- N d -’
. : MONTREAL ANGLOPHONES : 7
N SOCIAL DISTANCE AND EMIGRATION
/ . Vs '! '
by Dﬂ
_MELANIE LANGE
(© rovamm 1985
M~ ) - ”
A.thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements
- for the ree of Master of Arts (Socioltgy) in the Faculty
of Graduate Studies and earch of McGil> Umversity. -
o ba ) .
" : ' 8%
v :k‘ \ ,. - ) -
< N Iy . , -
. g
v - . r ! ~ &
\\ il
© ] -



vz
7
£
[
kS
%
7
S
2d
Ve 1
5
b
l”
'/.4‘3’ 5
_E
-t
.
¥

¥

vl

A s 3 . . . ; :
e i ‘33 T 3 -
A © MO - et ~ -
L4 o “ . o 5 LS ) \ © ok ; Pes
i v oy s 5 3, o EL I . R
5 Y o ' % e . , .
ﬁ‘ e K , ™ . % ;
whe ‘W'J[ = ';;;: }‘"'i'\} . ?
; I K 3 ABSTRACT . o .
’ \y“r 4 . ’lzwn A .
A M o b *
EE AR oy R .
o ™ Using sample data frem a 1978 survey of 332 Anglophone residents %
%, ST v . A P P %
Lo £ ST - ) :
e s of Montreal, .this study examines Anglophone emigration from Quebec .
2y Y . . : %hl N
g ' _ with emphasis on both mgrgit selectivity and migrant motivation.
. m‘: ) ) v ) 3 4 ) ,
e W : 1 ’
~ 'me central dependent vanable 1S a stated propen51ty to mgrate. A .
&
Qf the major ‘emographic and econamic va.nablés traditionally
9 3
. associated wirh migration i1t 1s found that, apartlfrcm age of the ' 5
)
respondent, no single factor or collectxon of ;actors adequately ! .
explain significant amounts of va.r‘ance in mt:entlons to leave .-}31 e Q
W &
L " n ‘
' I ﬂ VR B
Q,\ebec " . 4 RN ‘ S a4 ) )
i »y kN 4; . . L T
v ‘e LS L e ' {. o “ L
el ‘o -»,.
- A major paz:Q of the study cens,ldersﬂ the encapsulatxon of the . -
- . L i
" P
) Anglophone community in Quebec and examines a possible® assocxa-r ’
v - tion of social dlstance frcm l-‘x:ancophones thh 1nte?\txo"hs tao leave g : &
’ " 4\ .-:
the province. A Bogardus soclal dlstqnce scale is used td”measure . , “.":’
. u "v: .";ﬁ% w*
. ’ attltudes towards llngufﬁtlc qroup contact, whale« beh,av:.our 1s~ e .
measured with scales representmg mterpersonal com:act on . ¥, :
» - "y N
various levels. The data ahod some evidence that somal chstance P o
’ e : R : . :;;r o o
&4 - variables may expla.m some of the vanance Ln propensxty to leave |
. — ¥ ol ;'a’ .
. ot PR s -
w Quebec partxcularly among specxfzc sub—qroups of the Anglgphone 5 -
7 ”"‘r ‘ / -'—» \ IS AN
population. R - oL
,’2}“ 4y 3 - ‘_4.,'}"1\
: s . o
. - STy,
2 2?}}\ . - ) : ,
o oy . Yo T, e A el
N . s L A
A a O i)
__nQ ' i 4, =
- ~’. ; g o A ""2‘,‘ “ .
e ~ 2 ".lf e - ‘ ' {%\ ‘ ~
L R ‘.‘r:"—'* 4 .
ot ) ':‘{.'g./ "o
il " . - R "r",'id . . .
‘ S S
> % . B "‘ krﬁ»



b

s

L . le Québec, partlcullerement parmi les &Ous-groupes spéc:.flques

v -
=4 B
e . " - ) .

. SOMMATRE .
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: Du:mg the 1977-1978 census year, 72 127 people left the pro-

P
Ny

vmég of Quebec. This was not only an increase of 17,600 emy-

s

gr&nts frcm the prewms cepsus year but also exceeded the nur~

ber of out migrénts for EVery census year since 19?0 (see Table

- X i-l)u., [1] During this same penod Quebec ccm;mued to have
W

the lowest mterprovmcul gross mcratmn rate ~ 15.5 per 1000

. Recent research has clearlv shmm that the accelerat.mg nurber

S

3
o £ t 1 £ lish- ak
‘W(}‘,‘ o emgranswglatgeycq'posedo Eng speaking Quebec~

Z A ¢

As @ pemeatage of g’:he total Quebec pcpiglatmn. residents of

o &1ghsh mother tongue have shovm aé s;eadyf‘&clme. Whereas in
A (Qi:f* *‘: RN

L
N
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S g _{’;g, 109L they con\stituted elose to twex‘m,y pement of the populatlon,
e o, 'ra)‘s*le ,1-2 :Lllustra.tas

e h
O S oy 0 \’ s,YJq .
pty Ag = Ty

t m *re::ent yea.rs tlus percentage has

N S fa‘;ilen\rather di*amatlcally. In 1971, mghsh-speakmg Qzebeckers
et DA .

represem:ed Is. 8% of’ the total populatlon.

By 1981, however, this
e — e percemge “bad dnmdle& 6o 10.98, . : ’
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Ea.rly studles conductec in ;1971 for the‘*Gendron Cavmss:.on found

s -JJ R

: that wh;lv! Ax;gloa‘ﬁoﬂea tepresenteé only one-&ixth of the total

£
13
2

hd
&

pcpulata.on of Quebec J they made dp tm-th:.rds o-f tkpse pecnle
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J:eavimg the province (Charbonneau, Maheu;(l9'73). Sirularly,” )

1976 census sanp}e data showing provincial emigrants from Quebeq

by mother tongue indicates that in a five-year period, 1971,5‘1976

a high percentage of Anglophories left the province. IV'” rfe“n:ecent
sample data available reveals that al\xmst one-half of the gradu-

ates of Quebec's English language hil;h schools have already lef;: wr

the province or intend to leave.(Caldwell; 1978).

L

w
.Y
b oapat

- Of course, emigration 1is only one factor which has contributed

to the shrinking English population of Quebec. Other contribu-

¢ R 7

‘ting factors have included the high déath rates and low birth .

rates of this' rapidly aging populat:.on. Moreover, tiig" 'popula- -

tion has been heavily dependent upon mmgrat:.on as a form

of growth (Ouellet, 1964). Further Bennpm (1971} ‘and Caldwell =~ 7
’

(1974) have both shown that, given low birth ratfes, this depend-

ence has resulted in a substantial reduction of M pgg”gla;_lgn -

o

in recent years. This has been particularly hard felt in the A
sector of British origin which, as a proportiopn, of .the Quebec

population, has been shown to be declining ever since a cena,ti;s

w"_
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As the numerical strength of the qullsh-speakmg populatz.on “of +
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Quebec has depended historically on a contu@nng influx of Anglo—ﬂ_
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pho;leé froft othef provinces and abroad as well as the assimil:c-('

tion of non-English, non-French:smugrants into the English s

S

tor, two recent dewloﬁmnts have threatened the ‘growth and sta-
bility of the Anglophone minority. ‘F:.rst of all, recent umi-
grants to Quebec have come more from French—speakmg countries °
than was the case in the past. In 1976, for exat‘rple,r 41.7% of
migrants adnitted into Quebec were capable of s;‘:Leaiéing French

of arrival. Secondly, governnent leglslatlon has dlscouraged '

E3s

 assumilation into the E:ngllsh sector by c;onpelhng newcomers to.

T

send their children to French schools.
Al r/\.,_ { { / “ .
5 .0

All of these factors have contributeé.td a very real demograpl'x}c

crisis for the Engllsh populatlon of Quebec. The emigration of
s fr

Anglophones is more mterestmg at the sociological level, how= n

-

. ever, and therefore mvz.tes analysis at the micro level. " That

. strongly that uncertainty and fear of encroaching fr

mcreasmg rates of outmigration have paralleled major changes .

M-L’

in ‘the gocial and polltl&?)al mst:.tutlons’ of the provmce suggests

;zat:.on
are prime factors motivating Anglophones to leave . For

the most part, ]ohmelistlc‘evidence suﬁports this hypothesis,

but there has been little t'x:ayiitional‘ migration research con~

-ducted. . : : e
- N
Data from.a.survey gorpleted ‘in i978\a)ffo;:ds us the opportunity ~ °
N v A UL . .. .
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. "~ to ask two fundamental questions: who has-left Quebec?,

!

d1d they leave? =

Methodology

/

and why

*‘4

'nus study is based on mterv:.ews mth Anglophcnes resnzung m

t;he mmcxpahtxes of Greater Montreal ccnducted during the’

-~ summer of '1978. *Three hundred and thlrty-tm Enghsh-speakmg

adults were contacted first by telephone and then mtervxemd in

- person through a prc!babxlxty sArplmg method. LT

\ 3 .
N o ,
”

&

!

=

~

The m:.t:.al respondent contact was inade )}stnq a random d.u;ni dlal-

mg procedute Bnefly, this method ass(:med that anlxsh-speakmg\ -

) res:.dents of Montreal would be dJ.stnbuted equally within, e@ch '

telephone e:«:hanqe. A list of these excha.nges was compiled with

proportmns equivalent to the populatmh density in each exchange. .. -

v:“w»

o Fmally. fcut—d:.g:.t random nurbers were assxgned to each exchange.

'I‘hz.s procedure .was repeated five times, given that many ‘of the
‘\

numbers obtained were out of service numbers. (see Append.lx III)

1
» &
v f \

?

The second stage in the sampling method ir.volved the“identlfica-

-

tmn of Mglophones. It was not the intention’ oi th:.s study to

i

“om

P
P

’ o limit the analys:.s to the British cha.rter ‘group since et_hnlc or:.gm

oy
LS
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often poses definitional problems. However: the heterogeneous

iy

character [2]) of the E:ngllsh population at large threatened tp

S
o
ot

make analysis and subsequent general:.zatlons extremely dlfflcult
for a small sample. Accordingly, a ccnprcmse selectlon pro-
‘cedure for mclusxon/was based on the following criteria: where}: .
English was stated as mother tongue, or, where English was ’
spoken as a first lar{guage' 1in the home and the respondent had ;

been born in an Anglophone‘country.w This part of the selec-

K

tion process .was performed by trained telephone interviewers
who attempted to make appointments for interviews with respond- - ]

~ ~ ents who satisfied the selection criteri4.

e

p—

-

One further criterion of selection was based on the variables
.of age, sex, and position in hou§e;hold. It was decided that E
both mgles ani females aged 18 to 65 years were to be included in
- the sample 1;1 order to ensure the integrity of the randam number
.- procecure used to select household members. For egch telephone
- nurber corresponding to a household, the indivicual answering b
. the call was, asked to list the members of the household: males ‘
oy aqe semonty, then females by age seniority. From a pfe-

selected nunber, the interviewer then selecceq‘tne particular-

&

person in the household to be. interviewed.

< uothe personal interviews were conducted by trained university

3
a4

- -
o , . .
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graduates using a standardized quest:.onna:.re The majority of

a P

the interviews were conducted in the homes of respcmdents, while
a small number of respondents-were mtew:.ewed at their place of
work. In ger:eral, the *interest and co-operation of both inter-
viewers and z:;gspondents was vei'y high. The response rate was

Approximately 70% of the total number of qualifx;ing individuals.
Ii%eed, even in the case of those individuals who refused to -
agree to persona,l mterv:.ews, one-half did consent to a bnef

tpes

stmns extracted frcn the questmn—-

"—.-

telephone interview with
" naire. Howevér, it should.be noted that these latter resepbnaents
have not been ugcluded 1n thls,study. The charactenstiqs of

el .

these respondents were not significantly d:.fferent %or respond-

epts whgiconsented to the camplete interview.

v

¢

- e *
o - -

The Final sarple consisced of 145 males and 187 females. Of the
total, 54% were found to have been born in Montreal while over
Mo:le-half of t.ms group had never lived elsewhere. mrther, 47%
of the samle identified themselves as ”mgllsb;Canada.ans", 17%
as "British-Canadians”, and 15% as "Jewish Canadians". The **
remaining 21% identified themselves as members of.other ethnic
groups. The major de:ographxc and socio-economic characteris-

tics of the sample correspond to census distributions.
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The Questionnaire
1

W e E

S"&“'!"lfxe questionnaire _consisted cf two' hundred and fiftv—eiqht ques-

] ‘,;mns that requlred an averaqe of one hour to be completed in

e

o

< i

the 1nt:erv1ew situation. A major part of the questionnaire

;saliciteg' background information conceming age, education, oc~

cupat.xmal hlstory, nigration hlstory, and family background. A

secomi"part of the questlonnalre requu‘ed respondents to provide- -, .
deta.iled account of the geograptuc locatmn of their parents, °

slblmgs and chlldren A third sectmn included a repllcatxon of

the Bogardus soclal distance ‘Scale as well as questions des1gned

£0 measure m; extenﬁ‘ to which the respondent had contact with :

Francophones or nenbers. of oti;ér ethnic groups.

3

was included which attempted to measure miqrationﬁintentions:

A fourth section

el

o
13

present plans, future plans, and,plans given speéific scenarids

5
”'1{-“}

for the nrovme Fmally, a mmber of’ attltucunal cuestions

x,, - P

were included to measure contentment with pohtlcal, econdric and
social conditions in the province. bt
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NET INTERPROVINCIAL MIGRATION FOR QUEBEC, 1965-1982
e L
o Quebec - , Percent
' w pop . In-migration Out-migration  net Out-migrants
'}2"
1965-66 5,685,000 45,252 54,149 . 8906 I.08
196768 5,864,000 40,457 . 56,183 -15,726 1.0%
1969-70 5,985,000, 36,226 . 72,067 =35,841 1.2%
1971-72 6,027,764 38,810 59,271  =20,461 1.0%-
+.1973-74 6,081,000 40,773 55,909 -15,136 - .9%
1975-76 6,188,000 32,915 45;557 ~12,642 - 7% %
1977-78 6,283,100 ~~ 25,222 72,127  -46,905 1.2% %
1981-82 6,438, 405 26,920 50,211 , -23,291 8

1966. 1971, and 1976 are census years, ‘others af&vpopulatxon
estimates - see Pop. estimates 1961-70 Canadian Statistical

Rev. Historical Summary 1971-78, 1981-82 § Statistics Canada

* and Interprovincial Migration in Canada.
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3 n?»;

R of out-niigrants: calculated as (out-migration
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s

' population
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POPULATION OF QUEBEC BY MOTHER TONGUE FOR SELECTED YEARS
' Mother Tongue &
, English " French y Other - Total
Year , - N 8. N & . N8

1971
11976
1981

789,185 13.8 4,867,250 80.7

800,680 12:8 4,989,245 80.0
1;«;, . Sim

706,110 "10.9 5,307,015 82.4

r..

.

371,330
444,520
425,280

6.1

7.1

6.6

6,027,765
' 6,234,445

6,438,405
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x %
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Introduction ;-‘ . .

- A8

i

. ¥
4. ‘Qv; , ‘ s

- This chapter reviews the major fmdmgs in mgratlon l\teratu.re

% LY 5 f‘r’

with respect to the questions of mqrant‘.ﬁselectrwty and mgrant
nthatmn "Yﬁe concept of soc:.al djstance is mtroducec as a
posszble detemunmg factor m the m.fgraht $ declsxon-makmga, -

process. e th R

Vs
-~ %2

: .
Lo K

e »d; -
Theoretical Issues .- T, '
. S
i } .
“hg i W .

Aupropeb ’defuu.tlon Sﬁc mgratlon must be inclusive in two

1.1

ways .

It ﬁust. f.u;-st, J.nclude the mange of population movements that

2,
L3 ‘ 't{v‘ *

can leg:.t:.mately be qglled mgratmn, and second, suggest the

fact “that migratiop: has rtult:.plé causeq and consequences Yor the

_ migrant, his place of urz.gm, “and h.'I.S place of destmat:.on.
M'u.l& many &fml’cmns ex.ysf:v f'\ost authors accept the phencmenon

as the prccess by wluch an md:.v:.dual or group undertakes 'a per-

!

1966) -~

manent or semi-permanent change of residerfe.’ (Lee,

Ly

The more recenﬁ‘ lxtereture tends- to utlhze the conceptual.xza-

&

tion prgv.\ded by Mangalam and Schwarzweller (1970).
R
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migratidn as: L ‘

a relatively permanent moving away of a collecti-
vity, called migrants, from one geographic loca- .

-~ tion to another, preceeded by decision-making on :

th&part of the migrants on the basis of a hid-
. " rarchically ordered set of values or valued ends -
ST and resulting in changes in the mteractxonal Totel, ,
27 W system of the migrants. TS o

D TR g , -
-

se, 1 - : .k
- ~

. / e

. The mst perslstent ~problem faced by the student of m:.gratmn ¥

e -
is fthat _the subject ‘matter covers territory common to several Yo -

dzbcxpla.nes. The literatu.re reflects the different concerns of L '

~demogr:a\xg:ia)er:s, econavu.sts, soclologzsts arig othérs. Moreovgr, K ',*;-‘uf; T

Py " N

the *Em t,ends to be centered on one of threesunits of analysls; E m e,
-

S ra

&y \c‘{;’
the 9c:c,ual migration, tne area of origifr: destmatmn, 6t the

. A, f:( e f

mgratmg unit. o .

,4 v £y

" a (et o N -
bt . “

.
- - .
-

Stud:.es wh:.ch emphasize the mgratmn &mﬂ to be concerned Wlth
(See, ’

K1

-

- the measurenent; and pred:.ctmn of volume and dzstance.

1889; Stougfer. 1940; Gallaway, 1967. . .

A " ’ 4

. .
Y o

for exanple, Ravenstem,

. x
- *
. . L4 Y

o

When the unit of .énalyéi! is the placé of origin ané/or destina~

.

" tion, discussion is centered around structural variables which

a . -
. .
s . ) -

tend to facilitatg. endourage, or inhibit migfation. Here, the -

push-pull paradigm is still strongly favoured and econamic fac-'
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tors: such as labour market and differential incame are enphés:.zed
heavily (Ladinsky, 19é7; Courchéne, 197(2: McInnis, 1971; Vander-
camp, 1971). Finally’, where the unit of analysis 1s the indivad- -
ual or migrating éo_llectivxty, research has focused qféneraliy :
on predisposing individual characteristics and, more recently,

on motives for 1miqrat10n based on the migrants' subjective per--

ceptlorg of conditions encouraging or inhibiting migration.

Thile it is'evident that for any particular migration all three .

. units of analys:.s should be cons:.dered the awkwaztdness and ex-

{::ense of such cmprehemnve rm.grauon studJ.es make them a rarity.
It is not.surpnsﬁg»dxe{r that "there exists scmeth,mg of a theo-
’ ® ¥ ¢ L «

- retic vacuum, ":As Stone (1970:'76) has noticed: .

~

, Almost all of what has passed for substantive
> theory in the literature about migration is a
- sequential listing of factors believed to be rele-
- "vant in explaining migration. With the citation
- - of each factor, there is usually same statement
'of reasons why the factor is cited, but there is
" no _theory about simultanecus interaction of the
’ factors, and no atterpt is made to forrulate ge- .
' neral causal models in which the listed factors
appear as aspects of the -causal- mechanisms. ;

1.2 The Migrant . - i
- v ' ) T
. To a great extent, the literaturé on nmigration has been influenced

S o = .
v .

‘by §evelopvents in migration itself. 'As migratory imoverents have .

\

A
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N T become’ mre charactgnstlcally shorc-d:.stance mcves by free LTl e s
o - croups *c)f~mgrants; a- soélo-pgychbloq.u:al orJ.entatJ.on has becme Ve e 7
V 'O more popu.lart 'n'u.s mmh depazfs ‘from “the eat}ier: deterrnimsn TN el
s : Voo v,
e of push-gul; :easmmg insofar ats am:hors enphaszze the OarthI: oow .
pat:.on of. é/ratlonal mlg:ant. wm.ch thereﬁore nedessltates analysls R )
, ) at the level Of ‘the migrant. Mangalqn and Schwasmner (19707 Ve T
. < kS RE g ,':"‘ ~ :5' Ve ) + ? v";
have suggested that two major\quest::.ons be addressed in any study -
" . " x: : A:— . ‘4‘ 4 -
o i of migration: 'who are the migrants?' and ‘why are they mgrat- s
- w . Lo, i W 0% -
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g Lo ‘ ww f o
vt ) e ¥ e
B A The quest:.on of vho m:.grates "is. dealt w:.th anply in migration R
. htetature Most frequently, th&analysxs of agqregate census daf:a Y o
~wam * O Y
“ 3 e LT
is used to determine the association between rates of mvement '
. . ’ .l £ A ERE -
¢ and various d'mbgraphi‘c’s and socul a‘\ttributes of migrants. 'Ih%;!;
) migrants are not a represént&uve croSs-secuon of the populatmn
N - v (N o
they leave suggests that mwement‘“«has pattemed sbca.al, econauc,
e L damgraph;c and psycho};oglcal detemin&nts,” Mcreover; xt sug—
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o~ gests that ru.grants have VAlues that are d,:,stmct frcn t:hose helc‘..v- e S
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N f~=‘ T . s amgrate, (Mangalam and Schwarzweller, 1971% 105) Consequently, ’
o U < “the ‘question of why people migrate hds most often been raised
A ~¢aly indirectly. This may:well result fram the fact that most of :
oy the data have been drawn fram census records. In recent years,
el RAE: ., .
e T several authont:.es _have expressed a need for data from add:.t:.onal ¢
. RN ‘,:" Yol
) ) suMggntd ‘ehable a proper investigation.of the social processes
Joa LT . - e “* .
el - T .
B e T -involved in-migration (Mangalam and Schwarzweller, 19707 Stone,
xS AL:':?\ ; W o . o - : .
Tk e . 1970; and Shaw, 1975). In particular, Stone (1970) has noted .
‘o . "\" e, '_ '\\J:, [ :
T - V{ g “or iy, thatr tsm questmn of why wople migrate has received virtually - . <

no attention in the Canadian context.

~ - In justifying a study which focuses exclu$ively on me mgrant“’ )

. as the unit’ of analysis, the fact that there J.s a spec:.f:.ed need
for continued research is convincing. Hwever, the reaJ. argument -
for usir;g‘ the migrant rests on th:e assunption that the indivi-
- dual's subjective perceptions of his social, economic, and physi--

Lo e cal conditions assume an mportant role in his behaviour because

T L .
. * N he makes Judgarents basqd on. mcafplete mformauon. More "Sim-
ot : fﬁlyh the worst of struéturalf conditions will not emourage migra-
w Tl o tion 1f tney are ot pe:cel_veg as _intolerable, -~ - ) |
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1.3 Previous Findings in Migration Research

.a;" “Selectivity \\/

A

Although much of the literature discusses 'migrant selectivity',
attempts to wnify universal migration differentials have been :
diSappointing. Shaw (1975: -48) has noted that "if principles of
selectivity are to be built into general rodels of migration the.
selective carponents may have to be weighted according to the
setting and cdtpositim of the population subgroups which are
mfhlg the damain of the model.”  Similarly, tlangalam and
SCrmua«gller (1970) have advanced a social action framework
seemingly capable of delineating the characteristics of migrants
in tems of the relevant elements of social organization. They
argue that, for a particular case og migration, some of the dif~
' ferentials take greater importance than others. It can further ’
be suggested that Bogue may well have dealt rost realisticglly
- witn ﬂaeabsmotmensusinass&ting&ift:. with the exceo-
~  tion of age, no real universals exist. It is nevertheless still ..
possi,bfe to outiir;e some of the majoy differentials which ‘
appear consﬂistex{tly in internal migratory movements in Canada and
the United Statzs. = &

L]
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Age and.Life Cycle . & >

~

American and Canadian data have shown consistently that aqe;alone
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.
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. tz.on are unevenly distributed in q:.ven dmensz.ons of the l.1fe

migration. (Ross:., 51\9\5° Bell, 1968; Leslie and Richardson, '

T S ’ :
acconts for most of the variance in mugration. In fact,'4ge . T
-appears to be the onlyrassdréd‘\;}xi\{ersal. Beshers (1961), and 3
Tarver (1964), -have demonstrated ,sup;;ort\fpr the theory tfhat; ? SR

migration varies inversely with age for mte;:state mgratzon

t \

Thas fx.ndmg is confxmed for Canadian dat,a . < \

H

~

‘in the United States.

which po:.nt to the relative magnitude of dlfference between Oolder

- ‘ana younger migrants (Stone, 1969, 1970, Vanaercarp, 1973; Beaman, .. . ¢

1973) Stone (1978) has analysed 1971 census data and shown that

young adults-aged twenty to éhlrty-foi;r yéars of age enégged most | \,
often in repetitive change of residence when campared. with otheg:f ‘
age groups. . o S
£

Broadly, the interpretation for variations m migration rates
between age groups is expla.med by the role dlsposn.tz.ons assocl- ' A
ated with age changes. Age-related processes such as m;irn,age, b
family fomation\, and career mobility often/reée‘“ssiﬁate é‘ change
in residence. In additYon, it is denerally assumed that oppor-
tumtles. costs, and benefits assoc.xated w1th the act of nugra- \‘ N

field. A mmber of authors have charted stgges in nuclea.r family

developuent, shpm.ng that the carbmat:.m of age marnaqe.
and nurber of ch.l.ldren are related cloulx to the llkelz.hood of

i

1961; speare, 1970;- }ong, 1972). ‘
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Socio-Economic Status. . ) , - .

. There’ is stong eQideme £o suggest that migration ratios are -
< generally hJ.ghest for those with t.he highest levels of educa- R B,
tion. Stone (1969) used 1961 census data to show that, ™
in both ru.ral and urban areas, m:.qx:ants had higher levels =~ . -
of er_ucatmna.x attaz.mnt than non-mgram:s His later analys:l.s ) R RO
of 1971 data has confmmd uut mgrat:mn tends tO be qreatest
among persons mth university education, American data has pro- )

J’w.ded overwhelming.support for marked educa:z.on differentials.in

’ mlgratmn! Boque, 1969; Ladinsky,- 1967). . ‘ ¥

\
”

. , . 3
LN . '

Given -the close a?sociation between education and occupation,’ it .

is not surprising that migrants tend to be positively selected \

according to their occupatz.onal statu.s (see Stone, 1969. 1978;

~a

Richmond, 1969; Beshers, 1961; Tarver, 1964; Miller, 1976. Van-
dercamp (1968) and others have shown that migration can be inter-
preted largely as a respmse to alploymnt. differentials and that
the more highly skilled the occup/atmn, the more likely the case
that supply and demand for the s)ull will extend from'the local,

» . o

R to reqmnal, to national levels. B - .

k] . ‘

Other Attributes. . : i
oy . -
In genetal few pther attubutés of the mgrant have been shown
to explam s.tgmncant mounts“of vanance from non-m.:.qrants,
»however, sane fmdmgs aremrth mnt:.m.mg. As an example of
. (‘ )
N )
v <t
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what Shaw (1975) hasl"*eaned 'probabilistic models', Morrison (1967)

has hypothesued that individuals are pz:esumed to uhdergo speclfzc S

xxsks of migrating during given intervals of time. Risks are

assumd to decrease “as a person contmues to resJ.de in the same.

L 4

.location and becames socially and culturally mtegrated into his .

camunity. This seens’ to be an elaboration of the 'migrant

stock' theory where past rm.grants are found to be better candi~

dates for repeat m:.gratlon as opposed to non-migrants. Mclnnis .

)

(1964), found that this was a most signifibant variable in account- .
ing for interregional migration in Canada during the period from '
1956 to 1961, | -

‘e
v

Finally, in the Canadian context, cultural factors appear to have . -

sgme influence,as a significantly higher percentage of persons.

" of-British origg.n migrate as compared to persons of French ori-

gin. ..Of course, - this is hardly surprising given the linguistic

and cultural barriers that serve to iphibit francophone emigration

outside Quebec

5

el

- b. Motivating Facters in Migration

* Turning to the work thcﬁ addresses the issieof why peoplée mi-

fgrate., it. is found that most of the available research- 1s mfera-

entzal, ‘focusmg on structural factors assumed to facilitate or
inh:.b:.t migration. Among those micro-studies which consider -

&

e

%,
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the migrant as the unit of analysis, Stone (1874) has recdgnized

two major perspectives. The first elphasz.zes the mterpretatlon
/

of - uuqratmn as a response to stress, while the second uses t:he

a concept of a decision maker engaged in a cost-beneflt calcula~ o,

t.’LOn of lus best mterests“p

r,r,f

N .

It is mterestmg to chserve that these two perspectxves

‘\,

are simildc to the early 'Typology of Migration' provided _
by Peterson (1958). He described two goss:}.ble migrant types: )
the 'Conservative'’ ndgrm£ reacting 'in response t6 a change in

conditions in an attenpt to retain the status quo; and the 'Inno-

‘vative' migrant who moves as a'means to. achieve samething new.
. ~ i

NC

, It would appear then that the stress perspective is most likely
to be associated with the behaviour éfnthe conservative h\igranﬁ.
. while the cost-benefit perspective is more pertinent to the ac-
tivity of the innovative m.;gra;xt. Following the perépecf;ive of

migrants, Beshers and N:shiura (1961) have put forward a typology

" of migrant decision-makers which defines mlgranté as either

~ oy

"purposive/rational”, future-oriented, or "short run hedonists"”,

who respond to short term situational factors. . Y

-
~”

. —_ - -

These very similar cmceptualiza\éions of migrant types, albeit

b simplistic, would seém to facilitate the development of concise '
4
and meaningful comparative statements when confronted with a

-

»
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number of variables shown to have scme effect on uu.qrant motiva=-

tion. Unfortunately, -in spite of efforts sumla.r to Peterson's,
very little attention has been paid to the use of such typolog:.es .
as ccnceptual tools.

!
S

Stress Perspectives . ' -

i

. The clearest expressi%? of the stress perspective is outlined by

_Vblpex:? m a t.h’eore,tica'\l proposition prod\,\ced\fin 1966, He states
ti'zat, in addition to push and pull forces which may be létehﬁ in -
the migration decision, moderate amdun’ts\df(st‘ress may ffééueht'ly
encourage search behﬁviour:f-" Stres';’. tends to be defined as sub- s
)ectlvely-felt deprivations, whether ‘physical, soc:.al polltlcal
or economic. Therefore, in mvestxgatmg reasons for migrating,
iﬁ is necessary to give; weighted attention to the individual's . )
\per;:eption of conditicns., Evidence supporting this perspective
has been provided by Rossy (1955), and Lee (1966), whose respec-
tive data illustrate how reactions to envircnmental factors may
vary in terms of the rdiffe::,i.hg tolerance levels o'f andivicuals.,
For the most part, much has been {nade of interregional migration
aé a func}:xpn of n;an's response to situations of ecomc- stress,

McInnis (1964), Courcl'}'éne (1970), Nickson (1967), Tullech and

3
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Macmillan (L;72)5 and L,Ja;k“s?n (1975) have .aljl demonstrated tre -
praminence c;f JQb~-related uéa’;:tl;or—sf'u? the sta'tec'i 'motivatlor;s o'f
interregional migrants in Canada. However, while 1tvc;nnot be

‘ dénied that virtually all moves in North America have economic
.SJ.qm.hca\nce, Mc]:nms has ac}nn.ted that a suple econamic model
obtains best results when 1t is applied to specific groups of
highly mobile ihdividuals. Simila.rly, Lansing and Mueller .
(1967) found that “although the econamic motive daminated'deci-
sions to migrate, a smpl; model of man as an econamic maxmu'.‘zer‘

wa"s unfounded. As a result, conditions of stress have been ex- . .
panded to-include indices of caumjr;ity satisfaction, qaqlalaint:s i

about res:.der;ce, and family situation.
5‘} ) v ~ ' ' ’ [

\The Cost-Benefit Perspective - -

¢

This second major perspective most often views the individual as
weighing the advantages and dz.sadvantaqes. of méving m a calcula-
tive cost-benefit analysi's; of this sxtuatxon.l \Sjaastadl(l%l,
1962), and Speare, Jr. (1970 have developed decision-making
models which appear calrpetent‘ mathefmatically but are neverthe--
les$ negligent of the more fundamental processes involved in
the magration decision. A more important criticism of thas
'approach 1s that costs and benefits are extremely difficult

to document sufficiently for indivicual cases. Moreover,

‘@
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' The two perspectives outlined above are not mutually exclusive.

v
- o . .
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it carf be very ,hazérdous td assume-accurate infonintj.on on the .

part of the migrant regarding such things as wage differentials

‘in place of ongm and destination. :

=

N

1.4 Appropriate Perspecti‘\?és in Migration Gase Studies '

-

.However, for a particular case study of migration, the choice of

perspective made by the researcher will undoubtedly be influenced
by structural factors praminent in the migrants' environment.

vhere migration is investigated as a respénse to stress, there will '
probahly exist strang psh forces in the migrants’- area of arigin.
In contrast, when the cost-benefit pérspective is emphasized, ' - -
bot.h pgsh and pull factors will be present. In both typés of’ '
studies the question of ryigrant sélectz:.vity must be addressed.
Lee (1960) and Bogue (1960) have hypothesized that the relation-
ship between migrant selectivity énd migrant motivation is such
that migrants who respond to push factors are 1n general selected
negé;tively while those who respond to pull factors are selected

o

. posatively. ' o

The Quebec Case

AY

Political, social, and economic conditions present during the time

" in which this study was undertaken ’suggesrzed stronc;'ﬂly that we

' }Mpx}to

g
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‘of d:.ssoc:.auon £rom francxsat:.on.

Social distance can most sinply be described as ::leiiberate beha-

'of course, these types of migration are most often forced upon

X

“ X
. .,
*
» % ¢
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a\hsider t.he Anglophone™ as a potentially 'coiﬁservative migi-anta

tyrke responding t:o the stress of 'bemg E:nqlxsh' m a rapidly

g, o

francmxzmg Qaebec 'l;hus; it was hypothes:.zed that migration

xntentxons could at least partlally be expla.med as a statement

w s

1.5

' s

@y

' .
Y N

¢

out~group members. As such,

migrations as radlcal attenmpts to dissociate oneself from others. -

Social Distance as a.,Motivating Factor for Migration

it is possible to interpret some

individuals or groups by overt persecution and/or government

°

viour or attitudes which discourage or inhibit interaction with

policy and thus the analysis of motivation can be usually direc-

tred at thee sedenvary body forcing the migration.
b

-~

-4

,/ ) .

sive, body of literature 1s the discussion of ‘'white flight'.

Given integration projects in the southern United States in the

4

1960's, many researchers explored the reactions of whites to

forced contact with blacks.

unreasonable to suggest that the q;ugrat:.on of Anglophones fran

Quebec parallels 'white £light' in the southern U.S., both s:.t

Accordinglé. while 1t is scamewhat

3

Analyses of soc’j\zal distance as a ‘motivating factor for the free-

_choosing migrant are less comon. One prominent, albeit inconclus

3
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‘ tions involve the problem of & forced contact between groups which

. %
had remained isolated for historical and some .dogical reasans. ;. .

wo -

According to Coleman (1975), U.S. data on school enrolments from -

1968 to, 1972 revealed that attempts to integrate urban schools:

were concurrent with the efforts of white parents td move to all-

whit.e school districts or, less ccmnonly, to put thelr children
in prlvite schools.l Levine and Meyer K 1977) provide similar data
indicati;mg that white entolment declined more rapidly\if _black
enrolment stocd over thirty‘ per cent-or showed a rapid increase.
Fot the Most -part, hmever, _this evidence has failed to provide

:‘)

convincing proof that white flight is related to contact. A
number of résearchers have shown no relat:.onshlp between desegre-
gation and white oumard mgration, or have found other vanables
'tp be npre pertinent mgexplammg the m:.gratlon (Farley, 1975;
Jackson, 1975; ‘Rossell, 19;15'; Green and Pettigrew, 1975; Wégman,
197(6.-)21 For exarple, Varady (1971) examined household migration

.décisions in“a racially changing neighbourhood and concluded that

when plans to move intensified over time, t:he major J.nfluence

. was not: related to changing racial composition but more to chang:.ng

R

‘ household mccme

A
w '
- W

ror Anglophanes in Q.xebec avoidance of the 'other solltude' had

not ‘been problemat;.c until the mid sevenr.a.es The trghtened en-

j’”apsulatmn of the group’ allowed for minimal interaction thh

E‘rancophones. It was only with legislation conderning the french

language in Quebec that the-"white flight" hypothesi,s' becames
interesting. o T .
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. . ....born of wealthy parents of . Engl:.sh or Scottish oo -
» o R . origin on the slopes of Westmount, he attended - .
. private schools before entering McGill Uniwversity, ' -

where he frattered away his undergraduate yeats’in
‘ . ) - fraternity houses and at the Ritz; afterwards he
' toured the @ld country prior td assuming his right-
ful place behind his father's roll-top desk on St. ‘
James Street, where he devoted the rest of his life
. - to screwing the French Canadians '

(Desbarats, 1965) ,

"While tlus descnpt:.on -is outdated and exagerated, the stereo-

e o type has been supported by hard data. canad:.an researchers have
consistently shown that both ethnic pluralism_ and linguistic du§1-

isn has had far-reathing effects on’ educational and oftupational

oA piacelg\ent in this country _(Po;tgr, 1’965; Blishen, 1970). ~Mcn:e-
- over, the questicn of discrepancies in educaﬁglonal, cccupational,

A . and income ach:.evenent between English- and Ei'ench-speakmg Que-

T T, ‘ _beckers has more or less dam.nated governmental and academic dn=

v

[ -

RV quiries since the early 1960s. -
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- Lcckm; at eduz:atiomu N

- Anglophon;es in Montreal in J:ﬁe la 197_0 5.

occupatxon. and J.nccme, we shall conpaxe acha.evement by ethn.\c e T s LS

background d age group within our sgnple.

sdmvedrparxsons are TR My

. - . S - 4 \
N L O | AR cap ; [N .
made with Francophores. T o R AR
, . . S B A
2.1 Educational Achievement A N AP
S o . o - A * L.

. - ’ oy ” A UL T s T '
. ‘a’, ) ) ‘; ! - :_' 4: ‘,' ~,Nr . [ o ! w:. . "-‘n
Language Group Differences . Ly e - LT

1 y - - ‘.)‘_‘"’ e vy s ey - \:«‘ 0'4'( %

Table 2.1 coawpares Bernard's dat?avon edUcat:Lonal attainment fbr - *

. @ P AR
Quebec Francophones and “Non-Francophones:with our Angliophone data. N Tl
~ . ;‘L (,,.N ‘L
‘Bernard's data mdlcate that differences’ in educatlonal atna;m— ca L
ment are virtually non-ex15tent at the high schooldevel Appro:ﬁ- o % 4
’ ‘ . AR ,‘é . )
mately 51% of Non-Franccphones have eleven to twelve“years of % ¥
education as ccnganed to 49 8 pergent of Francophones. This . — Sy
- Par - LI
- 7 i
gap is w1dened at tlxe uruVersn;y level where only 10 2 pér- -
e i 3 "
W .

cem: of t_he Francophoné sanple as cmpared with 23.4 percegt of
\R:n-Francophones reported umvers:.ty education. )

=

! ¢ . 3

between grcups is even mre pronmnoed when we contrast the edu-

The d:.spar:.ty g -

. catmnal atta;nmen{ of Montreal Anglophones.’ In, tlus instance . E

\) ! P

. the percentage \dlfference between E‘rancophones and Anglophones J.S o
Sy
38 3 percent,\wz.th 48 5 pez'cent ,oﬂ ant.real AngIophmes reportmg 7o, W
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Age Differences

Table 2.3 shows that for our Anglophone sample, educational achieve-
ment is greatest for younger coforts. Amor;g resp?ndents aged 18
to 24, edu‘::aﬁi.ona.l"”aﬁttalment ;vara’ges 13.3 years, although it '
shoculd be noted that many of these respondents were still purs{;-

ing ful:l\-ftj.ne :r\studies at the time of interviewing. For respondents
aged 25; %o 34, :;the average le.ngth of education 1s 14.1 years. This
carpafes with the oldeét°cohort_'aqed 55 to 65 whose average educa-

LTed

tional attainment 1s 11.8 years. : .
. - .

S.i.milarly, Table 2.4 reveals that, coppared to the dldest age co-
hort, university degrees are held by more m?n twice the percen-
tage of respondents aéed 25 to 34 with -almost'foi"ty-flve percent of
this éroup possessing university degrees. These differences in edu-
catidnal achievement can probably be explained by the fact that
average educational achievement has risen over the past two gene-
rations. In addition, it is( possible thfaﬂt in the Ar;glophone popu-
lation we are sgeing=emzcatj£onal averagesﬁlwered by the-Anglo-
a.ésimiﬂlation of irmigrants v;;'xo are ‘overrepresented int*the older

s

age groups. N . .

2.2 Occupatisnal Achievement

?TQ::& g - r

; o

Given the close asso¢iation between educational attainment and
&

occupational attainment, we would expect Montreal Anglophones to )

~ -

-t
.
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‘of the populafiion employed at the level of clerical,“sales'and

"
*

»
rank fairly high in the latter category. Table 2.5 cpntrasﬁs ‘the
national distribution bf occupations with the distribution for our

own particular sample population. It is cléar from the table

L)

' that Montreal Anglophones are overrepresented in upper white col-

lar éosztig,ns. While for both males and females the wpercent‘age

services is the ‘same for the total Canadian and Montreal anglo-
phone p,opulation,' fifty percent of Anglophone males as compared,
to 17.3 per'cent‘of the Canadian population are found in upper
white collar positions. éhMlarly, Anglophone males have only
20.2 percent of respondents engaged .in crafts, trades and manual
occqpationé as campared with 52.9 pe;:cent of the total Canadian.
popui.ation. antre;ll‘Arfglophone females are sligl"ltly overr\epre; O

serited in white collar occupations/cmpared to national percen-

R

"tages, and slightly underrepresented in crafts, trades and manual

occupations. \ ‘ .
6 ! '

e
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Lanquage Group Differences

o . ) . . ‘} 4 .
Turning to Table 2.6, we -can compare the occupational po_sition'

© of Ahgiophones and Francophones in Quebec by contrasting Bernard's

(1979) sample data with our own. The table indicates thdt for

L

both males and fémales, occupational status is much higher for

non-Francophones than Francq:honés and. overwnelmingly -higher for -
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. Montreal Anglophones as compared with Francophones. . AltHough this
c‘iistributian shows clearly the continifing overrepresentation of

Angl@phones in hlgh occupat:.onm positions, caution should be '

' wTy

. exerc:.sed when the dlfferences between Framophones and non-Franco-

/

o phqnes are A:;nsmered Ajain, Bernard's data doés rot dJ.stmguxsh

. petween urbag and non-urban.populatz.ons. Smce. I8Sf?,' percent of

o

non-Francophénes“live in Montreal, it is certain that same of the
differences, in occupatlonal status may be attnbuted to rural

versus urban charactenst:.cs Table 2.6 also shcws that there

exist dxfferences in occupat:.onal status for non-E‘rancophones and

x g .

our sanple res;:ondents. ’I‘hms: ‘may be explained by the greatn s
ethnic heterogenelty of the non-Francophone sample which would
mclude the recent J.n'mgrant populat‘/’ wha.ch has been excluded

from thé Anglq)hqne sanple. . f

- N . 0
~
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Ethnic Differences:, ’

rl ~

Loat

'r.,
As shown m Table 2 7, when we dxfferent:.ate our sanple by ethiic

BN background, oui: data agam mdlcates thst the Jewish ethnics have

¥

the highest petcentage qf. resppndents in upper white collar occu-
pations, foliémd‘bir E;\g_iish Canadians, Bx;itish, and finally i

o
»

., ‘Other' ethnics. = .-
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- cohort. Respondents age& 18 to 24 are unldetrepresented in the
higher occupational tlasses. . :Ihis can be attributed largely to
the fact that young adults wifh high status job skills do not al-
ways start out in the highest occupational classes. In general,
"it would seem that' younger Anglophones are more likely to be em—
ployed in the highest status jobs than older Anglophones. However,
as with educational achievement, we may be witnessing the effects
of the Anglo-assimilation of immigrants in the older age qroup;s.
Respondents aged 35 to 44 are most likely to bi.o found in high
status occupations with 17.3 percent falling in Clafs‘I, followed
by respondents aged 25 to 34 of wham 11.3 percent fall in Class I.

- A

Occupaticnal Mobility

A recent study on mobility reports that ‘Canadian society is marked
clearly by considerable upward and downward mobility (Goyder and
Curtis, 1977). Moreover, these authors underline the importance
of education in explaining occupational mobility. Other studies
Have shown that ethnicity and lénguage have considerabie effects
on occupational status (Porter, 1965; Blishen, 1970). Native,
Anglophones as well ‘as British immigrants have been advantaged
since they 1dent1fy ea511y with the group which- nmntams both
pol.ltJ.cal and economic control in the couﬁ?try "Subsequently,

channels of mobility have been more readily acdessible to them

R

¥

¢
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than to other groups (Richmnd. 1964; Porter, 1365). ¥
NI

It is appropriate to suppose that there will be considerably greater ‘
occupational mobility among Anglophones than among other groups.

able 2.9 compares refpondent's present occupation with father's ‘
last full-time occupation. Almost 60 percent of reéﬁondents whose
fathers hold uppet white collar Jobéf are also to be found ifi white
collar Jobs Approm.mtely 45 percent of respondents whose fatkers
are in clerical, sales or servme occupations a.re employed in upper
white collar jobs. Intergenerational \m::biliw“is most evident with -~
respondents whose fathers are employed in blue collar oécupations.

One third have risen to' upper white collar occupations while 49.2 .

perc“ént are in clérical, sales or service occupations. Overall,

L} 2 !
there is little evidence of downward mobility.

Table 2.10 considers int‘r&generational. n;obility by comparing respon-
dent s first occupatlon with respondent's present occupation. Mobi-
lity is greatest for respondents startmg out in blue collar occu-
pations. Approximately 40 percent remain in blue collar jobs while

24.2 percent have risen to upper white collax positibns. Approxi~

mately 56 percent of respondents whose first jobs f&ll in the clerical, ‘

sales or services categories are still at that level, as compared to
31.3 percent who have gained upper white collar employment. Finally,
86 percent of those who began in upper white collar jobs have re-

mained in those occupatxons.
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2.3  Income

Lanquage ‘Group 'Differences ’

-

Wy

‘Disparities in income between Anglobhones and F;-Ancobhonqs in
uebec ha\}e been well documented. 1In 1961, the éilinguallsm and
B‘icultural‘isn.n cé,mnission reported t:.hag the average ircome for men
speaking English only wis $5,536.00 cawpared to $3,246.00 for those
speaking French only (Lieberson, S., 1970: 168). An unpiblished re-
, port to the Comission demonstrated by means of a detailed analysis
pf 1961 census data that only thirty-three percent of the chffex:ence
- in income between English Canadian and French Canadian Montrealers
| was attributable to the lower education of French Canadians, while
“an addition;l six percent was due to different age structures.
The authors contended that the remaining sixty percent was attri-
" butable to the clear preference of Anglophone employers ‘for Eng-
. lish Canadian job Candidates. More recently; “Boulet (1979) has
compared inter-linguistic ;iisparities and shown that among
male workers fram 1961 to 1977, the earnings disparity has dropped
from a-fifty-one percent difference tol a fifteen percent differ-

» ence.

. Similarly, Bernard's 1978 data for Francophones and non-Franco-
’ i .
phones shows that 20.3 percent of nonv-f‘rmophopes.‘_as carpared
with 11.9 percent of Francophones, earned declafed incomes of over

$19,500. ' -

L
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Ethnic Differences (2)

" Conclusions

. B
since our questionnaire included only the question of household

income, comparisons with Bernard's data are prohibited. Never-
<

" theless, Table 2.11 reveals that 51.4 percent of the Anglophones

in our sample declared ;amily incemes for 1977 at over $20,000.
Moreover, almost half of these same respondents reported incomes

of over $30,000. .

o

_When we investigate differences in household income controlling

[} .

for ethnic background, we find that almost 50 percent of Jewish
Anglophones declare annual incomes of over $530,000. Twenty-five
percent of English Canadians declare incomes over $30,000,' wh;ie

14 percent of British respondents and 14.3 percent of “Other’

" ethnic r'espondents earn incames above the $30,000 mark.

4

In sum, the .demographic decline of the Anglophone population does

. not seem to have affected the high soc10-economic status of the

group as a whole. There are clear indications tha£ the gap be-

tween Francophones and Anglophones has been considerably narrowed.

Clearly, Anglophones_in Montreal are fughly educated, hold high

i

odcubatlongl positions,and earn high i1ncomes. Ffurthermore, young

(28
A
%
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Anglophones are, on thé average, better educated than oldér Anglo-

phones.  Same differences are encountered when we compare Anglophones
by ethnic background. Jewxsh Anglophones display the highest levels
of educatmn. occupation, and income when compared with other Anglo-

N Wt
phones. It 1s also surprising to obéerve that Anglophones of Braitish

origin display élgnlflcantly lower levels of achievement in all three

categories in camparison withr Jewish and English Canadian respon-
dents. Less surprlsmg is the fact that 'Other' ethnic Anglophones
‘record the lowest levels of educatmn, occupatlon, and income.

In closing thlS chapter it is lmportant to note that any COmparl-
sons drawn between Anglophones -and Francophones are legitimate‘
only for the appreciation of overall status and not for arguments

1 about discrimination and the like.
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Respondents were asked the‘f:'ollowin'g quéstion; What is your
ethnic origin? during the initial contact phase. For this
chapter we have retained the original distinction made be-
tween 'English Canadian' and 'British’'. Chapters Three,
Four, Five, and Six distinguish between three major groups:
Angloceltics, Jewish, and Other Ethnics.

The ethnic background of the respondent is somemiat unrelia-
ble as an independent variable since we are consicering only
household income.. In some cases, the main incame earner may

B

not have the same ethnic background as the respondent.
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, o CTABLE 2.1 L
j - ‘ HJUCATIM ACHIEVB“IENT FOR QUEBE.C FRANCOPHONES,
> - NON-FRANCOPHONES (L), AI\KELOPHONES
. s ’ (Mohtreal
- (Bernard Sanple)2 'Anglophone Sanple)3
Level of ]
education Francophones Non-Francophones Montreal Anglophones
0 - 7 yrs. 17.1 ¢ 11.3 5.4
8 -10 yrs. h22.9 ' 14.1 J14.1
. . 11-12 yrs. 9.8 - 51.3 32.0
university- 10.2 T34 48.5
ey 1 T .
. TOTAL (3173) -, (626) . - (332)
. ’ J . )
. 1. Paul Bernard ét al. L'evolution de la situation socio- ‘,;
. econamic des Francophones et des non Francophones au Quebec
(1971-1978), Office de la Langue Francaise, 1979,  table 20B,
p. 98.
2. sample includes respondents age 17+ years. R
N \ in
A 3. Sample includes respondents aged 18-65 years.’
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TmBLE 2 2

'Elementary
Secondary
Pest—secondax:¥
"I'e_chnical .

Bachelor
MA, Ph.D, Dre”

“© ’\S‘ )

British

Ethnic Background‘ -
ki «
English Canadian Jewish Other N

16.4
41.8

9.1 108, % 6.1 11,9
12.7 3.6 J 12,2, 8.5~
. ke S . '

©20.0 31.7 " 38.8 18.6

' 19.8 12.2 28.8

34.1 30.5 32.2

100.0
(55)

’100.0
(59)

100.0
(167)

100.0
(49)

330

chi-square 19. 41341, 12df.

» dlpha = .07
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TABLE 2.6 . &

¢ [

oc’_cugA'rlomgﬁ STATUS FOR FRANCOPHONES, NON-FRANCOPHONES. MONTREAL ANGLOPHONES, BY.SEX, 1978

-G

2 an

Blishen | < Male Female

Montreal Montreal
Class Francophone Non-Francophone Anglophone Francophone  Non-Francophone Anglophone
1 3.3 4.0 9.6 6 1.9 . 104
2 13.2 5.1 43.0 129 16.3 19.5
3 12.0 16.5 o132 22.5 ., 26.4 36.4
4 20.8 119.8 18.4 | 33.5 31.6 " 18.2
5 . 29.1 22.0 6.1 - 9.8 12.0 6.5
s 21.6 12.5 9.6 o207 11.9 o1
N (2100) | (418) (114) (1054) (208) oD

1, Bernard et al. Table 29, p. 115.
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TABLE 2.7 _
OCCUPATIONAL SIATUS BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

N English
‘British .Canadian Jewish Other
Upper White Collar © 39,3 464 61.5 22.5
Clerical, sales, services 39.3 39.2 34.6 0.6
Crafts, trade, manual 214 14.4 - 3.8 17.5
TOTAL 100.0 ' 100.0  100.0 100.0 °
N . (28) (97) . (26)  (40)
L N - L ’
chi-square = 13.12, df=6, . ! -
alpha = .04 | . N
v
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°  BLISHEN CLASS CATBGORY BY AGE COHORT FOR ALL ANGLOPHONES
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| 18=24 25~34 35-44 - 45-54 55-65 N
~ahp : S ‘ -
€lassT . 3:3  11.3 " 123 5.3 5.9 -

Class It 657 - 34.0  40.4 . 39.5, 4L2. ..

Class IIT  33.3 22.6. 15.4 2Ll 29.4, -

‘Class Iv.  36.7. 17.0 °13.5 15.8 1.8 - .
Class v 6.7 9.4 ".5.8 53 -,

-
Classvi .13%3 5.7 7,7 13.2 118

".TOTAL ©  .100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 “100.0 .
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IR . TABLE 2.9 ° s
vt \ .
RESPONDENT'S PRESENT OCCUPATION OOMPARED
“{ _ WITH FATHER'S LAST FULL-TIME OCCUPATION
¥ V rr’(l N o
SO Present Occupation
‘ oo éi'afgg.,\ ' Clerical, Upper o

Father's trade, ~ sales, white .
Occupation manual- | service collar TOTAL =~ N.

Crafts‘, trade,
manual

Clerical, sales,
service

Upper White Collar
oA

.

20.0 9.2 30.8 100.0

s
[ .
-

13.0

LA -~ "

6.5

, e

'
-

(65)

?

~"4.58.7 100.0 '’ (46)

-
% X
- . P .
N ST v 180
* /// ! T
.
, - ' .
e = ":
‘ o N oo T e
' N T o
- O and
. - ‘ DR
chi=-square = 9.82358, df = 4, .
- . ' or,
alpha = .04 , . .
r = .2315, R® = .05 -
~ A ’
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b - . ' TABLE 2.10

L ‘ - RESPONDENT'S PRESENT OCCUPATION COMPARED.
. - % . .WITH RESPONDENT'S FIRST OCCUPATION °

- N -

«

Respondent 's Present Occupation

LY . , . . ]
Respondent 's Crafts, Clerical, Upper
First . trade, sales, white

tion manual  service collar TOTAL N

. Crafts,. trade, 39.4  36.4 242 100.0  (33)°
manual b :

Clerical, sales, 12,2 56.5 3.3 100.0  (115)
service - - ’ , ' .

Upper White Collar 2.3  1i.6 86.0  100.0  (43)

. ’ R e ) . o . N

oo N , . ) 191 |

o ' chi-square = 59. 03221, af = 4, ~ -

. alpha = .0000 . s '
r= .45311, R® = .2 - ' o Ny
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10,000 - 19,000 96 32,0 CL
" Less than 10,000 .
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, TABLE 2.11 o
 DECTARED HOUSEHOLD INCOME FOR 1977 MONTREAL ANGLOPHONES. '
| o N I N .
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o ' ' TABLE 2 12

‘MSBMDLMBYRESPONDMSE’HNICBACKGROUND

'
\

Ethm.c Background

1

* British Engllsh Canadian Jew:.sh Other N

Incame in dollars

i

30,000 + 14.6 25.0 47.7 - 14.3°
20,000 - 29,000 35.4 26.3 27.3 ° 19.6.
10,000 - 19,000 37.5 29.6 18.2 4.6
Less than 10,000 12.5 19.1 6.8 .2L.4

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0

N (48) ~(152) 144) . (56) 300
chi-square = 26.84711, df = R
alpha = .00l ‘
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The segregation of the E:nglisﬁ"’ and Prench in Quebec is well docu-
”ménted in the 'two solitudes' literature. Hughes (1940), Ouellet
(1964), Joy (1972), Clark - (1976) and others have shown that a
combination of social, po’htxcal, economic and cultural factors
have pramoted the development of a s;zgregated society of two
language groups with analagous, more or less self—suffxcmnt
institutions. While the English/F\rench dichotomy overlooks
the heterogenecus character of the Anglophoné minority, 1t
see'gs reasonable to accept Barth's (1969) suggestion that- less - -
| attention should be paid to cultural contrasts between e.t':hnic
groups and more attention focused on boundary m.;intenance since
it is frequently only the “sense" of separateness which distin-

¥

guishes ethnic groups. . Yol

\

In this chapter we examine the extent to which the Anglophones
in our Montreal sample are- 'socially distant' from Francophor{es.
Social distance 1s measured attitudinally - using the standard

, Bogardus scale - and behaviourally - by considering actual con~

t

%
%
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%« oW
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tact. We hypothesize that some of the variation in social dis-

tance responses can by understood by an examination of the fol-

[

lowing three attributes of the respondents:

-~ - -

[N

a. Age: Given the dynamics of change in Quebec, L

we should find that younger respondents will i
experience closer contacts with Francoohones,- .

' ~" and score iowest on the Bogardus scale.

S OBy

b. Education: As an-indicator of socio~-economic . ¢ s
* ‘status, we expect that highly educated respon- s Yy
- dents will have the greatest amount of contact . o
with Francophones and will score lowest )
on the Bogardus scale. Most of the literature
reports a positive association between status
and social "interaction.

c. Ethnic Background: We would expect that the
more hamogeneous the group the greater the
social distance. Here hamogeneous peptains
to ethnic background and religion. data - :
does not permmit detailed analysis by ‘ethnic . ce ) .
background, thus we campare only Angloceltics, :

Jews, and Others. We expect that Jewish '

respondents will have fewest contacts with ) .
Francophones and score highest on the Bogardus

scale.

3.1 The Setting .

It seens reasonable to argue that identification with the Anglo- s .
phone sector of Montreal comes not . from any strong sense of Bri-

tish origin - since the origins of the cammnity are so. diverse

- nc::ar from historical circumstances or group per‘secutlor),\ Apart

from a shared language, the most identifying mark of the Anglo-

~
phone in Quebec would seem to be his almost exclusive use of

¥
Vi
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English danguage institutions. He reads English newspapers, uses
English hospitals, frequents Engl:.sh businesses, lives in predami-
nantly Engllsh-speakmg ne:.ghbmrhoods and his chn&ren attend

English schools. Indeed Breton [ ccncept of 1nst1tutJ.onal —

cc:lrplet:eness'L déscribes in adequate tems the Anglophone commu- \ Y '

nity 1n Montreal - i.e. the capacn:y of this camumty to perform
all the serv:.ces required by 1ts members. Breton contends'that

thls arrangement serves to keep the sacul relations of the com-
munity population within 1ts ‘boundaries and further tends- to min-

imize the extent of out-group contacts. (Breton, 1964) ‘

It is important to recognize that Montreal is the stronghold of

this mity since the . city contains over eaghty percent of |

gli Quebec Anglophofies in a metropolitan region that also holds ,
almost one half of the total population of the province. Indeed,

as Postgates and b"icRoperts (1976: 49, 50) explain: "Many of Canada's
principal indigenously-controlled economic institutions - trans-
portation, insurance, banl;ing' - have shaped the city's commercial .
life and vaa institutions like McGall have spread their influence

to give the city a powerful and highly visible Anglophoﬁe milieu."”
}lole\;ér. 1t must be noted that the status of the English in Quebec
was changing even 1n the éarly 1970's. Government measures and

Francophone attitudes had contributed to a greater emphasis on

French. Many factors, mcludmg,the" emigration of head offices,

¥
s +
L
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‘The measurement of group segregation ‘has been most often linked

- ness, increases individual visii:ility, and makes individual

-

rﬁ$'~ i

P . -

' 2 u ’

- * - . 3 .

the closing of English schools, and a reduci:,loqdan media. represen-
. S ] o -

tation have contributed to the decline of the relative importance , Y

of the English community. (1) G "

3.2 . The Measurement of Social Distance ' Y
) : . y
14 = .

with the concept of "social distance.” Although this term can be
traced to Park (1924) as that ‘which intensifies racial cons¢ious-

iden-

¥
1 i x

tification with a particular ethnic unit more cbvious, the concept:

is more carmenly associated with the wotk of Emile Bogardus (1926).

N

More

N 7

ifically, social distance has been measured using a <

- Y

eqale devised by Bogardus to determine the differential social . v

! ~

attraction patterns which are inferred to exist between groups. R
Persons are asked td rank various ethnic and ra?:ial gro‘u.ps accord-
ing to a series of hypothé}:ical social relationships ranqiné from
intermarriage to ci‘tizenshi.p in their ‘country. 1 The primary deéter- . S
minant of responses is seen generallyﬁias '-d‘)e degree of perceived

similarily between the respondent and the stimulus person.

L XA

.
. N .
* ES « . - N

- .
4 Y . ' Ve

Lever (1968), Pettigrew’and Payne (1969), and Kinloch (1974) have *
verified that the societal context rather than personality orien-

tations are more important determinants of social di‘s»tanceﬁ'ai:ti-

tudes. In this direction, several studies have demonstrated.. - ;
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While the Bogardus scale may be a reliable measure of expected . A

hrdined

.
Fad
.
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&
3
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that socio—economic status is negati’v‘ely associated with social ‘
- 4 L

distance (Ellis, 1956; Bogardus, 1959; McDill, 1961} Beshers, \

1963; Noel mnd Pinkney, 1969. :bthers'“have shown that tace, “: ¥

rellglon, natlonallty, and polltlcal ldeology may be determin-

S

ants of social dxstance (Prothro, 1952; E‘endnch, "1967; Defngse

e
A

and E‘ord 1969 Brown, 1969; Kmlock 1974). * v
- , ) \ ® . ' 1
Fmally, refmements of social dJ.stance measures have been at-
teupted by conblmng varlous status dmensmns to-attach to the
stimulus person - for exazrple, class w:.th r;ce, ar occxxpatmnal -
posxtmn mth ethn1c1ty. ThJ.s procedure tends to el:.m.mate ‘the

problem of ethnic ste.reotypmg in the evalua,g:mn of other groups

AL,

and has usually managed to reduce acceptable dlstances bétween
Finally, the soale

ethnic or rac:Lal groups of the same class.

\

enjoys a reputatxon in soc:.al science research so that -it has been

e

cons:.dered a’valid indicator of the amunt of potential or real

conflz.ct existing between cultural groups (Bonjean, 196€5: 533) .

< '
~ R N ' i

-

behaviour in a given social situation, it in no way indicates the
b : = - L e
extent to which an individual has contact with other groups, ERE

Discrepancies ir attitudes and behaviour have been' discussed and ,the

_very basic conclusion that has been reached is that ‘attitudes

a4
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are not necessarily the best fridicators;of behaviour (Lapierre, )
1934‘4; Minard, 1952; Linn, 1969; Llange, Lipkin, Locher, 1979). s B T
) ’ RN oz w0
el . f Iy
) 2 “ } kY
" .. Many sophisticated techniques have been develcped to detemine the bt
g
extent to which ethnic or racial groups are 1solated from one anp—
(u' ~
. ther. A favourite mdlcator of group isolation is res:.dent:.al o Lt
i segregat:.on. Although it is commonly held that ethruc segregation e
' 'refleéts socm—economic differences (Lieberson, 1970; Darroch and T
Marston, 1971; Richmond, 1973),, the iuportance of ethnicitf' as an
) . . , s
‘ independent dimension has also been recognized in the theoretdical., o
2 <,
. framework of social area analysis. Numerous measures of ‘segregation <y
; .7 ‘ have been applled to Canadian and American c;ensus tracts revealiﬁg X
y " that ethnicity explams scme of the variance in resa.denc;e (Lxeberson, .
! e Bt
o 1970 Duncan, 1955, Darroch and. b'larston, 1971; Baﬂaknshman 1976 Yoy e
N
tIn the Quebec tontext, ewidence of extreme resuhntlal seéregatlon . '
o has been Qollected by Joy (1972; 197&@\ while Lleberson (1970) and L
Y - *7
2. . Balakrishman (1976) have shown that- Mntreal, in cmpanson with all i
other Canadian cities, is the most ethnically segregated and further
oot that this is increasing rather than following the.trend towards ,
. ‘ ‘éesegrecjation prevalent in the rest of Canada. '7E‘é§gin (1977) used £
factor analysis on , census tracts for “vbntreal ‘and fotmd-«thatuetnmv,,
:._',—_- c1ty accounted for ten percent of the vag:;ance in residence.
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Unfortunsékly, there is little in the way of any systematic, re-
T
AT el ul
L i ,f,;,; N

i tined measurement of other variables which represent behavioural

-t ~ social distance. Neverthelesg, the f.nsibility of this kind of
L research has bben studied by Allport (1954). He suggests that
, g

o i . amas of causal, cccupational, and recreational contact

be masured quantitatively by frequency and duration, disﬁinguish-

Py, ‘bh“""”.
. ing W,lmtary from’ wvolmta.ry types of mteract:.m. L.
. . S e ua.w ,-. ;::4
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. * e s v The acqu:.szum og_a sacond language is a good index of the pro-

.7 cess of integtation since it opens up new channels of influence
‘ . f'- 1 "id axpresses the camitment of the individual to the process. ‘
: “‘ - f";‘ - i ghudies on bijingualisn among Quebec anglophones have generally shown that
- -~ el - language oegzegatim is st:.ll a barrier to the locialvand cultural
;;:.i:“»,::'f I ! integration of Prenchb;;d English in Quabec.  Gendron (1977)° :e- .

A%
portedt}\atmgloplmsingemral used little French. More spe-
. i w,czfzd&iay, this study cms:.dered the use of French in the Q.nebec

S labourfo:ce and discovered €hat, in all sectars of the labour
v o mrl;et. at 1 eist seventy-five percent of efployed Anglqmones
- ““"‘f‘&nly or never used French on the jcb. More, recently, a study
” o e S ofh gtudenu enrolled mwhmgluh language secondary schools and .

\ g * ime, 5 hat thirty-two peroent of Angloceltic students vere,

A . on the b&w\% their own sglf-ébaluatmns, observed to have low "
- Voe
. gt MSN -
v . cmpetence in l-‘rench Horéover t.h:.s study cms:xdered thesuse
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of French in media activities (television, radio, movies, etc.)

and 1t was found that, in all actavities, just over 50 percent
s .

of English students used ‘only ;anghsh‘ {Locher, 1983).
[y - . r )
Fraom the distribution of responses shown in Table 3.1, 1t is
clear that bilingualism is not the norm for Hontreal Anglophones.
Here we find that only 20 .‘2 percent. of Anglophones claim to speak
{7 - - -

French fluently while over 50 percent either experience dafficul-

ties or do not spéak the language at all.

3N
$

$imilarly, Table 3.2 indicates quite clearly'that .the'use of
French is mininal in settings where the individual has control,
i.e. while at home, with friends and in the med.ta lanquage. Here
x.t was dlscovered that approxm\ately 70 percent of the.sample
affirmed that language usage was exclusively qullsh. Thxs per-
centage is reduwed substantially when we refer to settings where
langquage choice 1s not necessarily déc:.ded on by the respondent.
Only 33 percent of respondents claimed thgg they used only English
in p:zblic p‘]t.‘aces, while in the 'w?rkpla'c?ﬁ it was learned that only

.36.3 percent claimed only English.

o
Age and Knowledge of French %

We hypothesized that young Anglophones would be more campeterit in-‘

W

a -

;% ;”a

Q

.4

12

French than older Anglophones given that the exposure to the French

- %

. - >

fx, :



y .
lar;guaqg in English schools has increased dramatically over the
7 course of the past decade. Moreover, we assumed that a majority
of young Anglophones recognized that French was a neces;se;xy job’
5t sgi"u”\ggr employment 1n Quebec. -
>
Camparing age groups by their self-evaluated knowledge of

£

. ‘\- French, we find some support for this hypothesis. Table 3.3
shéws that among respondents aged 18 to 33 years, 24.1 percent -
.claim they speak French fluently while only 9.2 percent state
. that they do not speak French at all (2). In the 34 to 39 age
’ . catégory, 19.0 percent’ ‘tlam to speak French fluently as campared
to 10.3 percent who do not speak French. Finally, ax;ong thoge
~ respondents in the 50 to 65 age l?g\;‘cjge:t, only 14.7 percent were
EE found tb claim fluency in French while 21.3 percent said they

spoke no French whatsoever.

Education and Knowledge of French ° -

-

Turning briefly to the association of education with second lan>
guage ability, Table 3.4 indicates only a low positive associa- s
tion.' Since the ability to speak a second language is to same .
. extent related to the amount of resources an individual has
~ available to pursue ;de%te training, it had been expected
" that a stronger association between knowledge of French and edu-

s

cational background would be found. That our sample study produced

kY

<
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only-‘é low association suggests the involvement of other factors.
_ The most tenable hypothesis 1s that in Quebec, until very recent-
fy, high status 'positions ~ both occupational and social - provi-
ded the greatest insulation from francization. Thus motivation

was Ypw where resources were high.

r Ethnic Background and Knowledge of French
/ 4 ,

Table 3.5 shows that when respondents are differentiated on the
basis of ethnic background, respondents in the category labglled

O 'Others® -are a little more likely to have mastered the French
lanquag;,when\\carpared with the Angloceltic and Jewish respon- o,

’

dents. ’ } 1

ey

&

. 3.4 Attitudinal Social Distance: The Bogardus Scale

v
Al +

Our study replicated the traditional Bogardus scale with items

ranging from "Willingr;ess to marry a Francophone", as the most
. " intense contact, to "w;uld aocept as a co-worker", as the most in-
. formal (3). The respogse ltems conforned to the propertles of
the Guttman scale wn:h a coeff:.c:.em; of reproducibility set at
.92, SL_xty-tm percent of the respondents scored zero, in that®
; *{Eor each level of contact the respohse was 'very willing'. The
«range of scale scores (Appendix A), summarized in Table 3.6, »

£

) ',,'/ .., Shows an extremely skewed distribution, with a very high percentage
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of, respondents fallmq in the 'low' social dlstance category.
ThlS *fmd.:.ng corresponds to other recent applxcatlons Qf the Bo-

gardus scale in Canada. (Wemfeld, 1978). *

.L,.l ‘L
M
o [Re

As J.n Wemfeld s 'study, most of the varlance m soc1al d.Lstance

. att.u:udes resulted from responses to the quest:.on of- ethnic in-

termarnage. Table 3.6 displays s:.gmflcant score dlfferences
when respondents are campared by theif’ ethnic background. :For
Jewish respoddenﬁs, 60.4 ‘percent falJ: into tlfé low social dis-

s

tqnce caj:eqory ca'rpa.red with 88.2 pewent in t-_he case of Anglo- B

celtlcs.n Cleaer, the hlgher soca.al distance shown by Jews re-

flects proscnptxons»*agamst intem\arrlage with non-Jews. Since

~.the ~*Other" category is.a'residual one, it is- difficult to ,com=

nent on the percentage of r’bspondents scoring high or moderate

social distance.

No significant differences in social distance were found when
respondents were differentiated on the basis of age“ or education.

Kt

3.5 Behavioural Social Distance: Contact with Francophones .

i
L

!

To determine the extent to which the Anglophone population actual-

ly \interacts with Francophones, we looked at contact on four

differentslevels: intermarriage, friends, neighbours, and co-

e

workers. Respondents were asked to provide the ethnic background

-
n1&:{
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_ #*Girection. .This test failed to produce an acceptable coefficient

' -we examine spouses' mother tongue by age group in Table 3.9,

\

»
AN

-, 60 ~ ) L ®

bt

4

' \

of spouse, three frieﬁds, two imediate negighbouz:s, and five
co-workers. Fox each level of contact except spouée, the num-
ber of francophone contacts were tallied. Table 3.7 gives zero
order correlations between levels of contact, showing lo:u but

v

significant, association between types of contact. To further

investigate the relationship between these variablés, a Guttman

scale was attempted by ordering the items in a Eogardus—type

of reproducibility (4). : P

Family Contacts ) '

BEvidence, of a firmly-structured Anglophone family is clear when

we consider that only 6.3 percent of our respondents have a

. father whose mother tongue is French, and only 4.8 percent have

a francophone mother: Continuity for in-group intermarriage is

shown in Table 3.8 where, similarly, only 10.1 percent of married

»

respondents have spouses whose mother tongue is French. When

r

it 1s foupd that the younger Anglophones are only slightly gore
likely to haye a French s.pouse, even though this table is not
statistically significant. No differences are found when we

control for educat 10nal background. o ' )

L4

L] ’
]

Table 3.10 permits us to assess differences with respect to eth-

nié‘backgrmmd and here we see that 14.1 pércent of Angloceltics
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a little more llkelil to have francophone friends than are those

are married to Francophohes as compared to 4.3 percent of those '

in the -'others' category. None (”Sﬁ our- Jewish respoﬁglents are

'Fnarried‘té Francophonks. Though the absolute nunbef% ‘are small,

there seems to be sufficient evidence to suggest that religious

proscfiptlons agdjl.hst intermarriage with non-Jews is a strong

deterrent to intermarriage betieen Jews and Francophones.

. 5 N
e

~

Friendship Associations

v

In studying friendship assocjations, the findings given in Table
. t

3.11 reveal that oniy a small parcentage of Anglophones /have
Francophone friends. Asked to give the ethnic background of
three ‘close> friends, 62.2 percent of‘ our respondents listed no
francc;phone friends, while 30.6 percent ha& cne and only 7.2

percent have two frakcophone friends out of three.

_Table 3.12 sumarizes differences 1in friendship contacts by

+

age group, level of education, and ethnic .background. Looking
at age differences and this type of contact, it 1s found that,
although there 1s no statistically significant difference&betwe,en
means, older Anglophones are slightly more likelv to have franco-

phone friends than are younger Anglophones. In terms of edu'ca-

tional bgckground, those 1n the lowest educational category are

¢

ll

-
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‘segregation has become so sophisticated, this study did not at- %

3

in the fxighér educational category. Still, for both agé and . . '
education, the friendsl:xip score is in gé‘ieml so low that differ-

*y

ences are not particularly interesting. .
Perhaps more interes;.ting is the camparison between 'Ar;gloghone . |
ethnics. " It can be seen clearly that.the average score c;fx W22 .
fFor Jewish respondents is substaniial}y lower that the average

' i; .4

of .53 for the Angloceltics and the .35 score for 'Others'. 'Ipis"‘ %

o

finding is, cf course, consistent with the other high social
distance behaviour exhibited by the Jewish respondents. . -

v

Neighbours . 1 CoL el )
o . : . @

o

In view of the fact that .research in the area of residential .

13

[}

4

tempt to classify requndents:by the census ethnic tracts in

which they lived. Rather,’ this study, was interested 1n whéther

immediate neighbours were English- or French-speaking as there

was likely to be at lea;t minimal formal rcontact. Of c‘:ourse,

this variable of contact is the least :sat»j.sfying of all our so-

qla; distance measures since association with one's neighboui ' X
ranges from total avoidance to clrfase frienship and 1s likely to

be influenced by the type of resiégnce as well as by other fac-

[

tors: ‘ . PO 1]
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In Table 3.13, it can be seen that almost forty-fivé percent of

the sample have no francophone neighbours, while 34.3 percent,
have one francophone neighbour and-20.3 percent list two franco-

pﬁone neighbours.

3
' :

Table 3.14 reveals that differences in neighbourhood contact with

respect to age and educatjional background are not significantly

different to warrant discussion. Contrasts by ethnic background

5

are consistent with our previous findings. Once again, Jewish

res‘pondents score very low on neirghbourhood contact with a mean

of .19. This compares with a mean score of .86 for Angloceltics

and .74 for 'Cther' ethnics.

Co-workers

i

s,u;;ée the drive for francization had been predominantly directed
at changing the workplace in Quebec. , and as the francophone mid-
dle class has grown tremendously during the past twenty years,
1t was anticipated that Anglophone respondents would have many

more contacts with Francophones as co-woxkers. To measure this

7

type of interaction, respondents were asked to name five of their -

co-workers, specifying ethnic origin.

w

surprisingly, Table 3.15 indicates that almost thirty percent of

N
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.of intimacy are adteptable (3), avidence from our measures of
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In Table 3.16, means by age, education, and ethnic background
were compared. It was found that there were no significant dif-) v P ’,‘,

ferences in contact for age groups. Controllmg for education,, S i
A '

1t was learne% that respondents possessing less than high sc;hool

R

education report an average of 2.18 francophone co-workers as’' "
campared to respondents with post-secondary education who show o

an average of 1.2 francophone"co—mrkgrs. ’ N ‘ - e

‘ _ , . “

y

1 i

»~ 2 [

Jewish respéndents again have fewer francophone éqntacté at work, | _—
reporting an average of .71 t-ieanwh:.le, Angloceltlcs scored an . a".
average of 1.8 and 'Other ethmcs scored 1.4. ‘ L L

s N 4

Conclusions ' : . , . 1

<
Iy )
* w Yy

Despite the limitations of the social distance data, a cledr
picture emerges of an encapsulated l-mglopf’%‘?e community. ’In » " :\'

spite of the fact that the results from the Bogardus social dis- e

&

-

tance scale indicate that, attitudinally, contact with all levels . 7]

\ - -

actual contact point c¢learly to strong preferences for Anélophoné ‘ |

-
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" populatron (Weinfeld, 19799.

’ . * tr
”: > o Il , .
- , Loox >
s ) . t
[ - . ‘
associatloris. 1In general, contacts with the francophone majority

are l.u'uted in both personal and formal types of contact Further-

nore, more than sixty percent of the sample claimed low ccrpe- .

T .
tence in t;.he use of "French. k 5, ol ’
N i v v

I 1 3 I " R . PN

M PR . \ t : -

)

The generally low level of contact for all respondents ‘tends to x
obscure mternal socm-de'ngraphlc mfferences but théy stz.ll

"
} <

do provxde us w,xth some mpresslomstlc results. Fu:st, ethxuc

behav:.our does seem J.;rportant. At all lewvels: of cont;a.ct, Jewmh

L
v %
-

respondegts had fewest contacts wzth francophongs, suggesting

[y

that . persons with strong in-group affiliations are less 1ﬁge’|ly

W3

ta, integraté themselves into an out-group milieu than are Andivi-

C e
~

duals who do not see themselves as members of a distinct minority.

Oour findings here support Weinfeld's study of the Montreal Jewish

o

& -

- Secondly, differences 1n social distance with respect to educa-

:tional status indicate that respondents with lowest educational.

status tend to have more coritacts with francophones than do our
respondents with high educational status. Itrcan be supposed

" that t.hls may be a structural phenomenon rather than a reflec-

tidn of soc1al psychological attitudes, given that the educatlonal-
occupatlonal hierarchy in Quebec has foz' so long rm.rrored the

lmguJ.stJ,c hlerarchy -
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Fmally, we have found no significant d;fferences in contact *
e wn:h franéo;‘:hones by age group ThJ.S is surpnsmg insofar as ‘ T
. - v
v
it: was expected that young Anglophones would have had' greater " . "
\_~/ o
opportunity “and felt an ircreased incentive to improve their L
P
conpetence in the French language and attenpt to mtegrate them— b
selves into the francophone nul.teu. 'I"hat this clearly has* not ‘
.
occurred suggests that ‘Quebec Anglophones may consider mlgratxon A :
as a vidble option. This topic is discussed m Chapter Five. . ,
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While the English language media may have’sensationalized
the effect of these factors on the English commnity, unso-
' licited coments from a,mj&ity of Anglophones in our §
sanple sugqested that this change in status was stsrongly

. ~
, .
. . Y EN
\

v

Caldwell's study of English mother-tongue high school *
- graduates similarly found that twenty-three i::ercent of *
sub-respondents-yere fluent in the French language.
Locher (1983) found. that avong students of Angloceltic
brigin in high school and CBGEP, only 10.1 percent’ scored
“:high campetence in French. In this case, a nore ccrplex
‘scheme of self-evafuated language prof1c1ency was used.

L

ft. i$ clear that Behavioural sécidl"distance is'muich mare

\

-

,kcatplex than attitudinal social dJ.stance Being married
tanremh-Canadiandoesnotmanthatomwﬂlhave )
French-Canadian friends and neighbours, as.Table 3.7 indiz"

The finding that attitudinal distance and behaviour stcial

N

LIS >

i

distance were inconsistent has already been’discussed in A
_ scme detail in another paper (Lange, Lipkin, Locher, 1979).

. It was concluded in this study that if one measures attitudes
.on a different level,:they become more consistent with actual
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TABLE 3.3  __ __

— e ——

SELF-RATED PROFICIENCY IN FRENCH BY AGE GROUP

q -
i P
Level of Proficiency 18-33  34-49 50-65  Total
L3 .
Fluently I 241 +19.0 ¢ 14.7 (67)
- Nearly Fluently ° - - 24.1  18.1 16,0 (67)
N i 3 -~ o » -
Some' Difficulty 4.1 30.2 -+ 22.7 (86)
Lot of Difficulty 18.4°  22.4 js@ (71)
Not At All .9.2  10.3 213 (4
& "y .
, . TOTAL 100.0 . 100.0  100.0
N (141)  (116) (75)  (332)
1

£y

chi-square = 13.14103, df = 8,

'~ alpha = 1071, gama = .199

:
4’
i

e
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T — T fBIE 34T T T - — - — g -
SELF-RATED PROFICIENCY IN FRENCH BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION PR
¢ , o u"
Level of Education
level of Proficiency Less than High School HigiSchool Post—-5ec.
Fluently ‘ . 18.5 " 9.4 21.7
Nearly Fluently ~ 20.0 17.8  © 22.5
some Difficulty . 16.9 23.3 32.6
Lot of Difficulty 24.6 '26.4 15.2
3 b )
Not ALl - 20.0 ' 13.2 8.0
ToTAL " - 100.0 100.0 100.0
. N (65) (129) (138)
chi-square = 15.33866, af = 8, , .
alpha = .05, gamma = ~.16 ' »
{
|
|
/ LS - ,
) . ¥
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SELF-RATED PROFICIENCY IN FRENCH BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

o — —— ev—

., . \ Ethnic Background
Levelhof Proficiency Aglocelticl . JejshH Other

"7 Fluently Y X 188 25.9
Nearly Fluently - 18.5 24.5 22.2
. _ )
“ With Some Difficulty 25.7 8.6,  25.9
 With Great Difficulty - 22,5 24.5 16.7
L] - e
Not At All 149 %P o4 9.3
< \

TOTAL 100.0 100.0  100.0

: N (222) (49) (54) )

chi-square = ns

1 Angloceltic includes: Americans, British, Irish,Scottish.




TABLE 3.6

m@s SOCIAL DISTANCE FOR IMONTREAL ANGLOPHONES,
" TOTAL, AND BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND

:

4 -

. Ethnic Background
Social distance Score* = Total Ar:glooeltic Jewish Gther

: i ) §
High -9 - 4.2 107

Moderate ) 17.6 11.8 35.4 23.7
Low ‘ B1.1 -  88.2 60.4 74.6
N % .
TOTAL 100.0. 100.0 100.0 100.0.
N (323) (142) (29)  (44)
alpha = .000

*  See Appendlx I for social distance score scale and categorization.

4
1. wWhile a dichotamy would have provided a more meaningful
distribution, the small number of people falling in thas
high category suggests that their responses may have heen
related to other cultural or religicus proscripticis not
common to the majority of respondents and outside of this
study's area of interest. /=
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| : TABLE 3.7 ,
“ CONTACT VARIABLES: MARRIAGE, FRIENDS, NEIGBOURS, E
CO-WORKERS:  SIGNIFICANT ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS
"‘ a
- N . "
variable = A 2 3 4
| Ry ‘
1. Marriage | ==  ns) ns ns
) 2. Friends —  .16% .23
g 3. Neigbours . —— w16
4. Co-workers ——
\ * (p = .005)
r' 3
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" 'TABLE 3.8
SPOUSE'S MOTHER TOMGUE (MARRIED RESPONDENTS) (N = 199)
Mother Tongue of . .
Husband/MWi fe . iN N )
& B (
o .
English T 72,9 (145)
e
French 10.1 (20) ’
English/French 2.8 (5)
Other 14.5 (29)
TOTAL 100.0 100.0
E |
e F"
- o~
1
&
’f
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TABLE 3.9 /

SPOUSE'S MOTHER TONGUE-“BY AGE GROUP

18 - 34 35 - 49 50 - 65
et i et e e S —————
/1
English 71.9 75.0 77.4
French X 14.0 8.3 9.4
Other 14.0 16.7 ‘ 13.2
TOTAL 100.0 . 100.0 100.0
N (57) s (84) . (53)  (194)
chi-square, ns.
- .

1

Respondents (N=5) stating spouses mt, as 'English and French’
are excluded from this table.

=
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SPOUSE'S MOTHER TONGUE BY RESPOWDENT ETHNIC BACKGROUND
3 L
- v
il ’ ’
, Angloceltic Jewish . Other
English 74.1 78.8 73.9 '
French : 14.1 T - 4.3 ’ ! '
4 +
- , .
Other 11.9 21.2 21.7
. ’ . '
. -
gy She
.
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0
3 3 . , :
] * N {135) . (33) (23)
o
2. e
) 5 . .
& -
. ! .
Iy "
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TABLE 3.1l

NUMBER OF FRANCOPHONE FRIENDS DEXCTLARED BY RESPONDENT

{(out of three)

3 N
None 62.2 . -{199)
. R -
- One, 30.6 (98)
TwWO 5.3 (17)
Three 1.9 (6)
5
TOTAL 100.0 (320) .
]
-
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FRIENDSHIP ASSOCIATIONS BY AGE, EDUCATION,

-9

TABLE 3.12

ETHNIC BACKGROUND

”

\Q‘ : B 1
; (MEAN SCOBES) E
% : X sd N.T F-Test

. Significance
TOTAL .4688 +6850 (320)

‘age  18-34 .3926 6590 "(135) ¢

35-49 .4737 .6811 (114) .2 ho
50-65 .6056" .7266 (71)
Education B ,
Less than High School .6441 * 7 .7836 (59)
High School ? .4297 .6482 (128) yes

. Post-Secondary .4286 . ,.6661 " (133)

» 5 W
Ethnic Background v
Angloceltic ' .5346 'r70717 (217)

Jewish .2222 ; 4714 (45) yes
Other .3529 ,5941 {51}

-
/

1 Highest possible mean is 3.0; respondent was asked to name

ethnic background of three close friends.
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FRANCOPHONE NEXT-DOOR NEIGHBOURS (2 Households)

None - 449 4 ¥ (142)
One . 34.8 (110)
™ . . 20.3 (64)

E ] T
e TOTAL 100.0 (316)
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" N - \ v .
‘ - o TABLE 3.14
mamopu&m NEIGHBOURS BY AGE, EDUCATION, ETHNIC HACKGROUND
. \ o (MEAN SCORES) 2
o ;o _ .
A , _ L X _ _sd N F-Test
A TOTAL"™ . : 7532 .7700 316 Significance
, .. . Age 18-34 - . .7576  .7629 132
) 35-49 , .7982 .8112 114 yes
50-65 - ’ 6714 . .7167 70
Education
B s . k|
) o Less than High School 7903 :8325 62 " N
; . High School 7851 .7439- 121 yes
¥ | © Post-Secondary -~ .7068  .7666 133 :
R ' Ethnic Background ' 1§
Angloceltic " %8638 .7802 213 :
Jewish .1915 4491 47 yes
Other - : : .7400 7231 50
| | .
N
i d
® \ .
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FRANCOPHONE CO-WORKERS (Qut of Five)

None

One

v

5.2 ¢ (9)

.

TOTAL

100.0 ' 173

AN

vy
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ic background ‘of five co-workers.

\

- L 4
TABLE 3.16
FRANCOPHONE CO-WORKERS BY AGE, EDUCATION, ETHNIC BACKGROUND
(MEAN SCORES)* . .
v )
y -
4
& X sd N o .
A ;'  F-Test

TOTAL 1.4682 1.4449 (173) , Significance
Mge  18-34 1.4085 14400  (71)

35-49 1.4521 1.5460  (73) no

50~65 1.6552 1.2034  (29)
Education ' .
Less than High School 2,1818 1.7081 (22)
High Scheol 1.4938 1.4241 (81) yes
Post-Secondary k. 1.2143 1.3176 (70)
Ethnic Background’ '
Angloceltit - 1.4746 1.4125  (118)
Jewish .7143  .7838 (21) yes
Other 1.8148 1.7329  (29) .
1

nghest possible mean is 5. 0, respondent was )asked to name '
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"CHAPTER FOUR

INTENTIONS TO LEAVE QUEBEC

Introduction

Fram our review i1n Chapter One we know that certain socio-econo-
mic and demographic attributes usually dastinguish mgrants from '
non-mugrants. In this chapter we lock at the mygration 1nten-
tions of respondents with respect to age and life-cycle, educa-
tion, cccupation and incame. In doing s©, we address indirectly
the question of motivations for leaving Quebec. If it 1s found

that mugration intentions are not randomly associated with tra-
! »

ditional migrant attributes then there is uwportant evidence

to support our hypothesis that Anglophone migration intentions .

re

do not fall within the realm of ‘normal' internal population
movement (1). Finally, there will be’a discussion of findings

relating to our respondents’ stated motivations for leaving
-

Quebec.

-
- L]

4.1 The Propensity to Migrate as a Dependent Varaiable

s

Since a longitudinal migration study was not possible, a measure
of moving intentions was employed s0 as to be able to differen-

tiate migrants from non-mgrants. Leslie and Richardson (1961)7
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Rossy (1955), Van Ardesol et al. (1968), Speare (1974), and
mlfer (1976) have maintained that reported moving 1intentions

are reliable 1ndicators of subsequent behaviour.

Accordingly, potential migrants were identified as those res-
pondents declaring an intention, "definite" or “"prabable", to
leave Quebec within five years from the time of the interview.
Respondents were considered unlikely to be migrants 1if they
st‘ated that they would "definitely not" or "probably not" leave

Quebec in a five year future.

4.2 Magnitude of the Movement

Of the three hundred and tjhirty-tw respondents, only eighteen
individuals had immediate plans to leave Quebec. These respondents
had found new jobs and/or arranged for living accamodations out-
side of Quebec. Table 4.1 compares immediate plans to leave Quebec
with intentions to mgrate before 1983. When respondents were
asked to state magration intentions for a five year future, 13.4
percent said that they would 'definitely’ be leaving Quebec, and
26,8 percent said that they would 'probably' leave. Among these
respondents, approximately sixteen percent of the sample had
already made tentative or definite arrangements to leave Quebec n

- terms of finding a job or arranging accommodations,



4.3 Age and Lifecycles~

In our earlier discussion of nﬁ..;grant seléctivity we afpha'sued the
mportance of age as a determinant of migratory tendencies. We,
hypothesized that young Mqlomees would -be much more lliely to
state Intentiofis to leave Quebec than older Quebeckers.

Gary Caldwell, iﬁ.‘a study of the mgration intentions of English
mother-tongue Students from Quebec leaving high school (1971-76),
found that thirty-three percent of those who left in the 1970-71
school year were no longer in Quebec as of November’1976. This

fiGure represented at least a fifty percent m&"ease in out-migra~-

. tion for this age groupéf Caldwell also dbserved that out-migration

was higher fram remte areas. Finally, for those remaining in
Quebec, Caldwell found that nineteen percent had migration inten-~
tions. Similarly, in a mare recent study of secondary and CEGEP
sgudents in the English se;:tor in Quebec, Locher (1983) showed
that 41.1 percent of English mother-tongue students were intending
on purs:nng their plans othsuh Quebec.

IWith mspéct to our sample of Montreal Anglophones, Table 4-2 shows

. 7
_ a clear linear relationship between age and migration. Of those

respondents aged 18 to 24, 27.1 percent stated that they would
definitely be leaving Quebec within five years. This especially

%

o
-
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© e
contrasts with the 5.4 percent of respondents age 50 to 65 who

had definite plans to leave the province. ./

When we group our respondents according to stage m lifedycle
based on age, marital status, and:phildmvn.k we do not really-
learn more than age tells us“alone. Table 4-3 shows intentions
to migrate for selecfed ranges of life&ycle. * Agproximaitely
twenty-three percent of the sample respondents ;J?re aged "}§ to
33, single, with no children. Among these resp&xdents, 26.5
percent saic? that rJ\ey would definitely leave Quebec, wl:xile

30.9 percent said they would probably leave. Only nine percent - o

of the respondents aged 3¢ to 49, married with children, reported
that they had definite plans to leave, while 25.4 percent stated
they would probably leave. Among those in the 50 to 65 age bracket, = '
married with children, only 6.7 percent said they would definitely
leave while 17.8 percent expressed the view that they would probab-

ly leave the province. |

In sum, 1t can be stated that at J.a:ast with respect to ages
miqratory‘gelectim ;<;r Montreal Anglophones follows the tggggétim—

al pattern. Those most mcbile, the young and single with no chil-

dren, are much more likely' to have intentions of leaving Quebec

-

than those Anglophones at a.more mature lifecycle stage.

o,

[}
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4.4 Socio-PFconamic Status Selectivity i . -
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Fram previous research on_internal migr'ation in éanad«}, we have

came-~ to expect that socxo—-eeoncmlc status 1s pos:.tlvely associa- -

, ted with the propensity’ to migrate. 'Werhypot.hesued that Anglo- ‘
"phones with, the highest levels ‘of education, o’ccupatlon,‘ and 1in- ' - T

' come would be more likely to have intentions to leave Quebec

_than Anglophones with the lowest leywls of these attributes.

Table 4. 4 presents migration intentions by respondents' educaé - ¥ -
ticoal attamment, and shows virtually no association betw?en ( , R &
educatlon and intention to leave Quebe:; although the expected & f )
tradltlonal assocmtmn is seen 1if we cons1der the extreme L &
categones of def%mtely leav;ng and 'defnntely not leavmg j, “ * 32'
Flfteen percent of respondents with posthseccnda.:y education ) ; -

state that they will 'definitely “leave Q;tebec w}ule only 9.3 . v ¥ 2
~percent of . thoae with less than ‘lugh schoo}, educat 100 report “;, o “ -3';‘_«. ;,..;T
the same intention. Conversely. 38.9 percent of the latter = . : o
group state that they w1ll defmltely nqt leave the provinc‘é. - ’ ‘;' .
'ccnpared with only iS 7 percent of respondents in the. hlghesh ; ‘ L “ ,
educat 1onal category. - ' ! . /' 7
- In Table 4.5, no clear pxctu.te emerges when we examine t}?e rela- - A LS
tionship bed"cween occupptzmal status and nu.gratlon mtentmns : , - 1

In this mstance. the e)qaected ~association between occupatxonal N . 2" )

—_— e

status and migration mtentlon 1s not <in evxdenne The gamma of 02 L
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mvaals no usgcnt;m betwaen ‘the two canponents. Of course, T
‘it is'necessary to connder the fact thatour nurbers are signi- . ’“‘ o &
P LN ‘L‘ E 12‘”
ficantly reduced and'we have.not controlled for age or sex., - « = .5 iy b
. : ; - oo e Fe b ‘¥
Similarly, when we cross-tabulate’ migration imtentions by cage- =~ . v ¢ |
gories of housshold income (see Table :A.G).)m is-no support *': : (’ 1, .;'
_i for the hypothesized relationship. .Indeed, here it 1s found that % .. . |
" there is. a negligible negative association between ifcame and T e
mgratmn when we consx&r that axng respondents with household ! ',, : ‘
incones under $10; /000 57.5% had probable .or definte mgrmm D
g A L ' .
s & -
plans cmpared thh only 30.4% of thoae respondents in hmseholds fe Ty -
e "l 5 -‘%, ‘ i
havmg $30, 000 or more (2) , ] . ) -~ R
L - N ’ . _" L - " 4
Mfindimamclm to the uuknul im'm:untincrul type of . *e; . A
Ve ° 3
migration analysiss. In most cases, mlauvely little atunuon ;,' ol
has+bsen focused an thu relationship between d-lngrapmc sub- R LY
3 Sl Pl
groups and cbjective and attitnd:.nal variables and how they var.'y o
with migration. It il clear that ane should not look at locm- ' v l“'& o
>y “
econcnic varisbles without controllify for age. For' exarple, an }y‘f"" R ' S
aging married executive in a secure position will under most v - a
circumtances nct be as eager to uproot his household for a better - a v
position as the may be with a young executive without a , &,
fartarly to consider o ‘ . = . »r
. ) -+ :’ l -
Controlling: for Age . o 0 g .
, T i >
. B & ! -3 % ;
Given the lamitatjons (3) of data, we m.\st restrict ourselles : .
to consider only the relationghip bet\nm emcatmh (4) and’ + 4
- - R . ) ' 2 ﬁkﬁ F’ﬁ ’
e ) i %, C f":. Ty
B _ * - = " ) . ‘;l
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o RESE . mgratlm, controllmJ for age 'rable 4.7 cdhf:.rms that f’posltwe
2 > ¢ } selectmn with reapect to’ educational acmevmeut varyeé substan-
o '

. tlally by age group espemally if we consxder the ‘extreme categor-

A & 7 -

‘ f $ 4 5 ibs of "definitely leavang” and “deflm,tely hot; leavihg". For

e ‘— £ ‘ respondents aged 18 to 34, twenty-fave percent of those with . .
;;:‘ ‘,” 3 I .
< " . k.pést—secondary educa§xon will defmltely leave Quﬁbec in the next

L " = LoaE e f1ve years as campared ta the, 7 7 percent por‘t:ion of t}'ose with
S P -
A e Iess than ten years of school.. For respondents aged \34 to 49,. °©
SR : this difference narrows. i(Indeed the direction of the associa-
3 oL tién is neqat;lwe §uggestmg thatfthe educational variable. may be
, , o ::'ff' most rﬁlevant amﬁng younger iﬁgrants ) For those with post-
5 i .
o y secondary education, 6.1 petoent report definite plans to leave
:,“ ' 'Ef‘;* i ’h:f) ‘; w
. TR the p’rovmce in camparison w1th 17.6 per?nt of those respcmdentS'
' > @ ‘
" 2 Wlth 1ess than high school educatxon Fmally, the conparlson of
*+ young with old 1s° n'ost ‘revealing. Educatlonal acrglqmnts for

Voo ‘ N o
"% K respondents between the 50 to 65 age category account for only one
':ﬁ"*”“ . - percentage polnt betieen those with lowest and highest levels of
:?\.‘. 0 Z‘é

. « “education (5). L )
- y . - . o he ' i

» l“i:' - , ::‘ . l-j..f o’

- ’ 4,5 Stated Motivations for Leaving (uebec
. -t . . B D b '::—

~. k : Respondents were provided with a 1ist of reasons why a person
M L i
might leave Quebec and were asked to rank the personal importance
' ?' .
'w - _:: of each reason. Table 4.8 shows the distribution of responses
. Y e * for first, second and fhird choices . Mope than forty percent of
. ) d ; ) i~
W Y . respondents stated that 'personal econamic situation or job!
s Y % N P 3
'ax' \" ” - f
* 3y . &~ -
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A Ik : £ . Fa ‘{_"
) N ' !
% 7 ¥ . -~
. .
w h :1" - * - 2 J’J . /v& N
e L ;t & ~ i 7 o

I



o
¥
3

I E— ——
Wik s G % B
a TR T N S
),;{ ~ ¢ - X L , § . ® v N :_‘ - * ' .
<8 - Moo Lo , b ,
- *a, A N . ) . - - , kS . >
T e N el : Dt C ) '
2 v Wt ‘ N ! NI o x .

. ( i ) :L;- . g :\‘,‘ o ’ v . b E e . , ; N o ..
o - L T , A . * . !z A ; N “os
A A 575 “vas the most myortant reason for wantmg to leave Quebec 'I‘wenty«-

& (‘; ‘ s o . N
oo ] .[ ) ©
- o v one percent chose - qeneral polz.t.xcal cond:.uons while 18.6 peygert-

ot « ! »! ’

P * b :A‘ K ':":., ]

S vl ) ’ beheved that lanquage laws' were a prme motwatmg factor for "
Cee hd leaving the provmce Only 6.8 percent selected '‘family and

R : ¥ . friends living elsevhere’ 'as a firgt choice. Taken by fmquency

Lo IR of -response, 72.8 percent of respondents chbse 'general pol:.tlcal

ca e PRy . conmtlons as a major reason for leaving Q.xebec Sueventy-one .

I L .
3 o ot "' P
S PR pereent selqcted personal econamic sxtuatmn » and 70. 6 percent “
H A T A ' ; . -

R N R . c conditions’.
- g :‘ 7?, i\: Wy \s.‘;'} , h ¢ l{
LS ( T
o . SR Lo motivations varied between age groups we exam~

Lok TR - [ o .

g B 2N

N med fhe prme motlvauon glven for each age category. "For the w2
Ty - 5 . .‘,"" . ‘A «

s Wy v * 22;
~ el st t.l'xreeagegrmpsshmm LnTable 4f6,§hemportanceofeconamc
S S $Hay { :

. » N s ¢ d polxt.lcal sltuﬂt.ton is sim.lar For those aged ‘50 t;o 65, a .
N . \, .

AR carparatlvely hagher percent@g:e chose 'famuly and frlendwelsewhere'
oy d Y ; M

~a 0 - e °

. e s - . as a fxrst reasqn for-»mgrat:mg. This is not entirely surprxsmg

A q:.ven that this age grotxp is near ret:mement and seen.mgly more <t

L IR (Rl .: Ve . .
g 7 S0t g_detachgd frqn econamic and political events affecting their sta- v
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N ey nrtely ’seavxng / 47.7 percent report that their primary motiva-

#{

tmn 1S 'personsl econavuc sit,uatlon' At the same tipe, 23.7

B "percent, Of respondents stéted that 'language laws were the pri-’

mary factor motivating them to wish to-leave Quebec. Oniy 2.6
- R percent are motivated by 'general econamic conditions', while

'
.

e 21\1 percent are motlvated o 1eave in response to 'general
political condlt;ons 'Fam:. ly t.xes out51de of Quebec was

the prlma.ry motivation” for 5.3 percent of respondents.

o . - ‘ =
4 - N st N -
RN .. N ‘
& P
.

In the case of :respondeni:s who say that they ‘will "prabably

leave Quebec and those who state that they will probably noE
'\ B \
1eave ’ motwai‘_mg fact:ors are smular However, wherwe

-

campare respondents who say tbat: they will ‘definitely ndt*
IZaw Quebec w1th all others, we find dlfferent motivations. .
Only 7.8 perg:ent report that they would be motivated prl.mar-’
1ly by 'language ‘laws , while 35.9 percent state. that they
would be motivated by their ‘personal economic situation’. ) |
’ - Compared to all others, this _group seems much more likely to
express more vagué motivating ‘reasons for wishing to leave

Cuebecf For example, 2‘937 percent said at.'genera.l poli- - . -

-
-

tichl condlﬁlone'iumld be a prime motivating force,:‘whlle 15.6
". percent reported that 'general econaruc COndltlms uould be the
prime factor behind leaving. Fmally, 10 9 percen\ramnq this
. i - growp stated that 'friends and relatives' outside; of Quebec was - -
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the most important motivation for leaving the province. ,

Y

The most sxgmficant finding in Table 4.10 1s the camparison of
‘resporidents who say that they are definitely leaving with those

who state they will definitely not leave. In particular, the

! fact that 23.7 percent of the former gqroup (compared to only 7.8

. percer{t of the latter group) chose 'language 1aw's’ s a main

e

‘reason for wanting to leave Quebec suggests that, in ﬂus study,

var:.ables other than tradltz.onal migrant” attnbutes are L'rportant

. -

+

to consider.

Canclusions
—-————-—-?.._

-

It IS \clea.r that the major vanable explammg mgrauon mten—-

tions is the aqe o‘f the respondent. From our exwunatxon of

the dat:a, no other mlgrant charac:tenstlc was found to be signi~

ficant. PpSitive selectxon wxéh respect to educatlm was founq

only “when age of respondent as controlled In tems of stated

’vv

Stlll, a substantlal number d.xd mentl,on

.7

mtz.vatlorts for mgratmg, the vast majority of respondents

. ghose economic factors

E

lang'ume legzslatmn and gerneral polltlca'l reasons as prlnc:lpal

mtxvatmg factors.~ T A ) .
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We can say that there 1s sufficient evidence to suggest that

‘social distance' variables may be dmportant for a number of d

1Y

respondents. This is the area we shall explor(é in Chapter Fi
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1. Here we are assuming that pedple of a simlar age and
economic status are affected $imilarly by the franci-
zation campaign of Quebec. This may or may not be true *
and is discussed 1in Chapters THree and Five. °

2. Incore variable is problematic given its natural asso-

e

»

ciation with age.

'

3': Occupation includes or;ly working respondents, thus our

s/’ar:ple size is rednced substantially.- The income variable

referred to household incare. . ' -

? . ¥

'
2

. ) '
4. The education varisble has been recoded to consider those '
who are still continuing education.

0

N ’

5. For young persons\wholhavé not yet established careers,

education is a'passport to a career elsewhere, ﬂ Form.ddle

\aggd peoplef education has p;'obably- already served to help

establish a siccessful career and thus restrains movement.

Firially, for 'ol;ier people, ooitimal donsiderations are’ ’
minimal and thus the importance of education is substan- -
tially reduced. , Here too, it is important to.acknowledge
that “for this older group, su(;,cess 18 less’ likely to be

i-  related to educhtion.
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TABLE 4.1

INTENTIONS TO LEAVE QUEBEC, IWIATE {1978)
AND FUTURE PLANS (1978-82)

] -

1. . 2.
Immediate Plans (1978) Future Plans (1978-82)
] - - %
‘Definitely leaving 5.5 Def:.mt.wely leaving 13.4
Tentatively leaving - 10.9 Probably leavmg 26.8 |
No plans  83.6 Probably not leaving  36.8
. y ‘ Definitely nct leaving 23.0°
TOTAL 100.0 .. . 100.0
N (332) " (291)

»

1. Respondents were asked whether they had made "
definite plans in terms of securing a job outside
of Quebec, or arranged accommodation or both.
Tentative plans referred to having looked for a
Job or accammodations outside of Quebec.

2. Future Plans, Q205 in the Questionnaire.
NOTE: Pergcentages exclude the 41 respondents

who said. they "did not know" or refused to

anawer.
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TABLE 4.2

. .
CHANCES OF LEAVING QUEBEC IN THE NEXT FIVE YEARS
BY RESPONDENTS' AGE GROUP

age group (yrs.)

an

18«24  25-34 35-44 45-54 55-65

Chances of leaving (%) (N = 291)
Definitely leaving 27.1 14.5 13.2 2.0 5.4
Probably leaving 30.5 30.3 27.9 25.5 13.5 .
Probably not leaving 33.9 38.2 41.2 35.3 32.4
Definitely not leaving 8.5 17.1 17.6 37.3 48.6

Total & 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N (59) (76) (68) 4%1) (37) "
chi-square = 41.4641, df = 12 .
alpha = .0000 ' ’ e -

i't}

kA
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TABLE 4.3
CHANCES OF LEAVING QUEBEC BY

RESPONDENT'S STAGE IN LIFECYCLE {SELECTED GROUPS)

lifecycle*
Chances of leaving (%) 18-33 34-49 50-~65
Single Married, Married,
Children Children
Definitely leaving 26.5 9.0 6.7
Probably leaving , 30.9 25.4 17.8
Probably not leaving 32.4 44.8 40.9
Definitely not leaving 10.3 20.9 35.86
TOTAL % 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
N (68) (67) (45)
% of total sample 23.4 23.0 15.5

P
=

* selected groups

?

N

‘P,’

(\
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TABLE 4.4
CHANCES OF LEAVING QUEEEC’ BY RESPONDENT'S EDUCATION
. educaticn
Chances of leaving % 0-10 yrs. 11-13 yrs. 14 yrs“.+
less than high school Post-secondary
high school
" pefinitively leaving - 9.3 13.6 15.0
Probably leaving 3.5 25.5 26.0 .
. Probably not ledring  _  20.4 37,3 433 . 7
| Definitely not leaving ' 38.9 23.6 . . 15.7
/ N . YI
| -
TOTAL & - 100.0 >\ 100.0 100.0
LN \N(s) . (L10) 2m .
« - Q -
4 . !
chi-square = 15.74810, df = 6 T,
alpha = .01, gamma = -.13 -
13
| 3
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TABLE 4.5 \
' e
CHANCES OF LEAVING QUEBEC BY N
RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATIONAL STATUS
' Blishen Class*
Chances of leaving I II III v v . VI
(N = 168)
Definitely leaving 5.6 12.7 10.0 12.5 18.2 16.7
Probably icaving 22.2 34.5 22.5 28.1 36-4 33.3

Probably not leaving 50.0 32.7 45.0 31.3 27.3 25.0
Definitely not leaving 22.2 20.0 22.5 28.1 18.2 25.0

. TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N (18) (55) (40) (32) (11) (12)

: ' )

chi=square = 6.6705, df = 15

alpha = .9, gama = -.02 N

*Blishen, Bernard R.

-1967  "A socio-economic index for occupation in Canada™.
Canadian' Review of Sociology and Anthropology IV: 41-53.

-
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» TABLE 4.6

CHANCES OF LEAVING QUEBEC Bi

RESPONDENT'S HOUSEHOLD INCOME

b N

K

~

~

Chances of lqgving;

Income © -

less than $§10,000-

$20,¢00~

$30,000

. $10,000 §I9,000 529,999 or more
‘b (N = 265) .

Definitely leaving 25.0

Probably leaving 32.5
22.5

-20.0

Probably not leaving
Definitely not leaving ‘

3

-

"11.6
25.6
37.2
25.6

#12.9
28.6

. 40.@

18.6

e
3 N 3
o R RRA TN ®

#0007 TomaL % 100.0
TN (40)

-

100.0
. (86)

100.0
(70)

»

A ’ . .
1 .
chi-square = 10.96839, df =§. ..,
3 2 Wt
. .,: - '{ L}
alpha = .2779
% . f “
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. - TABLE 4.7 M
- . = T ., M
INTENTIONS TO LEAVE QUEBEC BY EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT, CONTROLLING FOR AGE
B .::17- LI E

A

e . ' Education “
’ . 18%-34 yrs. 35 - 49 yrs. 50 - 65 yrs. - :
> (N=126) . ’ -+ (N =101) (N = 64)

Chances of . less than high Post- less than high Post- ! less than high ' Post-
leaving 7.(%) ’}uﬁm ‘school” school Secondary high school school Secondary high school school Seoondary

Definitely i , : ‘

leaving . 7.7 18.9 = 25.0 17.8° 11.4 6.1 4.2 4.5 5.6
Prwdalx° ) \2&’"_ ..: w,‘x . : . : o K . Ao
lea\{ingf' o . 3B.5 - 32.1 30.0 35.3 .. 22.9 26.5 25.0 13.6 11.1 )
Probably not e s ‘ -

leaving ; 15.4 “37.7 35.0 23.5 ~ 40.0 51.0 20.8 31.8 50.0

N s
Definitely not R

leavirg | 38.5 11.3 10.0 -. 235 25.7 16.3 50.0 50.0 33.3

"TOTAL -$  100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0° -100.0 100.0 100.0

S (13) (53) _(60) an - '3s) (49) - 7 (24) (22) (18) i
.o T s ‘ Ty
chi-square = ns : chi-square = ns N chi-square = ns
gamma = -.17172 n ganma = .06 ' gasma = -.059
» . “ . i . . B l
. 5 . K P . P o
a‘l" i~ 7YX . +
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L e -
. A e - 2 . 3 * ’ ) =
¥ \ v O3 R &
e “STATED MOTIVATIONS FOR LEAVING . s
. ' M 4 o . ‘ ) l
2 » . — o ) * .
o ' R ‘" . 1 K e -
*, yj w v . o %
i £r3 w“t nit
. ‘” A ‘ _',;( » )
- Motivation for ’ First” Second Third % of
, leaving Quebec, : reason reason .rejson t:otail . N .
- . - ) given, given " given &
- L o K o N
N :_’I" v ,’:) . > » , J
: ” . _— ) < b . o
o N h . . 13 oA ¢ [ "
. . Persondl econamic situation 44.8 14.2 12,7 .74 -
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It has been ‘'shown in Chapter Three that Montreal Anglophones <. | i

maintain considerable social distance between themselves anq - a .

Francophones 1n various ditkensions,of contact. -In Chapter Four,
. . BN N - -

1t-was found that, apartfran age, ’variables u&at are asscciated . )
- R - e i
traditicnally wlth ragrant select1v1ty dld not explain much of = .0
PR . A
the varlance in the propensny to mgrate 'I‘he oresent chapter . .

will suggest that stress associated thh francz.zatlon may encou-

" d N

We measure stress .

in terms of :he respondents’ perceptlgrsof prejudlce agamst . '
Anglophones in Quebec and by the extent to whxdh the respéndents o
are 'socially dlstg.nt' fram Francophones. ko0 -
,‘ " > . : . N
’ * ’ 'i" b ) . LY
" a7 R * . ‘r:,,‘
5.1 _Stress in‘the Anglophone Community S W
"o ::‘; - ) - L% «
Theories of contact, between groups generadly explain that con- = i
flict is not present when two groups can lwe independently with o .
parallel sets of mstltutwns that meet thea.r needs. Here the . N
'ethnic strateqgy' may be one of either avo:.dance or acccxrmoda- o
L ) J‘:s + ) o
. e M ] : O
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tion’ (see A.l.lport, 1954) Sme writers maintain that mcreased N

/ contact between groups can lead to intensified conflzct Con- s

By

™~

~

trax‘y to this posznon, many other cbservers have Qetermmed
that increued contect tends to lessen or even dispel confiict.

It would seem then that: the best that can be said of this L

contradiction of findings is that inter-group contact may C - \

éenerate either cénfl:.ct or harmony and that the direction ~

taken probably varies with historical as well as specific conten= N

- -

. T Jur

Certainly an histarical survey of Anglophones in Quebec would

. mm‘ that avoidance behaviour has typified his population. .

Manover the English in Quebec have enjoyed the privilege of -7 -
being a nu.noa:ity with majority status. Thus, one of the :.m:er- . )
eatmg questions for Quebec in the l980‘s is whether t.he encapsu-

lation of the mglcptuxe ccmﬁm;ty can be maintained g;ven thet L
the 'm;onty ‘status' of this minority is d:.m.nishmg rapldly.

- Itcanbearg\ndthatxfymmmersofaquppercewem- :

selm as being threatened by anot.her growp, then the avoidance/
encapsulatmn strategy is no longer sufficient.

Lo £
e S~

¢ - - PR

Our data show that f!\any Anglophones are unhappy with theyr change

.in status. Table 5.1 shows that gver eighty percentyfof respondents

" in the sample are opposed to Bill 101. Table 5.2 (1) reveals that

L4
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16:7 percem of thé Antloplms in our sathe belleve that there
ex:.sts ‘very strong prejud.me against Anglophones m Quebec Approx-

imately forty pemeng feel that 'some prejudice’ exists, while ,37.3 per-

“r.:‘ent gtate that th,ere 18 a [lizttle prejudice’. Only 5.6 percent

of the e report that there is 'no i:rejudice' against Quebec

' 5.2 Migration as Strateqy N

=

Anglophones. Si.mlaxlr, in Table 5.3 we find that 72.4 percent
of the sample think that there is job ducrmmatmn agamst Anglo-w

phones in’Quebec. . ( Lo -
7 o .
Z : .
.

\ - . ' . L
. .Variations’ l ‘attitude are pevealed when we &ifferentiq'te respon-

dents by ethnic backgm\md In Table 5 4, 32.6°percent of Jewish

respondents percexve very strong prejudice against Anqlophones.
In contrast to th:n.s. cnly fifteen percent of Angloqelucs and 9.8

T

percent of the 'Other' ethnics beheve that 'very strong. preju-
dice' 'is present in Quebec. With respect to Jcb dlscnm.natzcn”

. ezghty-one percent of. Jewish respondem:s, 72.4 percent of Anglo-

celtics, and nxt:y—four percent of t.he Ot-.her ethmcs state
that job ducx:imimtxm does exist.

|
¥

\ . ' ¢ : TR

» A »

v

The rmqratwn J.q:ereture reports that -perceptions of pol:.t:.calf A
econamic and social conditions are likely to .mfluence tbe i~

ré

. vidual jin his decision to migrate. Mote importantly, it is not

" necessary for the cbjective gituations to exist as long as they

*a
-
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: 8.3 Migration Ihtentions and Petceptio‘n of Erejpdi}:e

. the so-called Anglophone

- grated into Quebec s l-*rancophone m:.lleu S

i,

~
Ll

are perceived to be real. . L.

N -~
. . - -
[ ‘ <

Clearly, discontént Ls apparent m r_he Anglopbone cormunity. Yet B
whzle mach speculatlon and many mferences have been made about.

a

exodus - ~there has been little evi-

" dence that the decmon to lea\/e Quebec 18 prcx'(pted by such chscon- N

tent. © We hypqthesx.zed that mtentmns to’ rugrate should be asso-

. cxat:ed with attitudes about the group 'S pos:.tlon in Quebec and, with

well as to the extent to wtu.ch the Apglophone was already mt:e-

T iny v

P . ¥

<
"
“ e
" - *
%

-~

. To test for a poss:.ble melatlonshlp between et:hmc-—type stress S ™
and mgratmn, petceptlon af prejudz.ce against Anglophones in - o e
" Quebec was' gorrelated with mtent;ons to: mlgrate. Table 5.6 (2) N C e
shows that there: is a lcw poexuve association of .16 between the ' %
two vanables. In other mrds, the greater the perception of o T -
prejudice agamst Anglophones in Quebec, - the hlqger the prapen- - o
sity to nigrats. . OIS SO
: ) R . SN Lo
Carpa;rmg‘ correlatmns w1tm.n aqe groups .Lt 1s found ‘that the e,
relatmnsh:.p is slxghtly stronger for tespondente aged 18 to, M. o
This seems reasonable. as early as 1969. Johnstone repor.ted that ' r"
young Quebec Anglophones were carpar:atlvely pessmmstxc about A I
IZs . < - ‘:" —‘4
t ; ‘,::, ’ " ge o
*+ . - &‘v a i . . 3 . . "
o )vL » '\;:3'5 u' - \ I
3 ' ;jj, A t ' —‘ i ‘:1:',“
> ] - T . > Ty
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finding job opportunities in Quebec since t;he; would not face
“ethnic minority status in the rest of Canada.

Ethnic differences again reveal that Jewish respondents in general
respond differently to pressures than do other Anglophones. For
‘:the Jewish group there is a moderatg association of .32 between '
perception of prejudice gnd intentions to leave Quebec. For
angloceltics and for 'Other' ethnics the association is below .2 .

Thus, not only do Jewish respondents perceive greater amounts of

. prejudice against Angl%xpnes, this perception is more likely to

influence the decision to migrate.

Educational differencés, while significant for two groups, co

o
o

not allow for reliable interpretation. .

5.4 Migration and Knowledge of French

g,
FENES

) We have stressed that language is a good indicator of the extent

“to-which an individual is comfortable ;:ith another group. It 1is
reasonable to suppose that, in the context of Quebec, intentlions
to leave the province may be linked closely to fluenfy in French.
This is an especially pertinent, abservation when added to the

" “recognition that knowledge of French 15 linked strongly to occu-

pational opportunities in the pz:ovince of Quebec. Caldwell's

~ 4

- -
1 vt F
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study confirmed that French language f.fuency was related to out-

rugration -~ indeed, this relatibnshlp confounded what appeared

,to be a direct association between mother tongue and wm&gratlon.

The data appearing in Table 5.7 provides support for the language
hypoﬂ'(esxs glthough the association is not stnklng Thirty-four
percent of those who speak French fluently have definite ‘or pro~-

bable intentions of leaving Quebec, campared to fifty percent of

those who do not speak French at all.

-3

' .Having entertained the belief that the lﬁnguaqe proposition meuld\

be particularly relevant for young Anglophones, we were sucprised
to acknowledge that no linear relationship was present. This may
be a result of our small sarple size. Fc‘)r respondents aged 18

to 34, the gamma value was -.22, for respondents aded:35 to 49,
the value was =.10 as campared to the value of ~.40 for the 50
to 65 age bracket. Cmparmg this relationship with respect to
ethnic group and educatiocnal background fails to expose any sig=-

nificant differences .
y .
&

¢
El

In sum, it can be said that tliere does appearqto be a direct
association between knowledge of French and migration intenticns,

but that this association is-cuite low. -

vy
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5.5 Mugration and Contact with Anglophones
)

In Chapter Three we examined different dimensions of Anglophone
contact with Francophones and concluded that Anglophones, an 1978
still showed strong preferen;:es for Anglophone qssc;:iations for
both formal and informal types of cantact. | This, goupled with
a stx:ong perception of prejudice and distrust of Bill 101 leads
to the supposition that, within the Anglophone HCCITl'm.erllty, indi-
viduals who are well integrated into French Quebec will be less
likely to.entertain thoughts about leaving the province. Simi-
larly, those who are isolated will be more likely to think abqut
leaving. Admittedly, this hypothesis favours the ;:.heory that

increased contact lessens hostility bet@ groups .

H

1

Tables 5.8 through 5.10 sumarize the relationship between ccn~ '
tact dimension variables and intentions tQ leave Quebec. Table
5.8 displays intentions to ﬁigrate by spouse's mother tongue.
Tables 5.5 and 5.10 show correlations between number of Franco- .
phone friends and intentions to emigrate,and number of Franco-
phone -co-workers and intentions to 'qnigrate. respéctibely:'

- ! -~ i , N
In general, it would appear that 'comtact' in various dimensions
saf social distance does not lain much variance in the propen-

sity to leave Quebec.

A >
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Family

In Tible 5.8, respondents married to English spouses are revealed

to be more inclined, to étate intentionslto leave Q.xebec than are
those respondents married to Francophones or 'Others'. Almost
forty percent of respondents in EnglJ':sh marriages said that they
would definitely or probably leave Quebec in the next five yeaz-'s,
conpared to anly 11.8 percent of -those married to Francophongs
and 25.9 percent of those married to 'Other' ethnic types. fmus:
althoushthe numbers are\fstnall, marriage to a Francophone would

seem to 1nhibit thoughts about leaving Quebec. Of course, it it

- not clear whether this represents a relationship between c;ontéct ‘

and mugration since the decision to migrate is usually made with

one's spouse, 1@\ through a process of joint deliberation.

Friends

Table 5.9 shows that there is only a low association betweem
qunber of Francophone friend$ and propensity to migrate. When
we look at ‘different age groups we find that while-this associa-
tion is negligible for those over the age of thirty-four, the a-
sociation for younger respondents is .22.
.

-

Ethnic cmpafisons reveal no association for Jewish respondents

but a moderate associjtion of .36 for 'Other’ ethnic types. For '

educatiochal groups;, the association is strongest in the lowest

.
\
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¢

o
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educatzonal category, but 1t should be noted that differences

o

between groups are minimal. . »

AN

Co—workers

In .Table 5.10, similar patterns appear. Overall, a low ’associa-
tion exists between: contact with Francophones at work and inten- |
tions to migrate. When we control for age, we find only a lgw
association for respdndents in the 1l8-34 ade -catego:y. Contz:ol-
l‘mg for ethnic background and education, the numbers in some

categories are so small as to render the results unreliable.

e
o

-

5.6, Social Distance Attitudes and Intentions to Leave Quebec

Table 5.11 shows a low association between Bogardus social
distance scorés and intentions to leave Quebec. Differences are
seen most i;lea.rly ‘when we &2ck-at extreme scores. Among those
respondents who are most favourably inclined towards contact with
Francophones, 13.3 percent state.that they are 'definitely leav-
ing' Quebec while 27.2 percent report ma”tlthey are ‘definitely
not‘ leaving®. In camparison with these results, in the case

of lrespondents least favourably inclined towarfis‘contact with
I-;rancophones. 27.3 percent state that they will 'definitely leave:
the province, as carpared to only 9.1 percent who report they -

will ‘definitely not' leave Quebec. '
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Conclusions ‘ o

- SN

No definite assertioné can be deduced fram such weak relationships.
’ Cgruinly there is sam evidence that social distance variables
. may explain some of the variaiye in thé propensity to leave
Quebec. Knowledge of French, the percepticnof prejudice, and
social distance attitudes are a‘ll more strongiy associated with
migration plb.r’lg. than are contacts u;ith Francopnones. Ignoring
. some of the inconsistencies, the data suggest that social distance
;is a greater Miting factor in the migratién intentions of )

younger as campared to ¢older Anglophones.
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1. Interviewers asked respondents whether or not they be\z‘lieved
that there was prejudiceﬂ-\against Anglophones in Quebec 1n
closed-ended questions. While the objectivity of reponses
can be criticized by this type of question, interviewers

' reported that in general throughout the interview, res-
pondents remarked on plight of the Anglophone without

- any prompting to do £o. ' '

- - v

2. 'For tables 5.6, 5.9, 5.10, Pearson's r is used to interpret .

‘the strength of the relationship between variables. This

represents a somewhat unorthodox use of the correlation coef-

ficient since many of the variables are ordinal. While gama
wag. the more appropriate statistic, its reliability is re-
duced' where there are low or zero call counts in cross-tabu-
lation. Pearson's r was used to point out possible associa-
tions between variables. )
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TABLE 5.9

¥a Ry

. 4

PEARSON'S r CORRELATICNS: INTENTIONS TO MIGRATE WITH CONTACT

WITH FRANCOPHONE FRIENDS. ~ CONTROLLING FOR AGE, EDUCATION,
AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND

Contact wittxz . ) .
intentions to magrate . For N Sig
all .1516 (281) ww
18-33 .2191 (121 e
34-49 - {99) -
50-65 - 61) --
Education ’

less than high school .2339 (50) *
high school .-1150 £109) -
high school plus .1216 (122) *
Ethnic ° RS
angloceltic .1049 - (196) »
Jewish - (41) -
Other .3658 (39) *
r : °

)
* sig. = .05 :
** gig. = .005%
3 ¥
[
4
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TABLE 5.10
PEARSON'S r CORRELATIONS: INTENTIONS TO MIGRATE WITH CONTACT
WITH FRANCOPHONE CO-WORKERS, CONTROLLING.FOR AGE, EDUCATION,
{ %,  AND ETHNIC BACKGROUND, '

s

Contact with intention

to migrate L r N sig.

- N &

All . .1106 ~(156) *
_Age

18-33 - " : 1677, (66) *
34-49 - "(66) « -
50-65 . . - e (24) -
Education ) « o

less than high school S ew= 0 {20) *
high school <1571 : (70) *
high school plus .1008 (66) -
Ethnic ‘

Angloceltic = - (108) ="
Jewish ; .1314 (23) | ;-
Other - (23) -

) )

* gig. = .05

**siqg. = .005

N
-
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~ TABLE 511 -

mmmmsmmmavm SCORE OW BOGARDUS SCALE -

&

*

to nigrate 1

Bogardus score (1)
Intentions g " Low social distance - high social distance

2

3

4 5

10.5

B

*oa

Sr
&%

Definitely leaving 13.3 10.3° 13.5 27.3
Probably leaving  23.9 13.8 31.6 40.4 36.4
Probably not X : "
leaving- 35.6 62.1 26.3 32.7 27.3..
Definitely \ ! oo
not leaving 27.2 13.8 1.6 - 13.5 9.1
~ , TOTAL & 100.0 ,100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0
/ .
N (180) (29) a9 (52 (11)
chi-square = 20.65381, df = 12
~alpha = .05, gesuma » -.18 - -

1. Bogar&sscorehasbeenrecodedmmﬁvecategones (See

- Appendlx III}



CHAPTER SIX
’ L

IDENTIFYING !MIGRANT TYPES

Introduction

One of the basic premises of this study was that we would be able
. to identify potential migrants as those who felt especially un-’
canfortable in a rapidly francizing Quebec, What vive have geen
is that while a maj?rity of Anglophones remain isolated Py lan~
guage, contact, and attitude, these variables do not account for
significant variance in the propenszty to leave Quebef Of course,
mqratmn is behaviour that cannot help but be the carpj.ex out-
come of many different determinants. Only a few of these can be
ocbserved and measured properly with small-sca;le survey analysis.
In this final chapter we advance a typology that divides our sam~
nle into ?two groups of potential nigrants in an attempt to make

same generalizations about our findings.

6.1 The Peterson Typology | -

Peterson and others have identified two basic r:ypes of
migrants. ~ Using Peterson's ter;ninology; the "jnnovative
;| emigrant" - respon@s predominantly to ipul.]. factors. at his
-iz;tei'lded _destination,” is generally positively selected,
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and views his move as a means of i.ong term personal Qchlevempn:.
Conversely, the "conservative emigrant" more closel;: characte(-
1zes the sedentary population, 1s negatively selected in terms
of séatus, and regards his situation as one where remaining

invoives a risk of losing a position already attained.

One of the underlying themes of our discfssion of Angldohones
leaving Quebec has besn that the emigration of Anglophones could
be underst@ as a conservative type of migratien. Indeed, most
of thg®available literature on the subject has followed -the

« '‘conservative' line of thinking.:
' i

6.2 Operationglizing the Peterson Typology

In order to dlffe;:entiate bett&l innovative and conservative
migration intentions, we requxred a measure of migrant

motivation that would clearly dichotomize our potential n\igr'e;nts (1).
With the available data we c':c;ncluded that it was poss:.i:le to

divide our res;;onderits according to their intentions to leave
Qu'ébec under given hypothetical conditions. As such we identified

"innovative" respondents as those who: . i
a) had intentions ("definite" or “probable") to leave
. Quebec within a five year future; and '

= b) had intentions ("definite" or "probable") to leave

Quebec within a five’year future given the scenario

-
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that the Parta Quebécois lost a referendum ‘for the
independence of Quebec.

Respondents were identified as "consérvative' if they:

a) had intentidns ("definite" or "prohable") to leave

~ Quebec within a five year future; and

¢ .
b} ‘had no intentions ("probably not" or "definitely not")
to leave Quebec within a five year future given the
Y
scenario that the Parti Quebecois has lost a referen-

dum for independence.

Table 6.1 shows the distribution of migrant types for our sample.
Inncvative types account for 25.6 percent of the total sample,
or approximately seventy percent of the potential migrant sub-

sample. Conservative types account for lS.é percent of the total

. sample, or thirty percent of the potential migrant sub-sample.

Thus, a much higher percentage of our resporidents having inten-
tions to migrate may be classified as "innovative".

A

)
Bearing in mind that this dichotomy reduces the size of campara-

ble categories of potential migrants, we can nevertheless hypo-

)
thesize that the characteristics of respondents labelled "conser-—
vative" and those considered "innovative" will be cuite diffe-

~

rent. We hypothesized tﬁhat:

d.



1. '?ne‘ innovative respondent would be camparably more
positively selected thaﬁ the conservative mu;ram..
and B
A 2. The coiervative migrant would be camparably less
comfortable 1n Quebec for language and social dis-
tance-type reasons, and negatively seleg:tegi with

respect to major socio-economlc characteristics.

.

6.3 Distinquishing Characteristics of

‘Innovative and Conservative Respondents

When we campare types by attributes that are associated tradi-
tionally with mlcjration: sex, age, education, and occupation,
we do encounter significant differences between innovative and

conservative types.

Sex Table 6.2 shows male and female respondents by migrant
type. Approxi.lﬁately seventy percent of male emigrants
are "innovative" compared to fifty-five percent of

female emigrants.

Age ' Table 6.3 distinguishes migrant type by average age of

respondent. As hypothesized, innovative mgrants are

rore pésitively selected with a mean age of thirty-one

compared to conservative types where the mean age is
35.1. The sederitary group is predictably the oldest

' with an average age of 40.l1 years. )

\

o

~TR
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Edwcation  Similarly, Table 6.4 shows that infovative types 7
are. more positively selected with respect to edu-
<, . cational achievexmint. I.ookiﬁg at avirgge vears of
education we find that, conpared to innovative types
.\ as well as the sedentary qroups with respective
¢ scores of 13.8 and 13.3 years, théf:onservar.ive m-

B grant has an average of 11.8 years of éducation.

" Oceupation  Finally, looking at migrant type comparisons by

; , occupational status we find that in Table 6.%, |
among professional cate:;ory respondents, 73.3 percent
. are innovative types.' 'n:u'.s contrasts with 46.4 per-
cent in cler‘ical, white cc;llar jobs, and 55.6 percent
of those in blue collar occupations.
In sum, although our sample size is small, we have rea-
sonable i1mpressionistic evidence to show th‘at differentiating
respondents(le}l migrant type does reveal selective differences.
Innovative types are typically more likely to be male, younger,
better educated and ih hJ.gher occupational positions than are
conserva-tlve ty%es. In addition, Table 6.6 shows i1nhnovative 'and
conservative types by ethnic background. Here the differences
probably }‘eflect differential achievement levels with respect to
education and bccupation. Thus, Jewish respondents were most

likely to be mnova&ve types.

A

Turning td our hypothesis that tne conservative mgrant 1S res-—
ponding to streéss associated with his position as an Anglophone
. ’ . 3

-
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.‘Ln Quebec, in Table 6.7 we ccnparo r.nigrant types on various mea- ‘
sures of comfortable integration into Quebec society. For all |
measures with the exceptich of one, our hypothesis is confirmed '\
. _although-mean differences are not substantial.

" Xnowledge of French

Locking at fluency in French, conservative migrants score lowest

~

at .43, while imo;vative migrants score only .45. Na";-thigrmis

" score highest at Sl
% Perception of i’rejud.ice
N - | p

Predictably, conservative emigrants have a'greater perception of
prejudice #ainst Anglophones inQuebec than do innovative or - -
b V“f sedentary respondents. Again, the actual diffevences betwsen means

are small. Conservative types score an average of .34 while innoe
vative types scare .28 and non-emigrants score .25, ‘ 'S it

3 v ¢
h)

Contact with Francophone Friends

w3

; . Looking at actual contact wiml-‘rmcophanswd;:lcmr that con-
servative types have an average of .30 Francophone friends com-
pared with 1nnovative types with an average of .41 Francophone

friends. Nm-migiants score highest with an average of .55 »

- Ef‘mcophone friends. Of course, what is striking here is the oo

A=
v
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Co-workers

v B b
Céntact with-Francophone

123 . B .
In tHis dimension of contact, conservative types score highest

“with an average of 2.1 Francophone contacts in the workplace.

Innovative i“ypes have Qan average of 1.1 Hdmcp}mne contacts while

non-migrants score 1.5. Given that the number of respondents

[

.

¢

4

level of contact for all three groups of respendents.
. X i )

it

’l« is so small, we cgri‘mly speculate that contact which is not

2

b
%

1

%

. chosen by the respondent may be threatening g.wen‘ an environment

. ?which‘is competitive on many levels. ' Thus the number of Franco-

tions conform to the attributes of the typicalnmigrant‘, while less

[A

phone co-workers may represent increased francization in the work~

"4 +
Qur typology does reveal actual differences between migrant types

in the areas of migrant selectivity and integration into Quebec ;

4~

’

s.

society. A larger percentage of Anglophones with migration inten-

than a quarter of Anglophones with mii;ratmh intentions can be |
. .

" labelled conservative types.

1

o

This brief experiment with the Peterson typology permits us to

’sﬁqgest that there may be two distinct migrations in Quebec: the

&
.

oo

-
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first co‘rresponding to normal nopulation nmnment, and the second,

v
¢

trzggered by the new status of the An}lq:hone in Quebec. While
these two movenents are certamly mterdependent, we concend that
. cons:.dmng nugrant types separately-in this man.ner helps to un-
cover dlfferepces that are often missed in mgratmn studles.

" tn sum, we argue that the question of 'Why are they mxgratmg”‘

i be considered prior to the question of 'who are the migrants?'.

-

vations of migrants. . 3}
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TABLE 6.3
EMIGRANT TYPES, AVERAGE AGE \
emigrant type X sd N “%
innovative - 31.1 10.4 (71’) - Peast
conservative 35.8 12.7 (43) sig. at .05
' ’
non-migrant 40.4 13.3 (167) _
" ’:c -
. v
L) E
“ <
W e
\ 3 F
.
- 3t U e
‘:; ,:), h’d,:t"):r 4;‘{.
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TABLE 6.4
EMIGRANT TYPE: MEAN EDUCATION IN YEARS
emigrant type X sd N
. innovative 13.8 3.5 7
F-test
conservative 11.8 2.7 43 -sig. at .01
non-migrant 13.3 " 3.8 167
W tL
" . [
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_ EMIGRANT TYPE BY OCCUPATION e \ R :
M S

emigrant type -

P

Professfmgl ,Clerical l“anual - >

* B

& “
innovative

¢

73.3 " 46.4 55.5

L . L’ - v
conservative . ;s 260 53.6 . 44.5
»
- 'I~ .
”
. TOTAL & 100.0 < 100.0 100.0.
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TABLE 6.6

rs

' . . EMIGRANT TYPE BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND .

.

Ethnic Backgrpund
Jewish

" Other

76.5

23.5

54,2
-'45.8

62.5

37.7

emigrant type . Angloceltic
) ¥

innovative ' 62.5

conservative - 37.5

~ TOTAL 3 100.0
N (72)

100.0
(17)

100.0 . 100.0
(24)

(113)
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\i * TABLE 6.7

CONTACT VARIABLES BY EMIGRANT TYPE, MEAN SCORES

_ emigrant type
JInnovative . Conservative Non-migrant

a. Eluency 1in X .45 .43 .51
French (1) : ) . T
: sd .33 .32 .32
d
N - (71)- (43) (167)
b. Perception X .28 .38 .25 )
of prejudice | .
. against - sd .20 .18 .20
Anglophones
N (70) (43) {162)
c. Number of X .41 .30 .55
Francophone ' ) .
friends sd .63 . * .46 .77
N (68) {40) (164)
d. Number of X 1.1 . 2.1° 5
Francophone T
* co~workers sd 1.3 1% 1.3
N (35) (27 ' (89)
1. Ordinal-type questions were standardized so that mean scores

could be obtained. Frequencies by percentage totals in cate- '
gories are shown in Chapter Three.
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CONCLUSION - L ‘

' .

In the early chapters of this paper, we have described the dilefina
facing the Anglophone population of Quebec. We have pointed ;ut:
that even ‘without the exodus o.f Engllsh-sg)eakinq Quebeckers,’

low birthrates, dgcllning English ‘immigration, and declining \:.m-
migrant assimilation inte the English sector have resulted in a
detmographic crisis which has had and céntinues to presént: severe -
implications for the English populatlon of Qxebec {vbreéver, :
while we have shown that Nwlophones n Montreal are advantaged
in socio-econamic terms, they are not yet comfortable in a "Quebe-
cois" society: they do not, for the @t part, speak Frencn ade-
quately; contacts with Francophones are mlm;?\al; and attitudes

towards language policies are hostale.

In a rece,nt publication (A, Stein, 1982), the English camunity

react:lon is described as having moved fr-n self-‘confldent majority

v

status to that of a self-conscious minority:

-

3

...1in the earli( stages, 1t was expressed in exces-
sive‘emotionalism, particularly evident in the an-
ti-Bill 22 protests - in later stages it was re-
placed by feelings of impotence and despair. It was
; ,apparent that the Anglophone community needed to
alleviate this psychological dissonance by redefi-
ning 'its 'self" image and forging a new role for it~ .
self in Quebec, unless 1t decided to opt out of the

province entirely. s ,

.« *
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The central premise of this study was that the decision to leave {._

Quebec has been related closely to this type of stress. That

definitely or probably leave Quebec in five years is convincing

evidence that thoughts about migration are widespread.

hen we inve'stJ.gated the questions of whoy“was migrating and what
mot‘ivations' for migrating existed, it was found that, apart f;‘m
age and, to a lesser extent, knowledge of Mh, no single fac-
tor or collection of factofs could adeguately explain the inten-:-
tion to leave Quebec. Our discussion of emigrant types 'dié, :
however, help to identify more clearly the attributes of our po~
tential migrant. Camaring innovative and consér\}ative types
led us t¢ the finding that the umovative% respondent was rore
positively selected with-respect to age, education, and the ‘

type of occu.pau.m. Conversely, the conservatlve respondent was

- forty percent of Anglophones 1n our sample stated that they would

scmewhat less likely to be copfortable in Quebec when we camparec

for knowledge of French, attitudes about prejudlce aqamst Anglo-
phones, and contact with E‘rancophones. ! k -

!

In the end, we must call attention to the fact that although-our
measure of migration "intention .to leave Quebec” depicts future

action at best, it must also be seen as an attitude independent

6£ the actual decision to leave Quebec. This is most evident when

e

Lo

g




it

P

2
e

we consider those Anglophones whom we k.mve .called 'conservative'
types: these individuals change their 1intention t;a leave Huebec
dependlng on whether the government loses a Qferendum of mde-
pendence -for Quebec, and this strongly suggests that the stated
;.,n}ten?:loncto leave Quebec may be an exprassion of protest as much

*

as a statement of future migration.

S

Given the absence of orgamzed Engllsh opposition to changes in
Quebec, ‘as well as the exarple set bv large English corporations
who have mwed their head offlces out of - (uebec, voicing one's
mtentlon to leave Quebec may simply be a response to feelings

of mpotence and cnsqoproval of the situation. Moreover, if an -
\ .

Anglophone is entertaining thoughts about leaving Quebec, he does

‘not take steps to.integrate himself into (uebec society.

These are several interesting hypotheses which deserve better
attention. 'In 1983, a follow-up survey of respondents was con-
ducted in order to determine whether muigration intentions had
been followed through. The findings of this'research will be

]
available shortly.



APPENDIX I - THE BUGARDUS SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE -
A.l Items very not very notatall “Number of C
Willingness to have... willing willing willing willing Total Respondents e
1. French Canadian as . — ) B
family member by - 65.6 26.0 4.2 4,2 100.0 331
marriage - ' B e
.2. French Canadian as ¥ ey
a close personal friend 79.2 19.6 .9 .3 100.0 332
3. French Canadian to your '
hame for supper 83.1 16.0 .6 - .3 100.0 332
4. French Canadian to i . ) o T
_.visit with 8272 16.6 1.2 -— 100.0 332
5. French Canadian as a. . .
member of your socials  81.2 18.2 .3, .3 100.0 330
club ) _ . . r
. 6. French Canadian as : . C ’
’ ~ your next-door " 82.2 16.6 >.9 .3 100.0 332
,  neighbour R
7. French Canadian as a . ‘ '
co~worker . 81.6 16.9 1.2 3 100.0" i3l ’
. . -
”o a > -
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X p A.2  Scale Construction '
N Scale scores were cbtained by adding values for each item.
A value of O was given for “very willing”, 1 for "willing",
2 for "not very willing", and 3 for "not at all willing". )
. " Scores were standardized at 0 (very willing) to 1 (not at
o . all willing). \
o~ N fl . ‘
. B J s ‘
’ _A.3 “Frequency Distribution
P - [ .
. . . .
o R Value Percentage .
' ’ R = Reood‘_uyg Low Social Distance
y . CL Recoding -+ for —
S S L 0.0 for [62.3 | rable 3.6 o
LA 0.048 Table T10.3
{ : 5.11 78 ]
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- 0.321 10.7 k
0. 124 “ T
\ 0.476 , T o.s‘[ :
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Ll L /" ‘I.D. Number \

e . 0 /1 / Card Number ’ . Yy )
s | a5 g . ‘ ‘ o \
L~ YA 4 (1] sex . ’ b ' e
~\~ 6 * "~ ' " h! ’

o : Male........l
o ) Female......2

‘\f.?} Where were you born?

, '—, 8 9 yontreal..........,...........1_.>[ «’rog,]

} - K N
o “A_L__/ . Other:'Flace in Canada A ’
~ © 10 1 - |SPECIFY] City: L o
.o N Prcvince:~ —»(GQ_T0 Q,12]
. . Qutside Canadasi........:..v..3 ) T
[SPECIFY[ City: ' " ] -
. ’ Province: - ‘ R
. . . Y Country: , =[G T0 0,20} .. e
: ' Lo FOR RESPONDENTS BORN IN MONTREAL LTI
\ . -
. Siov . St {3] Have you ever stayed elsewhere for more “than .
N N 4 '\,/’: L Six months continuously? 3 " "‘.' e
/ AR R ] :12 TTETT . oo -
N ‘ *Yes, outside of Canada.....c.w..est..l e e e oA
- . ' Yes, within Canada...................2 T e
R . Yes, both ocutside & within Canada...,3 ' .
) - s T NO.eeeeieneanrtcscavtteceecrssneens.d —p [GQ TO Q,.40]
' . DK/NA....ccouvne b ecsteeacmnnne wiesss. 9 — [GO TO 0.40) .
o [4] ¥here did you spend most of your life before
" v ’ . age 18" e . ’ e . o
) © * 13 14 15 L R . ' -
; . L [ -/ - City ] . ' '
B 16 17 Province - [IE_MONTREAL GO 10 Q.71
. . N ’ \éomnt;y A * TR )
. .. o . 1 ’ . [5] What was the approximate population of that .
e > £/ " . [{city, town..] when you finally laft there? - .
" 18 . - X ’
- . L * Lesg than 5,000...... 1 100,000 - 499,999 . ... 5 0’
v : o 5,000 - 9,999........2 500,000 -1,000,000.....6
. v - ~ o B ol 1 . - ~ . ;]
. ‘/ ) 3 - AlODOOQ - 2909990000'¢3 ‘.\‘ over llooo;oooca-.ooanb7nu"
SR - ¢ 30,000 - 99,999.....08.  DK/NAi.....iaeeeei..n.9
4 '!‘JU ./ 4 O - ", . Wi , » ﬂna .
- . ! N / o ey *
] - — ™ X ~ - ey
‘ ) -
. N , . X ~ ’ . , » o
. - . r Ed £ EE

-



- . Ty L
. ¥ . - . - S, ER
he P Sve ¥ N !
T e y ¥
- L0 ~ .  B¥
o - : - 2 1N - {‘\ir 'f‘(' % ‘,‘2
i [6} Was thls yOur last permanent Ereudame before you
' came back tb Montreal? X . )
19 Yes..,....-...:....,l ———b[qg_mm"w ",
w i NO.-on-.h’ 9«0--.... e . v F
DK/NA.....‘..'.....*i—-—)[GQ_T.Q_Qd.U oy
s -~ r. 5 .
{7} Where was ymrr last Permanent teszdenaé befbre yous
came bhack to Montreal? ) ¢
~ 20 .2)1 22 i ’ Tl % L
N City: S . ™ s L.
3 ! Province: s TN ot .
. 23‘ 4 Country: - W e 1 :
. . ) - ‘.'.‘ o w “ ¢ ' - ’ 2(;;,': v ,
C. {8} For how long did you live there?
y p! P
TR | %5
25 26 years o oo <
~ N o - A A} 7..;‘..
v+ [9].What was the. approxlmate populat"ion of that
- : Vo . [c:.ty, town..] when*you finally left’ there? :
- P E7 N .
N A4 . Less than' 5 000.....1; 100 000, - 499 999.....5
o~ 227 " 5,000 - 9, 999, veeges2 500,000 - 1,000,000...6.
LT, e 10,000 - 29,999, ....3 Over. 1,000,000........7
. ‘ 130,000 -.99,999. ... .4 %~ ', BKMANA... ........0.ll9
. - ) -
- .+ [10]Wny did you leave? "
+ 28 30 . - 0 S *
! 7 .33 ‘Hf ‘ L
AR - ' [ll] Why did you comg back to Montreal? o *
ol S T —
P AV A% A A i
= 737 38 39 , ' ) o o
- . ' \~“
d : ., _ s %0 710_Q.38]
@ FOR_RESPONBENTS BORN IN OTHER CANADIAN CITIES
[12] what was the approximate population of that
[/ [cxty, towﬂ..] when you f;n.nally left there?
40
\ Less than5,000.....1 100,000 - 499,999.....5
5,000 - 9,999,...... 2 500,600 - 1,000,000...6
10,000 - 29,999,....3 Over 1,000,000....8.,.7
30,000 - 99,999.....4 DK/NA........ fieeeees.9
4 (:l . ‘i}x”u
™ o < ““ R e ¥ A‘
o 4;. )
>\_‘4‘ .“'—
. . »\: :'»P
. ) € - i
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47

»
@
2
Ren

L[ [/ /
50 51 52

53 54

{13}

[14]

(15}

[16]

[17]

3
Where did you spend most.of your life before - ‘
ate ‘187 :
Place of birth..............1 —» [GO TO Q. 16]
Montreal........ieeeeannnns .2 — (GO TO Q.15]
Other Place....{,............3 ‘ T
[SEECIFY] City: ,
Province: )
Country: ’ 4
What was the approximate population of that
[city, town,.,] when you finally left there?

\ -
Less than 5,000,..,.1 100,000 - 499,999,....5
5,000 -'9,999."......2" 500,000 - 1,000,000, _ ¢
10,000 - 29,999.....3 Over 1,000,000........ 7
30,000 - 99,999.....4 2.7 VO 9
& oy ’
~—» {G0 TO Q.16]
A

Have you ever lived elsewhere for more than 6 months
continuously? N

Yes.....couunn... ...l —3 [G0 T0 .17 .

NOwueveeerneneneen®® —3 [GO TO Q.40 .

DX/MA.......cc00v...9 — [GO TO Q.40]

vas this your last permanent residence before coming
to Montreal?

Yes......... ceee s 1 —» (GO T0 Q.20] .
NO..ovovererreeannasl »
DK/MNA,.......ov0veea9 y L
R )

s : ' . P
Where was your last permanent residepge before . I;k,‘k}
coming to Montreal? . E
city:
Province: .
Country:

{IF NO ANSWER:.GO TO Q.40]

: 3
o\
‘ s
! k‘(.'»'a ’g
3 ' 3




s i 4 N
) [ie) How long did you live there? '
L/ _/ " ‘ -
55 56 . years - e u N
i -
[19] What was the approximate population of that
, [city, town,.] when you finally left there?
L_/
57 <o Less than 5,000,.,..1 ¢ 100,000 - 499,999_.... 5
5,000 - 9,999,.......2 500,000 - 1,000,000...6
10,000 - 29,999..,..3 Over 1,000,000........ 7 -
30,000 -~ 99,999.‘... 4 DKMNA.......... cevenen 9
* {20] Why did you leave there? >
58 59 60
L[t L _/
61 62 63 ) !
[21] Wwhy did you come to Montreal?
L L[/ ]
64 65 66
: & .
67 68

oot

o

., —> [co 10 Q.38]

FEOR RESPONDENTS BORN OUTSIDE OF CANADA ’

[22] What was the approximate population of that

’ [cxty, town..] when you finally left there?
/ / Less than 5,000 ....1 100,000 -~ 499,999,....5
70° 5,000 - 9,999....... 2 500,000 - 1,000,000 . .6
; a 10,000 - 29,999.....3 Over 1,000,000........7
30,000 - 99,999,....4 DK/NA....... cecesecees?d

[23] Why did you leave your place of birth?

/ VA4 ,_J_/ - |




[0 /2 /
4 5

.11

16 17

20

(25]

[26]

(27)

(28]

{29]

— : 5
Number 3
ﬁv- ’ ) ‘\

Number j'

there did you spend most of your life before

age 187

Place of birth.......4.....1 —> (G0 TO Q.30}

Other place.......c-vveu...2

(SRECIFY] city:

Province:

Country: .
Montreal...........i.e00uue 3 —» [G0.TO Q.26]

What was the approximate population of that

[city, town,.] when you finally left there?

‘ y

Less than 5,000.....1 190,000 - 499,999,....5
5,000 - 9,999.......2 500,000 - 1,000,000...6
10,000 - 29,999.....3 Over 1,000,000.......,.7
30,000' - 99,999,....4 DK/NA. ... deeivnnnnnnn 9
—

—» [GO TO Q, 30]

Not including your birthpiace. have you ever 1li
outgide of Montreal for more than 6 months contihuously?

No..... 4eeetecnsas. 2 —3 [GO TO Q.40) ,
DK/NA. .. cviianennnns 9 ’ :

-
]

Where was your last® permanent regidence before -goming

back to Montreal? . -

City:

Province:

Country: [IF, _NO ANSWER; - -
: © - GO¥Q. @40}

How long did you live theré?

° years

H

What was the approximate population of that
{caty, town..} when you finally left there?
Less thanS 000 ..... 1 100,000 - 499,999..... 5
5, 000" - 9,999.......2 500,000 -1,000,00Q...6
10,000 - 29,999.....3 Over 1,000,000...,....7
30,000 - 99,999.....4 DK/NA...coveeevnneees.9

‘

—> {c30) '1:0 Q,38]




36...

\;- 26 )
27

28 29 30

31 32 33
34 135

37 38 139

'

43 44 45

46

49 50

47

51 52

48

[31)

[32).

(33)

“

(34)

[35]

[36]

" 137)

f38]

f ’ “ . 6
[30) Where were you iiving just before coming to Montreal? —
QUISIDE CANADA INSIDE CANADA |
Birthplace.......l —-) [GO_TO _Q.33) ) . .
Place where you . ‘Place re you spent
. spent life before ' ~ life before age
age 18........... 2 — [6O0 TO Q,32]'18......‘.4—>[ Qlag
Other.......... .3 " e Other.....
[SEECIFY) City: ‘ [SPECIFY] ‘
T f
i i -
What was the approx:.mate population ‘of that ¢ -
[city, town..} when you finally left there?
Less than 5 000....-1 100,000 - 499,999, ..:.5 .
5000 -9999.......2 500, 000-1000 000...6
10,000 - 29,999.....3 Over 1,000, 000 .....¥.7 y
30,000 - 99,999.....4 m</uh.................9 ~
Why did you leave there? ! ol } .
- . » i
A —
o * D
Why did you come to Canada?
s B,
What country do you consider as your home country? o
Why did you come to Montreal and not another city?
»
How many vears have you been living in Canada; in total?
years
How many years since you last moved to Canada?
years
How long have you been living in Montreal; in total? )
years -
¢ ’ A\



> p 7
+
M 3

» [39] How long since you last moved here >

" 3 ‘ “‘ / N ‘

. . - Y

i , 55 56 ———Years 4

- ] [40]) Of what country are you a citizen? \
Canada.............1 —3 (GO TO Q,47] ‘
L57—/ Great Britain...... 2 * A

¢ ! E . France,............3’ o

’ ' Lt L/ U.S.Aueeevenitonan 8 . ‘
5 «

58 59 60 . Other [SPECIFY]....

*
[41] Do you plan to become a Canadian citizen?

/ / : Definitely yes......... o1
61 . Probably ves............2 C
Uncertain.,.............3
Probably not............4
Definitely not,.........5
: DK/NA......ccc.. cecreaes 9
H . .
. ' ’ [42] Are you eligible to become a Canadian ditizen?
\ ‘ ’ Yestol".-.b'...'.ol
- 62 NO...iovvevennesea2 —> [GO TU Q,.46] .
. - DK/NA..............9 —3 [GO TO Q,46]
. -y , E )
R . [43) why have you not taken citizenship-so far?
, .
63 64
£
. {44) In your opinion, what will be the advantages of becoming
a Canadian citizen?
L L [/ i
° 66 67 :
L L/
68 69 70 )
P ! ,
[45] What will be the disadvantages of becoming a Canadian
citizen? A
7172 73 N ]

L_L L/ : ,
' 74 75 76 ‘ - . .\



Card Number

/ ~ I.D. Number

\ ‘ o, K ¢
[46] There are some People whp regret having 96ﬁe to
Canada, there ‘are some. who are plaaseﬂ/,fhey came to

Canada. How 4o You feel? Are you: - ) *
. 1 . t "Trb
Very happy....b............,..l )4//// : .
~ . e ;
HaPpy....ooo L .....;}}/ , ¢
: Inbetween.,, , . . R - i
' Unhappy.:......- ....... ...,{f..4 C o

DK/NA..._............,.........9 .

~

t
[47) Everything taken into conaideration, how Batisfied or
dissatisfieq are you with ljfe in Canada? ) . '

Very satisfied..a.....&...l...l
Satisfied... . :;........2
Inbetween. .. . .. . R |
Dissatiafied.\................4
Very dissatisfied. ....... see.5
L e, .9 E o

[48] Do you feel that Canada ig good Eountry to live in,

Yes, much better..............l .
Yes, a little better..........2 . 2
About the same ag Others. ... .. 3

No, a littie worse............4

No, a 1ot wofse...............s .

s ?n
(49} 1f You were cémpletely free to choose, would you ljive
. in canada® to .

‘Yes, definitely........fl.....i
Yesg, probably.. . . .. .. AP X

No, probably not............:.3
No, definitely not............4

wv

<



ELEN

27 28

9
(INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT) ,
NOW I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR
EDUCATION AND OCCUPATION, ’
(50) How many ¥years of schoolin? have you completed? - ]
(Excluding kindergarten] *° , ,
years . . .
f{51) Have you done all these years of study in one place
[city, town,.]? . " -
Yes. ... ittt A ' .
[SPECIFY] —3 [GO_TO Q.53)
NO. ot i iii i e tvaeenens 2
» Ll
[52]) Could you please tell me, chronologically, the names H
* of the cities or towns, where you have gone to school?
Place Level of educ,[i1.e. high school]
5
(53] What is the highest diploma or degree you received?

NONE., ... ittt et e ittt cancsneassseeennnsas 00
Elementary/Primary. ueeeeerceneonerneennns 01
Secondary /High School. ... ................. 02
Post High School /C.E.G.E.P..... e e ieaaaaa 03
College.!........ f e tieen e PO o 7
Bachelor. . ... . i eecennnnnnrasenannes 05
(SPECIFY]
Masters.............. e e Chet e .06
[SPECIFY) \ ,
Doctor............. Ceeee e oaans et t e e 07
[(SPECIFY]
Professional degree.........ocovuvun e enen 08 '
[SPECIFY] ‘
Technical degree. .......ceeeveeeecenenns ..09
[SPECIFY)
Other . ... . . it e tiinecaceneecatsenennnnas 12
[SPECIFY]
DK/ANA........cc... B .99
A ¥



L L [/
29 30 31

32 33

38 35
36 37
!

’ 38 39

40

(541

{551

(56]

(57}

In what city or town did you receive your highest
diploma or degree?

City: .
Province: B

Country:

with whom did you live when you were young, say when
you were around 16 years old?

Both_parents....: ............. P |
Father only....... e s desseeenoanan 2
Mother only...... et B |
Other. .. ... . ... cveene 4
(SPECIFY)
4
DKANA,........... seeaes ittt ececnann 9 —» [GO TO Q.64]

How many years of schooling has your father [QR MALE
HOUSEHOLD HEAD OR FEMALE HOUSEHOLD HEAD OR MOTHER]
compléted? (Excluding kindergarten]

yYears

What ‘is the highest diploma .or degree he/she received?

NONE., . ... . hicteroveasssssaoonssnasnsnss 00
Elementary/Primary.....ceveeveteaces e...01
Secondary/High School. . ... v eervienennnn 02
Post High School/C.E.G.E.P.......ccv ... .03
College..........con0envn Ciee s eseanenraan 04
Bachelor,....... Cecenmatitssasaranne ..0S
Master, .. ....... c00iteeeennncancnancnanns 06 -
DOCEOL . . .. ittt ittt oeessceansnnsosanns 07
Professional degree...... e s e e srer e e (0]}
[SPECIFY]

Other,...coviveeeneencenanneas e “...09
[SPECIFY) -
DK/NA. . ... e r e e e -1

r " “ '
what @as your father's ([QR SUBSTITUTE IF FATHER
WAS ABSENT]| full-time occupation when you were
young, say, when you were around 16 years old?

-
t .

A"“_

-



41 42

s latetae

47

48 49

54

i : L] ,
55

56 5%

L[t [ L/
58 59 60 61

(59]
"

[60]

(é61]

(62]

{63}

(64]

4

In what kind of business, industry or’'service was.
he/she working?

-

'p»

What was his/her position or title?

What is his/her present full-time occupation, or what
was the one he/she held at the time of his/her retire-
ment or at the time of his/her death?

» .
—3 [IF _NO ANSWER: GO T0'Q.64]

In what kind of business, industry or service is/ﬁas
he/she working? !

!
3

what is/was his/her positioh or title?

.
i : L Lo
"N

Have you ever worked full—timg?

IR 1 Y 1 —> [GO_TO Q,99)
Yes. ... et e
DK/NA......... PR 9 — (G0 _T0 Q. 99]). ‘

[65]

[e6]

(67]

What was your first full-timJﬁpccupation? .

In what kind of business., industry or service were ~

_you working?

t

whag posifion fig you hold last in this job?




»

”~ =

8

WAV AYES

»

62 631 64

H
N R
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(68} ;h&which city, province or country d&id you hold
. that job? '

..
. A
Y N N

citys___~ ‘ ' C e

1

«

12

. k" . Province: : i —) [IF_MONTREAL:! E .
RS e “ : - 6010 Q.81 ¥
. 65 66 , V : . L8] B
’ , ‘country. P - . —) {1F_OT CANA N
- - oy : R CITY: GO TO g}fﬂ ‘ T
: b Y i . I T
< 3 a . :\ . °. N ." i ) v > )
N - TF RESPONDENT 'S FIRST QCCUPATION WAS OUTSIDE CANADA )
by S * w,
v ' o »” * f 1]
A 3 ‘ i Y
’ _[69] What ‘was_your last full-time occupation before.you Y,
. came to Canada? ' ) - ’
f . .o i
- ' ‘ / ) -~ "}
67 N S ‘- ; TER: G 3 '
. ' .. —3 [IF NO ANSWER: GO TQ Q.73) .
o ,
: P {70} In what kind of businéss, industry or service were ° .
- . you working? . “ P
43 ¢ A . 5 rd
68 69 .- . J
. ~ PN \ :
. [71] What position or title did you hold last in this’ .
N . job? T .
L[4 L [ / :
70 71 72 73 . B}
! [72) In which.city, province or country did you hold that .
. . , job?
\‘ A
City:__
74 75 76 4 .
» . . ! Province: - N
v Country: . _—
) e - +
y 1 woe - r IS { 1y i‘;'_k v.o- o
R 3 ﬂ¥;
v | qu 3 v - :;‘ { ‘y, - 4
v k A 'y h ik Ny i
. N }
a ou .k w
o . O ‘,;J;: N
(R ) . . }T};:; ‘,.:w:‘ u.}:; ;v,. N E:"&.‘ E
l i . .
B .

-



- sn, ;;\ ) . (. : .
2 4 . v i ! 5 e +
) 13
6':' 1 KA ,‘;7«' » . X . . '7". :— - -
/ W4 / / I.D. Number . - T s B ‘ X C
- <1. 2 3 ’ ;- S . e '
S . R L ¢z ' N
T - Z_g_L.;_/ Card Number L e "t . ‘
o v {73] What was your flrst full—tzme occupation in: * N
LI \ y Canada? ~ . s
o o .
6 ¥ [ . B
T —> [IF NO ANSWER: GO.TO Q.77] ,
N .o : “ *
) ‘f, : ' « -[74] In what kind of busxness, ,industry or service weré
: “l , you working?
» . " 'z { / * N N \
’ y 7 8. . . - . ) ,
. » - * . [75) What was your position or title at that "time? <
> £ ! ” . ° * -
- ° *
S 2L L LS : ]
Yo% 9 -10 11 12 . . ' .
e ., -176] In which city, province, did yéu hold this job? o
N X R N ’ "
I o LS . . -In Mohtreal....... ceeerees.l —> [GO TO Q.81]
. RO 13 o ~ Other Canadian' eity......... 2 T .
‘ D VAR SRy 2 ‘[SPECIFY] City: ' L '
) 14 .25 16 . ' Province: : - -
' s 'v ' y -
v i [(77] what was your last full-time occupatzpn before you )
b came to Montreal? _ \
e . . ‘ [ .~ \’? e - . N ‘
, 17 ’ b s . , T
. . —> (IF NO ANSWER: GO TO Q.81] .
\ (78]«.In what kind of buslness, industry or service were
‘ you working? C! ) :
: .. ) . . \ 4\ .
& 18 19 - i ' 1 * A
\ [79]) What position did you hold last in this job? :
L_L [/ [ /. ' A
20 21 22 23 - ; o ‘ H
. . [80]) In which city and province did you hold’ that j'?b? ‘
YA A City: - .
24 25 26 X . .
. Province: . . ®
27 , , 5
\ ] ’

Rl
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[81] Are you wor‘kmg full—time now? Lo e VO s
P N
Y ¥ - » - * ’ v * .~ - ! g
LS . Yea.......................1 e
A 28 - k ’ A e
. 4 “ lso@Z "‘?I__E__Q.:_l Lo
)' . ..." - -

£ DRMBu..eseeeindene. 590 ._>[ Togt A

> X ' ( , " N R %

'[8\2] what is your present Full-time occupatlon? Y Loy

- ' ’ | \ -
* . ) ’ _J ] T ~ i
. . —> [IF_NO ANSWER: GO TO Q,99}
i v {83] In what kind of busineésf, industry or service are . . S
" ’ »  you working? v . L ’
-7 . . T . - ; \ S s-" [ N o .
! " J_- ‘ ) ) v'l:‘l ‘ 'rzh - .:-’ ! iv(« ";J\
- b 30 3; 5 . . s % i - :’q} N (’; <. ) !
: [B4] What is your present position or -title? = % o b
T : ‘ - - , o A I g
/ / / [ \/ = v N - ".4 ) -
232 33 38 351 g R T
‘ [85] How did you get this job? . N , i Pt {
I P . ‘ L '“1’/*‘,"’;‘ - Che T8
36 37 . . T o . ,
L ;’ S R «w;>< i '
- > i 4 f - TN LY
- . [86] Are you self-employed, emplqud, or are you a family
N % worker now? 5 " ‘ SN oL
' «/____/ " Self-employed....... . ee0nirenaeeal R .
; 8 S EMPlOye......iieeieiiasnnnenape;2 —[60 70 Q.90) | " Do
o -, Family Worker.........c...0ve....3 —» [GO TO Q.91] B ‘
ﬁ(/NA.....,,....f.;..’Z............9-'-).[GOTOQ.BSI o
i . [87] Could .you tell me roughly how many of your customers, ! Fe

are Enqlish?

. R N .
\ o A4 g Almost all of them,..............1 '

., - 1 - /Nearly three quarters,.,.........2 ' R

About one-half...........:......t.3
. y Nearly a quarter..........l......4 / .
i ) - : Less than g quUarter.. ... .uece’esed e
) DK/NA9 L
. - 3 ’ “ ' v N B -‘ ),A
{ .
’ v B
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[89] How many of them are Englxsh—Canadlana?

people

{: ( ‘ / / people—“i——) [Go TO g l

“

[90} Who owns the company, institution, or
you work with?

British or English-Canadian,....

v

French or French-Canadian,.....

American or American/Canadian,.

Jewish or Jewish Canadian......

The Goyernment of Canada.......

¢

[SPECIFY] ___

“The ﬁovernment of Quebec.......

~OthGr....“...................A....

s s s
LR YRS
* >

R
-

K
..

-9,

wl

15

w3

‘organization

[91] How many people are employed by the company, ' : %

institution, or organization you work for? -

Under 50 people.......cccvvevnen

betWeen150 and 100 people.

e s s e e

Over 100 people....cvvevnvereons

Qver 500 people.....civheeenvn.
nx/NA.....'........_.............

.
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seredessvenenve sl
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W~
. LS
i RN
R S .
AN
4—vd\!:' .
e s s o't e e procspe s !
e et I
g R
es csgpnasedosvoea
‘5 .
[

[92] what is the ethnic background of the majonxty of - K
the' executive/management of the ;company, or o - N

-

&boe

;nstltution, or organization?

s,

British or English—Canadian.........

.
, .

i ~°

...........1

r.k - ‘&
French or French-Canadlan........J..:”a,......JZ N

. ¥ u - R
American or Amencan-Canadlan.......&..........’z-"ﬁ~ to

Jewish or Jewish Canadian...w..................4 “

».
>
¥

-
§ M -
Mlxed..........u.............:....,........N.«.S ~
~ - . - 't‘
v Al . 3 i & vh;
4 s
Q,“:her........--......-.......Y..................G a # 3 N
- -, - . .
. , - . LN - S
B A 4 - , ™
[SPECIFY] ; i Lo, e
i a ey -
kS 3 . . =~ A
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(93] Please think about five people,.gou most closely work
‘ with, cCould you please tell me the ethnic background
, of each of them? N
L o ¥ . -
ARy
. 52 53 54 . I
55 56 : =
[94] *po you see any of these people. ‘optside of work at
social events, for example), - dumbr?
AR A A 4 ¥e8................,..‘...1 o
57 58° 59 v [SPECIFY WHO BY ETHNICITY]
. - ' o . ’ :
.-, 60 61 -~ . ' e N
- ‘z “ - t“:‘. ?:'\‘
- v ¥ No--‘-.v{g---otnk-~-:‘;&--“\2”‘ ta ' ' ,‘,
[95] Yhat language dg’ ygu gse at erk? ) e
: SIRY *gHow canp} : e f
r . \ '7"/“:—_’:;1;", - . Lt
" English’ only ..............ﬂf..'.."..f.g....lf ",
- 62 63 ¢
- English and some French....w...,....:...Z
' " A O
Both Engl1sh }and French equally..... ... .37 '
* - French and some EBnglish................. 4
~ N French only. . ...ttt inniacnnnnn .
. Other....... G e eaesiacancesaasnreasna .6
e - [SPECIFY] ’
L T DK/NA........... e 9
, [96] To your knowled‘ge, does the company you work for have
' o a francization program {that is}{ a program which is
e A designed to aid in the use of the French language in
v . the workplace]?
Y/ . YeS. ..o Bovorraosanniaaansl
. 64 “ - -
< NO...ovieenann P TELLEEE 2 —» (G0 TO Q.98]
sk
DK/NA......... ceesaceaa &..9 —% [GO TO Q.98]
. —~——
: N\
e \ .
e . J}; H ’
L ’
% ’ " ’
§




' : 17
[97] Has this program affected you in any way? For
example, do you partitipate In language courses?
DT JA AR 1
65 66 .67 MsPECIFY]. :

No..llnﬂi'l‘Q\'"OIQ.DQOCOCCQQIOI

"DK/NA..../ ... i eeeaeeeeaan “es

N X [98] Have any major c“hanges been made in the organization,

,personnel or operation of the place where you work
during the past year [for example, has your company
moved its head office]?

/ [/ / Yeﬁ.‘i..........._m".......:‘....l
6 69 70

[SPECIFY] . <
NO...oveeae™iveonvonea Yeveneeenal
DK/NA. . ..veeeionoonnna cheeens ..9

[INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT

. NOW I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YQUR

FAMILY. " * .

[99] Wwhat is your marital status?

{_{ " single......liiiiiiiiiieiei. .l —3 [GO TO Q.147])

71 Married.............. taesaeciaal .
‘Divorced.......coniiianinns .+e.3 —3 (GO TO Q.111]
Widowed.......... ferireanasd..4 —3 [GOTO Q.111]
other......... Ceteerireacens.ea5 —p [GO TO Q.111]

./[100] Where did you get married?

Montreal............ eernes P §
72 73 714, . Other place 1K Canada........ .2
{SPECIFY] : ‘
— outside Canada................ 3
¥ [SPECIFY] @
DK/WA. ieiiiiiinnennnncensas =9
Th [101] How long have you been married?
[/ / years
75 76 : »
>
. <
o ‘? w



A,

11

14

17

12

16

13

15

18

I.D. Number

Card Num':;er

(102)

(103]

[104]

[(105]

{l06]

18
Where was your spouse born?
City: '
Province:
Country:
Where did your spouse spend most of his/her life
before age 18? ‘ :
Montreal. ................ [ &
Other......ciiveeeriincenscanndoness
[SPECIFY]
What is the mother tongue of your spouse?
English....... e vectsacannes Teeens 1
Prench.......i.cceevsenonscsisnses.2 —» (GO TO Q.106]
Other...... ceseee cesetbeeeneseannes 3 -
[(SPECIFY]

Does your spouse sp 30( French fluently, nearly
fluently, with some'difficulty, with a lot of
difficulty, or not at all?

Fluently...v.veveeassesencssnnesassl
Nearly fluently.................. ..2
With some difficulty.,...oevveweeeod
With a lot of difficulty......... .4
Not at @ll...,..vecneereoncescensedd

' 9

What is the highest diploma or degree your spouse
received?

Al
None. ...iiiieetineenennonconcenness00
Elementary/Primary.......... vees...01 -

* Secondary/High School..,.....0.....02

Post High School/C.E.G.E.P.........03

College......cveiereerrieanecenena ..04 ¢
Bachelor. ... oot eietenenneerannns 05
Master...ivoveevrvenoncnnenas teaean [s])
Doctor.,........ teecassesancnsesan s 07
[SPECIFY] .

Professional degree....... eeneeaea.08
[SPECIFY]

Other. . ...iieeercrecosoreacosronnansal?
[SPECIFY] .

i




{107]
L/
.19 —(
., [108]
A
L/ .
-~ 20
[109]
21 - 22
(110}

YA,
28 24 25 26

{111}
L_/
- 27
[112)
L L L _/
28 29 30 13
/ [113i
L/
32 -
[114)
AR A A 4
33 34 35
36 37

19

Is your spouse working full-time now?

1
No..unnc-o.-0-..-00.0.-..-’..2
9

o

—% (GO _TO Q,111}
—> [GO_TO Q.111]

»

What is your spouse's presé\: full-time occupation?

« ] .

In what kind of business, industry or service is
he/she working?

“ -

What is his/her present positjon or title?
q
) )
Do you have any children?
Yes.....ooeenn ereeenena ool
NO. . vveervoeossataannaa veee2 = (GO TO Q.144]
How many living children do you have?
!
Sons
Daughters
Do any of ybur children live away from home?
Yes.,... U |
NO. . eeenrerorenranceannnnn .2 —» [G0_TO Q.144]
Where does your first son live?

City: (
Province:
Country:

p—

|



- ~ 20
{115] quid you tell me approximately the number of years
) that he has lived there? ’
/ / Less than 1 year........ceeeseesasesl
38 1(Z54 YOars. . ....veennn feeeceteennn .2 ‘
* 52 10 years......c.ese ceevsncananss 3
- More than 10 vears..... cescacscnases 4
wmAQOOOOO-Q.al!-...lt...l....@!...g
{116] Where did he live before this [city, town...]?
City:
39 40 41 Province:
i Country:
42 43 ‘
N " [IF_RESPONDENT HAS ONLY ONE SON: GO TO'Q.129]
{117] where does your second son” live?
7 L [/ City:
44 45 4 Province:
; Country:
47 48
.
f118) Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that he has lived there?
Vi fe Less than 1 year..,..... et s e e e 1
49 4 1 - 4 Years. ... .uieeeererinanaannnens 2
P 5 - 10 years..... tesaeeciasan cereewsad
More than 10 years.......... P
DK/NA. .. iiiivinnnnnnnn. peaeeas ce..9
" .
{119) where did he live before this [city, town,..]?
L_ L 7 _/ City: .
50 51 52 Province:
Country: ) -~
53 54 -
[120]) Where does your third son live?
City:
L_ L. /L / Province:
55 56 57 Country:

58 59




61

64

L__/

62 63

65

Z

/

66

L_L_/

69

L/ L/

67 68

70

71

v

72

L_[L_/

75

73 74

76

21

[121] Could you tell me approximately the number of years

[122]

[123]

{124]

[125]

.

that he has lived there?

Less than 1 Year......coeveesnsnsesssl
1 -~ 4 years. . ..c.ieecaconcesnnsnsonsadd
5 = 10 YeArS.. e eaeeoeanens P
More than 10 YearS.......eeeeeocesssd-
DK/NA....... Ceeeemeesaserass s ...9

Vhere did he live before this ([city, towr,

City:

Provance:

Country:

Where does your fourth son live?

City:

Province:

Country:

.1

?

Could you tell me approximately the number of years

that he has lived there?

Less than 1l year.......cc.u.cerenn.. 1
1 — 4 years......cueieincaceacesocanans 2
5 = 10 YEAS. s.ouieienannnnennonnnens 3
More than 10 years.....ceeueceeeeneens .4
DK/NA. ittt intnneasaaansancacacenssnas 9

Where did he live before this [city, town...]?

City:

Province:

Country:
¥




22
L [/ [/ _/ 1.D. Number T
1 2 3 oo :
/0 /6 / Card Number o
"4 5
[126] Where does your fifth son live?
L [ [/ City: ; .
6: 7: 8, Province: S ’
9 .20 . Country: -
¥ “ . }
. {127] Could you téll me approximately the number of years
N that he has lived there? : .
[/ Less than 1l year............... PR B
11 l -4years.....c.... Creerereernenss2
5 ~ 10 years. ...c.vauceen- .
More than 10 years. ......cceeeeeeens 4
DEK/MNA, .t ieeaunnnconsssscaccsacsns 9
[128] Where did he live before this [city, town...]?
/[ /L /. City:
12 13 14 - X
‘ . Province: ,
15 16 ) " Country: ,
[FOR_RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE DAUGHTERS LIVING ON THEIR OWN]
[(129] Where does your only/fixst‘daughter live?
[L__[L_ [ /- City:
17 18 19 .
Province:
20 21 N Country: o
{130]) Could you tell me approximately the number of'ye¢rs
that she has lived there?
) [/ - ‘ Less than 1 Year........eeeeeceueens
22 - 1 -4 years...vo.ceeceunevsnscacnanesons v

5 = 10 years..,.cc.ovvessccascseanens
More than 10 years.......ceeseevseee
DK/NA..........c... cecetittessseranan

O h W



o

.
BTN

LA I
28 2? 30

31 32

39 40 41

42 43

{131] Where did she live before this [city, town,..]?

City:

Province:

Country:

{IF_RESPONDENT HAS ONLY ONE DAUGHTER: GO TO Q.144]}

[132] where does your second daughter live?

City: \\\\\

Province:

&
Country:

[133] Could you teibw@,approximately the number of years
that she has lived there?

Lesg than 1 year, . ..... ...c.oc... 1
l ~4vyears.....cvevvunn.. P 2
S ~ 10 years. ... c.cceiecrtccncnransd
More than 10 VeRrS....e.ovsosesesod

0 e 9

T »
¢
[134] Where did she live before this [city, town,..]?

City:

Province:

Country: *Zj y

Y

[135] Where does your third daughter live?

City:

Province.

Country:




L L L/

.45 46 47

. 48 49 -

y 4
]

50 51 52

53 54

el L/

56 57 58

59 60

24

' [136] Could you tell me approximately the number of years

e

. Province:

[140] wWhere did she live before this [city,

©Clty:

‘Countrys:

that she has lived there?

Less than 1 year. .. ......coveceesassnn
l ~ 4 years.,.....c..ccciecevtssscnennsen
5 = 10 yoars, ... ..cicoescsnsonnancens
More than 10 years....cccosstioocnsnss

nx/uA..ﬁ.............“...‘........... ’
o

O P W=

where did she live Qeforelthis [eity,

1

Cityi . . N, . \'

Province. ‘ . SN

COUhtry:

"

Where does ygﬁr fourth daughter live? .

4 ¢

that she hae lived there?

Lesg than 1 vear......... SRR |
1'~4 yeara..........................2
5 «10years........cc... O
More than 10 YOAXB. .. .o vrenaionnsass® A
DK/NA....... creeeanaa .. 9

@ s s s 00 a s o000

City:,

Province:

Country:

‘tawn.:.]?-

Could you tell me approximately the pumber of years
p .

town...]? .

i



25

[141] Where does your fifth daughter live;

City:
61 62 63 .
/ / / Province:
64 65 Country: : . ,
[142] Could you tell me approxiaately the number of years
. that she hag“lived there? .
L/ Less than 1 year......c.cceveusavassl
66 l - 4 YearB.cerirenesasoscensnnnoes?
5 - 10 YOarB.e.suiiieecnsnsnsccncnana 3 -
More than 10 years.....vi.cecu... ..4
DEMA.....conannns feeerena R
~ {143] Where did she live before this [city, town,,.]?
, %
City: .
67 68 69 . *
. Province: *
70 71 Country:
[{144] wWhere do your wife's/husband's parents live?
L[ [ [/ City:
72 73 74 75 .
Province:
" Country:

r

—3» [IF DECEASED OR NO
ANSWER: GO TO Q.147)

[{145) Could you téll me approxately the number of years
that they have lived there?

N4 / B Less than 1 year........c.coveueee ool
76 ' 1 - 4 years. .. .uciveeecernrecennnnnn 2
5 - 10 years, . ..veiiaecnonnan P

More than 10 years,.....icineesncessd
DKmAl'..l..'l..ll. .......... - o & a 3 8N 9

a0
'
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/ / [/ 7/ 1.D. Number .
1 2 3 o ’ !
/0 /1 / card Number - - ' s
4 5 v ' : .
. i
‘ {146] Where did they live bfﬁ)te this [city, town...]? G . )
. ~ < t %
bt L/ _city: ‘ )
6 .7 8 A ) ]
/ ‘ / , Province: ’ ’
9 10 Country: ‘ L
{147] Where was.your father born?}
L[ L/ © citys :
- 12 ‘
1112 13 Province: = , e
14 15, country: . )
[{148] what is your father's mother tongue? 7
English........ P | %
le 17 ' French,.......cccn.. cieesecens 2
Other.......... Ceasessenn . .3
' [SPECIFY] ¢
DK/NA.......... Ceeeseanaaeanas 9
[149) Where was your mother born? *
L/ L /. City:
18 19 20 ) .
/ / ’ Province:
. 21 22 Country:
i [150] what is your mother's mother tongue?
English...cecvieiinnvnncnneesal
23 24 French......eveevececaccrsensed ‘
- Other......cce0etecscrecsaensel3 -
[SPECIFY]
X/NA........ ceerennan eecenen 9 4
{151] Where do your parents live? .
L /L /L 7 City:
25 26 27 : .
/ / / Province:’ .
8 29 Country:
¢ »



[152] Could you tell me approximately the number of years
2 that they have lived there?

YA 4 Less than 1 year......... RS |
30 1 -4 yeArs. ... ..iiiveinrancannscrnned

, T 5 -~ 1l0 years. ... ...iheicrarnerenaae3
" More than 10 years.......eceesavsesed

DK/NA....... ttesararecerrrecnne reess9

[153] where did they live before this [city, town..,b]?

City:

31 -32 33
Province:

34 35 Country:

[154] Do you have any brothers?

Yeag.
, ‘ —> (GO T0 Q,170]

4

NO., tuteooeaaitaocnsnsscovmeacassennes
;
.

[155]) where does your first brother live?

L_/
- 36
City:
37 3¢ 39
L_L_/
40 41

Province:

Country:

[156] Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that he has lived there?

L/ Less than 1l year........ccevenensvasl
42 l ~4years............ eecarecnees .2
5 - 10 YeaArsS.,.ceasneensvasnascsanises3

More than 10 vyears.......eveceeacaaad

9

DK/NA...... tesecsecssresenessvevenas

T

{157} Where did he live before this [city, town...]? -

City: .

43 44 45
. Province:

46 47 Country:




o

L L L./
48 49 S0

51 52

53

L[ [/
- 54 55 56

57 58

L[ [/
59 60 61

62 63

L L _[L_ [/
65 66 67

68 69

A \ o
’ 28
[158] Where does your second brother live?
. i 4
City: v
Province: :
Ccountry s
[159] Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that he has lived there?
ILless than 1 year...... ceemeenn R |
1l -4 years..... Creaeretsenananas .2 '
5 - 10 YeaArs8. ...cveesssteonssssosvas3
More than 10 vears......cceceaseescotd
DK/, . i iicenrnteccosccasacancenaed
[160] Where did he live before this [city, town...]?
City: — 2
Province: ol
Country:
{161] wWhere does your third brother live?
City:
Province:
Country:
{162} Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that he has lived there?
Less than 1 vear,....ieeeeecccocacoeenl
l -4 Yyears....ciseecssrsccancascnsnd
5 - 10 Years...ueieeesoesancsssanascad
More than 10 years.......... -
DK/NA. .. cviene-nn cesecesecnsererseenn 9
[163] where did ha live before this [eity, town...]?

City:

Country:

Province:




-t

L L [ /
1 2 .3
0 /8 -
4 5
L_ L [/
6 7 8

11

/[ L )

12 13 14

15 16

L L [/ /-

17 18 19

20 21

-

22
L L L _/
23 24 25
26 27

n

29
: {
I.D. Number ’
Card Number Y ‘»iJ
[164] Where. does your fourth brother live? *
City: .
Province:
Country: 'L TR
e 2
[165]\. Could you tell me approximately the'number: of years
that he has lived there? o
¢ ’ ’
Less than 1 year......... D | ”
1 =4 Years, . v.ueieeennrreeaconsacenel *
5 -10 years...ltltot.Il...l.oll.‘lll3
More than 10 years,.....cceevsieeeescd
m(mA-o-oo'--..o.co..ooon\c.ovo.o--.og
[166] Where did he live before this [city, town...]?
City: ) ,
Province:
Country:
[167] Where does your fifth brother live? ‘
City:
Province:
Country:
- [168) could you tell me approximately the number of years\;
that he has lived there?
Less than l year.....eceeeeecaccnnn- .ol
l -4 years,,...ciiineecennacennaanasa?
5 =10 YVOAIS., . veeeienaacecneaneacnnns eeed
More than 10 years.......vcncevieeaas.d
DK/NA....... Ceeeteteoc e cereaacas9
- <
[169] Where did he live before this [city, town...]?

City:

Province:

Country:

- TRy T T



29 30 A

L L./

“32 33
| |

L/

A

VA A
35 36 37

‘

‘ 38 39

-

v’

45

46 47 48

L_L_/
49 50

[170]

(171}

[172]

((173]

[174]

[175]

(176}

‘Do you have any sisters?
I

b {1 VAP teeveveannaeal

NO..\evsteeaancsnsnnneeennss? —> [GO TO Q.,186]

Where does your only/first sister live? .

' 3 ” ! ]
City:
Province: .
Country:

Could you tell me approximately the number of year#
that she has lived there?

Less than 1 year,,... A 1

1 ~4 years, .. ..oicneesceanaa?

5 ~10 YeaAIS.ievurenrarsneoesd

More than 10 years,..........4%

DK/NA, .. eirnreannns ceevene o9

Where did she live before this [city, town...]?

City: .
Province: .
Country:

t

Where does your.second sister live?

City:
Province:

Country:

Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that she has lived there? .

less than 1 year........... R 1
1 ~ 4 Years... v.evenrneernenn.2
5 - 10 years........ teeeataaas 3 @
More than 10 years...,........4

DK/NA......

Where did she live befor® this [city,‘towﬁ..;]?

City: ’ :

Province:

Country:




VAR A 4

51 5z 53

54 55

56

57 58 59

60 6l

L1

L/

62 63 64

65 66

67

68 69 70

L_L_/

71 72

[177] Where does your third sister live?

City: -
Province: -
Country:

-

1
[178] Could you tell me approximately the number of years
that she has lived there?

Less than l year, .niisenciienensasal
1l = 4 years....cceeriirrnciiacnrsanal
5 = 10 years.....cecnvencerannnecsal
More than 10 years.......... ..... .4
DR/ ... Gl

~

\

L} kY . .
[179] Where did she live before this [city, town...]z
City:
Province:
Country:

[180]{Where does your fourth sister live?

Ciﬁy:
Province:
Country:

{181} Could’ you tell me approx:.mately the number of years
that she' had lived there? .

Less than 1 year.....cccceeeecasas.l
1l - 4 years.,....ceeetnvocassancacad?
5 - 10 years.,,secoceirncsessencaned
More than 10 years.......veveee-...4

9

DK/NA....

f182] where did she live béfone thi/s [city,\town...]?

® 8 ® B se e W e PSSy e e Sl W b e,

&
City: .

Province:

Country:
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/ yd /. _/ I.D. Number

[183)

[184)

[185]

12 13 14

15 16

/0 /9 / card Number
\

Vo
Where does your fifth sister live?

City: . )
Province:
Country: \

could you tell me approximately the number of years
that she has,lived there?

Less than 1l year.......... vesenasl
l -4 YyearS, e.eevarrecosnronasssd
S - l0 years,...cccevaensscnsanesd
More than 10 years.....ceeeieeeeosd
DK/NA, .. eeiiicacosscsansnssanssssd

-

Where did she live before ‘this [city, town...]?

City: )
Province:
Country:

A . 1

(INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT]

- ‘ NOW_I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT THE

POSITION OF ANGLOPHONES IN QUEBEC.

[186]

17

[187)]

18

I1f an Anglophone does the same work as a Francophone
?oeswhe get paid more, the gsame, .or less for that work?
SHOW CARD] - |

MOre Pay...ieiscesesessanscssnsans
SAME PAY.c:cceseosnvasnnnrsoesasens
Less pay..... bessscessesnssenncns
DK/NA. . .cevirtevooescseocnananine

O wN =

\

N

Do you think that an Anglophone with the same
qualifications -as a Franeophone can get as good a job,
a better job, or not as good a job? !

[SHOW CARD]

Better job....e.occvierneccenseeaad

AS G00A A JOD..eencreresororaaans 2

Not as gcod a JOD...v.veenerncnseld 4

~

DK/NA...ooesiineennnsroncsssnceassd

¢

o
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[188] Do you feel that Anglophones are discriminated
- agaxns% when they try. to get jobs in Québec?
b £ Y PUPQP i
NO...'.‘,'...........&.....‘.’2-2
m‘mA.l.l...‘..‘.l.o.llivholig
[189] Do you think that there is pre‘judice agéinst
Anglophpnes in Quebec? p
[SHOW CARD] bl
Y ¢
Yes,. very strong prejudlce................... .
Yes, Some prejudice........cecveeeerncnncns .2
. Yes, a little prejudice by a small’ number....3
No, there is no prejudice. . ...oeverecacess ..4
‘Y DKmA.-"?.-'-..‘...-.,....."C..'.I‘..Q‘I'.l..g

{190] To what extent do 'you feel that you yourself have
been a v;.ct::.m of prejudice because of your member-
+ ship in a minority group?

[SHOW CARD]

.
To a great extent.........cecrvveviereneccsee
More than average.......coeessccnssisannnsnes
AVEYaAge, .. s cvorteinossssssacnssossvssncsanss
LeSs than GVerage......coeeeeceecosssanacasen
T N
DK{NA.....................................y..

-
u(ml-'

O U h

[191] Do you speak French fluently, nearly fluently, with’
some difficulty, w:.th a lot of difficulty, or not

at all?
Fluently...--O.ll.....iln..Il'.ll."...o.l".‘ll
Nearly fluently.......i.veecriecesnncossacnancssa

With some difficulty...iiecponecrereicencnseald
With a let of dlffn.culty.....................4
NOt At @llis.uceseroccroncnacasesasessoacaneed

g

. DK/NA........-....._....-.-.........'.-....-a.
. e 0

{192] What language do you use at home?

Laaoww ] - :

Engllsh only.................................
English and some French......c.eeeeenvecerses
Both English and French equally.......cc....,
French and Some ENgliBh....eeecisoncasocccsns
French only...,..coucerenracccnsaccssraccnssse

O wN

Other.............,...,......--,.-...-.........

[SPEQIE!] s .
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» i [193] wWhat language do you use with most of your friends?:
. ’ . {sHOW CARD CARD]
3 ’ - English only........................1.......1
25 26 5{ English and some French.......coeerervooscee
. . Both English and French equally.............3
- : French and some English............c.000....4
French Only.....ceoececoscvscsnnaccasencacshpd
¢ Other. .. cieeecrososansasnssacsesossasansnnnnsd

: SR [SPECIFY]

{194} what language are the books and magazlnes you read?

[SHOW CARD] -
]

English only................................l

27 28 English and some French.....vceeeeccececeees?

Both English and French equally.............3 ’
¢ French and some English.......c.caceneenesa..d

. French ONly.....cceeeeeesccaraasccanssnaneesh

other....-.\....-.--.--------‘-.-..---..-..-..66

[SPECIFY] ‘ '

[195]) What language do you use in public places, for"
example in the stores where you shop? .
{SHOW CARD]

-
.

. English ONnly, ..ccveeeenocenccenescacncronnns
29 30 English and some French,......eeeeeeecseanes
.Both English and French equally........cc0.s
French and some English.......ccocenveccacas
French Only....ciiveeetecacvenssaconsacecans

otherl...l.l‘.l..l....l...-.l'.'........'.Q.

[SPECIFY]

WU Bw N

{,

- ) ) [INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT] e

ROW I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUEET;ONS ABOUT YOUR
PLANS FOR THE FUTURE. 20 K

3 !
{196] Have you considered 1eav1ng Quebec to gettle

- elsewhere?

' l_/ Yes, a 10t., .. eueiinenncesnacaral
- 31 Yes, a little, . ......c000ecevaee

> No-..o....-00.....0‘...O0l0-..l¢3'-—')[Go'm 20]

o=

o a
o " * ‘ . & s
»
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[197] Have . you madé defln.tte plans to leave, for example,
"have you accepted a new job, or found a new place to
live? -

L/ New job and place to live,i.......
32 New JOD,..c.vepecceccesacnocnnnsnan
’ New place to0 livVe.....veverenecevas
Neither......iiceenvieecrssavecass

oD W N

— [GO0_TO Q.201]
{198] where are you planning to move?

(L2 7/ city:

33 34 35 ¢ Province: , )
/ [/ Country: - o

. 36 37 ~ ) N .

\ ' . [199] Why are you going there?
Lt [ /. " ' .
38 39 '40 ] )

= / J L _/ 7

41 42 43 - , =
. - [200] Are there any persons or/gr})ps there who can help
. you get settled?

EI ' ! N

~ Yes.on-.oo-Qo..v..iolno.l.on....ol

1
44 45 - (SPECIFY i.e., relative, company..] .7 L
2 ., (60 _TO Q.208]
[201] Have you made tentative plans #o leave Quebec, sich

as applying for another Job or anawer:.ng ads "for
places to live?

NQ-..--.-.--q..-.----...--(-....---

VAR New job and” place’ to live...cvueane
46 } NeWw JOb..u leeeraeesesonacnceenasnis
- New place to live..................
Neither.....................,...,..
1 ' + A
,[202] Have you read about job posaibllita.qs or talked
about getting a new job outside Quebec? e

“

1
2
3 -
4

-

- ¥ - - - .
N ~ a ¢

{[‘-'/- S b (- I U | )

47 ' L

- . , s . R
v .,

A : \ r
T o * [2Q03] Have you travelled outside of Quebec specifically -
- » < ta see if you would like to live elsewhere? ,’ .

LR . . - . B
- " N - ¥
- yv

¢

L—/ Yes.fot!.-n-.c.oog’oco--o.o‘;-onooootl' o

~ Nonﬁ......--..-..........&...ian......2'.

* <

~
-
£

e
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\

[205] I would like to know the chances of your moving
out of Quebec in the next f:l.ve years,. Are you,,.

! .[SHOW CARD| ) . T

Definitely 1eav1ng........,............1
Probably leaving.......................2,
" Probably not leaving.....c.c.cesecnacsesd
Definitely not leaving.......eseisasedssd
- ey N

s

7

[206] If ‘Quebec were to become an independent country, .
what would be the:chances of your moving out af -
Quebec in the next five years?

[SHOW CARD] o

Definitely would le&ve.........,.......
Probably would leave...................
Probably would not leave,...essseecccse
Definitely would not leave,............
“DK/MA.......

<

O B W N

k)

[207] If the Parti Québét‘:o:.s were to clearly win the

» independence referendum, what would he the "chances of

your moving out of Quebec in the pext five years?
+[SHOW CARD]

(O v

Définitely' would leave.........0.......1 C .
Probably would leave...............,...2

Probably would not 1eave...............3
pefinitely wpuld not leave.............4 1
DKmAl-.ll-'I‘..'.......l..’..'l.....'.g

(208] If the Parti Québécois were to cledrly loge the .

independence referendum, what would be the chances of

- your moving out of Quebec in the next flve years?

Definitely would leave..... D I |
Probably would leave. ....,.ecceesicacas.2
Probably would

Definitely woul

o

o . i

& 5.

> Lt \

L%
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*  [209] Here is a list of reasons why some people would atay
in Quebec, Which would ke the most imporiant to you?
Which is second in importance? Third? Fourth? Fifth?

g ‘e [SHOW CARD] . y
- ==
VAT Ay, Personal economic situation oOr 3Job.......ceesieses
"853 54 8BS ’ General economic conditiuns in Quebec........oq00
- Language lawe/:mQuebec.,.........................I -
$6 57 ° ’ General political conditions in Quebec,...revveev..
L . Friends and relatives here in Quebec,...,. PREPT RS

{210] Here is a list of reasons why some people wbuld leave
Quebec, Which would be the most.important to you?
. B which is second in J.mportance? Third? Fourth? Fifth?
sl ‘ {SHOW CARD]

L4 [/ Personal economic situation OFf Job. .....cscevinn..
58 59 60 : General eco:.gm:.c conditions in Quebgc... t...ivte
o _ Language lawhk in Quebec.......,ceiceeeeMcciiainn
61- 62 - General political conditions-in Quebec...........

o Friends and relatives living outside of Quebec,..

.

[T

. [211] Generally speaking, would you .say that in Quebec -
- ) society at present, things are going very well,
o ' rather well, not very well, or not well at all?

— * . [SEQHW CARD] ~

#*

l_/ Very well ......ccivieacecccaeccsassossel
. 63 7 RALhEr Well. ... oovereueeenetacesaionses?
. . . Notvery well,,......ccviiiienninieanssd .
S : Not well at all. ..c.ovcerieienneciesnaesd -
. _ " DK/NA.. ‘9
4 [212] How would you rate the state of the Qhebec economy ?
Is it,..
" [SHOW CARD] . s

1

/ / , Very good. cic.ca cerscensstscnassasenans
64 . Rather good,....ccivreevrirncenrnrcecns
’ NOL VBIY GOOB.. . e eveeeonennenonnaineans
Not qood at all.__cou-,..ov--.--o‘o-no.---o
DK/NA......
J - 4 e +
. . {213] Do you think that the state of thé Quebec economy
. '\% can affect your own parsonal economic situation?
. a
[/ " YeS, very MUCh 80....cseveeenecncsesaans
65 Yesl allttle..........................

O W N

1

1

2
L
DK/NA. .. s tiiineenrnscennasasonssaneaasdy |

- < ERs

3 . H

o . , S ok . -

{



- 4 t" v
" 4_ 4 4 / ° 1.D. Number
‘ o1 2 3 (
'_‘ 4.' ‘ l 2 0 "

. 4 5 ‘

»

* card Numb’eriin .

L S oo [mwml '

K <. R Not too satisfied..u-w.iisvercceeccsoraooacss
T . . ) Not at all satiafled........................
e e (215] How do you judge "the provmcial government with
v ) . regard to its. accomplishments in the economic
N . n . areas? Are you,,. ™’

.. -7+ [SHOW_CARD]

P

4 . - B

5

g

[SPECIFY]

L4

very satufied with 11:.‘.....................
Rather’ satn.sfied....’.......................

e . Very satisfied with dit....... .. oiieiaanns
T - . Rather satisfied......qceeecsceccacsoonanonrs
s . Lo ,Not too satisfied....cccieprenrecncicncennse
« “Not at all Satisfied,......eecteeeeenenennns

DK/NA.--..--.c-o--o.of'o-,-oooo--.-o.-o'----.

N

m-&wwv"

1
2
3
4
9

-

(214] Generally speaking: how - do yoi judge the, present
provincial government in Quebec? Are you...

o

" . a7 .+ [216] HoW do you feel about Bill 101, that is, the new
s PR o ‘ v French language law adopted this summer by the
) v .. |, Quebec, government:

Arké you generally in favour.-of’

L Lo e " it or are you generally against it?

‘ English Canadians. .., coveeeccnnnssdannnoaens
) 9. 10 . ©, " Frenrh Canadia@ns8..,...eveeceececeenacsnsenne
. . Jewish Canadians.....eseeccecerecansoacesens

Other........;............,..............’....

, INn favour. ... cieeicecaceonnssscnaaracsnsanal
.. 8 2 s Agalnst..........,..........................

“‘4\\\‘/4 . ';" ’ »J. '.DKmA‘goiln.o.ocuooo.-plo..o"uoo‘ll'u.-..'-9
. o " N )

mc/m9

L e .-
’ > A
. ' B v N
..
Y - L

2

v [217] w:.th which of the followmg groups of people do
. S ) you feel most at ease? .

2
4 .

v
l A’
3

e '[218] Please ‘think of three close fnends that you have.

i I - To what ethnic origin does each of them belong?

/ s 0 T )

~/J// 5. - o -

AR Cop

Y -
» =
» e
a . ? 3 v
- - .. -
2 L]
- N N
. h - e .t "u * . B
. oWV ot
- e - wed -
[ -, N ¢ ~ o~
B » hd
> - =0y - : < "t
W oan - - -
LS )
- e . - . . . h
N ; - " 4 et
- - .
- T & - M
- . o % ‘
—
o FOERY
% L. ”r
. Y4 < g Wt .4
-2 LT e vy
A N ' ¥ - ! o
‘ o M “ . " = r
o ' ’ * N
- - - - o - : A
4 B N * N h
7 o * 3 H hd E 4
. . ot Y e " - '
I e o 5 .
k] ed N
a P -
» . -
., b PR - ) -

iy



-

e ‘ [219] Pleasa think of your ‘next—door neighbours, -

ub o
v - *
* 2.t

-

To what ethn:.c group does each of them belong? .

-

Lo g [2203 How long have you been living in this house/

apartment? .
ki A’ ' ) " g
_________years ‘ : .

" %

- [221] What is the ethnic orxqin of tha majority of your

in-laws? [i.,e., your brothera wives}]

PR L‘
"English=Canadian..,.. vceeeveevesesenasl
«French-Canadian,....ececvcesarsas w2
gﬁe,wish—Canadian..’.w..,..................3.
«Mixed..,........--‘..........-n..--.-...4
Other, ... . vicceiiiiietoineecaisaineaassb
"ISPECIFY) . -
mongog ------- -qo".I.------n------.au-.g ! .

[222] In gehera1:~d6 you think English Canadians and ..

-y
v

[223]) Do you think that in their mentality and ways L

%

. ‘French Canadians can get along... [SHOW CARD] .

_very easily, fairly easily, with a certain
"amount of difficulty, or with a great deal of
difficulty? -

.Very easily.......... eesssaacessenvasasl
Fairly easily.......covveecenneenness.2
With a certain amount of d1ff1cult.y....3

Great amount of difficulty.............4 o
D!'(/Nl‘\....,.'.................‘........-..9 L

of living, French Canadians and English canadians
are... (SHOW CARIJ] very different, fairly different, .
quite similar, or.very s:.m:.lar?

Very dlfferent.....‘,..................l
Falrly dlfferent.......,--.-...--~..---2 " “' -

$ 4 I ., -

Quite Similar....ecieiieeianensesrceanssd - .

Very similar............ sasemesiaaiest b ]
’nx/_mg........,f_;_.'..,...;.._..............9' e

B
+

Coa

N
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- /7

{224] In general, do you think English Canadians and Chinese
Canadians can get along together,,. [SHOW CARD]
very easily, fairly easily, with a certain amount of
difficulty, or with a great deal of difficulty?

Very €asily....ccviiveenencsnncncisens
Fairly easfly....c.vivevecacondoronans
With a certain amount of difficulty...
Great amount of difficulty.v.eeceenae.
DK/MA. .. ieirereacsnsannnsns Ceesectiane

O H Wk

»
¥

(225] Do you think that in their mentality and ways of
living, English Canadians and Chinese Qanadiang
are... [SHOW CARD} very different, fairly different,
quite similar, or very similar? ¢

Very different........v.evvvrrecaccnnn
Fairly different. .. ..cccvevvrvenenssoes
. Quite simllar...,................\......
Very s:.m:.lar....................‘K.....
JDKANAL L e S RLLE TR REP PR

- ‘ : ‘
\ .
\

™

O b W N

[226] In general, do you think that English Canadians X
and Jewish Canadians can get along together... . )
[SHOW CARD] very easily, fairly easily, with a certain
amount of difficulty, or w:‘ﬁ a great amount of

' difficulty? - .

Very easily.........................'..
Fan:ly €a8ily. . iecnineeicntracranvenas
With a° certain amount of difficulty...
Great amov.\nt of difficulty........ ceun
. (DK/NA......:.....................~.....

2 ' N

8 %

O b W=

[227] Do you thmk that in their mental:.ty apd ways of
11V1ng, Jewish Canadians and English canadians are,..
[SHOW CARD] very different, fairly d:Lfferent: quite, -
gimilar, very smllar') . s

I Very different.............. peevasanes
Fairly different....cevceveecsconccnss
Quite similar. . ......ciieevcesanncesens

v Very s:.mllar.......,....,.............

. DK/NA...........ﬁ.....................

O P W N e
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T [22B8] Would you be willing to have a FEench-Canadian
' , as a member of 'vour family by marriage?

o [SHOW_CARD]

[/ Very willing.....eeeceeaesocacsosee
- 26 Willing...ciovcpeeeecacanncancannes
JNot very willing.........cvneenene
Not at all willing.....v.cocaeueen

ch W N

' [229) v;ould you be willing to have a French-Canadian as
" a close personal friend? [SHOW CARD]
| <

[/ Very willing. ... .couvncenennnnnnns
27 W:Lllmg...........................
. Not very willing......eccv0evee

t .. Not at all willing,.,.....eueueernen

, W~

.[230] Would you be willing to have a French-Canadian =
over to your house for supper? ISHOW CARD]

L/ - Verywilling......................1

28 "WIlling.cecvsenassieonsorencnvrsenl
: .7+ Not very willing.......civeesevses3 ’
' Not at all willlng................4

3 . ‘, -

s -

[231] w°u1d you be willing to have a B‘rench-canadxan as
- .a person you might visit with? [SHOW CARD]

[/ - - very wxllmg......................l
29 ., S WALling. . ovvrncneinnonasateneness2
Not very willing........:r......,‘..B i
Not at all‘mlllhg.a...........,...4 . -

N IS
‘\ - N

¢

R .

[232] would you be willing to have a French-Canadian as

a mepber of gne of your social clubs? (SHOW CARD]

/7 . Very willing...ul..eesveneeseennn.l
30 - . Willing...ueeteoeosoancosenasonsssl
Not very willing. ...cceoeeeeeesoss3

' Not, at all willingu.....e..eeeseas d

o »

. [233] WOuld you be w1lling to have a French-Canadlan as
'your next-door ne;qhbour? [SHOW CARD]

- \l
‘ , ’ very wll'llngC‘Il..".ll.'.Il.‘!..'l i
'31 Wllllng...--......-.....-......a..z - v
Bot very w1111hg..........\........3 '

R . 'Y Not at all willing..........s.....ll !
'S P o N -

.



4

. asha close personal friend? ([SHOW CARD]

»

[234] Would 'you be willing td have a -French-Canadian
as a co-worker? [SHOW CARD]

Very willing.....c.iiiceeevineeonl
Willing............. S
Not very willing.......... PP 3
Not at all willing...............4 !

[235]) WOuld you be willing to have a Chinese-Canadian
as a member of your family by marn.age? .
" [SHOW CARD] , It

¢

[

Very Willing.....i . ccevmoossncnscs
Willing........ceeeiviececoceecans
Not very willing,.............i5..
Not at all willing....\..........L.

awb

\

[236] Would you be willing to have a Chinese-Canadian

° ! \
Very willing......ecvevvceinencea.l
Willing. ..o eveeeoeenrenunanenocess?
Not very willing.......eceeeeves..3
Not at all willing...... ..%c.0e"..d f

[237)\Jlould you be willing to have-a Chinese-Canadian
over to your house for supper? [SHOW CARD]

Very willing......» eceseesccesnsasal
Willing....e.vveeeeceesanotacesnnae B *
Not very willing......oeveeneveeaed ’
Not at all w1lling.................4

[238] Would you be willing to have a Chinede~Cénadian
as a person you might visit with? .[SHOW CARD]

Very w1ll:.ng......................
Wllllng....................4.......
Not very w:.llmg...................
Not at all wil‘ling. ceessesestaeses

n

B B -

[239]) Would you be willing to have a Chinese-Canadian

as a member of one of your social clubs? [SHOW CARD]
. - ° .y

Very wilﬁ.irxg...‘....'.............l\.l P
Willing...... PR ¥
Not very willing.....eveewevieeeand
Not at all willing.w.tcceossseaccatd
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°

+ [240] would you be willing to have a Chinese~Canadian
T as your next-door neighbour? [SHOW CARD]

LS Very willing....evieveenogercavsadl

38 ¢ - wi]-—lingh--a-n..----o-o‘--’-.c-.n--!‘z

Not very willing.....ceuveeevmunenl3

Not at all willing......cceoe-u.’.d .

.o i o R ' <
[241] Would you be willing to have. a Chineme-Canadian

a8 a co-worker? [SHOW. CARD]

[/ Very willing,.....oeeelfemssenencasl
39 . Willing..... -
" Not very Wwilling.....vececevsnensssd Co.
.Not at all willing..c.oveneieneeedd e A

) - [DO NOT ASK JEWISH RESPONDENTS’ Q.242-Q. 248 GO DIRECTL
. 70 Q.249] -

R [242] Wouid you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian
as a member of your: family bquarrlage?
[SHOW CARD]} .

A Very willing......cceieveooreenassl
40 . Willing...oeeovenreeeennomannnassal
v T Not very willing......eeeveueseeesd

4

s : Fot at all willing.....e.ccuvennen

L]

[243] Would you ‘be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian’
- as a close personal friend? [SHOW CARD]

[/ . Very willing..ueieaoerencasanennne
41 B Willing.....................u....

- Not very-willing, .. oeceessovrasanss
Not at all willing.....vvvevnnennn

'

W

¢

~ [244] Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadidn
over to your house for supper? [SHOW CARD]
A ‘ Very willing.ovesvoseeesenvoceseeaal
42 Willing. ..o enedndancesamansanand

’ ‘ Not very willing..........c.00000s3

. .+ Not at all willing.......ieccevn.d

*

¢ vy e
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47

48

[245]

by ‘ .
£ | a4

Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian
as a person you might visit with? [SHOW CARD]

Very Wwilling. ....ceeeiinecennnnnns 1 .
L Willing. ... ceeveeaa... ceseassinceel
Not very willing..... seesemsncanas 3

[246]

[247]

[248]

[249]

[250]

Not at all willing......cceee.....4,

Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian
as a member of one of your social clubs?

[SHOW CARD] ) :
Very willing. .............. cecanan 1
Willing...... cetececaiasaananans .. 2
Not very willing................ .3
Not at all willing.......... e 4

@

Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian
as your next-~door neighbour? [SHOW CARD]

Very Willing.eeieeeeooesesccnneasns
Willing...?eeeeeenccecnanncanannns
Not very willing.......eoasesscces
Not at all willing.....ceceevecurecs

B W N

Would you be willing to have a Jewxsh:Canadlan
as a co-worker? {[SHOW CARD] -

Very Willing....ceeeeeenavoceeeewl

Willing..e.eeerevecooeoanoranenses?

Not very willing......o0eevnneeeas3d 7 ‘
4

Not at all willing....ceceveuevene
«f

What is your religion?.

' ¥ Sy

Do you attend church?

Yes, frequently.....ccceeeocneseasl
Yes, occasionally.......feeeeveeeel , -

NO . uereeueacaooenoaonsansnoosssseseld

DK/NA...oveeeerrsoovassaacasaaonaad
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‘[251]

[252]

[253]

[254]

45

4
[

Is your socigl position in the community
high, low, or the same, in comparison with
other individuals in the Montreal community?
o ‘,\ a
¢ 7 N

High........o....;:..... ----- l/‘

P g

The SamMe@....ccceeec... SR
LOWeY . . v viveevonnaaanens N

DK/NA..veeeesosssennsansnnnssd =P [GO TO Q.253]

Could you tell me why you think you are jn
a... [higher, lower...] social position?

15,000

What was approximately your total earnings

for 1977 f:om all sources, including wages,
salaries, rents, investments, and contributions
made by other members of your famxly?

[IF_NO ANSWER, szn CARD] . «

30,000 and aver........... csecapsescene
25,000 ~ 29,999, ...000unnnn..
20,000 - 24,999............. eens .
19,999, 1t e ie i pareae s
10,000 ~ 14,999, . .ccirienilonnansennnn
5,000 = 9,999, ... cuunreedeernnnnnnaas
Less than 5,000, . cccanvecsscccanccanse
DK/NA........:..........._.............

t 7

L]

L]

L ]

L]

[ ]

.

.
. ve [ ] .
W N 00 B &b w N =

+ 1

Do you belong to any clubs or associations?

.Yes-;-oqq).o' ----- ..-'-n‘--o.,o.l. ) T

No ooooo ‘.-oo-:-o".;ooni -.....z—é[Go TOQ'ZSG]

’

DKNA....'..,.0’(0...."‘.]......9
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60 61 62

[ L L/
63 6h’ 65

[ L [/

66 67 68

YA AR
69 70 71

| . /.

72 73
YA |

7% 75 76

46
(255] Couléd you please tell re about .hese clubs or
assoctirations., Are these:

sports and cultural associations................ 1
‘[SPECIFY NAME ] \

Business and prdieaéionél associrations......... .2
[SPECIFY NAME ]

Political groups and Unxons ..................... 3
[SPECIFY NAME]
2ol

Religious aSSOCIACIONS. . «vvrrieeroeennccnncenne .4
{SPECIFY NAME ]

(SPECIFY NAME]

(é56) Are you in any way associated with any persons
or groups other than relatives who live outside
Quebec and could help you settle down if (when)
you move away from Quebec? :

YESonocoooooocooooool

4

 (SPECIFY):
Co _ RELATION TQ - TYPE OF.-
RESFCNDENT . LOCATION }SSIST%?CE‘”
A. ST T
B. | - < S K
c. : .

No‘...’..“.........‘.z

) Dﬁ/"&--o;ocooooooooog - . L
(257) May I ask how old you are?

years
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SAMPLING METHODOLOGY .

.

‘s T )
The sampling methodology was designed to form a representative
sample of Anglophones living in. the Montreal Metropolitan area,
within a reasonable time and cost frame. i T

by

- Since one of the major concerns of the study was the

! extent to which Anglophones disas;;ociated themselves .

fran Francophones, and since residence could be con-

u

sidex%ﬂ a key indicator of social distance, it was

el

. essential that Gur sampling method not exclude Anglo- .
phones living in predominantly- Francophone areas. /

Y

,
> i

43,

-

The following details the sampling procedure: ™~ - Rk

1.. * . A list of all telephone exchanges for the Montreal
Metropolitan Area was compiled. Assistance in'
eliminating nan-residential numbers from the sampling - L

frame was provided by Bell Canada, . e
‘ ) . Ly

2. g A llst:mg was made of approxnnately 1000 em:hanges
Ebcchanges WEre repeated based on the proportion.of the
total Montreal population residing in that exchange
' (for example, if the '484' exchange contained B8 of the " PN

population, 484 was, listed 80 times). This method

- » assumed that Anglophones would be randomly distributed
acro;s éxchangés which, of course, we knew to be
untrue. * Thus .ﬁ:f)e probabi}itSI of contacting an Anglo-

“,
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]

Fa
e

KA

-

w"« «

phonehmseholdwasbasedonmepercmtageofknglo—
phones *es;;lmgunﬂ)eexchange '

e
-
’

A more .exact method might have been to establish quotas
within each exchange based on the proporgﬁon of the
English-speaking population residing in each. However,

* this method would have made more difficult the task of

ider‘\tif.yir;g a low-incidence population using a randam
digit dialing pmoedurei In fact, the final san;ble
dlstnbut,;on proflled the gaograph:.c distribution of
{Anglcptnnes .m the Montreal Metropolitan Area.

. Ebechanges were given randanly—ass:.gned 4 digit numbers
- and these telephone numbers were entered on screening .

f

questlonnau-es. . Five attempts were made to camplete
the call. ’

When all of the numbers in the listing had been exhaus-

.. 'ted, the sampling procedure was repeated, in that a
second listing of '1000 numbers was prepared. Thus, no

" one exchange was advantaged by over-sampling.

v

A total of Smroximately 6000 names was needed to

generate the final sample of 332 Anglophones. (A large

_“percentage of numbers were rejected on the basis of

out-of-service, non-residential in spite of the initial

. screening by Hell Canada.).

,

“

-
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