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wlth ~has~s on bboth nu.CP;;~t sel~tivlty and rru.grant [tOt.lvatl.on. 
,~~ 
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'I11e central .dependent varl.able .lS a stated propensity to rrugrate.':,,'-. 
r \ ... ' ~ 

~ ~ , ~ 

,Of the major :~aphic and econCITUc var~abliS tramtlonally 
"'. Ji, 

, assocaated w~.th migration Ü .15 found that, apart -'fran age of the . ,.,. . ~ 
"i\'respondent, no sinqle factor Qr collection of ,~àctors adequately 

~~ ~ , 
........ ~ ... ~ 

explal.n sl.gnificant atTOWlts of var:.ance ~n intentions. to l~ave ~rt 

().Jebec • '. 
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A major P~. of the' ~tudy cons).ders~ ~ .. enc~sulatlon of the 
':'~.. ~' 

An91ophone ccmnunity in Quebec:, '~d examines\. possible ~ :~soci,a"'!' 
, ~" .~... li" ' . \ > 

•• ~ .. ~o.\' 

tion of social distance ~ran,Jr~cOPhones ~lth ~~téiït~~s ~t:P leave':j. 

the prOl1ince. A Bogardus social disu4l'\Cf! scaJ,e' ils used',,,td:tœasure 
.~( '~!J ~ 1~ .. ~::{ '~\, ~ 4~ #~.\\ .» , ~'S! ,~::~ 

attl.tudes towards linguBtic group' contact, whl).e(·~viow; 'l~\, . '"" 
~ ~ ~;~ ~.-...:'" 1 \ '.;' ~ .. ,:, ~ ~ • \ ";,.. 

tœasured with scales represeptinq interperson~~ cdn.tact~·prf", ".' 
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Utillsant les à::>nnées, d'échantl.llonnage d'un sondage effect~é en 
. ,~ 

1978 auprès de 332 lnglopl'loi1ès r~lda,nt à "+bntréal, ce~te étude 
~ " 1 ., , 

examine l'~9ratlon 
_'" ;\1 ' .. 

anglophOne"":hor~ du' ~ et,' aborde ., 
,. "~ ~" 

pr~ncipalement l~~t aspeCts) de la sé~ectivité al.hSl que la 
, ...j " ..... , ~'\! ' 

nDtlvation des nugrants •. ' '.La pri'ncipalè v&riablè' dépel)dante est 
I>~ , 

., 'I~ , 

celle de la propension décl~ à 'nugrer. 

,. . 
pn.nclpales et traditionnellement ~sociées a~ le phénarène de! ''f~ 

» 

" 

\ 

\'; 
.,~~ , '\ la migratl.otÎ, on rema;quê qu'à l' exception;, de l'âge des 

tr <l '= .. t . ..., ~'" 

:", 1 

, "', 

\:t:épondants, il n' y.~:a aucun ,facteur SP&if.ique qui' explique ~~ 
, ~~' 

façon 
. 

satisfaisante une quant;ité' significative de vàr;anc~' dans le~ . ,~:~' ~,;" "'''-
inten­

,,~, 

tions de quitter le Québec. 

." ,,,',, "'. .. ~ 
E$tr'COJ:l~acr~.a la ferrnature de la 

... J. .. ~ 

et examin~ uni? ~SOCi,,~~ion poss'~~ 

. , 

Une partie ~rtante de 'l'étude , 
',l<,-, , 
cdmrunauté angl~hone du Québec 

" en'4.'.e leur distance sociale des francé)phOnes et leUrs intentions ~ 
~ '~ , , ~, 

, quitter le Québec. Une éCffelle de distance soc:aale de type BOgardus ", 
• H ~ 1 i :,~ 1~~'; , 

est utilisée pour mesurér les attitudes dEr chacun en ce qu~ a trait 
• 1:~' -

.. ,.:. ..... 1 /~ 1 (l' l ,:Jr.~ ~~, 
o ~ âtt contact'~entré' les groupes linguisti~{'l Le cmpo~~nt est 

~ mesuré en fonction des échell,e.p reprêsentant lè cOntact inter-
• ~.~ t.f ' 

\erso~el à différents niveaux.' 'f-es donnée~\tecueil1ie.s dênon~." 
- ' \,,i, ;,. 

crent que les' varJâbles de distance ~iale peuvent ~~~ 

; . 

i1j" expliquer l~ Phénanène' tle la 'l'ariance en propension à quitter ç .~ 
) t~. ~""";~-+\ 

le OIlébec, particulièrement. parmi les~sOUS~r01J?!s spkifiques 

de la population anglophone. 
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~. DuÎipq' thé 1977-1978 censuS year, n,'127"pecp1e left the pro-
\ 'l,' 
Vtnci, \;>f Quebec. 'lhls wu not Only an ~rease 'of 17, 60(} erTU-

< " ',,. Vl'I, 

grànts. 'fran the previ~ çepsus yeu but.al.so exceeded the nun-

ber irof ~t migrànts for'~ census \year since i9?O (see Table 

i-l1;\ [1] During this same perioè Quebec ~~inued to ~ve 

the lowest interprovinc1al qrÔss migration rate - 15. ~ per 1000. 
'-~ , 



... 

} -

leavizqg the province (Charbonneau, r-rlàheu;t 1973). Sl..r.U.larly,:..l' 

':\ 
1906 census sarcple data showinq provtncial emigrants fran Quebe<; 

. ..r 
.. X' ...... 

by rréther tongue inclieates that in a five-year perioci, 19~~4'f976, 
""' '. :......-'~ 

.. 1' -,r-

a high percentage o,f Anglophones left the prtwince. i-fire.-.recent 

sarrple data available reveals that ~st one-~8;lf of the qradu­

ates of Quebec' s English lanqu~ high schools have already lef; 

the province or intend to leawJ.(caldwell; 1978). 

, ~ 
1./", 

Of course, enugratlon ~s only one f;ctor wtuch has contnbuted 
... 001'-

to the shrinkwg English population of Quebec. Other contrlbu-., 
• , v ,'. ""._:>~ 

ting -factors have lnc1uded the hlgh œath rates and lCM birth .;..' 
..... -f,.'~ ~~ J ...... y Vo.o{'1. 

rates of thlS' rapldly aqlng populat~on. r-hreover, tkl,s-j?Opula-
J ~ , J. toi? 

1~'Itf"i..". 
." 

tion has been heavlly dependent upon irmugr~tion as a form 
~ 

. " 

of growth (OI,lellet, 1964). Further Hennpln (1971)' 'and Caidwell '-". ,,::,. 
'"","(' JI,. .. 

(1974') have bath shcMn tlK",t, given low birth rtliés,. this depend-

enc~ has resulted in a substantial reductlon of ~~ulat~on -
{.. .. ~ ~;, .. :;. .... , 

in recent years. 'Ibis has been pë!Iltl.cularly hard felt in the 

sec1(or of British origJ.I1 which, as a pr~rtiop'. of . the Quebec 
.. • "J","'jA .. _ 

population, has been shown to be declining ever sinee a c~ 
.. ~ .... ,,:; 

dishnetion between orl.qin and roother tongue was made in 1931. 

. '" J..._",r 

As the ntut'enca1 stre~gth of the ~9liSh-speaki~PoPu1ation' of 
-~ . ~~ 

Quebec has dependE.d historically on a "contil~ll.ng ln~~ux of Angle-; 
.<;.:.~> j j;~ 

'-. "1:J 

.d:,. ..... 
:..,.:.t-

1.:;:",,,, 

"",~" ,,,_ .... 

" 
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phones fra1f other provinces and abroad as well as ee assimila-/< . 
t~on of non-Enghsh, nan-French)W1'Ilgrants ~nto th~ Etlgll~h sedv ' 

" • .,. j'" -1 

tar, twc recent developments have thrèate~ed the'growth and sta-

b~hty of the Anglophone nunorJ.ty. Flrst of aH, recent :umu-
';, 

r 

grants to Quebec have cane ItOre fram French-spealung c:;ountnes -

" than was the case in the pasto In 1976, for example, 41.1% of , , ' 

"Ç, .\ 

nugrants admitted into Quebec were capable of speaking French 
l ,-'-.. .J'. 1 ' 

arr arnval. Seconclly,. governr.ent leg~s1ation has discouraged 

',âssllt\i.lation ~nto the Enqllsh sector by çarpelhng newcaners to-. , 
/ ',,( send their children to French schools.-

, 
,,/.... 1 

~, , 
AU of these factœ:s have contrJ.butQ(!l:~tb a very real ~ra{9h}-c 

1 

crisis ~~r the ~q~.iS~ populat~~n of Quebec. . The E!ltU.gration of 

Anglophones is rtr:)re wterestiqg at the socioloqical ,:evel, how-._ 

, ever> ahd therefore invites analysis at the micro level. That 

incieasing rates of ~~gration have paralleled major c:hanges 

• in 'the ~ial and politi~.al institutions' of the provincè suggèS'ts 
. /. V ' ~, 

, . 

strongly ti1at uncertainty ~d f~ar. ~f encroachin~ fr7~%ê\tion 

are prime factors nDt,ivating Angloph~nes to leave ~. For 

the most part, Jo~~list~c'evidénce suPPorts th~s hyPotheslS, 
, ' 

but there has'been 1ittle tra~tional,~gràt~on reseàrch con-

·~ucted. 

/' 

, • t. 

" 1 

,--

.' 

,\ 

" 

, -' , , 
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, " 

to ask two fur:damental queS~/10nS: who ~as,left ~?, and why 0/' 
dld they leave? 

'!his 'st~ i5 ~ al iÎ1~iews 'with An91c:phones residing 'il'l 
1.. ,1 '.. ' 

~ \ ,1 • 

the ~cipalities of Greater Montreal, conduc'ted dur~q the' 
. .. ,) 

,SIJl'met of '1978. ~ hW'1dred'and thirty-b'ti Ènqlish-s~aJdnq -,. , 

adults were COJ1tacted first by telephone ~d then intervu!,~d' l.n 

~on ,through a P~ilitY s"linq' JIlethod • 
.".. , 

t ' , 
'l'h~ ·~nitial. 'r~sPondent co~~t wu ~de ~ a ran~ di9it:~' ~ai- -

in9lproc~. Briefly, Ws method"~sûmed that En9lish:"~~~nq> ~ 
" > ~ - .1' !' \ '" " 

" residents' of tbltreal wculd~ be diS~.illuted equaüy within. .. ~h. 

telephone exchange. A list of these exchanges was- cœpiled with 
, • , '" 1 

PloPortiOns equivalent to' the populatioft denSity -in, each . exchange., ""~ , ,'~ 
., {or'; 14 .... "t . ' 

\ '"" . 
a ,'Fihally, four-diqit randan nœbers were assigned to each 'exctw1ge. 

" ~ . , , , 

, 'l'his procedÙre.wu repeated !ive times, qiven that many 'of thé -
. '\ 

nlJ'Qbers obtained were out of service n\J'li)ers. (5ee 1IR;eJldix III) 

9 
The $eCOnd st. in the Sl1fI1=Iling method ir.vol wei the' identl.f ica-

, ' 

, . tion of ,Anglophones. It was not the intention' of this study to 

limit the~ analysis ,to the British =dharter '~UP ~in~'~ic Orl.q~·' 
~ ~.z.-'" 1 J 

r. 1 )r' ~ ;.'~... ,J r~ ... fl~} 

, 
", . 

, , 

" 

, . 
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oft.en poses èefinitional problems. HCJWIEver, t..'1e heterogeneous 

character (2] of the r:nglish pq>ulatlOll at l~ threateneq tp, 
... ~ ... - ~ 

make analysis and subsequent generallzat~ons extrernely difficult 
, , ,1 , . 

for a small sarrple. Accorchngly, a 'carpranise selectlon pro-

'eedure for lncluslon was based on tPe fôll()\\fing criteria: where, . ' 
.\ 

Engllsh was siat~ as rrother tongue! or,. ~e English was . 

spoken as a f irst language ln the hane and the respondent had 
" , 

"",,1 

béén bom in an Anglophone,country. Tlus part of the selec-
'.\ 

tlon process ,"!.a9 performed by tra~ned telephone lnterviewers 

who atterrpted to make appolntrrents for intervlews with respond- - ·1 

ents who satlsfled the ~election criterl~. 

One further criterion of selection was based on the variables 

,of age, sex, and position in h~ld. It was decided that 

both ~les ~tj females aged 18 ta 65 years were' to be included ~ 

" ~e sanple in order. to ensure the integrityof the randan n~ 

, . procedure US4!!d to select household mertbers. For epch telephone 

n\.lIttJer corresponding to a household, the indi vidual answering 
. 

the call was'.~ked te list the nerbers of the household: males 

Dy age seniorityc then females by age seniority. Frarl a pre-
'J' ' 

selected'" m.m~r, ~ the interviewer then selec-ç.e\C:ïe particular .. 

person in the household ta be, interviewed. \ . 
l,. 

o 

:.' ;l,'!œ personal interviews \\Iere conducted by ~ained university 

... 

/ \ 

. \ 

. 
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j 
.~ 

" 

.. 
,,' 

, , 
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" ,) 

graduates .using a standardized questionncllre.~ 'The tTlajoritY,of 
"'t~ '~t -:,... .... 

the intervi~ were conducted' .ln the haœs of' respon~ts, ~ile 
, ~ 

a small m.ll1'ber of rrsponèents-were interviewed at t.'1~~r place of 
c 

'" work. In general, the interest and co-operatlon of both lnter-

viewers and respon' dents was verv hJ.gh. '!he re~se rate was 
~~~ ~ -~&~ 

" 
"approximately 70% of the t;otal nunt:er of qualifyinq individuals. 

~ 

~, even in h the case of 'those indiviàuals who' ref~ to 
~;.t. 

agree ·to personAl interviews, one-half did consent to a brief 

~~l~one inte~i~:':'~th ~i~ extr.''fran the questi~n-
.: ;" ~ - J;.. "-'., ir 

naire. Howevèr, -.tt $ou~4-, be noted that these latter œ.nàents , 
"1't .. 1 ~I \ .}' '~.:.1' 

~ .7' ,'~ 
have not been ivc1uded ln this.~~udy~· The charact~ristiqs of , ... .~,...i fI' r"W' j ·~:t~,4 

these respondents were P9t significantly diffe~t \or respond-~ 
> .. ,~ .r ... } 1 

~pts whQ~consented tQ the complete intervlew. 
;;:',> ~ ~. ).J~' 

~ .... 'the final sar.-p1e consisced of 145 males and 187 f~es. Of the 
"' '1; 

total, 54%~. found ta have been barn in fw"altreal whi1e QVer -, -' ,. 
One-half of this group had '1eVe1' li ved elsewhere. 

~r ~~ 

. . 
Further, 47t 

~+ 

.. ' 

of ~ s~ idimtified themse1vè!r as "Englisb:;<:anadians", 17% '(,l; 

c 
as "British-<=anadians", and 15% as "Jewish ·Canadians". 'nle ."'"' 

remaininq 21% identified theII1se1 ves. aS Jl8ti:lers of..<other -ethnic . , 
~ 1;' .~ ~ 

groups. '!he major deroographic and ~io-econani.c characteds-

tics of the ~le eç>x:respond to census distributions. 
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'!he Questl.OMaUe '-,'.4' 
~--==-!\;..;....~--~ 

~~~ 
~'.<J: 

~ J. tt: r' l' • 

~~ questi~re çonsisted of two'hun~ and fifty-eiqht ques-
,~... ~ .. ,.,. 

,,1 dons ,that reç.tired an average of one hour to be carpleted ln 
• ~ l;y. ~ .~IJ,.f.. 4.! '( ,/ 1 

the interview situation. "A major part of t.'le questiOMaire 

) , l~licitea' background infonnation ~erninq age, education, oc­

,cupational histofY, r.1i.qratiori~history, and famlly background. A 
\ 'f'!..,\j/-t,,::, 

~ .. /;f ~. 
'~'.!~'~ 

N .... ~ 
~', 

"l, , ~-.. 

." 

.,' 

0, 
p 

':sèc~)Îpart of the qqestionnaire . .required responâents to proviae-
.:r .-~ • \ 

4~ , ... "\ ';ç'" ~ 

.• '-a, detailed acCOWlt oe'the geographie location of their parents, 
fi' "'\ ,; 

',. ;;}>' 

"'" .. 
siblings and,chil~. A ~d section included a re~lieatien of 
''..' 'Y. ,"# • 

,the Bogarc:tuS <~ial distance '§Cale aS well as quéstions designed, 
01>4 c. I-.,'Y .. 

te measure,.the extent" to whicn the respondent had contact wi th ,. 
,~' 

Franc~ones or !lBt'ber~, of other ethnie groups. ~ fourth section 
, .' III ',1 :~~ 

was included which at~teà to aeasu.re flligration '".intentions: 

\?resent plans, future plans, an~plans given specifie scenariOs , , 
i>r;') 

for the province. Finally, a nll1'lt>er of"attitudinal Ciuestions 
.~~-:.~ ;~.. // 

werè ineluded to ~ure contenbnent with pcilitiCal, econàï.ie and 
',* 

social conditions in the province. 
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Quebec net inter-orovi~vi~l nd~ation in 1977~7a w~ eonsiderably 
~ l' . 

'higher .. than the 1981-82 period. Popu1~,.concensu~'''is that th~~'-
'Anglophone 'exodus' was gre.~test 1n this earlier;period as a 
re~ult of the e+ectiq; of the Parti ~ebecois in ~976. "';i 
It should be no~ ~t ~~œ ëXis~s a tenqeney to .Vl~ the 

• ....~ ~ '''li: , 1. i 

En<iliSh-s~aking population of Quebec, as being a far more 

hanoqenegus body than ij: i9, ill act~ .circ\.l!lStances. 
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19~5-~6 
1967':"68 

1969-70 

1971-72 

:;<.J.973-74 

1975-76 

1977-78 

", j.'li 1981-82 

'Note: 

._~ ," ", 

1 • 

'Il, , 
TABLE I-1 ,fq 

NET ~IAL MIGRATlOO Eœ c.m:aa:=, 1965-1982 

'''~~:. 
'1/1 " 

Quebec 
Out-migration ' net 

Percent 
pop. In-miqration Out-migrants 

-' .. 

5,685,000 45,252 54,149 ' -8906 t.O% , .... 
5,864,,000 40,457 . 56,18) -15,126 . 1.0% 

"Jf 
S, 985, OOQ./ 36,226 72,P67 -3,5,841 1.2% 

6,027,764 
-:(.J ... ~w 

38,810 59,271 -20~461 1.0% ~ 

6,081,000 40,773 55,9d9 -15,136 .• 9% ' 

6, 18a, 000 32,915 45-;557 -12,.642 . ',,' ~' 
.7% 

6,283,'1.00 ~ , 25,222 72,127 -46,9Q5 1.2% ,.;~ 

~,438,405 26,920 50,211 ! -23,.291 .8% 
~ c,#~~ 

1966, 1971, and 1976·are census years, 'others at~{~1atlon 
est.imates .!., see Pop. est:unates 1961-70 C4nadian Statlstl.ca1 
Rev. HistoriCél S~ 1971-78, 1981-82 Statlstl.CS canada ' 
câtâioque 91-201 AiUiüiI'"' OeftD1raphic Divl.sion: International.;.". 
and InteI'provincia1 Mi9l'atlon ln Canada. )I,~:;. " 
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:~,~ 

* .' of ~-ntigrants: calculateà as (out-mi9t'at~on 
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Year 

197~ 

'1976 

'ilS. 2 
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TABLE 'r-2' 

POPULÀTION OF Ql1EBEX: BY tramER 'm'GJE FOR SELa:."I'ED YEARS 

E!l9lish 

N -.!....\ 
-, 

789,185 13.8 

Mother Tongue 

.~r French 

N , 
~,867 .,250 80.7 

Other' Total -

371,330 6.1 6,027,765 

444,520 7.1 6,234,445 

1981 706,110 "10.9 '5,307,015 82.4 425,280 6-.6 6,438,405 " 

"~( 

, . 
~: Statistics canada 'ca~oque 91-201 Annual. 
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~ OF MIGRATION 
ta t

," r" 

Introduction ,,' , 

".; \. \: 

" ~ . 

~ '-+~~" V~J J,,,,, 

nus chapt~r reviews the l''ajor' findinCJs in migration l\terat.ure ":, 
, - ..... 1<; "" r-{"" t \_ .. ~ 

with respect to the questions of migrant..,selectù'i~r and migrant 
~ .. .' . 

'-'.."l( • • 

, J,~~lvatl.on. 1he concept of social di,stance is introduçed, as a 
, ....... ~ "Ç 

process. ~" 
,1 

. 
~- ~.-

1.1 'lheoretical Issues < •• "' • 
~~~~~~~--~4 . 

rl<'~.J' 

-/ \.1 . ,_ ~'Ir' '" 
'.'., [ . " ........ 

A..<p~~rdefinition o!:;m.ïgrati9P-rmust be inclus'ive in t~ ways. 
. ! "';: , 

It "~~, !4.!tJ:, include the ~ge. ~~ population movements that 
" ~r Ç;\ , •• t'~~" r ~ ,"'~ '"t.i . . ~ 

qan 'legitimate1y be CJ,lled.~gratiOn, and second; suggest the 
.. .,.,' l'~l,.~ .. ;~.. rr ...... 

.',t;. fact "t:'hat ~gratiQ.o: has rnultipl~,caO:se~ .. ~and cons~s 'Yor the. 
~,.~ J ~ ' .. "'ir ,,>J.,.o ~. 

-é, ;' migrant, his place of o;i9in, ''and his place of destination. 
,,)0,:; ~'~)"" ... ~; h .... , ,~~;.: I.,.. 

~J~' many ~finitions ~st1' -tr05t authors accept tl:te phencrenon 
, ',.:. "( hi,' 

;,<,~ as the ~ess by wt:li::h an indivi~ or group undertakes 1a per-

manent or semi -permanent change of residerf!e. 1 
< "" (Lee, 1966) -::' ~ 

~, ... .! tt. 

The more recen1!~' literat.u:re tends.to utilize the conceptualiza-
~..... "' .... , ".. -:r _ 

.... 'kt' - ~... l' .... ~ , , 

tion prqv:î'~ Dil' Mang41am and Sc~ar2:wéller (1970). 'Îhey descr1be 4t 
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tit~'<o\~:.' 

a relatively permanent rooving away of 4 coliect~­
v,ity, called migrants, fI'CJ'lone geographic l~­
t~9,'l to another, preceeded by decision-making. on 
th&.· part of the rnicp:ants on the basis of a hi&-

1"", • ~ 

rarehically ordered set of values or valued ends 
and resul-ting in changes in the interactional ... 

':,,' system of 'tPe 'migrants. .~;. 
". 

" 

',-. 

·~ .. r _ ( , • '"-;,: "\ - ! r _~ 

~"~t',persistenthpr~~~ nced by the student of mi~ati'\m "\t v 

yI..! ~~,,-;; ~ .... ",. 

is §tha~ .th~ ~ubject ITlatter covers terr~tory ~ to several.,:-, ~ .. ;':" 
" ~-~ .... ""'t - ;. \.' • ' • -

• 'k ',:diSci~lines.' 'Ibe literature refa.ects the d!fferent concerns of ."J~, 

.-
\ 

,,. ~ ~t. • , • .~." .. '.. ' ... ~ 

. _~~r~, ,~~~Ii~ts, '4OCiOlogists and ~s, ~,:, .. ~,' ~<" ",,1.,, :'- /'1 ~ '"" 
~:.',..,... '-. - \1" ~l .... <\,' -7; ~, .~1,"\o' !:"'if~ "*' 
the ':f~;~ds to b..e ~tére? on one of ~<'.units of analysis J ";'. '.. '~. ;1.~. ''li 

.l "')' ,"'"~ '5:;- • ' ,..... ,h' l' ..... ;t. 

the ac~ual l'ligrSltion, tne ar~a of origJ.m.t 'destination l or the '-" '" ,!,.. '<1";1 \l 

rrtigr~ting unlt. ',!,; , 

.J~. 

'. 
1.""",,\, "'i ~~.t 1 0 

Studies ~iéh enphasize the migration &mG' ta be concerned with 
',-" ... . 
l~'~" ," ~ 

1 .... the Iœas~t;. and prediction of volume an? distance. (See, 
~: 

for exéIt'P1e, Ravenstein, 1889; St~fet, 1940~ Gallaway, 1967. 
, ' -<, 

1 
'. ~. . 

~n ~~ unit of ,~~SiJ is ~e pl~ of 'oriqin and/or destina" 

'tion, discussion is ceJltered around structW;a1 variables whieh 
...... <1 ~ 

" 
tend to facilitate, endouraqe, or inhibit rnl9f'ation. Herè, the 

~ . . 

push-pull paradigm is still strongly favoured and ecortanic fac-' 

.... 

'" 
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tors' such as labour market and dJ.fferentla1 ~ncane are errphaslZed 

heavl1y CLadinsky, 1967: Courchène, 1970: Mclnnls', 1971; vander-
t;; 

canp, 1971). FinallYi where the unlt of analysis ~s the lnd~vld­

ual or ~qratlng co~lectivlty, research has focused generally 

on preàisposmq lndividual characterl5tlcs, and, nore recent1y, 
-

on trotives for miqratlon based on the ~grants' subjective per-' 
1 

ceptloi of conditlons encouraqlng or lnhlbl~ing m~gTatlon: . 

, 
it i5: evident that for any ~icular migration aU three 

:.. units of analysis shouid be considèred, the awkwardness anà èx-

... '> 

': ./ 
pense of .sucP carpreheh.'iive miqr,ation studies make them a rarity. 
'\ . _ ,. .' ~ . / 
It is 'oct .surprisi.ft9-then tnat 'thë.t-e exists saneth.ing of a' t.'1eo-

,. i' ~ '1 \ ., ....t ... ' 

. retic vacUum. ~;As Stone (1.970:"76) has notf.ced: 
~"'\ , . .." -" '...~. "'\ \ , 

J Al..nœt aU of what bas passed for subst:anti ve 
theory in the literature about' migration lS a 

" 'sequen~ial listinq of factqrs believe,cl to be reIe­
. vant in explaininq miqratioo. ~ith thè citation 

. . of eaeh factor, there is usually sone statE!fl'l!llt \ 
'of reUCf'l1B why the faètor is ci tÉ!d, but there is 
no. theol:y about simul t~ interaction of t..'le 
factors, and 119 atter.pt is made to fott'1Ulate ça­
neral causal rocx:3els in whlch che listed factors 
appear as aspects of the 'cauSal- rnechalù.5I'IS. , , 

1 

• • Tc a great extent, the literaturè on Migration has been in~luenced 

'by ~lqnmts in r'Ù.gration, i,tself. 'As, miqrël;tory C~nts l)ave . 
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groups ·of-':.rnigr,:lllts;." a ·soèio-"ps"'yc'h~lOCJ.i.C'a1· orl,entation, l't~ becane 
• \, t .. , ':.. t .... ... ':.... ....'~L "<. " ~r~=,,, : ,_ ..... \, _, '" \ .;; ,~ 'J~~, ,.,.' ..... , .' , l ",\ 

rrore PI?fUl~~ ~;PÙ~~rOach~~_-fran 'tl:leearfiei;'.~teXriù:nrsrn:· -', 
'.. ... ...... "~,,- ..... ~, ';: :- ...... , - < ~ ~ .\',' N i. 

of push-pul~ 'œ~ing '1.nsofar 'as authOrs ~i%e the 'partl.CJ;~ " 
.... ........... , ....... .... " 

~tlon~ of" ?rat~on~J: rru.~a.'}t, ~iCh' ~herëtAJ:'~ ~és~,~tat.~~"·,~~ly;~S-
1'1 ,'- \ 'i" ; ... , .., ..... 

at the level of the migrant. Manga1al:li"an.d-SchwcU'zweller (1970j "-
, J... ., ~ _ ~ ,.".;~' '. • .... - - ... \ '0;" & 

have sugges'œd ~t two rnaj~:quest1~'be aèdre~~' in any s'iUdy', 
'... " ~ '. ~ ,ft J ~ ~-. 1 l " \ .. ,( _... _ .... ',' 

of migratiat: 'who are the"Ilù.'9r~tS?' and 'why are theY;Dugra~-

Il 

",. 
1'he questl.on of jot'ho rrii'gra~eà;:"iS. ~t ~th.a,ply in migration 

, .. t .... 1 ~'1' ~t .. : -'" '~/.~' ... ~I ': 
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literature. foDst, frequently, tne"-artal?1S1s of aggréq4te census daea 
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Q~i~h~~~'-iio his enviI:on.'œnt, and . ~en ~ut~ t.'le lI'01;i ves to 
1..,," ... 

. ml.9ï'atè:.ll1fangalam and Schwar~ller, 1971:- lOS L: Consequent1y, 

-~~ :question of ~y pèople migrate ttas /OOst often been raised 

," ' -, <ln}.y indirectly. 

the data have been drawn fran census records. In recent years, 

severa! authorities have expres8ed;'a need for data fran additional 
- ~:~ , ,- _'1 R 

s~'.t(f'ènab1e a proper investigation ,of the so:haJ. processes .. 
-'lnvolved in -migritt'ial (Manqalam and SchwarMller, 1970': Stone, - .. "- \_' . 

1970~ and Shaw, 1975). In particular, Stone q97~) has noted 

that'. ~tion of why, freoPle migrate has rec:eived virtually 

no attention in the canadian context. 

J ....... 

, " 
~~~. :::.~'; ,;\ .. '': t -; -, 
,~~':' :, '~ .. " ~~~:,: ~~",,-> :: -In j\lStifyinq a study which focuses exc1uâively on the rkgr~t'; 
:,:/""::',:,~\~ (~.:~}~, ",': > ,~:-':-.'. as the unit' of analysis, the fact that' t.'1ere ~s a spec,ified need 
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for cont,in~ research is convincinq. However, the rea.l: ai-c;ument 
~ , 

for using the migrant rests on the assœption that the indivi-

dual's subjective perceptions of his social, econCl'\Ï.c, and physi-· 
t ./ ~ 

-.-, J 

cal condi:tions assume an ~ant role in his œpaviour because 
b ' ,; \~ ',,: _ .. ~ " .:v 

he makes judgemen~. ~ on, incarplete ,jJlformation.. l'lJré 'sim-
",' - ~ ~ ~ :~... '.... - 1 

-.. ~, 

',,,~r.,t::.-the \oJOrst ~~ s~UX"~' conditions will n~ encourage mi9I'a-

tion ii ~ ~'n6t-pm:eived as into1eràble.. " 
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Althc:luqh RUCh of the literature discusses 'migrant seleetlvlty', 
, 

at~ to unify uttiversal miqration differentials have been • ,; . .1.~ 
/, 

disappointing. Shaw (1975: '-1'8) has not:ed that. "if principles of 
'"'.0;.... -. 

selectivity are te be bu.ilt into general'rodels of migratiat the. 

selective ~ts may have to be Weightec! ac:cordinq to the 

settincJ and CCl1posi tiat of the pcpulatiœ subgroups which are 

within the danain of the r.IOàel. Il Sim:i.larly, t1anqaJ.am and 
v 

SChwarzweller (1970) have advanced a social -=tian framewor~ 

seemingly capable of delineatinq the characteristics o~ migrants 

in te.."T'IS of the relevant elemen-=s of social orqanization. They , 

arque that, for a particular case of migration, Sa1lI! of the dif-
, ) ~ , , 

ferentials take greater .i.r!p:r...all?! than others. lt can further 

be sugqested that. Bogue rnay well have dealt rost realist.ic~lly 
'~1 

with t:,e absence of c:ausensus in a&sertinq that, with t.~ excep-

tion of age, ~ real universals exist. It ia r.Jertheless still> 1 

possible t.o outline ~ of the.majoJf'Cllfferentials which 

appear c:onsisteQtly in internal mi9rAtoJ:)' l'IOVIIIents ln canada and .. 
the United Stat&s. 

Age and, Life Ç)lcle 

'American anc;l Canadian data have -shOWn consistent.ly t:hat ~.y.alone 
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accounts for ltOst .of th~ var:lanc~ ln IJ\l.gratlon~ In fad:, 'fige 

·~ars to be the on1Y-rassUr~ ~i~rsal. Beshers (1961), and 
r " 'II 

Tarver (1964), ·have CIem:Instrated ,support f9r the theory thâ,t 

I1Uqratlon vanes lnversely wlt:h age for lnterstate nugratlon 
, 1 ~. - \ J " 

l' 1 ., .' , 
l ln the Unlted States. nus fLndinq is conflrmed for Canadl.an c;lat,a 

which point to the relative magnitude of ,difference between, older 
, \ , ' , . , 

" \~d YO~9'!r migrants (Sto~, 1969, 1970, van~rç~, 1973: Beaman, " 
- , 

1973), Stone ,( 1978) has analysed 1971 census data and sha,.,n that 

young adu1ts' aged t~ty to th~rty-f~ ~ars of, &Je en9~ed rrost 

often in repetitive change of resl.dence when c~_ Wl.th other,' , 

age groups • 

;,. 

Broadly, the interpretation for' variations in migration rates • 

be~ age groups is exp1ained by the role dispositio~. as~i - . 1.. 
, ' 

ated with age changes. Aqe-re1ated proce~s~s such' as m.:u.r~ag.è, 

family formation, and career Œlbility often neCe~sita.~ à change' 
'\ /, . . 

in residen::e. In a&li.tlon, it is <jenerally ;:lSsumed ~t q:por-

tunities, costs, and benefits associated with t:pe aet of migra-:. 
" 

,. tion are unevenly d.ïàtributed in ,qi ven . dimeruüons of the Hfe' 

-'. 

, ". 
ft (.. '" ~ • 

fie~d. A nunter of authors have charted st~ges in nuc1ear family 
~ l " 

~ . - ' 
develcpnent l showing that the eari:)ination of age, jMrriaqe, , 

.. . ~ ~'. ~ ..... . ' - \ ~ 

and nurrber of' children ,are related close1l';. ~o the likelihood of 
-." .. 1 l , \ 

\ \ Il 

migration. (Rœ~~ ~5: ~~~: 1968;' Leslie ~~ Richa~:ds~l 
1961 ~ speare" 1970; -J.cnq ,',: ~9J2) • 
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SOcl.o-Econanic StatuS.' 

,Thère' is' s~qng evi~e to suqgest that ~gration rati~s are_ '-
, 

: 'generally highest' fo~ those with the highest l~ls of educa-
, - -

tiC'n. Stone (1969) used 1961 census data to shcr.i that, 

in. both rural and urban areas, 'miqpants had hiqher 1evels 
.. , .' 

of ec..ucati~ attainmen~ than non-mi9l'allts. His 1ater analYsl.l! 

of 1971 data has confil:tœd that m.i,qration tends tO be qreatest , -
M'Clnq penons with uni~9ity education. American da~ has pro­

,vided ove.r;whelmingAupport for ~ked education differentials. in 
"'1'_, 1 ~. ;, .. 

mlgration. 
rI, 

BogUe, 1969: tadinsky,- 1967). 
, ' 

, , 

Given ,the cio~, alssociatiœ between -~ation and occupation," lt,. 
, '" 

is not surprisll~ ~t migran;s t~d t.o he positive1y seiected 

accordinq to their occupational status (see Stone',> 1969, 1978; 
(, 

Ricmond, 1969: E!esherS, 1961;",'1'arver, 1964-; Miller, 1976. Van-
. ~ ~-

derc«i1? (1968) and ethers have shawn that ml.qrat~~ Carl be lnter .... 
, ' > 

preteq larqely as a response to ~loyment differentius and that 
"",' , f 

, ~ , J 
> , 

thè more highly skilled the oc:cupatl.on, the more 1ilte1y, the case 

"" to, reql.ona1, to national levels';' 
1_" 

Othér Attrïbutes. 
, , 

_ ,In general, few pther attr~te~ of the migrant have been ,sha.m 
-" - , ~' , . 

, ... 1 " . 

to explain sl.gnificmt a:lUnts7'of variance fran non-migrants; 

;hcMever, sare, findinqs are ~ mentiati.nq. As an exanp1e of 
./t-..,. .. 
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what Sha~ (1975) has"i::alled 'probabilistic models', Morrison (1967) , <. 
, , ",' "" has h:(l?Othesized that individuals are presurœd to UhderqQ 'spec.lfic 
'~'f~ • , ' 

,ris~ of miqrating during' given intervals of b.me. Risks are 
, '''.;.... , , , 

assumed to decrease is a persOn continues 1:0 re~ide in the saros 

,location and becanes socially and culturally integrated into his . 

ccmnunity. 'Ibis seems' eo be an' elaboratioo of the 'migrant .... , 

stoèk' theory where past migrants a;-e found ta be better c~di:'" 
, -

dates for repeat migration as opposeQ to ~~grants. McInn.ls 

( 1964). found that this was a l'lDSt signif1cant variable in account­

inq for interreqional migration in canada during the per~od Jràn 1 
, 

1956 to 1961. 
• (7 

. 
'Finally, in the canadian context, cultural factors appear to hàve, ' 

sqne influence, as a significantly higher ~rcentage of persona, 

" of"" British' origin migrate ~ c~ to persor:ùJ of French ori-

gin. ,.Of course,' ~is is ~Y surprisinq given the lin<]uistic; , 
, 

and CIlltural b.üriers that serve to inhibit francophone emi"9l'at;.ion 
, . ' 

, ' 

, 
., . b. tebti vatinq Factérs in Migration 

, , 

Turning to the work ~ich aàkesses the iss~ or Why people mi:­
grat~, it,ls fOW'ld that most of, the available researcl1- .lS inf~r'" 

... tp, ' .... _ 
ential, 'focusi,~g on sguctural, factors assuned to facilitate or , 

\ 

inhibit migration. AnDng those micro-studies which conslder 
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1 _ - the migrant as the unit of analysis, Stone (].9-14) has recègni2!ed 

, ' 

t'hO major perspectives. 
, 1 - 1 

The first enphaSizes the interpret~tion 

of -nU.gration as a ~sponse to stress, wtn.le the secooc! uses the 

concept of a decisiat maJœr enq~ in a cost-benefit, calcula-

tion of ~~. best ~~erests) 
• 

"It is interestinC} te ooserve th4t these two Perspectives 
, , 

are simil~ to the, early 'Typoloqy of Miqrati~' provic1ed 

by Petersan (1958). He described ~ p'oss~le migrant types: 

the 'èonservative' migrant reactinq'in re~ to a change in 
, . 

conditicns in an attfilll't to retain the ~tat~ quo: and, the .' Inno-

>, 

, vàtive' mi9%'ant who ~s as a"~ans to, achieve Saœthinq' nèW. 

.~ 

~ \ ." , 

lt would appear then that ~ stress perspeCtiVe ~s' ncst l~ly 

to be associated with the behav~our of ~ conservative inigrant, 

while the cost-benefit perspective is m::>re ~inent to the ac-

tivityof the lnnavative m;grant. following the perspec;ive of 

miqrants, Beshers and N:.shiura (1961) haVe put forward a t}'pClogy 
-

of nugrant decision-makers wtllch de'fines rru.gr~ts as' eLther 
, , 

"purposive/ratia\al" future-oriented or" short run J.1edonists", 
• -yt ' ' • . / 

who respond to short term sLtuatLona1 factors. { 

,. 

'Ihese very sunilar conceptualizations of migrant types, albëit 

\1 sin"plistic, wculd seém to facilitate the developnent of conCise ' . \ 

and meaninqful cœparative statements ~ confronted with a, 
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" 

nwrœr of variables shCM\ to have sare effect 00 migrant motiva-' 
, .. 

tian. Unfortunat;ely, ,in spite of efforts sirnilar to Peterson's, > 

,- " 

verY little attention has- been paid to the use' of -such - tYPologies. 

as cOnceptual t,ools. , " 
JI. 

:;~ 

Stress ~sPe$iVès 

~ clearest expreSSif! of the 'stress perspective is OJtlined by 

WolpeJ::t in a ~re,tic~ preposition ~in 1966. He states 
• 'Il' \ • 

that, in' addition to push and, pull forces which may be latent in 
, , 

the migratiat decision, rooderate andults of stress may freque'nt:ly , , 

encourage sehch ~viour~' ::, Stress tends to he defined as sul:l- -:;;;' 
" , 

jectively-felt deprivations, ~ther 'pt)ysical, ~iai, pOlitiéal-
'" 

or econanic. 'Iberefon;' in investigating reasons, for migrating, 

it is necessary to give weighted attention te the individual' s -
\ -

'per~eptian of conditions. Evidence support~ng this perspective 

has been pr-ovided by RoSSl (1955), and Lee (1966), ...masé respec-, , . 
tive data illustrate how reactl;,0ns to envlronmental factors may 

- , 

vary in ter:ms of the ,diffeting tolerance levels of ~ndinduals. 

For the /OOst part, much has been made of lnterreg~onal nuqration 

as a functl?n of man' s response tQ sl.tuatior).S of eçonaru.c stress. 

M::Innis (1964), Courcl'}ène (1970), Nl.ckson (1967}, Tulloch and 

. (, 
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. . 
!4acnu.llan (1972) ~ and Jac~~~n (19751 have aU desronstr~ted ':he' .' 

, ::~,\: hl) - :'..é,. tl;'- " r \ '1 

prCllllnence of JQ,b-related factors. uf the stateQ lt'Otlv~tlons of 

lnteJ;'regl.onal ml.grants in Canada. HoweV1!r, whl.le lt 'cannot be 
. . ~ 

denied that vlrtually ail m::wes l.n North Amencahave econatUc 
\. . -

signIfic.!nce, M:::Irmis" haS a~t:ted that. a sllIple ecorOruc roodel 
-'; # <; .... 

obtains best ~esults when it is applled to specifie groups of 

highly tn::lbi'le incü.vl.duals. Similarly, LanSing and Muell.er 

. (1967) feund that '''àlthough the ~onanic motive daninàted\deci-
.../' \ 

sions .to nÛgrate, a surple rrodel of man as an econanic maxll'llÏzer 

wa. unfounded, As a result, eondl.tl.ons of stress have been ex-

panded te· include l.ndices of carrntinity ~.atisfaction, ccrq;:>laints -
, . 

about reslde~ce, and fanuly sltuation. 

'l 

~e Cost-Benefit perspective 

~ " 

This second màjor perspective l'OOSt often views the individual as 

~ weigh.Ulg the advantages and cUsadvanta<jes of roving i,n a calcula-

. 
tlVe- cost-beneflt ana1ysli~ of thlS sltuatJ.on. SJaastad (1961, 

1962), and' Speare, Jr. (1970 have developed declSl.On-ma)ung 

lt'Odels whlCh awear carçetent. matheinatically but are neverthe- ' 

les5 ne<]ligent of the rrore fundamental processes involved ln 

the nu.gratlon decisl.on. A rrore important crltlCl.sm of thl.S , , 

approach lS that costs and benefl.ts are e~reœly difficult' 

to OOcument sufficien~ly for indivl.dual cases. Moreover, 
1 
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~ t can be very .hazardoUS te assume: accurate information ~n the 

part of the migTant ~ardinCJ ~uch things as w~ differen~iaJ.-s 

'in . plaCe of oriqin and destination. , -
" , 

, " 

, , 
1.4 Apprcpriate perspecdVés in Migratiat ~ Studies 

The t\«) perspectives outl.i.ned above are net rrutually éxclusive. 

,~' , However, far a parti~ar eUe study oi miqrat'ion, the choice of 

t. 

perspective made by the researcher will undcubtedly be influenced . ". " 

by structural factors praninent iri the miqrants' environrnertt. 

Where migration is invest:iCJated as a response to stress, there will 

pz:d)ablyeKiat st2:al] p.sh forces in the migrant~"- àrea of oriCJin. 

IIi contrast, when the cost-benefit pëtspectlve is E!f1t:lhasu~, 

bath pUsh and pull factors will be present. In bath types of , 

studies the question of rniqrant selectivity must be addressed. 

Lee (1960) and BogUe (1960) have hYP,Othesized that the telation­

ship between migrant selectivity and migr~t rrotivation 15 5uch 

that migrants who respond to push factors are Ln generéÙ selected 
o 0 , 

neqatively whil~ those who respond to Pull factors are selected 

, po5.1.tively. " , 

\ 

'lbe Quebec Case 
\ 

Political, social, and econanie CCXlditions present àurJ.n9' the tÏl1le 
1 4{' 

, , 
in, whieh this study was W1dertalcen suqges-ced stronCJly t.i1at we 
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franC1Cl.Z~l'\g, ~. 'l;'hus, it WU hypotheslZeè:\ that rru.9~atlon 

intentions èould at leut parÙally be explained as a statement 
, . ' 

,', , , 

of. dlssociatlon fran francisat~on. 
.,J." i' 

1. 5 SOcial Distance as a~1:.i vatinq Factor for Migration 

Social distance cân nost s.int>ly bè described as de1iberate beha-
, . 

-. 
viaur or attitudes Wlich discouraqe or inhibit interaction with 

out -9t'ouP rnenœrs. As such, lt is possl.ble to inte%pret sone 

migrations as radical attEl'lpts to dissociate oneself fran others."­

Of ~ourse, these types of migration are rrost often forced upon 

lndJ.Vlduals or groups by oyert persecution and/or government 

policy and thus. the analysJ,s of motivat~on can be usually direc-

", te9 at the sedem:ary body fOI'Clng the nugratlon. 
" ,/ 

Analyses of soc'~al distance as a 'rrotivating factor for the free-
~, :". \ 

"choosinq migrant are less camon. One pranin~t, albèit inconclu-

siva, body of lJ.terature ~s the discussion of 'white flight' .. 

Gi ven, integration projects J..n the S<?uthern United States in the , 
1960'5, many researchers exploreq the reactions of l.nutes to 

forced contact Wl.~l ~1ack.s. Accordinqly, wlule lt is ~t 

unreasonable to suqgest 

Quebec parallels 'white 

.... 

that the Efliqration of Mq1c:phones fran 

flight' in the southern U.S., both '5+-

,'". 
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invel ve the prob1em of à forced contact between groups which 
- , '" ""-

tions 

had remained isolated for historical and sone ~og~ca1 reasons. r , 

• '1Ir' - 'r ~-

~, -

According ;0 caleman (197-5), U.S. data on school enrolments fran ':' 

19613 1;9. 1972 ~revealed ~at atteq,ts to integrate urœn" schools' 

were conêurrent with the efforts of white parents ta rrove to all-
01. ~ - • , ..... 

whi:~ schoo! distr~9ts OI t less ~nl~, to put their chilcken 
, ;t \, 

in private sehoo1s:-~ Levine and Meyer ·(1977) provide similar data 
" 

indicatinq that ~ite ~ntOl.meht declined rrore rapidly if black 

enrolment stxxxiover thirty per êent -or sl'lc:Med ,a rapid increas'e. 
u 

Fo'i:' the '~st -part, 'h~ver~, this evidenCe has failed to provide 
- ~) 

conv~inq proof that white flight is related- to contact. A 

nunber of rèsearctte-r~ haye shown no relationship between, desegre-
.. • ~ 1. 

gation ~d 'Nhit:e out;..ward tn;i.gratioo., or have found other v~iab1es.L. 

to 'be 'tOre pertinent in'exPlaining the migration (Farley, 1975; 
t ~ Ï' ~ 

- " -
Jackson, 1975: Rossell, 1975'; Green and Pet:tigrew, 1975: Wegman, 

1976.) For exarrple, varàdy (1971) exarnined household migratfe,;n 
';11.' • 

, '1 ~ - .-

,decisions in-~a' racially chanqing neighbourhood and concluclèd t.'1at 

wher) plans to ~ intens'1fied;:ver time, the major infJ.uence 
~ ~ . 

waS n~ related to changing racial çarposition but IOOre to changinc; 
, \ 

ho~o1d,ipccme. -. 
',' 

, 
~t)r ,AnglophPnesln ,Quebec, avàidance of the 'other sohtu,de' had 

J 

not ,been problematl.c unUl the mid seven!-ies. The ti'ghtened en-

papsuiat~on of the grouP' allowed for minimal interaction with 

Fr~cophones. It was only with legislat~on con&!minq the French 

language ui Québec that 1?he·"white flight" hypothesis' becanes 
,-'. "'-

interesting. 

"". " 

. , ., 
: . 

, -

• - t; 

.. !' 

" r: 
~ 

-
" " 

-, 

~ 

\, 
'. ,", 

~f;" 
,-.., , 
~" " 

~ 
" 

~~ 

1 

" 1 .... 
;\r .. 

... 

'-

. 
--:- '~ .. , , 

.. ,~ k ~ 
'. 

~" 

.' 
" 



... 

'\ .. 

, .. 

" 

,., . , 
; ~, 

""Ol' 

! -' 

'\', \ ,} 

\ 

~--- ~- -- -::-----~~-_:::--------------~ ... -.......... -_u ... 
24 

-. 

, " .: ,-:" Conclus lon 
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'l11l:s chapter has'~sunll\arl.Z~}. i~' .S~ .. detâ~l~', _~JQ~ f~ndl;n<.ts ~r(tl1e- ': 
; ~""i' ~ J ) \ \ .. ~, '. t '. -- ~v' 

... mlgratl.oh t,: t~~t~ "and'.:tiàs e!!ph~:~ed., th~ ~rtan~e' of th: 

mil;rant as a rational i~vidual. The idèa ~of s~iéÜ d.ist:arlce:~ 
'r III' 1 • '1/ , 

as a determining factor in migration Aas also been in~oduçE;(f. 
~ 1 '00( .' ... ...; ... ( 

'~ 

The ob:;ElCt of the present research, to be ch.scussèd ih the foll~ ~" 
~ ... 'l...; i J ~.... ... ... ~ 

. ing chap~ers, will be to identify which of 1the variables 1 navirig 
, ~ '~ "\,l ............ ...:. 

p~eviously been established in the li ter~ture "'à,s iaport~~, are' 
• 1" l~ , ~,_' ,'<rI .,. 

found· tc? œ., in tfact, .iJrportant in( predic~9 the prcp!l1Sity 
A\->.' .'.,,\ • "!f: t ... '\.. \. ~ \,.. " 

ta , .. ~ 

'~gratE!(.fcrour s~le of Anglq>hones'" ~o', 
{,' ~ . . " 
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," ,barn of wealthy parents df ,English or Scottish 
origin on the slopes ot Westm::>unt, he attended 
private schoo1s before entering M:Gill University, 
where he fratteref:l away his underqraduate yeats -in 
fraternity,houses and at the Ritz; aftexwarc:1s he 
toured the' o1d country prier td assuming his right­
fuI p1ace,behinà. hls father's roll-top· desk on St. ' 
James Street, where he devoted the rest of ms life 
to scr6!Wing the French Canadians 

(Desbarats, 1965) 

" c 

'~lhile thls deseript~on 'is outdated and ~xaqerated, the stereo-
,. 

> 

~_ type bas been sURJOrted by hard data. ~an~an resea.rchers have 
, .U 

, '. 

,f, 

'. 

" , 

. ..... 

. eonsistently shown that both ethnie' pltiraliSll!. and linguistie duâl.-
, ,~) 

ism has had far-reaé:ru.ng effect~ on' educational and dtcupational .. . ' . . 

p1acE!l'{lellt in this countly (P~er, 1'965: B1is!1en, 1970). M:>re-
'II ~ _ '. ".' ~ P'" _ .. 

- oVer', the questidn of dlscrepancies in èduc~ti~~, occupational, 
'0 

" ,. 
and incaœ aChie~t betwË!en Engl.ish- and 'Ftench-spealdng .Què'-

. beckers has rrDre or 1ess ~ated governmenta,J. anè académie \ ~n-
- '-', ., 

quiries sinee the eaz}y 1960' s ~ '" 

~, , . 
l' 

,":;"'~ . th this· ehçtet \.Je provide a brief r Së:X:io-econc.mic' profile of t 
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Anglophones ln Montreal 

ma'âe wlt:.h Francophones. 
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2.1 EdlK:ationaL! Achie~n~ 
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Table 2.], cmpares &;ihard' s da~~'bn: ~~ho~ attaiI)Jnent f6i:",l 
'1: 'l 

. '. 

~ , ,.... 
Quebec pranc~hones and\Non-Francophone~::with oùf AnglOphone data. ' 

, eernard' s data indicate 
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that differences1n educational att;a.j.n-
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in '~~ti.dià1 ~~taiQJneJlt~· lb is highly like~y that the differ-
1 ... _~ .... ~ ~~ '..;; \ t ... _ ...... , ' 

;. i> • 

..... -.: ""',-

~~""', /'"", '\_l'-, > :"(':;~"" ,en~e~ ,~~~,ee .'in ~~le\~,.\i ar~ diff~ences in rural{urban pqlula-

!~ '\, .,,"" '-~ \':";;,~'\ "~,,'"~ t:t~s:. Since ~t:he stu~ cOnducted by Bern::.rd fails ta distin9uish 

,; ," . ~;'~>1':,t ",' bè~ ~ !'r~,aM ~"7~s. any =-i-
...." '" : ,~:'"- >sohs ..ritb 'l>bntteal Ânglcphones are at best ÏJtl)ressionistic.. What 

, ~~ --:: ~,,;.,. 10. ~> (0,..... , \:""':..-_: _/'40. .. , ". 

- .' ," ,: ~ _" -:.. ~ ,. ';;' ' .' ,,:;' .- ~~:,: ~e. able to say i~ -that J.I.t:lntreal Mglophones 1 as a group, are 
\ /~._ • ., ~ ~~, ~~;~. \, ~l. • ,'.', , ' 

• ...... ,~ "'''"!'':::'~ , _. ~.. , 

" .. ' _.;';- """. -. râther' highly educated': " , . 
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Age Differences 

Table 2. 3 shows that for our Anglophone sarrple 1 educational achieve-

ment is greatest for younger cot1orts. 
, 

AnDng respondents aged 18 
, 

..A" t • ... ... "1 

to 24, educational 'âttainment averâges 13.3 years, although it 

shculd be noted that many of these respondents were stlll purs~-

long fulJ-t.ime ,studies at the tJ.Iœ of inter'l,'lew1.ng. For resp6nden~s ... ' . -':} 
aged 25 ~o 34, the average length of educatlon lS !4.1 years. nus 

carpares with the oldest' cohort 'aÇ{ed 55 to 6'5 whose âverage educa-, . 
tional attaUlment lS 11.8 yeëU;'s. 

'1-\' 

SimiIarIy, Table 2.4 reveals that-, CQJpared to the 6Idest age co­

hort, universlty degrees are held by rrore than twice the percen-
~J 

tage of respondents aqed 25 to 34 with -alrrost' forty-f1.ve- percElnt of 
. , 

th1.S group POSSè~sing universlty degrees. These dl.fferences in edu-

fatidnal achievement can pr~ly he explained ~ the fact truit' 

average educ:ational achievement has risen over the past two g9Oe-
. 

rations. In addition, it is IX>SsibIe that in the AngIqmone ~u-.. , 
Iation \E are ~ing·ectucat~onal averaqes lowerec1 by the'AngIo-. 

~ , ., 
, . 

aSsimilation of Urmigrants who are' overreprt;!sented 'in·'l-the older 

aqe groups. \ . 

2"1-2 ~tJnal Acnievement 
.. ~~ • "1'.,'1' 
{ ...... , 

.. 

Gi ven the close assoéiation between educational attainment and 
" If 

occupational attainment, we would expect r-tlntreal Anglophones to 

'b 

\ 
\ 

1 

\ 
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.... 

,­. 
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rank fairly high in the latter category. Table, 2.-5 contrasts 'the 

n~ational distribution 'Of occupations with the distribution for our 
, 

own particular sanple population. It is clear fran the table 

that Montreal Anglophones are overrepresented in uPPer white col­

lar Pos~ tiOJ1S. While for . .both males and females the '''percentage 
< 

" . 
'of the population employed at the level of clerical, "sales and 

-
services is the 'sarre for the total canadian 'and M:>ntreal Anglo- ' 

1 •• 

phone population,' fifty percent of Anglophone males ~ compared. 

to 17.3 perCent of the Canadian population are found in upper 

white collar positions., Sirnilarly, Anglophone males have.only 

20. 2 percent of' respondents engaqed _,in crafts, trades and rnanual 
'.' 

occupations as cœpared with 52.9 percent of the total Canadian <>-. , 
- 1 .. \. ; 

population. M:>ntreal Anglophone fema1es are slightly overrepre- " "-
, ( 

serited in white collar occupations/ccrrpared to national percen-

'tages, and slightly WlderrepresentetI in crafts, trades and manual 

occupations • 

~guaie Group Dtfferences 

"} 

~ing to Table 2.6, we-cân Carpare the cx:cupatio~al po~ition' 

of Anglophones and Francophones in Quebec by contrasting Bernard's " 

(1979) sarrple data with our 0Wrl. 'Ihe table inë1icates that for 

both males and fmales, OCôlpational status 15 rnuch higher for 

non-Francophones than Francophones and, ~rwhelming1y r higher for 

.. 
= 
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.;: .. 
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Montreal Anglophones as Carpared. wiflt Francophones_ ,Alt1fough this 
~ '"- " 

. cllstributi(:)1'\ shows clearly ~ conÜnÛlng overrepresentatlan of 
... - , ' ' , 

Anglq>hones in high occupatianal pos1tio!JS1' cautian should be 
,1.. 1 TL ~ ' .. \1 h,' "-

, exerciseà-When the differencès between Fr~oPhones and nan-Franco-
,., ~ ,., Il _ \ 

phqnes ~è~'~nsidereq: A?Jain, Bernard' s da~_ OOès '"Not distinguish 
~. ..r, '.:.J. '1. • ~,.~ ,,! • 

,'Ir ~ , '-. 
. bet.ween urban atld non-urban pq:!ulations. Since, 85 .. 7 oercent of 

, ~. <""".-' 1 .~~ ~ 

\ non-FrancophOnes: live in I~n1:!eal, it is certain that sane 'af the 

differences" in occuPational stëJtus mal' he ~ttributed to rural 
• • "l'rI: - ( , , . 

versus urban charact~iStics. Table 2.6 also shows thàt there 
(. . 

I~" ~ 

" 
exigt diff~r~nce~ ip OC~~lonal status for non-Fr~oopho~~ and 

'l,. -.ï~~~".,~\ ~-t. 1 

our' simple œSpondents _ :.~~'~may be explained by the great~. 1 

.. 1 T~';-i :\. ... ....... 

ethn;c heterogeneity of the n~!'1-Françophone saITple which would 

1nclude the recent 'iritni9rarlt lXl'u,l-at1Oîl~l~h-has been excluded 
" - " ., ."~ ." .. 

fran the Anglcpq,one '.sanple._ 

Ethnie Differences" ,. 
, .' 

...... :~ , 

>"t--- ~ '. - - • f:~ 1 

As sh'Own ip TablE1!., 2.7, whfi!ll we dif~eren~iate our sanple by ethtlic 
, ... ~ " " '~,. , 

.. ,~ -.Jo 

the higheat' perceritq af, respondents in upper white collar occu-
~ ,'" 1 1 

pations, foliÔwed- bY EngÙsh Canadians, British, and tinally .-
~ 'f ;.... 

'ether' etho;cs . -. ' 
, , 

, • • .. 1 

Table 2.8 shOws the oceupational. status ,of Anglophones by, age 
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cohort. Respondents aged 18 to 24 are underrepresented in the 

higner occupational classes", ,'Ihis can be attnbuted largely to . " . 
~ " JI._ .. 

the fact that younC; adults with high .sta'tus jet> skills do not al-

"'\ ways start ~t in the highest occupatlonal classes. In general, 

" ~ , , ,. 
,,' 

'. , 

.' 

. it ~d seem that younger Mg1cphones are rrore likely to be em­

ployed in the highest stat;us jobs than older Anglophones. Howeve~, 

as with educational achievement, we may be witnessing the effects 

of the Anglo-assimilatiofl of imniqrants in the. older age groups. 
1 

Respondents aged 35 to 44 are l'OOSt like1y to be found in high 

o status cx::cupations wi th 17.3 percent fallin~ in clds· l, followed 

'. by respondents aged 25 to 34 of whan ll.~ percent fali in Class I. 

Occupational Mbbility 

A recent study on m::lbility reports that 'Canadian society is marked 
.-' 

c1early by considerable upward and à:lwnward m:bility CGoyder and 

Curtis, 1977). MJreover, these authors under1ine the irrportance 

of education in explaining oc:cupational rrcbility. Other studies 

have shown that ethnicity and language have considerable effects 

on occupational status (pC?rter, 1965~ ~lishen, 1970). Native,. . ' 
Anglophones as ~11 as British inmiqrants have been advantaged 

since they identify easily with the group which ·maintains both 

poÜtic'ar and econanic contro! in the coJi{hy. "Sub~tly, 
j . 

- '" channels of itQJility have ~ rrore readily acCessible to t:hem 

~ 
,v, . 1 H 

.. 
: 
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than to ether groups (Ricl'lncnd, 1964: POrter, Î!6S). ":;,.' 

J ' 
'W 

It is çp%q)riate to suppose that there will be considerably greater 

occupational rcd:>ility arrcncJ An91~hCnes than aI\l)Il(] other 9roups. 

, Gable 2.9 carpares respondent·s present OC,ÇUPation with fatpet's ~ .. 
last full-time occupation. Almost 60 percent of respondents whose 

fathers hold ~r white collar jcbsPare also te be found il'i ~ite . . r ' " 
collar jobs.. Approx.ilnately 4S percent, ~f respœàients whose fathers 

are in c;lerieal, sales or service occupations are errployed in upper 
, . 

white collar jobs. Intergeneratiœal \m:::lbility is ~t evident with . 

respon~ts whose fathers are errployed in .blue collar oêcupat~ons ~ 

One third have. risen to~ ~ white collar occupations while 49.2 . 
: \ 

percent are in' clerical, sales or serJice c:ceupations: OVerall. . .' there is little evidenee of c:1t:7.tmward m::Ibility ~ 

Table 2.10 consiçers intr~generational ~ility by comParing resPon­

dent's first occupation with respondent's PI'f!sent occupation. M:lbi-

lit y i6 gxeatest for respondénts startl.llg out in blue collar occu" 

pations ~ Approximately 40 percent: rema~n' ,~n blue collar jcbs while 

24.2 percent have risen to upper white collar pOsitibns: Approxi':' 

mately S6 percent of respondents whose first jobs f~ll ln the clerical, 
, .' \ \ 

sales or services categories are still at that level, as cœpared to 

31.3 percent who have gained upper white cèllar .e,ployment. Flnally, 

86 percent of those who becJan in upper white collar jcbs l'\ave re-

mainèd in those occupat i.ons. 

<, 

. 
(' 



" 

• 

. " 

- 33 - , 

'\ 
. , 

'2.3 . Incane 
, . 
'i':- • 

'Oisparities in incaœ between Anglophones and Franccphones in , , 

QI,lebec have been owell dc:x::unented. It;l 19~1. the Bilinguallsm and . 
Biculturalism Cc:;mnission reported that the average ~,f\ccrne for ~n 

, , , 
" , 

speaking English only w~ $5.536.00 cœpared to $3,246,,00 for those 

8peaking French only (Lieberson, S., 1970: 168). An unpJblished re­

port to the Cœmissio~ dem:mstrated by means of a detaüed analys~s 

of 1961 census data that only thirty-three percent of the dlfference 
" , 

in incare between English Canachan and Fr~ch Canadlan ~ntrealers 

wu attributable to thé lower education of Prench canadians, while 

"an additional six percent was due to different ,age structures. 

'lbe authors conte[1ded that the remaining sixt y percent was attri­

butab1e te the clear preference of Anglq:dlone enployers 'fér Eng­

lish caMdian job candidates. f.bre recently, Boulet (1979 ~ has 

Cœpared inter-l~guistic disparities and sh<:Ml that anmg 

male \o«)l"kers fran 1961 to 1977, the eainings' disparity has drq::ped ,., , 

fran a' fift:y-ooe percent differenœ to a fifteen ~t differ- _ 

, ence . 

S~lar ly, Bernard' s 1978 data for r"ranccphones and non-Franco-
1) , 

phones sh~ that 20.3 ~l of non.,..Franeop~s,', as ~ 

with 11. 9 peréent of Francophooes, earned àeclared incanes of over 

S19,500. 
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Sinee our qùestionnaire ineluded only the question of hOUsehold 

incaoe, eextParisons with Bernard's data are prohibited. Never­

theless, Table 2.11 reveals that 51.4 percent of the AnglOphones 

in our sarrçle declared family incanes for ·1977 at ove~ $20,000. 

fobreover, alnost half of these sarna respondents r~ported incanes' 

of ~ $30,000. 

Ethnie Differences (2) , 

, When we investigate differ~ees in household inca!'e cont;rollinq 

for ethnie background, we f ~nd that alrrost 50 percent of Jewlsh 

Anglophones declare annual inccmes of over $30,000. 'IWenty-h ve 

percent of English Canadians declare inccrnes over $30,000, whl;le 

14 percent of Bnt~sh respondents and 14.3 percent of '-other' 
" 

ethn~e respondents earn inCQtes above the $30,000 mark. 

\ .. , . 

. Concluslons 

In SUIn, the .de!rographic decline of the Anglophone populatlon ~s 

not. seem to have affect~ the hlgh soclo-econanic status of the 

,qroup as a khole. There are c1ear indications tryat the gap be-

tween Francophones and Anglophones has 'been con~lderably narrowed. 

Clearly, Anglophones. ln t10ntreal are hlghly educated, hold hlgh 

oCcuPatlon~l posltlons,and earn hlgh lncareS. r\lrthernore, young 
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Anglophones, are, on thé averatje, better educated than oldèr Anglo-
'::' 

phones." Sorne ,d~fferences are encountered when we compare Anglophones 
., 

by ethP.~c background. Jew~sh Allglophones display the h~ghest levels 
, 

of educahon, occupation, and mccrœ when cc:crpared wlth other Anglo-

phones. 
• 1 

It ~S aiso surpr~slng to Ob~erve that Anglophones of Brltlsh 

orig~n d~splay s~gnlflcantly lower leveis of ach~evement in aIL three 

categories in ccrrparison with- Jewish and English Canaman respon~ 

dents. Less sÙ):prising is the fact that 'Other' ethrlic Anglophones 

" record the lowest levels of educauon, occupation, and inCCl'le. 

In'ciosing this chapter it is ~rtant to note that any campari-

sons drawn between Anglophones 'and Francophones are legitir.late 
'f 

only for'the appreciatio~ of overall status and not for argun~nts 

l about discrimination and the like. , 
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Respondents were asked the following question: M'lat i5 your , , 

ethnie origin? dUring the initial eon~aCt phase. For this 

cl'iapter we have retained the original distinction l'lade be­

tween 1 English éanadian 1 and 'British 1 • Chapters 'Ibree 1 

Four, Five, and Six dist~nguish between three major groups: 

An9'loceltics, Je'oY'ish, and Other Ethnics. 

The ethnie background of the respondent is sareJhat WLrelia-. ' 

ble as an indepen~t variable since we are considering only 
',' 

household incane.' In sone cases, tshe main incane earnE!r may 

not have the sarœ ethnie background as the respondent • 
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TABLE 2.1 

EDlCATICNAL AOiIEVEMEN'l" FUR QI'JEBEX: FRAN:OPHONES, 
" NOO-FIW«:QPHONES '(.}.)', ~ AOOLoPIiCNES' 

-

(Bernard Sarrple) 2 
(l-bhtreal . ' 

'An21gehone sample)3 
Level of 
education Franc~hones Non-Francophones Mântreal An21ophones 

" o - 7 yrs. 17.1 11.3 5.4 

.-8 -10 yrs. 22.9 14.1 .14.1 

11 - 12 yr~. 49.8 51.3 ' 32.-0 

wüversity' 10.2 ,,23.4 48.5 

"" 
'lOTAL (3173) 

, . , (626) .( 332) ,. 
" 

) 

1. Paul Bernard èt al. L'evolution de la s~tUation socio- v 
econanic des Francophones et des' non Francophones au Quebec 
(1971-1978), Office de la Langue Francaipe, 1.~79,· table 208, 

rt
". ... 

.... ,. 

2. 

3 • 

p_. 98. ..~' 

SaJ:tl>le includes respondents age 17+ years. 

j 
Sarnple includes respondents aged 18-65 years. 
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~ 
'B-' tiIGHFSI' DmREE REX:ElVED BY ETHNIe lW:l<GROUND. 

.1 .... ~-~~ 
, , 

''' ..... 'f: 'r 

" 
'.", 

" 

. -:,~ ", 

'411<-

• \1.- , 

Elerœnt4try 

~. secondary 

Post-seconnarv - .. } 
Technical 

Bâçhe10r 
~ 

MA~ Ph~D, Dr~'" 

'. 

Brit;.ish 

, '16.4 

41.,8 

9.1 

12.7 

2,0.0 

100.0 
(55) 

chi-square 19.41341, 12df. 
" êÜpha ~ .07 

." 
• 

. '- " . 

\!:., 1 

'l 

Ethnie Background' 
1 • 

English Canadian Jewish ot.ht!r N 

19.8 12.2 '28.8 

34.1 30.6 32.2 

.10.8 ' "" 6.1 :t1~9 

3.6 .. 12.2. - ' 8.5:, 
.... ;-

1.,.:, • 
~ 

31.7 3a~8 18~6 . -
:-

100.0 100.0 '100.0 
(167) (49) (~9f 330 
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AGE GROUP 

18 - 24 

25' 34 

'"'35 - ,44 

4S S4 

5S 65 

.-' 

i . 

'. 
'T 

'h 

-/' ~.( 

. ..,. 

r 
> 

,<:;' 

l~ 
f, 

'f' ."". 

7j ::' 

" 

, \ 

1.,.:. 

AVERAGE IDUÇATION Af«)OO AGE GR~~, 

, 

" \ 

YEARS OF EDUCAT,ION 

X 

'< . 

.. \ ... ~ 
-,.." ... 

. . , 

13.3 ' 

14.1 

,13.6 

11.9 

11.8 

Ir 

\. 

o 

" . " 

, " 

". , 

• 

, . 

... ' 

î . 

. , 

" 

" 

,N, ,. 

/, 
'i; 

T 

(66) 

'r' .4 

(83) ~ 

(78) 

(62) 

(42) 
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,! 

, 
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, 
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< 
" 

/', 

" .j 

25-H' .. 
, " 

' .. / ''; 

Elemèntary 13.3 

" 

,,,", 
J ... ~ ~: 

J 
., '1\ 
I, .... , .... 

" 
,1"" ~r";'~1- ~.-

N;E, . 

" 

,~ ~~ 

16.7 

.'45~54', :,' 55-6S,'~ ':N 
,,' 

\' . 

1', ..... 

J, 

. ' , . ,x..- ". 
32 .. 3"'- 3f>:.~ 

• 4,.... 1-

, ,y';-

l , 

" 

," 1 

Secondàry 
\ 

, 30.1 .,,' 32.1 
'< 

,. 
,_.~<\IIJ. 

-Post-secon~' (d.e.c. )23;.1 ,'- 4.8' 
, ( l ",~ \ t 

t Tec!mical 1.2.0;.: 

'Bachelpr 
'NA" Ph.D# Dr. 

Totals 

• 

,( %) 

N 

18.5 , .. 

'" 

, . 
chi-square = 60.82700: df=16 
alpha = .0000 

l' ..... 

.... ( \," 
'1' 

:~ ~ 

'. " 

44.6 

lOO.~o. 
(8~) 

" 

7.7: -':-)' 9.7 .. 4.8 
'. 

7.1 ~~ l~;~;· : ,).:.~.~' 
'.,. 

35.!V 

100.0 
(78) 
'-' ... , 

,. 

..,;;" 

100.0 
(62) , 

~ ... , ' 

.' 

~\. 1 

1QO.0 _ 
(42) ;-:,330 "~ 
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! :r-" 

~ . ""-,,, ' "" ~l~ical, sales, service 
,-'-. 

cr'afts; ~â'de, ManUal 
.... ~ '\ 

" 
, c' 

\ .' 
u 

",... 

). ... ,',,"'-

~~;;~S~ 

~.~; 

~ :·~1~1l'.~ ~/r~<t~ 
.... '\....,.}IfI< 

't..~ J ," ~ .. ~~ .. ,1,~ 
, " .~\ , 

\ 

Canadian , 
Labour Foiree (ù 

." , "M<, -L 
~! ... ~ ,,7 

";17 .):- 22 • 3 

62.4 
'. .... ' .' 

5'2.9 15.3 

,', 
~, 

" 

:ù ~ 

~t)ritreal 
Anglcphones (2) 

MF, ----
50.0 31.2 

29.8" 62.3 
\ 

20.Z 
~~~ 

6.5 
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TABLE 2.6 

~ATI~ STATUS Fœ FIWI:OPfDIES, ~-FRAN:lPJDm;f 1-urmEAL~, BY.SEX,· 1978 

~ 

Blishen \ Male 

Class Francg!tone Non-Franccph:)ne 

1 3.3 ' 4.0 

2 13.2 25.1 -
3 12.0 16.5 

4 20.8 -19.8 -
5 29.1 22.0 

6 21.6 12.5 - ; , 

N (2100) (418) 

1.:' ~mard et al. Table 29, p. 115. 

1 
1 ..,-

/' 
/' 

/r 

Female 

~treal rtJntreal 
Ang1q>hone Francophone Non-FraJlCqlhorle AAgl~ 

9.6 .6 1.9 10.4 

43.0 12.9 16.3 19.5 

13.2 22.5 26.4 36.4 

-18.4 33.~ -31.6 18.2 

6.1 9.8 1~.0 6.5 

9 .. 6 20.7 11.9 9.1 

, ' 

(114) (1054) (208) (7?) 
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TABLE' 2.7 

OC'CUPATIONAL m'ATUS Bï ETHNIC BACKGROUND 

, 
, ,0 

'British 
&'1glish 

.Canadian Jewish othe%' -, 
JJpper White Collar 39.3' 46.4 61.5 22 •. 5 

Clerical, sales, services 39.3 39.2 ~4.6 60.6 . 
Crafts, trade, manual. 21:4 14.4 . 3.8 17.5 

.. 

TUl'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N (28) (97) (26) (40) 
, 

0, 
c~-square = 13.12, df=6, 
alpha = .04 . 
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TABLE 

" " 13Y liE , ~ 

atISHEN CIASS CA'lm>RY COHORT ~ ALI. AN:;LOPHONES 

", 
f. 

' . , - ,... 

BLISHEN ~ 
\ 

- \ 
, ~J-

'0' _ .. \~ , -',e ....... ,:;!', ... t 

~ , 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-65 N '-< 
~ ------ -

S,,( -.., 
,~ 

,-' 
elass l 3:3 11.3 " 12.3 5.3 5.9 

;... ,- ' ~;'",) 
,. 

. ~"' 
Class lt 6 ;"1' 34.0 40.4 39.5 41.2", 

, 
Class III 33.3 22.60' 15.4 2Ll 29·4\ 

f 

Class IV 36.7 17.0 -13.5 15.à lL8 
4, 

~ 'r • .Jo 
'\';0: .. _ ",1 

Class V ,~. 7 9.4 5.8 5.3 ..,.. , 
." ,,' , . ..... 

.lj'~~ 
, 

Class VI 5.7 7~7 13.2 11.8 

" , .. " .. ~ r \ f'l~ " , 

, 
,.TC1I'AL ,100.0 100 •. 0 100.0 100.0 "'100.0 

\ 
" 

; 1- N (30) , (53) (52) ('38) (17) 190 
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". , 

... ' .. " '.' 
~~lk't 

:J.!I 1 
' . , 

.,.:;'" .1'. ,'» 

r, 

;t'lA; ---.--
'$., . ..,. 

, " 
.: -

." /, 
\ 

," 
~~i':t 

\. U, .. 
;J " . 

Iv 
,-.. ,. . " ",' ., ..,.. .... '-

., 
:0/ " 

"\ ... ~ . .. '.\ 
" 

~ 

" '.,. '0 , 
" . ... :,. f~. " "", "" " l 



'. 

Î -

, { 

,'''> 

- " 

.. . ... ~ 

'" 

\ ;~ 

Father's 
O;:cupation 

i -\ ~ ~~ 

Crafts, trade, 
manual' 

Clerical; sales, 
service 

- -.~-

TABLE 2.9 

RESPamENl" S PRESENl' OCCUPATlOO CCMPARED 
WITH 'FA'l'HER' S LAS'!' FULL-TIME o:ctJPATloo 

,.h' 

Present Occ!ption 

Cf.e:rts, Clerical, 
tradè;' .'-' sales, 
manual> " ,service 

- J 

20.0 
... ;-.. ~' 

13.0 

Upper 
white 
collar 'lUl'AL 

30.8 100.0 

44.9 10"0.-6 
-", 

Upper White' Collar 6.5 34.8 

, 
L.1 

.' 

. ~ 

-,.,: 

. ( 
~, 

N 

(~ 

" 

:,,~''f.Y- ; 
.. -, 

~1:..1i, I!J 

v 

." 

,. 

• - .u 

(65) 
-'<, 

(69) 

" 

,;. '0' 
c 

\~ 

" 
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TABlE 2.10 

Rl!:SPQtt)ENr' S PRESENl' OCCUPATIOO cœpAREI). 
.' WlTH RF.SP<H:}ENl" S FIRST CCCUPATlOO 

Respooœnt 's Present Occupation 
Iv 

Respondent "s Crafts, 
First trade, 
Occupation manua1 

Crafts" trade, 39.4 
manua1 

Clerical, sales, 12.,2 
service 

Upper White. Collar 2.3 

N 

chi-square = 59.03221, df • 4, 
alpha = .00002 r = .45311, R =.2 

Clerical, 
sal~s, 
service 

36.4 
.,& 

56.5 

'h.6 

l' 

, , 

Upper 
white 
collar~ 

24.2 100.0 

31~3 100.0 

86.0 100.0 

.' 

0' , 

. ' 

Ji. 
-(33') - ~ 
(115) , 

, . 
(43) 

191 

J 
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.TABLE 2.11 '-"Oa:!rM!D1l7JSEHOLO Ircam FOR '1977 r-an'RFAL AOOWPIOŒ:s, 

N , 
Incane in dollars 

' .. 
. ({. 

30,000 + 14 24.'7 

20,000 29,000 80 26.7 

10,000 - 19,000 96 32.0 l' . 
Less than 10,000 50 16.6 

TOTAL' 300 , 100.0 
of, 
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p TABLE 2.12 

, , 

HOUSmow L'CaŒ BY RESPONDENT ' S E:mNIC ~ 
1 

, , 
. " 

~" 
A: .~. 
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CHAPTER THREE: 
.1 

'. \~ 

THE EN::APSULATtON OF ~ AN;;LOPHœlES . 

Introduction 

The segregation of the Englis~' ând French in QuePec is well docu-

-mented ln the 'two solltudes' l,iterature. ijughes (1940), OUellet 

(1964), Joy (1972), Clark, (1976) and otners have shaom that a 
. 

~ination of social, poll.tlcal, econœuc and cultural factors 

have praroted the developnent of a segregated soc1ety of t~ 

language groups w~th analagous, !T'Ore or less self-suffl.c1ent ., , 
\ 

inst~tutlOns. Wlnle the English/French wchotany overlooks 

the heterogeneous character of the Anglophone mlnorlty, 1t 

s~ reasonable to accept Bar}h' s (1969) 5uggestlOn that- less - . 

attention should be pald to cultural contrasts between ethnic 

groups and more attention focused on boundary maintenance since 

it is f,requently only the "sense" of separateness winch distin-

guishes ethruc groups. , 

In this chapter.., exanine the extent ta ..ruch the An914 
in our Montreal sazrple are· • socially distant' fran Franccptîones. 

Social distance 1S measured attitudinally - using the standard 

Boga..çdus scale - and behavlourally - by considering actual con-

" 

,~, "', 
'" ~.-;: 
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~f ~ >il, 
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tact. We hypot.hi!size that SCIlle of the varlation in soc~al (Ùs­

tance responses ean by understood by an examino'!ltion of the fol­

loWing three attrl:butes of the res~dents: 

a. ~: Gi ven the dynMlies of change in Quebec 1 

we should fl.nd that your1ger respondents will 
~ closer contacts with Francoohones,­

~ and score lowest on the Bogardus scale. 

b. Education: As an\,indJ.cator of socio-econanic 
-1- status, 'we expect that highly educated respon­
. dents will haVe the greatest amount of cOntact 

with Fr~s and will sce>re lowest 
on the Bogardus scale. lat of the literature 
reports a posi ti ve association between status 
and social' lnteraction. 

e. Ethnie Background: We would expect that the 
more hëiTiijeneous the group the greater the 
social distance. Here hcroogeneous pe~ains 
to ethnic background and religioo. data 
does not pennit detailed analysis by thnic 
background, thus \Ile cœpare only Angloceltlcs, 
Jews, and Others. We expect that Jewish' 
respondents wlll haVe fewest con~cts with 
Francophones and score highest on 'the Bogardus 
scale. ., 

" . 
3.1 'lb! Setting 

'r , 
It seens reasonable to argue that identifieatioo with the Anglo-

phone sectoJ;" .of Montreal ca'l'es not '. fran any stroog sense of Bri-
, 

tish origin - Sl.nce the or~glns of the ccmnunity are SO. diverse 
. \ 

- nor fram histor~cal circumstances or grOUp persecutlo~ Ap~ 

fran a shared language, the roost ~dentifyl.ng mark of the Anglo­
\ 

phone l.n Quebec would seem to he ms alnost exclUSlve use of 

p -.' 

" 

/" 

, , 
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En9lish 1J.~ ihs1;itutions. He rellds En9lish newspapers~ uses 

English h05pitals, f~~ Enqlisn businesses, lives in predcmi-
, "1. ' -

nantly Enqlish-speakinq neighbourhoods, and his children attend 
1, 

English schools. ~deed, ~CX\' s ~lCept of ~nstitutional 

-.. 

,iCatpletene~sll. dl!scribes in adequate ,tez:ms the An(Jlcçhone catmJ- " , , 
, , , 

nlty il). ~trea.f - i.e. the capaeity of this camamity ~o perform 
1 

aU .'~ services reqlured by 11:5 rnenb!rs. Breton cont-ends l that 
.' . 

this arranqement serves to keep the social relations of the can-
• - ~1-. ~ ... . . 

muni ty populatl.On Wlthl.n l ts 1 boundanes and further tends, to min­

·imi.ze the extent of out-group con~ts. (Breton, 1~64) 

It is ~t to recoc:F-ze that ~treal is the. stton9f101d of 

this catrm.llÙty sinee the, city CQntAl.ns over el.ghty percent of , 

~l Quebec Mglophotles in a metropolitan reQion that also hOlds 

a~st one half of the total populatlon of the provlnce. Indeed, 

as Postgates and f:1CRoberts (1976: 49, 50) explaln: "Many of Canada's 

principal indigenously-cootrolled econanic l11Sti tut ions - tnns-
l , 

portation, insurance, ~ng - have shaped the city's camercial 

lHé and v1a' institutions hke M:G.1l1 have spread the.ir influence 

to give the city a pc1NeI'ful, and hlghly vlsl.ble Anglophone milieu." 

\, 

However, lt must be notèd t'hat the status of the Engllsh ln Quebec 
, . 

wu changl{lg even ln the early 1970' s. Government me~sures and-
, 

Francophone attltudes had contributed to a greater emphas15 on , . 

French. Many factors, lnclu~n9,thé'~gratlon'of head offices, 
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the ç:los~n~ O;f Enghsh schools, and a reduct.l'0Il."lJ.n meda:a, represen~ 
... ..... . ~~ ...... " 

tation'have contrlbuted to the declinè of the relative importance 
1 ~~, ~ 4 k J "" 

of the English ccmnuru.ty. (~) 

3 ."2 't '11:le Measurement of SOcial Distance 
, 

. The measUI'E!ll}Emt of group segregation '~as been oost often linked 

with the concept of "social distance. If Although this term can be 

traced to Park (l".924) as that 'which intensifies racial eonsèious­

.' ness, increases indiv~dual visll:>ility, and màkes individual iden-

\ ' 

, ' 
t 1. 1 . ' ~ 

tifieat.:i,.on with a paiticular ethnie unit roore oovious, the conèepti, 

" is IOOre carrrcnly assoc:iated with the 'WOÏ'k of Emile Bogardus (1926). 

Mot;'e s4ifie~llY, '. sOC:~al distance ~as been rreasured USi~9 a , 

~ale, .~riSed by Bog~duS to det~rrnine the differe~tial soci~l-'. 
attraction patterns .whieh are inferred ,to exist between groups.' 

Persons are, asked ta' rank var,i.ous ethnie and ra~ial groUps accord-

ing to a series of hypothètieal social relationships ranging frc.rn , 

intermarriage to e~tizensh~p ~n their :c6untry. The primary dèter-
. , 

l 0 / 

minant of responses is seen generally as the degree. of pereeived 
1 ~ - • .. ~ 

.:;' 04_' 

.:--=<. ~ s.imilarily between the ,respondent and ~e stimulus perSona 
~ " ~ ~ ./ '" ,,, 

\" . 
'. 

. ' 

~ 

LeVer (196,8)! Pettigrew ~'and, Payne (1969), and Kinloch (1974) l)ave ~.v-
ri! 

verified that the societal eontext rather than personality orien­

tations are roore irrportant detenninants of social cli~tance<'atti-

tudes. 

-

~ 

In this directl.on, severa! studies h4Ve demonstrated-.. . ' 
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that socio-econanic status is: neqatiVe1y associated with' social . \ ' {~ .-

t ;ii • 1 

dist::ance (Ellis, 1956; Bogardus, 1959: ~Dill,' 1961t Beshers, 
,. " . 

A ' , 

:\:.. 'l 
1963; Noe1 and Pinkney, 19p9. Others have shawn that race, \, r 

'<: ~""" '.l. - ~ 

r-eligion, natj.onality, and politl.câ1 ideo1ogy may be detennin-
" "-

ants of social distance (Prothro, 19527 Fendrich,11967: Defr~se, .. ,~ 

an4 Ford,' 1'969; Brown, 1969; Kmlock,l 1974). 

Finally, refinements of social distance meaSures have been at- , 
1/1' \ H p 

, tellpted by caooinlng various status dirren!iiiOrts t,o.. attach to the 
1 

stimulus person - for ~anp1e; c1ass with r~, or occùpat:i~nal ' 
<. '1' '>1 , . 

" , 
position \'Iith ethnicity. 'nUs procedUre tends ta- el.i.inïir~fe 'the 

problèm of :thniC ~~eotYPing in the evalu~tion of ~~er groups 
/ .. "T i' ~ 

'-, _< r .. 

and hits us~y managed to œduce acceptable_ cUstances bètween 
" , 

etnpic or r~i~ ÇP:-oups of' the same' class. Finally, ~ sëa.ie 
\ . , 

. W1joyS a reputation in' social science researi:h 50 that oit has been 
.,! , • l, ' "'.. ' 

considered a 'valid indicator of the éII1CÙnt of potential 'or 'real " 
, .l ~ ~ 

, ' , 

conflict existing between cultural· groups (Bon jean, 1965:533). 
\ ' 

'-' . 
While the Bogardus scale may be a reliable rœasure of expectèd .' , 

behaviour in a given social situation, it in no way ~dic~~es the 

, extent to which an itldividUal. has contaCt with ether groups,_ ., , 

Discrepancies in attitudes and behaviour have been' discusseci' and ,the 

,very baSic conclusion that has beèn re~ is that'<attitudes 
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'are npt necessélX'ily:the best 1ridicator$,~Pf behaviour (Lapierre, , 
.. , \\~.. .., 

1934; Minard, 1952; Linn, 1969; Lange, Lipkin, Locher, 1979). , •• , 
, 

.~ .. 

. ' 

" 

'~ ,'". fII'.any sq:;histicated techniqu~s have been deve10ped to det~e the 

_ >" extent to which ethnie or racial groups are iso1ated f1XXn one anQ:":: 
, ' • l~. _ ,(l, 

~ r',_._~~ .\t .. 

ther. A favourite indioator of group isolation is resldenti~" , 
f 

~.;::~~ 

'segregation.. Although it i5 caœmly helâ ~at e~ic segregation 
-.: ""'_! 

'refleêts SOC{~anic differences (Lieberson, 1970~ Dàrr~h and 

!1arston, 1971; Richrrond, 1973), the inportance of ethnieity' as an . ~ , 

independent ~ion -has al~o been repçgnized in the theorét4.eal' "l' 
, " 

framework' of social area ana1fsiS. Numerous rœasures 'of 'segregation 
'~;t.."r 

, have been applied to canaàian and AlTlerican c;ensus tr~ts reveali'Îg : r;:, ' 
. . ~I.:' 1,...... _ "ioJ:' ~ 

".,,' ..... , .. 
~ ... ~ 

~.;; 

. ~ that ethnicityexp1,ains sare of the variance in residenç.e ,(Li~rson, 

1970: Duncan, 1955; Darroch and. Marston, 197f; Ba!lakrishInan~ 19.7'6.),{" 
t.} 'V\.. 

r " • , 

L In 'the Quebec oontext, evj..denée of ~eme residential sE$'egation 
, ~ , ' " . 

has been c.ollect~ by 'joy (1972; 1~J7&:;\ whi1e Lieberson (1970) and' 
, ' , , .. 't ' 

aal~ishman (1976) have shown' that~~t:reai, in eœpari~,With' aH 
, . 

other canadian ci~es, ls the IlDSt etlmically Segregated and furthe.t; 

that this ls increaSing rather- than following the ... , trend towards 
- '~r , 

~ .. ' ~ ~ ~tJ~",~ 

,desegregatiçn prevalent in the test of canada.' "Foggin (1977) used 
l ' 1 .. ~ ~ 

, " ".j' 

faétor analysi5 on census ,tracts for !>bntreal'and found'~at"etimb;" 
, 1 ~ tI> • .. , 

, ,J • A (. " \, jJ~ 

city ,accopnted' for f.en percent of, ~ v~t~c~, in residence. 
• ," r ';:., 
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'1'1.'" Unfortuni*ely, there is <",l,ittle in the way of any systematic, re-
w 

fined meuuranent of ether variables web represent behaviouraJ. 

social distance. Neverthele.e:, the feui.bility of this kind of 

re~ haB thn studied by Allport (1954). He sugqests that 
~)~r" }4:.'J..~' ~~~ 1 \. • y 

area of causal, cccupat.ialAl, and recreat;ia'lAl contact ' 

" be meaaured quan~tatively by frequenc:y and duration, distlnguish-
, i:;.-~'" ,,~; ... ~ 

ing WlWl~ f~'~,@volW'ltary types of interactioo. 
~J.\L; .,J,.ln :l11J\l" ..)1 .. 4J:;.l _ • 

.. ..~-

., . 
10<1:: 

3. 3"_;:,,,~ as oSciü.al Distance 
~.;l 

:f-t.,I;', 
'lbe 'acquisitiat ~.;; a seccnd l~ lB a good index of tlle pro-

\{.~, ;; '!f~",t.J <J 

cess of il)tètjtation. sinee it ~ up new channels of influence 
,. <'\r.~ - ~ 

II!lQ ~ ... the c:amù.tment of the inàividual to theprocess. 
'~,l '\ '.. • l,. 1... .... 4... ., 

• "'*" 

',-' , 

-.t-
I
",,,,>;',,' stucües CXlb~ilDl.acnq ~ Anqlcphones have generally shown that 

~ rC" ~ , , • 

l.angùage Égzeq4tion is 1It1l1 A barrier te the lOCial ~ cultural 
{l • t~" y " f_. ..~ 

. , ""." li .' 
~: '~' : in~Atien of Prench and En9liBh in QlJIIbec. Gendral (1977) );ë-

, 'il : .. 
. porteà thàt Anglq:lhcneS in generâl used little Fiench. More spe-

~~, cifi~iy, this atudy causidereà the use of Ptench in the ()lebec' 
, > ~,".. • y. ' 

........... 1 , 

labotu: force ancl dillCOYered ~t, in al1 aectors ol the labour 
~~ f~~ ~" 

~ t ~ , vI t "" 

-~:: marJset, .At F~,~t aeventyo:five percent of ~loyed ~lophcnes 
.. '(1 " ~~,.. l 

~..\1"\~ly or ~ ùaed Fr~ al ~",the jcb. More, reeently, a study 
" l ' "~;If;' - - t 

~,r1'''{A.:..'' \ 

of:,tüdents erlFOl~ed in Pnglish language secondary schoo1s and 
..r\ .... " ~ .. ' ~ ,... r 

-"'~fJ~4~~~Y-two ~t of Ang1~ltic: studen~ ~~ 
- ' 

;,.;. CIl, the. ba.l~:~J:heir own ~lf-eValuatiCllS, observe4 té have low 

1"-0' ' ~', in French. Morêover, this't study' cèn$~dered the';-use 
~ J", h;': • "1; j , \. ~t ' 

\'1:,:'...: ""',"" """'F~"i.tl':') ~~JI '\Af Q',)' .-

+i ~ ':'.:\ *'_ ; 't,~ 1...1.1''- ~~ 
- > ~_.;./ .-: ....... .,: iiif' 
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6.. 

of French in ~a actlvities (television, ra~o, movles, etc.) 

and l.t was found that, ln al! act~vitles, just o~r 50 ~rcent 

of Eng~lsh students used 'only~1lsh' (Locher, 1983) • 

.J 

Fran the distribut~on of responses shawn in Table 3.1, ~t is 

clear 'that bilingualism is not the DOm for r-kJntreal Anglophones. 

Here We find that qoly 20:? percent of Anglcphones claun to speak 
,J , , 

Fre~h flueht1Y while over ~O percent either eXpenence d~fficul-- . , 

tles or do not s~ak the language at aU. 

~imilar1y; Table 3.2 indicates quite clearly'that.the'use of 

French is m:irÛma1 in settings ~ere the indi vidual has control, 

i.e. while at hane~ with friends and in the media language. Here ~ 
, 

l.t was ruscovered that awroxirnately 70 percent of ~SëU.!Ple 
if • • . ~ , 

affirmed that language usage was exclusively E!1911.sh. This per-

centaçe i5 reduced substantially when !Ne refer to settings where 

1ànquage ehoice lS not neeessarily declded on by the respondent. 

"'" -... 
Only 3=7 percent of respondents cla.i.med that they used only Enghsh 

• 
in p~lic praces, while' in the workplaëe it was l.earned that only 

, 0 t-

.36.3 percent claimed only English. 

L> , 
Age and I<nowledge of French -'!!( 

Î 

HE hypothesized that young Anglq:>hones would be roore cœpetertt in ' 
~ 

French than older Anglophones given that',the exposure to the French 

\ 
r- ~ 

.r ..... 

l ..... ~v 
'ht ~ , 

. -
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langua<te in English schools has inèreased dramatlcally oVer the 
, , 

course of, ,the past dec~àe. Moreover, we assumed that a MaJority 

of young Anglophones recognized that French was a neces~atY Job' 

~ ~,~kilJ: for errployment ln ~. 
~ '...:!'-.---

. " 
)-

Catparing age grOups by their self-evaluated knowledge of 

1 \ ~h, we find sane support for th~s hypotheSit Table 3.3 

shows that aroong respondents aged 18 to 33 years, 24.1 percent • 

.~ claim they ~ak French rluently ~iule only 9.2 percent state 

that they 00 not speak french at plI (2). In the 34 to 39 age 
. 

cab!gory, 19.:0 percent' blëUl1l to speak French fluently as cœparèd 
", 

tç 10.3 percent who" cD not speak FreQCh. F~nal,l.y, aroong those 
" 1 t' '""'\ 

respondents in ~ 50 to '65> âge ~faC~~t, only 14.7 percent were 

found th cl.nm f'luency in French while 21.3 percent said they 

speke no French whatsoever. , 

Education and KnCMledge of French 

TUrning briefly·to the association of education with second lan~ 

guage ability, Table 3.4 indicates only a low positive associa~ ,1 

" 
tian.' Since the abili ty to speak a second language is to saœ 

. extent relateà to ,the aroount of resources an indi vidual has 

available to pursue 4te training, it had been expected 

that a stronqer association be~ knowleà;le of French and edu-

cational background would be found. '!bat our sil1Ple study produced 

... 

...... 

.. 
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only .. à ~ow asSOClation suggests the ~nvolvement ,of other factors. 

'!he lOOSt ten.:lble hypotheS1S lS that in Q.1ebec, until very recént­

fy , high status 'positions - both occupational and SOc:lal - pro~i-

ded the greatest insulation fran francization. '!hus m:>tlvation . 
was 1pw where resourçes were high. 

. \' 

r Ethnie Background and Knc:Mledqe of French 

li' 

r '7 ~~ 
Table 3.5 shows that when respondents, are differentiated on the 

basis of ethnie background, respooden~ in the category l~lled 

'ethers 1 -are à little IOOre likely to ha~ mastered the Flench 

--languaqe,when cœpared with the Angloceltie and Jewish respon-

dents. 

3.4 Attitudinal SOc4,.al Di~tance,: 1he Bogardus Scale 

()Jr study replieated the traditiooal Bogardus 'scale with items 

ranqing fran ''Wil1in~ss to marry a Francop~", as the most 
-.' 

intense contact, ta "Would accept as a C()-';«)rker" 1 as the nost in-
~ ,~"i ~ l'" 

rormal (3). 'Ibe re~"i,~ confozmed to the prcperties of 
I~I 'f (0 .:. " 

the Guttman scale W1tll a coefficient of reproducibility set at 

.92. Sixty':t\\O percent of the respondents scored zero, in that Q . o. 
'.Jor eëÇl level of contact the respd'lse was 'very willing' . 'lhe 

" range of scale scores CAppendix A), sumtlarized in Table 3.6, 

" shows an extrerœly skewed distribution, with a very hiqh percenuge .,,,, 
\' 

" 

'. ,,/" 
.,\ 

' .. 

-
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.. 

of. re;pondents faUing in, th~ 'low' soc~al distance e~tegory. . . , 

~s "finding correspon~ to ot;hér rec~~ awlic~tions of the 80-

gàrdus scale in canada. (Weinfe1d, 1978) . 

. / 
As .Ut Weinfeld's 'study, l"lOSt of the v~iancè in social cÙstance 

Jf.~. .. t ~ ., 
attitudés res~l~fvam responses ob the question of-ethnie in-

i~ 

termarriage'. Table 3.6 disp1ays significant score diffe.t;ences 

when respondents are ~ed by thelf' ethnie backgrOWld: 1 For .. ' 
JeW-ish respOOdents, 60.4 'percent fali into t1fè low Social dis-

~;.lir 'ho- • ',,,;,,,, ~. .. .. 

celticS •. C1earl~, the higher social distailèe shown by Jews re-,"'. , 

fl~ts vP~:èiPti~;âgainst :.tnt~iage with nén-Jews. stnce 

'.the'·'Other' eategory is.a:residual one, it is'difficult to cern-
, . 

ment on the perc~~ge of ~spondents sconng high or rrlJàerate 

social c;li.stance. 

No significant. differences in social distance ~e found when 

respondents . ~ differentiated on the basis of age' or edUcation. '!:.f. . 

3.5 BehaVl.oural Social Distance: Contact with Fr~es . 

, 
To detennine the extent to which the Ang1q>h~ pq>u1ation actual-

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

differ~tJlevels: intermarriage, friends,. neighbours, and co-
..... 

" ., 

workers. Respondents were asked to proviQe the ethnie background , 

", 

" , 

.. ' 

, . 

.. 

1 

"" . -
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of spouse~ three friends, two i.nreèliate n~i9hbours, and five 

co-workers. For eacb lewl of contact except spo~, the num-

ber of franccp~ contacts were tallied. Table 3.7 glveS zero 

,order correlations between lewis of contact, showing 10w but ,. . 
significant. association between types' of contact. Tc furt.hÉ!r 

investigate the relationship between these variab1és, a ~uttman 

scale was .attenpted'by ordering the items in a Boc;Jardus-type 

------- . ...-.. direction.. 'Ihis t~st failed to produce an acceptable coefficient , . 

of, reproducïbility (4). 

Family Contacts 

Evidence; of a finnly-structured Anglcphone family is clear when' 

we consider that only 6.3 percent of' our respO~dents have 'a 
., 

. father W'hose rrother tongue is French, and only 4.8 percent have 

a francophone aother;t Contmuity for in-group intennarriage is 
" 

shawn in Table 3.8 where, sWlarly, only 10.1 percent of marri~ 

respondents have spouses whose IlOther tongue i5 French. When 
- , 

-we examine spouse5' rother tongue by age group in Table 3.9, . 
it 1S f04l1d that the younger Anglophones are only sl'ightly ttrlre-

1 1;-

hkely to hàye a French spouse, even though this table lS' not 

statlstlcally slgnlficant. No cilfferences are f,ownlwhen we 
\ . . . 

control for educatlonal background • 
• t:. .. -( • ~ 

Table 3.H) permits us to assess differencés with respect to eth-
. . 

nic 'background and here, we see that 14.1 percent of Anq1oce1tics 

, t 

./ 

<\ ' 
l 
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are married to Francophones as carpared to 4.3
1 

percent. of' thQse 

in the -' others' category. 

'ma.rried 't~ Francophon~s. 
None o.f out- Jewish respo~~nts are 

Though the absolute nuni>ers' are smal1, 
, , , 

there seems to be sufficient evi~e to suggest that religious 

proscriptl.oos ag*nst iptermarriage with nôn::-Jews i5 a strong 
,1 1 • r ., .. , 

" '~ 

deterrent to inte'nnarriage betWeen Jew's and Francq>hones. 
.,. .. r' ~ r ' 

Friendship Associations '. 
" . < 

In studying ,friendship assoe~ations, the findings given in Table 

3.11 revea1 that mly a small parcent'age of Anglophones have 

Francophone friencis. Asked to gi ve the ethnic backgroU1ld of 

. '" three close friends, 62.'2 percent of our respondents listed no 

francophone friends. while 30.6 percent had one and only 7.2 

percent have tVK> frAcophone friends out of three. 

Table 3.12 sumnarizes differences .ln fnendshlp contacts by , 

age group, level of educatl.on, and ethnie background. Looking 

at a~ difference5 and this type of contact, lt 1.S found that, 

-, . 
,~ 

~ 

although there 15 no statl.st1.cally sl.gnlflcant difference bet~ 

lTlE!ans, older Anglophones are sllghtly roore llkel~7 to have franco-
~, . .,. 

-" 

phone fnends than are yOlUlger Anglophones. In terms of educa­

tional bkckground, those ln th,e lowest educatlonal category are 
.. 

a httle roore llkely to have francophone friends than are those 
" 

. " 
" 

, " . 
,~ .. 

.. 

-
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, , 
in the higher edueational eate9ory, Stil~, for both age and 

( 

education, the friendship sc~ is il? ~rtÜ 50 low that differ"; 

ences are net ~ieularly interestil1g. " 

P&haps IOOre interesting is the carParison between -Ângl~one 

ethnies. lt ean be seen clearly that:., the average score of ',22 

for Jewish respondents is substanÜal,~y lower that the average 

of ,53 for the AngloceltJ.cs and thé .]~ score for 'Others'. 

finding is, cf course, conslstent with the other high social 

distance behaviour exhibi ted by the Jewish respOndents. 

Neighbours 

In view of the fact that ,research in the ~ea of resi~tial , 

segregation has becane 50 sophisticated, this study chd not at-

terrpt ta classify respÇndents 'by the cens us ethmc tracts l.n 
, , 

which they llved. Rather l' this studY,.. was interested l.n tmèther 

i.rrIœdiate neighbours were English- or French-speaking as there 

was likely to be at least min.lIPa1 fonnal contact. Of course, 

this var 1. able of contact is the least -sat,~sfying of all' our 50-

cl.a+ dtstance measures sinee assoclatl.On Wl.th one's nel.ghbout 

ranges frau' total avoidance ta close frienshlp and lS likely ta 
cf 

" 
be l.nfll,lenced by the type of resi~ce as well as 'by other fac­

.; 

tors: 

',' 
<II 

f 

,\ 

~. 

/ , , 

• '\. 
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r-
In T~le 3.13, it can he seen that a~st forty-five percent ~f 

1 • , 

the sanple have no fJjancophone ne~ghbours, while -34.3 percent, 

have one franccphone nelghbour and, 20: 3 percent list two franco­

phone neig~s. 

Table 3.14 reveals that dl.ffere~ces in neighbourhood contact with 
• > .' . 

respect to age and educat+onal background are no~ significantly 

Pifferent to 'iaràmt diScusslon. Contrasts by ethnic backgroùnd 

are consistent with our pre~lOus finrungs. Once again, Jewish 

respondents score very low on nel.ghbourhood contact Wlth a !llean 

of .19. nus cmpares with a mean score of .86 for Anglœeltics \. 

and .74 for 'Other' ethnlCS. 

Co-workérs 

~ ~ .. 
S~nce the drlve for fr~~cizatlon ~ad been predamlnantly dirèCted 

at changing the wurkp1ace l.ri Quebec, and as the franccphone IlU.d­

dle class has grown tremendously durlng the past twerity years, 

lt was antlclpated that Anglophone respondents would have many 

more contacts wlth Francophones as co-~rs; To measure thlS 

type of lnteract!on, respondents were asked to name five of thel.r 

co-workers, speclf~lng ethnic or191n. 

suiprising;ly, Table 3.15 lnrucates that a.1.roost th~rty ,percent of 

, , 

• • 
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- 1 3 ilie si.:tTple reported n~ ~anc?p~~~:C~~K~~S::~' ~AAottier 33 ~ 5 ~r~ 
• J,~ , ,. r;:; nt 'statt.~ that 'they' ht1 à~~, Fr~~hO~ ,~\.~?~e~,Wtli.l~ ~~\~.~'~.~~ '} 

1 ~ , .. , ,-1 1 ~ 

... 

pe~ent ~ald they had hve 'Fran<::oph<?"e<{~O"'!WOrkers.:. \ " ~ \ ' .. ,,~;,; , 
\, , ' , 
1 
1 

>' 
\ 

, l 

l~ Table 3.[6, means by age, educat~on, and ethnie backgtOund 

, ',' 

were~. It was fbund that there were no significant di!:-: ):, 

ferences in contact for age grolJPs. C~trol1in9 for education" '" 
4 ~ /' 1 ' Il 

it was learned that respondents possessing lèss than high sçhObl 
, ~ 
ec:ilucation report an average af 2.18 franccphane co-lor.Orkers as' "_ 1 

, ,. \ ~ 1 

cœpared ,ta respondents with post-:-secondary edpcation who show 

an average of 1. 2 francophone'·co-\<wOrkers. 
1 

l, 

o 

Jewlsh respondents ag~n have f~ frélIlCq)hone è~tacts at ~rk, 

reporting an average of .71. Heanwhile, Angloceltics, ~a~ an ''-', 
, 

average of 1.8 and 'other' et.hJ}Jcs scored 1.4. 

Conclusions 
" , 

Despite the lirrtitatloos of the social distance data, a clear 

picture errerges of an encapsulated f\,"l.glop~e c~~ty .. In 

spl.te of the fact that the results fran thé BogardUs soclal dl.s-

tance sca'le wchcate thèlt, attit.llchnally, contact with aU leveis 

,of intl..ffiacy are aèCeptable (5J, evidence fran our measures of 
, 

actual contact pcnnt clearly to 5trong preferences for Anglophone' 
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associatl.oris~ 'In general, contacts with the f.ral1cophone majority 
,1 

are IJ..Jn;ited in ,both personal and formal types of contact. Further- " 
t- ' . . ~ 

_' ~1ie, /TOre than sixt Y ~rcènt of the s9"P1e claimed low e~-
~, l:' '.' 

tence in the USEt ,of -Frenen. 
, " 

; . ,,-
~ .. ~ \, \ 

;. ;:- - ~ , '", ! 

/, ~ ~rally 'law l~vel pC contact for aU respon~ts 'tenc;tSt t~, .. 
~ I.t' ~ , 

"<ob~ in~ai '~io-derrograph~c "d1fferences but t:réy still 
... ... ,,(" 1" j 'r j \t ,'" 1 

ch pr~~'i~',:~· i.,.~ th: 'SQ'Ile" i.rrpres~ionistiè resul ts. Fi:rst, ethnie .', 
~ .l'. 1 • " , 1 _ " \:.' t,:... 
.: ~........ ' ~, ~ l \, • 'i : 

behaviour OOes;. seÉI'I iRX>rtant. At aU levaIs, pt contact, Jewlsh 

'" , responderlts h,ad fewest contacts with rréll1G\ophon~s, SU99~sting , 

that,persons with strong' in-group affiliations are less likély 
, l , 

. to, integrate themselves into .an out-group milleu than are Jndivi-
. . ' 

. , . 

duals 'who ch not see themselves as rneJTbers' of a <4stinct minority.~ 

our findings here sùpport wel.nfeld 1 s s~udy of the t-bntreal Jewish 

pcpulatJ:on (Weinfeld, 1979'). 

, 5econdly, chfferences ln socl.al cllstance with respect to educa­

:t±onal status indicate that respondents with 10west educational, 

status tend to have rrore contacts Wl.th francophones than 00 our 

respondents w~th hlgh educatlonal status. Itl can be supposed 
" 

that 'tins may be a structural phenarenon rather than a reflec-

f 
tion of ~oc1al psycholog1cal attltudes,~g1ven that the educatlonal-

occupat1onal h1erarchy in Quebec has for 50 long mirrored the 
-" 

linguistic ~1erarchy. 
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selves into the francophone nùlieu. That this clearly'has' not 
. t, 

t~ \ ' • 
occu.rred suggests that'~ Anglophones may consider migration 

as.a viable cption.' 'lbls topic is' discuSsed l~ Chap~r Five~ 
. \ 
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, 1 

~: - , 
". ',' l' 

~ 1.;' ~~ tnè f>lqH~ 1~ ..:œ. my. ha';'" ~':tionalized 
the effeèt of these factors on the Enqlish ccmnunity, unso­

lic'iteà cements f'rœt a_)I~jdrity of Anglophones in our ~ 
- , .:.; , 

saple suwested ~t this change in status was, s~C?J191y 

, ' 1 1 q., \ t: "'li. 
r ' 

,- felt and noted. " 1 - , 
, ~ 1 - 1" '; 

2. Caldwell • s study of Enqlish JI1Other-tonque high school ,1 

3. 

,. 

'. 

c;raduat~s simil~ly found t1lat bI1enty-three Percent of_ ' 
, " 

sub-respondents~~ flue,nt i,n the French lianguage. 
, " 

Locher '(1983) found,that among students of ~91oceltic 

6rigin ir1 high SChool and œiEP~ only 10.1 percent' sbored 
- -

-:';hïgh càlpetence in French. In this case" a more cœpleX 

-. Schete of self-evat~teà language Profici~ ~ ~. 
" . \ 

Bee Àppendix A for item frequencles and acale constrùctiœ. -
" ';J, l 't; t.. "'/ . . '" . 'It. . 

It i5 clear that !;)ehaviooral ~iar 1 distance is' n'llCl1 ncre 

,\ ~lex than, attitudinal social diStapœ: Beinq marri~ 
te._ a French~an does net rrean ~t ooe wHl have 

Frençh~an triends and neiqhbours, as. Table 3.7 indi 7':-
cates: \ " 

l' .. -, ' 

. . 
'ltIe firlding thàt attit~ distance ~d behavi~ Sbqia~ 

distance '1NeI'e incOnsistent has a1ready been 'discussed iÎl 
\ , "q.' 

saœ detail in anot:her paper (Lange, Lipkin" Locher, 1919). 

, It was ~ludèd in this study that if one ,measures attitudes 

, on a different level,· they ,becall! nDN consistent w1th ~ual 
behaviour. 
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TABI:.E 

SELF-RA'rED PROFICIEN::Y IN Fml'Ct '" . ~MG..OP_ 
'1 .. \ 

, . 

• 

""';' '. 
" 

--~----------~~--------------------~----------------~--~,--------~\-.------~--_,~.--.~~J~,~ ... 
/.--~--------~Q~-----------,~~------~--~\~'--~---+)'----~"~.!------~ 

" . . , . 
'-:~f,;~ 

Level of ProficienS)' 
~ 1 .... 

Fluen~ly 
,.. {.. ';" 

Né~iy .Fluently 

With Sqne Difficulty 
;.. 1 

Wit;h Great~ Difbcult~ . \ 
:: \ 

Not At All 

. 
,~ 

" 

.' 

'J .. " 

" 
" 

'" . 

...... 
" 

\-- :--. jl t. 

l' 6'~ 

.. ' ,'j' 

TOTAL 

If 

,\ ~, 
" ' 

86 
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., . 
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, ~' 

r \". ~' 
'.' 
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1" ;;" .. .,r;~ 

... ,i 
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1~·~f4/t 
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"";'25,.,9 
,-: l 

2i.,4 
''<l' 

12.3' 

,. 

: ,(. 
\.V" '!tIl 

~, 

.. ' . . • ,l :... , .' 

" ~ l''' ... ~ -, .... 

\01' .. ..:;-:. ft? 

.. 

,.;. 

"'. '::<If;,f~' 

~ , 
<~':t .... 

~~ 

St . 

.... 
..J . ,... .. 

e 

,~ . . 

", 
~Y 

\t 



, : 

~ , 
" 

" 

" 

r 
li 

, 
J' 

TABLE 3.2 

1 

~ 

N 

.. 
24t' 

2631" 

English Only 

% 

f ~ 

if 7~.9o-' 
~ , , 

:':66 9 , .!. , 
).-~~ .... 

79.'1 

~j7.~O 
, ' 

69 i 3&.3 J 

... 

, 
< " 

1 • 

'u ' ,< 

1 

'f 

!' . 
f 

I?--' 
,-1/ 

Totale N 

(332) 

(332) 
\" 

(332) _ 
, t 

1 ' 

(332) ., 

(190) 

\ . 

• - .u 

" 

1. 
" 
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-,-

~TEO PROFICIEN:Y IN FmNJi BY AGE GROUP 
, . . 

\" 

1 

'l 

Leve1 of Proficiency '18-33 

.' F1uently ..J24~1, 

. Near1y Fluent1y . 24.1, 
.... " Sare' Difficu1ty , 24.1 

Lot of ~iffi~ty ,} 18.4' 
\ 

Not 'At Al1 • 9.2 
'., .... ., 

• C 

. roI'AL 100.0 

N U4l) 
.f 

. 
chi:-square .. 1~.i4103, dt .;; 8, 

alpha e 1071, 

',-

,. 

galllna .. ,.199 

. , , 

, .Ji 

" 

.' 

34-49 50-65 -

,19.0 14: 7 

18.1 16..J0 

30.2 .. 22.7 
, 

22.4 ~3 

10.3 21.3 

& 

.100 .. 0 100.0 

(116) (75) 

, ~ 

<:f". 

\ 

• q:z -

~ 

Total -
(67) 

(67) 
• f 

k 

(86) 

(71) 

(41) 

:1 .... 

(332) 

, -, 
' .~ 

0 

1 
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-TABLE 3.4 - -

SELF-RA'l'ED PROFICIENCY IN FRENcH BY LEVEL OF ,EDUCATION 
"" .... . ) 

... 

Level of Education 

!eve1 of Proficiency Less than High School High School Post-sec . 

... 
. Fluently 

" 
18.5 19.4 21.7 

~ 1 ~ 

-"" 
Near1y Fl~tly 20.0 17.8 22.5 

sane ~ifficulty 16.9 23.3 32.6 
" 

Lot of Difficulty 24.6 '26.4 15.2 

Not At[A\l 20.0 13.2 8.0\ 
1 • 

..t : 

• 
~ 

'l'Ol'AL J< _ 100.0 109!0 100.0 

N (65) (129) (138) 
1 

." 
, , 

" 
chi-square:;: 15.33866, df = -~, 
alpha ::: .05, gantna =. -.16 

. . 

• 1 

/ . 
) 

~. 

" ,. 



- 72 

o 

-----; 

- TABLe- 3. S-

SELF-RATED PROFlèUN:Y IN FREN::H BY E'IliNIC BACI<GROOND 

. 

,. , Ethnie Background 

""10- Level ... of Proficiency An2loce1tic l 

.~ 
Other 

r 

18".5 F1uently 18. 25.9 

Near1y F1uently 18.5 24.5 22.2 
1 

With Same Difficulty 25.7 28.6 " 25.9 

, With Great Difficulty . 22!5 24.5 16.7 
• . ". ~9. 3 Not At AlI 14.9 . 4.1 

1 

~ 

'1Ul'AL 100.0 100.0 100.0 ) 
N (222) (49) ( 54) 

chi -square = ns 

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

/ 

/ 
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'" TABLE 3.6 

~; SOCIAL DISTAtCE Pœ 10fl'REAL AttG.OPHOOES, 
" 'roI'AL, AND BY ~C .BACKGROVND 

Ethnie Backqround 

Social distance Score *~. Total Ar!qloceltie Jewish Gther 

81gh l. 
.9 4.2 1.7 

~ate 17.6 11:8 35.4 23.7 

lm lU.l 88.2 60.4 74.6 
~ 

. 
'roI'AL 100.0- 100.0 100 .• 0 100.0. 

N (323) (142) (29) (44) 

alpha .... 000 

* See Appendix l for social distance score scale and ca~rizatioo • 
.. 

1. \0lile a diehotany 'NOUld have prqv~ded a rrore rreaningful 
distributicn, the small mnber of people falling in thl.S 

high category su;Jgests that their responses may have been 
re1ated to other cultUral or religiws proscript~aas net 
CCI'IIri>n ta the majority of respondents and outside of this 
study' s area of interest. 
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CŒtrN::r VARIABLES: MARR~,:FRiEH>S, NEIGBOURS, 

~: SIGNIFlCANT ZERO OROER CORRELATIONS 

,. 
4 

( 

Variab1fi "l 1 . 2 3 4 

l. Marriage 
:y 
ns ns ns 

" 

2. Friends .16* .23* 

" 

,it 
3. Neigbours '.16* 

4. co-workers 

, 
fi 

* (p == .005) 

l' ~ " 

• 't ~ 

" 
.. 

'II 

" ~ \ ".. 
'r " 4 

. 
\., 

., , 

.' 

.' 



'\< 
." 

. ' 

'. 'TABLE 3~8 

SPOUSE'S M:miER 'RN;UE (MARRIED RESPONDENTS) (N.= 199)' 

',-
(? 

:,'.! 

M:>ther Tongue of -p 

Husbarld/Wife % N ) 

if .. '< If 
~ 

:t' c'.' . 

English 72.9 (145) 
..... 

1 P 

French 10.1 (20) 

English/French 2.5 (5) 

·. ~r 14.5 (29) 

'roI'AL 100.0 100.0 

-~-

.' 
'1 

,,\ 

" ' 

" 

" -,,; 

r 
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TABLE 3.9 

SPOUsE'S ~ ~1"8Y N;E GROUP 

Eng1ish 

French 

Other 

18 - 34 

71.9 

14.0 

14.0 

'lUI'AL 100.0 

N (57) 

chi -square, ns. 

;' 

35 - 49 
ï"~ 

75.0 

8.3 

16.7 

100.0 

~ (84) 

50 - 65 

77.4 

.9.4 

13.2 

100.0 

(53) ( 194) 

l Respondents (N=5) stating spouses rnt, as 'Eng1~sh and French' 
are excluded fran this, table . 
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TABLE Z.lO 

SPOUSE 1 S MJI'HER 'IaGJE SY RESPONOa.'T ETHNIe BACKGROUND 

Enql1.sh 

French 

ether 

'. 
TOI'AL 

N 

chi-square, QS. 

'" 1 

'" 
)~ ~ 

" 

. 
" " i 

r 
1 

. -

" , 

'1 

~i' 

,~ 

r 
" 

" " 

1 

Angloce1tic 

, .. 

J)~ 
,> 

f' 

y 

l 

74.1 

14.1 

11.9 

100.0 

( 135) 

.. ;. 

, . 
}' :~' 

, , , 
" , 

,J. 1 ~. j ~ ..... , (' 

" 

" l', ... r \ .. 

1" 

, 
T " 

.. J'l" 
'" r', 

" J 

'i 

, ~ {/ ~~ 
1 

" 
t 

" 
J 

" 

,t J 

, 
j' 

," 

" 
,', 

"' , 

~ t l. 
1-1 1, 

Jewl.sh 

78.8 

21.2 

100.0 

(33) 
f' 
~, 

r
je 

" ~ . 
, ~ 

, " : 

" 
, 

: ' 

l' 
~ l '~ 

1') 1 y,' ,1 

" , 
't 

, , 

o ' 

" 

'\ " 

'1/ . " \,,1 

{ , , 1 

~ \ 1 f ~ , 

()'-J1er 

73.9 

4.3 

21. 7 

100.0 

(23) 

/ J, 1 

, ' 

'II 

" ~ 
, > 

J. I 

.. 

\ 
,1 
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" 

~ 

None 

One, 

Two 

Three 

" .. 
-' lij 

TABLE 3.1~ 

,., 

" 

NUMBER OF F'RAOCOPHONE FRIENJS DEX:l..ARED BY RESPONDENT 

(out of three) 

% N 

62.2 ~_-(199) 
6 
30.6 (98) 

5.3 (17) 

1.9 (6 ) 

TCfI'AL 100.0 (320) , 

- , 

• 

...... ~\ ' 

" .' 

- - -~------.. 

, , , 1 

-, 
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',. 
TABLE 3.12 

FRIENDSHIP ASSOCIATIONS Bï /JGE, EDUCATION, E'IHNIC ~KGROUND, 
" (MEAN ~D~C) 1 '/~' 1 
,~ ~ ~ 

~ 
'!.: 

'luTAL 
,) 

~ 18-34 
35-49 
50-65 

Education " . 
Less than High Schoo1 
High School 

, Post-Secondary . , 
.~ 

t 

Ethnic Background 

, AAglœe1tl.c 
Jew~sh 

Oth~r 

X 

.4688 

.3926 

.4737 

.6056' 

'" 

.6441 

.4297 

.4286 

.5346 

.2222 

.3529 

" 

sd 

.6850 
' , 
" . ,~ . 
.6590 
.6811 
.7266 

. ~ .7836 
.6482 

'f':!fP ; .6661 

".7071" 
.4714 
.5941 

~ ~,f 

x 
N.',' F-Test 
~ Signiflcance 
(,320) 

',,. . 
(135) ;' 
(114) .J no 

(71) 

(59) 
( l:2t1) 
( 133) 

(217) 

yes 

(45) ,yes 
(51) 

l Highest ~ssl..ble rrean is 3. 0 ~ .respondent was asked ta name 
ethnie background of three close fnends. 
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None 

One 

Two 
'~' 

'tf' 

,- f"' <.' 
'$i MW, '$'_.1-' 

~ ,~' 

, 

,~' -
r"'" . 

"'. 
;" 

1 

<' 

"'" 
" 
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80 
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TABLE 3.13 

FJWn)PHQNE NEXT-oOOR NEIGHBOURS (2 Househo1ds'~' 

~, 

... 

~. 

'roTAI. 

L 
, 

~, 

.';'i 

. 
I~.~ 

1" 

j' 

44.9 Ji; 

34.8 

20.3 

100.0 • 

, , 

'~ 

N 

,.' (142) ,,' , ... 

(110) 

(64) 
~ v~ 

r 
(316) 

',. 

~ 
.... 

t<-. , 

' .. 
" l ' 

. ........ 

" 
i -

" 

, .' 

, -
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. ~- TABLE 3.14 "-

." .. -
.' FRA:NDPfI:lNE NEIGHBOORS BY NJE, ~'l'IOO, E'mNIC âPcKGRooNo 

(ME'J\N SCORES) " 
~ ... " 

" " :II . 
>" 

'1 
f X ~: sd N . " ! .... : ---.-:- F-Test 

:- " 
'lU1'AL~ .7532 .7700 316 Significance 

~ 18-34 .7,576 .7629' 132 
35-49 .7982 .8112 114 yes 
50-65 .6714 , .. 7167 70 

Education 
'1 

Less than Hiqh Schoo1 '.7903"- ,8325 62 
Hiqh Schoo1 .7851 .7439· 121 yès 

~.f Post:"Secondary .7068 .7666 133 
'\" -c,' 

", 

'<JI Ethnie Background " " 
.. ' 

Anq10cèltie '.8638 .7802 213 
Jewish .1915 .4491 47 yes 
Other ' .7400 .. 7231 50 

.-

..,. \ .. 

"\ 

\ 
, 



........... - - -
~'~ 

~ , - 82 -
~ • .f 

~ 

'Î" <, • ."' 

;;JI< 

" 
~/' ~ ,,- ,~, 

, 
\. 

,-

:TABLE 3:15 ~Mf· 

~;,\ 

" 
FRAN:OPHONE: CO-vau<ERS (OUt of Pive) ,~ 

~' 
~ . 

, . ~' 
'~ 

'. , N Pb 

None 29.5 (51) 
,~"è ,', 

j. 

One 33.5 (58) 

Two 1S.0 (26)· . .+ 
'1bree 9.8 (17) 

"Four 6.9 (12) 1 ~ 

Fiv.e 5.2 " (9) 

....-
'ItI1'AL 100.0 173 

' -. 
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TABLE 3.16 

'" FRANCOPHONE co-mRlŒRS BY )'GE, .EI>OCATION 1 Sl'HNIC BACKGROUND 

(MEAN SCORES) 1 

~ 

y ; 

i 

ft 
q'fl X sd N 

';-r.., .... - -, F-Test 

~, 
'roTAI. 1.4682 1.4449 ( 173) , Significance 

!!i! 18-34 1.4085 1.4400 (71) 
35-49 1.4521 1.5460 (73) no 
50-65 1.6552 1.2034 (29 ) 

Education 

Less than High Schoo1 2.1818 1.7081 (22 ) 
High School 1.4938 1.4241 (81) yes 
Post-secondary Ir 1.2143 1.3176 (70) 

Ethnie 'Background 
.. 

Angloce1 tic 1.4746 1.4125 (118) 
Jewish .7143 .7838 (21) yes 
Other 1.8148 1.7329 (29) \ 

l f{iqhest possible mean is 5. ~; respon~t was )asked ,to nalœ ' 
ethnie background / of five co-workers. . 1 • 
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'CHAPTER FOUR 

.. , .. 
INTENl'IOOS TO LEAVE QUEBEX: 

Introduct.l.on 

f'ran our revlew III Chapter One we know that certal,)'l SOCl.o-econo-

m..lC and deroograph.l.c attrJ.butes usually cllstlngtllsh II\lgrants frCl'l 

non-nugrant5. In thlS chapter we look at the fI13Lt;JratlOll .l.nten­

tl.ons of respondents WI~ respect to age and hfe-cycle, eduoa:" 

tl.on, œcupatlon and Inccme. In OOing so, ~ address indl.rectly 

the quesuon of mot1vatl.OI'1S for leavlng CU!bec. If lt .l.S found 

that lTIlLgr~t.l.on l.ntentlons are not randanly asSoc.l.ated ,Wl.th tra­

dlt.l.onal migrant attrlbutes then there is ll1pOttant evl.dence 

to support our hypothesis that Anglq:>hone ltllgrat.l.on Intentions 

cb not faH within the rea1rn of 'normal' l.nternal pqlUlat10n 

rrovement (1). Final1y, there will be'a diSCUSS10l'l of hndings 

re1ating to our reSpondents' stated IOOtivatlons' for leavwg 
--'" 

Quebec. 

4.1 'lbe Propensity to Migrate as a ~t Varl.~le 

, 
Slnce a longitudinal rrdgration study ~as net possl.ble, a measure 

of m:wing intentIons wu ~loyed so as to be able to differen­

tiate' migrants fran non"iIU.grants. ~slie and Rlchardson (~961);~ 

• o • 
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Rossl. (195"5), Van Ardesol et al. (.1.968), Spea.re (1974), and 

• 
Miller (1976) have rnaLntcuned that reported m:wlllg wtentl.0n5 

are rellable lllcllcators of subsequent behaviour. 

AccordJ.ngly, potential nuqrants were ldentlfied as those res-

pondents dec1arJ.n<] an lntention, "defl.nite" or "probable", to 

leave Quebec wi thin fi ve years fran the t..i.me of the l.ntervlew. 
. -

Respondents \lere COOSl.dered unlikely to be nugrants lf they 

stated that they \\tllÙd "defl.l\l.tely net" or "prcbably not" leave 

Quebec in a f1 ve year future. 

4.2 Magnitude of the fotM!Irent 

Of the three hundreà and thirty-blo respa-.dents, cnly eighteen . ~ 

individlJals had imœdia.te plans to 1ea.ve Quebec. 'nlese respondents 

L had found new jobs and/or arranged for living accatmodatlOOS out­

side of Quebec. Table 4.1 carpares iJrmediate plans to leave ~ 

wlth lntentlons to nu.grate before 1983. When respondents were 

asked to state rru.gratl.on lotentlons for a hve year future, 13.4 

percent sald that they would 'dehOlte1y' Qe leavlng ~c, and 

26.8 percent sald that they woulti 'probably' leave. Arrong these 

respondents, approxirnate1y slxteen percent of the sarrp1e had 

a1ready made tentatIve or defwlte arrangetw:!nts to leave Quebec ln , 

. tenns, of f lndlng a Job or arranglflg accatm:ldatl.ons . 

. . 
'. 

\ 

. ' 
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In our earl.i(eJ;" <:ù.scussion of migrant selectivity we errphaslZed the 
~ F' , 

l.ITpJrtance of ~ as a determinant of migra tory tenden'c,ies. We. 

J.' hypothesized ~t ~g Anglophones would -he ltlICh tmre ll:kelY to 
2, ~ 

.' -

.,.,: 
" 

'l{" 

state- mtent10tlS ta leave Quebec than oider <Nebeckérs . . ' 

, ' 

Gaty caldwell, in. a study. of the nu.gration l.lltentions of Engllsh 

mother-tongue students fran (p!bec leavl.ng tu.gh ~l P971-76l, 

found that thirty-tfu:ee perceÏlt of those who left in the 1970-71 

sch001 year were no longer in CaQebec as of Novetber" 1976. nus 

fi9ure represented a~ )east a fift;y percent U'IC'réase in out-nu.gra­

tion for this age group.,. Caldwell also àlserved that out.-migration 

~as ~gher fran rèIOOte areas. Flllally, for those remalm,ng l.1l 

Quebec, Caldwell foond that nineteen percent had rnigratlon lnten-

tions. Sl1IliIar l y, in a roore recent study of secondary and CB:iEP 

students in the English sector in ()Jebec, Locher (1983) .showed 

~é:lt 41.1 percent of Enqlish rrDther-tongue students weie intending 
1 

on purSU1ng theLr plans oUtslde ()Jebec. 

)iith respect ta our sartple of lot:lntreal Anqlq>hones, Table 4-2 jit1C1ft'5 

a clear .l.,i..nëar relationship between age 'and migration. Of those 

respondents ~ 18 to 24, 27.1 percent stat~ that they '-«lUld 

definitely be 1eavl.ng Quebec within five years. 'Ihls especially . , -:-' 

,. 

" 
; , 

, c 

, .. 
" 
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'l' 

contrasts with the 5.4 percent of responœnts age 50 to is who 

had definite plans te leave the provlnce. 
:{', 

When we group our respoodents according to stage iri lif~le 

based on aqe, marital status, and,phildrer\" we à:> not really 
~ \" - 1 

learn more than age tells uS(~lonè. Table' 4-3 shows intentlons 

to migrate for selected ranges of life€ycle. G Pa>roximately 

twenty-three percent of the sélTple responden~ were aged ~ to 

33, single, ,with no chilc:l;"en. AIrong these respâldents, 26.5 

percent said that they would definitely leave Quebec, while 

30.9 percent said they 'IOlld probably leave. Only nine Percent 

of the respaldents 'ÈAged 34 to 49, !1\alT~ed with children, n!ported 

that they had definite plans to leave, while 25.4 percent stated 

they would pt;ebably leave. Aroonq those in the 50 to 65 age bracket, 

married with clu.ldren, Cl'lly 6.7 percent said they would definite1y 

leave while 17.8 percent expressed the view that they would~ probab-

'" ly lêave the province. 

In 51..11\, lt Carl be stàted that at J..eaSt. with respect te ~ 
- .... ~~ . 

migratory~lection for M:x\treal Anglopha1es folla./S the ~ç1itioo-
~ "-M~',,~ , . 

al pattern. 'lbose met ncbil~, the yoUng and single with no C'hil-

dren, are nu:::h rtWJre likely ta have intentions of.;leëlvinq Quebec 

than those Anglophones at a.awxe mature lifecycle stage. 

\ 

-. 
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~' 
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" ,..r 
4.4 Soci~Faxlœùc ,Statlls Selecti vi ty 

; 
,'~ 

1 ;, 

Fran preVl~ research on., intemill migration in ~I we have 
. '. o _ 

cane-. to expect that SOClo-eE:Ol"lallic status, l.S pœl ti-vely associa-

ted, w1th the PI'qlenSl.ty' to migrate. 'We lhypothesized that Anglo­

'phones with. the lJ~gt:test levels 'of educatlon, oCcupatlon,' and 1n­

cc;me would he roore l1.kely to haw lntTnuons to leave Quebec 

, than Anglophones wlth the ~~s~s of these attr~~tes • 

. ' 

""; "Table 4.4 presents nugratlon l.ntentl.ons by ~~dents 1 educa+ ~ ~_ 

tiooal attauurent, and shows vlrtually no assoeiatl.OI1 between ' 
, 'iii ' ~ , 

1 ..... ,.. 

education ~d w1;entl.on to leave ~: althouqh the,expected 
~ 

traCÙtl.onal asSOClatl.on is seen 1f we consl.der the extreme. 
',i" ' , 

~ 1 • ~ 
; 

categories of '.~i11t~ly l~y~ng' and '~fl.nitely not, leavl.nq' •. 

. 
( 

. 
,~ 

5 

. 

" 

':1 

{ 

F~,fteen percent of respoodents wl.t;b post .. ~daIy ~ation 
... ... ~ _ " ~~ r-

... "A,.,., ji 

state that they Wlll 'definl. tely 1eave' ()lebec, w'tll.le' only 9.3 - ~" . 
.... t ~ , 

. 'percent of ,those wlth less than 'hlCJh sc~): educat~on ~rt j; 
- l ' ~ 1 

, . -
thé sarre 1nteOtl.on. Conversely,' 38.9 percent of 'the latter' 

• ':. o{. .. 

\ .( ...... f 1 li : 

group stat!! ~t they wllJ definitelY"9t leave,~ provln~',' 
JI' r ~ 

i, ~ ~ ~ \ ~ \1, 

, .eœpa.red Wl.th only 15.7 perc:ent of' respoodents ln the .highest: 

educat10nai category. 

.. \~ 

. , 

1" { \ 
:;. 

- In Table 4.5, no c-lear pl.cwie emerqes when, We exatU.ne tt;Je. rela- :-
.Jb ~p ~ _ " }.r ~ .... ,. 

tionetup œtW1een ~tiooal statùs and nugratlOn l.ntenti~. 
" :/ ...... . 

" 

! .. ,IJ. 

~ ~ ~f • . , 

• 

\. 

) 

a 

, '­
, ' , ' 

," 
-/ 

, 
.'1: 
" 

." 
" 

3 

.. ,,\ 

~ In thl.S lnstance, the f!lCPeCted asSOCl.atlCX'l between occupatl.onal • 
~ ~ ____ ~ ___ ..:....-r'. _ __ _ --- - - • ,,- - - '1;" -~ _ ... .,~ 

status and rrIl.qratl.Qf'I lntentloo lS not .~ evuÈnCé." 'l1le q/l'r'lna of .O~· 
, , 
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:-, 

l ~~_ • • .. _~ • • "" . 

(f rewalll no ulçïciatj:CI\ ~ the t.wo ~ts. ot "course, 
'1: - , ~ : t 

• it- il:'.necessary te cœsider ~ fact thatour nUlbers are SlC]1'U7 

fi~anUy ~ anfwe have:'not CCX'Itrolled ffX'lCje or sex."~' ." (, 
"""~~ . .. ~\ .-~~ 

~ 

Similarly, ';ÔIn \118 crcaa-tabulate': I1Iigratiœ ~tiCl'lS:by c~~-

gorlu of ~d incane (lM Table ,A ~ 6) li" ~ is·no suiPort 
: ,t .. 

. " 
for thé hypothuized relatiatahip. ,,Inc1eed, here it 1.B found that <: 
then is. a negligible Mg&tive aucciatiœ betl.en i.nicc::Iœ ,~" 

,; . 
migration wt:Mrn 'we COI'\sider that 8I'IalCJ respaldents with ~ld 

) . 
" 

incaneIJ 1 under $10 ~ 000 57.5\ had p~l~. ,or def in~te 1IU1iJ1"~Üon ' .. 
" ~ l , ... 

plans ~ with ooly 30.4\ of thoae respondents in hooseholds' 
~~ ~ 

':,having $30 , 000 or trore (2). " . 
,\ 

,', 

'l'h88e findinql are C1UM te th. ....... inhm:wJ:t'in thi. type of 

.' . 
~,. .... _ .: 1 

, " , " , 

, , 

• .. 

! 

" 

,!~, 
j:;.~ 

" 

" 
," 

< \ 

..... 
; ,> , , ~ 

. ,:" 

:.{ 

-' ~ , 

'", 

migraticm lIMlyaia:_" In ~t ~, rel.aU.ly litUe at~ticn L' 
.... '\,. :i 

haa'..œ.n fOCUNd al the relatia1Sh1p bebJMn œil :.p:aphic lUb-
" ..( \ ~ 

grauptt and œjective and attitudinafvariablea and hcw they ~.uy " 
.. ) / 

with I1Iigratiat. It 1Î cl.ear that ex. 8hculd riot look ~ lOCio­
,. 

eccnanic variabl.ea witfolt CCIltrolliriq for •• Foi ~le, an 

-:Jing married ex.cutive in <a MCUZ'e, pœitiat will undIr ~: 
et. u .-ger to \ÇlllCIt hi. houMhold,:.for a bet~. 
- " 

~ ControllintJ for Age; 
1 

Gl ven the llllli tag,a1I 
<' 

Illy be with • }'CIUnIJ ~i ve without .a 1 

, . 

, ' , ' 

. ., 

to cauuder OI'lly' ~ rel.t~O'l#hip betWlen ec:b::atid'l (4) and' 

." J, 
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',;.~ ~.~,',,:I., ')"~.,~at{', ·~~trolluJ for •• ,:: Table.4.1 ·~~Xrms that~~itlve 
} ,,; 

'A, l, 

, :. .. "~ . ,. , '- - -.. .. 
'" J Sele.ctlon Wl.th ~,pect to' educaticnal achl.~t. var~é s~an-'. 

" 

;n 

~ ~.:~. ~ "' "'t~ ~,_ ',>, " -~ 

" ''tiàiy by'~ group e~lal+y. if we considér the,"extrerœ catégor-

." , 

.' 

.; j.~s of "definitely leavm.;t" anC\ "defln~tély ~ leavi'hg". For 
• 
~spondents aged lB ta 34, twenty-fl.ve percent of ti10se with 
..!, 

"p6st-secon~ educa,.on wl.ll def,1Ill.te1r le~ I~ ln the next 
" , 

hw years as carpared t(;1 the.,7.. 7 percent portion of '~ with 
J" 1 1 .. , " 

" less than ten years of schoÔl., For respondents aged ,34 te 49,. 

this difference narrcMS. , (Indeed, the direction of the assocla-
è 

l ~ .. f' ' -If \~ 

is negat;.;i.~ ~UéJ~tln<j ~1;tie educatlooal vanable. may be 
~ ',- " ..... 

IOOst 
- \ ~ .-

~,elevant anri'ng Younger ,hlgrants.) For those wltb post~ 
! , 

~',Jt , ·7 ~';.-.l -:1 
.,secondaty education, 6.1 petcent report defïrllte plans to leave 
r~:f, ,.. ," '.1 \ ~ 
" • " <) ~,:...f '.:~ 

, " 

'. 

,,; 

" 

\ 
~ ',' . ' . 

" ' .. 

the,~~ince in c:arpârlson wi th 17. 6 ~r~t of those t.esponœnts·· 
(' , - ...,. l' ,.. '" 

Wlth l~ss \t.ha,n high school. educatlon. '. Fmal1y, . the carpar~son of .' . 
young Wlth ol~ is"~t·'reveallng. 6d\M;ational achiEmllE!ments for 

respondents bèt\tleen the 50 to 6S age cat.egœ:y aècount for onlyone 
-"".' ... 

, 
perceil~age pol.nt betWeen those wi t.tl lowest.. and hl.ghest levels of 

~~! 

-educ:atl.on (5). 

.­, 
" 

'" ,; 

Stated Motivations for Leaving Quehec 

Responderits were prcivided vith a list of reasoos why a persa:t 
, , 

might leave Quebec al\d were asked to rank the per~ i:rrportance 

'. of each reasçn. Table' 4.8 shows the d.lstribution of responSes 

for f irst, second:md ;hlrd chciices. ~P! than fort Y percent of 
l ~ 

, respondents stated :;nat 'persooai eca"lanlC s:tuation or Job:: 
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'_ t_·'f ~. ~" ;' ': .>; t ~ 
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:i ': h';: was the ~t iJipo~ant reason for, wantinCJ~to leave ~.:~, Twe'hty..-:· 

'1 

. ~ 

believed- that '~'laws' were '4 priMe rootl'~atll'1g f4Ctor for ' 

leav~ the provl~. onl~ 6:'8 percent '~~lec~ 'fanul;'and, 

TaIœn by fr.èquency' 

; taf, res~, 72. 8 ~rcent of responàents ctOse 'general poll.,tical 

":'" CQriditions' as a major rea$orf for leavi.ng ()Jebec. SeventY-GJl1E! ",,' ~ ,~ ,.- ~ .;'~.~ - .' . . ' \ 

!,,~t sél~ 'personal, econaru.c situai;ion' r and 70.6 percent 

<ind' pohtieal si.t~t:ion is sirular. For those ,~ed '50 to 65, a 
1 

, " 
~ ~'::'f \ .. ~ , 1 _ ! ( 

1 \, ' \. 'i .~~tlVl!ly hlqher percen~ chose • farruly and fnends te lsewhere • 
" .... l '"".., ~'~ 'J ".. '" .) , 

, '\t 0, 'as a"fi.'t'st ~ for,;riù.qratinq. 'Ihis is nct entirelY surpri.sing 
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:: "t;,iVen t;}1at thls age gro(lp is near retl~t and ~9ly nore 

~ . 
\',d8tached f~ econatlic and politieai events affecting t:hE!ir a~ 
r ~''''' ~ \ ," ... ' 

.' 
" 

'4".7-
~ "" ~ .. 

r~tl. vatiQrls aM ,~&19raÜon: Intent1èX\8' \ 
'<; ;r'. fi ,_\ l ,.. .:. 

When WI! look at m:>tl vat ions to,~ l.eave Quebec by mtentions, l t can 
1 _ ~ l ,r:; ,.. .. " 

:~---..00éerved tAat_ ~g respon~ts ~, sat ,that they are~ 'defi-
\ - ,,.. 1/ 
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ni~1Y Ie~~l.ng'," 47 .f' perc~t report that the1.rI prl..MaI)' root1.va: 

tl«t 1.S 'per~1 econœùç sit-uat1.art'" At the s~ tl.lile, 23,7 , ~ 

~ ~ }' , 
~ peJ:"atnt·, df respondents stated that 'language lawS-'~ were the p~1.-' 
".f 

. '., 

lI'IaI)' factor mot l vating thern to wish to· 1eaVe Ç\Jebec, Oniy 2.6 

percent. are motl.vated by 'general econaruc conchtrOns', wtll.le 
1'. '0;: 

'-
. 21.1 perèeJ'!t are notlvated bP leave- ln response to 'genetal 

poflt1.cal condl.'tj,ons': 'f~ly hes' outS1.cir! of Quebec was 
: l " 

<. 

the pr~ mot l vatlon "for\ 5. 3 ·.perc;eiJt of respondents', 

, .. ", 

In the c~' of ;t!!spondènts who sa,! that ~y ;~lll l'prcbably 
, . .. .;~ 

leave' ~ and thèse Whq statè that. they. ~1l11 'probably riot 
~ " , ~ _'\. 1 

'\ . " . 
Jeave', ®tlvatJ.ng fàCtors ,Çlre sl.nUlar, ~r.l whenwe 

.' 

cœpar1!" respondents who'say t~,t they wlll 'dehnltely nde' 
~ 

" • 1 

leave Ouebec wüh all others, we hnd dlfferent rootlvatlons •. 
~' ~ . 

Only .. 7.8 ,PE!rç:ent' r~ that ~hey would be motlvat.ed prllM!-~, 

rly by 'language laws', wtu.le 35.9 percent state. that they 
. / 

would be notlvateq bY thelI' 'persqnal ~c Sltuatlon'. 

Cœpared to all .others;-thls. group seems much nore llkely to 

express roore vaguè motlvat'l.1)9 reasons for W1.Shlng to leave ' 
<' ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Quebee ~ for exarrple, 29 .. 7 percènt sald\~:. 'general poll-

t1c~l condJ.t...CX1S \ ... .>ld ~ a" Pfll"l! """', va~g f~.' .. Iule' 15.6 

percent reported that 'general econaru.c condl.tions' Would. be the .. , 

9.I'0llP SUtted that 'frl.ends and relatives' outsl~: of ~Jebec was ., . 

.. 
1. 

/ 

,-

f' 

î" ,', 

-~~ 

" 
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• 
... 

the !OOSt lJ'IllOrtant rotl vation for leavJ.ng the proVlnce. 

, \ 

'lbe mœt sl.gmfl.cant fl.ndJ.ng in Table ~. 10 15 t:Jle CatparlSOO of 

'resporidents who- say that they are defl.ni tely leavmg !lu th those 

who state they wH} dehn~tely l)Ot leave. In part1cular, the 

-, 

V 
\ 

'~" .. 

?-: 

.. 

. 
'. 

?" . 

" -'" 

J' faét that 23.7 percent of the fonner group (cœpared to only 7.8 

. percent of the latter group) chose 'language lM' as a ~in 

';reason for wantlnq tO leave Q.lebec suggests that, ln tlus stuây, 
.' 

variables Other than traditlooal nùgrant~ attnbutes are J.."PQrtailt 

to COOSlder. 

: .~ 
" 

ConclulllOOS 
lo: 

,', 

'. " It ~'~ fl~ that the major variable' expl~nlng Migrat100 lnten-, 

. tiens ls' the age,oY the tesPondent. Fran our ~natl.on of 

,the d4ta, no other ~grant charactenstic was fOunci:to; be sigru.,'-, " 

" , 
... .. <. , .t-

ficant. PdSl.tlve selection with respect. te edUca~lCll ~ foun~ 

In te~' of s'tated 
'" 

rotiV'~tlorlS for l'Iigratinq, the vast majority of re~poodents 

, s;:hose econatUC factors. 

.. ,.-

<:1-

, 
\ 

:;. ~~ 

" 

; 

" 

.,' 
'. 

, ' 

c' 
roti vating ~ors '--7' , ), .. \ t',' .. 

1 ;; , 

, . 
... \ 

. " 
1 ~ 

:,,~. "In. SURl, \Ille cannot state definitiveiy that Migrant selechvJ.ty 
• _." " 1 ~ ... , , Il 
" r 1"; ...... -ot \ 

, <-.:,. . and, migrant 1001:1 vatians for our sanple of Aa:1g16phones are aut-
o' • f - '1' < , 

" 

~ '" ., .' 
',' 
r~ , 

Ir ' 
~.' siBe the realm of what is expected in nqx:mal populatioo novarent;. 
;::-f \ ~ -4.. l " ',' ~ 

.~ ..." ~ 

... ~., ... 

.' 

. , .. ~ 

:,' 1 \.l. ", 
> 

,.( .. " 
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We ti:an say that there tS sufflcient eVldènce to suggest that 

1 $OCial chstance 1 varubles may be .. inp)rtatlt for a mrl'ber of 

respondents. '!hls is the area we shaH ~lor~ J.n Chapter ~iye . 
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! 

, 1 

Here we are assutU.nq that ~le of a sl.ml.lar age and 

ecœanic statua are affected ~ÏJl'U.larly by the franc1-
~' , 

zaticn C~9tl of~. 'this /Illy or /IVly not be '.:rUe • 
, 
and is chscussed III Chapters Tt1r:ee and Five. , , ' 

Incare varlable is prcbl~tic given j,ts natural asso-

ciation Wl.,th 4CJe. (" 

A..r: .. 
", 3 ~ ~ OCCUpation includeS aùy worlùJ19 respaadents, thus our 

Nr.ple size is ~ substantially.' The incaIe variable 

referred to household' i.nCCJ!e. 
, . 

/ 

4. 'lbe educatioo· variable has been recoded to consider those 

who are still continuing educati<Xl. 

.. 5. For young persona who ha\(ë not yet established careers. 

educatiœ is a'passport te a career elsewhere. For middle 
l 

~ people, educatlon has prcbably. already served to help 

establi~ a sixx:essful career ~d, th\$ restrains JroVeIl1erlt. 

Firially, for 'ol~r pecçl~', ~timal ~ideratibns ~~: 
minimal and thus the inportance of educatioo i5' ~ubstan- . 

tially redl;Jœd. ", Mere too, it is ~t t~,acknowled;Je 

that "for this older group, 5ucœSS lS les$' likely to he 

.i: related to education. 

'" 
'" 

" 

, . , 

- 1 ., 
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..... .1;. ~_. ' '" ,~ 

$ a 

/ 

... . 

, \ 

~ .... . -..... , 



. 
o 

-
- 96 -, , 

TABLE 4.1 

IN'IOO'IalS ro LEAVE~, DoH'DIATE (1978) 
" -

l. , 2. 
IrmIedi.ate Plans (l978) Future Plans (1978-82f , 

( , 

'oefinite1y leavinq 5.S Definitive1y leavinq 
: 

dl'entative1y leavin9·' 10.9 Prcbably le'aving 

No plans 83.6 Prcbably not leaving 

'f Pt.f.i,nitely net leaving 
l. '. , ,1 

J 1\ u 

'lOl'AL 100.0 '. h 

N (332':' " 

. t· . 
1. ,~spondents were aS'kéd whether they h'ad made '; 

2. 

defllÙ.te plans in tenns of securing a joo outslœ 
of Qœbec, or arranqed ~tion or bath. 
Tentative plans referred to havinq looked for a 
job or ac:canrodations outside of Qœbeç. 

Future Plans, Q205 in" the Ql.1estionnaire. 
00l'E: ~tages exclude the 41 respondents ' 
\Ji) saj.d,Jjhey "did not kno.oI" or refusec1. to 
~r.· " 

r , 

" 
, , ' 

• 0 

'" 
. 'J, 
" 

'ct 
t· 

, . 
1 

, 
'. ~\ 

, 

, 

13.4 

26.8 
, 

36.8 

23.0' 

100.0 
,,~ 

(291) 

a a 

.\ 
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TABLE 4.2 ' 

• CHAOC.FS OF LFAVIN:; QUEBOC IN '!HE NEXT FIVE YEARS 

BY RESPONDENTS' Pa: GROUP 

Chances of 1eav~ng ( % ) 

Defini tely 1eaving 

Probab1y 1eav1ng 

Pr~1y not leaving 

Definite1y net 1eaving 

Total % 

N 

age group (yrs.) 

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-65 

(N = 291) 

27.1 14.5 13.2 2.0 5.4 

30.5 30.3 27.9 25.5 13.5 

33.9 38.2 41.2 35.3 32.4 

8.5 17.1 17.6 37.3 48.6 
'v 

100.0 100.0 100.0 10a~o 100.0 

(59) (76) (68) '(.51) (37) 
d' ' . ..,. 

chi-square = 41.4641, dt = 12 

alpha = .0000 

'. • 'J 

" 

. ., 

,-

,..-
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TABLE 4.3 

awa:s OF LFAVHl:i ~ Bï 

RESPONOENI" S STJIGE IN LlFEl:YCLE fSEr...EX:TID GROUPS) 

Chances of leaving (, ) 

Def~~tely leav~g 

Probably leavlng 

Probably not leaving 

Definitely not leaving 
, -

'IUI'AL % 

N 

, of total sanple 
1 , -, 
' . 
~, , 

* selected groops 

;-

,.. 

;. 

" ~ 
CI: .. 

~ 

1 

ç,. 

-{ ~ 

18-33 
Single 

~6.5 

30.9 

32.4 

10.3 

100.0 

(68) 

23.4 

,ï 

" " ,t 

~ 

-' 

',' 

li fecyc 1e * 

34-49 
Married, 
Children 

9.0 

25.4 

44.8 

20.9 

100.0 

(67) 

23.0 

~ 

50-65 
Marned, 
Children 

6.7 

17.8 

40.{) 

35.6 

100.0 

( 45) 

15.5 

~ 

3 a & 

~ 

, 
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TABLE 4.4 

CHANCES OF LFAVI~ QUEBEX:' BY RESPCNJ6-n' 1 S EDOCATION 

Chances of leaving % 

, Definitive1y leaving 

Probably leavinq 

Probably not le~ 

• 
0-10 yr9. 
less than 

hiqh school 

9.3 

31.5 

20.4 

1 Definite1y not 1eaving 38.9 
1 
1 

1 

'roI'AL , : 100.0 ~ \ 
.' . 

N \ (54) 

chi-square = 15.74810, dt = 6 

alpha = .Ol~ garrma = -.13 

educaticn 

ll-~3 yrs. 14 yrs.+ 
hiqh school Post-secondary 

13.6 

25.5 

37~3 

23.6 

100.Q 

(HO) , 

l 

15.0 

26.0 , 
\ 

J .43~3 
" 

'].5.7 
" 

100.0 

(1274) '. ' 

. . 

5 a 

'-, 

"1 

'. fl,,\! fi 
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• 
CIWCES OF LFAVI~ QUEBB: BY 

Chances of 1eavinq , 
" .' 

Definite1y 1eaving 

l'robably leaving 

ProbaDl.y net '1eaving 

Definitely net 1,avi~ 1 

. '. 

'1 

. , 

1ess than 
$10,000 

• > ~ ~ 

r 
25.0 

32.5 

22.5 

·10.0 

~, 

100.0 
(40) 

' .. 

,,", 

;tncane 
$10,000- S20,QOO- ~10,oOO 
$I9,000 $29,999 or ~ 
, ,', (N = 265) 
'1- , " 

( Jy, ~ 

, 
" 

37.2 

25:6 

100.0 
. (86) 

40.~ 

18.6 ,~', 

oC 

lOQ.O 
(70) 

'. 

44.9' 

2.4.6 
,~y 

" 

100.0 
(69) 

." 

il 

1 :':>0. 

·1 

". 
o 

, '--

'-1' 

, . 

• 

" 
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::; - TABLE 4.7 
.." , . . 

rmmrroos 'lU LFAvE ~ BY mocATlOOAL ACHI~, CCNmŒLIK; Fœ AGE 
, • d 

-" 
-ri l' 

"'-.." 

'. , 

Chances of 
leavi"9 .,.jl) 

Oefinitely 
leavinq 

Prcb1bly' 
leavinq :' 

l 

Probably . not 
leaving ~ 

J. 

,;." 

'. ...... -; 

'" 

Definitely not 
leavirlg 

"'roI'ÂL ., 
~<- N 

:. 

..;-..., 
,. ~f _~h 

i: 

"'- ~ .. 
:"~ ~...." 

~ cr 

',' J' 

Education 
" 

J~:~34 yrs. ~5 _- 49 yrs. 50 - 65 yrs. f 
{N~~I26T . (N = 101) CN = 64) 

, l-ess than high Post.- less than high Post-' less than high ,: ,Pœt-
~~cjh 'schOor school Secondâry high school school Secondary high school school Secondary 

" 

.. ..!~~:_-
,', 

;'r'~ 

".7 18.9 
1; 

~}.J', ... ,. 
.~ :4}. 

~f.\ 

. 'lR.5 ~. 
~t; 

15.4 

38.5 . '., 
, 

1~0.0 

(13) 

';. 

" 

32.1 

" . ~~: 
c"37.1 

, . 

11.3 

100.0 
(S}) 

). 

chi-square ::; ns 
gartma ::; -.17172 

~".- .... /,..~ '. , 
... ~K ... j'1-

, , 
1-',:. 
J-,.'o)'. 

" ~". 

25.0' 

30.0 

35.0 

10.0 ' 

100.0 
. (60) 

., , " 
.J' 

t: .' 4 t 
.... 'lf~)!. 

.(.'7 ~ 
;. :.~ ~ 

::. ~ ~-11 .... 
.. . ..... ., > _. 

" 

1.' 

17.6,' 

", " <i 

"]5.3 

23.5 

r'. 

ij'~s 

100.0 
(17) 

'", 

" 

., 
-...... 

11.4 

22.9 

,', 40.0 

25.7 

100.0 
f (35) 

. 6.1 

26.5 

. , .. ~ .... 
SLO 

16.3 

100.0 . 
(49) 
• 

4.2 

25.0 

2O~8 

50.0 

'.1.00.0 
. ".' (24) 

4.5 5.6 

13.6 11.1 

31.8 50.0 

50.0 33.3 

100.0 100.0 
(22) (18) 

':: .. \. 
• 1f!- • ~ 

Chl.'-square = ns ~ chi -square = ns 
gamma = .06 . gamma ::; -.059 

'~;;\ 

'3;:'t, 
.1' ;'" 

If, .,~' 

" 

11 .... ~ 

<II, 

~ ~.~ 

~;~~ 

{,. 
r\~-:~ 



.' 

.' 

.~. 

Il 

l 

", . / 

,~, TABLE 4.8 

:"STAnD MiIVATIOOs FOR LFAvÎn:; J 

tIoti vatioo 'for 
Ïeavinq Quebec, 

PersonaJ., econanic .sj.tuatioo 
~. ~ . 
" (' General econçmic Si~tioo . :"' ' 

, 
Language laws ,-
General political Jituatioo .. 
Friends 'and relatives. 
outside Quetieç. , 

\ . 

~irst ~> 
reasat 
given. , 

44 • .8 

9.8 
F 

21.1 

1:," , 6.8 

-190,. a 
(.322 ) 

SecoAd 
r~ason 
given 

14.2 

16.6 

28.5 

7.1: 

..10Q~0 
.~ 322) 

i 
~ - .~(' 

"1" 10' 

., 
. / 

, 'l'hird 
,:l:~ 
. glven 

\l 
\. 

;>,12 • ., 
,~ , 

34.1 

18.0 

23.2 

, 5.6 

100.0 

(322) 

t,.....~tO ~: 1 1 ~~1" 
~.;t 

',' 

, of 
total 

~ 
~~.~I 

5-6.4 

72.8 

20.1 

" 

. . 

,f 

, , 

. ~ ______ ~----------~------------~~!~·,--------'~----------~.I~-----------~ 

" 

.' 
i'l·",~ , 

, 
'~ , .... .:.,to"t ~~ 

/;,,:41- .,.,./ .... ~\. 

' .. :t' 

\ ( 

. 
'. ! 

~.y\ 1 '; 
, ~ l ~ ~ 

j 

.. 
l , . " ... 

.. 

• - u 

>, 

" 

'\ .. 

.. 
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' . . ,'* 
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~iv~tioo for; 
leavin9~" 

~ 'Persooal econœu.c 
-~~sitWation or job 

General econa1lic 
Gonditions 

. Language laws 

General political 
conditions 

(%) 

Friends and relatives 
out$ide ~ 

.' 

- .. v'+ 
" 

18 33 yrs. 

46 • .0 . ,J 

10.2 

21.9 

" 19.0 . .. ~~ 

2.9" :' / 
( 

C 

~t ~ 
'" rI ... 

',r 

h:Je group 

34 - 49 yrs. 

53.6 

J 

~ t fi 

5.4. / 

':.: l~:l' ,: 

1 

'1/ -~~ ~ 

1:' i 
/20. f> 

5.4 

100.0 

(112) , 

.. 

/ 

~' 
1 

/ 
/ 

/ 

Cl ,.. f l 

i" " 

, J 

26.0 

16.4 

26.0 

16.4 

100.0 
,'":,,, 

(7)->: J 

• '"' .' . 

'1 

.' 

, .' 

.... 1 .lof ~ ..... 

'~~i .' '; ;, :rAL 
% ~~;t/. 

1,." 

-' .. '\ ~' i~, j.t.-----------------r~---------------""------~ i 

:...' 
{~' 

chi-square = 28.34668, df 
alpha = .000 " . 

" 

" 

"': , " -" 
~. /.-
" . .; 

7!~~"" 

.< l",\ 

, " 
o.:: 
t. 
" 

";;' 

.. 

" 

o~ , 

.' . 
., 

, 
or 

\ îr, 
.rI 

"..if,.> ll~~ 
q°.ll 
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" 
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TABLE 4.10 

. . ... .' 

STATID ~IVATI~ Fœ ,~~ ID !Q.VE ~ 

BY INI'FiirlOO ta !.FAVE; QUEBa: 

O1ances of leavlrl<) 
, ';,(~ .i. • 

M::>tlVat.lon Definitely P~ly' Probably No~ Oefl.nltely ~ 

'r 
i' 

"0::. '( ~ 

. 
\ 

',' 

o 
. ,Persona! ecQC\aIÙ.C 

" 9ituati~ 

~ ecQOanic 
cdnditiç.,s . , 

47.4 

2.6 

'L 23. 7 ~ 

Friends rmd relatives 
outside ,çf Quebec 

. '" .' 

1'5 

21.1. 

~). 5.3 

100 .. ,Q, 
• (38) , 

44/1 

11.8 

~.4 

17.1 

,"', "3.9 

" ' 
L t 

, " 

IN :;: 283) 

'; 

45.7 

6.7 

19.0 

21.9 

'6.7 
~ 

100.0 

(105) 

'.\ ,­.. ~ 

, ,,~ -( ... -

35.9 

17 .• " 

29.7 

,10.9 
Jf 

NI 

100.0 

(64) <:, 

<"--:--~------_.-I'~"-----f-...,. .... ------------""'-------~ -.- --- i 

,l, 
.,' 

ehl-squàre = 17 ... 79, df .. 12" 
alpha :II ns. '. 

" 

'" ..,.. > , , 

. '. , . 

" 

. " .. , 
" 

1 .. 

.' 
~ " ',' r 

., 
.. t_ .. 

, . . . '. ~ 

<, 

" ' 

,--" .... '> • ". , " 

.~ 

;., -' 

'. 
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j~t. has béen 'shawn lJ1 O\apter.~ that ~~ Anqlq>hones ,-\ 

~ntain considerable SOCl.al chstanœ between therrlsel ws ,anc;i 
-t' 

Francophones J.n va,rious ~ions.af contact. - In Chapt.ér FOur, 

,., 

l t· was found that, apart' fran aé]e, , variables ttlat are asSCX:l'ated 
" , 

traditlonally wlth l'\lgrant selectlnty chd' ~ 'explëUn ~h of 
J. 

the varlance in the P~ltY. ta rnlgrate. 'Jhe present cbapter 
\. ~ :'v ~ 

will suggest that stress assoc1a~ with franc1zation May encou-

'rage search ~Vl.our for Quebeo Anglq>hones'. . . \~ ,measure stress<>l\ 

" in tetrns of t.he respondents 1 percept+~of p'reJ'~cE!: ~ag~nSt 

~glq>hones in cœœc and by ~ ~en~: ta. ~l.~ ~ '~~ts 
- J' t ... 

, . ' 
5.1 .Stress in"the N!<ll~ Cœrrunity 

.. 

Theori~s at. CCI'ltactl,)Ettween gIttlps qeneraHy èxplain that con­

flict is not present W'hen two groups can Uve 1ndependently wi th 
~" '.- ~,. ~~~, 

parallel sets of lllStitut10ns tmat meet thel.r- needs. Here the .... . 
, 

1 ethnie strategy 1 May he one at either t avol.dance t or 1 aG'CQ1'IOOda-

r, 

r ~ 

1 

'. 

" 

.- ' 

.. 
: 
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t!CX'I' (see Allport, 19.54)." San! writers Nintain that l!ICreased 
1 

/ contact 'between.groups can lead to lntenSlhed conf llet. Con-

trarr to thll poS~tlon, lMny ~r cbservers have ~ternu.ned 
(t • ~.., 

that ~~ ealtact tends to le.sen or even dupe 1 conf hçt. 
c , 

:tt 1IIOUld M8II then that the best that Carl be sald of thlS 

CCIltrachc1uon of' findings ia 'that inter-c;rcup contact may 

generate elther cOnfl.1ct or harm:lny and that the chrectlon 
, 

'tIo_'l 

1 ~ 

... 
. ... tàken' prà:lably VEles with ru.:.tqdeal u well as specifie contern-

-' 

1.... > • ..- ~ 

pœ:ary"~~~ A~. 
) I~ ~ • 

" 

certain),y àn historical '~ of M9l~ in, ~ wculd, , 
" . reovUl' t:l1at avoi~ behaViaur hp 1Mlified "'.1'. pc:pulatioo. , 

lIt:noYer, the English .iil ~ have enjqyed the privilt!ge. of 

'being ~ minority with majority statua. 'nlus, ale of the in.~T'-
-. 

: .. ~ questions for ()Jebee in the 1980" S il whether the encapsu-, . . 
laticn of the ~An91qXlcne ~ty, ~ be maintained given that, 

the 'rn&jority-'st.tus· of this minority i. dimi.nlshing rapiàly. 
, ' ~ 

·It "cari be ~ that if r I18'1i::1erl of a group :uœi ve them-

. selyu .. being threateneé! by CX)ther qroup, then the avoiàance/ 
, -... . . ~ ~ , 

~ulatioo Itrategy is no loncae.r:; ~ficient. 
, , 

cm- data show- that many An91~s aie W'lhappy with ~~r change' 
, i' " 

,:,.in status. Table 5.1 shows that qver eighty percent 1 of respondents 

in the sarrp1e are opposed té B111 101. Table 5.2 (1) reveals that , ' 

' .. , 
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• • r ~ ... .' 
) 

./.. 

r 

.. ' 
.. 

..... 

'." 

"..~ 

" .. , , 

. , 

.. , 
" 

" 

.. 

'-

' . 



r 

..", 
1 

} , , , 

1 (' .. 

• • / 

... '. 

- 10& -" 

4..", 1 

,{ 

) - f' "'-

... rI- exists "very strong preJudice' aqainst Angl~nes . in Quebec. Approx-

imately fort Y peréen'l;. .feel that ''eaœ prejudlœ" exists, wtule .371
.] per-

, 
'cent ,tate that there lS a '.httle prejudice·. Only 5.6 percent 

') f • :" 

'. ~f the ~. report that there iS'" no ~~uàice' ariunSt QUebec 

Anqlophcnes. SimiladYl 'in Table 5.3 WIll find that 72.4 percent , " 
..... ... ..., 

of the saaple t.'ti.nk that theré; is jOb dis'çr:iminatioo against AnglO"l' 
t .. ~" 

pbcnel inl~" , "', 

\ -, . \ . J 
~ \~ ~ 

~.,Variaticn" " 'attitude are ~ed when we diff~ti~ respon-

dents Dy ethnie bacJcgtOUnd. ln rable 5.4, 32.6 "percent ,of Jewish 

re.spœdents perceiw very stralq prejudice aq~t' Anqlcphcnes.. 
. , . 

In cmtrut te this, ooly fifteen percent of Anql~lties and 9.8 

percent of the ~other'-,ethnies believe thAt 'verY strOnq.preju-' 
, , . 

1 \ , t 

dice' 'is present in QœCec. Wi~~ to- j~ discriminatia1,'!' 

. eighty-One ~t of .. Jéwish r8spcnd.nts, 72.4 percent of Ancjlo-
. . 

~ celties, and 'sixty-four percent of 'the !Other' ~es !ltate 

1 

/ 
\ 

5.2 Kiqration 'u StratSgy 

~ -.. 

1 

. ' 

~ \ ~ 1 - -

The migr~~ion ~.iferature ~ that-perœpticns of politicalr 
. - . - -

eccnanie ~and social cœclitiona are 'likely tQ influence the lltQi-
/ 

vfduAllin hia c1ac:iSlon te migrate. Mlle irrpJrtantly, i t lB net '.. ~ ~-

necusary. for the ~jectJ.Ye Ilituationa te exist as long as t.'wy 

" 
• >.' 

, . 

" 

.' 

. , 

.';~ ' ... 

. , ... 
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are percei ved to be real. ." , 

J 

.. :~.., .. 

Clearly, cliscont;él'lt is"~ent in tt:e.Ancjlq'lbone cœmunl.ty. Yet , 
1 

whl.le I!'ftlCh speculatl.on and rnahy ~riferenœ~ have been made about" 
. - , . 

the so-called Anglophone :e,!(odf.\S t.J':theJ;e has been httle evi-

. ~dence that the dec.ision to lea~, ~ is, pràlt?~èd by such dJ.scon­

tent. ~ We hypÇt.hesued that j.nten~~ te" rnigra~. shoolg he asse-

5 

" ciat.ed with attitudeS about the ~ .. s 'pOSttl9n in Quebec and, Wlth 
.,.. • 1.... ~ 

t ~ as to the ~nt to which the A(1g1ophàne Was already 'lnte-
,~ 

,. grated ioto ~;$ fi-~cdphone milieu. 
...... '.f!-. 

• 1 

, ~ ... . 
~ ,. j Migration Iht~tions and Perception of I?rej \lclice , - ., 

'" 

, Tc test for a possil)le xel,ationship between ethnie-type stress' 
~" ~ . , 

, and migtation, pe%éeption of prejudice, aqainst Angl~ones in 
.;,. -~~ ~ 1 L': u ... 

~ , Quebeç was' çorrè!a1;.éd with intentj.~ te-· mi~ate., Table 5.6 (2) 

j. -. 

C' 

sity to nù.gra~. '._ 
_,~I, ~ 

-':~tS-
, , .... -

C~in9""correiatloos'wit;:?in'àge ~~, ":it iS'f~a:'that ,the· 
- ~ E~ ~.... ' ~ -

relationship is sliCjhtly. st:rOnger ~or responqen~ aged 18 to. 34. 
,~ , 

_ .. t • ~ ,,~ .., .. .. 

This seem5 reasonable{ as earl~ as 1969, .lohnsténe rePorted ~t 
.... ," 

. " 

young Quebec AAg-lqilones ~ ~atively pessimi-stic. abclUt 

u' 

" 

\ 

li: 
t, 

'-

". 

,>, .~ :; 

\~'! --

1 ~:'" • 

~' . 

• ss 

'. 
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~I 



- ,110 -

.... 
" , 

\J:o' finding job opportunit1es in Quebéc since they 'NOUld not face 

'~,;, 'ethnlc rtUnority status in the rest of Canada. 

Ethnlc differences ag.un reveal that Jew1sh respondents in general 

'.' 

" 

respond differently to pressures than do other Anglophones. For 

,the Jewish group there is a 1Tk:lder.tE, association of .32 between 

perception ;;i p;-ejudice .:rd interfttons to leave Quebec. For 

Anqloceltics and for 'Other' ethru.cs the 'association is below .2 

'!hua, nct only do Jewish respondents perceive 9l'eater amoun~s of 
, , 

, prejUdice against Angl~nes, this perception is rOOre likely to 

influence the decision to migrate. 

Eàucational differenœs, while' signiflcant for t\>WO groups'I do 

not allow for reliable interpretation. 

5.4 Migration and Knowledge of French 

-,. we have stressed that lanc;uage is a good indicator of the extent 

tO'which an indiviëiual is confortable with another group. lt 15 

t;easonable to suppose that, in the context of Quebec. intentions 

:' .:' <., .;_<::~. '_' to leave the prpvJ.nce may be Unked closely to fluency in French. 
- ........ • j ~ 

J~:'~~::'~>~.\.'. .... This 1S an especially pertinent. Observatl.ç~)O when added to the 
": ... ~ ....! i ~ '" .> :'-

.:: .. "t::.~::.:-:' ':: ,{ ,':rec09Tlition that knO'.lil~e of French l.$ ll.nke4.5.trongly to~-.... :>;;;\~> :' potionol cpportunities in the prOvi""" of QJébeC. cal_U 's 

, . , ... . . ' 
- " 

'\ 

J 

1 

, 
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study confUYred that French language fluency was related to out-
. ~ 

mlgration - indeed, this relationsh~p confounded what appI;!ared 

,. -
. to he a direct associatioo between ITrlther tongue and outmigrahon. 

'!he data appearing in Table 5.7 oprovides support for the language 
~ ~ 

h~SiS j1 though the association lS nct striking. Thirty-four 
, 

percent of those who speak French fluently have definite "or pro-

bable .1Jltentions of leavwg Quebec, cœpared to fifty pèrcent of 

those who do nct speak French at all. 

: uHaving entertained the bellef that the language proposition ~d .' 
be ,~icularly relevant for young Anglcphones, we were sUL"Prised 

to acknowledge that no linear relationship was present. '!his may 

be a result of oor small semple S~ZE". For respondents aged lB 

to 34, th~ gamra value ~as -.22, for respondents ~35 to 4g'~ 

the value was -.10 as carpared te the value of -.40 for the sa 

to 65 age bracke~. cœparing this relationship wi th respect 'to 

ethnie grQUp and educational background failS" to expose any si9-

nificant diff~.: 

In sum, i t can be said that tl1ere does appear to be a ~rect 
or 

association between ~ledge of French and migration intentipns, 

but that this association -is-quite low~ 

1. 

"" .; 

c S a & 

~ 
..1.' ..... 
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5.5 Mlgration and Contact W1th An91Cfhone~ 
4 

'. 1 

In Chapter 'Ihree we exaJI'Ù.ned different dJ,mensions of Angl~hone 

contact with Francophones and eœcluded that Anglophones/ J.n 1978 

still s~ strong preferences for Anglophone ~~iations for 
, . 

both ~onnal and mfon'I\iÙ types of contact. 'Ihls, coupled with 

a strong perception of prejudice and distrust: of Bill 101 leads 

J to the supposition that, within tlle Anql~ne _Cc:mm.tn1ty, indi­

.viduals ~ are well integrated 1nto French Québec. wl11 be less 

likely. to,entertain thoughts about leaving the provl.nce. SlJni­

larly, those who are isolated will be [!Ore likely to thlnk abc)lt 

leaving. Aànittedly, this hypothesis faveurs the theory that 

.i:ncreas~ ,contact l~ssens hostility bet~ groups. 

1 

Tables 5.8 through 5.10 SUl1'l'!larl.ze the relat10nship bet:~n con- " 
. / 

tact dirnenslon variab~s and intentions tQ leave Queœc. Table 

5'.8 displays intentions ta migrate by spouse' s rrother tonque. 
... " 

Tables ::;.9 and 5.10 show correlations between nuni:ler of Franco- ~ 

phone friends and ~tentions to erniqrate, and nurrœr of Franco­

phone 'co-worlœrs and intentions to E!r;dgrate, res~iVely: 

In general, it woula appear that 'cœt.act' .Dn v~ious 'dimens'ions 

,of social distance 00e~ net ~1~ rruch variance in ~ propen-

6 4 
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Family 

In Tàble 5. a; respon~ts married to i::nglish spouses are revealed 

to be nore inclined.. to state intentioos to leave QJebec than are 
• 1 

tho$e respondents married to Francophones or 'Others'. AlJtost. 

fort Y percent of respondents in English marriages sud that they 

would definitely o~ probably leave Qlebec, in the next f~ve years, 

cœparec;l to ooly 1l.8 percent of ,those married to Francop~s 

and 2S.~ percent of those man:ied to 'ether' ethnie types. ·'!hus, 

. -

.... 

" 

althou~the nUlTèers are V"srnall, marri. to a Francq>Jlone would '\ 

seem to uùùbit thoughts about lea\!'ing QueOec. Of course, i t ic 

l10t clear whether this represents a relationship betweén c;ontact ~ 

and rru.gration smce the decision to migrate is osually made ~ 
, 

ooe's spousé .. i.~, through a proce~~ of jOlnt deliberation. 

Friends 

Table 5.9 shows that there 'is only a lCM association be~ 

~~i of Francq>hone friendS"and propensity to l1Ùgrate. When 

we look at 'different age groups we find that whi,le"this associa­

tion ,is negligible for those over the aqe Qf thirty.-four, the a-
1 

sociation for ycunger respondents 15 .22. 

~ic CQ'ï'(JaI'isons re~l no association for JeWish respoodents 

but a m:xierate associiltion of .36 for 'Other' ethnie types. For 

educatiohal groups, the associauon i5 strongest in the lo.Jest 

\ ' 

• 
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educational cateqory, but;, l.t should be noted that ciifferences 

betWl!!en g;ouPs are minimal. 

" 
Co-workers 

In "T~le 5.10, similar patterns appear. OVeral!, a low asscx::ia­

,tiCX'l exists between' éontact with Francc:Jphooes at work and inten~ 

tiens ta mic;r8te. When we control for age, ~ find only a low 

assOciation for reSpëndents in the 1ti-34 ac;ie category. Control-

11n9 for ethrll.c background and education, the n\Jl'd:)ers in sa.e 

categories are so small as te rencier the results unreliable. 

5.6, SOcial Distance Attitudes ahd IntentJ.ons t~' Leave QUebec 

Table 5.11 shOWs a low association between 8og'ardus social 
-

distance scores and l.ntentl.aLS to leave Quebec. Differences c:tre 
\ 

'~ mr5st èlearly 'wheru.e~~at extreme sèores. Anong those 

respondent$ WlO are m:>$t favourabl'y l.IlCll.ned towards contact with 

Francophones, 13.3 perèent state, that they are 'definitely leav-

• ,ing', Quebec while 27.2 percent report that, t."ley are 'definitely 

not leaving'. In carpanSOtl with these results, in the case 
1 

of respondents least favourably inclined towardS contact wit.'l 

Francophones, 27.3 percent state that they will 'defin:i:tely leave' 
~ . - '--

the provinc~, as carpared to only 9.1 percent M10 report they' 
, ' 

will • defini tely . not' leave Quebec. 

\: 

• C 4 = 

, . 
"' 
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Conclusions 

.-. '" 
No definite ëùJsertionS Carl be deduœd fran such weak relationships .. , 

Certainly there i5 sare evidence that social distance variables 

.My explain Sone of the variaÏ\'fe ~ thè p.ropensity to leave 
. . 
~. Knowledge of French, the percepticnof prejudice, and 

. . . 
SŒ,ial distance attitudes are al1 lI'Dt'e strongly associated wlth 

migratiœ plans than are contacts with FrMCopnoneS. Ignoring 

. ~ of the inconsistencies, the data ~gqest that social distance 

j.s a greater inhibiting factor in the migratiœ intentions of 

younqer as carpared to o~der Anglcphones. 
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, '1. Intervi~s asked respondents whether or not they ~lieved 
- .' 

that there was prejudice -aqa1nst Anglophones in Quebec l.n 
closed-en~ questions. While the objectivity of reponses 

can be criticl.zed by tru,.s type of question, interviewers 

reported that in general throuqhout the lnterview, res­

poodents rernarked on~ plight of the Ang~q>hone without 

any prœptinq to do ~c:(. 
...r 

2. For tables 5.6, 5.9, 5.10, Pearson's r is used to interp~et, 

'the strength of the relationship between' variables. This 

represents a sOT1eWhat unorthodox use of the ?Orrelation cœ~­

ficient sinee many of the variables are ordinal. 'While gal:Jt\ël 

wa&. the !rore appropriate statistic, its reliability, is re­

duced' where there are low or zero caU counts in cross-tabu­

lation. Pearsoo 1 s r was used to point out, possible associa-
'-

tians bet~ variables. 
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PERCEPTIW ce JOB PISCRIMINATICl~ , . , 

>- roll' ~1OœS ,IN cœaa:: " 

, :~,---...;.....o;;(---";""------_-:"".'_-",,,-:------~-----_--,,,,---
l'~ ~ l~ 

Yes 

no 
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TABLE 5.4 

PERCEP'l'IOO OF PRE.JtJDlCE AG.UNST ~OONESt. 
1 

BY B'IHNIC BACKGROOND 

· r 
: .. 

PeI.?!i ved pr:ejudice 
,<, 

Arlilocei tic Other Jewish 

ç --------------~--------------------------------------~----~'.----~-------

l ' ;r 

~/ 

" , 

.', 

Very; sp-oh<), tlrejûdlcE! 

Salle .prejudice 
,<c 

A little prejwiice 
... ~ 

No prejudicè ':,., 

", 
,'. 

" 

f 

" 

'tOTAL % 

N 

>C' , " 

, ~ ;;'1 1 

15.0 

36.4 

,.1, 42.7 

5.9 
I.,<A 

~. 

100.0 

(220) 

" 

" 
" 

:) . 

... 

32.6 

43.5 

19.6 

4~3 

~t" 

100.0 

( 46) 

. " 

. . 
"', 

'. " 

'~ 
l ( 

9.8 ... 
S2~9 

33.~ 
, ,. 

3.9 

100.0 

(51) 
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TABLE, 5.S 
" , "'( . 

. PERCEP'1'IOO OF JOB DIsqRI1UNA'tlOO AGAINST AN:iLOPHOOES' 
~_~ .> ~: • r' , 

", 

ls the~ job, 
diséW.r.ü.nation? 

. .,. 

No' 

~\ 

" 
"h • rI 

'. 

BY E.'I1iNIC 81tCKGROUND 

AnqlQ;:eltic Jewish 

72.4 ... ,81.0 

19.0 
è , ; ~, J, 

100.0 'ro'I'lU,. '" ,\ 100~0 '~" 
, " 

"\ N 
(196) (42 ) 

r 

2 X , ns. 
\. 

, .. 
'f , 

. " . ~ . 

", 

• "'to.t._~ 

-",1 

, .. ' 

" 

.. 

.-

" 

>. 

',' 

Othér 

64.0 

36.0 

190.0 
" 

( 50) 
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'TABLE 5.6 
~ 

ZERO œDER CORRELATI~S pF ~NT!Nl'IœJS 'ro [{[GRATE WITH Pœ:EPTlOO 
~.( l; ~ 

Or·pREJUOlCE PGMNS'!" OOŒHCIŒS aï AGE~ mucATION AND E'IHNIC 
<) .... • ~ 

'" 

.. 
PercePtion of prejudice 
with intention to rù.grate 

"'" .... -~ 

AH 

, ' 

ï 
r N 

"-
.1602 (285) 

, 

J 

Sig. 

, -
** 1 

1 -
, J 

,~ 
~. 

18-33 \ 
34-49 
50-65 

Le~s than high schqol 
high' school . 
hi9h sc~l plus 

Etrulic 

AA910cel tic 
Jemsh Other 
-. 
•. sig. = .05 '* 5i,9: = .005 

, , 

" 

, ' 

,. 

" 
/ 

J. 

• 1820 
.1777 
.0646 

.3667 
-.0128 

.2327 

.1348 
,.3170 
.1214 

... . 

~\ 

< 

(125) • 
(9a) * 
(62) ns' • 

"-

(51) **' 
. (108) ns. 

(126) ** 
'. ( 

(199) * 
(4Ü,. .. 
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TABL$,: -. 5 • 'ï 

Im.'ENl'IONS l'O MIGRATE BY RESJiU{)ENI"S PROFICIElC'l IN ~ ... 
--------------------................ ------.... ------------.... --------------_. , il _ ""t 

s 

Intentions 
to leave 

• Speciks French 
fluently 

Nearly 
fluently 

Salle Lot of Not ae 

nefi.n~teli feaving 

Pr<:lb4b1y 1eaving 

Probab1y not 1eaving 

Defl.nitely,..not 1eaving 

8.2 

26.2 
) 

.. 37.7 

27.9 

:rorAL," ·100.0 

'1 N " (6,) 

'.' 

, 
" 

é 

',' ~~ 
,l.' 

~~ 

'. 

~ 

" 

" 

" 

. 
'. 

i 

;. 

1 

~ 

• 

~ 
;. 

~ 

. • 

f ~< ~ 

'.' ,. . 

,~ 

, 
'. 

~, , 

11.9 

23.7 

30.5 

33.9 

100.0 

(59,) 

. \ 

., , 

,.-

. ,. 

dJ.fficulty difficulty" aIl 

'. 

15.1 

26..0 
" '. , 

r 
42.5 , 

, r 

-16:4 

100-.0 ' 
,/, 

'. (73) 
'. 

, , 

" 

, ... 
,J 

.' 
.~ 

, " 

' . 

14.1 

29.7 

39.1 

17.2 , 

"'1.00•0 

. (64) 

~. 

\ J --

.. 

l ' , 

;:; 

20.6 

,29.4 

29.4 

20.6 
<1 ,;~ 

,.. , 
lQO.O 

(34 ) 
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N = 169 

Spouse 1 S rlDther tongue . 

EnqÜsh French ~ Other 

28:.~ 

40.8 

100.0 

(l25) 

,,' 

5:9 

5.9 

58.8 

29.4 

, . 
100.0 

(17) 

" 
("t. .... 

7.4 

1,8.5 

.33.3 

40.7 

100.0 

(27) 
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TABLE 5.9 

p~IS r CORRELATI~:- INl'ENl'ICNS- TC MlGRATE WITH COSfrACr 
/.-~ ~..., 

WITH F'IWl;OPHOOE FRImos. ' CCNI'R<U..I~ Fœ N;E, EIXX:A~IOO, 
~ . . 

AND ETHNIC BACl<GROUND 

, 
Cootact with \ 

intentions to rr.lgrate 

Al1 

18-33 
34-49 
50-65 

Education 

less than high school 
high scholl>l 
hiqh school plus 

Ethnie 

Anqloceltic 
Jewish 
Other 

* siq. = .05 

** siq. = .OOS 

1 

r 

.1516 

.2191 

.2339 
,..1150 
.1216 

.1049 ~c 

.3658 

• 

-N Sig. 

(281) **' 
(lîUr ** 
(99) 
(61) 

(50) * 
tlO9) 
(122) * 

" - ,,-~1 

(196) * 
(41) 
(39) * 

.. 

Il 

,.1 
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TABLE 5.10 

PEARStN· S r CORRELATICNS: INTENl'IOOS TC MIGRATE WITH CXNl'ACI' 

AND E!'HNIC BACKGR<XH>... ' 

. . .. 
Contact wi th inteotiCXl 
to migrate r N sig. .., 

~ 

'"' 
AU .1106 (156) * 

~ 
18-33 .1677 (66) * • 0 34-49 o( 66) 

( 
,50-65 1 - (24) 

Educati.on 
- CI 

1ells than high sch001 ,.- ;' {20) * 
~ 'r<" .. ; Ju.9h school .1571 ; (70) * ~( ," high School p'lus 

, 
.1008 (66) .).~~ 

Ethnie 
0< 

Anglœeltie (108) 
Jewish .131,4 (23) ) 
Ot::.her - .(23) 

~ 

* sig. *" .05 . 
**sig. e .005 

.' 

• 

• 



.. 

~ __ ~~ __________ --_~,----------~--............. a .. e""'2 

.. 

.. 

.' 

'. 

.- 127 

',TABLE 5.11 ., 

80cJardua lICOre (1) 

Intentions 
te ~gr.te 

IDw aocial ai.tance - high lOC~al eUseance 
1 2 3' 4 5 

Defini. te1y leaving 13.3 10.3 . 

PrcbIbly leavinq 23.9 13.t! 

Prd:IIbly net 
leavinc;- 3S.~ 62.l 

Definitely 
notl.~ 27.2 13.8 

) 

'rorAI. , 100.0 ",'100.0 
) 

N (180) 

ehi-~. 20.65381;'df • 12 
alpha - .05, pIIIIII • - .18 

, 0 

(29) 

10.5 13.5 27.3 

31.6 40.4 36.4 

26.3 32.7 27.3, -
" 

31.6 13.5 9.1 

'100.0 -100.0 100.0 
(19) , ~y) (11) 

1. 0 Bogardùs ac:ore haB been recoded .into five .catetories (See 
• Appendix III} ~, . . ' . ' 
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CHAPl'ERSIX 

L 

IOENl'IfYIN:; !UGRANl' TYPES 

Introduc~ion 

one of the basic premises of this study was that we would be able 

. to identify potential r:1i.grants as those who felt especially un-' 
\ 

confortable in a rapldly francizing QueDec. What We have eeen 

;i.s that while a l''\2lj~ity of Anglophones remain isolated f't. lan-

• 
~, contact, and attitude, these variables do not account for 

.' 
,siqnificant vanance in the p~sity to leave.~. Of course, 
~ \ JlJ,. • 

ruqration is behaviour that cannot help but he the car.P.l,ex out-

cane of many different determinants. Only a few of these can be 
, 

observed and measured prcperly with small-scale survey analysis. 

In Ws final chapter we advance a typology that divides our sam­

~le into two groops of potential nigrants in an attenpt to make 
?-

sane generalizaÜ6ns abcot our findings. 

6.1 'Ihe Peterson, 'IY.;xllogy . 
peterson and others have identified two basic types of 

Pri<]rants. , USlnq Peterson's terr-uno1ogy, 

1 lpull .' emi<]rant" , respon~ predaru.nant y to facto~sp at his 

'i~tended . destination, < is qenerally positively ~lected, 

» Q a 

..... 

, .... 

.-



", 

. , 

,1 

.' 

. " 

• 1 

-
- 129 -

and Vlews his rrove as a rœans of long term personal ~h~eVBIP!l::'. 

Converse1y, the "conservatlve E!I1Ugrant" rrore closel~ characte{­

lzes the sedentary populatlon, 15 negatlVély selected ln terms 

of DAtus, and regards hlS si tuatlon as one where' rem.nnlng 

~nvo~ves a rlsk of 10sing a poSltlon already attalned. 

, 

One of the underlying themes of our discission of AnglcShone5 

leaving Quebec bas been that the emigration of Anglq>hones could 

be W'lderstOOd as a con~ative type of migration .. Indeed, most 

of tht available literature on the subject MS followed ,~e 

... 'conservatl ve' llne of thinking •. 

6.2 C}lerationtl.izing the Peterson ~109Y 
. 

In arder to dl.ff~tiate bet~ innovative and conSeIVatlve 
, 

migration intentiCXlS, we required a measuré of migrant 

notivation that wculd clearly dichotaruze our potential migrants (1). 

With the available data we concluded that it was possJ.ble te 

divide oor responderits according to 'theu mtentJ.ons to leave , . 
QUebec un~ given hypothetical conditions. As such ~ identified 

), 

"innovative" respondents as those who: 

• 
a) had mtentiolls ("defin~te" -or "probable") to leave 

Quebec wi thin a fl ve year future ~ 

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

Quebec within a fiveJye~ future given the sèenario 
... 

5 

.' 

• ss 

[ 

, 
"t, .... 
~, 

/ ~l,~~ .. 

1 
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-' 
\ 

~, . 

that'the Part1 QuebEcois lost a referenduM'for the 

independence of ~. 

Responèents were identified as "conservative' i.f they: 

a) had lntentiens ("defmite" or "probable") to leave 

()lebec wi thin a' fi ve year future; and 
1 

b) 'had no intent~ons ("probably not Il or "defin1 tely not") 

to leave Quebec within a five year future given the 
~ , 

scenarlO that the parti Quebeco~s has lost a referen-

dum for independence. 

,'\ 

Table '6.1 shows the distribution of migrant types for our sartt>le. 

Inncvative types'account for 25.6 percent of the total.sample, 

or app:r,oximately seventy percent of the potentl.al migrant sub-. . 
sarrple. Conservati ve types acc:ount for 15. 2 percent of thé tptal 

sarrple, or thirty' percent of the potentiêÙ nugrant sub-sarrp1e . 

'!hus, a much higller percentac)e of our respondents havinq ~nten-

tions to miqrate may be classified as "innovahve" . 

• 
Bearl.nq in rnind that Ws dichotany reduces the size of ~a-

ble categories of potential migrants, we can nevertheless hypo-
• 1 

thesl.Ze that the charac::teristl.cs of respondents lëilielled "conser .... 

vahve" and thQse considered "innovative" wl.ll be C'JUite diffe-

rent. We hypothesi zed that: 

,. 

5 • 3 

'. 
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1. 

and 

2. 

-

111,. -

?'le innO'lati ve respondent \IIOU1d be .carparably l'lOre 
, 

positively se1ected than the conservat~ ve migrant; 

" 
The corfyervatlJe '!'Uqrant would !Je carparably less 

c~ort~le ln Quebec for language and sdClal d~s­

tance-type reasons, and negative1y se1eçt~ w~th 

respect to maJor SOClo-econatUC charactenstics. 

6.3 Distin9U~hing Character~st~cs of 

. ]nnovative and Conservative ReSP9rydents 

When we carpare types by attn.butes that are associated tradi-, 

tionally with IlUgration: sex, age, education, ahêi occupation, , 

We cD encounter 5ignificant differences between innovative and 

conservati ve types, 

Sex Table 6.2 shows male and female' respondents by l'ligrant 

type. Appraxiltiately seventy percent of lT\éÙ.e enu.grants 

are -"l.nnovatJ.ve'" catpared to fifty-hve percent of 

fernale emigrants, 

~ Table 6. 3 dis~inCJUishes migrant type by average age of 
, 

responc1ent. As hypothesized, 'innovative l'IIlgrants are 

l'Dre pOsltlvely selècted with a Mean age of thlrty-one 

cœpared to consezvati VP. types where the mean age is 

3S ,1. 'lbe sedelitary group i5 predlctably the oldest 

wl th .an average age of 40.1 years. 

, , 
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Silnilarly, Table 6:/4 shoWs that initovative types 

are· rrore ~itively selectèd with reSpeCt to edu-
1 

catiooal achievernent. Looking at average ~ars of 
.... ' 

educatim we Und that, ~ to ~'nnovative types 
-
as well as the sedentary 9I'oups with respect1ve 

scores of 13.8 and 13.3 years, the ·eonservati ve 1T\l-

grant has an average of 11.8 years of éducatlon. 

. occ::upation Fi~ally, loolunq at lIligrant tYrlE! CCJtt)arl.sons by 

~ticnal status we find that in Table 6.5, 

arrc:rng professia'l4l category respondents, 73.3 percent 

are innovative types. 'l'his contrasts with 46.4 per-

cent in clerical, white collar jd::ls, and 55.6 percent 

of those in blue cellar occupations. 

In Sll'i'l, although our sarctl1e sue lS srrall, \Ille have rea-

sonable ~re.sionistic evidenoe to ~ that differentiat~g 

respondents by migrant type does revea.l selectlve differences~ 
If\ 

Innovati'Je types are typically 11IXe, llkely to be roale, younqer, 

better educated and ih hl.gher occupatimal posi tl.ons than are 
; 

conservatlve types. In addltioo, Table 6.6 shows ~nnovatlve and 
~ 

eonservatlve types by ethnie background. ~re the chfferenees 

probably teflect differential achlevement levels with respec, te 

education and àccupatlon. 'lbus, Jewlsh respondents were oost 

hkely to be Innovatlve types. 

'i 'i\lrn~n9 te oor hypotheSl.S that tne conservatl ve rrugrant 15 res-

pondlng te stress usocl.ated Wl th hls potsl tlon as an Anglophone 
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in cuébec, in 'Table 6.7 we carpat. fIligrant types al vari~ Nla­

sures of CCIIIfortable inteqratiœ into ~ soc:ietl'. For a11 

lleuurea with the ~tlœ ~f cne, our hypot. ..... is is confumed 

althéugh-rrun difterenceJ are net aubltc'ltial. 

Locking at fluency, in f'renclr, ccnMrVativ. NqrànU sc:ore 10Wll!st 
~ , 

at .43, while innavative migrant. score a'1ly .45. Non-riù.;rants 
, 

score highut at .51. 

P!rç!iption of Prejudice 

"-

Pred1ctably, CCNerVati ve 8lÙ.qram:. have a t 9A4ter perc:ept.iCX'1 of 
prejudice:~t Anqlophcnes in().Wbec than do innovative or ' ~ 

aedentary rupondiInta. .\gain, the ectual dl.tf .. ~ tlet\4en ~ 
< , 

are 8IIIal1. Ca'lNrvatiWl typa 8CQA an awrage of .34 wtu.le izlnoio. 

vaUve typa -=ore .28 and na\-.nigr~ta .:ore .25. 
, / 

)-

I.ooking. at actual c:cntllCt wi th Franccphc:nu we c1i:scover that CQn-

MrVative types have an ayw~ of .30 _ Francophone friands CCX'l­

pare<! with 1MOVative type. with an aYerllge of .41 Fr~ 

fnends. Non-mi;rants acore highe.t with an averaqe of .5S 
d 

Fr~ fnenda. Of ecune, what il .trlk.i.nq bere is the 

\ 
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l~ i~l ~ coptact for aU ~ groups of res~dents • 
• "'. .1'-J 

,-

, , - ~ \ 

'. 

In tnis dimensl.on of contact, cooservati ve types Score hi9hest 

~·~ith an average of 2.1 Franccphale ca'ltacts in·the 'workplace. 
, ' 

'. 

'<: ' . 
Innovative tyPes ~ve an aver* of 1.1 Franccphone contacts Mule 

non-mi.gtants score 1.5'. Gi ven that the nunœr of fespondents 

"i9 50 small, \ole can'ally speculate that contact wtllch i5 not 

~ ~poseri by the respondëht may be threatenl.llg g~ven' an environœnt 
.- , 

which is catPetit.ive On many levels. 'Ihus the nmœl:' of Franco-
\ _. ' L " 

phone co-workers lI'\i!y 'l'epresent increased francizatlpi1 ln the work-

.1 Conc1usioos 
'1 

~ 

()Jr typo1ogy dces reveal actual differences éetween migrant types 
'. 

in 'the areas Qf migrant selectivity and integration into Quebec 

seX:lety. A larger percentage of Anglcphones with rr.lgratlon lnten-
, , 

tiens confom to the attributes of the typical rrligrant', while less 

than a quarter of Anglcpha;es wlth migratl.on intentlOllS can be ,. 
1abelled conservatlve types. 

'lms bdef exper.unent Wlth the Peterson typology pemits us to 
't 

. sugqest that there lllay be two distinct migratlons in Quebec: ,the 
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first cohesponciinq ta nonnal population roovement: and the second, 

, tri99'!red by the ~ status of the' An~lCPhone ~ Q.lebec. While 
-J, . 
\ r! ~ 

these two rroverrents are ~ly ~nterdependent, we conœnà that' 

considllring migrant types separately -in th..ls \manper helps 't~ un-
'\ "l ' 

caver clifferepces that are often missed in migration -studies.' , , 
~ 

'< "ln sum, we argue that 'the question of 'Why are they migrating? f 

'.' be consi~ed pnor ta the quest.ion of 'who are the !lÙ.granu? 1 • 

, This is prirnarily an argument for nue resea.rch prà:>inq the !\t)ti­

vatiOns of mi.gran~. 
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Potential migrants include respondents who' stated an· inten-, 
~ ,,.,.. < 

tlÔll 'definite' or ',probal:!le '. to leave ~ in the next 

five- years,. We saretÜlleS refer to these respondents as 
'migrants' to facflitate the-interpretation. In real;ty, 
they are potential migrants :only ~ -. 
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'l'ABLE 6.1 
A ' 

_~ , DIS'I'RiBUT~ OF EMIGRANT TYPE 
~ , ' " .. , 

" 

,', 

" 

, 
----------'------~----.--------=- -" 

" N % % 
'.< of' total of total' ertU.9l:al'\t's 

" . "-j -;. ~~ . " 

inlloVati ve . , 25.6 

" conservative 15.2t 
\ 

~on-migrant ' '281 60.2 

, 
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anigrant typé 
, , . , 

innovative 
\, 

conservati ve,,",,> .. ~~ ... 
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TABLE 6.2 
• 

OOGRANT TYPE SV SEX 

male 
.~ 

\ , 
..... ,~ :' ., ,!' 

~. 70.3 

29.7 

100.0 

~~? -., 
'2 

3,,;,~ t ~ '1. " 

",,'~' 

".~ 

,0 

" 

-
"':"t 

" . 

..-

.. 

.., 

-

'. 

'h". 

fE!fT1ale 

55.0 

45.0 

100.O~ 

(60) 

. , 

..... .~ .. ~ .. 

,,~ 

.' 

~ 

it tti. ,~ 

,1.. 

..;. 

~ 
.~ , 

t..;"'1t ~ 

.-

.,.> 

~ 

-

total 

62.3 

37.7 

100.0 

. (114) 
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TABLE 6.3 

emigrant type x sd N 1 
iMOV'ative 31.1 10.4 (71) _·F=-test .. 
conservative 35.8 12.7 (43) sig. at .05 

non-migrant 40.4 13.3 (167) ., 
"',:'. ' 
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TABLE 6~4 

emigrant type sd N 

innovative 13.8 -3.5 71 , 
F-test 

c-onseIVati ve 11.8 2.7' 43 'sig. at .01 

non-11li.qr ant 13.3 3.8\ 167 
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emigrant typé , 

li 

innovative 

conservative 

x2 ns. 

\. 

" 

.. 
TABLE , 6',5 

J" .. \1." 

EMIç;AANT TYPE. BY cx:cuPATlOO , , 

~, 

t .. 

.... 
Professional ,Clerical 

.-

73.3 
.!" 

~ 

26.7" 53.6 

rorAL , 100.0 100.0' 

N ,(30) , (28) 

... . 
'. ... 

'. 

" - " 

.. 

\, 

" 

/ 

r~ual 

55.5 . 

44.5 

100.0. 

(9)' 
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TABLE 6.6 
... . 

< 

, . DUGRANT TYPE BY m'HNIC BACKGROUND .. 

Ethnie ~kqrptUld 

emigrant type Anqloceltic .:Jewish Other 

l ~ 

... 

1- " 
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TABLE 6.7 

CCNr1Cr VARIABLES BY EMIGRANT TYPE, [-1FJ\N SCORES 

. emigrant type 
.Innov.ati ve , Conservati ve Non-Mi.grant 

EJ.uency l.n X .45 .43 .51 
French (1) - \ 

sd ;.~3 .~2 .32 
() 

N' (71)- (43) (167) 

Perception X .28 .34 '.25 
of prejudice 
aqainst sel .20 .18 \ .20 
Anq1ophones 

N (70) (43) (162) 

Nurtber of X .41 .30 .55 
Franccphone 
friends sd .63 ' .46 .77 

N (68) (40) (164) 

NulriJer of X 1.1 2.1 . 1'.5 
Frar\cq)hone 

1~ . co-workers sei 1.3 1.3 ;' 

N (35) (27) (89) 

Ordinal-t}'Pe questiOl'lS were standar<1i;zed so that rnean scores 
could be 00tained. Frequencies!>y percentaqe totals ln ca~e-
gor,ies are shc:f.rm in Chapter 'Ihree. 
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In the 'early chapters of this paper, we have described ,the dilerrirla 

facing the Anglophone population of Quebec. we have pointed out 
, 

that even without the exodus of Enghsh-s~aking Quebeckers; 

low birthrates, declining English ï.ntlligratl.oo, and declining lJTl" 

rrùgrant assll'lÙ.lation into the Enghsh sector have resulted 1.n ~ 

demographic cnsis wl1l.ch has had and continues to present severe 

in1;:Ilications for the ~glish peçulatioo 0' Quebec:. , ,M:m!Over, 
- .. .. r ,/. l' , 

while we have shawn' that ~lophonE!s l.n Montt*al are advantaged 

.in socio-econCl'Ùc tems, théy are not yet canfortable in a "Q\lebe-

cois" society: they d:> not, for the nost part, speak French ade-

quately i contacts with Franccphones are nunl.J1\al; and attitude!? 
t; 

towards language poliçies are hostl.le" 

In. a ~ent publication (A~ Stein, 1982), the English CCÎ1Im~ty 

reaêtion is described as having rooved fr'J" ~if~fident majodty 

status to that of a self-conscious minontl~: 

.•. in the eàrly stages, ~t was expressed ln exces­
sive evotionalism, partl.cularly e\{ldent l.n the an­
ti-ahl 22 protests - in later stages it was re- ~ .. 

placed by feel1ngs of in'potence and despalr. It was 
,apparent that the Anglcphone Cat'IIlI.llllty needed to 
alleviate thl.S psychological dis~e by redefl­
oing 1ts 'self'ünage and forglng a new rale for 1.t­
self in Quebec, unless lot decided to cpt oot of the 
pcov1.nce entl.rely. 
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'Ihe central premise of this study was that. the decision ta :leave 

Québec has been related closely to this type of stress. '!bat 

fort Y percent of Anglophones ~n our sample stated'that they woul~' 

definitely or prcbably leave Quebec in five years is convlncing 

evidenèe that thoughts about lnigration are wldespread. 

t 
Nhen we investlgated the questions of who was nu~atlJlg and what 

, 
l'1Otivations' for migrahng existed, it was found that, apart frall 

aqe and, ta a lesser extent, knowledge' of French, no single fac-

tor or collection of factors could adequately explain the inten'" . . 
tion te leave Quebec. OUr discussion of ernigrant types did, 

~, help to identify rrOre clearly the attributes of our po­

tential migrant. Carparing innovative and conservative types 

led.us to the finding that the llU)ovati ~ respondent was fiore 

positively selected with· respect to~, education, and the 
, 1 

type of QCClPatim. Conversely, the conservative rè~dent was 

sanewhat less likely ta be ~rtable in Quebec when we CClI'pareè. , , 

for knowlèdge of French, atti~udes .;tbout prejudic~ again:>t ~glo-
.' ~ 

phones, and contact with Francophones. 
~ w 

In the end, WI!! rrust caU attention te the fac~ that altitough-our 

1!Ieasure of Migration '''interttioo,to leave ~.' depicts future 
. 

action at best, it ~t also be seen aS an attitude independent 

of the actual decision to leave Quebec. nus is rost evident when 
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1t 
we consider those Anqlqilones whan "Ile have ·called 'çonservatl.ve' 

types: these ll1cUVldUalS chanqe thelr, l.ntentl.on to leave ~ 

dependtn.g on whether the 90vernment loses a qeferenc:!Ul'1 of l.nde-
, . 

pendence ·for Quebec, and thu strongly sugqests that the stated 
, . 

interttl.onCfto leave Quebec l'lay be an exp~ssion of protest as l'lUCh 
') , 

as a statement of future /TUgration. 
" 

Given the absence of organizeci"Engllsh q::position to changes ln 

Quebec, ,'as well as the exarrple set by large English corporatl.ons 

wh9 have ~·their head offices out of,C~, voicl.ng one's 

intention to leave tU!bec may SJ..nt>ly be a response to feelings 
1 .' 

of ilTpotence and disa..oproval of the sl.tuation. tbreover, if an -

Anglophone is entertainl.ng thoughts about leavl.ng ~eœc, he .. does 

'not take steps to, l.ntegrate hir.lself l.nto l)Uebec society. 

~se are several interesting hypotheses winch deserve better 

attentl.on. 'In 1983, a follow-up survey of responaents was con­

ducted in order to detemune ~ether rru.gratl.oo lntent"l.ons had 

been follONed through. 
1 

available shortly. 

" . 
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'!he fl.ndings of thl.s· reseàrch wlll be 
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APPaIDIX 1 - 'I1Œ IlXiAROOS s:cm DISTAOCE ~ 
0. 

A.l Items very 
Willingness to have ... willing willing 

1. French Canadian as 
fanily menœr by " 65.6 26.0 
marriage 

2: French Canadian as }'... 

a close persona! friend 79.2 19.6 
r 

3. French 'Canadian to your 
ha:ne for supper tB.l 16.0 

4. French Canadian to 
,visit with 8r.2 16:6 

5. French canadi.an as a, 
rnent:ler of your social, 81.2 18.Z 
club 

6. ' French canadian as 
.' your next-door 82.2 16.6 

1 
nei~. 

7., French Canaclian as a 
f~ 

co-worker 81.~ 16.9 
" 

.\ 
~ , .. 

'.t{J 

') 

} . 

. 
~ . . . 

r.:. ~ ~; . 
" 

..., 

1 

notvery 
willing 

~ 
4.2 

.9 

.6 

1.2 

.3 ,-

".9 

1.2 

... < 

l, 

-". 

not at all 
\,;illing 

4.2 

.3 

.3 

.,3 

.3 

,3 

.. 1 .. " 

.. 
2, ~ 

'" ~> \. --

Total 

lOO.~ 

100.0 

100.0 

N\irt)er of l 
Respondents 
= 

331 

~. 

.' 
332 

332 
--, 

100.0 332 

100.0 330 

. :...;' 

100.0 332 

100.0"" 331 

,,' 
, 

J 
~ .. :.~ 

, "',_4 

-, 
' 7' 

\ 

1 • 

,1. 

" . 

,,.. . 

.( 

.* 
',..; ...... 

• 

'''',-'::; 

,,'!,J 

, 
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Scale' Construction 

" Scale scores were obtained by addi~ values for: eactt item. 
A value of 0 wu 9i ven for "very willinq", 1 for "willi1l9", 
2 tor "not very willing", and 3 for "not at lU willing". 
Scores were sundardi.zed at 0 (very. willinq) to 1 (not at 

$ Q 

a11 willinq). \ 

. A.3 ",Frequency Qistribution 

l 'v , 

, ( , 
" 

, " 
,j *" 

l' 
, , 

, .' 

\ t. 

~tage ,', 

t=~~:~ 
,1 6.5 
_2.3 

'[1:5 
0.9 

r 2.1 

10.7 

2.4 

Recodihg 
for 

Table 3.6 

I o 61' o:~_ HI~ 
, --1. 

Lc1.It Social Dista:nce 

: High Social Oi,tanee 
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APP~IX II- THE QUESTlOONAIRE 
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.~ ~: 
'~~~I'_t __________ .. ________ __ 

'j >,~"~.l:: : '~ ," ., • .;" ... - .... , __ ... ~ ___ .... ; .. p.l _____ _ 

-. 
..:' ~ .: . .;~" 

I.::~ , : AJl~~~t' .. b .. ; ... ___ .. I .. ' •• '",. _________ .'_'.' .... /10. 
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i 1 / 1 
1 2' 3 
10 Il 1 
',,4 5. 

:LJ 
6 

'1.0; Nt.unber 

card Number 

[1] Sex 

Ma le •••• ' •••• 1 
Pema1e •••• ' •• 2' 

---~t-2-l \'lh~re were you born? 
'1 / '/ 1 . . . ., - .' 
~7-J-8--s..~9-..! ,ont.r~l •••••.•• ' •• 1 ••••••••••• 1 -+[00 ~O 'Q, 3] 

~ -.. ,. ~ 

~ l. ~. 1 1 .<~t.!':l,t!l<: lUace i~ Canada .•••••••• 2-
10 .1l _.'. (SPBCIFYl City: ____ -.-;.._ 

, '1 

l " ... '\_ 

Province: ____ ~ ____________ __ 

Ou ta idè Canada .>; •••••••• ~ •• " ••• 3 
(SPEClrX [ City. ______ _ '. Province: ____________________ __ 

country: __ ~-------------------

FOR RESPONDENTS BORN IN MONTREAL 
.. . ..:. 

" (3] _Ha!e. you ever stayed elsewherë for more::,ttlan .. 
Six ntonthè continuous1y? ,.,j~: .. ;::. ' . ..,.;. 

• l' 
,.' Yes. outside of canada ••••• ~ ........ ' ••• 1 

Yes,. wi thin Canada •.••.••••••••••••.• 2 
Yes, both oùtside & withïn Canada ••.• 3 

!tri. ... ~ '1'~ y 

""-" ... ..... 

No ....... ; .................................................... 4 ~ [00 Tg Q. 4g 1 

. ... 

-" .-

DK~A ........................... ; ••••• 9 -+.,,[r.() Ta 0 40) J. 

4../ --..''--..... é~~/ 
.. 13 '14 lS 

1 
16 

" 

1 ./ 
17 

• 1 

..... 
(4) \':here did you spend most of your life befora 

aéJe lé? " '-... 
4 

City~------__ ----.......... --.......... ---
provlnce. __ ' ____ --~~----.. --__ --
~ount~y _______________ ~ [IF tPNTJŒAL GO:l'P Q.7l 

~ ~ ~' -
1; 

( 

[5 J What was the appr'oximate PQpu1ation of that,' 
{city, town ... ) when you fin~lly lèt't there? 

Les$ than 5,°00 ..•••• 1 
. . 

5 , 0~9 -, 9, 999 •••••••• 2 
- ~. A 

'10,000 29.999 •••••• 3 

30,000 99.999 ..... ;4, 

.', 

/ 
'" 

100,000 499,999 •••••. ~ 

500,000 -J, OOQ, 000 •••.• 6 

'. Over l, OOO~ 000 • •••• ' •••• 7 • ".-
..... ~ ~ -

.' , 

Œ/NA ...... 41 • :.: ...... , ........ 9 " 

k." • . . . ~ ~"'-

• r . '" 

o' 

, l 

... 

~ . 
' . 

.' 



> -

>3 
- . ----- -- .---

.J 

<:~ L t. L 1 
',20 . 2~ 22 ' 

t. t. 1-, 
23 24 

1 t. 1 
25 26-.. 

,,' ! -"L.J' 
~.,- ·2;,7-

~.. ~. ,....~ .. 

. ~ ... 
-J "\0. ' ... ~ J~ 

LIt. 1 
34 35 36 _ 

~~ \. 

t-- ·1 v: t. 1 
37 38 39 

- ,-

• '"1" 

. 
:.i!.' 

LJ 
40 , 

\ ' ,. 
't.'. ~.\)\f 

• ,... ~'~... "" f of. .... 

" ~'-.. ...., .... ~4. • ,,- ... ~ t 1'" 

_ ........ ,"W... "' .... ~. _ : • ~ 

(Ei} , \.ifl_~._ ~~i~ iou~ ·:·ra:s.~ "pe~~~ent' ~;e~de.~e i;>fit;re you 
, came- ~back: ~ kon1;rttal,7 - ., _ _ 

.. ~e-s .. _ .. ~ . : :'.,-"~-.' :'~. J '_.~.'[GQ '10:0. i~<.~·-~·~< 
" No .. .. ~~ .r'.~l. ", .• _ "": • : • ' ••• 2', , ... ",.! .'~ .... ~ ... 

DK!Nl\ • • ; ~ • ~: :". :' ••• '9- ---. {GO 'lQ. ai 111 \0 t; 
, ~ " ,,_' , '" ~ ~ .... ... f 

" 

_ r - . 00, lÀ 

,[7] Where was YOù'"r, 1as~ .p.e~!I'a.nent'" t:èside~~ beft>re you', 
came back to Montreal? ... , . 

City: 
Province: 
Country: 

>l'I., ,-
(8,J For how 10n9 did you 

" 

~ yea.rs 

' , 

< ,,: 

live 

" ., . 

" .-

",,-

there? 

. ~ ,1 , 

\, 

. 
• -.- ... ~ # i 

[91.What was- t~._approximate populaè'ion of that 
': J ci ty-, town .'~] whÉm' ... you finally left~ there? \ 

<! .• ,"- Î-. ~"'.... ...., .. 

Les.s tnan' S,Ooo ••••• l)i. 
5,O~O - 9,999 .••• \ •. 2 

'; .,10, odO - '29,999 .••.• 3 
" ~6, 000 -,99, 999 ••••. 4"'- r 

,,1 ~ ,.. ~ 

[lO],Why dicf you Jeav~? 
r, 

S~ 
". 

'\. -,j/.' ... , , 
~ "-

.'il·· . " 
[11] l'ih;y did yO\l corne back to 

.. -\ 
-.. 

'. 

'~ .-
100,000, - 499,999 •.••• 5 
500,000 - 1,000,000 ..• 6_ 
Ove~. 1, 000 , 000 •••••••• 7 
Dl(~A ••• t ••••••• " ." •••• 9 

) ,', '-

Mont.r.ea1 ? '-" '!J, . ' 
v 
' ; 

ri 

t , 

i. 

-4' ~ Î! 1°.JL.1!!} 

FOR RESPONDElITS BOr,.N - IN OTHEk CANAbzAN CITIES 
6 

t12] What was, th~ approximate population of that 
{city, towrr •• J" when you ~i?al1y 1eft there? 

Less than 5,000 .•••• l 
5,000 - 9,999 •.••••. 2 
10,000 - 2~.999 ••••. 3 
3o,60~ - 99,999~ •.•• 4 

10Q.000 - 499,999 ••.•• 5 
500,000 - 1,000,000 •.• 6 
Qver 1, 000 , 000 •••• • Q • •• 7 
DK/NA •••••• " .' ••••••••• 9 

i 

", 

,­
\, 

,r , 

a a 

" 

" 



) 

.. . 

\ 

( / / / 
42 43 

1 :i 
45 46 

L/ 
47 

L;.J 
48· 

44 

1 

~ 

1..1_,,1_"/_-11 
50 51 52 

L./~L-/~I 
53 54 

.. 
...... 

- $ 

,,;_ .. ' 

3 
[13] Where did you spend 1I\Ost .of your life before 

a"ge' '18? 

Place of birth .............. 1 -+ [GO TO 0.16] 

Montreal .................... 2 ~ [GO Ta 0.15J 

Other place •••• C ............ 3 
(SPECIFYJ City: _________ _ 

prOvince: ________ )+-~~ _________ __ 
country: __________________ __ 

[14J What was the approximate population of that 
[city, town .• ] when rYou .finally left therei' 

i 

Less th~ri 5 t 000 •.... l 
5,000 -' 9,999.' ••••.. 2 '": 
10,000 .:.. 29,999 ..... 3 

100,000 - 499,999 ••••• 5 
500, 000 - 1,000,000 .•. 6 
Over 1,000,000 ••..•.•• 7 

3.0,000 - 99, 999~ .... 4 DK/NA ••••••••••••••••• 9 , 
" 1 

~ '(GO 'l'O 0.16] 

[15] Have you ever 1ived elsewhere for more than 6 months 
continuously? 

Yes, ••••••••••••••••• ~ ~ [GO TO 0.17) -, 
" > 

No ................... 'j2 --. [GO TO Q.40J 
" 

DK/NA ••• ' •••••••••.•• 9 ~ (GO TO 0.40J 

[16] '''as thia your last permanent residence before coming 
to Montreal? 

Yes ................. 1 --=i' [GO TO 0.20] 

NO ••..•.•......••.•. 2 

DJ(.~ ••••••••••••••• 9 

-t 
[17] Where was your last "permanent resid8fge before 

coming to Montreal? 

City: _____________________ _ 

province: _______________________ __ 

country: ___________________ _ 

\ 

e 

" , 

'. ' 



1 1 1 
55 56 

L../ 
57 J 

1 1 1 1 
58 5960 

III 1 
61 62 6j 

( 1 
64 65 

1 1 
67 68 

, , 

1 1 
66 

/ 1 
69 

171 1'2 I~ 
1/1 1 
74 75 76 

-

(18) How ~_ong did you live there? 
,. , ____ --"~ears 

4 

(19) Whaf: was tpe approximate population of that 
, [city 1 towh .. ] when yo,u final1y le'ft there? 

Less than 5.000 •.... 1 
5,000 - 9,999 •••••.• 2 
10,000 - 29,999 •.••• 3 
30,000 .- 99,999; ••.. 4 

100,000 - 499,999 ••.•. 5 
500,000 - 1,000,000 .•. 6 
Over 1. 000,000 ....••.. 7 " 
DI</NA ••••••• _ •••.••••• 9 

" [20] Why did you leave thère? 

(21) Why did you come to Montreal? 

.~ 

~ [00 TO Q. 38] 

FOR RESPONDEN'l'S BORN OUTSIDE OF CANADA 

[~2) .WhaJ was the approxi'l\ate popul:ation of that 
[city, ',town .. ] when you finally left there? 

Less than 5,000 .... 1 

5 , 000 - 9, 999 .•••... 2 
10,000 - 29,999 •..•• 3 

30,000 - 99,999 •..•• 4 

100,000 - 499,999 ••••• 5 

500,000,,- 1,000,000 .•• 6 

Over 1.000,000 ••...••• 7 

IJ(/NA .......••... ~ .••• 9 

(23) Why did you leave your place of birth? 
" 

". 

5 e 2 

; 



'. 
= . 

y 
'/ / / / / 

7 6 9 10 , 
r 

~ 

LJ 
11 

L:.../ 
12 , 

/ / / / 
13 14 15 

11/ 
16 17, 

1 1 / 
la 19 

LJ 
20 

.. 

, ---

(25) 

" 

+ ;; 
~I 

Place of birth •••. "'1'''' •• 1 ~ [GO Ta 0.30} 

Other place ••.••.••.. ' •••••• 2 

[SPECIFX) City: ____ ~--------------------Province: ______________________________ __ 

Country: ______________________________ ___ 

Montreal. .......... ; ....... 3 ---J. [90 TC 0.26} 

What was the approxima te populatio~ of that 
[city, town •• l when you fi~ally left there? 

5 a 

5 

.., 
Less than 5.000 .•... 1 
5,000 - 9,999 ....... 2 
10,000 29, ~99 •.••• '3 
30,000 - 99,999 .•..• 4 

IpO,OOO - 499,999 ••••• 5 
500,000 - 1,000,000 •.. 6 
Over 1,000.000 ••••• "~ .• 7 
DKINA •••• ..; ••••••••••• 9 

~ [GO TC Q,30] 

(26) Not including your birthplace, have you e.ver liW!d • . 
out~ide of Montreal for more than 6 months contihuously? 

Yes ....... " ......... 1 
,NO ••••• ., •••••••••• : • 2 

DK/NA ••••••.••••••.• 9 

-..,. [GO TO Q.40) 
~ 

" 
[27) Where was your last· permanent residence before -QCmin9 

back to' Montreal? /-
City: ______________________________ __ 

Province: 
--~------------------------Country= ____________________________ _ [IF. NO ANSWER~-~ 

G(NIQ...Q;4'O) 

[2B] How long did you live therè? 

___ ..zyears 

(29) What was the approximate population of that 
ls:_l.ty, town .. } wh en you finally left there? 

-, 

Lesa ~than 5,000 ..... l 
5_, 000 - 9, 999 ••••••• 2 
10,000 - 29,999 •••.• 3 
30,000 - 99,999 ••... ~ 

). 

100,000 - 499,999 ..••• 5 
500,000 - 1,000,000 ••• 6 
Over 1.000,000 •••••••• 7 
DRINA ••••••••••••••••• 9 

~ [GO TO 0,38) 

~--. 
',' 
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, " 

L-/-
21 

/ / / '/ 
22 23 24 25 

LJ 
\. 26 

L.....U 
27 

/ L t. 1 
2B 29 30 

f L L 1 
31 32 33 

/ L L 1 
34 '35 36 ". 

f L L 1 
37 38 39 

"/ 1 1 1 
. 40 41- 42 

/ 1 
43 44 

/ / 
46 47 

L 1 
45 

1 1 
48 

L L 1 
49 50 

L L 1 
51 52 

1 / 1 530 54 

1 

-

6 

[3~) Where were you living j~8t before coming to Montreal? 

oœSIDE CANADA , 
Birth5>lace ••••••. 1 7 
Plaçe where you . 

IHSlDE C1\lW?A 
[GO Ta Q.33J , ' 

, 'Place ~re you apent 
. 8Pfnt life before 

age l8 ........... 2 ..... 
. lUe beiore age 

[GO 'Ta O.32'J 'lB ••••• ~ •• 4 ~[GO TO- (Î;Ml 
Other .......... " .. 3 _ ___ Other ••... 5 

rSPEiIFYl City: ....... ______ ~~ [SPECl:FYJ ________ _ 

(31) what was the approximat'«! population .... of that ." 
~ , . . . t ci ty. town •• } when you flna lly le ft there? 

Less than 5 000 ....• 1 , . 
5,000 - 9,999 ••••••• 2 
10:000 - 29.999 ••••• 3 
30,OOn - 99.999 ••••• 4 

(32).> Why did you leave th~re? 

, . 

(33) Why did )f0'!J come to canada l' 

.. 

100,000 - 499.999 ...... 5 
500',000 -.1. OO~,OOO ••• 6 
Over 1,000,000 ••.••••• 7 
DI<!NA' ••• ,: •••••••• ~ •••• t. 9 

[34) What country do you consider as your home country? 

[351 Why did you come to MOntreal and not another city? 

{36) How many: years have you been living in canada: in total? 

____ .... years 

.. (37) How many years S1nce you laet moved to Canada? 

____ .... years 

(3B) How long have you been living in Montreal; in total? 

____ .-Ayears 

" , 
/ 

• • & 



" 

~ 
,.. 

• 

.. '. 

"l 

Ttf3 

1 1 / 
55 56 

'--1 
57 

/ /11 
58 59 60 

1-/ 
61 

L...I 
62 

; 

1/1 
63 64 

L. i. 
66 67 

L' L L 
71 72 73 

L L L 
74 75 76 

1 

1 

1 

.. 

-

~ 

[39] Ifow long sinee you last rnoved heret:!' 

____ -'years / 

(40) Of what c,ountry are you a citizen? 

Canada ............. l ---+ [GO TO Q,47] , 
Great Britain •••... 2 
France ••••.••• ~ •••. 3 
U.S.A ............ ~~ ....... 4 

• • 

7 

, , 

• Other (SPECIal .••. 5 ~,_. __ -------_--' _____ _ 

• [41] Do you plan to become a Canadian eitizen? 

Definitely yes •.•••..••• l 
Probably yes •.••••..•••. 2 
Unce~tain •••.••.•••••••• 3 
pr~bably not •••.•.•••••• 4 
Definitely not ••••••••• :5 
DR/NA .•••.....••••..•••. 9 

'/ 

[42) Are you eligible to become a Canadian'~itizen? 

Yes .......................... 1 
No ................. 2 ---. [GO TOO.46} 
DK/NA ...•••••.••••. 9 ~ [GO TO 0,46] 

, [43). Why have you not taken cltizenship' 80 far? 

{44] In your opinion, what will be the advantages of becoming 
a canadian cit~zen? 

[45] What will be the disadvantages of becoming a Canadi.an 
citizen? \ 

f 

JI 

• 
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-

~, 

i 

f-
l / ./ / ~ I.D. NUmber 

~ 3 

.' 

LO / J / 
4 5 

L./ 
6 

~L./ 
7 

" 

, . 

Card Humber 

\ 
'; . 

[46) 
There are sorne people Whp regr.et havil'lg çâme to 
Canada, there·are eome,who are Plea.e~.they came to 
Canada. How '00 l'ou feel? Are y/o/":, / ._ 

Very happy ................ ~ •••. l : " 
Happy •••.. , .....•. " , ..• :: •.•••. r 
Inbetween ..•..•.....•.•.•... //'3 
Unhappy. ~ ...•.• ' •......••• /. .• 4 

Very unhappy ..•• ' .•• ~ ..... : ...... 5 

DRINA ••• " ••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

-1 

1 (47) EVarything taken into considaration. hOlt aatiafied or 
dissàtisfied are JOu with life in-Canada? 

Very satisfied ..• ' ••••. :' ... ' •••• 1 

Satiefied •.••••••. " ~ ' .•••• , ... 2 

Inbetween •......•........ , ..•• 3 

Dissatisfied., •.••... , ••••...•. 4 

Very dissatisfied.\ .....•.•••. s 
DK/NA ••••••••••.••••••••••• : •• 9 

[4S) Do you teal that Cartada i •• good -country to live in, 
compared to most other countries? ' 

Yes, mu.ch better .••...••.•..•. 1 

Yes, a litt+e bet ter ....•.••.• 
2 

Abo~t the sarne as others •..•.• 3 

No, ,a little worse •...••••••. ,4 

No, a lot worse, •.•• '" •.•.• , • 5 

L./ 
(49) If vou Wer. c~letely fr~a to choo •• , WDuld Vou live in Canada? 

d f" l "/ 'Y,es, e l.nlte y ••.•••••• ". ••••• l 9 

'. 

Yes, prObab1Y .•....•...••...• , 2' 

No, probably not ..•....••••••. 3 

No, definitely not ..• " '" •••. 4 

" 

. , 

. , 

~; • 4 

" 

, . 

• 

... 

,( 

'1 

• 

\, 
,J 

a 

.' 
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\ 

" 

1 /1 1 10 1 

4rI 
1 1 11/ 

13 14 15 16 

/.. 
18 

j 
21 

/ 
24 

LJ 
17 

L t. 
19 20 

/.. / 
22 02 3 

/.. 1 
25 26 

1 /.. / 
27 28 

1 

/ 

1 

-

1 

[INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT] 

NOW l WOULD LIl<E TO ASK XQU SOMB QUESTIONS ABOUT YOOR 
EOUCA'MON AND OCCUPATION. 

[50] How many years of school{n?, ha~e you completed? 
[Exc1uding kindergartenl ~, 

____ .... years 

9 

[51) Have you done all these years of study in one place 
[city, 'town •• ]? '." 

Yes ••. / .••...........•••.•. 1 

$ 

[SPECIFY) ____________ ~ [GO TO Q. 53) 

No ••••••••••.•.•.••••••••• 2 

[52J Cou1d you p1ease te:ll me, chronologically, the names 
of the cities or towns, where you have gone to schoo1? 

Place Level o,f educ, [1. e. hlgh school) 

[53] What is ~he highést diploma or degree you received? 

None. , ••.•••••.••••••••••••••••••...•••.•• 00 
Elementary /Ptimary. , ..•..•••..••... , ..• , .. 01 
Secondary/High School. .................... 02 
Post High Schoo1/C.E.G.E.P .....•.......... 03 
college.' .••.....•....••......... , •..•. , •.. 04 
Bache1or ..•...•••.......•..•.............. 05 

[SPEqFY] 
Masters ..... , ........•..••...•••.........• ,06 

[SPECIFY] 
Doctor ..••. , ....•..•....••....•.....•.• : .. 07 

[SPECIFY] 
Profess iona 1 degree ....•.•....••....•••... 08 

[SPECIFY) 
Technica1 degree ••.•••.••....•.........•. 09 

[SPECIFY] 
Other ...........•..............•..•...•... 1::> 

[SPECIFYJ , 

, DK/NA ••..•••.••••••••••••••••.•• : ••.•••••• 99 

" " 

\, 

" .. 

" . 

o a 

\ 



,-/---,lv_.s.../--J/ 
29 30 31 

1// 
32 33 

1 / / 
.36 37 

1// 
.. 38 39 

.~ 

• 

[J 

.. 

[54] In what city or town did yoû receive your highest 
diploma or degree? 

city: ______________________ ----__ 

province: ______ ~ __ ~--------~-
country: ______________________ ~ 

10 

(55] With whom did you live when you were young. say whe~ 
you were around 16 yaars oId? 

Both parents •••...........•.•.••.• 1 
Fath~r only .••....•.••..•.•••.•••. 2 
Mc;>ther only •.•...•.......•.••.••.• 3 
Other .•.•...•.....•••...•...•..••• 4 

[SPÈCIFY) 
1 

DI</NA. • • • • • • • • •• <' • • • • • • • • • • • •••••• 9 ~ [GO TO Q. 64 } 

[56} How many years of schop1ing has your father [OR MALE 
HOUSEHOLD HEAD OR FEMALE HOUSElI:>LD HEAD OR MOTHER] 
compléted? (Excluding kinderqarten) 

____ -'years 

[57} What 'i8 the highest diploma ~r degree he/she received? 

'. , 
• 

None ..••••. / ..••....••••..•...•......••.. 00 
E lemt;m tary /Pr imary •••••.••••••.•.•.•••.• 01 
Secondary /High School. .•.•••.•••.•.•.... 02 
Post High School/C.E. G. E. P ••••.•••.•••.• 03 
College •.....•...•••.••...••••..•.••.... 04 
Bacheler ••.....•.•••••.•••••••••..••..•. OS 
Ma 8 ter ••••.•..••••...•....••••.......... 0"'6 
Doctor .•...•.•.....•.••......•.••....... 07 
prof.ess iQnal degree ..••..••.••.....••... 08 

[SPECIFY} 
Other •••••....•.•....•.....••.•..... ' .... 09 

[SPECIFY} 
DK/NA ••••• ~ ',' ••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 99 

[58] What ~as your father 's [OR SUBSTItUTE IF FATHER 
~'1AS ABSENT) ful.l-t~me Qccupation when you were 
young. say, wheh you were around 16 yea.rs o'id? 

.' 
" 

t , 

5 4 

., , 



• • a 

, {, , .' 
, ] 11 

" (59) In what kind of business, industry or ',serv:loe waa . ... , 
r he/she workin91 

, , 
/ L 1 

/ 

41 42 '> 

[60] What was hie/her po,ition or title? 
> ' 

1 L. L L. 1 
43 44 45 46 .. 

[61] What ia his/her present full-time occupation, or what 
was the one he/she held at the time of his/her'ret1re-
ment or at the time of his/her death? 

LJ 
~ 47 

~ [lF NO ANSWER: GO TO 'g. 64] 

(62,1 In what kind of business, industrt or service is,/was 
he/she working? 

L.' L 1 
~8 49 

" {63} What is,/was his,lher position 'or HUe? 

Iso L 51 IS 2 L 53 
/ , 1 ~ 

" " 

• [64] Have you ever worked full-time? , 

'---l, No •••..••.•.•..... { ..• 1 --t [GO TO Q.99] 
54 Yes •.......•..•......• 2 

OK/NA. • ~ . • • • •• , • • ••••• 9 --+ (GO TQ Q, 99], 

(65] What was your first fUll-tim~ccupatiOn? , , 

L..:J 
55 

[66) In what ldnd of business. industry or serVice were 
you working? 

t. t. 1 
S6 5~ 

( ,tt-
(67] Wha; poa,it,.ion ~;W you ho1d last. in this job? 

1 L L. t. 1 
58 59 60 61 

, 



. .' 

'; 

:r 

~_~~ ____ ~ _________ - _____ .... ___ ---.... e .... e ... -.. 

1 Ir',· l , 
62 63 64 

1. 1. 
66 

- , ' 

" 
,. , ... -

12 

(68) Jn,which city. province or country did Vou hold 
t:\1at job? 

, 
City: __ ~ ___________ :.........-, ~" 

, 
,provi~ce: _________________ ~ [IF Mc)NTREA~'~\ 

GO 'l'O Q.8l) 
.' ' 

, ' , 
'country. ...... YJF OT_ CANApitAN 

-~\ ----.;...--,--.:...-- '~I'rY: GO ''1'0 ô/771 
, 

, ' 
; ; \ ' 

IF' RESPONDENT 'S FÛ~ST . OCCUPÂT ION' WAS OUTSIDE CAN.ÀD'A 
• ,1' ,. 

r 

1.. 
74 

<, , , 

? 

LJ 
67 

t.. 1.. 1 
75 '76 

" 

., , 
v , ' 

-t 

• i , , ~ , 
_v [69) '~hat 'was" your laRt full-Jime occupati.on before ·you 

came to Canada? 1 

City: . 

Province: 

Country: 

, , 
~ , ' 

.. ' 
'. 

c . " 

1 , 

, . .~ 

-+ (IF NO ANSWER: GO TO Q.7il 

r 

.,' 

, -
". 't r ~>~\ 

,,_' } ... ";.'.~~:; I,'l-
:r.t)'\ 

. " 
• l' it. 

'- ~~ ~: 

" ~ , , 

, -. 

,,' 

, 

.-
1) 

• 
,: 

.. 



..... 
• l 

<i/ 
" 

· i 
J · , : .. , 

. , ~ . 
• . 

,'( 

'. 

L. 

" 

---

'; 

" ,1 'o .... 'f/I' ~, 

.; ~ . (.. 
1 l. t .. 1 

1 .2 3. , ... 

L. 
.~ 

ct; " 

"4 1.-
4 5 

L....J 
6 

1 

'L. 1. / 
7 8 

, ... , 

',. 

/, 1 
9 '10, ,Il 12 

. . - ! " ,1 
" " ) , , 

~, 
-• " L ;L' " 'j l t 

." 
I~D. Nu.r J 

~ , 
" 

p' 1 . " 
Car4 Number -' " 

.... " " 

(73] Wh.t wae yo~r firet full-time occupation ~n' 
Canada? 

• 

• 
' . 

13 ,) 

-' . 
" 

~ [IF NO ANSWER: GO, TO 0.77] 

1 

·[74] In what kind, of b'usiness, inQustry or servicli! werd 
" , 

you working? 

(15) Wh~t was your position or title at that 'time? 

.(76) In which city, province, did you ho1d thie job? 

-r ,L..f 
,13 

1'1",1 
14 ,15 16 

r 

/-

,':l:n Montreal ................• 1 ~ [GO TC 0.81] . 
ot}le'r Càn.adian' ci ty ........• 2 
'[SPtCIFY) ~ity:' ________ _ 

Prov1nce: _____________________ _ 

J ~ [7!) What was your las.t full-Ume occ:;upatiçm before you 

LJ'~' 
17 

L. 1 1 
18 19 . 

1. L. L. 1 

came to Montreal? 

• 
~ [IF NO ANSWER: GO TO O~ 81] 

(78)~In what kind of business. industry or servtce were 
you work ing? : 

(79] What position did you hold 1aet in this j9b~ 

20 21 22 23 , r 
~~~ 

1. L.- 1. 1 
24 25 26 

LJ 
27 

(80) In which city and province did you hold' that JOb? 
( 

City: ________ ------------------
province: ________ --------____ __ 

• 

4, s 

l' 

~ .... I 

\' 

r \ 

< ' 

( 

'. 

" 

" , 



: 

\. " , . 

. , , 

" , 

/. / 
.' 32 

-
/' 

. , 

L-fr 
29 

/ / I( 
33 34 35 (, 

': [81] 
" 

op ',' 

,1"'1 _ 

.. ' 

'.j~ • 

\.. ~ ,~.... . ... '. .. ,.., 
'i; .... .L ... • 

A~è 'you wO~lÙn~: full;~ime no\o., 
s', "" 'i"~ W .... ",. 

.' . 

y~s " ~ •.. " "." " • " .• " • " " " " " .: •• l , \ 

l!Io •• : •• > .. · ... :.:. .. : .. :~: .. 2 ~ 100 "I:OQ.99j'; 

14 

. . ' 

J-, ' 'DK/NA.,. ',' .' •••• ~.' ••••• :~. 9 " '-~ ,[GO ~o ({. 99!:. ') " " 
\ \ ,,' \. .. .J 

'r 
[82] what is your 'present full-time occupation? " \ 

[83] In what kind of 
you working? 

-' 
NO ANSWER: GO TC '. 991-

...-'r, 

industry or s~rv~ce are 

.)1' ~ ~ 

f84] What is yourl'~resent posiÜot'l or ,Ù,tle?, 

\~ ? 
'.. ~? 

[85] How did ~ou get tqis job? 

, .' 

+ • 

S, 1 \ _, ...... '.. ) 

$ 

" " 

, ' 

," "-

Are you self-emplo.yed', employ~d, or are ybü ~ '~amily 
worker now? -, 

Se l f-employed .•••.• : •••••.•• " " .•. 1 

Emp1oye.d ..••••• :. ~ ................ ~ 2 --+ --[GO TO ,0.90} 
Family ~orker, ........ : ............ 3 -+ [GO TC Qi 91) 
',IN , >-

IJ( A ••••• t" •••••• ' ••••••••••••••• 9 -"-+ [GO TC Q. 95) 

[87] could,you tell me roughly how many of your cus~omersl 
ar:e English? 

A!most aU of them •...••....•.•.• 1 

~ ,'Nearly three quartera •.••..••••.• 2-

About one-half."."",,""""" ~ "."""" .\.3 .' 

'Near ly a quartér ••..••.••• ~ ••.... 4 
~ 

Less than a quarter ............ ' ••• 5 
, 

Œ/N'A • ., Il •• ., •••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

" 

-. " 

" 

: ,~ , ... "' . 

'. \ 
, > 

, .. 

/1 \ < t"~ll , 

~ 

• 

"' 
~ 

>-

." 



" 

. , 

-/ 
'----

, " 
" 

,1 

l',· 

, (, 

/ / / .1 / 
40 4142 43, 

/ / 1 
44 45 46 

/ / 
'F 

• 

" 

I-.I_/J-' -....JI., 
50 51 

.. 

. . 
; .. • '1 

';;,.,' 

al • 
" ~ . , , ,', ",Il. 

15 - .-, 
l' 

, 
[881 How many people do you ernploy? (Inc~uding part-time) 

_____ ~~ __ ~people . 
[891 How many of them are Enqlish-Canadi~s? 

.:;. -

peol'le t;.~~ [GO ·TQ'sb. 93) _____ Jo- , ; 1 

" 

[9qJ Who owns thè company. institution, .o.r'organization 
you work wHh'? 

British 'or English-canadian .... : ... ' .... . J ••••• ' •• 1' , , 

French or French ... Canadian ••......••• ~l •••••••••• 2 

American or Ameriean/Canadian •.•..... , •.....••• 3 . , ' 

Jewish or Jewish Canadian •............•... :_ ••. 4 
!.. ",,' 

Canada ..... ' .... ',' ....•. : ..••.. 5 .... The Government of 
, . 

'The ~overnment of Qu.ebe c. . . . . . . . . . ... . . '. • . . . . . • . 6 
\ ' .. , ~, 

Other ................ ',~ ~ •••.. 1 ••••••••• ' •••••••••• '. ~~ 
[SPECIFYJ ~..,... __________ -:--_______ ... -l' .......... '(~1.r 

.. '; r " 

(91]'HOW many pe6ple are employed by the company, 

Q. 

" insti tuti~n, or organization' you work for?' 

-. 

Under 50 people •••• Il ••••••••••••••••••• "' •••••••• 1 ..J'\ . 
Between, 50 and 100 people ...•.••.• ' ..• ",' • ' ....... ~,,~~2 

, ...-.. ~.;. 

Olier 100 people ••.•.....•....••.•......•.•. ,. :''; 3-,' ',' 

ov~r 500 people ..••....•..•....•... ' .... , .... '" •. ~,~~~ , 
,): ... 

DK/NA ••••• ~ •••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••• ,. •••• <II ••••• '~ '9 
, 

Ln) What is the ethnie backgro1.Înd of the maj0l1tity ,~p! 
the' executive/management of t~,pomp8ny, or 

"" '.insçit~tion, or organization1 
~ -1 ,. 1 1 .. l , .. 

British or .English-Canadian .••.•..•• ~ •••••••• ~" •. l"'" 
" , ~ ,:~} ~... (" '" .. ~ 

F;,rench or F~ench-Canadian •..•.• ~ • ;:.;.!,- .,.: ...... :'"',,":_.2 'M" 

American or "American-Canad;i..an' ••• • •• : .'...: •• : ..• :.;)3. 
Jewish or' Jewish' Canadian. ::~;.;. :': ••••.•. :: •••• 4 ~~. ~ ,.~ 
M: d , ~, 5 .1ke •••••• 1Ift' •••• ,. jj •••••••••••• .J ........... lA •• ",,_' .,_ .'f'. 

~ , l ' "" ~ >l 

~~hér ••••• _ •••••••••••••••••• ;; ........... Il •••• " •••• 6 
.... ' .. ~< '.'~ \r~ 

~,,. "fOI -(SPECIFY] '; 
;" 

,", .' .' .. :Où ' . . . 
/. 

'" ~ " 
" 

t ~ • 
'~-' ~J ~ 

, 
~ Y"w~ 

, 0 

l;. 

" 

-J'r- I 



.... 

"-'" .," 

A 

... 

~~ ____ ~ ________________ ----------~--.......... ~ .... e .. '" 

(. 'L. L- / 
52 53 54 -, 

". 

<> 

L- L. 1 
55, 56 

L.L._",-'l_L-/-J/ 
'.51 58' 59 

- , -

t L. -/ 
60" 61 /'. 

~., 

'\ '~! • 

..... '1 

L- L. / 
62 ·63 . 

, 

-' 

LJ 
64· . 

" 

16 

.. ",;lo 
[~Ul Please think about, five people, ,~ou MOSt: c,losely work 

with. Could you please tell me the ethnie background 
o.f e~cn of - them? '~, 

f ... 

, .. ,,, 
n 

[94]""'00 you see any of these people;0J;1t1d.de of work at 
, "'_ •• ::.J 

social events, for exa~pl~J,~~~per7, 

" . l Yes •...•.•••...•.•• ,~ •• .... 
[SPSCIFY WHO BY E~HNICI'l'Y.J '_":"'. --:i:;;'" _________ _ 

..:. '.t " l ., 

<::~!;"----...:.::..-_---------
". "f!; ~.~ 
~." ...... .... ",,"if,: ::;;.. ,." 

,,,,," \, " 

.. ...' ',," _.J'>I 

~ NO ........ ~ ........ Ir .... "tt .... :\.~2J, 'If ' 

~ , .. ,4,ï- .. ," ......... ~~~< 

(9SJ, What ~a~guage ~'y.,g~,~~!~~at'~~èrk? 

. 
H 

',' 1- rsaow CARD] ,":': t 
" ~, Ti'("" .... -~:;;:"j:"':" A~ I~ , J ~ 

~~ - Ea:qlish 1 only ......... "; '~- . ' .. ~.: •. ': /' . . } .•. ~~ . ~. 1 '1 " 

.1 ~ ~' 

Etlg l ish and sème Fré'nch ....... ' ••••.•• r ... 2' 
• ,Of".." ~ 

'~J .~\. ~ "'J<.y,,, ".. ~'1 " 

Both EngHsn and French equally ••.•.• ".,' '03 "' .• , ' 

French and sorne English •••.••.••..•••..• 4 " 

French oI}.ly.'; •..••..•••••••....••..••..• 5 

Other •..•••....• :" ••..•.•..•.••••.•.. : •• 6 
[SPECIFY] ____ t _________ _ 

DK/NA ...••••....••....•....•.•.•.......• 9 ", 

[96] To your knowledge, does the company you work for have 
Q francization prog~am (th~t i~~ a program which is 
desigqed to aid in the use of the French language in 
~he workplace)? 

Ye .. s ••. " ••. ri ••••••••••••• •• 1 

No •••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 ----It [GO TO g,98) 
\~ 

DK/NA •....•....•••..•.. ~ •. 9 ~ [GO TO Q.98) 

• 



, . 

, .. 

f 

,\ 

" 

6 

1 /1/ 
65 66,67 

/ j' 1 / 
• 68 69 70 

[971 Has this prog~am affected you in any way? For 
example, 40 you parti"t:ipate Ln language courses? 

, r 
yes ......... " .................. l 

• 

17 

~SPECIFXJ. ________________________________ ____ 

\' No ................. " .............. 2 

o DK/NA ...... .1 • ........................ 9 
,. 

[98J Have any major change~ been made in the organization, 
J personnel or oper.ation of the place where you work 
during' the past year [for example, has your company 
moved its head office)? 

Yes . '~ ....•.... . '11 ..... 1' • •••••• ; •• a •• 1 

[SPECIFY] 

No •..•• " ... '!'o •••• 4' ••••• ,) ............... 2 

DK/NA •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 , . f 
[INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESroNDEN'l'] 

NOW l WOULD LIKE Ta ASR YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT XOUR 
FAMILY. ~ r 

[99] What is your marital statua? 

Single •••••• L ......... ~ ....... 1 ~ [GO TO 0.147] 
Married •..•.... , .•....•••.•••.•. 2 

.. Divorced ..... '" ................. 3 ~ (GO TO 0.111) 
\'lido~ed .......... ~ ........ : .... ~ ... 4 --+- [GO TO 0.111) 
Other ..•••••..••••....••••••.•• 5 ---1' [GO TO 0.111) 

'l'[lOOJ ~lhere did you qet married? 

~L __ ~/~-L/~~I Montreal ........••..•••..••••• l 
72 7374 ,Other place -fii Canada •.....••• 2 

(SPECIFY) 
outside Canada .......................... 3 

'Y [SP!?'CIFY] 
DK~lI ............................. (i"9 

, . ,- [101] How long hal{e you been married? 
,', 

f L 1 ____ -'years 
75 76 

\ 

a 3 

G 



L L L 1 
l 2 3 
LO L5 / 
4 5 

"-
""""" 

L ' / L 1 . 
tl 7 8 

L L 1 
9 10 

L 1 / 1 
11 12 13 

1 1 / 
14 15 

III 
17 18 

-

1.D. Number 18 

Card Numi>er 

(102) \fuere was your spouse born? 

city: __ • ________________________ ___ 
Province: ________________________ _ 
country; ______________ ~~ ______ __ 

[103J Where did your spouse spend most of his/ber life , ~ 

be fore age 18? 

Montreal .•......••....••. ~ .•.••••.. l 
Other ....................................... . ! ........ 2 
[SPECIFY) 

(104] What is the mother tongue of your spouse? 

English ...•......•........... : .•... 1 
prench ....••....•••••••••.••...••.. 2 ~ [GO TC Q.I06] 
Other •....••...•••.••..•••......•.. 3 
[SPECIFYl 

{105] Does your spouse spf~ French fluently, nearly 
fluently, with sorne difficulty, with a lot of 
difficulty. or not at aIl? 

Fluently ..•• -..•..•••.•.•••••...••.• 1 
Nearly fluently ..••.•..........••.. 2 
With sorne difficulty .•..••••.•••••. 3 
With a lot of difficulty •........•• 4 
Not a t aIl ............................................. 5 
DR/NA •••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••• 9 

[1061 What is the highest diploma or degree your spouse 
received? 

None ............................... • ~ ..................... .. 00 
Elementary /primary ••....••....•••.. 01 
Secondary IHigh School ...••• o.J •••••• 02 
Post High School/C.E.G.E.P ....•...• 03 
College ... ~ •••...•••....••.....••.. 04 
Bache lor ..•••.....•.•.............. 05 
Master ••..•••.....••....••...••••.. 06 
Doctor •.•...........•.•....•..••••. 07 
[SPECIFY1 
Professional degree •......•..•.•••. 08 
[SPECIFY] 
Other ..................... ,. ....................... 09 
[SPECIFYJ 

( 

• 

3 4 

j 

• 

) 



• 

• 

t 

, 

, 

v 

L-I 
·19 ./ 

[107] la your apouse working full-.time now? .... 

yes .......... , ................. l 
No •••• tt ••••••••••••••••• ,",.2 .-..Jp. [GO TC Qeil11 
DK/NA ....................... 9 ~ [GO TO Q.l11] 

• c 

19 

; , (108J What i8 your spouse's pres t full-time occupation? 

11/ 
21 ·22 

.' 

.. 
/ 1 1 / / 

29 24 25 26 

L-I 
. 27 

L 1 1 1 / 
28 29 30 3l 

1 

LJ 
32 

• 

Of / 1 / 
33 34 35 
/ 1 1 

36 37 

" 

n09) In what lçind of business. industry or service i8 
he/she working? .. 

[110) What is his/her present position or title? 

~ 

5 
[lll) Do you have any child~en? 

Yes .......................... 1 
No ••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••• 2 ~ [GO Ta Q. 144 ] 

(112) H~w many living chi1dren do you have? 

Sons 
Daughters __ _ 

J ' 

[113) Do any of your chi1dren live away from home? 

Yes .....•.••.•.•..••..•..••• 1 
No. • • • • • '. • • • • • •• ° • • • • • • ° •••• 2 -+ [ GO Ta O. 144 ) 

(114) Where does your firet son. live? 

City: ( 
Province: l 
Country: _________________________ ___ 



~ ___ ~ ______ --__ ----------~)----------.......... s ... a .. &. 
~/ 

L.J 
38 

/ / 1 / 
39 40 41 
1 / / 

42 43 

• J 

20 

[11S] <:.ou1d yon tell me approximately the number of years 
~hat he has 1ived there? 

Le~ than 1 year ••••••••••••.••.. ~ •• 1 
1 é 4 years .......•.•..••••...•....• 2 
5 ;;. 10 years •.....•....•••••••...... 3 
More than 10 years .................. 4 
IJ</NA ••...••••..•••••..•••••••• ~ . •••• 9 

(H6) Nhere did he live before this [city, town . .,)? 

city= ________ ..... ____ ..... ______________ __ 
Provincè: __________________________ ..... 
Country: __________________________ ___ 

\. [IF RESPONDENT HAS ONLY ONE SON: GO TO' Q.129] 

. 
1 / 1--..1 
44 45 ~ 
1 ./ J 

47 48 

1 1 1 1 
50 51 52 
1/1 

53 54 

1 1 / 1 
55 S6 57 
/11 
58 59 

[117J ~~ere does your second son' live? 

City: 
Province: __________________________ __ 

Country: 

... 
[118] Could you tell me approximately the number of years 

that he has lived there? 

Less than 1 year .......••........•... 1 
1 - 4 years ...............•.......... 2 
5 - 10 years .••......•......•••.•• ., .• 3 
More than 10 years ...••.....•.•..•••• 4 
DK/NA •••••••••••••••••• ".' •••••••••••• 9 

(119] \'lhere did he live before this [city, town .•• )? 

City: ______________________________ _ 

Province: 
Country: 

[120] Where does your third son live? 
City: ______________________ .......... ____ _ 

Province: 
Country: 

• 

• 



• 
, ~ , 

LJ 
60 ", 

/ / 1 / 
61 62 63 

/. 1 1 
64 65 

1 /. t.. 
66 67 68 
/. t.. / 

69 70 

LJ, 
71 

1 

.... /._ .. /......o-..... t.._..J/ 
72 73 74 
/ t.. 1 

75 76 

'f 

- • • a 

21 - . 

[121] Çould you tell me approximately the number of years ~ 
that he has lived there? -, 

Less than 1 year ••••••••••••.•••.•••• 1 
1 - 4 ye~rs ••.••.••••.••••••••••••.•• 2. 
5 - 10 years •••••••••.•••••••...•.• ,.3 
More th an 10 years •••••••••••.•.... ; ô 4--
[)l(.,l'NA. • • • • . • • • • • • • • • . • • . • • . • . . . . . . • . . 9 

[1221 tlliere did he live beforc this [city, towr •• 1? 

City: 

Provl.nce: 

Country: 

[123] t'lhere does your fourth son live? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[1241 Cou1d you tell me approximate1y lhe nu~)er of years 
that he has lived there? 

Less than 1 year .•..••.••.•..•.••.•.•. 1 
1 - 4 years .•.•...•...•.••.•••....•••• 2 
5 - 10 years.~ •.•...••••...•...••...•• 3 
More than 10 years •..•..•......•..•..• 4 
DK/NA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••. 9 

[1251 Where did he live before thl.S [city, town .•• ]? 

City: 

Provl.nce: 

Country: 

• • 

,. 



< 

-

22 

---- ---
L L L 1 

1 2 3 
LO L 6 / 

4 5 

4..L_,,-L _L,-:-...J/ 
678 
4..L_If,--....J1 

9 ',10 
.... ~I· 

L / 1 '/~ 
12 13 14 
L L' / 

15 16 

L L !.. /-
17 18 19 

L L. / 
20 21 

J, 

1.0. 

Card 

[126) 

[127] 

Number . 

Number 

Where does your fifth son live? 

City: 

Prov1nce: ~ . 

Country: 'l' 
1 

Cou1d you ttÜ l me approxima tely the' number 
that he has lived there? 

Less than 1 year •.••.....••.•.••.•.. 1 
1 - 4 years •••..••••.•.•••••••.••.•. 2 
5 - 10 years •••••.•.••....••••••.••. 3 
More than 10 years ..•.•.•••••••.•••• 4 
DI<~A ..................... t ••••••••••• 9 

of 

(128) Where did he live before b~s [city, town .•. ]? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

J' 

'. 

) 
years 

[FOR RESPONDENTS WHO HAVi': DAUGHTERS LIVING ON THEIR O\'lN) 

[129] where doea your only/first daught~r live? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[130) Cauld you tell me approximately the number ai ye~rs 
that she has lived there? 

, 

Less than 1 year •••••••.•.••.••••••• 1 
1 - 4 years •.••..•••••••.••••.••.••. 2 
5 - 10 years .............................. 3 
More than 10 years ••••..•.•••••••••• 4 
DK~A ............................ ' ................. 9 

• 

• 

'1 

" , 
1 

'1 
---~ 

l ' 

" 

\ 

• 

•• 

a 

, 
,­
" 



--

.. :;, , 

~ 

, 

-
, . 

'1 L. t. ( 
23 24 25 , 

t.. t. 1 
26 27 

/ .L. l' 1 
28 2~ 30 

t.. J / 
31 32 

LJ 
33 

/ / t. 1 
39 40 41 
/11 
42 43 

= 5 e & 

= ___ =-_<-2 31------- = 

, {13l]· Where did she live before this {city, town •.. ]? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

(IF RESPONDENT liAS ONLY ONE DAUGHTER: GO TO Q.144] 

(132) Where does your second dau~hter live? . 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[133] Could you te~.approXimate1Y the number of years 
that she has lived there? 

~ , 

Less than 1 year •• : •..• : •.....•... l 
1-4 years ••....••.••••..•....•.. 2 
5 -' 10 years ...................... 3 
More than 10 ye~rs •••.•.••••.••.•• 4 
DK/NA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

[134J Where did she live befoce this [city, town ••• ]? 

City: 

Province: 

<: Country: 

[135] Where does your third daughter live? 
• 

City: 

Province. 

Country: 

, 

" 



-. 

,t 

/I~ 
" 

l. 
,45 
, L' 

LJ 
44 

L. l. 
46 47 

l. 1 
48 49~ 

\ ! 

1 

t
50 

1: l, 1 
'SI 52 

III 
53 S4 

,I,.J 

L' 

LJ 
SS 

L. L 
56 S7 58 

L.' l- I 
S9 60 

1 

-
24 

- - - -
[..136) Cou1d you tell me approximate1y the number of yea,r. 

that Bhè haB lived there? 

Le.. than l year ••.•.•••••.•..••.•... 1 
1 - 4 year •••••••••••••••••••••••••.• 2 
5 - lO,yearll ••••••••••••••••••••.•••• 3 
More t~n la ye~rs •••• 1 ................ 4 
I:I(/'N:A •• ~ • • • • • • • • • •••• -t,' •• '" • • • • ••••••• 9 

, 1 
1 

\ , 

[137] Where did ·she live ~fore, this [ei ty, tawn ••• )?· 
, \:~ 

\ ' : 

\ ' 
~ . 

, ~ r,--<"'~ 
" ,~ 

, City: " , 

'., Prov~nce; 
, 

co'Uhtryi 
, . 

.' , 

':, ,[l~8) Where doell y~ur tpurth daughter, live? " ' 

\', City: 
" . 

Provincé: 
" 

,; "tountrYI 
, 

'-t139) Co~ld you tell lI\e approximately the 5lumber of ye~r8 
that .ha haE lived t~ere? ' 

Lesa than 1 yaar ••....•......•••...•. l 
1 1 - 4 years ............................ 2 
5 - la years .••.••.....•....••• ' ..•..• 3 \ 
More than la yeara •..••••.••• ~ ••.•.•• 4 

~ , 
J:IC.~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••• 9 

, 
(140] ~ere did she live bafora thi. [city, town ••• )? 

City:. 

Province: . ' 
country: 

• 

" 

'" ... - \.J 

.. 

, . " 

• 4 a 

. , 

, .. ' 

'l' 



- -

• 

-

/ / / 1 
61 62 63 

1 

1/1 
64 65 

LJ' 
66 

L L. 
67 68 69 

L. L. 1 
70 71 

1 

L / / L. 1 
72 73 74 75 

L.I 
76 

- - - -

{lfl] Wh~Fe does your fifth daughter live' 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

25 

" 

[142] Could you tell me approxi'natel~' the number of years 
that she hat'lived there? 

Less than 1 year ••••••••••••• <~ ••••• 1 
1 - 4 years .......•. fi ............... 2 
5 - 10 years ••••.•••••.••••.••.••.• 3 
More than 10 years •••..• : •••..••••. 4 
ll</NA •••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 9 

[1431 Where did she live before this (city, town, , .']? 

' City: 

Province: .. 
Country: 

(144] Nhere do your wife 1 s/husband 1 s parents live? 

city: 

Province: 

Country: 

~ [IF DECEASED OR NO 

ANSWER: GO TC Q.147) 

" 
"\ 

[145J Could you téll me approxùtely the number of years 
that they have lived there? 

Less than 1 year •.....•.•••••.•••••. 1 
1-4 years .•..••....•••...•.•..•••. 2 
5 - 10 yeùr~ •.••••..•••.••••••••.••• 3 
More than 10 years ...... : ........... 4 
DK~A .................................... 9 

'. . 
" 

, .' 



,-
1. L t. 1 

1 2 3 

/0 1.
' 

1 
4 5 

1 1 / / 
6 . 7 8' 
1 : 1 / 

9 10 

... /~,-I ___ ; ,-t. --.1/ 
11 12 13 
1 1 1 

14 15, 

/ 1 1 
16 17 

l '1 / / 
18 19 20 
1 / 1 

21 22 

t. t. 1 
.: 23 24 

t. 1. / 1 
25 26 27 
t. / / 

28 29 

( 

-
- -

. 
I.O. Number 

'; 

Card Number " '", 
/ , 

[146) Where did they 1~e~efore thi. [city, town ••• )? 
- "---. ,\ 

City: 
l ,> 

Prov'ince: 

Country~ 

(147] Where~.~~ father born? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

(1481 What is your father's mother tongue? 

Eng1ish ..•....••.•..•..•.•.. ' .. 1 
French •..•.•..••.•..•...••.... 2 
Other .....•....••.••.....•.... 3 

[SPECIFY] 
DK/NA ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

" 

[149] Where was your mother born? 

City: 

Province: 

country: 

[1501 What is your mother's mother tongue? 

Enq 1 is h •..••...•..•.....•..•.. 1 
French ••.••..•.•••..••.••••••• 2 
other ......................•.. 3 
[SPECIFY) ________________ __ 

.l]C,/:NA. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••• 9 

[151] Where do your parents live? 

City: 

province:) _________ _ 

country: 

\ 

26 

" '" 
'" 

" 

'. 
~ 

5 • s 

• 
. \ 



.' 

, 
, 

" 

_-------- _______ ---------------~----~~--.................. ~$ ..... e~ ... a. 

.LJ 
30 

""" / 1 / 1 
31 ,32 33 
1 1 1 

34 35 

L.J 
36 

L t ~t 1 
37 3 39 

L-'--J 
4(\ 41 

L-I 
42 

1 / 1 / 
43 '44 45 
/11 

46 47 

27 

[152) Could you tell me approxtmately the number of years 
that they have lived there? 

Less than 1 year •.•••.•••••••••••••• 1 
1 - 4 years •••••••.••••••••••••••••• 2 
5 - 10 years ••••••••••••.••••••••••• 3 
More than 10 years •••••••••••••••••• 4 
1lI(~ ........................... " ..................... 9 

1 
[153) Where did they live before this [city. town •• ,l? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[154) Do yeu hav~ any brothers? 

Yes ......... " ...... " .... ~ . ............................. " .tl 
No ................. ~\.. .... ~ ................ " ................ ,,2 ~ [GO TO OS 1701 

" 
[155] Where doea your ficst brother live? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[156] Could you tell me approximately the number of years 
that he has lived there? 

Less than 1 year ••••.•.••••••••••••• 1 
1 - 4 ye~rs .•..•.••...•••••••.•••••• 2 
5 - 10 years ................ " ..................... 0. " .. 3 
More than 10 years.; .••.••••••••.••• 4 
DK~A ..... " ...................................................... 9 , 

[157) Where did he live before this [city, town •.• ]? 

City: 

Province: 

Cou9try: 

! 

-



~~-----:::------~.-....-...... - .... _-P' - 3 • 

.... 

,1 / 1 1 
49 49 50 

L. 

1 1 ). 
51 52 

1, 
LJ 

53 

L. 1 
54 55 56 

L. L. 1 
57 58 

1 

L. L. 1 1 
59 60 61 

1 L. 1 
62 63 

LJ 
64 

L. 1 1 / 
65 66 67 
/ t 1 

68 69 

28 
" 

-[158) Mhere does your second brother live? 
't 

city: 

Province: 

country: 

[159) Could you tell me approximately the number of.yeara 
that he has lived there? 

l.ess than 1 year ......•..•.••.•••••• l 
1 - 4 years .•••.•• '.' ••...•••....•••• 2 
5 - 10 years ...................•.... 3 
More than 10 years ••••.••.••••.••••• 1 
IJI{!llA .•••.•••••.•.•••••••••••••••••• ~ 

(160) .Where did he live before this [city, town ••• )? 

City: 

province: .' 
Country: 

[1611 Where doea your third brother live? 

City: 

ProvincE'!: 

Country: 

(162) Cou1d you tell me approximate1y the number'of years 
that he has lived there? 

Itess than l year It ••••••••••••••••••• 1 
1 - 4 years ••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 2 
5 - 10 years .... Il ••••••••••••••••••• 3 
More than 10 years ••••.•.•••••.••• ~ .4 
DK/NA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

[1631 Where did ha live before this [city, town ... ]? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 



- .. ' 

1 

~ 

1 L L 1 
1 2 .,.3 
10 /8 l 

4 5 

1 L 1 1 

1 

1 

678 
1 L 1 

9 10 

LJ 
11 

L L 
12 13 14 
L L 1 

15 16 

l. L 
17 l' 19 
L L 1 

20 21 

L....I 
22 

. 
J L L 

23 24 25 
L L 1 

26 27 

1 

1-

--' 

1 

.' 
\ ,. 

1 

""""- F ,.. -r . 
" < 

29 

~-

I.D. Number 
" 
.~. 

Card NUmber ': ~ , 
J. ... 

(164) Where, does your four th brother live? ''i 

City: 

Province: 

country: 

(165) _ Could you tell me approximately the ~number' of years 
1 that he has lived there? '. _ 

~ 

Less than l year •....•....••..•.••.. ,.1 
1 - 4 years .......................... 2 
5 - 10 years ......................... i 
More than 10 years ••••.••.••• ~ ..••••• 4 
DK.;NA ................................. 9 

[166] Where did he live before this [city, town ••. )? 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[167) Where doee your fifth brother live? 

City: 

Province: 

country: 

\ 
[168) could you tell me approximately the nurnber of years, 

that he has lived there? 

Lees than 1 year •..••••.•..••••..•..•• 1 
1 - 4 years ......................... Il.2 
5 - 10 y~ars ..••...•.••..••.••....•••• 3 
More than 10 years ..•.•.••.••...•••••. 4 

~ J:JJ<./'NA. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 

[169] lfuere did he live before this [city, town .•. ]? 

City: 

Province: 

country: 

. , • 



- 1-

-. --

... 

L 1 /' 1 
29 30 II " / / '~32 33 

L..I 
34 

li "-

1. 1. L 
~5 36 37 
,/ L 1 

38 39 

1 

1 1 / 1 
40 41 :42 
III 

43 44 

L...I 
45 

L L / 1 
46' 47 48 

1. L 1 
49 50 

~~ ____ ~----------~----------~s--e ... 
- - -

Q, 30 

[170] 'Do you have any sisters? 

',:\ \ 
Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
No ............................. 2 ~ [GO TC Q,186] 

[171]" Where does your only/first siater live? 
l 

City: 
ProlJ\.'i.nce: 
Country: 

[172] Could you tell me approximately the number of yeart 
that she has lived there? 

Less than l year ....•• : •.•••• l 
l - 4 years ••••....••••.••.•• 2 
5 - 10 years ••••..•..•....••• 3 
More than 10 years .••.•....•• 4 
DK/NA •••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

[173] Where did she l1ve before thfs [city, town ••. ]? 

City: ____________________ __ 

Province: 
Country: 

[174) tVhere does your. second dster live? 
) . 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

[175] Could you tell me approximate1y the number of years 
that she has lived there? 

Less than l year ••....•....••. l - . 
l - 4 years ...•••..•.•.•....•. 2 
5 - 10 years •••••••••••••.•••• 3 
More'than 10 years ...•....•..• 4 
DI</NA. ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

, 
(176) Where did she live befo~ this [ci~y, town ••• )? 

1 

City: 
. . 

Province: 

COUl;try: 

" 

--

.. 

\' 

l' 

. , 

'1 

ft '. 



~ 

~/ ____ ""/---"'/"--JI 
51 52 53 
/1/ 

54 55 

L.....I 
56 

1 L- I.. 

1.. 

57 58 

L- I. 
60 61 

L 1.. 
62 '63 

L.' 1. 
6S 66 

'L-J 
'67 

59 
1 

E-4 
/ 

/ 

/ 

L. L 1.. / 
68 69 70 
/ 1 1 

71 72 
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[177) Where does your third siater live? 

city: ________________________ __ 

Province: 
Country: 

, 
[178] Cqu1d you tell me approximaee1y the number of years 

that she has lived there?, 

Less than 1 year ~ • " .••••.•••••••..• 1 
~l - 4 years .......... ., ............. 2 
5 - 10 years .•.••••.•••••.•.••••. -.. 3 
More than 10 ye,ars ~ ••• ~ •.•.•••••.•• 4 
œc.~A •••••••••• "' ..................... 9 

;;, 
[179} Where did she 1iv~ before th;is [city; town ••• 'lt 

City: ____ ~ ____ --~ ______ ----__ --
Province: 
Country: 

[180 ~~ere does YO\1r four th sister live? 

City: ____________ --____________ __ 

Province: 

Country: 

{lSl] Could 'you tell me approximately the number of years 
that she" had lived' there? 

Less than 1. year ••••.••• ' ••••.•••••. 1 
1 - 4 years .......................... 2 
5 .;.. 10 years .................... ~ .... 3 
More than 10 years ••.••••••.•••••.. 4 
Œ~ .................................... 9 

f1S2) Where cU.a she live bèfOJ:.e thi~ [citY~\town ••• l? 
; 

City: 

Province: 

Country: 

(-

\, 



~ " 

1 1 1 / 
l 2 3 
10 /9 1 

4, 5 

1 / 
7 8 
1 1 
10 

1 

LJ 
11 

,-I---,-/~/~--,I 
12 13 14 
1 1 r 
15 16 

LJ 
17 

'--1 
18 

J:. D. N,umber 

Card Humber 
\, 
'. ~ 

[l83] Where does your f-ifth sister live? 

City: -
provin-ce--:-----------------------

Country: 

32 

\ 

'(184) Could you ~te,ll rne approximately the number of years 
that she has~lived .there? 

Less than 1 year •....•....••••••. l 
1 - 4 years ....................... 2 
5 - 10 years ............. " ....... '1 ••• 3 
More than 10 years .••••••••.••••• 4 
lJI(/NA ............................... 9 

[185) Where did she live before this [city, town ••• )? 

City: 
Province: 
country: 

9 

[nrrERVIEWER' SAY TC RESPONDEN'l'] 

NOW l WOULD LIKE TC ASK YOU HOW YOU PEEL ABOUT mm 
POSITION OF ANGLOPHONES IN QtJEBEC • • 

A 

[186) If an Arglophone does the same worlt as a Ffancophone 
does he get paid more, the sarne, oor less for that work? 
[SWW CARDJ" . 

More pay ............................. 1 
Sall":.e pay ..........•...••..... ~ ..... 2 ' 

--~ss pay ..................................... 3 
Dl<:~A ........ Il' ............ ~ .......... ; •• 9 

[187] D9 you think that an Anglophone with the sarne 
qualifications ·as a Francophone can get as 900d a job, 
a better job, or not as good a job? 
[SWW CARO] 

Better job •..•• ~ •.•...•••.•.•.•.. 1 
As good r.I j ob. . • • • • • . . • • • • • . . • • • • .2 
Not as gcod a jOb ••...•••••••.••• 3, 
IIC,INA. .-. • • • .'. . • . • . . . • . • • • • . • • . • • . 9 

\ 
,1 
r 



'L-I 
19 

LJ' 
20 

LJ 
21 

33 

[188) ~ you feel that Anglophones are discriminate-d 
agains'f when they try, to qet jobs in OUêbec? 

Yes •••....•••••..•.•...•••.• 1 
No ..• ". ~ ...••••.••• A",. : •• •• -:""!. .2 
ŒI'NA •....• s,a •••••• " •••••••• 9 .. 

[1891 Do yQU think that there i8 prejudice against 
Anglophones in Quebec? 
[SHOW CARn] .1 

Yes,~,very strong prejudice; ••••••••.•••• : •.•• { 
Yes ;,- S OlliE!- pre judice •...•••••• 0 •• -•• : •••••••••• 2 
Yeso, a little prejudice by a sma1l' number •••• 3 
No, there is no prejudice'.-;-•••••• ".0 ••••• 0 ••• 4 

-: .DIC,tN'A ••• ," ••••••••••• ', •••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 
11 

( 

[190] Ta what extent do 'you feel that you yourself have 
been a viptim of prejudice because of your member-
ship in a minority qroup? œ 

[SHOW CARn] 

Ta a qreat extent ••••.•••••••••••••••••••..•• l 
More than average •••• ~ •••••••••••••. .' ." •••.•.• 2 
Average,.: '4 ............. " ••••• " •• " •.•••••••• ~ 
Less than average •• .: •.•.••••••••••••••••••• ' .• 4, 
Not at all ..• _ .••.• ! ........... t •••••••••• • •••••• 5 
DK/NA ......... " ................................. 9 

1 

4 ~ 

L.-/ 
22 

l "/ 1 
23 24 

[191] Do yoU speak French fluently, n~arly fluently, with' 
sorne difficulty, with a lot of difficu1ty, or not 
at-all? 

Fluently ..................... ' . ............... -.1 
Nearly f1uent1y •.• ~ •••.•••••••••••••••••••..• 2 
l'li th sorne difficul ty ••••••• JO • 'A • ••••• ; •••••• ' •• 3 
With a lflt of difficulty ..................... 4 
Not a t al! ~ ............ ' . ' ................... ~ .... 5 
Œ/NA .• • ~ .••.•.•..•• ~ ................... , ......... 9 

, J 

[192] lihllt language do you use at home? 
tB~w,.,CARD] 

, , 

Il 

, , 
Ir, 

.. English oRly ............. r ....................... l 
English and sorne French •.•••.•••••••. ~ ••••.•• 2 
Both English and French equally .•• ' •••.••.••.• 3 
Fr~nch and sorne Enqlish ••••••• ;. ' •••.• .' ••••••• 4 
Frenc;: h only .... f ......................................... 5 

, Otl\er ....... " ........ , .... ,. ......... ". ................ 6 
[SPECIFY] 

J 
f, 

r 



,/ 

" 

.. ' 

/ L 1-
25 26 

1 1 / 
27 28 

,"I_/~"-JI 
29 30 

LJ 
, 31 

---------~--------------.---q-------

D' 34 . 
'" 

~. 
\, [19~1 What lanquage do you use with moat of your frtends?' 

[SHOW CARO] 

English only ............................ ~ ...•.... l 
Enqlish and sorne French •••••••••••••• "" •••••• 2 
Both English and Frencfi equally ••••••••••••• 3 
French and sorne English .•••••..••••••• ' •••••• 4 
French. only ................................... f> .... J. 5 
other ................................... . ' ................... 6 
[SPECIFY] " 

{1941 What language are the books and magazines you read? 
[SHOW CARn] 

. /' ) 

~nqlish only ...................................... 1 
Enqlish and sorne French ••••••••••• : •••.••••. 2 
Both Engl~sh and French equally .......... 'g' ••• 3 
French and some Enqlish •.••••••.•••••••••••• 4 
French only ................................. : ................ 5 
Other •.... . \ ................................................ 6. 
[SPECIFY1 

(195) What lanquage do you use in pUblic places. for~ 

example in the stores where YQu shop? 
[SHOW CARD] 

Enqlish only .............................................. l 
English and sorne French •••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 2 
Both English and French equa~1y ••••••••••••• 3 
French and some Enq1ish ••••••••••••••••••••• 4 

.French only ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• S 
other ..•..........•.......•.......•.....••.. 6 
[SPECIFY] 

[INTERVIEWER SAY TO RESPONDENT] 

NOW l WOULD LlKE TO ASK YOU 80MB QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR 
, $ Il 

PLANS FOR THE FUTURE. 
" 

-J 
[196] Have you considered leaving Quebec to settle 

elsewhere? 

Yes, a lot ...••...••••••••.••••. l 

Yes, a little ................... 2 

~ No ••••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••• 3 ~ .. [GO ~'l'O Q.2021 

( 

1. 

) 



J 

, 

-( 

: 

" " 

", 

." 

", 
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• 
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[197] Have-you madè definite plans 
-have you accepted ~ new jOb, 
live? 

New job and place to live.~ ••••• ~.l 
NéW job ••••••• ;., ••••••••••••••••••• 2 
New place to·live ••••••• ~ •.••••••• 3 
Neither ........................... 4 --;- [GO TO 0.201J , : 

L. L. L 
33 34 35 

L. 1. / 
36 37 

1. / t. 
38 39 '40 

1. L. 1.. 
41 42 '43 

..!. 

. 

--

1 
44 

/ 1 
45 

LJ 
46 

1 L.;.j 
47 

~ 

'--1 
48~ 

1 

v 

~ 

',' 

( 

/, 

/ 

<:' 

]-

[1981 Where are you,planning to move? . 
j 

City: 
Province: 
Country: 

" 

[199') Why are you goin9' there? 
0 

'. 

[200J Are there any pers ons there who can help 
you qet settled? 

, ' 
Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
[SPECIPY' i.e •• relative, companY •• 1 

., 

No •••••••••••••••••••••••• ,~.41 ••• 41412 ----+ [GO Ta g.208] 

[20lJ 
, ~ 

Have you made tentative 
as applyinq for another 
places to live? 

plans .!!so leave ouebec. p sciéh 
j ob or answer ing ads . for -. 

t. 

New j ob and,) place' to live •••• " ••. " .• l 
New job ••• ~ ••••••••••• " •••••••• ~ ~ .2 

~ .. New place to live ••.•••••• ~ ••••••• ~! •• 3 
Neither ..••••.•.• 1 ................ ~ •• 414 

, .. /~ 

; . 

, [202J Have you read about jQb possibi11'ti~s or ta'lkeq 
about gettinq a new job outside Qué?èc? 

. . 
Yes •••• -.............................. 1 
NO ~ ••••• /1 , ............ 1 •••• ~ •••••••••• 2 

, ~'. f' 

J' 

[2Q3], Have yo~ travelled outsige of,Qùebec specifically, 
ta see i~ you ~ould lik,e to live' elsewh,re? , ' 
- ... ~ . .....}.~ 

Yes. ~ • lit •••••••••• i . .....•. ~ ......... 1 " 
NO_!. ••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••• ~ .2'"' J 

, " 1 • 
" 

~, 

'l' 1 
~ . . - r 1.," r 

01(' -, \ .. . . " , . -" f ", 
~ 
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\ J' ... 

.-' . 
';J, 

..... A, 
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,1 

." 



~ 

<, 

" .... ., 
:-

t"', 

, .. ' 

--Z:....::! ' 
50 ", 

," ." " 

, '. 

0,: 
51 

... 

L/ 
52 

\ . 

.' 

" 

. , . 
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[205] ,I would IUee to know the chànces of your movirig 
out of Quebec in the next five years. Are you ••• 
.[>SHOW CADPl ' ;. <, 

, 
Defi'nitely leaving ..... ! ••• ~ •••••••••••• 1 
probably leaving ............... : ••.•• ;. •• ,. 2, 

probabJ.y not lea ving. ~ •••••• ~ ' •••.•••••• 3 
Oefinitely not: l~aving •••• ~ .......... •• A 
DIC/"NA ~ • • • • • • • • .~ • lit ••••• )111> • • • • • • • ..... ~ •••• 9 i.'; 

, 
" 
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[266] <If;Ouebec were to ,become an independent country, 
what ""OU Id be the'chances of your moving out df .- -<, 
Que~ec in the next five years? 
[SHOW CARD) 

.~ .. 

, ,;. 

~ 

Definitely woul.d leâve_ •• : •••••. ,': •••••• l ," 
probably would le~ve ••••• ": •••• : •••••••• 2 

; probably wou Id not leave ••••••••••••••• 3 
Defintt,ely woul.d not l.eave ••••••••••• ~.4 

/1 DK/NA ..•.•... ~ ••...•••••..• ~ -Ii ••••••••• _ •• 9 

• [207J If the parti Québéèois were ta clearly win., the 
indepen.dence referelldum, what would ~e t,he chances of 
you'r moving out of Quebec in the I)ext five- years? 
.. [SHOW CAlIDJ 

o • 

Definitely lIIould leave ••••••••• ~ •••••• ;l 
probably would teave •••••••••••. ' ••• P" ~2~ 

probably would not le4ve •••• ~ •••• : .' ••. : 3 ' 

Definitely w9uld not l.eave ........ '.': • :.'.4 
DK/NA ••••••..••••.•••••.•••• • > •••••••••• 9 

1 

(208] If the Parti Qué~cois were ta cleârly ~ the 
independence referendum, what would be the chance. 

'0 your moving out of Quebec +n the n~xt five 'yeàre? 

-Definitely would leave ••••• ~ •••..•••• :.1 

probably wou;td leave. _ ••.•••••••• <l •••••• 2, 

probably would ot leave.:' ••••••••••••• 3 
r . / ~ 

Defini tely woulnot leave •• 0_ ': ... _ .... ,\ 4 
J:I(/NA. . ...... _ .. .....• ~ .• .;(. . . . .... ~ ••... 9 
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[209} Bere is a Hat, of reasons why some people would stay 
in Ouebec. Which would l:le the most impor~aJlt to you? 
which ia second in im~rtance? Third? Fourth? Fi(th? 1 

rSHOW CARD] ) 
.". 

Personal economic situation or job ••••.•••••.••• : _ 
Genera 1 economic .cond i tiuns' in Ouebec ...•••••• ~ •• _ 

l . 0 be - • , Language aWB/ J..n ue c . ." ••••••. ~ ....................... 1 _ 

General political conditions in Ouebec ••• • 1 •• '- •• •• 

Friends and relatives here in Ouebec ••..•••..•••• 
.:4 .-

[210] Hera is a Hat of reasons why sorne people wbuld leave 
Ouebec. Which would be the most . important to you? ' 
Which ls second in importance?' Third? Fourth? Fifth?" 
[SHOW CARD] 

, '. 
Personal economic situation or job ••• ~ .•• __ .••••• 
General eco~mic conditions in Oueb~c •• ~ •••••••. := 
~anguage lad in Ouebec ••••••.••• : • • • • • . • • • . . • • •• ~ 
General political conditions' in Quebec ••. _ ••.•. ~'. 
Fr iends and relatives living outside of quebec ••• 

[211] Generaily speaking, would you .l:Iay that in Quebec 
society at present, things are going very weIl, 
rather weIl, net very well, or not weIl at aU? 

il- [SHOW CARD] .." 

very wel1 ....................... . , ....... .. 1 
~ther we.ll ...........•.... : •... 1.: ••••• 2 
Not very weil .. _ ................................ 3 
Not well at aIl ••.•.•• _ •••.••.••.•••••• 4 , . 
Dl<:/NA ............................... ,( ................. 9 

[212] Flow would you rate the state of'the Quebec economy? 
Ia it.... .. v, 

[SHOll CARD] r' 

Very good ... ",a ... ....................................... 1 
Ra ther good .................................................. 2 
Not very goOO .. , .................... ' ............... ' ,. .... ~ ... 3 
Not qood at ail • .,. .... _, .... fi .......... ................. 4 
DK/NA ........... ' ........... ;_ ~ ........................ 9 ~ 

[213] Do you think that the staté of thé Quebec economy 
can affect your' own personal economi~ situation? 

, , 

Yes, very much so ................... ___ • .... , ........... ... 1 ,~ 
Yes, a litt.le ....................................... 2 
No ...... _1 .......................................................... •• 3 , 
DJ(~A .......................... ~ ......... 9" 
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Card Numb~r\\. 
\~ l' ) 't 

[214) 
,,.. , 

Genera11y si?eAkinq, ~how·do yoü, judqe th~. prese~t 
prÇ>vinpial qov~r~t ~n Quebec? Are you;.,. 
[SHOW CMP1 

1 \ 

Very satisfied with 'it ....... ~ .......•... ·;, •..• l 
Rather' satisfied •• ~ ...... : ••• ' ..................... ;. ••• 2 
Not t.oo satisfied. J • .". ............ _ ................... _ ..... ~ 3 
Not at aIl satisfied ••.• ~ •• ~.: ••••••••••••.. 4 

f;' IlJ(/'NA... • .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. • .. .. t!I .. .. .. .. • .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ! • .. .... 9 
, 

[2~5] How do you j~dge the provincial '9overnment 1(Jith 
regard to its .. accomp1ishmeçtfJ in t:he economic 
areas? Are you .••. ~ . 

, . 
" 

(SIl)W CARO) 

Ver'[ satisÙed with ;.t •••••• ,,~;, • ' •••.•••••.• 1 
.Rather satisfied .......... ~ ............................... : ..... 2 

. ~ot too satisfied~ •••••••• r ••••• ................ 3 
'~NOt' 'at aIl sabisfied •••.•••••..••••••.•••••.• 4' 

DK/R'A ......... ' ................ Él • .................................... ,_ .. 9 

.' ,,(~16J HO~ do you feel about Bill 101, that ia, the neW 

1 _ 

" ~ 

", 

", 

" 

French language law adopted this summer by the 
quel:iec, goV'ernment: ArÈ! you gEfnerally J.n favour .. a()f' 

it or are. you qene~a11y against it? 

J'l " 

ln favour ..••• -........................ ~ ••• ~ ...... 1 
,Against ••....••.. ;.: ............................. ,~ .~'.41412 
....... OJC./'!lA. " ................. ~ •• '. ~ •••••••••• 411 • ~ .... __ •••• 9 

'. 

[217]' With which Cif t~ following qroups of 'Peop~e do 
you 'feel t!tos~ at ease;?'" 

), -, ~ 

o English canadians •.• ,.. ,_ •••••••.•••• ' ..•.•• ' ••• 1 
French Canadians •••••• 1 ............................ 2 
Jewish Canadians ............................. ;:.3 
Other ••••.••• ;, .............. -.l" .............. " •••• 4 -(}.. 
[SPECIFY] "'"' . c 
D~A ......... " ................ "v" • _ ............... 9 ...... , 

" . 
1218-) Pl~ase tpink of ~hree closè 'friends that you have. 

To what et~nic origin doe~ e~çh of them belonq? 

·",-/ ___ +-/~/~-JI' ':: 
,'11 12. 13 

1. 
" . , 

- -; 1 
," 

" , 
~ , 

~, 

" ~ .. ' 
.. , 

. . ' 

2 • 

3 • 

...... ..1 

" 

" ... /( , ' 

'. 
f , -

~ ....... " .. 
." 

. l' 

• 

• ", 

.-

" 

" 

,,' 
e, " 

", . 

.~ . ' 

, 

, 
" 



'0 

~'. 

, 
, . 

• 

.. . . 

" 

. ' . 

" 

..... ,l 

... 
,', 

" 

" 
" 

L. L. / 
14 1S 

.. 
~, . 

L.' -,1.. \' '/ 
16 17 . , 

,; 

, ' 
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'[219] Please think of 'your next-door neighbour,s. 
~o_~hàt'etb~iç group does each of them belong1 

.' 
1. -, 

, '''' ... 2. 

, , .... 
[220J How .long, have' you been li vinej in this house/ 

'\~ j .., 

• • "apartment? 
( . ., 

_____ years 

., 
[2.2lf What is Uie ethnie or,i'1in of the 'majori~y' of your 

in-laws? [i.e •• your brothera' wives} 

')English-canadian •••• '. ;' .•••••• ' •. ' ••••••.• 1 
c French-Canadian ••••••••.••••..•• ~ ••. 2 
Jewish-Canadian •. ': ........................... 3 
... 'If... .. 

Mixed .. _ ........................................... 4 
Other ...... : ... ~ ............ ~ ............... ~ ........... 5 

'lSPECIFY.] ~_'.;.,.' ... , __ , ........ _______ _ 
llI<./.N'A .. _~ ............... 1( .". 1 .............................. 9 

,[222] In ge'neral,-do you think English C'anadians and 
. 'F'ren"ch Canadians can get alon'1... [SHOW cARD) 

very easily', fairly easily, with a certain 
. amount of difficulty. or with a great de'al of 
difflculty? .' 

~ very easily ............................... ~ ••• l 
~ , 

Fairly easily.c ................................. 2 
Wi th" a certain amount of difficul ty •••• 3 

Great amount of difficulty •••••.••••••• 4 
DK~ ..... k •• \, .................. ' ............ 9 

~223] Do you think that'in their mentality and ~ays 
of livinq, French canadian~ and English Canadians 

, ' 

are ..• [SHOW CARI)] very',differe~t, fairly different" 
quite,similar, or,very simil,i,r? 

Very diffe.rent ....... , •••.•••••••••••••• 1 

Fairiy diff:erent •. ; •• ~:., , . : • ~ •••.••••. : .2 

Q~ite ,similar ......... ' ............ ~ •••• " .... 3 . , 
very s imi lar ............... ", ' •••••• ": •.••• --;. .4 

~ r -

l .Illt./N'A .. ,. • • ........ ~ • ~ ..... ~ •••••••••••••••• 9 
, ' ,\' ,', , 

~ , 1 '.. • \ 

" 

c, , 

."" . /' 

! J 

/ 

" ' 

[. 

" ::."~ 

", 
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L.J 
23 

L.i 
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.' 
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" 

~. 
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(224) In general, do you think English Canadians and Chinese 
Cânadi~ns can get a10ng together ••• (SHOW CARD) 

(225) 
( 

\ 

[226] 

... 
[227) 

.\. 

, 

.. 

very easily, fairly'easily, with a certain amount of 
difficulty, or with a great deal of difficuitYf 

Very eas ily ............. " ............... 1 
Fairly easfly •.•••.•.•••.••••• ; ••• , ••• ~ 
With a certain amount of difficulty .•. 3 
Great amount of difficu1ty.~ •••.•.•••• 4 
DK;NA: .................................... 9 

Do you think that in their mentality and ways of 
living. English Canadians and Chinese aanàdia~ 
are ••• [SIIDW CARO) . very different, fairly different., 
quite similar, or very similar? 

Very different ..•••..••.•..•••• ' ••.•••• 1 
Fai:tly different.: •••••••••••••••••••• 2 
Qui te similar •. " .................. \ .•.••• 3 
V "1 ,., 4 ery S1m1 ar, •...••• , .............. \ .•••• 
DK/N'A ........................ ,. ..... ' ••••• 9 

\ 

'\ 

that English Canadians 
get a10ng together ••• 

In general, do you th~nk 
and Jewish Canadians can 
[SHOW CARD] very èasily. 
amount of difficu1ty. or 
difficulty? 

fairly easily. with a certain 
w~ a great am~~nt of 

. 
Very easily ••.•..••••..••••••. , •••.... 1 
Fairly,easily •••••••••.•• _ ••.•• _ •••... ~ 
With a"' certain amount of difficu1ty ..• 3 i 

Great amo~nt of difficulty •..• , ••••••.• 4 0
• 

[ IJI(~ ........ :: ..... " • • • • • • • • • • •••• .,. .~ ••••• 9 

Do you think that in, their mënta1ity apd wàys of 
'living. Jewish Canad'ijms and English canadians are ••• 

(SHOW CARO] very different. fairly dif.ferent, quit~" 
s;,.milar, very 'siÎnilar? '" -~' 

very "cl!fferent .•..•.• : .•.••• J •••••••••• i' 
Fair1'Y different •••••• ' •••• _ • ~ .•••.••••• Z 
Quite s imilar" •• -...••• ' ~ ................. 9 
Very similar .............. , ••• · •• " •••• '" ••• 4 1\~'" , , 

1JI(/NA: • ~.r .. Il ••••• ;., ...................... ~.,." 9 
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LJ 
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LJ 
27 

LJ 
28 

LJ 
29 

L.J 
30 

L.J 
- 31 
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, { 

l ' 

[228] Wou Id' yo1.l be willinq to pave a French-canadian 
as a member of "your family by marriage? 
[SWW CAROl 

Very willing .•••.•••••••••••• ' ••••• 1 
Willin"g ............................. 2 

"Not very willing ••••••.•.•••••.••• 3 
Not at aU willing ................ ~ 

" 

41 
" 

[229) Would you be willinq to have a P'rench-Canadian as 
a close personal friend? [SHOW CARD} 

very wil1ing. ; •••.•.•••••.•••••.•• 1 
Willinq _ " " ........................ . ', .. 2 
Not very willinq •.••••••••• ' •••••.• 3 
Not at aH willing ................ 4 

a(230] Would you be willinq to have a French-Canadian 
over to your ho~se for supper? ~[SHOW, CARD] 

Very willi!ng: ..................... ;; .. . l~ 
,. Wi"'lling ........ • ' ......................... 2 
Not very willing •••.••••• ',' ••• ~ ••• 3 
Not àt all willing ......... ~ ~ ..... .4 

" 

p c 

'~ . : 

(231.) Would you be willing to hiwe a R:renph-Canadian as 
,à person.'yoù might visit with? [SHOW CARO] ,/ 

vèry will ing ...... .......................... ... 1 ~ 
• ' , J>,. 

W111inq ..................... __ ... ....... ! ........... ~ 
\ 

Not very willinq .............. 1, •• Olt • 3 
Not at all\willi.hgd ••• ••••• i •• ,. •• 4 

" 

.(2321 Would you be wil1ing to' have a French,-Canadian as 
a meJUber of qne of your !l0cial,," clubs? (SHOW CARn) 

y , 

very!! willing .. . y .. t~ ...... .--••••••••• •• 1 
wi11ing ...... . " .........• -.' ...••.... 2 
Not very willing •• o •••••••••••••• -.3 

.' 1 Roi;:. at al! willing., ............... 4 
./ 1 ~ • 

" -. 
(233] Would you ,be wi11ing to hav~ a French-Canadian as ., ' 

your next-CIoor neighbour,? [SB>W CARO] 
... ~ ~ 4- \ 

- \ j 

'111" • ' .- ,,' 1 Very Wl. ~ng ....................... . 
Willing .•.....•.••.• ~ ........... ~ •• 1iI •• 2 

'11' 4. - , 3 Not very Wlo long •••••••••• \ •••••••• 

Not at a:ll willing ••••••• ' ••• ~; •••• 4 

" , 

, < 

" " . < ' 
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32 .-

1 

., 
LJ 

33 . 

L.J 
34 

" 

L:J 
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'LJ 
36 

L.J 
,37 

\ 
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• 

1 

" , 

l 

l 
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[234) Would 'you be willi.nq tt. have a French-Canadian 
as a co-worker? [SHOW CARD] 

Very willing ..•.••.•.••••••.••••• 1 
Willing •..••....•••.••••••.•.•••• 2 
Not very wil1:lng •• _ •.••••• ' •.••••• 3 
Not at âll wi1ling ........... ~ ••• 4, 

[235], Would ypu be willinq to have a Chinese-Canadian 
~ , 

[236] 

" as a member of your familY,by marriage? . 
[SHOW CARn) • () 

Very 'willing ....• : ••.•• .- ••••••• :.1 
W'll' '? ~ 1ng ........... .; ...... - ......... r 
Not very willing ••••.••••••••• : ~ •• 3 
Not at al! willing .... \ .......... f .4 

Would you be" Wil'li~q to 'have' a cbinese.,..canadian 
asila olose personal friend? [SHOW CARO) 

Very willing .................. ~ ......... l 
Will ing •. : •••.••••••.•••••.... __ •• 2 
Not very ';"illing ...... : .~ ... : ••••• 3 -
Not at al! wi1ling •.••• ; •• ~ .. ~ •...• 4 

; , 

[237J\}ould you be willinq to have·a Chinese-Canaqian 
over to your house for supper? [SHOW CARn] 

(238) 

.. 
[239] 

Very willin9 ...... . ',. ~ ............... ~ • . 1 
Wil1ing ........................ ~ -1- ......... 2 , ... 
Not very willing ........... ','" •••• 3 
Not at aU wil!ing ••• ~., ...... ~ ••••• 4 

Would you be willing to ,have a chineJe-canadian 
,as a person you,might v:LSi.t with? ,[S~ CARO] 

Very willing ........................... l t'II 

Willing ................ . 1 ..... " •• 4 .' •••••• 2 
Not very wil.ling ••••••••••• o ••••• 0,3 
Not al: aU wiUing ................. 4 

l 

Wou Id you be willing to have a Chinese-eanadian 

42 

, , 

, " 

as a membe~ of one of your social clubs? [S,HOW CARO] 

v~ry' ·WiÙing •.. ~ . : .- .... : • : ..... .\."1' l" ," ... 

Willing •.•.••••..••••••.••• ',' .• ; ~ 2 
~ot very will,ing. ••••••. ' •••••.••••. 3 
Not at all willing • .,. ••••••••• , .•••• 4 

'\ 
' , , 
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., 

f 

~ 
, 

-

L-

-

1 

1 



.' , 

. , 
'. 

9 L.J 
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L.J 
40 
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LJ 
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43 

, [240) Woul~ you be wil1ing to have a Chinese~anadia1'\ 
as you~ next-door neighbour? [SHOW CARD] 

Very willing .............. , ....... . ,1 
<> wil1inq ....... ,. ............. ' ........ . '2 

Not very wil'ling ••••••••••. ,'" ••••.• 3 ' 
Not at all willing· ................ ..4 

) ;' 

, 
[2411 ~ou1d you he willing to I)ave. a Ch.i.~ese~anadian 

as a co-work,er? [SHOW'pNWl 

'Vêry willinç ..........•.•......... 1 
Wi':.11ing ....................... • ' •••• 2 '. 

- _ Not, very willing •••••••••••••••••• 3 
,~ot ~t a11 willing ................ 4' 
, -, \. 

" 
\ \ . 

[DO NOT ASK JEWISH RESPONDiln'S' g.242=O.248. GO DlRECTLY 
TC) Q.249'] 

',~,; [242] Wouid you be willing,to h~ve ~ Jewish-Canadian 
as a member of your' fami1y hy,~arriage? 
[SHOW CARn] 

Very willing ............... _ .. " ... .. 1 
Willinq .................•••.....•. 2 
Not very willing •••••.•• ~ ••••••••• 3' 
Not at a11 willing •••••••••.••••• .4 

.. ';- : 

[24il] Would you he willing to have a Jewish-Canadian 
as a close personal frlend? [SHOW OARD] 

Very willing ................... . ~. ; .1 
willi ng ................................... 2 
Not very-Willing •••••.••••••..•••• 3 
Not'at all wi1ling ................. 4 

"'- [244] Would you ~ wiÜing to 'have a Jewish-Canadiëln 
over to yout house for supper? (SHOW CARn] 

,1 

Very wi11ing .. \10 .......................... , ..... •• 1 
Willinq ................. . ' .• - ....... ~ .• '" ......... 2 
Not very willing ................... 3 
Not at aIl willing .••••••••.••••••• '4 

Il •• _. _ • 

.. ' 

" 

" 

\ 
\ 

1 
l' 
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[245] Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Can!dian 
as a person you might visit with? [SHOW CARn] 

Very willing •••••.••...••••....•.. l 
Wi lling ••••••••••.•••••••••••....• 2 
Not very willing ••••••••••••....•• 3 
Not at ,all willing .•••••••••...••• 4, 

[246] Would you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian 
as a member of one of your social cl~s? 
[SHOW CARO] 

Very willing ••.•.••.•.••••••....•. 1 
willing .••.••••.•..••.•..•••...••• 2 
Not very will.ing .•••••.• ' ..••....•. 3 
Not at aH willing •••••...•.•...•. 4 

[247] Would, you be willing to have a Jewish-Canadian 
as your next-door neighbour? [SHOW CARn] 

Very willing ...................... 1 
Wil,ling ••. ': .......................... 2 
Not very willing •••••••••••••••••. 3 
Not at all willing •••••••••••.•••• 4 

-,.' 
[248) Would you be willing to have a Jewi~p:-ëabadiân' 

as a co-worker? [SHOW CARO] , , 

Very willing •••••••••••••••••.•• #.l 
Will'"ing •••••••..•.•....•••.•....•. 2 
Not very willing ••••••••••••••• : •• 3 
Not at all willing •••••••••••••••• 4 

[249} What 1s your religion?, 

[250} Do you attend church? 

Yes, frequently ••••••••••••••••••• l 
Yes 1 occas ionally ••••••• ~ ••••••••• 2 . 
No~ •••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••• 3 
DR/NA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 
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[251] 

. .. 
ls your soei~l position in the eommunity 
high, low, or t~ same, in comparison with 
ether indiv;i.duals in the Montrea-l." cCi'mmunity? 

( / \ 

Hiqh ••••• " •••• " • " ~ " " " " " " " " " " • 1 ,/ .<: 
" ..--

The same""".""""" •• """" •• " (. " • 2 , '­Lower • " " " " " • " • " It " " • " " " • " " • " •• s 
~ ~ ' ...... 

Cl 

DK/NA. " ." " • " •• " " • " ••• " " " • " " ".9 -4 [GO TO Q.253] 

[252] Could you tell me why you think you are in 
a ••• [higher, lower~ •• ] social position? 

[253) What was approximately yeur total earnings 
for ~977 fro~ all sources, ineluding wagéa, 
salaries, renta, investments, and contributions 
made by o~her melbl;era of your family?' 
[IF NO ANSWEB, SEE CARD] 

30,000 
, , 

25,000 
2Q,000 
,15,000 
10',000 

and O(rer""" .. " •• """.,,,,,,,,, • .,..,,.,,.,,,,. 1 

r 29#999 ••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••• 2 

- 24, 999" " " • ,,' •• " • " • " " " " " •••• " " •• 3 

- 19, ~99. "" • " " "" .e, •• '. " "" •••• " "" ••• 4 \ 1 \.. .. , • 

- 14. 999" •••• 1" " .'" .. " .' ~ " " " ..... " " • ,,5 

5,000'- 9,999 •••••• ,~ •.•• ..,. ••••••••••• ,.6 

Lesa than"s, 000 •••••••• ~' ... ' ••••••••••••• 7 
-- 1'" ... \.. ,- : ", 

DKI'N'A. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 11 • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 

. -

45 \ 

\ ' 

,. ... \ '.' 

, 
[2541 Do you b~lol)9' to any clubs or as~o'ciationa? 

, . . ' 
, ' 

~ Yes • ~ •• ~ .. ' •••••••••••••• ' ••• ~: •• +- 1 

, DI' , , "", 

No •••••••••• , •• ~ • ~ ••• ~ .• '.' • ~~ ••• 2. ~ [GO TO Q. 256) 
( , ~, , , l, l "'-

t .J ' -

DI</NA •• ~ ."ra. ~~. ~;;~ •.•••• _ .~f ..... ~. _,.'9 . ' 
" " 

, 1 _, • . , 
" , \ 

, \ 

'. \ 
'1 

,\ 

, \ 
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/ 1 
60 61 62' 

\J 

/ L L / 
6' 64 65 

/ t. L / 
66 61, 68 

/ 1. 1. ./ 
69 70 11 

-

, 
[2551 CouLd you plcil~e tell r.e about _hesc clubs or 

Jssoclntions. Arc these: 

Sports and cultural associ~tions .••••..•.•..••.• l 
[SPECIFY NAME J ~ 

'BUS iness and pr'a ~ona l assoc ~a tions ••..•••••• 2 
[SPECIFY NAMEJ 

Political groups and Unions ...•••..•...•....•... 3 
[SPECIFY NAME] • 
Relig~ous associ.:n.ions ..•.....•.....•....•...••• 4 
l S PEe IFY NAME J 

Other ............................................................................ 5 
[SPECIFY NAME] 

(256) Are you in any way assoc1ated with any persons 
or groups other than relatives who live outslde 
Quebec and could help you set~le down if (when) 

J' 

yo,u move away ['rom auebec? 
J, 

yes •••••••••••••• ~ •• l 

(sPECIFY) : 

46 

-,...RELATION TO 
\ RES FONDENT 

LOCATION 

TYPE OF,­

ASStSTA'NCE _., 

A. 

B. 

c. 
.. 
• 

Jto~ •••••• ~ ••••••••••• 2 

OK/NA ••• ' •••••••••••• 9 

(257) May 1 ask how old you are'? 

... -,. 

• 

L . l, l, - years 
,72 73 

r,t l ' L 1 
14:, 75 76 

I.<-q l_ I.. t ' . y 

"] 

77, 78 7,9 
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1. 

, 

1. , ,,, ' 

The sélTpling methoOOlogy was designed to fom a represent~ti ve 

sarrple of Anglophones living iÂ. the M:>ntreal MetrcpOlitan area, 

wi thin a reasonable time and cost frame. 

~ 

Since one of the major coocerns of the study was the 

J extent te which Anglophones disaS~iated themsel ves 

frdn Fran~nes, and sinœ resi~nce couJ,si be ;011-

Side~ a key indi~ator of social distance, ~ t was 
"'-

". ~ f J ,,-

, essential that 'OUr sanpling ~ no~,; e)f;lude Anglo-' 

Plenes living in predaninantl~: f'rancoPhone areas. 

'Itle follCMing ,details the sanpling procedure: .. ~ ~, 

f 

- '. 

2 .. 

A list of aU telephone exchanges for the ftXltreal 

Metr'opolitan Area \BS CCIIÇiled. Assistance in' . . . 
eliminating JlQn-residential nœbers fran the sanplinq 

frame was provided by Bell Canada. . , 

" " . 
\. A listing was .made of approximately 1000 exchanges-. 

, ~, ... 

. ~ 

" .. 
Exchanges ~re repeaœq based on the prcportion .of the. 

total M:xltreal population, residing in .that exchange ., , 

(for exarrple, if ~. '484 1 exchange COI)tained 8% of the 

pq>ulation, 484 was, listed 80 times). This methOcl 

1) assuned that Anglq:>hones would pe randanly distnbuted 

',. • -<; 

across exchanges wt,Uch, of cow::se, we kriew to be 

untrue. ' Thus :the probability ,of contacting an, Anglo-
~. .: ' 

\ 

/ 

. , • 1 

• 

--._. , 

r 
r 

1 

'1 

, : ~ . , 

., 

r 

. - .... 

." 
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" 
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~J 

." 

... 

4. 

.. S. 
,,' 

t' ~ .. 

. 
." 

(' "'t 

~ hç:Iusehold was ~'on-'the percent~ of ~lo-
~,. ~ 1 

~ . 
-'phones ~si~.J.n the exchahge. ''', 

; -. 
", 

1 

A nmoe_ ,ëxact ne~ might have been te establish quotas 
- ( 

within each e>cchange based on the propo~ion of the 

Erl9lish-speaking ~tion resid.i.J19 in each. ItoNever, 
T~ 

this nethod ~ have made more ditficult thé t~k of 
" \ 

idet1tifYlf!9 a low-incidence pOpulation using a randc:m 
'., 

digit dialing pJ:Qœdure. In fact, t.tie final sanple 

distribut,ion profiled the gepgraphic distribut~on of 
, " 1 1 ~ 

'" ,( ~i~~ ih the fobiltre~l Metropolitan Area. 

t', 

, " 

"-

and these teleph6ne nunbe.rs were, entered On $C%l!ening , 
.'-.; 

questiamaires., Five atterrpts were made to carplete ' 
, 

the call. 

When all of the nurtiers in the listing had been exhaus-

'ted, the 'SlIrpli1'l9 procedure was repèated, in that a ' 

secood listing of '1000 nmœrs was prepared. 'lhus, no 

one exchange was advantaged by over-sarrpling. 

\ 

A total of çproximately 6000 narres was needed to 

qenér~te the final semple of 332 Anglophones. (A large 

, -percentage of nœbers were rejected on the bâs~s of 

out-of-service, }lOn-residentlal in sp1te of the init1al 

screening by Bell Canada.). 
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