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lar“manlfestatlon,

ABSTRACT o

b,The theory of consbciational democracy ‘is primarily
concerned w1th explalnlng the ex1stence of those. deviant

0y R )

~ cases of fragmented but stable societies. n its.most popu-

"“the ‘theory empha5lzes the internal
conditions under which the,elites in "segmented pluralist”

‘ .

soc1et1es make efforts, dellberate or othggwxsé to counter-

act .the 1mmob11i21ng and unstablllzlng effects of cultural
(

fragmentationtv‘Two “other varia 1%;> haVe"been .shown to be

-~emp1r1cally related to pOllthal’ stablllty a society;s

hlstorlcal polltlcal tradltlons and ;ts pattern of socxal‘

structure:‘ The task of thlS the51s is to test ‘the exporta—

|r

bility"y pf consoc1at10nal\ theory by way of examlnlng “in

“detall ‘the nature of these condltlons in’ a selected soc1ety

Wallzatlon_ oiibthefxmore sallent( dlmen51ons of soc1al

T Tve : R ' o 3 oL :
E % . . . LA < - H
. ' . Lt . . . .

s - _ ot

i N K 4 : WL ‘ ! ’
As‘a responsef in patt, to the.SUggestion'that‘cOnsoéiatlon?

P A

al,politics may 'be found at the, provincial. level as well as
. k b [ ; B : ) ' .

[l . - Yt ;o ' . . .
federally 1n Canadap the”study aimsmtqﬁlllustrate the extent

1

to ,which :this. maghanlsm for confllct management has been

K ‘.

freallzed 111 the 5001ally segménted prbvxnce <3f Quebec. Jn;

a

-the maln, the the515 argues that, by v1rtue of the economlcv'

'~strength and cultural domlnance of Engllsh 1n Canada and‘

» * /

‘North Amerlca, Engllsh Quebeckers have fbr the most part

1

been able to obtaln an effectlve "p01lthSfOf accommodatlon

‘,,(‘ . ) . . 8"

with the province's French majorlty Relatlons between the

spbcultures are con51dered here in light of the 1nst1tut10n--

’x

!

/o : o . oot



‘cleavage--ringuist;c, rellglous, ethnie——which'has served t0“

-

limit contacts, and henCe straln and hostllity, partlcularly

at the mass 1evel What the study flnds is that,

.

1n-the face'
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escalating

‘Quebecols,

natlonallsm,

the

accommodation-

e

pL

’\

" d@cllned gradually from 1ts helght 1n the mxd 19305 to Lts‘

~

apparent end‘ forty yea< )iater. C01ng1dent wlth “this

decllne, howeverﬂ were cgrtaln changes Ln the social and

cultural

very Well enhance the prqspects for a renewal of the French-

orlehtations

"o£°

the subgroups,

Engllsh entente in the 19805 and beyond
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*~T. INTRODUCTION

Deep ‘religious and class divisions separate
distinct, isolated, and self~-contained population
"groups. Social communication across class and
religious boundary lines is minimal. Each group
has its own 1ideology and its own political .
organizations: political parties, labor unions,
employers*' associations, farmers' groups, néws- |

- papers, radio and television organizations, and

" schools~~-from kindergarten to university. Such a
socially and ideologically fragmented system would
appear to be highly conducive to dissension and
antagonism instead of consensus and cooperation,
to ideological tension and extremism instead of -
pragmatism and moderation, and te governmental
immobilism alternating with revolutionary  upsets
rather than evolufionary change.l

N

Arend Lijpbhart

Analyses of this apparent "paradox" \of strohg social
»

fragmentatioh combined with political stability and

i !

governmental efficiency have, like Lijphart's, been confined
primarily to what Kenneth D. McRae has termed the "four

'classic' cases of consociationalism among developed Western

democracies, namely[*the Natherlands, Austriay Belgium, and

Switzerland,d which, until the late 1960s, "remained virtual

' -

. . . Ce s . ; 2 .
terrae incognitae to: - most political scientists." Since

then, however, the' consociational concept's normative-

‘ ' . -
prescriptivé and empirical implications, raised in earlier
’ . -

D

analyses,3.have been elaborated further in studies aimed at

testing the concept's,exglanagory'and.Eredicfive dimensions.
As one might ekpéct,,such,stgdiés concerned themselves with
determining, in particﬁlaf;"how far consociational  systems
are the product of histo;ical political traditions or that

1 -
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of deliberate contémpprary design; the cpnditiohs conducive
to the formation of successful patterns of institutionalized
segmentation; the ways in which such patterns may in turn
provide the conditions favourable to co-operation between
segmental Ieaderﬁ; and, ultimately, the chances that such
co-operation will either persist or collapse.4 While
focussing. not onl any one barticular eleiment, we shall,
withia the corpus of this thesis, endeavour to draw together

A

these primary concerns in an attempt to determine, with
. )
‘reference to the nature and degree of social and political
—— —r"segmentation in the ‘province of Quebec, the extent to which

consociational patterns are adaptable outside the countries

of origin.

A. Contextual Framework
As far as the consociational model's "exportability" is.
concerned it ' has .been noted"~ that, apart from' the

Netherlands, Austria, Belgium, and Switzerland, a few of the

countries known to display consociational . "traits" are
Luxembourg, Colombia, and Uruguay. Although Cyprus;
Lebanon, Malaysia, and, to a lesser extent, Nigeria, have at

one time or  another been identified as, "relatively *

successful" examples of consociational democracies, it is'’

obvious that the first. two states no longer fit ithis
\ ; .

\ categdry.S Another notable example of an' attempt to
. ’ . N
ascertain . "whether consociational patterns may ~ be

succeésfully transplanted to. other ' settings™. is McRae's

N — o ye ot . . VI

; i , § ——mm —



5 ) o ,
assessment of the Canadian case, which reveals that the

larger (federal) political system suffers from several

v

significant shortcomings vis-a-vis both the consociational

»

model and other working consociational systems. To be sure,
these shortcomings? he suggests, result not so much from.any
spécific institutional arrangements as from a reluctance on.
(\\the part of politiéal leaders to relingquish or otherwise
modify ggrtain majoritarian attitudes robte&fdeepiy in the
politcal culture. Indeed, such attitudes represent for McRac

| 4
the "Achilles heél of the Canadian political system," and .

At

" the "damnosa hereditas of Anglo-American democracy and
. K

Lockean political theory and liberal  séciety, though in

[
"

fairness one must note [their) all 'too frequent -appearance
in other political traditions also.” Still, in view of the

fact that elites play a vital role in consociational

,

. systems, and given the extent to which..the attitudes and

“

‘ehaviour of Canadian political le'é'ders .have tended to

“ - o, v

militate against he establishment and maintenance of an

effective politics of accommodation--especially in response

to the long-standing tensions between the English. majority

A

and the French minority—-Mcﬁae concludes that the "Canadian

political system, even at- its best, must be viewed as a very

-

.

imperfect example of consociational democracy.“6 S t\\\\

o

' Concurring with McRae ‘in his assessment'of the Canadiéﬁ
’system as an unﬁ;bmisiﬁg‘setting for cb;sociational poiitzcs ‘r//
are,‘amohq oﬁhers, Frederick C. "Engelmann and Mildred A.
Schwartz, who view the political part;e;xin plural societies

a, S
I

¢ . . . i L
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in terms of their potential to be the organized

A

manifestations of the different segments. Here they find the
: ~ . ' ,

consociational theory to be totally unsatisfactory as a way
of dealing with ©politicized <cleavages, ~arguing that

political parties are not totally consistent ras institutions

!
i

of power or as policy-makers. Given these shortcomings,

A

Engelmann and Schwartz contend that whereas FEuropean

3polit£Cal scigntisgs duly acknowledge the prominant role

political parti=s play in the aggregation' of segmental

interests in fragﬁented societies, they (the authors) "would

pa:ficularly . queéﬁion those who have adapted ‘the

consociational theory ' to Canadian politics, and in the

8 -

process, downgraded “or even omitted the role of political

parties in the accommodation of interests at the elite

13

1eve1."7Aﬁignificant:émong "those" analysts alluded to by

PR ’

Engelmann and Schwartz 4dre S.J.R. Noel and Robert V.

.

Presthus. 'In an éttempt to delineate the ways 1in which

\

accommodation between governmental and private‘fparticdlarly
o " -~ W

interest group) elites--acting within both “natiOn—saVing"
and social resource-allocating ¢ontéxtsé-encourages
- { :
argues - that. Canada “fits nicely” into the category of
. R W o . ‘ L O
consociational societies, inasmuch as its "political culture

. . . 1is generally regarded ‘as- one of limited national

-

integrétiqn, inspired mainly by tensions between its French-
" and English-Canadian ' segmentg, = deep-seated regional

discontinuities, and a multi-party - system which tends to

.
":7.: i 2

. democratic stability in Canada, Presthus, for example;‘

s
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aggravate some. of the other ‘cleavages."a For h%s part,

however,: Lijphart settles on an "average" of . 'these' two
. . ‘1 '

views, thereby placihg<Canada, }ike,IsfaéAF'in his categofy

of "semiconsociational demoeracfés," 51tuat d’“approiimately“

@ -5

in between the centrifugal and consoc1at onal types."

- Notwithstanding this = debate, howeyer, it has been
argued, alternatively, that, by, virtu&of its high degree of
4 . ' .~\ ”“ TR ‘

. L < # .
decentralization, the sya}em of federalism in Canada;, 1ike

A f
¥ . A}

that in Switzerland, for example, 'can have'the‘effect.of

reducing, significantly, levels of inter—segmehtabwten%ion

v
o -

by way 'of offering more "sites" -for the resolution of

differences. Indeed,’ likening them to* the Swiss cantons,
'Y ‘ > .

McRae observes that, in and of themselves,—the. Canadian
. . ' [ ‘ -

provinces can provide a tangible institutionaljframework for

the artlculatlon :ﬁnd aggregation of local and ‘fegional-

3 ,!\.)’1
in¥erestq. In addltldh to the .prospects of 1ntra*prov1nc1al

.

@

reconcilia 1on, moreover, such, 1nterests, once pollt1c1zed,~

also may be accommodated at the federal level' or viavthez‘

various mechanisms of federal prov1nc1al and 1nterprov1nc1al
‘10 ‘ |

reldtlons. ' o o L K

As such, arguments  in. favour of interpretihg Ehe
: , . ,

- consociational model'(as formuiated by'Lifphart) ih tetms of :

the provinces‘ potentlally accommodatlve atmosphere would
appear to hold much promlse, partlcularly when couched
terms of the‘structure of soc;al and poglxlcal segpengatlon

in Canada. Indeed;‘LijpaErt himself maintainsefhat;f;dasmUCh

as it has ‘'the effect of®contributing to an apprecidbly more
‘ o S e :

LY
o

-
\\‘

-
MR
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w "

homogeneous country of provxnces by _way of 1ts embodlment in
the federal system, segmental (read provhnc1a1) autonomy is

’

the" strongest consociational feature of Canadian

|
‘democraoy;"ll Still, whilé,this argumentuCOuld be‘applied to

Jmost federal svetems—;that is,‘provideo their'constétuent
unite apﬁroximate prevailing 'segmentaIb‘boundarreSe—McRae
warns :hax:"in éanaoa, howeVer,;one should not aesume¢an
automatic coincidenoe of provincial and subcultural,

.boundaries, and even the nature of the cleavages

" " L z . .
‘[linguistic, rellgioue, ethnic,, and the 1like] themselves
' : Er : . : , . “

m ° A.J‘ . ' a I3 ) : . °
deserve closer analysis than it has up to now." Tt bears

‘noting, moreover, that this caveat turns on the«highly.valid
) B4 ' 0

® ' ' A Co ‘ “ ' . . 4
assumption that, "in terms -of value systems, llfe‘styles,

s,

and - %eneral cultural patternsp it seems llkely——though we

s

lack suffléient ev1dence to argue ‘more strongly——thatflweﬂ
would flnd greater dlfferences w1th1n.prov1qces than between-

them, and that 1nterreglonal Varlations in Canada would be
w? ‘. .

found to be 51gn1flcantly lower by most crlterla tban in

‘many countrles in Europe." o ' . e

’

Thus, in llght ‘of the fact that provrh01a1 boundarles

-

have not been found to coxnc1de fully with, say,.llngulstlca

F2

or rellglous cleavages in Canada, 1t would appear to be more

approprlate to view " the . prov1nces--except1ng Qﬁebec,’as we -

2
shall see--not so much as‘*autonomous, §ubcu1tures in .

'\

themselves, but} primarily in terms of the p0551b111ty,

\

howevEr remote, that they lnay prov1de alternate "staglngé

"t

pointsh'for the moblllzatlon of subcultural 1nterests an the

fat
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event of malfunction at the federal«leéel. On this basis,_

N
Ry ) e

'moreover, McRae asserts that even‘though some of them (New;

\
* \

,.Brunswxck 1n ﬁartlcular, and Ontarlo and Manltoba, whose :
‘ ':‘!\,' v ‘I“'. - '

linmguistic minorities are  now substantlally weaker)“ have:

displayeg .an  increasingly receptlve‘ atmosphere s1nce “the
m1d 19605,'the prov1nces have~fared 11ttle better than the

‘federal government at accommodatlng the lnterests of d;verse

- ;\

cultural llngulstgc groups. However, by virtue of the way in:. ’
. z : - .

whlch prov1nce, language, and rellglon y are ‘ l1nked

uinterrelated, and representatlve of the cultural hegemony of
Y ' . LA

e ' .

Canada's ﬁrénch “minority, VQuebec,v as - the.;immediate and v

: Lo e RS L AT .
~-obvious; exception} constitutes the most promising site. This
¢ P . . ¢ —

" \ - . ‘ . [ .l . . N ', . “ f . ‘o

L 1s . perceﬁved to ..be so,. we contehd, in - light  of "the
‘ g ¢ to '
‘soc1ocu1tural dYnamlcs whlch result from the strong Engllsh

& Mﬁ- :
[ .

presence, 1n Quebec.. ndeed,, by way: comparlng Quebec
o ,;‘ ; “ . ' l?- .

v "'Ill.’

that' ‘“while‘ the‘

' ﬁ-" ' l‘ R

.;.:. that of the French speaklng ﬁlngurstlc m1nor1t1e5‘in

L "
4 ‘ . i

“the other” per1nces becomes 51gn1f1cantly wbaker and more

f

v Wt . E3 '; ' Lo
preCar;ous." Of course;« thlS- pos1tipn of strength _rs;g- ;

" NS . . w e s X < :
] v : o v, : o t
balanced . substant}ally by ¢ gthe,“ "Concentratlon' gof,

{ ’ -
'French Canadlan 1nterest on Quebee [espec1ally] durlng the .

i

3V19603."13 g w’v 'A R {[ IR oo ﬂ :*: ""‘ -
Of partlcular 1mportance here 1s the faét thdf McRae
qouches hls‘ argument 1n terms of the . post WOrId War ' i

L .
emergence; on both the federal and prov1n¢1al 51des, ofrag
1"ta‘c;i_t‘.'Q“‘ug‘ebg-zc reserveh theoryau wﬁich'hOldS@thaE: ‘ ’

' e i B I
A . " ' "



Tianatural solldarlty

'French -Canadianh leaders played only minor- roles ‘in
- broad | federal 'issues . whlle Quebec | politics
remained a. world apart. Such an accommodation was
possible .as long as . Quebec life’." remained
traditional and polltlcally passive, but under  the
impact 'of modernization it pointed dlrectly to the- ‘
gradual separatlon of the two polltlcal systems 14 .

) ( ' o ' N ' , . ) "
Moreover, the . importance of the provinces—-QuebeCn<in

particular--as “reserves" for thé accommodatlon ‘of vsub—'

' )n', AL

cuktural . interests is 1llustrated further by way of ghe"

'parallels Herman Bakvis. draws* between ‘the blocsv lp« the*

Netherlands "and’ . the provinces in Canada,‘ which - as. is

suggested elsewhere, have grown in 1nfluence and autonomy‘

§ . -

.largely as a result of their rlghts and powers,i.thelr:

- oo

‘Slgnlflcantly, ~§akvis“ notes that: "Instltutlons . and

'

..\ . 'f,l I K - . "

creatlng - a number, of“flingUistic"mlnorltles Who. feelQ o

themselves aggrleVed nd of re1nforc1ng one ,very large?

1nst1tut10nal boundarfes/'in"Canada ~ have' ‘the effect bf“’

tbupr(French Canadians 1n Quege@)'whol

mleadership,. “<and ' their -1nstitutional" frameworks.wi'

’ have a strong sense of grlevance.‘ Stlll, hlS treatment ofﬂlfi

the prov1nces‘&uns counter to ours, partlcularly 1nsofar asf

i.,l

. w—
P

Elllars of‘the smaller West European democrac1es,, and that

‘ 3

that 1t 1s better to recognnze them and to 1nst1tutlonallze"

them even further."}5 4“ ,‘"" ;‘l

“'he! claxms*thatfthey "are the closest we have to the blocs or -

Indeed, adoptlng as 1t does French Engllsh relatlons'?

% ¢

w1th1n Quebec as 1ts focal p01nt, thls the51s 1s, in’ part, a .

W Sl

/

o

they malntaln “1dentit1es [whlch] .are now so strongly rootedj7;f
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: i R

' response. to ! McRae''s suggestlon that patterhs‘ of social .

o

' B I { ‘
segmentatlon' and con50c1at10nal ~politfcs can  -be ‘found

“

(albelt on. a llmlted basls) at the provlnc1al level as well |

.44

| as federally Indeed 1n malntalnrng that further Provlncxal

V
b

stud1es along/(he same llnes as Janlce Staples s analys1s Sf
| A i Co

the evolutlon and subsequant\er051on of consoclatxonalxsm in.

Manltoba 6 mlght well be ,1nstruct1ve, McRae writes:f "The

r

polltlcal processes and underlylng publlc‘ attitudes in the -

Manltoba case ‘and inw‘51milar- issues lnv othe? prov1nces
deserve closer study than they have had hltherto, because"

v o
—_—

whether rellglous and' espec1ally llngUlstlc accommodatlon is

,.p0551ble——or 1mp0551bleneat the prov1nc1al level has major

M

1mgllcat10ns for the future of the Canadlan federatlon as a
ﬁi

‘v ’

whole;

§

K
‘ |

'f ‘establ1shment, nature,'and-pérsistence‘of such aécommodatidnuu

. v
.rv. ,, “ - '

.“contrlbutes to our understandlng of the cruc1al relatlons',

' between Canada s) two maln cultqral llngulstlc gfoups; it

1

f’shall here be argued that, at the prov1ncral level, nlx the

3

_Engllsh speaklng mlnorlty in Quebec-—etonomlcally strong and

4

relnforced by the domlnance of Engllsh culture 1n Canada and

S Yoo

*igNorth Amerlca--has been able to thaln a fully effectlve

fﬁfpolltlcs of accommodatlon. Stlll; as McRae notes, eventthls

' ﬂgroup has/been made to. feel 1ncreasungly 1nsecure 1n ther
' 18

-3face of escalating Quebec natlonallsm since 1960 "

o

‘ﬁlNew‘Brunsw1cw has 1n recent years also ad0pted a style of

L
“ '

governmentf andlf'polltlcs‘, which conforms - well
' . ' ‘ « ‘ . Lot ) Ceer
eonsociational norms, our aim, as Stated;gyls 'solely"to:

‘examine thé Quebec case.' ' e e e

Thus‘to the extent that an examlnatlon of the

While _;”

W

wlen
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.BL,Methodology 3
The first point to be noted when"Outlining ‘the

methodology to be employed concerns the study's time frame,

V‘whlch shall encapsulaé@ the forty year: perlod followlng the'

rise to power of Maurlce Dupless1s\ flrst Unlon Natlonale
vadmlnlstratlon ‘in. 1936 ‘ Contendlng here Athat the initial

twenty-four years‘of thls,perlod represented—thexfinal phase
s e e ‘ . : ] ‘ L . . .

in the long—established'tradltion in Quebec politics whereby.

fthe government‘and,the-anglophone-dominated‘pusiness sector -
T

maintained a close symbiotic relationship;'it bears noting

that even 'with Adélard Godbout'sp Liberal interregnum

between 1939 and 1944 the Unien Nationale constituted‘the
domlnant force 1n Quebec¢ pOllthS qntll 1960, when the party

» was defeated-a second time by the leerals, this t1me under

[

the leadershlp of ~Jean Lesage. What passes .among,-some:
- observers as belng perhaps the most anomalous aspect of the
partyis lengthy tenure;.however, is the fact that desplte“
oppoSltion by its 'members ‘toi'the industrrallzatlon'“andw
economlc expan51on env1saged by the leeral Party under the
relns of Lou1s-Alexandre Taschereau and hlS contemporary, M.

‘Godbout,.ln the 19205 and 19305, the Unlon Natlonale, ponl'

,assumlng power, adopted p011c1es founded ‘on an .economiqv'

J\

phllosophy closely akln to the llberallsm espoused by thosef

.

o~

mformer admlnlstratlons. Here, by way of 1mplement1ng é;j
program whlch served effectlvely to repudlate the one based '
on soc1al and economlc reform on whlch hlS party had been -

i

eJected to offlce 49—1936, M._Dup1e551s managed startllngly



.to transform’' the Union Nationale from,. in Herbert F. Quinn's

words, ' a party of ."radical nationalism to a  party of

conservativel nationalism." As a result, the 'anglophone‘

5

corporate ellte contlnueq}to domknate the economy in open

- COllaboratlon w1th what proved to - be- "4 party of
' _ S N o ‘

L1}

"unrestricted “free enterprise, in spite of the party's |,

“1n1t1al pledge to the electorate to.ﬁdestroy 'la dictature

économique’ vand to. brlng about greater part1c1pat10n in and‘

control ‘over the Quebec economy by the French Canadlan."19

In; addition,  our task 1is to showl.that zhxle this hlghly-_
i accommodative‘vrelatlonship was based in €arlier times on‘
“what Kenneth McRoberts ana Dale Posgate refer to as an
acknowledged spec1allzat10n of respon51b111t1es “and a
”mutual respect for the abllity of the other“to control
affalrs flrmly WLthln its partlcular Sphere of influence,

. . Y R
o its decline began to be obv1ous soon after the advent of the

4 i

' neo- natlonallstgldeology that was ' to characterlze Quebec S

"

soﬂcalled ReVOlution tranqullle ‘of the "19605; Indeed.

‘f-\‘

~

centred not SO much on French Canada ‘as’ a whole as Qon the

"20." ‘ *

- smaller "collect1v1ty 'of\Quebec, and operat;onallzed«by aﬁ‘

‘ : . A _-.Il G . . l
W"new,ﬁ" more actlve : and_ ~interventionist - franCOphone

bureaucratlc ellte, thlS 1deology prov1ded the 1mpetus forg

both the dep051t10n of the anglophone bus;ness ellte from,f""

atop Quebec s ecqnomlc hlerarchy 'and,ffas McRoberts and*;

Posgate ‘suggest, the economlc rattrapage "by [Quebego&éﬂ
n2l

: themselves w1th1n exclu51vely [Quebec01s] 1nst1tutlonp

Flnally,' we”‘assoclate ‘the ‘collapse "of  the tradltlonal

. RO
* LA



$

—

]

D) " ' M . ( K . (Q

]

12

Engllsh French/buslness government alllance with the end of

—

the forty year perlod under rev;ew~~1ts apparent death knell

belng sounded w1th the electlon to offlce of the avowedly

concerns the theoretlcal p01nt of departure from whlch tnlsj”

study‘

relat
the

'expla

t

; predi

one wouldotherw;sehaye expectedvlnstabrlxty‘and (2) in

struc

- over-

\

f'separatlst Parti Quebec01s on lS November 1976.

A further methodologlcal conSLderatlon to be

v
" » .

embarks upon ' its’ examlnat;on of French En
W < i . ) L

ions in Quebec. Given, as we shall see, the powers ofjn:

" v '

'implicit'fﬂnormative ! assumptlons - underlying

"conceptualization of ithe consoc1at10na1 paradlgm “in

I

1n1ng polltxcal stablllty ;n\segmented systems

« " . “ " ’. o " . _ - ) v y : o + '
cting the, "success™ of ‘certain"cdndi}ibns of s

. . T . 4

ture and mass ' political .culture 'in. facilitdting,

arching inter—elite' coeoperation,“this study fo

»

.

gl;shiw‘“

Cihe

notedﬂ‘

( )

wheref

ocial’

llows

closely McRae s three p01nt cateqorlzatlon of the prevalent

poxnts -of; V1ew ‘on’ the con5001atlonal democracy theme, . ds

sugge

sted _. by ‘the‘ ~ex1st1ng nllterature..‘ As

R . v
' e

;";SUCh: '

con50ciationalisn\”iS“approached here- from the, standpoints

o oY :
. Ch .

Vo

l) An underlylng characterlstlc of the polltlcal’

‘culture arising from historical c1rcumstancés that
- *may antedate the perlod of mass polltlce o -

“

»2) A pattern of social’ structure,jempha3121ng the"
sdegree of cultural:. and llngu15t1c segmentatlon in

V'the soc1ety 1tself and

oo
‘\

3) a pattern of ellte bel‘Fav1our and ellte-—mass

ﬁfrelatlonshlps, - empha51zlng ‘the processes of
- .decion-making " and’ 1nter segmental ‘f confllct
- regulation.22 1\ . .
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' . X : . . [ ." [ ‘ , Y . . ‘ ) K b 13
. ‘ ‘ LAl ‘ . .
Hence, succeedlngT'chapters”_willv be, concerned “with»

)
)

applylng these approaches ‘ﬁto . the Quebec ) context.

N . ' &
. *

‘Speckfically, Chapters III, IY,”andWV‘Qill,,eachufollohihg‘a‘
. N ' ' [l

.
! b

hlstorlcal pol;tlcal cxrcumbtances Ln Quebec which paved the'b

»' . "

‘way forh a - tradltlon‘ of, 1nter segmental co 0peratxon,

o PO
I
. A ! N

Quebec s pattern of lnstitutlonal self seQregatlon" along

" L
' P

’cultural and 11ngulstlc Qleavage l;nes, and the extent to

v

whlch these' oleavage structpres prov1de clearly¢‘defined

’
i

'vchannels” for: vbhe iarthulatlon of subcultural “interests

ao! *
- n

Withﬁn‘ both;ﬁelite~ma55'Wandrhlnter el;te re{ationshipéi

_ Chapter WV aieo\v am;nes ;n closer deta11 the\'éocial "and

'p form the decllne of consoc1atlona1

K . . s

pplitical. ", forces f-whlch “.1mpxnge : uan‘ the - natureﬂn Qf

“business- government relatlons betweeuebec s Enqllsh arrd

C A

brief theoretical }exposition,l‘examinéy respectAVely, the .

French elltes,T those who occupy poslt;ons of consequenqeu'

S

. s b — b

the chapter concludes the'thesas by outllnlng 1n summary
PR Y ~\" '» : L
pOllthS 1n Ouebec——that

R

i, -

from 1ts apogee 1n the late l9305 and early 19405 Eo Lts f

[ I8 .
. N
. N
-

lcollapse i,inf\ the” mrd Seventles-—and by examlnlng thé

R ?

Engllsh and French“sapcultures,~part1cu$arly 1n v1ew of t@e
. 0 .

"potential 1mpact on Quebec~.p011t1cs by new:" and present

- Vo . - ¥
' a

A Lo . “

»

t-... 1

"

w"ways.‘Flrstp where they are dealt wlth 1nd1v1dua11y,_they
e . S o P K Y [ o
_:w};l;he y;ewea }n‘terWStQﬁfehe,er;terronpogégghn}clty._Grven

A

v

W within both corporate énd public sectdr 1nst1tutlohs.,Last,'

"m:'"fi In thls the51s the "subcuItures" w111 be deflned 1n two 1

.iprospects for a renewal of thel"bonne entente" Between the;:

-‘forces. the Engglsh rlghts groups.. S n";}"‘g'ﬁr ‘ \'Tf'

.

)

C o
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%“h’e‘,‘,"qener'al nature of pre- and especially post-War patterns

'jnun'igrat_ipn,- hpowever, defining the subcultures in this

&nanner does, ‘as one can well imagine, produce a large number

3;%"' Qroups . Thus given the. rather limited scope of this

el ~ .

-

_analyms, we 'shall confine ourselves to a consideration of

‘only the five "ﬁfos?t significant groups. These include the

’

" French, those of; B;‘:i"'t.is.h—ﬂs'les origin (i.e., the English,

Irish, Scottish,. and -Welsh), Jews, Italians, Germans and

., Poles. ‘Accounti-n;g“for "the extra group here 1is that fact

that,«{ as Table 1.1 'inc'iica"tes, the Germans and the Poles
alterndted in fifth place during the perlod under revlew

Also of 1nterest to note is the fact . that the, Jew;sh group,

lohg the: most sxgmfxcant "other group in Quebec, fell from .

" third to fourth place numeri‘cally between 1951 and 1961 .

-

Second, and/noregene'ra&l’y, “‘the. subcultures will bew

defined in‘“te_gms“ Ofi their language’ of use, whether Eriglish

'

. ’ ﬂ\ . ) ‘ >
or. -a,ﬁepch. Fr here we find that while ??E‘renchv have
always constituted the largest portion‘.of L e;‘,'{";population }'n »

£k
. - 3
.

'Q,ue'be‘c, ‘the early non-francophone irmnigr_aht community--

.

«1nclud1ng Jews, Germ’an,‘ Poles, Ukranians and 'Russians——

' 1ntegrated moSt fully with the Quebec anglophone communlty.

_For 1n_stance,. the Jews, the most ‘numerous pre-Depression

o cL T . P ‘ '.' . . B . . .': , ., )
m\rnlgrant' group', came, durlng successive generat‘lons,

overwhelmlng,ly to adopt Engllsh as thelr prlmary language of

EeS

communlcatlon. Thls is well 1llustrated by the fact that

whe;eas only 252 out of 60, 000 Jews had Engllsh as their
mother,“ tongue “in’ 1931, tfxe first flgure ‘had by 1971

P

+
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increased to 173, 000 out of-.a total Jewlsh populatlon of some

:/A

116}000. while essentially sxmllap - to that of their
predecessors, the actions of later non-frantophone immigrant
~arrivals to Quebec reflected much ,more of the sense of R

ambivalence dnd amblguxty common to such, groups. For one

‘thing, the Itallans and the Greeko, for;example,rtended to

* .
.

ret;in, their mother .toﬁgues for longer periodéf‘of. time.
Evidence'of this can be gleaned from the fact £hét'of the
170,000 Italians in Qeebéé in 1971 only 15 OOQLhad adoppted
English és their mother tongue. In. comparatlve terms, the
figﬁreé for 1931 were 25;000 and 725 nespectivelx: As wel%,
these:fgroups tended Eo‘:establish’ta greater degree 6£
autonomy vis-a-vis the anglopgone ééﬁmgnity. Ind;eqf the )
Italians in particular, like the Irish to a certain aegree

beféra. them, had closer social :énd éulturalh tie;x and a

higher rate of Jintermarriage . Jith the majority French’

commun;ty: Still, after WO¥ld. War 1II, they nevertheless’ ”
‘tended to send their chiidrenprimarily'ti;Egglish—langdage
Ca£holie schools. This tendency was, to a large exteﬂt,‘ ‘ N
indiéétivé of these immiéraﬁtsiﬁﬁesire to_gghieQe a degree
of upwarq'economic‘moBTTIE§T~and to this end their attitudes

and behaviour did -not. diffef,markedly from those -of the _

eeonomically 'dominant 'anglophones,, whoSe leadershlp
23

ey

economlc and political matters they tended to follow.

£

Finally from the.penspectlve of methodology, it is, we - "

bellieve, prudent to both note and'heéd'Bakvis's‘éavéat that . .

"no model éhouldibemapplied uncritically to the Canadian

R . . : .



©» 8till, it should be clear, as Robert Presthus argues, that

- N N

situation, 2 ,or, for that matter, to any other national or

subnational situation. For his part, however, Brian  Barry™
M ‘ .t e s .

- makes certain allusions to the effect ‘'that an indiscriminate

application of modeéls and theor1ES——particuiarly those of
the consoclatlonal type~—to the Canadlan 51tuatxon preceded

Bakvls s warning. * Indeed, in his analysls of the "dangers
“involved in botn the appllcatron of consociational theory

and‘the adoptlvn of consociatlonal praotlces,‘Barry nbtes
) ! o ‘ ) ““
The model of “c¢dnsociational democracy" is- no
. longer regarded in Anglo-Saxon coufitries as a
'+ curiosity but may be in dander of being accepted
" too ungritically as a model for the resolution of
divisions within a society. This argument is
applied in particalar to the cases of Canada and
Northern Ireland, to -suggest that ‘the effect of .
attempting to imtroduce consoc1at10nal practices

mlght make matters worse.25

a,r

oA

"not every condition of consociational society nor every
—~. . .

facet of'accommodation theory will fit the Canadian, milieu.

'Theorles rarely function in: thlS way."26 Consequenfif, it'is

h\ .

commonplace that when explorlng the normatlue and. emplrlcalu

1mp11cat;ons of partlcular theoretlcal constructs,hanalysts

' .

find it necessary at least to tlnker with a gluen theory‘

fundamental components-—the better, that,is, to have them

fit the situation in quest}on. Thus, ‘Just as S.J.R. Noel ..

Qs

o

recognized the need to make_"certain adjustments”. to the’

consoc1at10nal model before applylng it to,lthe Canadian
27 N g

gontext, so too does the undertaklng of this -analysis-

dictate subjecting the model to a certain dégree of "fine~—

[§Y
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tuning." By way of rendering the necessary, adjustments, the~

following chapter takes a closer look at .the concept“of'
T , - AR

analysing in the process its

1

consocidtional democracy,

wo%+k—-- social, ‘polipical,‘ and theoretical . dimeénsions, defining
characteristics, origins, facilitating factors, and its
) . .

shortcomings. ,

Fi
. He N
4. " . v
v /
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'II. THE CONSOCIATIONAL PARADIGM

Al

Consoc1at10nallsm is an alternative .to majori-,
'tarlan " 'politics. . . ., [The " antimajoritarian
"rules of the 'game"] _explicitly legitimize
politics based on communal pluralism and .the
attempt to strlke accommodatlve bargains that will
+"leave no group a, w1nner at the' expense of .another.
The emphasxs is on peaceful communal coexistence .
and the maxntenance of. communal plural societies
on Aa. consensual ba51s, rather ‘thanon reduction or
elimination of politically .significant ‘communal
solidarities or. domination . oOf .m1nor1t1es 'by
majorities.1l: ‘ a

.“Milton J. Esman

“

" One type ‘of a four fold 'typology ‘of‘ democratic

N

.reglmes——the result of a crOSSFtabulatlon of the structures

of society (plural‘ or- homogeneous) and the behaviour of

oA

elltes (coalescent or adversarlal)——the consoc1at10nal model .

_is in essence a cla551f1catory dev1ce based on a number of

‘complex socio- polltlcal dlmen51ons whlch may, ln' and of

ﬂthemselves, determlne the potent1a1 for and malntenance of

l.polltlcal stablllty The four fold scheme 1tself (see flgure

l):corresponds 1n part to Gabrlel A Almond s typology of

democratlc‘ S stems;‘fthe "centrlfu al" and "centr1 1tal"
. : ys 1€ ‘ g P

"types,;in partrcular; belng substltuted by Arend L13phart'

.ffor the‘WContlnental European »and "Anglo-Amerlcan" typesf -

‘respectlvely,l"ln order to av01d any unlntended geographlcalw

Y

“'connotatlon. 2 Although we xshall at present be’ conce-‘rrxed-w~

£y

"mlthf:cellsigAT and c, ;prellmlnary deflnltlons fo:f the =

ftypologyfs:ﬂfundamentalgelements‘gare nonethelessyyln‘orderff
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- 'FIGURE 1
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w‘(Based on Arend Lljphart, Pemoéracy 'in’ Plural Societies: A

' Comparative: Perspectlve (New Haven: :Yale 'University ‘Press, "

Ja1977), Fig. 2, p. 106; and Steven B. Wollnetz,;"The Politics.

“of Non-Accommodatlon “i Canada., Mlsappllcatlons . of

'LConsoc1atlonal Models. and Thelr Consequences for the" Study B

of National. Integratlon and Political Stabll;tg'“' paper -
'presented to the Annual : Meetlng of -the Canadian Polltlcal
,_Sc1ence Assoc1at10n, London, Ontarlc, 1978 Flg.nl, p. 3 )
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‘L .



-

T S L : | 25

First, democracy shall here be defined in terms of

Robert A. Dahl's notron of‘a polyarchy"—~that 1s, societies

’
N

w1th only some approxlmatlon to the . democratlc ‘ideal. 1In

vlew of the nature of thls study, moreover, 1t bears notlng

-a problem analysts encounter when deflnlng consoc1at10nallsm

?soc;etles f7 whlch polltlcal lelSlonS,~ functlons, .and."

',

yithin the context of,democraCy‘in general.,Here, in his“

attempt to, ascertain the . extent  to . which analytical

distinctions are,‘in“the existing 'literature, made between

Ty
AR

. v . ' ‘7’ . ‘. w
"consociationalism" and "democracy", Haris Daalder observes. a
. ) . o ' . . ~ '

‘.‘tendency on . the part of proponents of ‘'consociational

democraCy" to "take democracy for granted, and only seek to

specif the artiCUlar features ' of he ‘consociational
P . Y . . .

" . . . -
-

.subtype of genera} ‘democracy." For hlS Juut, ‘DaaTgérf

recémmends- that . "one should attempt to‘ dlsentangle more
| J )

clearly the propertles of consocratlonaflsm on” the one hand

i
, .

and democracy on the other‘" forf*'Just asf there may be
LB e ‘

. democrac1es that are and others that are not con5001at10na1

toe

so consoclatlonal soc1et1es need noﬁ‘tma democratrc,othough

w

‘sqme; are." "Hence:” "There would “. seem ﬁo‘ exlst' an

o AN . ' . . L il' -

R

systéms (democratlc or not), and of democrat1Cf-systems

v

»;(consoc1atlonal or not)--lf one 1s to get a closer grip on:“

the spec1f1c character of consocratlonallsm on_ the one hand

‘

-

w3

and democracy on the’ other,.’as~ a prelude to a,_fqller‘

understandlng of_ﬁhélr lnteractlon

Second the term Elural shall'be used to denote those

.« ey

)
M

dimperative need “for'- comparatlve study—~Of consoc1atlona1‘-
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o " sociaj} inetitutions foiiow or‘COnoern*salient‘end intense
linee? of oieavagejﬁiwﬁetﬁer: of A 'linéuistié», religious
\;/ | s ideologicai; cultural, raciaI} “socioeconoﬁic,‘ oryiregional
i uqture. As suohf tue groups of the populatlon bounded'by ]‘
o,

'~ these an§ other cleavages wlll be referred to . as the

'segments’ or subcultures of a, plural SOCIety.fItuiS'somewha;

oo “‘peradoxical;. however, that, as Kenneth _McRae notes, "the

' "
" . . 5 ‘

most fully institutionalized cleavage in terms 'of segmented
n ~ o i ‘ = ! . i

. \
"

sotial ‘structures need not be the cleavage of 'greatest’
.+ .. salience or. intensity, as we may recall, from the. example of
BelgiuM'in the 1960s ‘when lengudge‘differences became»more
B - intense | than .  traditional. formally 1ns\1tutlonallzed
DT = o4 S Ce R ‘ , ey
oo ot cleavages. , ot ) . « :
- i ”Finally,"stabilitx shailw bé ‘u‘,a [as a’ synonym”]ﬁor*

. ,
Vit

. reglme cont;nu;ty, a term whlch comblnes ;deas encountered ”=¢gj

frequently in the lrﬁerature on: comparatlve pOllthS- system.,{

’ : - R
malntenance,\ c1v11 'order, legrtlmacy, 'andf‘governmentaih” o

SR S“Vlv 7'-'v‘-‘,”~. S T SR AT
A effectlveness.i; B , e T e T g

¢ - -‘

Slgnlflcantly mthe four 'types ;in”,tﬁe typology
"\.- R ) ) '..N L E— vl | ! - E ’( ok ‘”“":‘

7”3& democratlc reglmes represent nOt only dlffErent comblnatlons

-

N ""A‘

‘V?fnf;‘{ﬁoff éo'lal plural;sm and' elltev behavlour~ but dlfferent

,\\‘

As the termlnology would

"egrees of polmtlcal stabllaty..

S r

Y.

R T”;fl em to suggest,

stage, théfj”

,\1‘ - ,J.W

emlnently stable"reglmes.. Comblnlng

by ‘ S 4
stablllzlhg features ~~ofp“

the
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' o i ' ! ' ot '

consoc;atlonal types,rdegolltACLZed democraty should dlsplay

. " A
’t

the greatest level of stablllty That it does not, howeVer,
_T\\\ is mainly - the- result of 'the‘ destabilizing effects fof‘ i d

' ' ,“. ‘ v
» .

OppOSltlon to the 1nsuf£1b1ently democratio quallty ‘of thls‘f
v ,,"‘A

type - of feglme. onel7'wayt,‘in . whlch thxs so- called

L9

, ' ' \ '

K "heodemocratlc‘Hopposatlon causes polltlcal instabilfty in, "

e
r ’
. B . '
[ 3 R o ’

depolltlclzed dembcracles is by spurrlng the search for ways

{ .

1n whlch to relntroduce "an adversarlal pattern of pOllthS,
a move whlch would entall a‘ shlft from depollt101zed
centrlpltal dempcracy.NQf couree,‘such a change produces a

. favourable outcome when 1t maLntalns the demooratlc pature~
flv Of‘the regime.ﬁAiternat;vely, the nepdemocratlc opposit;oq
‘ma}‘ takef-the form ,of fradlcal; demands Vfor ;arf1c1oatorvj: ,
) democracy, ‘6; of: drrect extraparllamentaty actlon. vThesev.
| deﬁands"may5t,howeverf ,lead to ,the overloadlng f the Aﬂ@i
v : décision-making process‘ and toﬁ?quthet;'reductions‘ﬁin’vthgl _ffﬁvj
Vo N S 0. R

"
il [ . 1

‘ . . .
ey " . "

level of governmental effectlvenes. rf“)*‘ o S S

! o -

'

Nw o

‘tBased 1n1t;ally on\rﬁhe obsetvatlons fof a ‘ﬁumber ‘of St
., ' . ' \ N . T c .";4 };
ﬁemlnent schoiars involved ‘in ana&yslng the major pol1t1ca1 e
L .'_i LI v . :‘4. e f o .

developme”-- the depollt1c1zed type represents;{

f‘é*‘

-t}”tﬁgf k%ngfﬂoffmdemog:atl reélme .toward whlch the Western\f"fjﬂu
demooraCIes appearedwﬁtou be‘ mov1ng ’1n the early l@BQE.‘c“ oy
e i o l\" R \ "

Described by such :nms as the "New Europe"?and,xln North

Amer;can, the "New Amerlca";xo}f"lnterest group llberallsm )

and the "democratlo Lev1athan,Wxdepolmtlclzatlon denoted a

. I . h .\_s‘
L_trend seemlhgly toward a lessenlgg 3of 1deolog1ca1 d ;
M n\ e WA I"“'.

~re11g10us ten51ons and a 51mu1taneohsulncrease in, coalescent'”
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’

decision-making. For' instance, Ernst B. Haas envisioned the

. '
typical democracy of the New Europe being ruled by 'way of a

"grand coalition," insofar as the "clustering of affections

\ ' . ‘ . ”

and expectations” within separate segments of populations

\

‘seemed to be "a thing of the paSt."6 Comparatively speaking,

the . depoliticized:. and consociational . type$ are similar,
particularly to the extent that they meet with much the same

criticisms. Yet, unlike consocietional democracy, the
depoliticized type lacks the justification that coalescent
béﬁ%viour is indlspensable in order to')nAnage the severe
cleavageé of a plura] society. Here Theodore Lowi condemns

the . trend in ’Ameriqgn democracy toward interest—gfoup

liberalism {a philosopny, favoured especially during the

Kennedy Administration, which has the leading "interests' {in™

'
toy

society represented by-well-placed officials and advocapes
in the interior pcocesses of bOIicy formation) for its
tendency to result in "an oligopolistic situation” éﬁdob§

the ;{rophy of 1nst1tutlons of popular control."” For his

>

part, moreover, Dahl predlcted in 1966, " that an

increasinglye‘important sourc@ of conflict in Western

W

Idemocrac1es would be the nature of the so- called democratlc‘

\

Leviathan. In supp011> of this contention,"heA argued that -

.
.
’

many yobng people, 1ntellectuals, and academlcs‘ﬁeject the

' democratlc Leviathan.. . . because,~mn their view, it is not

democratlc enough:‘ ‘this new"Leviathan is too- réﬂhte and

bureahcratized, too addzcted to. bargalnlng and compromlse,
1nstrument of political elltes and technicians
s

i

4+
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with whom they'feelvsliéht identification."’ |
In spite - of spéh]critio%éms,‘héwever,;&t is imporpadﬁ

to emphaéize that the four-fold typology as a- whole is

neither a static nor 'a  purely descriptive theoretical

construct. This is well illustrated by the fact that as it

- links fhe independent variables of the plural or nonplural

!

charactef of society and of elite behaviour to the dependent,.

~variable lof political stability, .changes in the independent

\
”

variables will be seen to affect the degree of stability of

%5; démocracy Unde¥ consideration. SiACe Aonév'Of‘_the

variables in thi;‘relatiogship is political stability, .the

typology indicates which "types" are inheréntly more likely

to perﬁist~~the centripetal and consdciationai;regimeé—*dﬁd
: _ !

wpich“are more likely. to collapse~-~the cep{rifugal' and

. ) . \
depoliticized regimes. 'Indeed, the fact, that the trend

toward depoliticized democracy was quick to lose its appeal

has been explained 'with reference tq the inhercnt

"

instability of depoliticized regimes and by empirical

evidence which cites the unexpectedly sldw~disappeafaﬁce of .-

old cleavages and the emergence of new ones. Viewed in!

~diagramatical terms, moreover,  the horizdntal movement

toward the ' left side of the typology was stopped and

. reversed. As we shall see, hoWever,/f}pe - typology ‘does .: "

possess the capacity to indicate the direction in which the

At

.-unstable centrifugal typé~ is 1likely to develop--that .is,

into - consociational democracy 1if the <conditions are

favourable, and into a nondemocratic regime otherwise. .

v
'
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A. Dimensions and Characteristics

v oy
K

Significant among the théorétical dimepsions of' the

“t  donsociational ‘model' are, as 'adumbrated‘>in the preceding
chaptef} (lf, a vgiven societY's““histhicali‘ political
- - ' " T /

.

Y ‘tradition of ‘diversity- and accommodation, (an important
- - . . " : K

ooy

underlying characteristic of its politicalxculture); (2) the
. , g _ _ .

\ ” \ ~
-, ‘e

. society's patterns of“*socidl ~strdcxure ‘and actions {(in

AR . \ N ’ [ .«\

.

rparﬂicdlar, -a segmental Dr~ subcultural orientation along:

A ’ . . . . .
cleavage lines, and a raison d'etre for maintaining such

.
"

- -
o . R “
-

f Y . . !
segmentation on, for instance, an organizational or

N +

inefitutibnal *level):; and, _most ‘1mportantl< (BI " the .

attitudes and modes of behaviour of the soc1ety S elites

i . 4 -
(i.é., coalescent rather- thah adversanLal). Hence,-fwhen

-
' ]

viewed both in isolation and-"ﬁi terms of ite importamce

Iy . .
relative to the others, as well as-in llght of the fact that

£ - 0N\
-

politicaprarties, 1nterest droups, media of communication,

schools,  and voluntary .associations tend to be organized

along lines of segmental cleavage, .each of these dimensions

-

. ) ) !
‘' becomes oflmuch significance when elucidating the crucial

= inter— and intra- segmental relationships characteristic of

- v

\
-~

-

plural SOCieties. o o , S

v

t e -‘ . .P’
.T”"f“”“ 'As . .such, the consoc1ational paradigm representf a

’

subtype of the models/theories of political stability, “which
(

. o : LI S Y

V.Ehecfies of bolifiCal integration. Yet whereas, .genexally,=

. 'political integration presupposes the existence of’cultural

' homogeneity~<both of which in turn are prerequisites for

N
. Y
I I3 . .
T . . N
\ - - \

-

'ﬂgare"themselves classified ‘underg the general‘-rubric of

’

. . —_—
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v . Al L) L
pdlitidﬁl‘stabllity~~oroponents of the consociational model,
4' ~ ' — [s ‘ ‘.
by makinhg an explicit distinction between elite political

culture iand mass political culture, advance the view that

politicar\‘stability can be achieved and maintained in
i " A ' ’

segmented\socxetles lf the leaders of the subcultures enqage

P
voluntarlstlcally, ratlonally, and "purposively," in .-

e .\ » -

.\ .
co—operatlve efforts to counteract the centrifugal

\ e

tendencies of cultural fragmentation, Viewed in comparative
. . ’ [ . N
terms, moreover, consociational theory .-differs from other

. ] i v i . > ’J. . ) :
theories of Aolltlcal ‘integration--federalism, nationalism

and nathnal"unification, and political development and
natlon—BuildingA forﬂexamole—-not only’ln fts refutation of
the thesis that!multural fragmentation necesarily_leads to
conflict, but.alsé in its insistence thatidistlnct‘lines of .
cleavage amono”FH”’EUBEuTtures may actually help rather than

hlnden thelr peaceful co- ex1stence.9 ' T
\ = . \ K ' . R - )
Furtherv thls\ conception ° of the consociational:

"solution" is complemented by three basic elenménts ~of.

LA )
g i

administration, which, along with the key characterlstlc of

\ii

~"overarching” co- operatlon .at the. elite. level—ﬁby way "of

¢

what Haas refers to as\|a grand coallthn»lor ‘cartel"{~of

». the leaders of significant ’segments of “\the plural~

society—-eﬂtail deviations from the prlnc1ple ofi purevw

.
S

majority rule. As expound 4 by Lljphart,\these addltxonal

B

elements cOnsist of: (1) the mutual veto or coneurﬁent'-’\

4 .

ngority“;rule, which serve

‘as an addltlonal protectlon of .

s
:

. Vital minority interests; (2) proportlonallty “gsirﬁhe

’



standard . of political representation, civil service

appointhents; and allocation of public fpnds; and (3) a high
degree of autonomy for each _segment to conduct its own
\internal afféifs. " It bears  noting  here that these. .

admxnlstratlve characterlstlcs are derlved from Dahl's list

’ ~of “the six pr1n01pal ways in which vlntersubcultural

7N

conflicts ‘are dealt with,.  namely: (1) violence . and

, } . L '
. repression; (2) secession .or separation; (3) mutual veto;
¢ . : ' -

(4} autonomy; (5) proportional representation; and (6)

assimilation.. For his part, however, LiJphart argues that

. ’ : ‘ } ) ' b X
whereas . the "first,  second, and - last of the ~six

N

possibilities are outcomes predicted by the majority  -of

theories of political' integration and stability" (with

"violence an{d repression" and "secession or separation"
B L. ' *

rep}esentrng the failure of integration, while
Q K .

"assimilation"” .represents the .successfdl‘fintegration of'
.divergens subcultures into a common :culture)} tﬁe' third,
fourth, 'and fifth poSsibilities:tqgether'cha;acterizesthe
;consdciational ‘SOlutiohgi‘In‘ other 'Qords,f consociatibnal
democracy aims towards guaraﬁteelng “as much autonomé for

'the ' dlfferent suﬁcultures. as possgble, ‘ overarchlng

"

collaboratlon by the subcultural elltes in whlch each elite

.

group possesses a veto over cruc1a1 dec151JMS--Calhoun s

.

doctrlne of concurrentA majorlty rather than the majoglty

’

pvlnc1p1e--and proport;onal representatlon in dec1s1on‘.

10

maklng bodles., In llght of the fact that 1t reduces

v *

contacts,' and hence';strelng and hpstlllty_ among . the‘*

! Sy
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v [
subcultures atvthe mess level, %t has been suggested that
seghentai autohomy is;‘in particular, avvitel CharECteristic
of consociational eystemstll Thus lin_ eccordance with its
crucial‘impert; dutonomy uill in this studf be treated as

‘the foremost "social" aspect of consociationalism.

B. The Orlglns ‘of. Consoc1at10nal Theory

’

lectual orlglns of the concept

J

~of consoc1at10nallsm,.1t is* 1mportant to note that although

‘In 1dent1fy1ng tbe 1ntel
A

the term "consociatlonal" s%y ts flrst modern—day2

—— \

appllcatlon An . the context of Davld E. Apter's work on the
emerging African nations,12 its typological coininé is
attributed to Arend Lijphart, following from the way in
which‘he introduced the term in‘hiS'“ccpstructive effort tc'
refine’ and build' onto" Aimond's "classic typology of

political systems, first 1ntroduced in 1956. W13 .

-

Indeed, h;ghly 1nfluent1al 1n the comparatlve analysxs

: of democretlc polltles,'Almond s typology ‘is theoretlcally
31gn1f1cant insofar as it establlshes a relatlonshlp between
political culture and soc1al structure on the one hand andi

polltlcal stablllty on'the other. Eurther,‘at the empxrlcal

P

level, -Almohd ‘ dlstlngu1shes .three types . of Western

‘democractic. polltlcal systems._ the Anglo-American sYstemel‘:H

‘(ekemp;ified by Britain and”‘the"United States), whose
culturel vhomogeneiti ;fd‘r"cuerlappiugﬁ. membereuips;';re"
, ‘conducive' to . stable and . effective1;-éovernment; ::theﬁ
L : AR B T . o . Co
‘Ccntrnedtall_European systehs;t(Frahée. under the..Third‘,andv '

.
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Fourth Republics, postwar Italy, and'wgermany'ypnde}’ the

Weimar, Republic),  'whose séparate i“subcultufes, “and -

segmentation (marked by "reinforcing" membebShips) led to

uristable and ineffective ‘(immobiliste) government;. and a .

LN

third category  consisting . of Austria, . Sw1tzerland

‘Scandinavia, and the Low (Countries. - Initially}h Almond's

'

classification of the types of 'political systems‘consisted

of four categories: -

\

IR the Anglo-American'(1nclud1ng .some members
of ‘the Commonwealth), the Continental European
.(exclusive of the Scandinavian ‘and Low Countries),
the pre-industrial, or  partially industrial
political systems routside, the European-American
area, and the totalitarian political systems. Thi's,
cla551f1catlon will not include all the” political
systems in ex1stence today, but it comes close to.

doing so. . It will serve’' the purpose of . .
bringing out the essential'udiffepences between i
these political systems.14 Gy : .

It is not until hlS 1ater wrltlngs, hoWever, that“Almond

opts. for the three fold typology of Western democrac1es and

. the crlterla on which it is based. In addlt;on,to,notlng

. + "

that : Almond s subsequent ‘terms of - reference = vary

Y

Vo

¢

con51derably, Lljphart p01nts up the fact that .

desplte his geographlcally derlved termlnology,'
-Almond does not use. geograph1ca1 locatlon as an
,addlt;onal ‘criterion for -distinguishing between_
' the Anglo-Amerlcan and Continental: European types
.. "of democracy. In . fact, in .the same article 'in -
- which’ ‘he  proposes" the typology [“Comparatlve R
Political . Systems“], he spec1f1cally rejects any
'reglonal cla551f1cat10n because it " "is ' based not
‘on the properties of. the polltlcal systems, ‘but on
their contiguity in. space" [p. 3921, which is an:'
1rrelevent crlterlon 15 o ‘ T

[ o ' L e

o S v . o . Y
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Yet whereas Almond falls to render a detalled analy31s of

\

'the countrles that comprrSe th1s thlrd category, save to say'
»vthat they comblne the polltlcal characterlstlcs ‘(1 €.,
Stablllty and effectlveness) of the flrst category wlth the

socio- cultural characterlstlcs (1 e.,‘separate subcultures

phand segmentatlon) ‘of the«second, Lljphart,liﬂ elaborating

Almond's . typology,  labels® these" "deviant 'cases" ;Of

fragmented but ‘stable .political"systems ‘“consociational
16 - | | -

democrac1es.

co

‘leen the fact that 1t packs a 51gn1f1cant amount of
-addltlonal theoretlcal baggage, the counter typology putrf

f‘tth by Lljphart and elaborated by subsequentrproponents of

"

fthe theory'lof consocxatlonal democracy——Hans Daalder[
. ' . N . ' ‘ s
'WGerHard Lehmbruch“ val R. Lorwin;”Rodney P, Stlefbold andg

.
t

Jurg Stelner, for example——quallfles as a ﬁajor contrlbutlon
"-b E f

to and a " firm reference poxnt in the llterature on thei

; comparat1ve"analy51s of lelthal “systems. Indeedf :as

Daalder ‘has - observed ahi exten51ve -body of. theoret;car- S

‘writingP sprang up followlmg the flrst dlscussumuy—ef the
"ﬂlconsoc1at10nal } democracy theme~"inﬂ‘-an‘j 1nternat10na1.u

env1ronment, that belng durlng the Brussels Congress of the

"Internatlonal Polltlcal Sc1ence Assoc1at10n 1n September,"‘ B

.

-‘

'gl976..It was - here, Daalder notes, that Lljphart presentedh!,l'

[

‘ifhls "Typologles of Democratlc Systems,f and Lehmbruch gave a:

' paper on "A an Competitlve Pattern of Confl;ct Management"
“_yln leeral Democrac1es.' Moreover,,the appearance of these

| ploneerlng" works were to glve way qu1ck1y to what Daalder"
u s ~\~.

@ aw

° e N : R . e : : A N
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’ ', referred to less' than“af‘decade ‘later. as an;‘"incipient‘

,wschool" “of adherentS‘ to - the theory‘-of consooiational

democracy? the members of wh1ch engaged actlvely in c1t1ng

~ and commenting' upon each othef" ‘\wOrk,‘,In essence, what
‘these theorists'were eventually to formulate was, " according
to Daalder, a model which, "against preyaiiiqg normative

¢v1ews, based malnly on Amerlcan‘or-Brltlsh perspectlves,"

presented a "formldable challenge ‘to ex1st1ng democractlc

—reglmes, and to wldely held bellefs on the condltlons of
l.effectiye and_stable democractlc‘rule.."17 o

o “For pufposes of cOntinuity} . we - $hall, on - the
-theoreticalrd 1eQ§1;" be - \concernedf“mainly‘\'Qith the
‘ : et . ‘ . .

‘,‘conSOCiational‘ model . as formulated hy .Lijphart. It is
ﬂimportant_ Eo.‘emphasize}“ however, that"although his, in

V‘TQ , 'particular, has the 1mpr1matur ot such noted spec1allsts in, .

‘ X ‘ghe fleld@ of :comparatlve polrtlcs las» Almond ) James 8.

m.""‘wg}boleman,‘and Luclen»Wx‘?Qe, Lljphartws does not. stand alone'M

oot T as at.singular ‘condegtuallzatlon *of con5001atlonallsm-
| o - : L e - PR

Indeed.r inasmuch asu*it \serVed‘ to focus: attention‘ on. thef
' Lo /

polltlcal processes “and_ patterns oflvsoc1al structure'

.0

pecullar to certaln of the long neglected smaller West
European democrac1es durlng the late 1960s and early 19703,4’

1ntroductlon',o§i”the» consoc1atlonal model brought

®

g j}-5'¢ appllcatlon of" comparatlve polltlcal theory Thls 1n turn ‘;]}t

o

of a termlnologlcal nature) on the conSoc;atlonal democracy
R | . s\\ | S




. theme. For .instance, these . variations fall under such
. ' ! ) i

headings as "se§mented"‘giuralism, to be dlstxngulshed from

the more famllar plurallsm of American polltlcal llterature,

whlch s itself . characterlzed by‘.‘"OVerlapplng" . and *
* . - ‘o L

"crosscuttiné"* membershlps. “COncOrdant"' democracy, whdch‘

empha51zes the way rq'?whlch ellte declslons are Peached by;'

mutual ‘”agreement‘n%rather A thanff by ‘majorlty rule'

“proportional"\ ”democracy, which‘ denotes ‘the . balanced
dlstrlbutlon of app01ntments and patronage amongst coalxtlon
‘leaders; contractarlan democracy, whlch» is a .spec1f1c

Y

reference to the pattern %ﬁ confllct regulatlon durrng the

'post WOrld War. II reconstructlon .of the ‘Austrian polrticaly

system, the gplltlcs of communallsm,‘referrlng to a form of

segmented plurallsm, » whlch is deflned as a pattern of

,competltlve ,broup solldarltles w1th1n the same polltlcal

f . N ’

systenm, andv‘1§ based on ‘ethhic, .llngulstlc, ‘racial, or .

'rellglous .1dent1t1es, - " and the 'éolitics'- 9£ elite{\

accommodatlon, ‘theﬂ term ylnltlally ‘used by Lljphart to-.

descrlbe the pattern"of polltlcs *in jthe Netherlands.lgf”

Clalmlng ;f .that v,‘ consoc1atlonal‘ - democracy" + . 0r

consoclatlonallsm" are erha s the most convenlent enerlc"”
9

e T

terms w1th whlchvto gescrlbe the phenomenon of fragmented ¥

fbut stable democrac1es,f McRae argues that,ihe 51gn1f1cance‘51‘.

‘[:of these varlatlons in termlnology 1s not to be ggscounted' -
_fFar from belng 51mp1y exchangeable synonyms, they«

.~ have. different’ overtones and resonances.. They cabé =

. attention to the fact that different analysts have '
:empha51zed dlfferent ‘aspects ofy_the, .political



i 1
b 'syst“ms of the countries concerned, and in this | </g
way /they  constitute "a. first step towards more .
systematlc dlstlnctlons 19 ‘ " '

e To begin with, the consocxatlonal modEI orlglnates f rom’

: : , SR 2 .
similar propositions of ‘plurallst th@ory-~that is, the

‘90Verla§ging_memberships“ proposition formulated.by Arthur
F. Bentiy and ‘David B. kTruman,"and‘ the '"crosscutting:

A

‘cleavages"‘prop051t10n of Seymour Martln Llpset—-whlch hold
N ,\ Al .

that soc1al cleavgaqgé’: s;e moderated 1f dlfferent cleavages .
crosscut gt d?;' but become confllct laden if they :
| ' 20

‘-cumulatxvely fe«“!oicé one another. Overlapping

\ . i

membershlps and crosscuttlng cleavages are, on this basis,

seen yas belng characterlstlc of * homogeneous politicaf
cultures," whereasx. re1nforc1ng '_cleavages (1 e.;‘y‘no
ioverlapplng between dlstlnct subcultures) .are 1nd1cat1ve of‘
' systems Wltb fragmented POlltlcal Cultures; L ’ :”

¢

Thelr parenthet1cal presentatlon here notw1thstand1ng,

R &

Almond makes two 1mportant p01nts regardlng the concept of;

polltlcal culture ‘iﬁ; general. .Flrst, 51nce. patterns “of

\

orlentatlon to polltlcs and concomrtant polltlcal actlon:‘

e

may. and usually do, extend beyond the boundarles, of M"ﬁﬁid

polltlcal systems,»polltlcal culture,,Almond clalms,‘does‘

! o

nbt c01n01de w1th a glven polltlcal system or, for that;"

matter, soc1ety Second ‘ althOugh 15* related to t;*“f’tigi

POlltlcal culture"* 1s nét synonymous w1th the- "generali?y AR

'

culture._ Indeed‘ ow1ng to the fact that it’n";nvolveslv

cognltlon, i 1ntellectlon,4w”and7ﬂ:adaptatlon . to jveXternaiWJ;- S
‘-‘l ) o . "‘. S R ‘ R L ‘l - N '{ " '_‘V»““
E .{m Sl . Lo I ‘_ o

ey
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situations, as well. as the standards and values of the

‘general culture,” pOlltlcal orientation (i.e., politioalu

"

‘culture’) ‘is ‘an’ *autonomous and dlfferentlated part of the”‘

1genera1 ‘culture. The utlllty of the concept of polxtlcalﬁ

» \

.~ culture and its meanlng, furthermore,"are perhaps ,best

conveyed by way of a comparative—emplrlcal illustration.

b

several of the Old Commonwealth countrles have a common

l"‘""T. ‘ o o 39

Here ‘Almond. argues. that the Unlted States, Britain, and

pol1t1ca1‘ culture, - but represent separate 'and“different,(

. kinds of politital'systems..At.the‘same“time,‘he-maintains

T

that‘ while they constitute individuaf pontlcal systemsd__

Contlnental West European states include’ several dlfferentj"h

’
\

‘.,polltlca} cultures whlch .extend beyond national borders. "In

.other words," Almond states, "they”,are“'politiCal"sYstems

w1th fragmented polltlcal cultures. 21 ay ‘ o | - -

i
e

Vlewed 1n the. context of- thls comparlslon of polltlcafh

-

[

o
L —

of overlapplng membershlps and crosscuttlng cleavages, theﬁ'7

cultures,,then, the above prop051tlons of plurallst theory'h

‘malntaln,,spec1f1cally, that in, systems dlsplaylng patterns%:':

LN RN

.

pfpsychologlcal cross pressures . whlch‘j»result from fanﬁ

B Tndlvldual s membershlps 1n dlfferent groups w1th dlverset

& S T AN

‘-attltudes., Moreover,hv; theses systems (exempllfled byf'

B’“‘

a’/

‘agenc1es, pol1t1cal partles, 1nterest groups, and the medla

\ ne

7 e Core "
! Ce : . ST ' v : a

'1nterests and outlooks leads to moderate, mlddle of the~road;"

”,Almond s‘Anglo-Amerlcan‘"type,' whlch 1s characterlzed by af;
f“homogeneous,j secular polltlcal culturé" and fa.’"hlghlyffff
s \ : B o
‘;ddlfferentlated";,role; structure,‘ inf whlch governmental;
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"Vof"communlcatlon perform spec1allzed functlons and . are
autonomous, , although a'lnterdependent), . cross pressures; RN

L
! '

operate not only at the massuleval but“at the elrte level as‘x‘ﬂ”,

well--that ts, as Lljphart notes, provldlng the'"leaders of

b n
Y

soclal groups w1th heterogeheous and overlapplng membershlps

Al

N R e
o S find' dt neeessary to adopt ‘moderate pos;tlons,f'.z2
“ﬁ ‘(i ‘ThuS,‘glven the fact that suc :moderatlon ‘is essentlal‘to r
. politrcal stablllty,“Llpset.arg‘es ~that:<rthe\ ohances fon
“ stable democracy are enhanced to the‘extent that Qroups and |
o . . o , , ' (.
1ndividuals have“a -number“of: crgsscuttlng, polltlcally .’HC\
relevant affll;atlons.f23,‘wif‘:;'f_'lv\\ \\“\:‘ - ?'1' : ;K“
. Conversely, vihf’systéms rent Iby shafp, ?rei forciho‘f‘ “k
cleavagesehthat ‘;‘ systems characferlze by what "Almond . |
refers' to ‘as aﬁv?fragmentatlon of polls\cal culﬁure“,'dg
'}‘A‘involvingj‘separate | polltlcal 'suhcultures, \w1th1n whrch il ?i
. o . . \ - N ‘/:
roles aref'"embedded the subcultureS‘jand' tend tqum d?f
"?COnstitute' -1separatef ‘suhsystems { 'of:;‘“roles Vth PR
Cross pressures that are v1tal to polltlcai mdderatlon‘and\ Tﬁt
rstab;llty “,w1ll Séwf absent.nv Exempllfled fgh Almond s KMJ‘E

Continental‘ pEuropean',&typef\ these systems,_. llke‘x\the R

» 5

h~-§‘~i" Anglo-Amerlcan, p01nt up the emplrlcal relatlonshlp that
l «0 K \».'.‘.\ E \"

ex1sts betweenf polltlcal culture»vand soc1al structure

T ."."'.,.:- LWL o » ey et
:“Vjﬂwngnspfarg ash,the achlevement " of polltlcal stablllty 'isﬁl
! ‘: concerned.ﬁIt has been suggested here that the fragmentedqﬁﬁv .
o 'l" La o : ‘.}\" ,:q
HQ>;f; poirtlcal cultures end poorly dlfferentlated role strnctures
SR 2 G Ca
o of the tontlnental European systems make for an 1deolog1¢al *
. \.‘ ,r."‘ Sl -‘ “ \ e ‘.' ‘ J, » 1 A \ _»,"‘;A" .
V'f:»ﬂ style of pI t,cs}{f;an%[ erpslonw of democratlc leg;tlmacy .
SRR fff x R TR G ':\ O ¢
; - [ T L " RN )




}and" stabilrty;"tfimmoblllsm ?lnt pollcy makxng,L “the

'ecer~present‘ threat .of  what r’ offen Called the
e ‘thaeseristic"._ breakthrough' [movements :v‘f ‘ cha@xsmatic
a ‘nationalism‘ thch "break through“ the boundarles'uof‘ the
| ‘ polltlcal ‘subcultures “and‘ overcome\llnmoblllsm ‘through

hd - ' ‘l . i I

B

coercive actlon and Organlzatlon], and eveq a lapse lnto‘

Ci

‘?I'f ' totalltarlanlsm as a result of this meoblllsm.'f25

‘. an extreme form, the hardenlng of cleavagelllnes also is

/llkely to lead to the outbreak of c:l\(ll wax:, as"was 1ndeed |

i "‘\I \‘ . e \

P . fthe case of the‘Austrlan Lager (camps or subcultures)

Ko | 1934 whlch paved the way forrthe annexatlon by Na21 Germany
S ’in 1938, Thus the ab1l1ty of complex soclet;es to avoid:

Ve
N '

thelr stabhllty may, as Trymah belleves, result in large

measure because\of the fact of’ multlple membershlps."27 -

Y N -
[ EE R N
.

RERN . Ve l‘. ‘

AT ’

' up unﬁll the 19605,‘ group lLfe" in Ouebec was characterlzed

=Y - . ~/~-"__ ‘,,‘ . r‘

o i REEEE U R
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Amembers ?ofﬁmthe French Canadlan subcultﬁre.. Indeed

N
. £ ) :
T L Ly * ‘-. i a2, ~ ' ,,\lu, ~

s

ﬂ%l ,Freach‘Canada, whlch were con51derably strengthened by the

SN Aot % . . B

il VContinuity- and cohe51on‘ bmbng -th

" ‘L iy ' - LR

O VI

J'~ . o AR A LN N
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revolutlonh, degemeratlon, and decay‘ and thereby malntaln'
:fL»Although the subject w1lb be pursdéd 1n greater detall‘

. by the marked* absence /of the moderatlng cross- pressures'
whlch ‘result, from 'multlple membershlps, partlcularly,: it

*seems, bécause of the influenoe af tradltlonal xelitist

"ﬁf - Presthus argueshwthe~1nculcatlon of deferentlal attltudes 1n‘
it - R

1n Chapter III 1t hs worthwhlle notlng here that at least ‘

conceptlons leadefshlpi on the cuitUral“attltudes ﬂof“*a‘4

ma]or"‘agents ‘of-ﬁqﬁ*

—_—

soc1allzat10n--the CQureh;\‘state;j and family?icreateh" a’ -
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?cultural' exclusivenesz‘ which, “in turn, ;tempered\:group
"life. Thus it uas_that, "as with most fragmented polltical
cultures, group memberships tend(ed] to, be concentrated
’within‘ tne‘ French subculture, thereby exacerbatlng the

'cleaveée between French- and Engllsh Canada by obvlatlng any

moderatlng effect that overlapplng might bring.X2 ?8 Further,'

<?r sthus_ maintains that Engl1sh—Canad1an conceptions of

leade;shlp were 51m11arly character.i'zed by' somewhat of a

’

spontaneous acceptance of authorlty and -hierarchy Dby

rank- and file members of society. Such conceptions were, he
notes, “llkely to be affected by Brltlsh socletal modelsw
4

includlng what has been‘ called 'The Old Tory Theory of

Authorlty the tendency both’ ln Brltlsh government and

*

Brltish voluntary assoc1at10ns to delegate 1nord1nate1y wide

4
“

powers to leaders almost as a ‘Matter of form, whxch affords

-
1

such leaders a w1de range of manoeuvre when they ‘come face

- A

o W39

to face in negotiation. Hence,jtbe 1mpllcat10ns of these

- -

conditions. ®for- the - process 'of elite &ccommodation, he

claims, are ‘patent. ,

While ‘the Anglo-American. and Continental European

political systems clearly are of importande as far as the
. o N . . ]
formulation of‘thebry and the.comparative-emplrical analysis
—
. canw

undertaken by the consoc1at10na11sts'is concérned it is
with Almond s 1mprec1sely deflned thlrd category that they

are prlmarlly 1nterested By and 1arge, the formex systems

are seen to be significaht to - the extent thatq thelr

dlstlnctlve characterlstlcs comblne to glve substance to the

o [N

-

wue
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third type, which in Almond's typology is insufficiently

delineated. As noted earlier, Almond goes herely so far as

o

to claim that the third category displays the pdliticai”

L :
stability of the Anglo-American- systems and the segmented

IR v

social structure of the Continental European systems and
. . \

thus stands somewhere "in between" the two. Still, it has

’
1

been argued that the inadequate attention afforded the third

. A

type represents "the only major weakhess in .Almond's
otheérwise theoretically rich, well-integrated, and
economically fo;mdlaﬁed typology. . . ."39 Here Almond

excludes the smaller European polities~-particularly -the
Scandinavian nations and the Low Countries--from the

category . of Continental European democracies, while

} -

Switzerland and Austria go unmentioned. He does, to be sure,

"

subsequently set up the "in between" cétegory for
) : -

Scandinavia and the Low Countries, but ,it is not until his

-

later writings that Almond specifies ‘more fully the ways in .

)

which this third type of political syétém“dﬁffers‘from the

3 . o A TR '
other. two. 1 Presently, this distinction ' will+’' become

ce o

» v

apparent when we consider the number ofj§§prtiés at work -
. within the different political systems qu. the extent to’' - -

.""which these ‘parties are Successful at  aggregating. and

articuiating‘ the interests of their coﬁstituéncies,‘ gi&én
‘prevailing éatte;ns_'of.-ppliticaii q@l}ufe' and ‘sébial
structure. | o ) :;:

Of particular note here is the faét that, in addition
to being linked wﬁth the‘gyerlapging &émberships theories,

o At

N
'
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' .Almond's typolodgy converges with the- so-called traditional

. they tend to be »hore’fstable than® multipatty

contemporary regimes."

Id
1

U

dichotomous classiff$%§ion.ofdemocratio polities according
. . ) v } .

"

the two-party versus multiparty, systems typology

N

.to the number of\partiesloperating in thelsystém——that is,

To begin

with, it has been asserted’ that this typology is commonly

used to _d15t1ngu1sh not only between party systems "but

between political systems as well, a fact which is borne out

)

by Sigmund-Neumann's claim that ‘ ~

-~

) w
B 14 Y

these different party systems have far-reaching
consequences for the voting process and even more

so for governmental decision-making. . .

A

classificatipon along this line [according to the
number of:-. partles], therefore, proves to be qu1te

suggestlve and eSsentlal 32
Similarly

[

betweer single-party, two- party,‘ and muftiparty

A o

Y N

ice Duverger concludes that "the distinction

3]
systems

)

tends to become' the fundamental mqde of classifying

A

" Further--and .more imoogtantly~—the

proponents of this ‘classification maintain that there exists

W )
’

polltlcal System and ‘the system s democwatlc stablluty. In

)

'

thls regard Duverge: argues' that ‘not only do two party

.

systems "seem to correspond to the nature of thlngs"“(OW1ng

o
\

to thear accurate” reflection 'of the natural duality of.

S

bublic opinion), but, because they are mode;ate'in_natuge,

0

R
0' N

systems.

Moreover, Duverger notes that while the,demagogysoﬁjoarties

1n a two party system is curtalled by way of“a‘mdecreaSe in

the extent of polltlcal dlv;s;onsk polltlcs 1n-mult1party

o @

e

w

S

Y

&

a close qqlationshlp between the number of parties .in a

N

w
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"divisions and the intensijication of dlfferénces

A -

are characterized by a "general extremlzat;on" of
n . N

opinion,\ which results from an “aggravation of po}¢tical

»34

_leem;sﬁ*ANeumann argues that, unlike a two-party system, a

multiparty system "does not hold.great promise of effective
‘ - v o ‘ )
policy formation" because it lacks a  "unifying and
centralizing order.
4 0 o

For his part; Almond uses a measure of the extent of

.

the%r success ih performing the interest’ agqregation”

function as’ a- test of the wviability of the different

o

political ‘systems. JIndeeqd, viewing it -as the ppimar} and

distinguishing' function of §6litica1_ parties in modern

)

'developed democraéies,nAlmond.situates interest aggregation

in what he refers to as the "middle range of processing” (in

between the input. and outgut stages), "as its ‘task is to'

e \

- transform articulated intérxests: "into ‘a 'rela;iVely small

"

number of alterdatives."AYet, although the two party systems

‘:f

'appear on the,sutface to be 1deally sulted to carrying out -

o

this task, While multlparty systems. ‘appear to be less

A
v

efficient agqregators, Almond's K initial reaction was to
ggreg _

. v
" 8

dismiss any jdea of a‘congruence between Qis_Anglo-American
o .- o \ , et

type and.two-party systems and his Continental European type

and multiparty systems. As he saw it:

The commonby used dlstlnctlon between ?neeﬁarty,‘
two-party, and milti~party systems mply get -
nowhere :in distinguishing the essential properties..

.. of the totalitarian, the AngloAmerican,-and the '
‘Continental Eurppean systems. For the structure we o
call party in_ﬁhe totalltarlan -system. is. not a .

T — i ¢4 . ‘

[V
45.3'
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party at all; . the two parties of  the
Anglo-American systehlare organized manifestations
of a  homogeneous: political culture; ‘and the:

" multi-parties of Cont1nenta1 European systems in
some cases are and: .some cases Jare not the ,
organized manlfeStatlons"of dlfferent ‘political -, '

vcultures 36 7 ‘ , . N

n

.v“’ N -v‘\ ' "
Subsequently, {however, Almond acknowleddes . (albeit
1mp11c1tly) the congruence between that part of his typology

which deals w1th democratlc systems and the typology based

on the numbeéer of partles. Here he agrees that: @'

o

i
A

« . . Some party systems aggregate interests much
more effectlvelyi than others. The number of
parties ‘is a factor of 1mportance.‘,Two party
systems which  are responsible to " a broad
electorate are usually' forced toward aggregatlve
policies.” . . [whereas) the présence of ‘a large
number of fairly' small parties makes it
inéreasingly . likely that each party will merely
transmit the 1nterests of a special subculture or
cllentele with a mlnlmnm of aggregation. 37

e oot t

Still, ‘the nature of'ftheu‘eleavage structures 4n sofme
societies. makes difficult or otherwise pre-empts the’

aggregation of segmental ”inte}ests ‘at the"party.'level

‘_ u

regardless of the 'number of partles operatlng within fhe

o
e

system. . For ,1nstance, -;ﬁf Canada, fast Lljphart notes,
educatlon and the media of commun1cat10n are, ow1ng to thelr

hlgh° degree of , plurallsm,n “obvidus .candidates h for
ot '3 . ,I‘ ) ' T ) - .
11ngu1st1ca11y separate organlzatlon..'That educatior is a-

provxncxal respon51b111ty, moreover, "pointsyj up . the

'51gn1f1cant fact that the Canadlan llngulstlc cleé@age 1s

[+

malnly '1nst1tutlonallzed* by the federal system, as in

Belgium after 1970 and- in Sw1tzer1and."38 Thus/ as John
ST : - . ) : 1 . o

. . ) . - - B ' : . N ”
' e . . Toe '
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Meisel argues, the structure of Canadlan federallsm, as well

\, - A
3

as the relatlve sallence of the cleavages w1th1n the system
itself,‘ tends toward negating the aggregatlon functlon.‘

properly performed‘ by political parties and interest

‘organizations. Indeed: R »

A
'
-

S :
Cahada S mbst serlous cleavage 'by far, that .
between the French and English cultures, although

spilling over provincial boundaries,, has very
largely (but not entirely) become a matter for
provincial-felleral -and inter-provincial

¢ negotiations in ‘whiéh the government of Quebec, of
whatever stripe, speaks most loudly for the
interests of French Canada. Canada's ppimary
cleavage is thus institutionalized to a very high.
degree outside thé party system-or, ‘at best, in‘'a
manner only‘indirectly related to it.39

® ' ' . s ‘
Flnally, Almond makes known his “‘desire that the

aggre&ation, structures be differentiated from both the
. . . . Q

decision-making iand interest ‘articulation. structures. In. .

terms of the general role played 'by parties, moreoyer,
Almond argues that not only do those j;)/the lcompetitiye
I [ ) j ,

‘two party systems pérhaps most eas1ly secure and malntaln'
thls dlfferentlatlon, they ahso possess the potentlal ‘to

perform effectlve 1nterest aggregatlon and to contrlbute to

the condltlon he calls ' proper boundary malntenance"--two

°

functlons whlch are: both d1rect1y related to democratlc

‘stablllty‘and‘characterlstlc of the Anglo-Amerlcan type of

: _ L _ . |- ) ,
At this Juncture, Almond's.SCheme'Converge§'w1th.the

separat1on of—powers doctrlne formulated by the authors of

the Federalist Papers, 1goctr1ne :whlch,.,i Lljphart s

r ‘. , \
. S ,

- o o K ) | N <. N .
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"is  also . - concerned , with. = democratic

5

,,words, -

SN R o ‘ o » ,
‘stabil;tyAWEartiCularly with the. probability that -an
initially democratic .regime will maintain its true

democratic nature-” Moreover, L%&phart””notes- that - this
.connection between the separationhoflpowers theory“-and'

Almond s functlonal approach is partlcularly 1mportant when:

. .

viewed in the‘context of political stablllty,'“because one‘
of the criteria distinguishing Almond's. Anglo-American and

Continental European types is role structure: the degree to
which the.roleshgre autonombus?—or separate.“40<

Thls dlstlnctlon is’ perhaps best 1llustrated when 'one

v

'con51ders the dlfferences between the separatlon of-powers
o D

%

doctrlne and‘A}mond' »scheme. First, in hlS approach Almond
‘applles the idea of separatlon of . powers(got only to the -
three formal:'branches ofP'goyernment (the executlve,.
ledislative, and jud1c1al), butrextends it to‘the.infprmai

'

polltlcal subsbructures (the parties, interestvgroups, and .

dmed;a of communlcatlon), and he places much -more empha51s on
the. latter (the 1nput structures) than ‘he . does on. the former

P4 .

(the output Vstructures).v Second, ‘from a termlnologlcal
"perspectiVe, ,Aimond .transiates powers into- functlons. ‘
Consequently, separatlon becomes boundary nalntenance,'and

: both separatlon‘ of powers‘ accordlng ‘to the- Federallst

alntenanCe between polltlcal

. Papers,nand;proper boundaryh

'level at 1east,,be seen t0'~,

ffunctions may, on ‘a theoretlc

; |

.contrlbute to the stabllxty of democratlc systems.

| For hls part&, Lljphart undertakes to apply Almond'

P
o . ..“ RS
- o
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formulation 'at: the = empirical ‘1eveI. Adopting ‘Almond's '

) ' "‘v ] . \ . ' . T .
termlnology in. his comparatlve examlnatlon“of democratic

systeqs, Lljphart flnds that 1n Brltaln,ArepresentatiVe of

the Anglo—Amer;can type, . there 'is "eiﬁectlye ‘boundary

‘while

‘maintenance . . . among the subsystems'of the polity,

e
in France, a prlme example of the Contlnental European type,‘,

-he found ' poor boundary maintenance .. . . "among the various

parts of the polltloal system." By way of accounting for

this difference["Lijphart observed further . that the

<

political system in France, unlikev‘that -in Britain;‘ is
,comprised of parties and interest groups whlch "do not

“constitute differentiated,. autonomous polltlcal subsystems.
They interpenetrate one another,"” @spec;ally, it wou}d seem,
: o L VAR , o ‘ , ‘

within‘the Catholic'»socialist "and commuhist subcultunes.‘A

further dlstlnctlon to be . made between the Anglo- Amerlcan
- and Contlnen&al European systems relates to the degree of

fautonomy en]oyed by ‘their respectlve medla of. communlcatlon.

'L

"' Here- Lljphart flnds that the Unlted States Br1ta1n, and the3 ' JJ

‘Old Commonwealth natlons have ‘“to‘ the« greatest; extent

N

k-uautonomousj and dlfferentlated medlaa of" communlcatlon,;”
hu‘whereas France and Italy “haveia press' whlch tends to bt
.domlnated by 1nterest groups and: poiltlcal partles."Ql :

As far as the' thlrd type 'of polltlcal systems

dconcerned—-that 1s, the category comptlsed of theksma

.'European democrac1es whlch, as Lljphart notes, also -appengyfgjf

bitO\be those states'"largely forgotten 1n the post,Wofld War

fiI Shlft .;n; scholarly attentlon from the' major Europea”

kA
4
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nations to- non—Western areas"” 4—L13phart argues, that its.

existence‘ calls into™ questlon the prev1ously hypothe51zed

congruence "between the Cont1nenta1 European and mulg%party

-
type and'democratlc stabllxty_"42

doubtfulness that caused one observer—-whlle cla1m1ng that'

‘ the ‘only- 1rrefutable argument in favor \of the two- party

system"‘ is 'that '"1t, has the .great ~merit of focusing

"‘respon51b111ty"f—to- reject the notion  that. "multipartism

K
f
\

.breeds¢ 1nstab111ty ‘and _is theﬂ»parent‘;of governmentaL

oweakness, c1t1ng Swltzerland and Scand1nav1a, hoth\of which

ot "
¢ M
' . " R ' [

.are multlparty systems, as ‘examples' of the\'world{S‘.most

3

”s‘stable,.democraciesu43 ;diven,”‘therefore,(ﬁthat the hlghly,

Bl

"competitive. parties in .two—party ‘ systems -like . the.

Anglo Amerlcan democra01es are. capable of glVlhg rlse to a.

B

'Lflarge measure of pOlltlcal staballty by way of contr1but1ng

i

to - both“effectlye rinterest aggregatlonghand“,boundary;

| 'd

vmaintenanCe 'betWeenu polltlcal 'Tunctlons, gand that " 'the.

presence of a- large number of small partles 'in multlparty_

v

systems such as‘ the Contlnental European polltles is -

P
Je
N s

prlmarlly conducxve to a mlnlmum of aggregatlon and poor°

)substructural dlfferentlatlon and, hence, 1nstab111ty,‘howv‘

o

fe

1s one,te account?for the apparent stablllty of the thlrdg

type when, as Lljphart bbserves,w_ityf systems generally;p

@

dlsplay both "con51derable: 1nterpenetrat10n of part1es,f7

(4-',»..

‘if,lnterest groups, and the medla of communlcatlon" and ‘a level

‘e

of subsystem autonomy as llmltéd as that 1n the Cont1nental

European systems“44

Indeed, 1t was ]ust such,'

o 50
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In attemptlng to deal. with thlS question, Almond,wfor

ekampleh dlstlngulshes, albeLt somewhat tentatlvely, between

| ot

the so—called "brisis“,or‘ 1mmob111st“‘mu1t1party systems of,

[

-,5Prance and Italy and the worklng multlparty systems of

‘Scandlnav1a .and the Low Countrles.< That wthe latter are

yn!‘

‘termed worklng multlparty systems 1s, according 'to Almond,

1nd1cat1ve ‘of the fact that some,.though not. all, of the -

-

part1es—~the Scandlnav1an Soc1allst partles and "the, Belglan

%

Soc1allst and Cathollc parties, for 1nstance~—appear to be
R . } { |’ A

broadly aggregatlve.‘ll5 St111 as‘wLijphart. argues,‘lthis

cxlterlon (the extent of aggregatlon) does,not distinguish

o

satlsfactorlly between the worklng multlparty systems and

w

the CrlSlS/lmmOblllSt systems. Here he states that, "if one

calls the, Belglan Cathollc party broadly aggregatlve, the

n “

Italian Chrlstlan Democrats surely also have, to be regarded

as such. On the. other hand none of the- Dutch and Sw1ssx"“

LS S
“h

partges can. be called broadly aggregatlve;"46

o
Y

'

[

élgnlflcantly,'ﬁn

" the ba51c dlfference between fhese two 1nterpretat10ns lles v

'-performed by polltlcal partles as the operatlonal 1nd1cator"
”lLljphart flnds 1t .more useful to examlne both the system s‘,

f!LlJphart found flrst that, as alluded to earller, theﬂLow.

fln the fact that 1nstead of u51ng the extent of aggregatlon

jof the'~degree 70f’ subsystem autonomy, Las Almond does,_n'

.y
R

\v,-

3:role structure and polltlcal culture dlrctly. In d01ng 's0

~

~Countr1es, Sw1tzerland, and Austrla, among the so-called "1n

?'between" democrac1es,lma1nta1n a level of subsystem autonomy

i €

"

"Qat least as llmlted as that 1n ;he Contlnental European'y;gff




.52

b

‘ systems, . whereas' the Scandinavian , states,‘ like' the

”,Anglo Amerlcan countrles, dlsglay a hlgh degree of subsystem

» '
.

autonomy.

N Moreover,“‘Liﬁbhart'st examination\Vdof ) the second
"crlterlon for dlstlngulshlng between the worklng multlparty
systems Y and ‘" the 5 1mmoblllst ‘ systems-—polltlcal

hculture——ylelds ‘a’ 51m11a§b set“of conclu51ons as .well as

ev1dence of. further 1naccurac1es 1n Almond s typology Here

|
N

‘Lljphart p01nts out that ‘Almond errs ' in hlS 1n1tial

1nclusmon of Scand1nav1a in the category of countrles whose

"

1 4

Msoc1o cultural make- up is ‘characterlzed by .separate .
. : B “ ‘ ‘lyl'

subcultures‘and segmentatlon To be sure.vAlmondfdoes at a~*

llater stage note’ that the polltlcal culture 1ancand1nav1a_

Foi

and thelhow Countrles is more homogeneous and fu51onal of 'm

"47

segular and.tradltlonal elements ‘than’ 1n the Contlnental

s

‘European systems, and later stlll he and Sldney Verba

0

mentxon the Scand1nav1an nat1ons together w1th England .the

”Unlted States,@and the Old Commonwealth countrles -as hav1ng

o ) ...48

‘-"homogeneous polltlcal cultures., Stlll although Lljphart

‘agrees that'jthls~ i_f clearly true ’for -the; Scand1nav1an:

Lot

countrles, hey nonetheless argues that‘r“a' homogeneous

*_..polltlcal culture is not at all characterlstlc elther of the

@

: worklng multxparty systems’bin Sw1tzerland and the 3Low;y~

"Q”Countrles Jagﬁxaf, theﬂ two-party Austrlan system." ‘The”

"fgCathollc,‘ Soc1allst,‘ and leeral' famllles splrltuelles

Evn_-‘ ¢

”s:f(splrltual ’ famllles) jof Belglum and,= Luxembourg,~i‘they:;;"5*

7?”Cath911¢, Calv1nlst, Slealxst, and leeral zullen (plllars

>
ce PR [ . [T ,‘“‘
N A e ;
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" or vertlcal grouplngs) of the Netherlands, and the Cathollc,

A

‘Soorallst,'and Laberal Natlonal Lager (camps) of‘Austrla—*

[ ' ! )

_these are, . Lljphart nOtes, subcultures which “are "quite .’

e —_— [RICEEN

“similar".to‘ the subcultures ‘characterlstlc of  Almond's

,

. - o
COntinental, European‘,type." 'These”‘subcultures belong,

moreover, to countries‘with even more thoroughly fragmented

R ' “oy . ta
polltlcal cultures than France, Italy, or Welmar Germany,
T

with a. SOlld ‘network"of ‘1nterpenetrat1ng /groups”’and

communlcatlons medla wlthln each subculture and w1th eVen‘

v
\

dless : £4€lelllty and ‘overlapplng,’,membershlp, 'between”

deferent subcultures. 49 !. “‘fﬁ‘h S

‘

Thus based oni hlS analy51s of the two crlterla of role‘

‘structure and polltlcal culture, Lljphart reduces Almond s:”"

"typology from a three fold to 'a dlchotomOus formulatlon.u

g

'Consequently, Lljphart cla551f1es the Western democracres

’flnto broad but clearly deflned categorles 1n whlch on the-

-

." -

lone hand : the Scand1nav1an natlons 'are grouoed w1th the s

a

"Anglo Amerlcan and Old Commonwealth countrles whlle, on the

K . .
. e ol

H~.other hand, the Low COUntrles, SW1tzerland and Aqstrla fall'

-1nto ,the category of "other" European democrac1es, whlch

‘I';,"', '11’79\ . AN

P

-lngkvgés France, Italy,‘and Welmar Germany.m ,y', ‘ ‘fk;Q*=:

'

'In the end however, LlJphart 1s forced to conclude .

ffthat a system s polltlcal stablllty, cannot be predlctede"”.

A

solely on. the ba51s of the .two,, varlables of role«structure_iﬂfﬁ

. __ﬁ,.. s

~'jand polltlcal culture. He 1s,_for the most part, drawn to'

KR

5;thls conclus1on out of a bellef that the second category of

Hfm‘the above two fold typology has become too broad, espec1a11y

[ . . . “ ~




1nsofar as’ lt comprlses both hxghly stable systems,osuch as’

> Sw1tzerlahd and Holland and such hlghly unstable systems as

“Welmar Germany and the French Thlrd and Fourth Republlcs.

Lljphart attempts to~ratlonallzé thlS view w1th reference to -

|
* )V

the theory of‘crosscuttlng cleavages, the”propos1tlons of ‘V‘V:J
' ) . J . SRR
whlch WOuldgjrn'_thxs‘ 1nstance‘ lead one ’to expect the Low‘ ‘ '
f . ,'H. . " , Y '/' ‘ . . il
Countrles, ‘Sw1tzerlahd, .and Austrla,[ 1th subcultuggs
" : " " “'

d1v1ded ‘'one “from the other by mutually ’relnforc1ng \

~

cleavages, to exhlblt a: hlgh degree of polltlcau mmoblllsm

and 1nstablllty..The fact that they do not, howe FV as, as .

l

noted earllerp led ngphant“to both label thes e ' "7‘

i evxant'

- cases*of fragmented but stable democrac1es co so

. . ‘
ay L. , ) N

fof: additional relevant ‘varlables to account for,‘the

v oA

1at1inal .
democracies, and to emplOy dev1ant case’ analysls 1n se\rch c‘-:

e s

.stablllty of these demoqracles. In this partlcular case heﬁhﬁ s

g . .
i W

:“-ﬁ‘Fltes as a thlrd explanatory varlable the behay our of . ,7if

: ' o o
\ ! '/ . I

onllttcal elltes——that 1s,-co operatlon by the leaders oﬁ,g-

4 ! . o . BN
. -

5

. the dlfferent ~-groups *whlch ’ transcends segmental ~for‘7' S

'cu tural cleavages at the mass level. To be sure, the ‘;“,yf

tfg('leaders of rlval subcultures may engage ' ;%he klnd of

-

2, W 4 ‘o

‘competltxve behav ur whlch serves only to aggravate\mutual ?_;p?

7,
*o
h .

’ftensions»and pollﬁlcal 1nstab111ty Ll]phart, however}fXSr{l"‘

~ S -’,;,,‘

\

“optlmlstlc that such leaders ' may also make dellberate

S AN = -3

: . - o . K

L / S . A
s

w;efforts to counteract the 1mm@billzlng and,‘gnstablllzlng‘
. ; K -

””éffects of cultural fragmentatlon "50

\

Ihus«lt 1s that by

-

v L “»,,-w,‘r. “.

way of su%h Qverarchlng co-operatlon at the ellte lével

a7 ; Ly « .-.‘\ v "“ ~*‘
Y a

‘cauntryﬁcan,‘accordang tu Claude Ake,.“achleve a d@gree of

o . .
R . b - . - At \.*‘". )
N : . - N . X _-,‘_
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. polltxcal stablllty qu1te out of proportldn to its social
homoge,nm‘,ty'"51 E e v
N § ‘ - ' w0 , : .
RO . o : : L " ‘
',C Conditions Conducive to S o .
COﬂSOCl&tlonal Deﬂfcracy _ ‘ Tk e \
L ‘Judged .in  terms of the foregoing,w consoc;at;onalﬂ
] democracxes are, in‘the‘main} con31dered to be those plural
- by o R
" or deeply fragmented “ﬂsocxetles in T&Whichwﬁ elite
"o ;;”co~operat10n;:coalescent and doncordant .rather - than.
° .«‘Competitive‘ !-behaﬁiour4-ism chieflyil responsible for

e
\ 5 e

t

e and parcel ‘of segmented societies. Although weishall 1n thls
N “ Al - .
vstudy vlew 1t as but one of—th:ee maln f;Fments,52 there'is
" ‘ ' . "

. "scho@ifV . that . the ‘essential characteristic " of
: [ AN " —————— [y oo -

‘ ' L A D . R
2 consoc1at10nallsm ~ is not . so “\much any partlcular

'
‘ t

N
N [

1

e . ' . 2

_.\'x . i \

5aw~lmplement overarchlng,‘

e . IEEEY - B -\‘ . At et

‘ﬁuaﬂreby turn states w1thﬁtendenc1es toward 1mmob1115m and

e - . s
o |

‘vm‘

~

A Y -A' .
v.\_ \ n . e

}”_ ’lnstabillty 1nto more stable sYSEemsm elltes must possess

. o } o . - ~ LM
ey ] TN !

,\ A ~< ‘b ') o EA- ‘CL

o, : “ . < . . .,_,'.-

polltlcal fragmentat;on\u‘Further, 3itf' s argued that the

A%

v~‘.

extent to *whlch a glvenn.set of elites possesses such an

- ek . . ‘\
RN P 5 K

awareness 1s depeh&ent\upo'

i

e

i
S

. RS 3
@ .

' i oo 1
PRI \ '

2 _codnteractlng the centrlfugal tendenc1es taKEh‘to be paft.‘
‘”*fgeneral .agreemeng w&th;n ‘the consocxatlonal fdemoCracyl

{;',Jflnstutut;onal arrangement as: geln ~and delgberateé?esponsesw
=¢;"¢ on thé part of segmentaL leaders to ghehactdal or.. potentlal
<1nstab111ty of the“system..ln-onder,-then, to.work out and =

confllct regukatlng compromases, and.

“certaln”‘key behav1oural attrlbutesi whlch‘ 1nclude the’

3‘ab111ty to recognlze the dangers 1nherent 1n SOClal and‘”“t

elr aegree of commltment to‘

one-assumes,uxs_j

e -
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in large measure based on a vested. interest in preserving
the 'existing political and social ;orQ¢r——iié., power and’

influence for the "elites in a plural society characterized
ideqlly hy.a highhlevel of institutional segmentation and a

clearly defined structure of cleavages--within an atmosphere

"

marked by mu%ual understanding and the absence of

segmental strife. This .in turn places the onus upon the
' : ' v ‘ : 0

elites of the.fival groups' to somehow tranSeend subcultural

© En

¢

cleavages so as to forge.aaworking relationship, the aim of

.
A

1

lutions for accommodating »
&

which is to develop appropriati

) the divergent demands and interests of their réspective=

o .
. groups of ollowers.>> : _ s R

More specifically, Aif consociational. democracy is' to
' . ’ o . - ) - ‘
succeed elités must, first, make themselves aware of the

_— .

delefe%ious effects caused by subculturai'bleavages within

the system. 'Indeed, to the extent ¢hat applications of
. . . .
consociationalism are facilitated at. later critical periods,
. ‘ LI “ -
the  acquiring of such an awarenéss is at no time more
. . i .

impbptant ~than at .the <crucial

Stages of the initial
REAN gstablishment of consociational'pqgctices. Of course, it is,,

empirica}lQ speaking, .easier to assess the probability of
. : - //‘ . ’ ‘ 1 } . ; .
~.-continued success of a fully established consociational

. :démbcracy than it is to:predict. the chance, of success' that a -

.fragmgnted syétem"“would have  were it - to attempt

conmsociatiorialism. An examinati&h of the institutional

. arrangeménﬁs and . the ipperational code = of, Jdnter-elite
L nly T ey W . . o W
® s e sl - e . L
~accommodation in exXisting ,consociational denocracies, foyf

4

of
.
2

A ; o S
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"example, can. reveal the level of commltment to co-operation

\\7\ g pr
they represent, as’ well as how effectlve they have been in

solving““the‘\problems caused by fragmentatlon. Once_ the

precedent has been set and consoc;atlonal methods become

" “

(N

flrmly esqabllshed in systems adOptxng these methods for the

v

fxrst"tlme, however, “inter~ el;te\ cogo eratlon becomes -
: ty T Op ,

habitual, in the sense that it "'no longer ‘represents' a

deliberate departure from prior competitive. responses to

'
—~—'rn

politioal challenges. As will 'beoomer‘apparent in the

. o : s Cl SN SN
following chapter, the retransmission of consociational
o “\ . N . ‘ . B

any
N

norms may, according to Lehmbruch, constitute an important

part of the "politioal socializatiod of elitqs; especially

\

as such norms “acquire a

. through time. "4 e S ‘ // ’

. " .,
rl N

‘Second, elites must display a' willingness to engage in

concerted efforts aimed at impe@ing and reversing‘“the

system's disintegrative tendenci€s, ‘thereby increasing’ its’

level of stability. A high‘degree.of inter-elite solidarfty

is not,;‘to be sure, a necessary - prerequisite - for  the
L I . ! ot _‘v

- application’ of democratic norms and: institutions to the’

relations bétween antagonistgc groups. Yet without at least

‘a minimum commltment to system malntenance, elites are not .

\
~

llkely even »to attempt to redress segmental dlfferences,
|

much’ less adopt consoc1atlonal modes of behaviour. . Lo

:

Thlrd in order to transform the precedlng behayiouraL

"precondltlons .Into - effectlve consoclatlonal actlon, elites

," . 4

must endeavour to ‘establish contacts jand' patterns of

strong ;degree of persistence

v
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communication across clelavage.lines. In order to do so, the
leaders must possess the abilityﬁ‘to break through the
L : i i . ,)
) T ., " 9 , \ :
barrlers,lgk_mutualy understanding~-at least at 'the' elite
level--which 'xesult from strong subcultural differences. In

the event that shared antagonisms prove insurmourtable at

both the mass and the elite levels, however, attempts - at

Y

'
establishing consociational practices are 1likely to meet

with .failure.

- . ~

The last of these preconditions concerns the ability of

the elites to develop "both institutional arrangements. and

"rules _of ‘the game" for the _accommodatlon of subcultural

diffe ces. This precondltlon 1s not only perhaps the most

imporLédnt of. the four, it is also the most dlfflcult to
N, . ' )
satisfy inasmuch ' as certain consociational solutions may

I

produce undesirable sideAeffects. lt will be rememhered‘that.

L) . "

proportlonallty and the mutual veto, for~examp1e, are two of

" , P

the ba51c elementsrof consoc1atlona1 admlnlstratlon.‘Asaa

e game, proportlonallty can be

prevalent‘ rule .. of

'1nstrumental in sol

- A

~the hmaklng 19f gl nment, appoxntments -+ and with the

_allocatlon of resourfes among ‘the subcultures. Stlll,,ba51ng

EAIN

,patterns_ of recrultment to the c1v1l serv1ce on one's
N b !

‘membership in a partlcular subculture rather than on’ the

e »
@ °

crlterion ‘ofh 1nd1v1dual talent may" tend to compromlse

'admlnlstratlve efficieney. An- even more serious. problem is

Cw ¢

1nherent in the second rule-—the mutual veto or "concurrent

‘ magorlfy“ rule-—whlch serves ordlnarlly to 1nduce“the

o ° . s

the problems often assoc1ated w1th
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.leadlng members of the dlfferent subculturés to partlcxpate

An grand.coalltlons. If it is not handled wrth “the utmdst"

\ : " s " |
/care.and restraint, . however, this ruLe,is lrkely‘tovproduce

N
3

the" very immobilism and instabilitY‘xﬁhatl\anSOCiational
practices are designed to avoid. a

It is indicative of the crucial nature ofrleadership in

consociatiional democracies ., that each{) of o these four

\ , ’ .'. ' '. A R .
prerequisites deals, to a greater or‘lesser extent, with the
attitudes and behaviour of elitesu‘As such;'consoclational

theory mollifies Stanley Hoffmann' s complalnt that ”efforts

at theory have produced a glut of typologles and models of

polltlcal systems,' often at a level of abstractlon 'that
squeezes’ out. the role andplmpact of polxtlcal leadgrs."55

1)

As

noted earlier, the concept of COnsoqlatlonal democracy

\

) \
empha51zes the role of the elite iin an, attempt to explaxn

the achlevement of polltlcal stablllty 1n systems dlsplaylng
. (

“centrlfugal\tendenc1es. Yet, whlle the explanatory power ‘of

AR

the consoc1at10nal type of democracy 1s qulte con51derable,

'1ts Eredlctlve power 1s much less so, prlmarlly as a result

~

of the fact that ellte behav1our, ow1ng to 1its somewhat

} ” “
secretlve ‘nature, is more elu51ve mand therefore 'less

. susceptlble to emplrlcal generallzatlon thari mass phenomena.

v
-1t has been noted 'that.-lt is more. dlfflcult» to predlct

’
o o

“whether an unstable democracy can or w1ll become more stable

by way of the adoptlon of consociatlonal practlces than 1t

is to predlcu; the contlnued success of_'an establlshed
A ,

IR
C

consociational demOcracy. Thls 1s so,‘ ‘we. conclude, because

I t

3

"
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the achievement of stability in the first case would entail
. ' v. ' N

a dellberate change in e11te behavxour

'Stlll, an increase in the" predlctlve power of  thew

. e ' : : N “ A
consociational type becomes evident’ when we broaden our

"

frame of reference to include those conditions of social @

' ' . ‘ N
Vv

structure ~and mass ppolitical cultury which conduce to

consoclational democracy;—that‘is, in the‘senseAthat they

pave the Wav -for the establishmeht of overarching .
‘inter-elite co-operation. Thus based on the parameters‘of'
consocxatlonal democracy as defined in this study, such
condltlons may be seen to govern not only 1nter subcultural
relations at the elite level but inter-subcultural relations
at ‘the mass level and eliteemass relations wlthin .each

Q

subculture as werl. An overview of the existing literature, .
);. .

which examines the most strxklng 1nst1tutlonal features and
\ A

modes ~of 1nd1v1dual .and group behav1our of the 'so-called

classic cases, of consoc" atlonal democracy——the Netherlands,
‘Austrla, Belglum, agg,ﬁmltzexland::reveals that the llst of
favourable-conditlons includes: (1) a relatively low«total‘
1oad on the system, (2),the'existence‘of‘external threats to
[

the' system; (3) a multlple balance ‘of power among the

subcultures, ah) d1st1nct llnes of cleavage between .the

o eSS , :
subcultur{s,((S) a moderate level of ' natlonal attachment “—L
and (6) popular approval of the pr1nc1ple of government by

Tellte cartel Hav1ng 1dent1f1ed these condltlons 1t becomes"

“«
e d

apparent that certaln hypotheses and alternatlve crlterla'“‘

can be formulated' for evaluatlng the chances for,“and

s ' ot
. . . >
e
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LA

"explaining‘the achievement of, stability 'in other segménted,’ .
polarized, and divided soc1et1es. It is perhaps ineVitable,.

moreover, that 51nce ghe consoc1ationa1 model serves first
o

‘and foremost»was an empirical explanation. of poiitical

stability’ in a ,set. of small Europé%n democrac1es, its
weaknesses, both realwiand alleged, w111 be made man)fest
'when conSOCiationalism is applied as ‘a normative example to

- r\ “ - I '
plural soc1et1es elsewhere in the world T, oo Y
;\" ) ‘ ~ A A . Ve

r : 0o » . o , R e

D. Applications to the Quebe¢ Context

. )
1

Althbugh the suggestion that Canada as a whole is

,representative of a consoc1ationa1 democracy has, in the

Q " . RE 2

past, gained'some'currency, few scholars presently are of
’ - AL " C

the opinionr that tﬁéi Canadian Qolitical system can

A 4,'4

‘.satisfactoriiy © be characterized by the general criteria
S

"which de fine consoc1ational systems. Wlth reference. to the
‘work done’ by McRae, for example,rit has " been established
that}“in\Canada,-an impartant structural (as distinct from

.institutional or behauioural) precondition,“ namely; the

. ‘. PO . . ’ : ~ B . . S
'suffic1ent c01nc1dence ~of subcultura1' and prov1nc1al

boundaries, falls to obtain.‘According to Lijphart, an 1dea1‘

«

51tuatlon occurs when the subcultures are geoqraphically
- £

concentrated. Here, he notes, wa federal -pattern 'of; o
: : 4 ’ : v

..
°

government in which the 1nterna1 political boundarieS‘

c01nc1de w1th the subcultural cleavages can be .an emlnently‘g:,ﬁ
e

‘llsuitable consoc1ationa1 dev1ce.' Given such a 51tuat10n,_

‘moreover,n"the central government 1s then the 51te for the \\\<1

. - ]
- ) ' [ . v
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"

' owerarching accommodation among‘the'elites‘of the differentv

.
B

.féub,cultures."s6 In a similar vein, M;chael B. Stein‘argues

that, "1f ethnlc and llngulSth dlfferences are present [in

i
A

polyethnlc and multlllngual federallsms] . . . the political

v . R

N leaders of the dlStthtlve communltles w1lll"bargaih" for

‘sufficient‘autonomy‘for“themselves and their followers to

‘., v
: KB

prevent the establlshment of a ‘system® more centrallzed than. .

PR
R federal unlon."57

W } ‘ . ' ) N .
The problem, accordlng to McRae, stems largely fyom the

\

‘ | :
fact that the prlmary llnes of " segmentatlon in. Canada are

)

dlstorted by "the re1nforc1ng but not completely,dverlapplng

_,,',\‘
effects of_prov1nce, language, - and rellglon."SB'When such

\ - o

. lines ‘cf'~cleavage‘ are identified jwrth any — precision,

,howewer, ‘one’ may find‘that there are, among other things,
greater dlfference§ w1th1n the prov;nées thah between them.

4 . : Lo . .
. i - AU : e

) ‘J 4

;} - " ‘

"xsystem—‘partlculariyuw'those whlch‘ ‘assume -an - automatlc

’

colncidence between subcultural and' prov1nc1al ,or reglonal

B .
1'1 J\ B -AlV
v b [N

bbundaries. Indeed, thls 1s the perspectlve fromnmhlch we

subculture could be 1nterpreted 1n'a number of ways--lt
¥

oy could be taken, for example,, to refer to Engllsh Canada and
B .; . . . a. .
French Canada, or to a number of dlstlnct reg“f:ciﬁs such as;

,«-’.
.

the Marltlmes, Ouebec, ,Ontarlo,' and the West~-but most"

| usefully aa pmvmce'"-??.

-,"‘- g

‘bas.lc thrust of Noel s argument, 1t should be empha51zed

&
v

appllcatlohs of the consocmatlonal modei to  the Canadian

»
PO

Aé such, a. strong ba51s ex1sts upon whlch- to 'criticize ..
A . .

g‘n.

,~approach Noel s "v1ew, whlch . ‘holds that "the ‘term

o
/

Yet whlle we dlsagree w1th the ,
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o

. ‘t“ . -

w

consoc1at10nal model..l L o ‘ R ‘ .

. . Ve
[ . . Yo

From a comparatlve perspectlve, McRae, for 'his part, "
finds it "dlfflcult to sée the ten prov1nces——or even the‘

‘ :
“four . og five reglons ‘of Canada——as \dlstlnctlve famxlles
] A . T ——————,

spirituelles or Weltanschauungsgruppen analogoUs to the

- P

;European zuilen or Lager, that is, as . blocs embodying‘

w o '

«distinctive,. enduring, and  possibly clashing",vaiue
systems."60 LikeWise,fSteven B. WOlinetz‘is uneouivoeal”in

hié belief that =~~~ o o .0

- . ' . ' R o
;oo . o . oot . P

[the] provinces are not ‘the»-eqivaiehfg?‘of-‘ o

, subcultures. Though, to _be ~ sure, -there are
foos pronounced regional ~variations across ' Canada,:

: 3'dlst1nct nor as antagonlstlc as. the rellglousser
‘ \ ) llngulstlc subcultures in segmented societies like
.~ % " the " Netherlands, Belglum, AUStrla, - or
‘ ' ' Swltzerland 61" R
_ T

Still} to the ‘extent that they a{§ partJally autonomous
| polltlcal unlts, ‘and desplte the fact that they have for the
I
“LQAQmost part fared llttle better than the larger federal level
‘Hat conformlng to consoc1atlona1 norms, the prOV1nces may be

seen to offer a convenlent forum for the expre551on .and
’"accommodatlon of segmental dlfferences. Nowhere is thls more
‘ev1dent than 1n Quebec, the prov1nce both McRae and°Wollnetz
%xempt from thelr crlthues, and 51ngle out as belng perhaps
'th ~most. v1able »51te withln whlch 'to -undertake' such

e

Vaccommodatlon.“wThus »glven ~the concentratlon w1th1n 1ts

v s

‘that we reject only that part of hls analys1s xn which he)h

»substltutes prov1nces and reglons “for' vsubeultures in  the

v'{bérdefsyféf{ﬂthehvéult“réiiYh<§h5FFDQE;5qu hlstorlcally

63

w’ e
£a

Camadian provinces-. . . are neither as culturally "wm»F“

" e



as the recognlzed consoc1at10nal democracaes, Quebec 1s, as -

-Quebec from the others 1s the extent to whach the processes[‘

_ McRoberts and Posgate have argued.§~'”

“ P . . . B
I : NERN . . . R
Mo . . Ca , . T e,
. . R
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antagonlstlc Engllsh- and; French speaklng subcultures——whose

\demographlc relatlonshlp represents a dramatlc reversal of

\ g 5

the Canad1aﬁ~norm—-1t is our bellef that the prov1nce,of

W '
ot

in whlch to apply consocratlonal analy51s.‘

' -

Prlor to examlnlng the socio- cultural elements‘whlch
(

.

AL e N “,,,’6'4'

make . QuebeCA in our estlmatlon a ~su1tablej case, for -

consociational'analeis, it is 1mportant to" consider certaln”

w

characterlstlcs pecullar to Quebec pOllthS, partlcularly in

7,r‘

federal‘ sys em: For 1nstance,'.1t bears notlng here that

A b !

‘whlle 1t clearly 1s ‘not a soverelgn entlty in the" same sense’

Lo

one of the provlnces w1th1n the Canadlan federatlon,‘almostf

,u
“

“semlsoverelgn, Whlle the powers of all the prov1nces have

'increased‘jsteadliy 51nce the 19508, what dlsﬁlngulshes

' a

‘of pollt;c1zatlon and Statlsm,i part”:and ,parcel fof',the

n's~ . o

modernlaatlon of pol1tlcal llfe in the prov1nce,"have ‘
t*'.centred upon the prov1nc1al rather than the federal level as:

the pr1n01pal locus of dec1sxon~mak1ng power., Indeed, ‘asr'

‘4 .

LN

1

coa

5 P . . o
4, . c - -

o . o o e . « L . N ' T
. T .
O

“‘lrght of the provznce s unlque p051t10n w1th1n tbe Canadlan‘

““.Q?V'TThe pollt1c1zatlon oft Québécois has 1nvolved a

concérn . with pOllthS primarily within: Quebec,-as‘ )
;oppoSed ‘to the- larger Canadian polltlcal system."'
. ‘The " new ,statlsm .has. seeured for ‘the  ‘Quebec

'government a greater range of powers and resourcesf‘

an
“)'

et a0t - R - A



~ than ' is. ex9101ted by any other prov1nc1al
»government, it has also led to demands for a much
more powerful Ouebec state. 62 -
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]

4Yet whlle Quebec may possess the economlc and social

. ' [ | \

collectlve wlll to do " so, in splte of both the deeply rooted

sense. of natlonal 1dent1flcat10n shared by the prov1nce s

u

franc0phone »element ‘and ther pegulstes ‘ Openly. avowed

objective of some form of sovefelgnty a55001at10n"'within

N

the Canadlan federal context lf not outrlght 1ndependenceﬁ

Stlll, desplte the fact that a good number of Quebeckeﬂs are{h

N

dlsposed to - malntalnlng ‘the federal ;order in 1ts present

form, the francophone 1dent1ty has 1n large measure retalned"

its meanlng and s1gn1f1cance.,Thls 1s-seen to be true to the

extent that theV_ French—Canadlan collectlvlty : remalnsl

pregccupled w1th Aits long standlng tradltlon. Qf culturalf

s

capac1ty towbreak w1th the Canadlan federatlon, it lacks the

jdefense and presemvatxon, a preoccupatlon fuelled,lmoreover,f

.‘by the bellef helg by many francophones that thelrs isz?.'

gconquered“natlon, and malntalned 1n Splte of the fact that,",

. ‘vl - ( o= . -l.s‘“‘—‘

,as Wollnetz notes, “many [Engllsh] Canadlans regard Quebecﬁf‘

' ':‘K‘

&

'confederatlon' ‘«Although Qaebec‘ ma!&ilndeed

S

franc phones Lpartlcularly members of?t

out51de ﬁQuebec ] have ’

63
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»jhp051t10n[s]“
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‘ 5equal \partner min b111ngﬁa:~:and b1 cultural ﬂf_
;ave‘ enteredh;~3

t_»Confederatlon as "an equal or near equa1 partner, oVer tlme,f,f,;

hose groups re51d1ng'
ended 7'upvﬁfinf;f;',"subordlnatefgliff
v1s a-v154£ngllsh Canadaans. Consequently, asff'

tQQLljphart has .observed,‘ francdl’ones:,have tended morejfppng



”‘recently . to 1nterpret suchy. - federal _ policies' ,as.

\ . . v o

"multlculturallsm ——announced 1n 197l as an attempt to pay

. , hl
i

“greater attent10n to the cultural 1nterests of Canadlans of*

-’nelther Brltlsh nor French extractron——more "as potentlal )

. ot
i’

.;dangers "to the status of French\as .one of the two domlnant
. ) t . oy N '
languages and cultures than'as. . . ..welcome move(s] towards

% .64 t

a- multlple balance of power.

Such a state of affalrs has, however, served to make

. o v
. . y K

\ A

def1c1en01es in the level of accOmmodatloh engaged in by the

[

: federal government and‘ its other provinc1al counterparts./

A z

_have 1nstllled the collectlve‘ psyche- "fortress

'”mentallty,?ss by way of whlch francqphones\rat;onallze thelrﬁ'

"
v

:v1ew of Quebec-—espec1ally Jts*clerlcal 1nst1tut10ns~-as the

'sole protector and preserver of the dlstlnct French language‘

and culture agalnst the ever present threat of ass&mllatlon

A'\ .

‘1nto .an Engllsh Canadlan natlon.bIt 1s by way of alludlng to; f

“Hd‘thls and other threats to the French Canadlan herltage that

'r"

“chRae wrltes

\v.,

P

V}a ager, a defen51ve complex<1n a

hostlle env1ronment,

|

K3

.Tnot

[R5

’resolve thelr .

. look" te. governmental’, institutions . manned by- fellow.Vﬁ,
lglfrancophones, the.. Government of - Quebec, just ‘as; in; .

B U Y -T EP

thex francophone‘ 1dent1ty‘ more 'meaningful; Hlstorlcallyp

1nappropr'ate'"6€ﬁ MoreOVer,"ﬁh per51stence of the“"."t

ff;jgrlevances through polltlcal proc'SSes, they w111;51”'

,1n_]ﬂ .
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.‘the dlstant past they looked to the 1nst1tut10hs
of “the  Church.,  More . fundamentally, . . _the
. perslstence of the Francophone identity means that".
~ many, of. the demands ‘that Québécois will be led to
'~ make oh. government can be better . dealt‘w1th by the -
hGovernment of Quebec, than by the . Government of
“Carmada. 67 LA DL . Coonh e
“ \ " oy d “l . ' ‘ I » “ ' L 1
Thus hav1ng‘ establlshed . that'* the tradltlonal
. - _(. v . ‘
‘-orientatiOn» of French Canadlan . 1nterests ‘has’ tended

i

~‘cons1derably more towards the Quebec government than to theN.“

'federal government, 1t follows almost naturally that one.

'should askf‘ In,,what dlrectlon lhas Quebec s 'anglophone

populatlon turned 1n order to have 1ts grlevances redressedf‘

"
' /

and 1ts demands met’ More generally, by what meansnhas‘it*

L

‘ , . N ‘
Jmanaged“to surv1veo 1n ‘a’ predomlnantly French speaklng

AR C L@ 0 :
‘”-enclave,r'whose majorlty element has for the mostv part
(regarded the anglophone presence w1th a level of hostlllty
ny‘ |\ -
w3 equal to,, 1f not: actually ”A?ceedlng, that met by thelr

¢

‘gfrancophone conc1toxennes rn\the Engllsh speaklng prov1nces°

r,

G1ven “t e- s”&ngth ,o“' thelrl former and -cont1nued'

S

}presence 1n the soc1al and bu51ness communltles of Montgeah

H

-

'”fﬁand the so called Eastern Townshlps-—a presence relnforced,f?

'451‘then as” now, by the cultural and economlc hegemony of

,,}Engllsh 1n Canada as. a whole——one may safely assume at’ the,\

Congt PR
c

flook w1th relative ease to e;ther Quebec C1ty or Ottawa to‘“

"i5fhave thelr ‘ partlcular, 1nterests accommodated 1 ThlS.

.." .\\' . ., '

»
2 e e

tooutset ‘that. Quebec anglophones have, over. . tlme, been able toﬁf

Hifassumptlon may be seen to hold~true when we cons1der that'_,_
AR DR S ’fu;"*é“
-'th“'llstorlca} basls of thls accommodatlon rests not merelxﬁg;
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o on. the presence qf anglophones 1n the provxnce 's, pr1n01pal
o, PR o L , .

‘commerc1al centres but, more 1mportant1y, on’ thelr erstwhlle,_

oo control 'bf ~the’ Ouebe0a economy. ‘In, fact< 1n the decades

¥ »

I

after Confederat;on,‘ as Garth Stevenson has wrltten _"the

%'I be " : I ' & SN ' S
: d predomlnantly anglophone, bourgeoisie <

A . Montreéal-based a
O C e { i ; ‘ §
! e dominated - not only the" Ouebec‘ economy but ‘the’-entireﬁl'

PR .
v ot . " ‘ i W ' [ v..,.

Canadlan economy

" Wlth 1ts flnanc1al, 1ndu§tr1al, rallway,qy

) , “

oy f_s_»:«

nterests' and_ act1v1t1e§ under‘ federal

P ‘7 and shipping.

: JUrlsdlctlon, moreover, thlS bourgeolsle‘"was strong enough "

] ' .
.A ! [

»to surv1ve and 1ndeed to benefit from the tendency toward

g [
i . N ) .|‘

concentratlon, centrallzatlon, ' and' monopolyf‘ that -

. .
' ' v

} vcharacterlzed the Canadlan economy in the. early decades of
68

PR ‘the twentleth century " It 1srlargely On thls bas;ss then,'

\ s . |

| C that the anglophone mlnorlty has been abie to establlsh and

malntaln,'an 'effectlve pOllthS Cof . accommodatlon’ w1th1nr '

\

Tt '

“;'u‘ ‘ Quebec, whereas 1ts French'speaklng counterparts have not

-

for the most part had equlvalent opportunltles to develop

— N , |

51m11ar sets- of rélatlonshlps w1th1n the Engllsh speaklng

B

T prov1ncesf :'“Q’ H\Q‘gyv)*l' . j‘ u“' ‘fg;”_'ff) EE

*fﬁ‘}lyf &‘J W1thout a‘\doubt, the nature and durablllty of the

—.—.

'4"\‘;' tradltlonal 1ssues at the rOOt Of the ten31pn8,

L

conflrct, :

f‘sort of

and lelSIOh of Prench and English.; Senslng!m"”

i
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‘and Cllft note that "the tenSlons between the two language
- communlﬁles seem to have reta;ned much of thelr orlglnal

- S W B . “ e Cooy
‘causes ‘and - of - thelr ; eanly ‘ manlfestatlons. '9‘ +'The = ...

&

'franCOohones"Quést to wrestnéontrol of,thegQuebec‘ECohomy.\’.

from the hands 'of ‘the anglophone huslness' elite, thereby .y
b =\ ”T } : '
B fulfllllng thelr pledge of becomlng "Maitres chez nous"; the

-

.f’

o _anqlophones struggle to procure from seemlngly 1ntransxgent'
o e 1

- f R e

3

tpolitlcal"regimes the‘ full protectlon of llngulstlc and-

y , I . . ,
-~ [N

~w”\‘<culthral mguarantees—fthese . arve ﬁmong; the = contempordry .

o I8 : . e e
. i . N / ' O 0¥ . . o . o
St incarnatlons of issues rooted in .an H&storlcal..rlvalry Q\“

4 K

Wthh, to use Lord Durhams oft quoted descrlptaon of ethnlc‘

"

o \‘relatlons in mld nlneteenth century Lower Canada, orlglnated SR

O —— ’
SN from the fact of " two natlons warrlng thembosom ‘of a, slngle
w70

e

Ve sﬁate. ‘Moref and more, partlcularly vafter “the. earlY; RS

.+ . decades. ‘o"f‘ ‘t‘he, twentleth century, "the %sentment ~and ,,
_animosity . engendere@%. byl ,thxs ,,rivalry led .£o . the ’

‘| . N
/ . LI

g@‘ ’characterlzatron of the relat1 nshlp between the French and”

" . . . 'h

, . ‘ . ;
o Engllsh as belng ne of /respectlve 1ntorEranqe. Such .
‘ : ' N / : o e SR
‘ intolerance has, for the most‘part,‘resulted 1n the socxal‘*'“‘“
. polarlzatlon and COntlnued mutual 1solatlon underfwhich bothfmﬂlﬁmf

French and Engllsh have managed to co~exlst»w1th1n the same“

; LT .oe A ¢
(N I H .

: ”flvterrrtory, whlle at the same tlme promotlng, to a greater orf

\1e53er 'extent,; thelr 'respect;be cultural and*‘economlcf_}jfﬁf

lnterests,  1: ﬂu*:”:ﬁ‘;: cfh'h”u“ m'fv_ . ‘hﬁtf'lfﬁ" n
I ) ’ ' L : L : ! "" o ".' T
DI . Thus 1t 1s that we v1ew the common hlStOrY aﬂd 10“9‘
‘..‘;ﬁ«_‘ g . S P e N o« e N . v ' \‘
‘33;' assoc1atlon between the French and Engllsh in. Quebec as a:” o
. ”.: S " J‘.W.. X . . L - Wt an ' A* ’

’*manlfestatlon of Canadlan :uduallsm,af'w1th1n .whloh,;,"nﬂf:ﬂ Ry
e \.“nc “:.M' o :“;;f,ﬁ;ffﬁ\ Lo

I § . - S ~ e e UL PR SR IIa
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. ‘ . N AR \ AR U
explicitly consociatfohalvterms;mtheﬁ"two‘solxtpdes‘ relate
-~ . y \ .'. [ ‘ ‘ 5 . .
one. to the other, in a. soc1ety whose 'organAzatlons \and

. . Y
t ‘ ..

-

v

N interterrltorlal segmentatxon. " By way of deliﬁeaking those

AL e ' .

wikf aspects of Ouebec's 1nternal dYnamLcs whlch have, durxng the
ﬁp ..' . . / : A

’ prov1nce S hlsto;y, contrlbuted to the perslstence of such

- [

A

- ~ » {

Ca |
!segmentation,' we i[all refer to  the aforementioned
. cond1tlons and chara ter?stlcs wthh when " found ,tdgether,

Y

o similar outcomes~r1.e., concordant elite

\

o0 should lead

‘behav10ur and concom;tant segmental harmony~~1n fragmentéd

Y b o ; T .
¢« v e e ot v :
4o ) o ) L .

societies: R R B

i . " !
'
. u

To begif’ with, it is lmportant to call attentlon to a

"\ .'secondary yet highly significant tdctor which bea both
‘ s ‘ L . Ll " _

‘direct'.and ‘indirect. impl}catiOns upOZ‘ whether‘ plural
o ‘ .

soc1et1es will. or Wlll not achleqe polltlcal stabillty via

L “r ® .

-

.the Q)nsoc1atlonal democracy route. To- the \extenq that ‘the

.1 ‘.n

foux-,pr1nc1pal cases <3f consoc1at10nal democracy are all

, o . . - »

"-small .countrles, there' 1ndeed’ seems to exist a 'strong

emplrlcal correlatlon between the s1ze of a polltlcal system

“B v [Ty ¢

N

institutions are founded largely _on ’tﬁe \concept‘ of
' R ' ' i ‘

,and 1ts success at 1mplement1ng consoc1atlonal practlces _Ln;

. pon i

“other words, the smaller the s1ze of the state, the-grEater

r
i

'1s the probablllty that consoc1atlonal democracy w111 be

- .
Kl

-

see{'istthe fai}bthat two of the 51x condltlons dlrectlx

. -
* 5

favourable © +to onsoc1aﬁ10na§ democracy, namely, the

ellteflevel" condltlons comprlsed of a low total 1oad on

’ Sl

the systemband responses ‘to external threats to the system,
. w0 S
R f . PR, L 7.’ iy R ‘,‘_ i' . . - IR

¢ . . . o vt ' TS

i

W

establlshed 1n the flrst place. What. is more, as’ we’ shall

’

AN

A
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3 ' it
are both more likely t6: obtaxn in smaql rather than'in large\

states. Hypothetlcally xbestowed here wlth small -state"

[
N

”status, Quebec, as Table 2.1 1nd1cates, compares favourably

‘with the smaller of the classic consoc1at10nal systems as'

\
far as the element of size is concerned.

: ‘ SN | ‘ .

i1 OO The extent to which a low total load is'condueive to

consociational democracy becomes apparent when .we consider

that the stablllty of a polltlcal system rests to a 1arge‘

degree on 1ts achfev1ng a balance between 1ts capabllltles
and the demands, both domestlc and forelgn, ‘placed on it To

bq sure, anytsystem is apt to be stable 1f its. burdens are

A

kept to a mlnlmum Yet such a mlnlmlzatlon is nowhere more’

important than in consociational democracies, where 'thew

<

management' of segmental divisions is at best a sldW and,

cumbegsgme process, already~requiring muchvof'the'leaders'
) \\ ~ *.r '
time’, energles, rand skills. Where the element of s*ze ‘has an

v'!

indirect effect on consoc1atlonallsm, however, iﬁ;,ﬁn the

realm of dec1sion-making. Here"small siie increases the

'chances of consoc1atlonal demOcracy by redu01ng the burdens
"%of decision-making, - thus renderlng the"state easaer‘,to
. ‘ -

govern,.Thls, we contend, holds %rue fOr Quebec, glven the-

'prov1nce s

Zeconomlc' autonomy and the retreat from the burdens of |

*n

tlfederal provrnclal and 1nterprov1n01a1 relatlons that such a

’

,commltment entalled Slgn;flcantly,'thls retreat was perhaps{

LS

1

Ky

commitment to‘v secqung full pOlltlcal and

4

most ev1dent in’ Quebeo s eschewal of federal-prdVinodéﬁ?é.

l N - ' '\"f' KR ’ L . .
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TABLE' 2.1 ‘ oL

" "SIZE. OF CONSQCIATIONAL‘"STATES" BY
POPULATION, SELECTED YEARS, 1931-1971*

A

. POPULATION

| ' [ | |
| "STATE" | YEAR = :
| ‘ | '
] I . | |
“| The Netherlands | 1931 | 8,034,309 |
| | 1941 | 9,021,744 |
L. | 1951 | 10,254,845 |
| | 1961 } 11,721,416 |
I | 1971 | 13,269,563 |
| I | - |
| : I ( I I
.| Belgium | 1931 ' | 8,116,721 I
' | 1941 : | 8,363,891 |
| 1951+ | 8,611,061 |
| I .1961 [ 9,189,741 ° |
I | 1971 | 9,695,379 |
| | ) I - |
| | I » o |
| Austria |- 1931 | 6,719,060 |
| i 1941 | 6,831,647 |
| | 1951 I 6,934,000 l.
I | 1961 ¢ | 7,009,000 . |
[ [ 19717 | 7,456,403 |
| N : I I
| > C R . ' L I
| Switzerland | , - 1931 - Al 3,816,414 |
- ‘ . 1 - 1941, ' \ 4,265,703 |
[ ‘ | 1951 | 4,714,992 |
I, | 1961 | 5,429,061 |
|- o 1971 | 6,269,783 |
: —i— ]
| Quebec i ] -1931 I 2,874,255 - |
| . | 1941* , | = 3,331,882 |
| o ) 1951 P 4,055,681 |
[ | - 1961 | 5,259,211 |-
| | | |

1971 ° 6,027,764

o

. *the'fighree,for non- -census  years, i.e., The Netherlands -
.and Belgium::- 1931, '1941, - 1951; Austria: 1931, 1931; and

Switzerland: 1931, .répresent estimates based on the latest e

off1c1al data avallable..

,,Adapted from. s. H Stelnberg and John. Paxton,' eds., The
Statesman's' Yearbook {London: Macmillan and' Co., Ltd., "’
‘1960/61 to 1975/76); and B.R. Mitchell, European Historical
~Statistics, 1750+~ 1970 (New York Columbla Unlvers;ty Press,
A1976). pp. 17 27. e B , ,

T i
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cost-shared p;ograms (thh a conseqdént loss ‘of federal
funds) under the Duple551s administratlon, anduthe Lesage

vy

government's 'challenges to the, establlshed procedures of

A

Canadian federalism, whlch included dr1Ves to secure from

Ottawa both hlgher ‘ unconditlonal “subsidies and‘ the

implementation of an- optlng-out? arrangement = allowing

Quebecr to participatée "on a temporary'.ﬁasls“ in, federal

v o

programs without incurring financial'lossQ

Upon close 1nspect10n, such challenges would appear to

~be11e Quebec s understanding of the grelative merits ‘of

.

"co—operative federalism," whereby 'the performance of
: \ o .

certaln functions by the federal government reduces the load

at the prov1nc1al level. Indeed it is perhaps as a result

of this that the strongly "natlonallst" Lesage regime seems

in retrospect to have displayed a unlque sense of commltment'

©

to the existing ' ﬁederal order. This was revealed mostf'

v

o . : : : A
starkly in the “light. of both its desire to have the

procedures of 1nterprov1nc1al co- operatlon 1nst1tutlonallzed

and .1 s "demands"' that there be establlshed regularlzed
.f-‘ & .
patterns of federal prov1nc1al consultatlon. There remalns,
.'r ‘ ;:
.however,_ .reason’ to belleve that Quebec s dlssatlsfactlonj

g with the largely, unstructured relatlons betWeen the
' provinces and federal agenc1es was a jeflection 'of its'

concernimerely w1th émpha3121ng“the poWe of its particular

 ]ur1SdlCt10n. Here Donald'Smlley argues that the challengefft'

t R . »
posed by’ Quebec _were for rthe most part - predlcated on a;:

."ba51c dlstrust of the informal and ;segmentedﬁpattemH‘off
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relations between the provinces and the federal government,'

especially' insofar as “'such relatiohsf and' their outcomes

A

tended to compromlse Quebec S asseztlon of its autonomy..
. Inasmuch as certaln federal programs 1mp1nged upon what

Quebec h clalmed ‘to be its exc1u31vely . provincial
5 ‘ A

\

jurlsdlctlons of health, education, and social welfare, for

y e
|

example, it seems reasonab1e~ to. suppose, as Smiley does,
. "that thevthrust towards the co-ordination of policies on a
. ' ) (R} n

jurisdiction-wide basig leadé the‘officialé 's6 involved to

. ) ) R
‘minimize -the uncerb%iﬁties,of“the external environment by

sustaining  and ‘enhancing ' the autoriomy  sof - these
. ' AL . ‘ ' o ‘ L o

jurisdictions."71~1t was on.this basis, at the March 1964

_federal—prouincial ) conférence; . that  the - Lesagev

‘adhihistration. succéeded‘ in 'getﬁing' Ottaua 'to ‘a%fee ‘tc ’
Quebec s celebratec opélng -out of the Canada Pen51on Plan 1n
favour of its own pen51on scheme. Perhaps the most 1mportant

“ corolquy of the establlshment of thqs pen51on scheme‘was,,

,accordlng.to McRoberts and=PosgatET‘fhé‘facf_fﬁat‘
: ' ‘ . . ﬁ o - Lo A o

& Quebec secured‘a new- source 'of funds at a tlme
» " 'when it . was having real difficulty in meetlng the
e - financial burden that polltlcal modernization' had
,ff, ', entalled Optlng out <helped legltlmlze the
. idea’ that ‘ Ouebec ‘has spec1al -need and
* responsibilities ~ beyond thosé .of the " other
provinces. On a de facto basis, Quebec had already
!;cqulred a "spec1al status."72 SR S ,

e

z*»Aithdugh:'the consoc1at10nal type' of democracy is' 5,

Lla; respdnse ﬁo'ithe natlonal

.-
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external threats affecting "“'the interests . of 'a large
proportion of a soc1ety's elites and masses,. Partxcularly.ln

'culturally lsegmented .soc1ét1es, the perceptlon of "an

external threat may - lead to the ant1c1pat10n by the ellte of

p0551ble encroachments on the\lntegrlty of the pOllthal
unlt. In such socletles, as Lehmbruch reasons,'"the pxtting
. '\'(;

!

of one subculture agalnst the other or terrltorlal partltlonw

éanf serve as ‘devices form domlnatlon by more' powerful o
neighbors.“ - Thus;, ~fulf1111ng the . 1nternal genetlcﬁt
.condltlons for consoc1ationa& democraoy makes ittﬁﬁosslble-

for the polltlcal elltes to choose such strategxes as to

- ‘s B

allow them to re51st a d151ntegrat1veb penetratlon ‘of theu

' *

Lsystem."73 As 'the experlences- of . thé.“ princrgal
cOnsociational systems make apparent}d.the .crucial steps:

rtoward the establlshment of such "stratééies"'werebih facth
I

taken durlng t1mes of ‘grave 1nternat10nal cr131s or’ spec1f1c

"
3

?threats . to ’the ‘natlohs mex1stence..‘For" 1nstance,- the

N ..

N

comprehen51ve and peaceful settlement of dlfferences that

| ffpaved the, way for ﬁ consoc1at10pa& democracy " in i the‘;

{Netherlands ‘was achleved as the Fxrst wOrld War raged near

"‘Wlts borders 1n 1917._Slm11arLy, whlle the grand coalltlon

‘~2lAustr1a afte

,government of the Austrlan Second Republlc Was prlmarlly a.,‘

. .

'._response to the c1v11 strlfe of the Flrst publlc, 4t was

‘1naugurated, 51gn1flcantly, durlng the;Allled occupatlon of

, .

'?the Second World War/'WhIle of a more gradual

Lx




T shall see, , 1nstances of

s the Quebec experlence 1s concerned - o f

v: ‘ - “ \ ,' .‘-"' ' " e 76

.\,

_'threats. 'Indeed, although Belglan unlonlsme (consisting ‘of

" grand coalltlons composed of members of both ‘the - Catholic'

".and L;beral partles) began _in 1827——dur1ng .the country s

flght for, 1ndependence-—and became 1nfrequent when jthe‘

natlon s exlstence appeared to be secure, it was resumed

8 ar

durlng the Flrst world War,' and: was‘soon followed by ‘the ;

1mportant st,ep "'of '\adrnlttlng ‘ ‘the” Soc1a115ts ‘t.o" the,

‘consoc1at10nal government. In 6w1tzerland, however, " the
* 1

decmslon“to a’dnut the Soc1allsts to the grand coe:lltlon was"

e

not taken,. unt11 1943-“- durlng the Second wOrld War——and was,._

A ,,

' as Lehmbruch notes,l 'a cgnsequence of the w rapppoachment

.‘ .

ey L

\ .
\‘ R

between.'- "'the'»,-,i'j orklng class movemen't i'an‘d_ the bourge01s'

partles, accompllshed 13 the 19'305 under the pressure of the‘

fasc1st threat to democratlc government.ﬂ, L1kew1se,.as we.'_'?

n

Lspec1f1c out51de tfreats to the

"hatlon s" ex1stence are far from beln fore1 n 1nsofar nas‘
9 9

ge e

. v

Theoretlcally speaklng, the correlatlon» between thef'

.

»'si%'ze pos*tulate rand thev,establlshment of consoclatlonal.y

A

5
3 B

democracy‘“~~1s, partlcularly 1n small states v such as ‘ thef_-

-

-and J.ndlrect forces Whlch play upon a natlon s externali":“;

‘Q‘;

:

pos.‘ntlon visza- vis other arid espec1a11y larger and more‘

e

above, largely’?:atthutable to the natufre of both t\:he dlrect:"v



B . 1

ﬁ(albeit withinﬂa nation)) external threats may . be seen to

_act as a catalyst for consoclatlonal democracy, partlcularly
o y
‘Nlnsofar as the’ French percelve thelr language and culture to |

be threatened by the soc1al and economlc hegemony of the

larger, external" Engllsh speaklng element 1n Canada. Such
R »
‘feellngs 'ofl vulnerablilty and 1nsecur1ty have, however,

prov1ded strong 1ncent1ves for the francophones to malntaln
‘_a hlgh degree‘ of ‘lnternal"sohldarlty. Nor; has ‘such  a
. P CLoa

‘perceptlon reduced French Engllsh T'relat"i'ons-"with‘inl both

~ . * )

Ouebec and Canada.to the level of c1v11 war,‘a‘condition
‘often symptomatlc of cultural llngulstlc, and rellglous
3 b

‘strlfe elsewhere in’ the world By way of accountlng ﬁ@r the‘

*

. ‘.\/,.

-achlévement of thlS‘ pollt;cabs stablllty,. G F. G.M Stanley E

notes:www‘ , ”"'. F .
: [ ' . ' '-: . ..

R L . -

.

,That civil- strlfe in Canada has never: degenerated .
~ into ¢ivil war has been 'due; ‘in. part at least,  to-
o "+ - the recogmltlon by both peoples of. the necessity. ..
0" vof somé modus " vivendi ‘and - the recognltlon by both: " < ::
.. of the rights’ of’ “the other. .The recognltlon and:.
A hy'deflnltlon of thbse rlghts 1s “the. ba31s of the”
s f;entente, Aunderstandlng, pact,\ -compact, ° call‘ ,
"' what ' you wlll which -is. .the ~foundat10n ‘of our R
.. < political  ‘unity.- gt ‘The . Anglo-Frencl ' under~
i h . - standing whlch .alone” has. made governmerit possible:’ . ..
© ‘within: ‘Canada has become anctified by time: and. . -
[Tcontlnued acceptance, untll today it is” lookead :: '
~apon: by, ‘many . as i af' conventlon " of . our-.
: _const'tutlon 75 g ' U ey

e
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\force or 'design}w‘from 'an“ active - foreign |

"

T T

ncultural d151ntegrat10n, whlle at the same t1me malntainlng;

the1r power to bargaln -6n behalf Qf the French speaklng

a0

minority . groups, partlcularly those in 'NeW‘ Brunsw1ck,:

N | o
Ontario, and Manitoba. ' = . . .

' Further, a small state's limited power on
"internatibhal™ scene, its.'tendency to abstain,

L

consequently, T its greater chance of : avoiding7 diffiCult'

,ch01ces 1n thlS realm all arlse as a result of the 1nd1rect

‘"effects of’ external threats.nInasmuch as the preservation of

‘vinternal .equ1l1br1um~.presupposes a ~reductlon‘ of, externaL

) i P “'\v
demands on the polltlcal system (a factor also 51gn1f1cant

1n reduczng a system‘s total load), Lehmbruch argues that

s

‘the consoc1atlonal :ype of dec151on-mak1ng "seems to work in ~
hsmall states only. 76 Taklng Lehmbruch to task 1n llghthf '

ruthls assertlon, Daalder questlons "whether “an. actlve stanca

t “
ey o

~1n 1nternat10nal polltlcs by larger staﬁés (w1th all

policy, and,

‘consequences‘ for' 1nternal pOllthS)‘;iSJ:am matter 'of'f

7‘[;1nescapable fate or leltlcal ch01ce

‘”as;ze and forelgn polrcy activ1sm}

L%

T

'11t may sufflce to say that Whlle one may'q stron whether an‘

. 1‘ B Y

""large states dO‘!§hlblt

fqlnev1tab111ty ex1sts w1th‘regardvto‘the relatlonshlp between'?

oA

In response to thls-"

anwoverall tendency has °




ey ' [
N AN X , '
\ )

hedtrality forced upon them at  one’' time. or  another by

. : , N
"y T . EN Yo R

agreement‘(exp11c1t or imp11C1t) of?major‘fore”gnipowérsiV

‘Thia forelgn' 1mp051t10n, -moreover,' contrasts | with the
vself restralnt practzsed by; “francophoné" elltes, who,

L)
n,,'

‘ partlcularly durlng the 19605, and by way of a dellberate
. I/(

abstlnence fromfan adtlve‘ ﬁoreign"‘pollcy w1th the rest oT

M \\ “ ’
Canada and ‘to a lesser extent, thewUnlted States, focused,
, b R \ . - ‘
1ncrea51ngly, nat}onallstn sentlment on Quebec alone.79 Infj“'

+ s I
,1 - f

both cases, however, a, polley yof neutrallty,‘ 1nduced by

external threats 1n one“form or another,ahad tbe indirect

) effect, ‘of‘"'strquthenidg,f Internal : solldarlty, ' thereby.”

maximizin§ - for successful consoc1atlonal
;demooracy 1 e
Flnal}y,; it bears notlng that 'compared 'witﬁ‘ their”"

N :larger counterparts,rsmall states are, 1nterna11z much more

Sﬁltaﬁle. 51tes : lthln ‘whlch ‘tf apply conSOC1atlona1

h
‘ ", ' ’,c

- ,r‘ |

e .x.
I, f

X
"
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v teo

more conc111atory modes, political’Ieaders demonstrate'their;

w1111ngness not to. percelve polltlcs ‘as a zero-sum- game, in
\

mffwhlch a‘strategy of - alleor—nothing"- is - applled.. For the '

w1nners in such a game/would forfelt the loser s goodw1ll .
H = Q'

-and thls would entall hlgh costs relatlve to the rewards to m'

‘be galned.,,80 It 1s worthwhlle empha5121ng, moreover, that

whlle the better chances of achlev1ng polltlcal stablllty

’that small plural soc1et1es have are 1n part a result of
‘ ‘i .
‘the1r c10sely llnked elltes, the direct internal‘effeét ofw o

'small 51ze on the p0551b111t1es of consoclqtionallsm 1s not ‘_hmk
11near,d PrlnC1pally, thlS applles to very small states,:r‘ |
whose reservofr of polltlcal talent wrll be proportlonate.‘
Slnce ' con5001at10nal democracy works‘ best ) under 'Lan}“
exceptlonally able, commltted, and prudent leadershlp, small

51ze 1s a favourable factor n X to” a certaln 11m1t. .i - dhwf<:(

ural ,soc1ety 'f\f morel‘conduc1ve 3to"consoc1atlonal
democracy”than. Say,

[y
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numerlcal strength of the segments which can, ‘in .a

. ' o
- [N K

.

- A democracy,:be expressed as electoral strength and‘in turn be

. T
wo '

‘%wﬂ*e'translated “into parllamentary 'sehts, itg‘max\,also,pbe,

LR _ ’ ,
%:i e 1nte§pne h“}as; in. th Quebec case, An . terms .of{ the
:;‘ t"‘1nf'luence If‘,unegnal‘ economicf‘bo:er‘:or _the c&itnragf

> predomrhance of ohe group over the.other(s) ‘ ‘:.“ rtf_ftlu.
’”1',.\,In ‘sum,_ then, the concept of a’ multlple balance or
‘ e ‘ \ ‘
power comprlses two separate elements (l) a balance, orran
. apprgzlmate equlllbrlum, among the' segménts, and ﬂé)' therw
| ‘ﬂ fpre:e?ce j of atc 'least - three dlfferent-‘ segments.g
‘ Slgnlficantly, these condltlons seem to 1mplg, flrst ‘that
'the achlevement mor' a v1able consoc1at10nalrsm requ1res
N 'mlnorlty statu; on the;part of all subcultures. Ih other.!
Li@ﬂflwords, the'oresence of a majorlty or‘near—majorltyvsegment
,:?*fiﬁ;*a 'plural soc1ety constltuteS' an unfavourable factorrﬁ'
;":'aﬁhrthermore, . the : requlrement 'oft;fa‘{ "multlpie ‘ power"J

conflguratlon' of ‘"at least“ three segments 1mp11es that

» . Al ',, 1

i :' there should pre{erably be as,, many grOUps as p0551b1e. To Eév_

sure, the more seqments thefe‘ar:_

é“‘
;.v-‘ »‘n

."“

'fo; w;ll gomeflnto ex1Sténee._Thus 1t 1s that 51

o

majorlty status. ,Stlll there,

'wthe Smaller is- the chanee_3

N certalnty as to~whether or notgone such groupi

ce cO operablonﬂ
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ey

W ' P
characterlzed by a dual segmentation. Df the four pr1nc1pal

’ | . G

N r‘t

a0 as a "crossroads" of several West European.cultures, perhaps

”" [N \\/ B e .~ -

1llustrates best the domplexrtxes rnherent in classxfylng =

' Lo Ry o

C Ty ) . ) .
.

"‘of poWer. Reference‘to the’theory of crosscuttlng‘cleavages

' ,“

hmzbackground factors to be con51dered when devel ng such a
classlflcatron.‘l-t e e 7 - SN L
. ! i S . N , " - L o

5

"o W
.l
O

i

\«“fperfectly crosscuttlng or c01nC1d1ng cleavages ,rarely

W " "
4 ot

obtaln, dlfferences in the degree to whlch they crosscut can'

. ' be’ of cr1t1ca1 1mportance.‘\ ndeed, 'the~‘way3 fn which .

ot L .
N
. '

IS cleavages cut ‘across one ‘anotHer not only affects  the
. . e Lothe . L

o
' o

J*;‘conSequence,ﬂ also affects the chances of co~operatlon .or

!

t among them‘ When there are two or more cleavages,

."— o 3 c e .r

o moreover,‘; crosscuttlng o~creates separate jandf: often

In Belglum, the cleavage structure

?Q51gnrf1cant subcultures.

I”c0351st1ngfas 1t does of the

N

‘cleavage and the

c base'.than “either‘ ‘a ‘hlghly fractlonallzed soclety or one,‘_

conSOC1at10na1 systems, Belglum,‘ Y v1rtue ‘of lts p081tlon

‘plural soc1et1es 1n terms of the notlon of multlple balance:

does,‘ for‘ analytlcal purposes, highlight“'certain‘ 6ﬁ: the;

g0 Inc addltron to what has been noted earller, the‘theory‘

”of croSscutt*ng cleavages hplds that -whlle‘ condltlons of

e L . ‘ . b oo f .
dlstrlbutlon of power among 1the; segments,,but,<\as-/A(A\l

A



domlnated by the other. Here the French speakixzﬁq Belglans

LI . ‘ o

(Waloons) fear the numerlcal superlorxty of the Germanlc, .o

' \
iy . Y A

Dutch speaklng Flemlngs, whlle the’ Flemlngs fear and resent‘-
\ ~

\

o
.th economlc and cultural domlnanacefdf the Walloons ‘In;the

'

‘.. o S 4 ' W ) ' o . - ‘ ’ 5’:”
‘ 'prov1nce of Quebec p the v anglophones"; fear‘ . ithe )nume';*iéal o ,
o R R X N C
@ o

superlorlty of the francophones, whlle the Frem:h fear .and

Lo ..... v

i . ., . |l R n .
'resent the economlc“ and cultural fdomlnance ! of;“the

- r vl -‘,(

e l Engllsh Speaklng element in Canadaf Yét,.unllke\Quebec,‘the‘
' o /‘\ ‘H ! ' ".”, .

SN Belglan case 1s compllcated by ‘the. fact that the blpdlar“L*‘

llngulstlc cleavage does not COlnClde thh ‘the subcultural g2
. | . ’ <."0‘

\ . . =M
[ LAt »

"J d1v1510ns, whlcn.themselves are bounded by ‘the Catholl
. . [ y o R . N A »
3001a11st, “and leeral famllles splrltuelles. Thé'une&AtabIe

A " ‘., St AR \ Y -

fg‘g crosscuttlng whlch takes place between language and 'say, -

'
v

f“rellglous and class,cleavages would presumably, lead to the

G ' u’,\r . o
o U e i,

formatlon of "relatlvely many mlnorlty segments.‘That thls_g‘--.

[ "
O M A .
. . | K .

T 1s not percelved to be the case 1sxwa‘result of the

oN

r N ‘

. 2N

thatyn alé?ough the three trad1t10na1 :blOCSwuhave llndei
v . o . : ‘, s v q.
e suffered from the effects of llngu1st1c cross pressuresh U

»
J . ‘ .

Lo Aﬂf-thelr organlzatlonal per51stence has remalned ,relatlvely -
K . . . R l " l “ N l, ' ‘ r . N . : .
. «strong Gl What :isL more‘aluls~| ‘that' 3 whereas T‘ﬂthe .
t° N ‘ o . C .

‘Lijl‘;h rellglous 1deologlcal dlfferences 1‘bn whlch Subcultural

p'-. + "' :

f{;a | segmentatlon based are lohg establyshed,, understood

L
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Voo \\5 | - \
\ : what, i referred to as a. ‘"classic"  tripartite
\; f rCaLho1iC¢Socialis;~Liberal base, the elements of which are,
9 \_‘ liﬂ,éecregsing order of magnitdde, all minorities, a strong
N . .
a L:‘g case can be made for situating Belgiug in that category of’

\‘ I\ '

é{ural societies which Contaiw a "few," that’ is to sa}
fth}ee, major segments. Finally, ,the Belgian case can be
seen, from both empirical and analytical points of view, to
be_ comp}iéated further by tﬁe fac}, that‘ the Catholic

N

subculture 1is cldse to majori;y'status. The extent to which

Ed

this pas lhreen a significant factor in Belgian politics is .
noted by one analyst, who finds .it strikingxthat the most
turbulent episodes in  the development of the *royal

guestion”"’ (during the decade of the 1940s) and the second

Qperre.5coia1re (which raged during the 1950s) were preceded
81

by electoral victories of the Catholic party.
/ 4

By contrast, the linguistic comm;}ities in Canada "(and,

—

by extension, Quebec) do coincide with the country's

"spiritual families,"” a conclusion which derives from the

fact that'virtuaily all francophones are Catholic and that

English-speaking Protestant$ are much more numerous than

;»
A

English—sgeaking Catholicsiz?s Lijphart notes, moreover, the
coincidence of language and religious divisions is

reinforced by the...regional factor, "which 1is of great

+

importance in Canada." Here,

~
.

th? French .speakers are concentrated in the
province of Quebec and in the areas contiguous to
it. As a minority of about, 30 percent of the total
Canadian population, religiously homogeneous, and :

AN
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AN

largel}y concentrated in one province, the Frenc¥
speakers ‘are more ‘clearly a segment in a plura
.society or a political subculture than the
religiously heterogeneous English speakers, who
are spread out over the remaining nine
provinces. 82 . ‘ )

When viewed in terms of the concept of a multiple balance of

pqger, however, ‘thell faet _of ' the eoncentration of
francophones in the province of Quebec presents somewhat of
a unigque case. Indeed, since the numerlcal strength of the
French-speaking element has been balanced, historicall;; by
the economic strength and EUItural hegemony of the_Engiish
in Canada, "balancing" the Frencthnglisn dichotomy in
Queébec in werms of the conditions governing the multiple

\

balance of power\principle requires the introductign of at

least one other element. As alluded to earlier, this "third

force" shall for our purposes .eonsist ‘6f‘ the ' ethnic
minorities, wpose percentage.ef the total Québec population
in 1971 (10.4), for example, eqﬁalled roughly . that held by
those of British origin (10.6). By 1981, however, the
population of those of "other" ethnxc or1g1n.was to have
exceeded the Brltlsh populatlon by 2 per cent. (See Table
2.2). In llght of this gradual turn of events,'then, and the

circumstances ypon ‘'which it was pre@icated, subcultural

relations in Quebec shail'be perceived here not so much as

involving a strlct accommodat ion by ‘the French of anglophone
and "other" ethnlc group interests, but will be v1ewed

primarily as a relatlonshlp based on the "conc9551ons" which

- accrue to these groups out of that whlch has evolved 1nto a

ot

‘e

’

Py



86

- o o m\//\\ > : \ 097 -d”
‘€ @1qel ‘(€L61 ‘3IIeMdIS pUR DURT[I[DOW :03UCIOL) IPTISUI BY3 WOIJ SMATA 350T13T{0d pue X35100S saqand
‘*pa@ uoswoyl D areg ut ,‘A33TD0S  ueTpRUR) {OUdI4 -JO ewwaTld oﬂcamummemw ay3l pue d>dqang, ‘urdrausy
sanboep pue fg9gz -d ‘T @1QRL ‘(y86T ‘SS21d AITSIaatun S,uUd300-TTTIDOW :uoysbuTy pue TeaIjUOW) uoTITPI
puodas ‘dagand urT uum% ysttbug oyl “3I3T1D onbrutwog pue sornodouiy poaToW eT1rays :woxj poaidepy

S : . . mmmmw:moumm
:~ ’ -
' (00T) S90°69€°9 (0°2) mmm.wwa Ao.OﬂMPmmo~mvo (0°8) <SBELBY (0°08) 0L9'S0OT’S 1861

v

[ _
[ [
| L J . [ . [ . .
{ (p°0T) 09€‘829 | (9°01) S¥0‘0OV9
( *
_
_

e
[ { | | !
{ | _ _ |
_ i { _ | N
| $+(00T) ¥9C°C20"9 : m | (0°6L) 09€°‘6SL‘Y | TL61 *

| ) A [ _ . I
[ (00T) TTZT“66T4G—{— ~ [ (9°8) o0vO‘TIGYH (8°0T) 090°L9S | (9°08) TIT‘TIbZ'Y | 1961 |
t . [ R | : I |
[ (00T) 189°SS0°Y | [ (0%9) Secr9ez T7TO2T) 818‘T6V | (0°Z8) B2T'LZE‘E | 1661 |
_ . _ -~ _ i _ - _ o - . _ I3 _
[ (o0t} -Zgg‘t1EE“€ | h [ (6°G) (€Z€8T | (9°€T) ObT‘ESH | (6°08) $06'S69'Z | Tv6T |
[ \ [ - [ [ - f. oo |
[ (o0T) SGZ‘veg‘T | . [ (0791 0cp 1LY | (0°ST) 9zZr‘zey | (0" 6L) 65040L2°2 | 1€6T1 - |
_ ‘ , ‘ [ _ [ | I
{ _ : _ . [ _ - _ |
{ - g { [ f | | . 9vax |
SIYIOL | “TAFXIW - YIHLO » { R HSIlIdd | ) HON3 U4 |  snsN3ID> |
: ] . ] | ] | - . |

- . : NISTYO DINHLI .

. ‘ T86T-1€61 S¥VAA SNSNAD 'NIDINO DINHLA Ad

‘ ‘ : o 0393an0 40 NOILVYINdOd IFHL 40 ZOHBHMOQZOU

: L . . o T°C ATAVL.

- . i
< <



such, it is the hope in French Quebec that such concessions

-pol1t1cal elites.” Judged in these'terms,~m0reoverf

- | & 87

"palliative" style of politics. ‘To be ‘sure, palliati&e

)

politics, which, according to Wolinetz, involves responding

14
to demands and grlevances thh patronage [concessqon§] ~and
e f

-

with policies whlch partially - allevlate but do not" really

»
solve the problems taised,” may in the 1ong term prove

-

M o . . . I .
counter-productive. Inasmuch as it entails the implementa-

0

tion of temporary, stopgap measures, however, this style of

politics serves the useful short-term purpose of deflecting
| 83

7N
o

"the consideration of deeper underlying grievances." As

’

R !

will serve ro placate the English long enough to ensure the

fulfilmenLMff“the francophones' broader aim: squeezing the
9

English lafguqge iout of public' life.
Lessening our emphasis now oﬁ'the'concept of "elite
’ . — o o .
accommodation (in its literal 'sense) as a defining

v

characteristic bf subcultural relations in,Quebec is due in

large part.: to the fact that it dlsplays certain serious

shortcomings:‘ particularly when applled in a theoretical

L4

o .

context. Indeed, while it¥:shali, be retained here as au\';ﬁ

synonym for .coalescent’ and co-operative behaviour, elite

accommodation, as WoIlinetz notes,” can be construed so

<

broadly as to be considered "a charecteriStic'.of any .

political system in which - (1) there are political

differences, and (2) these d;fferences are resolved neither
KA
\\\

'”gby force nor command but by some kind of c0mprom®se among

accommodation becomes a . functional requisite ' of ' any

o
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political system and little more than a surrogate definition

for politics." It follows, the re, , that 51nce

I

&onsoc1atlonal democracies, | . say, are 1dent1f1ed largely by

the presence of ellte ‘accommodation, allf democratﬁc
: ‘ ‘ ‘ . N

political. systems could be’ ‘categorized lsunder the
consociational rubric. hence, in .his.fcritiqu:‘ of the
aPPlication of consociational mooels “to‘ACanada, Woignetz'
claims that ‘ T . : a e ;N\

any denmocratic or pluralist political %ystem which'l
is functioning and. which has not- degenerated into.
either an authoritarian rule or into*.¢éivil war |
v must have  some ' means of reconciling or .
accommodatlng diverse interests. We can also' '
assume that political elites (broadly defined)
will be involved in this . process and that in a
federal system,,~prov1nc1al government off1c1a1s
will —also be involved. That much should be
obvious..'What is not--and ;should nog be--obvxous
is that the presence of accqmmodatlve mechanisms
mrakes such a system a consociational- democracy. 84 o

Defined by Presthus as’a process which, "confined ‘to

those who have the ‘'required substantive , interest and

'“political resources," involves the "routine, operational
functlon of -+ allocating Jeocial“ resources, " elite

accommodatlon is "an”integral part of the 1afger‘process of
natlonalrlntegration .ﬁﬁj, in wblch pollcy dec151ons are the

_result of . negotlatlon and consultatlon among the elltes

5 s
8 Our marn concern here, however, 1s that in its

" J('

capaC1ty as a theoret1cal construct, the Ci ncept of ellté

concerned."

A

.accommodatlon (thus deflned) -would appe

granted or otherw1se overlook “the questlon of the relatrve

“*strength oil the segments 1n plural soc;etles, that

3 "- . . . I P
R R . SR, . ;
i~ R N :
® . ot i . o / " .
i . . o
. B . ‘ o . ) .

e F : N a . & L T

",

w7 !

to ' take -for“-

.

“b
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whether such ptrength is, as noted earlier, interpreted in

n" ' . . .

terms of' the unequal dlstrlbutlon ~of economic power and so
‘ug?

forth. Slnce there can be no denylng that the . French in

Qhebec are culturally,A.llngu1stlca11y, and numerlcally‘i

' -Jpredominant, one may veryiwell aék:uin what sense ¢an there
J X [N %

he said“to exist an "accommooation “.of lnterests between the"
French and Engllsh subcultures°~Moreover, to’ the extent that
"negotiation" takes place between:these two éroups, rn wha%m
sense Can; rt rbe said that the 'agreem:nts Hreached Jare-'\ X
mutually aduantageous? o vl T o
Thus glven that the rlse in 1nfluence of - the e%hnlc

mlnoritles in Quebec -and their collectlve" clalms for power

\

~and equality‘ constitute relatlvely‘ recent phenomena, the

focus of thlS study shall remaln ‘on the French .dand English’ L@

o subcultures; In the meantlme,‘any re{ﬁrencé to the ethnlc:x

. l

. » ‘\1‘4 o . . . . n .
, fﬁlnorltles, oknown varlously as the "new Canadians", of ‘
EQuebec01s Mnggl‘ nouvelle & souche,- will~5F“beL made .

‘tangentlally--that 1s,‘1n v1ew of the ways‘ln whiéh thelr

EN

‘,presenqe has 1nf1uenced Quebec s prlmary soc1al dynamlc.
“9

"French English relatlons &Eor 1nstance,*‘we shall examlne oo

el

,these .relations. 1n llght of the fact that, up ugtll 1976 ‘.' g‘

a ﬁeach of the mlnorlty groups seems ‘to have’ felt as close to

r

the En§l1sh Quebeckers as to any of .the other small ethnlc
) \ f
w'groupSs ln ethnic relatlons, onefof the primary goals of the
N . -.A.' / . o &
o ﬂ-majorxty‘ of 'new Canadlans" appears‘ to ,hac b

'~‘v4“a351m11ate 1nto Engllsh/ Quehec As"”we 'shail see,
/

o 4
oy ¥
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thlsoasslmllatlon——whlch more than made up for the numbers

‘lost bx‘ way of out—mrgratlonﬁ—led ‘to the ehactment of

N

‘legislatjon by successive Quebec governments aimed at
S U . : : - :

A

halting‘and reversing what was perceived to be a largely

‘- -

unexpected andlpotentially culturally divisive demographic

‘trend. While immigration did "indeed alter the ethnic mix oOf

the province, and ' the Tslan@; cfg‘Montreal. in particular,

whign, in 1971, for instance, contalned roughily 35 per cent

of the total Ouebec populatlon, the llngulstlc duality
86

remalned and was relhforced As such, 1t w1ll be our:.

o,

‘ content1on ‘that any conceptlon of subcultural relatlons in

}Quepec must be concelved in light of .the hlstorlcal terms

3
- l

under~wh1ch "trade offs and conce551ons were made between

~ LI

the French and Engllsh On this. basls,lour analy51s shall bé;

R \ Ih) E
v 1 ) ; .

‘ couched in terms of the famlllar concept ‘of cultural

d1v151on of labourp i which, ‘according tom ts orlglnator,

concerns‘~ the \“\two fold *distribution ‘of S certalnﬁ‘

e = f'\',. oy,

culturally marked" groups w1fh1n an occupatlonaL structure.v

\ '1 BN

w;The two deflning parameters of the conflguratlon
.vof a cultural division of labour’ are its degree of
hierarchy,.'and . its degree of1 segmentatron.‘ A

cultural idi Glern of | .labour is'hierarchical to the -

extent that che e ethnlc groups within it are

dlfferentlally satisfied. A cultural division of »
., labour is segmental to the extent ‘that the ‘ethnic. . -
f" groups within it ' are hlgh}y, occupatlonally

. » ' . N
. - o . WA ’. . o . .3"
v L 2 o : e . ‘ :

, . o ;

cuﬂéﬁral d1v1310n of labour has/ been CharaCteristlc -0f¢u

“

\;\ s N , .. . .',.
e . '
.

It w1ll be shown 1n the fbllowind chapter that‘ a® clear

AFrench-Engllsh relatlons ‘1n*3égebec;. or mqre ;thag‘ﬁtwg_‘w
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A

centuries..’%y way . of d01ng so, the relatlonshlp w111

interpreted, flrst, in- terms of the concess1ons whlch fell

to the anglophones glven thelr otcupatlon ofuthe preferred
\

pos1t10n 1hfthe Quebec economy: Further, it w;ll be shown

that while 1nst1tdtlona1izatlon of formal (i;el,dthe Church

schools) -and 1nforma1 (1.eﬁ, commérc1a1 and other voluntary

assoc;atlons) spheres of"act1v1ty,}along,p'he lines of

.L N

-.cultural and glngulstlc cleavage has led to the achlevement

......

"r

of & general level of polltlcal stablllty in Quebec, it also'

has red to the re1nforc&ng of "occupat;onal Spe01a112ation,

ansofar as such segmentatronuhas hlndered the cross- cultural

N ‘r,, e

dlstrlbutlonkgf economlc.roles.‘However, the growth 51nce

the 1960s in dlstlnctly francophone economlc 1n3t1tut10ns,'

. ) ;

11nked in one form' or aqother to the Quebec state;,>thé‘

" B L I

.

»fordllndustrlal nathnallzatlon- ;and lmprovementr in " the

’,the beneflts f of economlc . development p»and : polltlcal

’

»,4._ By way of llmltlng mutual contact,-clear and)dxstlnct f‘
Lo -—_—,P—'-_ ‘“'

Lo 3 .
v ' .'\ SN
.\~"|‘ .

' hobillty of franeophones | 1nto V%the ’upper levels.',of‘

\

Engllsh Canadlan and Amerlcan-owned corporate structures,

,. Wi

w1th its” attendant decllne 1n the anglophone monopoly of

e .
these pos;thns, has resulted in skew1ng the dlstrrputlon of"‘

A P“r

&
(o .
v [

lelJion.gai“f’f‘,_ o ﬁ o SR §JVy 5_[{;

5

\‘\": '

llnes of cleavage between sﬁbcultures 1n a pfural soc1ety

J ;,.-“"
l. .

serve' to- reduce the chances*‘

that ever-present potent1a1

A

emergegce of both A, new Quebecols natlonallsm and p011c1es ‘,
\(.‘ . . ) -'

1 modernlzatlon‘toward the francophone 51de of the tradltlonal €ﬁ *‘*
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antagonlsms wrll erupt 1nto actual host111t1es and v1olence.'

[Whlle 1t has been establxshed that close relatlons between

s

the elltes of the subcultures gﬂessentlal it 1s 1mportant

to emphaslze that their attempts to forge lastlng solutions

1
)

Hto!segmental dlfferences are mere llkely to- be successful if

' r

contact, -and hence 'confllct, at the mass level can: be

P.

redUced. Slgnlflcantly, if somewhat pessxmlstlcally,~L0rwin‘

o

'captures thc essence. of the ‘problemﬂ‘when he asserts thaty

\

"ifp meanlngful personal 'contacts, with people" of other

"

subcultures are :few; so are the occa51ons for personal@

hOStlllty " 89 As such,”efforts UD homogenlze a fragmented

e "
R ‘

system may in fact hlnder rather than help the achlevement

V ~ .

~of a st3&le,‘,lntegrated system.";ndeed; as Dav1d, Easton

greater success may be attalned through steps that

Lk
argues,
" " (3 i }

-conduce to; the development of - a deeper sensé of, mutual

S - . g

awareness;’and, respon51veness among enc psulated “cultural
) .

L 'y n

L 90 C S o e e L
_$un1ts.? o) e R | :

e " . \ .
‘l . i ol T Ny
LN [

On thlS ba51s, efforgs to reduce mutual ~contact and

o
y . - ‘,

coneomltanty confllct,‘and hoStlety requlre, flrst ﬁnd

i ’.A

l"‘.’, vy el '!' e e lx\
' 'l

,foremost, gh@ m1n1mazat10n of overlapplng membershlps. thle

Y u.
ET Y N )

1t helps tc.secure the retentlon-by subcultural elltes of
P '.‘;-!'_‘ ; 4

thé“ support and , loyalty .;of 'thelr followers, 5 such

' )

manlmlzatlon».would 'appaarg"tpr;contradlct One‘ of theg-

e . AV e
Py . ," e . u i Y. N i

3 o

,theoretical" premlsesf Tofﬂfféheﬁ overlapplng f memhershlps

. D . P

' . . oy ¢

—

s

‘prq9051t10n-~thatemutual cohtacts between «différent people f’TY

=, . o

‘U;and groups-EPQSter 'mutual Underétahdlng, . ’;stlngu1shing

‘o N '.r"'.“ [T

betweén essenﬁlally hompgeneous soc1et1es, where 1ncreased
Y . L S e a . G .

v . : . . V “ o . . N A

" PR L ’ . . e A P o . o "

S e et RS /x e e
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contacts are llkely to lead to further homogenlzatlon, and

plural soc1et1es, where close c0ntacts are llkely to lead to

strain and hOStlllty, however,‘ helps,ﬁ o resolve o this

N

discrepancy. By way  of -maklng th%§ dlstlnctlon

Walker Connor argues that h“ ' oy
Wf'.‘}. . R 5 :

.\M

/" United States. Yet, if -one is dealing not

himself,

"~ increased \contacts help to dissolve reglonal'
culturdl di'st¥hctions within a ‘country such as the

with

! minor variations of the same culture, but with two
./ quite ‘distinct and self- dlfferentlatlng cultures,
“ . are not. incréased corftacts between the two apt to

i}////.' .1ncrease antagonlsms°9l A -
L
L ‘ .

_,/

notion of overlapplng membershlps in terms ‘of

between mutual transactlons and. cultural 1ntegr

which“‘ldeally, the volume and 1ntens1tyQ§¥ cont

'In.

not exdeed the commensurate degree of homogenelty.

A

f words, thls pr0p051tlon .holds‘ that "the S 9}

_ opportunltles for p0551ble v1olent confllct w1ll

S

w1th the volume and range "of transactlons;"92

¢ T

For//hfs part, moreover,.”xarl -W. Deutsch interprets the

".a balance -

atlon, in

acts does

in, other

umber . of

In applylng thls prop051tlon to Ouebec and the larger'

Canadlan pollty wé flnd that g minlm;zatlon of the "volume

and range of transactlons" between the French and’ En@llsh

cleavage other than those of‘ an‘.ethnlc and 11ngulst;c‘

Iy

subcultures has been 1nfluenced 51gn1f1cantly by

g nature. In addltlon to obv1ous dlfferences :1n

o

whlchf=during long perlods of 1ts early hlstory,

overshadowed ‘the French Engllsh lelSlon 'ha

Coroeld

predomlnant @Leavage,.the extent to whlch Frencﬁ and Engllsh

llnes of

nellglon,-

actually

Canada s

1ncrease

\

s
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constitute ‘"two quite 'distbgct and fself differentlatlng

.

. cultures" (Connor) .can, aijrdinéto,McRae, be;measuredvin

terms of the 1deologlcal

'
»

relationship of-French//nd Engllsh Canadxans in hrstorxcal
‘e : ~I'V‘-

forces than a co~exéstence of two- solltudes; “At first

_A‘

glance, this view ﬁay appear to be paradox1cal, because one

n93

A

tends to expect'"a~4bnfrontat10n»of Opposing forEes" where

A

strong 1deologrcal dlfferences ex1st. still, this need not
be the case, és Oulncy erght concludes in hlS ~analysis of

the nature of conflrct. Here hevflnds that the. 1deologles

accepted Jy differentrlgroups -within‘ a society may be

inconsis ent without ‘creatlng ten51on. “The possibilities

[ . _,"

for- great ~ten51on arlse, erght 'notes, only .when ‘these

fy 0

‘ 94
lgroup
int rprets . the ‘relatiVe absence“of "confrontation“ “in

A

‘// fntel ectnaldhistory. Appl1ed to the present context,,this

/ theory holds that the French and Engllsh subcultures in

'// ' Canada arose from dlfferent phases of European 1deologzcal

a0

.'k texpéfiénce,v each 'With 1ts own hlghly 1nternallzed value1

system and each 1nsen31t1ve to the values of the other."95

w B

[

'The ,soc1et;\ mix of cultural "encapsulatlon"’ and’

r N

Lo . . [N ! . o . ! . . N . . . .
- Sl . . o~ . N . : r
' o B . F Co ' : e .9 EE
"y oLyt : . . AV P . N . AR R . .

»gulf" ‘that separates the two

“gronps. In fact, "because/of this rdeologxcal gulf l r'.,the‘

perspect‘ve has. been/ less of  a confrontatlon of . opp051ng

"are in. close ‘contact."m For his part, McRae

“iy nch- Engllsh relatlons with reference to th/ Hartzlanjw
f

ent” “theory,- whlch s - rooted’ in:, comparatlye,
. P ) : ' : e "
-expefience ’and‘iconstltutev dlstlnctlve fragments; of‘ that'

‘1deolog1cal 1nd1fférence tends, generally,-ho\result 1n the{
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n ' ' o
organlzatlon of polltlcal and soclal 1nst1tut10ns along the

llnes of segmental cleavage. In theoret;cal terms, these

separate‘ ‘organlzatlons ,entall a\‘ degreer of -segmental

isolation _that is eminently K conducive to consociational

democracy;“ The: consociational "method" of . segmental

autonomy, for instance,\ can . further substantialiy the

N

‘deve10pment of organlzatlonal networks w1th1n each segment,g

. thus maklng plural sgcxetles ‘more thoroughly piqral as is

the nature of consoc1at10nal deﬁooracy Stlll there 1s one

very 1mportant: type of segmental isolation ; that .

consociational democracy cannot “create": isolation along
geographlcal 'lines: ;In‘”Canada; .for example, segmental
. N -

1solat10n of thls sort  is’ created dlrectly by the  federal

V
v

system, which - applles segmental autonomy of a prov1nc1al

‘ \
6 : \

‘regional, and terrltorlal nature. On- the -first levél‘ in

‘particular) federallsm functlons as’ a consoc1atlonal method

‘by way of whlch one segment is. concentrated provxncrally and

g@lSmseparated from,the other segments'of the society. Thus,

;prOVince itself), h however,‘: "substantlal . occupatibnal,’

s ,~" ' \

" the hlstory of French Engllsh relatlons in Canada ‘has been

._1deologlcal cleavage, but by"a relatlvely hlgh degree offv

characterlzed ‘notf only by rellglous, 'llngu1stxc,-wand';-

‘geographlcal separatlon as well,,v;ewed'prlmarlly in terms

‘of Quebec S, 1solatlon" 'from ‘“the‘ rest ofoteanada;"~‘ﬁven‘

A ]

i
.-

where there 'w' physxcal proxlmlty . (as Wlthln ‘Quebec

dlfferentlatlon; McRae wrltes, ?tended to~keep_the?groups‘
ot (B v ?

apart.f?e

W .

‘Speciflcally, as the 'crossrdadS"‘fof. the French
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and" English subcultures, -metropolitan Montreal  has, .as’

" Arnopoulos,and Clift claim, "for 'a generation .. - . been the

focus of‘tensions between the two linqurftiC‘communities

) and’ is the geographlcal area wherel"the clash of. mentalltxes “\ R

vy

and 1deé%ogles has" been most bltter." On the . whole, however,
Erench an Engllgh\have "for two hundred years, . shared.

,the terrltory ‘of Quebec but have malntarned parallel llves
w1th only mlnlmal contacts. 97"Indeed,r the “economxcally-

' Y N . '
N i o . ¢

inclined  English. of Quebec  have ' peen ' and remain

predominantly Montrealsbased. Here censUS‘TigureS'Show that
. . N ] ' R "

)

of the 797’000 anglOphones ”residing’ in Quebec in 1976,
"607 505 chose to make: sgilr homes rn the Moptreal area.gﬁ On
the. other - hand . as Rlchard .3, ~Van Loon ‘and Michael S.

'xJWhlttlngton note, ‘the: proportlon of the once agrlculturally—

B 1nc11ned population of Quebec clalmlng Frqnch ancestry rises

to over 90 per cent out51de(Bf the Montreal area, "and 71//,,
) L .

per cent speak only French In sum.-
ﬁ‘lhnpi~ S Lo l‘ - S

' Thls»geographlcal homogenelty of. both the French

N \ any ioR-Frenth groups - 1mportant, -for w1th0ut_,

} it 1t lis., unl;kely t} athpench Canada would ~have
persisted. as. a cultural entrty As 1s, the
day-to ay contacts of most /French. - Canadlans are’ ‘ -
wrth thelr ethnie. confreres, and while there is-an- = o
occasional requ1rementvfor English," espec1a11y in S
‘Montreal, . it : qulte possible - for - many-
French speaklng Quebeckers “to get’ along without =~
ever‘ speaklng Engllsh riyseelng an’ Engllsh'_
person 99 .o L T e A

o . SN
»’,", Ce . s, b

,"'|' B B . \.. , . o

.:75;f“ Whlle 1t xs essentlal to the establlshment and success

of conspc;atlonal democracy thaf“ebltes dlsplay a. commltment v\ﬁf
‘\ " \ ! " ' . .
tq\ marn&alnlng the system, vlt alsow;s helpful that some

" . . B ‘..‘ PN
|‘ © e } © . !
. . “ . ™,
* . - R .
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degrec of siﬂilar commitment exist at the mass level. By "and

,large, such commitment is seen to manifeést itself as a

general sense of national attachment. Since énatjional
‘ : .

attachment may in some cases offset somewhat the

unstab.lizing effects of deep soeiai cleavages, one might

»

well hypothesize that ' a very: . strong ’nationalism is
particularly conducive -to ”conéociational democracy. .For
instance, in.Canada\mhere is a strong francoeeone national -
ism . but, arguably, * not ‘a strong, Canadian nationalism.
Inversely, in Quebec, English residents iﬂeneify primarily
with the rest of Canada. By way of account\ng ‘for this,

Arn0poulos and Clift note that since "slightly more than one

~—— —_—

third .of thg- anglophone Qopulation was born outside the

province, many do not have strong ties with Ouebec."lOO

Although nationalism .is potentially a cohesive and

stabilizing force, it can, .as in the case of French and

e ©

English Quebec, act inséeqd'as'an_additional.cleavage by

providing a loyaltyﬁtdse'?nation"‘that'is not coterminous
KEAN ' .

r with the\statel | B ol | i

W

How,wthen, 1s one to account for polltlcal Stablllty in

‘duebec, 1n v1evr of thlS strong divergence of eubcultural
attachment to the system as a whole, and glven that strong

natlonallsm 1s not necessarlly conducive to consoc1at10nal

democragy’ In the ex1st1ng llterature, two explanatlons have

been adVanced with - partlcular reference to the prlnClpal

e;cases; Flrst, it is argued that these countries are stable

N Y
1

. pol;tlcally in SElt of their relatlvely weak natronallsm7

. o . (.\ "~.‘ . . A
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Sécond, it is held that their SLability is achjieved partly
ESSEBES their nationalism is moderate in nature. Holding to.
the essence of the second view, we suggest that political
stability in Ouebec is influenced strongly by the way in

which the divergent nationalisms balance one another. In

ethcr words, the strong French-Canadian nationalism is
"moderated" by . thej weaker English—Canadian‘ (read
English-Quebec) nationalism: Inasmuch - as it does exist,
moreover, the anglophones" commitment to maintaining the

. . "
system stems almost: exclusively from their strong economic

ties, to and commercial interests ,in  Ouebec. Hence, the

francophones' traditional accommodation of these interests
.. L) Ll

may be seen to-have resulted in large measure from what is

referred to as "the widely held notion that the presence of

" “the English community ‘waS indispensible if the French

majorlty was to have viable economic relatxons with the rest
of Canada and with the Unlted States, or to sustaln progress

"lOl o S , t
in science and technolagy :

4 >

6. Whereas a multible balance of power = among the

A

i

subcultures and distinct lines of cleavage between

’

”éubcultures are two among the five factors dealt with thus

n

far that are to a certain extent paradbxical the alxth
factor——popular _Eproval of ‘the prlnc1p1e of governmen by
\

lellte cartel—~1s SO obv1ous as to be almost tautologlcal.

\

Its cruc1al nature, however,”may be,gleaned froq the fact .

that Asegmental xleadqur in ‘plural ' societiés have the

K3
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difficult and: important task of, on. the one hand, reachlng

‘

political accommodatxons with and maklng concessions to the:

leaders of other segments and, on the -other " hand,

N

malntaxnlng the confidence of thelr own'rank and file. To

this "end, therefore, it -is helpful if elites possess

considerablef'1ndependent power. and: secure positions of

leadership.

Such conditions’' of what Eric' A. ‘Nordlinger terms
"structured elite predominance, " however, raise important

questions as to,gke "democratic" quality of consociational
'democracy. © To be 'sure,’ coénsociationalism (and  the

elite~level emphasis ‘it entails) by its very nature requires
that all nonelite groups play relatively passivé and
deferential roles. Yet, as Nordlinger points out, structured

elite predominance does not "necessarily or even usually

involve the 3subjugation of nonelitps." On . the contrary,

-t

elite predominance "is usually tempered with.a good measure
of responsiveness to nonelite wishes and demands. 1In open

regimes nonelites generally set distinct outer limits' to

PO w102

their leaders' ‘demands and controls. What is .more

¢

‘"perhaps is that consociational democracy is. not

1ncompat1ble ‘with a. con51derable degree of part1c1pat10n int .

‘segmental- Organizations by nonelite members ’of~ society,'
prov1ded of course, that overlapplng membershlps in the§@
organlzatlons is kept to a mlnlmum. In'fact, Lorwin foupd'
thatf th¢ ‘segmented pluralgsm of gﬁe - small Eu;obeén

democracies he examinie "on- the whole, made for more,.rather
LR - SEN
_ , S } .

sk B
3
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N

than less, partricipation in voluntarx~/associations." Im

v y -
AL

,
accounting for such .increased political activity, he note?

that, "all other things being equal, the more plura}ism‘i

an area of saRjoeconomic association, the‘larger-nunner o
posts to £fill at all levels.'®? Thus, against critics of it
* apparent undemocratic nature, consociational, theorist
empnasize that‘ tne relitism, of cdnsociatiﬁna} democrae
should not be compafed with a tﬁeoretical**andinaIve-;idea
of equalfpower.and.participation.by“all,eftizens, but wit
the degree of elite predominanee that is the nprma i
democratic regimes of all kinds. ' . <3

Hence; on the basis their predominant positions,‘heav
demandsA’ate placed. on elite groups, not Hpniy‘ in ”tnei

relation with one another, but with their folléWers as well

” !

Here the term “followers" refers not only to the’ mass pub11

Lt also to the’mlddle leVel group 995t£{ped ‘as subellt

o

polltlcal act1v1sg39 Attempts to sdéure the approV\1 bf\gj

. ' A
mass publlc, whlch for- 1nstance7/ tends generaIlY to »h

d

N rather pa551ve and apolltlcal almost everywhere, do\,nc

[
4

present great dangers to the p0551b111t1es jofl elit
Y accommodatlon. Yet, whefeas elite-mass relations are for-'th

S most part troubleﬂfree, difficulties are.fnore likely
occur at the ellte-subel;te level "In partlcular,' Daalde

A .
o .

wrltes, "there ‘may b a .severe straln on thelr [the “elit
y be

gropps:J relat}on- with- those secondary _1eadegship"group

-

'(Val Lorwifr’bncef.dubbed them Lumbeneiites) who may hav

e .,r'

g_every incentive’ to moblllze sectional groups agalnst thel

L . . i N\ A
. , o } : - B

o

r
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e
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own top leaders by fanning hostile ideological_sentlments

.. ; -~ ,
within individual subcultures."104 Such was. the case in the

4 [ ' .
[N . .

Quebec of the'lSGOS;there ideologicab sentiments (albeit

not of a "hostile" nature) in the form of a 'state- based
nationalism were propounded by a -new mjddle- class 'of
- francophone . polltlcal and " bureaucratic elites.

- Distinguishing ‘themselves from the  traditional liberal
professional and clerical elites, and with a claim ‘to ‘power

and . statusﬂ~rpoted in theirﬁ”monopoly of ~the specialized
knowledge of the "moderh" social sciences, this new elite
. : , N . . . .

_itself desired 'to adapt: Prench*C:radian institutions’ to

social’and ecopomic development, segmingly as a response to .
the apparent,recalcitrance of those trad’itional»elites.105
. B . . e e

’ ' ¢ .
As.we'shall see, the emergence of this new elite and ithe

'

-

'.measures they were to 1mplement proved to be the harblngers
‘of change in French- English relatlons in Ouebec.

Stlll the foregoing claims .wlth respect' 'to “thé
presencer~of mechanisms conducive to coalescent eli;e*”

-

behaviour:,and political stability in’ OOuebec constitdte“
hypotheses which warrant testlng and emplrical vellflcatlon.

: 'TAs such, ‘we turn our attentlon now to an analysis othe

spec1f1c \hlstorlcal Sand contemporary c1rcumstances and

.

condltlons under whlch subcultural elltes 1n Ouebec have

.been able to work out a relatlvely durable compact based in

G .

large part onﬁ the dual"prlnc1ples 'of 'moderatlon and

«compromlse.ulnsofar as’ 1t follows closely' the fundamental

'."precepts <:f consoc1at10nal theory. such.{analy51s as wlll

. ,- Al
. Sy . .
B S *
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- resull will, of course,’ take , into consideration Quebec!s own
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*Introduction. A Functlonal Approach to . Comparat}ve
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' IR ' . 't '

Democracy . 74 o o ‘ o _
. ' . . ot "‘M " . ' \ i
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58“ MoRae,L "éonsociat;onéllsm ‘and .the . Canad;an- Polaglcal
2 System," ln McRae, COnsoc1atlonal Democracy, p. 260a»n“1

o

S9.w Noel’, "Cohsoc;ational Democracyw"andﬂ- Canadxanﬂ
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77-78, 167-71. For ja detailed description and analy51e of
Quebec-Ottawa rela ions during, -the Duple351s ana> Legage
years, /sée Smlley,-"Constltutlonal Adaptation' and Canadian
Federalls since 1945," Documents of the Royal ‘Commission on
Bilinguallsm .and Bxculturallsm,l No. 4  1(Otta . 'Queen's .

" Printér, J970) T T o T ﬁ

e A vl R :
72. McRobertsi'and Posgate‘j Quebec: . Social€}Change and
+Political Crisis (1980), 113, For disoussions:qf Quebec's
goals durlng the 1960s. and earller.'see ‘ibid, pp. 82-90 and
111-14. An" excellent, . in-depth analysis of ' Quebec's:
applications of the opting-out formula, partlcularly as it-
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76. Lehmbruch, "A Non—fgompetitive Pattern of - Conflict
Management in Liberal Demdcracies,”™ in McRae, Consociational
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.2 and 5 -in Table 1, '‘p. 58. See .also ~D9uglas W. Rae and
Michael Taylor, , The ‘Ahalysis of-"Politiéal Cleavages (New
Haven.,?ale Unlverslty Press,‘1970) “ r ‘

~82. Lijphart, Democracy 1n ‘Plural Societies, p. 120; " and
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oy .
,‘\ w

"83. WOlinetz,N"The Politics of Non- Accommgdatlon in Canada,"
p. 28. wWe acknowledge a debt to Prafessor Kenneth McRoberts,
of York Unlver51ty4 for suggesting and explicating the

"concessions"” the51s. : '

A -
gros . R L . . . . -



A

~ World Politics 20, 1- (October "1967): 49-50. . s

‘ “ 113
84.: Wolinetz, "The POllthS of Non- Accommodatlon in Canada,
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Political Crisis (1980), pp. 52, Table Seven, 53; Arnopoulos
end Clift, The English Fact in Quebec, pp. 186-88; and
Jichard J. Van Loon and Michael S. Whittington, The Cariadian
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”ﬁresponSe ,to the generally lelSlve nature—.of ~segmental

ITI. CONSOCIATIONALISM AS AN UNDERLYING
CHARACTERISTIC OF POLITICAL CULTURE

R
. ! I

Against Lljphart s .views of . 'consociational
democracy as the outcome of a desire on the part
of elites to counteract the potentlal threat of |
pollt;cal ‘divisions, ‘oné might: put the reverse  °
‘<. "thedis: - earlier ,  consociational. practlces
facilitated. the peaceful transition towards newer
forms of pluralist politital organlzatlon.;; ..
Con5001atlonallsm, in thls view, dis npt a response
to the 'perils of, subCultural splits, but the prior ,
‘reason- .why subcultural d1v151ons never did become"
perllous l. U ,"‘v., S R S Y

T

o 77 Han's Daalder!

A. Theoret1cal Perspect1Ve o 3", o -f%vﬁ'il'f

. r . o .

o, Ih and of'ltself tﬁe precedlng quote p01nts up thefﬂ

N W

”fundamental dlfference between the approach to the study of

,," \

consoc1atlonallsm dlscussed here and that to whlch we shall

) K
'

!

-turn our attentlon 1n Chaptér V both of whlch focus upon‘

the theme of elite co- operatlon. The second approach-—of the'

oo \

n

hree advanced by Kenneth McRae—~represents,v as Daalder :

"fynotes, Arend Lljphart s v1ew, in which ellte co- operation is

S
N .

'-”ﬁseen' a; a pattern- of - learned behav1our,.'~ dellberate

1

cleavages.i Conversely,‘,th flrst approach *V1ews ellte“'

ST

o . Cy

S W

'ten51ons as both soc1al and pOlltlcal structures develop

LN

id

"the dlfference 1n these approaches ig not sxmply a matter of

~ LT N P

5 S L v o~ . . - , LB,
. 1 . . N . - i .

, . ‘ [ | 115 : ) o “.;,".:‘ .', ,_j.\,‘. "..

co- operatlon as .a’ long-standlng .characterlstxc of;~the;f

‘polltlcal tradltlon, ‘a factor whlch 1tse1f helps to moderatd

N .
\ P “

»along segmental cleavage llnes. Further, McRae observes that
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timing,fbut is, concerned more wlth causal relationshlps.

In this regard he‘ notes Daaldervs suggestlon. that fellte
.'{ . -' e “'
behav1our shouLd not, be viewed solely v.a degenden

[ . . t.

' [

‘ Varlable,‘the lmpllcatlon here belng thatv"Lljphart s elltes-“

LR

act to counteract the perlls of objectlve cleavages”i In

f

,‘Daalder s v1ew,‘on’the other hand :"the e11te culture is 1n'

ot — \

<

1tself a most 1mportant 1ndependent varlable whlch may go

BN
[

o

.
RE L

far to determlne how cleavages ‘are handled 1n a polltlcal

t>dsoc1ety, to" what extent they become loaded wlth polltlcal

:

tension, and to what degree subcultural d1V151ons are: solved

t ' ot .
1n a splrat'of tolerance and accommodatlon, or by v1olence
‘Land repressron.}2 For his part moreoVer,‘Daalder arrlves at

o .

[W,these and other determlnatlons by\ way of vlewlng 'Ellte‘T

e ‘. .
1 l',.

culture 1n\the llght of the dlalectlcal process of hlstorx.

\ L‘

"
!

K Indeed,\ thlS approach holds that; ,in the ma;n,'\some,f’

L,
.l

'

pl !al soc1et1e5'fowev_the1r polltical :Stablllty f'théf"'

l )
. “w ' . . ] g \
' PE ¢ :A.

»

\ exxstence Of older Patterns ‘of coalescent ellte behav1our 1n S

~
\ . ».,“‘

‘ th pre—modern :perlod - whloh ’ﬂBVe, 1n an age of "mass

‘a

.bolltlcs,v glven rlse to a pOllthS of accommodatlon. Here,ﬁt

[ : i
vl . \ , 'J

W7as Daalder argues,'“anc1ent plurallsm has\fac111tated the:’

; / " x . ':éJF ‘. \\ N
> development' of 'al stable, legltlmate -and_'cdnSasﬁEntly

',‘n it 1

3

.o,

'plurallst modern soc1ety. Further,- in, _hls emplmcal

, PO -,.\

and pollt,lcal partles ’in"- a‘number of European states,

&
: -
,-

Daalder found that "older ellte styles eased the trans;tlon

o A

to mass pol~1t1cs and made for a tradltlon 1n whlch ‘the

[ v,

)

pr1nc1ple of 'pfroportlonahty led to a de-emphas1s of the

1nvestigat10n of the structure and membershlp of cablnets*'

-

U
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:subgroups ,' in the ' soc1ety 4- Judged _‘iln‘ "'tehfr‘ms of” thlS

‘-\f ' ey

"tradxtxon, 3 whlch represents the cruclal factor 1n thlS'

i . ‘ u'
‘ .

N

‘ .
-

Nétherlands, Austrla, Belglum, and Sw1tzerland——ex1sted at

.

o

one time ‘or another w1th1n the boundarles of the Holy Romanv

| .
- o .
il o . N s .

Emplre.l Consequently,. all four states‘ escaped i varylng

‘ " ! E 1', f 5 .

degrees the long, graduaF’centrallzatlon of authorlty that‘

I

: characterlzed among others, the French Spanlsh Engllsh

"“and SCOttlSh natlonal monarchles from the twelfth to the

'y \ 1 "

51xteehth centurles. By way of comparlslon, we flnd that,wln

- Ad N

'its.own right, the prov1nce of Lower Canada (more or less

Aoy b

Kl ¢

equ1valent to contemporary Ouebec)‘also was able to escape

.
N ¥

the centrallzatlon of authorlty 1n Canada by rejectlng the

leglslatlve unlon proposed by some of the Engllsh speaklng

. ) . ¢ 2 Lo

"majonlty pflnc1ple in favour of ‘& plurallst autonomyi0f<all‘

oy . C— )
l‘ . . Lot T K

‘»~approach,‘the class1c'con8001atlonal systems, for example,'

N . N f " i . [ , . N . .
N i . ,[. v S R ~ I . 11‘7 )
‘ . . . . ' LN [ ' B (PR v

-share qne 1mportant common characterlstlc. all four——the‘~

delegates 'to the pre Confederatlon g conferences at,

£
’

Charlottetown and Ouebec Clty,, and’ optlng 1nstead for the

r;,'

autonomy 1nherent 1n the federal concept Commentlng at some

»
. -

»consaderable length on the fundamental problem Wthh faced

. I il
\ Y .

both French and Engllsh\.delegates to these conferences,,'

ok

G F, G Stanley Hotes: i;:”, A?i\ ' gﬂffef

N .
e

Broadly speaklng--and there are, of ', course,
‘ exceptlons to: this: general statement-=-the Engllsh-,'
- .speaking. repreSentatlves, pragmat;sts,;susplclousf,_
. ..of .ideas -~ and generallzatlons, preoccupied with - '
' €conomic “and;: polltlcal ;nterests"and secure in
. their ever. 1ncreasxng majorlty -over ‘the French
jCanadlans, were . dlsposed to favour & strong':p
~}centra1 govery egtf~ if not actually a leglslatlve .

i
R
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“unjon;. the French Canadlans, empiriCEsts,;uneasyL e

R apprehenslve,"apd deeply concerned"'w1th “the "
survival of . thelr'culture, were by rellglon and by -
hlstory in favour of'.a. constltutlon whlch would,
aty the Very least secure .thenm such guarantees -as

r-they had already" extracted ‘from the ' British
government durlng thet hundred .years which had gone
before. No French Canadran, intent upoqg preserv1ng
‘hig™ natlonal 1dent1ty or betterlng his- politlcal'
future cOuld evér agree to a leglslatrve unioh.
L Ondy federallsnf would permlt the two, distinct,

N and sepapate, cultures to co- ex1st side by side

‘w1th1n the bosom of a: 51ngle state 5 o
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-Of-course,\fede%alism was, to~win out as'Confederation, which |

was 1ntendednto brlng together the dual Provxnce of Canada

‘e
a1

and the four 'seaboard provxhces of New Brunswlck, ‘Nova

o AN 1 )

Scotia, Prinée Edward Island l‘and' Newfoundland . was . am-

’ A “ vk

1mpos51b111ty wlthout the concurrence of French Canada. In

" r . R

short, the surv1val of French Canada,‘desplte the dellberate

) "
A I,.. . s . Y "

) attempt to overwhelm Lt in a, unlon of the two Canadas 1n the'

A LS 1
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18405, demanded the emergehce of a. federal concept. What is

,n, et N

more iS. that French Canadlans would consent “to ‘such"fa

ot
3

concept ’only after 'Some guarantee‘ for -thelr language;
¥ AR } o \ ) u\ i : '

institutlons,.rellglon and legal code was_lncluded in the’/)z

‘, _\ - - . ‘

resolutlons that were to form the ba51s of the Brltlsh North .
Amer;ca Act of 1867.6 Thus It was agreement on the spec1f1c~

" '\ ‘., - <
) , . R

nature and form of 'the~_federal concept,,‘as well as’ . :

subsequent attempts somehow to reconc1le the confllctlng

o a J

f 1nterests and pr1nc1ples of French and Engllsh, partlcularly

to the tradltlon of accommodatlon-"

.0

‘in Ouebec, whlch gave rls‘

“om
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‘ﬁ,jbuebec's Historical Political Tradition

aSSimilation _ or repression, British . and

) 119
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‘Enjoying w1de currencyV.‘among most 'dontemporary
W

observers of early Canadlan and Ouebec hlstory 1s the notlon

that the,. seeds ~'of the accommodatlon land ' peaceful

i

co ex15tence" between the two 5ac1al groups were sown 1n the

wake of the Brltlsh conquest of New France 1n the 17603. For

A

1nstance,: w1th reference to the work of. Plerre‘ Elllott B

Trudeau, Reglnald A. Whltaker demonstrates that, at .the tlme

- of the Conquest, the simple reallty of.New‘France was that

o
L *

"the French“weref too weak 'to’' become themselves an
independent nation, and yet ‘too strong_to/ﬁe crushed by .the
conquerors." Thus as; a -result® of both French Canada's:

T

‘lmarginal -status and . its ‘resistence to pressures for '

i
i

later
.

Engllsh speaklng Canadlans were forced "to make compromlses

K ~and conte551ons over t1me whlch have takegﬂgorm@in various

!

sh1ft1ng accommodatlons - . .of class alllances cutting

2

across the two ethnlc and llngulstlc communltles. 7'In_deed,

Y

perhaps '"the- most‘d 51gn1f1cant : way ~ in whlch such
S w"_ ray ‘ . ' ' o+ . g

accommodatlons manlfested ‘ themselves .;was"'in,' Quebec's

whlch as Kenneth McRoberts‘*

—

cultural d1v131on of dabour,
3

and Dale Posgate argue,'orlglnated w1th the Conquest. It 1sf

‘

thezr belief that "a clear segmentatlon of roles can be seen?

1n the terms of 'accommodatlon between‘ Brltlsh colonlal

authorltles, who’ retalned polltlcal power,g and Prench

Canada s prevalllng clerlcal and selgneurlal elltes, Whoil}th

o "
[J— oy

- were granted contlnued authorlty w1th1n _Erancophone soc1ety"*”

. ] l e
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1deologlcal or cultural 1mperat1ves. Pushed as they were out .

120
in‘exchange for theirHSupport”of the.ErItish regime.' Such‘

L [

‘segmentatlon and accommodatlon were‘to be relnforced the

S A

;’authors continue, with the arr1va1 ln the colony of Brltxsh

and Amerlcan merchants, ‘who proceeded 'to. exclude_ "the
already weak French Canadlan ccmmerc1al . elite from any

8

maJor economlc‘ role." ,It,'is‘ 1mportant to note, -ls the

fore901ng would seem to suggest, that, contrary to those who

Clalm that7 Brench Ouebec s subsequent wlthdrawal ever'

. "
¢ Ve

' further 'into 1ts rural commun1t1es constltuted‘ a defense

4\ \

agalnst the threat of a531m11at10n, i has been argued that

thls.»retreat .at flrst owed more to economlc than to

(.
.

of commerce "and admlnlstratlon, the French had nothing left

to do but cultlvate the 5011 "Agriculture,f'Michel Brunet

wrltes, became "a refuge for the French Canadlans who.[were]'

“ellmlnated from thelr country 5 commerc1al llfe. Many tax

farmers and merchants turn. to agrlculture from nece551ty n?

& ThU¢ in a soc1ety deprlved of its ‘natural lay leaders,
the Ca’hollc Church due malnly to 1ts control_pf'"cultural"d
matteEE:TT—ETT—_;Ellglon _and educatlon—-ln what_.Franc1s
’Parkman was later to call one of the- most prlest rldden

V-

communltles of the modern world 10 acqulred, in’ Marcel”

Rloux s words,* a more solld p031t10n than the one 1t had e

enjoyed under French rufe."l}, The Anc1en Reglme of New‘r

,

France dated roughly from the foundlng of Ouebec in 1608 to*’HN

; the conquerlng of that terrltory between 1759 and 1763--the,-

Copquest culmlnatlng as it dld 1n the Ro

o

laProclamat;on[w,”;”
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intending to 1nst1tute ‘a pollcy of assimilation by the

j 1mp051t10n <3f Engllsh laws, customs, and institutionSj"by

,the exc1u51on of Cathollcs‘ from publlc offlce, and by a

vreductlon of‘the terrltory pf the former colony - In splte af
these measures, as well as those brought to bear by way of

'subsequent Imperlal statutes, the clergy were qulck ‘to
‘deyelop ‘and ’maintain a benevolent attltude towards the
' . ‘.‘ ©t ) ' . >. L I A .

British. 'In. fact, ~.such benevolence, as. alluded to . by

McRoberts and Posgate, .'was to become " a defining

N

"characteristic of ~what”r hlstorlans haVe f termed .+~ the

arlstocratlc compact, ‘P ‘which the Church along w1th the

.enfeebled remnants ‘of New 'France s selgneurlal class,

a2

collaborated with Brltlsh army offlcers and hlgh colonlal*‘

‘yadmlnlstrators,.-whov themselves wassumed formal- polltlcal
ycontrOI‘ and - a major ‘economiC’"hegemony 'Among Vany other

~ [

ﬂfpolltlcal favours that they could extract from the Brltlsh

4“‘fthe leaders of the French were granted the freedom- ofhh

»

.ﬁ\

d.worshlp and a free hand 1n the educatlon and soc1allzat10n:‘

Cof thelr followers. Further 1llustrat1rg the ways in whlchf‘“‘

L ¢ "\

r‘thls "fateful tradeoff of mutual ellxe 1nterests" was to:‘

beneflt the pr1nc1pal partners to thlSJ ta ﬂit‘alllance"--the.

o , -

]hlgher clergy and the colonlal government—-Alfed DuBuc notes‘:h

i o T e e T ’
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The Church would eventually acqulre 1ts legalﬂ',

N -statqg_and would enforce 1ts monopoly of - educat10n1'
i Rifor ‘many yearS. e would even come -to-. partlcmpateﬂ~
-in: the" colonlal admlnlstratlon. ‘Thus the pelitical " -
apthorlty of -Protestant - society: became the =

’ defender of the values and.. 1nst1tu3%ons of;the b

o AP T S SR R N L
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Catholié Church,‘whlle the rellglous authorities -
_of French -Canadian society upheld, in the eyes of
their flocks, British institutions.l12 ‘ :

‘ \ . .
[ . ' . .

. I . : /,
. ' ' A Y ' !

to secure for them the falthful support (o) alty of the

French Canadlan ellte,\therBrltlsh Were, ‘as Whltaker argues,

-

122,

still, whlle the granting of these concessrons helped'

‘TOnly to retain. thelr pr1v1leges at the expense of econom1C‘

b

"development. As we shall see, the Engllsh bought economlc'

- . : e . n

superlorlty at the expense of leaw;ng the major 1nst1tutlons

of the conquered people intact." As a result,pFrench,Quebec

~_would - for its ‘partu flnd it difficult‘ to develop‘ ann'

"“updeveIOpment‘\

indigenous ‘ bourgeo;51e, "so necesSagy . for . autonﬁmd$5~

'»capbtallst development, and would be saddled w1th 1nternal

.- =l

elltes ndependent upon h Engllsh, and . w1th na vested

.interest. 1n fosterlng eggnomlc bagkwardness and polltlcal

[

‘,to condone ats behav1our,‘1t is. of ;nterest to: note here

,subserv1ence among the mass of the populatlon.ﬁ

fFrench leaders were

13 Though not

[
I

s

operatlon of colonlal regImes wrll attest,

v

oL

n as, a comprador"'ellte._"

st

'gOuebec Act {ﬂ%74)-—v1rtually the Magna Carta of the French

u

‘pi;Canadlans-~was to have the effect of re1nforc1ng the support

“as " contemporary aanalysts of thefrhl

e

. acting - ‘n a xnanner entlrely con51stent w1th what /gnoﬁ’;

pi

'ethat, ‘in. adher1ng~strong Y to 1ts "vested 1nterests,wpthe~

Enacted\ a decade after the, Royal Proclamatlon, the.‘

land loyalty between the French and Engllsh leaders.fli‘LHJ

effect,;‘as Shella McLeod Arnopoulos and Domlnlque Cllft

.



jrnote, the Act forced Engllsh and French ln Ouebec to. .come to

- c1rcumstancas,‘each group assumed a partlcular functlon or

a

,some,accommodatlon with each other, an accommodatlon wthh
[l ' . . - . N . A L
o X o LY f [ .. e

in this case was based on»the notion of what they refer to
as_"ethmic‘domains;f lee the cultural d1v151on of labour S

theorists, these autﬁors argue that, under the prevalllng

role, determlned prlmarlly by thelr respectlve aptltudes and G

' 1nterests. ‘The Engllsh, for example,‘ were _in ‘charge- of

A

. l

v
.
°

‘ﬂthew extent that they dld notf_lnterfere w1tht economij

that prec1pltated theladoptlon of the Ouebec Act, Even so,‘y,ﬁ

acceptgng Brltlsh rule in exchange for\Brltaln s defehse o%

commerce and of the” economy Whlle the French were to be: rh

. RN : oy e

Charge of laws and of soc1al organlzatlon—~that 1s, only to

. N
' ~ / :

nd Cllft contend "the. .

development.“fThls was,' Arnopoulos"
f;rst tlme that there‘ appeared ‘in ”fanadlan, hlstory e
c‘ [ ~ o
notion' of collectlve vocatlons, ‘a'nCOnCept that remalned ‘ 'R;
A . . N W L
almost unchanged untll well 1nto the twent;eth century "14- “, f

s ¢ F ; . . .
\ b {

Yet, as was to be«the case wlth the Constltutlon Act of ,

w4

e
. \

1791, 1t was the potentlally d1v151ve consequences for the T?ﬁﬁ

3

colony posed by “forelgn".turmoll (the Amer;can Revolutlon Y

. W ) .
4 ’: ot

in thlsllnstance) rather than Brltlsh goodwlll to Canada“j“l

g N

e e

] PR
the Amerlcan 1nva51on oﬁ Canada 1n 127 p as well as that o

I 1“"\.‘

.., . iy

o EL ‘
.‘he IOyalty of the new”prov1nea towards 1ts‘"benefactor,.m‘

\ . .
K oA R ) Co

partlcularly 1n v1ew of the termslof the orlglnal compact 'ﬁfi
. l“ “."

between the two raoes;-a cdmpac‘ 1ch had the French m?(ﬁ?

K

|
o

Canada. Wlth"the act, ,as" MaSOn Wade poynts gui >
w;;ui“ﬂnﬁt' s I f"¢ Sy "
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.Brxtﬂln ‘hOPed- effectlvely to‘\ﬁerve ‘notice to potentiaL

‘-.1

L

AnLrloan co)onlsts that it was strengthenlng ltS hOld upOn

¢ .
{ g
L § K N

the port;on”of North Amerloantwhich was to remaln Br1 }ﬁh‘by

' allow1nc Mt to remaln French ‘and Catholxo." Among other

Il v . v ( 3
. l g sy y . \‘
.u‘ '

! h thngs,,the Act restored the colony 5 ﬁormer boundar.es and
R [T o i -

o relestabllshed the French ClNl] law pegardlng property and

/ ‘, (I ) i 4

ciVil"ﬂrlghts," although 1t1, f3 deemed ;‘"'at ‘present

a t v 0 o ¢ ' [l

i . "

1nexpediedt tO”call [a representatlwe] Assembly, AlthOugh

ety
A LN

- /. the ney. leqislatlon mérely eccopded quaS1 Offchal status to

4 N o
'y [ ' LS

" the Roman Cathol;c relxglow ﬁhe follow1ng quote from Wade
. ) ' o ; .
) S K e
w‘nﬂ‘shows phaq 1tSAguarantees to the Church were. nonetheless

)
b T ATR A S . . S T

substantlve"‘hm"?‘f‘fp T ="" ' "‘ o fh"jQﬁWufgﬂh
. R S T T S ‘ S R \|
- Co o, . ! . : R ’¢ £ ! . ' . o Ty ' . . o
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. ‘ . ¢ . the Act revoked the whole tentatlve system" ’ ,
ne o of c;vll JudlClal; ‘and ecclesiastical ‘government . 1
. which had beena»based upon :the . Proglamation ogﬁ e

‘ul763”,and whlch'had p%en almed at, the, 8SSlmllat10nu
of uhe!‘Frenchr‘Cah3d1ans 1dto an.. Eﬂgllsh golony
gf;/Q;governed“undeﬁ‘Enéllsh laws - im) a”ﬂ&hgllsh splrlt.'
.+ Catholic¢ism was: no 'longer . mezely.&olerated out of .-
P ‘Aﬂexpediencyﬂ/ Camho %cs"wereﬁ aQSured the*‘free
S ‘exer01semof thelrwfellgion, Whldh was no longer to
EE RN o1 an'obs%aclé e’ preferment oA any office or
L ’\posrtlon”\51nce aﬂhew form, of’ Qath was: prov1deﬁjl‘ 0
'jwhzch aid ‘not dffend Catholie - prxnc1ples,x The ' =
) S Cathollc clergy were assured thelr rlghts and .
: ' ,”,,ﬁaccustoméﬁ ‘dues from Cathbklcs, whmle the tathes;uﬁg‘; (
", of.non-Catholics 'were to. Be'applled to the suppdrt -
e fﬂfof a Protestantrolexgy 151 :

of ‘T“"chis‘

lllustrated by the‘_fact that,}f'
‘Marrou d@scq}bed “as

f'u

“the only

"f the(national consclence and the nhtlonal

"t

S N
';‘ .-1\\/" i "IG " "‘.

Cathollc iclexgy ‘&hj

,.Yanf actﬁvelrole 1n the dlssemlnatlon of,,;
o | |
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British prOpagande——epeakingiwith‘scorn;cf the Ancien ﬁégimel
and extolling the merits of the British'constitution..Ing
order to *eecuré‘ the protectlon and malntenance of ;ts
sources of revenue and the structure and viability of its
1nst1tut10nsg the Chiurch was 1ndeediohlmged.to conc;llate
the éritish authoritiee.'lnithis regard, ﬁhe‘ecciesiastica{

/

‘administrators_ went even so far as to, prdpagate ¥:)

providential .interpretation of the British arrival ih the

St%\ Lawrence ‘ValLey. Here Brunet notes-: that,. during the
period of the French kevolution (1789~}792), the clerical
e;ite, re}ying‘on its substantial*influence in the’coleny;
were hsuccessful in persuadlng the con51derable numbe ¢ of

' AN ' : .
church-going Canadiens that God Himself had favoured ‘the - «
British Conquest. The British presence,“the clergy reéecned;)Wu

ensured the protection of the Catholic Church in thade‘and

the "nation canadienne" from the abuses and horrors of e,

- £
wickedkrevolution."l7 The Canadiens' largely unfalllng an%

» .
IS -

' somewhat naive acceptance of this eccle51astlcal“ and

masters.’ ~ . . ”" .7

_ polltlcal rheteric, moreover,( had the desired ”effect of

strengthenlng the ‘bond between the - clergy and tﬁe British

L
4 ~ P

,i‘ o [} _Jv' N \
Whgieas ‘the dec131on not to establlsh reprfsentatlve

government (taken durzng the draftlng of the Ouebec Act) may

n

. 'have held back the. threat to ‘the clergy and the selggﬁurs of

'competltlon from any secular, polltlcally based elite, the

yglve r1?£ to Just such a group Furthermore, given the

Constltutaon Act, by 1ts very nature,,could not help but

A
&
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instithﬁional base it created--the establishmegt of eeparate
IegielétiQe ' assenblies,. eleetedA by thé‘ people, . and
législative eouncils; appointed for life--the Act not only
inaugurated a period of tension between the executive andf
1eglslat1ve branches of the Assembly in Lower Canade, but

4 1
threatened to undermine the arlstocratlc compact" as well.

According to McRoberts, the Aet of 1791 made politxcs "the

‘one arena in whlch Francbphones and Anglophones engaged in .

8 WK . . .
n1 However,.~the ‘enthusiasm with which’

direct competition.
the‘bqrgeon}ng franéophone polidical elite threw itself into
this "competition" was to be short-lived, and the reasons
for this.'may ‘be gleaned from ‘the considerétdon of  two
separa}é sets . of circumstehcee. .First, ‘as' alluded to
eérfier, demands for the eStablishqent of representative
gevernment in .Quebee came primarily from‘ the ‘Brit;shv

\
v

merchants who invaded Lower Canada followinguthe Cconquest.

-Here McRoberts and Posgate note that ‘these demands were

'"partly erompted by the fact that“the British governors were

thought to be ‘too conc111atory to French demands, and that a
~

reductlon in gubernatorlal power would rectlfy thlS.' Yet

when the ‘Canadiens subsequently succeeded -at, among other

.things,~having French recognized as a 1énguage of debateﬁ

"the ™ English ‘began to regret- their - enthusiasm | for .
representative assemblies."19 Still, this gives a false

1nd;cat10n of the role played by the political leaders with

respect to the 1nst1tut10n of parllamentagy rule. In other

words, 1t 1s understandable that their role was, as. some
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“claim;»nedllgible, for they were opposed to thls form‘of

\

.goJernment.,'Indeed,‘whow..could‘qthe ,Canadlens‘ "adjust‘ to
ihfluencing the dessiny dF the.State,“\Rioux queries,f"when .

Al

~

they had not even had anythlng to do with runnlng thelr own"
parlshes9"20 Commenting .on 'the—‘posltlon.,qf’ the 'early"
settlers”under the‘Olleegime}iGustaVe Lanctot observegﬁ

'
L by T LI S
- ! - 1 ~

The. habita®its of New France had no experience of
common. action in political matters. With no
organization whatsoever that ~could group and.
direct them they 'become accustomed to submitting
without' guestion to + the ordinances of ! ‘the
intendants, to the orders of the governors and to ",
‘the echts of Versailles.21 L vy ;
“ ' ! .

Later,'post—ConquestbErench—Canadianafolk society would,'by
;way of being withdrawn into itself inlfural communities and’

engaged 1n the practice cﬁ ‘a sub51stence economy, set up

natural 'barrlers to &ts 1nhao}tants access to the

mainstream of political and economic life. As a result, the
Canadiens found themselves hard-put‘to acquire an interest

in or an understandlng of those affairs taking—place outside

their- own local and 1mmed1ate ‘spheres of. activity. The
P Tt . N .

indifference 'brea"~of thle) lack of interest  and

understanding,‘moreoVer, is starkly lllustrated where Rloux

. \
notes ‘that Louls Joseph Paplneau, hlmSelf a: popular

‘w,French Canadlan leader,-"had to be brought to the Chamber by

A °

'”mllltary escort,” after having been absent from se351ons for

two years. "22 AR N o N .

o DN

Second—-and perhaps because of thelr 1gnorance of and

'ﬁ,;ndlfference towards phrllamentary government——the French

ot
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‘ ' : : . ) .

- Canadlani 1n1t1ally found the English to be uncomp:omlslng
@

as far ‘as the dlstrlbutlon of off1c1a1‘ p051txons was

1

concerned. Heré Rioux . reports that while compriSing

fourteen- flfteeﬁ%hs of Lower Canada's populatlon, the French:

4 \ n

Canadlans, ;n the first election follow1ng the Constltutlon
“Act, obtaln d only three-quarters of the seaps in the

legislatlve assembly. .What, is more is that the “French'
. [

Canadians were\ a m1nor1ty in the Leglslatlve Council (seven
out of 81xteen and in the Executive Council (four out of

nine). In adminsftrative.posts'their minority was even more

w23

marked. As sUch was the case, it is easy to see how their

'
early experlences with democracy ' and representative

!
-

government taught the Canadiens to - distrust the

parliamentary reglmi; a distrust. which, “some students claim,

did not begin to ‘dbate until the mid-1960s--if then at
. } o

24

all. Thus,“knéwing hothing of "its intrisic value, save for

'what they learned in helr relatlons with 'the Engllsh “the
Y ian, e

Canadlens began qu1ck Yy to: 1dent1fy democracy w1th _the

struggle for thelr re11 ious and llngulstlc rlghts As was . *

<

C et

& French socxety vaen that theirs was a predomlnantly rural, A

v
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réfbrms*tONor the'abolrtion of‘the seigneurial sYstem, since”
by that tlme more- than half of the more prosperOus manor

1
\

farms were 1n the -hands of Engllsh owners who had acqulred
the selgneurlal rlghts. Contrlbutlng-to this fear was the

developlng tendeney on the part‘ of the seigneurs, the

v

governors,~ and even the ‘magistrature simply to view the

.censitaries  as tenants and to deny them the co—ownership

e

1nherent in the feudal and selgneurlal systems. However, the

collectlve anxlety whlch gripped much of French soc1ety was

‘caqsed._not only by the éxternal pressures» of Engllsh‘

coa

capitalism, but also by a growing internal crisis reshlting
from the excessive subdivision of land. and  the absence of'

local outlets for surpluS'manpower. These internal problems
were, in 'turn, brought - on largely .a result of ‘the

e

comparatlvely rapid’ rate of growth in  the population\ of’

1{ "

Lower Canada that was taking p].be at the t1me. In strict

L.

demographlc terms, W1111am Klngsford observed that, from
1632 to 1760, the Canadlens ﬁ%d 1ncreased - to a total

population of some 60,000, whereas by the end of the
e s BT S ‘ o C X

' following 128-year period (1888) they were ? 250 000
strong.zsv Couching the ‘situation in 'somewhat dlfferent

. terms, Abbe Llonel Groulx noted that, of the 8 milllon acres'

e

of';arable land 'on the selgneurles, 5.1..m11110n were'”
- v o0 . « . ’ .' '
occ1.1p'i‘ed2'7 Compoundlng the problems caused by the grow1nge

e,

scarc1ty of fert1§e land at that tlme was both London s

‘ opp051tlon to the creatlon of new manor farms (espec1a11y in
’ s =
reglons like the area around Montreal, where. bulldlngs began

A : '~ . JE F B N & J(.‘ .
o o . : o & R LN ‘ ' /
. ) R o e = ) : ) . . o
- T - . 2w oL . .
. Cor RPN i K S ) o : ‘
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to press upon each other 1n greater denslty) and the  fact

‘that ‘the crown lands, where the habltant mlghtlhéve been

able to establlsh hlmself became the object of fraudulent

- 4
.

‘ grants"and speculatlons ‘on’ the part ~of Englxsh speaklng

4

people. Preservatlon of thefselgneunxal system, under such
condltlons ‘of over- population as were belng experlenced

thus seemed asg dangerous to/the French Canadlans as reforms s

. p : ‘s .

whlch,’to all appearances, would dlspossess the class that ;Rr. !

' worked the land and enhance the ecdnomlc‘"power_ of . the‘”l |
English merchants, LlheTit of not, French‘Canadlans would‘
have , to consent to‘reformlng the 1nst1tdtlons and laws of

, -v'v’

Lower Canada, if only to ease the burden«on the selgneurles )
. ; ,,:‘I S
and to. bring to an end thevspeculation which had'caused an

increase in the charges‘that weighed‘upon'the'censitaries.'
‘ ‘,While‘.ity would affect dramatlcally thk traditional
trahcophone wayWof“life}Nwhlch had, Aong prov1 d‘effectlve
'protectlon to a soclety relatlvely poor - inp‘ca;?tal ‘and.'
; A

entrepreneurshlpp~the-process through whlchfreforms‘to the?

K

. I

,system of antl economlc laws and customs were bnought abobt ', o

also helped to ‘inltlate -3 rmuch needed mobmllzatlon“of ?

\
4 i
- 4 'A,‘

polltlcally—mlnded £orces in French Canada.FAltholgh there ; A

was . on Jthe eve of the uprls ,gs“ o 1837-183 llttle

. !
i
¢ : ¢

agreement as-to. the cause that was belng promoted--

i

ome, for
) ‘

1nstance,‘thought thaégthey were defendlng the se;gneur1al\¥\
;system whlle others wanted to do away wlth t1thesi’rents,'

Y

and the French 01vl1 law, all of whlch were becomlnq‘archalc

w1th the beglnn1ngs, of 1ndustr1allzatlon--the mass - of

N

IR L
S 4’ Sy

v
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French Canadlans were nonetheless unlted 1n thelr implacable"

{

opposxtlon to the capltallsm of the Engllsh merchants and of -

"the Br;tlsh governors.' the ‘vanguard Qf the' ensulngﬁ

! l!

struggle-—arguably the flrst "natlonallst“ struggle ln the?j

r‘ )‘ I 1‘4’ ",-

“new" Ouebec——was a class of pere551onals who had succeeded.d

i \

Cy y
l

K

serv1ces rendered by 1ts members. Generated by the anomalles.

)
l

- of the accommodatlon between the francophone clergy and the o

P i

Brltlsh colonlal admlnlstrators and composed largely ofﬁ"”

' N

lawyers, notarles and - doctorsh.whose more'radlcal element

N ','

.was 1n$p1red by a, comblnatlon of French and Engllsh 1deas of"

£ K o

the tmmesr-democracy,allberallsm, antl clerlcallsm—-thlé new
{ B .

Secudar and predomlnantly,mlddle class (sub ) e11te qulckly

l o l.‘rl‘ v.'

e¢11PSed the clergy and se&gneurs 1n popular esteem,vlf not\

; K

,'actually rn power and 1nfluence. and naturally assumed“the

N

1deologlcal leadershlp of Lower Canada. The.facththat'theyf

s

were,;'as Wh;taker ‘notes, educated'raboveg their largely

“ o

o

profess1onals to flnd a place in the state admlnlstratlon:_,‘-‘

'
)

1controlled by the worklngs of anglophone patronage.‘Forced

N . f ¥

therefore, to return to thelr places of orlgln,‘these new .

3 :

"middle- class elements, ‘comprlslng ‘a truly representatlve

i

ﬁ‘ellte, had the dual advantage of hav1ng close tles w1th thei

at galnlng the confldence of the populatlon by v1rtue of the_“

"oeasantw'”backgrOunds ‘made'_ it'.‘difficult"ifo these,’

people and "the vdlce and educatlon to agltate on: behalf ef,;7

X .
i

French grlevances 1n the.Assembly

Slgnlflcantly,'thls new ellte s flrst polltlcal moves'”

[N " . v
T, RS

were to 1nvolve the explo1tatlom%c£:the:Const;tutlon'Acg,rtfﬁv

e




L e o e

y;; whlch had granted representatlve assemblles whlle refu51ng

‘respon51ble government. It w1ll be recalled that whlle the

Assembly in Lower Canada .was’ domlnated by francophones, the o

executlve branch of government‘ was nr&‘ the ‘hands of an
: , -

Engllsh governor and hlS councxllors,'who were hand—plcked

from the ranks of the Engllsh merchant classe;:and thus were‘

q-. S ; y

referred to crltically as the Chateau Cllque. So def1c1ent‘

w -
;" . o . e A

at that time was the‘democratlc process that,‘ln prac 1ce,

"

real power was seen’ to re31de not’ 1n the hands of the people

through thelr’.elected \representatlves,‘“but mwlth theée, .

o ' R *

‘ aopg%nted offlcxals' .and .+ n‘lhéﬁtlrely Engllsh / cxv1l ﬂ

L

K
' vt g et
. '

serv1ce—-all of whom were respon51ble in- the end only to the

LN
N

N -\

I

government in’ England _and who were glvén to;“
1wr_4~

1



' .-
"

: 1

Trudeau notes,

\ \

forc;ng a polltlcal unlon of Lower Canada (whlch at the end
v

| of the 1830s, had a French populatlon of 500, 000 and a

-~

grow1ng Engllsh populatlon 3of\s150 OOO) w1th Upper ‘Canada’
(whlch had an entlrely Engllsh populatlon of 450 OOO), the

French being made a mlnorlty 1n a new assembly, would haye

K

“-133‘

no, ch01ce but to dlscontlnue the1r obstructlonlst tactlcsM

What the French Canadlans found to be unsettllng,l‘lndeed

'1ntolerable, about all of thls was-* the colbnlal authorltles

" use oft arbltrary methods to force them into 'the Unlon, not

S Y

a- to ‘mentlon the actual terms of the- Union, whlch‘.were

' populatlon of 650, OOD was to have in the unlted l_glslature

the same representatlon ‘as the upper prov1nce s 450 000 and

the Upper Canadlan debt of El 200 000 (huge compared to

Lower Canada ] E95 000) was to be charged to both .a;". "29

“

w

*  patently unfarr.- Here, ‘as- Jacques Monet obserVes: "A

»

s

Stlll as Tﬁudeau has argued there were at the tlme two' :

o

"wayswﬁin‘ whlch the French Canadlans could utlllzev the

arsenal of- democratacf'flre arms"put at thelr dlsposal.‘

e e

Flrst, they could contlnue to sabotage the parllamentary

apparatus by way of the1r systemat;c obstructlon whlch llke

“‘the Irlsh strategy at Westmlnster, mlght lead to Laurentlan

o

v

‘gRule. Alternatlvely, the French Canadlans could dlsplay

t, ey

:h; an;foutWard acceptance of the parllamentary game,,g but

9

w1thout ;any 1nward alleglance to _its?_underlylng moral

pr1nc1ples.:In the end the second choxce was to ;uevall

LY

.



no doubt . because the" years - 1830 to " 1840

N : ‘demonstrated - that = sabotage © would - lead ' to

' .+ suppression’' by forece.. Moreover, a -show - ofa
S ,co-Operatlon " would have the ‘added advantage of .-

r permitting . French “Canada to part1c1pate in the

“fgovernlng counc1ls of the country as. a whole. Such
a. dec1sion gulded most French- Canadlan‘pollt1c1ans
after ' the" union of Upper and Lower Canada, and-’

‘contlnued to do SO after Confederatibn 30 ‘

1

P

Thus the eventual repre551on of the rebelllons helped

"‘.

,to hasten the collapse of the campalgn for soc1a1 reﬁorm 1n

-

Lower Canada. What was more. was. that the Act of Unlon of -

v

ﬁ84l enabled the Engllsh majorlty in the "unlfed”étanadas to{“'

I < .,
N

také control of polltlcal vlhst;tutlons,‘ Wlth the general

7expectat10n that the "stubern“ and "backward" element

French- Canadlan soclety would eventually be a551m11ated andy

N

uthat their u conomlc system of laws and customs would onCe
92

L

L
"

Q,-,halr Of‘OfflClallty to that expectatlon when he oplned that‘

PR

“‘"the unlon of the two Prov1nces would not only glve>a clear‘f

:"_' ;o

y,

‘IEngllsh majorlty, but one whlch would be 1ncreased eVEry,v‘

N o a'

‘(Q‘

‘ thegltlmate course of events and the workapq of naturalﬂf

it
e LY

"causes,

r"\_f‘natlonallty&."31

kN ¢ .
. o . Ve

N

and for all, be done away w1th Wlth the conclu51ons and‘
recommendatlons of hlS rather one 51ded analySLS of‘ the

'causesiof the ten51ons 1n the Canadas, Lord Durham added an‘e

vmf?year by -the 1nfluence of Engllsh emlgratlon,s and I have.'t

fllttle doubt that the French, when onCe‘ placed by theh

"n‘a mlnorlty, would abandon thelr va;n hopes offA

\Yet whlle Durham actlvely encouraged Bgftlsh:w

}offic1al use of the Frenq-language, the Unlon Act,.whichfw.

:vflmmlgratlon and sought at the same tlme to pmoscrlbe thef” o
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: was /ntended to be the flrst ‘step 1n hlS program fOr reform,

o
\

falled ultlmately to realize hlS hopes for . a ’homogeneous‘ C—

: ' . T i
colonyr‘ Indeed ‘ w1th the ‘1nst1tutlon,’of respons1ble o

- “' N "t

£
government (whlch Durham hlmself had rqummended and whlch

s

”‘was eventually achleved 1n 1849 1argely because of’ a change‘

'of. government.‘lnL‘Londonw and the 1nstallat10n,;of‘ a

S sympathetlc governOr An Canada), thg.French Canadlans,“as
| ~ . .

Garth Stevensox& o.gge@es,‘"garned enough polltlcal power to_‘&g..‘

“secure’. the\ ab:'g}}i

o

of hlS ~[Durham' s] a551m11at10n1st
.;t. enough to destroy thef anglophone

w

| design,"although

»

‘ mlnorLty in thelr mldst "Thisupower resided, for 1nstance,

1n the retentlon of the dlstlnctlon between the c1v1l law off

! o

the lower prov1nce and the common Jlaw of the upper one, as

well ‘as | 1n the eventual recognltlon ‘of the statusfof the‘ Q;
. ) ' o «‘ Y . f
French language, in. Splte of what turned out to be only ‘a

RN

vbrlef attempt to 1mpose unlllnguallsm. All of thlS and more“

.

was,‘ Stevenson' cont1nues, guaranteed‘.under the‘ cruc1al','

*prinCipleV_whlch establlshed ,that “the‘ government‘ was

TS

theneeforth to be "dependent on the confldence and support
of the elected lower house of the legislature "32
‘~yfﬂ?1 Stlll as mutual dlscontent 1ncreased the governlng of“;d

both Engllsh speaklng and French speaklng Canadlans, wlthlnf,i‘

oo

o what 1s perhaps best descrlbed as a ;qua51 unltary"‘state[j

became correspondlngly dlfflcult What helped to ease theseﬂ
tenSJ.ons and preclude the polltlcal dlsaster the era off

Unlon Government iotherw1se_ held 'v store.”for-_rrgnqh »iﬁx

Canadlans, however, was the development,,°from abbutfr1849'f,

. T P g Lo = . : Lo . . A : S - N




hfound . LaFontalne s 1n51stence upon no less 'than a

TIndeed _unllke l.thé‘f leaders lof | theﬁh partlcularlsts"

'4generously applled could preserve both hls people s herltage

!had several tlmes—urged before the rebelllon), but

’\‘f.l ’ oo ' . .
‘\ . e 136

v ) - -

onward, of a rather dlstinctive sYStem‘ of intercultural

- . | Iv'

elite aceommodationﬂ Qulte unllke that whlch had evolved

almost a century earller, thls aCCOmmodatlon saw the more

3
i

modErate among the French- Canadlan leaders (i.e., those who,
|

llke LOUlS Hlppolyte LaFontalne, opposed the demoCrath‘

republlcanlsm and ant; clerlcallsm of Paplneau and “his
I ‘ i . I

,followers) forge an alllance wlth the leaders of the Upper

0 i

Canadlan Reform movement (L e., Robert Baldwih et; al ),
P

'hwhlle at the same tlme managlng effectlvely to defend French

1

Canada s cultural lnterests. Whlle, thls alllance

‘strengthened the gap between LaFontalne and hi's followers

1

‘and the patrlote ] autonomlst factlon grew steadlly wlder,

largely as au‘result of the groups 1deologlcal - and

‘~mot1vational‘differencesr What ultlmately led to the flnal

N
separatlon of the one frOm the other was, as ‘Monet has

o constltutlonal solutlon"to the French—English situatlon e

8 by

R

“:—-Denls Benjamln Vlger and .John Nellson ’held sway durlng

N

R i
'~Pap1neau"s ex1le--LaFonta1ne "had concluded that the Unlon'

was not an ev1l 1n 1tse1f ‘what the Brltlsh constltutlon

)

l

and Brltaln s emplre. hThe key .toﬂ success, LaFontalne‘

‘e

Kfargued was riot - the creatlon of a partlcular statef(as he~*‘“

[ , ‘.

|,/>_

rather b

- ‘\ \

*.that the 11mper1al‘ authorltles cease ”th con81der thew.ﬁjjT,f

Ve -

VgCanadlens a separate race,; thus excludlng them from *la N

! o . “
'

n
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grande“famille." Thus by . 1dent1fy1ng lg survivance Yrgh the [
i ‘ ‘; : B .5 R
.- . f i Y
Brltlsh connectlon 3and; wlthwn that context, seeklpg” to S
" c1rcumvent the dlfflcultles,of the Unlon blll‘and establlsh'yg ﬁ o
[ ‘w . " A ! ' " J:,"" \ "
responslble government——the'~"prlnclpe domxnant‘ dewgyotre« - "
¥ U R PR e R T TR
- A / TR A AT
gouvernement constltuthnnel Do . le-prlnciperdemocratrQuebﬂr‘; .
, AT g o
. \u , . 3 ‘ I, N RN
~ prxnc;pe essentlelu du' gouverne nt ~angla;s"9 ——LaFontalneI‘ ;ﬁ ﬂ
' e~ ! ‘ 5 o -
reasoned that all other thlngs woul there?y\accrue unto the roo
. - ST \ N ","ffﬁf‘vﬂ L
French Canadlans.' = ,g‘ C ~c\ o L*"Klwifhy
' " ’ \ R

|,\,'.

Created 1n 1839 40, ‘and culmlnathg in the 1nst1tutipnw'

= 4" ‘ N e ¥
. .of, responsxble‘ government ‘in’ 1849 che famo§ Baldwxn~ RS

LI

vt :
. ]

'LLaFontaine reform allrance Served to estab}lsh th ode ‘of .

K .
' Y . ‘ :

ellte behav;ourﬂwhlch characterized‘polltrc 1 léadership in i

Canada -up “until Confederatlon 1n 1867 Durin that pertod ‘ ,
k A “\ ) . :"r.,if"‘“!
;the most obv1ous and 1mportant place where coakltldh of o

h . " .\‘ \ oo o

thlS type were formed was w;thln the cablnets of succés%&va

.

A \KB
governments, cablnets whlch were’ constructed in such a Wa,‘

[

"astto 1nclude representatlves of both cultural communltles

7_What is ,partlcularly 1nterest1ng to note, here ‘is, that o

s
N “

“fcablpets were formed 1n tgls manner desplte the fact t at “tyf
there“was neVer”}a. spec1f1c ;requlrement that they ;be‘”“g &
R R ! . o - q\ . AR

supported by a,fdouble maJorlty,H 1nclud1ng maJorltles .of vacg?gﬂ

i e \ \ e . . o oy

v

»

“

French ‘d Engllsh parllamentarlans.w Furthermore”  the . |
E TG P R al t e . .
governments themselves were headed by two party leaders, one‘kaa"‘g

) ‘,, 3 T ‘L: 3\

‘4°from each sectlon of the prov1nce, rather'than by a s1ngle "“t‘°‘:

N ,.wv.

prlme mlnlster.ﬂln llght of the dlff rent legal systems,v‘f.fﬂa

,\1( R A o
N , - \ .

wmoreover, separate attorneys general were appolnted to the?'
‘ S .

. .r’»

two sectlons. Also 1n conseq ence of thls dlfference was thefﬂf-“




. ‘ . ) ! L .
K [ . o ' R oL . .
‘."H B . ) . o ‘," ) AT ‘ " ) L - . A 138 .

J ﬁact thaf some of the legislatlon adopted j{ﬁthe p&ovinciall
. I ! . | B ' ‘ h , LA ‘ -. .
Parlxament applled only to one of  the sections. while

o o "

‘o -

;"' parallel but distxnct leglslatlon applied,.ln murn, tb'the‘ h

]
A

other. @@dh matters concernmng the 1mportant ‘areas ofd R

educatlon and munlolpal affalrs, for example, were dealt-

y wrth dlfferently 1n the two halves of the prbvlnce.??« ff' . o

1 l

o Ve '4 . Y
Coa Perhaps the mbst unlformly representatlve government of
- ‘ e ‘

the early poét rebelllon perlod was that whlcﬁl .was. formed

. ' f .
b . » B Py Lo

o durlng the admlnistratxon‘ of Slr Charles.,Bagot,M who was
! ‘ : ; . 3 PN N
ar governor genéralJof Caqada from 1841 to" 1843"Thrqugh‘his

s A TR e, « Y
TR i " Ny ‘ :
P "l T, ! Yoo . « . »

G opp051tgon to the 1deas,. practlces, and 'polioies‘fof his =~ =
~‘--‘ 'f'l‘l;“‘n”‘“-\slr\ l t L . o o , ’ } ‘
' r ’ N ’,‘ N . LN
o \predecessorsﬂ, and \ lmMleate "superlors—-that ., is, ‘of
. ‘ H ' ‘ n ! T
,‘nmultlplymng‘the vendg "‘(Fsenchdfanadxans who became theu L

v
i

allles oﬁ the«Brltlsh 1n Lower'Canada) and playxng the gameh

o

Of DlVlde.ﬁ£ 1mpera 35——Bac;:;ot: dlstlngulshed h;mself 1n hls S

. “ “’\ N i .
o V1qe regal \ ﬁ t by. agtlvely‘ conc111at;ng the Canadlens,
L ' v "" ; l T b ' ! e L oA \ -
L dmlttlnq Ehem “@;QF an. funprecedeﬂted share “in the'
= admlnlsthaﬁlon of ‘ﬁhe prcﬁlnte., By way of justlfylng hls'Ad‘w'

3
.‘,“\4“ - Q .

b - e

:f S A + .
Yoy actlons’ ¢he then cqionlal secretaryh, Edward‘ George'e;“' .

1
e ' » - - v N r
;o N .‘ w( . . | “a~ , A s ) N . .

e SEanﬂéy,"Bagoﬂ reasonedithus-h"lt is 1mp0551ble~to concealx'
' .(‘ “_v Y 5 B i ,",, ve, oA

from oneself that the French members of the Assembly possess o

ol ’—
ST “..m

the pwwer of the Country and whoeVer dlrects that power,a'“ji o

5,

backed by the most e£f1c1ent means- eﬁ contpoillnq 1t, 1s 1n

N .

J‘ U, e RT (1 RV A #, ' ! .
3 o

a. 51tuatlon to govern the Pr6V1nce .most effectually Thus,{i

L , hm _— e ) o
Eb‘ﬁbest and flttest men’ for the publlc"e v1ce,3'Bagot-qu1ckly
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"

- appointments, based‘largély on the criterion of patronage.
A ' . ' .
Furthermore, insistently urged by his council in .Canada to

" introduce some members 'of the French Canadiap party into the
querAment, and. influencéd by  thellchanging patternb of
gél;tiéé'in the Assembly ;ﬁgt saw‘a.nuﬁber of Upper Canadian
ﬁefof@eré incline, ﬁore toQardé,a direct alliance with the
Frgﬁcﬁ,l éagot realized. pﬁat in order 'ﬁo carry a viéble
legislative program through thé House, .he had to, as best he
could, appeai‘difegtly tolphe,wisheg of LaFon#aine. In so
doing the governor-called upon‘thé leédér of the‘CanadieQ§

' A .
‘to , help " form ‘the cébinety ' fognihg LaFontaine . the

P
attorney-generalship of Lower Canada, as well as the right

-

to nominate an English solicitor-general, a - French

commissioner of Crown lands, and the clerk of the executive

¢
-

.council.. For his pé;t, Lafontaine sef as conditions for: his .

acceptance of this post the inclusion in the'huhistry of

Baldwin, -the right ﬁg/namé'anbfherFrénch—Canadian minfster,

“and the resignations of two praominent Upper Canadian Tories,
William Henry Draper and Henry ‘Sherwood, with Wwhom Baldwin

‘ \ R .
could not sit. In the end LaFontaine, who had in 1841 been
chosen to répfesent the .fourth constifu.‘ency of York O
(Toronto) at<the behest of Baldwin (who had been elected in

B P - oy o

, . . o . o o
both York ‘and Hastings counties), 'became attorney-general of

Lower Canada; Baldwin, who .was el%gte‘é .unanimously as the
Jrepresentative‘qbi Rimouskiain Lower Cénada fpilowing his
defeat " at . Hallst.ingsj‘,b by “ 6ﬁtrag¢d ... Tories,  became
Etrtorney-éénéral of ,pref Ca'nada_l; ’Augusti'h—ﬁqrbert Mo_rin, ‘a

T st S ) @

. 1y

- " - . 208
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leading unionnaire and LaFontaine's OQuebec agent, was made
commissianer of érown lands; and Etiénne Parentn‘ the
once-militant patriote, 'the editor, of. Le Canadiéni”Kthe
Frencpl party's Quebéc qity organ), and -the member for
Saguenay, was named clerk of | the executivé council.
Subsqueﬁtl;, the remainder of the cabinet wasﬂ;eviéed so
that ‘only one Tory remained in it. Commenting on these

changes in the administrative order, Wade has observed that:

The cornerstone of responsible government was thus
laid on the foundation of control of patronage by
the elected representatives of the people rather
than by the appointees of the Crown. For the first
time since the Conquest the French Canadians were
given their full share in the executive branch of
the 'government, . . . A more united Canada could
scarcely be imagined than that in which the two
heads of government were elected from each other's
section, regardless of ethnic and " religious ,
differences. 37

. Q
Following what might well be described as a recession

of the tide of constitutional .and administrative change,
caused ostensibly by the policy and conduct of ~Bagot's

successor, Sir Charles Metcalfe (1843-46), Lord Elgin (1846-

54) brought to the office of governor-general 'a belief,  like
. . . ’ ’ 'a R % : .
Durham's, in the principle of responsible government and.an
_ e 4 g ) «

acceptance,"like Bagot's, of party monopoly Of patrohage}‘z

Indeed, unliké}Metcalfe—-an adherent 6f the‘oid.schooI‘of

colonial rule-- who attempted'to form;a'“governor\s party,"

Py

'Elgin saw it as "indispensible. that. the head of Government<.
should show that he has cdnfidence in the loyalty of all the v

influential parties with WhiCh,he has to deal, and that he
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‘of the ba51c prlnc1ples of his governorship-
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! should have no personal antipathies to preyvent him from.

N l‘.w:‘. ' ) ) . \ , 8
acting with thé%ﬁ%ﬁading mep.“_ Motivated by this belief
' “/ ‘ . - ot " »

theh; .Elgin, duxing the course of 'his admlnlstratlon,

[

stéered clear of the electoral fray. In hi's approach to the

a 4

French Engllsh problem, moreover, the new‘governor was, like:

Bagot, optlmlstxc that the 'ethnic confllct in Canada could

=~

be greatly eased by the. political collaboratlon of French

Y

_‘and English. Thus reeognizing the indispensibllity of the

n . Yo

‘l‘Freneh Canadiahs to any Canadfan”government Elgln went a

step further than did Bagot by adoptlng the followlng as one

[
o

,\.

l

. :
I 'believe that the problem of' how' +0 govern CaQada
would Dbe. solved if the French would Spllt into a
Liber and~a Conservative Party and join Upper
Canydian’ parties bearing ' the’ correspondlng
names.-—The great difficulty hrtherto -has béen’
that a Conservatlve Goyer nt has  meant
Government of Upper Canadlans‘wglch is 'intolerable ’
to the - French--and & - Radlcal Govérnment a
Government ©f the French which is no -less h”teful

to the Brltlsh. ., - - The natlonal element would " °

g be merged-in the 'political "if the Spllt to which "L ,

refer was @ccompllshedABQ o . v

.
oo . N “ o o,

3

\

. w " @
i ’ ' \4

Vlewed in- retrospect,nhowever, Eigln s proposal, whlle

L)

“unlque, seem$ ° to havexbeen somewhat unreallstlc, or at least

8o
. ,\»- > » " Q

pgemat@re. Indeed, «in splte of the example of the Reﬁorm

alllance, the pOllthO ethnlc ten51ons which tempered"

R v

French Engllsh relatlons at"that timé,;Strongly played

0

s ¥ o
against 1ntercultural collaboratlon *at the -mlnlsterlal

Y .
) ° .
: ufd o

level, “and" dOubtless would have ~done thelsamé w1th respect

noa 9

to the formatlon of any intra- party alllances'nlncludlng'

N ¥ — < v

members from both groups. Clear proof of thls lay in thef

o



{

\~which Eigin himeelfn aéknowledged——that 'the French

N

Canadigns' strength of organizationnenabled‘them‘to set up‘a

goherfdl opposition to any ministry'from‘whiph they were

excluded, ‘'while it no 'Iess‘ certain{ya;provoked 'amoné‘ the

)

British of” both Upper and- Lower Canadaﬂ’ feelxng ‘off

antagonlsm to one of whlch(}he French formed a paft.vPerhaps

, 14‘2.‘,_

“later realleng that the French Canadlans alleglance to‘

\

their party was more. political than national,‘ and now,

V1ew1ng the polltlcal dichotomy in terms of partles for and

“w

',agalnst respons;ble government. rather than 1nv0Lv1ngm a
DA d i . Sty

©

:°ushered in the era of full respon51ble governme

A Canada, based largely on the system he and Grey h

L

"Frénoh"l,ahd' an "English" party, Elgin, folloﬁingfothe

elections: of December 1847 (durlng which the Reformens of_'

N
. / )
. 4

both sectlons »won maJorltles of the seats); nevertheleSs

o
“\ .

fell back upon the practice of"” ellte actommodatlon and party
G .

controlw of patronage as a soiutlons, to ,the rnterethnlc

kN n

tensrbns;ﬂhs-a result, the mlnlstry of 1848 was to 1nclud

LaFonﬁaine .and Baldmln as attorneys general for their
# ' ’ ' . s A v
respectlve sectlons, Francis H1ncks as 1nspector general gf

N
7 o e Yo

acdounts, Etlenne Rascal ‘Taché .as. comm1551oner of - publ4¢”

v i

works, . Thomas Cushlng Ay1w1n &nd wlllaam Hume plake;gas“

Rene Edouard Caran as, pre51dent of the leglslaté:e counc1l.’

Commlttlng hlmself thereafter ta belng "always dlil

I

"solicitors—genegpl ‘for . Lower -;and' Upper Canada,“ and.”

listen to the adV1°e Jof Parllament, ' Elgin effectlvelyf“’

o . R

RY:

: h
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‘and which had been worked 'out for Nova Scotia petween‘rts

. governof, Sir John Harvey, and the‘colonial‘secretaryL As
" . o ,

’ ' . t . . L ’ o
of an act 'of yours |[the governor-general's] but of the

'many ~of the 1ssuesv whlch ‘came before 'the. leglﬂﬂaturefh *Q‘f

v l“, ‘ -n' o ) e » ‘. ’ 3 143

e

‘Iaidl down by Grey, the basic conceptsv'of‘ this system of "

i .o

. responsible government‘ were that’ vany transfer wh1ch may

\

take place of political . power from ‘the hands of one

lpolitical party in the prBVince to anothér is the result not

'
N

wishes ofgthe‘people themseives,"‘and that it 1s nelther

possible nor de51rable to carry on the government Gf any bf

the\Brrtlsh provinces in North Amerlca in 0pp051t10n to "the

i ..
opinion of its_inhabitants."?9

™~ Despite their merits, these solutlons to the problems'
't
of French and English 1n the united prov1nce apoear, in the

flnal analy51s,,not to have worked partlcularly well. One;w‘

Ed

' 3
reason for thls was that s1nce they were of roughly equal

"size and had equal. representatlon in Parllament," each .,

' o a

sectlon of the prov1nce harﬁoured the bellef that it was
“being constralned and dlctated to by the other. Once the

western half became ﬂthe'-more populoUs, howeverf !its .
B : “ . . ! (:

re51dents, Stevenson astutely p01nts out, "found the equal S

,., .

representatlon of the two - sectlons to be an. 1ntolerable

'affront to llberal pr1nc1ples, although the 1n3ust1ce of 1t,;

o I,

had somehow managed to escape their notlce whenxthey wene a$??§.

m1nor1ty "40 Compoundlng these problems waS-the fact that_f

[+

exacerbated ethnlc and rellglous antagonlsms, relnforced asj

they were by the dlvergences of economlc 1nterest between'\ e



;more 1h common wl
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the two sections. To be Sure%‘while the political coalitions

of 1842 and 1848 between Baldw1n and LaFonta;né represented

a recognltlon of Canada s blnatlonal charaéter and may have

enabled French Canadlans to part1c1pate in ”government
b hY ' [N

R

patronageVand to begin developlng ‘their’ own > entrepreneurlal

class, condemnatlon of the Engllshman S economlc behav1our

C N
y

'and majorltarlan attltudes, as Arnopoulos and Clift argue,

i

remalned as strong as ever, and to 'this day contlnues to
fuelLFrench natlonallsm."41 . o

Py e \
T

‘J Without a doubt, then, the situation, thés ‘defined, led

not to a»greater unlflcatuon but rather to the estrangement

of the ethnlc communities (partlcularly at the mass level),-

© &) R

w1th the less populous eastern sectlon, still sufferlng from

the 111 effects of the rebelllons, w1thdraw1ng further 1nto,
.w" L o
. 1tself 1n the, name of cultural and llngulstlc 'survival

1

‘.Indeed the French Canadlans were to show p051t1ve signs of

the fact that the deféa of the\patrlotes,.many of whom had

Durham s llberallsm than he reallzed,

o

rdeplored. the1r backward looklng natlonallsm, conservatlsm,

'/

and domlnatlon by the clergy Indeed »nbt only dld the flnal

, /
'fdefe¢t of the rebelllon in 1838 conflrm the pollthal and
neconomlc hegemony of ‘the Ehgllsh 1n Quebec, it also sered

A fas Whltaker notes, to reconflrm "the domlnance of the Church

:over a century " Strlpped of the 11bera1 democratlc promlse

7

of 1837 French Can&dlan**'

[N

fovar Quebec llfe, a dbmlnance thch was to last for well

. grea ly strengthened \thpse characterlstlcs that °he most :

s
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be characterized“ “instead' by soc1al . and.. polltlcall'

, ) . o '
e \“

conservatism,""under the close tutelage of the Church, which

l. :
T -

had become perforce the only 1nst1tutlonallzed defender of

" ‘the French language and culture. Thué'.boupled with the

resentment and an1m051ty that re51ded 1n the wake of the

rebelllon, the aver81on of cler1cal natlonallsm to anythlng

n ‘,

.capitalists with,'what more or less amounted o “carte
,blanche. As such Wh1€a$er antanES“ the,Engllsh "were only

too happy. to leave the AChurch in charge of educatlng a

¢ “"

'pOpudatlon whlch was more and more to prov;de a cheap and

Fa 1

resembllng , rad;callsm“ , leftg,‘ the Engllsh-speah%ng;

docile labour force ‘for Engllsh,; Amerlcan and ‘Engllsh—.

Canadian capitaf."42 o o L | KT
C e ) . ’ " .
" Thus ‘while the unlted prov1nce remalned theoretlcally a

e,

A

‘unltary state unt11 1867 the separateness of 1ts eastern

“*_ ., [

d1v151on was tac1t1y.recognlzed in a. number of waySviFirSt»

A'

and~foremost ‘among them was the fact that, even w;thln the

[ ‘i

'constralnts of the Unlon Government, the French Canadlans

o

[ ]

»managed t00 exerc1se polltlcab domlnance

‘terrltory of Canada East. It Was he e "t_at 'the French'

RN ",

‘Canadlans looked to thelr strong leaders, who they hopedhn

would play an~effect1ve role 1n the ne t,

¥

e

,\,\

s,ownif'“”

;ost cruc1a1 stagefa*v

’ of Canada s' pOlltlcal evolut10n°t“the7 negotratlons ‘forﬁﬁfffq

'.,domlnlon status and a federallc
e
As we have seen, the Act un

titution.

Lo

”backflred finuiitsv attempt f'brlng ,about ‘th : rapld

;“asszmllatlon of French Can@dﬁans. Cohtrary o,.Rlouxasn

- ) ‘ .

4 . ' ‘ e - St . et . - .

3 A . . o . . RO
. . B .
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1ng Upper and Lower Canada”f’
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‘ e551m11at10n seemed 1rrever51ble,

‘contention’ that "with Confederation, i.e., the union of ‘four

P DR \
. . N A ) Vo
! ! Coa . " ¢ Ly oo '

¢ '
e

i
t

CanadaX"TNew‘ Brunsw1ck Nova Scotlai, . the ‘progress'vof

«44

n'?

1t may well be argued

o '

B that Confederatlonf 1tself 'achleved llttle more vin‘ th1s

regardv In fact,,as even a cursory 1ook at the terms of and

N " N ' Ll

' prevalllng c1rcumstances leadlng up to Confederatlon may

'

- the two sect1 S complete separatlon between the two,.,s

well show, the motlves for the 1867 "pact" (especlally those

l RN

:‘ofv ‘the Engllsh speaklng : merchants) ; were“f nelther

+ - "» y -

predominantly polltlcal nor, Cultural 'though these were, of

f1

course,”vlmportant con51derat10ns. ,Instead,~lthe prlmary‘

motlves for Confederatlon were largely economlc.g

s ;o Indeed .51nce nelther the status guo nor any of the

[ &

_representatlon by’ populatlon,j' the‘

l
R S

alternat1ves—-1 e

transformatlon‘of the unltary state 1nto a federal unlon of

oo Lt e .‘ IE

'y i
»

had ex;sted for half a’ century »before 184l°v and even "a,

E LA i
’5 ' -'-‘< :‘ i I

formal requ1rement that the government be supported by a.

vf 'l.‘r"' ;‘;1

double majorlty—-proposed as sblutlons to the dlfflcultlesx

.

1n Canada were w1dely accepted terrltorlal expan51on began

x
x

to be consrdered partlcularly 51nce ‘economlc motlves f'

nolnted ‘in‘ the ‘same dlrectlon. Wlth each half fv the
PrGV}nqe of Canada tendlng to prefer that whlch corresponded
o 1ts own’. p01nt of the compass, the alternatlves ranged
from eastward expan51on,'jtoV.1nciude the other BrltlSh
colonles on the Atlant1d'seaboard to westward expansron,.to

absorb the 1nland fur-tradlng emplre of the Hudson s Bay

C e v 146 .
,‘British, colonies \inj North Amerlca (ppber‘,Canada; _Lowery“ﬁ

2

.

j

SN e
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'Companyf In documentlng the“sltuatlon ‘as 1t ‘stood at’ about

. . S
”‘1857,' Stevenson\ p01nts up: what amounted -to a. compromlse‘
'solutlon; whlch could be turned to in she event that e’%her

N

sectlon obJected to one or the - other of these alternatlves
' \
H"Expansron in. both dlrectlons at once xnlght satlsfy both

n

sectlons, permlt federallsm (a separate government for each
‘ \ .
sectxen with a central government over both) whlle avoidlng

the dangers of double headed . monstroslty, ‘and enable
. French speaklng Canadians'ut acceptw representation by

]

populatlon in the\lower house ‘at - the_’ same tlme as the more

: onerous conventlons of the ex1st§ng system ‘could be safely

T.a5 O

ellmlnated The m1nlstry headed by Johr A. Macdonald and

1

vGeorge Etlenne Cartler whlch‘ in 1858 commltted 1tself to

o
Vs

. L /oo
' seeklng a federal unlon of the colonles was soon -to- be ' ..

v;.
o

brought to.the‘reallzatlon that 1ts 1n1t1at1ve was at best

4 l‘,}

‘premature. Whlleﬂthevlnternal problems of the provance,were

Sﬁﬂready 1nsoluble by any other means, there emerged durlng

the early 18605,‘ an external Lhreat to the security of

,__Brltlsh North Amerlca.:Posed as 1t was, by the Amerlcan C1v1l‘
“jﬁWar,~ thls threat,‘fas one‘lof’ﬁth prlmary tenets fbfp

§

consoc1atxonal theory holds, nevertheless proved 1x> be an

.\ e o A,‘ v ®

Umessentlal condltlon for\~the 'formatlon of the Canadlan

i ' . ,’»Z

B . "
~fgfederal un'on, both 1n te ms of securlng from the colonles

,5’ :

‘amount of support for unlfrcatlon

e RN

5and, equally umportant 1f not more so,,w;nnlng the support :

Zbﬂ?fh:‘Brltl§h government The Brltlsh government had up
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time; however, it réVersed 1tselﬁ c1t1ng an 1ncreased need

4
. »

for milltary defence andtsecur1ty as its. reasons for d01ng

‘sor A unlted Brltlsh North Amerlca,; espec1ally ,one . t1ed L

together by rallways, 1tureasoned would be‘moré‘defensible |
‘ and coulél bear a larger share of the costs of tits Own‘V

'defence.‘ Itjpwas, no acc1dent then, that, 'during :the
ﬂlnterlm——w1th1n whlch the Canadlan and Brltlsh authorltles

\

grappled with this potentlally d1v151ve problem——the various
1 . \ "

economlc, 1nterests"that"led . to Confederatlon . became

(SN

G

‘c01nc1dent with not only the broader aim of defence but also

; ww1th‘ the partlcular aim’ of commercraI‘ development‘ and

3

.capital gain.

Indeed ‘1n the same way that the Act of unlon fulfllled
a long cherlshed asplratlon of ‘the. Montreal merchants——that‘
,af - era51ng what they con51dered to be the economlcallyv

rrratlonal Ottawa Rlver boundary, thus freelng them from the

o ' . ~e
1

domlnatlon: of,fthed largely franCOphone'7leglslature—~thef

e, . \

prospect of Confederatlon brought to frultlon a number ofpgi

the commercxal,,and economlc schemes of thls 1nfluent1al ‘

. chlef polltlcal spokesmen llke Cartler and Alexander Tlllochikd

f--“

Galt,_ held hlgh aamong Ehelr varlous economlc motlves anh‘

Coab

‘group;thor‘ 1nstance, the Montreal bourge0151e and thelrﬂ7.

1nterest 1n unltlng w1th the Marltlmss andfin bulldlng the,f“

e more trade through.thelr c1ty. At the same tlme, however,f

Intercolonlal Rallway,‘whlch, 1t was expected would funnel@ﬁf

the large number of Frencthanadian farmers 1n Canada East;fﬂ

'fﬁz(Ouebec) feared thex grow1ng economlc, demographlc,“and‘




. por

. N e
political.power'of Canada\West (Ontarlo).‘To be sure, in.the."
‘heydag Jof Brltlsh mercantlllsm prlor'.to‘ 1849, Montreai_

-represented- the chlef Canadlanv stronghold of .merchant
I e - : L e
capitalism, what‘ w1th_ the' Ccity!' s domlnant ' financial - ,
« i ! " ' 'y . [ i\ . N !
‘1nst1tut10n, the" Bank of Montreal clalmlng -among | its

‘customers the government of the unlted prov1nce. Still, it

A A . i t
. . ) . A

is .argued‘ ‘that - while Mdntreal‘ was' at the time of
! ! ‘ ‘ " . 0 . . . ! " t. .. I T l“

Confederation Canada's "largest city and  leading economic¢,
‘ . o i - o - B R

centré’ (as it was to remain. for some time to.come), Toronto/

although then mudh’smaller than Montreal was rlsrng rapldly

<

as an.economic centre “in its own . rlght. For 1nstance, ‘in an.

‘:attempt to upset the economlc hegemony of ~the eastern

r
. i 8

‘metropolrs, George Brown and a group of promlnant Toronto

v‘bu51nessmen organlzed then' Bank ﬂ‘of Commerce as" ‘a

v ‘
' ‘/‘

gcounterwelght to the Bank of . Montreal what was more was the

T
'

'fact that,‘ unllke thelr Montreal counterparts, these “and

w‘\" . \ ) ) oo
”‘other‘ Toronto bu51nessmen,‘had 11tle 1nterest in ﬂq!;

'

*

',gMarltlmes.‘Instead, they looked w1th 1ncrea51ng enthu31asm

/

‘,—.

toward the West, whlch they v1ewed as potentlally a vaat N
exten51oﬁ\ of Toronto s agrlcultural hlnterland 1n Canada
.‘West Moreover,.westward expan31on would. they argued,.help

"to ease the pressure of the grow1ng populatlon *on the

a.,, LT

v

iﬁllmlted supply of land and end the nece551ty of mlgratlon

. BN
i.‘

vﬁlsouthward 1n search of new agr1¢ultural opportunltles._";t'

lxeconomrc lnterests were tled together by the so called %yeat

'“alltlon of 1864.;Here Brown, the spokesman for Toronto s




. . . . . , . . wh
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bu51ness "elite,, joi d  forces w1th Macdonald ' whose

Rx

#//‘ polltlcal allies: included Cartler and Galto \Durlng 'the‘iv

a "» o |'~w-v

Confederatlon debates Macdonald accepted ‘the federal
1 ! . ' I8 l‘ "
' concept, about whlch he had serlous reservatlons ‘even though

he had long supported the unlon of the colonles. For hls
\ part‘ hBrown also‘ accepted' th ”federal union (the only
‘p0551ble klnd acceptable'to French Canadlans or Marltlmers)
as well as expanslon to theiEast shrewdly reasonlng, as the.
Amerlcan exPerlence hadldemonstrated that a federal‘state
'would be capabIe of gradual and eff1c1ent expansron 18,

future years to meet all the great purposes contemplated by
our SCheme. 46 Cartrer and hls'followers were to. acoept the

\

'
1

prospect of westward eXpan$1on, of course only as part of a

6} 0
package that 1ncluded federallsm (w1th spec1f1c prov151ons

'

for a prov1nce of Quebec malntalnlng 1t5'own leglslature)

A

and the absorptlon of the Maratlmes (asnaacounterwelght.tO'

Ontarlo and the West} b ‘} msflvj-,ﬁ]f ”‘% Qf

¢ -

”th the fear and trepldatlon of h;s followers,:

porlt;%$§ llfe‘ and won.\ By way of persuadlng French
ﬂ ™ C )

Canadlans that the course they were about to embark upon was

he; Cartler i swore that Confedératlon ‘was“

' \/ S

"-x.the’ rlg th‘

'yheceSSary;\ -aNd that it would not (1ngfany"Way"weaken{f“‘

T

French Canadlan

—

pr1v1leges. | Stlll fibi splte;fof belng:

strongly entrenched as;}a. French Conservat;ve andffas;*“

> superlntendent (1n hls role as attorney general East) of the

then forthcomlng Code C1v1le,‘Cart1er s power over French‘

\

h

Cartler 1h.part1cular, as P B Walteﬂreports,n"gambled hlS o

@y,
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Canadlans, whlch hls Opponents openly acknowledged enabled

t

hlm, with the taC1t though not yet overt as51stance of the
© . ” N N . e \

Church - to carry only a_” narrow majorlty _of A ‘the

French Canadlan members of the House of Commons.wlth hlmh.“

..A\ e Lo

Indeed‘ of the 48 French Canadlan members-present on March‘

" ' \ \

‘lI, 1865 27 voted for Confederatlon, 21 agalnst{ Although

the small but 1nfluential mlddle group that Cartler.secured

oy o A

waS‘ manlfestly uncomfortable about the break up ‘of the

N
B

status quo, 1t neverthele%s belleved that "the tlme had c0me3

! ‘. s w
to recognlze necessrty w47 Yet if French Canadxans«were for

N o~ by,

am——n «( ‘ . Cy ) - '

d1$111u51onment Wlth the progect would .as’ StevenSon n,otes,l

\“' \

'

‘ the moment convinced of the necess1ty" 'of Confederatlon,‘ul

come later ‘with, the uﬁQEnerous response of othervprov1nces

B l \
N

A

“ito 'the 5growth of fthelr francophone, mlnorlties,g the.“ '

'

development of the pralrle after' 1ts ‘annexatlon 1nto an

'
v A 5

overwhelmlngly anglophone reglon, and ¢he slow but steady
e ’ ‘ ‘ 48

.er051on of Quebec s, 1nfluencer1n federal polltlcs'.a‘ Asﬂa‘

o w 'w ‘ : ‘.'t\

: result, the more ardently natlonallst Quebeckers clung evere-

“ . L L3 . . ; .
Ry K et ‘ < A,H—" B NN e

more tenac1ously to "thelr defens1ve[fand conservat1Ve‘“

2‘.‘; . \
. i*‘ Avx,, L

‘ﬂ 1deology Others, 1nsp1red malnly by Quebec s unea51ness at

§ so called ‘"Commerc1al Empireﬁiof theJ?St Lawrence“4xto the

\

ST . R T m

..\

the gradual shlft of Canada“s econom;c centre erm the

Ty

o

N

Y - ‘v ‘*r - AR Iy R IR

“Golden Horseshoe" reglon‘of southern Ontarlo, were ﬁorced

) "

to emlgrate to the Um.‘ted Stat" 1"So qs to cognter. thl“s

t

emlgratlon, the French Canadlap clerlcal ellte and mrddle

2 PO “ O

'class, Rloux'notes, thus "began a large—scale movement of

.‘“»h.

colonlzatzon and of a, return to the 5011'"49 e

e . , S . ca T

- RN
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‘ By and’ large, Confederat;on entalled both beneflts and

T 1

. rlsks for the rnhabxtants of Quebec and, sinee they formed

‘\ t A

T

the majorlty in Quebec, the French Canadlans had the most to f.

R ‘oA D o N T W ,-‘

O gain’ or lose‘t whatsoever .the ,case may have been._‘French~

o o _.‘“.

Canadlans were to beneflt from COnfederatlon' by way of

L]

,u

R oA , S
acqulrlng a range of powers, llmlted but.: sacrosanct/¢00erf

. . L
A Bt S . \

thelr own affalrs ‘ Thlsw meant uthat the ‘hew “entity,m‘the

[t

prov1nce of Quebec, could serve as’ .a concrete poiltlcal

N .
e

unit,,protected under ‘law by prov;slons enumeratedsln the

! N . \ "
.

’ Brltlsh North Amerlca Act. In essence,‘the new Constltutlon

provlded that the Frencthanadlan commyhlty could‘be clearly

\

domlnant within its own. terrltory and thus 'have “the

i .
Moo . ) i
.

opportunlty to surv1ve on its own terms However, the prlce

'«‘4

e |

ﬁ?] French Canadians pald for thlS prov1ncral autonomy~was thelr "’

. o ' RN

Q;:"relegation to the p051t10n of a permanent mmh@%lty at the

‘|.'“ ol

;Qf federal level .where therr rlghts and pOWerS were éhb]ect to

~ " Lot
o Yo 5 N -

;£$ \the actions of the Anglo~Canad1an majorlty To be sure,ithe'

v
o . . -
\ /~A ' K . ’ Nt A

- N . . " . 'A‘
oy n .,w-.‘ . S v. .

ﬂuf only from the autonomous powers that they could exerc1se 1n

Al TR .A . - \-’ N . i,

thelr own provxnce Stll&; these rlghts and &ﬂterests were
[N 4 A ~ q, .

xteny

SO } LY N

" \*‘ F e

Q_W to sOmefe

ana EnglishJ elltes tn the ba—ethﬁlc partles, whlch were

r

el P '4:”~A ety el Ry
,

ltlcal stabrllzatlon ‘after 1850 | Ih/

kt-,.

2

hast demonStrated that‘i such

r\‘ ..«"

g . n
fedexaliwpolrtlcal lnstltutlons,/ has been

Mot ‘.rr‘ .
. . .

'wVpatterh of French-Engllsh acCommodatlon,;

real protectlon of French Canadman rlghts~and 1qterests came L

Protegted by tha 1nformal alllances oﬁ French ﬂ“f

‘

i
i

N,
t o,
LA

A

EE
s
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\

it is. argued here that, for a little more than a century

after its creation, the federal government was marked by

clear norms of ethnic segmeritation. For instance, cabinet

portfolios concerned with the directiom of the country's
economy (i.e., Finance and " Trade ahd’ Commerce) were

;
"

~invariably  held by anglophones. (A distinct excepgion to
- A . ,

that rule, however, was Hector-Ljouis Langevin's "term-from

N

1869 to 1873--as Minister of Public:Works, at that 'time an

Q)

“a

-~

3
A

Office,

impoftanth"economic" portfollo ) Francophones, on’ the other

hand, typlcally held mlnlstrj such as Justice, w&ﬁch

carried a slgnlflcant” amount of prestige within‘ the

*

predominantly l;beral ppofess1onal francophoneoellte- Even

francoph nes Stlll ra%ked hlgb in the pecklngrorder for

N
1

app01;§ment o such mlnlstrles as Publlc Works or. the Post

whic controlred the types of conprete, distributive
patronage upon which mass-baseéd, clientilist politics
K

depended As our earller analysis has shown, nhls partlcular

pattern of ethnlc pec;allzatxon began w1th the formation of
TE
50 '

. ~"the, alllance" cablnets of the 1840s. 2

Conversely. anglophones played important roles W1th1n\
the Quebec prOV1nc1al government. but,gior thé most part
there emerged from, Ouebec a form; of ethnie §pec1allzatlon.
between th@ federal and prov1nC1al levels— of government
Proof of . the flrst may be found in tha fact th;t, prlQr to
the end of the nlneteenth céﬁ%ury, two Ouebec premlers were

Engllsh Canadlans.{3John Jones Rosd, whom Waﬁe descrlbes

i ‘u‘

somewhat m0re accurately as - a'"Scottlsh Metls "Sl “owlng to.

s ;.,x ' v - il a
. i ; . . R

Lo - . . v TS N R

r - . e e, . 3

T T e
K} ’ . “ :
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QA
between 1884 and 1887; and Edmund James Flynn held that

Ross's Scottlsh and French Canadxan pareﬁ@ggey was'premier

offrce from 1896 to 1897. Moreovers usually between 40 per

cent and 50 per cent of the members of provincial cabinets

i

.were ' English Canadians—“members who would Lreceiye the

£ 'y ‘ . D K . " . .
"traditional" economic portfolios, .such as Treasury and

v

p01nt~—the tendency during the twentleth century has: been

for Quebec anglophones to graultate toward federal-level

‘institutions.‘By ‘and . large, shis tendency can be viewed as a

]

strength of the Engllsh in Quebec, .as well as of their

. o~

dlssatlsfactlon ‘'with the pollc1es and programmes /?’ the

Unlon Natlonale and the- Part1 Quebec01s, whlch together held

MFinanoial Institutions; Yet--and this relates to the second.

dlrect functlon of the decllnlng economlc and demographlc

offlce for 32 of th past 50 years._,Thus” given .thexr

consequent . . pre-eminence Wlthln Quebec ' provincial

"

inStitutions . as well as the llmitatlons on  their

"

part1c1patlon at. the federal level the French "Canadians

- ‘

were"qu1ck 4o :v1eq e prov1nc1al government as a

> { k|
5 o : !

francophone bastlon, deflnlng 1t as thelr\prlmary base for

polltlcal action: Stlll the full 1mp11cat10ns of the ethnlc

specialization between levels of government were \not to

{
3 >
~ "

become fullw ev*dent untll the 19605, when there arose a

a s

government w1th1n Quebec soc1ety.52 : _ 'f X:g‘g;

IS .
B ) B “
B L. " . . ' . S i
N . . - . Lo ) Soa
3 * .

Vflrﬂl determlnatlon to "expand the . role of the prOV1n01al'
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C;.bemography‘ahd‘the Transition to Mass Politics
Commenting on the‘fSOfcalLed'”"q§gma of‘ cultural
. particuiariSm,ﬂ John Porter notes 'that, as the "mass
‘societyP deVeiops, regionalism, local .autonomy and group
‘dlfferences are fostered. Applylng thls argument to the case

"of Ouebec prov1nce, Porter clarms that while Quebec w1thout A
! W

a doubt is a specxal case where there is valldlty in- the

”notan of .cultural partlcularlsm, the prov1nce has, under

»

the dual 1nfluences of 1ndustr1allzat10n and urbanlzatlon,
I f

i
become culturaily more llke other 1ndustr1alrzed socleties.

i l . K
il -

-As a result, the sxmllarltles in soc1al characterlstlcs that

A

'*‘Quebec s urbanlzed populatlon shares w1th other provinces

1
may ‘now be far more 1mportant tHah' the dlfferences that

. W
x‘

remain.“ More importantly, Porter maintalns..that public

,»senﬁlments in Quebec, which aroseu from the rovince's

N
partlcular culture, were exp101ted in the 1nteresté of power

almost to the“same‘ extent that they ‘were protected by

) .4' R

"”proﬁincial~auto 6 The low occupatlonal level ‘of French

Canadlans. thé .cdity of French Canadlan class structure,

An nature of French Canadlan 1nst1tut10ns—-

t

these are among the: characterlstlcs Porter c1tes as hav1ng

been'}as much a,-consequence ‘of T‘t:h power enjoyed hy

[

French CanadLan prqzlnc1al pollt;c1ans 1n coalltlon wlth

"allen" corporate ‘powers as they were a consequence “of B

domlnatlon by the Brltlsh charter group. Argu;ng in, a

ui

51mllar"ve1n, Robert Presthus .notes that, 'aespitev their

9 g
- . [

w cohes;oh the{,iace \of exterpal challehges, French

:
N N . R}
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Canadian$ have been divided along several axes. For example:

1 [

.Motlvated "by well -meant aspxratlons ‘for economic
. development, their leaders sometimes colluded with
" " foreign "economic interests at the .expense of the
’ working . class. More .recently, -and possibly
. encouraged by someWwhat flamboyant federal spendlng. -
- policies, competitive cultural and econoric
aspirations have ‘encouraged certain government
expenditures that, in Montreal garticularly, seem
‘at times to ignoreé basic social needs. The Church,
" which enjoyed full legltlmacy in virtually every
© sphere, inculcated . values that often . seemed
Anapp051te}to the social and economic aspirations:
of 'its members., . . . Educational values, ‘which"
remained within the tradition of the classical’
college, sometimes proved inapposite to emerging
needs.53 - : | o

’ ‘As such concludes ‘Porter, "French speaklng Canadlans ‘and e

1 ) w " \

e other Catholic groups ou!%lde Quebec may well _héve fared
better as prov1nc1al mlnorltles,,lf education, for example,
4 \ | i .

had - been“ more - a federal respOnsibility than a~vprovlncial

To be s&re, older ellte styles d&d 1ndeed result 1n the__

h ety , I3
' “

structurlng of French Canadlan soc1ety in the way in® whlch

r N Y

both Porter and Presthus have descrlbed 1t, and dramatlc"

»

ﬂ,-changes,vresultlng malnly from the rapld 1ndustr1allzat10n

- .

wh1Ch began about 1914 did of course modlfy many aspects of

4

Quebec s tradltronal soc1al structqreh St1ll,--as "the

"

-

fore901ng woulﬁ seem to 1mp1y. the maintenance of polltlcal

stablllty in French Canada and the larger Quebec soc1ety,_ o

1 y ! r

apparently had less to db w1th the Way rn whlth such 5tY1ess%~

AR

of "pre- modern" elite co-operatlod and coalltlon may have,

eased the tran51tlon to mass polltlcs" (as Daaldenzsuggests Lo

K e ﬁu

e P g . &5
¥ »«,‘

that they should) than w1th thé notlon, ‘as’ aSSumed by theﬁv

‘1 ‘.; : W
s 'l

#3
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| - S |
theory of political development, that industrialization and "

concomitant ’urbanization and secularlzatlon resulted in'
° o " \J

N ! ——— i e e e s -

increased levels of part1c1patlon at the mass level. Weumust o

'conoede, howgver, that quantitative measures, such as vgter

}turnout ~and voluntary ‘group membershlp, have shown thath

actual part1c1patlon remalned relatively unchanged durlng

'

the perlod of modernlzatlon in Quebec. Spec;f;cally, studies -L
have revealed that hlgh turnout has been a consequence of
:cons1stently ‘high part1c1patlon in rqral areas, An’ Quebec as'.
elsewhere, whereas in. urban areas like Montreal rates’ were

Ay

“‘only 50 .per cent to 65 per cent. This, howeyer, appears to
. “‘ .

" be sbmewhat »Qnomolous, particularly insofar as one would
expect to find a highen‘rate‘of’politicai participation'in
.urbanV‘areas;&%here, by deflnltlon,; 1n@ustr1a112ation ie
qu1cker to take hold. One of the factors most readlly elted
‘when explalnlng thlS condltlon is the well developed: system
of patronage _in; the predomlnantly French—Canadlan rural
areas{-a system whlch was augmented by the relatlvely low
rate of polltlcal partlclpatlon by Engllsh Canadlan elements

»

in Montreal ~r1d1ngs. Even where federal electlons werev

56 \ L e R

concerned, e§eover, there Was no ' evidence of ‘increased

votlng as’ t of modernlzatlon. ‘ RN : -

- : L S e
n

V1ew1 the 51tuat10n dlfferently, ‘some obserVers have‘

suggested that such mass—based partles__juL*Jjuid_Earta

c_Quebec01s, suchbpressure groups as the«Estates Generale, and

‘e ;»4:.3.

‘a':earance ofr‘the‘ terrorlst group' Front gg'

F:leeratlon' de Quebec‘.(FLQ).'were symbols_'of~ inoreased.
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8
h

~participation. It has been pointed.put;‘however, that such

L
parties and pressdre‘groUps (earlier'examples of which were.

Ralllement credltlste and la Soc1ete Sa1nt Jean Baptlste

"respectlvely) had a tendency of showlng up rather frequently

in the provrnce throughout its hlstory In _fact, in his .’
general conclu 1ons,‘ one observer_ has noted that the
aggregate aqaly is of census characterlstlcs and pOlltlcal

participation +(f.e., voter turnout) reveals ‘a clearly

‘ negative relationship‘_between social | moblllzatlon (read‘

o . L. . - v 57

modernization) and poljtical participation ih Quebec.

Still, when viewing the situation (as we shall) in ‘terms of
- 1y e _ _ ‘ ’ -
the - gualltatlve nature of relativelX& recent political

.

developments ‘in Quebec——for example, a more positive v1ew of

government, *  the strengthenlng . of French Canadlan

nationalism, the modernlzatlon and llberallzatlon of party

K]

structures,  and a (general reshaping. of tradltlonal gqals.

3

' into ea'more p051tive pattern—-one does find .evidence of

"'funprecedented polltlcal change. All of thlS may in one way Ca

or an%ther be attrlbuted to the exodus of French Canadlans,‘

LY

from rural areas to the c1t1es and 1ts causes. ‘Also,‘“we“”y’

shall see that there has remalned within ‘the context of

this change, one all- 1mportant and constant value whxch.may

31n part explaln the uncertaln path of economlc development

\, '.».

and~—pollt1cai stablllty Quebec. ]the‘ tlme honoured,_yp_f‘

French Canadlan theme of cultural natlonailsm.‘_ogﬂ

“"b e

‘ Whereas,tln hlstorlcal context,_the state-bu1ld1ng and

Al L

1ndustr1a1 expan51on of the early years of ‘nfederatlon had

—_—
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‘a

,',eqterprasésﬁ: Yet_,While the .1deology ‘ghd its Emphasis~

RPN

clear economlc 1mp11cat10ns for ' Quebec s commerc1a1 elite,
the‘ effects of " such"deyelopments'”on‘ the mass’ of the

_FrenchLCanadianf‘bopulation‘WWere‘ largely iof a cultural-

"y . ! ‘( R ‘41 .

““nature. As has been noted there emerged from thls perlod in

‘ \
~ v ——

Quebec s hlstory an 1deolog1cal perspedtlve on the nature of
-tthe ; French Canadlan . communlty__H;tSelf,- .and'h onf"its
relatioﬁshipw mith‘ the‘ federatlon Aé' a whole, that wasm
‘domdnated by —éhe‘ riotion ‘of surv1§ance. As the, Quebec

prov1nc1al government. was 1ncrea31ngly tx) be viewed as- a
largely francophone 1nst1tut10n, the polltlca; process qulte
'naturally became the prlmary f'means; through ' whlch‘

French-canadian' cultureh and rellglon could be defended.
Since :matters‘ of a cultural" nature were .of singular

-

' importance to French Canadlans, empha51s here‘ was, as

McRoberts and Posgate observe, exp11c1tly to avo;d

P
"—n

questlonlng the econqmlc pewer of the Engllsh 1n Montreal_

¥
¢ '\‘ .

or the economlc consequences of - cheap Prench Canadlan labour

¢

that was belng hlred by Amerlcan'wan@‘ Anglo-Cana‘ian

L e,

cmaintainedﬁ’that"SUrvival nece551tated :thej.rejectlon “of

\..

1ndustr1al soc1ety, and hence soc1al and economlc change{‘

French Canadlans WOuld, durlng the flrst few. decades of the_'

4

:Q twentleth century, have—to confront thls change,:whlch wasf"

l

Indeedy prlor to 1900,

)

'ench Ganada h dﬂ

4
EPEE

P ) e
N -

"taklng root 1n French Canadlan soclety to such ‘an extentdtff

the challenge to"

,come malnly from eerrnal forces and ’

&




' : ' ‘_ "‘ ‘ l‘\‘ ; : ; " ;:' ! o 1"" "I h' | ’160 |

~events such - as mmilitary defeat,’,economic'fdomination,
., : . A I . N ‘ Y ‘ ' C
repressive\,t coloniali‘ pol;cies, v+ and -constitutional
: . R AR KA ) ,
_'manlpulatlon. Now, howeverw, the’ challenge 'was - different.
/

i 1nsoﬁar as, 1t came from w1th1n the prov1nce 1tself .and, as'
a. ! L

‘ the authOrs note ‘ 1t dlrectly Anvolved the ;mass of the

- French Canadlan populatlon, not " ]ust the ellte."58

' Ve ! ! N : v -
o By' way of thelr overwhelmlng preoccupatlon w1th the'

} /‘ ! .. vy

elements rof s collect1ve surv1val~—e g.,i ethnic solldarlty;“

o ) .
" T i ' SRR PR L , _ .
R the preservatlon of thelr language, culture, and“religion:
S, ~ .
) A ‘ L
,Jthe. ownership:i of agrlcultural land—-and their relatlve-

e >

dlstaste for and dlSlnterest in matters ecohomlc, $h$ mass,”

”'1 of the French Canadlan populatlon were, in the long term, to
4 v L i y
ij ‘leave the wa§ clear .. for the - contlnuatlon of the,m

French @ngllsh entente cordlale at the ellte leye&'"StllI'

N,

&

\;J.Ias the years progressed there arose a.number of threatsl
| that had dellcately, to be * warded off. For'instance, the
'1mmed1atenﬂand long term 'effects :éf‘ suéh“issues‘fand‘ ‘
occurrences,‘asﬁ the executlon of’ Louls R;el ,in ,1885,f‘the'
ManLtoba Separate Schools‘ questlons sdff thev'18905, .the‘
controversy whlch took place in Ontarlo ln 1913 concernlngf'
the ﬁanguage of educatron, and the conscrlptlon crlses ofﬂ |
1917 and 1942 44 threatened to undermlne the stablllty of~ ?
. French Canada as a cultural communlty and Ehat of the@:J
R R

Canadlan "comgpnaty“'as akwhole. Although the R1e1 affalr[”‘

-

.for example, seemed to demonstrate that an Anglo-Canadlan:"

n“

federal government had llttle concern for French-Canad;an,'

,:1nterests _and;sentlments,_Lthe-;nfprmal,'elgtetall1ancerwas.f?-ﬂf

-t




protected by the electoral neoe551ty of w1nn1ng some French
\

support 1n a*natlonal electlon. After the‘Rlel affaar, the

- French Engllsh alllance In.‘Ottawa _Shifted away\.from the

—— B

Y

,'Conservatlve$, ‘who- were "becoming "increasingly ‘ideptified

w1th Orange ‘elements in 'Ontario\M‘The Liberals were to‘

beneflt greatly from thls shift as, under ‘the leadershlp of

l

S;r W1lfr1d'Laur1er, theywmanaged to shed the ant1 clerlcal

rouge 1mage that had talnted them in the 18705 and 18805.

, l

‘f;Further, the sh1ft=was consolldated by Laurlen s, ascendency

PO

’FLO the federal leadershlp,.and 51nce 1891 the majorlty of

Ouebec~s seats have gone to the leerals ‘in every federal ‘.‘~;

electlon except two,‘ln 1958 and 1984’?9 '”7 v q:_“
) '»IJ,"" ;‘:\ . ' ;.
In the prov1nce of Ouebec 1tself, the lure of economic,

opportunlty (posed by the rapld development Confederatlon

o

-

' N

'1ntroduced fp ‘HCanada ' as, a? Whole), Acoupled w1th :the."

francophones adherence to tradltlonal norms and custdms,

- \
Vo

;made for . an‘ amblvalence whlch threatened to unravel the -
W ) —

.

dFrench Canadlan soclal fabrlc 1n twcr partlcular respects,~ﬂj “

S, < d— I ST TR

”both of whlch were, 1nterest1ngly enough predlcted by Lord

tDurham.v l rthermore--and ‘thlS 1s to state matters .1n an

L R
RENI

1:pover51mp11f1ed manner--thls dynamlc would _1n turn, gi‘4;5= 'ﬁ;
nfrlse to a revolutlonary French~Canad1an 1deology whlch, when .
'Ltset 1n mot1on, bore serlous consequences for: the tradltional
?falllance of Frénch and Engllsh elltes in Ouebec.g}nnf; )
F1rst,'as was noted above,na change 1n the employment ‘flﬂt;;
sltuatlon,f caused by the movement of Canada s econom1c1‘ﬂlh:d

sentre ﬁrom the St. Lawrence to southern,’ Ontarlo forced

,'i

PP ey

H o

7-,;]27



many Quebeckers to seek work un New England Here, as Ramsay‘f‘h
'Cook p01nts out,: about half ‘; million French Canadlans
“{emlgrated to the Unlted States 1n the‘latter half of the
nlneteenth centurf.‘Partly as a result the French Speaklng
“*populatlon had by 1921, reached 1ts lowest level——27 9 per

}%ent of the total Canadlan ' pOpulatlon. Second as ;‘Jth‘e

1ndustr1al development of the prov1nce began to accelerate,

an 1ncrea51ng numher of . French Canadlans -became<‘

o . . 'y . et e

‘ c1ty dwellers and 1ndustr1al labourers._In Short,gthen[‘the

) ' )

demographlc scenario  for the flrst half of the ‘twantleth

N

century read ras follows. ‘% 51901,. 40 per,.cent Qf _the '

I“ X Ty

populatlonltof QUebec~ livedn_in"C1t1es,i in“l9ll,‘,the‘
—_— A . e A \ ‘ R
) ivpercenta‘ge : had risen to 48; another 8 per cent had been.“"‘

v ' i : v

"added-in‘1921 thus cau51ng the urban populatlon to exceed

L e

o

\h r’the @ural pOpulatlon for the’ flrst tlme 1n hlstory,-and the,
I flgures £ 1931 ‘and 1951' were §3g,and‘ 6':‘§erfvcent NJ
’ respectlvely:§9f‘nddzﬂ» 'iw}? hﬁﬂiﬁl;}'?‘{jSﬂ,h:chJf?njpfv“

‘,7f§;} As the prlmary’focus of thls'processlof urbanlzatlon,

‘ AR Ly

g‘eal terled in: 51ze durlng the perlod 1871 to 1921 ‘By ,_wf;

o b o S
. .

;?:;_comparlson, Quebac Clty grew by less than 50 per ggnt,:and

whlle three other c1t1es-1§herbrooke,_Trozs R1v1eres,,and;ﬂ\j g

Hull—-each doubled-ﬁn 51ze,vthey Stlll only had popula 1ons
M;o

of 20+ 25 000, ‘as’ compared w1th Montreal's 618, 506 It s

‘;1mportanqi§tp note, however,u that these flgures tend to

v)\

:"*.ﬁdlsgu1se the fact that French Cahadlansi,were stlll

‘[;fﬁ¢cons1derably less urbanlzed than..the provlnce s Engllsh

Canadlans, and that dur:.ng the 19403,_"_,t'he movent to the

' .
e
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A

11, however, the process has been so strong that now more

. s
R o S

[

,J than 80 per cent “of Quebec s French orlgln populatlon is

|-

a‘urban.)‘ In 1931, ‘forg example,: 59"péfT cent of, the

French Canadlan populatlon dwelt in urban areas as compared

“w1th 82 per cent _of ‘the Engllsh Canadlan populatlon.
f . i ﬂ ,
! , ‘ R0
."* Moreover, although ’ it contalned 36 per cent of Quebec s.
wtotal'wpopulation”?&n -1931,- Montreal yésL.4o per ”cent

non French, and only 27 per cent of the prov1nce s French

61 SR "

Canadlans re51ded there. e , ‘ '-g,‘,' S

’By and_largeH the 1ndustr1allzatlon that took place 1n

2

Ouebec durlngrmhe perlod under conslderatron turned out to

v . T e b

be a mlxed blessxng. Indeed, whlle 1ﬁ helped to stem the

'upsettlng French Canadlan dlaspora to the Unlted States and

A

other parts of Canada and prov1ded ]obs in’ t1mes of surplus,

labour, economlc expan51on nonetheless served to. undermlne

. the cohe51on and solldarlty of French Canadlan soc1ety Wlth

r

respeot to the cultural consequences 'of thlS 1ndustr1a112a—

y r

‘j‘tlon, Arnopoulos and Cllft note that.,,f,

-,;>;The chaln ‘of - ommand 'in manyvlndustrles demanded a
. loyalty. ‘that- competedr :as. it.. were," w1th that
©+ 7 required. by tradltional lnstltutlons such:'as’ the
. Church, the,‘famlly,f and: the. parlsh, and by the .
. whole'" tenQr "of ~rural’  lifé. ,Industr1a11zat10n
,pqlntroduced 1nstab111ty ‘ang" ten51ons:by d;splaclng
A“rthe -0ld feellngs about one s place and role in:

&




e s

contradrctory attltudes.,As was to be expected clerlcal and
. ) i : e } ‘ I‘\< . “'

fnat10nal1st”'elements were. allled~ an~the1r 'implacable o

" e )
v -\

‘4'condemnat10n of industrlab soc1ety, the dangers of the large Lo

SN : Y
"

'{bClty, and the depradatlons of blg bu51ness.,In thls respect,

_change' was much'flesS ev1dent than: ln other spheres of .
' i K ,\ l "N '

‘fFrench Canadlan soc1ety. HowéVer, thls ls not to 1mply that

.

;]W‘V the clerlcal domaln was 1mmune to the pressures brought to .

l ! 0
) .

f ff' bear by those elements 1n soc1ety whlch were predlsposed to L
chhange.= On‘.the 'contrary, ‘such ,pressures, whlle stlll

"f’- .
LN

‘4;;peripheral, made o themselyes Qs}t : in‘ tendeno;eS" that

l‘,1nd16”ted changes in the domlnant role of the Church 'neré

:} —— A

‘;j”urban -1ntellectuals began ‘tO‘ -questlon,;uthe'i Church s
. spredomlnance 1n Ouebec 8 soc1al and cultural affalrs and

hhfalluded to by Arnopoulos and Cllft, the Church_-was havlng to\

.';‘r:fadapt ‘to a new type of parlshloner, the~ urban factory

dyorker.j Even w1th1n the apparent (sanctlty of ‘the 'runal

N

f”y Ouebec parlsh the"!me honoured authorlty of the cure was

e ;Vthreatened by 51gns of lnsﬂablllty and change’.63 f:§.-k
gﬂf:fﬂ17 The polltlcal SltU&thﬂ_”% Ouebec was, .at,'leaSt

b\‘ RS

1n1t1a11y,¢ con51derably more stable. Ow1ng to the French

DRI 3 e

;Canadlans. contlnulng antlpathy towards the Conservatlves,,fh,g

t e QOuebecu leeral party,' llke ts federal ‘counterpart,

'"fOV1nczal 1evel , staylng ,1n~

!

arge nmjorltles,‘ for the forty yearf7g§r

’ﬂpetuated was 1n large measure a result of the fact;

that electoral pOllthS 1n Ouebec,‘as elsewhere 1n CaQadafﬂf

.54,




,was very much centred\ on the dlspensatLOn of patronage.“.,‘

S »w k Vo

T Here, asaclose observers of Quebec leLtACS,have found 'thef j‘;

x\‘ , ) 4
»partxes were nun by caucus,‘not by open organizations, and“ﬁ fﬁf

v
LR . \

ﬁ\the constltuency level‘drew on the local ellte~~typ1cally]f
P Y 'v
a small group of lawyers,_ other professionals, and they‘

i , vy

-proprletors of small buslnesses——who dlstrlbuted patronagei(1.j

o

;,at that leveL Although 1t was.’ 51m11ar to the federal and

‘other prov1nc1al governments 1n these respects, patronage 1n e

—
. . '

R Quebec Clty took on a’ s;gnlflcant addltlonal form, namely, SRR
L e L e, S
the encouragement of large scale external (i ) hon Frehch)

1nvestment ‘through 1ncent1ves, such as cheap rlghts‘ﬁto

-
-

oo

“ N N

mlneral and,'forest ‘resources,, mon0polles“over~’publin-F,u'

utllxtles, and an\unregulated and unorganlzed labour force.l
( " e ‘ '.‘.

Thus by way of thlS Jud1c1ous use of patronagep prOVLn01al

" .
‘o ‘,r‘. e

- ~governments,‘such as’ the Taschereau Liberals and the Unlon
-"\u ‘ “}‘ ‘.ﬂ\

N . H
L ~

Natlonale under M. Duplessrs,, were able to preserve up .

S v B .o .‘v',fk;.m
untll‘ 1960 Athef accommodatlon _w1th Anglo Canadlan and”«]jn‘;
. \ ‘“ . \ ) , ! 7 . ‘. AL ‘ | “ ) X : )
Amerlcan commerc1al enterprlse.,leew1se,fthese governments‘»93 v

"

o“m‘;nualn,the-promlnence of the rural vdLe over»‘: .

iy o .5

-th

PR

however~“

19605,1
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Canadfans;} with ' the “emergence'f'atl" that - time ~of /a

A o+ ‘ + M A ' " . : r" ‘ .

T neo nathnallst‘ 1ntelllgentsla and a' nem, career orlented o

' . v
: '

upwardly moblle bureaucratlc mlddlef‘class, dec1ded to

o

vabandon thelr tradltlonal assumptlons about the«character
L A N .
: f and needs of thelr "natlon" and set about“maklng the;r peace

. ‘ {
P . .
i R s

w1th 1ndustr1al soclety. NO longer d1d the‘mass of French ‘
‘ Canadlans labour under‘the agrarlan myth, nor dld‘they

v . .
i . @
" -~

contlnue ‘to subscrlbe to the clergy @ antl—@tatlsmer Now the')l‘

Ny s BE
<

new bellef (summed up ‘by- McRoberts; and Posgate in theu;

phraSe “The New Ideology of the Quebec Stateﬁ) . was - that "
A : “v ] i s Ac
rather than\ pOSlhg a’ threat ‘to the 1ntegr1ty of their

R | ‘ . . .

- nation, soc1al and economLc development w1th1n vthe urban
+ 4 N

. 1 ' et
ng d oy \

a Secton'j couLd ‘ enable» French : Canada  to reach : new‘_'f}
T B iy \‘ N . N . ., N !

N . " . \ NI

accompllshments. Indeed ‘as one observer has so'aptly noted,¢'¢

‘ﬁ,the cultural oonsequedﬁ&s of the recognltlon of the eeoncmlcﬁ‘ o

f I

flreallty l Quebec V"éeem[ed] toerepresent' the flnar '

T S Y v
repudlatlon of the agrarlan,,,clergy bound v1ew of French
X Lo ‘/ : oL

Canada and the fu%;—scale emergencevof an 1ndustr1al soc1ety.

r

. "
al

ready andsjeager ;to{ compete ,w1th1n ;‘h North Amerxcan

“65 : Accordlngly,_ﬂ'the, emergrng b

Lo -

envlronment

")'.,

beyogd

Core

l@, bureadcratlc 1eadersh1p w4th1n thls "new Quebec set~about

' -
e i

_p}'wnto provekthat not only could the French culture surv1ve 1n “'.;1

u i
i \. - ,\‘ X L A

an urbanelndustrlal soc1ety, but. that that very soc;ety, », o

"-, P o

gulded by a\9051t1ve state, could provzde a better llfe than

[ ; A
/,,:./ \, . \;‘ . ~ ﬂ. “'A \

French Canadlans had hltherto exgerlenced Thls,_then, was
N L. V f . 'n'l

,,,"',", . 1

the prbmlse Qf thetperlod of the "Quiet Revolutzon,\ a tlmeff*

.‘#’

'l‘when, from thelr baseuln Quebec Clty, thetpolltlcal leaders"
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© their ’eEhnic and ecohomic counterpart, re51dent‘ ig' the‘.\

Co . S ",\ PN ’ N \ ;

of the Frenéh—Qaqadian. SUbgroup would dlrectly :coqfroﬁt

) A

"

powérfﬁlj'cityi,of qutrealj-the site of Fhe“earlleSt

“:\‘

Anglo Canadlan commercial intereéts_’and ‘the“centre ,of

h,Engllsh}speaklngvouebec." | .%. - L
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“TIVI'Consoqeatibnalism‘as{a,

. . ' Pattern of Social Structure .’ o
o Engllsh and. French we' climb by a double fllght of hf '.‘

/stairs toward the destlnles reserved for us on
this contlnent, ~without "knowing each. _other.
without meeting each other, and without even

fff .. seeing each. other; except. on the’ landing of%,
» pOllthSL In ‘social and': llterary terms, we are far ' . |
~ . ' ‘'more forelgn to’ eath ‘other than the‘Engllsh and - o,
. French of Europe 1o~ . A o s
A IR g‘fl .7 " ' . pierre J.-0. Chauveau f”
‘ 0! ) ' Qu '1 .\ ‘ ,‘b“ [
©. A, TheoretlcaL Perspectlve T T ‘ﬁi@ Sl T

f -
E The second of Kenneth McRae S approaches to the study

e

. ~
. A Sepl Voo .
v -

v1ewed as a functlon of the soc1a1 structure of cleavage."t b

o oﬁ consoc1ationallsn1 to ‘be, dealt W1th in thas thesxsh 'is

S D. v

'whether of'a rel;glous. llngulstlc, cultural or 1deologlcaL y17

R N B (, E RN ) .

nature. In. essence,Athls %pproach holds that the extent tp

Bg P

'whlch cOnsboiat¢onal polltlds wmll develop ?ié 1arge1y

i

"-4 i . - )
e ',Ag‘dependent upon. the degree to ,whlch a glven séc1etﬁ

ﬁ*
‘* ff¢ijsegmented :around a llne ‘or 11n s} of sallent\ or. 1nten§gﬁfﬁ_"

s

terms of emplrlcal ana1y51s,'




N { \ “xh
existence ,of "0verarcﬁlng ‘co- operatlon‘at the elite level fﬁ
. { o ‘v . o
.vf.' ‘ w;th the. dellberate aim\ of counteractlng ‘dlSlntegratlve
tendenc1es in the system, \Val R Lorw1n, Wlth whom much of‘f” ‘
“ : | ' ' ‘ . l “
BRI the theprethal work ‘on 'the present approach 'is, 1dent1f1ed, ‘
”g Cy N TR S0 ."‘, : rl""", ’ " - . 'wv) N
def;nes consoc1at}onal (systems /1p terms“ of the bases of
. “ BER . O '
7 Yooy party formatlon and voluntary assoc1at10ns and leaves openv“
~V”*;‘ the guestlon of ellte co= operatlon and polltlcal outcomes.f'“
S ) . o .
@,,‘EOr hlS part,,'Lorw1n sees »thlS concept,‘ which he
i o ’\,\v‘ . . . t r‘l‘ '
Y- ,i n{” characterlzes as -a. patﬂern of segmented plurallsm, ' as
( s ,|\i' i X - ‘ - . ‘ ‘ ‘ . ' | o ')‘,,
_ = 1nvolv1ng o ~H' S ”.“ ph T e
\-“ . /4. ' . A /, o, o ’ e ) ST
. o k v\‘ '» ! ' - Lot ' P ' ' »
' T A P L
A SR P 'the organlzatLOn 1f soc1al movements, educatlonal S
: R ;I‘and communlcatlon systems,' voluntary: assoc1a-‘»“ {
..tions,  and’ polltlcal partl.es along the’ lines’ of N
‘ B rellglous : and 1deolog1cal cleavages. "It s ods o et
L+, weir Upluralist. vin \1ts\ recognltlon of dlversity of:. -
... ' .. ‘“religious, soc1oeconom1c, and’ polltlcal affilia-- '
o itlons, it .is:"segmented" in .its institutionaliza- | & "'
\ W ‘tion: of ‘mgst. other."forms of . ‘associatibn along the . . -
‘~g_,11nes of pOllthO rellglous cleavage. @f,‘ L
- RN J.,h” , LN T r
,NNot‘%buildingffeffectiver ellte‘uco operatlon ,1nto ;the‘3
kdeflnlthn, 'Lorwln ,claims,,g"makes one ~more‘ llkely to "
"‘iequlrement f0x'




'

‘frespective segments each ‘maintain” thelr 0wn

v

for preServ1ng such segmentatlon.'The four "clas51c" cases,
of”fconsoclatlonall démocracy, :forJ‘example, meet *this

SRR | ‘ -

requlrement, ow1ng largely to the_ faét that the prlmary._

, d1mensmon of qleavage 1n e!bh has. been, at Ieast in a

-

‘formal structural sense, rellglous and 1deologlcal and 1s'

Lot 3

"thereby reflectlve of the broad llnes of dleavage common to

\. Vae ok

‘u'
!

e 1t has been’ demonstrated that ‘the development of mass

polltmos 1n the Cathollc or part1ally Cathollc West European

~J

‘democrac1es has ledw

oo
-

s 3“'soc1a1 organlzatlon and
' Y

. ) oy o . st »
. n h e

T &
Wpolltlcal part;es. Spe01f10ally, thls

)
\!“‘

;\\'v"‘

three\;categories

¢

applyl,falrly,

and ﬁw1€h




Polltlcal protess. Here Lorw1n clalms that "the avalllblllty

" of 1nd1v1dual alternatlvesx\dlstlngulshés the pOlltiCS ofV‘ef

segmented plurallsm from those based on caste/ communallsmh.f' o
Nt K . .l . ) o . . . ‘_t
race, o; even language. 3‘ For h;s part,' McRae questlons R

i . [ \‘ [

‘wheﬁher ﬁhee\ dlstlnctlon‘ between w‘rellglous 1deoloq;cal T%ﬁ[.‘

; - - :
| cleavage and., othEr formsaof cleavége may” in fact be ”u‘“

fundamentaiuénan'Lorw1n1apnears cclsuggest Indeed, by way $t ‘.w

of testlng ‘the valldli:y of Lorw1n s clai{x‘nl,l\“v MCRae “in. turn B

;” questlons whether:n‘grvena.the‘iloglc. of' comprenen51ve’ﬁlt“‘a
- segmentai;op "w1th5e minimal, | cncgs—pressures Wl;nif £he.f*" |
3n3w[ consociaclonal smodel,ﬁ;vciunta;y 1nte£nlcc‘w§fansfers of\ Ky o
S N : ‘ . )
R "

\
v .

g alﬂeglance areufllke1y~vto"take‘ placex as the «level of

Ti+f segmentatlon anﬁ even‘ host;llty remaln hlgh.‘ Of ‘moré
A R § [ .. w”;."_ \‘\‘ : N “\' ' "‘.‘;
fundamental nature 1s hlS QuestLon as to whethervthe notlon ‘»g«wmﬁ
*. v B " S . ! "‘ ve (<‘ V,"‘
S : [ e
;nof 1ndlv1dual alternatlves" "is a- necessary condltlon-—or\_w,wfn :
alt N : . ae el

1ts f poient}ally

‘ .

appllcablllty, McRae concludes that,:"if the experlence of
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jﬁcleavage durang that~per10d in' the nlneteenth Century whlch

" Ki . \ .
e V .

-ﬂ%@issaw the format;on of polltlcal gartles and . 1nterest groups.
: A l,‘\y“ . ' ! '

B'lelarly’ we shall s’ee, follow1.ng a. long perlod durlng

S ¢ T - Kt
R S R I ' ) I ‘
LNy "whlch th most 1mportant : dlfference separatlng T 1ts N

W ' ot
hnhabltaﬂts was rellglon, the ‘most salxent cleavage 1n the

AN : .\.\ ' -
v > ' ’

o prov1nce of Quebec 1s now, and has been ‘since the 19605,'of

o s . . A L

.a llngu1st1c cultural nature. ’ ‘ ““ v
To the observer ralsed in a more 1ntegrat1ve settlng,

Y . \Q *“ v B . ."
<+ . the eQFent © fo whlch segmentatlonv-can be.  carr 1ed ‘in,‘a

A
* ‘

~

consoc1at10nal system can‘ be “rather startl;ng Indeed
’ segmentatlon in such soc1et1e5'may be so 1ntense and durable
. i [ Y ! [ i
SETIS as to permlt a person to,be assocxated for most of hls or -

e - . . ¥ b

Tt “her 11fe; w1th ‘such 1nst1tut10n5» and organrzatlons as ‘».Q

N ‘. '»: PR St . e &q ll R
”schools,w unlver51t1es, trade“unlons, co- operatlvee 'and~g'
‘ ,‘“)hospitals,'all run ‘on. a denomlnatlonal ba51s. Further\ hlS L
'or her assoclatlonal aCtIVltIESf whether for mu31c,‘sports,h+'4j
. . oo v

‘ngf youth jgroups,h charltable WQrks :and heﬁ.l;ke;h,mayq;beﬁg;h“

' own jsegment

),, 2



s R

c-“x' become afflllated with ‘an 1nterest group that makes a strong

"

case for segment solrdarlty as'a defense agalnst opposxng

, ) . S
Y "

phl}os\@phles. Co T e
\ R ‘ “ . ‘.‘. o . . - ‘ I4 . L oo - ,l .
o Stlll ~‘in realityrh‘few‘ segmented systems faF¢~'aS

o thoroughly compartmentallzed as’ the fore901ng would.seem t0’

1 'v' “l e EEN . .
suggest Should they occur, problems of’ an Lntra— or 1nter-.
" 3 : segmental nature ‘are lakely to stem from, ‘say,, ‘real or e

apparent dlfﬁerences 1n the 1deologlcal purmty oarstructural

[
. £y

';{"“}'-complateneSS of. the segments, or. from the fact that*‘unden

| . , ‘ V.
t ' ,

1ncrea51ng condltlons Of urbanlzatlon, all segments are’
‘ . . l’,»') i e ".' ’.‘». s -

A llkeiy to suffer some attrltlon as cross pressures 1ncrease.

.4,'r ) ..

vHYet ‘whlle"th 19605 Sawf a. general weakenlng “of ‘the
JV',}“ 1deolog1cal foundatlons of segmented plurallsm in the West

“ p : ‘ ‘ "»"/‘

European democrac1es,r*among o hers,‘ there nevertheless ' ‘

o remained _.even where thlS weake 1ng ~was’ most marked a’

r . ( "

~ ..’
i

a personal stake 1n thelr preservatlon.‘To the extent, then,?ih”'

‘1,..
Ny

qulescence poses‘ threat té: the1L‘

‘“.
1

o “.:j that 1deologlcal



Fad P . . ?\ ‘ ',4‘.
g : o ' ' ! ' . ' ‘- ! ! ' .' v ‘: . n‘," “‘ L . R i 1
; ) ‘ . ‘ Co S ) ! “ . . ) oL 4 J.‘ ,‘ L , - .l
.’ g o "l' 4 “l - » ' ' .. A v o e L ‘, -} " "' Q , l 18‘9
- : and re1nforczng cleaVages by . whlch provrnce, language and

v
»-y-\ ‘\

rellglon are llnkeﬂ and lnterrelated“ In thlS way the Quebec N‘bﬂW
o Nt

qase ’geparts from that of ‘the other Canadlan. provlnces,'gf

':;f‘g éarticﬁlarly 1nsofar as. it 1s preaomlnantly French spexkrng

" "l"(

J\puh and Roman Cathollc. The pattern ofuclegﬁages in Canada as a
. ' ! A ,u‘ a . AP o .
o whole ©is made . even' more complex by the fact 'that eyery R
'.,f . prov1nce hasi'both rel1glousi anc» 11ngu1st1cU mlnorltles,“nﬂ L
. : P r ; o, )
‘;ﬁ | although in all except Quebec the rellglous m:norltles”arefﬂ?ﬂ J

' - ¢ y L i ol “'. Lot
N larger than the llngu1st1c ‘ones Slnce about 1960 ‘however, :
Lo .

I “‘

: } -
a\th~pattern of. 1nst1tutlonallzed segmentatlon, Ln Quebec anq oo

2

)

B P » R “n,"
2. elsewhere has undergone ‘a, transformatpon from reIlglon to e
. ! .'c . . ,1 " /" s “" :
R language. A dlmlnlshed 1nterest 1n organlaed IEIlngnh the“ﬁlj,

e “ oy
L ‘\4" '

k"" TN
emergence of “a cl&mate of ecumenlsm, the 1ncreased sallence C

LS
S R -,. i s g

of llﬁgulstlc Jssues 111 the worklng wqud as urbanlzat1on '.5fb”

'

'
te,

BREES

e

’ “ (

1nfluence Ehe change

Polltlcally‘

-
.

A "
segmentatlon;tqwards a-llngu1st1c base has,;for a, number of

the,‘ sh1ft1ng patte:n,ffcfglgﬁ

v

xeasons, served effectlvely to thxow tﬁe Canadzan system off

- ‘4‘4‘ ,\ “' \.\'» ‘Q : . AR e '

v ' f, balance at the prqv1nc1al level For 1nstance, 1n proportlon

-

'v ,- b

. &.
to the substantral relig10us«minor1t1e$ that ex1§t 1n every:-

4') »"- . L'r".-“‘

the off1c1al language mlnorltles are,
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'y ythe 'shif{ to linguistic segmentation has had the effect of

v

»

V-

.
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\ ,Fd&ther~¥and this 1is somewhat «roenic--within Quebec itself.

.&1making‘phe English-speaking sector as @ whole (including

LI .

thlishﬁspeaking Catholics) more significant than the
0N

rqlaﬁdvely small Protestant sector alone. As a consequence,
o e . - »

the bargaining power of the minority in Ouebec has remained

strong and even increased while‘tﬁat of }ﬁe French-speaking

lanquistic minorities has in some, but certainly not an all

h! .
other provinces become weaker and more precarious.

Owing: to the complex nature of this structure of

cleavages, it may perhaps prove worthwhile briefly to
! . o ‘ ' N ‘ :

. -

examine 1its  institutionalization in historical context,
traciné along the way the shifting pattern of 'segmentation

towards its contemporary linguistic-cultural base,

1

'

i. Historical Context
To begin with, in his reading of the situation, McRae
argues that the most “visible" cleavage in Canadian histoty

had its origin in the double Cession to Britain of Acadia in

-

‘1713 and Néw Franée in 1763. Here Br%éain was for the first

time to awquire a colony--New France--whose populatién was
alien in reiiéion, lahguage, cult 1566 legal system. Since
Britain's own .Roman- Catholic popﬁ}ation was at that time
disenfraqchiséd and barred frém‘holding any -public office,
the most important éf ;hese differences was religion. Thus
with the influx of Engiish—speaging settlement into Quebec,

differences between the so-called "hew subjects" and “"old -
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subjects” tended to be institutionalized along relquous

lines. Serving to reinforcé this‘ pat?ern of religibus
institutionalization in the colony was the passage of th
major Acts of the Imperial Parljiament in Lbndon\during the
final quarter of the eighteenth century. First, the Quebec

Act, of 1774 confirmed the position of the Catholic Church in

"
‘.
. ' .

the colony; and second, the Constitution Act of 1791 made

i

Roman Catholics in Canada eliglble to vote and hold"pubiié
office, rights notv available to their co-religionisfs‘{in
Britain until 1829. - |

18]

' By "and large, th¢ coincidence of Feligiou§ and
etﬁbic—linguistic cledvage remained firm until the 1840§, by
which time extensive Ifish immigration began to a%;ect ‘a
substantial rise ig‘ the population of En§135h~spéaking
Catholics. As a result of' the societal cgogs—pressures
attendgnt upon the arrival of these immigrants, instability
quickly Bhegan to characterizé this primary line of cleavage.
Indeed, religious issues were intensified by ;he importation
into Canada of hered;tary -quarrels bet@een Orangemen and.
irish Catholics. Adding\ substantially rﬁo this feligious
tension was . the’ vCathblié Church's counterattack - on
liﬁe;aliSm dur;ng the Papacy of Pius IX. Still, aﬁtesting to
its intensity is the fact that the“politics of sighificant'
rellglous confrontatlon witﬁessed durlng the second ‘half of
the nineteenth century was to remaln, at the federal level,
the most obvious line of cleayage long éftér Confederation

-~ —3in—1867.- Consequently, during this important formative



, . . B
period, a good deal of'iﬁstituthgnal segméntgtion‘wqg to-
take place, fwith,‘ fo; instance, | the -Catholio population'
acquiring not only publicly supported denéminational schools
in most provinces gut a who%e‘"petwork of colleges,

newspépefs, hospitals,,j and lcharitable and 'welfage
organizations which served to render a supstantial portion
bf Catholic 1life- a world apart.l To be  §ure, linguistic
issues might arise from *t ime t?'fime within the Caihélic
communities themselves. Neverthéless, thg primary line of
cleavage was rel‘ui’é‘ious.6 ’ “f , .

At the Quebéc provincial flevel, 'on the-“ofher ‘hand,

segmentation ‘durjng “this samef formdtivé period presented
somewhat of a different p{Fture} since given that 'the French
formed a substantial majority, language and éthnicity‘ had

theretofore begun to constitu;e particularly salient lihes
of cleavage between the two charter grqubs.ﬁgéunded lafggly‘
upén theée cléavage structures, ‘tﬂe roots  of this
Segmentation can be traced to the 184ds ;hen,-+n an attempt
to allay ’the French Canadians' fears. concerning the
'maintgnanéé—-indeed '~ the survival--of the distinctive.
structuge of their eduéatién,system under the Union;ActHéf
1841, the then ngéfnor :gengral,‘ Sir Charles“Bagﬁt,

appoinﬁed for the United P;ovince as ‘a ’wﬁole “a nominal
supefiﬁtendent of edﬁcation. In‘reality,‘however, the dhﬁies
of the superintendent.fwere to b?; cafrfed out by two

deputies, one from each section of the province. Thus by

"placing Jean-Baptiste Meilleur, a French-Canadian Catholic
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with close ties to the clergy, in charge of Lower-Canadian

education, the governor guaranteed that the schools would

Y ¢

never be assimilated, thereby revoking one of the main‘%:yﬂ
. IR

. ' . ERYANE

purposes. of the Union. Bagot likewise contributed to the
] ‘r » . o \ /'—

survival of the Canadiens' ancestral legal systeém--another-

of the characteristics which differentiated them as a nation

--when, in 1842, he determined against the publication offan‘q

‘ordinance of the Special Council which had been decreed. in i
1840 and made subject to -+the approval ofr‘the governor:
general. Drafted in 1840 by Sir James Stuart, the then chief -

justice of the Court of Queen's Bench for Lower Canada, the -
.ordinance had as its Aim the.rearrangement of the "ancient" -
’ ' - T

. ‘ .o . .

French systeny‘into that of ‘the English. courts of common
pleas. 1In making"his decision publlc, moreover, Bagot
appolnted to the vacant chlef justlceshlp of Montreal the
first Canadien ?ever so- honoured, Rem1 Vallleres de

Saint—Réalf'whOy in_the governor's words, "stands consensu,

R4 : '
omnium single and alone as the flrst lawyer in the country,

and who is equally versed 1n the French and Engllsh laws and

' wl ) . ' o -
languages. : o _— ‘ wa
Further, with the Education Act of 1845, Denis-Benja@fn

?Papineau (the brother of’Louis-JoSeph.and a "true nineteenth

\
ol

rcentury y nationalist"),' establlshed deflnltely ; the

1ndependence and dlstlnctlve character of French Canadlany

K > wr

bﬁeducatlon While much of the leglslation was 1n fact drafted E

- —

by Mellleur and Augustln—Norbert Morln,,Paplneau was, as one -

<

of‘ only  two French Canad1ans» in the Executlve Council,

A
-~
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chiefly responsible ffor"piloting ‘the bill. through‘ ihe

Assembly after putting‘his flnal touches to 1t As 1t stood

tée progect aimed at repeallng all of the unpopular clauses

"

" of the law of 1841 and sought . to 1ntroduce a school system\

;whlch would be both 1ndependent Cof the munlclpal dlstrlct

i v i

councils and founded flrmly on’ French Canada '8 traﬁltlonal“

. 'l‘.
.) ‘

social unlt, the parlsh Accordlng to the blll itself reach

h 4
\ '&«‘

'school would be under the control of school commlssioners

| o A

elected on a. denOmlnatlonal basls,. with wtheﬁfreligious.

R

orthodoxy of the separate units guaranteedg&y the ‘curési or

[ v\‘. B

St _ . o e
clergymen who were, however, . to serve ex ,officlo as

”visitorJ”“Yet whereas the law passed egs1ly through theﬂ

"Assembly, the off1c1al opp051tlon were part1cularly rankled

by this last ‘¢tlause, which they believed did not giye the;

[

clergy the control it wished. Indeed['a‘few}years earlier

the clergy S main polltlcal organ, Les Mélanges Religieux,

‘made its expectatlons clear by way of empha5121ng what it

a
N

" percelved t6 be -the ihtimate 1link between educatlon and

L4
) 4 I.x?
religion: *

N

Observez combien il est important d'entourer 1la

jeunesse de precaut&ons pour la- préserver ' du

‘souffle empesté d'une" éducation fausse; "étudiez:
.. 1'histoire - de tous® les. pays, et de ' tous ‘les

‘siéclés, et vous enserez convalnCUs. . + . Voila

pourqu01 dans tous: lés pays on a touyours confle‘

1'éducation de la 'eunesse Aaux mlnlstres et a la

- . religion.8 x;, . : :

2oy . h. & "
S R S T
. NEESINE.

’»(

Thus\ the opp651tlon

3
\

.jamendment, p}eadlng for a system of edutatlon whlch would

1deally, uq&Fe clerlcal authdrlty at . the local level wlth-

e LR < & . *, r
. —_— A ."
P

forces campalgned for. the law“g

Ao "
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centrallzed control by the superintendent at the educatlon

'

department..r Bow1ng to these pressures, Paplneau, ©in
.
\,‘ " i‘\
m;d-1846, made a serles of changes to his law, which}now
i A '

© provided that elections' to school commissions. would be,

4

&

S

flanguage and culture. leen both thls and the rellglous

strictly by denomination and that the curé or minister in
each parish would hold a veto power in ¢he hiring of

“ W

.- teachers and in the selection of textbooks. Desplte thl%»

opposition, however, Paplneau s schodl 1law was, as~Jacques

Monet reasons, "of far—reachlng importéance":

,
N o,

For here at la t was a system formulated by French

Canadians thems elves and basgd on the religious .

theories and social order which they had evolved. 4
, Far inté the future it would characterize them as

a4 distinct people. And far more than any (purely.

symbolic) repeal of the language clause in the
_constitution, it deflnltely abrogated - the thréats ,
' to French-Canadiar cultural survival inherent in

the Act of Union.9 - »

- K}

T

w .
¢ . . R

Ax Thus the e§tabllshment of an’ 1ndependent and dlstlnctly 4

A
!f .

frgncophone system of. educatlog was of vast 1mportance to

A ek

the Canadlens. partlcularly 1nSofar as such a systenl Was

A [N

gcrucial to the 1ntergeneratlonal transm1551on of thelr

.4

¥

'fba51s,;for 1nst1tutlonal segmentatlon.4 therefore,' wha%y

f;developed in Quebec by the dawn of Confederatlon was nelther

*fﬁa‘homogeneous 5001ety (as the unlonlsts had env151oned) ‘nor.

‘a5 plurallstlc sbc1ety. But: two te““OUSlY related‘ éﬁd

e 7y

distlnct soc1et1es co-exxstlng on the same terrltoryu What

. .,1!, aF

- was,’ more ‘was that far from attemptlng to brrdge ‘this

&

.oultural gap, the British Nofth Amerlca Act (1867), by
B o

N .,:‘r"\ . : - . . . . L) ! ' . s
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giving the . Quebec legislature‘jurisdECtion over'the‘mattefs

that were of greatest concern to the clergy at-‘the same ‘time

.

as‘ 1t protected the language, the Protestant educatlonal
!

system, and the polltxcal representatlon of - the anglophone

minority, served 1nstead to relnforce the dlstlnctzveness
and separatioh between - French and " English? Also of

significance‘ in‘ this regard is- the' fact that whllei the

anglophone - bourge0151e, vcentred' in Montreal had”litsd

: g N N « . * . ‘ ’. ! oL . -, . g .
finance,*;rallway‘3and shipping act1v1t1es placed under
federal- jurisdiction, the francophone bourge0151e;-centred

in Quebec City, ‘had its land and"forest—resource-actiyities

plaéedlunderdprovincial~jurisdiction. Hence Quebec was 'to be

~

d1v1ded w1th1n 1tself not only culturally, ‘but economiéallyfj

-

as well; ‘and although ‘the economlc ‘dlvision ‘did not,

\ ! “‘ "‘;

:correspond prec1sely w1th the cultural and llnguxstlc one,

A -

there was nevertheless a rough approxlmatlon between the1r

o

'

boundarles. As<w1g§$educatlon,‘moreoverr the formallzatlon
of thlS lelSlQn wa

durlng the debates on the 1ssue of Canadlan Confederatlon,

s J ,wn

the French Canadlans seemed to understand qulte well thep

:‘ “

pd%ersrlt was necessary to entrust to the ptov1nces 1n orderff

ll

that Quebec could control 1ts own 1nst1tutlons.'"rndeed,' asrt

lr N
‘/

Jean-Charles Bonenfant has noted "they were SO conv1nced¢d

that the prov1nce s Jurisdlctlon would be adequate for that:w

\\f ' - / J
‘purpose that they gave 11ttle thought,to ensurlng a genulne

1'0 R

dual form o£-representat10n at the . federal level _ -,J‘,f‘

L

‘is perhaps worthwhxle to note here that thls

5
. - .

. " / % oo
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the result o% np mere acc1dent. Fork"
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autonomist strategy was to prove fateful,‘ since econofuic.

development in Quebec hadg, by the turn of the century, run

o 1ts course. lee 1ts counterparts 1n Nova Scotla and New
f ) .
BrunsWwick,. whO'began to decllne,ln,importance soon after L
' \ o
Confederation - -and who continued to .do  so- durlng the early

) V '
-

part of the twent;eth century, the franooPhone bourge0151e
‘confined w1th1n Quebec lacked.the capltal to“develop the new‘
resource xndustrxes of mlnlng, hydrOelectricitY, and pulp

and paper. Hav1ng exhausted,lts best efforts to promote the

A "

1nterests of the bourge0151e by sub51d421ng and bulldlng

- R

,oom!

rallways 1nto the northerh ‘and eastern hlnterlands of the
. . . )__.

‘prov1nce and by enCOuraglng' the development of forest

- M

L g 0
IS

'resources by : local cap§tal the prov1nc1al state began to

R T . . Y

P

R
i

a8

. place _‘heavy empha51s on| .attracting American; ‘dlrect‘nxf

» . PRt

investment;"As a result }ofm‘the' influx of American”,

caplual 3whlch would contlnue through numerous changes of X

government after 1936--French Canadlans were reduced to a
A : o
, dlstlnctly marglnal\ posxtlon* 1n the prov1nce where they o

°

compglsed four f1fths of the populatlon. Stlll, explanatlonsv

v‘bf &helr early fallure to make strong 1nroads 1nto domestlc
A

'rtmarkets are not limlted sblely to the bourge0151e s Iack of f“5§‘

Eo

.y.ﬁflnanc;a} f]resources; : Wldely .xsharedlfxand | polltlcally
ilnflue?tlal 1s.the myth that the French Canadlans were’ 1n
"vsome way cuiturally 'unfltted for economlc achlevement,
‘E‘;poss1bly as a conseguence"of thelr R?man CathOllC rellglon.'flV

\féhcwn earller to have been llnked 1nt1mate1y to rellglon,,-£~

w

S C N L 3

AS ”the French~Canadman educatlonal system was" not only elltlst P

‘v'"
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‘butgdedicatedﬁto‘producing'lawyers"aﬂd;priests}'rather‘than‘

FI
'

engineers and buSinessmen. Whlle thls may 1ndeed have been

the case, 1t\must be 1nterpreted both in the llght of two‘

\ l

‘centurles of—anglophone domlnatlon of . the economy and the‘

consequent restrlctlons of opportunlty, and in view of the‘“

fact that the prov151ons of “the Ouebec Act, the defeat ‘of

the Eatrlotes in the rebelllons of 1837 38, and the terms of

”qCanadian society;ll : .

Confederatlon al& tended’ to relnforce, for better or for

worse, the‘ 1nfluence rof 'organlzed rellglon"in French—
) .

J

ii. The Pattern of "Mutually Self Satlsfylng,
‘ Self- Segregated Institutions” '

{
«

', It has been argued that the onl? two areas ‘of socletal
E ke

;\ * 3§
living where 1nterethn1c contact between French and English
4 4 r : 3 \

1n Quebec has been 1nst1tut10nallzed are those of work and

. f r
vallthS. What llttle ethnlc contact there was 1n the work

5
v

world,,lforv example, deveIoped hin the ~context ‘of~ rapld T

industrialization and-urbanlzatlon,fwhich took place-frOm

l /,

Confederathon through to thefpost WOrld War I1° perlod and

espec1ally after the turn_—f the centuryﬂ V1eWed along &

rather, the lack thereof)tan Ouebec 1s seen to have been

b

‘constructed on the ba51s of mutuallx de51red self segregated

- flnstltutlons.;?‘ Indeed, -we - have seen where 1nst1tutlonélf;‘

PR S

A' S,

\

fself—segregatlon 1n the j;elds of educatlon and rellglon has

vy AT
3

7been total Subsequent y, se shall see that a s;mllar degre%

. miz

. k o S
of 1nst1tut10nal seﬂf—segregatlon has.taken p]{éce w1th1n,l

oo e R

'
At

_broader hlstorlcal tlme frame,' ethnlc accommodatlon -(or,‘



) , _ R

‘among others, the areas of health and welfare and residence,

Y

rand'that; even today, varxous French and Engllsh‘elements of;\

‘*‘the Ouebec bu31ness ellte remarn 1solated and separated from

one another. ‘Given vallv of thls, then, ,ohe nmlght 'well.

““,conclude that that whlch exxsted between the French and

‘Engllshv more chan i ahythlng 'else'g conﬁﬁltuted . a

“non—accommodation,’ 51nce such segregation, When v1ewed in
.

terms of the theory’ of polltlcal stahlllty,‘lends credence

to thé notlon that,"good soc1al fences make good pOlltlcal

e L - I k

‘”nelghbo rs,‘ that(a‘klnd of voluntary apartheld" policy,
; t

gbetween encapsulated culturalm\unlts, 1s.'perhaps the best

13

solutlon for a lelded soc1ety

,-”“More . Spec1f1callY,‘ the PattEfn ~of segregated

flnstltutlons in Ouebec developed durlng what . Michael, B.,

",Steln has 1dent1f1ed ‘as .- a phase of,. 1ncongru1ty gg}ween

“

' polltlcal status and 1nterethnlc group percept;ons prlor to
i U a xS

y1960.v»Here fthe frapcophone and anglophone- ‘commu 1t1es

A

‘ydeveloped mlrror amageS' of each other, both of whlch,
Pfhoweveryc; were ' 1ncongruent‘ w1th the1r group‘s actual

'_numerzcal comp051t10n and polltlcal status. In other words,

. . L] P “
Tufor many decades prlor to 1960 Ffénch Ouebeckers, althoughy
‘ralways comprlslng a maJorlty of the populatlon of Ouebec,f‘

gt :‘!\ S s ~

\tended percelve ,tbemselves,@asmba_'mlnority group;f

‘~1Cohtr1butrng to thlS perceptlon were a number of 1nterest1ng”'w'

Pt '

soc1al~psycholog1cal factors, 1nfluenced. by the nature ofﬂ‘

the anglophones own~ self 1mage. Flrst desplte a certaln.f L

[
¥ -

prlde in. the sounces oﬁ thelr culture.and the tralglng they.

.
Come
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*

. o

kers' 'cultural superaorit

s
4

to, acknowledge' the Anglo Queb
and thelr advanced schoolin /7
anglOphones .own' sense of thls superlorlty was to a, large
extent derlved from the1r 1dent1f1catlon w1th the ma]orltz

i

culture'of Engllsh spe'ak ng Canada and the Unltéd States.

After all .Quebec angIOphones dld read many of'v\he same.

L boéks, perlodlcals at? newspapers, were exposed to the same
¢

1 i"

Il AN [

part1c1pated in th same sportlng and recreatlonal ebents as

other Engllsh jpéaklng people on. ‘thé 5 North American

continent. lee ise, Quebec anglophones 1dent1f1ed w1th the

.

ng polltlcal majorlty at the fqderal level and

L

Engllsh speak

‘w1th the' federal government 'whlch reflected ‘1t.,-Here,

‘,-—~-.\..

‘displayin27the obverse of what the franCOphones had done at‘

'the 'Quebg prov1nc1al level, Anglo Quebeckers tended to .

regard the fqdera; government' rather than. the\ prOV1nc1al

) \

gover ment : ag the}r. 1nstrument .and protector, and thus

f'mlﬁ AR /
. ,jloo ed to t%e rest of Engllsh~speak1ng Canada £or support
S , v \

ésymp\‘hy wh n they felt ’thelr "rlghts"v‘were- belng
TN

P

‘concerns of Anglo Quebeckers in’ thls regard were mltlgated,

[ . Wt

“

1n other tanadlan prov1nces, by the pr1nc1p1e of nunorlty

‘educationalHSystem, the French in Quebec nevertheleSS teﬁded‘

in .the. secular reaim;‘ The\

‘,radlo and telev1sl/n programs, v1ewed the same fllms,.andf

received within thel elitist’ str ctures‘ of the, Catholicru

hlrcumscrlbed\*-Somewhat unfalrly, 1t. mlght be added, ~ heift

to a certaln degree more than those of the m;norltyigroupST”?

oy

‘ rlghts,“whlch accords protectlon. to mlnorlty groups éin‘”

14; ) . '., “"‘T.' N ‘ T © ,\.‘ ’. .'44 .“ . ’

llberal democrac1es.,n S :'~-?~,‘“.“‘

K A . : . s .o q

.« - K ) . o . R el

Y



V1ew1ng the sltuatlon in broad@r hlstorrcal perspectlve

reveals that the flrst phase of what Steln refers to as the

anglophones strong‘ andﬁ'sélf confldent \"ma]orlty group

‘consc1ousness began 1mmed1ately after the " capltulation of

\ i

1760 when Brltlsh merchants ar.d off1c1als establlshed thelr

economlc and polltlcal control over the. habltant in Quebec.g

\Whlle thls phase was to reach 1ts apogee w1th1n the perlod

1830 to 1865—-dur1ng whlch t1me the Paplneau Rebelllon was

i

put down and ‘the Engllgh merchants formed an alllance w1th'

‘the Frenoh clerlcal and’ polltlcaleelltes to ensure that the

Unlon would work in the absence of its”'a551m11at10nlst<
' o " : . ' . N i " \I ¢
overtbnesefitS'econbmic and cultural ramifications wefe to

\ \ . . L " ) ' . ¢|i '"‘“ o,

be feft for more . than ’a century« to come. FOr"instahce,
‘ : o

‘.although never more' than one fourth and'\generaiiy“jonly
one-flfth of the populatlon of ‘the’ province;«;those;[of ;
I ‘ . S Coae o

non-Frenéh or1g1n actually d1d “in ‘1851”‘.fdr‘ example, " .

constltute the majority 1n the Clty of Montreal,”then the

economlc capltal of the Unlted Prov1nce (see Table

‘«Whlle there was agaln, by the t;me of‘the flrst census'

11871 ‘a majorlty of about 60 per cent Prench 1n Montrealt

v

N \

flgure whlch,‘ as Table 4 2 shows, remalned“v1rtUally
) ‘ ' L‘\

ol .

unchanged untll well after the» beglnnlng of hey Qulet

Revolutlon 7in ‘ 19605),‘ the \strong Engllsh economlc
; hegemony nevertheless"contrlbuted to the francophones“

mlnorlty group consc1ousness. By and large, these feellngs

were refcted, :m self-perceptlons whlch were marked by a’

oo

sense of 1nferior1ty and ‘subordlnatlon to the Engllsh

— ) 5

P

-
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TABLE 4.1 S e

pOEULATION OF FRENCH OF NON FRENCH AND : ..H' ﬁ, ‘; ‘ |
OF OTHER ORIGINS; MONTREAL 1851 CENSUS ' Do . C

A

:;QRIGiN R (f\ .- POPULATION

. |
N
,
» | 1
.\ —
—
.

e

French 126,020

» —n

NOn-Frénch
Canadlan
Irlsh o

[ ) '\N~
‘Engll§hp

A

I

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

I

I

I

I

|

I

|

e N |
v Other |
S I

| P |
- R S o e : P

) i ' B T ‘I:,/." . ".‘\\‘ "“.‘ I’ ‘ .,\ l."r."

—e
Adapted from Rlchard Joy, Languages 1n CanllCt. ‘The’ Canad

dlan Expenlence Y(Toronto. McClelland and Stewgrt» 1972), S

I
|
I
|
I
I
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
| Scottmsh
1
|
I
I
I
!
|
I
|
|
|
I
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particula:ly where social standing, economic power and
influence, and éultural impact and control were concerned.
Thus it waS that each group viewed the other in terms of
that group's own: self-perceptions, perceptions  that,
according to Stein, "shapéd /socioeconomic andf pol%pical
behaviour patterns ° which were uncon@ucive to mutual

~——

understanding and | co-operation within a politically
15

. v
integrated but dynamic environtent."

—_

Somewhat ironically,
though, it was by virtue oﬁ'thg minimizatioh of contact, ané
hence of tensjon and boﬁflicty afforded by seg;egated
institutions that French and English in Quebec were able to
redress these probléﬁs of "mutual upderstanding and

co-operation." |
Proud of their superipr _~economic entrepreneurship,
which,they attributed to théir aannced secuiar education
and innaté British business skills, early Anglo—Saxén
industrialists moved into a Qﬁebec sociéfy,that'displayed.an
acute’ populatiop sdrplﬁs, a distinctiQe. p51itical and
religigus elite;.andwa deveioping-set ok,ins£itutions based
largély in t;e rural parish%‘ Politicéily | stable,
economIEally cgnseryabive, aﬁd coqtaining an abundant source
of technically ‘Qnskilléd labour seéking ~employmenpl'bthié
society provided ~ the" idgalé-condit;ons fér Anglo-Saxon
. ‘ . N

capitalist investment. Contributing to these conditions,

N .

moreover, was the . fact jthat the inceming group, which,
brought with it its own set of -institutions servicing its

"own nationals, was able to fill the managerial and technical

-~

v
-

..
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\

levels without inc¢iting protest from the locals. In actual
fact, the French-Canadian elite was .ideologically
co—operatiya aﬁd was . protective only abodt its cOnminued
control over its demographic substructares..All in all, tae
aims and needs ‘of the various- elements in Quebec soqiety'
were met by way of the inﬁroductida'of industry. First, aheA?
incoming group could develop its economic pursuits with a
minimum involvement 4in the local ethnic 3001ety‘ Seoond, the
*local ellte s leadershlp was not being challenged Third;
industry was rellev1ng Ithe economic burden of d the

N ) ’
demographic suplus of French-Canadian,SOCiety.l6

From this evolved thé'mutually‘Satisfying pattern of !
aelf—segregated institutions, enabling the English, for
example, to live ;in “ Quebec in autonomous and séparate'
‘communities, isolated‘ from their l}nguistig counéerpa:ts,i“
and maintaining ‘their own churches, hospitals; 'schooléy‘
media and voluntary associations. Major areas ofvéubstangia;’
Engliah*spaakingvsettlemeht wﬁthin the proyince included the °
- Montreal region, the region of Qdebec City, the Ottawa
Valley, the.Eastern‘Tanships, and the Gaspé Peninsula. Such
con;ent;ation5~were at no £imeAmora‘evident thaa duriné the
~pfe-Confederation period: when, in 1861,Bfor ihstance, theﬁ
city of Montreal .still' harboured an Engllsh speaklng‘a
majority and 44 per cent of the populatlon in Ouebec CltyA
'was Engllsh—speaklng ‘Moreover, population data .for that

_ same year . 1nd1cates that Engllsh speaklng majorltles ex1sted

in both the Eastern Townshlps and tﬁ% Ottawa Valley, whlle

[

Ry N
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25 per cent of the residents of the Gaspé spoke Engllsh.l7

AL

Properly exemplifying the extent to which even one of the
rural  regions :was' capable . of sustaining its  own
-

_ English-language institgtions was the way in which the
Eastern Townships crowned their 1local educational system.
Here religiously affiliated with the Church of England and
incorporated, at LennoxVille‘in 1843 BlShOp s Ugaversxty, a
‘privatel} controlled institution, was established at a . time

when fully two~thirds of the, Townships. had | been

English-speaking.

Throughout the post—Confederation periOd however, the

'ablllty of the Engllsh speaklng 1nhab1tants of the majorxty

of the reglons‘to cont;nue to support thelr,lnstltut1ons was-.

thrown into doubt, as Quebec in general witnessed a shift .in

the focus of 1mmlgratlon from 'rural to urban areas. Indeed,

rdlng to .Table 4.3, only one of the rural regiops

ol \

reglstered a slgnlflcant absolute 1ncrease durlng the. perlod

¢ . ¢

1861 to 1961- and even there, ‘in the Ottawa Valley, growth

9

aining ‘a relativify large English-speaking popudation

‘which resulted largely from 1nter~prov1nc1al mlgratxon, has

)

now come to an aerpt halt Furthermore, although there was

: “an 1ncrease in 1ts urban anglophone pbpulatlon between 1931

and 1971 Quebec, Glty s net'.demographlc change ~was

+

é

-

a

nonetheless 51m11ar to that ‘of the remalnlng rural regxonsp,“

N

Influenced by  a  variety of econom;c and5 polltical
considerations (iwe.,.,the 'cumhlative effects fof the

Depression and the two World Wars, for- example),.Sueh—change

r
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was 'characterized by the masSxVe out—migration' of

HE

anglophones to ‘other parts‘of Canada and the North Amerlcan

[ oA
b

contlnent. Accompanylng this mlgration was ‘a progre351ve .

-
change in. the compos1tlon of the totaliguebec*populatlon

towards 1ncreas1ng ethnlc heterogenlety (flrst eastern and

4

northern, and then Medlterranean natlons) as a ma)or source -

, %R - ‘
- of mlgrants. Still, the most strlklng ‘fact ~ab0utV the

3 .

changing geographlcal dlstrlbutlon of the Engllsh speaklng

,‘
AR

popualatlon was the 1ncrea51ng demographlc concentratlon in v

I ) . . V. N
the Metropolitan Montreal area. Whlle the percentage of’

English-Quebeckers living in the region of M0ntteal has,‘to
be sure, always been high in this .centnry, the number-

nonetheless 1ncreased from 70 per cent to close to 85 per
18, )

cent durlng the peraod 1921 to 1971 e T .
o K »-' *. S :
al has,',by and large,‘ beeome“ th pr1nc1pal

M

geogfaphical ep051tory for mlgrants Wlthln ahd em;grants to

Quebec primdrily by V1rtue of. 1ts posLtlon as the provunce s
\ ~

1nst1tutlonal and economlc locus. Indlcatlve of the extent,

. [

to whlch this has been the case 1s the fact that a number of

- i ? . ¥ ' R
oy :

P ES

observers have taken ﬂto referrlng to . Quebec as 'tyo.

S
A

prov1nces, namely; "the Island of Montreal and . the rest,
.,19

which is. pastoral 'lThe#V lingu1st1c and culturail
implications*‘of this 'notion of ?two"-Quebecs" .are. well

-
»

revealed when: one con51der that, of the 800 680 QuebeckersfStf

» N

A

tongne" (as opposed to thoseé@ho c;ted Engllsh as belng the :

“language most often usedwln the'home,, estlmated to have

o

t

‘,who, in 1976, declared themselves to be ' of Engllsh "mothexn

*

Y

STE

&

Es
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.~ Anglo-Celtic in. origin). have, to:.a .large extent, been

I
i

.
1
"

"

been 848, 512),, pnly=202 290,, or 25 per cent, 1lived outside

’”‘the Montreal metropolltan 'area.? As such non=Montreal

-
. "

Engllsh Quebec has had to functloned largely on a reglonal

f'ba51snzw1th only perlodlc recourse to thetlnstltutlonal and

f

®

' emlgratlon to Montreal 1tself 1s the fact that all of- the ﬂw‘l‘“

A
3

”tnonet eless made« 1t Wapproprlate to *descrlbe the CIty s

’, [

' economic structures"lald down by Montreal s opiginal

‘Anglofceltlc pOpulatlon, w1th whlch 1t formerly‘ﬁad .a much

\

n;closer_relationship; Sidnlflcantly,.though, the cultural and :h

o

' ‘q‘ E ‘ 3 o " <‘ ‘ .‘ . .
'demographic dangers. inherent in ' the 1solat10n of the

non-Montreal English-speaking population (which is . largely

K “

-

alleviated. Indeed, the"recent _mobilization of Bnglrsh\

v . .
\ ¥ v

Quebec, spearheaded by pressure ‘and spec1al 1nterest groups

4

‘such ‘as Alllance Quebec has led to the consolldatlon of an/
0 o . ’ ER . /"
"on 1sland/3ff 1sland" contact.zp T NI

¢ v < Ty

— .

- EO. . " . \

A dlrect consequence of the process of mlgratlon and

’ N s l

-’” a /

)arge ethnac groups,‘whose members are not of Anglo-Celtlc
‘ ‘ s

fe .'..-‘ °
llshed almost exclu51vely ln that
~he" largest of these‘groups, the

. [y k“ * \
jlned 51gn1f1cant communltles

or French orlgln, are est'
- L ke
'Clty For 1nstance, one of

“n

Jewsi whlch at one- tlme ma1"

N

1n Qu?hec and Sherbrooke, Have now largeln dlsappeared from/

those cltles..What is«lnterestlng to note here, part1¢u1ar1y
\ p——— "W
from the p01nt of view of our analy51s, 1s that desplte the‘

i

fact that the Jews and other ethnlc c0mmunit1es n Montreal

A - ;7 ol

7 rz-‘

P

are now prlmarlly Engllsh speakxngu1 thelr, presence hasw

. Ry

geographlcal make up w1th such; gwords end.' phrases ”as

)v~ , Ll
DS o
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"patchwork” ‘o ,‘more flttrngly, “vertical mosaic.’

-them 1n prec1se terms, the follow1ng grves a .good 1nd1cat10n

v} i i l 3 ‘
My ’ : n

?y ,“of “the patterns?'Of' Immlgrant passage"and ,re31dent1al

i
selfvsegregatlon that have been prevalent in Montreal’ durlng

~ s . . .
v ' . o '."'»,a

the better part of the las't halfvcentury. K
P ~,‘-, , ) 4 ' [
. ' ' ‘
Jews started near - the .foot of St. Lawrence
Boulevard in thé centre of the city.and progressed
CoT " north. As they became - more affluent they moved
T west. along- Van Horne Avenue and finally settled in
. . Coteé St, Luc anid the. Town ‘of *Mount Royal. Greeks
T aré now where Jews ‘'weré fOrty years ago. and the
, , ‘Pontuguese ‘are not .far behind." Newly arrived
e Italians $ettle in' 'the north ‘of Montreal -around
' - “Jean® Talon market. As" they improve their status,:
. they move to St. Mlchel or St.‘Leonard 21

oo "y " “ Sk yoa ‘. "

4

Other forms of emplrlca& analy51s also indicate that the
v\’ ’.: . -}
major ethnlc and linguistic groups in metropolltan Montreal

1 A

.
] " ki ‘

V! "(’\'7 2

I

o b
~the censuses of-lQSltand"IQGl Stanley L1eberson found . that
4.‘ ' . H .' .

the 1ndex of dlss1milar1ty between thevarltlsh (i e.,'

3
N
A \,3 . _..k

(’t ‘Anglo~Cebt1cd and French ethnlc groups was 55 4' 1n 1961

N -

\ v s - ey

Essentlally, thls means°that 85 per cent of one. or the other":

Tue EN % & ™

rf” ethnlt group would "have had to relocate' themselves rnto~
{2 , dlfferent_' census :tracts ;”if _ the o spatxal ; frequency
dlstrlbutlon of the two groups was to be 1dent1cal.p(1t may

» ' “ ‘ P —_

/perhaps he&p to clarlfy the concept 1f we cons;der that an

eﬁ,‘ 1ndex of 100, max1mum segregatlon, occurs owly 1f no tract

e e

; ,,.);' . —
A AN re51dent9% of group ,X ) Samllafly, segregatlon between

. ‘e,
oA . o .
e L R I S cy D™ . ) .
RIS . Ll Rl L . o - . . I Sh s B ; [N et
e et . ) LR S . P “ . L s . e . W g
e c ) e . - s . hd . A - ‘ ‘ S e
s : I . . . . N . o g :

Locating;;

hawe been hlghly~segregated from one another. For instancew.‘

employlng segregatlon measures, based on‘data complled fromd

\

N

contalps members of both groups, that 1s,v‘1f the tracts oo

holdlng 100 per cent of the 01ty s Xbpopulatlon contaln no ’f

| —

L 'v”A
SN



t

. !

"

?.;" .

‘2‘ch11dren, for example, galned admlttance to all Engllsh

SN e AT

A3

. . , 202

“monoiinguaI speakers of Engllsh and French was also very

hlgh--an 1ndex of 64 was recorded for 1961 22

Further[ Lleberson found that, ylth the exceptlon‘of‘

- the. Itallan and Ukranlan communltles, ,other ethnlc groups——

\ L -

L Germans, Scand1nav1ans, ‘and the Dutch, for‘example——were'far

o

less segregated from\the Brltlsh than from the French (see

able 4.4, columns l and 2). Whlle hlghly segregated from

the Brltlsh however, other European groups were: found to be

,even more. 1solated from the French ithan were those groups

‘ mentioned'above.'lndeed although data’ are not avarlable ohﬂ

oy

oy at. m1d-‘-ce'ntury,.‘ On‘ the ev1dence',- one should perhaps, but

‘the Jew1sh ethnlc populatlon for 1961, an examlnatlon of
i R .‘ i
thelr segregatlon 1ndexes for 1951 1nd1cates*that whereas

!
LEFRRIY

Jews tended to be hlghly segregated frOm the Brltlsh they

W ¥

were that much further removed from the French (see Table

I

4,?, columns S and 6) Thls, however, presents somewhatAof a:h

Al

E

paradox, espec1ally glven the nature of the ra01al 51tuatlon

4 ¥ \

does not necessarlly, flnd that there exlsted a greater‘

estrangement Qf the Jew1sh and Brltlsh eommunltles thpn
there was of the Jews and. the. French

Indeed, 1t 1s starklx_to hlghllght the nature of the

. [ ) y

51tuat10n ,to' note ‘that, 'whereas 7theg Canadran Jew1shf’

- . ‘ .

u

communltyvcelebrated the blcentenary of 1ts presence in the

country 1n 1959, 1t was. not bntll the 19305 that Jew1shf

3

:f'schools 1n Quebec, admlttance prev1ously denled them by"””

. ‘-\.

y

certaln Anglo-Protestant school boards. Jews d1d, to be‘

&

T

* S
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13ﬁlcactt~clar1£y;ng;~the‘\status of_tthe’ Jews'_w;th regard~ 6.

Jew1sh populatlon d1d secure an ‘"Engllsh";'educatlon mggr

1204 .

.

sure, comprlse the slngle most 1mportant grOup of Quebeckers

\

who entered the pr0v1nce prlor to the 19305 Wlth nelther_

1 v

French nor Engllsh as thelr mother tongue.‘On 'this basxs,:r~

Q .
thelr 51tuatlon was compllcated by the fact that they dld
not fit neatly 1nto an educatlonal system that ‘was polarlzed

along Cathollc Protestant llnes (a’ dlchotomy whlch ‘was

Y

formallzed 1n 1869 by a revision of the Educatlohal Act,

serv1ng to d1v1de _the Counc1l of Publrc Instructlon (CPI)

¢

1nto separate Cathollc and Protestant commlttees) By way of ﬂ

-

manlpulatlng the system,‘however, the most wealthy among the

o

A Y v -

° . .

'more .prosperous economic futures. TRut off by lthe more

<

Py

expliéit ’religiouS' content of‘ the Cathollc 'curriculum,d
affluent parents‘“could work out arrangements‘Awith the'

v \

_ ,Montreal Cathollc‘ School Commlss;on (MCSC) whereby they

WOuld pay thelr school taxes to the Cathollc;board in- return

g;for the establlshment of thelr own : schools, where the normal \

.~ “a

7,,‘_,curr10ulum of the MCSC would not be used ThlS was the.‘

v.,51tuat10n as 1t stood at the turn of the century, and, 1nfanp-r

* J e AR

"f,atmosphere permeated by controversy, the poorer elements

;,,w1th1n the Jew15h populatlon contrnued-‘to,“send ‘thelr

‘fchlldren to the Protestant schools. f';f ‘qvw

'\- -t
e i -

R v

':;f e Indeed 1t was by v1rtue of a deal struck between the .

e N

leaders of the Protestant communlty and the prov1nc1al

R

£,

¢their children;which, it‘was-assumed, would’guarantee themak/,

government that, 1n 1903, the Quebec leglslature passed an ;’”l



W ' v o ’ . Vo

-education;,Here the aim of. the Protestant leaders was to.

" : ' ! . il

QSecure the Jewish tax dollars that were . bein lost to the'
, \ 3 rost o

'\ . MCSC. Thus with 1ts recognltlon of Jewsias Protestants for}‘
‘educatlonal purposes, the 1903 act ensuredythat'dewish taghr‘

dollars and Jew1sh students wentlto ProteStaQt SQnoblsf‘whatJ
the partles to th;s deal dld’no;:;or perhaps could‘not,
N Lt "\ ' o

ant1c1pate,‘however, was that the next few years would see

o
./ ' V'

..the masslve immigratlon» to-lQuebec of 'relatlvely poor,

'
i

" non- tax paylnd Tews. leen that the Protestant leaders had
by ahd large, shown themselves to be more '1nterested in

ety * e W

Jew1sh tax dbllars than 1n the educatlon of Jewlsh chlldren;'

educatlng these{ chlldren began,;to 'place - straln on-

v -

Protestant school frnances since, by the early 19205, Jewish
chlldren madeﬂup tlose to 40 per cent of the students in

. Montreal s ,Protestant schools. Now w1dely descrlbed by
o - RS 8 .
Montreal's.‘ProteStants‘ as‘ "our educatlonal problem, the

Y toy

A issue after endurlng a serles' of-‘court' dec151ons,~.was'{

flnally dec1ded by the Jud1c1al Committee 6f fthea Privy

A}

‘Councrl'xwhlch in 1928 . ruled the 1903 act to be ultra

XiEEE'“ or lunconstitutlonal The Jud1c1al Commlttee foyn?
;;ffh that by gLV1ng Jews the §ame status as Protestants, the‘l903
o law Vlolated ‘Artlcle 93 of the BNA Act , whlch spec1f1ed
rlghts for Cathollcs and Protestants only' ThlS represented

a v1ctory for the Protestants 1nsofar as. they were no longer

bound by law to pay for the educatlon of'non-Protestants.kIt

2 - . i R

‘ was thus left up to the prov;nc1al gcvernment to forge a new-

0
agr-eement:23 f“; ﬂ A ;Wh” T
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A% Jews were. eventually to. become ‘the first group of

"
“

h outsiders to’ galn full entry 1nto Anglo Protestant soc1ety

\

Theﬁr d01ng so,‘however, was fac111tated less by a show of . ]

goodwill on ‘the part of the '’ Engllsh communlty than by-“
rgouernment conceSSions“in ,the, form of “a separate ‘Jewish

K

school board, whose sole' mandate itf was to negotlate ‘a . -

contract”ﬁlfh the Anglo Protestant boards for the adm1551on,j.

of Jew1sh students..The lack of an lnterethnlc entente is. "

well 1llustrated by the fact that,'up untll wOrld War IT, -

. ,.'_-
’ (e !

A

Montreal s N major ‘ Engllsh language x unlver51ty "'stlll o C !

'-‘1l dlscrlmlnated against JEWlSh students, wlth 1ts'1nslstence

N

that thev attaln hlgher entrance scores than students from,

! v, . ;

other ethnlc groups., At the same 'tlme, Anglo Frotestant

.

hospltals such _as‘ the Royal Vlctbrla and ‘the Montreal AR

Geperal practlsed a type of selectlve recrultment, admittlng R

-only a certaln number of Jew1sh 1nterns and rarely offerlngv

. K
N . N

them tOp app01ntments. Thus it was in response 'to these‘ .

1y
5

antl-Semltlc pollc1es that the JeW1sh General HOSpltal came

1nto belng leeW1se,'“th -_Jew1shr'00mmun1ty ﬁset‘ about

.pr0v1ding‘,for 1ts WOWn w1th 'in, addltlon' to. its many =

synagogues,_;theﬁ establlshment fl such other; separate‘d"

lnstltutlons a51 the Jew1sh People ‘S School, t h Jew1sh
5~ Publlc lerary, the Mortlmer Dav1s Y M H A., the Jewxsh OId
'“’Folks' Home, the Jew1sh Ne;ghbourhood House,‘and the OfflCES‘

- 'n B

of the Jew1sh Immlgrant A1d Serv1ces,;

Built 1n the 19305 and early 19403,.these communrty

’ . «




o

Avenue to the north and Bark Avenue to the east~—an area'

- 'y '

n wh;ch by 1921, contalned ‘86 . per cent of Montreal S Jewxsh‘

s

" populatlon.‘ As noted earlxer,‘ the homes ’vacated by .Jews"’

S formgrl 11v1ng ;n thlS area~~0utremont and the Laurler, Stx:]‘
'Mlchel and St.jLouls wards—~are now prlmarxly occupxed py
_*hlmmlgrants of Greek Hungarlan,.Itallan and POllSh ethnxcn
\ Al
o N N v )

”_origin. Noted aiso was the- fact that the Jews xncrea%?ng

. N ) A
. ' .
' .

prosperlty was, largely 1nstrumental 1n catapultlng them to -

"

" the more affluent western‘ sectlonskof Metropolltan Montreal

. e - - - ‘ “ A .
-~~Mount Royal, Notre Dame;de”Grace,‘Hampstead and, Snowdon,

N ‘w«.

" to’ name a'féw. Offintérest‘tofnote here,‘hOWeverﬁ“is,the
fact’that; 1n addltlon £o Westmount, these areasfhadilonga;"

. ) .
G ot . o, Kl

been tge preserves ‘of"Montrealusw English—speaking elite.

.Given: “‘the nature'f and ' extent of Anglo Protestant,

“discrimination, . then,’ the-’patternh Of‘.Jewlsh 1mmlgraﬁt°

\ ‘N \
o ' . B

AR passage in Montreal seems not only to have been an. ;ron1c
' . . n 1“.,\.‘ . ’

but a dramatlc\occurrence as well Indeed, the percentage of

A - S .‘« "
“ N | o, Y

‘MOntreaT s Jewlsh populatlon resmdenﬁ 1n the old areaﬂof

Jsettiement decreased from 78 5 per cent in 1941 to 43 1 per“f”

\

én.‘,‘hf”cent and 20 8 per :cent '1n ‘1951 and 1961 respectlvely.

o \\ #Conversely,“the perqentage of the total Jew1sh populatlon
.’,p?f, resxdent 1n the new Gestern ‘area of Montreal and ‘sm.
- woET L S S b e | s
,;~northwestern suburbs 1n¢reased from 15 0 per cent 1n.1941 to

e
. - Lo oot b i
4 " v .

‘[!40 2 per cent and 74.7' per cent in L951 éﬁ 1961

- . . o o A7

}iespeqtlvely, constltutlng a maJorlty of tﬁé en§1re Jew1sh

“{gﬁ“pqpu ation’bf Metropolltan MontrEal.‘In subsequent years,

,“‘r' ,q-'}'

1ew1sh populatlon Stlll 44v1ng n the ‘:fﬂ

5l
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sin ”almost all df-the community institutions cited above
wereftqlocated to the ‘newer Jewish resldentlal area5.24
-
MhiTe ' the post~War period witnessed . a  greater

‘acéommodation of the-.ethnic minorities by the anglophone

elites, the immigrantSf‘acceSS‘to top positions within the

! "

ea decreased at an even more rapid pace, particularly:

: A ,
remalned dlfflcult, at least untll 1960. Whereas Jews and

! OJ’T‘

other 1mm;grants could and did establlsh a variety of small

bus;nesses &nd thus acted as profe551onals within thelr own
. - A ’

c0mmun1tles, they were not admltted to the inner. c1rcles of

the big financ1al ;nétltutions, the‘school boards, or McGill

University. As with the schools issue in the 1930s, this

anglophone domlnated economlc structures nevertheless »

exclusivism was fln/}ly ended at <the instigation of the’

provinciai'goverhment,'whlch in the early 19605 and under

the 'lquqrship>”of )Jean Lesage passed a  law chafi ing' the

constitution of the Protestant School Boaar Greater

i
: : ) - g -
Montreal (PSBGM) to  guarantee the 'Jewish‘~ﬁ1nority‘ a

-

five-member representation., Evidencé that' other 'barriers

-—

were falllng came 1n the "form of. the adm1551on of Jew1shw'

brokers to the Montreal Stock Exchange, _fhanges. in"the

membershlp regulatlons of“ several, prlvate clubs, and ‘the’ o

acceptance of a pr0m1nent member of the JeW1sh communlty,’

A
f -~

Samuel Bronfman, onto the board of governors‘ of MCGlll

b

Jewxsh 1aent;f1cat10n with the anglophone rather than the'

&,é"ﬁ
francophone communlty (desplte 1nterventlon§ on behalf of
g | B

' Unlver51ty. One 1nterpretat10n of .the paradox of greater

-

I
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'

thé Jews by French Catholic society and government ) cites o
.the minority's accegs to these‘impoftant'pos}tiéns in the T
social and economic institu’ions of the English community as’
contributing greatly; to the, Jewish elite’s dec¢ision to buéy
its, memories of past,prejgdices. Accond@ng to.Arnopodlo; aﬁé>\
Clifﬁ, the liaison between the Jews"and HAngio;Celﬁé
intensified wiﬁh the rise‘of hatiohalism’iﬁ Quebec, which.
the Jews feared more than the discrimination, férmerly
practised by the Englisﬁ{ What © the Jewé“fdund‘ most
threatgpingtin ali of this wés*the *enophobia whiéh they'
thoughﬁ nationalism‘in turn géve rise go; as wé}%‘as"the
pressures in ‘favour of a homdéeneogs ra;her éhan a
pluralistic society. To’ the éxtént that French ‘Gatholic
sociéty pushed pluralism, cultu¥al or otherwise, it haa,lin'
former times, been directed at ' the Anglo—Prégéstants,
.lgrgely by way of legislation intended to impo§e on tﬁe
English community,attitqaes of tolerance towards ihé eth;ic
minorities ‘VWhich the' Fféﬁch themselves refused | to
practise;25 S ‘ 1,‘ ” |

No doubt the Jews' ad;anéement paved the way for the
acteptance of Italians, Greek;,‘SlAVS and fiﬁally Blacks-and
.6thef ethniq *gréups into .the 'broader English-gpeakin?“

» : : . . 1
community. If it can in fact be designated as su‘é’h, the

turning point:Camebin 1968 with?what beéameﬂknown as the-
'?incident of St. Léonard,” which was eventually to unleash a
struggle for clientele between. English and French

institutions.
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In th® late 1960s, the population of St. Léonard, a

northeastern municipality of Greater Montreal, broke down as

follows: francophones, rqughiy 53 per.cent; Italians, 32 per

cent; Polish, Ukranian and other immigrants of East European

extfaction, lO per cehf; and Anglq~Celts, less than five per
‘ ' ; \ '
cent. The schools in_St. Léonard were essentially of two

types: French and 'bilingual--the , last feat@riﬁg an

interesting and‘unique approach whereby all éubjects were

@

tédght one week in French, ‘the . next in Engiisﬁ.; The
'"incidenp"”itself was sparked by the deciéion of the local
gchooi board to abolish the bilingual component of the
syspém and make all schools‘Frenéh only. Iﬁ appealing for
ali;es in .the ‘fight against Fréhch nationalists, thé
Italians-~the s;cond iargest grqQup in the area andltﬁe one

with the greatest interest in retaining biliﬁgual

[y

schools--at first found the anglophones, who themselves were
beginning to feel threatened, to be sympathetic. Yet it was -

the opinion of some that, during the ‘two years of .court’
. . . o . L ‘

hearings that it took. to win bac¢k for the parents of St.

Léonard the right to. send their -children to bilingual

schools, the anglophone cdmmunitywdéclinéd to play an active':
‘- - N ." " [" ' . ) Vs )
role in <the dlspute.,‘For his part, Robert Beale, 'then

president’ of thé'AsSoCiation_of‘Parénté of St, Léonard and’
himself the son of a ‘French-€anadian mother and an .Irish
S .

father, had . this to say ofy the anglophone bﬁéiness
.establishment: .:''.

~
»

—
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;

They were; apathetlc and 1ndifferent—-and 1gnorant
Five years later I had prominent  people coming up
, to me and asking, !Bob, is that St. Léonard affair
' settled yet?' But at the time, when we needed them
v and I knocked on the ddbors of big,! 'business=-
department 'stores, corporatlons——to say we had to
‘raise $50,000, they said, 'Hey, take it easy. We
'+ have to do business with the:French.! They missed
* the' whole point. We Wwere fighting for~ French
rights, too; franCOphones who wanted  their
children to be bilingual "appreciated it. But to
businessmen the buck came before"the principle.26

It was not until IEnglish—French tensionsg increased,

however,fthat the-anglophone cbmﬁunit?'began to take full

5
s

interest in defendlng - the rights .of ; the limmiq%ant~f

communities. Yet thlS 1nterest seems to have been fuelled

less by a genuine‘:regard for pﬂurallsm“and‘ cultural

. , i ’ - . f
‘diversity than by opportunism and, perhaps understandably, a

"heightened concern on the '‘part of 'the anglophones for their,
\

N . .

' own cultural and polltlcal gain. Indeed, where once' the

——

”anglophone oommun;ty d1d not concern .itself witchurfying

'

‘ \ ‘
‘the favoqr of ‘the “ethnic m1nor1t1es and even~took thelr‘

=presehce for granted they Were,(ln the llght of the Ouebec‘

government s restrlctlve language laws and the consequent

fAnglo Protestant dlaspore of the late_ 19605**and 1970s,

.

‘“shocked 1nto an - awareness of’ justl'how essentiai” the

:;mlnorltles could be to the surv1val of Engllsh communlty

‘l » .‘ . \ Ve ‘

ulnstltutlons suoh as hospltals,’unlver51t1es, colleges, and.

K &

soc1al serv1ces. Accordlngly, the Engllsh resolved to chanqe

-
\ -
» : '

'the elements of thelr 1nst1tutlons in order to acoommodate, !

K4

1mmlgrant expectatlons. Eor \1nStance, Itallan and Greek

PR

teachers were hlred by the Engllsh school boards, who‘then

2
“w
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placed them 'in .administrative posts7T—English social agenciesq

actively'sopght out "ethnic" social ~workers and, community

organizers, and governments and corporate}tﬂusts began  ‘to .

1

fund special Studles on ethnlc mlnorltles. ,

, At about’ ~the ‘same tlme,, the francophoneS, .for .their9l~'

part, aSSumed a greater 1nterest An the ethnlc mlnorltles

. [

fthan they had hltherto ‘and for much the same reasons _as dld
the Engllsh--that' is,',out"oﬁ '5; concernh for ncultural
‘surv1val,a given' the .lohg~term' 1mpllcat10ns Joff é&fﬁeﬁg
demographlc trends. Conv1nced rn the past that they posed a

\ \

- t I3

threat to thelr language and culture,~the French communlty
N ' + '

dld not seem much 1nterested 1n accommodatlng the wave of

wwlmmlgrants that swepm< lnto the prov1noe durlng the early

I

‘
\

~part of"the :twentleth Cehtury. leen,.the prevalllng

\

51tuatlon, and owing to 1ts cruc1al role in the tranSm1351on“

o

\ ’ rar e -
of language and culture from one generatlon to the next, the"

..

/

[

<

educatlonal system once” more became the focus of attentlon
‘ B ‘ e .

vlfor thGSe subcultures concerned U e :
s " [ - [

A, Establlshed in the 18405, the MCSC catered malnly to
v ~ R

*ithe“ educatlonal ’ needs of Montreal s:; French-Speaklng

<
.S "

populatlon and to thOSe Engllsh speaklng Cathollcs——namely,‘l

[

‘” v

;

the Irlsh--who were largely abandonded by thelrrProtestant_f

- .
.

I ¢ $ . A

Cathollcs created - somewhatf "uf E;a d1lemma‘ ﬁfor 3“the
. r o . r
~French speaklng clerlcs who ran the Cathollc schools. 'The

N ' [ . "

" mosf 1mportant of these non—Brltlsh Cathollc groups who,

llke the Jews, efitered the countrytw1th nelther French nor:

Ty a Sor : o A ] . . »“.’.’

o~
<
e
-

f'~qoﬁ11ngulsts. By the 19303, however, _the jarrlval of' new

5
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.

[
1

‘”."destroféd.

o

Engllsh as thelr mother tongue,

\

'Ofg
‘ auspibesfof the MCSC

students of Brltlsh orlgln. It waS'the clerlcs

S

»

9

1931 numbered 25,000

all Itaiian~origin

- , Y

. . .
oy [ [ {
[ N . . ’ "
f ' " s ! . [
o N o !

L. " .
»

of these, some‘?,OOQh

'students;

Vo

‘ i

. v o

v

" Were educated< underv

3
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were the Jtallans,.who 1n

fear’ that 1£

these new students were permltted to enter the French system

(N
i

. P , Yy
S0 N

'Accordingly,»

|
)

oy

in large numhers; fthe“ tfaditional role'*of-jthe
o Cathol'c schobl as - a“pjace where . certaln “Values
‘transmit ed ' to a hbmogeneous. student' body would

French- 1

: ar’e\

be

French Cathollc leaders encouraged

' the establlshment of, a, sem1 autonomous\Engllsh sector w1th1n

as. compared‘wlth fewer than 10 000"’

'

the MCSC, whlch was to be proulded w1th the means to educate :

all Cathoglcs whose mother tongue was not French

it,turned out
. » ;

' ¢ »

! . .

AN

H ¥
the Cathollc hAerarchy had,

\ -1

iR

in the words of one

\observer,,enCOuraged.no ;ess thaﬂx S e
[ ' e - ' ; ;

b

lafge number of

those‘

pommuhlty

\

'

vW e coupled w1th the

‘T,lnﬁrrtutlons qul les mélntenalent 27

Y redsons

v Lo - - ; ', e . ,
e Vo i o L.

\ : . ! R .
. : . . .

la creatlon 4 un . secteur Catbollque 'autonome de

langue anglalse pour\accuexlllr non seulement . les -
sIrlandais’ ‘mais, blentot Aombre ' de cathollques
non- francophones gui; auralent autrement frequente
les’ &coles, .de langue frangaise.’. Les ‘élites 'du’
début du’ XXe si€écle précédent, entretenalent que
la surv1vanCe deS'Canadnens francals reposalt Sur
leur ‘langue ‘et ssur__lgur —relidion ‘et sur 195,

e Vo ¢

' , R . . “ Vo
AN N \ .../ e . . . ' .

fact that Engllsh _was-

' \ 1

n

N

w -

NP
’ . R

’ there~ was flxed >;ﬁ‘nthe.

Indeed

\

po-

langu%be of the economy, thls state of affarrs-lnfluenced a

’

1mmlgrant arrlvals to Quebec--espec1ally

who had 1eft thelr countrles of orlgln for economlc

As A;tf

‘or 63.per cent L

‘they

i

'thefg’

s—~1n thelr dec151on to 1ntegrate 1nt04 the Engllsh\‘

t

“
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ta th61r demographic Qqulllbrlum in"Cénada™ and .to undermlne the"‘”””

Vo)

KA

3

S,

A
i

.
S

Lo ' - ’ o ' : . Ce Q
. I o ' L —_— T [
X " . [ . Con . ,.r s . 214
. , , o X ' . ' ) . ) . ey

' consc1ousness the notlon that Engllsh was the language of

l K '

advancement and French the~language of marglnallzatlon, that

bQuebec soc;ety was marglnal 1n North Amerlca, not 51mply 1n ¥
terms of: language and culture, but economlcally as well

iSlnce all of thlS was taklng place at at t1me when the fall;

- A '

in the birth rate among the French threatened to dlsrupt .
LY RS
A \

polltrcal leverage ‘of French'v Quebec, the .pnov1nc1ald

s
»

authorltles were prompted ;nto taklﬁg eva51ve actlon Flrst

\
'

they preSSed the federal government to' take‘ account of .

'}
K

demographic ShlftS‘ln Quebec and 'to fac111tate the entry of

.o

what .French OfflClalS called "francophonlsable“ 1mmlgrantsf

M )

Next, the Quebec government 1nst1tuted prqgrams de51gned toﬁ'

\
- -

help rmmlgrants 1htegrate into French llfe, but whlch also'
1nhLb1ted thelr 1mmer51on into the Engllsh mllleu. Last-—and )

most controver51ally——the government attempted to dlvert”
@ £ e .
newcomers from the English to’ the French communlty. It. was '

4

the laws on educatlon——Blll 22 and Blll lOl—-that set the’..r

Engllsh communlty most at odds w1th the French o
v o ot

Flnally, -as the mlddle men 1n thls S"rlvalry/ i the

-

ethnlc mlnorltles, who by the’m1d~197os numbered more than

* “

: half ! mllllon,: naturally felb amblvalent about Quebec,

DR

.- oy

soéiety and thelr‘ place w1th1n *rtsv.lnstltutlonal and'
llngulstlc hlerarchy.~Th1s Uncertalnty was 1n large measure '
fuelled by thelr conv1ctlon that, 1n attemptlng to defy Blll! ‘

'.n.-s-

lOl by allow1ng the chlldren of immigrants to enter thelr»“

;¢ schools, the PSBGM had used them as pawns of the anglophone;

LY * )
a . A st .,
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‘estabIEShmentl_in &£é flght agarnst .the‘ forces of French .

v , " A

[natlonallsnh; In turn, the mlnorltles were' dlsmayed knr the

'here often Lo feel more; Italran, Greek,,or Portuguese th n,

'

llnhabltants to ease the tranSLtlon £ rot peasant backgrOunds

T . e . ’
'alkegiance“ to' elther» of“'the language communlties,‘ t ose,

. "
4 " ’ “ d‘ LI I«

exclusyvlsm and chauv1nlsm whlch they felt tempered much of.

K PR

. French nablonallst oplnlon. Further, they-sensed on the part’

yoe .
i » "y a »

‘of Frencn a551m11at10n1sts an 1nsens1t1vlty towards and an"”

"¢
»l

-1gnorance of the meanxng ahd 1mportance of thé 1mmlgrants'

so called ghettos, enclaVes ~whrch helped many of thelr

” i ,.‘

A
\ 1.» ' i 4

,to the potentlally dlsorlentlng urban soc1ety A,part of ‘the/

1 A

'problem faced by newoomers "to Quebec, moreover, stemmed fro

..‘ . i o °

the tendency of’ even those of thelr chlldren who were ba n

¢ \ ) »

4

o ' ‘B‘A‘

say, Canadian, or Québecous. 'Malntarnlng no’ partlcu ar

5 DY ‘ ' [ i}
.

", ) ,«- " "o

French but preferred Engllsh nOnetheless almed at str k1ng
a- balance that - would advance‘thelr economlc 1nteres s as,
iy .

Well as ease thelrasoc1al 1ntegratlon. W1th a foot i

v'as they have been called were by the«mld 19705 b comlng
numerous enough (and thus equlpped w1th the r qulslte“

“3political leverage) jton dlsrupt the ~funct;on1ng of any

2
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. Canada. Moreover, -the English 'elite ‘have thevsame
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' on. the questlon of language, 1 do not believe that-

it is possxble or desirable" for the mass .of .our’
,‘people o, learn hHow  to speak:, Engllsh @ .« 4. The v
case is" not‘the ‘same 'for, our ellte, those who by
their wealth, . i ntellectual culture and ,political
‘and social position,” ought to lead -our people~and
‘maintain .the.  union . between ourselves .and. . our 1
neighbours.. ‘On them faIISr the "duty - of " Learnmng . o
E 'Engllsh, of drawzng "close to. the elite. of  the 7 '
‘Englxsh . . : 'of thoroughly studying. the temper—‘ L
ment, asplratlonS‘.and the  traits ‘of- wEngllsh v

T"”_responSLblllty If the: most influential and most .,f S
,enllghnened of :the two races tried to have more TO ! L;wk o
do 'with each’ other and got, .to -know each oﬁheg T
better,. our ‘national”. <fuﬁure.,would not . be'r 8o, .- ‘
precarxous Lo e e 1 )_T:ﬂl,‘mj S
. o P o N . LV 7’\'.\ ' | A

' o DRPEIN &enrx Bourabsa
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A Theoretical PerSpectlve B AR T

o S |
In Bourasaa s advocacy, as early as l902/;oi‘bl1;ngual«

Qism among .the elltes coupled Wlth uanlnquaglsm.gqf the

)
i

o~ N

language t1nged w1th strlklngly contemporary consoClatlonal

a A '\,.

oVeftones, whlcn‘foreshadow almost ex%cmly Canadaws £ederaI

. RTINS "
S o . . T i ‘ L !
RN pohu G L

S .

language pollcy of the latter 19605. Vrewed 1nfte;ms of ourf

N o . N , ) ) \ “) , i ‘.”.. [
partlcular purposes, moreover, the'words of the 1nfluent1al“

Lo

French Canad}an nationallst prov1de* an apt blueprlnt not’”“
-

P S, o n. 3 .

“the consocmatlonal <accommodat1

A

accommodatlon,‘ practlsed by the 'elltes

-t N
a3
Ao : e -, -
NP

_;the hallmark'-of the t‘lrda.

BN

soc1et1es,
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outlined by Kenneth McRae. As noted elsewhere, thiS‘aporoach

# T .
4 1s most direotly aﬁsobiated with the work of Arend Lijphart,
and somewhat less directly with that of éerhard Lehmbruch,
and depends for its success most cru01ally on' the ability,

mutual good will and allegiance of the elites. Indeed to

: ‘ 4
reiterate Lijphart's claim, "the essential characteristic of

consociational democracy is . . . overarching co-operation

ati{the elite levei witn the deliberate aim of ooonteracting
disintegratibe tendencies_in the system." f,n

While‘ tne‘ nparticular ways of operat}onalizing ‘ [

co~operation in this view of*oonsociationalism are deemegtto'y |

‘?. be "of no great importance," they nonetheless dependf as we

NN
N

saw in Chapter  III, upon historical factors ‘and on;'the
S - - . /
- /

geographical and other considerations‘ surrohnding tpe

structure of cleavages that were dellneated in Chaptsrgpv

In Ch%pter I1 we descrlbed the behav1oural precond1t1ons ?f

L

. the concept of overarching co—operatlon-—the ablllty to

recognlze the dangers of fragmentatlon, a commitment. to

malntainlng the system, ‘the ablllty to transeend subcultural

n‘

A»cleava,‘s at the eljite level ‘in order to “work with the

’ . p
elites ' f other: subcultures, ~and 'the‘-abilityg%to *forge &

'f‘

approprlate solutlons that will accommodate the - divergent -

interests and‘demands of the subculturesj—whlch,;iccordlng.

to Lljphart,.muét be met if EOnsociational democracy'isuto -

’
[

succeedﬁ Moreover, .we discussed, in‘the'context;of.their

'relatiwéiy -successful application to the Ouebec .case,
- . : ' —

i ‘¢ertain conditions ‘conducive” to the establlshment “and
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continuance of consociational politics among the elites,

_— These included the existencé of a relatively low total load

.on the system as a whole; the existence of external threats,

both dirget and‘indirect to the sys£em; a balance of power
among the Subcultures; dist{ﬁét‘lihes of cleavage between'
the sqbcultufeé; a generélisense'of national attachment at
the‘mésé level; and popuiar‘apprdval 6f fhe princible of
governmeht by elite cartél. éivenvthat they have Qndérgone a
relg%iVely succeséfu17 apblicatiop to the OUEbéCf:CaSéﬁi

however, we feel it necessary to take issue, aibeit mildly,

with McRae's claim that these factors ,("seem to be not SO
much ., necessary conditions as -empirically observed |

S Lo, X '
characteristics of the countries concerned that have

|

‘facilitated the developmént of appropriate elite attitudes

and behaviour.” Indeed, it has to be more,thanﬂjust the mere
coincidence of objective observation which renders such
I

conditions highly _ conducive though, we admit, ' not

¢

necessarily essential to the operationalization of elite -~

co-operation. So it must also be”Wiph‘the time factor, which'
. ' y . | -
Lijphart himself views as being important only 1in that,

as
. : -
inter-elite co-operation becomes habitual and does not

represent a deliberate departure from competitive responses

'

to political .challenges; consociational norms become more
3

‘conditions is  -largely self-evident{ the failure to pay

ggeater attention to the notion of the prior establishement

of consociational patterns ' tends to diminish the

et

.

‘firmly established.™ While the importance of these‘

’

¢
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"slgnlflcance- of long—térh ptrocesses , of ‘political

- |

‘socialization, particularly insofar as they contribute to.a

¢ A

genhlne and in-bred commltﬁént to malntalnlng ‘a system of

co- operatlon in the face of dlverslty. Thls appears to be

!

what Lehmbruch had in mind when he wrote that,

, X ! .
I N

under certain (and quite differenf) hi#torical \
circumstances, "fragmented" . political cultufes‘;

generate methods of conflict management :which

. permit the survival and continued existence of the ,
political system and the. retention at the same .
time of a considerable measure of group autonomy.
These methods .consist in transactions, which differ
markedly from barga1ns in a . “"homogeneous"
political culture and .have much 1n commop * with'
agreements as “they take place among nations. Then
they become norms which are retransmitted by the.
learning processes in the political sogialization
of elites and thus acquire a strong degree of =~ ',
persistence through time.4 C . ‘

=~ . 9
' One of the more important 'foruhs within. which this

-

. . A “ ' '
process may be facilitated politically, Lehmbruch noté&s, is
the legislature, which itself serves as a powerful agent for

. [ : :‘ .
socializing its members into a co-operative pattern; a_

"consensual ,sdbsystenn" if you will, 'with respect to one- ‘'
another. As we shall see, this argument can ouite réadily be

F

L .

applied to‘ the functioning of other organs . of
iﬁstitutionalized  co—operotion—-corporétions, ‘profesional
iand‘trade'assotiauions, legal egtablishménﬁs,.ana the like--
;aﬁoog subcultutal elitos.’First,beWever} an querview of thg
“SOClal and cultural background of the élites to be examlned;
flncludlng the 1solation of, among other thxngs; thelr places

of birggf thelr educational experlences and ethnlc and

.rellglous affiliations, may prove an 1nterest1ng;prelude to

R 1Y
.1,



v

i

P ‘\

a .broadex‘\discdssion of their place -an8 role within the

system as a whole.
) Al \ .

B. Quebec's ﬁolitical and Economic Elite -

. R . .

i. Socioeconomic Perspective
\ L . \ , .

Historic&@ly-based examinations of their respective

1

socioeconomic \ﬁtatus tend to reveal grave disparities

between French-and Enqlish in Quebec.s As was noted earlier
in the text, th existence of such differences'is perhaps
most plausibly accounted for by those observers who view

them as a function of the province's traditional cultural
. \ ‘
division of labour;.Alluded to at- that point was the notiom
‘ I
that the Strange division of labour that occurred between'

the largely rural- gased ' agriculturally inclined franco—

\
phones and the urban, - economically motivated anglophones was

i

vy ot
AN

brought about by the commerc1hl dominance of the English and

)

~achievement, which .is %ttributed to the perva51veness of

the 'French Canadians'

. ' c e

- . \ .

distinctions of an occupational nature clearly did- ex1st
= -e

between members of the tw 'groups,‘fhe present discu551on

.

should not be construed in\ such a way as to'’ suggest “that

. °work-related'contact53 between French and English were non-'

,‘existenf” On . the contrary,

rench Canadians. dld in fact~

S 1

A

) partiogpate 1n,certa1n “angl phone"-controlled sectors of

the economy However, in their.attempt to capitalize on’ the

sON
- . Al

'alleged incapac1ty for economic .

L.organized religion 1in ench Canadian soc1ety. Yet while,

\t

-trend,f in the”j~twent1eth \antury " towards A,1ncreas1ng

- e =Y T V)

7. - . R . . B ~
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urbanization, ' most of  these French Canadians, the descen-

dants of nineteenthhcentury farhers, participated not as

owners Or managers but prlmarlly as workers. To be sure,

while a 51gnificant portlon of the %age earnlng class was

represented by - anglophone (partlcuﬂarlxglrlsh) elements, it~

!

"o

was malnly the surplus French- Canadlan rural p&g\iatlon that
0 . . ., . L ‘v" '

met. the greatly lncreased demand for wage 1abour.
To the éxtent, then, that contacts between the Engll
and French in Quebec’ did take place/at the economic level,

they tended ‘to be mlnlmal in nature,,partlcularly 1nsofar as

‘such contacts occurred prlmarlly between’ management« and

labour respectlvely.'This state of Telative‘diSparity was
[N

reflected further in the)fact that, even as. late as 1961,

the francophone bourgeoisie, - dominant only 1n~thegserv1ce
. ‘ N '

industries, retail 'tradey constructi%ﬁ ‘and the ”tko most
backward sectors of manufacturlng——leather and wood prod-

ucts-—remalned subordinate to Anglo Qynadlan “and "American
i ]

fcapltal. Indeed, “the available data for that year show that

'enterprlses controlled by francophones accbunted for 0@ly

‘21 8 per cent of manufacturlng employment in Ouebec and for

i

only .15.4 per cent of yalue 'added‘ in the ‘same sector.

¢
» Q

Control of the remalnder \of Ouebeo lnanufacturlng Was, by

contrast, about evenly d;v1ded between anglophone Canadlan
s : SR
capltal, predomlnant 1n the areas of - flnance, utllltles and

N :
AP

transportatlon,‘ 1nclud1ng the Montreal based enterprlses

whOSe operatlons exténded’from coast to coast, and forelgn

%

. emainly .Amer1¢an) -'capltalﬁ ,‘domlnant -in . the resource
- N oy )

\ Sy b N P i 4

) < - <

el e T e e T

L
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1ndustr1es and the more advanCed sectorst of manufacturxng.

N ! "

MoreoVer, worker—related data for‘that same year Lndlcate

Ce
'K

that’ 30 4 per: cent of the members of the Bnitish Isles

. ) . R ' . i- B \ . )
labour force held positions' in either the proTessxonal,

- technlcal, or managebial categories whereas onlyfl4.2:per

cent of employed persons of French orlgln fell into these

.,

categories. As a consequence, the averaqe employment income

of male workers in 1961 was $5,824_for those\of.English:orx\

‘Scottish origin, $5,374 for Irish, and. $3,879' fbr“prenchﬁﬁ
\ i . - ' [
. | i . . @ ) ""‘ ,“, . .
Vieweéd in a.broader comparative context, it was. found that
T ' , : O
the Anglo-Quebeckers. enjoyed, on the averaye, aﬂstandard‘of

living comparable to that main?ained "by\‘fesidents of

Ontario, whlle francophones subsisted at a level equal to

that of re51dents of the Marltlme provlnces.

N

The anglophone communlty s 1n1t1at10n and cqntrol of

N L

.much of Ouebec 'S economlc act1v1ty for two centur;es prlpr

N

»

to'the 19603rrestr1cted 51gn1f1cantly,‘French Canadlans

N ¢
g

opportunltles where bh51ness and commerce ‘were’ concerned.y

[
)

Further .and profound llmltatlons to francophone economic

- ¢
."‘ .

< achlevement were, posed by the E‘rench Canadlan \educatlonal

Iy . hl
- i

P

k]

ot

W

v

'

3 P
system, whlch was, w1th its .rellgrOus and ,authorltarlan

#

| nature, dedlcated prlmarlly to produc1ng 1awyers and prlests

. rather than englneers and bu51nessmen. leen its. ba51s 'in

r" - [

hlstorlcal fact, moreover, €his trend was 1nd1cat1ve of the.;;

dlfflcultyeanvolved ;n curblng the 1nf1uences of rellglon

. ‘v
~m

L2 =

Pt perhaps nowhere more apparent than in Cathollc commun1t1es~

i RV Gt Wi
' LS - .

-

S

A e ; .

N ; Lo ’

,‘and‘ethnlc afflllatlon on class and class stﬁucture. ThlS 1s -

)

‘o
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and Catholic societies which‘have,‘owing%to their'inhéréntly,

- o I . . | o
conservative ~ethos and "other: worldly" orlentatlons, been

: . 2

~slower to 1ndustr1allze than Protestant onesu'Indeed )Mak

'Weber, 1n hls study of The Protestant Etth and the Sp1r1t

Ve

I
-

o

economlc order of some 5001et1es could only be made 1f they

b
’

"were preceded by éhanges 1n relrglous values. Here Weber

— 228

of Capltallsm, sought_to show how slgnlfmcant changes ln the ﬂ‘

argUed 1n terms of a relatlonshlp between Protestant1sm and .

. \.
l # Iy '\;

capltallsm, based on the notlon that the worldly ascet1c15m

»
A

,of Calv1nlsm was congenlal to, 1f not actually an- essentlal

. . a

| prelude,to, the growth of Capltallsm.-From thlS follqwed the«*“.

s

'thesis that_tthe:Cathollc 1n111eu 1s' less cOnduc1ve to the

. i
A

'“creatlon of,those values whlch prepare a labour force for

Al vl ! A n A .
AU, A > \

) 1ndustr1al1zatIUn—‘namely, the acqulsltlon of technologlcal

i : N

"Gﬂ“. skllls, orlentatlon- towards proflt maklng,' and personal

4

accountablllty An ﬁother worldly" orientation 1n educatlon,
‘ ‘ . .

~""\for example,fleaves less time for "thls,worldly" knowledgetd
) b
As a result,.Cathollcs, in Ouebec as elsewhere, lost out on
, (o A
the general upward soc1al moblllty that comes‘ w1th the'

REE . A Ty

attalnment of skllls in the 1ndustr1al labour forcen agd

x

"thus " became over representéd in :the’. lower unskllled

ocgupatlons.;' Thls ’in turn . resulted froma*~Cath01ics"

tradltlonal under representatloh in'; those educatlonal

hd -

d,lnstltutlons empha51zlng technlcal studles and preparatlon

' for 1ndustr1al and commercial occupatlons.ﬁInstead, as. Weber

-

«noted, "Catholacs preferred the sort of" trainlng wh;ch the

-
i

: humanlstlc gymna51um affords;??f>?_h.',x ‘.1“',lﬂ'¢:. % ,.;N.=‘7$

. 4"- k i

A

2

o

N

N
l"l
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. Yet the very exxstence of a French Canadlan ‘elite--as, - !

indeed there was-—leads ‘oﬁé to belleve that,‘ desplte",

4

irrefutable. evidence of general SOCial class 1nferlor1ty

among francophones'hvisea-vis " the Anglo Saxon populatlon,

i

,social,class difference w1th1n the Frencb Canad1an subcul—
ture were‘ perhaps-.ho..less severe‘ than thase dlfferences
betWeen French Canadlans, and Engllsh;Speaklng'yCanadlans)

generally. By way . of".arguing this‘ point,fyﬁichard .l

%

OsSenberg,notes that, whlle of the same’ mag'ltude as those
seﬁaratingm francophOnes and \anglophones enerally,.;the“

French Canadlan

\ A 4

a g ’ . ’n

‘social .class 1nequa11tles wathlm tﬁe

populat10n,«espec1ally in Ouebec, have been ,fgnored played

down, ,or‘ obscured by thev 'larger _ 1ssue

Nof. Canadﬂan:

| \

sure, been "élltlst" “in thelr relatlonship 'w1th Frenéh

h P P '
-

Canddians;l‘empha51zlng as they have _they
g;'r>, » R R [ '

7&_'cont1nental dlmen510ns of Anglo Saxon cultural

N e !

L fnational:_aDQ"
o " I Vo
,‘ebonomic‘and‘ K

“ - N

pohlt;cal superlorlty[ Ossenberg malntélns that "there has

L - IR . g

also been é'TStFOH@\ elltlst tradltlon :w1th1n the;French-r‘léf

K
. S .
/ . 7 ‘ v B

"Canadlan populatlon.%8 In‘fact, one of tbe maln features of
AN S - 0 «

. : v )

thls tradltlon was the French Canadlan educatronal system,,hu_

N 5 , “\, ~

"

\

whlch Was-—and thls 1s paradox1cal--respons1ble not only for ﬁ

3

produc1ng class dlfferences betweep French»and Engllsh but ,

S e
for 1ntroduc1ng those dlfferences/w1th1n the‘French speaﬁlng

T v\ [N S

. subculture as well A good lnd;catlon\of‘the ellmlsq'nature‘

Aof the system can be gleaned\from the &act that secondary

- ",e LN ° ..‘ .

school edudatlon) 1n Ouebec was_ unt11 the 19605 based on

/}




.»-? ST 230 ©
-private fee—paying 1nst1tut10ns, composed' in part by‘ the
(- W s . } '{. “'. . l .
'‘colléges. classiques offerlng‘"humanlstlc and liberal arts

curficula.

Judged in soc1oeconom1c terms, the most striking aspect.
N

of the subsystem of classical ,colleges-~long the preferred.

~
Y

route to hlgher education 1n Quebec before being ellmlnated

K

in* the eanly l9705—-was its tendency to produce 1nequallty

of class representatlon between students who | could and those\

o

who COuld not afford to attend 1ts 1nst1tutlons, among those

wh0'rema1ned-1nﬂthem until the‘B.A. years and among those_
, , ,

a

who eventua}ly went ‘dn to unlver51ty ' The standard duratlon‘
r»,

of the course work at the cla551cal college was elght years
the flrst four correspondlng hto“tthe Engllsh speaklng‘

academlc hlgh school and the last four to the undergraduate

years ‘in  the Engllsh speaklng unlver51ty Prlor to 1962nf

‘ ‘when the gbvernment of Jean Lesage undertook to pay fees in

0 .

all cla551cal colleges, the cost of thls secondary educatlon

P \

averaged $l 000 per year “for tultlon, room and board In hls

1nterpretat10n of the results of the 1956 survey on student?

—

“"1ncome and expendlture conducted by the Domlnlon Bureau of

- ! /

VStdtlStlcs, John Porter, for one, was not. surprlsed by the -

L

'ndlng that 22 per cent of cla531cal college students 1n

:the B A. years reported annual parental 1ncomes of more thani‘

a

$10 090, a proportlon greater than that for\ al& med1cal

— s S . . "r.‘

students 1n the sample Also of llttle surprlse was the facth

Ty,

(that the medlan famlly 1ncome for these ‘French Canadlan}f

students was'very close to that of all medlcal students.["j“

2
PR >
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Furthermore,.whlle less money was avallable for scholarshlps

and bursarles for c1a531cal college students than ﬁor all‘

1 .
\" N

‘other undergraduates, almost twlce ‘as ‘much' student’ 1ncome9

! came from parents © than ‘was® . the ‘case | with all®

o

undergraduates.g“‘f. o

!
1

- Slgnlflcant among the other studles whlch have showm

"o . .- |

that thls system of fee- paylng secondary educatlon made’ thev

W f

cla551cal colleges class blased 1nst1tutlons was the Quebec -

-'h' A

. government S own Royal Commlsslon of IanLry on.Constltu?

tional, Problems, more“commonly known ‘asﬂ-the"Tremblay

Commission. Precedlng by tw$§ years the publlcatlon of the

-

T,D,B.Sﬁ<survey, the Tremblay Comm1551on found that 45 6 per'

cent of the Cathollc boys in- cla551cal collegss 1n 1956 had

v“ t§

ffathers rD the census cla551f1cat10n "proprletors, admlnl-

7

Ouebec's chlldhood populatlon were from that rclass.,fln

contrast to thlS the comm1531on found that the‘ sons of

- !

£ "skllled" and "unskllled" workers constltuted 29 per cent gf'

‘K

the students 1n the colleges as’ oompared w1th 54 per cent of

. ’\

!

unequ1vocal ‘concludlng that, ‘“Thls+ 51tuatlon has Wthef*'

effect 1n a large proportlon of cases of maklng an\obstacle
L0 the exerc1se of the natural rlght of parents to glve

thelr chlldren the educatlon of thelr cb01ce.?;°

\
e e

Afflllated w1th4the arts facu}f’%s of the un1ve¥51tles,

JSRP S . >

the c1a551ca1 colleges (composed ,ln 1960 of one hundred

Aom . ‘~‘ s
o

- strators, and profe551onals ‘whlle only 14*2 .per cent’ oIT,'

o

o

the cnlldren of the prov1nce vAfter some dellberatlon on thejf;

\» costs of the class1cal college educatlon, the Comm1551on was;q
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schools, of which sixty were for.males, twenty for females,

wand"tWenty were'’ seminariesy offered‘ hlghly ‘select1ve

W

‘curricula,‘ empha5121ng study of theﬁ Thomlst phllosophy,

Latin, rellglon, and the humanltles. AshfyCOnsequence, these

]

schools tended to turn  o®t students who had nelther the

. , ) ¢

background nor-”t procllvlty - for hlgher educatlon in .

’anythlng other thén the llberal arts and professlons-—lawa'

theology, med1c1ne4m@nﬁbthe llke. What was more was that~

'¢concern‘over Prench Canadlans hav1ng to attend MCGlll tofﬁh
1ts offshoot, Montreal have been and remaln the prlmary'j

‘fzfrom even the’most cursory glance at Tablesfs 1 and 5 2,

* LN

.

L2
graduates\ of g

; ‘4cla551cal colleges fwho partook of

post secondary tlon dld so, more often than not,\at

elther Unlver51te Laval or Unlver51te de Montreal whlch‘Was

a branch of Laval untll 1t recelved 1ts own' charter in 1920.

Prlor to the beglnnlng of the‘era of educatlonal reformﬂini

= .

.the early 19605,‘ both universities yWére.vunder fheavy

\ .
‘ .
r . o

v eccle51ast1cal ! control , w1th " the’ archblshop ~of the

‘frespect1Ve c1ty serv1ng as the rector of each 1nst1tut10n,'

-«

jland the faculty belng recrulted prlmarlly from the teachlng'

orders of the Cathollc Churchr{l

. . , “ i\‘, . . e ' -'“‘ .
»Inw;itSl self*assumed role as. “principal defender of

—_ iy

: French Canadlan culture ‘and values, the. Church,v: w'itsv..

@ .

- foundlng of Laval in 1852,,‘was‘ 1nsp1red partly by the‘?d

Do CL

7,rece1ve unlver51ty tralnlng. The extent to whlch Laval and‘j'

P RS
et
RN

DL '
n"/

".bastlons of ETench Canadlan hlgher educatlon'can be gleaned

- i_

’ w1th1n whlch are llsted the secondary and vpost-secondary o

T s P
e
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“TABLE 5.1 |

. EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY .. . . . . = 1

’ MEMBERS OF THE 1936 DUPLESSIS CABINET o i

.

LEVEL OF EDUCATION

MINISTER

SECONDARY POST SECONDARY

g

‘M. Dup1e351s Laval

Trois-Riviéres
' (Lawyer)* .

Schools

' .
A

Academle Commerc1ale
College de Lev1s

O Drou1n

Laval
(Lawyer) (

Hemmlngford Schools (None)

’Academle Ste Anne«de

I |
| | -
| g
| - N
o N
| N
| I
o -
| 1.
I 1
| |
| |
e I
| |
| ' |
fa M. Flsher |
| (Insurance Agent) |
N S
- |
| |
| |
B |
N e
] I
[ |-
A I
g =

|

s

Ee

e

R R - - R . - - . B .

[
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
!
|
J
. I
H Auger o | Montreal
(Real. Estate and - L Yamachlche | Monumen't
Insurance Broker) Academle l‘ArchevequeIg Natlonale
B N : : de Montreal |
¢ : k I
—— \ — — |- —
O Gagnon College de Ste Anne o Laval
' (Lawyer) ,de la Pocatlere S Qxford
e : = | .
| ‘- B L T I ‘ : |
1 B Dussault o (Note)l: | (None): "
e (Rlver Pilot/ - IR | RS &
I Mayor/Reeve) P i
o L N o | e
| v - } ‘ “I N i é& ; | T - =-I$,
R J Bourque\x N Semlnalre St Charles K (None)»g |
R (Lumber Merchant) Nk (Sherbrooke) | B S
I e . N ' ) ] . ' Ao I‘
1 oy S o RN D R R
b J Paquette IC, 1 e Mont St Louls A LaVal L
S ‘w>~ . e (Montreal) " SR A
3l i R | ey
I w Tremblay Iy' }‘(None) | (None) ﬁI\*
Ll (Merchant) I§ " I‘ - q'V”,
] . |‘ : - I . By
‘i IQ: ’ L

...........
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TABLE 5.1 (continued) .y;‘\\ _ \
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY ' ’ N
MEMBERS OF THE 1936 DppLEssxs Q§51NET S
. 1 A',‘ ‘ \‘. . . ;."‘ 'l.‘ ‘:‘ Co ) ) ",
l , ) t ' B '\.\,\‘ t L R _|.
7 , " e 'LEVEL OF :EDUCATION S
oo ‘ MINISTER [ R _:,I', - 15 »
| x I S o : B N
I T 'SECONDARY LPOST SECONDARY] R
I I . R T ' I
l E Leduc Jqulege Mont‘§§ Lours Il'Ecole'Pon—‘l'
I(Chemlcal Englneer) | N ! \ technique: :l,,,
o ! | x I\(Montreal) s
I ' A I‘\
,'l I . l : '
| J Bllodeau I,College de Ste- Aﬁh\ | Laval\ ~oa
. (Lawyer) | de la Pocatlere SN l\ S 0
| | , \ Il e
{ AL Elie . | . Académie de’ la ' ‘\ VAN e\\ﬂg_l‘
) ,(Farmer) | ... ' St-Antaine 2 ' éi~‘ s
e | N e N LR
1‘ ‘ T ! I o BT ' l \ A I .
. T. Coonan ] .. st, Ann s School»f‘l cGilkl ] .
|- (Lawyer) ER ~ . S "QK NERTUR R
E - IR ‘ RN W e
- R ’ o N
). G. ~Layton | Montreal s O McGill -\ -
| (Merchant) o ; ; | S\ A
e ER >
| — T — —)
| T Chapals Tl College de Ste- Anne | Laval | K
N (Lawyer) | de la. Pocatlere Co TR T
an A irs ' T - |0 T
I ? PR I "jp‘_ e 1 L ISR '\.1 . ‘ L
‘ Occupatlon of mlnlstex prlor to enterlng Ouebec Léglsl;& L
i k ,tUre.;em - o v;lw‘ﬁn“H'w“: S S ?buv R TR ot
VR K . [N co ‘1"'"6‘:' o : . o ‘\,\, e
Adapted from. The Canadlan Parllamentary Gulde €Hull7 Qhe.;\;‘
.Labour: Exchange), -volumes .for .the years l937, 1938, .1939;
’Sir ‘Charles :G,D. Roberts and': Arthur Leonard ‘Tunnell’, eds.,
e The: Canadlan Who's Who: "A- ‘Handbook of Canadlan Biography . of ‘

© " Living .Characters . (Toronto: Trans-Canada, Press),. vols. 2 . %\
xly {1936~ 37), 3 {1938~ 39), .La 51tuat10n de . lﬁenselgnement du’ - v
f‘Quebec. ‘Centrale- ‘de 1" enselgnement du’ Ouebec, juin,’ 1975,_-f‘?
x Table 6,5 pp.;39-56; ‘and’ pouis' Gadbois,. ed.;  Les. clientéles ' .«
de ‘1'école’ secondaire. prlvee.,Rapport ‘d'une. endguete 'sur _les ..~
familles 'des  éleves .inscrits 'dans . les, Institutions _de '~
*'iA I1.E. S.g(Montreal. Centre :d'amimation,. de . developpémentn o
x1976),, Appenﬂlce A,. pp.t‘ii,ﬁ

L e

de. recherche en educatlon,
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. 2
EDUCATIONAL INSTLTUTIONS ATTENDED BY ‘\\ ﬂ){i\U

MEMBERS or THE 1976 BOURASSA CABINETy'  %
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P
) :

~' LEvE§gb?'EbbcAT1ON“ft,

v

s
il I L A ™y

. MINISTER
-seCONDARY

I v

o . i

POST SECONDARY

College

. R. Bourassa _ ,
' Jean de B{ebeuf

(Lawyer)* .~

R
tr

Montreal
Oxford
..Harvard -

RPN

Semlnalre de Gaspé -
Jean "de ' Brébeuf

.G.-~D. Lévesque
‘.(Lawyer)

McGlll

1

ol
+ -
i
\

P
o
N
|
-
I
1.
|
A
Wl
e
l
|

'@. Saint= Pierre ollege V1ctor1av1lﬁe

(Englneer)

o

AR PO llmp ~Coll. of."

)
hia

Lavalv

|
|
il | Sc1ence and
B Y ) g. -l Technology '
o U A London )
o ) AR D e i '
I i ',('i . > ' . = I
.]. " 'R. Garneau. Colle ge Moht St Lou1s RN aval "
o (Economlst) o : | Geneva '
N . - nf 0 ¥L - L
N l.\* it ' ’ o v “ ]
,..PJ‘ 3 W Tetley R.C.N College MCGlll
O (Lawyer) ‘; e Jﬁ . WLaval
X fotn R = o D .

\

N Toupln

‘College St—Maurlce
(Admlnlstnator)

Montneal JH. S..,

’

P
_"_2;___";r.___"L_N_.;_",z__"____"____n,;__h_,__";;“___:

Montreal
Laval "
WY ‘

‘meMﬁ&@‘__
. (Politician) ., .

»
@

[ c ' . »:5 LN

MCGlll
Harvard
La Sorbonne

)

T
3

'3 (Doctor)

LN

‘\_l-;\“ " :‘

Laval
La SOrbonne

Kl N

J —P L Rlller‘*’ Sémlnamre‘Ste Therese

S

|
E
|
R
NE
IR
|
0
17
K
|
B
|-
I
ik
[
(
A

I

|

[

|

|

|
Wl‘ ] Lo T
1Y ' F. Cloutier °

b

I

l

|

|

|

\

Montreal

oy
. ¥ (Lawyer) oy k) b Ottawa
o A \’ . ‘a T '4\"\ :,‘_.{\ .
B i . " "o T | B
R N R ST ﬁ? <.

2

- - - R . ry . . oL .
- R . - ~ R . . a

3

s
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TABLE 5.2 (continued) \ o ; L 7y
—_—— ‘ . l | o . ﬂ, N
BDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY . r .
MEMBERS OF THE 1976 BOURASSA CABINET , v
. ' | LEVEL {OF EDUCATION _
*  MINISTER | . 4 ) |
' " I : . I\ h ' I
| SECONDARY ' . ~ |POST- SECONDARYI~
| . N . 4
4 N T ¥ ~ - " % l.‘, ) |
G. Harvey |Co lle je du Sacré- CoeurIGoyetche Bus. |
(Accountant) | " (Victoriaville). " | College |
K -IInternational |
I | "Acc. Sogciety | I
|4 I ' e
| o | 1
J. Cournoyer | ——— R Am - |
(Lawyer) I | I
. - | | o I
[ ' | * I
J. Blenvenue | Collége des JesulteszI.'/ Laval |
(Lawyer) | o SRR I,
N i I A £
‘ | = oo
.C, Slmard | Collége St- Joseph | Ottawa* |-
(Buslnessman) | de Sorel ' A i |- g
| Pensionnat Mont- . | . A
| Jesus-Marle { ) 2 R
| ]
I * NN |
0. Parént . | College Notre Dame | Queen’ s .
(C.A.) . (Hull) . P Chicago f |
| . Ecolée Supérieure. | ,%*“J“':“}~I
I (Hull) .= I”:‘-w,\-' =,' I
1 I » -4
l [N ’ "+ l : P I
V. Golqploom | Selwyn House School Sy McGllA < I
(Doctor) |. Lower Canada College Sp Columblal -
I N o l - R »‘4‘" ) I
— | T
‘R. Mallloux | Baie St- -Paul Schoois 1 (Noﬂe) o
‘\(Bu51nessman) | . e i .
1 f |-
: ; I I; ‘ I
-C~—E Forget“ o ——— R N Montrealwh&I o
: (Lawyer) Y , ;7 *Londpn '“Iz ’
_ _ . 1 v ”IJohns Hopklﬁs S
I SR L NERE RN
’ ' . - . ",’ L :‘;" . -
- c ot By
. e
{, “ - 2 0;
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'EDUCATIONAL'.INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY

I
|
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
I
|
I
|
I
I
I
|
|
I
I
1
I
I
I
|
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
[

SN f

MEMBERS OF THE 1976 BOURASSA CABINET '

LEVEL OF EDUCATION

'

Collége Ville-Marie

«

B. Lachapelle
(Engineer)

-

l'Echole Poly-
;gchnlque
oML TLT

Collége St-Stanislas

»

ot

fﬁongféél‘

(Insurance Agent)

de la Pocatiére

|
N L b .
‘MINISTER - | ; &
. | ‘ :
| " SECONDARY N |POST~ SECONDARY
|, |
L - [ l
‘' D. Hardy | Séminaire St-Thérése | Montréal
(Lawyer) | ‘ |
- | I
I~ —
R. Queneville " |Séminaire de Joliette | Montreal
‘(Doctor) I [
I I 3
, . " ™
G. Vaillancourt. | Séminaire, de | {None)
{(Merchant) | . Sherbrooke |
- |Collége du Sacré-Coeur | ‘
| (Sherbrooke) |
i} I - ) I
t .Q A |
... P. Phaneuf | .Catholic H.S. | (None)
(EQucator/ e e
Administrator) | : |
I . I
| , | ~
L. Bacon | Valleyfield Schools | (None)
(Activist/ | ‘ . o
Administrator), | ]
A I |
| e ,
F. Lalonde | College St- Jean | Montreal
(Lawyer) | 'Vianney | Mc91ll
| N B
1 |
I |
I I
I |
| |
I |
- Lo ' N . V o
' P. Bérthiaume - | ColdYtége St-Laurent.. ,
" (Administrator) | : D | McGill”®
. . | ) St I oo )
J. Giasson | Collége de Ste-Anne |’ '(NOng)“
I I s
I |

I
I
|
|
|
I
1
I
|
|
|
I
|
I
I
|
I
l
I
I
b
I
|
I
I
|
| -
I
.
I
I
I
P
N
|
I
I
I
|
I
-
| -
I
|
I
I
1
|-

[
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N

A

- EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED BY, - . .

MEMBERS "OF THE 1976 BOURASSA CABINET
T T

’ \

’ .

4 s . . N A . A\ . : 2 L
* Occupation of minister prior to entering Quebec Legisla-

ture. . ‘ v s ‘ -
. \ ' ‘
\ \ _

Adapted from: . The Canadian Pa}lfamentagx Guide (dttqwaa_
- Queen's Printer), volumes for the years 1974, 1975, 1976;

The Canadian_Who's Who, vol. 13 (1973-75); Kieran Simpson,
ed.,, Canadian Who's Who 1979 (Toronto: University of Toronto

Press, 1979), vol. 14; La situation de- 1l'enseignement du:
*Ogébec. Centrale de l'enseignement du Québec, juin,. 1975,

Table 6, pp. 39-56; and Louis Gadbois,  ed., Les clientéles

de 1'école secondaire privée: Rapport d'une enduéte sur les

familles des éleves jinscrits 'dans les 1institutions de
1'A.I.E.S. (Montréal: Centre d'animation, .de  développement

et de L recherche en éducation, 1976), .Appendice A,  pp-

A

198-201.

' . . . ' Lo
v ‘ Cow . . . .
v /n\ . .
“ \
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"insﬁitutionsj

occupations of, members of Quebec's 1936 DupleSsxs and 1976

Bourassa cabinets respectively. In Table 5 1 we flnd that

.
N

six of the 12 francophone lninisters in the 1936° cabxnet
studied at Laval, while two others took at least ”one

\

professional 'degree at Montréal.
. % '

the three English—Canadian‘ministers——Thomas.J. Coonanland‘

\

Gllbert Layton——who recelved university educations did so at’

McGlll. Quebec S pr1nc1pal Englxsh language 1nst1tut10n of

r
[ N \

'higher learnrng. Only ong minister (One51me Gagnon) sought

higher .education at an institution (Oxford) outside the
province;,Additionally;?hine of the 12-francophone”ministers

N

' Not surprisingly, two- of’

‘attended by, and the pribr orincipal}

1

vt

were educated\wrthln the c1a551ca1 cogleges—-two at College‘

Mont-St- Lou1s and« three at Collége de Ste Anne de fia‘

TN
v

Pocarlere. Vlewed 1n ‘terms of prlor occupatlons, the cabinet-

LY

‘breaks down as follows‘ 51x lawyers, one <3f wh1ch ‘was ‘an

»

Ehgllsh @anadlan, 81x members-—the three merchanté the‘twp >

v

1nsurance agents,‘ and the river pnlot-—engaged in smali

/ Coav o

f("petit bburge01s") reta11 trade and service enterprlses,;

. s ) N @

oné: dogtorw-and_ one farmer. What ie surprlslag, however,‘
® L B : : Q L

, £

ﬂeébetially,given'the perlod in Quebec s soc1al hlstory,'is

e ' fact that -the on;y member who was: employedA in a

[y

e

"techniéal"mcabacity was a Freneh5Canadian.,Beiore entering

pOllthS, Fran¢01s~Joseph Leduc was . a chemical nglneer.

Althbugh thlngs had changed in Quebec wlthlnethe space; :

\ » o o

”of forty years,.was Table 5.2 shows,d they f'onetheless

ﬁremalned essent1all¥ the - same. Indeed, by 1976,3the number

tire e

“ s N - . 0 o .
¥ a4 W, 0 o PN » PR “ .
v . t- ) R . . . \ v B I ) St

. ’ . .

[ e o o . R T s e )

3 ' N . . . " o . o (AR D voa
. @b oL, A .

), . . o Wt . . [

..

1
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-t

of“French*Cahadian .members ' in the’ cabinet; had; almost

doubled, increasing“from~l2‘to 23, whereas the number of

. Engllsh Canadlan members stayed -at .three. Eight of the

francophone m1n1sters took at least one. degree at Montréal
\ “

'while ' flve "attended Laval A relatlvély Slgnlflcant.

1nd1catlon of change rs the fact that three French Canadlan

n’

'imlnlsters attended MCClll at one time or: another.uand whlle

I

it is safe to aSSume that the anglophone mlnlsters who

ca one qf them (Willlam Tetley) studled law at Laval.
Also‘of interest to“notewisithe fact that. while only?one

—

nded unaver51ty d1d so at McGlll—-as was 1ndeed the«

@

minister in the. Dup1e551s cablnet sought hlgher educatlon :

outside of the prov1nce, elght ministers in the Bourassa

cablnet spent\ at least part"of their university careers

studylng elsewhere. La Sorbonne;“the Universlty of London,

Harvard, and the Unlver51ty of Ot tawa were each represented

by two members within the‘cablnet,'whlle the follow1ng were

LW

' ! T T & ’l~ o o . N "‘
attended by,at least one of..the manlsters: Geneva, Chicago,

: Columbla, M IJJL+.Johns Hopklnsf and Oueen S, Unlver51ty at

'

‘Kingston. .. - j:~ oL L

. N . . K Ty .
What had not‘changed,"however.‘was the large. number of

'

~French- Canadlan mlnlsters who were educated w1th1n the

o

‘cla551cal colleges. Sevénteen,of the 23 members of the 1376

- .
cablnem had attended at least?one of the coIleges-—the two

.most senlor mlnlsters g01ng ‘to College Jean,; de Brebduf and

-2

"two others to Semlnalre Ste Therese. As in 1936, the legal

~,.\

profe551on was agaln the occupatlonal category thh the

G

(O i . E . . . N

I RPN T S
SN : S T o Co v

s
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creferences indicate, all 3

A

-

S
<

largest représentation (nine) ‘among members of the cablnet.'

: v .
' i

‘Collectively, the “tradltlonal" ‘ profe531qnsﬂ—doctor,M‘

accountant, admlnlstrator, merchant, and SO on——clalmed 12

iyt

‘members. Flnally-—and perhaps not as surpr151ngly as" was the

,homogeneity was the fact that, as avallablem'biographlcal'

»

case in l936—-the remalnder of the cablnet, composed of five .

.French Canadlans,_broke down 1n terms of prlor occupatlon;

SN

“thus:ktWo engineers, two bu51nessmen, and,one economlst.

What conclusions can be drawn from ‘this compllatlon of

“ [

facts‘and flgures? Flrst, the. class1cal college background

of 75 per cent of the flrst set and.’ 74 per cent ‘éf the

'

second set of French- Canadlam mlnlsters 1n the 1936 and 1976

J 4

cablnets glves some- 1nd1catlon of'. the class comp051t10n of.

\
l

-the respectlvef groups. Further, the homogenelty of these

Q

groups derlved not only from a common educatlonal experlence'

at the clas51Cal colleges, but from post—secondary educatlon‘

‘
"

"at,Laval and Montreal as wgll. Contrlbutlng to xhls same

]

mlnlsters were French speaklng,

I

Roman Cathol%f natives of Ouebec.v These factors, were nd

doubt helpful in fosterlng among the respectlve groups the

.

'abllltyo to_ artlculate ﬁor‘ French Canadlan_.soc;ety - a

o

con51stent set of values. In large measure, thlS also holdsg'

@ ’

] .
true for the Engllsh speaklng mlnlsters. Indeed,_whrle the’

o N e

mrnlsters 1n thls group 1nd1cated adherence elther to one of-
the Protestant denomlnatlons or,: 1n the case- of 'Vlctor[

Goldbloom, the Hebrew falth, all 51x were Ouebec-born and, e

/ ‘4

*one may correctly assume, flu&ucly blllngual Con51de;atlons

T = 4.
a oy Vo - _
oL e T e S
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‘ S . , ‘ .
of tokenism uaside, one may 'also -assumel that the very
t N . ~ .

. A
'1nc1uslon of these lndivlduals in their’ respectlve cablnets

PR 5

was -a reflectlon not only of the governments .attempts to

¢
\

accommodate the interests of the more substant1al mlnorlty,

groups in Ouebec, but an 1nd1cat10n as. well of the extent to ‘

N

r A\

whlch the 1deologlcal xlntellectuaL, culturalvand llngUlSth-
/ i : . '

concerns of the anglophone mlnlsters were’' in generaﬁ accord~
. A .

w1th those of thelr«francophone colleagues. In fact, W1111am

»

Tetley s 1nclu51on of ’"prlorlty" language guarfntees into

"1, »

Ouebec S conSumer “and .corporatlon laws, durlng the early,

3 J".‘

years" of tthel Bourassa leeral' government' met, perhaps‘
eXpectantly, w1th much protest from Engl;sh bu51ness in the<
prov1nce; As an)Engllsh mlnlster in a francophone—controlled

cablnet and government, Tetley assumed the df%flcult‘ and'

| ultlmately thankiFss task of strlklng a balance¢ between;

T n BRI . S '_" - : T "\

Tooy

French ‘and Engllsh rlghts in Ouebec. Stlll, he made clear,”

o . , a
. A R ) . .

". . o L . 4 . N . '

. ' 4 . . ) ‘ . \

- 'his "prlonlty

°

!
. &7 b B P .
FEY wf

:The Engllsh speaklng populatlon was concerned w1th
‘the' rising né&tionalism of French. Canad;ans .and. in.
particular. their. desire  to protect the - Frencz k
language. Malntalnlng the priority. of the,Frenc k

, ‘language “was_our: general ‘theme,. but . prlorlty also,‘
* .. . meant - recognlzlng the second language. ‘In, this
" respect, : 1. was partlcularly aware and concernedY-
“about the’ dellcate dlchotomy--protectlng the.
-French’ 1anguage in Engllsh speaklng ‘North Amerlca

‘and at the. same -time preserv1ng »the rlghts of hfw“tr'ﬂ

".} .

\

Y

] Engllsh Ouebeckers 12
.\" '

some 51m11ar1t1es to;» rts ;”
R [ o .{0‘ . o A .
\
. .v“,\ v
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B

polltlcal counterpart.' The flrst ,”apd»“m0st~ obv1ous

13 — '

dlfference——the one that has been,alluded to throughout thls

' Etudy-—ls that of ethnrc comp051tlon.v0f the 26 corporate

"

R executlmes- llstedf‘ln Table 5. 3)‘fonly onei was of French—

[ - o . N

_-Canadian ' .ethnic orlgln."V Another 'seemfngly apparent

A
Ll

dlfference 1s that related to the deree ,of - prlvate school -

|

g y e

'attendance by members of the econ0m1c ellte. Here one flnds

o

that only ll of the 22 1nd1v1duals for whom blographlcal

references ln-the secondary school Category are avallable'

‘,‘ " li " L a\' ,

.1nd1caté attendance at prlvate 1nst1tutlons. Of,these, six

A ) ‘

) studled at BlShOp s College School, two at Upper Canada

'

Vo4
“

i College, and three others at dlfferent prlvate schoolso

i \

b

w1th1n Ouebec. Addltlonally, five of ‘the: 22 executives

.

. b L
attended thlS school) “nges *‘some 1nd1catlon of the

homogenelty of the ellte, it‘may at‘one and“the same,timé‘

v

'recelved thelr secondary edchtlon at Montreal ngh School

Yet whlle the comparatlvehy large number of 1nd1v1duals who

"
,‘,‘ [

N T y

' o '\ . N A K | &

serve t'o mlsrepresent the class comp051tlon rof the group as.

.,,\,‘_ . Lo . \.A \ L

‘aAwhole;,No longer ‘in . ex;steﬂce, Montreal ngh SchooL was a

dlstflct that used to be%known as theg"Sguare Mlle.ers»Qne,-

‘,t."K\-M#largest insurance compan*es, and a host’ of other:

X b
-

>

publlc«lpstltutlon,‘51tuated 1n the hear‘

\
(2R
T one'®

\
PR a ORI \

pf,”the affluent

Bl

"

Lo
S

for more than three quarte}s \'rof a; century, “the .

enclave of the men. who ‘built: not only Montreal' s

prosperlty but that-of much of" Canada. Here dwelt =~ .
.~ the railway. barons, the shlpplng glants,\the sugaft}:y
< merchantS/ the .’ bankers’ -and, - dlrectors of (the"

prominent ' figures, 4 from IEadlng phy51c1ans toij~x¥
MCGlll Unlverslty pr1nc1pals.{ What they had~1n%:*

Ky
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.4 ™ common was .not only wealth and power but ancestry .
o -that was almost, entirely English or Scottish; few - ‘
RN . of Frenqh descent made it t'o the Square Mlle 13
. ’ -(: ! L} l " ' N\ - A ‘ " \M" i . "“ ~
W ‘ SN ‘ N 8

Thus ,Lt 'was perhaps”‘owing to ‘thé ‘school's prokimity and

noted academlc excellence, and posslbly also to a, sense of

o [

frugallty on - thelr part, that those members of Montreal s

N

K
. "‘r.)
o Whlte Anglo- ~Saxon- Protestant establlshment who dwelt wlthln

.rr ot

" the Square Mile chose, to send“&helr offsprxng to Montredl

) . w

High Schoolu rather thanu off‘ to Brshop s"College in
- N " R v ! . v.,.‘ . | , . R

“Lennoxvllle, to Lower Canada College,‘or even’ to Westmounts

R !

‘fh ngh School whlch was located in-a. suburb whose 1nhab1tants

'
'
x 1 Y

W were at the tlme regarded d;stastefully as‘ new rlch" ory
. ! . ' , ' . P !

o mlddde class. - "A'L¢f”‘f '; : (/} 1 l‘r: uiv

v ' _‘ k“.‘ “» ) ’ ' T ' N L A‘ . '\ '
PO The[ two' - elite groupS‘”of' the m1d 19305 compared"

" o . . . P \
. 1

‘ reasonably well in terms ‘of the proportlon of thelr respec—
r . ] N

;:~~‘t1ve members who partook of post secondary educatlon. Ten of

M

B “.fthe lS or 66 per cent,‘Of the mlnlsters 1n the, DUP%§é51S“:

P e

cablnet (those, that ;s, for whom refErenoes are avallable)

t

l + l .
v PR R RN
“ . i ) \‘ + PRl

o attendéd~ Tét least fone ‘ unxver51ty “or post secondary

T W \ RS R ‘-'{~
N 1nst1tutlonv the flgures for thexeconomgc elxte .were 14 of

, L}

RS ..
b \

L - . o . " v .
v - K

124 .Qr 58 per cent,‘respectlvely Of theSe 24, erght studled

. al

L aﬁ Mcclll,i three atx Laval and two at the U01Verelty of

. C, v '
Wl e L

}«JWToronto Of 1nterest to*note here, partlcularly in’ terms of

a G -

%:f‘of 1nst1tutlon,‘f“

AT e ,e

'

alumnl,f namely,u Lord Shaughnessy and Eredernck kMeredlth,'Q'

Lo ' p" i . «'. \¢.~

{f:TL were4 Englmsh Quebeckers. Ameng the other‘ post-sécondary

o [N

."‘.

A “a .A .
o, > R .A‘,._r\ N e

e 'nstetntlons, repr’Sented by 'memherswuof thlS éllte were ;%'

- Wt EE

T ‘\,,

S AT . L N N

haEnY (Y i .
LR e

wo,o



| .
) 1 ~ ‘
A v ‘ L ‘ 250. ‘
a ! " ' ' )

.Osgoode Hall Law SEhool, the 'ROYal- Miditary College at ..

Klngston, -and- Cambrldge and Cornell un1versxg1es oA

f .
' -

AlthOugh perqelved to be relatlvelx ‘aniform when judged

in terms of place of‘blrth the econom;c elite was not,as '~\

"

~t

overwhelmlngly homogeneous as' was' Ats.polltleal counterpar..

Whereas all 15 members of the Duple551s éablnet were Ouebec~ E L
\ R Lo ‘
born, only .16 of the 26 corpbrate executlves {n the 1935 .

4

v o

economlc elite were bornxln that provlnce. be sufe these

“ s T

1nd1v1duals comprlsed much mo_ 'of a Canadlah as'opposeq to S

b 2
e o s e A

a pun@ly Ouebec prov1nc1al ellte Yet the perspectlve of the R

o,
. IS W

' a
group as a whole, especlally when v;ewlng doﬁestlc ~economic R

' ' ' ' “y ML
" ) .

policy, pr umably remained ‘a "sational" one, since about '

- -~ . £, v P N

half the nu ber of‘membershwho;were»ﬂot natfves'of Ouébeﬁ "ot .

4 . Ry A A R - -~

had Rt leadt been born elsewhere in the-country In po;nt of

4

.fact, three executlves were bOrn in Ontarlo wh le\one ‘ot her s A

\ < b ' AN =
.

'was a natlve of Nova Scotia.. Fout of the remainlng 5ix" S

members of the ellte Mere»born in the«Unlted KLngdom @nd,xhe* \'J
[N B » ‘
‘other two in the United States. Con51derat10hs)ofuﬂforergn*,"g U

-

s - LI S
.1nfluence on the economlc motlves and polltlcal 1deolog1es ?kﬂn\

“ th

of these last syx 1nd1v1duals can, ‘we belleve, be alspensed ,; ﬁ‘

) : R b ; Sy

w1th, 1nasmuch as each 1mmlgrated to Canada. in egther has e
i s [ - ! ok

" chlldhood or. fadolescence, and ‘can thUS be sald to “havekgxf:#,ﬂ

. : 3 t - y

' undergone the grepter part of hls soc1alizatlon here. L ,Q‘ﬁ
. @ o (s s, . ?' :i””

Two, other factorscwhlch contrlbuted to, the relatlve S

i . " . ;' » , {“ , "n._t',“l
“homogenelty of- the eorporﬁ%e elite were rellglon and soc1a1 e it

\ e '«u,i IR

club membershlp An EXaminatlon of rellglous affrllations L,

3 - o B

may agove oftlnterést here, espec1a11y glven what was noted T
! 3 . -.t‘;.: o C

\ KR ’ .
' L - - . i . . . . ‘ Vs
: N v . - . . v

” ~ e i i . -
T L, . . X . N 5 R
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,." Protestantism and capitalism, and .*also because of the

Y : \

applloatlon 'of .Weber's— thesis 'to our '193§ elite group
. ‘ | S S R '
lelded no surprises: with .. the exceptxon,'fof' . Lord

o 1 ’

.relatioﬁship between religion and ethni¢ affiliation. -An-

,{,q‘\_,‘._“ o . 2581

earlier concerning the association in social theory,be@ween'

Shaughnessy,‘who was of Irlsh Cathollc descent, each offthef

Brltlsh orlgln executxves‘ 1nd1cated relxglous affiliation

N ' ! \
with one ‘of ‘the Protestant denomlnatlons while the lone

' [ -'

execut;Ve\of Prench orlgln belonged to the’ Roman Cathollc

group were Angllcans, niné Presbyterlans and one belonged to

the Un1ted Church of Canada. The\ remalnlng foux merely

described themselves as belng “Protestants r That pniy one

wlto- i} )

membef of thls ellte was of Frencthanadlan ethnlc Qrigan

1
€. . ?

makes“clear'jthe 1fact< that the economlc ‘and. educatlonal

f ' . "l‘\

o Church More spe01f1cally, lO of the 24 members of the f1rSt‘

syStems dia lnot; at least in ‘mld 19305 Ouebec,"brovide

s (

’ Cathollcs with a very w1de avenue of upward moblllty On the

LI
vy ] 5 0 '

qther‘hand the very 1nclus1on Of a French Canad;an and an’

) vy "
‘5 . A .

Irish Catholic under”the rubrlcl economlc eilté"'suggests,”‘“

s . B 11 ' st

R

. 4, o \.

as Porter does,.that "Cath011c1sm and economlc power are notf

*dogmatlcalLy 1ncompat1ble.‘le ""3«’”';‘ *_“ : j?”

ad

» . R - ..‘. —"
B

fuxther suggests that, 1n the epoch “of" the 1mpersonal and

t- ot ‘4,

kargely anonymous corporatlon{ "the club has superseded the

EOngregaQ1on as establlshrng,l in the conporate world at

LRI a5 : a N [t

1eas§,4worth and soc1al status*"15 From the observatlons he

LR "
v R . ven e
& LAY PRSI ~ . ‘, \_‘

T u -

made durlng“a ViSIt to . the Unlted States durlng the earlx

Seg

. .
. , o .v.., -

+
nte

’
“
]

-

-

st

© s With® refereﬁce ‘to. Weber '$ emplrlcal analy51s, Porter'"”
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‘ assoc;ations was. b ;

. ‘ . | " ’
,found that members

o o "\\‘ “ i. | . . 2 5’2

years of the present century[ Weber concluded that clubs and
\ " (W]

\Y]
. other fraternal organlzatlons contrlbuted to  the secularl—

‘zation of  the sect, because‘ membershlp in both types of

ed on the electlve pr1nc1ple. Here  he

1

by elect10n 1nd1cated soc1al approval

by the 1ncumbent social groups. In the mld 19505 the exact

functlon of, clubs ‘in elite llfe was. unclear. It wasb the

RN opinion af ong ‘group .of observers that an individual‘s
. N , ) P . N "

r

B
o w

»
o ¢

—

‘club, accordlng to Clement, Lo | ;

"membership in .the “right“' clubs and associations;. even
o . . . . o ) . oo

fthoughwhe~may rarely appear there, is -considered useful, if

~16.

not essential, o yalldate the male 3career. While a

L

member of the ellte derlves the greater part of* his status
from . a range of other pos1tlons,(clubs,,« ‘-exclusive" and as

expen51ve as they are to join, do brovide an addi
\

\

type. Indeed“ some two decades.later, Wallace Clement, in

\ \

hls study of Canada s economlc eiite,'concluded that club

W

.t

membershlps served as badges of "soeial certlflca%lon.' The'

£

,k v .
1s a place’ where frlendshlps are estab11shed@ﬁnd"“
old relatlonshlps nourished. A person's .'contacts'
are important in the corporate world because they
atfect the ability to have -access to capital, - to
" establish Jjoint .ventures, .and to énter into buyer
and seller relationships with the- ‘men who control
i the - nation' 's largest corporations. .”. . Canadiarn.,
‘-clubskare one -.of _the key institutions- whlch form
‘an 1nterest1ng and actlve natlonal\upper ¢class. 17

)#" . K

In our,passxve survey 1t was fodhd that most members of

L
- \c— N & Q .

Quebec s 1935 corporatex ellte- held .ar, var}ety;nof club

.\‘

- .

@ . - R . : N

locus of 1nteractlon whlch ‘makes’ for homogeneity of. soc1al_

)
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membershigs, the 1n1t1al fees for whxch llkely amounted to.

S S . -

-

severaf thousands of dollars. On the average, membenshlp in.”

four or flve qlubs 1n the c1ty of reSJdenceh as welljas

th0se“'of other large cltles, Nappeared’mto be;'theﬁrcommbn.x .

T o NPT R Wl o

.pattern. Kmong‘.the‘ mos't favoured, and hence .the, most
. ) ! A .

exclusrve,_clubs in the Montreal area were thé Mount Royal

[ ‘n

. with 24 of the 26 members of the economic ellte, the Sty

James' s wlth 20 _the,Porest and Stream w1th 19, the 'Mount

. " ‘ ‘ RN ‘

< ‘ ‘ o ‘ .
Bruno - w1th 16 "the Royal‘Montreal Golf Club 'with 11, ;the

N P N . 4
Montreal Hunt Club- w1th lO the Montreal 'with nine, and~the\

»

Unlver51ty Club w1th seven‘ Clubs 1n other cities-hhich’were

7 -

! +

O
Toronto and the Garrlson Club in Ouebec Clty, represented by

1,

. elght ,and four members respectlvely 'Flnally, ln\%g\tawa,

although off the path of 1ndustry and commerce,‘the Rideauf

; \ %

Club’clalmed seven members of th1s ellte..The Rideau ‘was

I3 iy "

"
o A

'vPeter'“C; Newman,“vits prev1ou5u location—‘right across

Welllngton Street from the' Parliament Buildingsi—"always‘

) . . ,! i it - -, \

— \/.
’ \s

‘gsymbollzed its" purpose- td prov1de a dlscreet meetlng place

—

where jmen : representlng bu51ness " power l‘and polltlcal
‘-. L “" . :,‘ ' .
18 - -

'_authorlty can exchange“favours. R

~d

Included in our sample of the ecOnomlc e11te as it
< o

ex1sted in Quebec in 1975 are 41 exeCUtlves, 24 of whom were

- N 4§ £

born in that prov1n¢e. Of the rema;nxng ll,yqne was’ born 1n
*

England two in the\‘nltedetates, three 1n Europe, and 11

R .
v a

n other Canadlan prOV1nces.:Ineluded among-theglast group

A L . )
g - . . cL SRR e . . ) . K

» A . . ,"_‘ . R A 4 e . . -
- B E HE . _ B . . o ¥

\
I
"

'1mportant to the economaﬂ ellte were 'thé “York Club iny |

‘ "establlshed in 1865 by Slr John A Macdonald. Aecord}ng to -

Y.



were eight Ontarians, ‘two natives of Saskatchewan and one .,

P .
-francophones who.qualified r 1nclu51on in _our sample of

~

- speaklng Canadlans with more of a prov1nce-w1de influence.

" v

Manltoban. Vlewed in terms of ethn1c1ty, 24 of " the 41 were

: Sy sa

N
Ct

R

founﬂ to be. of Brltlsh orlgln. Addltlonally, three were of

‘European descent, .four ‘were Jewsrand 10 were of French-

”Canadian ethnic ‘borigin. Although the ° proportion ‘of -

. f_'/

the natlonal ellte reslde t in Quebec. 1ncreased -six-fold

(from four to 24rper cent) |uring‘the period 1935'to 1975;
/ : ~

their numbers nonetheless gave a false impression of the

l

economlc 1naroads French Canadlans had made, partlcularly in

, 7
themr ‘own provxnce. The,Brltlsh-orlgln‘executrves llsted in

4

Table 5.4 mdy have stiill dominated the economy of Quebec in

the mid-1970s, but, as Newman notes, the surviving -business

.establishment was. helng -supplanted gradually by French—
| 19

0

What ﬁhese francophones counted largely to their advantage
was the settlind‘in'of the liberal economic philosophy that

was adopted 1in the 19605, as well as Quebecls‘restrictiVe

language‘laws, whlch helped to fuel the westward exodus of

»
v

anglophone bu51ness.

By way :§ ommentlng on the class comp051t1on of thls
OQ

. group\as T;o we note first that.‘of'the 28 executives_v?

for whom b

Iy

xndlcated that they had attended at least one prlvate‘

AN

school. ;Elght of the lO French Canadlan executlves were‘~

educated w1th1n the system of cla551ca1 colleges..The twobb-1

!

graphlcal references were readlly avallable, 20

exceptlons were Paul Desmaralsb (regarded‘byn members _of‘"

Ea
v L

Y
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TABLE 5.4 (continued) '.» = ' L . '
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" 'EDUCATIONAL .INSTITUTioN'S;” ATTENDED BY R TR

Vol1764 (1975 76). . ..

;' MEMBERS OF'QUEBEC:S ECONOMIC. ELITE, 1975 . . CoTTTETTTT

T § P Y "
N Pt ' . ! V' Ce a [

. : . . bty
Cd ’

“a Re51dents of-- Quebec, chosen ﬁrom a 'selected -list  of

Canada s natlonal bu51ness establlshment.‘

i ' "\ o . '
Denotes profess;on «of executhe and hlS main. corporate '
2N «
rxlnterst. C e e B . -
o . B e L i

"' "Adapted from. Peter C. Newman, The Canadlan Establlshment, 

Volume I (Toronto: McClelland and' Stewart, '1975), Appendix

o D; Terry Hughes; Hugh Frasert and Terry ‘M. Whelpton,‘eds.,

Who's Who.in Canada‘(Toronto~ Internatlonal PressL Ltd.)
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N Engllsh Canada s, 'economic’”establishment' as"their chief R

ambassador from Quebec) and Jean Claude Hebert (war hero and _“{jmx

AN
“’.ﬂ (-

1ndependently wealthy corporate executhe),‘who we assume Jﬂ;_ﬂ
, ‘ recelved fhelr secondary\ educatlon 1n'}or"close to therrha
' ‘ , ‘ ‘ Lo . . . ! R ;
nativew: 01t1es—~Sudbury,‘ Ontarlo and | Magog, Ouebec
, , ¢ v 7 N ,"‘ o
reSpectlvely Of 1nterest to note 1s‘the fact that foun of S

o the elght who were leducated at cla551cal collegeS' chose ;~‘

o ’ N ) :

: College Jean de Brebeuf,"whlch, 1t will' be recalled counts

among 1ts alumn1 the | tWO then most senlor mxnlsters 1n the

. o v A/ . v ‘ "
T 1976 Bourassa cablnet. ‘As far as secondary edutatlon was W

. '.‘i . o
\ 'concerned the s;tuatlon proved to be somewhat dlfferent “for' . e

!,

I ‘
»

'those of Brltlsh or other ethnlc origln. To be sure, lS of

‘the-. 28 executlves for whom data 1s avallable dxd attend at

"

least one prlvate school. The 'relatiVe locat:ons o{ the :

o schools, however,.llke the blrthplaces of those ‘who attended
N f "7‘ \ - N \.A" ' - ' ! “‘ \ ! ' .
o themp‘- was, w‘characterized by a . greater . geographlcal Y

'distributiOn .than was , the . ‘case for the French Canadlan
o : T\ - ' | Lo e

rexechtlves. Indeed, whlle BlShOp s ‘College‘ Schoolr Was ’

e o v S I N
aw.l‘ represented by three 1nd1vrduals and Lower Canada College,‘ R
. :«,-_-_'« \ ‘I, .t ‘w, N N -t P .'4': !

}{\ﬁ?fj 3 Selwyn House Schodl ‘ nd Trlnlty.ﬂCollege School 1n Port R

\ ..

R ‘@g'w‘ By o SR
e Hope, Ohtarlo clalned two each, 31x others went to prlvate
o R Y S N 5"\"_»‘1', \t . o a ho :

' séhools ‘“abroad of Whlch the furthest was rn“ Belglum..q-‘m

i

R
L

N N
‘\

Although more'than half of thls non.French“Canadlan‘groupuy 3}f

.one s sense‘that~g
. N /‘? S o o
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The same conclu51ons can,yln large measure, be drawn

from a rev;ew of the posb—setondary school experlenoes‘of ‘

members of thlS ellte.'Examlnlng the Frenoh Canadlan group

o, (]

flrst,‘ we find that four busxnessmen spent at least part of
' Yo t Vo R . .
-their, ,-unlverSJ.ty‘ careers at the Unlverslte“ de Montreal. :

Prlor tﬂo enrolllng at Montreal, hoWeve'r,‘.>Lucien Rollandj had

! A

spent some tlme at Loyola College For hxs part,‘ P‘anl‘ v"'Pa‘r'é
enrolled at McGlll a‘fter leav1ng Loyola, A. Jean de Crandpre

. 5 . oy e ‘ :
R remalnlng French Canadlan executlves, Pa‘ul8 Desmara;s studled

. i
' . . o

dld hlS unlverslty tralnlng\ at McGlll' alone. Among the"

s

ﬁor hlS professronal degree at t/he Unlverslty of Ottawa, i~

N 4 / L
“

\

Claude Hebert ,at Ecole du Commerce in Vlctorlavllle, and-'

Jean Ostlguy took hlS degrees fnom Ecole des Hautes E}tudes

o ) v )

4

*C_ommerc1ales (afflllated wlth the Unlverslte de Montreal

| K .

's;nce 1910) and the Royal Mllgtary Colleg@ 1n klthton....

A

I [

Interestlngly enough gnly one of the lO 1nd1v1duals-—Pierre\ .

n
" 4
o N FE

R4

Pl i rf‘..-‘t '

\

were 'the un1versxt1es of choloe among francophone members of

) ”
§

QOuebec s po‘lltJ,cal elrte,, t/he uhaerrepresentatlon here of
."r- . R !\ -

.

v .

.cixladeau-—studie'd at Laval Where/as both Laval and MOntreal“»

‘-t; flrst 1nst1tutlon '1_.,5':', llkely : 1nd1catlon M of ‘the o

s . G '( .
Gomla '\ h ' ! ' ' R . 1 . ‘. L1

..;ncompatlblllty of Laval s~ "tradltlonal" o academld orlenta-

',‘l”Ax . (i B ) o

)

c ,‘*tlon w1th the career aspo.ratlons/of the members uof th1sf'f‘

'r\ '\ ; CEEEE « o A T B /"“.M‘ R

grc>11p w;thln.the BCOHO{ﬂlC ellte. The case for those“ ofl".u

.’\lf _,‘ ',,,; o I

e 1
v,v . A

; ,!‘ b ! AR T, “ *

\~Br1tlsh and other ethnlc backgfound can, ln thlS regard be x'f

tated much mor’e sv.Ic/cz.nCtly only 12 xof 30, or 40 per cent,

’of those for whom references were avallable attended McG”i;lLA. o '

’ o ‘ - " ' v'\ .r.,r~

Among th\e other unlvez;snzles represented by ;two or more of




these businessmén were HarVafd‘(4), Toronto (3), Queen'e and.

Manitoba. ’ N S o
! 5

‘ For  the most part,l'thls group as a whole fared

“v

'“(‘feasonably bectef" when l judged in terms of those»\

\
c’k':v" '. ' * N
crlterla*—rellglon and club membership~-which_were shown to'
¢ A

\ &

. belconduclve to'the confraternltx‘of elites, to a communlty'

of 1nterests, 1f not act&ally a common outlook. Althou@h it

was,' like 1té predeceSsor, coMposed prlmarlly of anglo-~
) .
P F

PUTE \

phones,‘ there were, hqwever, certaln" dlfferences ;n the . .

1 ";" \ “
ethﬁ1c~rellglous Lrlentatlon of members of the>1975 ec0nomlc
/' ",,“‘

elite ‘:o distnguish it ~from- the anller‘ grOUp. These

W

';BritISh,or-other~ethnic‘0riggn were affiliated with. one of

: ‘ : o - ' .8
. - ‘ % T U

W.'the-Protestant denomxnatlons, four others were of the” Hebrew

falt‘ an& ano«ther four belonged to the Roman' Cathollc
At o A
Church As was to be expected, the 10 French Canadlan eXecu-

.

‘included thegfacg thet.while 23 of the 3lvbusune55men~ofg

tlves llstedaCathollc as thelr-mellglon. L1kew1se,'1q terms

o.

of club ‘llfe, thefﬁ ‘appears havex'beeu*~a' greater.

lntermlnglang among the ethnlc groups than there had been in

the mld-Thlrtles. St;ll, somewhat 1ron1c wasvthe faet,tha%)a

. ,f.

number of clubs_ were idenfified ~whose ‘membefships ‘were, "'

0 N « . .
dec1dedly "ethnlc“ :in- nature.» Flrst, -the cldbs whlch

remalned the mﬁ&t fanured were - the j?unt Royal w1th 26
. members of our\ﬁﬁﬁble, the St.-James s with: 16,‘the Mount
g‘ . . ’ o

Bruno, the Royal Montreal Golﬁv and the Un1versxty clubs

T S
. R
* [ )

.
B -z. "

each w1th elght. By«way of comparlng the relatlve ethnlc

"comp031t;pn of these and ofher clubs.'lt. was fOund that‘

C T vl e T A s RN
v “h ‘» . -~ . - . . l ) = . * .
. a Do e c . N

Ry

~
“

O

8
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while ,Senator Beigue was . not a member. of the . Mount Royal ,

CAub‘ in 1935 (belonglng only to the’ St. James\s,' the

Montreal_ and the Reform clubs), four of our Prench Canadlan"

bu51nessmen did: hold membershlps 1n that club in 1975. Aiso
durlng that perlod, the gt. James s increased . jtsu
francophone representation from one to four, and thelROyal_

KRN b .
Montreal Golf and Mownt Bruno clubs added one and two

respectively. . Conversely, Montreal's premigre: French- «
\ 2 ) : .
Canadian club,‘the St. Denis, claimed among its membership .

six francophones,.two. anglophones and one Jew from the 1975

S

economié elite. Finally, the fact' that the Montefiore and ,
Elmridge clubs. were each represented‘ by ‘three Jéwiﬂ'
businessmen alone gives‘ some indication of  the clubs'

;primary, if not exclu51ve ethnlc group comp051t1on.
A

By and large, the fore901ng represents an attempt to

show certaln areas of 1nteractlon deemed to be 1nstrumenta1

in the soc1allzat10n of e11te groups in general ~and those'
v

in Ouebec 1n partlcularf The a1m here -was. essentlally to

» [ ]

test the‘concept "ellteq" whose valldlty, Porter malntalns,
i ] *

s rests on the probablllty that the 1nd1v1duals asslgned to.

the group are 5001ally homogeneous. Inwothef’words, 1f the

[

!

general soc1ologlcal prop051t10nv that 1nd1v1duals:'who"

y

1nteract together are more llkely tq have bellefs and values

. “a‘.,. 0-

1n common 15 trqe, and 1f it 1s p0551b1e to demonstrate that

there are areas of 1nteractlon whlch tend to be exclu51vely

-

uellte,'there then ex1sts grounds for V1ew1ng an ellte as,?

soqg%loglcal tgrou§;‘

. c e
2 by CoL ',,

- 5

W

ather than merely as a _statlst1§a1 -

< S
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R . )
class. Throyghout the sociological groups' we Have examined ,

\

S

run thin} but nonetheless perceptible. threads of kinship,

N * = [ o
held 'in place by commaon exposure to the. socialization

{

processes provided by, among other“institutions;‘the private
fee~ paying school, the law 'school, - and the engineering -and

bUSlnESS faculties of the univer51tiess In general, earlx

contacts such ‘as these can and do/l ad to clase associations
——— w R ' . N

1ater in the career, particularly in the‘partherships of law

" and . finance and sometimes even‘ih those of bjg business and .
. , N R '._‘

government. There are, to be sure, limits to what can be

»

shown by way of the biographical references thatAcompose.the ‘

bulk of our objectiye data. Yet given the size aﬁd relative

inaccessibility of our.groups,-the ideal alternative, the
. ‘ "
'soc1ometr1c technique-—asking each member of the respective

. .
S

elite groups , to indica%e how. well;he knows all the other

memberszo——would‘ prove difficult, . if not impossible to
administer. Viewed- in‘bterms‘ of the particular aims‘“and

limited scope of the present analysis, however,_the data do

'show that while relations between Ouebec 's most 1nfluential
( . . "

. French and English elite - growps were characterized bm,

varying degrees -of 1nst1tutiohai}" segmentation, there

'nohetheless remained certain areas of finteraction‘ which
brought together some of their members. ?4,A3 f' e '7¢“4f;,,

o - -
¢ -, Y
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‘ C.'“Comm1tment to Ma1nta1n1ng the System”

By way of accountlng fqr the fact that“ Quebecfs

v ) v

pOlltlcal el1te is largely French Canadian 1n composltlon,
N

"
n

some observers trot out the standard argument whlch holdsf

4
'

that, given- the angIOphones . early”»control and lastlng

‘domlnatlon of economlc act1v1ty ‘in. both the prOVAhce and the -

larger Canadlan pollty,lﬁ he ' only fLeld54 of medehspread"

’

lnfluence left open to well- educated francophones were those -

of pOllthS "and publlc admlnlstratxon=—pr1mar1ly at the

-
Quebec provincial level. Irrefutable, as we have seen, is
the fact that the Frerich Canadians who took up positions ‘in

PR

these-areas were} ‘as a ‘result of their backgrounds in the

N

liberal arts and profeSSIOns, em;nently qualified to do so{.

»

‘Yet whlle this llne of argument is well and good as far as

it goes, one should not ujhdercut or otherw1se ignore the
L} ! .

fact that young French Quebeckers were: for the longest t1me

1

soc1allzed in an env1ronment permeated w1th the doctrlne of-

. a church whose underplnnlngs were, profoundly legltlmlst in
£

. . .
;"French Canadlan polltlcal culture" can be traced back to

_.'\

‘the early post- Conquest perlod, when,‘yas“ Donald Smlley‘

1wr1tes, "the clergy ltself played an 1mportant role gn'

0

o consoc1at10na1 accommodatlon at all 1evels.', Although the

oo

close llnks between rellglon, ethn1c1ty and educatlon that,f

fwere forged H" the Church contrlbuted to' occupatlonal

segregatlon between French and Engllsh and . also to ‘the - .-

'

- A 3
'relatlve autonomy of the two soc1et1es,.

& .
.

5,
e

nature. Indeed, as was showniln Chapter III, ‘the roots of

hls tradltlon led'”:
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nonetheless to - the deveiqpment' of - feffective.‘channels ”of.H

access to, and interaction between. the Angio-Saxon business
' N

communlty and the franCOphone polltlcal and ecclesxastlcal

leadershlp w21 Having held flrm in. varlous guises and to

; varylng.degrees, th15‘trad1t1on,has over tlme dlctated the

kY

,behav1our of. the polltlcal and économlc elite in Quebec.
One of the most s1gn1f1cant and symbollc ways in whlch

thls bu51ness government relatlonshlp was féc111tated was by

d to earlier,

way of a cablnet basif accommodatlon. As all

this accommodatlon de it customary foq an ele'ted member

of.Montrearfs financ1al communlty (frequ‘ntlyacho n by ‘the

LEE

Bank of Montreal) to ‘be app01nted Provindlal Treasurer..

—_— RS

. fIndeed,‘as Jean Hamelln and Loulse Beaud01n have ‘WI tten.

| . . "- o
.

L' 1nfluence anglophone prenalt appul shr la ha te

e 0 finance. La Banque de Montréal, gréanciére tradi--
e *  ‘'tionnelle ‘de, la province au XIXe€ siécle, tenait &,
_ - choisir le tresorlef Lors des, enténtés tacites au:

v début . e 1la Confederatlon, il avait é&te.convenut

: e ) qqe“'le tresorler serdit .Anglais., Le finance T
o . anglalse avait brone la- Confeaeratlon, mais elle
g avait mis toutes les’ chances de son cote 22 '

¢ ! RN . . N et -~
. S . - g . - : v -
jﬁf‘g§:<?Theﬂéppointment of Quebec's first'TreaSﬁrenv(equiValent o
. ,‘; ) N ' oo ) v‘I ! '_.’_: - .'A N . ,v .
in stature to 4the Mlnlster fof' Finance in the federal -

u
1

‘jﬁi.w gow:snment) was,} however,'-marked by controversy and,

f;;vi?{ ultlmately, con0111at10n.> When asked 1n 1867 to form the

Quebec government, Joseph Edouard Cauchon made the
",e of 1gnor1ng the power of Engllsh bus1ness 1nterests

'a. francophone “to;;;serve.n'as Prov1nc1a1

(_’_~

sured’’ xnto ' reConsideringl, hiSq
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h ‘o kX

o e ' b L o
Dunkin. Dunkin was .to refuse;ﬁhls ®ffer, citing as“he did

1
. REN

Cauéhon's ,opposition to ‘the .expansion of . Protestant

educatlonal rlghts rn the prov1nce. In-a 1etter.to Cauchon-

reproduced 1n the 3 January 1868 edltlon of Le Canadlen,:

e

DunkLn made clear the - constltuency for whlch he spoke~ "Il

v

m est 1mp0551ble d oubller qUe votre condulte pendant le .

o

dernlere session vqus enlevalt naturellement la conflance de

cette partle ‘de vos compatrlotes bas canadlens dont les

X
o v,
a . N
v

oplnlohs d01vent trouver .en m01 un représentant.:zé

Y . 9&,), Lt

apparent frustratlon at belng unable to flll the Treasurer's

fgn,his

3

p051t10n,‘ Cauchon turned over the';task4 of formlng the

government to Plerre Chaveau, who, then'went'on to become

. N
L

Quebec 's flrst premler.AHav1ng, unllke Cauchon, maintained

cordral' relatlons 'w1th the Engllsh speaking pogulatlon,

Chaveau was thus able to secure Dunkln as hls Treasurer..The o

M, .v R

ﬂ=strength of thlS tradltlon\to w1thstand numerops changes of

N

4

government in subsequent years was made clear 1n 1936 when‘h

;the’ premler -at . that tlme, Lou1s Alexandre Taschereau,

"- ki (

>

e ¥ >

explalned to .The Gazette has ch01ce of - Gordon 8cott as

SR K
" ‘-.n.

u)‘i‘

Treasurer in these- terms-‘ "Respectful of mlnorltles,; weQ‘

ca

\?
W1shed to contlnue the Quebec tradltlon by confldlng the

‘. "';.‘ e e N oA P»,‘A U’i,

Treasury ;;dneﬂ,of- qur4.compatr10ts- of the. Engllsh

languagé-”? '-,;.‘.V_r,;td' 7'

Y

-,
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party, however, Taschereau app01nted another anglophone as a .
‘successor to, Gordon‘ Scott.“ From 1932‘At 1936 ‘ Ralph 'h‘if

l
[

Stockwell occup;ed th offlce ‘of Prov1nc1al Tréasurer.

. Moreover,‘as leader of‘the leeral party durlng the perlod

f .

V.of the'"reorganlzatlon government,,whlbh lasted from ‘June

e AuguSt;W'}936.‘~J-n Adelar@‘ GOdPOUﬁ aPPOl“ted Eagar'.

Mcbougall to-the poét 'as he wo{ld J Arthur Mathewson_ln

-

“51939 when the leerals once ‘agaln held power. Yet whlle s
'( i .
Martln Flsher was made Treasurer at the beglnnang of the

\ Co Lo

first Unlon Natlonale ‘admlnlstratlon in, 1936 Maurmce
. R ¥ ' Y L
Duplessxs _ 1nstead ,appolnted a. francophone-—One51me

- et ‘
Gagnon-—to the post w1th the re- electlon of hlS government
‘ - 3 S *® o s " o e
- 1n 1944 i "‘. ~ ) ‘H‘ . o SR .‘F. .,':, :I‘l.‘ \‘ : E

A} . . t 0
. : : ) s '

-

Whlle not” a 51ngle anglophone has serbed as Prov1nc1al

Treasurer (or Mlnlster"of-Frnance, - as the post was re-“- ¢

[h chrlstened 1n 1951) 51nce that tlme, other p051t10ns w1th1n

3

'H

the Quebec cablnet were later to be 1dent1f1ed as belng

= |"I‘ ‘ .n‘ .

-‘\"reserved"“for the Engllsh. One such p051t10n was that of

i

\ .

‘ 5 ey .
Mlnlstermof Mlnes,¢held durlng the later Dup1e551s years by

Jonathan Roblqson (1944 48-)3, cr Daniel Frenc‘h (1948 53), and

[
<

Cottlngham (1954 60) ; Another s'_tpé’ Revenue

lQ_mlnrstry, establlshed in 1960 by the leeral“government of
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leader, Danlel Johnson,-and the app01ntment of yet another

\ \
. [

anglophone Mlnister of Revenue, Raymond Johnston.sFlnally,.

1 Lo

13
,whlle Wllllam Tetley held ‘the Revenue portfollo for a mere
six months »after the leerals‘ weére returned to power in‘ h

?1970 he nonetheless spent flve of his s1x and a half years

”~
1n the Bourassa cablnet in’ the newly establlshed Mlnlstry of

Flnanclal Instltutlons Companles aﬁa Co Operatlves.zs.' h
. ﬁ :

i

~~—

By and: large, nelther of these posts could match the

_— »

power and 1nfluence 1nherent in the Treasury and‘Flnance d”

porttolios. As a’result,‘then,‘anyﬂsrgnlflcance attached to

the appo;ntment of anglophones to 8uch quaslfeeongmlc posts ‘Vﬁ‘
- as, were Revenue and Flnanc1al Instltutlons would appepr‘tO"”
dhave‘been more symbollc.than real. Indeed, as one observer'
‘-has‘ noted, thei:w1thdrawal df ‘theﬁ‘lmportant: flnancefr

. Sty . : R & C :
,yportfollos from Engllsh control’ was an ‘1nd1cat10n*‘6f- a‘5\

' o,

"

n'"change 1n the unwrltten rules of the polltlcal system that S

*]i,'couléi be made because of the decllnlng 1nfluence of the ;
;Engllsh speaklng’ populatlon. FE‘ However, ,aCCordlng to one u.

.;‘”former anglophone MNA, the maln crlterlon upon whlch cablnet
Lo R SRS X

“, \ L

ﬂﬁ;app01ntments were made had, at least by the tlme he became a R
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. "\\‘ . ' [ - T “‘ -
e o members :w1*h prev1ous \cablnet experlence, m1n1sters were .o

e
\\"‘ . . e

. . . W ! ' [ I
‘app01nted prlmaplly on the ba81s of thelr "mlnds, ,ttheir Y

. o 0'{. . . . ' ' '

T 1nte11ectual |abllr\tles and pOtent1al for leadership and

~1n}tlatlve in thelr prosepectlve\posts.. L P
A ' } ‘ - " ¥ co 1( 3 ~\‘ N ) . -

Tﬂk‘ Although Lthe‘ power and 1nfluence ﬁ Quebec s

Ll

Z.Engllsh speaklng populatlon,had begun generally to wane by‘ y

*ﬂ[ ) .the m1d- to. late l9405,‘several‘of 1ts individual membersl

contlnued to play 1mportant roles-as cultural and ecOnomlc\

g u“ﬂbrokers. For 1nstance, prlor to hlS untlmely death in.. the

e . ) I * A S .
> T . N P oo “y T,
~

ﬂ°lf”?9dpfall of" 1948 Jonathan Roblnson was: con51dered to have been‘,- i

~.4

Duple581s s %Engllsh speaklng lleutenant in Quebec._ Commen— S

mtlng ,on the esteem Qoblnson garnered as a\member of ther‘

\

e

i s N
. -

former premler s cablnet, Cbnrad Black wr1tes~ R TR )

N S Slnce the Flrst World War, only George Marler has' L :
ag',wp ' 5r1valled him as spokesman of distinction .for the - .o .=
S L ‘*Engllsh mlnorlty in Quebec.. To’ attend. his funeral .., -
.. .’ in.Waterlgo, _ the ‘éntire prov1nc;al governmentV" RN
f{fg;flui;{landed ‘on’ pontoon planés on Lake: Bere, on- whose - .. E
.7, . shores 'Robinson. had- livegds:. Robinson's - greatest
T ngs,machlevements were the, UngaVa Development Bill:and ;
" ' the launching ‘of the' careers of 'two -subseqyent .
. .Prime. Ministers ,of Quebec, Danlel ‘Johnson’ "and S
‘g.Tean-Jacques Bertrand 28 Gl u~;.,a;,;‘;ffﬁy

q*ﬁAang those anglophone bus;nessmen who also remalned

1anuent1al durlng the Duple351s era were_ R E Powell, ‘rdj

x N . , .o

{pre51dent of the‘Alumlnum_Company of Canada, who was‘.glgooa @f




~

LARP.

15-,charters 1n north shore commuqltles,ifor the expansxon of

Il

273

o N L N
' . " e dos

'Others_uwho“were recipients of Duplessis's, ‘largeSSe “&ere -

\

}

i
Cn

Samuel and Allan Bronfman,_ pre51dent and vice -pre31dent,‘, \

‘respectlvely, of Dlstlllers Corporatlon Seagrams, who were

1ndebted to the premler for rthe* treatment acc0rded the“ln

[P
e Y Y

Montreal Jew1sh GeneraL Hospltai Rodgle MacLagan, pre91dent:

-

‘ of Canada Steamshlp Llnes, who acqulred grants fOr the Reddy "

”‘at the 51te of thefillegal 1957 Gaspe Copper Mlnes strxke Lnuﬁ., g

iy I , ‘,. ) ‘ . \ ;_r‘,,,
. Murdochv1lle, named after ‘the 1ndustr1allst, ~and . the

.

q‘president“ of ’Quebec ’North Shore'

w'Sohmon}. wﬁo made 7"gequests ‘foﬂl

W " - . S
Memorlal HOSpltal-'J Y Murdoch pre51dent of Noranda Mlnes, o

"

w1th whlch the Unlon Natlonale collaborated 1n ‘the expan51on '.f
of the Noranda mlnlng“reglon ln hbltlbl, and on’whose behalf

' . N ‘ ' f Lo N
the premler dlspa:ched prOV1nc1al pollce to malntaln order

' [ .
'

Paper4¢Conpanj,‘ Arthur

amehdments “to. mun1c1pal

”‘,' ‘,‘ . ./J_x. n ‘

v

Y C \f\ A 1\ o P A

ﬂ'i;(th generatlon‘ of greater‘

’Lnewsprlnt productron and tlmber cuttrng fac111t1es;‘and for; 1$V

[ )

}hydro electrlc.‘power,L“‘ the

reglon Clearly; as Black notes,,

'Qseparate, and jas.,
;‘resﬁectful of ‘the: Prlme Mlnlster,‘D




o close personal tmes w1thh rn partrcular,‘John W. H. Bassett TR

: and John Wllson McConnell Arguably Duple551s s. dlosest‘w' ‘: ?
'Engl:sh speaklng frlend in the 19505, Bassett,,be51des belng ;- |
. the'\proprletor of the lMontreal Gazette,ﬁ wasffa fiercly .
:W:wpartlsan p011t1c1an; whose blases ‘1n .fawour voflﬂthel Unlon ;!l v
i.Natlonale were falthfully Iadopted \by has -newspaper.‘wintﬁ .

‘[. | A

.
o AR

fnumerous and extravagapt ways,,Bassett was rewarded for the‘uh\;w,
B . 0 N . L Lot v L

' Gazette s laudatory Hcomments on p051t10ns adopted by the "

K K} ' "
J Al ﬁ

goverhment as welL as for the organ S, edltorlal advoeacy of
e . ﬂ ¥ ' Yy . . R ) 3

zDuples$1s s personal ref}ectlons.w‘ﬁor'Flnstance,f mhlle et

- N LN

.l ." i 5 -

chancellor of BlShOp s Unlver51ty 1n the m1d l950s“ Bassett ?!f;,'
{‘ ' . " . ,‘-‘1 ; , A o

requested and’won for the 1n$t1tut10n a Specth grant of $l R
mllilon' from thef government.‘ Further 'testlmony of qeﬁ“!‘ ﬂ

‘ [
strength’ of the Bassett Duple551s frlendshlp came‘ 1n the

o SR 1 : N
> \

form of a profltable allotment of provxnc1al~ government

‘;k' . A - o
. /‘ J‘,/ o

prlntlng bu51ness, partlcularly school texts, to the Gazette'~-fﬁ{,

-
Dot .
._» -

Prlntlng Company, whlch was of cruc1al 1mportance to the ;f

Gazette s operatlons.KVTh Engllsh language‘ dally would

..;

\



R N L . . } o ““ \ X O . . “ I S N ’ ' . .

" ) e e . X ) e R , . , . '2-‘ oy

PR, & L R B ' o L . L . ' - Do /5
A ' PRS- . ' h N . S ' s

N R ‘ N

erld 1n 1906 'Subsequently, he would become an‘xnvestmentf

‘\ [

.. “ . 4‘ .
s broker, the' pre51dent of the 'Bank of Mbntreal. ,and can
. "{.‘ ; '.“, G “‘ ;‘,‘»., . 'h' o : .
7%1;$3 dlréctor' of< several 1arge corporatldns such as Montreal g”
Ay i (R
Q -, ’ . o
’-Liphﬁ, and Power, Brazlllan Tractlon, nght. and Poyer

Pl

(later. Brascan}, lCanada ~Steamsh1p anes; Ogllv1e Flourf

3' Mllls “ Sun . Life* Assurance Companj,; Internatlonal Nlckel
- ] o
Company and the Royal Trust Company ' By 1938, chConnell

-

would 1nclude among hlS prlnclpal bperatlng assets the Sl.'_

v ! o ' e 1

‘Lawrence Sugar Reflnerres, OgllVle Flourf the Montreal  Star -

\ and-ghe Montreal Herald McConnell'S’rapid:rise'in finanéial

. ~

o crrcles, hlS large-scale 'spequlatlons in- §ecur1t1es and

' ' i N

.commodltles, and hlS astutenéss and longev1ty led" Black to
- ) ‘“ _r

c1te hrm as belng the probable j"doyen,,,in‘ wealth and: -
1nfiuence,' ofitﬂua Canadlan Pac1f1c Bank. of Montreal Rdyal
Trust group by the end of the FlrSt WOrﬁd War, and«to~op1nelbq
X 5? that he was‘"rlvalled only by Slr Herbert Holt and Samuel

‘ -~ "31

Bronfman as.; the greatest Canadlan bu51nessman of hls era.

. , ‘\. - 1'—‘?'"

Sai

POllth&llYa McConnell had been a Tory whlle Slr Robert DN

. 'r; “, . .

Melghent;

}Borden‘and Arthun 'n thé ConserVatlve party~‘but he:“f;f
cularly’llke R B. Bennett and was 1nd1fferent

rse‘of Maurlce Duple551s 1n the 19305._Indeed,
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McConnell asf’f a conservathe lea% turned red. at ThUS"lt R

1, ' \l",

| was' not untll Mqunnell sawi"the true face of Duple531s

‘thati'a 'warm and ‘very‘ rewarding relatxonshlp ‘developed
"betwéen thé?‘two’vmen, ]Inﬂ asl much ‘as he remalned"a
o i A T . B ““ . LA
'conservatlve at heart McConnell was,.llke others wlthln the
£y

hlghest ranks of 1ndustry' 1mpressed by the strength of the

prem1er S ' conservatzve ; 1deology,vt hls f ostentatlous _
ant1 communlsm, sbrenuous hOSblllty to 1abour dlsorder,uand' ‘

o

hls champlonshlp of free enterbrlse. Yet 1f¥:&he \1nt1mate

hhwm;' frlqndshlp that was to bulld between anlessls and‘McConnell

| ‘was, asrBlack»avers, strenuods%y, rf furt;Vely, deorled 1n"fﬁ
A N Lo : ‘

*,r somepcircles« theireiwere.nevertheless"the relatlons of e

) . . Co

-*ﬂpatrlarchs, and like allv arrangemEnts, between poWerful ~

frlends, they endured to the benefit of ‘both, partles, and 1n

::f'thls case to the overall beneflt cf the prov1ncehf To be “{‘

.sure,..there had not,_’in' th , more modest »budgets 'or\"

Sem s S ’

o c1rcumstances'¢of; Taschereau,- Godbout,n‘or“thev pre—war

,:"*f'anle551s term,f‘been any dlscrlmlnatlon agalnst Engllsh ‘{'

1

'“'flnstitutlons. However, from 1946 t@ 1959 durlng the llfe of

et !

lthe Duple551s-McConne11 arrangement,f"the largesse of the

o
-

'v”provﬂnc1a1 government flowed 1n a rlver, as never before and,g

7~@o ".51nce. A For' hlS 5p"rt-—as a phllanthrOplst "[w1thout]
B : ' "t Sl

1n Canadlan hlstory"33--McConnell rec1procahed 1n klnd.&Qh’

ﬂfpéé
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ulleft at the complete dlsp051tron of bupfés51s. In“l953, the

premler earmarkeé $285 000 of the McConnell money alone to ‘*”‘.*;
'the constructlon of a boys club and recreatlon centre in ft'\y

v K ) . I ‘

T:oxﬂ,vametes,_Duple551s s home rldlng. At the~prem1er\s ' f\

- ;reégggendatlon; mobeover,lthe ﬁotel Dxeu ;n Quebec Clty and 1:’fn
. the St.‘Joseph s of Tr01s’R1vleres wege the flrst and second XS xhli
Frengh*language hOSpltalS‘,in lthe. provlnce 'to ;;etelve :a "lhji
'f.icobalt‘ bomb,‘ both;‘of mhlch ’mcConnell hlmself donated.m'ln*, é
Through it all, hbweue}, both partles strovenas far as was o:vufﬁﬂ

" i Yoo .
r L ol

p0551ble to malntaln low proflles. Attemptlng ‘not. to appear

too closely allled to Dupl&ﬁls f the eyes of Quebet 5‘,3“;-'71"7‘..:,_'

{ .
Engllsh communlty, McConnell set, anonymxty as a COﬁdltloanf AP

fﬂ:‘ hlS glft to the youth of TrOlS’RIVleréS. 1mllarly,w1n 1953, i K

e Duple551s dld not want to arouse the blshops of the French S

gemte e : ’

unlversltles’by maklng publmc any knowledge of a spec1al e,
. » \ | [T .. , N ' . . '
. grant to Slr George.Wmlllams Un1vers1ty 34 r‘n‘ h: ‘“{«

R SR ,l

<. & v [P

St1 l slqenerous glfts tc French'charltl

McConnell

“ ~Un1ver51ty and the °Montreal General nd Royal ;ctorla'j

VLY RRA [N
Ay ,‘;4

ER 11hOSpbtals 1n partlcular. For hls part‘jnuple551s s more than'r
, \ : ‘ '

" instance: .

R
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When a combination of rising demand and mechanical
problems created a newsprint ®hortage in early
1951, -McConnell asked Duplessis's intervention to
assure continued full tonnage to the Star- and an
\ additional 2,000 tons of newsprint in the balance
" of the year. Not for the last time, Duplessis

“bullied the paper companies into acceding to has
request, with the threat of reduced or cancelled
exploitation limits, increased royalties, or out-
right cancellation of stumpage gpermits» Within 48
hours of requesting Duplessis's good offices,
McConnell was assured by the Premier that the
‘newsprifit was forthcoming.35 _

-~ ' "

Ao _
This somewhat eccentric and personalized method of

government, characterized

by the dispensation . of generqus

subsidies, favourable concessions of timber

A

~N
and minerals,

and a determination to maintain "labour peace,”" made tho

~

Duplessis' regime highly popular among the anglophone

corporate elite. The Union Nationalebds overall subscription

to a laissez-faire philosophy 1led’ to the enjoyment by

business leaders of full freedom from government intrusion
in the mamagement of their enterprises, as well as from

intrusion by overly aggressive or intransigent union leaders

.

for that matter. Yet while this business—?ﬁyernment alliance
w

was, as noted earlier, founded on a strond mutua;)réspect

for the ability of the other to control affairg firmly

within its particular sphere of‘influehce, its tacit nature
remained that of muguallBéﬁefit. Here Black docuﬁents how,
éwing to his dis&i&é of discrimination in general, and his
strong resentment o% what he took to ?e the less than‘fair‘
treatment accorded French minofitiés outside Quebec in

particular, Duplessis went out of his way to accommodate
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English Montreal and its institutions. While he was,
ironically, often vindictive toward those francdphone

counties that voted agdinst him, Duplessis maintained his
N .

generous disposition toward the, English, despite the fact
that their middle and upper~class distg&cts invariably voted

against the Union Nationale after 1936. Duplessis was thus

P
seen to have been motivated by a desire for 'a good

r

reputation with anglophone financial interests, from whom he

sough? capital investment and campaign fuhds.llndeed, since

the Unjon Nationale dig not stage public fund-raising

drives, 1t relied on and obtained financing from various
N

corporations, usually in exchange for government contracts,

licences, and natural resource ' concessjons.’ Clearly

e
instrument@l in the party's electoral successes, these funds

were estimated‘to have reached $5 million and $9 million,

respectively, for the 1952 and 1956 campaigns. Needless to
say, J. W. McConnell's election contributions.were substén-
tial and, according to Black, "unique in severaly ways":
"They arrived -within ‘48‘ hours "of the dissolution of the
L?gislative Assembly in 1952 ?nd 1956 and consisted of frbm
$50,000 to SlOO,POO‘ih wads of fresh bank notes delivered in
cartons for the Prime Minister's own attention.“36

Had Maurice Duplessis and J.W.- McConnéli survived
beyond 1959 and 1963, respectively, would thé era of close,
interpersonal. relations between Quebec government and

business have survived along with, them? In . other words,

given the social and political circumstances at the time,

'8
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could the Union Nationale have added 1960 to its record of
\

spectacular electoral victoriLs? Based on his reading ol the

situation, Herbert Quinn, as one close .observer, would .

4

perhaps -have answered these questions jn the negative. For

\

even while the Union Nationale was busily amassing its

victories in the 1940s- and I§SOS, dissatisfactioh with tHhe

i

party's economic conservatism and its alliance with the
industrialists was brewing}within a number of francephone
economic, - religious and po}itical groups in the province.

Clearly, the death of Dupl#ssis'less than a year before the

election of 1960 was a faFtor in the defeat of the Union

¢

Nationale. Still; the loss of a party leader, even one so
' 4

LY . .
dominant as was Duplessis, does not usually spell disaster

‘

fqr‘that party; that is, unless there is a strong oifosition
party ready and waiting to take over. At the sta(\ of the

new decade, as® Quinn found, ‘"conditions wexe“ indeed

'd - . .
approaching this readiness and it is quite possible that the
‘ v

Union Nationale would have been defeated even. if Dupiessis
had not died." Thus it was by way of appealing to these

discontented elfpments with its policies and strategies for

social and economic 'reform that the Liberal party was

Wy

"returned txf‘power after sixteen years in ,tﬂe political
wilderness."37 ‘ 9
In the "1960s, the larger - French-Canadian polity in

Quebec was to become less committed to maintaining }he

P
"

system ‘as it had existed for two centuries prior to that

time. Intent upon putting to rest la partitocratie of
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"political entrepreneurs" (led by a wary and .aging social

and economic conservative) gnd destroying what remained o;é”i:>

la dictature économique (which resulted “from the control
exercised over the wealth and natural .resources of ¢he

province by “foreign" capital),38 francophone politibal

g

\

elites now began to act in terms of majoritarién principles,
thus - weakening ‘thé consdOciatieonal felapionéhip between
French.land English in Quebec. While these majoritarian
currents were to find thei; most. explicit eﬁbodiment'in the
enactment in the 1970s fof Bill 22 and Bill 101, their
genesis c;; be traced back to the era of reform--

particularly in the realm_ of educamion—ipeéun in the early

1960s. | . ‘
The analysis in the préceding section made apparené'the

' !

signal impgrtancé of the educational system to the mainten-
ance Qf accommodation and diversity in Québec. Without a
doubt, this relationship has borne préfound implications,
especially in termsilbf the survival of ' the  province's

anglophone minority. Indeed, since education is the medium.

by way of which cultural values are transmitted ‘from one

generation to - another, the Anglo-Protestant communify has

always guarded jealously the autonomy of its school system.

The anglophones'- protective attitude toward;their schools is

perhaps best understood in ‘the .light :bf the close 1links

Y

between the world bf‘business-and commerce and the largely o
Montreal-centred network of. schools, ' crowned by McGilr

University. It is, again, to. call forth the notion of a
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"cultural division of labour" to note that, for the;English /.
community, thée school system provided the tralnlng gﬂound

) T "\\
for  Canadian business and pfofessional leadgrs. Thus to

. , ‘ : o
ensure that the schools remained oriented towards  the

. L . oo . Coh -
community's traditi~- tional economic role in Quebec. "and

. ! . ’ BN 4

Canada, the English financial sector has, always cbmhitted
i ’ . vr“

. M ' N . ', " ‘l. A‘ .‘
itself to an involvement in school administration. Jn'point
' Qﬁ o
of fact, Pierre Fournier, in his analy51s‘of the board of

i o
1

directors of the Protestant School Board-of Greater Montreal
¢ : ) ‘

(PSBGM) , found very cloée‘lihks betﬁ%en'thatlorganization
,and business community, ‘and especlally the Montreal Board of ¥
'I‘rade.39 . o - ‘ - |

The wholly 1ntegral nature of the educatlonal system to
the viability of the Engllsh communxty ‘in Quebec can,

moreover, be gleaned . from ‘the fact that’ any interference.

with the autonomy of the schools was generally percelved as

. €
-

_an attempt to 1nterfere with the autonomy of .the subculture

1tself Such was taken to be the case when, the government of
Jean Lesage embarked upon its program of educational reform.
Although the .hlheral leader had personally assured »the,
electorate that hls admlnlstratlon ‘would not“ establish. a.
proylnc1al M}nlstry of Educatlon, hls change in posrtlon in
1964——1nf1uenced by the per51stence of Paul Ger1n La301e,
who mould become the Mlnlstry 's first 1ncumbent-—now moved
educatloQ‘from the relatlvely safe 51de11nes ‘to the more

vulnerable centre of polltlcal dlscu5510n. Still, while the

leerals' scheme to standardlze funding for the Protestant’

.o
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9
and Catholic school' boards ‘caused a great dsal of
apptehension within‘thefEnglish\community, it'was not until

© 1969--when - the Unlon Natlonale government under Jean Jacques
A’ﬂ"\ "

Bertrand"proposed a law recognizing the varidus-'school

systems on the Island of Montreal by region rather than by

w

s

‘system was considered to have been attacked directly.

Since socioeconomic cleavages between rich. and poor in

-

JMontreal cofresponded largely to the’ ethnic cleavages

—

~ between English and French, respectively, it was the English

L

community that -had, potentially, -the most to lose from the

reorganization of Jjurisdictions .and the 'standardization of

fundiné and assorted‘othep_schodli%ervides;”The propzsed

- - )

refdrms had_.evolved from the *récommendatiohs of a ro&al
éommissionfof;inQuiry, who&e mandate it was to stndy all
'aspects of the organlzatlon and flnanc1ng of educatlonﬂln
Quebec.‘ Est;bllshed in 1961 “Aand ,under the dlrectlon .oﬁ

Msgr. Alphonse Marle' PErent, 'vice-rector of Université

“ . T A .
VLaval, the-comm1551on noted ‘substantial inequalities in the

services offered‘ byﬂ-the more7 than 40 independent school-

. ’ A * e
commissions . operating . throughout  Montreal. ~ What the

S - \
= ~

‘commissioners wére met with, in other words, was a situation.

which involved the perbetuation’,ofu.the city's "clas's
C ' - ¢ ‘o 5 ~
structure," prlmarlly by way of the ablllty w1th1n the more

affLuent dlstrlcts to prov1de a better educatx@nal product

-

than thelr leSS° advantaged nelghbours. With the view of

,redre551ng this 1mbalance,  the Pagent»; Report . (1963)

language and religlon~—that the Ané%g*?rotestant sch%pl’

Q.
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sugges'ted that the number of  regional- sohool boards be

-

‘reduced to seven and that they be unified. Further, . the

Report recommended the establishment of a special island-

council, which would be charged with co-ordinating the
activities of the commissions, pooling: all' resources and
equiptment and, most important, redikstributing all school

taxes. v
’ y

Based . on these’ and other recommendatlons, Bill"’ 62;

introduced by the Bertrand admlnlstratlon, was supported by '

most'Frenchrlanguage‘newspapers, by labour unionsf and\by

many of .. Montreal s French or predomlnantly French groups,

1nclud1ng the Montreal Cathollc School CommlsSLOni(MCSC),

_-‘

the Superior Counc1l of - Educatlon, and .the Alliance des

Professeurs. The*bilL\also receivced sohe'suPporbfin‘the

:EngliSh-speaki;Eh{ commdnity,l Uparticularly" from ' Englmsh

‘ Cathollcs, and even ‘the Montreal Star expressed approval for

. the blll s prlmary aim: "The goverhment s foremost objectlve

ol

in any new educatlon leglslatlon should be the removal of

ex1st1ng 1nequa11t1es "~ in fac111t1es, ‘ taxat1on, 'aand

suffrage."40 FOr theirﬁpart; however,wEnglish-Hrotestants

/
,
/

were steadfastly opposed to this‘ }egisiation,, which ’they;

/.

- . o o o
exten51on,.'a.'threat' to their cultural surv1val Most

K

4
VOleerous here were, not surprlskngly, the Anglo- Protestant

5, -/'

educat10na1 and bu51ness grdups, notably the@ESBGM and the
Monfreal Board of Trade./ Indeed jin‘ presentlng_ its

v

.obge;tlons. to the committee 'of»vthe National Assembly

N
. . |
. . . . . . . -

R

"con51dered’ an. encroachment ‘upon /their"autohomy and, | by
) - . o [ ,

»



Sim%&arly, in its briéf to the government, the Board of
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—
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N [N

’studying the’ proposed legfslation,h;the PSBGM sought

‘ S

1ll%§£rate how\ thei Engllsh communlty percelved of

\ i v,’ ‘ N '/‘

cultural, prlnc1pally economlc vocaclon' . //,

. \\ , . a . . ‘\
The economy of Quebec.ls seriously thregtened by
the failure of Bill 62 to ensure the free and full

Q’survaVal 'of 'the English langqage tradition. ! The
Tapresence in Quebec -of a strong English- speaking
' séctor- having close ties with the rest .of Canada

‘and the United States has contributed greatly to
‘the economic - welfare  of all Quebeckers. It i

“vital, " therefore,, not only for English-speaking

-Quebeckers, but for their French- ~speaking compa-

i‘tripts:fhs well, 'that in the public educational.

syStem,' -adequate' provision be made for the
curriculum  and coursqpof study ayailable to the

“‘Engllsh Speaklng students to bge as similar as
.jposs1ble to practlces observed in ' the rest_  of.

Canada and North Amerlca 41 -

s

* "
n

»

'and»‘which falladed ”to‘ the Board's desirE“ apparently

~

a

the economlc elltlsm of the last' . I

: The ‘attitudes of the anglophone are generally

better adapted to purely: economlo'goals than those

of francophones. into’ which - considerations . of

another order tend to be" 1ntroduced. - + . These
differences stem - mainly - ".from  education.
‘Consequently, the - educational - )systems must

necessarily dlffer in certain.fuhdamental aspects
-'such as teaching. methods, guiding :
-+ o « To create a totally uni

rlnclples, etc.
ied ‘educational
‘system, at this time, would FK4ve. a substantial
rétardant effect on the edonomic ‘growth: of
Montreal and the prdvince of Queb®c. . . . The

‘educatlonal structure which Bill' 62, in 1ts'

' present form, proposes will not serve the economlc

needs-of the- bu51ness communlty 42

\

) Q@ ' . ® ’ '_o' o . \‘
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to“

its

‘Trade;-‘én association"of"English—speaking businessmen,
couched ' its objections to the bill in terms Whrch

‘ackhowledged,:implicitlyr theﬂcultural«division of labourh

tO

.“gmalntalg well- deflned French and Engllsh domalns as well &
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Although the support Bill 62 received within the French‘

community  and' among Englrkh Cathollcs might have’ been
0 n.. ’ } : "
sufficient for it to. pass 'in the Assembly, the Union

Nationale ’government insteadu wdthdrew vtnis‘ and otber
controversial legislation add calied an election for April
1970, naving promised, durlng t-he campalgn,kto re-introduce
the schoolsr legﬁslatlon follow1ng _its electlon, theﬁ new

Liberal government found .greater success in the area of

reorganizatiog than did the previous adﬁiniStration, largely
Cas a ‘result .Of its more concerted‘ efforts at'«appeasing'
disseritient groups. In point ofjfact, the new legislation,
introduced as“Biil 28 in duly 1971, represented‘substantiai

conce551obs to" the; English bus1ness and educatlonal groups
o . .

while fStlll malntalnlng ' unified’ »schoolv' boards,“ the
legislatlon,lln accordance w1th*one of the recommendatlons

of ‘the Board, of Trade andlcontrary to- Blll 62 weakened the

ablllty of the ,1sland 'councrl to .ensure the rational,
>l s . L
eff®cient and egalitarian ~use of . school reSources by

transferrlng the property and - admlnlstratlon of bulldlngs‘

-and - equlptment to . the . local school boards. Hav1ng,ach1eved
. . . " - . E .T'c’j" . ) ' ,
’~these_ and 'other objectivés;- hoWeVer;. the PSBGM .still

+
LS

pressured for llngulstlc boards, and dhe " Board of Trade"

4

requested the blll be held ‘back to allow for a study of 1tsb

.constltutlonalltx’ Be51des contrlbutlng to yée ten51on andﬁ

contgpversy these concessions wrought, the govérnment s
: withdrawaleof‘ the legislation in’ December 1971 prompted

i

allegatlons of untoward parllamentary practlces. While the‘v

LN
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Montreal Star held that "adverse feeling among some sections

.of the Engllsh communlty ObllQEd the government toupostpone

43, b

the presentatlon of the blll La Presag'countered 'with

»

these clalms:
According to" trustworthy sources, there are
currently in the halls.of government some strong
pressures to ‘amend this legislation again, even
though. it is already drafted and even though it
has Jbeen .submitted . to cabinet. . . . These:
- préssures, which come from the financial circles
and from the upper .levels- of -the English
.educational hierarchy, also originate  from many
cabinet ministers who represent constituencies in
the west end of Montreal. The latter have
apparently succeeded, in the cabinet, to further
" delay the presentatlon of the bill.44 ‘ ‘

s That the Engllsh bu51ness and eduoatlonal groups ﬁé}d
pr1v11eged p051tlons in thelr negotlatlons wlth the Quebec
goyernment is - .conflrmed “ by Fourn;erd who documents the

experiences'of'a;keY'player in the Bill 28 affair, On April

.14, 197L,,K, D.hSheidrick[,vioe—president of Bailey ‘Meter

and 'président of . the Lachlne Protestant‘ - School ‘Board,

1
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A

.

claimed ‘to ‘have recelved a copy of Blll 28 through the .

i

’

Arrangements were made for a dlscu551on of the leglslatlon

A

to take place the fOllOWlng week between~Mr.‘Sheldrlck, M.

e

‘St; Plerre and off1c1als of the department of edueatlon.‘It‘

was _nOt until three \months latef however, that . the

leglslatlon was. made publlc, a‘d only then were the heads of

) courtesy. of Guy‘ St'. Plerre, then Mlnlster of Educatlon.

the MCSC 1nade~ aware vof 1ts contents. What was more, ‘aS‘

Fournler learned from another source,‘was that, earller 1n

N

, P97l St. Plerre had asked the PSBGM to draft Blll 28 to 1ts

W
-

™
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1

“liking, - mak;ng 'sure to xnalntaln the prxncxple of unlfled

school boards. As al}uded to: earller, the government

accepted most of the PSBGM'S'-probosals.45 By way of

"

e

addresi}ng himself )yé the particular,‘claims of La_ Presse

.concernlng 1nfluen?e and representatlon within the cabinet .

v N AN

N

-and othe: braqch?ﬁuofgovernment, Fournier cpncludes:

‘ . . ‘ ‘ .
'The English @&ucational and business ,groups were
7probabhy‘/helped‘ in . their pressure campaign by
several gpokesmen ,within the Quebec government .
After t 1970 election, the English community was
better Tepresented within 'the Quebec cabinet and
in the National Assembly. Victor Goldbloom, MNA
for 4} Arcy McGee, was appointed Minister of State
for /%ducatlon,"second in command - behind St.
-+ Piepre. Also, two businessmen with no previous
.edutational experience ([sic] were named. to key
jqﬁs in the education department. .M. H. .Dinsmore,
fgrmerly of General Electric, became  assistant
eputy " minister, and 'J. N. Rutherford, of the
hambly Industrial Development Comm1551on, became
spec1al*adv1ser to the minister.46"

e

With the ‘adlopti-on‘ 6f Bill-'?i ieg‘i‘slation on school

) [

eorganlzatlon flnally ,took effect on December 18; '1972

!

While it d1d prov1de for the regrouplng of Montreal's 33

school boards 1nto elght denomlnatlonal boards—-31x Cathollc,

'and two Protestant—ethe 1aw further weakened the school

coun01l by falllng to prov1de adequate guldellney for theu

jallev1at10n ~ef reglonal dlsparltles‘ and for . the

. v
:

redlstrlbutlon of wealth ampng the local bdards " What was |

more, the ‘new legislatlon now - made the school counc1l a
e '

_éfeatlon of the boards, whlgk\contrlbuted ostenslbly to the7

ot v
underrepres ntatlon of the weaker 5001oeconom1c areas on the
‘ ,

counc11{ 1tself%_ Spec1f1cally, of ,the 17 members on the ,

!
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counc1l,“ 14 were ‘chosen by the boards and. three hy ‘the

gOVernment,;aFurther,‘ the MCSC, which was reSponsible for

R ’\.'

most of the less affluent dlstrlcts in Montreal, had only'a

A

35 per cent representatlon on. the council desplte the fact

{
that 1t oversaw 56 per cent of the populatlon, As we haue\_

'u'\‘ I ' > .
shown,-theSe results,were 1nfluenced 51gn1f1cantly by the

successful supporting role Engllsh ‘business played  in

- -

pressurlng the Ouebec governmenk into taking into account .-

the demands ‘of the Anglo Protestant community4—especially"

1

agalnst substantial opp051tlon from the Eret?h communlty and

®

Engllsh Catholics. Still, whlle ‘he hlmsel supports thls

clalm, Fournier is’ conv1nced that the school. reorganlzatlon

issue,'llke\the language questlon.ln Quebec,;fwas probably

"‘not considered v1tal by'thehbus1ness‘communlty, and probably.

'senior’ exeCutivesL"' To support hls\‘content;on; ‘FOurnier
refers to the results of survey research. Here, when asked

if they agreed w1th and supported Blll 71, SS_per cent of

L}

ﬁinvolved the ‘middle levels of bu51ness more than it ‘did

all 'buSJness »reSpondents replled Cin . the‘ affirmativeL‘

§
N

Fournler found thls to represent a lower degree of approval

a

,than for other governmental measures bu51nessmen were’ asked

Y

‘to evaluate ?’oreover, the fact that a further 26 per cent

i .
A

of the respondents ‘did not answer the questlon or were not

£

well enough 1nformea as’ to' the partlcularstbof' the

v

legislationl seemed ’"to suggest that 'some senior= level;

bu51nessmen dld not feel much concern towards the school

wd7

reorganlzatlon 1ssue; « When,'why and at what levels, then_.
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—

did senior executibes become lnvolved dlrectly “in ' the

~negotlatlons between busxness and government7

. d [
' '\I/‘

"As was . the case in t%r\ Duplessls »era,i bu51ness-

50vernment’lrelations in the 19605 and 1970s' were based

prlmarlly on the prlnclple of mutual beneflt. “By nature,

such arrangements were ‘characterlzed by cLose symbiotlc

P .
»

‘ ties, whereby, for example,‘ the ablllty of bu51ness"to
’ ' )
obtain contracts and cohce551ons, as well‘as to influence

the drafting of leg}slation favourable to its® interests,

] . . . L “ . Sa o~ "
rested on, among other “things, its ability to provide

’ N ' . v 9 ! ' . ' ' =

.electoral flnance‘ and to‘ fill the'~government's ‘need“to '

borrow on the flnanc1al market. As 'a pesult, vas.the Bill 28

" b‘

‘eplsode demonstrated bu51ness 1nterests can assume a vastl

,potentlal for behav1our of pOlltlcal slgnlflcance,»behav196/»f__

. ~— %

whlch governmental dec1slon makers must take 1nto account »
I ' .

whendformulatlng pollcy‘ Clearly, if we follow Fournlér in .

|
»

trea g . the partlcular bu51ness 1nterests*involved in the

.
.
\

‘reorganlzatlon 1ssue as ea‘"magdle level ellte, one w1ll

‘-

‘flnd that the recept1v1ty on the part of“government to the"
[ .

K

'.«\«'

R . - ®-
demands of bus1ness rlses exponentlally-—that is, w1th ‘the.

. .
b

wealth and‘economlc power of the 1nterests concerned--as one
K N . e ~‘-4..‘ “‘l.
ascends 1nto the hlgheé'counc1ls of lndustry and commerce.q'8

e
s

What the. Blll 28 affalr also 1llustrated was the extent

5 ’ "

‘\\o whach relatlons between bus;ness and government Ieaders'
. \ o O B

N

"

are, an.-tﬂe .language éf the consoc1at10nal theorlsts,e "
charactefiged'.by v"overarchlng co- operatlon. Théne “the

-economlc péwer and 1nfluence of, Engllsh bu51ness served to
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elevate its dialogue with, the Quebec government to a levéi
which transcended that of the mass population. In general,
business and other elites can eh;er into such overarching
arrangeme&ts with government. via a number of iigniflpant and
efféétiQe access points, Among these are the ’level of
informal or "personal" contact; the ﬂ§vel of formal access,
throwgh ad;isory boards and other‘govewnment organizations,
. for example; and by way of tne‘pérsonnel links between state

)

and corporate elites,
On the basis of his in-~depth analysis of business-~

government relations in Quebec, whioch utilizes a substantial
. C.

body of empirical data compiled for the period 1960 to 1974,
Fournier was able to validate the genefal hybothesis that
"business, especially big business, has privileged acgess to

the upper. echelons of | gerrnment; including - cabinet

inisters and senidr bureaucrats." What==was more, .he found,
was Yhat ‘businessmen,. both French and English, not only

e

enjoy@d substantial access to cabinet ministers and senior

civil servants, "but also Jusually succeed[ed] in dealing
49

. .

with whom ever they chose in the government." Indeed, when

S

»

asked if they ha@ "reasonably quick access" to those in the

highest levels of government, 94 per cent of the senior
8y , . '

executiyé?‘ﬁdf the one hundred major companies in Quebec

answegg affirmatively, and 85 per cent cla}méd direct access’
-;o cqbinet ministers!'Further, of the methods of approach.
empld&ﬁd in“gaining (access' to and influencing. the
'goééinment, Quebéé businessmen cited‘“personal contact" as
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being the most effective means. Here it was determined tha1,
of a samblo of 138 businessmen, 78 per cent of those listed
as senior executives of large corporations approacupd t he
government. in Chis manner ., By comparison,~%9 per cent of the
execdt ives in "secondary" companies made contact on an
informal basis.‘ Also, when asked to indiéato whiéh
individuals or groups théy dealt with andlthose they deemea
to be most crucial ;n'the decision-making proéoss, 82 per
cent of senior corporate offitials (of a total sample of
133) pointed to the upper echelons of government. More
specifically, this proportion included,h6 per cent who de;lt
with cabinet ministers or the premier, 36 per cent yﬂth
deputy ministers, and 11 per cent made governmental contacts
with "other civil servants." The .fact that‘the figures for
those in secohdary companieéywere 28 per cent,‘Bl per ceﬁt,
and 34 per cent, respecti&ely, would seem to'suggest that

-«

either their access tb the ministerial levels was Mmore
L4 .

limited, or that they felt their demands would not receive
_the attention usually accorded theif counterparts in the
larger corporations. . ,

In érder.most effectively to facilitate their relétions
with the government, many compaﬁies éet‘hp special départ—»
ments of governmental affairs, headed by executive-level
officials, or deleéated personnel from the tob ranks of
management tqQ deal with government ‘on a full-time basis.

From the responses to a questionnaire circulated ~among

Quebec businessmen during the early 1970s, Fournier
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’

ascertained that 28 per cent of large and 15 per cent of

secondary companies maintained such sections or departmerits.
. N \

Moreover, some corporations, such as the Aluminum Company\of

Canada and Domtar, went so far as to establish ’interngl

hierarchies which corresponded to those in godgrnment. 9)

this basis, seniér execuﬁive§|would most often deal wit
cabinet m;nisteré or thé,premier, middle ékecutives confer
red with deputy %ﬁnisteps or their ‘assistants, and lower
‘level executives or managers deélt with loyef echelon civ;]

‘

servants,. Still, the primary responsibility for government

"

relations rested with senior executives. Indeed, senio4
officers, often’ the president or chairman of the' board of/

diréctors, at the - Royal Bank of Canada, the ,Bank: of

Montreal, Royél Trust, Montreal Trust, Consolidated-

Bathurst, and Canada Cement Lafarge, among others firms,

[

dealt with government officials at the ministerial level.

[

Furthermore, these executives seemed geherally satisfied
with the nature and degree of their acceséibility to govern-

ment, as Fournier learned during interviews conducted in May

of 1973: o | ~ S

rd

The chairman of the board of a laygge‘corporation
claimed he knew a lot of cabinet ministers and had
"no trouble getting appointments with Bourassa,,
[Labour Minister Jean] Cournoyer, and [Minister of
Education and later Mimister of 1Industry and .
Commerce Guy) St. Pierre." His vice-president also
had good contacts: the vice-president for labour
relations, for example, had close ties with
Cournoyer. He said relations with the Union
Nationale government (1966-70) and other pfeceding_
governments were just as satisfactory- and
effective as those with the Bourassa government.

.
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In the 1970-74 period, Bourassa, Finance Minister
Raymond Garneau, and St. Pierre were considered
particularly accessible and receptive to the

business point of view.

Indeed, as the president of a chemical firm noted:

“"Our relations with the present [Bourassg-Liberal)]
government are working well. People o our own
kind are much more numerous in government, and
this makes it easier to deal with the government.

One of the senior executives of a trust company
claimed: "The Quebec government sees oJur point
most 'of the time" and that "our relations 'with
them are not tinctured with nationalism or bicul-

turalism,"50

Finally, ' we have seen where the more signiflcapt
contacxs‘ befween business and government during the
Duplessis era took blgce at the top level. While not much

aaT changed, fundaﬁentally, ~in succeeding “years, Lhose
lations did appear on the whole to have become somewhat
.more de- personallsz in the 1960s and 1970s. The reason for
this is two-fold. First, the increase in thevsize and scope
of government ' activity no longer made it practical or

»

feasible for the premier to handle all relations with senior

s

, . N S ' .
executives. Hence .cabinet ministers and senior civil

servants were 'called upon to piay - a uore active role.
Second--and perhaps more 1mportant for the purposes of the
present study--lncrea51ng tensions between the subcultures,
which resulted in -part from the- adverse .reaction. of ' the

]

auglophone community to both - the new, ‘primarily culfurel énd

econorfit initiatives of the francophone middle-class and the. .

introduction of" restrictive legislation "in the areas of

Ty

.
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. [

language and ‘educatjion, made it, far more poliric for the
Quebee government to appear Anot too closely allied with
Enélish business interestsr Although secrecy haaqd always'been
a mafﬁstay of the business-government dialogue, it beeame
increasing}y more,importent in these later‘years.

At the' formal level, advisory bdérde provided husiness
concerns with an effective means of access to governmeht.ﬁBy

way of government«initiative, a handful of advisory,boards

‘were establlshed 1n 1969 for the express purpose of "working

out a c0nsensus" 'between,‘ghe various social groups,

. VoL ¢ | . N ! o
including®™gusiness, labour and education. One 'such group was

the Quebec Pfanning and Development Council, whlch it

should be noted, was set up in July 1968 through the 1n1t1a-

tive of business, although its membershlp was not made up

_ekéiuéively of businessmen. Specifically, the QPDC was

‘composed of 35 government appointees. Amdhg{the ex-officio

-

members of the Council were ‘11, regre§entatives of the

ﬁegiéhal Development Council, the mayors of Montreal ang

‘“Quebee City, the pre51dent ‘of the 'Generél "Council of

Industry (GCI), three representatlves of the Conseil du

Patronat . (an employers't federation which co-ordinates

‘business associations), and three union representatives.

B o L

{

Amaihtained a "bicultural"‘executiﬁe; 'indeed, Pierre C5té,
. - - i ..' . >7 . . . )
president ‘of, Laiterie ‘Laval, and Conrad »sF. Harrington,

cha1rman of the board and chief executive offlcer “of ‘Royal

‘ !'

Trust and a member of the GCI, were sworn in: as chairman and
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~ vice-president, respectively, in 1971. Under the umbrella of
s P Te e

the Quebec Planning and Development Buréau, the Planning and N

. ‘ K ) . . “ ‘ vl

Development Council was, as its name would suggest, charged' '
] ! ' ' ' !

L3

with advising "the Bureau on any matter which. the Bureau

" Subfits to it respecting the development of Quebec and  the'

_plané, programs and projects - for economic, soéial 'and? "

territorial development prepared by the'Bureaui"Sl ) -

'

. “Another board, “drguably the most -powerful 'advisory

board to emerge in Quebec in the 1970s, was the _Céheral

A1

Council of Industry. According to'Papl Ouimet, legal cbunsel~'

to the Iron Ore Company of Canada and the first president of

I

the GCI, the idea for the creation of. the Council was first

v

ached\(by ~him in ‘conversation with the Union Nationale

premier, féleohnson, and hié'Ministér of Industry and

Cdmmerce,.Jean—Paul Beaudry. As Ouimet .noted to ILa Presse:;

"Je leur ai fait observer que le Québec avait.'besoin d'un’

—_ -

groupe important d'hommes 'd'affaires_~Epur assister cle
gouverrnement dans l'establissement d'un meilleur climat au
Québec."52

As stated in the Quebec ‘'government ~statute_'which

established the GCI in Feburary 1969, the Qéhncii -was.

s

mandated .to serve as a source _ofn'informgtion“ fqg the
govérnment'in genera}, and fqr‘tre department of Eﬁﬁpé@ry
and commérce in particular; to..advise the minister ' of
Industry and Commerce:on.the évolutioﬁ 6f opinjoq Qiihi;
. Quebec's business community .fegarding provincial- economic.

affairs; to suggest ways and means by which this opinion,

-
}

T

*
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‘of the board of Canadlan‘ Pac1f1c;; and Paul Desmarais,

297
especially:if'adverse, could be modified; to.nake concrete

\
Al

proposals: about:‘goyernment. economic policy; and to a551st

the government in its industrial promotion outs;de the

 province, Owing, perhaps, to its capacity as an "official"

advisory board, the GCI, in its‘information brochure, found
it necessary to make clear that 1t was’ "apolltlcal" and that
Mits members are: . chosen w1thout regard to polltlcal

sympathies.“53v .Internally,  the GCI <counted 'among its

Hmembershib of 60 or so senior businessmen such powerful

i

executives as 'G. A. Hart, chairman of the board and

N

president of the:  Bank of Montreal; w.;Earle McLaughlin,

A
3

chairman'and-president"of the*Royal Bankfof Canada and a

R » e

‘director = of  Power- Corporation; 'Robert - C,‘Scrivener,

.
4

pres1dent of Bell Canada and on the boards of Power and the

e \ ~—

“Canadran Imperlal Bank ~of: COmmérceﬁa Alfredo‘ F. Campo,~i

I8

chalrman and chlef executlve offlcer of Petroflna Canada. and

. o, e .

also a dlrector of Power Corporatlon"N, R. C:ump, chalrmanﬁ

a 7 , \

[
g . . . v

chalrman and CEO of Power. Also represented on the GCI were E

" various. other Engllsh Canadlan and Erench Canadran cbrporatev.

-—

1nterests, 1nc1ud1ng Royal Trust, Domlnlon Textlleé Domtar,

3

the Iron Ore Company of Caqada, Prlce Brothens, Stelnbergs,_
Bombardleﬁ/Ltd., Rolland Paper,'and Dupu1s Freres. mé' ;‘\§§ :

Durlng ,1nterV1ews‘ Held with members ofﬁ,the GCi,;

Fournier‘ learneda‘that, in zitsf dealinqs w1th the Quebec ‘ﬁ

- [
government, the COUnc1l was,not only act1Ve, but eﬁfectlve

and 1nfluent1al,i to ‘a degree whlch far exceeded the purely :

s \“. ’ .. 3" ‘v L "
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advisory ‘role, it was intended"to play. In the mald “the

’

GCI's -activities ih- the 1970s  .involved ' four or five

'meetingS} 'which’' were held with  mempers nof_ the Quebec

“ o

» cab;net most notably Premier Bourassa, Gérard'D.-Lévesqde

h\

(Min;ster‘.of'ulndustry, and Commeroe untll 1971 rand vice-

"

| premier){ Guy St. PiErre, Jean Cournoyer,Aan& a few senior

civil‘ servants. Whlle eéonomic problems  were indeed' the

prlorlty on the agenda, theseimeetings covered the whole
spectrum -of 'Quebeq, politics, from  labour ' problems and

foreign investment, for example, to .eduCation and the.
) . | s , ,, (
language issueﬁ What was more, however, was, that,‘in what .

sy

“ became for them a hlghly prlvlleged p051t10n, members of the

1
i

QCI were 1nformed of and often wound up 1nf1uen01ng

government pollc1es and leglslatlon before they reached the

\ \

Natlonal Assembly or were otherw1se made pub11C Such was

qthe case,'Fournler avers, durlng a nmetlng held in'Abril

o N

'-1973 : when 'the' flndlngs of the Geqdron Comm1551on on -~

7
’

ranguage 1n Ouebec and the government s forthcomlng leglsla-;
' '!

.~€10n‘ 1n that area were the topsz of dlSCUSSlon between7
; bu51ness and government off1c1al&. As it turned out,_this

?leglslatlon only‘became"publlc in May«of 1974 Not surpri?_

'!.(

singly, Fournler"found the .comments of .the GCI. members he"

. , .

“1nterv1ewed “tO»K be representatlve 5 off the . degree of

o . . . C o
v" | “

, Q . :
vsatlsfactlon felt by most members towards -the Qveralb

. ‘\

PR - Vv

5 [

‘effectlveness of the Counc1l v1s a-vis the government of

° o,
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According to a senior executive and member of the
GCI, the Council plays a key role. I go out of my
way to attend meetings. Ministers are prepared to
listen; we feel our presence is effective.”" A bank
president said: "The, GCI has - done extremely good
work and is most useful." He maintained that "the
-~ gavernment has been quite Treceptive" and that
- . "Bourassa picked up enthus;astlcally on the GCI

after his election in. 1970. Another ‘execut1Ve }
-said the Council "has helped improve business. r
contacts with government." Finally, .an executive .

of- a business association expressed satisfaction .
- with the important impact on government policy .of
- the GCI document on economic development 5S4

Although not as direct as either the formal or informal
means -of bu51neSS access to government, personnel llnks and

lnterchanges contrlbute no- leSs effectlvely to breaklng down .

) ' N >

" _the barrlers between the two systems of“power. 051ng Quebec

. as hlS test case, Fournler sought t0fver1fy Ralph Mlllband S

lhypothe51s that‘"the world of admlnlstratlon [polltlcad] and

¥

the world of- large scale" enterprlse are ‘now ‘1ncrea51ngly.f

llnked 1n terms of almogt 1nterchanglng personnel "33 Here

~ L%
W

“:Fournler found that - soon after he was elected 1n 1970

<

Robert Bourassa announced hlS 1ntent10n to app01nt, on a

utemporary ba51s, senior bu51nessmen to hlgh level posts in

L

the c1v1l serv1ce..Among the executlves Bourassa-recrulted‘jf
. were Plerre Cote, who, it w1ll be recalled, was pre51dent of-
Lalterle Laval ~and was made chalrman of the Quebec Plan- ..

nlng and Development Counc1l, Gerard Plourde,_chalrman of'

W :
+ -

UAP, Inc., who was appo1n§ed part tlme pre51dent of Quebec s

Industrlal Development Agency, Pierre ‘Sbooner;' a former

Y

dlrector of the Chambre de . Commerce du Dlstrlct de Montreal,

e .

”and who was named assoc1ate deputy mlnlster of Industry and
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Commerce; Michel de Grandpré, ‘assistant‘ vice;president, of

Power Corporation, who was. loaned ‘to the department ‘of

industry and commerce;. and Pierre Delagrave, a vice-

4

I

president of Domtar, who was* app01nted speclal advxser to'

the" department of 1ndustry and commerce.‘Durlqg his, three

years at,xndustry‘and commerce, M.vDelagrave, “for example,
functloned as a liason between government ~and some speclflc

industrial sectors,‘including pulp-and paper and textiles.

Accordlng to one of his colleagues at Domtar, M. Delagrave

R
‘

helped to make government more aware of the- problems of
1ndustry by involving himselfiin specific problem areas such

as pollution control and forest reform legislationffnot to

s "

Vmentlon helplng to defend Domtar s p051tlon on the Language

56 - oo R o S o ; —
questlon. . - o . L

-

The f10w.ofg"executivesﬁ in‘tﬂ%”opposite;direction.has‘

‘presented some-‘interesting eXamples. Here cases 'USually

oy '
\/,‘

invélve p011t1c1ans whoL upon leavang parllament or' thElD

cablnet posts, become 1nvolved-—somet1mes controver51ally*-_-

- p N Coe T
v

in busineSs p051t10ns, often- as members of, boards Lof -
L I L}

' V

Lesage,‘ Quebec Premler from 1960 to 1966 wlth polltlcal

A,connectlons clearly valued in the economlc ellte, Lesagef

-~

: upon retlrement, was made a dlrector of elght corporatlons,_

1nclud1ng Montreal Trust,_Reynolds Alumlnum, and Campbell

¢

‘Chlbougameau,Mlnesy‘At the jame time, as Maurlce Glroux.

”observed,‘“ Lesage ’ occupe . maintenant. des fonctions

. ¢

1mportantes dans des grandes enterprlsés, gput en contlnuant

~

dlrectors. One of the better known CaSES‘lS that of Jean.""
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1

'

. al ' : y
de = conseiller a& 1'occasion le gouvernement de M. -

\ '

- A SO o - -
Bourassa,"57 Indeed, Lesage was the government's representa—

tive in ‘its. lengthy and controver51al pegotlatlons with

Internatlonal ‘Telephone and Telegraph Rayonnler. Interes-

tlngly enough Marcel Plche, the ITT representatlve_who‘was

[

ULesage s opponent". in the"negotiations; “also wsat on  the

‘board of directors of Reynolds Aluminum. - Anothep_"functlon";,
' o . i e

"
-

Lesage performed Was that of leEiEEBL{VE‘ counsel'to the
— ' .

government, 1n Wthh capaerty he read all leglslatlon prlor

to it belng submltxed to the Natlonal Assembly Although hls
/ ’

.1ntegr1ty went unquestloned, a-confllct.of interest clearly

,did'exist 1nsofar as the companles on whose boards Lesage

sat could qulte ea51ly beneflt from advance knowledge of

fresponsibié man " This.from'an lndivfdual‘who‘is*himself‘

'Corporatnon.

leg;slatlon.w When questloned about“ thlS 51tuatlon, h@s

4

~successo:.r,‘B,ourasSa‘,-"s‘ai’d“sir’nply xhat\Lesage was' a. very

.58

A

”related by marrlage to one of Quebec s wealthlest and most

1nfluent1al famllles.f Premyer BoUrassa‘.ls 'son—ln-law “to

V ' N

>

.Arthur-81mard who was chalrman of Marlne Industrles, as was

~his father Joseph before hlm, . and a-rhlector‘of Power

59°
: [
-\ ' \

Mlnlster of Transport in the federal leeral government-

from. 1954 to'. l9§§ George Marler dlStlﬂgUlShed hlmself as

4"the [Quebec] gov rnment S, llnk w1th the flnanc1a1 communlty

w60

on’ St James Street" when he served as mlnlster W1thout

. ‘ . hu]
portfollo durlng‘ the perlod 1960 to 1965 Follow1ng

hiSureSignationyfrom‘cabinet, Marler was named chalrman of ‘




v

“.access Yo the dec151on maklng ‘autnorltles in party and
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the board of ‘Canada  Cement Lafarge and dlrector Of,,among

o

- other companles, Royal Trust and the Canadlan Imperial Bank

"of . Commerce‘f\clven . his extensrve polxtlcal' contacts,

N

Marler's 1nvolvement with Canada Cement,Lafarge left the

‘company' in' a partlcularly advantageous potition.‘ Indeed
'51nce government was one of the prlnc1pal buyers of 3ement,

\‘ — ‘ ¢ W

Marler, as*one~execut1ve of the company explalned, was . g;ven
the task of malntaaning good relatlons wrth the department
61 ‘ . S . . Tl

of roads.

’Finally, add1tlonal dependency 11nks between bu51ness

.

and government are created by the need for polltlcal partles

to obtain funds in order to campaign. for elective office and

' [
»’ f . ‘
N

to. ' maintain their - organizations ' .between elections.

similarly, thesé links are fostered by .the need for

A

o

Co ‘ o LT N TR Y
governments to borrow onﬂthe money markets, with the :aim of"
i , “ - a " )

financing their' long- and]‘short-term activities; ZFirst,

‘since" the medla coverage, publlc relatlons and advertlslng

athat are part and pagﬁel of contemporary electlon campalgns
have made such endeavours extremely expen31ve, none but the
\

partles w1th the, largést flnanC1al 'reServes‘ stand a-

@

reasonable chance of v1ctory, all other thlngs belng equal.

o

n

6

What thlS has caused 1s an 1ncrease in the dePEndende of theau‘;

\ L r'

partles on thelr flnanclal backers. Thls; in“turn,'jhas

N ¢

:increased 'the 1nf1uence of major contrlbutors. over the
I

affalrs of the partles themselves..Indeed one analyst makes

| tha clalm that the more generous cont?lbutors "have assured

‘

(o |
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,contrlbutlons‘from.bu51ness”:
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62 . : o

government." “ S , '

Given, as wé have seen, that buslness goyé€rnment rela- .°

Ntions‘ are“ founded on the ba51s of mutual advantage, it

follows that the partles (later governments) w ich\are\most‘

"

favourable to<bus1ness obgect;ves areuthose whioh reoEive

: the greatest flnan01a1 assxstance For hlS part, Fournler

'
“

found the ' Quebec leeral Party to be ‘a good case 1n p01nt

/ vt N Ky .
Here, w1th reference to 1nterv1ew data, he 1llustrates how

X C .
contrlbut10n§ to the leeral Party helped 1mprove access to

- those government dec1smon—makers who held offlce durlng the

|

'I970s. What is more, the ' responses to his questlons appeared

i

to Fournler .to cast some doubt on Bourassa S contentlon

that the. leeral Party was 4in no way}bound by~electoral‘
63 o

~

,‘.Accordlng to the pre51dent of ' a cement - company,,
‘ ""We get dccess. to top men by  funding them.

. Another senior 'executive ‘claimed that a’ prov1nc1al
fund’ collector - "promised . special- - favours  .and
access to cabinet m1nlsters ‘and - c1v1l servants 1n e
return for, contrlbutlons.ﬁGQ e

e o ",-..
e
$

f—i"To‘be*sure;,the leeral Party,'and'the BouraSSa‘regimé

’: in partlcular,t were not alone in feellng oblxged to accom—‘

" _
modate blg bu51ness in th\s reSpect.»For 1nstance, Jerdme

|

Proulx,.a former Unlon Natlonale MNA, clalmed to have been:

» ’

under con51derable pressure from within h1s party to accord

)

spec1f1c favours to companles and 1nd1v1duals who were known

'

to have supported the Unlon Natlonale wh11e 1n offlce in the

leew1se,. Rene Levesque recalled that,. as

—

lite 19608.65

Mlnlster of Natural Resources from 1960 to 1966 hewhad been‘ o

1



\thDS 1n partlcular. One of the pr1n01pal ways in whlch

]

under = pressure to, “come' through" for those large corporan'

tions which had been generous to the Lesage beerals. In

W

1960, for example, he»was told to keep Perlnl Enterprlses on '’

a publlc contract as a reward for thexr contrxbutlon;“to thev
o . .

party Besides conslderlng thls to be‘ outslde the‘ publlc‘

interest, Levesque also . felt dlssatlsf1ed with the "marée '

5 . oo [ .
' " -

quotidienne de recommandatlons .dont‘ on nous ﬂlnondait en

faveur des grOSSes flrmes 'que  nous av1ons, baptlstes lis

"

m;nlstrlel es,
o 66
partant sont tOujours‘au pouvoir," .

The dependence of governments on access to flnanc1a1

! 9

o

fmarkets adds substantlally to therpolltlcal power wlelded by

o [N

‘ bu51ness in gener 1, and by the.‘larger flnanclal 1nstntu—

LA . N ”
l‘ o

i
. ,|, - n

flnanc1al 1nst1tutlons help to ‘secure major llnes of credlt B

r,.‘ . "\ “ ., K

for gqvernmennt and corporate borrowers 1s by underwrltlng

. VoA

bond 1ssues. ‘Establlshed in fthe;nl9305,f the. "flnanc1al~bﬁ

] .

e | ) . T .

'cartelm or‘"SYndlcate" headed by %he Bank ‘of Montreal and

. . S
. . . . -
i s

A E Ames and Company;‘a Toronto based brokerage firm, was'

L a

charged wlth the‘exclu51ve reSpon51b111ty of dlstrlbutlng

i

' W N T . . )

Quebec government bOnds ‘the‘ Canadlan "andJ Amerlcan

‘q "n.,. n

markets. Acceptlng the rlsks 1nherent in buylng fﬁ\\resale‘

RN

large amounts of bonds, sometlmes totalllng in thé hundrﬁd/

. e., celles qu1 donnent aux caisses . t"

of mllllons of dollars, the Quebec syndlcate, as Jacques 3y

N : ‘.’ . .A_A\ . } .
:.Rarxzeauwvobserved A'Ts 'a polltlcal lobby of |/ {1:& vimpor—

\\
!

; tance, a means to pressure the Quebec government to' orient

"67

’

o
,

_lsémeLgﬁﬁltm p011c1es g-‘ I IR A . .
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n

‘Tndood‘ ma;ntalnlng “"particular ecopnomic sympathies"
§§b~ Shawxn;gan Water‘ and‘ Power  Company, the Bank of
Montreal ~Ames cartel refused, in the early 1960s, to lend

the government the $500 million it needed in order to
tinance the purchase. and nationalization of Q@ebgp's

O
privately owned power companies, of which Shawinigan was the

O}

" most amportant X" However, when the government was able to

v '

.secure a $350 million line of credit from a New York-based

brokéragd house, the cartel relented somewhat, allowing
Lo ' ' oy s

First Bostqgf\ggrppratgon, a member of the Bank of

ta

Y
Montreal-Ames group to act as intermediary for the loan.

\

This episode, a:éyéll as pressures'to broaden its syndicate
3 b

arrangement, especially in terms of. accommodating more

Y] .
'

Afrancophone brokers, ﬁj}ced the government to, break up the
. L '
existing Ames—Bank of Montreal monow This was

 ‘aécomp1i§hed in 1963 when, under the diré@%ion of Eric
Kieran§, a férmer’president of the MontrealfStqck Exchange
‘;nd then Minister of .Revenue, ;‘new syndicate was: formed.
~For a time thefeafter,} the. Quebec government's marke£
affairs were managed by two groups: one headed by the old

group, the Bank of Montreal, A. E. Ames and Lévesque

Beaubien;ﬂéndithé'new group led by the Royal Bank, Banque
LR 68

[ LT

Canadianhé‘Nationéle, Gréenshields and René T. Leclerc.

Anothér and perhaps more. 51gn1f1cant breach in the.
connﬁbi of the syndicate over the finances of the Quebec
govérnhent took place in the m1d—l9605, the result of

¥a?10us c1pcumstances. In 1966, the syndicate once again

L)

#

=82

=&
=g
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attempted to inflmﬂmx’;xﬂicy by pressuring the government
into increasing the monetary terms of its grants to McGill

University. 1n that same vyear, English-Canadian financial

»

circles became frightened by the nationalism of the new

Union Nationale government. and by Premier Johnson's call for

"egalite ou indépendance." These financial interests were to

express their alarm by attempting to boycott Quebec govern-

ment bonds. In a move which proved a harbinger of things to

-

come, the' Caisse de dépdt et de placement du §Québec, a

- state-owned investment fund, came 'to the rescue’ of the
. \

— \
N

government by making substantial bond purchases in order to

sunport the price. Created‘in 1965, the Caisse was to play a

v

similar role during the October Crisis of 1970, helping to
stabilize the price of government sécurities and those of
private Quebec-based companies by way of its purchasing

power. Thus in Acoming to the assistance of the Quebec
éovernment during times’;f difficn1t pelitical and social
circumstance, thé Caisse and other francophone institutions
" Ta T
like it have énabledckhe government to gain its independence
Rrom the dominant financial syndicate.sg More impnrtant,
'pérhaps, ig that the initiative and resourcefulness of these
institutions has helped to guarantee for French Quebeékers
as a whole a meésure an their own, long;awaited ‘économic

independence. -



o
oo 307

D. Summary and Conclusions.

On November 15, 1976, French-English relations in

Quebeg t'ook a turn for the worse, So it has been perceived;

but just how valid is this perception?

Of, course, the election of the Parti Québécois, a

political orgahization whose professed aim was "sovereignty-

associéiion" witﬁ the rest of Canada .or, barring that,
nationai bindependence for Quebec, did iﬁduce a number of
English—Cahadian corporations and their -executives, among
oﬁhers, to seek the haven of other urban centres.éresumed to
be more economically, politically and socially congenial to
theirlinteréSts. Circulated among those~Qﬁb stayed,.howe&ef,
was the argument that, given thé nature of politicafh
partieg, the 'exigencies’ of eleqtoral politics and the needs
of governments:generally, the PQ "would‘ have;‘to face the
same economic facfs of life as other gqvgrnméhts and could

.70

not  change the environment very much. ‘To be sure, the

"economic facts of -life" would remain unchanged, but what
anglophone, businessmen perhaps failed:- to consider when
making this assessment was the fact that social realities

had and would continue to change significantly. Now, unlike

a 3

before, its was English business that, had to make its peace
with a more autonomous and hegemonic francophone economic
elite. ‘

In the context of the'historical tradition of accom-

modation and diversity outlined -in Chapter III, and in view

of the né;ion ‘of a cultural division of labour and the
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pattern of segmented social structure elaborated in Chapter

IV, this chapter has sought to examine the nature and extent

'

of '“overarcning? elite co~operation in Quebec. We have
attempted to show how and why, within the forty-year period
under ‘consideration, this pattern of behaviour deteriorated

from a high ‘point 1n 1936 ‘to the low noted above. In"the

’

main, we conclude here that the nature of business-
government relations--indeed the factor determining whether
such “relations were entered  into at all--was perhaps

dictated more by the ideoldgical and = socioveconomic

o,

‘COmpatibility of\ﬁhe respective elites than’' by the dynamic

sacial forces which separated their constituents. In, other

- - .
words,. "the! “Success or failure of Dbusiness~ government

a
ot

i
arrangementsjyhen they d1d occur depended in large part on
the exfent to which the parties to the dlalogue spoke in
terms thag the 6ther could understand; | o . -
| For“inseahcéh owing to his ideological conservatism,
‘Maupice 6aplessis‘was, as Conrad Black opines, “especially

popular with conservative businessmen":

As a geheral rule it is probably fair to state
that the wealthier the businessman, at least in
this era, the more .conservative he was. So
Duplessis was more popular the higher the rung of
‘the business .pecking order one ascended, “even unto

J. W. McConnell et al.71 o

Yet while the Liberal Party was probably even more ciosely
- i Y . ‘ .
‘linked with business interests, the wartime Godbout

admlnlstratlon negertheless managed to raise the 1re of ‘the

anglophone f1nanc1al communlty by way of the nationalization
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s

of Montreal Light, Heat. and RoWer, wh;ch was a highly

profltable enterprise on its own and flercely opposed to .the

. scheme’. Very much 1nd1cat1ve of “their. orlentatlon here was

¥

.the v1gerous way 1n whlch Dup1e531s and his opposxtlon party

N . f

C "72 . .
depounced the natlonallzataon as "bolshev1st1c. ~ Again, in .

1 . 1o

the eariy 19605, ‘the " leeral Party——now composed prlmarlly

4 —

of strongly natlonallst m1ddle~class elements, and engaged

‘in .an 1deologlcal revolutlon whlch at the expense of the

iy

“‘Engllsh-Canadlan bourge0151e,"1nvol~ed the, 10ng avo;ded_

i
r \

reconc111at10n of French Canadlan soc1ety wlth soc1al and

, econom;c' development——caused a broader dlsruptlon of 1nter~

subcultural relatlons -in Quebec. The rattrapage that was now

’

the consuming goal¢ of French Canadlan natlonalists, .and

’ N b

their continuing —desire to make— Québécois "Maitres chez

\

nous," wereaamplifhed by the Johnson administratioh's call
N o D

for a greater measure of . prov1nc1al self determlnatlon.

i

Ow1ng in rpart ‘to the“ st;ong\ divisions between” the

"nltra—nationalist" and moré “moderate" elements in Ats

mldst, the Union Natlonale government that held power after:

1

Premier Johnson s death falled 1n 1ts bid to contlnue hlsau
K 3

tradltlon. S1gn1f1cant also was the, fact that the actlons of

-

Jean-Jacques ,gertrand, the ! party's new leader, ;were

Y . " .
fashioned somewhat by .conservatism' .reminiscent of

~Duple551s, by a de31re for compromlse and conc111at10n. The .
4return to.power of the leerals in 1970 represented a hlatus

for the strong natlonallsm lntroduced a decade earlier.

!

~__'Under a new leader, “the Liberal Party picked up “where the:

’
e
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, : t ‘ . . } ' . . L '
moderate wirnig of the preceding'administration left off, -andg
succeeded in. forglng with' English: business the type of

[

accommodatlon not seen in Quebec since the’ Dup1e551s years
Helping largely ‘to fac111tate the rev1val of  the" bo‘”e

entente between - bu51ness and- government wére the major

changes the_Liberal leadership had undergone in the last

half of the 1960s. No longer' present were .most of ' the

dynamlc flgures of the' Quiet Revolutlon——Jean Lesage,'Paul
Gerln La301e, Erlc Klerans, Georges Emile Lapalme,t'and,

[

perhaps most sxgnlflcantly, Rene Levesque and th "techno—“

‘cratic! faction. Now 1n thelr place was ‘a leadershlp peopled'(

o

with 1nd1v1duals concerned less ,w1th contrnulng the’
. [ ' .-

' [
' o

Uimplementatlon of programs ‘of .political ' and’ .social

modernization* for OuébécOis éenerallyi Rather,‘ they were

AN

.dlsposed more toward the creatlon of an‘economlc, political

" ¢

and social cllmate favourable to Anglo Canadlan and Amer1can7~‘

1nvestment. Thus a reallgnment had taken place at thé elltej
. ) . | ,
level of Quebec polltlcs, on‘ the. ba51s  of whlch T as

. McRoberts and Posgate declare, “the Bourassa reglme became

much more fully 1dent1f1ed than had been the Lesage feglme

- -

w1th prlvate [francophone and anglophone] economlc elltes,

and the resfrlcted role whlch they a551gned to .the stat:e.l_]'3

If, as 1t has been angued francophone part1c1pat10n in

’

the upper levels of Quebec s economlc structure held a’ lower

s \

prlorlty for the Bourassa government than d1d aggregate’

economlc growth,74 the empha51s changed once the Parti Que-‘

R

bec01s came to power. It W1ll be recalled that, beglnn1ng 1n_
~ ','.; ' : N :

y



the 1960s, such French Canadlan flnanc1al institutions vas

the Caisse ; de depot, made it possible for the ‘Quebec

’

govérnment to come 'out ,frOm' under' the control of’ the.j -

R

Canadlan bourge0151e.,When the reactlon of Canadpan economlc
\ . vy . '
1nst1tut10ns to the alms and orlentatlon of the,PQ 1nvolved

\

boycottlng Quebec bonds, QUebec—based'gnstltutions took it
upon themselves to‘ purchaSe .large stocks of: government:

securities. In 1976, for'instance,.the Caisse itselfwmade-
. " : [ J . . P RN '
4 v , . M

bond purchases worth $395 . million hfrom ,‘the Quebec
government, $50 mllllon from Hydro Quebec,.and $30 mllllon ‘. ;
form Sideurgle Quebe001se . (SIDBEC), . a government—

sponsored steel company whose a1m it was to break Quebec s
z-
dependence on the mllls in Hamllton, Ontarlo In 1977, more—

'
IS

over, the Calsse 1nc?uded w1th1n 1ts $84l million portfollo

’

(the single most 1mportant portfollo of shares in Canadlan

‘companles in Canada) $560ﬂm11110n worth of - bonds 1ssued or . .
e n L . : ', ! . .
guaranteed by the Quebec government 75 :w L e ‘ !

.«.

Clearly, at: least v1s a vis the Quebec government, the

tradltlonal anglophone economlc ellte was beglnnlng to— be

gsupplanted by a new, largely French speaklng group. Unl&ke

"

its predecessor, however,‘ thls new' elrte was prlmarlly
mlddle class in orlgln, an orlgln CQns:Lstent Wlth that of g /

,,\

the membershlp of the party and state apparatus 1n whlch 1t

v -

was: *able to secure opportunity and moblllty leen the 1ong— '

standlng obstacles to 1ts entry 1nto the Quebec corporate

o

.world,--s thls bureaucratlc ellte saw, 1ts role ‘as . that of

EY

-defender of the power and authorlty of the Quebec state and
. , A S
ﬁ“ kY .
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its institutions To these the elite ass;gned a mandate and
role whlch transcended those of blg bus1ness and’ the Unlon

,'movement. In return the advanCement of thls new elite and

\
|

that ]of 1ts counterpart 1n the busineSSV‘sector would be

secured by way ‘of such"measures as Blll 101, the new

w ¢ . ~ o
N . L . i [ , B

" language ‘lawivdesigned\fto make. French the language of
o . S e 3 ‘ . ‘ : CoL

business in Quebec.'A“direct and slgnificant consequenbe of
the confldence these measures 1nstllled in French Canad;ans

4, »

was the way in whlch bu51ness‘schools\ such as Montreal S

»
a

Ecole ' des . Hautes Etudes " Commerc1ales (HECY,“ those ' at
Unlveréltylof Quebec campuses throughout the prov1nce, and -
even those at Mcclll and COncordla unlver51t1es began to be
1nundated w1th appllcatlons from young francophones who - had

turned away from Quebec s college classlgue trad1t10n.76‘

French- Canadlan soc1ety had w1th assurance begun to engage

- .
a

in a new and'exc1t1ng cultural experlment. Lo

v

What does all of thls bode for French Enqllsh relatlonsr//

in the 19805 and beyond° Flrst,‘as enrollments in’ Quebec's

"ubu51ness schools contlnue to 1ncrease and as the domlnant

5 " !

value system contlnues to Shlft away from the collectlvltyw

. 1

»toward a greater empha51s on the 1nd1v1dual more "and more

o

francophones Wlll f1nd themselves among Quebec s corporatef

ellte. Stlll, as the dlrector of the bu51ness school at“

A i Q"f

1 Unlver51te du Quebec a Mbntreal has empha51zed ‘franco-

a

<phones cannot con51der taklng OVer-as the bus1ness ellte 1n ‘

’-,
:the prov1nce w1thout language moblllty out51de the prov1nce',

9




v

Anglophones are more bilingual now and they will

» remaln the elite in business in Montreal s+ - un-
. til " francophones realize they have ‘to - learn
English. . . . [B;cause of Bill 101, and the Parti

Québécois], 'I guess ?hey percelve there is’ no need
any  more ,;n .the large corporatlons‘Nto‘ know
v, ' EngllSh.77 by " }v ' R ) ' '

N
s

1

What thdis alsp makes clear is that, aithough French-speaking

businessmen -“find- themselves 'in a . much more advantaged
position economicallY‘than'they did, say,~a‘genéranion ago,
theyAshould‘not underestimate the continuing strenéths and

1mportance of bhelr English speaklng counterparts.‘Indeed;

at a Tanuary 1979 meetlng Ln Montreal of the largely anglo--

\

phone Canadian Club, Pierre Laurin, then director of HEC
explained: “\ o

[It is} my. deep ‘conviction - that you are '
integral and. irreplaceable part 'of the prosper it
and dynamlsm of .« Quebec. Wlthout you, Quebec wo
not ' only lose creative engines of its ‘econo
act1v1ty . . . but alse yet untapped advantages
its unlque heterogenedity in America.. The French
~culture is.solid enough not to feel‘threatened by
‘your presence. . . .. My voice is representatiye of
a majority of Québécois who want you-here 'and who~
do not see any problem with ‘that and being proud
to: be French speaklng Quebec01s 1n thls country 78

R Lo ! ' ° ' V-3
Durlng the last decade, as the Engllsh have adjusted to

-
v , 2

fbelng more of a dlstlnct mlnorlty group in Quebec,_there*

e ) . .

‘seems to havé taken place somewhat of a» reversal 1n'5the~

cultural d1v1810n between the subculfures.‘Where once they

ﬂ.relled on a strong and 1nfluent1a1 economlc ellte to conveyly

‘,thelr views ahd demands to the francophone majorltyh,the

‘Engllsh speaklng communlty has - ' oW assumed for- rtselfi‘a'

By L

,‘genulnelyr more . polltlcal .‘stance. Whlle -‘v1ewing' itst‘

s
s

. ‘

; o .
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constxtuents as . an essentlal component'of Quebec soc1ety,

the , communlty s maln polltlcal force, Alllance,Quebeci ks
: 4 ! ' ) . .

seeklng a rgpgroachement w1th the 'province's 'francophone

\
“

Founded in 1982 .in the reécognition that the old . order
had passed and’ that something ‘new ‘was on the 'way, the
o . - ' ‘ . "‘ C -"b. ) ‘ A ‘I b . ‘v«
avowedly non-partisan .Alliance, with »more that 40,000

members, l18 Chapters ‘and five regional- English—rights

assoc1ations,‘empha51zes ‘the constructlve OppOSltlon to--or,

-\

nindeed, reasqned ‘cofoperation with-—governmeﬁt policies.

"

“Like its bilingual name,. the Alliance's sloéan,'For'a Future

'Togetﬁer/V§rs l'avenir ensemble, suggests. Strongly':the

§

~or§anization's ‘objective of prombting.'harmony ngt only

between Quehec's francophone majorit} and, - anglophone-

mlnorlty, but- unlty as well among the’ various factions

-w1th1n the Engllsh speaklng communlty, tradltlonally d1v1ded‘

S

along rellglous, culfural ,and socioeconomic llnes.v‘One

v

'”critic1sm levelled.against‘the Aliiance,‘however, 1s that it

i TR

. now rlsks 1051ng touch w1th 1ts general membershlp 1nsofar

'one senlor executlve w1th the organiza

off Island assoc1at10ns.

as 1t has become centrallzed and bureaucratlzed w1th a

T

.leadershlp made up mostly of profe551onals who are out of

o

.touch w1th, in partlcular, the worklng class and 'some of the

79 When confronted w1th thls clalm;

N

'on acknowledged the

ex1stence of tradltlonal cultural and geogra'hlcal barrlers,

 but’ was adamant in malntalngpg that the. Alllance s 40- member

'fboard of dlrectors makes every effort poss;ble to represent'4



' » . i
the. Engllsh speaklng community as  a

A

empha51zed that one of the aims of‘ the.

i encourage the autonomlzatlon of cultural groups
councils, . and hhereby to foster a greater measure - of
polltlcal partlclpatlon at the local and mun1c1pal levels.

It is ‘argued finally,. ‘that .Blll 101 was‘ mlld

wespec1ally compared w1th laws, enacted by other provinces. 8;

In 1930, fornexample, the Saskatchewan government outlawed

:any 1nstruct10n in  French rinj its publiC‘ schools, eVen'
v N . \ .

outsxde of school hours. For its part, Blll 101 left ;ntact

3th hlghly developed network .of sdhools, -colleges,
unlversities,ahospitals, soc1al serv1ces and cultural 1nst1-

,

' tutrons that funct;on ln Engllsh Thls moved Rene Levesque‘

,7
[

to remark proudly, ‘ "We’ uphold‘ éthe_‘ pr1v1leges and .

.rlghts--more than for any other m1nor1ty in the wofld-—of

- " P 82

our anglophone c1tlzens." What Blll 101 d1d do, however,

.

'was‘ create.‘the 1mpre551on that? the gdvernment of Quebec

N
“Dw

'deflned c1t12ensh1p llngulstlc, terms,_ and left. many‘

. Engllsh speaklng Quebeckers' ("les- _ glals,'-‘eS"autreSQ)

—

feellng unwelcome in. the1r own land Stlllv to 1llustrate

i . P

a its. genulne goodw1ll and de51re for an "1deal, pan Canadlan
» 4

llngulstlc and cultural duallty, the Alllance took ‘it . upon

[

1tseﬂf to 1ntervene elsewhere in the couhtry on behalf ‘of .

13 )

fFrench Canadlan mlnorlty groups. In moves whléh would have

_been unthlnkable only a decade ago, {gnd whlch 'it"Tisﬁv

'clalmed, were‘ more ‘than d proddbt of self serv1ng

-cymicism,nf'designed' .to' - curry favour - in Quebec, vthé'

N
’ -
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_organization, ‘in 1983, urged the Manltoba legislature to

accept’ provincial billnguallsm. leeW1se,, in “1984‘ it

supported the right of franqo Ontarlans tQ control thelx own

' [
kl

| schools, and, in early 1985 "it” backed the demands of

Acadians that 1nst1tut10nal blllnguallsnn be entrenched in

~
. New Brunswick. Aswonevobserver has thed, the group;has been

equally as forthright . in its by.no means blissful relations
with the PQ government:
. : o ) ‘ 3
: Alllance Quebec has successfully co~ord1nated tndfﬁf
- English- spgaking" community's responses to the
. Pértl Québécois government's language law, Bill
+ 101, responses that were initially knee- jerk and
piecemeal Tt has extracted tangible concébSsions
from the government, ‘having.pressed 'succesfully tq
get -Bill 101" amended to edtrench the right of ¢
English schools,. hospltals, socidl” - serv1ces and »
other 1nst1tutlons to exist.83 : X

If our - earller premlse proves valld Engllsh elltes mayf

4

'¥Qe11 expect SJm1lar 51gn1f1cant conce551ons to be forth-

L.y

‘Jcomlng, not to mentlon an eas1er rapport between themselvesf

a

‘and thelr French counterparts,'.nowi ‘that the ,Bourassah
. 5 N s L " v L

"»leerals have been returned to power 1n Quebec. Much to -the .

1

‘consternatlon of the opp051t10n Eegu1stes, the leerals have

\ ‘ \

h‘already shown themselves to be much less draconlan than was_'

'the prev1ous reglme 1n terms of 1mplement1ng the prov1sxons°
Vof the French language‘ charter. Indeed the government s
attempts to reduce the coerc1ve dlmen81ons" of Blll 101,v

would seem to be 1nfluenéed by a number of factors, the ‘

¥

“foremost belng the anglophones ffad&tlonal 1dent1f1cat10n§"‘

-w1th both the Ouebec and federal leeral partles,_Another

P /\/.
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factor than can be cited with equal faclllty is the leverage‘

0

the Engllsh malntaln by way of thelr ablllty to comyete for

l ‘ ”‘ Iy “ B ‘ 317

‘
1

French p051t10ns in the marketplage. ThlS, as 'we have seen,

.owes . much to their 1ncreased blllnguallsm. Perhaps 'of”

v oy

greater slgnlflcance, however,‘wxll be the ablllty of strong. .

'

extra parllamentary assoclatlons to effectf‘\a '+ ~broader

representatlon ‘and artlculatron of the  common 3IntereSts

shared by Engllsh speaklng Quebeckers Just as francophone

Yy s

»‘1n1t1at1ves ‘ih the economlo"Sector have, led 'to greater

AN

representatlon and de0151on~mak1ng ] luence 1n the board

e R ;
) . . N

rooms of large corporatlons,‘so too may the polrt1c1zatlon

of anglophones lead to the securing of a greater number of

' N 5

p051t10ns 1n the Quebec cablnet and other 1mportant governﬂ

ment 1nst1tut10ns. A more dlrect polltlcs of accommodatlon'

!

B would by exten51oh,'seem to be ineVltable. “‘_;‘ .

’ .
'
. . e B H

oy ' w : R . . . '
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