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!. ' Support and Alienation Vis-a-Vis the Political Community: 

Attitudes To·ward the Constitutional Options in Wales and Quebec 

Introduction 

The celebrated resurgence of ethnic identity and the demand 

for ethnic self-rule may be precursors of a new world of smaller~ 

more homogeneous political communities. Or they may be the last 

gasp of parochial groups which have finally seen that they are 

doomed in industrial society. Whatever their eventual results 

will be, these movements now give us an opportunity to see people 

asking and answering the fundamental political question: "Witb 

whom do I want to make my political community?" 

We shall explore here some answers to this question given by 

people :tn two places where the questj_on is current: Wales and 

Qu.ebec. By seeing what kinds of people prefer what alternatives, 

we shall attempt to delineate conditions under which a redefinition 

of a political community is likely. 

Ethnic Territories 

The phenomenon of ethnic territories (by wh:Lch we mean geo­

graphically compact regions, with or without any formality or 
.. 

authorityj within states~ having ethnic distributions considerably 

different fro1n other regions of those same states) is natural and 

persiote.nt. Ethnic groups tend to sul"'Vive when large and compact, 

and to disappear when sma11·and dispersed~ with the exception 
' 1 of a. few "mobilized diasporas~:o As the more assimilable groups 

are absorbed into the majority, those on the peripher-ies that are 

less accessible remain differentiated!) thus decreasing the over-all 
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assimilability and increasing the over-all distinctiveness of the 

etlr;·nic 0'">'>0'!'> rn""m·""'~rr-' \.rho oro s"-111 dl.'s·c'j~,ct 2 
.\.: __ ·' i-:']1.,;., '-'··lY.-'"-'-~~:J ...... "'--' ·~J..J. a..\.._-; (J_... ..l. .. 6 The relatic21sh:tp 

betvreer:. ethnic assj_milation and migration tends to reinforce this 

territorial separation. 

Tension between territorial ethnic groups is just as natural 

as thei:r- existence. E-chnic groups tend to bH cultur'ally d.5.ffeJ:>ent; 

1-~c'.leed, R('l,A ~ea ~hi~ A~ •,-h~ d~0~-li~g di?f~ftance 3 .J. , .... , 1.._ ....... ;,J .._ vL ..... r.u I,;J.,~:,) ... o~.:. ... ~..... ..~ ... ~ • ...t.~ .;.::. ..,. ·::.. c.,) • ..:;;.; .. ~ .. Hence they 

tend to 1,raltte different '(;h:t:ngs and prefe:r• different policies" Furt:1E 1 ' j; 

the members of ethni(; gPoups are usually eas:Lly distinguished beca.u:3c 

o.f racial features;, languag·~, dress, etc"; this means that ·when 

re~~ources e:re scarce or ecapegoats az•e sought and more or less 

arbitrary social cleavages become s~'tlient base 5 for allocation!! 

ethnic c:leava.ges are. likely to be fixed upon as the 11 promj_nent 

soJution''~ especially since they generally coincide in part with 

econom:'Le a.nd ·teJ?r:tto:r•:J.al divisions o Beyond this, ·ethnic gr0,u.ps 

tend to have leF:lS contaet l'Tith eac.h other·, because of langua.ge 

differences and territorial isolation, than do the sex~s, . economic 

classes:; and racial groups, for example, thus less opportunity 

to resolve 'Hhat tens ::tons arise and to see them from eal'.:'h other 1 s 
l• 

point. of view. ' Ethnic tensions are likely to be exacerbated 

in highly participant polit:tes, wher.e popular support is needed 

by political office-holders, because ethnic symbols a.nd ethnic 

gr5.evances are among the most emotion-provoking and henc~ support·· 

arou.s:Lng of alL Finally, r..rhen the legitimacy of ethnic identity 

is high, as it has become in recent years, more people are willing 

to consider themselves members or ethnic groups in public and to 

form ethnically homogenous coalitions in political competition. 

S~ppor·t.J/.... Ali.entat.ion, and the Political Community 

In its by now classical conception, political support 
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is (!_ire·;; ted. a:t; three diffe:C'.ent levels of political ob,j ects: 

au.t.!~:or~" ::;ies; regime, and communit~i'. They are different ·1e:)vels, 

rather "than just klnds:J of objects because there is a certain 

orde~:r.· 5.!:1 l'fhlch disaffeotc-::d citizens are expected to withdraw the:lr 

support f:eom these objects, l_l'he authorities can los(:; conslderable 

auppo1 .. t bE:i'ore the regime loses any; and the regime can lose much 

before ·tbl~ emnmunity does. Support for objects at these threeJ 

levels, 1n this view., r.rould be distributed according to the model 

of a Guttman Scale: a >":":itizen's support at each level would be a 

neceasa.:;~ .. Y but not sufficient condition for his support at the next 

lowt:r 1':~vel. 

A '.]Ountry with one or more ethnic ter•ritories is a place where 

thi::.; and other hypothese.s about support for the poli'cical community 

can. be tes·t;e!d, Ned;; only is 'the general level of lnter~group tension. 

Uk«lofco _.be high in such a QOuntr~or reasons indicated above, but 

also t-he v.rithd~awal of political support ·from the community itself 

is a po:ss:tble and plausible kind of behavior. ·Unlike other· kinds 

of. groups }al':t'i::;orially compact ethnic groups within a larger state 

can consider that they have real alternatives in the choice not only 

among r·ulers and rules, but also among definitions of membership 

in the polity. 5 Having at least two alternative political communi­

ties to think about, members of an ethnic territory will tend to 

have meaningful ideas about the question. Their attitudes toward 

their present political c:ommunity(s) will have policy implications, 

not just greater or lesser correspondence to a symbolic norm. And 

if the ethn:i.c territory has enough of a political 11f"e of its own, 

its members will be making frequent choices in their everyday 

political behavior, suppol~tlng one, both, or neither of the communi-

ties in question. 



by England in the 16th and 18th centuries, respectiv~ly 1 and 8till 

i:nhabii;ed largely by people who per•ceive themsel1.res and axe Del"'Cei v·ed 

b~r oth·<:·n's as ,ethntcall:y- dis·cinct" The \~elsh and the-:: French Canadian':'' 

C 1:>!:"' Qu~'Ebecoj.s) d1.ff.er f:rom the other ethnlc gl .. oups of Great Britain. 

and C.s~n.ada :l.n sf::veraJ. l'iE•-Ys; language, rel:tgion~ and group ld.::lntity 

a1..,e th;,::: ps.ramount ones o · In each terri tory, there is a widespread 

conee;rn abou·i:; econom:tc dependence arid inequality: English control 

of the means of production, Eriglish occupancy of the highest position3 

in the economy, and a territorial economy that is compare:.tively" 

poor and un-~elf--suffic.ient. In ee.ch; there is also a feaP that t.he 

eultu:ral features of the te:<:>ritorial ethnic gl"'oup--in. part:l.cular:; 

thf~ We1sh e.nd the French languages--will continue their do-vmward 

slide t-ov.rard ext:Lnction, And in each territory the existing cons-

titutional a:Prangem.ents a:r·e being called into question by those v.rho 

would. rather seE!. the ethn:tc terr.:ttory controll:tng more of its own 

destiny" But there is disagreement as to the econom:!.c effects of' 

changes in tbe relationships between the two communities, e.g. 

m.e'ther complete separa·tion w-ould ruin or revive the territorial 

ec.onom.y q . 

The countr·ies 'dominant groups have responded to this um:-est 

in simllar patteJ:.,ns. An early fash:i.ona.Ple denigrat:l.on of the 

te:r-rit:;or·ial t:::thnic gl"oup has slowly g:1 ven "'ray to a more p·luralist 

ideology wh:l.ch recognizes the group's value, its right to equality s; 

its need for some special home-rule powers, and a justification 

for 1neasures aimed at group preservation. This ideology~ however, 

is nat absolute, not close to universally accepted by the authorities 

and cjJ;1zens ·' and not yet extensively implemented in nel'i constitutioD:;.::, 



ar:::>angements. :Political conce.ssions have been given to the· terri­

& tory in both·cases; Wales has more representatives in the House 

of' Com:mons t~han does Englar.\d on a per capita basis, and the CanadiaJ:1 

pcu?ty systElm in practice operates s:tm:ilax•ly to a.mplify the voice 

of the F:r•ench C<:~.na.dians:. at least '\•Then the L:tberal Party is in pol're:r."'. 

'r.ne most; striking difference between Wales and Quebec in this 

context is that WB.les has been far mozae subordinated to Brl ttsh 

control and assimilatory pressure thafas Quebec to canadian, 

While England imposed a system.of compulsory education through the 

English language on all o£ Wales, which only now is beginning to be 

relaxed, Q~ebec has always had a parochial school and university 

· system opel"ating· from top to bottom in French. The :Lnitial centuries 

or British rule in Wales revealed an English elite desire to exter­

minate ~verything Wel~h, while protections for the French Canadian 

cultur~:~ haw:~ been a pa:t:•t of the Quebec modus vivendi since the 

cor.~.quest, and especially since the latest constitutional arrangement :.• 

the. confederation of 1867. While the Welsh elite went to 

university in England and became English 1~ language, religion, 

cm.l tur·a: and orientations, the French Canadian elite (chiefly the 
' 

priesthood) kept the population -catholic, French-speaking, and 
I 

fertile, to guard the integrity and[in tact the expansion of the 

ethnic group. Quebec has its bwn PljOV1ncial government with subs­

tantial powers, while Wales has no jurisdiction, representative 
I 

body, or self'-gove:~n:i.ng authority o~. any kind. In view of these 
' 

. I 

differences in policy, it is not s~rising that 88 percent of the 
I 

populat;ion of Quebec can speak Frenth, whil: only about 37 percent 

of the populat~on of Wales can speak Welsh. It is also understand­

able that the -Brit~.ish government is considering some devolution of 

po1r1er \\i'hlle the Canad,ian government is trying to stop or even reverse 
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ft is conven;tent and common. t.o sum-- up the pollcies toward an 

ethnJ.···. territory, or• responses by th·e ter·ritorial ethnic g:t:>oup, 

diftb.oto:Dwusly: equality VGrsus inequality; assimilationism Yersus 

eti1nic natlc,n,:~.lism. 8 E"i;hnic politics are often seer:•. as inherently 

noncorupromi::.able, unlike eeonomic politics. 9 Yet this view, in 1 ts 

extreEie form~ 1s an overs:lmplification due ~o a lack of imagination. 

Th,~re ai•e degrees of inequality, assimilation~ and :tndependence. 

Ethni(· pol:tc~ies can be graduated in many ways" When the nature of 

the ethnic problem limi'cs compromise (as in langu.age policy), ethni(~ 

and n<)nethnlc policies may be tied together in packages·.·. ·to provide 

nonetLn:t.c compensations for ethni.c depri vatj.ons. 10 

In the ease of the alternatives among politica:t communlties :~ 

there al"'e llkewise several options. The choice is not or1ly which 

commtmity one ~dll .,1oin ... for one can be a member of more. than one 

at a time. As soon as thiz, is understood, the question becomes one 

of aD.ocati;Dg· legitimacy and 8.uthor1ty among competing ~ommunities. 

F'or someone ln Quebec, the principal communities that come into 

consineration a.re Quebec and Canada, although the United.States is 

occ.as::,onall;y discussed~ out of fear by some and out of hope by 

othert:l. l:n lrial.es the salient communities are Wales, the 'United 

l{jngdcm, and the E~opean Oommunit1es,. 11 

he have chosen to . .focus on a set of options invol.~ing t,he 

relationship p_et_ween two political communities: that of the· et.hnie 
·~\ 

territory and that of; the f:l tate of which it is a pa;rt. In, each case~ 

we rank-order the options according to how much authority 1a given 

to the ethnJ..e territo:Zjf at the expense otf: the central state. 
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Conceptually; fu.lJ. integration of the territory into the central 

state with no formal recognition of the territory wPuid·be one end 

of ·chie i3cale ." and. complete independence of the the tel"'ritory as 

a sovere:tgn memt:er of the international community would be the 

other end. Ope:r•e.tionally, the two ends and the points bet\'feen them 

depend on thl:; dG.ta "l'Te have about Welsh and Quebec citizens' 

preferences among the options, \'thich we shall now describe. 

The Data and the Variables 

The data for· the study are the results of two opinion surveys. 

One was conducted in Wales :l.n 1971-72 by the second author and a 

ntunber of local :tnterviewer•s. They interviewed 417 persons, equ~lly 

di videO. between a northern rural constituency (South CaernB~"t'vonshire) 

and a southern urban one (North Cardiff). vii thin each consti.tuency, 

the respondents (plus about 90 nonrepondents) constituted a random ...... 

sample of the adult population. Although the whole of Wales wa.s 

not sam.pled, the two ;sampling areas were chosen beca,use of their 

general similarity t.o most of Nortbern and Southern Wales, respec­

tiv·ely ,. 12 

The other survey was conducted in Quebec in 1965 by the Groupe 

de rec.herches sociaJ.es for the Royall 11 C~nmiss1on on Bilingualism and 

and Bieulturalism. A total of 1613 persons were interviewed, selected. 

at randolil from the adult population of Quebec by a complicated 

multi-stage stratified area random sampling procedure. 13 In this 

procedure, persons having non-French last names were deliberately 

over-represented by about 300 ·percent to insure that a. significant 

numqer of non-French Canadians would appear in the sample. The 

Quebec survey was an integral part of a survey being conducted 

throughout Ca.nada. 
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In each survey, we have sele~ted three questions on which to 

base the construction of our scale of constitutional options. The 

first t:'iro questions in the 1velsh survey ask for reactions to state-

ments: 

7· Some people think it would be a good idea if 
the authorities in Wales \~Jere given more poi'rer 
to make government decisions' Do yotL " a 

5. strongly agree 4. agree 3. depends 

2. disagree 1. stl~ongly disagree 

8 • Some people think it would be a good idea if Wales 
had ita own government, completely separate from 
England. Do you. . 

5. strongly agree 4. ag-r:>ee 3. depends 

2. disagree 1. strongly disagree 

The third asks: 

30.. \1Jh1ch of the folloi'1ing would you 1~.ke to see 
happen. 

ll. Wales become a separate count1~y. 
3. Wales have a regional governue·nt like; 

Northern Ireland. 
2. Wales stay the same. 
1. \vales become mo:re integrated into the 

United Kingdom.lq 

In the Quebec survey,. the function of \-Telsh questions 7 

and 30 is performed by a single question: 

J··69A (GIVE CARD "E11 TO RESPONDENT) 
Which solution do you prefer concerning the 
political future of the province of Quebec? 

l ___ That Quebec separates from the rest 
.of Canada. 

2 That the federal government have more 
---control over Quebec than it has now 

3 That the federal government have le~s 
-control over Quebec than. it bas now . 

4 That the position of the province of 
---Quebec in Confederation remain the 

same as it is now 
5 Other solution (Specify which solution: 

=-~~·~~----~--~--· __________________ ) 
6 -.~JJndecfded or depends 
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7 Does not know 
8==Treat Quebec as other provinces 

The Quebec sur'i.rey included tvm questions, however, on separatism: 

?. ..• 74 
~J • There are people who suggest that the province 

of Quebec separa:ce from the rest of Canada 
to form an independent country while other 
people oppose this. Personally, are you 
for· Ol"' against the separation of Quebec 
from the rest of Canada? 

1 For (Go to Q. 3-76) 
2~Against (Go to Q. 3-76). 
5=.,_Undec1ded 

3-·75,, Perhaps you are not decided, but if you had 
to take a d~cision, would you be inclined 
to favor.the separation of Quebec from the 
;("'est of Canada? 

1 Yes 
2-No 
7--Does not know 
8__ Refuses to answer 

Using these questions, we have constructed scales cont.aining 
., .. 

f1 ve options in \-Vales and four options in Canada. The Welsh 

opt1.ons and the criteria for saying that a given respondent adbe 'fed 
to one of them are: 

1. Centralization: 1 or 2 on Q. 7 and 1 or 2 
on Q. 8 and 1 on Q. 30. 

2. Status quo: 1 or 2 on Q. 7 and 1 or 2 on 
Q. 8 and 2 on Q. 30e 

3. Decentralization: 4 or 5 on Q. 7 and 1 or 
2 on Q. 8 and 2 on Q. 30. 

4. Autonomy: 4 or 5 on Qo 7 and 1 or 2 on Q. 
8 and 3 on Q. 30• 

5. Separa.t1c:7n: 4 or 5 on Q. 7 and 4 or 5 on 
Q. 8 and 4-~on Q. 30. · 

The Quebec option.s are: 

1. Centralization: 2 on Q. 3-69 and 2 on Q. 
3-74 and not-1 on Q. 3-75. 



2. St~tus quo: 4 on Q. 3-69 and 2 on Q. 3-74 
B.nd not--1 on Q. 3-'75. 

3. DecentralJ.zation: 3 on Q~ 3-69 and ((2 on Q. 
3-74 and not~ .. J. on Q. 3-75) o:r (5 on Q. 3-74 
and 2 on Q. 3·<·75)). 

l.}~ Se·paration: 1 on Q, 3-69. and. ((1 on Q. 3-74 
and not-2 on Q, 3-75) or (5 on Q. 3-7Ll and 
l on Q, 3··· 7 5) ) . 

10· 

In both cases:) not every respondent fulfilled the conditions for 

adherence to one of the options., 'l1he remaining respondents were 

divided :tnto two categories, labeled "unclear" and 11 in.consi::tent", 

The unclea:t•s were excluded because of "don't know" or "it depends" 

answers; the 1ncons1stents ~'lere excluded because of responses 

on the three questions that contradicted each other. 

Choices amon~ th~ 0Etions 

Nol'l thai; we have delineated the options, we can test some 

hypotheses about the kinds of people that choose them. It is worth 

remembering that the Welsh and the Quebec options are not directly 

comprab le in terms of constitutional arrangements·; for example, 

11 autonomy" in Wales might rer:oult in a situation describable as 

"status quo" in Quebec. But both sets of options can be viewed as 

similar ordinal variables, and their last categories, "separation", 

are similar in meaning o 

~othesis 1~ Residents of an ethnic territory who belong to 

the tex•ritorial ethnic group will tend· to be closer to the separatist 

end of the constitutional options scale than those who reside in 

the territory but do not belong to the territorial ethnic group. 

;!;!::i..; is to be expectsd because people commonly prefer to belong 

to a majority) because: economic d1acr.lminationaga1nst the sthnic 

. ta·~r-itory is usually accompani.ed by. int ra-territor·ial discrimination 

.. ~:· 
~, .. 

..,.. ...... ' .. 
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aga:tnst membern o? t:he te7~ .. ritorial ethnic group, and because 

one purpose o:?' g:1 ·•?:l.ng more a•.rthority to the terr•itorial community 

~s to p2 o·t.;ect. :l.tf:. ethnic culture, \i'hich is of more concern ·co 

t.he membe~L"s or tbat gPoup th.sm to their non-member co-residents, 

'I'hJ~ hypot:n.e::ds is confirmed by the data from both surveys. 

If we consider self-identification as the criterion of ethnic 

gl"oup m.:;mbersJ:.dp ~; we see in r?'3.bles 1 and · 2 that members of terri-

torial ::::thnic group are more likely to endox•se separation tha.n 

those whose e·cbnic identity relates them to the central statec 

Likewise, members of the central ethnic group are more likely to 

prefer centralization than members of the territorial ethnic group. 

Besides confirming the hypothesis, the tables seem to reveal 

a startling difference between Wales and Quebec: a concentration 

of members of the territorial ethnic group much closer to the 

sep~.ratlst end of the scale in Wales than in Quebec. While eighteen 

timeS more ethnic Welsh support separ•atism than centralization, 

many more Fren;~h Canadians support centralization than separatism. 

It does not seem likely that the results would have been very dif­

ferent if the two surveys had been conducted at the same time, for 

separatism did not gain much support among French Canadians between 

1965 and 1971 ,; 15 Yet much of the difference may still be arti­

factual. If the survey in Canada had been, comprably to the Welsh 

surveys confined to Quebec and to topics of concern in Quebec, 

" / using Quebecois rather than Canadian terminology, respondents would 

probably have felt fewer inhibitions against giving separat~st 
. ., 

responses . 16 Still, , this characteristic of the Canadian survey 

should have influenced the responses or English and French Canadian 

respondents approximately equally, and, if so, we are still faced 

with a major difference between Wales and Quebec at the centralizing 

; 

': 



end of t.he scale. In ~lD.1es, members of the central ethn:i.c group 

are fifteen time8 more likely than mafuers of the territorial 

ethnic group r-o favor cer.t~r'alization; in c~ueben the ratlo is less 

than two to one. 

!il:eothef:li~.J...:.. Members of a territorial ethnic group who 

perceiYe that thl'~ territory or ethnic group is treated unfairly 

by the central government or by the central ethnic group will tend 

to be closer to the separatist end of the constitutional options 

scale t.han those perceiving fair treatment. This is expected because 

the pereeption of discrimination is likely to lead to either of' two 

conclusions: (a) separation will improve our welfare; (b) separation 

will free us frau inequality and degra:iation, even if it does not 

improve our B.bso::..ute welfs.re. 

To test thiE: hypothesis for the Welsh, we have first constructed 

a variable b~·.fJ(~d on two questions~ one dealing with how the British 

governm,~nt tr·eatg \vales and the other with whether there is job 

discrimination against Wels:P.men in favor of' the English .in·. Wales c 

Among respondents belonging to the territorial ethnic group, Table 

3 shows that those perceiving both kinds of anti-Welsh discrimination 

are more concentrated at the separatist end than those per-

ceiving neither type, although so few perceive both kinds of discri-· 

mination that the association is not very significant, statistically. 

Because indefinite answers to these questions were irreversibly 

coded 1c:.entically with d.ef.intte perceptions of equal treatment, we 

have also conatructed a more stringent variable that includes a third 

question as well. This one asks whether the English have been trying 

to get too rouch power in Wales, and "don't know" answers are coded 

separat:e'.ty ··· Table 4 compaves those who consistently pe:.::•cei ve English 

or British biaa aga:tnst Wales and the Welsh with those who consistently 
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fail to perceive it on these three questions. The former are so 

much more likely to be separatists than the latter that~ in spite 

of their small numbers, the resulting relationship is highly signi-· 

ficant in statistical terms. It is notable that all of the nine 

persons perceiving all three kinds of anti-Helsh bia.s and having 

a clear position on the constitutional options want more power for 

Wales, and six of the nine want total separation. 

For Quebec we have also constructed two variables, trying to 
0. 

make them comp{able with the Welsh ones" The Quebec questionnaire 

contains three questions parallel to those used in Y.Iales, but two 

of them refer to discrimination in the context of C&.nada r"ather than 

t.he ethnic territory, The only directly comprable questlon asks 

whether the federal government takes as much care of the interests 

of Quebec as of' the other provinces. Since the tidor.>.' t knm'IT 11 pl''oblem 

does not exist fol~ thts survey ll we can begin by relc:.t:tng the cons-

titutional options scale to tqis question alone. In Table 5 -v;e see 

the hypothesized relation; the worse a respondent believes the federal 

govel.~nment treats Quebec, the closer to the separatist end of the 

scale he or she is lilcely to be, For the sake of comparison we can 

add a second qi..testion to the variable, this one dealing ¥r5. th job 

discrlmination, remembering, however, that the question asks lrJhich 

g:Poup gets the best jobs in Canada, not in the ethi::,ic terr'itory. The 

hypot;her·ds holds once again, as sho~m in Table. 6; 

Hypothesis 3. Members of a territorial ethnic group who have 

more ·concern for the prese:~"'vation of the culture of' that group will 

tend to be closer to the separatist end of the co~stitutional options 

scale than those \'·Tith less concern.. vie expect to Y:1.nd th:L:3 relation-

ship because a atate controlled by an ethnic_group i.8 g~n~rally view~j 

as a better guarantor of that group's cultural pr(:':D·~!'Vat:tor~ than a 



lr. the ~3lsh questionnaire~ two questions lend themselves 

to th2 testing of this hypothesis. Both aak about the Welsh 

-~- one, whether it is important to prese~v~ th8 lan-

guage, and the other, uhsther the present efforts for its preser-

ifdth ;_;::;par'at:L:nn tvdce as common Blnong those i'lho a:ee eonce:r.'ned and 

dtss.o.t:LJfj_ed H:tth the ef:fox'ts to preserve the language a.E B.:mong 

those ',<Jho a.:r·e not conc•2I'rled and think that existing efforts a:t•e 

enougL. 

F'or the Qu,:::bec Per:.lpondents the ava:Liable questj.on deals with 

the French Canadian way of life, rather than just with language. 

The q1::.estion offered t1·.ro positive al"Geri.lati ves: keeplng their vray 

of life versus li vi.ng !'more like the rest of Canadians n, Although 

a number> of.' intex·medlate an::n1ers were recoT·ded (e. g. p_oth), most 

:\'."'espor:.dent;:; chose one of tb.(-? polar opposites, Ive sholV in Table 8 

how these are associated with the constitutional options scale. 

Within each opinion group, more respondents opt for the status quo 

than a..ny othe:r solutton, btrt the dist:r:-ibutio:ns a1~e substantie.lly 

different in the predicted direction. Those wanting French cultural 

preservatior:. are more than twice as lilcely to be separatists cmd 

less than ha.lf as J.il{ely to be centr-alize1:--s as are those preferring 

that Preneh Ca!1adians l:l.ve more like other Canadians. 

Memb::;:r>s of a territorial ethnic group who have 

both i:.he materialist:l.c and the cultural attitudes hypothesized 

above. to be conducive to sepal.'"atism \'fill tend to be closer to the 

separ~tist end of the constitutional options scale than those 

ha1ring 0nly one or the::Je klncls of attitude:> and those having neither 
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kind w:UJ.. be eloseat of all to the centralizing end; but among 

those having just one such attitude, the distribution of constitu­

tional prefer,:mces will oe more separatist when only the cultural 

attitude is present than ~hen only the materialistic one is. The 

first ~art of this hypothesis is based on a simple expectation of 

cumu.la·:~,i vi ty" IJ'ht! second part is based on the supposition that 

cultur;tl pres3rvat;1on is a clearer rationale for separatism than 

econom.:<.c gain. A widesprE!ad belief in economies of scale in modern 

indust::·ial societ:les is expected to cause ma.ny persons to feel that 

secess:ton by a mnall part of a large country will inevitably 

hurt t;1e seceding territory in material terms, and tha.t this will 

be the 11 price" pa.id for cultural autonomy and survival, which is 

seen a:3 the only .indisputc.ble benefit of separation. 

To test this hypothesis in Wales, the constitutional options 

scale :~s related. :.::dmultaneously to the perception of ethno-territorial 

discrimination a.nd to concern for the preservation of the language. 

In Tables 9 and 10, these two concepts are represented by a single 

question each~ benause otherwise the number of cases becomes 

minuscale. T:t1e questic:-:1s al"e combined into a single variable, 

whose ~alues are ordered according to the expected distribution of 

constitutional opinions. rrhe respondents in the leftmost column 

should have the most separatist opinions, and those at the right 

the modt centralizing opinions. The materialistic component of this 

variable is discrimination against \felsh job seekers in Table 9 _, 

and the treatment of Wales by the government in Table 10. In both 

tables essentially the hypothesized relationship is seen. A 

comparison of the two middle columns in either table confirms that 

people whose cultural-preservation attitudes incline them in one 

.. -·- . .:- ..., ..... -... 
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directicn, while their material-benefit attitudes push them in 

the other, more often go with the former than the latter. The 

streng.th of thls association is about the same as the over-all 

relationship in each table (Tci=-.258, p=.025 in Table 9: tc=-.303, 

p=.OJ.4 in Table 10). Both halves of hypothesis 4 are therefore 

comfirmed; the cultural motivation for separatism appears to 

dominate the materialistic one as strongly as the double motivation 

dominates a single one. 

The results of similar tests of the hypothesis for ~uebec 

are shmrn in •rables 11 and 12. The over-all relationship is 

similar_, but tl:ie disparity between the two motivations for separa­

tism is not as great as in Wales. In Quebec, when we look only 

at the two n1lddle columns, the strength of association drops for 

each table (,_. 0~~-.156, p=.055 in Table 11; tc=-.136, p=.045 in 

Table 12). The greatest difference between the cross-pressured 

respondents in Quebec is in their support for centralization, 

which is much more common among thr;>se who are only culturallY 

than those who are only economically sanguine about it. 

!:!l.f:>Othesis 5. Members of a territorial ethnic group will tend 

to be closer to the separatist end of the constitu~ional scale 

1nsofar"as the~onform more to the "post-industrial" type, i.e. 

occu~ professional roles, live in or near cities, and are free 

of personal material anxiety. This hypothesis rests on the notion 

that ethnic concerns in highly industrialized societies such as 

the United Kingdom and Canada are a result of the satisfaction 

of material needs rather than their dissatisfaction" This appli­

cation to ethnicity of the thesis of post-industrial value change 

can be found most recently in a paper by Jeffrey A. Ross, 18 

Opposing this hypothesis is what H~~c-hter calls the "react! ve theory 
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of ethnic change 1',~~ in which ethnicity, never dying out in modern 

societie::;, owes it:::. pe:('siatence to the continued "cultural division 

of labor!;, 1. e. ethnic diacrimination. The former the0ry views 

ethnic sol:l.darlty arJ awakened by indulgence; the latter sees it 

reacting to depriva.tion, If the argument for our previous hypothesis 

is correct, th~n ethnic solidarity which does emerge from di~cri-

roination w·111 not necessa~:r.-ily turn into separatism, because of 

the fear that separation would. worsen one's already precarious 

material ~ondit:i.on. If only those '\'Tho are willing to pay an eco-

nomic pr:;.ce for cultural sov~;reignty move tO\'lard the separatist 

end of.' the seale> r.;he·i~ the "post -:lndustrial man" would appear the 

most likGly social ~ype to be found there. 
' 

In ;:·andom.-·sample surveys few such persons tw~·n up:· so our 

ability to test th:l:3 hypothesis must be questioned. In Wales the 
I 

eight-.. le·rel scale uaed. tc> code respondents' occti.patiom; has a 

t 0 of ~0.19 (p:c::Q,003) when associated with the constitutional 

options 3cale, supporting the hypothesis. The rural-urban (i.e. 

North-SmJ.th) cleavage, however, l>~hich descriptions of Wales include 

as of fUtldamental importance, has no significant association with 

the seal,;;. Nor does income. The occupational relationship be-

comes stx•onger and more s:t.gnificant among the rural respondents, 

and loses its significance among urban ones. 

The hypothesis receives some more support from the Quebec 

data_ The sur,~ey provides occupational information only for males; 

here the association between occupation, in a nine-level class1-

ficat1or• J and the constitutional options scale is in the hypothesized 

direction (tc=~O.l3) and stat1st1.cally significant (p=0.02). 

An urban--rural association also exists, showing in particular tha.t 

sepa.ra.ti.sm is largely an urban phenomenon, even more than other poll·s 
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have indtc.a.ted (see Table 13). Although there are many not~espon:;es' 
income is aJso significantly associated with the scale ~n the 

hypothesized direct:l.on (rc·=O.l3; p=O.OOl). Education, measured in 

the number of years one has attended school, is similarly related 

{10 ·=0.14, p(0.0001). 

Conclusion 

'rhe amount of actual authority possessed by Quebec is far greater 

than that of Wales. The amount of authority desired by the· citizens 

of Quebec, on the contrary, appears considerably less, on the average, 

than the amount wanted by the people of \'lales. Notwithstanding 

these di.fferences, the same kinds of people in both territories tend 

to support the same r"elati,)e positions on the question of how much 

au.thori ty the tert·i tory.....; should have and how much autho.ri ·ty the 

central state should have. 

The first major f:>im:D.arity is that ethnicity is a most important 

predictor of the constitutional options that a person will consider 

and adopt. In spite of the efforts of many separatist leaders to 

stress territorial rather than ethnic grievances, and to assure 
a 

membePs of the central et.hnic group that they would be /\safe and 

welcome minorit~ in a sepal~ate state·, 20 identlficatj_on '!Vi th the 

territorial ethnic group is a virtual prerequisite of territorial 

separatism, Furthermore, this is not merely a result of the fact 

that we have chosen to define ethnic membership in subj ecti.ve 

terms. Granted that the ~:\~aternent, Iii think of myself as w·elsh 

more tha.n British0 , might be a. reflection rather than a (:a.use of 

separatist sentiment, i•Te .sti>.l find that the associ<J.tion between 

the constitutional options scale and ethnicity iG strong--almost 

equally strong---when ethnlci ty is defined objectively, Since in Wales· 
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(unlike Quebec) there is a substantial non-overlap between the 

two, we shall show this for Wales, \there the possibility of dis­

confirmation is greatel". We present in Table 14 the result of 

substituting objective for subjective ethnicity in Table 1.21 

Within the territorial ethnic group, we have found that the 

centralization-separatism scale is related to both economic 

grievances and conce:r•n for the preservation of the ethnic culture. 

In both countries, it is persons with both these concerns who are 

likely to be closest to the separatist end of the scale, and persons 

with neither concern who are likely to be most centralist, In both 

countries those who are cross-pressured$ having only one·of these 

grievances, have a tendency to choose a constitutional option 

that conforms to their feelings about cultural preservation rather 
~ ... ; '. 

than economic discrimination. This, we have proposed, might be 

explained by the belief that separation is a sure aid to cultural 

preservation but an unsure source of material prosperity. 

Does all this add up to confirmation of the thesis that ethnic 

politicization appeals primarily to post-industrial man? Our 

findings support the notion that people who have moved far in the 

post-industrial direction are somewhat more separatist on the average 

than everyone els-E'; but they by no means have a monopoly on 

separatism., A small number of post-industrials may lead separatist 

movements, but their broad appeal extends to a large proportion of 

those in the territorial ethnic group who see the existing arrange­

ments as discriminatory and as a tlu•eat; to the culture, hence the 

l'er-sistence, of the ethn:i.c g:roup itBelf. 22 
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