7-y. The lame pattern is coafiimed by the adult survey responses. 

Both in and outside of Quebec., those with a given coajpetence in English or 

French were somewhat nore likely than those below them to claim English 

Canadians or French Canadians, respectively, asaong their best friends. 

She,Boundary Conditions 

While using regional volts of aggregation will cossveaieffitly reduce 

the variation of ssany prape.rvies whose effects on the relationships being 

studied we would like tewpoi'u-ily to disregard^ it- is certainly proper to 

control specifically for senw variables which are hypothesized to make a 

difference> rather than to rz.-..? merely on the oeaifeus and largely 
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mm® tt„7-Y 

LANGUAGE CCMHEEBHCE AND IHEBR-OBOW 2KEBKDSHJJ1 

WTF50K. ESSIOMS. ' -

Percentage with c lose fj 
of other o f f i c i a l languc 
a&ong those whose home j 
fnd region of residence 

French, Quebec 

^French, r e s t of Canada 

French, Canada 

English, Quebec 

English, r e s t of Canada 

English, Canada 

•lends 

anguage 
&re: 

-omnetence i n 

High or 
fedium-High 

661* 

8o& 
72% . 

6ii 
m 
h9fr 

Other < 

Leaa 
.Medium 

M 
( t e f l 

M 
(sm 
3<% 
30^ 

Official Lansniage 

t&aa Tots l 
-High 

k5i 
73* 
53* 
52^ 
33* 
36S& 
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unmeasured controlling effect o f regional co^parA3<Mi„'L It ia such 

specific controls that are called for in response to -the foarth of 

the five questions above, that referring to "boundary eonfiitioiia. 

It was suggested above that the strength of the compateoce-ccnttact 

relationship would depend on the relative domtnaacat or atfbordlnatioa of 

the language concerned. Since only where a language is relatively _> 

dominant must others learn it in order to communicate with its native 

speakers, one might expect the relationship between laoga&ge cotqpetence 

and contact to be week or to vanish for each language wherever it is 

weak. In light of this expectation, it 1B no wonder that the nation­

wide associations are much stronger on the English side than oo the 

French side. Looking at Pig. Jw8-A (based on Table It.l-A),, we see 

that there is a 58 per cent difference between ths proportions having 

contact with English Canadians among th03S non~EsigUsh Canadiaaa who 

did and those who did not speak English, while tha corresponding dif­

ference on the French ^ide is only 32 per cent; As on® would expect, 

given the fact that there are more Sngliah Canadiaaa than French 

2 
Canadian in the population, the former were knc*m or contacted by a 

TChe rationale behind the investigation of relationships using lower 
units of aggregation ia not that "region" is a variable or property 
believed to cause variations in other properties, but rather that many 
properties are known* and others are assumed, to vary from one region 
to another in a country, such as Canada, with considerable provincial 
autonomy and isolation. Well known regional differences in Canada 
include those of the distiib«tion3 of religious and ethnic groups, 
economic activities, political party strengths,, and social and political 
attitudes. 

2 
If these groups are defined by national origin, however.̂  tha dif­

ference in rasabeys i£ fairly &&iall. In 1961} ^ per cant of the pdpu-
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l a rge r por t ion of . the remaining sample than were the Franca Canadians 

(79 per cent vs.. 60 per cent i n the Gdv.lt sajwple)* But the dif­

ference i n contact rater, between speakers and r»r<>~speakers was so 

much amalier for contacts with French Canadiansj t h a t aEOng those 

who did not know the language coacarasd, the Bngliah-French discrepancy 

i s reversed. Almost ha l f cf the con-French Canadians who did not know 

French nevertheless had contact with French Canadians, while under a 

th i rd of the non-English Canadians who did not iuaow English had contact 

with the more numerous English Canadians. 

Among those with contac t , frecraent contact v i t h English Canadians 

way likewise core comattn than freqjB*mt eonteeV vith'Fre&ch Canadians, 

no matter what the threshold of frequency be* bu t , as can he seen i n 

Table ^.2-A, p rec i se ly the opposite inequal i ty holds when only fchoa© 

who were ignorant of the prisj&ry language of the contacted group are 

acnsidered. While over hal f of those who had cca tac t with French 

Canadians yet knew no French s t i l l - had such contacts with high frequency, 

l e s s than one- third of those who did not knot* English but had contact 

with English Canadians aav them frequently. 

The pa t t e rn discovered for contacts andj, ffi*i<s«g coatactors^ for 

frequency of contact has bean t ha t English Canadians are contacted mora 

than French. Canadians by o thers who know the ccrartespofldlag language, 

1 
but l e s s than French Canadians by others who do not fcaow the Iwiguage. 

l a t i o n had Br i t i sh and 30 per cent had French 'ancestry (idesbsruon, Legv{pa%e 
and Ethnic Relations in Canada, p., 3?K '!%*& 2fe«k t ha t the terms may be 

1 1 ••• iiin > 1 > > 1 ••• -i 1 * a. •* * -* v 
commonly in te rpre ted in a non-ancestral fashion w i l l receive seme comment 
below, 

'"Others" includes French Canadians lUEOttg the centoctors of English 
Canadians and vice versa , 

http://Gdv.lt
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Because so aany more non-Snglish Canadians could apeak English than 

non-French Canadians who could speak French, h/cwever, the total rate • 

of contacting or frequent contacting turned out to he substantially 

higher for contacts with English Canadians. 

The English-French discrepancy is similar but not quite the BOW. 

for inter-group friendship* In tola case, the figures reported ahc*e 

show little difference when attention is confined to those who, la 

addition to having contact with the target grox©, also knew its 

language. The adult survey shows a k per cent difference in one 

direction, the youth survey a 1 jpar cent difference in the other. As 

before, however> those who contacted but did "hot speak the language 

of the French Canadians were aubstBntially sore likely to claim the* 

as good friends than those in the cause position via-ft-via the English ., 

Canadians. As a result., the overall advantage ef the English Canadians 

as contactees largely disappears in the case of friendships, when the 

effect of the more widespread knowledge of English is accounted for. .'' 

While it might lead to speculation that. English Canadians make-

contacts more easily than they make friends, this difference between 

the distribution of friendships and the distribution of contact in 

general should not obscure a pattern that is morerelevant to the present 

discussion. As was the case with contact in general and with frequency 

of contact, so it is with friendly contacts, that the difference between 

those with and those without qonipeteace in the language of tha contacted 

group is greater for contact, or friendship with Englinh Canadians than 

for contact or friendship with French Canadians. As Table 4.7-Y. shows, 
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for example, FrenoSi speakers with at l eas t mediwa-high conpetence in 

English were 39 per cent more l ikely to have close 2nglish-sp*8kittg 

friends than French speakers vithout such competence, v t t l a t t e saws 

difference in the other direction was only 19 per cent . In a 

descriptively s t a t i s t i c a l sense, i t consistently sakea a djLffcwoee--

for contact, frequency of contact, and friendship—whether •w-oot 

people speak the predominant language of the contacted jproap, • end i t 

equally consistently makes root* of a difference whether ttoay apeak 

Vnglitih than whether they speak Trench. 

If we take &e given the widely excepted allegation that English 

5«: dominant and French subordinate in Canada, especially for ova 

purposes in the sense that Er^JLeh-^rench contests (and even many 

Fiiisch-Freneh contacts) take place generally in Znglish rather than 

in French, then the result .just summarized i s what would he expected 

in '.light of the hypothesis that the association between competence and 

contact v i l l depend irpon the strength of the tai-get language io the 

are.-., But the same hypothesis predicts that the difference between tha 

strengths of the two competence-contact associations v i l l wai*y froa one 

«rea to another within Canada, and wi l l even reverse, i t s e l f wherever 

French i s dominant. 

t'jtst vh&t to expect i s nor. clear, however, "because there i s seme 

doubt j.xjut whether French i s dominant (or English i s subordinate) 

1 Johnstone, Young People's Images of Canadien Society, p* 75? 
Iiiebers.'-n, Language and Ethnic Relations in_Canadc, pp. 29, 50. * 
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P.osvhcre at n.0, in Canada. Lieberuia'ri data suggest t ha t the learning 

of French by English speakers nrd the Learning of English, by French 

speakers approach equal i ty when coinjaardtieG ara about flO r^er ceut French 

and 20 per cent Esglich.'1" and. i t s i gh t 'be ru^-fioaebl* to aspect t h a t the 

r e l a t i v e s t rengths of the English aod Freaeh cejj*p<8fce<ice-contact assoeia-

t i cns would reverse themselves i a areas of very Ixigja Preach-Gaaadian 

coapoaition.. Dy t h e i r na ture , tocwe-rer, extrtfutely higjii-Frdrsix areas 

render fev iion-Freach Canadian i-wsabsrs i a s e-muple unless the a i n o r i t y 

i s over sampled much, aore tlmn vas c to* for th*-Royal Oaanissioa surveys, 

ox\d because of Xiid.ted isunibeira swzib. & aat of ^rof.s csnnot be singled cut 

for unmlysie of the behavior of non-French flauaclijaD.se 

Av an a l t e r n a t i v e , then, for each ethnic grciip the country has 

"been divided i n t o two types of areas i n such s; way as t o leave a larg,«v> 

rasnber of respondents in each set o2 az*atu £t« contacts with English 

Canadians, araas of "English veakraca" vere defined ea po l l ing d i s t r i c t? ; 

populated more than 75 per cent by people of French o r ig in , located i n 

e l e c t o r a l d i s t r i c t s 70 -per ceut or sore Fra**:b i « o;ritgiH.» and a l so 

located in Quebec, For cca.ts.cts wish French Caandiaos, areas of "Preach-

weehness" verc denned as po l l ing d i s t r i c t s 25 per cent or l e s s French 

3n o r ig in , located i».i e l e c t o r a l d i s t r i c t s l e a s than 30 per cent French 
2 

i n o r ig in , and also located outside Quebec. 

"Tiisberson, Language and JSfchc&c Relfttiora i n Caaeda., pp, *J7~8. 

2 
I b i d , , p . 2 ^ f o r tt finding tha t supports incorporat ing aevarai 

ecological l eve l s i n s dsi^iaition of strength and weakness. 

http://flauaclijaD.se
http://cca.ts.cts
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For each of the two main ethnic groups, the association between 

language competence and group contact in areas where the group's 

language was 'Veak,: was ccopared with the same association in areas 

.where the group's language was not "weak*" Table 4.°-A shows that 

in most of the pairs for which the conparison procedure that was astel 

produced an ordering, the association was weaker in areas where tt» 

language of the target group was 'Veak," just as our hypothesis pre­

dicted. This predicted pattern within each language, however, was not 

strong enough to give any evidence of regional reversals in the English-

French divergence. As is also shown in Table U.9-A, the ccnpetence-

eontact association for English, even in areas of English "weakness" 

where this association was depressed, was still stronger than the 

same association for French in areas where French was not "weak" and 

the French association was thus aaplified. And this difference betweer 

the two languages (or the two ethnic groups);, being true without 

exception wherever the comparison procedure provided an ordering, was 

"TPhe following procedure for comparison of percentage difference 
was employed. Let A and B denote the variables whose association, 
with A arbitrarily designated the independent variable, is to be c.-jpared 
for any two values of C, a boundary variable, where A, B, and C ay/ all 
categorised variables and where A and B are categorized ordinally Let 
A and 3 be each dichotomized at all possible points and let all d.oho-
tcsaisationa of B be cross tabula ted with ell dichotarairations of A for 
each of the two values of C, to be denoted by C^ and C*, Then le: 
every crosstabulstiori for Cj be caapared with every crosstabulate:n 
for Cj, A crosstabulation for C^ and a crosatabulation for C* still 
be said to be ordered if and only if the crosstabul&tions do not display 
the same percentage difference and th.- croostabulation displaylnf the 
greater percentage difference also contains at least one cell percentage 
as low as or lower than all cell percentages in the other, crosstioulation. 
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TABLE k.9-k 

AEKfiL lANOtoTK "WEAKNESS," LANGUAGE COMfEHENCB, 
AMD TTSTER-GHOUP COMPACT 

I 'Tottil ! O r d e r s 0?? Sheae, Stronger Iter; 
j Comparisons j Ccnrptxri.sons C. , C 

C. ~ Target English, Si * 30 25 5 
3 . —» .. . , , , . l i t : , II iitigiish wot r.eak 

C. a. Target En5.vi.Gij, 
0 English "Wfeak"' 

Cj * Target French, _ 83. ' j • 19 23 6 
French Hot "W«a.iti! » -• 

C. «= Target F^ntihj 1 
0 French "Wee*" j 

C « Torftet English, 
1 English "Weak" Si S8 £8 0 

C4 r. Ivargefc French, { j 
u French Kot "Weak" I } 

http://En5.vi.Gij
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thus snore consis tent than the differsjsee v i t h l n each language between 

i t s areas of "weakness" and tton-wV£&&neES.>°, In t h i s sense vo can say 

t h a t , OJ? the two differences predicted by the hypotbj&Bls being diB- • 

cussed, both were .found., but the one based on the assuagrtlon of 

English dominance over French i n Canada was found t o be stronger than 

the one based on the aseu-optioa tha t the jMSlativs siresgfcba of the 

two languages vary inairJe Canada with fcoa r e l a t i v e ousdbers of t h e i r 

ethnic groups i n regional populations.. 

The Conclusions t o be Infer2*a& 

Kow can these r e s u l t s ba in terpreted? Ehis i s th£ £i£thp or 

inferencej, question.. Ke havs Ho®n tha t th* g rea te r a isoa-Knglieb 

Canadian's coerce tence i n English, tha aore l i k a l y be i s to have contac t , 

frequent con tac t , or f r iendly contact with English Canadians^ whether 

Canada i s considered es a vhola, i t i s tsbsarved one regLoa a t a tisae, 

oy the areas of r e l a t i v e pol5.tic.2i and m.uoeries.1 deaaln&uioa and sub-

oxdination of the language are considered sep&Tefcfjly, 'ilie same finding 

has been made with respect- to cojapeteace i s French and contact with 

French Canadians, although the magnitude of tfc&a effec t was found to be 

cons is ten t ly lower than that for ins English C-aflsdiena* 

I t seerts reasonable t o ooadude .from a cctapaxison of the English and 

French re la t ionsh ips ths.t i f competence and eo&b&ct cavaiy 1*£3 where the 

language i s "wasiser,!' then, ^re-rich i s "weaker" titan English throughout 

Canada, except perhaps in areas tha t are so highly broach-populated tha t 

no comparison vac po£;oiblOr Sfcis finding «ouLd corroborate; wls?.b teas been 

argued (on the- bas i s of diffe.vcmt hinds of data) tso/it rsceafcly by 

http://pol5.tic.2i
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Lieberson, i . i . , that BnaiAah-Fr-iGjCh contacts take plaoa largely in 

English, the BtaglAab-Canadiaa n t e of bii ingualisa I s for below that 

of the Fraoah Canadians alaast everywhere, and the economic penalties 

for not knowing English are, even in Quebec* higher than those for. not 

knowing French. (2he l a t t e r point wi l l be dealt v i th in the fol­

lowing chapter.) Conversely, i f ve tabs this pervasive domination 

by English as given, then the relationships shewn above can be accepted 

as evidence compatible v i th the hypothesis Just mentioned. 

Meanwhile, what meaning can ve assign to the basic relationship 

between language competence and inter-group contact? I f even in Quebec 

i t i s the French who must predominantly lean?. English in order to -• 

engage in English-French confflmnication, why are non-French Canadians 

even in other parts of the countiy s t i l l the. more l ikely to have 

contact v i th French Canadians there, the bat ter the former speak French? 

And why ia i t the case that under a third of the non-English Canadians 

who know no English have any contact v i th English CanadlanB{with l i t t l e ' . 

more than e fourth of those who do so having frequent contact), While of 

those non-English Canadians "who do not speak English as the i r principal 

home language but are fluent in i t a l l but k per cent have contact with 

English Canadian (and for over three'-fourths of these the contacts are 

frequent)f Does knowledge of the other grasp's language cause people to 

have contacts v i th i t s members, does ignorance -of the language tasep them 

from having such contact, doe* contact maka csie Jbutxxn the language? or 

Tdeberson, Language and,Ethnic Relation* in Canada, passim.. 
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does an absence of contact kaep one froa learning i t ? . 

For one answer to the inference question, we have ae«tt that 

substantial numbers of people who are ignorant of English or French 

nevertheless have contacts with the awnbers of the «>rre speeding 

ethnic group, even in areas where the l a t t e r are unlikely to know 

any language hut their own. Knowledge of the other language cannot, 

then, be said to he an absolute prez«qjxisite for contact* with i t s 

speaker.:. Presumably "contactE*1 include nwwerbal and r i tual ised 

verbal interactions which require practically no proficiency in the 

predominant language and which, i f they lead to ths acquisition of 

such competence, a t leas t do uot do so inataBftanaoualy. As we have 

seen, however, language cojapeteace i s not even a prerequisite for 

deeper interactions than Here contacts; of the 2k French"speaking 

young people outside Quebec whose English was not good enough to "carry 

en a conversation^' ten s t i l l had close English-speaking friend:?» 

Linguistic ignorance, then, i^ net an absolute harr ier to scene types of 

contact with groups normally speaking only a different language.'*' 

On the other hand, we have found i t rare for a person to know the 

other language well i f he does not have contact with the ethnic group 

concerned. Does this mean that proficiency in another language, smca 

acquired, leads a pea-son to seek out the language's speakers as friends 

and contacts, eratsn where they are not found in large nuafcarsT Or does 

Kote, however, following Lieherson. Lsnga&we and Sthnic Relations 
in Canada, p . 20^, that the tiny fraction of English speakers outside 
Quebec who can speak French jnay constitute a large segment of ths Sngll«?h-
Canadian associates of the tiny Croatian ©f i*atiye French speakers there 
who ;-tdil cannot speak English. 
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i t mean that a coraaand of the language i s not usually acquired in 

the f i r s t place without iamersion into the l i f e of i t s native speakers? 

While the data presented KO far do not allow uc to answer these 

questions, other information contained in the surveys aay bring us 

scciewhat closer to an answer. If ve consider those noa-JSnglish 

Canadians who at the time of the adult survey had rure or no contacts 

v i th English CanadiansP we find that about half of than expressed a 

desire for close English-Canadian friend?, regardless of whether or 

bow well those questioned knev how to cpeak English. The corresponding 

desire of non-French Canadians for close French-Canadian friends did 

vary with their competence in French, however* Over two-tMrdr. of those 

with at least medium congpetence, but only about half of those with no 

or low competence, expressed th i s desire. 

Since we know f rcaa previous studies that Anglophones learn Franch 

primarily for "integrative" reasons, e .g . , making French-Canadian 

friends j while Francophones learn English primarily for "icotrcaBental," 

i . e . , chiefly occupational, reasons* the above resul ts make aost saoae 

i f i t i s not true that language competence leads to a deairo for cloaa 

inter-ethnic contact. Tha greater desire for French-Canadian frienda 

ajnong those who have learned Freach csxsM be du© to the fact that the 

desire for friends ie a major cr i ter ion in the choice of whether to loam 

French in the f i r s t place, Those who learn English do so for other 

reasons, but i f the acquisition of the language i t s e l f brought about e. 

Johnstone, Young People's Taages of Canadian Society, pp. 83-9» 
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deaire for EngUsh-Canadlan friends, this desire woold be more -side-

spread among those with competence in English—which is not ths case. 

The conclusion that such an effect is absent oust resain highly . 

speculative, however, until ve know the separate effects of language 

learning on contact and friendships for those who do end those who do 

not desire them,. It ia conceivable that those who lean English do 

become more likely to want English-Canadian friends, but also, because 

of this desire and their increased language coaspetences become more 

likely to have contact with English Canadians, thus again reducing the 

proportion wanting friendships within tbe set of those still without 

contacts„ 

Besides increasing the desire for cross-ethnic contacts, competence 

in a language might also have the effect of making such contacts easier 

to achieve. Although we cannot be sure whether those speaking a group's 

language are more successful in making friends froa the group than those 

who do not, our surrey data shad soma light on the question whether 

people who know the language of a group are treated better by its members 

than axe those who do not speak its languageo She experience of those 

who hava Inter-group contacts indicates that tfc© dlffejpenco in treatnent 

is s&alX, but cot small enough to igno.TG, and that the pattern for the 

English Canadians differs from the pattern fee;'the French Canadians ia 

a parallel fashion to what ve observed iraasdintely above. • 

•Aasong non-Bng2i.oh Canadians with aaglish-Cai2fldisja cecfcaets,. abeut 

20 psr cent parcsiv^d English Canadians as con&aaceoisiiBg, regardless of 

the level of English coir̂ ateiice possessed by tba psreeiver—with one 
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exeeption. The exception va3 the group of non-English Canadians with 

native competence in Esrsglisbj i f e , , those who spofca English as a 

principal home language but s t i l l failed to "be classified a» "English 

Canadians" by any of the cr i ter ia (ancestry, parents ' languages, 

identification) enployed in thic study. Hiis group exhibited l i t t l e 

tendency (7 per cent) to see English Canadians as condescending, but 

we might ve i l suppose that many in the group saw theaseJbras -as 

included in the intended target of- the question and thus answered 

defensively, even i f they did not regard themsalves as English Canadiar.;. 

French Canadians, however, were perceived as acting superior with •• 

frequency that varied steadily and inversely with coajpetence in the 

French language. Of those with no knowledge of French, 13 per cent 

sear the French Canadians as eondfisceadiags th i s figure dropped off to 

7 per cent, 6 per cent, 2 per cent, arsd (O per cent) along the scale of 

Trench competence up to the "native* loralo (Qsxiy non-French Canadian 

respondents vho had contact with French Canadians were Included in these 

tabulations«.) 

This finding reaeables tise pattern observed with respeet to the 

desire for inter-group friendship, and contrasts with tb* findings 

repeatedly saade with respect to contact behavior. While we saw above 

that actual contact with English Canadiaes varied considerably soore with 

cos5>etence in Engllah than contact with French Canadians varied with 

competence in French, just the opposite was the case when the desire 

£©r inter-ethnic friendship or the gg^sfactioga with treatment a t the 

hands of useabars of the ethnic group w&s jwlettad to l inguist ic oo^ateace, 
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Hera i t vns competence in French that made sore of a difference 

(descriptively speaking), not in English. Later, when evidence on 

the allocations! and attitudinal hypotheses has heen examined., this 

reversal wi l l emerge not as en exception, hut as part of- a more general 

pattern. 

Meanwhile, i t i s clear that these hits of evidence do not support 

the belief that competence in a language leads universally to a desire, 

otherwise absent or week, for contact with the language's native* 

speaking ethnic group; nor do they indicate that what arrogance exists 

in inter-group relations i s displayed exclusively towards- those who 

are ignorant of one1 a language.. Presumably, then, these findings 

tdded to the fairly high rates of inter-group coeminicatlon observed 

to characterise even those who cto not know -foe characteristic language 

of the contacted group, do not encourage us to stress langqage 

competence or ignorance as an impelling force for, or an invincible 

obstacle to , contact between the two aajor ethnic groups. 

In that case the opposite effect—the role of inter-group contar.c 

or isolation as a canse of language competence or ignorance—becc/ea 

vorth exploring. Two possibil i t ies which arise are that the absence 

of contact nay be a barrier to the acquisition or retention of fluency, 

and that the -presence of contact say lead usually to a desire f^onetimes 

satisfied «ad sometimes frustrated) for an isproved ccqpoteiv? in the 

A«i*v\rs©n, Language and Ethnic Halations fo. Canada* p. £2. 
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other language. If the first possibility la a reality, we sb-wld exjiect 

that few fluent speakers have attained their fluency without using tfa*. 

language in every-day kinds of situations. He should find that most 

of them either communicate in the language now or did so in tha past, 

in such floras as conversations with friends, workplace relations, sefaooi 

instruction in the medium of the language itself, or the- use of the 

language as the parents' medium of communication. Fev who merely took 

the language in school, or studied via radio,' television, e correspondence 

course, or self-teaching materials, •would have achieved auch competence 

in the language. 

Let us then look at the language-exposure histories, insofar as 

we can., of those who have various levels of competence in English and 

French. Those with "native" competence as defined in this study j i.e., 

those respondents who spate the language as a principal hone language, 

ipso facto had ocnnxnicational exposure in their histories, so it is 

not necessary to ask further about then. Ihoae who did not speak a 

language at all wareP importunately, not asked about their exposure to 

that language (beyond being asked whether they had taken it in school), 

so they too must be excluded from the comparison. But those with any 

competence in the language who did not speak it as a principal home 

language can be compared, and Table fc.lO-A atovs that, in the cases of 

both English and French, no more than one in thirty of'those with-a 

high level of reported competence had achieved it without the benefit 

of reel-life commonlcation In tl=e language. looking at the sama 

figures from the other dlreeniont we see in Sable b.ll-A that those 
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TABLE U.10-A* 

lANGUAGD COMPETENCE AHD 8C0BSBS OF LAMGOMSB BOPOSUHE 

Competence in Spoken English 
High , Medium Low 

Percentage 
whose exposure 
to English ha.* 
been: 

Contact and 
study 

Contact only 

Study only 

N 

90* 
% 

2* 
578 

ni 
Hi* 

• 15* 

1*5̂  

V4 
21* 

* ''art 
224 

Competence in Spoken French 
Ijlfft , " "Hediup Lov 

Percentage 
whose exposure 
to French has 
been: 

Contact and 
study . 

Contact only 

Study only 

N 

57* 
10* 

3* 

175 

61* 

9* 
30* 

kik 

2d* 

U* 

59* 
376 

' ^ o s e who reported having had neither type of exposure 
have been excluded from the table because of their 3icall numbers and 
the fact that , had the survey measured a l l kinds of contest acd study 
exposure, their responces would Uave been contradictory in view of 
the intention that this dichotomy exhaust the possible ways to learn 
a language. The few reporting neither type cf exposure conform to 
the pattern, however: twenty-six out of the twenty-niae responses of 
neither exposure are accompanied by responses o£ low competence. 
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IABLE k.XL-A 

SOURCES CEP LANGUAGE EXPOSURE AHD L M H U W E CCMEEIEHCB 

Sources of Exposure to English 

Contact 
and Study 

Contact 
Only 

Study 

Percentage whose 
competence in 
English ie: 

High 

KediuB 

Low 

N 

53* 

11$ 

9to 

305b 

30* 

158 

k&f, 

1U0 

Sources^ of Exposure to ?rench 

Contact 
and Study 

Contact study 

Percentage whose 
ccjrcpotence in 
Preach i s : 

High 

Mediura 

Low 

N 

30% 

508 

18* 

39* 

*3* 

93 

3* 

36* 

63* 

353 
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whose exposure to either language bad consisted only of the ecseaunica-

tioaal type had a far better record of cesgpeteace than thoea who had 

only studied the language. It le clear from thi* table that only 

those with a history of cowmni rational exposure were at all likely to 

have a high level of conspetence la either language, aaong those who had 

engaged in the study of it. 

The prospects for language Teeming without contact seen low under 

present teaching conditions, hat the youth murrey alSowa ue to aeaeure 

the association between foxaal language study and cuapetence sore 

accurately than above. A figure in Chapter V will show how awny years 

of foreign language study in school a n required for a given proportion 

of the students to attain each level of language ocspetence* Those who 

had no classmates speaking the other language and heard the laaguage 

spoken in their cesamnity infrequently, if at all, are separated fron 

the others in that figure, so that the typical aaount of language 

teaching required to induce a given level of eoupetence in the absence 

of assistance from inter-group contact can be deteralned. 

The weak results of unreinforeed formal langoag* study indicated by 

the data so far presented have been noted by naaercua observers, and the 

Royal Ccesnisaion itself has taken the position that the schools cannot be 

expected to produce ynjinffini cltlsens, but only citisens grape red to 

2 
becmae bilinguol. 

See, e.g., Noss, Langnage Policy and Higher Education, p. 38, who 
coes&ants that language learning sosetlsies proceeds faster in science 
clessea, er.c., then in laugusga classes. 

2 
RCB&B, II, 232. As to whether eecood-languege teaching reelly 

yrspares"students to bcccs&a bilingual after school, the adult survey 
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Our survey information does not suggest whether and how language 

teaching might bo improved to make the development of competence more 

efficient, except that the injection of living-contact types of . '• y ' 

exposure into the language curriculum, or the linguistic integration of ' 

schools, might be expected to result in greater rates of language 

learning. This expectation seeas somewhat more justified when we 

examine the differences in language eojspetence between children in 

linguistically integrated and segregated schools• Those who spoke 

English or French at bone but had sens classmatcrs who spoke the other 

language were more likely to have a competence in the other language 

above any given threshold than these without such classmates. (Parallel 

with the results shown earlier in this chapter, the difference was 

substantially greater between French speakers with and without English-

speaking classmates than between English .<*peak»rs with and without 

French-speaking classmates.) This fact does not, however, mean that 

inter-group coexistence would be enhanced in Canada by the integration of 

English and French speakers in tb» schools. While aach integration may 

Increase language learning and thereby, as wall as through other 

can at least tell us whether those who took English or French in school 
are more likely to want to learn mors of the language than those who did 
not take it. The results saggest that such motivational preparation does 
indeed take place to a certain sxtent io school, If we asswae (what is 
not a trivial assumption) that taking the language in ashed is what 
causes the difference Restricting attention to those who at the time of 
the survey had lens than high competence io the subject language, we find 
that 91 per cant of those who had ta&ea .English, as ossmoeed to 82 per cant 
of thorns vfte toad not, s&id th*r would like to Jwaara (or learn more) English. 
The difference regarding Frer*^ vnz 78 per cent vs* 60 per cent, 

*Cf. BCB&B, II, 227. 
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ntechanisms, bring about better relations between speakers of the tup 

languages, it would also violate the widely held opinion (expressed, 

for exainple, throughout the Report of the Royal Ccusnlsslon) that . 

separate education is essential for Trench cultural survival and 

should therefore be Baintained and extended. Such a violation, if 

sudden and massive, could be expected to produce severe political 

conflict, resistance, and inter-group hostility, perhaps dwarfing, 

in the short run, any increase in inter-group friendship attributable 

to its effects on contact between the groups. Perhaps, then, school 

integration at the highest politically sub-salient rate would aoxiadce 

total inter-group friendship. 

The first possibility Mentioned above was that the absence of 

contact prevents successful language learning, and this possibility 

seess plausible in the light of the evidence just presented, what 

about the second possibility,. namely, that the presence of contact 

causes a desire to learn the language t If such is the case,, then aost 

of those who have contact will be found to have this desire9 and the 

proportion of those without contact who want to learn the language will 

not be as large. This is the pattern revealed by the adult survey, 

which nakea it evident that the desire of those who do not speak fluent 

English or French to learn the language or improve their cos&and of it 

is widespread in Canada (especially for Snglish), but sore so anong those 

who have contact with the corresponding ethnic group than oasong ffchoee 

who do not. Of those respondent] who did not speak: Cfcuant .Seglish but 

had contact with English Canadians, 91 per cent wanted to learn English 
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oi learn i t bettor., t a opposed t o 79 per cent of those vho bad no 

>:cntact with Bnglinh Canadians. Oa the Preach c ide , the corresponding 

•/igures are 77 per cent for those v i t k , and 59 P£*" cent for those 

.dthout , contact.; with French Canadian a.1" 

An indica t ion of th» r e l i a b i l i t y of, and biases l a , thfc.peOf-
diagnosed fluency ra t ings i s provided by the fact t ha t vban tfcewe who, 
not speaking i e as t h e i r main iango*gft« oevwrtheiBca elaJned iluesqy 
in Snglich or Freocn are included i n the abov« f igures , they change 
to 8U per cen t . 78 per cent , 7? per cent and 59 P**" o*a'fc» -In otfc«r 
vorda, with one exception, the f igures chants hardly a t a l l , fbe 
frequency of the des i re t o l ea rn ware of the language i a about the 
stmu araong supposedly flaeirt non-nat iw spaaSsra mk ttoe average 
frequency of t h i s des i re oaong t l ^ non-fluent and co«g>lste oo»-
speakers. Only among those whoae p r inc ipa l language va* other than 
English but v.-ho claimed fluency in-Snglish and who had eoa&ttcts with 
gnr l i sn Canadians does the f igure d i f f e r appreciably. Apparently i t 
ii. only th«se whose fluency was i n aubBtantially e l l or most car.es 
r e e l , i . e . . for whom a &eai.<\> for ft b e t t e r Icncwlsdge of t h e i r second 
l.inpiuig-t wwlf! be in ssafly «a*ea Meaningless s ioss they already had a l l 
th~ kno'-'iedse poss ib le , in the a«nae of tha aorway question. 

http://car.es


CHAPTER V 

LANGUAGE AND ALLCCATIONAL IHTBORATION 

According to the aUocational hypotheses In Chapter IZ> we ahoald 

expect differences in the receipt Of benefits between speakers of dif­

ferent language* in nny plurilingual polity. It ia not necessary* 

however» to turn to the data from the Eoyal Commission surveys to 

establish the fact that such discrepancies exist in Canada. It has 

already been documented that English Canadians are amen more highly 

represented among the beneficiaries of high incomes, occupations, and 

educational levels than French Canadians, that these differences have 

in rsost ceses increased rather than decreased over the last few 

decades, and that the members of the other ethnic groups are allocated 

among the occupations, etc., in various other proportions, mostly ifl 

between the English Canadians and the French Canadians and largely in • 

an order close to the chronological order of the main waves of immi­

gration, with the earliest (and woafc oeslmllated) immigrant* highest on 

the ladder. 

It is not agreed by all observers, however, whether these discre­

pancies are results of discrimioation .preefcieed by some groups against 

others? of innate predispositions ftor and against certain occupations in 

certain groups, or of laga in equalisation among .liberated descendants of 

^Porter, gha' Vertical Mosaic, Chapter H I . 

-U3-
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previoas generations that vere condesned to inequality by either or both 

of these tvo causes; nor i s i t agreed whether the basis of the discrimi­

nation or predilections i s institutional, culturals religious, l inguistic, 

or nixed. Among these subjects of continuing dispute, the ones falling 

»ost directly into the framework of this study are the questions of 

whether, to what degree, and by what mechanisms language knowledge i s a 

contributor lo the educational, occupational, economic, and social 

statuses to which people are assigned. Our data can help determine 

whether there are differences in status aaong those who differ la 

language competence even when they do not differ in other properties 

believed to contribute to the assigaaent of statuses,and how great 

thase differences are i f they exist. 

Language and Bducaticy1 Afcfca4^w^ 

If language knowledge In port determines the amount of education 

that a person receives, this Jocfc should be apparent In a slsciltaaeous 

comparison -of the number of years the survey roapoaa&ente had goee to 

school and the language or languages their parent* had spoken at hone. 

Those who grew up in an English-speaking boos are expected to have had 

a longer educational career5 in the RBln, them those in homes where . 

English wan not spoken. Operationally/ i f we arrej those from haase 

where English was often spoken, those from hoaaa where i t was k&cnrn but 

^ e e , e .g . , Porter, The Vertical Mosaic, py. 61-8, 7*, jje, 98*301; 
Desbarats, The State of Quebec Chapter IV; Ljoberaonj l&aaaun anft 
Ethnic Relations in Canada, p. 84. ta'TrejJco-AtMiicans, seeV.Jhorvo-E, 
Lemaire, "Franco-American Sfforts on Behalf of the French Language in . 
New England," Fisbman et e l . , Language Loyalty in the United'States. 
p. 26l. 
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net often spoken, and tho3e fros homes where it vas cot known. In three 

separate columns on a ladder of educational tenure, then no matter 

where we draw a line between the highest end the lowest rungs of the 

ladder, the percentage above the line aiaong the first group will, it 

is predicted, be higher than the percentage ebove the line among the 

second group, which in turn will be higher than the percentage above 

the line among the third group. This prediction is almost perfectly 

fulfilled by the adult survey, aa shown in Pig, 5-1-̂ A. 

It might be thought that, if these differences are dee to language 

difficulties in school, then children of English speakers would nob bts 

advantaged in this respect in Quebec, because for almost ell others 

(i.e,, for all French speakers) in that province there has.long been 

a full educational career available in French. An exploratory plot of ' 

the five standard regions rslating the proportion of the -population 

having English-speaking parents and the proportion with ten or more years 

of education adds to the- suspicion that the analytical isolation .of Quebec 

night reduce the association in Fig. 5*1-A, since Quebec is near the 

bottom of the educational ledger and has a far smaller proportion of 

people from English-spe&ldrg homes than any other province, In.fact, 

however, no reduction of the association is achieved by separating 

Quebec from the rest of Canada. As is clear from a comparison of Tig. 

5.2-A with Fig. 5„1~A, the educational discrepancies among those, from -

different language backgrounds.are about as great inside and outside 

The sole exception is the approximately equal share of respondents 
in the verj hichest education categories among the two groups with 
parents knowing English. 
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Quebec as they are in Canada taken as a whole. 

If even in Quebec the discrepancy resaina, then perhaps another 

kind of property related to both language background and education 

accounts for the observed association. Two candidates that cooe to 

mind are cultural background and educational background. The Franca 

Catholic tradition, it is soejetixaaa claimed, is inimical to extended 

education, and those raised in that tradition are also largely the 

children of non-English-speaking parents. If wo then look only at 

French Catholics, does the educational discrepancy among those of 

different language backgrounds weaken or even vanish? A comparison 

of Fig. 5.3-A with Fig. 5.1-A shows that the elimination of non-French 

Catholics from the sample has depressed the percentages by between 

zero and fifteen points (on the average 2.5 points), but has mot eli­

minated the gaps between the pairs of curves, at least between the top 

and bottom ones. Given a common parental language background, then-, 

French Catholics tended to get less education than non-French Catholics* 

but French Catholics with parents who did not krsov English fared worse 

than those with parents who did speak it. This linguistically associated 

difference in educational career length, moreover, is substantially 

greater than the difference between French Catholics and non-French 

Catholics of similar linguistic background. 

Similarly, parents with tbe least education themselves are the 

'See, e.go, fiCB&Ba U p 26-7; Rsssay Pook3 Canada and the French-
Canadian Question (Toronto: Macaillan of Canadaf 1966*}, Chapter V. 
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the least likely to speak English and are likely to have children who 

also get little education- Perhaps this relationship is responsible 

for the association between language background and educational attain­

ment. Two ways, neither of then parfect, of exploring th/.a possibility 

are to look at this association separately for the children of wfaite-

collar, blue-collar, and agriculturally earployed fathers (since the 

adult survey did not ask directly about the educational level of the 

respondent's father or mother), and to see vhetiter children, fron 

English-speaking hones who responded to the youth survey tended to have 

a higher level of realized, or realised plus anticipated, educational 

attainment than children from French-speaking hones in which the parents 

had the same education. 

Regardless of which of these techniques is employed, such of the 

educational difference among those of the three different language back­

grounds persists. In Fig. 5.U-A, the association nenlfeflted by the adult 

respondents is plotted separately fey three different occupational types, 

depending on what kind of work the respondent'a father did when the 

respondent was in his late teens- Although the association is seen,at 

least in the middle and low range of education, to be weakest for the 

children of white-collar workers and greatest for fane children, and 

although there is some slight reversing of the saeociation at the high 

extreme, where the shifting of a few cases makes a big difference, the 

basic pfit-tcwb-rgnains undamaged. Turning to the yos&h survey, we find 

-Cf. Jonathan Pool. "Patterns ef Recruitment into Potential Political 
Pr.rticlpation in Turkey* (unpublished M<.A. paper. University of Chicago, 
1968), pp. 22, kl (Hereinafter referred to as 'Patterns,"): "The.presence 
of one socioeconomic condition detrimental to ectacational recruitment: 
increases tho effect of other conditions conducive or unconducivc to it. 
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some evidence that moat of the difference between the educational levels 

of English-speaking and French-speeding young people remainb after the 

different levels of education of their parents are taken into account. 

The youth survey shows a higher drop-out rate from school among 

those speaking French at. heme than among those with English, ae their 

home language. At every age where then* were a substantial ouaber of 

respondents, a larger percentage of the Engliah-speeding ones ware 

still full-time students, ae can be seen la Jlg» 5«5-Y. Because of 

the fairly snail number of respondents in each eg® group, it is 

impossible to show how the percentage still in school varies with age 

when various levels of parental education are held constant. It is, 

however, possible to show how the introduction of a control for parental 

educatioa affects the pairwisa association between student status and 

home language whe^ age is held constant, because there are still a 

large number of English-French pairs identical in age and parents' 

education. 

Table 5.6-Y reports the results with and without the control for 

parental education, the latter being defined as the level of education 

of whichever parent had had the larger nunber of years of school* Both 

when we restrict the calculations to English-French pairs of the same 

nge, and when we also .require that pairs be tied in respect to parental 

education, approximately twice ae sany pairs appear in which the Bnglish-

speaking respondent v&a s. full-time student and the French-speaking one 

was not, DS vice versa* Xa "fehiB sense, then parental education accounts 

little, if at all, for the English-French difference in drop-out rates 

from school, 
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TABJ£ 5.6-Y 
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Language, Occupation and Income 

Two types of benefits received later la life than education and 

also analyzable by reference to the Boyal Caasiasion surveys are 

occupational status and income. These present soma analytical problems 

not encountered with educations chiefly the difficulty of ranking 

occupations and the fact that the adult survey wan designed to elicit 

personal occupation and income inforaation only from employed Bales, 

thus sharply reducing the number of usable responses. In spite of 

these limitations, the results confirm that people who can speak the 

dominant official language* English} with at least medium competence 

are more indulged than the rest of the population with respect to both 

kinds of benefits. For occupation, the figures are presented in Table 

5.7-A. Income, too, varies with language competence. Ehen those with 

and those without at least medium competence in English are arrayed on 

an income ladder, the English-speakers are mors heavily represented 

above any line that we choose to dyes between the highest and lowest 

rungs, as is snowr ic Fig. 5»8-Ao 

In the case of education, there vas some reason to suspect that the 

association between language background and educational attainment would 

vanish in Quebec. That suspicion was controverted, however,-by the 

survey results. In the cases of occupation and income the numbers of 

responses are too small for intra-regioaal analysis, but there is not 

even a suspicion in the first places because previous research has .shown 

English-French discrepancies to be as vid« in. Quebec as elafihwere, acd 
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TABLE 5»?-A 

LANGUAGE CCWFCTE3CS AMD OCCUPATION 
EMPLOYED MALES SOT IK AGRICULTJJRE 

gogpeteace ip Spoken Enffliah 

At Least 
Medium 

Lesa than 
Medium 

Total 

Percentage white-collar 

Of these, percentage 
professional 

Percentage blue-collar 

Of these, percentage 
unskilled and domestic 

uef, 

M 

13$ 

31* 

(950 

69$ 

26$ 15$ 
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by some accounts they are even vider in Quebec. It is therefore aot too 

2 

surprising, even though it is interesting, that census tabulations froja 

1961 show no appreciable association between the percentage of a pro­

vince's population with English as mother tongue and provincieliy aggre­

gated variables of occupation and incoas* 2his fact can be seen in 

Fig. 5.9-C, where the aost noticeable association is (a slight) one in 

the opposite direction from what would be expected if the inter-

individual relationship were to vanish within provinces: in **2 out of 

66 pairs of provinces and territories, the less English province or 

territory is actually richer, proportionatelys in professional and 

technical personnel. ' 

Sorter, The Vertical Mosaic, pp. 88, 91-2. 

In contriving numerical examples' (in which all differences were 
kept symmetrical) of a nation with two provinces, the author found that: 

(a) If the difference between the proportion of E's and the pro­
portion of F's having characteristic C is the same within each province 
as it is in the nation taken as a whole, and if a greater proportion 
of E's than of F's have C, then the province with a greater proportion 
of E's than the other province also has a greater proportion of persons 
with C than the other, but the difference in proportion having C between 
the two provinces is smaller than the difference in proportion having C 
between the E's and the F's* 

(b) If a greater proportion of E's than of F's have C itt the nation 
as a whole but within each province the saae proportion of E's and fl-f 
F's have C, then the province having proportionately more E'a also has 
a greater proportion of persons with C. and the difference in proportion 
having C between the provinces is greater than the nationwide difference 
in proportion having C between the E's and the Fss; and 

(c) If a greater proportion of E's than of F's have C ia tha 
nation as a whole but the province wita proportionately more E's ha3 tbd 
same proportion of persons with C as the province with proportionately 
fewer E's, then in each province a greater proportion of E'u than of F's 
have C, and the difference between the proportion of the E's and of the 
F's with C in each province is greater than the same difference nation­
wide. -
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In contrast to possible covariation of English competence and 

economic benefits from region to region, a serious threat to the rela­

tionship betveen these two kinds of properties is the poaoible influence 

over them of still other characteristicQo Heeding the charges of 

religious and ethnic discrimination, on the one band, and religiously 

or culturally based propensities regarding economic participation, on 

the other, let ue see whether information about language competence 

still permits improved prediction of occupation and income vithin the 

largest ethnic and religious group likely to suffer such discrimination 

or have anti-entrepreneurial and anti-technical propensities, i.e., 

those with French last names who are also Catholics« 

The result of restricting the analysis to French Catholics is 

almilar for occupation arid income to what we observed for educatloa* 

As a comparison of Table 5.10-A with Table 5.7-A will show, the repre­

sentation of French Catholics who could speak English was lower in 

white-collar occupations snd higher in the blue-collar work force than 

that of English-speaking Canadians as a whole, but this difference wa« 

matched by that between English-speaking and non-English-speaking French 

Catholics. In the case of income as well, a difference persists between 

speakers and non-speakers of English when French Catholico are observed 

alone. A comparison of Fig. 5.11-A with Fig„ 5.8-A shows that the dif­

ference is not as great for French Catholics as for the population in 

general, but that it is substantial nevertheless. Fig. 5.11-A also 

shows that French Catholics competent in English do not earn as much.as . 

others competent in English. But the gsp among French Catholics, between 
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EABLE 5.10-A 

LANGUAGE C0f4PKTEJCE AM) OCCUPATION WITHIN 0H5 SUBCULTURE 
FRENCH CATHOLIC Hff LOXED MALES HOT IN AGHICULTUEE 
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those with and those without eosgiatez&e in English, is at least as 

great as the gap among English eoopetants, between French Catholics 

and all others. 

A second characteristic that night fee assigned responsibility for 

the relation between English competence and economic allocation is edu­

cational attainment, since the better educated among those without 

English as a native language are, in Canada, both more likely to speak 

English veil and more likely to have a high-atatua occupation and the 

income that goes vita it. An sttempt has been made to check out this 

possibility by dividing the educational range into a numbsr of categorle?} 

and using tfce sabsaaple of those' with English as the>lr principal home 
J 

language to deteimine "expected" proportions of the male work force in 

particular occupational categtfarfLes and earning particular incomes for 

each educational level . Table 5.12-A shows how the actual to ta ls 

compared with the expected ones when summed across the educational range, 

f i r s t for a l l whose principal home language was other than English and 

then for only the Franch Catholica saong them. The main conclusion to be 

drawn from th i s operation i s that a confident inference even about the 

weighted population i s precluded by the small number of cases. 

"TThe figure of ((161 par cent)) in the leader right column, for 
exasple, means'tfeat the ca l cu la to r s predicted. 2 o'*9 French Catholics 
with JtoW osr K9 English weald be 1B fcise professional occupations, but 
in rea l i ty four vera. 
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vms 5.12-A 

LA2KHZAGB CCHPETEHCB, EDSC'ATIOH, AKD ECONOMIC BKHSFITS 

Employed Males Mot Speaking 

As a percentage of 
expected totala 

Persons earning $5000 or 
»ore 

Professionals 

All white-collar" 

All blue-collar 

Unskilled and domestic 
workers 

English as a Principal HOSES Language 

Ccapetence in Spoken English 

High or Medium Low or None 

55* m) 
933 «I31*)) 

101$ (l66£) 

108g S0£ 

(12?$) (209*) 

French Catholic Employed Males tfot Speaking English 
Home Language 

Persons earning $500 or 
store 

Professionals 

All white-collar 

All blue-collar 

Unskilled and domestic 
workers 

*9* 
(«*) 

100$ 

nog 

(123$) 

as a Principal 

(*?*) 

«!&*)) 

<175*) 

87* 

(1995&) 

Figures are expressed as percentages ©£ expected totals, 
based on income and occupational distributions of persons with 
English as their principal hosae language in each of six educa­
tional attainment categories. Figures within "double p&reaS&eses 
are percentages of expected totals lesa then 59 those in single 
parentheses percentages of expected totals less than 5̂ « 
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Langua^e aad Social Status. 

If the dominance of English ia Cansds extends to e l l aspects of 

social l i f e , competence in i t vi.ll also be accoagaaied by greater 

enjoyraeat of the less tangible benefits of social s ta tus , ao v e i l ss 

a higher insane and occupation* Sines "serosa t&e country, nan-English 

populations are generally conside¥S& to bs of lewe? status than those 

of English ethnic background, the aeqniaitioa of English Bay- also fcalp 

hide an ethnic Barker of low social sank. On ttoa other hand* incase 

and occupation (bat especially ineessa) swy be trans~«tfealQ-9&lasa$ 

while social status a&y h« often measured on intxs<sfttfeaie eeelss , each 

group having i t s o»n "socie^r," She ^usstioa a r i ses , than, w&etbsr 

those who are conspstant in tits do&laaat off icial language see- thsawslwes 

as higher in social s tatus taea do tte©s© «te© as© o©t» a ® -«&&lt .sarrey . . . ' , • : . 

perai ts an indirect arareWBr to th i s ®@st£aaa SIRS® i t askod sseb 

respondeat hov the "social rank" he &a& attained cesspsrefl v i t a tha t of 

his fathers higher, ttoa ease or leas?., Aecerdiag to ths 2&potfeeal8 

that speakers of the dsainaet Isa&a&sa sscslvs store or al& seeieseeeeaie ..... 

benefits, we expect to fiad a high iaoiaeass of reported increases in 

social status araaoag t&oss wto kaefiff legglisto &ut *&»@<a fattesrs .did not. 

A lower ioai&eaa© of increased stateas %m£& coa&r fisssog t t e s s who knew 

English and whose ffcttasrs did $@©9 e&& «EtetBg tisasa iaofc Ssaewlos lagllfih 

whose fathers also Jaasa c© Saglislau. Stas ie»©s& i?afe» ©f iacrsasefi s tatus would 

"hstegeastraif, The EigfteafeefoM? J.ntsylMQo p8 25©, 

http://vi.ll
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characterize those whose fathers kasw English but who thoswelves did 

not. (This category, surprisingly, contains about 10 per cent of all 

respondents.) Table 5.13-A shows that the responses conformed to the 

predicted pattern, even if the differences vera not dramatic. Inter-

generational acquisition of English was saore often, ami loss of English 

less often, accompanied by increased status than was either continued 

knowledge or continued ignorance of English free father to child. 

An association of this aoderate strength might well disappear under . 

regional or controlled analysis. As for regions, there is a geographical 

trend linking the acquisition of English and upwsju social BObilltyo As 

we eta see in Fig. 5.1H-A, the highest rates Of both ere found in the 

West, a fact which parallels the eozmaoa notion of the American West as 

both less ethnic in consciousness and raore promising for fortune-

seekers than the East,, Given this fact, what happens to the association 

shown in Table 5.13-A when the East,' Ontario and the West are separated? 

Only in the East is there a large number of respondents in each category, 

and here the association is barely different froa what it is nationwide. 

As Table 5.,15-A indicates, the remaining figures are both based on small 

totals and inconsistent; the asost deviant figure is based on seventeen 

responses. Even if those who learn English as the first generation ic 

their family are, at least in the East;, the ffiost likely to perceive an 

increase in their social status, perhaps they are also the ones who rise 

to a higher occupation or educational level and, It so, perhaps their 

Cf. Alford, Party and Sociefer, p.. 121. 
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CHANGES IN IAlfGU&<3 CGMFBTEHC5 ASD CHANGES IS SOSIAL SIAIiB 

Father knew English? 

Respondent has high or native 
competence in English? 

Perceived social m^er 

rank cotqpared . Sams 
with father's: ., 

tenser 
N 

86 

Yea 

52g 

3X9 

Yes 

Yea 

teg 

2387 

Re 

» 

U3* 

10$ 

6L2 

Yes 

So 

37* 

350 

a"Fat!ii.r lenew English?" i s based oa respoadsafs report of 
father 's principal home language aed of other laaguages spoken "by 
parents. 
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Percontage reporting 
a socicl rank above 
their fathers', among 
those vhose fathers 
did not know English. 

0% 1095 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 7058 80% 90% 100* 

Percentage with high or native coapetnece in English,, 
among those whose fathers did not know English 

Fig. 5.1U-A—Regional Differences in'Change* in Language Competence and 
Changes in Social Status 

60% 

50% 

40% 

o 
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IABLE 5 ^ 5 - A 

CHANCES n r LAissuAos ccwHSTB^g AKD CHAKCSS Iff SOCIAL STATOS 
WITHIN BEGIONS 

Father knew English? 
•" 

Bo Yes K6 Yes 
Respondeat USB niga or native 
competence in Engliah? Yes 

Percentage 
claiming a higher 
social rank than 
father's in: 

East 

Ontario 

West 

53* 

53* 

50* 

Yea 

1*2* 

*6* 
to* 

Bo Ho 

(82*) 

38* 

(29*) 

(33*) 
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increased social rank is attributable to this change .rather than to the 

linguistic one. To a certain extent we can explore this possibility by 

confining our attention exclusively to those who are in approximately 

the same occupational status as their father*, t&en we do this we find 

no evidence to label the association between language shift and social 

mobility as spurious, partly because the number of easployed males in 

the same occupational category as their fathers is small^ As opposed 

to the figures of 52, k23 1*3 and 37 per cent in Table 5.13-*, those 

for this occupationally ianiobile suhsaatple are (53 per cent), 35 per 

centp 32 per cent, and (35 per cent)* 

Education and Language Competence 

It has been shewn above that Canadians growing up in hones where 

English was known tended to receive acre education, and those eonpetant 

in English tended to reach higher occupational, financial, and social 

statuses than others0 Although the aoat obvious extraliagniatic expla­

nations for the difference* in education sees able to account for oefiy 

part of those differences, the teste performed so far car© Ittffc it/unclear 

whether the association between language competence and the other statuses 

can be entirety traced to other factors. Even if ao.t9 however 0. can we 

conclude that it is knowledge or ignorance of English that leads to 

greater or lesser rewards? The aass relationship betweem language compe­

tence abd benefits aight have arisen in part or in whole frai the oppo­

sitely directed <cff«ots taste of-eoeioeconasie lsdulgence on the rate of 

language learaiag. t&Ue it seems reasonable to suppose Oast is Canada 
3 

individuals who knrc SftgLic£i wi l l achieve- acre educattea, sacsgational 

advancement, income, and social status than ©tharw&B® i&snt&sal individuals 
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who do not knov English, i t la also raasoaablo to "belie** that iattvidBals 

from non-English-speaking homes will loom the language in greater pro- -

portions the more education they • receive, and,ttoai-aiuc& or e l l of what­

ever association exists between cosgaetence la *ngHiff>* and occupation or 

income nay be due +-• the fact .that education toads to raise them both. 

Hence the attempts, above, to control, for levels of education. 

The fact that a peraoa from a r»n»Efcglish»8paakiag hose i s more 

Likely to speak English i f he i s highly educated emerges clearly from 

Fig. 5.16-A. Nor i s this fact apparently due merely to the use of' 

English as a medium of instruction, fox* the association holds up Just 

about as strongly in Quebec, as i s clear from a comparative glance at 

Pijg* 5.17-A. Does the propensity of the educated to know English arise, 

th«a, from the fact that they have taken store Engl 1 all in school? This 

explanation would appear obvious, and knowing whether a person took a 

language in school i s a powerful aid in predicting whether he speaks i t , 

as Table 5.18-A clearly shows„ (Those who took- either language in achool 

are cot, however, more l ikely than those who did aot take i t to shift to 

that language as a principal home language, "native" competence i s found 

in nearly the saae low proportions in the two groups.,) We can refine thia 

association, and also get an idea of how long i t takes to achieve various 

levels of competence, by consulting the youth survey, which esked how 

many years each respondent had taken English or French in school. The 

general results are shown in Fig. 5.19-Y, where i t i s clear that the 

distribution of language competence changes steeply as oits looks at 

youths with different periods of language study,' Speakers of French 



Percstatege d i s t r i ­
bution of Sajglish 
coapeteace among 
those vltSk education 
in the fiflafccated range. 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20» 

105* 

0% 
0 - * 5-7 8-9 • 10-11 . 12+ 

Years of Education 

i 

H 

Keys 
0 = none 
1 =» l e w 
2 a medium 

- 3 » high . 
4 «» native 

Fig. 5.l6-A—Educational Attainment and Language Competence! 
Pe—sho Whose Parents Did Not Speak English 



Perce&t&ge <Sistri~ 
fcutlon of English 
competence aicong 
those v i t h education 
i a the ind ica ted range, 

Eeys 
0- <=• none 
1 *> l o w 
2 a mediums 
3 « high 
4 « na t ive 

10056 

909a 

80% 

708 

60% . 

5055 

4CS5 

3056 

20% 

10® 

0-4 5-7 S-9 10-11 iSfr 
Tears of Education 

Fig , 5 ol7-A—Educational AfcfcaixscaRt susd Laaguage Coapetenee wi th in On© Regions 
Quebec Interviewees Whose Barents Did Kot Speak English 

1) 
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TABLE 5 . 1 8 - A 

SCHOOL LANGUAGE STUDY AND LAKGUACE CQMPETHEE 

Persons V/hose Parents Did Not 

Percentage speak­
ing English with 
at least indica­
ted competence 

Native 

High 

Medina 

Low 

N 

Took 

Yes 

2* 

29* 

& * 

^35 

Speak E 

Enj&ieh in 

No 

2* 

M 
37* 

390 

n£Lish 

Schooll 

Total 

2* 

50* 

825 
Pers< 

Percentage speak­
ing French with 
at least indica­
ted competence 

3ns Whose Paw 

Native 

High 

Medium 

Low 

W 

pnts Did Not Speak French 

Took French in 

Yes 

1* 

ft 

26* • 

53* 

1106 

No 

0* 

2* 

7* 

.12* 

917 

School? 

Total 

0* 

H 
16* 

35* 

2023 
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Percentage distri­
bution of English 
competence among 
those who have 
studied English for 
a period within the. 
indicated range, 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
0-3 4-3 6-7 8+ 

Years of Study of English In School. 

Key: 
0 « none 
1 = low 

. 2 => iaed±Lua-lcvr 
3 * mediua-hi/jh 
k = high 

Flc. 5.19-Y--Length of School Language Statfy and Laa^iage Ccapetencs: Persons with 
French as Principal Hose Language 
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Percentage d i s t r i b u ­
t ion of French compe­
tence among those who 
have studied French 
for a period within 
the indicated range. 

0 1 2 3 4 5-6 7+ 
Years of Study of French In School 

key: 
0 = none 
1 = low 
2 - medium-low 
3 = medium-high 
h = high 

Fig . 5.19-Y—Length of School Language Study and Language Competence: 
Persons with English as Pr inc ipa l Home Language 

100% 

90» 

8056 

70% 

6056 

5096 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
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tend to report more competence in English than speakers of English 

report in French after the same amount of language study, hut in both 

cases it seems to take six or seven years of study in school before 

half of the pupils report medium-high (minimum conversational) or 

higher competence in the other language. A year of study, of course, 

probably represents substantially more hou.ro of class for a French-

speaking child learning English than vice versa, and this fact may be 

partly responsible for the observed difference in achieved competence. 

Another likely reason for the aore rapid progress of competence 

in English as a second language is the greater contact that takes place 

with that language outside the classroom. Although the small number of 

cases makes comparison tricky, Fig. 5.20-Y seems to suggest: (a) that 

contact makes & difference in how mush competence is acquired after a 

given length of formal study; (b) that the advantage of those learning 

English is maintained among those with outside language contact; (c) that 

this advantage is attenuated among tbosetfcoee exposure to the second 

language is confined to the class in the language itself; and (d) that 

the extremes of high and lotr achievement are both more characteristic of 

French speakers learning English than of English speakers learning French. 

The second of these four observations -stakes sense if one assumes that 

contact is greater with English not only absolutely> hut also within tha 

group composed of those who have contact at all. 

^ e e RCBS3, H , 319-^7< 

http://hou.ro
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Percentage distribu­
tion of English 
competence among 
those who have 
studied English for 
a period within the 
indi": t̂ d range. 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
0-4 5-7 8+ 

Years of Study of English in School 

Key.= 
0 = none 
1 = low 
2 = medium-lov; 
3 = mefiimn-high 
IT e h igh 

Fig, 5.20-Y--School Language Study, Language Exposure,, tus3 Language 
Competence : Persons with French as Principal Kcae Language and 

English Exposure is Setesol or Community 
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Percentage distribu­
tion of English 
competence among 
those who have 
studied English for 
a period -within the 
indicated, rang?. 

100% 

9058 

80$ 

70* 

60% 

509? 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

o% 
(0-4) (5+) 

Years of Study of English in School 

Key: 
0 = cone 
1 = low 
2 « medium-lew 
3 = mediuri-high 
It = high 

F ig . 5.20-Y—School Language Study, Language Exposure, and Language 
Competence: Persons with French as Pr inc ipa l Rows Langwage and 

No English Exposure in School or Community 
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Percentoge d i s t r i b u ­
t ion of French compe­
tence among those who 
have studied French 
for a period within the 
indicated range , s 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
O 1-2 3-4 5-7 8+ 

Years of Study of Preach In School 

key: 
0 • none 
1 » low 
2 = medium-low 
3 = medium-high 
k » high 

Pig. 5.20-Y--School Language Study, Language Exposure, and Language 
Competence: Persons with Sogiish os Principal Home Language and 

French Exposure in School or Community 
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Percentage distribu­
tion of French compe­
tence among those who 
have studied French 
for a period within 
the indicated range. 

0 1-2 3«H4 (5*) 

Years of Study of French in School 

Key: 
0 « none 
1 = low 
2 = medium-low 
3 « aediura-high 
k = high 

F ig . 5.20-Y—School Language Study, Language Exposure} and Language 
Competence: Persona wi"fck Soglish as Pr inc ipa l Hoae Language and 

No Preach fijqposure i n School os- Coaasunity 

10035 j 

90% 

80* 

705$ 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
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Anticipated Banefite and Language Competence 

An additional hypothesized allocatioaal cause of language learning, 

which nay also help explain the greater progress of those atndying 

English, is an anticipatory one: the belief that learning a language 

will make the learner enjoy increased benefits. Biose who have such a 

belief with respect to a given language should be more likely to learn 

that language than those without the belief. While the proper way to 

test this claim ia to juxtapose information about beliefs held at one 

time with information about* competence possessed at a subsequent time, 

the Royal Commission surveys do not furnish data appropriate for such 

tests, unless certain assumptions are added to the data at hand. One 

possible assumption is that existing beliefs have persisted from the 

past, and another ia that present intentions will be (wholly or partly) 

realized in the future,, Both of these assumptions ars probably more 

applicable to youths than to pdults, and they are plausible especially 

if applied to those who are still in school. 

On the one hand, their beliefs about the career advantages of 
knowing English or Freach have probably not changed in many caaes, 
since they have not yet entered the work world whose experiences would 
be likely to give them- either directly or through communications from 
working acquaintances, information conflicting vith what they have been 
taught or told. And on the other hand, still being in school probably 
means in most cases possessing an opportunity—in the form of continuing 
attendance in second-language classes—to turn their intentions into 
actuality. With reference to the first assumption, the fact ia that the 
older French-speakers in the survey eaarple were hardly more likely than 
the younger ones to see bilingual! sa as an important aaaat, olthough the 
older English-speakers were less likely than the ycwnger ones to do so, 
aa is noted by Johnstone, Young Feoplp's Images of Canadian Society4 p. 11, 
For both groups, full-time vorMsg Jtoowg people flwreover were hardly more 
or less appreciative of the ia^wrtance 9f UHngaallam in getting ahead 
than were those still in school who were is t&e asa* age range as the 
working subaaraple. 
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The result of applying the first assumption to the youth survey 

is to confirm our expectation. Respondents whose principal home 

language was French or English and who were still in school when the 

survey was conducted were considerably more likely to speak English 

or French, respectively, with at least a given competence (whatever 

it he) if they believed that an ability to speak hoth English and 

French was very important for success in life than if they did not 

hold this belief, as we can see in Table 5.21-Y. 

The second assumption, that intentions will be realised, cannot 

be applied to the youth survey for the reason that it did not ask about 

a desire to learn more of either language. If we refer to the adult 

data, however, we can uae the results of its question about the 

respondents' desire to learn English, or to learn to speak it better. 

This desire, we expect, will be associated with a perception that 

knowing English is a useful thing for the enhancement of socioeconomic^ 

status. Since the most relevant question in the adult survey deals with 

whether a knowledge of English helps a French Canadian get promotions 

on the Job, let us restrict our attention for a moment to those speaking 

French as their only principal home language. What we find confirms our 

expectation. The desire of French Canadians to learn English is over­

whelming: a full 68 per cent of those speaking French es their principal 

language and not fluent in English said that they would like to learn 

English or learn it better. But a assail difference nevertheless existed 

between those with different perceptions of linguistic barriers to pro­

motional opportunities.. Bhile 82 g«r cent of those who -saw few-or-no 
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TABLE 5o2L-Y 

ANTICIPATION OF BENEFITS AND LftNGUA(S'CCHPETEHCB 

Persons Speaking 

Percentage speak­
ing English v/lth 
at least indica­
ted competence 

French at Hone 

High 

Medium-high 

Medium-low 

Low 

and Currently Attending School 

Perceived Benefit of Knowing 
Language5 

High 

36* 

62* 

96* 

315 

Medium 
or Low 

20* 

72* 

91* 

96 

Full-Time 

Both 

Total 

32* 

57* 

81* 

< * * 

Ull 

Persons Speaking English at Home and Currently Attending School Full-Time 

Percentage speak­
ing French with 
at leant indica­
ted competence 

High 

Medium-high 

Medium-low 

Low 

N 

Perceived Benefit of Knowing Both 
Languages 

High Medium Low Total 

8* 3* 2* 5* 
1*5* 25* 21* 33* 

76* 56* 41* 63* 

93* ' 79* 70* m 

315 283 92 690, 
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obstacles to the promotion of non-English-speaking French Canadian 

workers wanted to leara (aore) English, 89 per cent of those who fully 

affirmed the existence of job bias against French aonolinguals vaated 

to leam (more) English. 

It is plausible, however, that a sharper difference than this • -

would have appeared had it not been for one problem. There say be 

contradictory cognitive and-affective ccerpooeata of this question. 

More precisely, if a French Canadian thinks about the fact that" °a 

French Canadian who is qualified in Ms. work has leae chances than 

others of getting promotions if ha does not speak English," ha nay 

decide that he therefore wants to improve his English, or be «ay Instead 

decide that he is being oppressed by the English Canadians sad/or Americans 

and that he will refuse to yield (at least on the record) to coercive 

cssimiltttjuu. Would the responses to the question show a stronger asso­

ciation with the desire to isapzov© language cflBpetence if e positive 

reply to the question suggested only the usefulness of speaking English 

and not also the injustice suffered by those -who do not speak it? 

It is not possible, of courses, to rstford the quaetiocaaire, but let 

us see how the desire to learn (snor«) French varied with responses to 

another question asking wbether the proportion of French-speakers in 

Canada would increase, stay the ease, or decrease over the next pO years. 

Over three-quarters of the relevant respondents held this opinion 
on the existence of unequal job opportunity for French acnoldnguals. 
5!he desire to learn English was actually most frequent (93 per cent) 
among those denying such job bias, but tbey nonshared oniy.27 and thus 
constitute an unreliable sub3aisple. 
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The answer to this question is clearly relevant to the benefits one 

can expect from learning French, while the question contains no hint 

of discrimination or coercion. And the result is a repetition, on a 

somewhat stronger scale, of the pattern just seen. Excluding all 

respondents fluent in French, 73 per cent expressed a desire to learn 

Trench or learn more of it. Of those who predicted a fall in the 

proportion of French-speakers in the population, however, only 59 P*** 

ce.it wanted to learn French, while 63 per cent had this desire among 

those who saw no change in the French ccasponent and 78 per cent did 

so among those who believed that the proportion of French"speakers would 

rise. 

Although the Royal Ccranission surveys devoted only scant attention 

to this last topic., *a have found in them at least seme evidence to 

support the proposition that the desire to learn a language accompanies 

the anticipation that benefits will be reaped frca competence in it. And 

such an anticipation, in the case of socioeconomic benefits of conpetence 

in English, seeso6 reasonable when the findings earlier in this chapter 

are added to the evidence available elsewhere on the Canadian situation. 

Educational attainment tends to be greater for those who grew up in ... 

English-speaking homes j occupation and income vaiy with competence in 

the dominant language; and perceived inter-generational rises in social 

status are most frequent among those who constitute the first generation 

of English-speakers in their family. It does not sees that these asso­

ciations disappear when ©tfcar variahlss of obvious Importance are held 

constant, although more work on t&ia ojaestiou is called for. Moreover, 

http://ce.it
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those not growing up in homes where the dominant language was spoken 

were found to acquire that language more often if they received more 

education. 

The final finding of this chapter, that the desire for conipetence 

varies with the anticipated benefits of conqpetenoe, elthough based on 

limited data, serves to remind U3 of the numerous links to be explored 

between language conpetence and attitudes that constitute another 

ingredient of political integration. !This exploration will be the task 

of the next chanter. 



CHAFDBR 71 

LANGUAGE AMD ATTITODIHAL BHBCStATIGN > 

According to the third set of hypotheses presented in Chapter II, 

the attitudinal hypotheses, it is expected that three types of dif­

ferences will be found between those who differ in language use and 

competence. First, people will tend to have attitudes reaembling those 

of the group or groups whose language(s) they share. Second, people'-

will tend to have positive attitudes toward the group(s) whose language (s) 

they ahare. And third, people will tend to feel a coagapn identity or 

destiny with this group or these groups. 

The analysis of the Royal Cotaaission survey data will not sake a 

great contribution to our knowledge about linguistically related attitude 

differences merely by revealing differences between English- and French-

speakers in Canada, for such differences are already known as a result of 

other studies. What other work has not revealed ie the degree to which 

these differences can be accounted for by language coanvstence rather than 

other characteristics that largely accompany it, ouch as ethnic back­

ground or identification, region, and religion, "Largely*1 is en important 

word here, for if the acccnpaniment were total, no dissssociation of these 

characteristics could be acconplishedo 

Schwartz. Public Opinion and Canadian Identity, pp. 158, 165-68. 

-I62-
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Language ond Attitucinal Similarity 

Among the English-French differences in attitude that have been 

revealed and discussed in other studies, differences on the following 

questions can be examined through one or both of the" Royal Consniasion 

surveys: interest in Federal versus provincial politics in Quebec, 

political party preference, desire for more or fewer immigrants to 

Conada, preference for traditional or new national symbols, and pro­

pensity to join or avoid joining organizations. French Canadians have 

been observed to show a great interest in provincial as opposed to 

Federal politics in Quebec, to prefer the Liberal or Social Credit Party, 

to oppose large-scale immigration, to favor hew Canadian national symbols 

replacing traditional ones, and to avoid membership in secondary asso­

ciations, to a greater extent than Esglish Canadians* The results of the 

Royal Commission surveys confirm these differences when the two groups 

compared are those speaking French and those speaking English as their 

only principal language. 

While 71 per cent o£ tne primarily English-speaking adult respondents 

in Quebec said they had a greater interest in Federal than provincial 

politics, 78 per cent of the Que"becois who spoke mainly French expressed 

the opposite: greater interest in provincial than Federal politics. 

This great difference may be taken also us a confirmation of a refinement 

of one of the communication hypotheses for which no confirming evidence 

could bo found in Chapter IV, '-"ler̂  the original hypothesis was that 

those knowing the language of politics will engage more in political 

communication pcnerally than tho3* not knowing the language, the figures 
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just mentioned suggest the proposition that those knowing just one 

langu.^e in a bilingual society will concentrate their political attention 

on that Pevcl of government whose political affairs are conducted primarily 

in the language they know. 

In the second place, party preference varies in the way predicted 

from other survey studies of the same period. ?able- 6.1-A shows the pro­

portional breakdown of party preferences among those speaking English and 

French as principal home languages. The customary greater preference 

among the French for the Liberal Party (between the two major parties), 

and their preference (which developed suddenly in the 1960's) for the 

Social Credit Party (between the two minor parties), as compared with 

the English, are shown clearly here. 

The opposition of French Canadians to large-scale immigration, also 

already documented elsewhere, is similarly confirmed by the adult survey 

when the attitudes of the speakers of the two official languages are 

co.nrpared, Table 6.2-A shows that receptivity to immigrants is greater 

among tho speakers of English at each threshold of receptivity. Immigrants 

typically speak or learn English and further dilute the French-Canadian 

population concentration. 

On the question of symbols, 66 per cent of the youth survey 

respondents speaking French at home preferred a new flag over an old one, 

while 56 per cent of the English-speakers had this preference, which is-

typically interpreted as a preference for a Canadian nationalist flag as 

opposed to one symbolizing British domination. 

Cf. Johnstone, Younp People's Images of Canadian Societys p. 12, 
whose percentages are based on all responses, aot just those expressing 
definite preferences. 
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TABLE 6.1-A* 

FKINCIEAL'HOMB LANGUAGE AKD POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE 

Party Preference 

Lil.pral 

Conservative 

Social Credit 

N.D.P. 

N 

Pr inc ipa l Home Language 
EnpfLish French 

h% 70* 

31* 12* 

5* 33* 

18* 5* * 
947 fc57 

TABLB 6.2-A* 

PBUKIPAL HOME LANGUAGE AND OPINION ON JESCGBAECON 

Pefbentage with a t l e a s t in&ica' 
Mcepfcivity to immigration 

High 

] 'edium 

Low 

N 

ted Pr inc ipa l 
English 

30* 

52* 

96* . 

2020 

Haaa Language 
French . 

11*. 

23* 

82* 

1381 

""Comparing these two t a b l e s , we t»ee " . a t response t o t a l s on 
par ty preference a r e . l e s s than thoae on irasigrfttion, but t h a t the 
approximate r a t i o s are 1:2 for tho English and 1:3 for the French, 
A comment on the d i f f i c u l t y of gettirsg par ty preference information 
from French Canadians i s provided by Keg»nstreifj The Dlcfenbaker 
In te r lude , pp. 125-26, • • 
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Another difference observed between Freoch-Caoadiaa and English-
i 

Canadian respondent a i s in the i r at t i tudes toward joining organizations. 

Trench Canadians, when asked what type of organisation they preferred to 

3©in (ethnically homogeneous or heterogeneous),, sore often offered that . 

they preferred to Join no organization a t a l l . Of adult respondents who 

spoke primarily French^ 18 per cent gave th i s response, while only 7 

per cent of those speaking mainly English gave t h i s answer. 

Just as the distr ibution of at t i tudes ' oa these five questions i s 

different for those mainly speaking the two different languages, so also 

i t i s to be expected that those who are able t o speak both English and 

French wi l l have a t t i tudina l distributions lying soatewfcer* in between 

those of the tiro groups of Kondiinguals. In fact , one could locate 

almost every Anglophone and Francophone on an English-French apeetraa, 

ranging from native coaspeteose in English with a© cosgjetence in French^ 

on one end, to native competence in French with co competence in English, 
p 

on the other. According to our hygothesess the distr ibutions of these 

same five at t i tudes would vary along this spsctrus. A counter-hypothesis, 

however, would be that Mlinguals are different foom jBOnollngaals in a way 

more important than the difference between English and French sonolingualSc 

Bilingual® j, i t could be (and baa b@en)argoed9 wuM be aore tolerant., 

more disturbed psychologically,, o? otherwise different ftrsa BonolingualSc 

TJf0 Regeostrsifp %he Mefanbakag.Ig^r^Jjdas p . 103. 

excluded would be only thosa with soothe? prio«ipal language. 
•a 

°Cf„ P.oger Brown, et ̂ al. 9 gBgehQlinfi^isties (Mew York? The Frse Press, 
1970), p0 2?ki "Interestinglys bilingual Zuais who knew English fell 
between the monolingual Ziuii and the nativs speaker of Snglish in the fre~ 
quency with which they/Sonfused the orange colons 0 . o J/] 



Ana one study has indeed found that, depending on the issue, English-

French bilinguals' attitude* do not alweys have a distribution between 

those characterizing the monolingual groups. 

The relevant evidence from the Boyal Commission surveys appears in 

Fig. 6.3-AY. Both of the two patterns just suggested, and mixtures 

thereof, nre displayed in ^hat figure. The focus of political interest' 

varies steeply with position on the English-French competence continuum. 

The propensity to avoid joining grasps, and preference among the parties, 

very substantially each on just one side of the continuum3 suggesting 

that when two groups learn each other's languages the attitudinal exchange 

which ensues is not indiccriminpte and not always in one direction,, The 

.-attitude on the flag appears to conform in part to the hypothesis about 

the special traits of bllinguals. Support for a new flag, which Involves 

an image of a plural Canada, is higher among bilingualc than among ssono-

linguals on either side. Thus, whfilit is said that the French prefer a 

new flag more than the English, one additional way to account for this 

fact is to note that the French are far more often bilingual then.the 

English in Canada. But the skewed shape of the curve shows that, given 

any degree of bilingualism, the French were somewhat more often for a new 

flag than the English. Finally, the attitude on immlgretlcn also appears 

to very in a mixture of the two patterns, as one might- expect in view of 

the nature of the issue. This time the curve is oppositely skewed. To 

•favor immigration Is to favor foreign and diverse additions to the popu-

•t 

Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian Tdeatity, pp„ 165-66. 
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8 French compete: 
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F ig . 6.3-^AY—Language Congpetencc and Opinions 

Percentage with 
indicated 
a t t i t u d e 
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Dntion, bsit it 1G also to favor 6n influx of elements that will inevitably 

add to the English-speaking and proportionately 'subtract from the French-

speaking component of the population. 

Because of the exceedingly small number of respondents in certain 

categories of language competence in some regions (especially the near 

absence of Francophones speaking no English outside of Quebec), and 

because of the reduced response .rate on the question about party pre­

ference, it is not feasible to explore to the degree that might be 

desired the possibility that attitudes may be distributed very unevenly 

among the regions and, within each region, may have a contagion pattern, 

not highly related to language competence. There is, however, soma 

reason to believe that different regions have their own "cultures," and 

it would be interesting to know whether these can be accounted for in 

part by the very biased regional distribution of English and French 

Canadians, or whether, on the contrary, the different attitudes prevailiag 

in the two main language groups can more satisfactorily be accounted for 

by reference to the regions they mainly inhabit. 

It has been claimed, for example, that Montreal is much sere oriented 

toward Federal politics, cosntpared with provincial politics, than is the 

rast of Quebec. So perhaps our finding, portrayed in Fig. 6.3-AY, that 

interest in Federal versus provincial politics is more common among those 

with more proficieaey in English and leas proficiency in French is merely 

a reflection of the more heavily English-speaking coHrpobltlon of Montreal. 

Kegenstreif, The Diefenbakey Xat-erlude, p„ 130c 



UJPCC Montrealers cen be definitely identified only in the youth survey., 

it c-=n be used as a second-best source of information relevant to this 

The youth survey shows some difference, though not a consistent one, 

between hontrea} and the rest of Quebec regording the emphasis placed on 

the province. Asked to fill in any five items on a blank map of Canada, 

HbO'.iL half of the French speakers mentioned Quebec in their responses, 

both in Montreal and outside. But of those French-speaking youths wfto 

felt that the best government to work for would be one other than their" 

.'LOC-I :'.\nic5r»'u..Hy, only 51 per cent of the Montrealers chose the pro-

vi.nci.I vvor the Federal government, while those outside the metropolis 

vexc i:.u,-? '"provincial": 61 per cent said a job with the government of 

Quebec would be better than one with the Canadian governroent. Even ijhis 

difference, however, is a moderate one, and, as might thus be expected, 

separating Montrealers from other Quebec respondents does not wipe out 

the association between language and provincialness. This separation 

fails to reduce tbe large difference between the responses of Eaglish-

speakers and French-speakers to the sjap question. About one-seventh of 

the English, but half of the French, mentioned Quebec, whether they lived 

inside or outside Montreal. Likewise, the difference between the pre­

ferences of the two language groups for one or another government as 

employer is about 35 or kO percentage points, whether sveasured inside 

•Montreal, outside Montreal, or Quebec-wide- The French were more pro-

vin^i3ily oriented, while the vast aiajority of the English wouldf rusher 

work for the Federal governsent. . 

"̂ For a description of English-Canadian avoidance of political parti-
cii-pfcion in Montreal and the province generally, see Desbarats, The State 
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In view of* what i s already knov-n, there i a l i t t l e need t o worry 

about whether* the associa t ion between e thn i c i t y (or p r inc ipa l language) 

and par ty preference disappears when regions are taken one at- a t ime. 

The Liberal and Social Credit support shown by the two language group* 

in the two most populous provinces i a compared with the f igures for 

Canada as a whole i n Table b.a-A. 

Tl.: r.,ust nntj -immigration opinion has t r a d i t i o n a l l y co»v f ran Csaabec, 

and r.ince immigrants are heavily Br i t i sh , overwhelmingly non-French, vexy 

liisely to learn English and not French i f they know nei ther , and v iewd 

as a th rea t to the working c l a s s , i t i s na tura l t h a t opposition to theu 

should1 be s t rongest in a highly French and f a i r l y lower-class province.'* 

Conceivably, the opinion d i s t r i bu t ion on Immigration coultf. be purely 

regional , but the pa t t e rn discovered so far discourages such an expectation. 

Furthermore, the ethno-deanographic gasie, whose s takes a rc highest i n 

Quebec, would make i t sees reasonable tha t the intra-Quebec difference 

between English- and French-speakers on the i s sue of isaaigrtitlc-n would be 

even sharper than the nationwide s p l i t . Table 6.5-A ahow8 tha t t h i s i s 

the case . The f igures show t h a t , i f a t t i t u d e s oa isaaigration vary with 

f e l t needs for e thnic p ro tee t ion( iaa ) or reinforcement,- then the speakers 

of French f ee l equally threatened fchroughojat Caaada, ba t the Anglophones 

do not feel equally secure i n Quebec as outs ide t h e p n w i n c e . 

of Quebec, pp. 39-^2, Unfortunately, the analys is of how these a t t i t u d e s 
vary with linguage coinpeter.ee inside and outside float r ea l nma i a t o the 
problem of small numbers of respondents. 

See Regenstreif} The Dieferibaker Interlude,, Chapters VIX-XX. 

"See Schwarts, Fubl i^ Qpftflftofa, &p& Cagjgdian I d e n t i t y , pp. .86-8. 

http://coinpeter.ee
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TABLB 6.U-A 

PRIKCIPAL HOME LANGUAGE AMD POLITICAL PARTY PREFERENCE WITHIN REGIONS 

Percentage supporting Liberals or 
Social Credit, among those sup­
porting one of four main parties, 
in: 

Quebec 

OrvtBrio 

Canada 

TABLE 6.5-A 

PRINCIPAL HOME LANGUAGE AM) OPINION ON IMCEGSATION WITHIN REGIONS 

Percentage with at least medium 
receptivity to imndgration in: 

Principal Home Language 
English I French 

63* 23* 

52* 23* 

Quebec 

Rest of Canada 

Canada 

Principal iforoe Language 

English . French 

63* 80* 
50* 91* 
51* 83% 
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The regional variation in party preference and in attitudes toward 

imnigi-cition wis confined largely to the speakers of English, and the 

opinions of French-speakers remained remarkably siallarly diatributad 

throughout the'country. This is also the pattewr ohoro by attitudes oc 

the flag. In the light ©f what has already been vritten on regional var­

iations in opinion on this issue, responses have befen tabulated separately 

for the Atlantic Provinces- Quebec, and the rest of Canada. While the 

French preference for a new flag remained fairly steady at between 6k 

per cent nnd 70 per cent, in the three regions, the Snfclisb opinion dis-

tribution varied considerably in the fashion described by ScHfartz. She 

result is that French-speaking young people ware 23 pe* cent more likely 

to favor a new flag than English-speakers in the Atlantic Proviocea, only 

12 per cent more likely in the West, end 8 per cent leas likely in -webec 

Regional cultures seem, thenf to exist, hot they are not responsible for 

the English-French differences of opinionj rather, these regional varia-

tions exist only for the English-speaking segment of the population, and 

the intra-regional differences between the two language groups therefore 

are creator in some regions and less In others than the differences 

existing nationwide. 

Depending on which attitudinal attribute is-being considered, n number 

of different conditions may exist under which the relationships shown so 

far are weak or nbsentu In the case of interest in Federal versus pro- ' 

Schwartz, Public Opinion and Canadian Identity,, p. 106. • 

p 
Cf. Johnstone, Younr, People 's Images of CajnaJJsn Society , pp„ «12-3« 

My fit;urer. nrc expressions 'of -absolute differences between percentflges, 
not of propor t iona l differences .between abso lu tes . 
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vlacial polities 5 siajb & likely ecaditiot> i s ©feeatStfaal* • Sim** thosa 

with more education ere seore oftes istarafited ia Fi^e^a! jaiJ/blSft, «ofl 
i 

are also lifcaly to be JSagliab-ajpoafcere or to kaas? Sag^lsh i f their nain 

language ifi French* aaeh of the aoe&si&tion between pristeipal lasgnage 

or the laagaa®B-ccag5«fe«sQee eontiisnai aad tb© icbeue of political iat«raat 

aay have beea due to their ssutual association*; with «dse»tioa, SasUL 

Dsaabcra prevent a refined control5 bat wltbin the broad edttcatiaaal 

e&tegories that can tws analysed strorsg aaaoeiafciofis £*r»i«t, as ean 

oe ae«ft ia Table 6*£^A. ''$&•" 

Aaong iowMsducatlon !fre2tgfc-qp&&«ra9 *2» weald nerBslJiy b* sspeetad 

to show l i t t l e interact iii faidarel J^g^SlS. ysovincial p«&itiess> in 

(fcaabee, ccBpatenee 5 a English la cleci'iy a«ce^©a£«d bjr gr«at«r Interest 

ia tha P«da«sl level (sa« Sable &7"A)„ Coororssly, highly sdaeatod 

Sngliah-gpeaksr*j fe*e«rtaa© of tfc&ir l&n$mgk°>®pt!mp lasabercMp aed thair 

education, vould be «apcctsd to p«y stfceeti&a aks«Uy te> Sisdarol politice* 

fbia tfc<gy dM9 but ftSwy vra«f® also ssô a li&»2y t© Sw**© groatar interest 

.ia provincial politics it tbey ena&fl speed: ftpeaeh tfcan i f thay esuid a©t. 

A l&^ga aaasbor of aMiti&aaX T^ariablas sî jrfc b& staaigeobad of inter-' 

ftertng vitb tto« sssicstic^sMp fc«1aj*«a language and party pro2fcre&3««. Of 

thaa* the isajor os® ia probably swligioa,. X? ̂ » «34»infite tb* rsligigsca 

dieter by scapffirlng only Sa^a^agjss&iag a?s£ Fraaeh«».8̂ eaSEiag-Ca'̂ ao31cjB> 

•»a find tba Eajgiish^yraiOBb dlfifcswBse i s psrfcy prsfarcse® asnaidgrably 

s'tsSMceda but a t i l l xrfl* <&15sfcaated. #sa»ag; Cat Miles e 1$ par cant «£ ttos 

speakers of F^&sb *8 jrfceissS. XfcQgs*>p &Efc®sgi&d to wfca C«&»er?mtivia:' 

or 3f*5cP*9 fts o$po«.«sa "to 3© per cenfc of $Sz# Ss^Liflb-apssskertSo Siaee 5® 
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par cant of the Protestant Sngliah-r^fckerfl supported o » of these two 

parties, religion c»a iads*d eeeomt iter nosh of the difference in 

pasty preference between tfc* two language group*. A Substantial dif­

ference reaseine, «ven ttsrag- CfethaiieS; however* 

If, ae shorn aboves, Anglophone* were w>ra lifcely to support last-

^ration than Francophones regardless of regisa, perhaps at least seas . 

of this difference i s due to the fleet fitat tfee^iemer w e emwtcaloeUy 

better off end therefore taore secures us well as educationally s»re 

indulged and therefore possibly acre teleranta than the letter. . Blnoe 

economic status i s difficult to ajaasure with the survey responses but i s 

associated closely with education, l e t us see how the two language groups 

differ on iaaigretion when both haw had a eiallar saaount of fonaal 

education. As expected, opioions on imigretioa vary greatly with edu­

cations but as far «s w« can t e l l educational difference between the 

groups do not account tot taoat of the difference in pro- and anti-

laBsigration seatlaent. WithJx vnr? educational range, ae Fig. 6.3-A 

shows, Anglophones were sore coaoouly pro-in&gratioa then Francophones, 

even though the latter are acre often bilingual. In addition], when 

respondents with l e s s than ten years of education and those with ten or 

aera years vera considered separately* roughly the seas kind of variation 

in issBigratiou opinion was seen along the Eagtts>»?rench competence 

continuum vithic each educations!' range ao had been obe*s?ved in Fig, 6.3-AY. 

Tor reasons against espeetisg eceooadc 63&&S to dissolve the 
association, see Regenatreif, Bee Pjgfenbalosr Interlude a pp. "97»i00j 
Alfo>rd, Party and Society, Chapter EC. ;J 
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-178-

Xhe avtsiOaftse of grew® weabereMp acosg French-speakers has Iwsett 

steam to be soet frexyafttit for tboee vfa© epeafe no English at a l l and 

rarest for tfeose wi th . f lossy in E3g31fî .o P#*kapa8 howsver, t&e an t i -

organisstiooal ori tur* i s sstaiaSahed in the f i r s t plaes c&Sy assong tteae 

of » part icular hackgrbuai;, eafi i s eroded t y ei ther 8 dilution of tbe 

Pracch-Csnediaa population er exposure to lengthy foswsl aflueaticra, 

ei ther of vhich i* also l ikely to cease the acquisition of cetspeteace 

in English. If» thuw., tfa 3oo& at 'Catholics of French*-Ca?2a<5i&a hactegroaafl 

and separate those vi th l i t t l e ednc&tioa 'dbct lived i n fairly STench* 

populated areas froa a l l ©them, wi l l tb*s aveddaaae of group n&ssafoersMp 

e t i l l vary with ccsapetesee in English? Table 6.;^A shotfs that I t dees. 

Shua regardless of whether respon&aats vers isolated from Eaglish Canada 

In other vsys, they were sore likely to a-roid joiaing organisation*! i f 

they vers l inguis t ica l ly isolated. But the obverse i s fcls© t rue: regard-

less of whether they wer* liBguietie&lly isolated, they were »6ra oft®a 

opposed to joining groups i f they ware noa-liogttistle$lly isolated fre» 
i 

English Cajjadiart sui tors , 

Laagi^e^an4,.Ij^^Qyo^.,A1^it^de^8 

?he differenceH i« at t i tudes hetweev* Saglish- »nd French-epeeSters 

surveyed oo far are error tgueations only iadiir&stjy related to the two 

languages and the col lect iv i t ies of their stealers p STeii though .one need 

cot look far to find cozaiectiona» We ale© expect3 however, to see even 
<* 

"^This second effect i s stronger, in terns of percentage differencess 
thaa the forssr—in Xsfele 6»<M«- Bat different dichotanleations of the 
variables} in question sight possibly lss.v& the second effect weaker 
iftotead. 
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stronger ot t i tudinal differences between speakers and non-speakers,op a 

language on questions dealing directly with the language end i t s 

speakers. English-speaker* v i l l be acre favorable to the English 

Ipnguagc nnd the English Canadians than those whose principal language 

la not English, and similarly for speakers and non-speakers of French, 

The expected association i s seen, for example, in a comparison of 

opinions on vhether English Canadians and French Canadians are attempting 

to gain excessive pol i t ica l influence in Canada. While lees than one-fifth 

of those who spoke English as their principal language saw English 

.Canadians as aiming for too much influence, 62 per cent of those who did 

not speak English as c principal language held th is belief. The figures 

are almost identical with those for persona whose main language was French 

and those who did not speak French as a main language when asked about the 

sans greed for pol i t ica l influence of the French Canadians. Going beyond 

these dicbotcaous resul ts , we see l a Fig.. 6.10-A that competence in the 

relevant language i s also predictive of the rate of greed-perceiving 

responses. In a l l but two possible paired comparisons, the higher a 

person's competence in either English or French, the less l ikely he was to 

see the attempts of English Canadians or French Canadians, respectively, 

at pol i t ica l influence aa excessive. 

• When attention turns to policy questions rather t&aa-Jnst reactions to 

the status quo, opinions s t i l l differ substantially according to language. 
: , /V 

Asked whether the Pederal Government was doing too ranch, too l i t t l e , or the 

right amount to give important governaent joba to French Canadians, 9 JP** 
" - ••'•••A-' - " " "" "• 

cent of those who did not apeak Fr€o£h as a main language hallows*, wore 
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eff>rts were needed, while 55 per cent of those with French as thai? only 

Tiri icip«j language fe l t so0 Lilcewiae3 the propoi-tion favoring mora such 

efforts was higher, in general, the greater the competence in French. Of 

tfeoiis with native coapetence, 5U per cent wanted BIO re Federal efforts ; 

the '.'igure for high coapetence wsa 19 per cent, jnediiaa competence 11 per 

cent, low competence 13 per cent, end no competence 7 pel' cent. 

.'•'vfcitudes on both of these questions— "breaches of the proper lisalte 

of et 'nic pol i t ica l influence end the need for recmitaaent of French 

C3nac:ia«\3 to Mgh goremaeni poats—sdght be suspected of varying regionally 

end ;ot necessarily varying vith language competence sc widely ua shown 

abov« wit:iin each region. The questions may have been read in the l ight of 

proviicial as well as Canadian conditions, 6»d thus interpreted differently 

in ar«* outssie of Quebec At any rata , Quebec differs greatly frcei a l l the 

jther regions in both language ecapoaitioa end the distr ibution of at t i tudes 

t ova n EnglisL and French Canadians, •. Bat in there a Quebec consensus 

covering the ErijLish-apeaiciQg minority oa well aa ths Francophone i&ejorityl' 

Eegariless of vliat the figua-ea on ycoth att i tudes toward the flag issue 

Eight lead us to suppose,, the ariawer given by Sable 6.22-A in clearly at)* 

While the riwa-French in Quebec appear scsoevhst sore charitable to the French 

cause thari -he non-French outside Quebec, the Fye&eh are also tsaz® asseyfcive 

end defensive in Quebec than elsewhere, Bat these veristicao between. 

*The Kn/.lish aaay alno seem slightly rcare defenaiva in Quebec tJsau elsa-
wherj; on Km other hfind...-e good p o r t l y of t&* 20 par cent of. the non-Quebec 
native English-speakers iv.'as&ti&g Bnglish-Canadictt influtnaa may ececiat of 
"eth-.ic" Carad\ans of aoji-Bri'&iftS- and twn«Frensh bae&groued, who a^s-aa 
nunc -ous ir. western Canada ss f-he aifesic-ally British a?nd somewhat resentful 
of British lomi/Aetion. See Ssgeaatrai?, Tha JMLefflanbahttr Interlude, TJ« 13?* 
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feabee and the raat^jf Canada ara aawtly avail coapered with the difference* 

• t i l l existing betoaan ttaa native speakers, ooapetettt speakers, and non-

speakers of Begllsh and FraocJx both l a and outside of teabac. 

Because the anaplcinoa between Sagliah tad French Canadians In polit ics 

ara naturally connected witfa tba religious factor,, i t wil l ba of interest 

to see whether views of the French CansdJena' etteapts at pol it ical 

influence rcemln associated with language ccapeteaee when religion i t taken 

into account. Although there are reports of considerable •ngHsh-Freoeh 

hostil ity within the Catholic eector of the population,1 we s t i l l expect 

that Protestants v l U be aaore likely to find 7xwnoh-Canadian atteapta to 

gain polit ical influence excessive in pert because, as the adult survey 

shows, coapetence in Trench ia higher, on the average, aaoeg Catholic 

than among Protestant saai-ffroach Canadians* . jOaa would aspect attitudes 

toward such attempts to be each sore charitable lajpag those who might see 

thsBslevea as the object of the ausstiofi, of coarse, l e t na therefore 

confine our attention to non-French Caaadiana and one whether, among 

Protestants and Catholics separately, conpetance In French was accompanied 

by B greater tolerance for French-Canadian influence in Canadian pol i t ics . 

Keeping in sdnd the regional difference revealed above and the faet that 

the question i t s e l f nay have a different Baaning in Quebec from outside 

Quebec, this territorial division i s also Incorporated into table 6.12-A, 

where the results are shown. 

T5.g.9 DesborutSj ghe State of Quebeĉ  p. lU2. 
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Within bhree of the four rsg±©tef;l»religious groapa, those sfith no 

or low competence in Freuch wore ..more likeSsvto resent Frencfa-Casiadlao 

attempts a t po l i t i ca l influence than those with at leaat aadiust Preach 

competence, although i t i s «slesar tliafc th* difference has been seduced toy 

one or wore of these controls . ' ' Thafis setae -controls produce a similar 

"out more pronounced effect for at t i tudes toward preferential hiring of 

French Canadians ia goverfisaent posts . We tsav above that the only aa^or 

differences on the question were between thos« with sad without natlye 

competence in French. If we consider only noa-Srench Canadians (as 

defined in Chapter IV), sost respondents with native French competence 

wil l be excluded frcsa the eubsaaple being consideredv and we can expect 

only minor differecces en the iaaue of off icial recruitment policy between 

those with more and with less eoaspetence in Preach. As expected, the 

association between French competence and at t i tudes on th is question i s 

Eiinuscule when these controls a re. performed., 

Language end Sroup Identity 
• i n i H I I i ) I I I T I I W I U M I m i i n i r i i r r r H I m i l - i n i i i I T i 

»?e have now observed two kinds of a t i i tud ics l differences associated 

with l inguist ic differences., F i rs t , ve have seen hw those with different 

native languages, and those with different levels of competence in thei r • 

second languages tended to hold different positions on-a szuauber of social 

and po l i t i ca l questions salient in Canada in X9&?* &®& second, we have 

seen that several at t i tudes tot*ard the two- Eftin etha&c gsroupa of that 
T 

country tended, to vary with whether a person spoke each group's language 

st hone, zn& if he did not.,, with how well he *n&s able to speak it at all. 
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lb* third aspect of the attito&ical ingre&lent to be analysed hero 

ie tha eenae of ccstanunity. In soae of i t s £iv?firnstiontf3.tMo oenao 

exhibited eaceeedingjy close asaocifttiane with language in the Canadian 

case, Asked to whet ethnic group they considered they belong and to 

which of the two major groups they felt closer, English- end French" 

speakers answered in overvhelttiagly different ways, as Table 6.13-A shows. 

Ottly 1 per cent of those whose principal language we a £nglish had • 

French-Canadian ethnicity (l.3>., identity and fe l t proximity), and juat 

two individuala out of lUQS who spc&e nainly French had an English-

Canadian one., while ease of each language had ethnicities falling aoan-

where in between or outside« 

Let ys note a ais i lar hat weaker retralt in the case of a'directly 

polit ical aspect of identity, the question of what the boundaries of a 

polit ical ceeaounity should be. Spea&sra of tho two languagee in Quebec 

naturally differed in their propensity to favor the eontinaed ateabershlp 

of Quebec in the Canadian polity. Of those apeeklng sainly BngEish wteo 

gaw in i t ia l or probed definite answers to the question, 1 per cent endorsed 

separation, while 11 per cent of those with French as their priosipal 

language did so, 

Ethnic identity and proxitadty ("ethnicity")* which of the three types 

of attitudes bains considered here shows the atxQugest association with 

principal boas language, i s strongly related to language eoa^eteace as welJL 

Over 99 per ee>nt of the xv&spaaSents w&© idrsutified with and fe l t clo«er to 

the French Canadians vera highly eaa^tant in frsssch,, nnd cver£ single 

reepondent who ideoiifisnl with and SsXt cloeer to the Xfiaglish Canadians had 
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aative ccespetttnee in finglish.. Tha proportion giving nixed or non-ethnic 

responses was tha one proportion that varied gradually across the whole 

English-French continuua of coapatonca. A* f ig . 6«1*W\ shows, the rate 

of nixed or non-ethnic Identity and jsentliaent vsrAea <8irect3y vlth tha 

similarity between tha levels of English and French cospatesce. 

It should be noted that there in nothing twitolngiofil about tha 

fact that (practically) only fluent speakers of a given language identify 

unreservedly with the mmmk* a thole group. What in surprising about 

ttiia result i s that i t shows unccapzrolsing French-Canadian identification 

and sentiment to have disappeasesl anong those of Szeaoh origin who hew 

been assioilated to ths Kng?inh language over the generations.. Since, in 

al l the provinces except Quebeo, saw Brunswick, asd Ontario, there are 

sore saoQolingual Bngllah~speaksr9 than soaolingasl Fraisch-speakerc aaoog 

the French-origin population, It la clear that rapid linguistic aeaiid-

l&tion is occurring, and those figures show that ethnic assiailation 

follows close behind* Kcrao tha French Canadians, vhts constitute by general 

recognition the aost distinctive ethnic group of substantial size in Canada 

and do sc largely beceusa they have preserved their language, osy bacons 

one of the least distisstive groops of a l l nfeaa they de.jgst preserve their 

language. 

^Census of Canada, Stasaini&tt Bureau «? Statistics, l$£l«> 

vt, £iebersons X^^^^^ndJ^^^i^^ioasJ^j^nadjaj p, 130J 
"Becogaizisg that ethnic isolation ^^^"aainta ined even without 
linguistic differentiation, in Canada i t i s clear that there ie l i t t l e 
ethnic isolation when ths freach sss»tb4*r tongue i s given up." Lieberson 
ie discussing residential eagra®eti©a. • . 
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If those with cowpetenee in both English and French are nsoze l ikely 

than monolingual speakers of either tongue to avoid identifying themselves 

v/ith one of the two "charter" ethnic groups, then i t would also seem 

sensible that bilingusls acre often see the English and Trench Canadians 

as capable of living together in a single po l i t i ca l consnunity, the more 

so since blllnguais would he l ikely to Bee themselves as having made an 

investment in the v iabi l i ty cf such c coms^dtj. Surprisingly, however, 

this guess i s wrong for the youth sanple., which has ask^d what proportion 

of the issues about Canada's future English-speaking and French-speaking 

Caikiiians would agree end disagree on. The result was tLatvFr*nch~speakers 

tended to see nsore laterethnic agreement than did English Canadians, hut 

that within each language group there was only aiaor and ei^p&rently ran&caa 

variation among those with different levels of language eoapetence on the 

question of interethnic compatibility. Perhaps the ,3map from self-

identification to social description i s broader than was exgected. 

Opinions on the desirabil i ty of a separate Quebec varied l i t t l e with 

language competence, and not according to any of the patterns so far 

observed. Although the speakers of French in Quebec were raors frequently 

separatist than the speakers of English, i t was not the aonollngual French 

vbo were most often separatists., but the bilinguals among those for whoa. 

French was the principal language, She separatist fraction was greatest 

atflong those who spoke French as th» principal l&tigtiage and Eaglish with 

medium competence. 

Regional differences can accoga^Jbr variations i a Fwuefe speaker* * 

separatism'better than can Httgui$j^.<9!»9«.-'Ifisfo&mRl, it-5afihe«n J 
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has -a eultare in which the Trench ©re "ellargic" to the English, l a which 

*& French Canadian crashes against the •English fact* at every t u n , " in 

which linguistic stratification i s Siisoneseled i s cOHB«ree0 in which "the 

French-Canadian Jtontresler feel* threaten** and oppressed by tfce Eaglish-

speakiug people," and ia vhich Fre&ch Canadians &re "wore aggrastve, 

less tolerant," and irritated at tha &wd to use their SQgH&h in e e o a -

nications with English-speakers, whose French i s poor. The adult survey 

offers no way to separate Montrealers frca the other respondent* in tfca 

metropolitan areas of Quebec Rat ths fbraer constitute a large majority • 

of the latter, and when we divide the respondents into ssetrop'Tlifcas end 

non-aetropolitan residents we find that Ik per cent of the gnstropolitans 

and 7 per cant of th* aen-aetropoXiterw favored Quebec £ep&re>iiesis and in 

neither group did the percentage of #spaj«tS*t« vary nonotecicalXy with 

ooBspetence in English, fhe results are shova in ?able 6*15-A. 

In addition to the languages a person speaks hiaself, his ancestry 

and the linguistic backsround froa which be case would ecea l ikely to 

contribute to hie ethnic self-identification and sentiswnt, Blnce this 

asm background i s . to a great extent, responsible for the linguistic 

repertoire of ejjy. individual, i t can be Saegtasflthat the relationship shown 

in Tig. 6.1k-A between ethnicity and language coqpetervea was spuridus. One 

test involves the isolation of toft purebred groups%. those with non-French 

sanes whose parents spoke nothiss but English, acd ths&e with French naoea 

whose parents spoke nothing but Freacho ta each cs*« vtf <ian see wither 

T^afcarats, The State of Quebec, pp. 7br% 
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tbose vbo were sore canpetent in the ether Isngasge tented cere often 

to b&ve a nised or non-ethnic identification and eentlnent, rather than 

aligning thca>seÎ B8 unaaibiYeleatly with the ethnic group associated vita 

their parents* lariguajje (none aasaelafced thesfcialvsa eatirsly with the 

eppoaite ethnic gwnsy>), T»sa mttdM? of jnaspoodcata in each category being 

snail, OYerall gtetisti.ee of palrwlfw association will he sore reliable 

than a coagsarative graph* When we take e l l possible pairs of respondents 

of iodiapsitafcly English or French background who differ in ccnpeteace in 

the other official language} we finS that the acre competent aeaher of 

the pair Is aore likely to reject or nodify the ethnic identity or senti­

ment associated with his own heritage, i f the two respondents differ in 

ethnicity (aee Table 6.I6-A). 

kftOftUBqe Competence end Attitudtnal Integrations 
Cause and Sffect 

Of course, the anly ineasase in coapeteoae or gecvfth In n&xed ethnicity 

that ve have observed as«j the ehaogae resalting froa shifting oar own focus 

from one to another subset of the respondenta* -.Je Sacv*.seen several ease* 

ciatlons between Ungnletlc and atti&adinol efearecteriflties, bat l i t t l e 

haa been said abont whether chenoeB in attitudes and changes la langngs 

eosspetence are aseoclatedfr and, l£lso, which kfesd of change leads and which 

fOllOWS* ' "' . 

As has been .dJeangaed In previots chapters, we can explore the extent 

to which the eswrralates of l4njpa^<-ee«3peteaoe lead to, rather than fellow 

fro&9 such eespetesce i f w» cm willing to neks certain a«'snsaB(tions, e.g., 

that intentiraas to lesjm.-3*111 be realised. In this chspter, however* 

http://gtetisti.ee
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to fallow this course would Mount tn abating that the desire to learn 

the other language is associated with the possession of certain other 

attitudes, especially attitiiw that are positive toward the other 

language ana its -associates ethnic group. Beyond telling us something 

about attitudinal consiRtenry, this route vould do little to answer the . 

question whether attitude.'? influenrr. .language leemiag, for a positive 

answer would bo an assumption underlying the inquiry. Even ro. the 

int«v-rrlitiorj of ltu>gunge--3-eamins intentions with other nttidues raight 

suggest that, 1£ intentions are realized, the effect of attitudes is 

different for different groups. 

The intention to learn is associated, for ercaple, with a desire 

for interaction with the ethnic group primrUy speaking the l&aguage 

•concerned. But, as we can see in Tshle o.lT-A, the association is weak" 

regarding the learning of English and ntrong res*rding the* learning of 

French. This difference maker, sense in the light of the already mentioned 

tendency for French Canadians to regard learning English as a Ratter of 

material advancement and for English Canadians to see the value, if any, 

of learning French an lying in cultural relations. 
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CHAPTER VII 

...sraaainr Mm COKSCUSICMS 

!gh9 Prdb3^» • ... .- • 

.,• 'language and languages, spc&en and written^ fearyfe increasingly beeosae 

as object of po l i t i ca l conflict and of poliev-making, Although, different 

ctesnlclers assign ths priocipol expansion of the sallenes of language as 

a pa l i t i ce l issue to different centuries. Reasons *het bave beon cited 

for the r£®& into iEipoi-tan.ce of this :lr,<«is arcs insinsde the extension of 

education to population messes, their social aad economic »obiligation, 

the growth of tlextuctticy scd seif-detoOTinatiosij, assd ths sisf© of 

nationality a s s ma^or cri terion of idantification» These deTelopweats, 

sftfi feh© inci-easingSy pol i t ica l character that they have givsn to 

l i sguis t ie affairs f have both facil i tated and frustrated asa 's sbteiupts 

to reforsa arid regulate language and iaaguags behavior* Continual progress 

in pure and applied l inguist ics i s & fact which lies also encouraged arsd 

aided such reforsu end regulation,, 

Theae attesrpts, la turn,, arise is. Xargjs part frerr. a variety of beliefs„ 

different onĉ u of which are aha red &y different po l i t i ca l actors and 

scholars, to the effect that things l iogaist ic have i-.upor-^ut effects OG 

things social 'and po l i t i c a l . Accoydiag to tbaae bel iefs , the iu£L\*.euti»l 

variables, include the position ett&isad (or not ottaiaed) by o'.Icnguage 

as aedium of educations of official or cosnstarcisl ce3Etairtication;1 or of 

national symbolic representation;; t§*$ dewel«^©sjit ($*&•• ? 'written status. 

http://iEipoi-tan.ce
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atandardization) of a language; the other characteristics (e.g., purity) 

of o language; the diffusion of knowledge of a language; cad the 

liagplsfcic unity or diversity a? ?. papulation* Os* effect/* of these 

variables ore believed to be voxfced on e number of social and political 

attributes, such as educational attaiiaaut, occupational status, political 

power, personality, and satisfaction, oao&g individuals; end ecoaoaic 

derelops»ent, an as Bcbilisatio© levels, centralisation, end political 

integration., in societies. 

Aaong the beliefs meet persistently exhibited by students of co^?a«*iv* 

politics and of sociolinguistica is the belief that linguistic diversity 

poeee a threat to "political integration,w at least ia oa*i«£n types of 

(societies (especially centralised, participatory, and egalitarian ones). 

One way to investigate such a daia is to bfsqpwe HagpsiatieeAly -united and 

linguistically diverse polities, seeing whether the foawr reaily tanfl to 

be politically ware integrated then the latter. A g«coad approach is to 

codify or fOMBBlate hypotheses about 2|j£ linguistic disunity sight be e 

threat to politico! integration, ifith this approach, one can so* vhether 

people behave in patterns nfeieh substantiate the belief in a tension 

between language diversity and political integration.. 

Of theoe two complimentary app:zosche8, tbj.0 study adopts the second, 

esai therefore exaninee a sst o* hyipofcheros scout the relationships IntvMa 

»s? individual1 s position (or change of position) with respect to, $ linguistic 

cleavaga smi certain c? his behaviors, which are^ to:-: tb$ pusfpsaes of this 

study, assumed to be ingredients of political inttsgratiow.. taking thifee 

different vievs ("co»aawaiCEt:lonal5
n ^allocations!," and "atfcitudlnal1') of 
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pol i t i ca l integration that hav» -c&r.f>ency in the l i t e ra ture of po l i t i ca l 

•• scholarship, we find hypotheses outstanding which re'.'ate patterns of 

language cleavage (i,e„j. vho knowa.whet language), both 'is causa and aa 

effect, to po l i t i ca l integration ( i .a4 , , to intargrcrip ccitmsnication, 

intergroup allocation of benefits, and intergroup at t i tud ' .s) . 

CoaasRirdcation i s hypothesized to txs wore ittdespread> i\ors frequent, 

end Eiore elaborate aaorig thos*.- with laa&txage coram nal i ty tht.i among 

those without I t ; changes in language coaESiaality and la the <v*perlenced 

amount of intergroup coaiEvinic&tiaii ere hypothesised each to ItaCt to the 

other. By extension, a similar relationship la hypothjasis*d lutwenn, 

competence in the off icial or po l i t i ca l language and participation in 

po l i t i ca l coEsiurticaticn, 

Linguistically diverse pol i t ies are hypothesized to favor • i«\a"la&gn&ip 

effer others, with the speakers of the favored langasga being ac-re Andulssd 

than the apea&jara of the other l&uguagea. The propensity of a y.ersva to 

leara another language i s hypothesized to vary <sri tli th« reward-lis anti­

cipates froB knowing it., and also fei.t& the bea&fite (especial3^r educi HSHSS.) 

*m already envoys. • 

Thoae sharing a language are hypothesised, f inal ly , vo tJh&m o p i n i o • " 

as well,- to bavo Sax'orahle at t i tudes toward each.Other, and to «.v.are witi\ 

sach other a sense of identity asora otUta t.baa tsbsae vltbso& a cuaacn 

language, -while tfcs? existence of favorable •attitudes asd & ccsssoiti ssaaa ef 

identity ara believed in turn to ca-aaa sioi-a tfacssaeful langpisgs luesraiagv 

1'aes.a thre« sats of bygsothspeis abax« tlva following ehas££t.eyi.\\t:i.egs 

(a) Sach sssfc includes seas* i^poth«s«S3 s^lafelog'iaSividiial jWoperUa's ettd 
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BOES relating the properties of groups and societ ies; (b) Some hypothecs 

ia each set ore contested by ceainter-hypothaces which taay also be found 

in the l i t e ra tu re j and (c) Sscn sat contains soae synchronic and laas 

diachronic hypotheses, with the l a t t e r including both assertion® thai 

changes in a follow changes in \ t and propositions that changes in £ 

follow changes in a. 

•: The Sata 

Two recent surveys of national ssintplee of Canadians., conducted witter 

the auspices of the Royal Cocasissioa on BHinguaiisa and 3iculturalisia 

and eo far subjected to l i t t l e published analysis* vere used to t e s t 

thsea hypotheses, 'Sh& data »a?e sspscially appropriate for three reaaana. 

F i r s t , survey aaslysis .has been uti l ized l ess than otJjer waoor foroa oi' 

analysis in the investigation of hypotheses dealing with th is aras of 

i a te res t , BO that relevant survey-aassnable hypotheses have nofcoftea bee::i 

tasted. Second, Canada of 1965 i s a relatively participatory, egalitari?:ip 

and fairly centralized poli ty, ^hich furth«rssre clearly exhibits a highly 

salient l inguis t ic cleavage and a masher of l inguis t ic issues usuaSSy fori.id 

in l inguis t ical ly sp l i t societies„ Thus hypotheses based on the experie:.'.ca'B 

of other such countries might be expected to be. verified in Canada, too, and 

vice versa. Am t&lrd, having b«ea the subject of (substantial m&ero~lew.i 

and survey investigation, Canada has a msaber of relevant chsracterietlcu 

vhose disti-ibutlons across ragl&ns and population classes are well known;, 

SQES of the a© distributions s/sre afi&taced i a Kssvasptions msftful for ths con­

t ro l l ing of jrelafcioasbips betw<so& survey yospoaseso 
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The available surveys were aore useful for test ing some of the 

hypotheses presented than others, but each survey was used to f i l l some 

of the gaps of the other* and to/jether with reasonable aasunpfciona they 

ttere appropriate to the test ing of several of the hypotheses. Although 

appropriate, the data had* l ike o i l data, limitations* B » feet that 

they vere survey data restr icted their usefulness for test ing hypotheses 

About changes over tlase* lEfee fact that- the data were from a single 

country Keens that alternative ©xplsa&tions may s t i l l be possible for 

the regulari t ies discovered in thst country,, end that, ccraparative research 

will in such cases be required te select among tiKsu Ose important 

Question i s whether the sasss regulari t ies vdl l be fetiEd elsevhere for a l l 

cleavages;, a l l cleavages of a certain {*>«Soj, "primordial") type, a l l 

language cleavages only, Just salient language alaava$a8, or only language 

cleavages more salient than other cleavages present in the seoae society. 

Another question i s whether the differences between &ae speeiors e-f 

Saglish and of French wil l be sucoessfuLly explained as ^iffereiKsss 

between a ucgaiJiant and a subordinate group, or as differences attr ibutable 

only to the two cultural his tories o? fch* English Caaadi&us eed the French 

Caaa&ia&a. . . . . * • 

kaagaage and Ccaasasnicational X«ts»grart;̂ on ." 

2t was discovered frca the survey analysis tfeat bhts-aj©a»2aglieh 

Canadians were mora liteely to have e&atsefe ufASh Bnglioh Canadian© i f tS*§ 

former knew English t&ua i f eot? 25ia analogous fin^issg rasa ssafie ih tb® • 

case Of contacts witfa Frecon Sjjsa&iassfc by jsoa-Frea&Sii Oarwdians who did or 
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did not, knew French, la addition, in each case those vith contact toad 

a»r« frequent contact if they knew the laag&igtt, and were also mors 

likely to have ciase friends. In tfca- eoatscted athaia graip. ?5&t only 

did these contact variables vary in ta* expected direction between those 
* 

with and without agj knowledge of the ethnic gronp** saaia language, but 

they- also varied as expected with the level of ccsgetenca in the laaguago9 

These relationships remained strong when the aajor regions of Canada vera 

examined one by one. 

I t was then hypothesised that the observed relationship would vary 

la strength with the relative dominance of the language concerned, 

because the speakers ot a language weald sot bo contactsble only in 

their ow& language where the lat ter was euboidinatae Rdss aaooftdary 

hypothesis was confronted with tha- data, which showed the rsspoafiaata 

behaving aa the hypothesis would ps^dict i f J&jglish was seorc or leas dominant 

over French thrqaafeffigt Cauada? era-as in largely French areas cf Qaebac (on 

sssertioa made by easts observers, shiafly about economic domination). In 

other words.., contact» frequency ©f contacts and freajasccy of friendships 

consistently -varied with whether £©n-aa»b®ra spoke the language of th® 

contacted groapa<, and these variables eqcally consistently varied more with 

. whether they spoke English than vita ^bather they, spoke French, 

If the reason for thesQ assftsiatiofta is that; linguistic Ignorance i s 

a barrier to contact3 the data ahoy that this barrier is not absolute, 

sines substantial eaeunta of contact took place that ^ould se&sa to be 

linguistically Impossible. Rit igasssiac® of Freiaeh t?as accompanied by a 

more widespread perception that ?reseh Canadians acted aispcrior to .©there, 



and this perception could be expected to reduce the rate of voluntary 

contact. 

In contract to this weak evidence for a linguistic influence on 

contact, the data support acre strongly the belief that contact contributes 

to language knowledge. Wxether or not respondents had studied either 

language formally- as a second language, their knowledge of it was sub­

stantially greater if their early exposure to it had included using it 

in ordinary life, and those with use but no study had a better record of 

competence than those with study but no usee In addition, the desire to 

learn each language or learn it better among those not fluent in it was 

•ore frequent among those with contacts in the corresponding ethnic group. 

Language and Allocational Integration 

Given the existing knowledge about differences in education, occu­

pation status, and income between English and French Canadians, an attempt 

was made to discover whether these differences were attributable to 

language competence differences or to other variables. As expected, 

respondents from Trench-speaking homes were found to have lower educational 

levels than those growing up in English-speaking homes, The association 

was not appreciably reduced by looking separately at Quebec and at the rest 

of Canada, nor by confining attention to French Catholics, Controlling for 

the educational and separately for the occupational levels of the respondents1 

parents did make the association decline, but most of the previous English-

fSPMeh discrepancy remained, 

Oeeqpational level and income were also confirmed as varying with ths 

respondents' competence in English. This variation was not greatly, reduced 



-205-

when Trench Catholics alone were considered, and the differences between 

French Catholics who did and did not speak English were at least as greet 

as those between English-speakers who were and were not French Catholics. 

In addition, intergenerational assimilation to English was found to 

be accompanied by a higher than normal incidence of perceived upward 

movement in social status, and neither a regional control nor a control 

for intergenerational occupational mobility reliably reduced the 

association^ 

It would be wrong to assume that these associations resulted totally 

from the effect of language competence on the allocation of benefits, for 

the data also provide evidence that one important benefit, education, is 

a cause of the acquisition of competence in the privileged language. 

Competence in English varied considerably with education among those who 

grew up in non-English-speaking homes, and this was true even in Quebec9 

where education itself could be had in French. Naturally, an even 

stronger relationship was found between years of language study and 

competence in the language, which, for reasons that can be speculated, 

teemed to respond better to the study of English than to the study of 

French. Finally, competence in both English and French was greater among 

those non-native speakers who perceived a definite material advantage in 

knowing the language than among those who did not. 

Language and Attitudinal Integration 

Several differences in political and social opinions were found 

between those speaking French and those speaking English as their principal 

language, mostly being among the opinion differences between the ethnic or 
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language groups that had been revealed In earlier work. The speakers of 

French were more interested in provincial than federal politics (in 

Quebec), more supportive of the Liberal and the Social Credit Parties, 

•ore opposed to immigration, more in favor of a new Canadian 2rJLag, and 

•ore likely to avoid joining organizations. 

An analysis was then performed to discover whether the respondents, 

when arrayed on an English-French spectrum of language competence, would 

have opinions varying monotonically along this spectrum or would have 

opinions differing principally between bilinguals and (both groups of) 

aonolinguals. These two patterns, both of which were predicted by dif­

ferent hypotheses, both appeared, with asymmetrical variations of the 

former pattern also appearing. While bilinguals were more approving of 

a new flag than either group of monolinguals, for example, interest in 

federal politics among Quebec interviewees varied monotonically with 

proodalty to the English-only end of the English-French competence spectrum 

(suggesting the hypothesis that political interest is focused on the level 

of government whose language one knows best). When different regions were 

analysed separately, the associations Increased in some while decreasing 

In others, for it was found that the opinions of French speakers hardly 

varied from region to region, yet the interregional variation of English 

opinion was greet. The opinions continued to vary substantially with 

language even when the most apparent likely cause of a spurious association 

W M latroduoed as a control* 

Even stronger associations were expected, and found, between the 

respondents' prineipal language and their lntergroup attitudes. Specifically, 
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resentment of the attempts of the two main ethnic groups to gain political 

influence in Canada, and attitudes toward increased Federal recruitment of 

French Canadians into high government posts, both varied strongly between 

those with English and those with French as principal language, in the 

expected direction. The data showed that these differences could be 

explained no more than in part by religion and regionally varying 

characteristics. Smaller differences in the same direction were also 

found, among those with a given principal language, along the variable 

of competence in the other major language. 

Finally, the strongest association of all was discovered between 

language—both principal language and position on the English-French 

spectrum—and group identity. Although the literature portrays ethnicity 

in Canada as a mixture of linguistic and ancestral attributes, these 

data indicate a clear predominance of the linguistic factor. Not only 

was the tendency to avoid giving oneself an unequivocal ethnic affiliation 

up to seven times higher for bilinguals than for monolinguals, but those 

without substantial competence in English or French almost never aligned 

themselves unambiguously with the English or French Canadians, respectively. 

The ethnic identity of the French Canadians thus appears menaced over time 

by * dependence on linguistic preservation as a necessary condition. The 

analysis of group identity did not reveal only confirmatory evidence, 

however. As opposed to personal identity, attitudes on the political 

compatibility of English and French Canadians in general, and on Quebec 

separatism in particular, did not vary as the hypotheses had predicted. 
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The tracing of cause and effect in these attitudinal associations is 

the most difficult of all because of the absence of Information about 

attitudinal histories. Thus no attempt was made to test sequential 

hypotheses in this area. Evidence was found, however, for the contention 

that favorable attitudes toward the group speaking a language are more 

important causes of language learning motivation if the language is 

subordinate than if it is dominant: the desire to learn French was 

associated strongly with the desire for French Canadian friends, but 

the corresponding association for English was only weak. 

The Significance of the Findings 

The findings of this study mean, first, that a number of associations 

between linguistic and political behavior among individuals, hypothesized 

in various previous works, have been shown to obtain in the population of 

one country. As far as could be determined from a variety of tests on 

the available information, the other variables most likely to account for 

these relationships between linguistic and political behavior do not 

suffice to explain them. For a number of reasons, however, any conclusion 

about the truth of the tested hypotheses must remain tentative, pending 

further investigation. Canada may belong to a limited class of countries 

in which these hypotheses are confirmed, e.g., countries where language is 

a salient cleavage or other cleavages are fairly minor. And language, on 

the other hand, may belong to a larger set of cleavages about which a set 

of hypothesescapable of subsuming those tested here will be confirmed. 

Although the testing of the stated hypotheses is still incomplete, the 

tests performed so far are not without some byproducts worth noting. A 
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theme that emerged continually from the data as the hypotheses were 

being tested vas that although they were mostly confirmed for both 

English Canadians and French Canadians, the magnitudes of the associstions 

differed from one group or language to the other in a way that suggested 

and reflected the dominance of the English over the French. Since 

"dominance" is a vague term, it might be better to say that the differences 

shown for these samples were evidence of the existence of kinds of 

dominance (i.e., the existence of similar differences in the whole 

Canadian population) which could be added to the catalogue of kinds of 

dominance that other information has shown to obtain,. Chapter V and 

part of Chapter IV have begun to investigate the forms of dominance 

displayed by these da'oa. An impressive finding is that in this regard 

Quebec, notwithstanding the popular French-Canadian saying to the contrary, 

is "a province like the others": the dominant behavior of English there was 

just as pronounced as elsewhere. 

How do behaviors with respect to Canada's two official languages 

differ, so as to be interpreted as a manifestation of the dominance of 

English over French? A first approximation to the answer is the pattern 

that we observed earlier in the study: the associations between 3.angusge 

competence and the Ingredients of political integration were stronger for 

competence in English than for competence in French. Contact with the 

relevant ethnic group, and the receipt of educational and economic benefits, 

vary raoie with » Fionch speaker'c knowledge of English than with on English 

speaker's knowledge of French. But a correction to this approximation must 

be made for attitudinal variables. 
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While material variables were almost always more highly associated 

with competence in English, attitudinal variables tended often to be more 

highly associated with competence in French. Ibis was the case for the 

desire for friends in the other ethnic group, satisfaction with treatment 

by the other group's members, and preference among parties. If one were 

to assume that persons now bilingual used to have attitudinal, as well as 

communicational and allocations!, attributes distributed in the same 

proportions as among those of their fellow native-language speakers who 

are still monolingual, then the pattern Just mentioned would lead to 

speculation that, in general, a subordinate group member who learns the 

dominant group's language also acquires the latter group's tangible 

attributes but retains many former attitudes (even ones conflicting with 

those normal among the dominant group); while a dominant group member who 

learns tbe language of a subordinate group does not become socioeconomically 

similar to membersof that group, but does acquire some of their attitudes. 

Qiven a situation of domination and subordination, one might expect what 

has indeed taken place: displays of resentment and rebellion in the sub­

ordinate group, and denials of domination or of the wrongness of domination 

in the dominant group. But the English-French conflict in Canada has been 

characterised by fairly peaceful negotiation and accomodation in most 

periods of history and on most sub-issues of the conflict, with Quebec 

separatism being the one sub-issue on which the two groups have been 

brought into violent clashes in the last decade. Our data provide information 

about individual behavior which is consistent with this pattern. On most 

attitudinal measures it is those who are most isolated from either ethnic 
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group (in the sense of being geographically distant or not knowing the 

group's language) who have opinions most different from theirsor moat 

unfavorable to them. Whether or not this pattern is the result of 

physical and/or attitudinal migration, in which individuals more into 

environments where the modal attitudes resemble their own more closely 

or modify their attitudes to resemble those in their environment, our data 

do not reveal. But the static pattern shown by the data is what one might 

call a pattern of attitudinal buffering, reducing the likelihood that two 

people in close contact will be very hostile to each other. The major 

exception discovered so far is Quebec separatism among French-speaking 

Quebec interviewees, who were more likely to be separatist if they lived 

in a metropolitan area, i.e., near English Canadians. This, then, is 

one issue area on which strong disagreement varies with contact, not with 

isolation, and the comparatively explosive character of the separatist 

issue is not surprising in this light. 

Another remarkable regularity of the responses was the way they showed 

language to be the chief ethnic identity marker in Canada today. Although 

the terms "English Canadian" and "French Canadian" have had ancestral and, 

in the latter case, religious referents aa well as linguistic ones, recent 

literature suggests that the linguistic criterion is becoming supreme, and 

the strong association between language competence and ethnic identification 

abown by our data is compatible with this observation. Going beyond 

identification, we also have seen that the income and educational dif-

^pinions on immigration among English speakers also provide a less 
pronounced exception. 
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fereocen between Preach Catholics who do and vho do not. know how to ^peek 

Snglish ere aa grant sn or ^ ren ter than "oe.tveen French Cctholics ami non~ 

French ( l tbo i i e s competent in. Bnglish. Even i f language defines, more than 

ever bei-.sre,, the major cleavage i n Canadian soc ie ty , I t la i n t e r e s t i n g to 

aote Iiov each comaurii.oe.tion gone on, according to another of our f inding*, 

t/hsres no Dcraoon language i s riikely to esdet , a t least; amo^s teen-agers. 

Further Research SoggeBtecl by t h i s Attolyaia 

rrhc- analys is reported i n t h i s study i s by no E>eana ejrhauetive of 

the date c:i which i t vas performed. Further IcveetigatAon can and should 

"be covidv.' <-sd on. some of the saos questions by the use o.f the senw two 

surveys.. Besides intaroduci/ig; inore controls^ we could l e e r o wore hy seeing 

fow ti.;c issociniions dineovsren eo fa r vary x?ith the speci f ic iter* or 

items un-.'.'i to stand for one or another nat ion. Contact with a given 

ethnic [:,c.np,i .Cor examples can be defined noli only aa present contact i n 

general h\\t a leo as present or pas t contac t , or as. contact in a cpec i i l c 

aavironic-.t (e„g«., Gtoro and res taurant 3 school, cMgbborhood)« Tftas ete» 

could :\i s e w e r -whether langjxage ccapetenec in English i s b e t t e r $redicbtd 

by ocxpsita jn^l contact and competence i n French by non-occupational 

costs :S, as ess would expect on the basis of vhr.t l a knowa about ' the 

sotiv. 's comnonly expressed for learning the tab'languages. Cejapetaaca 

itse.'W s of course j could be "variously defined aa Breaking Abi l i ty , aa' he a 

been <:<itie throughout t h i s study* or as reading abi3.ity, end one could 

QKB.ru. \e the assumption of aany students of Jauguage t h a t the epo&en _ v̂._-

laficS'' '-5'- i s 'prisi&ry1' *C' learn ing whether the vajeiefcloftS' i n sP̂ Sflsp i d e n t i t y 

t&kJvr: place with posifc^cni c;i the KnglAslt-French ccagvfciaiiae spsfttmsi si 's 

http://comaurii.oe.tion
http://QKB.ru
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diadulshed when the spectrum i s based on reading knowledge, A variety 

of different Jtsasures of favorable and unfavorsfcls at t i tudes toward 

other ethnic groups are aiao available in the. s iamy. 

Another potentially useful direction in sfcich the analysis of t tese 

date, could tura i s toward the snalytical isolat ion and description at 

interesting tjjpes of respoadeafcs, 2hia procoss conld also i swlve tbe 

Introduction of control variables not previously used. A study sd£»t be 

Bade, for exaaple, of vhstj> in paral la l tfith Harold leases* tere 

"ex-Untouchablea," udght he called the %Bc-3Veaeh CaoBdisas"t those of 

French Canadian bsc&grouad who had l i t t l e or no cosspataaee l a breach, a l l 

of whoa, as we have discovered, also had a group ideat i ty that was aised 

or non-ethnic. Another intensive deiasriptie© could he of the' Qaebee 

separat is ts . 

Aii additiooal direction that further analysis could tak® la the use 

of these deta to esplore sam general patterns of behavior esqpeeted to bo 

duplicated by non-linguistic behavior I s contexts vhore otbar cleavaagss 

are sal ient . One exaasjle would ba the use of the data to tes t hypotheses 

about the correlates of diffteranfe clsavsfie pa t te rns . In th is case, the 

language cleavage would he cr.e taaong aevarsl9 aaii predictiono of individual 

01* societal ettrihutea would be laado on the basis of sash facto &s vhether 

the various cleavages coincide with sy cwi ecrosg eanh othsr. Another 

such study might investigate the processes of physical aad a t t i tod ins l 

jsdgratioii aentioaed abovsss the tsggai'itsA tendency for people to stove 

physically frsa areas **fcsx* $feei'r cjplEioas era twr&ssftalet to aresa where 

they cure eocept-3dt sad 2fer Hba&r •r%fcfttafl: to W J W ' A W nfcafcamsr tfisay ore 
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at cne time toward the aodal opinions of those about tints* The fact that 

thoss who live among, have contacts'withj and/or speak the language of 

either m*,OT ethnic group ere aore Hlsatf.y to have oplnioiw favorable to 

that group suggests that fcMs patterns found is Anericsa studies of 

voter opinion, »ay "be strong la Canada with repp*0* *° ethnic relations. 

A third exaaple of such general ecaparativa analysis would b« tha 

farther investigation of tha interaction* among domination, ssaloilatioa, 

and attltudioal change. In apite of the widespread notions of "divide 

and role" and of the co-optation of the upwardly mobile into ©rigia-

betraying attitudes., our findings 3x153©at the hypothesis that in & 

society with dominant and subordiaate groups tha dosdneftt one will 

display greater internal attltuilcal heterogeneity, and the subordinate 

group'B wembei-e will retain thoiy previous attitudes more consistently 

than will the desiaant group's Bas&ers when oeatbers of one acquire eon-

atiitudinal characteristics (.linguistic P reaHtentialj sto*) of th« other. 

At least one result of ease recent research 03 attitudes of blacks and 

vhitesln an Aaerlcnn city seems to stgrport tha first part of this hypothesis, 

and X hope to n&ke a eyBtea&tic investigation of this hypothesis In a 

comparative way in the sear futu?«. 



AFPEHDIX A 

SHE BAMHUaB PBOCEDOEE 

She two aurveys analysed in th i s study were coRtoctod by different -
organisations bat administered aiaultoneously, using the seme sampling 
procedure. The only published description of t h i s procedure appears in 
Appendix A of Johnstone; Yoong People's Images of Ca-tadiaft Society, Ih 
addition, s somewhat core detailed description, of trot sane procedure 
appears as Appendice I of the confidential draft of the Final Report of 
the C'roupe de Recherche Socialc. 

According to the available inforoatico, the bejic er^al Handling 
unit was tha polling area category (hereinafter referred to a*$ PAC)» A 
PAC consisted of n set of polling areas (as. defined for ti->e 1963 general 
ele-t lon) in a single electoral d i s t r i c t (alao ao defined). Kvery 
electorel d i s t r i c t wae divided, by definition, into two sad only two 
PAC'i;: a majority PAC end s minority PAC4 Inside each Quebec electoral 
d i s t r i c t , the minority PAC consisted of a l l that d i s t r i c t s polling 
arens in which 25 per cent or oore of the (senses on the electoral list , 
vera not French names, and. the «e.Jority PAC consisted of *11 the other 
polling ureas in the district . . In c-ech d i s t r i c t outsitfa Quebec, the 
minority PAC aonaisted of o i l that d i s t r i c t ' s polling are*', in which 25 
per cent or VvM-e of the- mases on the electoral l i s t were F'.«ench names, 
and the r.ajorlty PAC consisted of e l l th« other polling amee in the 
dist-.-Act. 

The two --icrurces differ, howeverp in tha t JeJiGfitoae sa.ya that the 
threshold wag 25 per cent, while the <§raft report givas ' I t as araacogfaasMfty 
(grosao ;«odo) 25 per cant. The l a t t e r etateawnt isprobab:.y the accurate 
one, Tinae thare i s , to my knowledge, no published or unpsiiXiRhed etyao-
logi -a i tabulation of the nasse on electorel l i s t s , and a ousplete cott&fc 
woslu have re-mired tabulating the- asses of about half of the eieC&ora In 
Gsna)la3 since o i l the polling areas in w>r& than half of .#.<*• electoral 
dltriwlctfi «et-j grouped into PAC's fortS&B att^r* Kfed**''*T$ijry diatciti t- . 
bad \?JQ PAC'K, i t could happen t h a t a i L tb*ry£J3£ag areei 'i:a'a ĴLvea "." V-
dial.-let belonged to a single EfcBj. g*e c r t i ^ f c a i ^ «s®tyv 

The saHsjOing proca&sra sqtfl be-Mri#»& iafc© & » t par* vfcrtch selectee' 
certain SACfu and osait&®& Qt&8*j»s ,--g&£ ti»'pi*'t'.s£&c3i eelectsd certain 
p»sy^«3 00 respondents wi4^-<ti^:a^8«t«A_B@C'i She firal. par t begin 
by e'^a&ifyins a&ch elsetttral dSa&efesfc in the coaatsy as belonging t o «o» 
and .iily one of 31 " s t ^ t o . " 'C&a ef these s t ra ta waa tha t of a pr ior i 
ewslr-ded dist?isi«5 oeaaly d i s t r i c t s s.a the St&cw and the Sortfawest 
TesrS'ltfflKi'aSu Tfeo rassatlalng 30 strata *ere fosse&A by e l l possible combi-
Baikjss «pf five regioa-a (AtX»ntie,--€iia^ec?' Oatsris,^Prairies, end Brit ish 
C«axT-:aifi), ts"o consent-ration types. ̂ m?feaa ead iraraSJ, and tares coagxj-
sitionN^pea {high~l?r2:jehj acdiwa--l?rei-icb and 2«B?~Freach). Johnstone 
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tfescriDes the definition of urban and rural d i s t r i c t s . The tare* coatpo-
s l t los types were define*! by « separate set of thresholda for e»eb of 
the five regions, avid in such a way that at l eas t one d i s t r i c t would 
belong to each combination of concentration and composition types in 
each region, The percentage of the population "of French origin" 
(outside Quebec) or "of non-French origin" (insid© Quebec) wsn tbe 
s t a t i s t i c whoae value deterainsd the composition type into which the 
d i s t r i c t f e l l , nn& examination of specinl census tabulnbioas for electoral 
d i s t r i c t s , kindly burnished by Profl John Melsel of Queen's University, 
has confirmed that the variable ia question nust have beea ethnic group, 
i . e . , national origin an tletevsineA by the I96I census. The thresholds 
for the composition typea in fcha vnyioue wgioos are given in Johnston*. 

The f i r s t par t of the sanpling procedure continued with the aelection 
of lk2 electoral d i s t r i c t s out-of the 2fil in existence In the s trata not 
& pric.itexcluded. (Johnstone and the draft wsport give the figure for ttaa 
universe of d i s t r i c t s set 863,, perhaps Including the excluded stratum, but 
the d i s t r i c t subtotals for the five regiartB given in the report draft 
r»dd up to 26l.) These l'+2 vera selected by choosing at r»ndoa between one 
and sixteen d i s t r i c t s frarn each stratus, th* nusfter dependent on "the 
relat ive size of the stratum" according to Johnstone.•*• The drsx't report 
i s no r.ore precise in i t s explication of the cr i ter ion of selection of the 
nuaihar of d i s t r i c t s in. a given atratiTe, and i t i s thus unclear whether popu­
lation was the basis of the criterion;. Rnd i f so vliere the cittdng points 
vere, vrhetber the tntnJr«ur.i of one and tha jasudraum of sixteen were JLcapoeea by 
f ia t or by the observed sdninium and Bsixiswm stratus papulations., whether 
the nuuber of d i s t r i c t s to be selected was a l inear or non-linear function 
of the istrat-tna population, end vhathar the «rotrag« or other modal d in t r ic t 
population in each s tratus was taken into ticcouax in the forwula for the 
Kuaber of d i s t r i c t s to be selected ( i f owt7 s t rata vl th d i s t r i c t s having 
large average populations would be o^ejr«i«jjn-«aented). Once i t had be«n 
determined how many d i s t r i c t s would be rt<s3l«ct«d from 0 given etratum, they 
war© chosen at -randan., according to 1&e dra£t report, with each d i s t r i c t s 
probability of selection being proportional to the xxusbar of registered 
voters therein- The dis-'c-ricta thus selected are l i s t ed in Johnstone, and 
:U it; these d i s t r i c t s vhich furnished the majority sad oJaority PAC's, 

K\e second pert of tb.-.=r jsaatpling procedure sslectvjd certain respondents 
fro© each PAC I t f i r s t date rained the number of respondent 3 to be 
caiectftd,. This determination, in tuxn, eoncisfcod of two stages: da£er~ 
tdcing hcv many respondents would be in i t i o i ly selected, end determining 
by what arsounts certain classes of respondents vould be padded or ratfuced. 
sfter -oliifl i n i t i a l sslectioa. In i t i a l ly , hOQQ adult interviews were pro-
,-;*ctsd for the country, and these. vers ailocnt<sd acsong the five regions 
uncording to thei r relat ive to ta l papulations an determined in the 19ol 
census. The interviews fcr a given region.., hawever: vera allocated eaons 
v;>sat region's six s t rata oot according to to ta l population, but according 
U> the pi-opartics of the region 'a registered .•eot^rs l iving In escb stratum-

Vohnii tone r Ypuag Pf.<?gle'• a Saages. sf Canadian Seei^ty,- p . 3£6« 
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(This statement la based oa the draft rsport, and contradicts Johnstone, 
p . 1C;5.) Likewise, the nuaber of .Interviews projected ffer • given 
d i s t r i c t was boeed on the proportion of the voters in i t s etratuio l iv iag 
ID that d i s t r i c t , [Finally, the mafcer of interview* projected it*- n 
given PAC wsa determined according to the proportion cf the voters l a 
i t s d i s t r i c t U%-lrtg in that ?AC. 

Tne other atege in determining the masher of respondeat* t o be 
selected wss to establish the rule for weighting^ i .e« , padding and 
reducing the sample. Tnis rule was that (a) tboaa in Quebec without 
French nfljnaB e»nd those outside tfciebec with French caHea wmld be padded 
by a*** ntMiticsval 200 par cent, and (fa) those outside Quebec vitk<v.;t 
French natives would ba educed by 33-1/3 per east.. Tti.8 fcrcrcda l e f t the 
exact nuaber. of interviews dependant as the incidence cf French- and aon-
Pren: h-norried peraona in fact selected1 daring the i n i t i e l 8eaapl1-as. Tfce 
woabf;!' or persona to bo included in. the youth survey was t lao le f t 
indeterminate., sc wil l be seen below. 

Ones the number of respondents to be selected bad be*n established 
in tiiia fashion.! tha sampling procedure continued with the actual selection. 
!Ffais selection, too, had two stages. Firafc, certain polling areas were 
selected froa within each selected PAC. and then certain respondent* were 
selected within the selected polling arees. 

Although both deijcripticne of the selection of polliag areas ««© 
Boaevhst unclear, w interpretation ia that in each aejori ty PAC a number 
of poll ing era&s equal to 1/12 of the nuaber of adult interviews pro­
jected for teat PAC, sad i a each ainori ty PAC a oaaber of poll ing areas 
equal to 1/4 of the ni&cber of adult interviews projected ftrr that PACj 
were selected at randcau $ho heels of the nwab«r to be sel*eted van the 
naob'ir of interviews projected before any padding snd reducing. When 
division by 12 cr U produced .a resaairdftr, the corresponding fraction cf ' 
ono -.polling area vac also selected; the quotlaat was not siaply rounded. 
Bach polling area was given an ee^al chance of selection, regardless of 
population; 

Both description* just if ied tlat different devisors by eeying that the 
nuahfv of Minority poll iag araas was t r ipled because tbe-reaaber of-ndooritgr 
respondents «es going to be tripled* Shis assertion i s sidleading, 
however, becsuse minority res^indeata ( i . e . , respoodento who, when 
randomly selected, had Freuob names outside Qaebec or non-Prench nswes 
inside Quebec) would appear in both ssajorlty and aiinority PAC a, and would 
fa tripled v)>.eraver they appeared. The nsad to increase the number of 
polling ares is in minority PAC-'s srose bscauao.of the fact that the concgn-
tration of aui.nority respondentu waa bound to be higher in ndoority PAc"'s, 
in general, otid the nc*ed exiEtod then only i f «a additional requirement 
(aovh'i-ra specified in the descriptions) of an app20xis«teiy even or a 
certain maxiiAum sarapl^jsg density ^5?: slso pcstalatedt, Since minority 
PAC n concistadof a!3. pcdling areas-aboat 25' pea* cant or sore of whose "* •• 
pot?-ni;i»l respondentc WOM> S8inojrlty.oneo5 however* the t r ip l ing of Rdnority 
poiTt.iug a res s would ff/er-coaipaiusufcs iPor the padding of minority respondents 
eofce.!?v. in those PAG'o th&'c, wex« aissoi entirely coa^oc»dof Ednority-Easaa 
rot . r t ; . 

http://aui.no
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After the swlection of polling a?e&j> withia ecch P&C, the electoral 
Hirta for thase areas ware cadMusd end sas^Xsi ayeteaaticfcUy, by the 
choir:© of evevy nth naaes titer* ja vaa the number of I U » M ia the ccwbinad 
l i s t divided toy the nusfcer of adult intend*** yrojected ("before padding 
or reducing) for the FAC Padding *aa acccHSpliuiwd hy e j e c t i n g tire 
additional minority-ureas respondents whenever one turned tip et raadca, 
and reducing wae perfQjnaed by eliaicuititig ewsxy third woe-Trench SIAS* that 
turr^d up outside (Jaehec. Neither description indicates how—i,.e.> where 
ia the l ia t»- - the additioaal ainari iy nanus* were selectors in padding. One 
can spparenfciy infer, Swerftvar, that padding was rtecara&JliSfoed l a such a way 
«« to render iBBpcaalble the selection of «ore than one m»e at the eaae 
address. ' - ' 

Adiilt interviewees were; selected hy choosing at ra»i*» ooe perron 
ascon^ 3 l i those aged 19 or soie l iving in the heuaehold of aeon person 
who V33 selected from the e lectors! l is tR. I f the pcraon randomly 
selected in a household could not fc© interviwasd (bvt according to 
Jobr.Ktons i t would seem that i f BO qualified paruoa in ths household 
could "oe into rvi wed) , an adjacent address on the l i s t w*3 substituted 
i f the defaulting household wna that of c laajority-iiam* vt>ter: i f i t vaa 
that of a ssinorlty-natfe voter, ecae other jainority^naafc voter 's household^ 
was substitutad. In visvf of thJ.3 rwia i t i s pos»AMs that the washer o? f 

fflitvrrity"ttS2i? respondents vaa ertiffcetuai^y increased. 
Youth respondents were /selected by jW'tlecfciwg syery person j»gr»4 3L3"20$ 

ino.iucivs, l iving in each fccKsebold in which essmene. vaa interviewed i a 
the cdult survey, except the adult interviews^ hiaseif i f the l a t t e r vaa 
19 <M- 20 years of age* . ^ 

In addition to those detai ls of the saapling procedure eboat-which 
acanc- question i s raised chevos seee preliminary inspection of tha data 
theiaselvea suggests that ecow> posaibly eerieus I/ECK of car* rosy have 
characterised acaie or a l l of the sasspling operation, ihe adult dat« 
include no indication of the olectsral d i s t r i c t of «ny given raepondentp 
trot do include figaref. indicating the atnatnas of each respondent (see 
eTvc/'.'-i) and ehowing the' ethnic congsoisition of his edector&l d ia t - l c t in . • 
cnte?jories of population percaatt«igd» forsead "by UWSQ of Sngllsh^ Vr<&'&ch,' 
and sthtr origin. In most caaea, as I detoaiaicad facra tha afox-eweiStiOMid 
ffper.:lal ceasat* t*JbaL?.tlonn3 e«<ih electoral d i s t r i c t l ic ted ac being in tha 
sewf;:-!© v;as vniqne sa»iig a l l the aas^lisd d i s t r i c t s sf i t s stratum in terns 
cf -ho bhr^e figures ^hich would describe the dieti^ict 's ethnic coas>ooitionf 
Tit ;---«ict3 hovsYer, v2c*a I perfoxmad on asssJysiri of the .12 atrata eontr.incd 
i*i v.rifc Atlarstic and Pj^irf^e regioius, I found,that the figiires given for 
aJ.'sK'.toral d i s t r i c t etj^nic ccwpos5.tica in the cases of over 6 par cant of 
titie adult respondents failed 'to coswapond with the ethnic distributions of 
ai$; of the a^JLtsgedly easgjled d i s t r i c t s in the strata in which the respondanfca 
war:, ceded sa l iving, Itithomt any independent- infonaation ahout the identity 
of'fas issspondente' el$ctcrftl districts» i t ie not poaeible to determine 
wha-.oer an additional perccntaga of the figures for d i s t r i c t ethnic cos^o-* 
ei t ian, vhilu not £riK3 facie iaspc-sslble.. vera aJ.ow Incorrect,, or to 
dote :nELt:i<$ vhather ths errors wMa& &s exist are errors in punching, coding, 
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s^porting of aaapled d i s t r i c t s , osr afcStar op8rutlcn«o But fiinc« tfea 
accuracy of sanrpCLifig depan&ed on the occanRte taudlSng of s t a t i s t i c s 
on populations and the i r cosrpositicma, cous doubt.is nectwm-ily oast 
on the execution of tb» saasCLiaff p«cedttr», wen i f I t v&u v«lX 
conceived. 



This appaadix coasiata cf resrodttctioaif of tba qasBtiodaairaa 

analyzed in this efcujfcr. Tha English version of the adult qpSBtioa-

oaii-is is prreeuted first., followed by excerpts from t&e cadebocfc 

whi<£?. s re repaired to unde^st-sad tha defiaitiona of variables giwts 

in Appead-lx C. 2ha French versioc of the questionnaire ie identical, 

except for the language in which it appears, and io rwfc presented 

tors* After the cduit survey* tba ^outh qaestionaaireo are shown. 

Both the Sngiisb and the Preach versioas are presented, since they 

&H &et &oatfiia identical ^oestions. 

-2fi&» 
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A, ;uv? or Tt.v:3»»rtir»a 

>, eminTY : Q : , U I T Y 

»... '"" K i t • • • • • 
~c. o.' i'.*rPtw J • 

!
; j :;ue=-..vnr 1 , , 
5) I j t . ; : ljt> ? 
4} Sub;ll'.utr 3 , 

1c there a person 19 / cars of A£* or l*or* a* *hla address: 
Flrct v i a t l Second v l c l t 

Yea !lo Yea Ko 

1st c4drcc» . 
Substitute I 
Substitute i 
Cubtt l t j l t 5 

iy usiiE. :s ro rac.tr *c=i 19 WAS; OB S » ? .-r TIT. n r ? KMCSS AT TI~ FIHST VISIT oa AT TIE SKCO:ID 
T : ; ; ; , :MI?I Tiir. c.:srr,r, or TIC ; IKT CKSSTITVTS AT U:;E C(Z) AIOVE A"0 rBOSEES AS liucm:. anm? 
JO- r.AC" :.U!",TI7U>£ IBI.D. 

s. fr.:-5; o~ y : c " y ~ i" TU iwmnta 
t ) /.a: -.~ :.:. c: J.-O A-.-T.I.: W.< :/.:.- TO T::IJ. YC; TIE r:nrr ryyr. (oriY naoT MSTT.) of A!£ TI2 

rE:.u'•- AOr.'i 19 n~j.Xi oi :x/.:;. L:V;::C :: I:E :w."i»u» A.I. ...;T:-. '. :K: ?i:c-, is T!?. ;0!^KI:!:O 
OKiSi (<•) ; : » of ?;:n--ri (») J:?.-.I U ) :o::ii (d) iAWirrrasi (e) orim ?J::JI7:VSSS (r) crura 
rrax-;r. i.iv::.; IN THE iwztmia, 
lot i H r c m 
1 Z 3 « 5 
0 7 8 9 0 
1st Sj let l - .ute: 
1 2 3 « S 
J 7 6 •) 0 

2no Juoolltutc: 
I 1 3 < 5 
3 7 S 9 0 , . 
Jnc luBati tule: 
1 ? 3 1 5 
i 7 3 9 O 

:) CHOcci RA-waY A TEBCor ort THIS tier intra TIE TABIX Q» IUOOM itutaKas GIVES TO YOU. 
^xozplcl The l.-ibl'.- of rondos numbers r.ivcn to you looks l ike i 

3 , 6 , 7, 1, 6, 8, I , 5 
Thrre arc four (4) person: on your l i s t . The f i r s t nuecor l c 3f thus the third reieon 

on your l ir . t =uat be interviewed. 

In the nsxt household, your l i s t contains only two (?) perrons: n a-n and hla w i f e . 
Thi- foUowir.£ nunber: 0, la too t i e . 5o to tho following: 7 , which i s al.-.o too b ic . Co to 
.the follbw;rc: 1. Therefore, in t h i s houao, the head of the fatally oust ee interviewed. 

Proceed In thin eianner. 

' , - ewe:.- TI:E ?I.'3T jura: of THE FLIISOS ciosta. 

•'. a ioir o- TIE encio: or RJSIOX'HT: 
1st Subat l t t .ea 

A Addrean 1 2 . 3 
Interviewed nt the f i r s t v i s i t 

<_^^ ^ ^ ^ Interviewed nt the second v i s i t 
_ _ _ _ _ Respondent nbfent at both v i s i t o 
_ _ ^ ^ ^ ^ T Hefuacd to be interviewed 

. Interview interrupted 

5) IT TicrraWfCIKBES CAIIIOT BI IRTf^VIEiTO CO TO TIE CUKTITUTn Otl TOM U^T, fRTTE TKT AEDf!ES 
AI : AIOYK, AIII rooccnD m TIE SA:I: MAŜ CT. 

: - M r ? o r I K T : : I Y I B T I , , . • . , , 

•OH "PICE u:;E OrilYi »o . 

: V a n n e d by .-. Poded ' ranched 

- 1 -
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*W ( M I * I-IA. P ^ l ^ i ? f ' : D Tin: *nrt"' I"SI"MI ™°"r 

——" 1-06, I'OTF. r.r* OF a!ttlO!3>Ct? . 1-14. Bo you tl.lr.k that Encltnh Canvllan p o l i t l -
1 ____ ^m r"0—"1 elanr. worry too nuch or not tr,oiu:h about 
2 - V a n I 7 — 1 lh<* prohl<.i3 th-.i n u t between tne rrcnch 

I 9 __ I Cruvidl'in? or*l F-n/;Ll3h Cnnndtnna? 
w_ J . 1 _ Worry too r.uch 

Flrat , I would l i k e to know your opinion 2 I'o rot "worry enough 
on M W c,_«'-lions of f,.-n<r.»l Interest . 3 _____ -lorry jur.t enough 

4 _____ Th^y i o n ' t worry at a l l 
1-07. Acom; the ^robl*-e= that Cnnidi faces , 6 _ _ _ Depend;, 
• which or.c w o r n e . you the r.ont? 7 Docs not know 

9 £ • ; * " - * > • * - ' C U - * — 
"" l-*t*J IX- 1 aha 11 no* ro.d you a frw statements. 

Some people ogn c with these statements, 
1-00. Kvoryor.c- uorriec raorc or Icon about 00.-40 othero do not a^rci-. I would l ike to know 

things . "JHH i s th* thine that worries i f v o u nSp*'c o r l f * o u *lcaero« with thcac 
you the oo*-t? etateaento. 

9 - . . /* •*- TX 1-15. When you rtv.rt chir._tne things very such, 
'^^ you u&ually aakr then worcc, 

1-09. CrATO CW CAftD "A" TO WSKftVarr?) A-on« 2 Disagree 
thc»« proclcns tA*t Con-.d» fnceo, which 6 Depends 
one do ycu consider to fcc the aoct 7 Doeo ;>ot know 
uoriojo? (cinzr, ors ONLY) 9 _____ „. %~<^L^ < ? „ _ 

1 _____ The slow d>vcloprirnt of the Canadian ' 
economy 

2 ?hc l v k of covemaent s t a b i l i t y in 
Ottaw.-. — 1-16. Covrm-wnts arc generally not interested 

3 The l.-ck 0." understanding between in what res t people think. 
Ix^lJ.h Cr.csdi.ins nr.d .-rnvch CarJidimo * Acrce 

4 Foreign control of ra:_*.ian Industrie* 2 Disagree 
5 _____ Th* Adoption of atonic weapons by 6 _—_ Depends 

Csnndn 7 —i i itocs not know 
7 Does not know 9 >/ . ;?._, ,. A./.r iy ;?-». u..r,_ 

* .^ / . „ . t *•!— -.or. «-.. -*- , , - , / , . ™ . , - \ „ - — 1-17, Forcirn lndur.tri'3 established In Canada 
— 1-10. . <IWK> «ff CASS -V' TO R,„.10.OTCT) H«T. J „ 

arc otn.r j r o b l « . S -.*,! Cin.«b M « . , a - j v ^ i l J O M jr.«™« o.' c a p l o / 1 ^ 
which 0 -r do you consider to be the soot , * .w ^ . _ 
.-.rrio-, ? ( a s c r o-Jt c : u ) , ^ ^ r ™ l h c i r ^ e < > u n t r ' -

1 *'l.o l.*t.-c*.- r.u.-tbcr of Ir.'ucrants cailnc Dian^rne 
to Cnr-nda , , c 

2 Vi-.t hl,:h cor,-, of ltviivt , jJcjwnJo 
3 " 7he d j f f i c u l t l c a trtween French J D o c 3 , o t k n 0 w. 

Cinndl -r.r îr̂ i En^lt.-n Can.'uli.'uia —— *f' *—*-£> f-*-< * t f<n .. 
4 _____ Voo high t i xc s 

, 5 Vr.»-aplo)T-.er.t .— 1-16. When the m j o n t y of raployore in a cospany 
7 _____ l>oc» not know __>r pj-cneh Canndiar. tne eaploycea who do 
9 W * y 2J" . «»t cprak French shoula learn to apeak i t . 

1 _ _ _ A_TC« 
2 _ _ _ Dioarrco 

— 1-11. n o you think tiTit French Canadians worry 3 Agree i f In the province of Quebec 
tDO trjcjt or not enough about the profcleaa g ~ ~ " Ocpcnda 
tnnt *xint bctn»cr. r.ngllsa Canadians and 7 ~ ~ ~ Docs not know 

1 Corry too rrjch * * f" r 

2 | Do not worry enough 

I 5c7d^:: ^ r f . t .11 '-'9- le» foreign cpital ehMlt t. u»c* to 
6 aeponds * develop Canada even i f the standard of 
7 ])oeo not know Urine of coot of th* people were t o 
0 ' e— • *. decreaao. 

*?• 0~*U*f-^k •*—^^**. 1 *Cree 
2 Disagree 

— 1-12. Do you thin* that F-rujlioh Canadians worry * Depends 
too OUCA or not cnouca about the problecs J D o c a n o t toW

( 
ti.at c_i:it between French Canadtnr? and ' v - ? , r / V i r V #•*-«»«*-. 
Encllsh Cnndlans? ' 

1 ^orry too gjch 
? _,<> not oorry enough ' " ~* 1 " 2 0 - E n « l i n h w ^ FYerch should be the two 
3 worry Just enough o f f i c i n l lanfiuacco of a i l provinclU 
4 Th»y don't worry ot o i l '• govemmento In Canada. 

r C Depends 1 *Cr*c 

7 Docs not know 2 Disacrce 
y —— , _ Depends 

^ - Z — ^ / . _ J r * * . • ' — - 7 Does not know 
— l-l^* Do you thlrjc that French Canadian p o l i t l - 9 y9 ")l^t.f*f~t

J <*•*•»-—•» 
elan:. —orr;- too —aeh or not cnou/^i about 7 
th^ pjc_i*™. that e x i s t between tne l i ch 
Cnttiti. ..-.:. -wl French Cnnadlona? --* 1-21. t:ore e f for t nhould be stade so that a l l 

1 ^ ^ ^ »>Ty too nuch cltlr**na of Cannda fee l that th«-y are one 
? _ _ _ °o noi viortv rnouch . people. 
i ____ Jorry Just enough 1 , Agrer 
4 i Vh'-y don't worry at a l l 2 Dioacrec 
u . Pcpen-Ja 6 ____ Deprnda 
7 § Doi-s nat know 7 ____ Dceo not know 
9 i ' 7 >/yj.C -..-.-«*. - 9 * * T—mXtf^J tf-..->-

- 2 -
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— 1-??. All e i t i w i s of Crmvti should be ob l i lo - 1-31. French Can.vllma arc asking the r eo t of 
dr.il with th<- f i- l i-r i l r,ov<-rr-T.rnt ' • i th - r Cnmda for rorn than wh»t they have a 
In French or In Kn^l l"" whlcht-vcr they r i g h t to c i p e c t , 
clmoco, 1 ^ Agree 

1 Agree 2 Disagree 
2 I>lr:-,i»r.-'i? 6 Drponds 
6 Ucpvv4ti 7 Does not know _ . . . •-
^ — — ^ocz n o t to0* 9 , iV- O^ JT'AJJI ,J_. ' ." 

— ' 1-23, BWn you r.t-irt changing t h i r d s in a " 1-32. In c d d i t i o n to English Car.idlans and 
roc l c ty .it complicate: na our=, thore Is French Canadian:;, you know th.i t there ore 
o great rifjk of di:*org-uU7ing everything, In Cnn'»da I t d i m Car.-'tilar.s, d r n . n 

1 | Agree Canodians, Jc-vish C-uiirlians, Ukrainian 
2 Disagree Canadians acri Can.'iQi.v>j of tri'iny o ther 
6 Depends o r i g i n s , 1 would l i k e to know your 
7 _ _ _ Dovr. not know opinion about th'-Se d i f f e r e n t groups of 
9 U- Z^JU^C «—~ Canadians. 

In general* who has the xost chances of 
g e t t i n g thv beet job.-: in Canada: the 

— 1-24. Wh'-n th* a a j o n t y of employees in « ctrapany F-ngllnh Can-id inns , the French Canadians 
nrc fr-gllnh Canadian, employe o who do not o r Ca:ai(il=i.c of anoLticr croup': 
speak £ r ^ l l c h should learn to cpoaJc I t . ' Knfllir.h Canadians 

1 Agree ^ - • • French Canf.di.^ns 
2 Disagree 3 „ ., Cnnndlanc of another group (Specify 
6 _ _ _ Defends which croup: ) 
7 Does not know 6 Al l have tc.u.il charc^s \Co to Q.1-35) 
9 LJ t . •. •. ei ^ 7 Depends (Co to Q. 1-35) 

9 /Z<~* z r 
—~ 1-25. French Canadians a r e t r y i n g t o e^ln too 

much influence in the p o l i t i c a l a f f a i ro 
Of Canada. _ . j ^ ^ y Q u thlnk t h a l t h „ p c o p l c y o u f^ve Jus t 

' .. - - • ^ r c c mentioned should have o r should not have 
5 —.... Dlrvigrce more chances than o the r people of g e t t i n g 
% Dcpond^ t h c b c o t j Q b 0 ? 

J Ooci' M- ™*" 1 Should have nore chances 
* - - — */- -^- .- -' y. . • • **•— - - 2 _ Should not have aore chances 

6 Depends 
7 Docs not know 

1-2C. *!ncli=he.vvidiAns can rp*»k KngUsh 9 A ~ J " 27 
everywhere else in Canada, but they should 
opcak French in tho province of Quebec. 

1 Agree 
2 Disagree ~~" 1-34* Do you personal ly kr.ow of cor.fs where these 
6 Dcp-rjl^ pcoplc h.*id r.ore caar.ee i el- RCttlr^; the 
7 ~ ^oca not know beat Jobs , or have you only heard of such 
9 « . - 7 , 2 ' s ^ j L **--• caces? 

'/***** \ ____ Knows of such cases pcroomilly 
2 ____ Kae only h«"ard of such cases 
3 . Both knows and has heard 

1-27. i t would be b c t t r r i f tnorr enployec3 of 4 Suspects t h a t i t i s so 
the f cdirml sovcrwacnt were to speaX both 7 ^ ~ " Does not know 
French and inc l i t -h . 9 n ——-

1 A c t * . ^ ^ ? 

2 Diaiicrce .-
6 . ,; ,, Depends 
"l DQCr ' n o t k l l0W, . —• 1-35. Ohcn the federa l governnent tokos 
' *f' Z—*-*-f**M. 0~**~*+^ decic iona which a f f e c t a l l of Canada, docs 

the opinion of on* 01" the followir.* groups 
1-26. French C a n r t i , n s can coesk Prc.-.ch in the TO'^1 f o r " ° r c ^ a - h ; ? p l ? T 0 n ° f *% 

province of C-.cbec, but they should speak ° " w r " , t h e »Pff-*«» *J « « l i = h Cr.-.adians, 
Snel len evcrj-wh.ro e l s e in Canada. t h J opinion of *rcacfc Can.diano, or the 

1 Agree opinion of Camdiar-a of another group?t 

2 Dl rar ree ' Y c a ' t n c ° P l r * i o n o f Engl ish Conad'iana 
6 Depends c o u n t 0 f o r r ' o r e 

1 — — j ^ * , , n o t ^ ^ ^ • 2 Ycc, the opinion of French Canadians 
a ' u ' 1 ' • s* countc for nore 

' *» ' *~+-'-4-f~i>t ««-»»—.. 3 Yes, the opinion of Canadians of 
another group countc fo r cors (Specify 

* which group: ) 
1-25. Kncll^n Canadians oro t ry ing t o gain too 6 Ko, the opir.ior. of no group counts 

ouch inf luence in the p o l i t i c a l a f f a i r s **>r c ° r * CCo t o 3 . 1-37) 
of Cannon. 1 _ _ _ T"* opinion of Engl ish and French 

t AgrcA * Canadinno countc for more 
2 Disagree ' " *' S Depends (Co t o Q. 1-37) 
6 Oi-pcnda 9 Docs not know (Go t o Q, 1-37) 
7 DOP3 not know 0 ^ ^ _ -p~ 

-- 1-36. Do you th ink t h a t the opinion of the group 
—— 1-30. French Canadians chould expect to be you have j u s t acnt ioned should count fo r 

t r ea t ed l i n e any o ther ttlnorlty group in oore o r should not count fo r more than the 
Cunndn. opinion of o the r c r 'Ups? 

* , Agree 1 Should count - o r nore 
'•' , Dlnngree 2 Should not cour.t for more 
•• _____ I<cpcnds b ^__ D''pcitdi< 

^ _ ^ Does not know 7 _ Does not know 

' *t- 2 t^/^C <2~« »- 9 . . 7 

' /oUr or. 
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— 1-37. When th-- rnvmin-nt of jour province | — S 1-4?, Eo yoj perr.on-»lly »»ow of canes where th-ne 
. takro drcl lorn "Men n f f i c l the whole propl- have b"<-n e n t e r trralcd by the 

provlnc.-, «o»i th" opinion of or.? o.' the c o p l o y r o of the f r d - m l r.ovcrr.-icnt or hovs 
follov*ir-c -rc^p:: count for core than tlw jrOU o n i y h-nrd or such circa? 
orlnion or th- oth-r::: the opinion of 1 "_ r.r.o*;- of ruch circa rertonolly 
Knr,lir.h Citrnti n--., the opinion of rrti.ch a ;?.,;. hrrvrd 0* r.ucn e .rcs 
Cnnnul-.ns or tlvr opinion of Canadlnna of 5 ^ ^ jt0il; kno" .̂ nnd hae brard 
another cro^p* 4 Surp-et:. I t l» ro 

1 Yt:., the opinion of F.ncllch din-.dlana 7 Do-.r. not know 
counts for norc 9 ••> 

2 _̂ Tco, th'i opinion of French Caradlnnn / .* %V u 
count; for norc - 1 _ 4 j > ] r , e rncr i l »ho ta« thir nost chnnom of 

3 "o=. » k c opir.lon of Canadians o.' c c t t i r ^ the best Jot: with the federal 

C
another c o u p eounlo for =ore eo»criJ3cnt: Encll.-.h C.r.idmnr, trench 

(Specify ichieh »:roup: J Canadians, or Canadians of another group? 
6 :;OI the opir.lor. of r.o group ccur.t: t English C i u n d u i 

for : « r (Co to Q. 1-59) 2 French C<ir.'<slr.na 
7 Uepri4: (Co to « . 1-59) j Canadian.-, of another croup (Specify 
B Does r.ot know (Co to Q. 1-39) which croups ) 
9 (Zt^^T *7T o ** 1 *v-lvr equal ch.ir.ces l<Jo to Q.1-45) 

7 Depends (Co to 8 . 1-45) 
8 Doca not know (Co to Q. 1-45) 
9 C~r It. 

1-50. Bo you think that the opinion of the .. , _ 4 4 < r,0 you t h l n i , that the people you have Juot 
group you f..ve >.-.t r.cr.tion-d should count ncntioned should h a v or -hould not hnvo 
for core or nhould r.ot count for rare than 3, , , . . chineec than others of cct t lrj j the 
the opinion of other groups? ^cX j 0 0 , w l l h t t r .,„. r i l c 0 ,erna«nt? 

' Should count for r«re , Should have u r c chances 
. 2 Should rot count for sore j Should not have core chances 

6 3eper.d. 6 Jjepends 
1 Do™ " 0 l >™>" 7 ZZZ D««s no ' •"«" 
9 (i-K 9 C-r jr 

. 1-45. Bo you think that In Cnnadai English 
speaking children should learn 1'rench In 

1-39. Ill your opinion, which group t r i e s too primry uchool? 
Often tc i--po— I t : point cf view on the ' * ' • 
res t of Canada: the French Capstans or ^ *'° 
th - Enclirh Car.ldlu-.37 5 Undecided 

1 French Canadians 6 Bcpcndc 
2 ! Er^li.-h Cr.rj.dmna 7 Doee not too-
5 rrc.-.er. Car-idiona ar.d Enclish Cnna- ^ C> - ; ? * _ c'j^t cX^-«*^ 

dinna 
4 neither one nor the other ~ " >-«*• » • Y 0 U t h l h k that in Canada, French opcalclr^ 
g ~~ ne»>n-ifi children should lc^rn Englich In prl/tary 
7 Boeo not know •chool? 
9 1 Yeo 

2 Ho 
5 Undecided 
6" Dcpcndo * 

^ 7 Doca not know 
~" 1-40, ro you think that people of or.e of the q - • / 2 ^ 

fo l low!:^ croups .-u-e t e t t e r treated by ^' ' / • • • ̂ -^*—<- ~*~* 
the er.rlove, 5 of the fed.-rt! goverr-ient „ , _ , 7 > I n , , , „ , o p , n i o r . , 13 the French cpokeu by 
than arc peopl< or the oth"r croupri the French Caudluno bet ter , aa cood «a, or 
Enclich Car.adko.-.., the French Carj.di«r.», poorer than the French epoken by Frenchmen 
or Cai.idin-1. of another croup? o r ymncc? 

1 Yea, the Enellsh CarAdlano ] Better 
' 2 Yeo, the Fr^r.ch Canadians 2 Aft good aft 

3 Yrfi, Canndliina of nnoth'-r group 5 Foorcr 
(Specify whlcn croup: ) t —— m f f e r e n t but aft good ' 

6 "o, n i l are equally t o l l treated 5 j u o t d i f ferent 
(Co to Q. 1-43) 6 n o t d u f e r e n t 

1 Depends (Co to 0 . 1-43) 7 Do,., n o V tao. 
8 Does not know (Co to 3. 1-43) 9 «,_ i _ i - A » - « <f-^.^-~» 

£t~3 3T — I -4e . In your opinion, t : the Drucllah ftpsken by 
Engllbh Canadlnno b e t t e r , as *ood no, o_r_ 
poorer than the ^ngl i^i tpoken by Engl ish-

1-41. Do you think ttv\t the people you have Juot sien of EnglnndV 
acntioncd ohould or chould not be to t ter 1 Bettor 
treated than others by the e-ployeea off 2 As flood as 
the federal government? 3 roorcr 

1 Should be better treated • 4 Different but sa good 
2 Should not bo better treated 5 Juot di f ferent 
G Depends 6 !:ot d i f ferent 

~ 7 Does not know I 7 Uoea not know 
9 , ^ , j r A T T E N T I O N ' 9 6 • 1 *• '(••'•< ff~ 

/" 1-49 to 1-51. Do you think that i t 1c tho French Canadian:, the Knglirh Cunadlnno or Canadians ot 
/ soother group wno have the aoet a b i l i t y ! </ 
I French Bngllch Other group Co Does n f t t / 

, 1 Canadians Canadians (Specify which difference k n o w / ^ 
\ group) 
\ - 1-49. In the f i e l d of ouolo, 
J l i t e ra ture nnd theater? 1 _ _ _ 2 J 4 7 9 

• "TX I -1-V>. In th- f i e l d of buolness ~ ^ ~ ~ ~ " 
ST* I snd f trainee? I 2 3 * 7 9 

V - M - 5 1 . In the f i e l d of sciences? 1 2 3 4 7 9 
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, 1-5?. In your orlnlon,»ho io i e t f r prepare! to - 1-59. Scwe f^ople *jy t lwl « French C-.n»>Jl«n who 
c»rr / on M-» Jots o prron Mho h»o ntudled i s qual i f ied in h is work h o l c so chanc<-0 

ftt n Kr'nch Car™!i-in cchool or n person thnn others of ,;ettin/; pronotlenn If he 
who tvtn uludlrd at an hiif.lluh Canadian does not sp'\ik l ^ ; l l : h . Ito* cucli truth 
cchool? do you think th-ro in In WIJU theeo people 

1 . A prpoon who hnn studied nt a French osyi n great d"i.l of truth, a l l t t l o 
Cim-iJi «n school Iruih or r.o trj'.h nt n i l? 

2 A fr.cn who hn= :; lu l led at an 1 A crcV. d«~il of truth 
r>y;lSLh Canadian zchool J A l i t t l e truth 

> Tr.'-rt la no difference- 3 | no truth nt n i l 
5 P« p"*n»l̂  on the cchool ^ .* He i s not qual i f ied If he docs not 
6 lupvn'l.*) on the person * ^ J spvak Hi^linh 
7 lioto not knew / - ^ * t 5 riot qualif ied If he doco not openk 
9 0" • 2 ^ J . ^ u o—•**— Encli=h 

' 6 i Depends 
. - - . . . , . L 7 Does not know 
1-53. Sor.e people .-ay that an lmlgrant who - —— ^ 

Is qual i f ied in h i s wnrk his l eas chances — — o " ic+—*AL*lt {*•,-, t,.._ 
thin others of rctt in/ ; prorations i f he P//T • 
dove net spc.ik liryjiish. Ilr.«t fifth truth *" -
do you think there j 3 in whit there - i - e o . Do you think th i t & French Canadian "ho 
people t iy : n creat deal of truth, n le qual i f ied in h!= worrf should have or 
l i t t l e truth or r.o truth i t n i l? should not have K s c chances than othero 

1 A C«*»^ <*r;vl of truth of c e t t l n c promotions i f he do*s not 
2 A l i t t l e truth speak hr^lish? 
3 _ _ Co truth at a l l \ Should have l e s s chances 
4 _ _ _ He in not qual i f ied If he docs not 2 Should r.ot have leas chances 

s^cak }ji«lloh 3 _ _ _ Should not have lc*6 chances i f he 
6 _ _ _ Depend* works in the province of Quebec 
7 Doti rot know 4 Ghould know English to c**~ promotions 
9 4> - X^^-i'f \ * * ~ • fi j . Depends 

' *7 , Does not know 
1-54. Do you think that an i m l r r a n t "ho I s - - - 8 * 7~-**U~V—«< tf5**-—•» 

qualif ied in h i s work cfiouH hive or 
should not have l e s s chancos than others 
of c c t u n c y r w h o s j i f he doe* cat . ^ ^ l n ^ o p l n l o r M h „ t f c e federal ecvern-
speak t n c j l : a . e o n l l R 0 l X a % a reecj.tly c w n too sueh 

_ • — _ . . , at tent ion or r.ot cnouth at tent ion to the 
2 «.-.ould r.ot r.^ve lroc chances -«-. ,*.-•- .̂̂  .v» »^«U<M^. *< (\.,-v«*'» 
3 3 1 Should kno* Sncllah to fiet promotion.. , " " " ^ ^ h C Province of Quebec? 

• 7 Docs not know- ? — - J o t e w m c | | 

° £ - 2—*~Z-f*-*U « » - — . - . , 3 jus t enough 
6 Depends 

1-55. Soac people cay that a^onc the c-ployees 7 Does not knew 
of th< fetitrnl cov--,-.^ent, Kw;ii=h 9 , j - * . o ^ ^ ^ 
C^nadionit f»r.d I'rcnch Canadian", r.-ive sore # 
chancii imn other:: of i;vtttr.;. *-r.c t e s t 
*o&3, ilow nuch truth do you think thir« 
io in what ther-p people t iy- a great """ 1-62, In your opinion, when tr.e fudc^al co V c i r -" 
dval of truth, a l i t t l e truth, or co tent of Ottawa spends w»ney docs i t take 
truth s t o i l ? aore care of the 1r.tcrer.t3 of v-ittce than 

1 A rrcat deal of truth of the interest.* of the o t t er provinces, 
2 A l i t t l e truth or doe* i t take l e s s care of the in teres t s 

' 3 To truth at a l l of Quebec? 
6 Dcjcnds 1 ] I'.ore care of the interest.- of Quebec 
7 i Dooo not know 2 _ Leos care of thv in teres t s of Quebec 
5 c . 2 ^zJ/~Jt ^£^m.Lnt,^ 3 N* differrr.ee, taken care of intcrooto 

* "f of a l l provinces equally 
5 Undecided 

1-56. 2o you thlrJc that arjsnc the employee* , Depends 
of the federal GOY,rr^€r.t,F^:i=a ? ^ M t ^ 
Canadians and . rench Canadians should „ • 
hive or should not have norc chances than — — o " V*-~*-t-L**~*. *̂— -*.***> 
o lhtro of re t t ing ihe best Jobs? 

1 whould have core chinces 
2 Oheuld not have core chances — , ^ 3 ^ n© y o u t j ^ ^ l h ? l t o t p p e ccnt the private 
6 Depends cospcr.lcs in Crmda that ore caraged by 
** D*c» f » l to**" Enclihh •p«'s>.ir^ scople are G v i 1 ^ » o 
9 _ _ _ ^ • *A-j.j tju-J, C£->w^*— * cuch effort to nake important Jobs avai lable 

r ^ to their French Canadian ccployccs, or do 
1-57, Soar people oay that Enflllch Canadians and /«« t*11** « » J ar^ c i v i n c just croufib. 

>Tcticn Canadians do not p.iy rr.o_;,-h attent ion e f fort or net enough effort? 
to the opinions that other Car-aduna have ' _ ^ T w B U C h '"ffort 
about the af fa ire of Canada. How -uch 2 J

t
uzt cno«Ch ef fort 

truth do you thin* there lo in wfjt these ' " o t eft0«Ch ef fort 
people aoy: a great deal of truth, a 6 Depends 
l i t t l e truth or no truth at a l l ? 1 D ° e a * l 0 t knQW 

1 A creat deal of truth 9 g., j A y j ^ 
2 A l i t t l e truth */** * 
3 miim , 5o truth at a l l 
6 ^^^_ Depends 
7 Docs not know -— 1-64, Do you think that at present the fcderol 
9 _ ft m -. . j».y. ^ ^ govcrrActit i s giving ^0O nuch effort to 

r0^ **""' nvUce Laport.mV Jobs avai lable to i t o 
' 1*-56. Do you think that English Con-'idiano and French Cnnadinn employe' t; or do you think 

French Cnnxilans should p-iy =oro attention I t l o giving Juct cnouch e f for t or not 
t o the opinions t m i other ConodiAna hove cnouch effort? 
about the a f fa lro of Canada? \ Too nuch ef fort 

1 Tro 2 t Just enough e f for t 
2 Ho 3 Hot enough effort 
5 Ui.tlreidrd 6 M Prjpcndo 
7 . Doeo not know 7 _ ^ _ Does not know 
9 » * - •Lv.+.tlfU a 
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- 1-^i, 1>0 you bel ieve Ihit i'rrneh Cnn-tdlnns nro "~~- 1-71 • Docs- i t bothT you to npei.lt another 
rir;ht In *'»r> line to be O T » C 4 In .'ntieh l^no^CC than your ©«m In ordT to get 
"hen thry luj in ^tor-o or f,o to rcctau- ecrved If you unaerstrmd thin InruTUAgei 
rantu nnO other nini .nr pl'icco? vi-ry riuch, quite a b i t , n l i t t l e or not 

1 Yeo D t a l l? 
2 [ Ito 1 Vrry rMeh 
3 i Yro, tut only in tho province of Qucbco 2 ^ ^ _ Quite a bi t 
6 [ t u r M s 3 A l i t t l e 
7 Dora not fcr^># < tiot at a l l 
9 J . . ^ ^ - * a „ . ^ « Depend:. 

" 1-6C, So you think thftt provincial Rovernr.ento ( 
chould 1'ir.incc French Cithol ic schools 
for He u=c of 1'rcnch Cnnndioiu who l i v e 
outside of tuebee? ~" 1 ~ 7 ? - ^ X*11 f e e l t h a l l b c 3 c r v l « c T<»« **t *a 

1 Ye= poorer than i t i s when you apeak your own 
2 ~ ~ no * lanpwce? 
3 ^___ Yes, i f there i r e enough French * _ _ *C B • 

Canadians * 2 Ho 
6 Depends c Depcndo 
7 T ~ Docs not knew 7 &°«» n o t k n 0 " 

. -*^*w -AC- **-*^-

- J-67. I f these .ichooli were not Catholic achoolo, 
<!o you thin* that provincial eoT...-r.=*.v.o " '-TJ. Usually -hen you buy In c torc . or £ o to 
chould fu.-.RM i'r.nch ochoola tor the ue> re.tauror.to do you thlrjc thit you .bould 
of rrcr.ch Canadians «ho l i v e outside of •» t , - n ' c ' 1 l n J">ur °* a !«<««*«•' 
Quebec? ' Y t « 

1 Yco * B ° 
2 j ; 0 6 Depondo 
J Yc=, i f there ore enough French 7 t">"0 n o t tou>* 

Canadiana * _ _ 5" — -<^«** -»*-»'" ->-^#>C^ 
6 Depends . 
7 Dots not know * " f~*"*-^»><- * — * ~ ~ 

1-74. What Is your principal language, that l o , 
the language you apca* coot or tn« tine at 

• 1-6B. I f I t ever case dc-n to a choice, do you , . h e o " r ' * U t V J i ' i c h o r t " o l h c r J"*"- .*? 
think i t „ould te to t ter for Carata i f ^ W ? t ) "' .-ncllch O O ^ 
fehool- t.cre divided between Catholic and I French ICj .o , . . - » ! » 
non-Cnth,llc tchoolr or divided t . t w e n , n , , J ?"•"' i""""1:' v*:"cn o t n " 1 " « u a « B I 

1 I'lTiord bet-een Catholic and non- " " ^ J r w l l = h .-.nd ar.other W ^ - a « . 
Catholic =c.-.oolo 6 „ r C ; e ^ , t a B O t t ' r ^ ^ " S ' ( C o t o 

J I<i»idci b e t « c n rreneh ore! E r f i l u h ' • * " ' ' 
ccnoolo 9 

3 C=r't choote, both are os laport.-int iS^^c^ 
• 4 Car.'t choose, docn not fcant c i ther; J 7 ^ ^ * 

pre'trc scoctblr^ e l»e \H I 
5 Undecided J 

G _ Dependo 1-75. Do you r*"ad French without ony d i f f i c u l t y , 
7 Doc; not kno« with BOM d i f f i c u l t y , with n c t l . l t deal cf 
9 c i ~_j • n. d i f f i c u l t y or do you not t>flnt i t at a l l ; 

» - ^ — , ^ 7 — « - L . . . j oitnout any d i f f i cu l ty 
1 Sftth «oae d i f f i c u l t y 
} ^ ^ Olth o crcat deal of d i f f i cu l ty 

1-69. Sot*- people eay that trench Canadians aro 4 Boee not read I t ot a l l 
•Tons in p u t t l r ; the blaac Co others , 9 Q - / V ,'• f . \ ,-e J'«»_>»_»_, ^ * - J > * _ J C 
becnu^t' on \ t they complain about lo aootly u\ ^ _ 
their orei f a u l t . How such truth do you ot T*/i«-~«A »—t » . - ~ ^ * t * > ' j 't<-
thlrjc tnerc 1= in what the-e people oay: 
a crt-at deal of truth, a l i t t l e truth or 
no '.ruth at a l l ? _ _ , _ 7 6 „ 0 , ,, P r c n < . n . i t h t m t a n y a l f f lcul t ; - , 

2 A f T " ' d ? l l . ; f t n " h „ : with > u c dlf f icuif . - , with a £reat deal of 
\ * - ; " . 1 ! t ~ t ? . o r » a r t l » " " * d i f f i c u l t y or do you n o t l t S f I t at . U 7 
s u L e ^ e d ' B l th iut any d i f f i cu l ty 
I ££rA- * Z I »»* » « dlllicuity 
I BQ" n o t 1CB,>• - 4 ~ Boca not opca« i t at o i l (Co to 

J? - } . I.'f..i <* •—> 9. J-09) 
9 < P - f ^ ^ W ^ - , . , — f - *•*** 

llo»/ I would lUtc to mokyouuoae questions ty% ^ ^ * ^ ^ J ^ ^ ' ^ 
about yoursel f . I~V^ "" ' — *^*4**^.?*. 

- 1*73. Hfhen you buy in stores or r.0 to restaur an to 
ho« oft*n nre you terved by people who 
epcak to you In another l1.r5u.Tce than your 
omi: v« ry oftenf f o i r l y often, rarely , 
a lnozi r.evcr or nrver7 . 1-77, Do you openk :*n nch every day, o f t t n , 

1 ' Tcry of t«»n rarely or n«*vor? 
2 T-'lrly o f f n " 1 K»»xy dny 
3 ^ ;.Tri?ly 2 [ Quit'- of ton 
4 m Al-nont never 3 Knrcly 
5 , Uever (Co to Q. 1-73) - 4 _ _ Wevcr 
9 9 °~ &~~<X++i -^^T^-y* -* ^ * — t 

http://npei.lt
http://nctl.lt
http://l1.r5u.Tce


-227-

I 2-0f» to 2-00. (M<1 you learn Prcnchl ~ 2-10. If you hid the chance would you l ike to 

! Yea Co Doc, not | e n " X° '"K•nl, ! ; n £ U : , h o r U " ' r o , c * w 

\ _ rrm.ber / , , , , < > , l n C " ° h ' 
\ __X2-06. Athw- . r . l t h ( ' A \ U I- I" 

V - ^ JTlflV.J. < I 1 5 Undecided 
2-07, At wor/.? 1 2 7 9 6 , Depends 

" ^ - M 7 Uoeo not know 
- ?-08. ThrtM.j;h re^dlrJi e . ^ - . 

or l ir . l .n lne to f l l ? , - ! 8 J> <" " T ' "T~l t*~r*V ~<-f*-'-n 

t e l e v i s i o n , or 'b> •£~q^* *~~* <•—•**» *•> a —'*«-• 
taklr,c ntcht ' J 7 2-13 and 2-20. What 1- or what w.,;j the rrir.cipal 
COUTEOC? 1 2 7 9 lnnfiuiice of your father and eotr.er, th>t 

lo the ltincuacc t*.-y cpoke r.o=t of the 
- \ « ^ t ine at h o w : Krclir-n, French or another 

/ ' | i— 2-09. Did you take French when you were at lAnguac*? 

• j , •*•»•» . rxTiia) uoTina 
' Y"° 2-19 — 2-20 

J 2 :io 
I 7 Doe. not remenber or doro not knew En^llr-h 1 _ _ _ 1 _ _ _ 
I q French 2 2 ^ 
| • Another lanRUige 3 J 
I (Specify »hleh _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
I . 2-10. I f you h.d the opportunity, would you lanpmee) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
/ l ike to learn to speak Frvr.cn cr approve t r ^ l i s h and French * 4 

/ your Trench? jr^Uzh and another 
/ 1 Yea loncuace 5 5 
f 2 U0 French and another 
I 5 Undecided longunc* C 6 
J C DtpenJo Does " o t remonber 
I 7 Doca not know or doco not know (0) 7 7 

9 9 9 • -*-* o-r^u^c ••-_„-,. •_ -f~~t „ *•-*_* ~* r°3 C°] 
•»-.--. _•_-_,. V , . ._ ,r ' '-''- »o your parents cpeak or did they apeak 

"•'•-'".»-• ' r' _ '"" " another leryru=«e in aJditloo. to their 
. . r w " ^ ' • : , - " : J 3 . principal lai,_ua_*? 

"Ot^/AlTr/lu. IF RFCIO;:!.. T l.'.r, ::AID :::.? liis I!in:::'AI. f ec i which other Lingua" ? 
."Cr-M: 'iiV^y LA.-.P);.<;r. r: » : . IU:J I (on K:.-.M=:I £ _ A::OTI!H) ' ErvjiUh 

E - t F ^ i / J ^ UtiCUAGS), ^0 '.0 3 . ?-13 ar.rl 2-2C. 2 French 
-^« i v \ ^ ' ' ' 0 t h " (=-«!*/< 
*-&i-j2t 2 -11 . Ho you r-ad rj.-l i=h without any d i f f i c u l t y , ^ > 0 

^-r-FJ.'^. "i"1 t _ w " t f i c u l t j , - i t h a —eat d^al 7 ~ Doea not krow. doc . not rejecter 
,} . , - , | V l - of d i f f i c u l t y or io ĵ ru rot re.id I t a t Q j . r- •-. ,.• ^ wi^t^*. 

-^,*Lf.'J'*" all? 8 .- £L- ._ v ^~..->- J~ - ,~^ . 
•*«:V^»,«f«M- t without .iny d i f f i c u l t y I • »-2_«< i " —• -/—}—>» . 

• ' ^ ^ ' 2 *«lh MM .lirncully - - 2-22. Which r . T ^ n ^ y ' u ^ M k T e o ' - E ^ l a h T * * ^ 
3 '•'"h a creat d ^ l of dl fr ieu l ty K r c n c h o r moltev lon_w.~T 
4 I»oca not reaa i t at a l l . 1 i;nriioh 

, . . 4 Two lon.T-iaces ee.uo.lly wel l 
2-12. 3o you rpe^t arc i i sh uit^.out arjr d i f f i cu l ty , 7 Undecided or doc. not know 

with torw d i f f i c u l t y , with a rrcnt deal Q — ~ -
of d i f f i c u l t y or do you not cpc.tk i t at 
a l l ? 

' Without any d i f f i c u l t y ?-?}, Do you think t h i t nowadoyo everyone should 
2 " l l h »one d i f f i c u l t y y t „ 0 l n n c u a 4 e o ; 
5 a i t h » great deal or d i f f i cu l ty 1 Yea 
4 I>oe» not speak I t at a l l (Go to ^ p 0 

»" '" '7 ) _ _ . ' H ^ A t ' " > " t w o laneuaj—» 
9 — O - A.*— r - r • v —»~»y» •— «^-a« «' 6 De—md« 

( i - i l A ) -=» „ tfv-«_i -* - U - X - . -J— - . 1 ^ . f j ^ r | \ 7 Doe. not know 

_̂ \ * / p 2 - 1 3 . Do you talk Enclish rvery dny, often^ * •* / 
*~ \ r - - r T ' ' rarely or nevor? /~p^ TT'^ : ^ A 
• r r W - V " ' Kvory day C f l - UxTJ"<pt^7 \ — ? _ M _ B , y o u ' t h l n k t h a t l t _ „ , . „ , , „ _ . 

-J."-/ «• " 2 Often . ) i ' r \ : '4 i1 . tf.'A«ta«.\ thine I f everyone lr. Canada opok. both 
- • ' • V — > . ' '•'srely <^»'r>i i i» i i , > V , . \ French and En«ltah? 

o - l r « " • » • ' £ l , a^.tA- » » . ^ . . - ; \ 1 Ye. 

; ; 7 f V — _^—[-f-^^^^iu. I—SUd. 
*/ \ / ^ i ^ - - — -—I 7 Soo. not know 
' \ ' 2-14 to 2-10. Did you learn Enr,llohi g g . f^^u^A^t. r • — 

Yeo Ho Doco not " * '" 
. retaembcr 

— 2-14. At hone or with ' - 2 5 - "ere you born in Canada? 
friend;? 1 2 7 9 ' 7 o . (Oo to Q. 2-27) 

2 l!o 
.'" "\ ' — 2-15. At work? 1 2 7 9 9 

* » 2 - 1 6 . Through readltuj, 
or l i^ len lnc to — ~ 2-26. In what country were you born? 

' t e l e v i s i o n , or _______^»«»-—--__ - -_ -__ -—. 
taklnfi nl«ht 7 .»cr. not know y _ _ - _ _ 
courc.o? 1 2 7 9 9 

~ ~ 2-17. Did you t ike £n£li~.h when you wer. at 2-27. In what country ml your father born? 
school? . ' Cniwta 

1 Yea 2 Other eowilry 'speci fy which countryi 
C ..o ) 
7 l.©eo not reaeabcr or does not know 7 ^ ^ ^ l « e . not r:*m . , 
g I) UiJTiU 

O - •r^-+ZT-J. X-_j*-y, L. ,£y_V«. 
£ ~ j . C a - — . 3A_ . ' . . < y _ " 7 " . ^ 

- i 
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^— 2-2Q* In what yc*r were you born? p ^ 2-31. Po you know or do you have contacto with 
_ French Ciuvdlana? 

6 t Molucca 10 ana»cr 1 Yea (Co to Q. 2-3>) 

9 /^x? rr. 2 »o 
7 i Doco not know 

t:OTE TO it:TK!t_vnvn;rt 

_7P Pfr.TT>'7n.7 r . ir,?„': 1,-: e.r.'lfil . AZK FOR AKCFOTOa .„ . 
0" 1\it' *:AiJ .. I'. ?-?'• ' l i v e you i-vur knorTi or nave you ever had 
IP TF^'riv"''*? !..*"WT-*: ft."'Str-'rr T V . l*« C7NOA contacts with French Canadians? 
A-K :u( -.IT: J — *« fio i o q< ? < o ) 
J F riErir>r.A;*Y, KXIIAI:' TI»T JTISJIC OH ctiunnut 7 lioca not kr.ow or dots not reoeober 

C CKWP uc--2n: TO cHCir, MJT. T I E rccrr ir - . ennm*. (r.0 to c . 2-«o) (\ 
f jnEicn, fciGMnii, U7JIA;;:IAI;, J E / I B H . POLISH, I,TC. 9 ^ <?l ^ c~~~**U~~ ~ / * - . c « ^ r ^ « j ^ 

"*** 2-33. 2o you hive (or did you hrivc) contacts 
—• 2-29 . To wMt ethnic or cultural croup did you "1th French Co'.nili.-.:v- frequently^ 

or your ancestor on the t i l e t ide belong occasionally or r^xely? 
on Conine to tfclo continent? I;CCT TO 1!.TmviK-TJt: I." aESPOtrrCTT'S 

COKTACTS IIAVF ciu.:.:!i: cvni T U T , ASK roa 
7 Poc» not too* ^ . ^ g ^ - ^ ^ rnKtr"? CO-ACTS o n * . 
9 1 _ _ _ ("r«.qut_ntly 

t<*-Jr3r 2 Occasionally 
3 Hnrely 
7 _ _ _ Doco not know or docs not rceeaber 

* 2-50* To wtr.t ethnic group do you eoni*ider - • 
that yo- belongs Enelleh Canadian, French -***< ***^««*. 
Canadian or another «. tnnic croup? 

1 ai J-.;lir.h Car.-dicn 
? French Car^dian (Co to Q. 2-43) 

f _ , 3. Another ethnic croup (Specify which 
""*• ^ ^ ^ croup: ) 
tfrjo * _ _ _ Canadian 

^^» 5 ____ Conottiers to belong to no particular . . % 
H* ' "» ethnic croup 

6 t Refuse* to ancwer 

C°3 ATTENT IOH — — 

- *» 2-34 to 2-39. In which places do you hare (or did you have) contacto with tfccai 

Yen Ifo Poco not know 
or docs not 

rceeaber 

2-34 . In Ltores or restaurants? 1 [ 2 7 9 ^ 1 

- ?-35# At work or at business nettings? 1 _ _ _ 2 i 7 _____ 9 _____ O I a 

— - 2-36. In your r.eichbourbood? 1 2 7 9 o ( y / ^ 

"*~~* 2-37. At their hoao, nt your hone, or at / 

rrlenda? 1 2 7 9 O \ 

~ — 2-30. At ooclal fiatherlngo? 1 ____ 2 7 9 _ _ _ O \ 

- — . 2-39. At school or at church? 1 2 7 9 & J 

2-40, Pron »r,at you hnve h«-ard about Prcneh j—»- 2-42. Fron wtv\t you hsve heard about Trench 
Ciuudi^ns, or judejf^j frcti your contaeto Cnnadi. ns , or judcln^ Trco yo-jr ccntccta 
with then, would you tny tt.ic you would with thtr\, vjoald yoi. aay thnt they treat 
l i k e to h.vc eccc ason^ your best friende? other people ,-\z c^u\ls or t h ' t thry e c t 

t _ Yes as If th**y were atav- other people? 
2 _ _ Ho 1 ̂ ___ Treat others ac equals 
3 _ _ Already has oooe 2 ^ _ _ Act a-i If they worv above* othern 
4 j o e s not matter 3 ^c i ther , they f e c i Inferior 
5 Undecided 4 ] Depends on the pcrcon 
C ^^^ Depends 6 ^___ Depends 
7 ____ Do«3 not know , 7 _^__ Doeo not know 

c 
2-41 , Pro* fhat you tovc heard cbout French fOCR TO r:?5Wirffffl 

Z*i*Aw., or 'udcinc froa jour e o o u c t . h r Tit- - 7 i w — f - s .-*-* TmT IX SBIff-K K 
- t t h t t en . « u i d >ou t.ajr that jrw « u l d T L ^ ! ' • - - ^ i r c f e / w TO Q. M i T 3 

2 " " •• „ "** 2-43. Do you know or do you hare contaeto with 
J Already too oo=o , T**U?' C j ^ - ' J ^ V 

5 "n.i-cldcd , 'J° . . 
. f. IVp.™!., 7 " o ' 0 not kno« 

7 ^ ^ t « r ; not WW- ' O - C-~g£~X. C~—-t-~^ 
9 ATTEHTIOM 1 

- » -
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, ?-44* lliy you r""r >mo«n or KITC you ever hid - . , ?-<}, Do yoii h a v (or did you h»r«-) contacts with 
contactr. wiUi Krt£llt>h Canndlnno7 **^^ Jncl lrh Conndlano frequently, occasionally 

1 _ _ _ Yco or rnrc-ly? 
? no (GO to Q. ? - M ) iiorr: TO jjcrniviprra: ir Wvr.ronrerr's 
7 Dora i,ot know or doco not rctwiabpr COHTACTS IUVU CIIAIiSia) OVBI T I M , ASK PCK1 

(Co to Q, 2-52) Himiarf CONTACTS Oiil.Y. 
9 C " f -V-^ C * -~^ l_ . -<~ , Frcu.ntly 

-A^***/ ^v ->C«« ^-*-wCi-<^l J ____ Occasionally 
— I - * y* ,JL »V_^uT. 3 Karcljr 

7 Doca not kno« or doco not rcecaber »>*nr 

ft] • ^ . . . ^ c - t . - l . - ? - - ^ . t ? 3 

2-46 to 2-51. In which places do you have (or did you hare) contacts with thesi 

Yea l'o Doeo not know 
or doco not 

roraeaber - ' **v 
2-46. In s tores or In restaurnntn? 1 t 2 m 7 _ _ _ 9 _ _ C> A 

2-47. At work or at business Beatings? 1 < 2 7 9 Q I 

2-48, In your neighbourhood? 1 . ^ _ _ * ____ 7 ^ 9 . / XJ*4 

2-49* At the ir hose, at your hoar, or at / « ; / 

friends? I _ 2 7 , 9 £> / - *» 

2-50, At soc ia l Catherines? 1 . 2 7 9 O \ 

2-51. At school or at church? 1 , 2 7 , 9 Q ) 

2-5?, Pron what you have heard about Er^lish >—-» 2-55. Wov'# I would l ike to nek you stout other 
Canadian^, or Judr,in£ fron your contactn Canadians who arc niit.j»-r Frc::cn Canadian, 
with thc-a, would you cay that you would nor English Cr.mdian. nor Canadians of 
l i k e to hive eoa« aacnf your beat frlcnde? your own ethnic croup. _ « . — — 

1 Yea . . — -
2 Ho Do you know or do you h.*«ve contacts with 
) ____ Already ha a GOEM these other Could Inns? 
4 Does not matter 1 Yes (Co to Q, 2-57) 
5 Undecided 2 Ho 
6 Dcper.ds 7 Eoeo not know 
7 _ _ _ Boe^ not know t 9 _ _ 

* 9 C*r C-v^c.-^ C+^uJ.— 

2-53. Proa whit you hitvn hnrd about English ?-5fi. Have you ever know or hnvi you ever had 
Canadian.*., or jgdpl^/; fron your contacts contacts with tr.»ce otner Cnnadl.uia? % 
with the:.., *ould you o».y thut you would 1 _ _ _ Yes 
l i k e to hriv** toe* azong your c lo - t 2 Ho (Co to <3. ?-'*) 
re la t ives? 7 ?oe= r.o; know or does not reac=bcr 

\ Yes (Go to Q. 2-64) 

2 "o » O - <*~ .J—* * - - C — — ^ - * 
J _ _ ^ Already has coae _• ^ _̂ > ' tf^^. ^Z. , a 
4 ____ Soeo not emitter 
5 Undecided — 2-57. Do you have (or did you have) contacts * 
6 Pepcrda with these other Canndisr.c frequently, 
7 ~ ~ ~ Does not know occasional ly or rarely? 
9 <-. r^.-j^ c*~~c * BOTH TO KTcrrifSCT: I? .7Kr,ro:*DS*T'G 

/* • ca:TAC?:- IUVT: OiA;:cs) OVEM T T C , .'JSC PO^ 
• 2-54. Froa *hat you have hcord about Er^lloh TTOCTBT CCCiTACTS t:H.Y. 

Conadiani, or judging fron your contacts 1 frequently 
with there, would you aay tnnt they treat 2 Occarlonnlly 
other people as equals or th.it tney act 3 Rarely 
a* i f they were above other people? 7 I>oes not know or does not renecber 

1 Treat others as equals 9 0 _ . - ^ ^ _J-,xtUmll^ ^ _, ^ r ,-f 
2 Act as i f they were above others e^__*. •_rt __*, £. ^ * 
3 I.eithcr, they f e e l infer ior *~" * c **-—**• -̂  - ^ <"''•'-" 
4 Dependo on the person *^ «<**» * w r - - A - * * * I ^ >̂ «6^. >**J 
6 Depcnis r*--i •-••.!«. m 

7 _ Docs not know 

_ > , * < : | A _ A T T E N T I O N — 

2-56 to 2-63, In which places do you have (or did you have) contacts with them. 

Yte No Dooa not know 
or doco not 
rcnca.be r «^ 

2-56. In s tores or reetauranta? ^ _ 2 7 9 O A 

2-W. At work or at business Bettings? 1 < 2 7 9 O I &LS 

2 - 6 0 , , In your neighbourhood? \ . 2 7 9 D 7 _ j ^ y 

2-61, At the ir hOMe. at your how*, or at l » t» 

friends? » 2 7 9 O \ 

2-C2, At cocla l fiatherlnga? \ 2 t 7 9 Q J 

2-63, At nchool or ot church? 1 ._ 2 , 7 9 0 * 
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- 2 -64 . Yraa rh ' t you Kuvr- heard about th*vi«« other —— 2-7l and 2-7?, In which otlwr province or 
Crm>di»nt, or juJcinc froo your eoriticta provinces htve you ll»ed7 
with \w.tt, ».ould >OJ ciy tJ.it yo^ would ____ Qurb«*c 
llk< to .VlVr rorii; nr<in£ your best frin.da? ^ _ _ Ont.iTjO 

1 . Ire Mmiloba 
2 _ ilo _ _ _ fcr': * i tchewm 
3 , Alrr.vly h.c r.oe.c All-rrti 9̂ 
* T**u 'Ol r / i l ter ^ l :r l t i -h Colunbln \juX &-
% _ » _ Undecided _ _ _ *:c*' 1'rur.awiek 
6 „ _ Dcp -̂ndo _ _ _ *ova ; ;cot l i 
7 Doco not knew JTlr.ee Edward Island 
9 . _ _ _ Newfoundland 

9 

' 2-73 and 2-74. F.xccpt for the province (there you 
2-65* Fron what you hive hc.ird about th^se other now l i v e which other province or provinces 

Canadians, cr judt; i i - froa your contacts of Canada would you fcost l i k e to l i v e in? 
wit), then, tvojld you ;ny th-it yo'j would Quebec 
l i k e to havr sont* nnorvs your close ' Onlorlo 
re la t ives? _ _ _ Uanitoba 

1 ITCD * Saskatchewan 
2 I!o Alberta 
3 _ Already h-19 cose ^ Brtt lrh Columbia 
4 Po<ro not Butter iica Orunswlck n —7-
5 Undecided Hova Scotia \^C JJ-
6 Depend* ITinee Edward Island 
7 Doci not know Newfoundland 
9 ____ 7 _ _ _ In no other province 

6 _ _ _ Does not know 
9 

2-66. Fron wftit you have he-ird about these other 
Canadians, or j ^ i n c .Ton ye .r c o n t a c t __ . 2 . ^ , ) 0 M y c c l 0 9 e r c l l U v c , „ h 0 u „ l n 

with t f / r . , « - W i-c- say tfcit they treat provmcea of Randa other than the one In 
other people .-.3 . - .unl; or that they act w n J c n U w T 

ao If the;- .«crc ^bovo other people? . „*u 
1 T r o " t ° " " r : j a a * 1 u a l 8 ? So (Co to Q. 3 - « ) 
* Acx 1 C i f ^ y / ^ fl*>" o t h c " 7 I>oca not kno« (Co to Q. 3-06) 
3 iicttr.cr, they f<el inferior 9 
4 l*ependc on the peroon • • • 
G Depend* 
7 Doco not know 
$ ' —- 2-76 and 2-77. In which other pw»;*.ac cr 

~*"~ provinces do they l i ve? 
. ~- • - —• - __, »— ^ _ _ Quebec 

^ Ontario 
i Manitoba 

2-67. Do you fee l c loser to Enfjl l»h Canadians Saskatchewan F**T X T 
or eloper to French Oar.adiona? _ _ Alberta I 

1 Cloaer to j ^ l t s h Canadians _ _ B r i t i s h Columbia 
2 Clos<:i to Frcnen Canadians /.ew Brunswick 
3 . A'i clore to each , !Tova Scotia 
4 Clor.T to neither . i Trincc fid ward Inland 
5 ^ ^ ^ Co-.<-*h«rc in between m HewToundlnnd 
7 Do<-3 n o t know <? « 

J--.-1 ' ^ l r L _ - 3-OG. Are you s i n g l e , rarr ied, widowed, 
LP J eoparated or divorced? 

1 Single 
2 Karried 

2-6B. Do you thlrJt that i t in nntural for an j Old owed 
employer to Give preference 10 people of 4 ' Separated , 
hie own ethnic croup when he hires j Divorced 
tmployuec? 9 ' 

1 t Yea 
2 Co 
6 Depends 3-07. Concemlnc your occupation or work, In 
7 * D D C 3 not knew - which of the fo l lowl i^ groups do you 
9 £- ^ y . _ , £j.__t <u^w**. P l n c * yourself 1 

* J \ __^ ram with a paid -Job-vwu "-o iwctan^le T, 
Q. 3-06.-1) 

2 Woman with a f u l l t ine paid Job (Co 
2-69* Do vou think that ewnbero of eich ethnic t 0 rectangle 2 , Q. 3-2t) 

irroup iiwuld try to se t for thT-.^lvea 3 Oocan, houuewife or housekeeper (Go 
•̂1 w.iny of ths best job* na possible nnd to rce t inc lc 2 , Q. 3-21) 

l e t other e « u p c take care of the*.elveo7 * &>** or *caan who works without pay on 
1 Yru A form or ir. a tmdc or ln a business 
2 ' \\0 of a rcl ' . l ivr with whoa he or alio Uvea 
fi Denenda U© to r e e f . - j > 2, Q. 3-21 nni ASK 
7 Doca not know ^ P * " 1 ^ ™ ~™ ^ - ° o : : u i : w i T I K 

9 « • - > * • nc;ior^t:::v X!'.;^s) 
• £ - 7-1 1 * ^ . f * " ° ' - ^ 5 Han or twjr.nn uho ia pcrvtncntly 

incapable of workin,- (."o to rr-ctsnele 
2 , Q , 3-21 MT*H rjr. »-o:t !'AT:J3 OII TKT. 
n-tr^r: tt -wx TI"-: KV.?WIILBT Dtrniss) 

2-70, Except for the" province in which you are 6 la a r.tudcnt(Co to r e c f n c l c 2, Q. 
now l lv l iv; hive you ever lived in any 3-21 ?̂ MI hTLY, ItM FATltil Otl Tin: ratCOt! 
other piovmc-o of Canada? ON »noi:*Tii>: i irowttaiT :«:nuic») 

1 Yea 7 _ in un'-nploye.l (Co to n c i a n g l e 3 . 
2 ' Kn (Co to 0 . 2-7^ and 2-74) Q. J-OTc) 
7^ Doea not rewaber lr*o to Q. 2-73 and 8 lr retired or v o l u n t t n i y lrmctlve 

2-74) " (Co t« ree t inc l c 3§ Q. VOOc) 
9 9 

- 10 -
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nnrr»t-fiu* i 

5-0*Vt. *re you orlf-eaployed or cnploycd by - -- 3-09b. la th«- buMneas or cor=piny whe»e your 
oeeccne elnr? burb,v*J (your f.ithrr) woihn (or worked) 

1 r.r U-rnr-loyrd (r,0 to Q. J-lOa) _'ina-"d *>y K a l i a n Canidlana, French 
2 F.foployed by nom-onc eloe CrmmlMnn, ARHT1C;IM;I, Jtwo or by people 
9 _______ of none other group? 

1 ______ tngl lrh Canadians 
? _____ French Canadians 

— 3-09u, I s the tur.inrcn or corrany where you work 3 Ancricnria 
Ponnged ty i.ttgl.::h Cmid inn:;, French 4 Jews 
Canadim„, A-.«ric-ira, JCWJ or by people ^ . . . English 
of coat* o t h T croup? 6 Other group (Specify which group! 

1 Enellth C:\nmllana ) 
2 . French Carudiano 7 < __ Does not know 
3 _______ A-«rlennc 8 __ Ho group in part icular , more than 
4 _______ Jews one group 
5 English 9 
6 _____ OthT group (Specify which group: — _ . , 

7 ftoco not know 3-10b« Whit type of work does (or did) your 
8 _____ Ho group A" particular or Bore than huub.it.<l (your father) i^iialy do? (SltCIFY 

one group EXACTLY ?KE 7YFE OF WCHZ, »_,i Cashier 
9 In • bank.) 

^ - - " * / ' — 7 ' ' - * • - * 9 r - ^ ^ A , - -c 1 v 
3-10n. Whit type of work do you cntnly do? 

(SFECIFY EXACTLY TIE TYPE OF WORK, ex.J 
Cashier in a barJc.) 3-1 lb, What lo (or was) th- cain a c t i v i t y of 

the f i r s or place wnere your husband 
9 a - c^^UJ. « - <-~~i ¥ (rather) worked? 

9 O - -*«nt~* -~-_ i - < u ^ 'V-
3 - l l a , What i s th i rain a c t i v i t y of tbr f l ra or 

place where you work? 
____________________________________________ >-l?b to 3-19b. What lncone docs (or did) your 

9 /y _ t< ^,m j »__ e^-^t ' 4* husband (your father) receive for hlc 
work af ter t w e o and other <lcd-£tiC£-? 
Incosc: 5 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

J-l?a to >-19a. That ir.co=c do you receive for l o l l f"1, » « * 
your work af ter t . _rs ar.3 other dcduciiona? P**1 w n t h 

Ineooe C t w l c c a " n t » » 
Ia It per week e v c r * t i r a " c c k 0 

per nonth * P*r 3 " a r 

twice a oonTh" 7 J*0** r - « kno" ^ _ 
•very two weeks a *tt-9C* to anr*.er fU~T _C_ 
per year _____ * — — • 

8 Refuse* to answer (oo to Q. V22b) 
9 o*~* v ' : ' 

3-20 . Thinking about the next ten year* of your y* 
l i f e , how well would you ray you can ys 
forcne- whit i s coins to happen to you in ^ 
your work: very wel l , f a i r ly wel l , not 
too w e l l , or not at a l l ? ftTET'JtGIX 3 

1 Vtry wel l ; " "' : -
\ *e.lrly wel l 3-OOc. In your l a j t job were you ocLf-e=ployed 
I ;;o t l o ° ! ? U or enploycd by cowor.c clae? 
I :\l; • J „ ! r ' Self-employed (Co to Q. 3-10c) 
\ Undecided ? Employed ty aoceone e l s e 
6 Dependa Q * 
7 Doea not know * 

9 * - . ; / * * » ~ i-°7 
* (Co to Q. 3-22b) — 3-09c. Ia the busineat or coapany where you 

• ^ worked stanaged by Er^liah Canadians, 
French Canadians, Ai^ricanc, Jews or 
by people of »oae other group? 

1 English Canadians 
p r r - _ T T » •* 2 French Canadians 
BECTA..GUt 2 j Aaericana 

—i 4 Jews 
TOT" TO i~.-*?'nrz?i*i IT rrs:_5i ASK ron ?____?__. 5 English 
IF :•::«;,-:;•:». y.-~:. £ O.t . , -:J-\7Pt KZK F03 6 _____ Other group (Specify which group: 
nuc.-.y.a ) 
li___U___t CO TO 0 . 3-Oab, ACK FOR HUSBAND. 7 Doeo not know 

B _ _ No group In particular or aore than 
- 3 - 2 i . Does your husband (your fa th* v have a .one group 

paid Job or ia he un*a?loyed or retired? 9 _____ 

2 Uncaploycd ^ ^ ' * 
3 Retired 3-10e, What type of work did you r„lnly do in 
7 t Doeo not know your l o s t job? (SI^riFY KXAC7LY Th3 
9 _- _ _f i ____ ?-_»7 „ j L_. Jai * Y r c o p 'CilKi " • * Cathitr in a bank,) 

„__ , . , . 9 c? _ e ^ - w . r—«-—< r̂-
" 3-OOb. l a (or wr»-j) your hucband (your father) 

oclf-caployed or caployed by aoceone 
e l se? V i l e . What was the main a c t i v i t y of the f l r a 

1 CrU-pciployd (Co to Q, 3-10b) or place where you worked? 
2 ^ ^ ^ Knploycd by conrono e l se . . . ., 
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. — 3-30. I'o you ihlnk th'.t your nctunl flivincl.nl 
3- l?c lo 3 - 1 9 c wi.it it.rone did you r e c l v e for ponition in htr.hT tlvui, lower Ihm, or 

your t-or)c nf tor t-uicc and older deductlono? nboul the enra>: no ttvit n purcon •' l ib your 
Incase $ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ education should have? 

I s l l p r «*crk 1 IlicHcr 
prr r.orith _̂ ? . . _ lower 
twice n rorilii^ 3 About th» D I W (CO to Q. 3-3?) 
evnry two m-rkit J J_. _ Und'dd>d 
per year ? _ . . . . I»o«3 not know 

" 0 ____ Hrfu3',ti to nn^wcr 9 . _,_ 
9 iU~T -T£ 

3-31 . How often do you think about t h i s 
- 3-2?a. Itew lo^c h-xvc yon been imenploycd In the difference b**twrn your nctunl f inancial 

lnat tnclve pjontha? pos i t ion ; ir ,d i h i t you fee l you should 
Length of time _ dnyn *«** conoidrring your education! frequently, 

r wo- kg eotactlnoo or tv-ver? 
&^* 1C POP, t ho l frequently 

. , 2 Socctiaca 
(Oo to Q. 3-23) | 3 — B c v c r 

O - ^{r+~J * — j ̂  ^ ^ ^ 

* 3 -32 , Conolderirj; the s i tuat ion which you and 
your funi ly ni-r in no*', how cn^y do you 
f e e l I t Is for you to sake pinna for a 

V 2 2 b . Have you been (h*e your I n l a n d or hn9
 r " v c a r 5 l n ••»"«"«« v c n r easy, f a i r l y 

your father tecr.) unemployed i t eny c a 5 V » ttxirl* * i i « « « l * or very d i f f i c u l t ? 
given tir-c during the l a s t twelve aontta? l Vcr>" c a D Y 

1 :J0
 J Fairly easy 

Ycsi opcelfy length of tUw ' F f t i r l v rtlfflcult 
dnye « V c r * d i f f i c u l t 
f-ceka 6 Dcpcnda 

*"~~ fcontha 7 D o C D n 0 * to10* 
7 t Yes, bec&u.:« of I l l n e s s * • — 
6 fcoc" r.ot know 

9 < W 3fT 

> - 2 ) . Hnvc there b<cn other people neons the nOTB TO IlTg!VISg« 
ncntcra o: your f.-.nily, l iv ing with you, I , . , e i ,T r ,r io::s 3 .55, J . 5 < , VJ5 AID 3-36, A3.< Km 
«ho h-tc btc.-. •M-.-zpiojti durific the ^ m iK.-.-.-n I F T H s 8 ? D ; O : ! Z : j= A : a i o =&xSii 
l a : t ti .elve aontho? tr.K OCTVTTVOBT T:i-V5; IVEC. 

1 t-o *—^ — ' * * * " " — • ' —' 
t c s : zpccltj ru=Dcr of person. j _ 3 J > ^ J 0 U ,._,„ ( < K , 7 0 u r bMbi-d h.,»e) 0 0 = e 

° • ^ . —— rojvry or sosa t.wtngs in the tarJe, ln a 
f^-*-r U credi t union or In eovernaent bonds? 

" 1 Yf3 
>-?4 ond 3-J5. ^Hni J*lnJ cf work did ycu do In v. 3 ""•— ! ; o / ^ e l 0 q >-35) 

A the firr.t resul t? fu l l t i . v job that you 7 DoC='rot kr.o. lie to 0 . 3-J5) 

I e x . : Cashier in o bora.) q 

\ V 7 & iio -̂a not r'ncibor 
( e 5 Z I " a o « « * " ha* a rck^lw- f u l l t lae u — V 3 4 . (GIVE CARD ,rC" TO msrO'IDENTjApproxisatela 

* QC* - ^ , M r » . -< *̂—< */ * how euch aoncy do you have (doea your 
" _ . huobond hovo) in savings? 

^ ~ r " ™ ' 1 Less thin Caw 
* 2 S250 to S<99 
J-S6. Ohnt TOS the rnln kind of t«rk t h i t your , - » ^ „ , J 9 | j 

fathrr did * r n you « r c -.tout .7 year. 8 , , 000 to 31,999 
old ( cx . l C-..-.hlrr in a b.-ji)? ( I ? Tl i . S 2 ooo to 34 009 
HESIOOTST DID "OT I.I'.T. '_J?H Hi: FAT1CS AT \ i ^ J° t ^ 

\ THAT T; : : : B:X:AU^: n c : I'ATIWI WA:: KXIAOGD i s i o 000 L n i r i 

os ra: A:O?;H! itr.'wo:;, AJK CHAT BAS - ; E L „ y;~r , . „™ _ „ j ^ . . „ . >„ M 

» H SOU: 01-HIS -AIKa 3JEI Tir; fiKSOaat ! S . f a l M W . n s « r or d o . , not leno. 
l i v r j 3I7H KlH UET.) * . O - ~-f a , 7 , J ^ _ J - J J 

' 9 Loo. not knoo or no an.»cr j _ , 5 < „„ y M te,# ( d 0 € , y ^ ^ . ^ ^ „ „ „ ) ^ 

^ 7 - c^^u«i »— *:«~L •/ ehnroo or otoc):= in ar.y-firr. or cc^paay ' 

V « . At th=t t u r , « 3 your father , e l f -«cp loy .d , ta C a ^ f ° r « > " " h e " 7 

or «.= he enployed 6y oo=eon. el=«? , „ 0 ( c < ) t 0 Q # , _ 3 7 ^ j _ M ) 

I -e l f -erployed . 7 Does not toio« (Co to « . J-37 and 
2 Employed ty -ooeone e l t c . 3-36) 
I B o c s f ' " ^ T . B BcfuM. to .newer (Oo to 0 . V 3 7 u d 
» J - * J T > -J*-o- J-J6) 

V - «<^-*. 3 
3-2B# At thnt t l ee wh.it wna the rain a c t i v i t y 

° ' M->tltm ° r ?lnC° * h " r C * " " f " h < , r > " 5 6 ' ( C I V E C A P B "C n T 0 X ^ W B K * ) ApprokUutoly 
" ° r • what 10 the narket «alue of the : f j r c i or 

. . _̂ • —^—^^^— ctoeka that you hare ( that your husband 
9 Uoea not know or no annwor hBô "* 

O - L*J*J » - c^-*( 4 , ' l e M t l n n i n o 

- 5*29. V/ould you ciy thtt your actual f inancial j ~—~ 3250 to 34W 
sltu-it ion 1". better or worne than i t won 3 ~ ~ ~ 3^00 to 3999 
J or 4 ye.ara ;ujo? 4 31,000 to 31,999 

1 Better 9 S2.0OO to 34,999 
2 Atout the COM 6 *5.000 to 39,959 
3 'Joro. 7 310,000 or tore 
7 uoeo not leno* 0 Refuges to answer or doeo not know 
9 9 O ' ^ i . », J? ^ J-3S-
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/ 3-37 and •*-*•». 
gCP TO ITTTTYirarn 

con s iU"^ , »nrr*: :>. DTvoirn AM> r-wi.vrni AM: ion car TWAI. urmw, iscor-T.. 
ira M/V'KJJ/;, Aik .vii TOTAL i i u » i IIUI..I.I«U> vr.ur. wjcKlvr." iito:: AU. rt3iso:i= I.IVIIJC in 
notKYr.ai,.. 

(CIVT. C.\:.2 "II" TO lli::i0OT:::r) In which or th« followlnc cate<prlou lo the tota l Income per year 
of you- hou rholu V-fore tarro and oth^r dcductlono? 

o i«-_ tii.i, ::,«co 
1 z:,;oo to :?,vw 
? : },oco to run 
3 35,'.CO to : ; , 5 9 9 
4 C/,000 to :G,499 
5 :«,wo to vi,m 
i :n,ooo to 510,999 
7 : l l ,000 lo ; 13,999 
S : U.OOO i » - i « , e s 9 ex - »« . -« . 

, 7 -Son,, not imew 
0 itef uacJ-to-pnawer 
•0 

3-Jir O-UJ^^k 
J.J9 to 3-42. 

BOTt 70 II.TCITI>3m 
3!i QUF.STIOI:S 3-39, 3-40, 3-«i A:I> 5-42, Anr. ron TiE iaici*;:o l? n c n«r,;o!xi::T 1C A KAIIHIED 
w « i tr.r ov>c'.; A X . T •;:-'~gMss. 

i)0 yoj tow laocfl your hur;band hJ»vc>: 
Tea ]1o Doea not rtcfusea 

lone* to answer 
3-39. A c o r t e g e on your house? 1 2 7 8 9 

3-40. A loan f ron a f 1 nance eocpony? 1 2 7 0 9 

5-41 . A bank loan? I 2 7 8 9 

3-42. Other debtc? 1 2 7 ' 0 9 

IP -TT." TO ;t'£rr:on 3-39, or 3-40, or 3-41 or - 3-4*. In 3 or 4 years, do you think that your 
3-4?, At-:* 0 . ^-43. ineo.-e (or your hustand'.', inccac) w i l l 
IX *n -]--?.• I in other woraa: Vi ""P" 73 C'JE:?10::S be hlfihcr, about tho aaitc, or lowor thin 
3-39, >-»0, 3-41 and i -42) CO TO Q. 3 - ' 4 . It l a now? 

. 1 l l l ihcr 

3-43. ( c m CATD T TO -CSrO:-3-:-r) Approximate- * " ~ « t h c e ; , n c 

l y wr.it 13 the tota l arx-.mt of your debta ^ i r " * " \ . 
including nortc-tiea (or th^ tota l a=ount , pape-id- ^ _ , _ ^ ____ 
of your hurfcind'o debts Including I D o " n o ' k n o " 
tartgnjea)? ' 

1 l*r.a than J250 
2 :250 to C499 
j -539 ^ ja^g --~ 3-47. Do you think you h.«vc reachod a aoelal 
4 Cl.OOO to SI 999 • r a r J t U u l t i 3 higher, equal or lower than 
5 rjjjooo to ;4J999 Jrour father's? 
6 '.5,000 to £9,999 ' Higher 
7 J 10,000 or oore 3 r - V a l 

8 Poca not know 3 lower 
9 flcruoco t o nncwer 7 Doeo not know 
0 -Zf '-»««" - ; - j t « , , < i , ) i i ' 

3-44 . Considerlrg your whole f inancial s i tuat ion . t l i f e / ' 
(or your huaband's whole f inancial *" ^ ' * , 
=ituatlor.) would you say that you ha.e J £ £ oodlua-olzcd e l t y 
oorc debts or fewer debto today than you .^* ' , . ' * 
had twelve conthr, ago? , 0 r l V l a J C L e l t 5 r T 

1 More del ta 2 ? n " f a f ? 
, .„ _ , . s rf„k, 2 In a YIIIORC 
, * _ J „ 3 In a town Upoolfy nanc of thc town 
4 3 3 Hare nerer h»d any d . b t . . Md or thc province: 
7 l>o*o not know . »• • — • •—— " , i . , •' 
8 Refuaeo t o answer 4 Tn^eoipTr^d-cIyT^cTIrylSS. 
9 ' • , of the c i t y aivl of thc rrovinct! 

5 In a Inrcc c i ty (r.pccify rar-c of the 
3—45- Including youroclf, how ia,iny people l i v e c i ty nnd of the province: 

on your rMiry (or on thc salary of your T 
husonnl or of your father)? 7 Boc^ not luiow or docs not rcuccocr 

2 2 persona * ^ * T •w" 
> a 3 persona . 
J * P r r c o n a — 3_<9 rind 3-50, i-'or how m.iny yeoro did you c<* to 
5 5 pcraonn ochool? 

7 = ? ? I S S 0 0 _ . W ( C o t o < 1 . V») 
0 Tore thin 7 ocraono (r.peoiry tho _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ ^ _ ^ 

nunbvr o l perconol ) ti;:..-)rTf Mr:<:« uf V^ZZ) 
9 99 /• . — 
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3-51. Hive you -i tod led in n claaDlcul col leg" or ' - 3-63 . At thr r>nt f- d * n l r l r c t i o n to e l e c t i* 
In a ui»l"er=Jtr? eovi-rnr^nt in t ' t t iwi , do you Intend to 

1 Trr?t n cl .visic. it co l lege Yote for th»* lAW.«l e ^ - l i d i l e , the 
? , Y*", ft u-iivi-rr.lty I'rorjrct.r.'iv'-ConEerv-itiv? candidate, the 
3 * C M both cl:*: IIC.TI coHrcc nod !-OC1T1 Credit candidate or the ficw 

unlvciv.ity Dcnoer.itic Inrty cm.JiJaio ( » ! ' or CC?)7 
4 Ho (Co to Q. 3-53) 1 Liberal 
9 ._ . /!U-*-* JC * • Iro^rrr-nlvr-Corwrvative 

3 «ocinl Credit 
4 Mew theocrat ic lnrty (n>P or CC?) 

3-52. P© you hav»? a univers i ty degree or diploaa 5 Intends to rote for another party 
cuch »a a It.A. or on K.A.? * D**8 r - ° l intend to vote 

1 ;;0 7 _ _ _ Does not know 
2 Yeaj which dcCree or diploaa: e Hcfuaes to nr.swer 

•• • " ) 9 _ Intends to vote for the nan 
9 £,_» uT ° **** - ~ — 

3-53 . Arc you a srefcer (or la the head of th* 
hou;.chold a e s t e r ) of a labor union, a 
trwl* a; social ior. or a profet- ional - r . . . . . , _. , . __, , . . . . „ , - - ' 
aaaoei-vtloe* M ' 4 * * l t h * l f l 5 t ttivnl e l e c t i on In 1963, In 

. ,, which T*J. Icarsca'a government waa 
i ~ rr^, labor union , ^ " ^ J d l d 5 r o u , 0 " ° r n 0 t ? 

5 <<•«! trsd« assoc iat ion ' _ ' <- , - , . . » 

i — El E^TS.'S:1*""1 = : ^ o l ^ \ o „.„,, •. 
-, JT> 8 Refucci to answer 

— rZ'Ct'Tr 9 — 
3-54 to 3-39# Do you belone to . 

Teo So 
3-54. Sports clubs? J ? 9 ' 

- - 3"-65. Did you vote for the Liberal candidate, 
* 3-55. Social clubs? 1 2t 9 the lYogressive-Coriservative candidate, 

the «oclrtl Credit candidate or t'r-.e New 
- 3-51, Ouaineaa oseociatione? 1 2 9 Democratic I'arty candidate {l?J¥ or CCF)? 

1 Liberal 
• 3-57. Rel ig ious assoc iat ions? 1 2 9 2 lYocrcccire-Conner»ative 

3 "octal Credit 
- 3-50. r e l i t S e a l assoc iat ions? 1 2 9 4 . - r» Dcaoeratic I'arty (:.3? or CCF) 

5 _____ Voted for another party 
-* 3-59. Any othrr ascoclntloriG 7 Docs not kr.o*' 

or c lu t t? I 2 9 6 ttcfuses to ar.:»cr 
9 O - ^ / A , 7 . € ' l 3 - H ' 

- 3-60. TThlch do you prefer, to belong to 
acroelatlcr.3 or c lu .n in which a l l 
r*aocr3 are picric oi* your c*n ethnic 
rroup, or to bcio.*.r to nsrociaticr.^ or _. , , _ . , . . _ , , , . Jml_ , _ 
club? in.t&leh « « » T 3 are people of >~*6- P° y O U * " " n b ? U t * > 1 1 U " « " h -"«.-;• ^ ' — 
di f ferent ethnic croupe? *»»•* r c ^ l a r l y , ^ c a a i o n o l l y , rarely or 

t Prefer t 0 Qr\0~g 10 nsroel.-itiono or nrvcr? 
clut= In »hiert n i l nenbtrs arc people 2 Rceul«rly 
of ny » m c t m l e srouo * OcenclonalJor 

2 Prefer to t* lon^ to n=ooci.Ttiona or > * »nrciy , . 
club--, in whici renters are peoplt of * * Kever . 
d i f ferent ethnic cro-ipa ° • — •• 

3 . ^ < Doon '.ot ns t t cr or li.differer.t . 
* 4 _ _ _ !Tcfer to bclor^ to r.o associat ions 

or c lubt • •-" . 
G __^_ hepends * 
I : ) 0 C 5 r o t ^ ^ 3-67. Which intercuts jou =ore, federal p o l l t i c c * 
5 or provircial p o l i t i c s ? y / 
\*f\ K] 1 Ptderal pol i t lcr . y ^ 
p^-i U 2 Provlrielitl p o l i t i c * yS 

_ . .^- J . . ,^ . . 3 Both i n t e r e s t s oe equally 
- 3 - C 1 . W o t i t your rr l l e lon? 4 ne i ther one, nor tbt other 

I i*0*"*"* i°* »«/ *taoai«tl«i) 5 Undce lded 
2 ^Catholic (of any r i t e ) fi D c p c n d , 
? d. "* ^ . . . 7 Doe. not know 
4 Vhrainlnn Crthodo* - ' 
5 Other (:»pocify which reltfilon: ' 
fi no r e l i g ion (Go to Q. 3-vjJ 
9 ; 

•Cvj 
- 3-u2. Xn g e i v r a l , people arc not till r e l i c i ^ ' l T — 3-6B. Jn your opinion which government takes beot 

lnclin'-d to the sant decree: n~ for your- core of the i n t e r e s t of people l ike youi 
ce l f , do you r.o to church (or to a the federal covrrr^> i.t or the covern«K*nt 
tymacaiur) ro,-c than ore« n nvrk, once a of your province? 
week, not rv.-ry wrcK, rarely or never? 1 ^__^ The federnl cov»-rnaent 

1 [ More thin once a week 2 _^__ The provincial ,-ovffrrwrnt 
2 ^___ One- a week 3 _____ Doth tr.ke care ejunl ly wel l 
3 Hot **very week 4 Neither one, nor the other 
< fc.irely "j Uitdrcidcd 
5 _ _ _ . "Xcver 6 t Dcprndo 
0 __^^ Hrfuaee to a newer 7 ___^ Doeo not know 
9 . i 9 ~ ~ ~ 
* O - J ^ - ^ y-tJ_>__ J — 
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$-69 -"•* • '". (Civr CJUtD "£" TO MSrOSTC'T) - • 3-77. Do you Ihlrik th i t French CatwrtLma fthould 
' th irh solution do you prrf«r concerning otrlvr to keep their w^- of l i f e Of th.it 

the po l iUc . i l future of the province of the / should l i v e rorc l i k e the real of 
Quebec? Canid Jans? 

1 _ _ That Quebec ;-e porn lea fron the rest 1 _ Should nlrlve to keep their uay of 
Of Canada l i f e 

2 Yh't the f c t l 'ml r,ov<-rnncrtt have rore 2 J.hould l i v e pore l ike the rest of 
control ov'.r Qti<.-b*e thm i t Mo now Cann'Unns ' "* 

3 That the federal f,o»< rr.-ient h,-iv«- leas 3 Should k<-ep their way of l i f e If I t 
control over su"b*?c thm i t ha_- row docs not interfere with the res t of 

4 . THit the po ' i t ion of the province of Cart »d inns 
Quebec 1JI Corf ^deration n c a l n the 4 Should keep their way of l i f e and 
tone ns i t i c no* l i ve aore l i k e the r r s t of Canadians 

5 Other solution (Specify which colu- 5 I t ' s up to then, the ir own choice 
11 or.t. 6 i Depends 

) 7 Undecldod 
6 _ _ UntitcKJed or depends 8 Doco not know 
7 _____ Po«-n not know 9 _ _ _ 

3 - 7 ^ f ' - ^ A v ^ * " ^ 5~7 B* *** y o u t h l n k t h" l t l n f i f l J r y«ar» the 
- 3 -71 . Ar* you in favor or rot In favor of Canada i^^/'^^i p C O ? U *V**lr* ?**«*"- ^ 

and the United S t a t e , Joininc l e a t h e r at Canndo wi l l be crcatcr ihnn, « j « l t o , 
one country? o r c™Uet than w l » t * l l c no*? 

1 In favor ' '','111 ** C^3 1^1' th™» It la now 
2 (Jot in favor 1 1 * { } } Jc s = a U w t t a B " i a « w 

5 Undceldr d J " » *• i h c **" 
6 Depends | Undecided 
7 Co opinion or indifferent % Depends 
I 7 I>oc3 r.ot know 

5-72. Are you m favor or rot In fovor of an * 4-06. On the whole, how good a Job would you cay 
economic union between Canada and the your local dai ly newep-.prra do in reporting 
United States? news obout vour provjrc**; would you ray 

1 In favor n good Job, a fa ir JOD or a poor job? 
2 _ Hot in favor t Cood Job 
5 Undccldtd 2 Fair Job . 
6 Depends 3 poor Job 
7 ____ Co opinion or indif ferent $ De^nda 
9 _ _ 7 _ _ _ Ho opinion or doer- not know 

9 

• 3-73 . Are you awr.rr that there e x i s t s in the 
provinc- of Quebec people who ?.rc 4-07. flow c^od :i Job 00 you think your loca l 
ac t ive ly working to obtain the ccpirntlon dai ly r.rvi ip-iprc do j . \ r'-portinfl news Iron 
of Qu»"b<c frca the reot of Canada? the rent of C-.-.-d-tt aojid you ray n 5000 

1 Yc» job, e, J a IT job, or s poor Job? 
J Ho 1 Good Job 
9 1 - _ > * . - . w j U w 2 Fair Job 
. J ^ ^ ^ * 3 floor job 

6 _____ Depends 
7 , "o opinion or does not know 

' 3-74. There nr- people who succeat th-<t the 9 
province of Cuetrc c p n n t c frco the rest ~~"~ 
of Can'.da to forn an independent country 
while other proplc oppose th lc , i'erconally, * 
are you for or against the ocparation of — *-°6* w<»uld y«u *°V t h ; l t v o u r 1 O M 1 newspapers 
Quebec fro--: the rest of Ca.-v*da? **"* to •« unfair to :wnc ethnic groupa 

1 ?or (Co to 3 . 3-76) l n Canada or that they tend to be pretty 
2 Acainot (Co to Q. 3-76) f * l r to o i l firoups? 
j Undecided ; 1 Tcr.d to be unfair to none ethnic groupw 
9 ' • 2 _ _ ^ tend to be pretty f a i r to a l l (3o to 

TfOT~l Q - * - 1 0 ) 
I--4 u ' U 5 Undecided 

• 3-75, Tcrhaps you are not decided, tut i f you hid 6 DepemU 
to take a dec i s ion , would you be inclined ' D o o ° ™>x to01 

to favor the separation of Quebec fron the 9 •• 
reot of Carv>da? 

'\ Tea 
2 Ho 
7 Does not know ' -—-4-09 . To which ethnic croup or groups do you 
3 j nefuseo to answer think they ter.a to bo unfair? 

9 o - U~ ix «L- J-7¥ — _ — — — — ^ ^ ~ ^ — 
D 3 C"J T 9 —; "^ w *B5*r f^r & 

' 3-7C. Do you bel ieve that , ln f ive or s i x y*ftr», 
re la t ions betw«rr. i'r.-lirh Canndlans and 
French Cviaaianr. n i l i pet bet ter , or do — 4-10. Sosc people think that nt the present t l c e 
you bel ieve that they w i l l get wortc? C*»nj«d.i wouM be het t -r of f i f a l o t core 

1 _ _ * i * l c e l better people cane to l i v r hen , » U l e others 
2 ____^ w i l l £ct worse think tlwrc arc cnoutn .'nt Can;-Jims now. 
3 _ _ _ w i n stay the aam 3hnt would you ray: io^s Canada need * 
4 t Will i;ct better f i r s t and then get l o t eort lr.-ucranti:, .1 few Borr, or arc 

worse there enough here now? 
5 _ ^ _ Will c ° t worue f i r s t and then get 1 t m A lo t .-i©re 

b e t f r 2 i A fi:w r̂ >re 
f< _____ Undecided 3 _ _ Jjioujjh hero now 
7 ____ liepends 4 ____ Too e»*ny filrr;.dy 
0 immm lioro not know 7 _____ Doco not know . 
9 9. S-Hif* ^4, 

http://th.it
http://poliUc.il
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4-11 , HiV- you l>\-inl of of hnvr you rc-i-1 r.o-r»hcro . • 4-14, CIK'CIC »rhJch Inr^un^e f*no oocd for during 
' t i n t tii«j f-^rrAl r.ovcn™ n*. In IUUw.l h»0 thi Interview, 

fornerl :, |!9y.,l Cor.-.1;^iloa to :Hu-ly ttl" 1 I'fwilluh 
•u*obl*ni of btllri^u.itlr:-. rw>t MtMltyr-illr\n ? frcr.ch 
In Co'.vlu? > Other lnn^uaeo 

• I T« 9 . 
2 tio 
7 _ ^ _ Cot euro *V- - t v w i t ,ht~~*. * » * xt**~g*.-*j&-
9 

4-13 nrvl «-«J, Could you t o l l .->• the : c i nivi 4-14. As »<.• iVi/Th r.iy I aik your n.vw and 
o.-.o of tfc' £-.--••>•.•: of thirteen ( l j ) y « r n tclcvl.-tnVnuitcr? 
old to to-Kty (:-0) y<r.r; old I l l u s i v e l y i p.„iiiy ,/X (rurr.tic) 
l lvir. ,; ir. Vnir. tiou^c. 1-r*. 1:3 U\;m •••ith 2 T"honc y&nU:y _ _ _ _ ^ _ — . 
the LOX m;4 it^c of the one or of those / . • — — 
who arc thirteen years o ld . / 

4-1S 4-13 
Hex (checx rule Age 
by II and fertile 
f y F . ) • • . 

1 1 . ' • 
2 J 

• 3 5 
4 4 
i 5 . 
6 6. 
7 1 ' 
6 6 
9 . 9 

© *»v»".» . .« . . . \ . O 

TIWMK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERAYIOM 

T H E S O C I A L R E S E A R C H C R O U P 

Mctt. 1?SS 

- 1 6 -
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RELATIONS INTER-ETHUIQUES 

MANUEL DE CODIFICATION 

Section II 

QUESTIONS CARTE 2 

•29 A quel groupe ethnique ou culturel 
atsnartenait votre ancetre paternel 

Anglais -"29/1 
Ec ossais 2 
Irlandais 3 
h'rancais ** 
Allemand 5 
Italien 6 
Nf sait pas, pas de reponse T 
Ukrainiens 8 
Autres Europeens 9 
Asiatiques et autres, y compris Indiens et 
Esquimaux 0 

CARTE 3 

R e v e n u a n n u e l du r e " p o n d a n t ou de son m a r i 
ou de son p e r e 

3 - 1 3 G r o u j e d e t a i l l e 

Mo i n s de $ 2 , 5 0 0 1 3 / 1 
$ 2 , 5 0 0 a $ 2 , 9 9 9 2 
$ 3 , 0 0 0 a $ 3 , ^ 9 9 " 3 
$ 3 , 5 0 0 a $ 3 , 9 9 9 ** 
$ l i , 0 0 0 a $lr, l*99 5 
$ i» ,500 a $ U , 9 9 9 6 

$ 5 , 0 0 0 a $ 5 > 9 9 T 
$ 5 , 5 0 0 a $ 5 , 9 9 9 8 

$ 6 , 0 0 0 a $6,»+99 9 
Code d a n s lh 0 
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3-l'4 $6,500 a $6,999 lit/1 
$7,000 a $7,999 2 
$8,000 a $8,999 3 
$9,0.00 a $9,999 h 
$10,000 a $10,999 5 
$11,000 a $11,999 6 
$12,000'a $13,999 7 
$1*4,000 ou plus 8 
Ne sait pas, refuse de rSpondre, pas de 
reponse retire", inactif 9 
Code dans 13 0 

Noinbre d'annees de scolarite du repondant 

3-h) 0 a H ans U9/1 
5 a 7 ans 2 
8 ans 3 
9 ans h 
10 ans ' 5 
11 ans 6 
12 ans 7 
13 ans r 8 
lU ans et plus 9 
Code dans colonne 50 0 

3-50 15 &r.s ' 50/1 
16 ans • 2 
17 ans 3 
18 ans U 
19 ans 5 
20 ans et plus 6 
Pas de reponse, ne se rappelle pas, refuse de 
repondre 7 
Code1 dans colonne k$ 0 

CARTE k 

Region 

Maritimes 2^/1 
Quebec 2 
Ontario 3 
Prairies *+ 
Colombie Britannique 5 

Won identifiable 9 

Comte 

Orbain 25/1 

Rural ' 2 
Pas identifiable, comte non indique" 9 
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Strates d'apres 6chantillon 

Strate 1 26/1 
Strate 2 2 
Strate 3 • ' 3 
Non identifiable 9 

Proportion de personnes d'origine anglaise 
dans ce comte 

0% a 1».9% 27/1 
5% a 9.9% 2 
102 a lU.9% 3 
1 5 % a 1 9 . 9 % • U 
2 0 % a 2l» .9? 5 
25? a 29.9% 6 
30% a 39.9% 7 
1*0% a 1*9.9% 8 
50% a 69.9% 9 
70% ou plus 0 

Proportion de personnes d'origine frangaise 
dans ce comt§ 

0% a li.9% 28/1 

Proportionsde personnes d'origine autre 
que frangaise et anglaise dans ce comte" 

0% a k.9% 29/1 

Type de locality de residence du rgpondant 

Village 30/1 
Ville ne faisant pas partie d'une 
agglomeration urbaine 2 
Ville faisant partie d'une agglomeration 
urbaine 3 
.Ville faisant partie d'une zone metropolitaine h 
Localite du repondant est inconnue faute de 
renseignements sur la questionnaire 5 
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Proportions de personnes d'origine frangaise 
dans 1'arrondissement ou le r§pondant a eti 
tire 

0.055 - 23% 32/1 
25.1/S - 50? 2 
50.1% - 15% 3 
75.1 - 100% ' 1» 
Proportions inconnues faute de renseignements 
sur la questionnaire 5 

3-10a,b,c. Occupation du repondant, (pere ou mari) 

Groupe 

Professional and Technical and kindred 
Workers 36/1 
Managers, Official and Proprietors (except 
farm) . 2 
Clerical and kindred 3 
Sales Workers k 
Craftsmen,Foremen and kindred 5 
Operatives and kindred 6 
Service Workers except Private Household 7 
Laborers and Private Household Workers 8 
Farmers and farm Laborer's (owners or not) 9 
Pas de reponse, inclassifiable 0 

CARTE 5 

Identification des strates de 1'echantillon 

Quebec - francais 7/1 
Quebec - autre 2 
Reste du pays - francais 3 
F.este du pays - autre k 
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3/65 CANADIAN FACTS LIMITED 

and 

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER 

Opinion furvey of Canadian Youth 

You arc one of about 2,000 people In Canada who have been Selected to take 
pare In thla survey. 

The purpose of the study 1ft to find out what Canadians think of their coun­
try today, and about certain other event* of the day. 

It Is trpoil*nt that yru answer the quest lent exactly the way you f e c i . 
There arc no right or *-*r*,'nfj answers to any question^, and no one you know 
wi l l ever ner the answers you put d«t.-n. IT 1$ Stft A TEST. 

Most of thtt questions can ho Answered by putting a c irc le around one of the 
numbers printed next to thu answers for each question. For example: 

In vhlch age group do you fa l l? 

(c irc le one *n»wer) 

Under 25 0 
25 to 39 2 

40 or above . , . . . • . . . . • * • • . * • 3 

I 

ro 

i 

P l e a s e do n o t w r i t e In t h e r i g h t hand m a r g i n s . The nuralnir* In t h e marg ins 
a r c t o h e l p UB add up the a n s w e r s back In t h e o f f i c e . 

PLEASE rURN TO THE NEXT PACE AND EEC1H WITH QUESTION 1 . TKAKK TOO. 

DO NOT WRITE l!l TIIIS SPACE 

1/ 2/ 3 / «/ j 5/ 6/ 11 8/ 9/ 10/ I t / 



As you know, Canada now has a new flag, Soae people s t i l l think vc 
would b« better off with a flag which stakes you think raore of Canada's 
patt history* while other people like having a flag that i s completely 
new. If you m i l l had a choice, which type of flag would you like 
better? 

(Circle one answer) 

A flag which sukea you think of Canada'* past I 

A completely new flag * 2 

I ' B not sure 3 

1 wouldn't care one way or the other 4 

which one do you think nost other Canadians your age would l ike br t trr - -
If the choice were s t i l l open? 

(Circle oin? un*wer) 

A flag which makes you think of CiinaJrt'n part 6 13/5 

A completely new flag , 7 

They'd probably be divided about 50-50 8 

t 'o no: sure 9 

3 . Suppose that voir* wuc taken today on th is question in a l l ten Canadian 
provinces. How do you think the votes would cone out? (Circle one 
answer for each province) 

THEY'D VOTE FOR.... 

A FLAG WHICH 
*AKES YOU THINK 
OF CANADA'S PAST 

A COMPLETELY 
NEW F U G 

I'M I 
HOT | 
SURE 

DO MOT 
WHITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

12/0 

Alberta 1 2 3 16/4 

British Columbia S 6 7 15/8 

Hanltcba 1 2 3 16/4 

KKW Brunswick 5 6 7 17/8 

Newfoundland 1 2 3 18/4 

Nova Scotia 5 6 7 19/8 

Ontario 1 2 3 20/4 

Prince Edward Island 5 6 7 21/6 

QueU-c 1 2 3 22/1 

Saskatchewan 5 6 7 23/8 

24/ 

Suppose that votes were taken on * lot of other questions about the 
future of Canada. Do you think Canadians would agree on matt things 
about Canada's future, or that they'd tend to disagree? 

(Circle one answer) 

They'd agree on pract ical ly everything 1 

They'd agree on oost things 2 

They'd agree on half and disagree on half 3 

They*d disagree on tsont things 4 

Thry'd disagree on pract ical ly everything 5 

X'n not sure 6 

Hew about pet-pie froa pattern Carada ami people frca Western Canada-' 
would they agree or disagree on t=ost qm-.-vtlonr. abcut Canada's future? 

(Clrclo one answer) 

They'd agree on practical ly everything I 

They'd agree on BIO at things . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

They'd agree or. half and disagree on half 3 

They'd disagree on s*>st things 4 

They'd disagree on practical ly everything 5 

X'n not sure 6 

6. How about Catholics and Protcstantr.--would they agree or dl»ngree on 
Canada's future? 

(Circle one answer) 

They'd agree en pract ical ly everything 1 27/0 

They'd agree on most things 2 

They'd agree en half and disagree on half 3 

They'd disagree on most things 4 

They'd disagree on practical ly everything 5 

t'st not sure 6 

7* How about French-speaking Canadians and English-speaking Canadians-* 
would they agree or disagree on Canada's future? 

(Circle one answer) 
They'd agree on pract ical ly everything 1 

They'd agree on nost things 2 

They'd agree on half and disagree on half 3 

They'd dl*agree on most things 4 

They'd disagree on pract ical ly everything 5 

I'm not <urc *• 6 

DO SOT 
WRITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

25/0 

26/0 

I 

ro 
to 
I 

28/0 

-2-
-3-
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8. How about people born In Canada and people bora 
would they agree or disagree on Canada's future) 

9. How eDout people from rich fauLUos and people f 
would they egruo or disagree on Canada's future? 

They'd disagree 

outalde of Canada-* 

(Circle one answer) 

run poo r f an 

(Circle 

10. What about people fro* the big c i t i e s and people from the rui 
would they agree or disagree about Canada's future? 

(Circle 

11. Which countries wot 

BEST FRIEND: 

Id you name aa Canada's three 

Ll les--

onc answer) 

. 2 

. 3 

, 4 

. 5 

. 6 

al areas*-

one answer) 

. 1 

. 2 

. 3 

, 4 

. 5 

. 6 

best friends? 

SECOND BEST MIEND: 

THIRD BEST FRIEND: 

DO MOT 
WRITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

29/0 

30/0 

31/0 

32/ 
33/ 

3*/ 

35/ 

36/ 

12. Some people think that Canadians and Americans are very euch alike, 
while others think they are very different. What would you say? 

(Circle one answer) 

I'd say they were alike In most ways . 1 

I'd say they were different in most ways 2 

I'm not sure >•> * 3 

13. On which of the following things would you say Canadians and Americans 
are drftnltrly a l ike , and on which are they def ini te ly different? 
(Circle one answer for **ch part of the question) 

DEFINITELY DEFlNlTiaY I'M MC 
ALIKE DIFFERENT SURE 

14. Who would you Sfty have more In conuK>n--Engllah-«peaking Canadians and 
Americans or English-speaking Canadians and French-speaking Canadians? 

(Circle one answer) 

English-speaking Canadian* and Americana 5 

English-speaking Canadians and French*speaking Canadians.. 6 

I'm not sure ? 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

37/0 

(a) tho types of food they eat 1 2 3 38/4 

(b) their friendliness to strangers 5 6 7 39/0 

(c) their hair and clothing s ty les 1 2 3 40/4 

(d) the lonaungc they sponk . . . . . 5 6 7 41/8 

(e) the typts of music th.-y like 1 2 3 42/4 

(f) the types of Job- they hold 5 6 7 43/8 

(&) the oaount of money they li3ve 1 2 3 44/4 

(h) th* Importance they attach to r u U g i ™ . , 5 6 7 45/8 

( i ) the Importance they attach to having 1 2 3 46/4 
a good tine . . . . . . . . . * . . . 

(J) the importance they attach to making 
a lot of money 5 6 7 47/B 

(k) the kind of government they have I 2 3 48/4 
— — — ^ ^ - ^ — ^ — 49/ 

50/ 

51/8 

I 

I 

-5-
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15. Which government would you amy doea the most for people? 

(Circle one answer) 

The government of your city, town or township 1 

The government of your province 2 

The government of Canada •••• 3 

I'm not sure •• 4 

16. Which one would you say does the least for people? 

(Circle one answer) 

The government of your city, town or township 6 

The government of your province 7 

The government of Canada ••.• 8 

I'm not iur« 9 

17. Which govorram-nt would be beet to work for—If the salary was the same 
on each Job? 

(Circle; one answer) 

The government of your c i t y , town or township . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

The government of your province . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • • . . . . . . . * • 2 

The government of Canada 3 

I'm not sure • 4 

IS. Suppose you had a friend who had Ju»t finished school and was offered 
two Jobs. The first was close to home and paid a pretty good salary. 
The second one paid a lot more money but was about 1,000 miles away 
in a different province of Canada. If you were asked for advice, 
which Job would you tell your friend to take? 

(Circle one answer) 

The Job close to home which paid a pretty good 
•alary I 

The Job in another province which paid a lot 
better • 2 

I'm not aure 3 

DO NOT 
WHITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

52/0 

53/5 

54/0 

55/0 

19. What If his choice was between a Job close to home which paid a pretty 
good salary and a Job In the United States which paid a lot better? 
Which would you tell him to take then? 

(Circle one answer) 

The Job close to home which paid a pretty good 

•alary • 5 

The Job in the U. S. which paid a lot better 6 

I'm not Hurt- 7 

In which Canadian provinces—Including your own--do you think you might 
like CO l ive at some ttmn in the future? 

(Circle a l l those 
where you think you 
might like to l ive ) 

Alberta , 0 
BrltUh Columbia 1 
Kanttobn 2 
New Brunswick 3 
Newfoundland 4 
Nova Scotia 5 
Ontario 6 
Pi iiice Edward Island 7 
Qui bee , , 8 
Saskatchewan 9 

None I hope to live outside o£ Canada In the future .... X 

DO NOT 
VRITB 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

56/8 

57/y 

21. In which Canadian provinces would you def ini te ly never want to l ive? 

(Circle a l l those 
where you would 
tMWt want to l ive) 

Alberta 0 
Brttlth Columbia t 

Manitoba 2 

New Brunswick 3 

tfcwfoundland U 
Nova Scotia 5 

Ontario 6 

Prince Edward Island 7 

Quebec 8 

Saskatchewan $ 

None. There is no province where I definitely wouian't 
want to live X 

i 

58/ 

59/y 

60/ 

-7-
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22. Where do you think you' l l actually be l iving ten year* from now? 

(Clrcla one answer) 

Zn this province 1 

In another Canadian province 2 

(Which one? 3 

In another country 3 
(Which one? ) 

! ' • not sure 4 

23. A. Out of every ten Canadians how many would you guess speak English 
as their f irs t language? 

NUMBER: 

g. Ouc of every ten CanAdlans how many would you guess speak French 
as their first language? 

NUMBER! 

C. Out of every ten Canadians how many would you guess speak a 
language other than English or French as their (list language? 

NUMBERS 

(MAKE SURE YOUR NUMBERS ADD UP TO 10) 

24. Besides the English and the French, what other groups of people do 
you know about who live lu Canada? 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
IN T1IIS 
SPACE 

61/0 

62/ 
63/ 

64/ 

66/ 

67/ 

68/ 

6»/ 

79/1 
80/4 

On the whole, would you say that English-speaking Canadians and French-
speaking Canadlana are pretty such al ike or pretty much different? 

(Circle one answer) 

I'd say they arc al ike in most ways 1 
I'd say they are different In most ways 2 
1'ta not sure 3 

26. On which of the following things would you say that French-Canadians 
and English-Canadtans are def in i te ly al ike and on which are they 
def ini te ly different? (Cltcle one answer for each part of the question) 

DEFINITELY 
ALIKE 

DEFINITLLY| 
DIFFERENT 

I'M NOT 
SURE 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
W THIS 
SPACE 

EECIS 
DECK 2 

TT=47-

5/0 

(a) the types of food they eat 1 2 3 6/4 

(b) their friendliness to stiangers 5 6 7 7/8 

(c) their hair and clothing s ty l e s 1 2 3 8/4 

(d) the language they speak 5 6 7 9/8 

(e) the types of music they l ike 1 2 3 10/4 

(f) the typos of Jobs they hold 5 6 7 11/8 

(g) the amount of money they have 1 2 3 12/4 

(h) cho Importance they attach to . 6 7 13/8 
rel ig ion 

(1) the Importance they attach to . 2 3 14/4 
having a good time 

(J) the importance they attach to _ 6 7 15/8 
making a lot of money 

(k) the kind of government they want . . - ifcla 
Canada to have 

(1) the type of country they want , fi 7 l?/ft 
Canada to be in the future ' 

18/ 

19/ 

I 
ro 

VJl 
I 

-9-
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2 7 . Vho have no re In covmon—Frcnch-Cnnadlans and Americans o r P r e n c h -
Canadians and E n g l i s h - C a n a d i a n s ? 

( C i r c l e one answer) 

French-Canadians and A a e r t c a n s 5 

French-Canadians and E n g l i s h - C a n a d i a n s . . 6 

I ' e not s u r e 7 

28. How well do you speak French right now? 

( C i r c l e one answer) 

X know h a r d l y a word o£ French 1 

1 know a few French words and p h r a s e s but t d o n ' t r e a l l y 
speak French a t a l l . 2 

1 speak a l i t t l e French , but not enough t o c a r r y on a 
c o n v e r s a t i o n 3 

I c a n c a r r y on a c o n v o c a t i o n In French , but n o t v e r y 
e a s i l y 4 

I speak French wi thout any t r o u b l e a t a l l . . . . 5 

2 9 . How u i c f u l W J U U i t be t o you r l u h t now t o be a b l e t o speak French-*-
o r speak I t b e t t e r ? 

( C l r c t u one answer) 

Vury u s e f u l ; I cou ld u s e I t « v « r y day , 1 

Q u i t e u s e f u l : 1 cou ld u i u I t o f t e n but n o t e v e r y day 2 

S l i g h t l y u s e f u l : I c o u l d u s e I t s o n e t t e e s but not very 
o f t e n 3 

Not u s e f u l a t a l l : I d o n ' t t h i n k I ' d e v e r u s e I t 4 

3 0 . T h i n k i n g ahead t o the f u t u r e - - s a y t e n y e a r s frets now--how u s e f u l do 
you t h i n k I t would be t o you t h e n t o be a b l e t o speak rrviK.li? 

( C i r c l e onu answer) 

Very u s e f u l ; I c o u l d u s e I t e v e r y dity 6 

Qultu u s e f u l : I cou ld use I f o f t e n b u t n o t e v e r y day 7 

S l i g h t l y u s e f u l : I c o u l d u s e I t s o o e t l n e s but not very 
o f t e n 6 

Hot u s e f u l a t a l l : I d o n ' t t h i n k I ' d e v e r u s e I t 9 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
IM THIS 
SPACE 

20/8 

21/0 

22/0 

2 3 / 5 

3 1 . In which o f the f o l l o w i n g ways would a b e t t e r n p c i k l n g knowledge o f 
French d e f i n i t e l y bi- h e l p f u l t o y o u — c l t h o r new o r In t h e f u t u r e ? 
( C i r c l e one answur for e a c h p a r t o f t h e q u e s t i o n ) 

WOULD BE 
HELPFUL IN 

it: THIS WAY 

WOULD NOT 
£E HELPFUL 

I S THIS WAY 

3 2 . Do you have any clo»i* fri«>i«S> who arc F r c n c l i - * p e . i k l n g - - t h J t in, who 
bpt-ak French -it hrr»«? 

( C i r c l e or.e answer) 

Y.s 1 

So 2 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
III THIS 
SPACE 

( a ) In t a l k i n R w i t h trry f r l . r.ds 1 2 2 4 / 0 

( h ) ]TI m k i r , ; nrw !ri»nd> 4 5 2 5 / 3 

( c ) In g o i n g out <?n dttiiMi V 8 2 6 / 6 

(d ) In s e t t l e g Ut-ttifr gt-id.'* In M I U - O I I 2 2 7 / 0 

( e ) In f I n d i t e - JO'J '. 5 2 8 / 3 

( f ) In £ e t t i n e . *K-*J In thtf l i n e t f work I ; fl 29f^ 
hrpe t o e n t e r 

( g j In £ c t t i r £ a i o u n d t o « w i c p l a t e : , i n oy m w u u l t y I 2 3 0 / 0 

(It) In t r a w l i n g t r» d l f U ' i t t M |wr t i . ••! Caisida •*. 5 3 1 / 3 

( 1 ) It) r e n d i n g vr w . i t c h l o g t u l e v i & l t m 7 « 3 2 / 6 
3 3 / 

3 3 . Are t h e r e any Ft i tnh-r .pe . iMnj ; s t u d e n t s In your c l . n i . a t s c h o o l (or i n 
the c l a s s you v c r c i n t-hon you l a s t a t t e n d e d s t h o o l ) ? 

(Circle one answer) 

Yo« 4 

Ho 5 

I don't know ................. 6 

3 4 . ftt any F r e n c h - s p e a k i n g f a a l l l t - s l i v e w i t h i n about a h a l f n l l e o f where 
you l i v e ? 

( C i r c l e one answer) 

Yes 1 

No 2 

I d o n ' t know , , 3 

34/0 

3 5 / 3 

3&/0 

I 

ro 

I 

- 1 1 -
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Abaot how often do you hoar French spoken 1B your consmlty••other 
than la French classes at achoolt 

(Circle one answer)) 

Practically every day .... 1 

Once or twice a veek • 2 

Occasionally-but not aa often aa once a veek 3 

Never * 

Here arc eoaa ataceeamta other people your age have wade about speaking 
two language*. Would you agree or disagree with thea? (Circle one 
answer for each part of the queat Ion.) 

I'D AGREE 
WTTH THAT 

I ' D DISAGREE 
WITH THAT 

I'M NOT 
SURE 

(a) French and English should 
be required subjects In a l l 1 2 3 36/0 
Canadian school* -

(b) It would be a good Idea to 
have road sign* printed In . - _ - _ . , 
both English and French a l l * ° ' **'* 
o v e r Canada 

(c) Aa far as I'M concerned, 
Canada should have Just one 1 2 3 40/0 
o f f i c i a l language--Engllsh . . . . 

(d) A* far as I'M concerned, 
Quebec should have Just one 3 6 7 41/4 
o f f i c i a l language—French . . . . . 

(e) It would be a good thing If 
a l l Canadian* could speak 1 2 3 42/0 
both French and English 

(f) There la no reason why an 
English-speaking Canadian 5 6 ? 43/4 
should nave to leetn French 
If he Is never going to uae I t . 

Right now, how good would you say relatione are between English* 
Canadian* and French-Ciinadlane»-would you aay good, fair or poor? 

(Circle one answer) 

Good 1 

Fair 2 

Poor 3 

I ' M not s u r e 4 

DO WOT 
WRITE 
IK THIS 
SPACE 

37/0 

44/0 

39. Right now would you say thet Engllah-French relation* In Canada are 
getting bet ter , getting worse, or staying about the same? 

(Circle one answer)! 

Getting better 1 

Cettlnp. womc 2 

Staying about the sane 3 

I'm not sure & 

39. Over the n«xt trn year*, do you think Engl Mh-Fr«-nch rotations In 

Canada will get better, git worm, or *tay about th« tarw at they 

are now? 

(Circle onp answer^ 

Gel bsltt-r 6 

Get worst- 7 

Stay about t!u sear a» thry arc now 8 

I 'm not tun 9 

40. How Isutottant do you think each of th<- following things i t In helping 
a young periun to gut atu-ad in C-'ii-idlan ( i f f ifd-iy? (ClrtU- one answer 
for each part of the question.) 

VKItY 
IMPORTANT , 

SI.K1IIT1.Y 
; UNIMPORTANT 

DO MOT 
WRITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

46/4 

I 

ro 
i 

(a) Get good grades in school 1 2 3 47/0 

(b) Know the eight people 5 6 7 48/4 

(c) Cow fro* the right faaily 1 2 3 49/0 

(d) Get a university education 4 6 7 40/4 

(«) COSH.* from tin- riy'it n-llgious group. 1 2 3 41/0 

( f ) 5r bom in Canada 4 6 7 42/4 

(g) Be able to speak both French and . - , **/o 
EnglUh 

(h) Have a nice personality 4 6 7 44/4 

(1) Work hard 1 2 3 55/0 

(J) ll'ivu parent* with a lot of n»>nr>y . . . 5 6 7 56/4 

-13-

45/0 



What typ* of work does your father do? (If your father ti not living 
please put down the type of work ho did during nott of hi* lifetime) 

OCCUPATION OR 
TYPE OF WORK 

42* What occupation or line of work do you hope to get Into eventually? 

OCCUPATION OR 
LINE OF WORK _ 

43. After you have f In I • tied all your schooling, how good do you think your 
chancel will be of finding a good Job sotaewttvre In this province? 

(Circle one answer) 

Definitely good 1 

Probably good ,,.,.... 2 

Fair 3 

Probably not so good 4 

Definitely not I O good 5 

I'm not "tire 6 

After you have finished all your schooling, how good do you think your 
chances would be of finding a good Job sonuwherc else In Canada? 

(Ctrcle one answer) 

Definitely good 1 

Probably good 2 

Fair 3 

Probably not so good 4 

Definitely not so good 5 

1'a not lure , , . . , . • . . . . • . . . . . . • » 6 

DO HOT 
WRITE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

57/ 
58/ 

59/ 
60/ 

61/0 

62/0 

45. 

46. 

-15-

In which province do you l ive? 

(Circle your prwince) 

Which other Canadian piovlncc* have you clltu-r l i w d In or vl&llcd? 

(Circle a l l the other 
province* In vhlch 
you have U w d or 
v l a l t i d . ) 

None. I have never been tn any other 

DO NOT 
WRITE 
IK THIS 
SPACE 

6J/y 

I 
ro 

64 It 

65/y 

7»/2 

80/4*8 

-14-



DO MOT 
IVUTE 

47. 

48. 

49. 

$0. 

51. 

52. 

Please Indicate your sex. 

(Circle on*) 

Fett le 2 

How old were you on your l e s t birthdayf 

(Circle one anewer) 

Are you currentty attending achoolT 

(Circle one answer) 

Are you currently vorklngf 

(Circle one answer) 

(Ub&t la your occupation?) 

By neit auoaner, how Many years of schooling w i l l you have conpleted" 
countlng from the flrat grade of eleswntary achool? 

WJHBER OP ffiARS; 

By nest t o n v r , how teeny yeara altogether w i l l you have atudled 
French In schoolf 

NUMBER OP YEARS: 

1H THIS 
SPACE 
BEGIN 
DECK 3 

( 1 - 4 ) 

5/0 

6/y 

7/0 

8/0 

9 / 
10/ 

11/ 
12/ 

13/ 
14/ 

-17-

53. After next i i oa tr , how aany store years do you expect to attend school 
altogether—Including high school, co l l ege , university, technical 
school, business co l l ege , or anything e lse? 

NUMBER OF YEARS: 

54. Were you born In Canada? 

(Circle one answer) 

Yes 1 
Xo 2 

55. Were your parents born In Canada? 

(Circle one answer) 

Yes: both parents were 6 18/5 

No: ny fathrt was but my eiother w n i n ' t . . . 7 

No; my mother van but my father w a s n ' t . . . a 

No: neither parent was 9 

56. Frees which country outside of Canada did your father's ancestors 
originally come? 

| j Check here If you don't know 

57. From which country outside of Canada did your Bother's ancestors 
original ly cosset 

1 • Check here If you don't know 

DO NOT 
WRIT! 
IN TIIIS 
SPACE 

15/ 
1*/ 

17/0 

1»/ 

20/ 

21/ 

22/ 

ro 

i 

-16-



58. People your age often disagree with their parent!. How often do you 
disagree with your parents on the following things? 
(Circle one answer for each part of the question.) 

WE DISAGREE 

OFTEN I SOMETIMES NEVER 

59. What language do you nose often apeak at home? 

(Circle one answer) 

English 1 

rrench 2 

Other (Which one?) 3 

60. How many years, altogether, did your father attend school? 

(Circle one answer) 

Ha never ettended school 1 

1 - 4 years 2 

5 • 7 years 3 

g yeers ,. 6 

9 - 1 1 years 5 

12 years 6 

13 - IS yeers 7 

16 years or Bore 8 

! ' • not sure 9 

DO HOT 
WHITE 
III THIS 
S?ACE 

(a) School 1 2 3 23/0 

(D) What I do In ay spare t ine 5 6 7 24/4 

(c) P o l i t i c s 1 2 3 25/0 

(d) The line of work I want to go Into 5 6 7 26/* 

(e> Religion 1 2 3 27/0 

(f) Who I go out with on dates 5 6 7 28/4 

(g) The eaount of tlste I study 1 2 3 29/0 
, 30/ 

31/0 

-19-

61. How many years, altogether, did your author attend school? 

(Circle one answer) 

She never ettended schnol 1 

1 - 4 years 2 

5 - 7 years 3 

8 y.<jin. 4 

9 - 1 1 years 5 

12 year* 6 

13 - 15 year. 7 

16 year* or serr 8 

Vm not son- 9 

62. To which ceKgloub group do you belong? 

(Circle one answer) 

Catholic t 34/0 

Protestant 2 

(Which denmliMllun?) 

Other 3 

(Which una?) 

32/0 

63. What waa your family's total lnroe* (befure texe?) last year? 
(If you don't know exact ly , plcj te guc-s . ) 

(Circle one answer) 

Ur.d-c $2,000 0 

S 2,000 - 2,999 1 

$ 3,000 - 3,999 2 

$ 4,000 - 4,999 3 

S 5,000 - 5.999 4 

$ 6,000 - 6,999 5 

$ 7,000 - 7,999 6 

8 6.000 - 9,999 7 

$10,000 - 14.999 9 

$15,000 or sore 9 

DO HOT 
WaiTE 
IN THIS 
SPACE 

33/0 

I 

ro 
o 
i 

35/y 

-18-



64. Kara la a blank map of Canada. It haa no place naawa on It at all. Your Job la to vrlta In five vorda 
or phraaee that you think beat dascrlba Canada. You can put down anything you want, and vrlta anyvhare 
on tha nap, but you can only put on tlva thing*. 

Uhlch flva placca or things do you think baat deaerlba CanadaT 

x^" 

00 NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE 

36/ 37/ 38/ 39/ 40/ 41/ 42/ 79/3 80/4*8 

-TfiS-
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CCRIZ anioiuL ce Kccnstcs D'OPIKICJ POBIR« 

Ituda d'Oplnjlon d« 1* Jwgnaasa do Canada 
Voua « U s l'un daa qualqoas 2.000 Jaunaa qui ont ata aalaotiormae an Canada. 
pour prandra part a oatta atude. 

In but da l'atudo a-it da coiwiaXtra ea qua laa habitants da Canada pensant 
da laur pays at da cartalaa ^var.ananta aotv*ls . 

I I aat laportant qua *ous rapondl»t a*jx qnaatloas ataetaaant coesaa bon TDUS 
aoabl*. Pour aucuna question, l l n'jr a da bonne ou da aauvalee reponse, a t 
porsonne da n t r e oonnslesano" ne aerre jaaala laa reponsee qua Tous a»at 
redlgeea. OE ll'taT PA3 US TEST. 

I I aat possible da repondre it la plupart das^questlopa an entouraot d*un 
oercle un dai ablffl-en irprlmea a eoto daa raponaaa a ehaque queatlon. Par 
axeaple: 

Dane qua! groups d'are etas voual 

(entourea ane repoase) 

Pkdsa da 2$ ana © 

25 a 39 * 

40 ou plus , • • • • • , . • . . . • . . . » • • • • « • • • • • 3 

R'oerlTat r len , a ' l l voua p l a i t , dene la aarra a droit* da cheque page. 
l a s chlffres dana oatta earce soot la pour nous alder a additlounar l a s 
ropoaaaa quand al laa reriesdront dans nos bureaux. 

•taaaa u piox, s 'n WOS PUTT. «I oanamsz *rac IA qasnos 1 

• •XCRIWZ PU MIS CR ISPACS S'IL V003 PUTT 

V 2/ 3/ »/ 5/ 6/ 7/ a/ 9/ 10/ 11/ 

I 
ro 
ro 
I 
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1. Ceases vou* 1* n m , 1* Canada a nalntenant tin nouveau drepeau. N*ECRXV£Z 
Certains consent enoor* qu*ll vaudrelt adaux avoir on drapeau PAS DAMS 
f*l*aat pensor an paste hlatorlque du^Canada, s l o r s que d'autres CSTTS KAK5S 
aont henreux d* avoir an drapeau eosapliteaient n o u m u . Si vous 
avlec encore 1* eholx, quel genre da drapeau aiswrles-VDua sdamc! 

(entourot una reponse) 

On drapeau qui von* fa i t penaer au pease du Canada . . . . . . 1 12/0 

On drapeau eoopletaaent nouveau • • • • • • • • * * • • . • • • • • • • . . . . . 2 

Je na suLs pas i v • • • • • . • • • • • • • » • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 

L'un on 1*autre, cala aw aerelt a gel . . • • . . • • * . . . , . • . . . • • 4 

2 . I^qosl^ a Totra a«lt# la plupart daa habitant* du Canada da 
votr* age adjaaralt sdeux, al la cholx e t e l t aneora possible? 

(antour** one reponse) 

On drapaau qui f a i t penser au passe du Canada . . . . . . . . . . . 6 13/5 

On drapaau ccaspleteaent nouveau • • . . . . . • • • • . . . . , . . . . . . . . . 7 

I l a aaralant probable** n t d l v isas • o l t l e - n o l t l e • • • • • . . . • 8 

Je na aula pas sur . * . , . * . . . . . * , , . » . * . . . . . . . . . . 9 

3* Supposes qua l*on vota BUT cat la quo at Von dans l e s dlx 
provinces du Canada, Content voteralnnt-ullea a votro avlat 
(Entouret una reponse pour chaqua province) 

EUE3 VOTERAIENT POUR . . . . 

UK DRAPEAU QUI UN DRAPEAU JE MS 
FAIT PEtJSER AU COKPIXTEXSHT SCIS . 
PASSE DU CANADA WJL'VEAU PAS SUR 

Albert* 1 2 3 1*/* 

Colossal* Britannlqu* . . . 5 6 7 15/8 

I I* da Prince Edoosxd . . 1 2 3 16/6 

Manitoba 5 6 7 17/fc 

Nouveau Sransvick • • • • • • 1 2 3 16/8 

Houvolla Ecossa 5 6 7 I9/8 

Ontario 1 2 3 20/4 

Quebec 5 6 7 21/4 

Saskatchewan 1 2 3 22/8 

Terra Veuve 5 6 7 23/4 

24/ 

-3-
4 . Supposes que \*on vote BUT daa taa d'aatrea questions eon- 5*£C3TTE2 

oamant l 'avenlr du Canada, Pensea-vous qa* lea habitant* PAS DAKS 
du Canada serslent d'acoord sur la plupart det questions, on CCT7E K1K3S 
blan qu' l la aural ant tendanoa a n* pa* atre d'acoord? 

(antoures una repose*) 

I I* aaralant d'acoord aur pratlqneaent tou* lea point* . . 1 2J/0 

I I* aaralent d'acoord sur la plupart das points , 2 

II* aaralant d*aecord aur la anl t l* at na aaralant pas 
d'aocord aur I'autre . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • 3 

II* r*e Mraiont pas d'accord sur la plupart daa point* . . 4 

l i s n* coral ant pas d*accord sur pr»tiqti*a*r.t totts las 
points . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

Ja na *«!• pas aur * . . . . . . . . . . . . „ . . , . . , . . . . . . . . . . , . . . • . . 6 

5. Et las gen* da l*E*t du Canada nt c » u di l*0u«s*-—**t*e* qu' i l* 
aaralant d'aeeori aur 1* plupart d*s questions cof.crrunt l 'avenlr 
du Canada, ou bi«n •*t-ea qu ' l l s n* a»r»l*nt paa d'eccord? 

(antoures una repon**) 

D'acoord sur pretlquoasnt tons las points • • . . . . . . • • • . • . . 1 26/0 

D'acoord sur la plupart d«s points , 2 

D'ttooord aur la nolt la *t pas d*ncoord aur l 'autro . . . . . . 3 

pas d'aocord nor 1A plupart dos pointa • . . . . • • * • • • • • • • • • • 4 

Pas d'acoord sur pratlquamant tons las points . . . . . • • * , . . 5 

Ja na « d i pas sur . . • . • • • • • • • • • * . , . • • • • • • • . . . • • • • . • • • , » • 6 

6. Et las Cathollquas *>t Ian Protectants—saraient . i l* d'acoord 
ou non sur I 'svenlr du Canada? 

(an'-oures one reponse) 
D'aocord aur pr*tlqtto»*nt too* las point* 1 2?/0 
9'accord sur la plupart do* points . . . • • • • • • • • 2 
D'aeoord ser 1* a o l t l e e t pes d'acoord sur l ' sutre . . . . . . 3 

Pas d'aocord *ur la plupart dot pointa . • • • • • * • • • • • • • • • • . 4 
paa d'acoord aur pratlqunment ton* lee point* • • • • • • • • • • • 5 
J* no sul* pa* aur . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . , . , . . • • . • . • . . * • . . 6 

7. Et 1*8 Canadians da lancue francal»* e t le* Cantdlena do 
lancue anlAlso— s a r a l e n t - l l s d*acoord ou nos tar l*avenlr 
du Canada? 

(entourec une reponse) 

D'acoord aur pratlqo%»ant toua 1<»* points , • 1 28/0 
D'acoord BUT 1* plupart des point* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
H'accord aur 1* a o l t l e e t paa d'acoord sur 1'autre . . . . . . 3 
Pas d'acoord sur la plupart d*« point* • • • • * . . 4 
Pas d'acoord sur pratiquestent tous las point* . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Je ne aula pas aur . • • . • • • • • . • • • . • . * • • • . . . • • • • . • • • • • • • . . . 6 

I 
to 
CO 
I 

http://saraient.il*
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6. t t la* gens M I ao Canada e t ceux nee bora da Canada—a< 

l i s d'aeoord on non BUT l 'aveidr da Canada? 

(entourei BM 

D'aeoord sar 

Pea d'aeoord 

la a o i t i e at paa d'aeoord aur Vantra . . . 

Je no aula pa* sor • * • • . * • • • • • • • . . • * • • • • • » • • . . . . . • • • • , 

9* I t las gena daa faadllea riehea at laa gena d«s fiadUai 
sera lent - l la d'aeoord oa non aur l 'araidr du Canada? 

(entoureK una 

D'aeoord BUT 

Paa d'aeoord 

la ao l t la at paa d'aeoord aur 1*antra . . . 

10. Et laa gana daa grandee v i l lon at oeux d«s caffpagnes—s« 
11a d'aceord ou non aur 1*avoid.r da Canada? 

(entoures ana 

D'aeoord aur 

D'aceord aur la »o l t l a e t pas d'aeoord aur 1'autre . . . 

tralent-

reponao) 

1 

2 

3 
u 

5 
6 

paurres-

roponse) 

1 

2 

3 

t* 

5 

6 

ra lent -

reponse) 

1 

2 

3 
t* 

5 
6 

11. Quel* aoot, a rotre a v i s , l a s trola pay* laa plus aada do 
Canada? 

HULtfuH AMIi 

DEDHEMB KEHJUTGR AMIi 

TBOISISKE KEHIX13R iKI: 

R'ECBIVEZ 
FAS DUO 
C3TTB KARG8 

29/0 

30/0 

31/0 

32/ 
33/ 

3V 

35/ 

36/ 

- 5 -

Cartalnaa paraonnes pensent qua las habitants da Canada a t 
los Aa*rle«lna so ressanblent beaaooop, alors quo d'aatrae 
peasant qtt'l l» float blen d i f f erent s . Quel e s t -rotre avis? 

(astouras una repense) 

A non av i s , 11a sa resseablent sur la plupart d«a pdnta . . . 1 

A son av is , 1 1 B sont differents aur la plapart das p o i n t s . . . 2 

Jo ne sula pas sur . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . • • • 3 

V'SCRIVZZ 
PAS PASS 
CETTI KASOE 

37/0 

13* Dana 1* l i s t e sulvartts, ;ur quels poir.to-a votre avls*l«s 
habitants du Canada. #t las Attari:«lns ea ressaablent- l la beaaooop 
e t aur quoIs points sor. t - i l s trcs differentaT 
(Entouras ur*e repor.se pour cheque partia da 1B quoatlon.) 

3S BES2K;mii»r 
EEAUCOW 

SONT TOES 
DIPTERSKTS 

JS KB 5013 
PA3 StfR 

I 

i 

1«>.A votre avin, quels sont c«ux qui ont plus do chosea an cosarun— 
l e s Canadians de largue anglalso e t 1*5 Anorlcalna, ou Won las 
Canadlona do langue anglais** at lea Canadians de languo francnissT 

fentouret una raponse) 
1*3 Canadlana de langue anglais* e t lea Aaericalns . . . . . . . . . 1 51/8 
Las Canadlens de langue anglalaa e t lea Canadians do 

langue fran;alse 2 
Je ne aula pas sur • 3 

(a) las cartas da nou.-rltum 
qu'l la aumgont 1 2 3 33 /* 

(b) leur aaablll'te *r,*»rs 
lea etraneers 5 6 ? 39/8 

(c) lour fr.-on da s 'habil lor 
«t da s . oolffer 1 2 3 *0/*> 

(d) la la«gu*> qu ' l l s 
parent 5 6 ? M/6 

( e ) l a s R»nras d-» anfiiqua 
qu'l ln nieor.t 1 2 3 k£ft* 

(f) l e s Bortes d'oaploio 
qt i ' l l s occupant 5 6 7 *3/8 

(g) l 'argont q a ' l l s 
pos^dwnt 1 2 3 W»/4 

th) l'iBportaneo q u ' l l s attaehent 
a U rallgtoB 5 6 I * 5 ' 8 

( i ) 1*importance q u ' l l s attactont 
a avoir du ton tetrps . 1 2 3 W/*> 

(J) l'lrtportsnce q u ' l l s «ttaeh«nt 
a gagner beaucoup d'argent 5 6 7 **7/8 

(k) le genre de gouTerneaarit 
q u ' l l s ont 1 2 3 M»/»> 

50/ 

http://repor.se
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15. Qu*l eat , a votra avla, 1* fouvarnesjant qui a'ooeupo la • ! • « » 
daa ganaf 

(entourat na* roponaa) 

La p u m u w t u t da votra n i l * o* vUlaga • • • • • • • • • • 1 

La goavornaaaaat da votra pro vino* • • • • • • • . • • . . . . . . • . 2 

La gouvaroaaaat du Canada • • • • . . • • . • • . . , . . . . . . 3 

J* n* eal» paa aftr . • • . • • • • • • • * • « • • • • • » . • • » . • • • • * • • * ** 

16. Qual a i t , a votr* avia, e*lul qui a'oceup* 1« aclna daa janaT 

(entourat una raponaa) 

La gouvaraeaent da votr* v i l l a on n i l i g t . . . . . 6 

La feuvarneawBt da votr* proline* • • • • • , • • • • • • 7 

La gouTarnaaaat du Canada , ( I M , , » , B 

Ja na sola paa aur • • * , . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . • . • . . • . • 9 

17* Poor quel gouvernaaant vaudralt-11 adeux travail lar—»1 la 
aalaire e t a l t 1* awne pour ehaque ecplolT 

(entouroa ana roponae) 

La gouvernaaont da votra Tll la ou Tillage . . . . * . . . . , 1 

La gouvarneaent da votra province 2 

La gouvarnanant du Canada • . • • • • . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 

Ja na aula paa aur * 

16. Soppoaez qua voua avat un aid qui viant d« termlnwr ava etudes 
at a qui on a offart deux eaplo l s . La praadar »a trouva praa 
da chat led avae un aalalra aaset bon. La aecond « i t baaucoup 
alaux pave, mala aa trouva a environ 1,000 adilea dans una 
autra pro tinea du Canada, 91 votra aad VOQS denandalt eoneel l , 
qual espied lu l dlrlet-voua da oholalrT 

(antourat una raponaa) 

L'aaplol prooba da cbea lul avae un aeaet bon 
aaLtlra I 

L'eeplol dana una antra provlnea qui aat baaucoup 
adaux para „ „ „ „ . „ „ • • • • • • 2 

Ja na aula paa air • • • * * • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . • • . . . . . . . • • 3. 

IfECRXvIZ 
PAS DAKS 
CSTTX KASOS 

52/0 

53/5 

5*/o 

55/0 

19. St «1 votra aad avmlt 1* ehoix antro un eaploi praa da ehaa ltd. 
avae un »«a*t bon aalalra at un awplol «ux SUta Uida baaueoup 
•deux pay*. Qwal eaplol lu l oonaeillerlat-voua da prendrot 

(antouroa una raponaa) 

L'aaplol praa da ebat lul qui *»t aeeet Man pay* ••>• 5 

L'esplol aux Etat* Unl* qui art baaucoup an>u< p*r* •• 6 

JB na aula paa aur . . . . . • • . • • . • • • • • > • • • • • • • * • . . • * • * • • • 7 

20. Dans q>.j«U*a province* du C*n*da--y coapiia la votr*— panaet-vou* 
alaer vl»P» <l*n« l*»T«nlrT 

(*>ntour*B teutaa eallaa 
ou *oua p*&a«» alawr 
vlvra) 

Alb«rt« 0 

Gole***l" Pri!«nniqii» . . . . * . . . . . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . 1 

II" du Prln»« Cdourd . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

KanlUU ? 

Four**.? hrunr-vlr-k . . . . . 3 

JEauvell* «Vv.r>*» 5 

On U r i c 6 

Qu*̂*e ..•.....•.••.••• 8 
3*al»lch««»n 9 

T*rr* Raiiva . . . « . . . . . . . • . * • . . . • • • • * • • . * > 

Aucina, J'*tp«r« vlrra hora du Canada dana l 'aranlr . X 

2 1 . Dans quail** provlnoaa du Canada voudrlvcvoTia oartalnaBant 
»• J**al* "lvrat 

(•ntourea toutaa eallaa 
ou voua na voodrlea 
Jaautla vivre) 

Alberta , o 

Colombia BriUimtque . . . . . . . . . , . , . , , , . • , , , . « , . . . , . . . . . 1 

11a do Prlnoa Idouard f 
Manitoba • • . . . . . . . . . . . . , . , . . . . . . . . » , . . . . . , . , . . . . , . . . . . 2 

pouvoau Ebunawlek • • • » • . • • • • • * » • • i 3 

aouvalle Eeoeae . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . . . . . , . . . . . , . . . , * . . . . . 5 

Ontario 6 

Quobae . . . » , 0 

Sajkatehavan • • • • • • • • • • . • • . . • , » . . . • . . . . . . , . , . , . . . , . . . » 9 
Terr* Hauva • • • • • • . . . » . , . . , . . . . . . . . . » . . . . . . . . » . . » . . , . . a> 

Auouna. I I 0*7 a paa da provlnea ou Ja na voodrala 
cartelnaaant Jaaala vlvra X 

nnaanz 
PAS0AJI9 
CETTS RAROI 

56/e 

57/7 

1 

ro 
1 

58/ 

59/7 

60/ 
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22. On p n i i k n u raallawant tlm d m d lx •nal 

(sntaara* una raponaa) 
Dana catta prorlnoa , , , i 

Dana ana antra provinca da Canada • • • • • • • • • • 2 

(laquaUa? j 

Dana on antra pay* • • • . . . . . . • . . , , , , . . . , „ . . . 3 

(Laqualt , ) 

J« na aula paa aur • • • • • . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . 4 

23 . (a) Pand dix babitanta da Canada, oo*liian,panaal-Toaa, parlant 
1'Anflala c o w p r n l e n languor 

KKBBSl 

Cb) f a n * dlx habitanta da Canada, coablon, ponaaa-Toua, parlant 
la Fraacala ooana praalare languot 

HDNOtSl ^ _ _ _ _ 

(o) parad d U habitants da Canada, coablon, panaacTOua, parlant 
ana autra langua quo l'Anglaia oa la Franoaia coaaia 
praadara languor 

(VERIFEB QUE IE TOTAL SOU EGAL A 10) 

2*. A part laa Canadlana rranaaia a t laa Canadian* anj la la , qua la 
aatraa aroopaa da tana eonnalasas-Yoaa, qui TjTant an Canadal 

J'ECRIYB 
PAS DAKS 
asm xafiffl! 

61/0 

62/ 
63 / 

64/ 

65/ 

66/ 

67/ 

68/ 

69/ 

79/1 
80/4rt 

25* En ganaral, dlrlaz-vous qua las Canadlana anglaia at laa 
Canadlenr franeals so r^asenblflnt beaue?up, ou Man d i r l s t -
TOus qu' l la ftont troa dlfferontsT 

(entourat ana raponso) 

Ja d l r a i s qu' l la s^ rasseabiant aur l a plapart das point! , . 1 

Ja dlraia qu' l la aont dirfarent* sur la plupart daa polnta . 2 

Ja na aula paa aur . • • • • • • • • . • • . • • • • • . . . . . . . . • . . . • • . • . . • • • . . 3 

26, Dana la l l c t a sulvanta, sur quels polnts-a votro avla- las 
Canadlana unplala at l e s Canadierj frangnis » ra-acahlar.t-lla 
cartalnorwnt, ot sur quola points roT.t-ils c*r*.alnoa»nt 
diffurantst (Snlouroz una rcpons? pour chaqjv partlo da la 
question.) 

3E 
RESSEKEiEKT 
CESTAIlEHSirr 

SOSC TRE3 
DIFFEBENT3 

J I NE 
SUI3 

PAS SDR 

N'ECRIVEZ 
PAS OAKS 
CffTTE KAMI 

CCWEW53 
EECK 2 
7CTT 
}/o 

(u) l»s sortea d» nourrituro 
q u ' i l s mar-c^nt 1 2 3 0 / * * 

(b) lour anobillte unvora laa 
ctr:ir.|»,»r:j 5 6 ? 7/8 

(c) l«ur faeoii da i''babille>r ©t 

do co colffwr 1 2 3 &ft> 

(d) la longu'* q u ' j l i porlont . . 5 6 7 9/8 

(•) l « s gonr»s do musique qtt ' i l s 
Ain'int 1 2 3 10/U 

( f ) le« aortwa d'oaplals q u ' i l s 

occ^pont . . . , , . . * . . . . . . . . . . 5 6 7 l t / 8 

( B ) l '^fon*. q u ' i l s porrodrtnt . 1 2 3 l2/<* 

(h) l'lisportanc* q u ' i l s attach^nt 
0 la r o n t o n g 6 7 13/8 

(1) 1*Importance q u ' i l s &ttac&sr.t 
• avoir du taon t»gps . . . . . . 1 2 3 iMfk 

(J) l'inportan?« qu' l la at&achttnt 
a gacwar boaucoup d'argant. 5 6 ? *5/8 

(k) lo gonr» d* gouirernamdnt 
q u ' i l s voulent pour lo 
Canada 1 2 3 16/** 

(1) ou qu' l la TBulant qaa le 
Canada uolt dana l'mvwnlp . 5 6 7 17/8 

' " 18/ 

19/ 

I 
(V) 

ON 
I 

-6-

-9-
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27* Qua Is wont oaux qvl ont plus da ehoaos an eoaniBw-los Canadians 
francais «t las Ansrlealns, ou tal«n l a s Canadians francais «t 
las Canadians anglaisT 

(antourat una raponsa) 

U s Canadians fransals at las Ajsarlcalns 5 

Las Canadians franoals at las Canadians anglais . . , , . , . . . , 6 

Ja na aula pas BUT . » , » , • • » • • • • • • • • • • • • * • * • • « • • 7 

28* Coassant parlat-vom anglais an ea aoaant? 

(antourat una raponsa) 

Ja connais a palna un not d'Anglals . * . . . • • • • • • • • I 

Ja connais qualquas aots d'Anglals at qualquas phrasas s a l s 
Ja na par la pas rralaant Anglais * . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . , . 2 

Ja parla.un pau Anglais, s a l s pas asset pour tanlr una 
eonvarsatlon . . . . . . . • « • • • • • • • • 3 

Ja paux teirlr una eonvarsatlon an Anglais, nals pas tras 
facll*a»nt . . . . . . . . . , « U 

Ja par la Anglais stns aucuna d l f f ioul ta , . 5 

^ ' , fu.lourd'hul. ooment vous s a r a l t - l l u t l l a da parlor Anglais, 
ou da la parlor adeuxf 

(antourat una raponsa) 

Tras ut l la i . Ja pourrals l ' u t l l l s a r tous las Jours . . . . . • • 1 

Assaa ut l la i Ja pourrals l ' u t l l l s a r aouvont, awl a pas 
tous las Jours • • • • • • • • » • . . . . • • • • • • * • 2 
Pas tras ut l la i > pourrals l ' u t l l l s a r qualquasfols, s a l s 
pss tras souvant . • • • . • • • • • • • • * • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . . 3 

Tolalemont lnut l la: Ja na panse pas qua Ja l ' u t l l l s a r a l s 
un Jour . . , . . . . , • • • • « . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • . • • • » •* 

30. 91 vous eonslde'rat l 'avanlr-disons , dans dlx ans-coMwnt voua 
s a r a l t - l l u t l l a , a ca •osmnt-la. da parlar Anglais oourajooantT 

(antourat una raponsa) 

Tras u t l l a : Ja pourrals l *u t lUsar tous l a s Jours . . . . . . . 6 

As sat ut l lat Ja pourrals l ' u t l l l s a r souvant, aa ls pas 
tous las Jours M M U « >••••«»• • 7 

paa tras ut l la i Ja pourrals l ' u t l l l s a r quslquasfols, 
• a l s paa tras souvant • « • » • • . . . . . . . . . «. 8 

Totalaasnt lnut l la ; _ Ja na pansa pas qua > 1 'ut lUsars la 
un Jour • 9 

N*BCRIVBZ 
PAS QABS 
GETTE SAME 

20/S 

21/0 

22/0 

23/5 

31. Dana la l i s t a aulminto, a qua la points do vua una aaillaura 
connaissane* da l*Anglals vous sara l t -a l la curanant u t l l a . 
oolt aalntonant, oo l t dans la futur? 
(Entouras ana raponsa pour ebaqua part*a da la quaatlon.) 

CE SERAXT 
LTI1£ A CE 

POIWT DS YUL 

CE SE SEAAIT 
PAS OTIU A cs 

POINT LE VUE 

33- Est-ea q u ' l l y a das atudlanta qui parlant Anglais dana votra 
c lass* (ou Wan dans la darnlara classa ou TOUS a t l a t ) f 

(entourat una raponsa) 

Old *» 

Hon 5 

J« na sa l s pas , . . . . * • • . . . . . . . . 6 

3* . Est-ea q u ' l l y a das faadllas da langua anglalse habitant a 
anvlron aolns d*un dead, sd l la da votra tulsonl 

(antourat una raponsa) 

Oul 1 

•on 2 
Ja na sa ls pas . . . . • • • , • • • . . . . . 3 

H'BCRIVK 
PA3DA53 
CETTE MARGE 

(a) pour parlar avoe nes ssd(a)s . . . . 1 2 24/0 

(b) pour avoir d* nouva»ux(eH<*9) 
asd(a)s ** 5 25/3 

(c) pour sort lr avoc dan peraonnoi 
da l'autra swxo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 8 26/6 

(d) pour obtonlr das BAllleures 

notos «n classa 1 2 27/0 

(*) pour trouvar un enplol U 5 28/3 

( f ) pour propross-ir dura lo dotulna 
ou JVsf^ro trav^i l lar 7 8 29/6 

(g) pour a l lar dans plus d'orvirolta 
dans na v i l l a , ou son vi l lage . , , 1 2 'JO/6 

(h) pour voyagar d£.ns «ilfforontor. 
partioa du Carada ** 5 31/3 

(1) pour llrtt ou rec*rd'ir la 
talovlslnn ? 8 32/6 

• 33/ 
32. Esl-ce qua vous ava* dea bens asds qui parlant Anglais—c'est 

a d l i a , qui parlant Anglala ehst nuxT 

(entourae ur.a raponsa) 

Oul 1 7«/0 

Nan 2 

I 
ro 
-q 
i 

35/3 

36/0 

- n -
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35* CmdM*n d* f o i l ontendes-voua parlor Angldi sutour do vousl 

(entouret una reponse) 

Pratiquaajant toua l e s Jours . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

One ou deux fo i f par aoadna . . . . . . . . . , • • 2 

Parfois, BAIB aolns d'un* fo l s par 
•MUllW . . . . . . . * • • 3 
J u u l s 4 

36» Vo id q uniques opinions que d'autrea Jsuneo d« votra ago ont 
•xpdswas ooneernent 1* posdbi l l te* d* parlor daux langues. 
Sedet-vous d'aocord ou non avee euxT 
(Entouret una reponse pour chaque partlo do Is question*) 

JE SErUIS 
D"ACCORD 

JB I S SEAAIS 
PAS D'ACCOBD 

JE KE SCI3 

PAS sun 
(a) U Francals e t l 'Ang lds 

devrdent etre das sajets 
obllg&tolres dans toutas 
l e s seolas du Canada . » . , « . 1 2 3 

(b) Co seralt una bonna Ida* al 
lea panneaux routlers e la lent 
redlgss an Aug1*1a at en 
Franjaie ptrtout au Canada. 5 6 7 

(c) En ce qui »e eoncorr.e, l e 
Canada na d a v r d t avoir 
qu*ime inula langu* 
o f f l d e l l » : l e Frtnfaia • 2 3 

(d) En o« qui •» concorne, la 
fluabac ne devrait avoir 
qu*una aaula langu* 
o f f l d a l l a : l e Frencds 6 7 

(•) Ce s e r d t una bonne ldoo d 
tous lea Canadians pouvalant 
parlsr Franfds at Anglais 1 2 3 

(f) On Canadian da languo franfdse 
na devrdt pas avoir a apprendre 
l 'Anglds s ' i l n* va jaaala 
• *en s e r d r . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 6 7 

37* Comment sont, an ce aoaent, l e s relat ions antra las Canadians 
frangds at las Canadians onfldaT A votra av i s , sont -e l l e s 
bonnes, asset bonne a, ou aauvdaes? 

(entoureT. una reponse) 

Bonnes 1 
Asses bonnes , * . « . . . . . . . . • • • • • • 2 
Mauvalaes •• ••• 3 

Jo ne aula pas sur • . . . . . . . . • • • 4 

X'ECKIVEZ 
PAS DAKS 
CETTE MARGE 

37/0 

38/0 

39/** 

40/0 

i n / * 

42/0 

43/* 

44/0 

-13 -

38. Dirae-vous qo» lea relat ions franeo-aagldsea, en ee sjoaant 
sont en t r d n da a'aaaliorer, do-rloRnaot plus mauvdses, ou 
restent l a s noaesT 

(entouret una reponse) 

Ellas s'aaiellorent • 1 

El las devionnent plus asuvdsea . . . . . . . 2 

Ellen restent a peu pres Ins aanes . . . . 3 

Jo na s d s pas aur . . . . . . . . . . . , • . . * • • • • 4 

39. pensoc-voTls qu», dar.s l*s dlx proshaliwo anrass, lea relations 
franco-angldses au Canada vont s 'asol lorar , dedandront plus 
•jjuvaisfio, ou bi&n reateront a pou pres co«ao e l l « s sont 
mdntanantT 

(trctourot una reponse) 

Vont e'aa^liorer 6 

Daviendront plus aauvalsea • • . . . • • . . . . , . 7 

Resteront a peu pres cosae e l l e s sont 
ndntnnant . . • . • . • • • • • • • • • • 6 

Ja na s'As pas sur . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 

40 . A votra >vig, qunllo e s t l ' lnportsi ics d»c points sulvsnts , par 
la facon dent l i s nldent un Jouiw a r e e s d r dans la d a au 
Canada •ujourd'bulT (Entouret una reponse pour ohaqua pextie 
da la question.) 

TR£S AS331 SAXS 
DffCaTAJ.T IMPORTANT DffCRtAKZ 

I'ECSIVSZ 
PAS DAJO 
CETTE KARGB 

^5/0 

W/5 

(a) Avoir do bonnae notos en 
clasa» 1 2 3 l»7/0 

(b) Comwttre l e i gens q n ' l l 
f .u t 5 6 7 W/4 

(0) Appartenlr e one fan l l l e 
Inf loenle 1 2 J »9/0 

(d) Avoir une oducfttion e 
l 'ua l rer s l to 5 6 7 50/* 

(e) Appartenlr etl boo groups 
ro l lg ieux 1 Z J 51/0 

( f ) Ftre » ( • ) »vi Cenmda . . . . . 5 6 7 J2/* 

(g) Etre eepftbl* de parlor 
Anglnls ot F.-nji;«la 1 2 3 J3/0 

(h) Ivc i r ur.e porso.nnalite 

»y«p«thlSoe 5 6 7 5*/* 

(1) I r»v i IU»r dur 1 2 3 *" 55/0 

(J) Avoir dft* parents qui oat 
beancoup d'arirent . . . . . . . . 5 6 7 56/* 

I 
ro 
00 
1 
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41* Quel c*nr« de trava i l votr* para f a i t - i l t (31 votra per*, ne Tit 
plas , lndlques I ' l l TOO* p l a i t 1* f*nr* do traT>ll q u ' l l * f a i t 
pendant la plua (rand* partia da aa v i a . ) 

occrpAnosou 
OEffiS DS TSAVAILt 

* 3 . 

42 . Dans quail* occupation, ou dans qual domain*, esperes-voua 
awntuellaaent traTail lerf 

OCCUPATION OU 
DOMAINS CB TRAVAIL: 

Lorsqua TQUS aurae tenslne toutas vos etudes, oomant seront, a 
•otro avis , YDS chances da trouver un bon enploi quelque part 
dana catta province? 

(entourec D M reponse) 

Cartalnaaant bonnaa • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 

Probableaant bonnaa , • • • • • > • •• 2 

Asset bonnes • • • • • • • # • • • • • • • • • • • • « • • • * • 3 

Probablament pas tras bonnes . . 4 

Carta)nanant p«s tr«a bonnaa • • • •• 5 

Je ne aula pas «ux . . . . . ••« 6 

44. Lsraqua voue auras termlna toutas TOS eludes, coautant aaront, 
a votr* arts , VDB chancea de trouver un bon explM autre part 
aa Canadaf 

(antonrae una reponsa) 

Certaineaent bonnaa • . . • • • • • • » • • • • . • • • • 1 

Probablenent bonnes . . . . . . . . • • • • • • 2 

Aaees bonnaa . . . . . •>•• 3 

probablesjent paa traa bonnes . . . . . . . . . . 4 

Cartalnesjant pas tras bonnes . . • • . . . . . . 5 

Je n* suls pas s i r • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . 6 

**Ec&im 
PASDABS 
csrre 
KARGE 

57/ 
58/ 

59/ 
60/ 

61/0 

62/0 

-15-

45* Dana quail* province habltat-vouaf 

(entourat una repona*) 

U6, Dans quail*s autros pro rl news du Canada avec-vooa deja habit* 
ou leoquolloa avez-voua djju vlaitgoe? 

(antourat toutas lea actros province! 
ou TOUS m t d«Ja habit* on que 
vous area v ia i taoe) 

Aucune. Je na aula jaaali a l l e ( e ) 
dam one autre provlnoe du Canada . . . . X 

••tcsrm 
PAS DAM 
c m s K»oa 

63/7 

I 

ro 
VJl 

6U/T 

65/y 

79/2 
B0/<w8 
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*>?• Indlo.vM votr* a*x* 1*11 voua pla i t* 

(*ntottr*t D M rapona*) 

Haaculin . . • • • . . . . . 1 

Faadrdn 2 

*ifi, Imtlquat votr* a"f* lors d* votr* darnlar anxdTorsair*. 

(ontouraa una rapon**) 

Tralaa ana *••*••• • • • 3 

Qua tort* ana • • • • . • • * • • . . . • . w 

Qulnx* ana . • • • • • • . . • • • • • • • » 5 

3«lia ana . . . . . , , • , . . , . • • , . , 6 

Dlx sapt u u . • #*•«•••• 7 

DU hult ana 8 

Dlx ntuf ans , . » « • . , , . . . . . . . 9 

Vingt ana • • • • • » . • • • • 0 

*9 , KaUoa qua voua a l i a s a l 'aoola an ca aoaantT 

(antourui una raponaa) 

Outt a plain taap* • . . • . . . • • • • • • . • • • • 1 

Oult a al-taaps 2 

Horn paa du tout . • • • • , . . • • • . . • 3 

50. Anx-voua an ea aoaant un travai l raaunara? 

(antourat una raponaa) 

Old: a plain taapa 1 

(Quail* aat votra occupation?) 

Oult a ad-taapa . . • • * . . . . • • . . . . • • » » . . 2 

Rons paa du tout , • . • • . • • . . . . • . . . . . . . 3 

51 • L*at* proehaln, eoatdon d'annaaa d'acolaa aurat-youa t*raln*T 
(Kneoaptant a parti r da la praalara anna* d* l 'aoola 
alaaantalra.) 

WKEWC D'AJTXEU 
V 

52. L'ata proehaln, eoatdon d*anna'aa>au t o t a l . aurai-voua atudla 
1'AnglalaT 

KMfftf D'AMOES 

V*fCBIVB2 
PA3 DAg 
s n i MARGE 
OOfflENCSg 
PECK 3 

5/o 

6/y 

7/0 

8/0 

9/0 
10/ 

Wi 

13/ 
IV 
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53* Apr** l**t* proehaln, pandaat ooat&aa d ' u M t i ao t o t a l panaat-
Yous anooro fair* d*s atudaaT Jan ooaptarft l 'aoola auparlaur*. 
I s col lage, l 'unlvars l ta , las * Co la a tachniquaa, laa ooura 
eoaaarolaux, on n'iaport* quel d'autr*) 

H3K2RE D'AJOSSS! _ _ 

5^* Etaa-You* E * ( * ) au Canada} 

(aatouras una raponaa) 

Old 1 

Won * 2 

55* Est-o* qua TO a parents aont ne» iu Canada? 

(entourac un rapons*) 

Oul; akjn par** at • • air* aont nas *u Canada . . . . . . . 6 

Son: aon para eat re au Carada, a*i* paa 
•a aoro , „ , • • . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • . . 7 

Son: aa aire e s t nee au Cmada, eu l i paa 
•on pore . • . . • . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . • • . • • • • • • . . . • . 8 

Son: ni aon pare, id *a air* n« aont naa au 
Canada , , , . 9 

56. Da qual pars d'origin*, hors do Canada, varalent las an«*tr*a 
da Totra para? 

PATSi _ _ _ _ ^ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ _ 

[ "J Fait* 3 un* erolx I d al *o«a n* 
~ saves paa. 

S?» Da qual para d'origlne, bora du Canada, venalant laa cnoetrea 
da voire as ret 

PATSi 

I 1 Fait*« una erolx led al roua n* 
' * save*, paa. 

vicxna 
PAS DAM 
CETTS 
MARCS 

15/ 
16/ 

1?/ 

18/ 

19/ 

20/ 

21/ 

22/ 

I 
to 

8 
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59. 

60. 
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Las Jaunts da votra ago i o u n n t 
parants, Quand sst -eo qua vous 
paranta gur las points sulvantsl 
ehaque parti* da la question.) 

(b) Co quo > fa l s da non taaps 

(d) LB doaalno do travai l ou 

(g) LB taaps quo jo paaaa a 

n* aont pas d'accord arao laurs 
n'ataa paa d*aceord m e vos 

(Entoural ana raponsa pour 

was i s sowes PAS DUCCORD... 

soavtirr QUEMOES TOTS JAMAIS 

1 2 3 

5 6 ? 

1 2 3 

5 6 7 

1 2 3 

5 6 7 

1 2 3 

Qua 11a langua parlac-Toui lo plus i o u n n t chat vous? 

(ontouroe una raponsa) 

autro (Uqual lof ) 

( 

Coab&an d'annoaa, au t o t a l , «ot 

11 > ' i i t Jaaala a l l * a 

> 
ra para as t -11 a l ia a l 'acola? 

(entourex una raponaa) 

Ja n* aull paa sur . , * . 

I'ECRIVEI 

r«a BAM 
CITTE 
MAROE 

13/0 

2* /* 

25/0 

26/» 

27/0 

20/it 

2»/0 
30/ 

31/0 

J2/0 
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61. Conblan d'annees, au t o t a l , votro nara aat -a l la a l lae a 1'acolaT 

(antourat una raponsa) 

Ella n 'es t Jaua.-l3 a l la t a l 'acola 1 

1 - 1 a u * 

5 - 7 ana 3 

« ar.3 » 

9 - 11 ana 5 

12 ana 6 

13 - 15 ana 7 

16 ana ou plus • • . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • . . . • • « 6 

Ja na suls par sur • * • • • • • 9 

62. A qual rroupa rollRlrux appai-tar^t-vousT 
(«r.tour*x una raponaa) 

Calhollqua * 1 

Protajtant 2 

(Quail* donominatlonT) 

. i > 
Autre • . . . . . . • . • • • • • • . • . • . . . . . • • * • • • • • * • • • * • 3 

(LaqualloT) 

< > 
63. L'annaa darnlore, qual i t a l t la ravanu to ta l da TOtra fasdila? 

( • n n t l«oo*.s). SI wua na sa»aa paa -nactaBant, donnaa a ' l l 
voua plaft una aatlaatlon. 

(•ntouras una raponaa) 

Kolns da $2,000 0 

$2,000 - 2,999 » 

$3,000 - 3,999 2 

$i,000 - "»,999 3 

$5,000 - 5.999 * 

$6,000 - 6,999 5 

$7,000 - 7,999 6 

$8,000 - 9,999 7 
$10,000 - 1U.999 8 

$15,000 ou plus 9 

K'sauvsz 
PAS DANS 
CETTE 
MARGE 

33/0 

yt/o 

ro 
ON 
H 
i 

35/T 
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64, Vo id una carta blanoha da Canada. auoun androlt n'jr aat lodlqua. I n i c r l n t cinq sola 
oa phrtMs qui dacrlwnt lo adaux la Canada » votra avla, Voua pouvat inaerlra oa qua 
voua iDulat at aerlra n'iaporta on aur la cart*, aala voua na pooraa •attr* qua cinq 
oboaaa, 

Qoala aont loa oinq androdta o« ohoaaa qui daorlvant 1* aiaux la Canada a votro avlaf 



JOTflBtDtC":* .,-. 

W&V*BBm38&WeUBBS> 

So discover the dafflnation c*-e variable appearing.in at? ta&le 
or figure based on either of the servers, Look 19 the table o» flsjire 
in the appiopxlate l i s t b e l w . TOsisflOe* based directly en ltasa i n . 
the surveye, without any tranefoneatiafld, tiro d e a i ^ t M by ^AStax, 
for the adult survey, or by "One, "for . the yt»th survey, where "rax > 
or "»" stands for a mmbare So deteadae the definitioa «£ such a . 
variable, sissply look at the Qjaoatlffli having the Ingrafted tassber,/ "' 
Tshlch wi l l be found l a the appropriate tn»estlQms&J»rtRWC0duc^ 
Appendix B. Variables that are not siaply e<juival*at to a single ito» -
in a questionnaire are dadoed in the l i s t fol loi ing that i n which the 
tables'and figures for the given, surrey are l i s ted . 

Iss the l i s t s of tables and figures, veritable* «re aased ganerally 
in the following order: dependent variabln, iodependeat variable, x. 
variant control variables* invariant control variables* where these 
tares designate varieblaa having particular relationships .with tebalar 
presentation and direction of percesbaglng, not necessarily v i ta 
hypothesised teapor&l sequences, i f any. In. the l i s t s of definitions, 
"between" always aeans ^between and Including. ̂  

The only additional information needed i s about two of the variatees 
baaed directly on the adult survey* IQuaever YkBk$G is used, the teat 
"white collar eaccBSpaesoa responses 1 through k, "blue collar* responses 
5 through 6, and 'agric^tural response 9, And throughout the teat, 
whenever English or French i s described as "principal none language" or 
"the principal horaa language.,R the -reference i* to reeponse l w 2 , 4 
respectively, on WiKLT̂ } but.whenever Bullish or Trench i s described'as '" 
"a principal here language*" the reference As to responses 1, l*8 or 5 for 
Shgliefa, and responses 2 , &, or 6 for Freaca* ' 

TabLea and Figareg Baaed on the Adult Survey 

Table or Figure gariablgB Sgployca 
Table k.X-A SAffiHSi 3SEBAS, '«SAff 

• «uss3i, jsnax»--nA* 
Table *.2-A SKCsT, BBEBftX. B2AH 

SCOT, FSSAS, FCAS . 
Figur* 4,3-A • • KJOBf, KSHfcAK, BCAH 

•FCOS, SSSS&Kp FCAt? 

-S€3-
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Sable or Figure 

Figure ^.5-A 

Sable U.6^A 

Figure u.a-* 

Stole 4.9-A 

Sable H.10-A 

Table J+.ll-A 

Figure 5.X-A 
Figure 5.2-A 
Figaro 5«3~A 
Figaro S.l^A 

Sable 5.7-A 
Figure 5,8-A 
Table 5.10-A 

Figure 5.H-A 

Sable 5.12-A 

Sable 5.13-A 

Figure 5.1U-A 

Sable 5.15-A 

Figure 5.16^A 

Figure 5.17-A 

Seble 5.X8-A 

'-Cable 6,1-A 

Sable 6,2-A 

Figure 6,3-A 

V&aAablea BnaloareA 

ECQK, ESHKAK, vuateh 
SCOT, FSEEAK, VABteU 
EBON, BSBSAK, VARte^, KJA1 
FOOT, FSFBAK, YABteJf, FCAH 

TO52^3, ESTBAK, BCAH 
?AB£31, FSKAK, FCAH 

EGCSJ, ESHEftX, KBBAK, ECAH 
*CO*, F8KAX, FWAK, FCAH 

FQBSftlS, ECVXKHE., ESHRAS 
F0B&EF, MVIHGF, FSEEAK 

JSSFBAK, FdWABE, UV3B13S 
FSPEAK, FOKMAIF, HVBKSP 
3SABSKD, 8FQUB 

ŜAJRSEBp XTOIZB̂  ,WURk2fc 

SEABSK), IWttSS, FCATH 

EgABSED, SFQ&ES, BAD&JQB 

vmS6p EBKBAI, 7AB307 

mcceoiT, SSPBAK, 743307 

?AIft36c S8PEAK, TOQ07, FCAXH 

XHCCHR17, SS8EA1C, VAB307* FCASH . 

VAI&36, IS2CKE17> SfflPBAK, VAIQ07, HHI6, VJWBQL7̂  
*A#&6, BECMBX7, ESBEtt, VA1Q07, XDHI6, 1AEL7%, 

PCA2S 

VAS@k7, B3FEAX, H&AD . 

TOS3V?, BSHSAX, YABteU, EQAD 

¥A83U7, BSRAX, EQAB, VAI&2* '"N
 ; •' 

KH8AX, SBABSBD, XF0L8S 

FSP8AK, YBABSKD, SPOOKS, VARUS* 

BSREAK, VABS17, EPQ8XS 
FSSEAK, YAR209, FFCttJB 

VAE363* VAKLT̂  • 
mskiQg v m ? 4 . . •••• - • • 

*m@r, XABHSBOK, vaster 
? A B 3 ^ SABQKHOW 
msfeiQ, MRGBSOT 
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Table or Flaora 

Table 6.k~A 

Sable 6.J5-A 

Table 6,6-A 

Sable 6.7-A 

Figure 6.8-A 

Table 6.9-A 

Figaro 6.10-A 

Table 6.11-A 

. Sable 6\18«A 

Table 6\13-A 
Figure 6.1U-A 

Table 6.15-̂ A 

Table 6.16-A 

Table 6.17-A 

TO363, VAKL7fc, YASfOk 

YAB&10, VAHTft, VARteU 

VAB367, XBAHSI©, VftSL7 9̂ VAB&2V 

Y&B3ST;. X8PBAK, HSPBaS, 1EABSED, YARLft, VABtek 

y&kiQ, r&MBB), VARI7^ • - •,: 

CKSSSHOSr, HMPBAK, TBABSS), YABtefi, VCASB 

nm% SfflBAK - . 
YAK125, *smz 
VAB129, BSFRAK, VAS&& 
VAEI25, FSFBfcK, YAI&& 
GXSE50ES, FSIKAK, VABte* 

YAE125, FSFBAK, YAH361, VABteU, ICAH 
SIVKJQBS, FSFEAK, VAK3&,, YARtek, FCAH 

sssaasx. VSKL?^ 

SSHK0S1, iAHfflCBOW 

QgaEP, &3FS/&, METHCKtt», VABX?1** YAEtefc 

8TH8DS1, FSHBaK, XffigB 
STHBQS1,' ESPEAK, £?T!E3 

SJSASE, SMLS, BCAST 
SSSaSff, FHttS, KKH 

Transformed Yariablea Baaed on the Adol! 8ttrvey 

CLUBSHOHi Avoid* joining organizational CLUB3HDW i s • version 
of VAR360 wita fever categories: km "yea*! 1 , 2 , 3„ 6-• ."an." ' \ 

DABSJCBs Fatber'a cecnpattoi wnen respondent was 17. I f VAfiM*9 
i s between 1 and if, DADSJOB - "tfcite co l lar ." I f YABW»9 i s between 
5 and 8, DADSJOB - "blue co l lar . * I f VA#*9 - 9 , DAB6JQB » "agrlcnltoral. l , 

ECAlfs Bngliah-Caaadien origin or identity? I f YAK329 * 1 , 2 , or 3» 
or i f VAR219, VAR220, or VAR230 « 1 , BGAH « "Xnglian Canadian.* Otherwise, 
i f VAB229 « 7, or i f VAS219 or YAB220 » ?, 9 , or 0 , or i f YAR230 * fi,9s or 
Q» ECAS « "iadetenBinate." Ofchertriae, BCAH * ''non-Bnglieh Canadian, * 

KCOSg degree of contact with SagH&fa Canadiana. I f YAK&3 * 2 , BEOS 
* Mnons.B I f VARSl+3 « 1 , KSON depends on VAB2ty5, micb that i f WH2k% « 
3 , 2 , or 1 , ECOH «. " l o w / 'Vtedinm," or "high*" reejKMStimSy. • • 

EBADi Father spoke English? I f VAKS19 « 1 , U, or 5 , er i f VAR22I « 
0 , 1 , 5, or 6, EDAD * V 9 « " 33r VABS19 » Sp 3 , or 6» end i f VAB221 » 2 , 
3 , > , or 83 ESAB » "no.11 " 
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EDHl6s Tears of education recairsd. XDBXfi 1* a version of TBABSED 
vith fewer categories, i .a*, 0-7s 8-9, 10-11. 12, IS-l^n *nd 15* years. 

ZFOIXS: Parents spoke English? I f TO8ZL9 or VAR220 - 1, k, or 9, 
EFOLKS o "a asin language." I f VAB219 » 2, 3» or 6, and i f VAB220 • 
2, 3, or 6, and i f VAR221 - 0, 1, 5. or 6, XFQU& - "known, nut not a 
oaia language." If VAR219 - 2, 3 , or 6, and i f VAR220 - 2, 3 , or 6*, 
and i f VAB221 • 2 , 3, U, or 8, EFQUB » "not known." 

ELEAHlf: Wants to learn (more) English i f not flaunt? Zf S8PEAX •-
"none/ "low," or ^Badinm/ and i f VaB2l8 « 1, XLBAfflf - V " . " I* 
ESPEAK - "none/' "low," or W i n * , " and i f VAB21S - 2 , KLEABI -."no." • " 

EKALSs Bssire for English Canadians as friends. BPA1S i s a Torsion 
of VA8252 vith fewar categories; 1 » '"yes"? 3» **, 6 « •Wsyfce"} 3 • "no." 

EPUKE: Pure English family background? I f VAI$07 * 2 or b, and i f . 
7AE219 and VA5220 » 1 , and i f VAB221 - k, and i f VAKJ29 « 1, EPUSB a 
"yes." 

ESPEAK s Competence in spoken English. If VABllh - 1, %, or 5t 
ESPEAK o "active." I f VAKL74 - 2, 3 , or 6, B2PEAJC depends on YAK212, 
such that i f VAE212 » 1, 2 , 3 , or U, E8BBAK - "high," "aediua," "low," 
or "none," respectively. 

KHKQSls Ethnicity. Xf 7AH230 and VAB267 - 1, EtBSOSl - "English," 
If VAH230 and VAK267 » 2, KSaflTOSl - "French." If VAR230 or VAB267 - 0 , 
7, 8, or 9, ETHSCC31 • ,:indcterainate/3 Otherwise, KEHBOBIP 'fclxad or 
rejected. ' 

EHEAS: Region of English veaknesa? I f VAtftfiH - 2 , and i f 7ABfc28 -
0, and i f VAI&32 » U, EHSAX « "yes." Otherwise, WEAK- "no." 

FCAN: French-Canadian origin or identity? I f YAE229 « U, or i f 
VAE219, VAR220, or VAE230 » 2, or i f YAE507 • 1 or 3 , FCAH « "French 
Canadian." Otherwise, i f VAH229 - 7, or i f VABEL9 or VAB22C » 7, 9, or 
0, or i f VAS230 • 8, 9, or 0, FCA3 « windet«xs*l*ete.M Otherwise, FCAH 
= "non-French Canadian." ," 

FCATHJ French Catholic? If FAB507 « 1 or 3 , »nd i f VAS361 - 2 , 
FCAIH - "yea." If VAES07 * 2 or k, or i f VA»3fil « 1 , 3 , **, 5, or 6, 
FCATH = "no." 

FOON: Degree of contact vith French Canadians. FCON depends on 
VAB231 and VAR233 in the ease vay as 2CCS depends on VASgl*3 and YAK2b5, 
respectively, 

FFQIffiSs Parents spoke French? If YA8219 or VAB220 » 2, U, or 6, or -
i f VAR221 - 0, 2 , 5, or 8, FFQLE3 « *yes." I f VAB219 - 1, 3 , or 5* t a i I 
i f VAR220 « 1, 3 , or 5, and i f VAR221 » 1, 3 , **. or 6, FFGEJSS • "no." 

FJJEftBffs Wants to learn (saore) French i f swt fluent? FXSARH dep«a&8 
"on FSP^WL and ffAJSlO in the s e » ««y as 3X2AM depends on ES3fBAX and 
VAB218, raspeotivelyc 
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FORMALE: Has had exposure to English through study? If VAR216 or 
VAB217 •= 1, FORHALE = "yes." If VAR2I6 and VAB217 » 2, FORMAL m "no." 

FORMALF: Has had exposure to French through study? FORMALF depends 
on VAR208 and VAR209 in the same way a3 FORHALE depends on VAR216 and 
VAR217. 

FPAIS: Desire for French Canadians as friends. FPALS depends on 
7AR2lfO in the sane vay as EPALS depends on VAR252. 

FPURE; Pure French family background? If VAR507 • 1 or 3, and if 
VAR219 and VAR220 t* 2, and if VAR221 and VAR229 » k, FFURE « "yes-" 

FSPEAK: Competence in spoken French. If VAR17U » 2, h3 or 6, 
FSPEAK » "native." If VAKIjk » 1, 3, or 5, FSPEAK depends on VAR176, 
in the same way as ESPEAK depends on VAR212. 

FWEAK: Region of French weakness? If VABkZk j* 2, and if VARU28 is 
between 1 and 6, and if \«ARl»32 • I, FWEAK =• "yes." Otherwise, FWEAK = 
no. 

GIVEJOBS: Favors more federal posts for French Canadians? (HVEJOBS 
is a version of VAR16U with fewer categories: 3 » "yes"j 1, 2, 6, 7> 8 • 
"no or apparently not." 

IKC0ME17: Income. If VAR31^ « 0, and if VAR313 + 0, INC0ME17 is 
equivalent to VAR313. If VAE313 » 0, and if VAR311* is between 1 and 8, 
IHC0ME17 is equivalent to VAR314. 

LANGKNOW: Competence in English and French. LANSCNOW depends on 
E3PEAK AND FSPEAK. 

LIVINGS: Has had real-life exposure to English? If VAR213 • 1 or 
2, or if VAS21U or VAR2.15 R 1, or if EFOLKS <= *a main language," LIVTNGE 
« "yes." If VAR213 = 3 or k, and if VAR21U and VAR215 * 2, and if EFOLKS 
« "known, but not a main 3.anguage" or "not known," LIVINGE » "no." 

LIVINGF: Has had real-life exposure to French? If VAR177 « 1 or 2, 
or if VAR206 or VAR207 = 1, or if VAR219 or VAR220 = 2, ht or 6, LIVINGF 
« "yes." If VAR177 = 3 or k, and if YAR206 and VAR207 » 2, and if VAR219 
*= 1* 3, or 5, and if VAR220 = 1, 3, or 5, LIVTHGF = "no." 

METR0P0L: Interview in a metropolitan area? METR0P0L is a version 
of VARH30 with fewer categories: h » "yes"; 1, 2, 3 =* "no." 

QSEP: Leaning on Quebec separatism. If lO-VARS?1* + VAR375 = 1, 10, 
SI, or 51, QSEP =-• "favorable." If 10-VAR371* + VAR375 - 2, 20, 22, or 52, 
QjSEP » "unfavorable." 

YEARSED: Yearc of education received. If VAR350 » 0,'and if VAR3U9 
A 0? YEARSED depends on VAR3^9, such that if VAR3^9 » 1 or 2, YEARSED * 
0-U years" or 5-7 years," respectj.vely, and if VAR3^9 is between 3 and 
9, YEARSED = "xx years," where xx a VAR3U9 +5, If VAR3U9 = 0> and if 
VAR350 is between 1 and 6, YEARSED depends on VAR350, such that if VAR350 
= 6, YEARSED =» "20+ years," and if VAR350 is between 1 and 5, YEARSED « 
"arc years," where xx = VAR35O + lk< 
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Taqiag and nnm* ftwA P« «». y<« .̂ Pwv 
Table or Figgre Variables Btaplgyed 

Table k.k-T XAHOPALS, LAHQDBW, US3CG&, $59 

Table 1^7-Y LAKfflAL89 lAKGKBOftf, <t&5» 059 

Figure 5.5-T- Oj»9, Q&8, Q59 

Table 5.6~* Qk9, 059, Qfc8, F0BB8EEL 

f igure 5.19-Y SASCKBOW, EBSUD 

Figure 5.20-X jyUBQKHW, KOTO, &A&KG]? . 
LAB5EKW, F8T0D, &ABQCG8 

Sable 5.21-t SftSGOOr, OfcCG, 0393 Q&9 
Figure Sc3-Y Oli SKWW 

Transformed Variables Baaed en the Youth Srarvey 

EFOOUs Cosspetene© in arpclcea asglish aad Freach. BFKBCW depends on 
SiANOESfCW aad Q59« I f a language i s nasad l a tba answer t o 059* 
coaqaeteace in that language i« "nati-wj," * 

SSTUDj Years of study of English i n school« I f questionnaire i s i n 
French aad £59 a 2d ESXOD i s equivalent t o Q52. 

FOLSSEDls Yaers of education of more educated parent* • I f Q0O and 
Q£L arc between 1 and 63 FOOSH^isfc^Tmlenfc t o 0£0 or <^L9 vbiefcarver 
i s greater* 

FSTUBs Years of study of French l a school. I f questionnaire l a i a 
English and §59 « l s FSTOD i e eisairalant t o ^ 2 , 

L&HGCOfts Haws neigjibora or cla*«gatas of other 3keng»ags? I f answes?r>r . 
to Q59 « the language of qpasti©Enaire# Z&BQCCN depends on 033 aad 035, ""V 
such that i f Q33 • *H or i f Q35 » 1 or 2* MfiWCeff • "V®*"! end i f 033 » 
5 , and i f 035 « 3 or fc, lABOCOV « "i».w 

.I/JWGSOKJ5?2 Spoken css®«teace l a other language, I f ans»*r t o 029 «* 
the language of questionnaire, IAS03SSJ i s equiT&Xent t o ^ 8 S such that 
1 B "none / 2 «• "lew,n 3 •» "aediua-assr^ U «^83£iraB-bigfc," aad 5 « *mgh.a 

I f Q59 » 1 or 2 and the language of gnestloaaair© i s French or KngZisb, 
respectively, MRSESC&J a "higha" 

XAKSSALSs Save ax&« close friesde -of other languages-'• I f Sttawei- t o 
059 >« the language of ©aeatieaaairea MSSKfiSB M - ^ £ « 
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LANGUAGE AHD rOLX'IICAL I^»32ATIOM 

Jonathan Pool 

Survey data froai Canada are analysed in this study in order to 
subject -to empirical test a number of hypotheses relating linguistic 
vrlth political and politically relevant behavior of individuals, such 
relationships being subjects absut vjhich trncnlodgo is required for an 
understanding of the tension between linguistic diversity and political 
unity« 

1» The Xaport&ncc of Language as a Political Phenaaencn 

Language and languages- spoJceo and written, hnva increasingly 
become an object of political conflict nad of policy-a&Jclng.. although 
different chroniclers assign the principal e::pan3ion of the calisncc 
of language as a political issue to different centurks. Reasons that 
have been cited for the rise into inpo>:tance of this issue area include 
ths- extension of education to population mosses, their social and 
economic snobiiisation. the growth of desvocracy snd self-deterniisation, 
the riss of nationality as a najor criterion of identification,, and 
continual progress in pure and applied linguistics t The9c develop&snts, 
and the increasingly political character that they have given to 
linguistic affairs, have both facilitated and frustrated men's attempts 
to reforn and regulate language and language behavior. 

These attempts arise, in turn, in large part from a variety of 
beliefs, different ones of which o?;e shared by different political 
actors and scholars, to the effect that things linguistic have isiportant 
effects on things social and political. According to these beliefs, 
the influential variables include the position attained or not attained 
by a language as nediun of education- of official or commercial 
couuranication, or of national symbolic representation; the development 
(e«g. written status, standardisation) of a language; the other 
characteristics (e.g. parity) of a language; the diffusion of knowledge 
of a language; and the linguistic unity or diversity of a populations 
The effects of these variables are believed to be worked on a nuuaber of 
social and political attributes, such as educational attainment, 
occupational status, political po.«er, personality, and satisfaction, 
ataonn individuals, and cconosrlc development, mass Mobilisation levelsr 
centralisation5 and political integration, in societies.. 

20 Language and Political Integration 

A particularly noted problem is the relationship fcetrjoen linguistic 
cleavages and political integration, especially in higitly participatory 
and norsatively egalitarian politics. Taking three different views 
("coiamunicational", "allocational15, and "attitudinal") of political 
integration that have currency in the literature of political 
scholarship, v;e find hypotheses outstanding v;hich relate patterns of 
language cleavage {i<.c, who tinea's what languages), both as eauc£ and 
as effect, to political integration (i.e. to intesgreup communication, 



2 

intergroup allocation of benefits, end intorgroup attitudes).. 
Communication is hypothesised to ba reore widespread, if.ora frequent, 

raid more elaborate aiao.ng these with language coatrnality then among: 
those without it: changes in language coj-raunality and In the experienced 
aiaount of intergroup conctunicatiou are hypothesised oach tc lead to thf 
other. By extension, a similar relationship is hypothesised bctwaan 
cosrpetence in the official o.v political language and participtc.ti.on in 
political conzzunicatlono 

Linguistically divas92 politics axe hypotha«ized to favor one 
language ovor others, with the speakers of tb* favored language being-
mors indulged than th<? speakers of the other language*. Iht propaaaity 
of a person to learn another language is hypothesized to vary with the 
reward he E'.nticipates frovi kneeing it, and also with the benefits 
(especially educational) he already on joys. 

Those sharing a language era l$/pothca$X'ed, finally', to share 
opinions as well, to have favorable attitudes toward each other, and 
to share with each other a sense of identity mora often than those 
without a ccteEor. language, t;?liile the existence of favorable attitudes 
and a conron sense- of identity are believed in turn to cause taore 
successful language learning* 

These three sets of hypotheses share the following characteristics? 
(a) Each set includes SOUUJ hypotheses relating Individual properties 
and aoao relat5.ng the properties of groups and societies; (b) Seas 
hypot2ieses in each set are contested ay counter-hypotheses r?bich say 
also be found in the literature; and (c) Bach set contains soae 
synchronic and sorae diachronic hypotheses, with the latter including 
both assertions that changes in a follow changes in b, and propositions 
that changes in b follow changes in a, rrith the resulting expectation 
that only careful measurement of the associations of the variables in 
the hypotheses would be likely to permit prediction of whether the 
chain of connections between language cleavages and political Integra-* 
tion takes the form of a vicious circle or a chain reaction. 

3„ Too Surveys from Canada: A Source of Evidence for Verification 

The existence and availability of two recent and under <=analy zed 
surveys concentrating on questions relevant to the testing of the 
outlined hypotheses dictate that these data ba further analyzed before 
new data are collected. The data are especially appropriate for three 
reasons. First, survey analysis has bsen utilized less than other 
raajor forms of analysis in the investigation of hypotheses dealing vvith 
this area of interest, so that relevant survey-aaenabls* hypotheses have 
not been often tested,. Second. Canada of 1965 belongs to the class of 
politics exhibiting the boundary conditions stated and implied in 
Chapters i and 2 for the hypotheses uaxed in Chapter 2. And third, 
having been the subject of substantial macro-level and survey investi­
gation, Canada has a number of relevant characteristics whose distri­
butions across regions and population classes are 7;ell known; these 
distributions may be adduced in assumptions useful for the controlling 
of relationships between survey responses. 

The available surveys are more useful for testing sorac of the 
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hypotheses presented than others, bat each survay can be used -So fill 
s&ne of the gaps of the other, and careful analysis with rcnsoaeblo 
assuwptious can tiak<a then quite useful in testing scvoral of the 
hypotheses outlined,, They arc subjected to tasting in tho last throe 
chapters, one chapter for each of the thro® sots of hypotbe33s. 

4» Lsaouage and Cossunicr.tional Inteyratioa 

It was discovered fron tho survey analysis that the non«&iglish 
Canadians were EX ro likely to have contact with English Canadians if 
th« forage: toe-? English than if not. tho analogous' fiadis? was aade in 
the case of contacts with French Csnadiana by non°Pr«nch Canadians who 
did or did uot lesson French. In addition, in each casa those with contact 
had aora frequent contact if they knew tho language., and were also ra>re 
liuely to have close friends in the contacted ethnic grouj* Not only 
did thesn contact variables vary in the crrpecicd <3ix<2Ctlc« between 
those trith and without any knowledge of the athaic groupfs aain 
language, hut they also varied as expected with the level of cotapetsneo 
in the language., These relationships regained strong «hen tho najor 
regions of Canada were csranined one by 021s. 

It was than hypothesised that the observed relationship would vary 
in strength with the relative desinanco of tho language concerned, 
because the spsahcra of a language v-cuXd not bo contactabia only in 
their o?m leagaag© where the latter nas subordinate* This secondary 
hype-thesis was confronted with tho data, which showed tho respondents 
behaving as the hypothesis would predict if English was dominant ovex 
French thrgughont Canada, avail in larflsly French areas of Quebec (an 
assertiouTSadc by sens observers, chiefly about cccnenic destination},. 
In other words, contact, frequency of coatEvci, and frequency of 
friendships consistently varied v.::!th whether non-aeDhcrs spoke the 
language of the contacted group, and thasa variables equally consis~ 
icntly varied noro with whether they spoke English than with trhathor 
they spolec French., 

If tho reason for theso associations is that linguistic ignorance 
is a barrier to contact, the data shon that this barrier is not 
absolute, sines substantial ana-ants of contact tea-: place that would 
seen to be linguistically impossible* Hut ijjnorancs of either language 
was accompanied by a tior© vridesspread perception tliat the corresponding 
ethnic group acted superior to others, arid this perception could be 
expected to reduce the rata of vo.luntary contact 0 

In contrast to this raal-: evidence for a linguistic influence en 
contact, the data. s*apport care strongly tho belief that contact 
contributes to language IciiGV/lotftfje* Wbothar- or not respondents had 
studied either language ferrvilly as a second iangu&gs, their fcne-jjledfis 
of it was substantially greater if their early exposure to it had 
included using it in ordinary life, sad tfcosa ?;ith use but no study had 
a better record of cc-Epatence than those Tvith study but no use la 
addition, the desire to learn each language or learn it better aiaoag 
tiiese mot fluent in it was nore frec-î nt orcng those with contacts in 
tho corresponding ethnic g::cap„ 

3 
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5» Language and Allccaticnal Integration 

Givsn tho existing kneelcdga about differences in education, 
ccoupntion status, ar;d ir.ccr.o betrces. English ar:d French C£>riadi&ns, an 
attcuipt teas aade to discover whether these differences -.-arc attributable 
to language ccupatfer.ee differences or to ether variables* As c:cpectad, 
respondents -ZGz* French^-spoolcing horses -cere found to have lo-rer 
educational levels than these gvcring "i* in Bnglish-speaking hones, 
'A'II« association was act appreciably reduced by looking separately at 
Quebec e.nd at the rost of Canada, nor by confining attention to French 
Catholics., Controlling for the educational acid separately for the 
ccqupaticual levels of the respondents' parents did rv?.!;e the- association 
decline, bat at least half of the previous English-French discrepancy 
regained. 

Occupational level and income \*ore else confined as varying ?;ith 
the respondents' coapatoaco in English. Xhis variation nzss not greatly 
r«duced t?h«a French Catholic-3 aloao ?;ero considered, and tho differences 
batv-Gca French Catholics who did auci did not spaa!: English TJere greater 
than thesa between .liglish-upeaScors ~ho vure end srero not French 
Catholics. 

In addition, inter^sncrational assirrllation to English v;as found 
to be accoaspaaied by a higher than nercai incidence''of perceived 
upward saovar̂ rjt ia social status, and neither a regional control nor a 
control for iatergcueraticrsal occugaticijal mobility reduced the 
association* 

It r;ould be rjrcag to assurr-a that these associations resulted 
totally frcat tho affect of language cccpetenco on the- allocation of 
baaefIts, far the data also provide ovidsnea that one important benefit, 
education, is a cause of tiio acquisition of competence in the privileged 
language. Coiapctfcace iu abolish varied considerably tvith education 
asong those who gror; up ia »on«-3nglish~spca!c:i:ng hoses, and this vias 
true oven in Queboc, v?her© education itsolf could be had in Freach. 
naturally, an even stronger relationship T?P.C found between years of 
laiiguaga study and cctipotcaca in tho language, trhich, for reasons that 
can be speculated, saeccd to respond hotter to the study of English 
than to the study of French* Finally, competence in both English and 
Frasveh tras greater aincny those con-native spezi!:ars tfho perceived a 
definite rr&tcrial aSvtntuQo in fcucv.'ing the iaiigu.aga thac â acmg these 
who did uot. 

6. Language and Attitudinnl Integration 

.'Seve?al differusees iii political and social offiniens vjore found 
tctwoaa tuosc opcaWLaj Prgnch rad" Viicse "speahiiao English ao their 
principal l&jiguago, scstly being acong tho opinion differences between 
the ethnic or language groepe that had bsaa revealed ia ea>.*lier cork„ 
'Jhc opcsaJ:rrs oJT |̂ *er;cis werce ttsra iu tor noted in provincial than federal 
pc-litics (ia Cucbec), ao«r« suppsrtive of the L.ibaral and tho Social 
Credit Parties, taorc oppoaed to immigration, EX-re in favor of a ncrx 
Cancdtan flag, and core likely to avoid jorlaing cv-rjanisationco 

An analysis wua thca pcrforKssd tc diooovcr *.-I,«jther the respoadento. 
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'when arrayed on an En.glish-?r*nch spactrua of language oostpotenca. 
would have opinions varying aonotonically along thic i.pQ2txun or rxuld 
have opinions differing principally betrscn bilinguals end (both croups 
of) aouolinguals, These two patterns, both of which vcro predicted by 
different hypoth?.sasf both appeared,, nitb esycsaotxical variations of 
the foruvr pattom also appearingr lihile bi lingual G ware woro 
approving of a new flag than either group of ronollngoala, for Gxanpla, 
intarcat in federal politics ntsong Quebec intorvie^oas varied 
aonotonically with proximity Ho the English-only end of thw Boglieh--
French coaipetenco spectrum (suggesting the hypothesis thwt political 
interest is focused on the level of govsraracr.t whssa language OJC knorrs 
be&t)c When diffaront regions were analysed separately, tho aooocin-
ticna increased in soae while decrecsing in others, fox it was found 
-that the opinions of French spaaTcers hardly varied fro» region to 
region, yot the interregional >Kiriati&n of English opioids was great. 
Itost of the opinions (avoidancs of group acEbzrship being the exception) 
continued to vary substantially rcith language ov«m whan tho taout 
apparent likely cause of a spurious association v;ss introduced as a 
controlo 

Even stronger associations orcre expected( and found, between tho 
respondents' principal language and their intergroup attitudes •> 
Specifically, rescntsent of the attempts of tho two aaih ethnic groups 
to gain political influenca iu Canada, and attitudes toward increased 
Federal rccruitnent of Preach Canadians into high government posts, 
both varied strongly between those aitb English and those with French 
as principal language:, in tha expected direction 0 The data showed that 
these differences could ho explained no core than in part by religion 
and regionally varying characteristics« Smaller differences in the 
sane direction were also found, aiiong those with a given principal 
language, alonrj the Vcuciable of competence in the other aajor language-

Finally, the strongest association of all was discovered between 
language-- -both principal language and position on the Itaglish-French 
spoctrun—and yroup identity» Although the literature portrays ethnicity 
in Canada as a oi::ture of linguistic and ancestral attributes, these 
data indicate a clear predominance of the linguistic factor„ Not only 
was the tendency to avoid giving oneself an unequivocal ethnic affilia« 
tion up to 13 times higher for fcilinguals than for monolingual5, but 
those :3*io '.-.-ere less 'chzzi fluent in English or French never aligned 
themselves una&biguously with the English or French Canadians, 
respectively., She ethnic identity of the French Canadians thus 
appears aen&ced over ti«,e by a dependence on linguistic preservation 
as a necessary conditiono 

The analysis of group identity did not reveal only confiruatory 
evidence, however,. As opposed to personal identity, attitudes on the 
political conpatibiiity of English and French Canadians in general did 
not vary as the hypotheses bad predicted o Axaong Quebec French -speaker s r 
for enample, Quebec separation eras found in alisoot identical and 
relatively high proportions (I6~i£f5) ciacng those who either lived in a 
metropolitan area or spc!:e Eaglioh fairly well or both., while only 1% 
of the rest expressed separatist tendencies * 

Tho tracing of cm:so and cfxect in these attitudinal associations 
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is the rsost difz-icu.lt of all because of tits absorccc of information 
about attitudinai histories,, Thus BO atteaapt was taadc to test 
sequential hypotheses in this area. Svixtasc? was found) hocevcr, for 
the contrition that favorable attitudes toward the gxoup speaking a 
lacgoaga are more- important causes of language learning activation if* 
the language is subordinate than if it ic doainant: the desire to 
learn French sras associated strongly t;lth the desire for French Canadian 
friends, but the corresponding association for Bnglioh nis only tvc&ko 

Suaxsary and Conclusion 

The liultcd task of testing three eats of hypotheses againot two 
seta of data fro®, a single country resulted in the confirmation, for 
the oost part, of the hypotheses being tested =, It should, however, be 
observed that: 

a. The need for refinsrteat of the f-ypothoae* was shown In t»ev<*ral 
cases by the results of controlling fox additional variables0 

b0 Additional hypotheses- and additional investigation, srere 
suggested by the consistent differences batvTcen the aagnitudes of tha 
associations for: English and for French« 

Co The confirmation of any hypotheses is naturally tentative, 
pending tests against other esses and their integration with these 
tests» 

da Consider able additional analysis can and should be perforEad on 
the present survey data, but saiiy interesting hypotheses will not be 
testable with data of this sort. 
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