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in the years since Confoderono:._. c~.i·~~' ;,_. seems io have undergone 

profound social change, yet it se.frw.; c!:<.: tf; h·~Ne ~xperienc:ed relatively iitt!e 

atten+:or~ is devoted to continuity :..1:"1-.: :;) ,~,fiuill:y in both the ~ociol ond political 
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The fin.dings of !·his stu·dy may be mrayed along fovr dimensions. First, no 

startl in:J N grand rtew inte~pretotk·'is of Ontario pol ifics emerge, Secondly, a 

host of nevv facts end insights on p;.rtic:uln;- ospects of Onlmlo politics and 

so.ciet)'. l~·i ;.dJy, !n a number of inskmces, lhe CtJnver.tionc! wisdom of Ontario 

•· I ' · ' t 1 
• • • f ' .. pcr11C\.J orly:;;; w:lr1 re:;p,~c to cor:-mKn1;y oc.:cept.~o inle:rpreb::hons c pol 1t1cs 

li:i th.e Nineteenth C;niury. Finally; a number of middle ronge hypotheses 

relating soc ia! ar.d pol itica! ch<mge crs tt:;sled !n thf' context of Ontario 

·hhtr.ny. The initially appealing no 1·!on cf critical realignment, for example, 

is found to hove c1t best I imited '-"Pi)! icabil ity ~o Cnk~r:c. Sorne evide'1ce 
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h~ve rccketi political sol ience; riot all pol iticcd changes hav~ been manifested 

electomHy; the parties and their learL.-:s perforn11.1 CPJcial transmission role, 

yet they also exert an important independent ir.fluence; 1he province's 

divi::rsity and its constituent comrmmiti~s he;ve al~ had a telling E:ffcct, as has 

its social ond political conservatism, 
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int(·~·relc::ti0n~hip of society end politics. Essential to an uncer-

5tanding of Gr:t~rio's his!cr1 !s an appreciation of how 1ts political 

processes ha~e respo~ded to so=ial conditions and pressui·es. The 

j 
parad;,:ix suggests that social 2r:d poiitical change do not seem to fit 

~ogether in tic<! 'rvays \>i~ mi 9ht exp8ct. This i:: not to say that Ontario 

The point is, rather, that if the relationshir between two f~ndamc11tal 

e~ement~, Ontario's ~c.::iety 3rd its po11tical sys·i:c:.m, seems paradoxi-

ca?t th2n we do not unde~st2nd ~n~3ri0 very well. The para1ox .leads 

u~ to ask why surface appearances are m;s]eading, and it suggests pos-

Sible lint::S or <:nqui .·y for reeicnfnt; a bea.::.~ '..•nr:.?.rst:::iding of Ontario 

po~itics. 

erai citizenr; in Ontario political J ife., for it is here that the most 

far-reac!1ing c~anges in social structure and attitud~ seem to have 

occurred, Clearly, the social characteristics and political activlties 

of the ni.?ISS pubi ic 2ssume a cent~·c:.J position in the investigation of 

the paradox. ln addition, the pol itica1 role of the 92nerc.l r:utl k is 

·"lr~ extrernE':!ly in1tJort~nt nvrrnati\1e question in its ov.1n rightr Ev~1u.:~-

rioD of the degree and nature of rlemocracy in a ool ity must rate as 

on~ of the prime issues for po~ itical enquiry-and, by any defin1tio~, 

democracy centn~~.; on pub1 ic: participation in politic!:: .. µ.ccordir:gl/, 

1 rhr0ugh<Y1t this thesis, the t.::;-r11 r!s0ci3l ';~anq~ 1 i ,;ill non;1-

<;lly bE. given the ·.-:ickst r-ics~ibl1: rn·~ein!n~1: thus, 1 ''S..:•ci.:il c:1.:Y•<1e;: 

$Ub:.t'.mcs th0. noi: ! on ot e•,:onorn i ·:~ ·.:.tL~:<qe, 



in both no~·n1:rtiv•?- and analytical terms, t:he mass pub I ic i'.5 crucial to 

~n understanding of Ontario politics. 

/'t1ass pJ 1 it i co! activity may assume a .,~: de range ()f forrns. In 

3 

Dntc:rio the r:iost 111·or::icient ·a:1d endu.-ir9 form o.f mass po li tical invoive

!'lent :1as b~e:: througr1 c1c•:ticns Cif'(~ the suppor·t of polit+oil parties. 

Altho~· g~ vctf~.s aric1 dect1ors are highly \/fs:c·lc .Jr.cl are ~J:dely held 

to !1ave greet effect on the oolitical decisions governing people's 

i ives, this i$ no gueirantee that- e lectoral poi i-tics are ;1eces-sa1i l-; 

the most effe::::ti\re m•.o!ar:s by v!hich lar9e m•mber-s of pe0plo- eng-:ige in 

politfc3J activity. Cei·tainly other for'!.~ ,')f 2ctivit1 such as strikes 

and oressure ~roup a~ft2~ion ~av2 cccu~red S?aradic~~ly in Ontario, with 

vary i ng cegrees of SllCC:tSS. M0n~over , ;.:·o1: tlc a "i inv . .:;lverr.ent vdthin 

i imited commuhitv ~et~ings bften has a ~c~e direct impact oh people's 

day·-to-day c()ncerns th.~;1 th2 j:C.']i':icc:l ~ecisioPs, however reached, at 

eith~r the. fede r.:i! or provi!1cial l 12ve 1 of govP.r:1mi0;i1t. Still . ;nits 

ir.fluence on province ··v•id1:: politi ·:: s, en the issue: 2nd processes affe:::t· 

ing the - overa1 l d i re•;tio :; and tenor of the province 1. $ affai.rs, electoral 

participcition has i)cen the most consis-cent.jy impo rtant type of mass 

?0l itical inval·1ement . 

Thus, iri rtd r1·0·.11ing Oi..ir rocus 0:-1 the com~J lex inte:pl2y of .S •JC i al 

3 reasoi1abie chc·ice, Oirecting at ·i:ention to ti1 i s irnportant form of 

mass p.::>Jitic;:il activity should help cL:;rify th12 1}(Jlitical role of the 

gener~; populat i on. In turn, examining this k~y facet of the paradox 

should im~Ho11e our und2rstundiny of the Ontar io political system. 



Our -~nalysis of the ir1t0r~cti0n 0f soci2J And pol ;tic~I change is by 

no me~~s pre~is~d on t~e 2ssumption th2t elections are the primary 

mc;ch.:mism fer 9ove;-ni1v~nt control by the po;.-,ul.:;::B, a:.: por:_ .i'2'/~:d in 

'civics-text' mythology. 

l, 

Accord i r19"' y :· the ab cf this thes i :~ i;; ~:::> io l l O\v::': to identify. 

CO~tinuities ;n Q~tario histor;, ~~d ta d~t?rminc hoA theSE may have 

to the general ponul2ti~n . Tnis ~ill be do~e through statistical a~al-

CC~SCS Whic~ h2~e C0n~titutec its ro: ! ~!CS. 

focus -,.JiJl be upon stabi.lity a·1d ch:ff:yt:. i .-. ~(-.:::: scci::il .:;nc ro1itic.:;t1 

order. Taken in tandem, thes~ Approaches 0~rti a lly offset Aach 8cher 1 s 

weaknesses. The i~sights gaired from th~ cne ~c~p!eme~t those derived 

of elections in the broade1· qucstior.s ,,... socir..l-pc1!tic2l chan •::Je. ~n 

r,onsidering popvls.r particip:~t:ion ;.., er e;<clusi'on Tn»rr. tlie poiiUcal 

mainstream, tr1is :nay d"=!r;pcn ou:· u<;d ,=rs~e::rH~ir.y of •101.--i th:::. pcli 'ci :al 

Clearly. this thes'.S c2n provide only very o~rtisl 2nsw~ 1 s t a 

the large-scale questions posed about t~e relationship betwse~ social 

and ~ol ltical ch3nga. 
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tiec! ·~ ~\·!th the s•:rength :ind inf:J '. "".ice of tradition and ccmml!nity has 

been ::hi:-: o;· r.::1-:t;;. f.:ion to governrnf . .mt characteri!::tic of many Ontarians, 

both :nass =::~·:J ~"i itejo fr-.'.)111 Mo·,\•at's time down to the present d::iy. Cent·· 

ral to this ori2nta!i 0 n ha~ been th~pervasive view that the essential 

ft!nc:: : cn rj f govern;n5n t i :. the c r·.fr.r1·( .::r:d honest mana9en;ent of- .the 

s0r::;21 pro:;res:::. This pr·1·;r~ss, hc'r1e•1er, ;nust oe brought about while 

the prevui:i~g soci~I 3nd pol ltical order is mAintained e~sentially __ _ 

;ntc;c!: , vdth ;3 1-.1 : r«r.t·m o·= in ~e :f2 r"Jr:r."2 ;n the pos -ition of . the individ.-

u~J. This distinctive snd pervasive o~t,ook, aptly characterize~ as 

pi)! ;tics, even 1°1hc:1 it h;;;s bsc.:i nec':·s s<•ry for it to m:::5querade unde. :

r:!iff':7.rf.:.'nt la1>ls ::ind rhetorirs. ~"his c:>'"i~r:t.ation to 9overn111u1t 1~as 

l::een ;::~csely related to th ·~ !)r:ovirice's lack of po]itical 11olatility, 

though r:ei:her is 2n .:::dequ2te exrlanation for t he other. 

On SF?.vsral occasions , the pattern of polit i cs as usual ~vas 

di.srnp-ted by th.::; e'.ner~ence of forces dissatisfied with the existir;g . 

political order. The Patrons of Industry in tha 1390's, the Farmer

L;:;ho1_;1 0ov2r~:m~:it foliowing the Great \.J.?.r, t h :: rise of M!tch Hepb1"rn 

du:·ing the Dc::p« e: ~·siun and the CC:F upsursc du;·i;ig t~;e Seco:1d 'rio rJd 

~ar stand cur ~s the most vol a tile ~pisodes of pr~vinci2J .histo~y. : 

http://ar.il


\) 
,_) 

t o i::·,,.:: '::: .::: .•. ·~. 'J• to V!<~ r l?.. not t.as e d on a ny fu nd ame nt a i .l v ne·v·I proposa l s 

for ' t he t estnictu ;·· •;1 ·,: cf r,o l ' ti ca l l !fe . Inst ead , f i n1 : l y g r cl;;-1 d1_~.-i i :1 

\~; t ha 1, ca ut : o us r efo r m i:c-,s been 1;,c r e c ha r ac t<:'- r i s t ic CJ1' '.~1,-, t ·-

[ ' 

i" t.1 :··c I":, ~ lf.:1 1 i.:.t.:l~ .. 1 i"'l 

s t r ikins. 

i nee ; 1.tc:11s-:· I y co·! on i '"" l a nd f•c~ 1 c:i·: i-1 l 1 n •:iu tl ook . 

·----·--· - ·--- ·- - -·· ·---,---------,--·--- -------------"~-------·-........ --~-...--.------~ 

6 _. • j 1· , ' • . . r l I , 
' ;-lf:~ :..~J ~: i a r:~. let n9c ,:, r:::~nt 1 on c:1 1 n .:. nc r o , 1 Ci\ ;,'; n'.:-J <:Ju t 1 ; r:.:-: .:,' i·c 

es s e n t i ~_r i1..' 11-, \-:l.: 1r - l·- \~ ~ ch ~ n ~~ '-~:::> .. 1- ·~ic.! .. o- i ~·-;, ve l ct· 1 :Ji"'·.~ 1_ : :.;; suc h ;~·is i tl 

f aini l "/ ~: ru ct 1 
•. :r -~> L .--. \-(:. bee11 e;:-10 1:-t JJy p i·o :1c·-u 11c: ed h ·_:~. : .· :,:. ~~--~ d ir~~ ·:-.ll / 

r e 1 ev a~·1 t_ ;~o o u1· cn qu f ry. 

http://er.at.u3


rucli:i• 1.2:1~d l "'f f'o rm, edu cat i on \·.Jas th '2 prc:ser vr.; of th e fev1 -:ind '1'1.JS :-1 

1el<:itiv ::o·l/ i ,;significant factor in societ'/ . Conve r·se ly, the chur c he s 

rs i : g i ov:. 

5'.Jrrn!.mding countryside; the Dopulciti;.;:1 of Toronto, the i~ i ·c-v;.-~ 1:>:-: 's 

the provi nce 1 s no rth. 

anc~ has become ~, eav i i y u rban i ~~ed and in d ·--'::: t r ' ::i 1 : :,:e d . Tf;r-: re 1 2:~ ;c ns !·1ip 

of virtuaily all :>eSJments of i:h2 1-·:ork f o rce ;~o the b,1sic ~-t ,·u ctu 0 · c .:,,-

the e conomy - th ·.:- own e r·ship, ot,j 2:::tives :::i nd ;net :1')dS o f pr,xluct io :-; an0 

An glo- Saxon irn1;1i~irants. Toronto ha s developed into<:: P•.:.i1:2rful •11 c::t 1 ,,, 



facii itie.s and the deve1oprr.e:it of electronic c0mrnunications mer.ii2, 

r:;ost sm.:;]1 ;:_it.!es ar.d to1·ms, u1c:~ble to ccm;:iete with the metr,;po lis, 

have dee! ir;ed !nto ·i ittl·2 mo1·e ti1an r.:::s;ion.::i! Service centres. 

Mo~.: 1~1'.~'/ ;:; ag;-iculture drastlca -~1';' r-E..d:...!ct~r:l ;n '2Conoff:ic and 

't:ell. Farming is nm1 heavily mechanized and rr.ar·k:c-:Jly di·,rer!:;ified, :;o 

th<Jt d3iry farmBrs: fruit growers, market gardener·s, livest0i:.k pre.cue-

ers .:ii:c tc::t:- ~::ca f2rrrer~ f .ind f.ei,..1 interests in co1nmon. ln addit.ion, 

much less potent fcrce i 0 s~aping pop~la!· viewpo i nts, which ~~ve 1n 

the m2in Jost their parochial tinge. And ~ f present day Ontarians 

are perhaps no less subject to 2 colonial ment2l ;ty than the i r rare-

bears, the empire to which they orient themselves is no 1Jnger that 

of Britain) b~t of the United States. 

Not the least significant aspect of thsse changes i3 : he fact 

that th8 social process2s by wh ich the 0'1!:.3ric of Sandficld ,''\ac.~ :::;c.e!ri 

been quite uneven in te~po; they h3ve characteristically taken a 

sharp spurt in a rel:::iti\'ely s•1ort time spc>n. l'>J' way cf illustr,,."'.:ic:-1, 

industri.:.l ization, potentir.il Ty one of the most far·-reachinSj of .::11 



central ract of prn'.1inci2l 1 ife by tlw turn of th e cen'.~ ury. ~ i mi -

Iar·ly, th e:' ,-, ,_,: i·i •.1;.I fol:owing the Se c.:,ncl \,/orld 'v/ar v1itncssed profound 

'1 
I l 

cation ., c;11d an unpa1-d ]i ed c.ultui- c: i <:>:1ci s coriorn 1c C:t ss i :niiation into thE:: 

Am e rican \·iay of life ,, A J l these change s hc:ve co11t r i buted to r11a rked 

t ransformati on'; in socid l attit ud es. Inasmuch as the rate of change 

Poss ibl e E>p] a11a i::i o n ::; 
- - ---~ -·- --~---- _ . ., __ - - - - -- -·-

pol ltic~1l respor. '.'e t c soci o ; ci12nge sus19 e scs it~ c]f c:;s a f·o:: .... s L;r 

E,-::i ch of thes e exp I an,~ t_; ::ins mc:;y be co i· r ect in ~-irn~.! 

111 the first plact:, it may be that the chan ges outl in ed i n 



l? 

contir1uit.ies. Ur-0anizat:ion a1id inJustri<jl i:z:i3tion, for .;:;.::ample,- may 

be less !mportant for o~t2rio politics than might be thcught lf re-

l igion and e ti:nicit:-,. ·:cnt!nu2 to ccnstitut·= the political !y relevant 

d 1 v: s : on:;. in charac-

te:-- tha~ ag0lorn1:0rat i ors cf 'rural vil!2s; (:::; ', as __ S.C:. Clark suggests, 

e like <:onc.lusio11 would follm-v. tven if this interpretation is 

correct, th~ugh, it only se~ves to raise t he further question of why 

subje.cthe soci -:i! ci!i:'nges have not kept pace ;.; ith 'ot.jective' social 

chc.nge. I~ tu1·n this foc~ses attent i on on ~he key issue of distin-

gu·;sf,ing i:h•c c11r.ingcs in O:itar:o society •·1hi...::h hci/e signalled truly 

i 
I 

have eS!>E:lltialiy been s:..irf.::,ce mociifications in social for:-;1s. Chapter 

the central · social changes ; n Ontario history. 

AH2rnatively, tile 0ver·al I judge.;ne11t c,f political somnolence 

offered at the c1Jtset may be ina~curate, or at lea~t overstated. 

One importc.r:t source of inaccuracy rn i ght be the imp 11 cit emphasis on 

highly visible rnass pol it!cs. The political dispositions and activi-

ti,~s of the eiite a;·to~ at a minimum, a:: important as those of the 

pub1 ic . Thu~ to the extent ~hat the masses ar·e exc1ud~d fro;n the 

poi itical process, social changes below the elite level, profound as 

they might ~e. ~ould be much ~ore tenuously related to pol itlcal 

-----~ ·-------··-------------·-·--... --.-----.---·-
., 
!z.o. Clark, The De·v·e!op;r._;i_Car.ddic::r, Cc,rnm• .. i...,ity, ~econd 

·::dition (r0rcnt:o: unTve75 .. l1:yof~._,r·onro-Pre.s:::,"'19b8')7 251, 



!n sh o rt, uur c ~n c 0~t . ~ t ic n on e l e cti o n~ ~a y be ~ i sp l ac c d . 

The po lit i c ;;, -, '.?.kill exJiibit e:J by the p1ov ince 1 s eli te ~; p 1·cs-

e nts a noth e r poss ibility fo r r e~ ol v ing t he pa r ad ox . 0 n t <:1 r i ~) has 

I) } ·i / ..... ! ~ j. : .. .)1;./ d t I·~- '. . i.•_ , ~ ; ; C ~ n ·;· / ~J:·~-· L! ca se bu t j /1 t: ! r:.: ! 1· d.J\' 

St!ll, nee all µo ] i ti ,-. ian s d re 

0 n e o F t Ii E f'-' ;- i n -

C· f C: ~ (l 1J t e ;- Ii I 

On ::01 i o. 

c: c rod oc cur'.·ed, u •.1 t \lithin re gi onally or soci a ll y limited bo< w C: s , 

inc.t~ 1 S hi~ .. tor'/ ~ Thi s is not a ve 1y sati s f a c t ory cxplan a l: io ~ ;: it 

b~ s p ea ks a m s c~ an i s tic vi ew of t he composition of Ontari o s oc i e t y. 

'T hi s- int c:-1-.r e t a ti •.> 11 gains ;:-,J ausi b ilit;' v1h e1·1 it is ,,, ca s t 

Oni.:c:rio s0 ~ i c r y . 
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of ~ : . ~ 8 l 
Cuiilfo1Ui1 • t: e.:., una 

~olitics may well be played out within community bound2ries. At a 

1ninir.ium this 'NOuld rerrove potent id! political i::onfl ict from the 

prc•vinc lai arena, tlv-.~«?.by ir:hibitir;g pol itica1 charige. - Depending on 

the poi iti·::al sal ien.:::z of community, rnore:o 11er, it may be that SLlb-

stantial ·:.:i-12nges tciking place at this l•.:ve1 sc:ern, frc.m a province-

wide perspective, less profound than they really ar2. Unfortunately, 

- the statistical analysis is 11ec.essarily confined to social aggregates- -

and geographic regions which do not slways co~respond to actual co~-

r.i~.nities. 'h'2 co1r.munit2rian bases of Ontaric society a;-e briefly 

Si;ice tl1e empirical focLlS of this thesis i s the translation 

of soc:al rhan~e into electcral chan~e, it is important to recognize 

that this is by no means always a simple one-onto-0ne rel~tionship. 

Depending on the nature ~nd scope of the social change a~d the re-

sponsiveness, ideolc·gical contex'. -and formal structures cf the elec-

torai process, this relationship may 2ssume a number of forms. /'.'.ccord-

ingly, it ii possible that the paradox represents nothing more or less 

than our lack of understandir;g of ........ Ck 
f,..J •• .:.. \-Vc.lys in ·,,.;hi ch el~ctoral prcces-

ses stifie or promote pol ltical responsEs to social change. Th~ 

is discussed in C~arter ! I, and is a central subject for invesrig~tion 

--------··-------. -------~----·-·-----·-·----- ... ----. .. -~t"'T•?""'- ·--·-- - -

81\ ·d .,. • 1 d 0: • J - t • ,- L f ' . • r . rn0re s .. a1 e io~r,1u.d l'."''1 OT t~c n::it•.t(e o ·c0rnmu~1tar1 ·2n-

is:n' \..;ithin Ontario 1s vahu'! syste:,1• ~.ust 21i.·1c:;it Chapt ~; :- ! 1 l; fer 
pr0~ent purposes , it is sufficient to polnt out that we are referr i nq 
tc 1 $ociolo0i:::::;l 1 c.:x1rnun l tie';, 
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t.: . rouyhout ~he sub:; ,:;quer.t ~r.a lys is. 

At this juncture. a question must be raised Which may add some 

needed per .-::pective: µ ;;. r a dcx.lcal compared to v1hat? - Compared to v1!-;2t 

response 10 social change? Brief reflection suggests that much the 

same 1 paradox 1 mi9ht be [.JOSed for sevE.ral Ca 1~aJ i 2nprovir.c.:os and in-

cieed the ccuntry as a whole. The Ontario exp2rience might not seem 

so :;ir:g",.ilar had vJe a fa1ler -unde r standing, based on bro2d compar<::iti\1~ 

anal;isis, of the soci;:.; change·- political change m:xus. C1early 

thcu~ih, this \·;0uld require an enormcus undertaking, so th<'lt. in re-

stdctin':1 atu~ntio1:, to o~tario ti->e question must b::: rl'.~cast into more 

fe~sib!e t ,:.-rr:s: ~11h.::it pol itica1 chang.::s :ni:_:;ht -have beer. expected to 

An~Jering even this question presents formidable difficult i es. 

ihe reo=:nt work of John \Ji l son s.:-ts out the frame.work for at l eaH a 

partial response. Wilson consid~rs that for polities with a 1 ~rior 

history of representative governm~nt"~ the progression from rural to 

advanced industrial society corresponds, indeed causes a specif~c, 

para1lc1 progression in the v2Jues and str·uct :Jres of the poiitica1 

system. ·1his linkage is particularly evident, so the theory holds, 

i 11 tf1e coil ipos; t i Oi~ of th.:: pdrty sy~te:m. 

------·--···------ --·-·---... - · ------------· 
0 
..1..iohn l./ilson, ''The Canadian Pol 1tica? Cultu~-e~: lowc.rtis 0 

Ri:::definitior1 of the Nature of the Canadian Politice;i System,: 1 

.'2~~.9.i...~~_:~J~;.l of _Po!..!_~J:.<:::l...Sci~~ · V! ! (Septer:bcr, 1974) , 455, 
n3Z. . . 
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Politi~s in the pre:ndustr : al society, accordfng to this 

sch~mJ, turn o~ rel i5i0us and ethnic conflicts 1 and on the clash 

betvJeen niral and '.!r ~) .'2f1 interests. The party system 1'is dominated 

by U'1o ::Ji"E>~t ;:; .;;rtie'.: of t he left and the right ..• while beth of them 

may serve the interest s of the min i ng c!gss, one of them is 1 ikely to 

be a pai-ty of rhe aris.tocracy - or o f t:1~ larded gentr'/, or, if one 

likes, simply 6n agricultural party - and the other is 1 ikeiy to be 

a rarty of the masrer manufacturers - a party of trade and commerce 

10 
or, in a very :12rro'.': ~.r: '.lse, a capitalist party." As society -incks-

trial izes, the old party system proves inadeouate for coping with the 

d~mand3 of tn ? 8mergi ng ~3ge-e2rning class, and thus comes under 

pressure to change. In the ensuir9 '.·;eriod of c.dj:.istment, 11both of 

\~hether working 

class interests are accrnm:odated by one or both old parties, as in 

the Unit8d States, or eme rge in a party ak i n to the British Laboi.1r 

Par~y. which replaces the less flexible established party, the end 

result in the advanced industrial society is a two party system fea-

t • ] • ,_ • • f . I' J L uring po ar1za •. 1on over issues o e:conorn1c equa,1ty. The three 

party s·;r:;tem, in Wilson 1 s vie>-v, 11appears t o be the typical condition 

c.f othervJ!se st.:;bie societies dur ing the puiod of transition."13 

10,;,·d "·" .. 451. 

1 i I ~ . I 
. -~·J 

12, h :d. 
_, I • 
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Ontario bv virtue of its three party syst2m, ls classif1ed ' . 

• 1·. • 14 . li h as a transitional polity i~ an industr1a1 i :Z.1 n9 soc12ty, · 1111t t .. e 

NOP attempti~g, in the bast Labour Party trad i tion, to bring about 

the cl;::ss pob;ization of industrial society. fl r<>ther disquiet:im.3 

problem 1n accepting this analysis for a~tario is the fact that Ont-

arlo has sported three substantial parties for aver three decades, 

none of which seems particularly 1nc1 ined to quit the scene. indeed, 

Wilsen has elsewhere observed that electcral competition in this 

province 11has developed to 3 st2~,e 1-'lhere any one of thE:m might rea-
1 ,... 

sonably expect to take i:-ovver at the next eh~ction". :::> Wilson points 

out th.:it the Canadian rarty system is litt~e more than an artificidl 

aggregation of ten 
. . · 16 •I • • • 

prov1nc1al party systems; cons1cer1ng its si ze 

Ontario, Northern Ontario, the Southwestern Pen i nsula and the Golden 

Horseshoe rnay 211 represent, if not indepenJert po1 itical systems, 

then subsystems at different stages of socio-econnmic (?.nd _th1 :s, pol-

itical) development. What thus appears in sum as a three party 

system may be mo~e accurately interpretea as a series of two party 

14 . 
Ibid., 459, 471-L~. In a rath-~r cu;iou5 irwersi.on of _the 

cause and e7fect relationship, Wilson infe,-s the nature of a society 
from its p2rty systen. 

15John Wilson and David Hoff;nar!, "Ontario: A Three Party 
System In Transition,'' 1n Ma1tin Robin, ed., Canadian Provincial 
Poi it i cs: The Pa ~!J:...l_ys_~ern~ ___ of the Ten Prov i_~~c_es--T5·;:3·r=5-;;-;;;-Ugh;-.. 
Prentice-Hal I, 1972), 199. ·. 

i6u· 1 w I SOil, 11 Cc:Jnad i an Po Ii ti ::al Cul tu res, ' ' 4L~9. 



systems, .~ith !:he Torie::; as the cc.·.:··rnon ciefH.)minator. Ir, c:ddition to a 

general transition in the social bases of political life from ethni-

city and rel !gion to class, Wilson's model would predict that the NDP 

would depose the Liberals · in the ~ost urbanized, industrial sections 

of the province, but fail to maKe inroads in the agricultural areas, 

where the hallmarks of industrial society are least in evidence. 

As a pral iminary observc:tion befor~ the data are brought to 

be~r, Wilson's analysis of the electoral impact of industrialization 

set~ out some fu~d2~~ntal truths, b~t it seriously ne9lects the 

strength cf imped:ments to class politics. As well, it seems premised 

on the dubi~u~ assu~ption th?t a class-polarized society represe~ts a 

final order of pol i~ical development. 

-With the i-ilfon1:ation 2t O.!.!r disp_o.sa!4 we can offe_r or::ily par-

tia: evaluations of these ex·planations, itJhich are by no mec:;ns mutually . 

exclusive. That our 2bil ity to reach definitive answers is sharply 

c1rcumscribed is by no means equivalent to saying that our analysis 

can offe.r no useful insights or interpretations on .the interrelation 

of social and political change in .Ontario • . 

Or~anization of the Thesis 

This, briefly, is the structure of the thesis. Chapter Ii 

explores the general question of t~e interplay of social a~d political 

changes, cind sets out sorne mode!s and hypotheses ·1 inking social change 

to electoral change. C~apter Ii! is an overview of key ool itical 

processes and de,1.-:d0pments in Ontario history, with emphasis Gn the 
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eJestcr2! arena; this chapter is p~efaced by a brief discussion of the 

r0ots 2nd the naturE of Ontario's peculiar strain of conservatism. 

Ch-.'>p ter IV is a the.•1<:tic tr<~3tr-! -~nt of soci:;J change in this province, 

concentrating on urbani Z3!ion, industrialization and on religious 

and ethnic division. These two chapters are more than background for 

subseqcent statistica! ana lyses; they represent important, albeit 

largely impressionistic, aspects of the investigation of the rela-

ti-:.inshin of soc ial char:9e to po?!tical change. Some of the central 

me~hodci0gical :::lroblems o-f c ur stc:iti::;tfca1 2n.::il·1ses are discussed, 

but not re::>olved, in Chapter V. The st;;tistical data analysis begins 

in Ch::ipter V! \,1 ith c:r. ~ Yf)!oration of ;-sgi ·y;2J electoral pc::tterns and 

tr <: ncis; from th 7 s ba'.:is, Chapter VII se ::.ks \. o :c:en!:'.fy and ar.a1yse 

ele~~Or3! Chdnge 0nd stab!l rty throughout provincial history . Chap

ter VIII atterr:pt s, i:hrOlJSh miJitip]e regres sion, to link levels of 

pArty suppor1:: to social groups ;,.1!th a vie"'' t c· inferring the electoral 

im;:i .l icatioris of social change. The flnc::l ch,::;pt ~~• pt·esencs arid inter-

prets the conclusions reached !n the preceding data analyses. 

In an err.pirica·i v-1ork of this nature, an appendix presenting 

the actua~ d::sta ernp!oyE:d is often beneficial; h01J-1ever , this it-Jas net 

possible for it would h5ve run to several hundred pages. Appendix A 

consist5 of a brief examination of fran=hise require~ents ard the ~lze 

cf the provinci ~ l elector2te. Sources of data and operational d~fini

tions 2re presented in Appendix B. Appendix C containG material re

)c:;ti;·g to the :;ele;:tion of variables for the 1·cg ; es~ion analysis 1n 

C.hc:pi:cr 1/1 t ! . ;lp;Jer.dix D dis:::Jsses som:~ i111p1 icat1c,ils c·f a 
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furidamentally im~iortant decision r_egarding the computation of party 

vote shares. Appendix E consists of tables mentioned in the text but 

def.·med of in'.:ufficient :mportance to warrant their inclusion in the 

main bc.".:JY of tnc t:1esis. 



c:v·.PTE~ ! I SOC!AL CH.l',NGE, POUT!C.A.L CHANGE 
AND ELECTORAL CHANGE 

Treatments of social change generally assume one of two for-

mats. Sof:lt.:! at·e abstract, ·:;ener.;;1 discussions of a theoretical bent; 

others are cletafled des~riptio~s of change in specific locales, of 

1 imited relevance to other settings. Rarely is any middle ground 

reached. Accordingly, despite the voluminous J iterature available, 

the following discussion seems necessary in order to clarify, in gen-

era! meaning, tha ~oncepts of social change and political change as 

they have guided this work. The object is not to set forth a defini-

tive treatise on soc.i2i cLangi::: a:id po? itiral change, but to hi3hl igh::, 

if not resolve, some key theoretical lssues. The specific Ontario 

referrents are Jargely confinea to the broad analysis of Chapter Ii I 

~nd IV, and to 1at~r statistic~! 3~<llysis. This chapter examines the 

general nature of social change, its overall relatio~ to political 

change, and the role of electoral factors in the relationship. Further 

proceeding from tre general to the specific, several modeis for the 

electoral manifestation of social change are discussed, with particu-

lar reference to Ontario history. Finally, sorne low-levei hypotheses 

regarding third parties are rzised, and the specif le aims of the 

statistical analysis are briefly set out. 

Social char.ge stands out as of one of the mcst persistent and 

central themes in the written record of Western thought. As R06ert 

?' '. ! 



of soc i ~ l c b a ~g 2 have no t a ltered sir1ce the ea rli es t Gre~k thinke r s. 

The Gre r~ k s, t ak in9 ;_'S t he ir cu e t he cyc les of birth, devei opinent , 

• 

l~rge ly accepte ~ this me t ~ pho r of or ganic growth and with it the 

c; ;:;ss<ca! ··/ i~11r of s lvA', 9 1-adua l and continuous cl2veloprnent . Yet, i n 

• I-. • • • ' 
: ~. nu 11 ' : _. t ( > r i ca ~ e v ! ci enc e tha t mac ro -change s in ti me ore t he cumula-

tivc rcsu! 1.s of s rn a !J ~s c a le, linea r micro-changes. 112 Man y of rh e 

often implicit assuin;Jtirin::: UH1t~ined in t h<:' chan~1·-::-as -gr· ov1 th vi •: v1 do 

not sq ua r e \·1ith th e hi <>to ri cal r e Lu rJ, The f und a1 1it::1-i-i: c:dly iiil pGlt<"rn t 

i mpli catio 11 is t. hat th e primal i cle:a s that ';:ill is change ' .:ind ' n.:.tu :- e 

ne ver mak es l edp S 1 a re not accur a te guides t o the study of so cieti es 

dnd t he p1 o cLsses o f ch a n g~ within thein . 

Cl-..=rnge r11<i y be def i 11 ed as "a succession of differences in ti me 

i'\lithin a rJe1-sistin9 identit y . ' ' Social change is ty pic<J lly ur:cJe,- s tood 

t c1 mea n 11 a c hange in soci a l sti·ucture , e.g. the si ze .")fa society , 

the composit i on , o r ba lance of i ts par t s or t he t ype of it s 



and immigration, growth or decl:ne of group cohesiveness, _ ;.;~ wel_l as 

interc~2~ges am0ng s~oups may alJ modify the composition of a society. 

Such iobjective' socia1 change is only part of the story. A good deal 

more important than shif!s in the proport ion3t~ size of religious 

groups are ch.:::nges in the ~.tren'::!tb r,f r-=J ig1ous feel ing.s vtl thir. ·::he 

V·3rious gr-cups <md in the \tJays in which peoples; religious convicti ·::ins 

shape their outlook~ on the world and their behaviour. What counts, 

i:-i other >tiords, is not hovJ the analyst viei,;s or categorizes c. per3cn 

or group, but how they view themsel ves and their social situation. 

/\ccording1:1, .. :ne crucia! ~'!lei7ieat in soc:c1: chcin~N is alteration in 

perception of the nature of so~:~ty, or of on~'s position in it. 

In his singul2rly pe1·cepdve disv1ssion m soc;c;l _;.:lic::n9e, 

Nisbet pt.its. fon-1ard as a funda'Tlent<.11 prcr.i;· se the proposition th<H, 

c0ntrary to 4 commonly proferred interpretation, all is root change. 

He insists that ssr:ous recognition of the forc.e:> of social fixity 

and persistence is an absolute precordition for an understanding of 

the rnechanics vf socia'I change. This fixity stems from "the profound 

tendency of human behaviour to be adaptive, to become co:-iventiona1-
i:: 

ized, routinized, through the forces of habit an:! custom. 1'-' Any 

., 
;,Morris GinsbP.rg} 11Social Charige ; '' in S.N. Eisen$tadt, ed., 

Re.ac:ins;s h __ :::_:;i~.:. i0l [Vl)l!.:tio,..~ ::ird Develop~c~t (Toronto: Perg2n1on · 

Przss, 1970), '37. 

4 
Robert A. Nisbet, 'lintroductic : The Probiem of Social 

Chan:;e,; ; in Nisbet, ed., So~al_01~~~ 0;-<ford; 83si1 S!ac:k\..;el I, 
1972) : 6. 

5 l~.l_~~- ' J 5. 



sdentific investi9i3tion of sociai c han :::; e must th•_;s recognize "the 

--shePr power of conservatism in social life: the power of custom, 

t d • • f- . . . ~ " - " - I 16 ra 1t1cr.,. 10D 1':: :i 11•; mere 111(;-;rt1a. 

Directl y r £'la t ed co this is the obv;ous but often i911ored 

p,-:;int t h2t ; imsr c !nt:::ra c-d on, mo t ion, r.iobility,. c.nd variety.11 do not 

necessarily imply c han9e, for al! are 1ns eparable from s ocial I i fe 

. h" h . ,.J • • • 7 wit 1n eve~ ta mos t conservative anu stationary societies. The key 

t:o ... tnderstancJing social change thu s hinges on the distin:::ti0n_ bct1r1een 

· the incessant inteructio~s and variations in any soci e ty, which d~ 

not di~turb its structu :-al form, and those changes wh i ch fundamcn t-

aliy alter -::omponer1i:s of society or t heir 
. . . . 8 
1n t errelar1onsh1p. On I y 

the latter ought t o be regarcJeci ~s true s ocial ch~~ge. 

The :nyr!ad forms social change mc.;t assurtle 1T1i l it.at 0 ag zdn:.>t 

the fo rmulati on of aii E~compa~:ing defin i tions or laws, · and point up 

the· necess ! ty of ana l ys i ng social change with i n the specific context 

1n which it occurs. In co~cert with numEricaJ shifts 2mong the con-

stituent groups 1n societV, social change occurs in the minds of men 

as they adapt themselves, their ideas ai1d their ins .~ituti•J ns _ to thc:ir 

human and nJat e r1al environment . Very often such adaptaticns are re-

actions ~o forces in essence externai to the society. The real iza-

tion of partic~Ia r s~:1al chans~s in response to specifi e d object i v~ 

. . . 
-----·~---a--a~· _____ ,_,,, _ _..._, _____ ------• 

8 1b· ·1 
·--~-'::' . .:. ' 



~onditions, say the emergence of working class consciousness in _the 

wake of industri~J!iz2tir::i, is hig_hly problematic. This reflects b.y;~h 

the strength ~i sociai fixity and the wide range of ideological pre

disoositions whicn give meaning to soci21 pro~esses and structures. 

The on?y 1 hard 1 statistical data which we can bring to bear 

re1 -ate to the size of vario:.Js social groups, as defjJ1eci in the census -

cat~gories. Even here, as will be discussed later~ we are forced to 

infer changes rather than precise1y measure them. A far morE serious 

shortcoming is the all but total l2ck of data on the attitudinal elem

ents of social change. These key issues arc confronted in Chapters 

I l I and IV . 

PolJ_-i;_i ca I Chc;.r,se 

Persistence - fi x ity - is as much a feature of politics as 

it is of other subsets of society. Accordingly, as with the larger 

society, so in the political realm the continual interchanges and 

readjustme;its of everyday i ife must be di5tinguished from fundr:11n2nta1 

shifts in the prir.cipies or processes of politics. Only the latter 

may be properly categor i zed as political cnange, but th~ distinctio~ 

is not always easy to make. 

In each political system only certain ideas, procedures and 

ciemands ar-e accepteibie and 1e9itirnate. Thus, chanses h the funcia

rr.ental make-up cf the pol lty may be s i0nai Jed by vihcit might ap!Jear 

to be ml nor readjustme~ts in types and aims of political activity. 

A.s C.H. Dcdd suggests, 11 it is '.vhen new issues arise for pol lt:cal 



b e properl; ;' ;·; litic.::il that ;.iolitical ch2 nge can be said to oc cu!- . 119 

held by othu· s or f or e;c..q u iescence by others in the pursuit of nc·": 

~]:,:,ls, \,thich could not be grant e d 1-Jitho1:t mate1·ial or symbolic loss, 

p'.:,iitica1 responses a rc reqL•ired,. More specifically, 

soci;:iJ pr·.Ju:s ses Ctf ec..or,omic cha 11ge anJ social mobi li:::'. .::tion :!isori Pnt 
t he ronn :; tru ct ure of th e pr ev io us stratif icatic1n system, introducin g 
n o·; ·,,1 kinds o:: r o l e<_; iind va lued good s . In large measu1·e, th e p r·e-· 
ex isting norm st ructun:; cont a in s re fc re11ts ne ithe r fo r the ap;.i ro-
fHi atc form cf a r~:o:;-1 distr·ibution of va ]L1ed s1oods, 1·1or an ap p 1·opri CJLe 
rilE'rH1S ofa~Jr-<":C:;n C/ C•n r~'nf::'., ·1-hereforE-' poi itica] c'JCt: i vi ty •· r ecou1·se to 

l!~Z-~lcneral i zeJ dcr:i~il. ' ' ' p:·c ,,~1e: S5PS of tl··e stat.2 - b'2comss a nec t.:" ::; Sa r ',' 
~ 1 ., 

sub:.;t itute ,:or cu.sc o;11ary a9reement. •1
-

~-:nr; i=il chan ge , throt:yh it.o disru p tive eff e:: ts C•n pr e vaili ng soc ial 

no nns and i cl eol09 i c =il ot1t looks, and through its crea ti on of nf'vJ va lu e<J 

goods and ends, bri0gs to fruiti o n the l a t e nt pressures for pol it;r;aJ 

cliar:ge pres ent in 311y po litical system . Th e existing pol iticcil equil i -

briu1n shifts in 01·der to cope 1--iith the nC'-"1 politica·! de:ma nds occasioned 

by social cha nge. Political chang e~ , in short, 11 is politics in a 

soci a l or ideationa l contev..t. 1111 

9 _ ll 
l, . ,., . Do c:d -. _r_o __ l~ __ t __ !_cal_ __ ,.;.f:o_~-'~.· ~ \rLj ·L.· '1 l ·. 1' ·:'Ir re: ,· t \ 1 n -' H· 11 l 07?) -- . - - · ·- ._ =- I '·; ; ; ' "" - I .) I , ... : , ..-' ' _, 1. 

·· t .. 
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The political change - soc ial change nexus is by no means 

straightfon,1ar,d, and admits of .-.o sii7!p?e tran~fonr.ation fo1·mula. 13y 

way of il?ustration, although the: foregoing discussion looks to soc ·-

ial =hange as a sou~~e, or at least a catalyst of political chGnge, 

the relationship is not unidirc.c<::ion21. Enormous social changes have 

be"-"n wrought by political mc.:ins; the R.ussli:w ::.ind Chin.:::se Revolutions 

are extreme, though instructive, cases. More significantly, social 

change, as distinct from social readjustment, need not bring forth 

corresponding political change. It is possible, if improbable, that 

the social processes involved wi~l not impinge on the pol itica1 

realm, or that the ensuing political activ;ty wi1l trdnspire within 

the framewc;·k of thr; existing p0iiti ... ~.; system. As a general it.de 

of thumb, hm;evct, it $ee;ns fe::ir, if 1:ot p.3rticu1arly r:onlightenin3, 

to expect a rough correspondence between the magnitude of social 

change and the resultant degree of pol iti~~? change. Thus non-

fundamental political readjustments wiJ1 normally suffice to . meet 

the political pressures thrown up by minor social variations. 

One exceptionally important factor determining the nature 

of political response to social change is the society's ideological 

ma!.:.e-up. This ideologicai component is by no means static, for in-

deed social change is in the broadest sense primarily ideological 

change. Sin<.:e it may assume such varied form, the m;:inr:er in which 

ideology impinges upon the tr2nsform.::.tion of social change into 

pot itical change depends heaviJy on the 
. ~. 

~pec.1r1cs of ;:; g i 'len ca~e. 
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1n Ontari0 i n Chapters Ii! a~d lV is ?refaced by a brief excursus 

ir:to the roo ts and n2 ture of the province 's si nyu1ar vt:ir i ety of con-

Th e El2ctoral Contex~ 

ln m~ving t a t he elacto r 2 ! rialm , we would de well to c 0n -

s i der Giovar.ni Sartor-i' s c_;mrnent that 

the irnpo r ta n ~c of ~ t ~ ~o t i on of t ran3J 2t ! on {;f sc cial clea vages i n ~ o 
pol iticd div i s i ons/ 1 i e s in the irnpl icat i .:ir. thac r.r anslai:i 1)n c2! ls 
for :~.S.:~!:'.:S..]_§!_~r s ., t 6 ~ reb y focus in g a tt 211 t l e r. or• trans i a t ion ha •;<.i Ji .:g 
Cr r·;Jisha .. d ]ing •• • ~'. JC s rouJcl : ; v_r:: t '.) ~~.-: :::- 1.:; . / +-.h ~ e;-..:t ent to wh i ch c..: C·r\-· 

f1 iC i: !; .:.nd c l eava 9"·,~: m;:;; / :'; ithe :· be ch arn e;<:d , c: e f ]~ct ed arid r e;:H-e:: :::ed " 
or,. v i ce versa, acti va i.: e d and :- :::: : nf orc ':.£ rJ1·ec l se! y by the operati o ns 
and operators of the political syst~m . t i 

~l i te ac ti vi t y restrict s the t ransforma ti o n of broadly based social 

change into electoral change. Politics in Ontario have ah-1ays taken 

p1ace in part b~yond t he bounds of popular in-FJuence. In addition, 

as Murray Ede lman has demonstrated, the popular mythology, widely 

shared by political scientists, which po r trays government as p~inci-

pally rec.ctin9 to ~ocial p r ess u re, civer·looks the profound influ ·::nce 

it e)';.:;;·ts 1n s-r.ructuri119 and cor~trolling t he politic.~] attitudes of 

f · ;.. ~ :na" .. ,,, "' t 3 
• : If;, ti . ;,:';).._, .~ • ::;ti l 1, it see1r.s fair to say that the genera J pop:J i d ee 



docs plQy a central role in sett in~ th~ parameters cf political act

lvity in Ontario. The most widely p~acticed and most effective form 

of mass political activity has been the support of political parties. 

Electoral support or non-support constitutes the prime method by 

whlc~ the great mass of Ont3ri2ns exert a measure of control over 

th2 p2rt:es, 21:d t~:JS 0·1er ~he r.cr,drJ:::t 0f pol !tics genera1 ly. 

i'opuJa,.- infl•Jenct:: over ;:iarties arid ~mvernments owes so:ne

thing to such de.--riocratic eleme r~ts as :-n2.y e'dst in the political cul

ture. Rather mars te 1 l :ng, however, is the ultimate and ever-prese~t 

thr?at t·hat a g-:: ·1crr,me::t mc.y be removeri from po·.-ver unless !ts leaders 

pc1y hee:d to the n:.::::dc; ;md h' ::H1ts of the gen~rz l put: i i c. This is not 

to imp!}'· that the political elite will act:Jally a(:quie.3ce to public 

adroit politicians may respord ~G pres~ure by producing · symbof icaJiy 

app8al ing b:h L!:1Subsf:anr~ial p,:)j icy, by gr2nting piecemeal conces·-

sions, or by deflecting popul~r in[~rest into other channels. Yet, 

if the puhl ic may be manipL1lated, bought off, hoodwinked, or other-

wise have it~ wishes evaded, it may not safely be ignored. Ir: a very 

gross form, the mass public, or sect~cns of it, transmits its views 

to the elite via its response to poi iti~a1 oarties. Imperfect as 

they may te, elections do represent 2:1 !~portant, d:rect i ink between 

thrJ citi::E'nry st l3rge and the (We1·aJl cond~1ct ~)f c·olftics. 

Ey no mea~s does it fol low that elections an~ e!ectarsl 

change constitut•J the key I !nk in ti1e t:-~nsforrnation of social change 

intc pol itir::d! cha:~9e in Ont0;-io. Elite bd-:.::iviour 2nd accornmocis:lcr, 
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may be the centtal mechanism~ with the elector3J process bein~ 

largely b/passed as 1 ittie more than symbolic window dressing. Con-

versely, electoral change need not even signify either social change 

or po~itica; ch,o;n9e, as •t1e have br:en using the terms. Rather, it 

may simply be a change in the party balance, due to the popularity 

of ~ particular leader, or a decline in one party's crgani7ational 

effic~cy. Electoral change ma/ ~erely reflect elite restructuring 

of party alternatives, which affects neither the distribution of 

po1 itical powe r, nor any fundamental political processes. Party 

~ltcrnativas and postures, in the main determined by the elite, are 

of ines~imable signif!c~n~e in main~aining or disrupting electoral 

continuity. As Sutler and Stokes ~-;rite, 11 if the issues and leaders 

the in fu:ure elections, the 

putteni will tF.;nd to persist. If they do not, it me;y p·rovs highJy 

. . t4 
transient." 

Nevartheless, elector~] change, particularly of an enduring 

character, may weJJ be a m~nifestation of important changes in the 

political ideologies of various groups, in the distrib~tion of pol i-

ticai p0wer~ or in the fundamental '\\'orkings of key ~o! iticr.:1 pro-

ces:-;.:;s. l11 short, political changes •1Jrought by social r.hange may 

take ari electoral form. Party response t0 ne111 political demands 

brought about by social cha~ge differe~tially 3ffect interest~d soc-

ial groups, g2nerating new elector3l cle2 vages. Electoral change 

14" · · E:? t. d D 1 d E (" k P - . . I ~h . L>av 1 (j _u 1er an ona ..... tc e:s, Ol i t1 ca ~~~-~ 
U·!<-Y>N York: St. Martins.\ 1969), ]. 
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of greater or lesser d~gree ensue: from the disruptive force of the 

new demands and the new cleavages on party post~res, on the salience 

and priority of pc: litical activity for social groups, and on the re·· 

5ultant party pref e rences. 

Should the political r~~ponses to social change be manifested 

electoraliy, the electoral change i s not a simple function of the ex-

tent and depth of social change. Depending on s~ch key intervening 

variables as the political salience of the social change, the skill 

and fiexibii ity of the el it9 an~ th~ strength and legitimacy of the 

forces pressing for change, the electo ral as indeed t~e larger poli-

ti cal impact of specific social cha nges 
, . 

C 8u ~ C. va ,-y c. good dea I , in 

scope and in nature. 

The notio~ of :i e ~!c~~! ~h~n 9R employed here comprises two 

key elements. The fi~st ce ~tr8S on shifts or alterations in voting 

patterns, sue~ ss c ~ ange s in the ove rall a t tractiveness of specific 

part~es, in the depth of divisi on within the electorate and in the 

social composition of each party's electoral follm-Jing. Electoral 

change of this order is analysed in terms of electoral and census 

statistics. IS The other basic aspect of electoral change involves 

changes in party structure and i n the party system: for example, 

the appea ranee of new parties or the dern i se of es ta!:. 1 i shed pa rt i e's, 

shif~s in part:es' ideologies or in the range of electorally salient 

l5As will be discussed more fully in later chapters, the 
n3t0re of the data is such that change must usually be i nferred 
rather than measured. 
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iss~es. These types of change ar~ generally not accessible through 

statistical means, but they are the prime focus of attention 1n 

Ch?pter-s I 11 and ! V. 

Before directing attention to the impact of social change on 

FDrtisan preferences, it is nece~sary to ascerta1n the strength and 

durability of party ties through Oncario history, together with the 

extent of changes 3t specific points in time. Since the personnel 

vvere mostly unf3mil iar, .::ind the scope of provincial politics uncertain, 

a few years may have been required for patterns of party allegiance to 

crystaliz8 in Ontario. With thi s possible exception, the convention2l 

wisdom holds r:hat during the nineteenth century, anci well into the 

present cent ;iry, mc~ t r 2gu)ar v0ters we re loyal to their party for 

proionged periods. Po., itics, until the advent of electronic cornmuni-

cations media, ~as a major form of entertainment. Matters of a pol i-

tical bent see~ to have been more salient to a larger number of people, 

whose greater interest and involvement led to Jess maleable partisan 

positions. As one historian has put it' "rncs t lat~ nineteenth century 

On!':ari.::ins seem to have had a zest For poi itics wh1ch is oft9n lacking 

amid ;:he social distractions <'ind entertainment media of modern Ii fe. 1Jl6 

Interpretations of this nature, based upon very limited impressionistic 

l6A. Margar .::t Evans, 1101 lver Mowat and Ontario 1872-1896: A 
Stud:1 ln Po1i~ ; ccil Success,' 1 unpublished Ph.D. thes i s, IJniversii:y cif 
Torofito, 1967, 491. 



evidence, ar2 c~lled into questio~, or a wost element~ry level, by 

the fact that turnout, as demonstrated in Chapt8r VI, shows only 3 

very slight, and not statistically significant, decline over 10119 

~er i eds of time. 

!n any event, this ~utative party ioyalty should not be 

equated with the American Voter conce~t of 
. . - . . i7 party 1dent1r:cat1on. 

In the absence of clear evidence to the co~trary, long-lived partisan 

attachments ought to be viewed no~ as psychological identification, 

but as a rather less deterministic 'standing decision'. Surface 

stability in electoral choice may not reflect deep internalizecl com-

rn ; tme:nts i: ~ ) rarties so muc!1 as the absence of forces sufficiently 

acccrdin9 f:o V.O. Key, Jr., "a stanciing ac.cisio:i by the community 

although as c.. descriptive term 11Jecision 11 has connotations of de~ ib-

erate choice th<it are 3pt to be misleading. The 11decrsion" may 

simply represent the balance between the opposing party groups each 

with striking pov:crs of self-perpetuation. 1118 

17Angus Ca;;1pbell, Philip E. Corwerse .• \farrer. E. Milier, and 
Donald E. Stokes, I.t~.'.: .. .J\r.1eric~~ . Vote.r (N21t~ York: Wiley, 1960, ch<ipter 6. 

18v.o. Key, .Jr. and Frank Munger, 11Social D::tei·minism and 
E·lectoral Choice : The Case of lndiana, 11 in Eugene Burdick and Arthur 
Brodbeck 1 _eds., t~n,~_;-i_can Voting f:it.:[.:._.Jvior (Glencoe: The. r-rse Pres:.;, 
19S9), 206. On the highly uncertain nature of party identificc::LiGil 
in Canada, sec Paul l'i, Sniderman, H.D. Forbes and !an Melzsr, 11P3;-ty 
Loyalty an:J Electoral Volc:til ity,:• Can::dian .Journal of Pol fticai Sci
"nr0 11 1 1 (Jun,, lo 7Li. \ ':'E 8~8R · lanP -·J--en;-;--ln lip,,, r-;-,-,-1-c\1a-:-1 ~~-; .... --1~-.,,na~-a:-; 
t;..- ...., .... \I • ~ , ..... :J .:J •} ~ ·- I _. f "" . ... _, \. ! j ..... .._) "'- ~ I - ·- '! ' • ' " ·;:I. ~.. • 

The Question of Par-i:y identi fic:ation, 11 ibid~, V! l I (De.::ernlH~r, 197.Si, 
5'~3-53; idem, 11Party A!l'"gi3nct',:' ibid .. , I): '. Mi:1rc:1, 1976), 27-L;f,, Hi8 

t e nns party /pa rt! san --loyal ty, al f e:g·i an-ce, 3 t ta ·.:hiren t, co~"''! tr:·;ent, 
vff!!iatior: .::ind preference~ will be u~~<Sd inter-change;:ib]v to dei1ote 
r::onsistei1t voting for a party \t:ithout i11 ::j1)''rl9 1 party ic:entific,:;;:: .!;:; ri:, 
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Party attachments ar·f:: oft.en rooted in and reinfo rced by a 

person 's social ties. Hence a good deal of the following discussion 

of eiectoral behaviour is cast in terms of social groups. Every 

person is in some mea:;i.•re . unique, buo: maily of the social praSS\.!r·es 

which shape his pol it!cal views and party allegiance are shared with 

.;:;,thers cf like mind a.-:d cir;:umstance. Though it invobes certain di=-

tort; ons and s imp l l f i cat i on .s, an extremely useful way of conceptua 1-

izing the electorate is in tenns of its constituent social groups. 

The tern: 'c.1ignment' tnus r .~fers to the elect0rai disposition of these 

of stability)" 

change, one .• ;ucr,:d ::1:"0~)le:n in U1e social group a~pro.::1..:h, parti::u~ar!y 

groups 2r~ by no n1.::ans of any political import. The essence of pol i-· 

tkal group ism ~ ies in shared e.xpe~·ien.::es, outJo;:.ks and interests of 

~po! itically sai ient n~ture. The dange~s inherent in facile :ategor-

ization of identifia~le socia1 aggregates as political grcups a~e 

evident in W.L. Morton;s observation that although an exploite.c ptole-

tariat can be seen to ~xist in Canada i~ the middle decades of th2 

Jast c.;ntu:-'y", "no 1;1crs ~ ::.:.:n the resp •'" r;t:ii:>le and v1el1-·tc-do, did t': ey 

think in terms of c:ass and classes 0ntil the second generation of rho 
... I l ' - · 

1 (.j 

LVictoria~7 AgG, ,:ind then only some of theri1. 11 - o11tte trouole . . 1.'1ith 

----·---------·----------·--------··-----· , __ _ 
l 9w _ L Morten, ' 1v lcto r i ~, ~1 CanaJa, 11 in Mo rt on, ed. , .I!~~'?i!.J e ! ~ 

of Achil !es : :'\ spec. ::s o f Canad a i n the Victo1·ian t'\9_'.:: (Torc:::.o: McC !2 i-___ .. ___ - - .. ·-·-·-- - ·-· --·.-.-·-·'T _____ ·---·--... ---·--·- ·-----... -·--· -
'! a;.d .:md S~c.1-::i•t, l)t•b), 328 , 
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the eff0rt to relatr= people's poL'. tical behaviour:- to their group int-

erests," as S.D. C1ark has suggested, 1'is that it assumes a great e r 

order in the structure of group relationships than in fact exists. 1 ~0 

A further problem is dcterm;ning the durability of group 

influences. Group voting and persisting party loyalty are logically 

di s tinct; 2 coh2she gro•Jp could 1ve ll sv1itch irs suppcrt to and fro 

among parties, but empirically tnis seems iMprobab1e. The authors of 

Y~ing_ present thre::e conditions as underlying the persistence of elec-

torally salient social cleavages: 

( l) initial s::ir:ial diff~rentiation sur;h that the conseQu<;nces of 
pul itical pol i:::y arc m2teria!ly or symbolically differe:nt for 
different groups; 
conditions of t ra nsmittibil ity from 9eneration to generation; 
conditicns of phys i ::;:;J a11c soci2 1 prcx: :n•iry provid~r:g for con~ 
tinued in-yroup :ontact in succeedlrs ~ 8r:;·2tio~s.Ll 

These conditio~s seem nec~ssary, but not sufficient. Concinuation 1n 

the circumst~nc~s wh;ch ~riginally elicited the dif feri ng political 

reactions, or a I ack of nevi s3 l i ent ; ssues which mi 3ht sub:nerge the 

original socio-po1itical cleavage unde:r a new alignm en t, "tculd cor:trib-

ute to the preservation of social groups' party attachments. fn very 

general terms, these conditions have obtained for several identifiable 

groups in Ontario history over certain periods of time, as will be 

211 
~S . D. Slark, 11Groq· !"nterests in Canadian Politics," in 

J.H. J\itchison, 2d,, Th'::: Pel itical Pro,:e5s in Car.adr.i: Essays in 
Honour of R.. MacG•e9c°?--Dil'1sor. (~~orc:nto:Zn!\;'"2rsit'j of Toron -::o Fr2ss, 
"1963)' ]6. 

21 ' Be~naro Barelson, Paul F. La~arsfeld and William N. McPhee, 
Y2!_~_! _ _.E~St:_udy of Cpini on Fo rmt:i tion inc; Presideritial_C~_mpai9 1; 
lChi.:ago: University o f Chicago p·(ess, ISSI+), 75. 
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di <;c 1..:s~ecl i !"\ subsequent chapters. Yet many groups h2ve demonstrated 

little electoral coh esion , and others were located 1n different 

parties' electoral followinss in various pe r:ods. 

Oea1ianment 

Should a stable voter coal it ion, or alignment, begin to drift 

apart, it is by no m&ans assured that another al i~nment , marked by 

firm party ~oyalty, li'Jill arise in its stead. The p:-ocess in ~,thicn 

the political boundaries setting apar~ social groups dissipate with ~ 

out being replaced by durable new b01J ndaries has been aptly styl ed 

I ..J j • I 22 •Jee 1 gnment . De,:ilignment ~terns from a political crisis (lnte!lse 

mass response to certain issues), in wiiich the principa! conflic t.:; 

, ! ( • 1 " a· 23 cut across one another as we · as across EX:s!i~9 party . 1ncs. 

Traditional p~rty allcgia~ces are thus dis rupted, but the c •nc ~-

cutting of the issuE~ reduces the possibility of thi voters swi tching 

and firmly adhering· to the other party. A large segment of the e]e~-

torate is confro~ted by conflicting issue positions and .Party pro-

gra:nrnes. In turn, the parties are torn betvvee:n clear but const:-!c::i11g 

appeals to specific interests an? ·wide-ranging but dangerously impre·· 

<:ise overtures to ,::,ppcsing inte1·ests. Elect·Jrc.l instability and 

confusion become the order of the day. The unusually large pool cf 

unattached voters so created is susceptible, given suitable 

'2.2 
Ronald lnglehart and Avram Hochstein, '~l ignment and 

Deal ignment of the Electorate in France and the United Stc;~es. 11 

Compa~!ive_I'._::_U_tical S t u~i~?_ IV. (October, 1972.), 31~5. 
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ieedership and appropriate idcologJcal conditions, to the blandish-

ments of .3 
2LL 

'fl ash party 1 • • 

A deal ignment seems to have occurred in Ontario during the 

early 1890 1s . Agrarian discontent and exceptionally virulent religious 

strife split assuPder r~rlt and !cry ranks alike, while two new parties, 

the P&trcns of Industry and the Protestant Protective Associatio~, 

entered the 1 ists for the 1894 election. Although between them they 

amassed a fifth of the votes cast, neither of these flash parties sur-

viveci to ccntest the next election. A similar deal ignment process may 

h.;ive occ1,rn~d immediately after the First World War. Here the crisis 

tur11ed on three basic themes: acute agrarian discontent, prohibition, 

and lsbour t.:ncesL !-\gain the:.e issues cut across existing party 1 ines, 

which had already been seriously disrupted by the formation of a coal l-

tion government in Cttawa . The third parties arising out of these 

conditions, the United rarrne;s of Ontario and the Independent Labour 

Parry~ survived slightly longer than their predecessors of the 1890's, 

but may be fairl/ labelled flash parties. 

~~ular Realignment 

lf new al igrnnents do take the place of earlier alignments, thE: 

transition may be swift or slow. In the latter case, Key's model of 

:secular rea! ign:nent 1 , whid-; centres on grudua!, 101ig-term change pro-

cesses, ls suggest!ve. ''The rise and fall of parties, 11 Key wrote, 

"h 
'··1bid,, 31+;.-6; on flash parties see Philip E. Converse and 

Geo1·ges Dupeux:·· 1;PoiiticiL3tion of th2 El·:cto1.-.ite in Fr3!lCP. <ind the 
_united States," £~L.!_~j_<;:_Qp_~~2~{~~rteii.J:. ;,XV! (Soring, i962), i·-2.3. 



may to some degr~e be the ~cnscqucnce of trends that perhaps p ~ rsi s t 

ove r decades Qnd 3Jections may mark only steps i n a more or l ess con
tinuous creation of new loyalties and de cay of old. The slow rate at 
wliich tha~ pro=ess may occur suggests the potency of the old symbo l s, 
old !eader·s, old parti es. Only events wi t h wid~spread and powerfu l 
impact or issues touching emotions produce abru pt chan ges . On t h2 
oH•er hand, other processes operai:e ·in exo :·ably, almost· irnpe r cep-tibly, 
election after election, to form new party alignments and to build 

. '• r: new party groupings. ~ J 

The model, acco t dingly, ' ' is one of secuJ ,3r ch2ngE: (or ma;·,y secular 

changes affec t i ng particular categories within the population) upo~ 

which are s uperimposed epi sodic fluctuations attributable to transient 

C : r-u-·· ~ ~anc"'S 1 r2·6 
i """ ;i, • .;:i t.. 1,. ... 

In this sche!11a, long term proce sses of c;ocial deveiopr.ient 

dire-::t1y 1.mdc-rl ie l0ng term partisan reorie.ntations: "the odds are 

th.?.·:: !:i orne cbj ect i ve char.::r2 in the s tat 11s o~ a g ;·oup .of persons ; s the 

cond itior. most frequ1~ntly associated with such lon ~)"-term po7rtisa:i 

a p~rtisan shift even over 2 long term may mean that group tie~ re
main as st.ror.9 as ever but that the positior~ of the group vis ~-v_is 
a changing set of party alternat)ves dictates a transfer of partisan 
alle9ianc2. Or a C6tegory of persons may acquire, through a chans2 
in the impact of pub! ic pol icy upon ;t or through a change in its 
po~ition 1n ~he social s~ ~ucture~ a great~r and gr~ater po~ ~ti~al 28 relevance ~~h1ch reflects rtself 1n a grow ing pol 1t 1cal sol 1aarity. 

Realignment sl1ou!d be distinguished from "shifts in the party 

balance'• arising from 11orga1: ic change in the party system", such as 

25 V. 0. Key, J:-., 11Secular P. eali9nme:nt and the Party System," 
.Journa l of Pol i~~2. XX I (~t ay, l.959), 198. 

261 . ·ri 
..!.!?..!...:!.> • 

27,b • I 
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det:·.:Jgraph i c change and individual . 29 ccnve rs 1 on. (The ·1atter, by 

definition idiosyncratic, clearly cannot be studied with aggregate 

d2ta, or indeed by any systematic macro methods of analysis.) Shifts 

in the party balance wrought by demographic forces loom large in Ont-

ario electoral histcry. Massive immigration and emigration sta~d out 

as potentially the ;;iOSt si9i1ifican::. Ho~vever, ~av12: th·e conventional 

vdsdom that grateful imrn;grants tenC: to suppo1·t the party in power at 

the time of their arrival, the presumed attraction of the more strid-

entiy imperlal ist Tory party to British 1mmigrants, and the susplcio0 

that Ontario emigrants have come disproportionately from the most 

venturr:-somi:: and ledsi: traditionc:d elements of society, we h.:ve iittle 

_?_J?J:io;l_ ba.:;1s for pr-edictir.g the electoral effects of migration. 

For more rapid transformation of alignments, the 111ost prom-

ising l i~e of inquiry lies with the so-called 'critical realignment'. 

Though scbstantially embellished, this co:icept derives essendally 

from V.O. Key's 'critical election': 

a category of elections in v<hich vote1-s are, at least from the irnpres·
sionisti~ evidence, unusually deeply concerned, in which the extent of 
electoral involvement is relatively quite high, and in which the de
cisive results of the voting reveal a sharp alteration of the pre
existing cleavage within the electorate. Moreover, and this is perhap~ 
the truly differentiating char~cteristic of this ~ort of election, the 
realignment made manifest in the voting in such el actions seems to 
persist for several succeeding elections. All these characteri!tics 

---------------··---
29

J3mf'!S L. Sundquist, Dynamics of the Party System: fl.lign·· 
me11t and Re=:il ignrnent of Pol itic:al Pci-rtles fntheuilTTedState~: 
""(W~shl ngton-: --fhe- Brookings Trist Ctute .--l 973T:-~----·---·· · 
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cu~ulate to the ~0nception of an elect ion type in which the dep th and 
intensity of involvement are high , in wh i ch more or Jess profo un d rP
adjustments occur in the relations of powe~ within the community , and 
in '1>.'hich new and durable electoral groupings are formed)O 

The most thoroug hgoing and insightfu l treatment of cr i t i cal 

rea]ignrr.cnt is \./alter l)ean Elurnham's Critical Eiecti~ms_a_nd t he Ma i~: 

Jn EJurnham's vie•v the crit i cal re-

alignment ;~ a pf:rl od r:1arked by intens i ficat:on of ideologic;..i] polar-

ization, in whicli issues tend to b:= 11hi9hly salient ... often with 

strongly emoticn a i and symbolic overtones ; 11 as well, voter par t ici

pation is abno~nally hi gh . 31 Critical r~alignments find the i r r oots 

in social change in tandem with inadequate political response: 

they arise from emergent tensio~s in ~ 0c iety, which, not aJe qu a t el y 
controllerl by the organi2at 10C! or_outo uI c1: ~art'/ policies as usual, 
escalate to a flash ~ cin t ... /thev/ aris 2 ::i :JC c ; increasinq]y ·1 isible - ~ . -
social n1aladjustments; these ir'. turn a ;·c ·:. :·rn ::;roduct of dynamic 
transformat 1ons i11 a quite separat e l y de ve l opi ng s ocioecon 0mL c s yst em . 
Su-:h transt9rn1ati0 n ~ entail the e;n -:: r~.~ 1~ ce or qu:te unevenly dist ri bu
ted social costs. Some sectors n f scciety are injured o r t hrea ten ed 
'tiith· injury far more directly than others, and eventually the pressure 
upon them produces stress which ma kes them ~articu!arly available f o r 
political rnobiJ;zation by third parties or f o r subsequent mass ive 
shifts from one major party's foi lov1ing to the other =s . 32 

Any political system can cope more effe~tively with slow rather 

than rapid social change. Hence, it is only natural for secular re-

alignment to be associated ~ith slow 5ocial change, whereas sritical 

30V.O. Key, Jr . , 11A Theory of Critical E'lections, 11 Jo_~_r::na? o!_ 
Po_!_ltics XVI! (February, 1955), 3. 

31u , . D wa, i:er ean 
of American Politics 

Burnham, Critical Elections and the ~ains~ri ns~ 

(MevJ York :N'Or(on, 1970) , 6-8. 

32lt:.1d . , JO and 135 . 

http://emergar.ee


real ign~cnts would more !ikely accompany rap;d social chaGge. Yet 

more than si~ply the rate of change distinguishes secul2r from cr[ti-

cal realignments. Both represent political manifestations of social 

change, but in the former, gradual Jong-term processes.of social de-

velopment and adjustment ~re reflected by equally slow political 

change. The societal tr<.msfcrmations- l2ad!n9 to- a cr.iticaT realign-

ment r.eed be no less leisure1y; t:ie crucial difference is that here 

the pol itica1 system fails to respond at anything 1ike the rate at 

which the societ'/ is changing. Secular real igrment lacks the resist-

ance to change, the build-up of discontent and tension culn1inating in 

pap id, f2r-1·eaching political restructuring which mark the critic~] 

real ;gn.nc11t. Critic,:.] rea1i-gnr;h::nts, :il)(eo1er, a~2 not simply pol i!:ics 

as ~sual played out at a faster tempo, bLlt centre instead on deep-

rooted, highi/ effective issues, rJf"tentirnes of a highly s ymb_ol 1c i:;ent, 

which hec:r cfosely an the representativeness of the political system 

and admission to its decision-m~king processes. 

A gener~l reading of provincial history suggests that Ontario 

has not undergone critical realignments on the scaJe described by 

American writers - profound readjustments i~ the conduct of politics 

I !. h k. . 33 wroug 1t uy epoc, -ma . 1 ng er 1 se.s. It is nonetheless possible that 

within specif:c regional or group contexts, sharp 3nd durable shifts 

in party att2chm~nts have tGken place in Ontario. in p rev i nce-\•Ji de 

terms, th<:! .electlcr. of 19,~·5 (or perhaps more accurately; tht: closely 

--------··---~--~--.-.. -.~~-~ .... ---·---
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linked elections of ;943 and 191+;;), may be vieVJcd as a c;-i ~ical re·· 

ul ignrnent, in that it rer;reseni:ecl 2 poi itical 1·espo:1se to significsnt, 

t,-~z;.s .. ,;1 i cb h .CJ ''/•? lar'.:J :'.' l/ Pnclure•: t·1 -!:he present day. 

The processe;-; at work ir, critical re:J] ig nmer~ts hav(~ be2n 

l ii<en(jd to :~he changeover in sci,';ni.:i::ic paradigm::; a~ialysed by Thomas 

Kuhn: 

there arc historical r)eriods of nnnnal politics in v1 hich a ce;·tain 
belief sysl'.::c', a p3radigrn, do1ninates political activ ity. Politi-
cicrn:. c:re not ideology-free, but rather i clc:olociy~r_ .jaseci tm1ard the 
pt·inciplt~'· which c.o;npr is e the pa1·adi9ni, Poli ti ca! paradigm shifts 
occur v:hr· r;::: 1KVI par.3di91n a1·ises v.ihich in th e judsJc:ment of th8 
elcctor«::t<:, better· acco .. ff1ts fo; phenomcr.2 \·.·hicf-i 1°;r:' re cons i derecl 
ai:o::·,qlous tu the p1·ecedi11g par2digm , and wr·iicl1 succeeds in atLr<'1 ci:
ing aJherents (voters) away from cm1petir.g mcd ~s of pol it:c2l 
.:1ct1vity. T!1is precess culminates at a critical •.. i'J.tion; vJhe;·; it 
i s complete(J, tl-10 !"CJ] i ;,;ca] co~11;111.111ity then ;ctun •S '..-::: c:; stCJblc ~on .. 
dition of ncinnal politics, though nov1 Function in•; under the be i i1c;·J·s 
and principl~~ of t he n2wly adopted paradigm.3~ 

This, to be :'' 1.:re, i s a highly id ec:il i zed vievJ of politic;:ll chcJ:<SJe; 

s h i ft s i n po l i t i ca 1 pa rad i gn1 s c e r ta i n 1 y d o no t cc cu r 1 n s o t i d y a 

i'rishion. j\y-.~over, tvJo or more paradigms mi9ht v-1e.l J exist within a 

s;nyle pol iticoi system, for example, a paradigm still ascendent i~ 

Nevc1··JiE].:o:·,.:, the bc.;sic idea has much to comme:-id it in analysing ho1 
. .. 1 

social ch:-1:i'>~ conks to effect pol iti ca] change i;1 tl1,c; electoral arei «.•. 



Thi rd Pa.-t i es 

Third parties may act as agents or indicators of the trans-

formation of social chznge into pol iticaI change, though, of course, 

fdr-reaching e!ectcr3l changes may be -wrought by social change with-

o~t racourse to a third pBrty. 

Scenarios for the rise cf third parties are many and varied~ 

The pool of uncoITTnitted or confused voters occasioned by a deal ign-

ment may give rise to a third party. As well, third parties often-

- . . . 1 l • 35 
t 1mes accompany er 1t1 ca · rea 1 i gnment. Indeed, strons third party 

activity serves tc set off critical realignments from realignments 

of the secular variety, for the latter (long-ter~ transformations of 

gnJdua! social ch;:.ng~ into politicai reedj_uStiTient) could account for 

tne accretion of suppo:-t to an estabiished third party~ but riot for 

its sudden rise or initial consol idatioh. 

Structurally, the introduction of a third party into a two 

perty system is a singularly important change. As well, the very 

existence of a third party offers a potential focus for other deeper 

changes in electoral alignments, ideologies, power distributions and 

the 1 ike. Third parties often represent a response to pol itica1 and 

(or) social changes not satisfactorily dealt with by the established 

parties. 

35MacRae and MeldnT;1 sugges~ that third parties have hist
orically acted as 11 ha1f-\A1c:-1y houses 11 for voters trar;sferrin<J aileg
ianc2 from one party to another in 11critical periods 11

, Du:-ican 
Macf\:.e, ,.Jr., and .James A. Meldru.11, 11Ccitica! Ele:c:::i-01~s in lilinc:s, 
i888-lS58~ 11 /.'~pe;ican Political Science P.evie~·i UV (September, 1960), 
669. ---· -----



Maurice Pinc:ird has de,;2lc:-:ed a theory to account for the rise 

of third parties, a theory couched in essentially the same terms as . 

the foregoing d i sc us s ion of realignments. In that it explains third 

party up5~rges as ~obili z ations of inadequately represented social 

groups, the theory is useful in loc~ting third party activity within 

the framework of general processes of social and political change. 

Plnardis theory is built on three closely intertwined elem-

ents: unresolved social strain, 1 st1uctural conduciveness• in the 

form of "political nonrepresentati o n of social groups through the 

party sys tern, 1136 and a dichotomy of third party types. One variety, 

label lee! the 'protest movement•,, arises from the condition of one-

party r.iominance i11 a system rnarked tiy so.:i_s:J s trair.. Lacking a 

viable opposition party ~ hro~gh which to· rectify their discontent, 

pol itica1 leaders and voters turn to a third party as the most promis ~ 

ing political VE:hic?e to rlepose the government or ~t le2st to force 

a ;:har.ge in pol icy. For such protest movements, simple political ex-

pediency plays a central role. In contrast , the second type, the 

'radical movement 1
, can arise in any system, including a strong two-

party system. The ~ey here is the presence of persons 1"vvho feel 

their central id~ology and long-·term grie·.tances cannot be accommo-

dated through any of the existing parties; •• l;hicb7 are not only· 

abandoned, they are positively rejected as un s uitable channels for 

36Maurice Pinard, 1rrnrrd Partie5 in Canada Revisited: A 
Rejci~der and Ejaborcitioi1 of the Theory cf One-Party Dominanc2, 11 

Can~di~n Journ a l of Pol i t ica1 Scien~e Vf {Sept ember, 1973), 4h2; 
see a I so n is Jli~F: i s~--~~-I_~rd J::~Ct..l. (Engl e'.'!ood Cl i ffs, t~. J.: 
Prentice-Hali, 19 / 1), ch _ 2-1+. 



the expre.ssion of;; rather precisP set of concerns. 113 7 in the pro-

_test movement, "ideology will tend to be less encompassing, to call 

for less ft.msamenta! red~f!nitions of the social order; it will be 

less intensely adhered to. by its followers and, indeed, it may not be 

sh.:ire.d at all by many of them. The end result is that ideology tends 

to play c.; lesser (Ole. in mobil i:dng support, while jmmediat_e, as __ 

opposed to long-term grievances play a determining role. 1 ~8 Fo~ radi-

ca1 rnove~ents, the opposite is true. A further, related difference is 

that ·~ass recruitment to a protest is more 1 ike1y to be based on gen-

e.ral ized bel refs o~ discontent th2~ on a shared, articulated ideology. 

Moreover, recruitment is not necessarily limited to a particular soc-

ial class. Conversely, in a radical mcvement ..• one is morel ikely to 

have been r~cruited on the basis of an ideology shared by members of 

a specific sc~i.:it \:.las~ or communal gr-oup.1139 

Fol!r of Ont2rio 1s many minor parties have attained noteworthy 

e1~ctoraJ success in Ontario. Of these, on!y one has survived for any 

length of time. The remainder, the Patrons of Industry, the United 

Fanners of Ontario, and the 1919 model of the Independent Labour Party, 

all effectively departed the scene after only one or two elections. 

P . d h • . .t:. • d h u -o d . 1 40 1 h ' . 1nar as c1ass111e t .. e r as a ra 1ca movement, at ougn 1t 

--·-··---·------------
37 . . P1nara, ' 1Th!i-d Parties, 11 442. 

38
Jl>id., 442-3. 

39
!bid. 

40 1nid ---



~eern~. a borderline. case, for it exhibits features of the protes'.: move-

ment, principally in its ideology, which was fundamentally reformist 

and conservat!ve. 7wo studies found little support for the interpre-

tati.:::n of tt1e :.JFO as"': pretest movement arising through the mechanism 

l;. J 
of one-party dominance. Yet the party's disintegration within a 

very few years cf its foundation upon the most socially self-conscious 

grnup in Ontar·io - the farm corrnnunity - argues against its classif:C.:i-

tion as-radical. A similar argument holds for t-.he Patrons, whose 

co:-19:-u..::nce 11ith the UFO in support, prograrrrne, leade1-ship, rhetoric 

and fate, is striklns. Not only the Patrons and the United Farmers, 

but al3o Mitch Hepburn all seem to have attracted their most pro-

.-uunced support in g.c.neral ly the same areas. It. v1ould scarcely be 

su:prising if th2 statistical ar.alysis lnc'eed unco11ers a common eJec·· 

tora? basis, since each in its own v..iay appealed to the sa·me latent 

Grit strain of reactionary Ontario rural conservatism, premised on 

unyieJdi~g moral righteousness 2nd a pronounced sentimentality for 

42 the old-fashioned values of the ente:prising yeoman. 

The CCF-NDP is very different from earlier third parties, 

even the ILP, which was less a party than a transient amalgram of 

41
i<.D. ~lakefie:id, 11Measuring One-Party Doc;1inance: A Study of 

Maurie.:: Pi:.;:;rd's Thcc:ry of Third Party Ernergenc~ with Reference to 
the Case of the United Farmers of Ontario in the Oritario General 
E·lection of 1919," unpublished M.A. thes:s, Q.ueen 1 s University, 19/'2: 
Graham Wfi;te. 110ne-Party Dominar.ce 2nd Thin.! Pan:ies: The Pin2rd 
Theory Recon:::ic!ered, 11 Canadian Journ2! of Po1it1ca1 Science VI 
(Sep temb.o:: r, J 9 73 / , 4 ·1 5 · .. 9. "--~--·---· 

42 r• f · 0 
• • • f ror a asc1nat1ng expos1t1on o 

oi:·s of fo:-rne: UFO premier Charles Dr..iry~ 

McCleiland and Stewart, 1966). 

these .. . ta ·l ues st-:;e the 1T:t:~11-

£'~T.!~ ... !::.t!"EL~~. ( i o t nn to~ 
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vc?rious shades of labour cpin!on. Offerin9 fa;- c.nd away the most 

radical chail eng e to the existing order, particularly in its initi~I 

of its hn;; t,1ir•g) ha s heen pitched towards the industrial \•1orker·s of 

the cities an~ the North. The party differs from its pred ecessors 

in another significant respect, nane ly its longevity: it has ceen ar: 

impcirtant element on the provincial scene since its Second World Wcir 

upsurge, n-.=ver subsequently sinkiny below i3 sixth of the pc1pular vote, 

2nd moreover, consistently attract i ng more attention t han its numbers 

in the Jegis la t un.:: \v:·:.ild :;;'2em to wari·ant. 

Ideological colouratio~s aside, the addition of a permanent 5 

or at lsa!t long-lived ~hi rd .party 1 ike the NOP has important rami-

f ications for a political systan . These ~ostly flow o~t of the way 

in which a ·third party, as literally a th_~~ pa r t~, disn:p_ ·~ s and com-

pl icah!S estab li shed party 3Jternatives for voters and coal it ion 

bui1ders alike. By way of illu~tration, the choice a~ong three parties 

may posG a conundrum for the 'rational' voter whose favoured party 

stands, in his estimation, iess chance of winning than his second 

favo cJred party. Furtherrno:-e, "peop 1 e o ften ·..:r.dcorstand themse Ives c.s 

much in terms of 't:h.:;it they are not as in ·rt::rms of what they de; nnd 

party idt:ntif1cations are sornetimes i11flu<.!11ced more by a n29ati vc re>.--

act ion to \'/hat !-~~~h~artv 1-epresents to the voter thari by t:! 

Li.., 
fib51tive rea::tion t'.) the party with ·,..1hich the vo-\:er 1-dentified . 1<'-" 

[; *'\ 

"'Char!es Sell e!"' S, 11"fhe Eq:ii! bri um Cycle t r. T;,..;o Party Fol i -
ti cs,'' £..u t, ! i ·~_...Q.ei.n...!.:.-?.0._<0~§_r.:.~·~.lY.. x;~ l X Sp r ~n9, ! :%5) , 26·· 7,- emp has is 
added. 
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For many voters, however, this 'i:Jentification by repulsion' mechanism 

will break down in the three party situati·~rn. 

With three parties rather than two, the division between gov

ernment and oppGsition i~ no lohger collinear with the division between 

party ideologies. More specifically, one of the crucial questions in 

post-war Ontario pol rtics is whether the primal electoral chasm lies 

between the Tories and the opposition ~arties or between the old 1 ine 

parties and the 1 Eocial ist hordes' of the CCF-NDP. Has the O~tario 

electorate, in short, been divided along structural or ideological 

1 i nes? 

.The Analysis 

The first t2sl: 0f our st3tistical analysis •1ill be to identii7y 

electcr.~d change, to discove r· which regions or sectors of the province 

were changing at particula1 points in time, and to determine whether 

the changes were drastic or marginal, transient or enduring. Closely 

tied in to this is the question of the strength and durability of 

party loyalty. We are concerned with the stability of parties' holds 

over their elect~rates, as well as how and when these have changed. 

Since these two concerns are so closely related, a good many of the 

empirical findings wi;l relate to both. By w~y of illustration, a 

high correlation cf p~rty vote across time wil I be t~ken to mean lack 

of change in estab!ished voter loya)tiec;;, v-1hile low co;-r.elations will 

indfcate absence of firm voter co;rmitments, or their breakdovvn. Con-

tinuities and discontinuities from one ele~tion to the next will also 



44 come into piny in analysing broackr elec-rnra1 change . 

Following this phase of the analysis, we will turn to the 

social correlates of political preference, and by extension to the 

soclal bases of elec::0r2l' change and stability. Due to the nature 

of the data base and the techniques employed to analyse it, we will 

be able to offer lamentably few precise observations on the rela-

tionships between specific social groups and support 1or particular 

partiE:s. To a certain extent, 1t1e wi 11 be able to comment on changes 

a~d t~ends in the overall group basis of party support - what was 

earlier labelled electoral al 1gnment. 

Next, these findings will be combined with the earlier 

material on electoral change, with a view to assessing the validity 

and the analytical ut: l ity of tJ1c models of political change dis-

cussed earlier in this chapter . An across-the-board drop in the 

strength of party attachments) combined with the .:ippear2nce of flash 

pai·ties (\·Jhose strength cuts across that of the established parties}, 

will signal a deal ignment. A steady decay in the strength of party 

loyalty across successive elections (though the relationship across 

adjacent pairs of elections may be quite strong), together with 

gradual increases or decre2ses fr. the 5trength and direction of group 

voting, would mark a secular realignment. A critical realignment 

would be denoted by sharp discontinuities across one or two pair of 

elections, preceded and followed by periods of strong, stable party 

LL} 
· The rationale ~nderlying these infer2nces is discussed in 

Chapter VI l. 
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1 · 1 f" 45 oy<, ~Y. We would atso expect to flnd sharp drops or reversaj5 

in the strength and direction of relationships between social groups 

and party strength accompanying a critical realignment. 

The ana?ysfs will t~en shift to the question of whether certain 

social variab1es 1 impact on electoral results hns increased or de-

creased. This investigation is directed towards an evaluation of the 

electoral import of very broad social change processes. So•ne of the 

central issues here a1·e: (a) whether religious and (or) ethnic fact-

ors have given way to economic-cl ass factors as prime de term i rants of 

voting behaviour; (b) the extent to which urb~nization underlies 

specific electoral outcomes, as well as underlying broader processes 

of elector.:iJ , change; (c) whether regional differences, once soc ial 

~Cm?osition has been take~ into account, have increased or decreased 

in importar.ce. 

In that it is predicated on the weakness of the traditional 

opposition party, Pinard's one-party doo1inance model for the rise of 

a protest party predicts a positive relationship between the elect-

oral strength of rhe third party and the previous strength of the 

dominant party. In addition, as a general protest movement, the third 

party will :1ot have inordlr.ate support from communal or class groups, 

and thus the relationship between its :::trength 2nd socio-ecor-:omic 

----- -------------
4c:: 
~A very similar operational definition of critical realign-

rnent is employed in D•.mc:.c:rn MacRae .Jr., and James A. Meldrum, ' 1Factor 
Analysis of A3gregate Voting Statisti,:s , 11 in Mattei Dogan & Stein 
Rokkan, eds., Quarn.itativ2 Ecolcgica! P.r,alysis 1n the Sociel Sciences 
(Cambr i dse ,. Ma.ss:-:--"Fr:-r:r:-rr· ess~-1 %-0r:-49i.· _....,.__ ____ _ 
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agg~egates will be weak. 

Conversely, if the nev-1 ptlr·ty is of the t"·3dical variety, there 

need be no sit:.Jation of orie-part/ dcminance; since its support does 

not devolve fr-om the we:1k.-1sss of the traditional opposition party, the 

relatlonsh~p b~tv:een the third pa1-ty 1 s support and the previ0us 

strength of the government party wili be ei~her negative or non-existent. 

In addition, the radical party is rooted in comr:1unal or class groups; 

this wil1 be evidenced by a strong association between its level of 

support and certai.n socio-economic gr·oups. Finally, to the extent 

that the radica: party h~s mobilized previous no~-voters, there will 

be a positive association between its level of support and increases 

in turnout. 

Conclusion 

The generalities constituting the greater part of this chapter 

may seem needle5s1'/ abstruse for an analytic excursion into Ontario's 

electoral history. They are necessary, howe":'er, to convey \•1hat is 

me.ant - and what is not rr.eant - by the tc:rrns social change and pol iti-

ca~ change as they are used in this thesis, and the general way they 

hang together. Moreovei-, the discussion of social change and political 

change avoided precise definitions, stressing instead the relativistic 

nature of th~se change processes, that is, the need for specific con-

texts to give meani;-:g to these tremendcusly broad 

Still, one key point did emerge. Net only is social fixity logically 

pdor to social change, but an apr-reciation ,1f its pervasiveness and 
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s h i p b c t •,.v~ er 1 t h ·:~ s o !: i a l a :11.! :: .:: i i ti c 2 1 •J rd e rs , 1v i H, r e s p e c t b o t h t ~> 

Tn is i s a pa rti cu l ar l y irnpcr t c;;11- 1< 1-

s i ght fo r ~ = l ~rl~ i1; :7 'c l :v ~c~:~ on an apparent i ncon g ru ity betwe~n 

F i ~ally, thP lack of spec i fic ity , to-

p~rLic~ l a r se t o f social changPs ~nd contin u ities, ard associated 

l ~• de::. Ii n ~i 1·-1 i t h ',c·ch comp! e." phenm1ena , it ma',' 'v·f "- 11 

h.c , .~s Sr,:: r l::ick f- :o l :nr.::s ,.:as 1.-io 11t to say, 11 0 ca p i tal rni sl:ak e to theoris3 

i n 011 La r i C' po 1 i t i cs c:i r1 d soc i e t , · . 



Cr:APTER .l 11 Poi itical Change in Ontario 

This chapter sketches the principal political changes and conti

nuities in Ontario ~isto ~y . !n no wise is it a comprehensive history; 

rather, it is a chronolog;ca J treatment of political events and processes 

germane t~ the concerns set out in Ch2pter l. Although the influence of 

soci~l change - or its absence - is apparent :hroughout, the specifics 

of social change in relation to politics are reserved for Chapter !V. In 

that the d i scussion of social change is thematically organized, there 

seemed no overriding reason to incorporate it into an already lengthy 

chapt·~r. 

The aim of this chapter is to identify and analyse changes end 

continuities :n :he political realm. A key theme is the role of elect

oral processes in the larger pol iii cal conte~t: have important pol itica! 

changes been manifested e 1ect~rally, and conversely, have electoral 

changes reflected broader political changes? As key actots in the e1ect

ora] sphere, pc1itical parties constitute a prime focus of the analysis. 

The analysis is primarily based on a wide reading of the second

ary 1 iterature on Ontario, but province-wide electoral data are also 

brought to bear. These voting statistics are employed in the assessment 

of the relation between social, electoral 2nd political change. In 

addition, they are used to high! ight important electoral episodes and 

periods in Ontario, 2s pceliminar·y' t-o the more de \: aiied anaiyses of later 

chapters. Nothing mora sophisticated than construction of time series 

of part~ vote share$ is attenpted, but even t~is simple technique is very 

useful in e:>tabl ishi:19 gcnera1 trends and patterns. 
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The material dis~ussed in this chapter, be it particular vo:ing 

statistics or impressionistic interpretation of the broad sweep of 

Ontario pol iticc..l history, has a two-fold purpose. First, it provides 

the context within which later analyses are set. The outlines, let 

alone the details of Gntario history, are not so well known that this 

backgrou~d knowledge ca~ be assumed. At least as important as thi3 

setting of the scene, however, is the con:ribution of this chapter and 

the succeeding one in caning to an understanding of social change and 

political change in this province. Sa many crucial aspects of this re

lationship lie Hell beyond the r~3Jm of election returns and census 

ro?ls that an impressionistic, imprecise discussion of the broad intar

play of social and political proc~ss~s is crucially important in its 

own right for the evaluation of the larger issu~s posed in Chapter I. 

To an exter.t, then, the analysis here is to be understood as a ~PJ?lem: 

ent or an a?ternative to the more ~ystematil statistical investigations 

of 1ater chapte~s, which are severely circumscribed by the avai1abiJ ity 

of data and the techniques by which the data are analysed. 

The chapter begins with a brief account of the roots and the 

nature of Ontario conservatisrn; an appreciation of the form and the in

fluence of this conservatism is absolutely essential for an understand

ing of Ontario society and politics. Following this is an account of 

the poi ltical deve1opment of this province, with special anphasis upon 

political parties and e1ections in relation to the larger processes of 

po1itica1 change and continuity. 



ConservQtism :n Ontario 

e r..: 
,,) ,J 

Agreement is widespread on the social and political conserva-

tis:n of Ontar!.::ins. 1'!n Orit2.rio, 11 ~ffites or•e historian, 11 the conserva-

l ti ve ti de has a h\lays r :in strong .:inJ deep;' 1 yet that conservatism h2s 

not general .ly b2en hidebound or r·ea ctionary: 11 this land has been con-

sistently characterized by inhabit3nts who have tended to be re~tr3ined, 

staid, who have combi~ed a proper respect fer property and tradition 

with a bel i"O!f that progress, exp.snsion and growth e_er ~~are fu.-iJamental 

? 
virtues.'~ ·-

The roots of Ontario's conservati~m reach back to the arriv~l 

of t he L.cy3list5. Subseciuent mythology h-=!~ made of these fugitives from 

the American overthrow of British rule sornethi1~g very different from 

1·1 h.at they act<1aily were.3 In the first 9lace~ 11 the !...oyaiist party ir: 

the thirteen colonies was made up of all sorts 3nd conditions of men but 

with rare exceptions only Loyalists of humble orig1ns found their way to 

what became Upper Canada and later Ontario. 114 . Nor were d1i the Loyali st s 

possessed of close t•es to the motherland; loyalists cf German or Dutch 

1
Peter <)liver, i'The Making of a Provincial Premier: Howard 

Ferguson and Ontario Pol it: cs, ll370-1923, 1 1 unpublished Ph.D. thesis, 
University of Toronto, 1969, v. 

2 . II I . ,~ h 0 . Jo11n 1" ·'3r<ent1n, '~out ern ntar10: A vie•tJ from the west, 11 

Canadian Ge<:i;;r:ip~1er X (1966), 161. 
., 
-' 11 lt was not untii the rl ~dng Canadian national ism of the rn1d

nineteenth cent:..;ry tha t a Loyal : st cult bega n to form." Gerald M, Craiq. 
!JPP':.E..J:E~.ada~ The Formative Years i78L~-1&41 (Toronto: McClel ic:.1.d c.nd 
·• t \ . 1 0 6?) 7 ::> eo'/a rt, , ~ ..1 , • 

L~ . 
. J.J. laJrn.:m, 1 '1h; United Emp ire Loy .:ili'> ts, 1 1 in Profih::s cf 2 

f.!::~_vi.!:'._S?:. (Tcrontc: Ontar io Hist or! cal Society, 1967). LJ..-.----------··· 



extraction ~nd speech 0utaumbered those of English descent in the Bay 

of Quinte ~rea and elong the St. Lawrence. 5 Moreover, it was not 1 0 ~9 

before the Loyal is ts e f f ective~y ceased to exist as an identifiable 

group, !n sociol c.,g i ccil f ei c.t if not in rcified spirit. l_nte •·marric:g '.O! 

between LoyJI ist :;tock ard later 1::W1erican in!nigrants attracted not so 

!'11!..lch by pc1 i··~i c.:: 1 .:-0;, ·, i v ial ity as by f r ee l and
6 

''made the groups in d is·· 

ti nqu is hab I e. r .7 

Tbe impartance of the Loyalists for Canadian c.:ons e rvatisr.i has 

been qu e stioned on the grounds that prc-revoluticr.ary Tories v1ho b e <: 3mP 

Loyalist :-:; shared \ .; ith t ~;eir '-Jhig opponents "liberal (Jockeian) ass ump -

tions about the nature of sove reignty , good government , the right of 

res i st a ric~, 1
.8 

et c. • I This arg•.'rnent !.lnderestimates ·:~h e p.-ofo1.1ndly re-

socializing experience on the Loy6lists of - the Re~olution and ~u bs eq u ent 

emigrat ion. h 2ny e vent, no doubt ex;sts as to the cons e.rvatiso1 1A t:-ic. 

1 Joyal ist myth;, which arose after the War of 1812 and came to exert 

such t e lling influence on the political outlook cf Upper Canada a nd 

9 Ontario. Anot her important Loyalist legacy was the strength of 

-----------
5 
Jaco~ Spelt, Urban Deve!..<2.Pment i n South Central Oritar io (T0rnr1tG ; 

Mc.Ciel ian n a nd St e wart, l972 , first published 1955), 19. 

6
Fred Landen, West e rn Ontario and the ~nerican Frontie~ (To ront~ : 

McC I e 1 I and and Stewa rt-:--f96J:·:n r s t p~.Jb fi shed--]94T~2.0. ·---

7T2 k2n, "Uniteci Empire Loyalists," 5. 

8
D.oivicl V.J. i3el 1, •rn1-:~ Loya list -Trad i tion in Canad2, 11 ~~n~ of 

C ~d· S J• V' (M . 1 97") 2 '' 2!!~~r.:__-~~~ 1 es_. 1 . a~· , , _ . ~- , 1... 

9.Jo-;'lnn t- e. lioli'JS, "The loya_fist Myth i n Canr.i d2, 11 Can2dian Histo«i c l 
Assosiation, :-f! s tor i c ;;i i Pape rs 1971, 105-7; see also Denni s 01.!ffy, 111he 
My tho 1 ogy CJf Loya.1--;sr;;:' }.:.:;-;-~ !. n~~f_ Ca r~.:2.~-9.~~)_i: u.ii_~~~. X i ! (Sor i 0 9 , 19 77) ) 
·17-26. 



cornrnu:·iity tl1e:-:y p1·ovid 1::; d for th e ern r::r gi ;19 '.:- oc: i E:. ty: 11 because tfie Loya l-

. ' h .. ' sts ad Deen settled in groups large ly acco rding to the ir rn ci11b e r ship 

in Loyalist regim e: nts (1·•1-iich in turn hcid often b e e1~ r a i sed from a 

p0 r ticula 1• <;re<01 in one c_,f the oid e r co lo;1i es), these bloc settl e 1i1c nts 

poss e ssed fi·0! r1 t:h ~·; c1ut::er ;oi <:c.c i a l coh es ion that -.-.ias no;-mally lackin g 

1 !"\ 
1· 1_. 

·nv.' l. c"1ai is ts !v:ld ir.tu~;·>J into the fl e dgl iPS Uppe r Canadi a n 

by 2 disti 1·1c:: pa rtiality to tradi tiona l authority. Pol i tical hcc;,r·s 

'r1h>.:: rhi9ht hav e dil u i: ecl thi s conser v<'l ti sri1 failed to materiaiize; the 

v:ili ~ ;cal co:ofli ::::t in f':cir ly Uppe r Ccrnada, v1as entir•.'ly l t:1 ckin9 in i d>eu-

losi c~ I foundations. 

. . 11 
proper organ17at1~n! 1 

The crec-ping l \rner icanisr ., i·1t;i c h thr·eaten E. d e; social a11d :d (-: C' -

which 11 h3( ck1:cJ dis] i i-' :.. f'or Amer i can ideas and institutions into fierce 

host ility, anrl produc~~ ~kind of Mess ia n ic Tory ism infl exib le in its 

: :1s i :; te ::ce Uf)Oil i'.d:end i ,~9 adherence to orthodox va 1ucs. 1112 

--~....---.~~-··". ~ -~--- ·----- ---~-----------·-..-·~---- ----- .... ~--,.~ 

l 0 
Jo hr• S. Mc:; r 1 !J~e _C_h_u_r_c-_. h __ i r:_,_t_h_e_8 r it is h Era: F r o fTl th e ?> 1· it i s h 

Cor.ou es t to ~ :o nf e d 2 ra ti Oi' l-1·c·rnn to: McGre'·"-H i 1 f::-R.yers ori-:-~172) ,-83 . ~----· --.. -L..:------·-------·----~----

ti ;)c:•c·, id C :e i ghton, Th <:~ __ Co~;_<:.c.r: ~2 l Emp i c_~f th~ S_~ La:".'.!·~~r:_(~L 
.U6G : ~ L.12~~ c:·oi· ·:l i'1to: Ry e rson, l'..-d/'), i 2.(. 

12s .F. Wi se ) 11 C>.1"1"-er vatism a nd Politi cal Develupn1e nt: The 
Lrn -=,d ian Cdse: 11 So u~..b_...A_t,_!a!1.~_9:,~_i:- t •0: 1·_l_L LX!>'. (SpriPg, 1970), 2J5. 

http://infum.se
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The primacy of conser ~atism was further enhanced by the mas~i~e 

influx of British immigrants following the end of the Napcleon;c wars . 

The immigrants doubled the province's popL!ldti-on between 1810 and !825, 

and doubled it again by 1834. These immigrants! conservatism and 

deference to authority may hsve modified but certainly not wrought a~v 

fundamental changes in the rapid1 y coalescing pattern of Upper Can~c ia n 

conservatism. The British immigrants who swelled the province's pop ~la-

ti on in the ?820 1 s and 1830' s knew l i tt 1 e of 1 oca I pol it i cs$ and n12y 

inde-:':d have been "quite f-:ospitable to the idea of modera t e reform. ' ' 

Hov1ever, the Family Compact and i ts supporters conv i need the nr::wl y 

ar'."'iw~ d that the Tory-Reform struggle red 11ced to suppo:-t or r e jecti ·:m 

of the Br· itish connection. Thus, given the ''5trrJng anti-re·;olutioriary 

tradition which so many of these immigrants brought with thern,.' ;!3 it i s 

hardly surprising th2t they tended tc align themselves ~-ii th the forces of 

. ?4 conservatism. 

S.F. \.Jtse hc:is admirably summarized the Upper Cana di2n conse:rva·· 

tive tradition: 

Twc streams of conservat i sm met and blended in the two generat ions of 
Upper Canadian history before the Union. One was that brought by the 
Loyalist founders of the colony: a,1 emotional compo und of loya1ty tu 
King and Empire, a ntagonism to the United States, and an acute, if 
partisan, sense of recent hi s tory . To the conservatism of the em i gre 
was joined another, more sophisticated viewpoint, first brought by 
Simcoe and his entourage, and crystal I ized in the Constitu t ional Ac ~ 

of 1791: th e Toryism cf late eighteenth century England. What Up pe r 
Canada received from this source was not :nerely the some~-1hat creak i ng 

13 
S. D. Clark, M~.!.!1_en_!2._2.L..E9Ji~ i s:.EL.f.cQ..t~.:?...L_i..Q..,J~.~D ad§., J 6L~o

l 840 (Toronto: Uni versity of Toronto Press> 1959), 481.,-. 

14cr~ig, ~~r,~~ad~ , 232. 
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"fhe C·~1r.s e r v ot i srn of th e Ang ! i ca ri Chu r·c h wa s to b'~ eJ<:pect2rJ, 

q1 ·1en i ts :-ti.1i:l ;.:, a s <.; sc:rri i·< stabi ' :,:·,,_:! c.h•Jrch. More tc:l l i ng i s the 

century). 

• .-J .• ' 20 acqu1r ec• pr1v1,egPs. Throughout the n i ~e t ec~t h century, 

r I l ' h" b l Gd r • • '.2. ) ] ' . . n-. o:·r_·, :-i.·-= ·l 1 ~ r c·~; r c:~ : , v11t 1 1n .J sta e, o -re3r1ns <)ocie ty
4 

ea org2n1zer1_ 

1hire e ff e cti ve ly c h a:len~1e d the prevailing r;olitie<,] cw::'. ::::n/2tism . 

id eolo~:):· . These in :rniJr?nts o c~·::;:, ioned tlv: 1 c ongea lment 1 of [1191 i s h 

i~a n adi .c;r~ ~~ociety at a point in t i;ne \'ihen rudimentary scci a ! i s t idea '.; , 

------------·--·-------- - --·-----· 
20

s.D . Cl ar k , Th e D e \1.:~ J c, o inq Canad i an Comir1unity , se co;1d ed i tion 
(Tornnt c', Uni v(:: r s i ty 0+··1-orori.tc; 'V1·ess-;-T9rn;~·-r36~--~.J0lin 11c;; ·· = t·1t2s 
tin t trh:: :-.. ·:·~ ~ · ti on of :-c: ! ig i ous rcformis r.1 v;ith pol i tica ·~ re f u1·: 1:s1:: i n 
l!p i'.>er ~· ,:'!": ,-;: ; , ; :C. · i ' "~;c; : c~ t'<::! 1 i z.it ion bas ed 01' hi s t o ri ceil r12.rt-·1Juthc;.' · 
1 iTh e:: U~'r · c:- '. 7 : J:. • r : :~i , i~l0 ]i9 :cu '; l :-adi tion , 11 i n Pi:o f_~L~~~-2,f __ ~ __ Jro\:J.r.~, l'}C, 

2 1
see La·,·.trence ~:·a ll i s, Jr., ' 1The id e.=1 of Pro ;:i; · es~, in t he P1· ,1v ir; c r:c 

of C.::.1v.1d,1; ;\ St<:d'/ :n t he Histor~, o f 1de,c:;s , 11 2nd Gc· l d1,: i :-; Frer1 ·· h, ;,n.,e 
Ev.;incJe licci l C. r 8ed i :·1 Conc.1da, 11 in 1;0 .-to11, Sh i e : d of .l\c hill t2 ~- . 
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t(tgethe r V.Jith Tor '( patisrnal is :n, ltl '2 i-E.' !eove ning th:. v/hig~J iSrn .:1 sr.:: end a nt 

h { . . l d 22 w en ~mer:ca n societ y co~gea e . Con s.;:quenil'!, English Canad o is a 

Libera I society with iniportar1t 1'Tory toL' c hes 1 , '.vh i ch serve t o differe r:· 

t i .Jte it from the Ur1ited States, wh e r e Locke .- eigr s supreme . This Torv 

'") -. 
st.ron :JC:' i- o ;·:o .. J; ; i,·.:. .c1·, -~, .·,· o.~:,_ -! :n tF: r v ention 1n the economic sp!; e r·e _'-) 

Hie Sritic;'-, im.n i grants who f l ood ed Upper Ccinada a fter i:he W2.-

of 1812 were important i n the dev e l opment of Canadi a n c onser v~tism , 

;:.1>:.1rding to S.F. \·/is e , not because they served to conge0 1 the s c c 1c-:t_; 

'-" 3 5 not the flo10cr ing o~ a fr a g ;1 1e 11t , ' 1 he 1'Y r i t es,. ' 'b •Jt t-r:c .~ fflor ·:: s c •.c~c:c 

of group 
21+ 

myth5. More over , 

cc.•l 0 11i a l c c•n :~e 1·vati~~:1 d i d not sict- tn h1·e::1 k dmm s1.1c~· ! 'T!)' !. h .:; .. R2 th •: 1" ir: 
~ v ar i e ty o f wa y s, it t ended t o susta in th em Sinc 8 con su rvativ r s w~re 
disposed to th i nk i11 terms o f co ll ect i v iti e s , not of i "diviuu ,.:;] s , ~;-; eir 

tendency 1rJa:, t o i d .~ntify indi v idu a l s w i th refer·p, ·-i ce t o th 2 0r· :.,•;, ~ ~ c 

1-Jhich th ey l.J c longed. Ccns e r v atisrn, ut Je ;:;st in Uppe r C-"lna.:Jci, :· r:. '.: a 

coa!1tio:1 beth of i11t·C! 1-e s ts and o f particulari~ rn s, v!0r.c th c ·: ,.. 2 1: s : c us, 
ethnic 01- both. It made no high assim il a tive dema r1 d ::; beyond ic:~ insist 
enc.P. upon M'. h • 1· ·~ :1ce to vital su•·viva l valu e s - loyaitv, o nJ t.r , ::tabi li t y ·· 
'/alues that: c;-, : nc id c d 1,,iirh the i 11terests cind outlook c: oLr/Jc "'V ,:_if the 
groups and :~' ! e cti v iti ~s that made up colonial society.L ' . 

22 .. . . - '. ' . . . ·- . . . 
Gad Ho ro'1v 1t: :,~ , canaai an 1.abou r ;,, Pol1t1c; !Jo ron t•.:. : lJ n: vi~ ; - ;;: , ~ -. · 

,_;:= Toronto Pr e ss, 1968) ,-3--5 l :esr-:l4-=-s;aTth0U~1 h ·1;orn>·1i ~::. :· E::~ ers c (; 

f_,.9 J ish Ccinada , hi s argurnents are demonstrab ly rno1· e :J e rt!::-.t.' n1: to On ~: eiri :} 

than t:o other regions. 

'? Lf 
'- S.F .. \-li si::~, 11 Lit.~ 2- ~ · a: CC'(!SP nsu s c:~ ~(jc o.lo~J: ,..:.21 R ;:; tr.-! .:' ~;· 1·J iJ i id: 

So;11'2: Re flections o n th '?. Hartz Tl·,<::;is, 11 er.~ :1 a ci;3n Hi s ;: or!cc i i'.s::. .~ c:.:;c:c:, 

!::J..:> .. ~:_rJ.c:::~ PdE e 1· s , l g 7Lf, l l. 

:?..:.; ' ' . 'LI j . ' 12. 
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the struggle to clear the forest left profound marks of the social, 
political and econQnic. organization of the pioneer community. Gradu
a1 ly these attitudes and institutions, isolated from the other centres 
by distance and poor c.ommun i ccJ i: ions, deve 1 oped into a community c·n 
which the local inhabitant3

0
based an intense pride and identity which 

prevailed for generations. 

In addition, 6~cause the Precambrian Shield imposed a rigid boundary 

on the spread of agriculture, the 1 irnits of possible settlement w2re 

reached early in the province's development. Thus no pervasive individ-

ual ist agrarian myth arose to accompany a constantly expandi~g frontier, 

as was the case in the United States. 31 

Lon9 after the original reasons for establishing strong communi-

ti es faded, the ccmmun it i es the:-:ise 1 ves persisted, having taken on a 

powerfui life 0f their own. Thus corUi1L:nit:::rianism was net dissipated 

by the rernarkab1y high rates of transiency 'which marked the nineteenth 

32 century. 

Now the essence of traciitionc:il conservatism is the assertion of 

11 the r!ght of the community to restrain freedom in the name of the 

30 1b;cl.:..;_, 53. 

31 H.V. Nelles, Jhe Politics of Development: Forests, Mines and 
Hydro-Elect1·ic_Po'l'ler in Ontario, 1849-19.:+l (Tcrconto: Macmill.::.n, 1974], i+2 . 

..,, 
'-02vid Gagan and Herbert Mays studied population movements in 

Toronto Gore Townsbip of Peel County, a typical rural township, from 
1840 to 1880, and concluded that if it accurately reflected the whole 
society, 11 it would seem that one of the most pervasive and persistent 
characterist!cs of nineteenth century Ontario was the relentless mo~e
ment of people ;n and out of the society at every stage in its develop
ment.'' !'Histor!i::>:il Demography 2nd Canadian Social History: Families 
and Land in Peel Count/ Ontario," Canadian Historical R.evievi, L!V (March, 
1973) , 38; for further evidence on the extent o( mob i l i ty, see Da1.1 id 
Gag~n, 11 Geographir:al and Social Mobility in Nineteenth C2ntu1-y Ontario: 
A Microstudy, 11 Canadian Revie:.i_~-~~.:iologyand Anthr<2E.9.!oql XI f I (Ma'( 
19 76) ' 152 -64. 



tariani srn thus hy nn r.1earo~ p:-ecludes pi-09 r ess , but r a the ;- ch a nn e l s l "f 

3 l ; : n g cc i i u : ~: ! v i s :- l : n cs . 

u \!h-s1. 1 ory i i l soc i C1 l '. \ t ' (,_ ! ~. ' ;, ; 1; 

s c! 1;1 no con L r cl u 1 c i: i ·:J :-1 ' n cl e f e:· n c! i :, 9 t he a t 1 t h .J r i t '/ , _, f -c I' '.?. ~: ~.: 'J -;~ '-' 1 n t '; e !." -~· ! -

lccti vc in te r es t, It is s i g n !fican ·~ toe., tl-:2 t 1 h 2 Lic c:· ::J.l ·~:'. ' ' : 1' 1::~: · · t , ! 

Ont a rio at th i s tim ::' .:harnp;(;:··,c. ·.i p 1·o·:ir1ci a ! r a ~h c r th:::.n i1·,.:· :,.: ,_;.<- i r iq h t s 
•• . And it is t fi e :11eris u 1-e o f ·::::e con :-.e r v a t i ·1e i mpa c t q >u ' · : · (-_ :'::·r ~ · ;_ ., :r: '.< i <1 J 
that thc ,; e :. ~: 1T1 e l . i te 1<:1l s 1'lour1i' erl ci p o f.-u) c:1r anc! suc:::. r:·.s sf ,_, 1 c ,1 ·,1;>1 ! ::111 ·co 
e;<p-:·r:c! :~ h e l'C>i rnpc:: ; r:-o d jlffi s d ic : ion C1f th ;--; r r ov in c i 3i S' ') V f rr~T;rr' t 0vc 1-
prope.!·ty c::ricl ci,1i l_ c !qhts without fir s t '3S i eh 1 / c hing cc·:i st: · ::i ;:•_=: on ti ~e: 

l , ,. "' 0 j: t J~ ~ ·t- UC" . "' 1· 5 ~; ·' .::;,..._. ' I I CI '- I \/\J .__ .. 

-~ ~ 

• .1 ··" ;_·;. ·:: ·') r {~ E'. G ran ~1. : ; 

Stew a r t , I 96 5 _l 1 U+ . 

') c 
_; -' . 1 l ' Ne ., i=c:-, , l+ l ··2 . 



rt·occ : ·_;, ·t '1·· .. ·Jn " ... r I ·1L. ,,.-,,, 1 ·1 '' ·n 1136 
I ::.1..) _ U •• 1 Ci l .. 11 .. 

pre~is ; c 1 the par ametf~ rs o f On t~ rio co r1 s cJvat i sm, pa: t i cul c: 1·!/ ·1ith 

ti sn1 , 

I ;1 th r:: l'·iCJl :e of t he f\d-.e: l ·1 i c. :· c f 

menta ll y conservat i v e out look was unalter ed, as wa s i t s ent r ench~d µos ; -

ti on o f pov.Je r. 

r E:' cil and ~i•.cV ·i Yor·k, Toron to v.ias cib l e to util i c. 2 i ts str c:. tf_gic L:catic,; ;1it :1 

?..7 
J/·l-be f\e be i li on is rn ci :-e ful ·1y dis cuss ~~ c: i :1 Chapter ~V . 
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' . 38 independ enc~ fro~ hontredl. Although its indPrcn cient ~3 sc w~s 

not fi;-rnly solidified unt:J th·.: 91-u"1th cf an extersiv ~ r ii !h1z-'y ne t v1o (k 

in th G J880 1 s, Toronto' s cor.,m2rcial elite W<3S becorn!n~' ever mo1·e pot ,~· nt 

in the province 's ec~·r:o:nic sphue, and th e t «~by cementi:-~9 !ts p o 1 itic .-~ J 

:· \~ 
pov 1c::r •.. ·. 

( p , ·f-' I • '· · , ~ \ I"""\ "':'\ t"" ' l . • l 
I \t... ..... ' ' . 1 : t. ,_ I L) .. 

si c•nal and p1·opci-ty-ovming classes'' had found satisfacti;)n in the <Jch i c'.-e 

.. 
of ~;0~;th\"Je.3tern Gnt.:ir!c· , 11 the voice". of agrari an democr;:;c'/ 1''-+

1 
- v-J81-c 

shunted asid -2 , nevc1· ag .=:; i11 1.:o exert signific<:rnt influcric.e. 

th 2 :nc::!ct·:, ~ r::, s, 1·ihu 1-vc:i-·2 pr•:>d0ri1inant1 y frorn east of Tor:::>n to_ f:: ;11ore 

funJamental cc:~u S<; vvas the c0i1fl ict be tv1een the :.1·aditir.:i11.::il cor;mL'~·ci a l 

domination o:= Montr?.a: and the insurgent met ropo l itanis:n of Toronto. 

but c:.1rly o;-i !t _ioi:ic:ci forces with the comrnercic:l interes ts cf -,-\1f"')t'U.' -

·)p 
_.,) ~ ., 1 t 

... p t:.' J 85 . 
? '.:) 

.J'.,See Oou9J::'S t·:cCi':l ];a, 11The Ccrn•net·cia ·I Politics of the To ;onto 
Pc·i.Vd of T1-.xi E.'. .• 18C:O .. 1 8(,0," S~c.::_c~~i_a.!:;_.'.~i s ~~.!J-~! ___ f<.ev i evJ [_ (Ma t·ch, l %9) , 
s ~ . f:. -/. 

41 
Geuige G:-oi·!ti, 'The S;;l: P.:-rty c:;nd th e Gr·e::..l: Refo rr:: C0r.venticir. 

of I E~:;9," C.«1!1.:.~_:!_i._0_1:.._:'i_i_s_~~'...;.:..~~ ,~Ji_c_:__':'._i_:~~~ XV I (Ser 1.:en~be ,·, l 9y.;·) , ~C ! . 
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sym1.•0. 1 zeu y t 1e 1 nte ectua ege •!C>ny o · t e I oror1to l, o . e.. The 

success of 1::he Grit 1 party 1 thus 01-ies mo1-e to its ernerg':!nce as "the 

4·2 
cha1.1pion cf the special attitudes of Canada v/est"-' the.in to the tr·iumph 

of a certain philosophy of democrotic government. If the party 1 s pre-

vai 1 ing i~ascry and rhEtoric '~ight be that of an agricultural soclcty, 

!ts icad c r s hip ·;;oul d cc.1c;1c L::r9~ly from tovm-dv-1 el !er-.s, commerci a l ar•.c 

profe~slonal men, and well-to-do farmer s with close ties to the urban 

worl c.: f b . 44 
o· us1nesso 1

' 

As the Re form party coalesced during the late Union yeers lrto 

a ::>olid \.J,:.sten1 bloc directed from To1·ont0, it came also to resernble a 

convention a l British liberal party, '1Jith prec iou ;; little room for 

lr5 
propertyless workmen. 

Politics in the Union pe r iod we re ov e rl a in with an incre ~ singly 

bitter langua9e cleavage centr'ing on highiy ernol; ior1 a l, symbc>l ic is su8s, 

such as the ;rep hy pop' controversy , The endless r:1anoeuvring to concc)ct 

a J l i ::inces be. twe e n factions from both l 2ngua 9E.· ~roups serve.cl to d a m1~· 2 1< 

th e salience of the r eforni-ccnservative struggle, al;eady more than a 

I ittl e blurred in the Re bell iunrs aftermath. withal, a fundamental 

42
J.M.S. Ca1-eless, "The Toront o Glabe and Agrarian Radicali sm, 

1850-1867 11 , ibid. XX!X (t<!arc.h, 1948), 38-63;-interes tingly, Ca r eless w rit e ~~ 
that "on e need not look for any inevitable conflict betvJeen urban and 
agrarian intere sts in Canad2 West during t his stage of transition from 
the fronti e r e r d . Instead , di v iding lines be t ween tovvn and country \ve re 
somevJhat blurr .::: C.: ' 1, 42. 

i-t3Paul G, Cornell, "The Genesis of Ontario Poli·i.:ics 1n the PnJv
fnce of Can ada (1838-1871) ", in ,C'_rofi l_e s_~L _? Prc v ince_, 6] . 

L:l~ 
Careless 1 'The To ro:1 to G l_'::'_~-:_ 1 ', 
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trar.sformation in the al igrnnent o-f pol iticeil gr0ups occurred i1-1 1391-, 

brought on by the exigencies of crisis-coal it ion pol it: cs, the rise of 

the Clear Grits and the dee! ine of the most hid e bound Tor;es.
46 

The 

coalescence of th e Liberal-Conservative party effected a left-right 

l; I 
polariza tion, splitting the ranks of the moderate (Hincksite) Rsformers . 

The :=i i ignrY~i 1t of p(;I i i~i·.:< ;J fo1-ces into tv.;o fairly distinct groui)S d:d 

not mean that the left did contin0ing, r emorsel ess battle with the right, 

for the polarization \vas not intense: 

/!.lthough the consider·able .readjustrnents of 1854 rel e gated politic::1 i 
rivalry to duels betv.ieen right a nd left, yet ther e is much in th <c Lib ~Jc . i .. 

Cunsen·ative adrn!nistratior•:, of 189+-62 that sma c.ks of pol it icc:.J mcici 'J :: 1. -:: 

gover-nrn e nt. .. One seek.s i n vain to find any dynamic matter of pr-ir;c.ipl e 
that distin9uishe~ the e na ctments or administration 0 f the J . S2nd fi e l ci 
Macdona 1 d ~Refori:]/ governme11ts of l 862-lf fre>m th e l i bera I -Cor.sen12 t i ve 
governments that preceded and succeeded them,,. the party r·ivCJlr'/ Li c"L~ve r~ n 

right and l~ft dlg not represent any deep and funda me n tal divisions 
among Can a d 1 ans, · 

The Mowat E1· a 

In the province's first election, in 1867, Sandfield Macdonald's 

coalitionist ministry was victorious~ despite the traditional Ref o rm 

leanings of Canada \.fest ~; ~1d the Reformers' better organization at the 

---·-------- --,----·- .. ·------· 
46 

Paul G. Corne] I, The .A.I igmncnt of Political Groups in Ca nada 
JSi+J-1867 (Toronto, Unive rsity of Toronto Pres.S:-i%2) , 61. Since 
wri.tings-on popul a r support Gf pa rties and facti ons are sparuc, it is 
difficult to determine th~ ex t e nt to ~hi ch this realignment refl ec ted 
popular s.::1; ~i:11ent or simpiy the pres'.:.ures and opj)Or tc niti es of legis1a ti ve 
poi i -.:ics; irlp1·essionistical ly, the latter v\1as 1 ik:::: ly of rnor«-:- predominant 
influence, 

47
cornel 1, ,l\j iein111ent, G4" - - :i .. ---· 

48
J_b id. ' 83. 
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49 loca'i level, This outcome was attributable to an unusual confluence: 

of events, not likely to be repeated. The framers of the British North 

America Act had envisioned a minor role for the provincfal legislat~re, 50 

\'Jhose v-1ork promised to i;pa!"take: ;,101e of the character of a (,;Ounty counci I 

th f 1 . I' 51 • .J C d W t J "t" ~h i:in o a par 1ament ·; most exper1ence .. 1 an3 a es po 1 1cos ::: us 

elected to co~test federal 
. . 5·2 

const1tuenc.1es. Whereas the disparate sec-

r.:-
t ions of the P,eform p2rty h<Jd never been as badly divided/ 5 the c.021 i-

tion was in the admirable position of having neither a record to defend 

nor a p1·cgram;i~e to put fonrJ3rd, but patronage to distribute. i'1oreover, 

the coalitionists were able LO manipulate the da~e and many of the condi

i::l+ 
tio~·1s of the e]e(;tion to their advantage..... Finaily, e:ilthough each 

candidate was cl~arly idcntifia~?c a~ to his su~port or opposition of 
ci.:; 

h 1 . . ..J- +-h · I. . l t e co.fl 1 t 1 on, .... 2 po 1 t ! c2 , forces were not divided by any slgnif!c2·1t 
r:.,t. 

matters of pr:r1cipie.-"' 

49Margaret Helen Srnal l, 1 ~ Study of the Daninion anci Provincial 
E::lection of 1867 in Ontario, 11 i.rnpublished M.A. r.hesis, Queen~~. Universit:y, 
l 968' l 0. 

50 R. MacGregor Dawson, The Government of Canada, fourth ed:tion, 
revised by Norman \.lard (Toronto:-u-n·i v-;rs i ty of Toronto -Press, i 963), 30 ·-I. 

5\J.S. Wal lace, ''Pol !tical History, 1867-1912," 
Its Provinces XVI i U)ntario), ;1.:!am Shortt and Arthur G. 

Tt:dTn°bur9h·;--1:·d i nbu rgh-·ffnTvers i ty Press, 191 lf) ' l 05-7. 

52c 1 ., • ,.. • 'I orne1 , · uenss1s,. 7i. 
_.., 
,'.:l)Srn.?11 • 1 ~0,nir1ion <ind Provinciel EL~ction,'' 11.t.8. 

si~lbid., c!i2ptcr 2. 

ss, b. ,, 
( '\,.:. ' 9 ~ 

.J. 

in Canada and -·-------Doughty eds., 
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The 1867 fedcr~l election in Ontaric has been cited as a 

"critical" election in Key's sense. .John A. Macdonald.1 s carnpaig!:i on 

the importance of maintaining the coal it ion which had brought about 

Confederation is said to hav9 broken the Reformers' hold on the prov-

i nee, es tab 1 i sh i ng a pattern of e 1ectora1 a 1 i gnmei1t which persisted 

into the first decade of the present century. 57 Such was not the case 

provincially, for although it soon became appe:irent that pa~-ty-frez poli-

tics would not obt3 1n in Ontario , the lines along vih i ch parties were to 

develop took 7onger to so! :dif~. 

The Macdonald administration fallFd to produce a coherent pro-

gramme or sense of party solic:arity. !r1 1.:ont 1a.;t, the opposition 

Liberals put . forward a cle<Jr set of prLn.:ip!;;s, estab·1 ished a cohesive, 

clsciplined part,, 50 2~·rl -::cr:ordir0ly ; carried +. he H~71 election . 

Shortly the r eafter, the enigmatic Edward- Blake resigned the Grit leader-

shlp to pursue a federal career; in his stead, C1iver Howat 1t1as n~rsuc; ·-

ded to assume the premiership. 

The Data and the Tables 

Before emb a rking on a discussion of electora1 trends a!ld patt::=rns 

of OJ iver MovJat's 0;-itario, a br!t)f introductio" i:o required to the data 

-------·-··--· ----~~-~---------· 

570 Gr· I" ··· · 1 rr'i-.,...,rt" · f·· ,.i, r~-:i - ·i:- . -1-h...,~.-. '! t" ,... · C"t~b·1:-1-, ·-, ... 1. ,e,, =' .;;.1 ...... .-: ....,.. v ._1 .e ..... , ....... n .. J.~ -..... : i...:. ~ ;J. o 1n~-' c 1 '' · ~·· 1 11 

Ontarlo Federal El-ec ti·.•r:s , i867-i9li , •; oape:- -p-resented at the r·:at h <=:n~ti c5 -·. 
Social Sc~ences Board Conference en Quantitative Studies of Popular 
Voting Behavior, Ccrnel ! Universi t y, June, 1973, JO. 

5
8
AccorJing to Cornell, th6y d i d so by 11c:ctively advoc<i+-• ::9 r-1any 

of the o?d Clear Grit pr:nciples ·-an e Y. tenr:kd franchise. chea;.·~r :rnd 
simpler legal procedures, amelioration cf the co~dition of debta rs, and 
str· ict 1~9islatlv'2 c:ontrol c·f appropi· i a ::!ons , " 1:C: e:·1sis, 11 71. 



.yf pa!·ty vote sha r es ar,d t u rnout fo;- ez:c: l1 e<:111st i tuency 2t 2a ch prov in-

ci a l e l ec t ion . 59 Th e ana ly s is is based upun s: mp l e d e scri~tiv e measures, 

such as tli c a1·i thniet ic mean, vli !ir:h ,, though e l em e ntary, pr ov ide i n~ 1) o rt: ::i n t 

urba•·, co:np os i -:: i on . The mat e 1·iul present ed in this ::: ha pt e r is i m;:ie>rtant 

not on ! y as ,=i pre lu de I:<' the r11ore anal yt i ca l in•1est ig 0 ti 0 ns of l a t. e r 

ch apte r s , but .-:. ls o f o r· til r-; bas ic infon~ ; i:<tion it ccnve y s a bou t the e l e ct -

;he r.urn!:·e·· ,_, f SE:"Jts \"!On by ec:;ch rx1rty. This tobl e cl0 s.:: l y r ~sen1olcs 0 sim ila r 

---·---· -- · ···--· - ·-------·- -·--·--------------· 
c:: -. 
. '.J For· 2 de- tail ed discussion of the sour ::: es anci nDtu1·e o f t ht·:: .c: 

J c.ta, SPe .~p pe11el i x 6. 

60 . I . d 1 J h . • Tr1 e v-1c- 19•·,·: 1 lloCiJ n was emp ov •=C rat e r than th? CJnwe I sh t ed ~11 ' . ' c•>? 

I" o;· der th :=i t th .:. ,~ c s ha res n ci t be t1 Ffc c :1d by th e si:::f~ (popu lati u ,·,) 
o f r i d ; :;~ : .. !;: '1;.:·si_ :c-: -:es, the we i <_J!~~.,::.• -:i .:::;H_: unvtei 9h t ed rr.sans '·Je r e wit~< •. 

one'}:· i.,1·1c-: ·c. ~,n ~·;: ::: of .=i ;1e:·ce nt age poin t of o ne anothe r·: in very Pe1J c :;~.;·:, 

do t l ~:~: ·y· c;: f:~ ~r ~; / .:-...:s JT1 1.ich cs: ci fu 'i l pe rce nt a ~.;e po i :1t .. 

61 
Johr. Vi i ~ s o11 and Da v id 1 fr · ~ f~!: d r,, " 0:1~<· r· i :J ; A T:;r 22 Purty '3/ :::Lc: ~ 

;n T:-2 .1sit i o n . ' ' in hzi :·t i 11 1,0n 11, Pd . , ._;.3·, Jdi.::in P: ·· o·.· i r: .:! :11 Po ·!·i~ :c s 1:n~d · · 
bo rou:c1h: P nc~ tHice - f !a l 1 ,. 19 72 , ?i)L:--·S.·-- ·- ----·-·--··--------- ·--·--- ---· 
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TABLE III-1 

PAR'rY VOTE SHARES~ ·ruRNOUT AN:C SEA'rS WON BY PArtTY 

EN'l'IRE PROVINCE 

Vote Shares Seats 

Election Lib Con Third Turnout Lib Con ·rhird Ace !\! 

186'7 49 4.9 74 .39 43. 6 82 
18?'1 51 47 63 4J J9 14 82 
187.5 49 48 67 49 36 9 88 
1879 49 :~8 611- 58 29 2 8" •.; 

188J '+8 4.7 67 !J,9 J8 5 88 

1886 4-8 Ln 68 58 )2 5 90 
1890 l~9 4.5 64 4~ 35 4 91 
1894 J.;-1 36 15 4 69 JO 1 '/ 1 94 
1898 48 1~7 75 51 4J 2 94 
1902 48 .50 7) .50 48 "' 98 .L 

1905 45 53 71 28 69 98 
1908 ho .:: c: 72 10 86 6 106 _,,..,, ,,. 
1911. 39 55 56 22 BJ 17 106 
1914 38 54 5 08 25 f.l~ 4 111 
1919 25 34 24 iO 7J 27 25 11 -· 13 ) 111 ~r.) 

192J 21 )0 2""' 5 .ss 14· 75 17 }, 2 111 ~- ... 
1926 22 56 i .:: 64 2j. 7:. . 16 j "' I , ., 

... .I. 
. ., .i.. ... .:. 

1929 ":\r) 5'i 5 5'? 13 92 6 8 112 
.,,,~ 

1934 .50 l.s.O '7 73 7 (1 1 '? 1 90 
1937 51 40- 5 '?1 66 23 90 

194J 31 J6 32 58 16 .38 )lj. 90 
10.4i:; JO 44 22 71 14 66 8 90 ,, ... 
1948 JO ,, . 27 67 14 53 21 90 '"f'.l. 

19.51 J2 ;11-8 19 65 B 79 2 90 
1955 JJ 49 17 61 ~ ., 84 J 98 ..L...t. 

1959 J? 46 17 59 22 ?1 .5 98 
t96J 35 tf-8 16 63 24 77 7 108 
1967 J2 !i2 26 66 28 69 20 117 
1971 28 45 27 73 20 78 19 117 
1975 J4 36 "0 67 J6 51 }8 1" ~ 

t.. ,. 4.) 

1977 '"'? .J- Im 28 65 ;4 .58 33 • ') 5 ... '- . 

.A-~c Ace l2_m3 t ions 
Entrie s under t hird _9artyr 

1894 Patrons of Industry; Pr.otF.>sta!1t. Protective Association 
191.4 Prohibitionist 
1919 - 1. 92:3 Uni"ted 1'..,armer.s cf (\ntar .io; Ind~p::ndent 'La.bO"U::!:' Pa:·t~' 

1926 - 1929 Frog1~essi ves 
19.34 to c~ate Co-op,:;•rat5.ve Corr.mo nwe?..:ith Fcderatjon/ New Der-:cic r z..tic 

Party 
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oy c1 nP o r iw r-' perr::'0 nk'ge po int :; from \V il so:1 und Hoffrw:rn 1s f igu~es .. r ~ f :: urt.:::b : .. , 

ro1 1' ' 2 d' 1· I 100.e . 1; - an its grop 1 1cm 1 · epre s~ 111aii 0 n, Figu:-E. lll - i, re ca s1 ih e vo tin9 

do h:.i , n:: nderi :19 pa rty vc; te share :. ma p e rc enrog e of the e i i~ibl e 2 l ec: to ~a te , rah e ,. 

il;('r1 Cf 'l•J7 •0: c , .. ,_. .• r ' ' ' i • I ' , . f ti ' ' ' • fl .. · , , : .. _: .. : .) ~: . <o c ,_. , ~ ~1 i -= r t r; CJ 1 c: (.. " 1 on o · . ·: '° 1 rn po r ,·u n r 1 n u e: ;1 c e 

riding s 1n wt1i c h a party actually f; e ld ed a candidare who was no t 

acc l a im t?ci , t h r-. r e ;· ce nt: a 9 e may be s ub s t a n t i a ll y high e r tha n it v1o ul d ha v LJ 

be e ;1 if th e p e r c .;: nt<.i(j es \·J-:. r c c-.c, l culat cd <W t-he 9l 0 bal basi s u s e d i n T2bi c 

!f ! -1. This i s p a r t icul a rly t ru C' o f thi1· d parti es 1Jh ic h l e ft nw ny 

Ely v1ay o f ill us t:r J1· i on , i 11 18S·4.1P a l· r o 11s o f !n clu st : · ~· 

9 a rn f.' r cd 29 r e r c 2 nt o f 1·.he vot e
63 

in th .::; L14 rioiri gs in which th ey ha d 

64 
c~nt. If a p a rt y fail ed to nor.1 in -3 t e in me r e th c; n tv10 co:1test e d ridi ng,,, 

the numbe r o f can d id .:~ t e s ; t d i d pr es (::~t i~ s hmvn . Th e c o lumns on the 

ex tr eme rish t s id e o f c:h e t a bl e indic a tes the numbe r of c o nt <:; st ed r; cJ inr~s 

(N), ;1.-.:: ~ ~ f .=i c cL:::11ations (A), for each e L.~ c tion. The 11 thi rc! 11 c o ·!u in rr 

62. • .. I , I l l ' . ' ) fn e t u ~· n u: ': r 19u 1· e s .:;res 19.1t )' rn·Jc r - ' ·y ap p r o x 1ma t e i y _) 
to .5 of 2 pc r uo: nte: 9 2 poi nt - t fBn t hos e g i ve n i n t h e o ff ic i a l ,·e t u ri.s 
b e cau se th e l at t ~ r in c l ude s~oil e d o r r e j e c te d b a llots, wh i ch ~ r e ex 
c; w:le d f r -::.,r:1 ,;u r c "" i-'"1 t· <1 ~- i r,; r· cif t u rn ou ;" 

,· ""• 

'.)).i'c ,<:; i;ni ze u ~;e ( ,f the CLl"nb <_, -s, J'.'""' phras e 110 -:' t he ,::>.]i gi bl e 
e l e ctorat.?' 1 , th e t e cf )111cc:; ] J'( incorr <:- t ~i h ~Q (, e i;of the vot e 11 1,1! ! l l:i-::: 
un68 rstood t.:: he v c; th ~"' f:_, rrn c-: r:s ;-; 1ca1-i i i1 3. 

64 
Cl ~:.! r l y , ·LI .'. ~; :,. ,- ._-~ ..... :-.. - ~:. I·· :.: ;i.1:1 1Jd'_ 1c.c::. s ~ orne d ist o rti .~r ; ·hC1' .. \

1e ·.r c:.r- ;, 
5 ~ nc: e th t: n u·· , 1 iJ.~ ... r>1: ( .=-:~·. n:::: =:ti::; s p r c · ~:.::.: ;~ c:( ! 1s r e<.-l di I y .:J~' pG r c 1 1 ·i.: , th;s i s 

l c.:. s of a dis 1:0 r t i 0 n >::Ln t i--.e c a i CL•l ._1 :. :, ·n of <; p c. 1·ty: s vo t e s i; a i-.:: 011 
t he ba s i ~" cA a l I 1· i d i n ~-, s . 
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TABLE III~2 

PAr~'.:'Y VO'l'E SHARES AilD 'I\\JRi'/OUrr 

EWrIR.E })RO'lI. N"C.! E~ 

LI BEHAL CONSJ:mVA'~IVE THIRD TURNOUT N 
Yea.r Mean r~r Me Rn F " Mean N ~~ean 

i867 36.1 J6.9 ?J.8 76 
18?1 ·">~ 1 

.}f:.. • ... JO. ll 6J.O 6'? 
1875 JJ.5 JJ.O 67.4 ?9 
1.879 32 • .'.~ J0.9 c3 i: Q • :J ac; ... 
188) JJ.8 33.1 67.3 82 

1886 JJ.5 JJ.O 68.1 82 
1890 J .3. 4 30.7 64.4 BJ 
18911- 32.9 80 J?..O 71 29.0 /~4 69.2 93 
1898 y:>.8 36.J '7 5 "') 

I IJ 91 
1902 35°5 "6 . ) '. i+ 72.6 96 

1905 J2~1 JB.J 71.J 9? 
1908 jl.4 90 JS.5 71.6 96 
19l1 26.7 ?8 J2.5 _56.J ,, t'. 

~..) 

1911.!·· JO.'( 86 1c; . 6 6'(.6 102 
1919 26.1 68 24.J 0'7 Jl .~. 71.J. 72.5 1.0J ,,, 

19;~ .3 14.7 74 "'6 a c.: • ; c; / 
- 0 20.2 ?!..!· 55.? iQ.i} 

1926 24.4 71 J6.4 J4.7 22 63.7 10~) 

1929 22.J s-:J .32. J 29.J lJ 57.0 :o4 
1934 J7. ·7 29e2 10.s J'( '?J.J 90 
1937 J6.1 28.1 8.o J9 70.5 '.:)" ,, \,' 

19L}J 18.9 20 ,, 7 19.0 86 57.8 90 
1.945 22.6 J1.4 15.9 71. i,J. 90 
191~3 20.0 27.7 19.0 81 67.1 •:in 

/" 

1951 20.4 JLJ 13.5 '77 64.? 90 
195.5 20.5 29. L~ 1:t.5 81 60.6 9<3 

1959 21.6 '"'? ? 
"· i • -

J.1 .• 1 81 59.1 98 
1963 ~::::'.. 5 J0.4 10.6 97 63.0 '108 
196'? 20,8 27.8 1?.0 65.? 117 
1971 20.3 J2.) ... 9 Q ?J.1 136 7 ~ . • v 

1975 ·:;3 J ?11 3 19. }} 67.1 i ~, t:: ·- ~ 
.... ~ .,... ..&..:...._.. 

1977 20.6 25.9 18.J 65. ";l - ·"' 125 

Entries under ;'Third'' cnlumtu 1891+ Patrons of Ind.ustrJ 
1919 - 192.9 1Jr;ite".i Parr'l ·~rs r,;. f Cln'l:'.:l.~':~o 
19 J4- - 197 .5 C ;) ()r.. c~r~:. ti ·1E: Gor:1n10 tr1~: 2al ~th 
Feder::i.tio i1: i'iew Democratic Pc.rt:: 

'.1.'ha N in th0 extrc:r;1e righ t hand C·:.11v.rr:n .\ndj_catt>s t he r.u rnbsr c :.· 
contested ridings; N's associated with party vote shares indicate t~e 
nurnb 1;;r of rid:i. :ngs contested by th.s .Party 1 no ent.ry h1 t!u: party i~ 
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shov1s votes for the Patrons of Industry in J89L1., for th0 United-Farmers 

of Ontario in 1919, 1923, 1926 and 1929, and for the CCF-MOP in 1934 

and subsequent elections. Extremely minor parties which fielded only 

a handful of candidates, 5uc.h as the 11Third 11 party, th~ Socialists, 

Prohibitionists and the pre-1919 Independent labourites (under any of 

their nurrerous labels} are excluded. 

An Overview of the Mowat Years 

Oliver ~0W3t was not only an exceptionally skilled politician, 

he was also essentially a conservative politician. He ensured t~at 

n'31..~ded r-::fonns were carried out gradually ;:ind within the established 

bounds of the social and political order, and never before the people 

were ready for them. The real radicals were the Conservative opposi-

tion, ar>d indeed, 1 ~nuch of Mr. Mowat 1 s influence and .;;uccess ·a$ .:i Re-

form~r and th~ leading spirit in a Reform Government was due to his 

Consel·vat ,·_ "'m. 1165 0 . f M 1 • · d ' h d ., ne o , owat s contemporar 1 es obs ,~rve tnat 1e reV<1 

on many of the same sources of support as did Macdonald's federal Con

servatives;66 this would scarcely be surprising for both parties were 

in essence conservative, though leavened by moderate reformism And a 

strong disposition to fo~ter steady growth and development. 

It is e:.asy to become caught up in the eY.terna 1 appea ranees of 

65c.R.W. Biggar, Sir Oliver Mo\vat: A Biograpnical Sketch (Two 
VO I ume5 , Toronto: Wa nv j ck Bro t hersailcr-.-qu tter;-· T9·0.s1-.-·;-; 2 rrr~--·--

06 A.H. Li. Col qhoun, quoted : ,, A. Margaret Evans, 110 l her Mm-J2t 
ar.d Ontari0 1872-1896: A Study in·Pol it1ca1 Success, 'i unpublished 
Ph.D. thesis, University of Toronto, 1967, 2. 



the Li l:lera 1 ascendar. c ; . To c o n t: ernporc:1: i es ~nd hi stor ian s al i ki:, i-f;-:> 

Lib c::ra l p<n ty, a formidabl y e ffi cien t politic:ll 0 1-ga nization, bt:i"!t ,J n ci 

adept bl~nd of cauti o n , progres sive ness, fa irn ess and pa tron age. In 

one cxt1-eme tc· ;:ii .e th e r, the par ty 1vas sl:n1-· l y out of t une 1o1;th th ;: t eno i 

Desp it e as1ree111ent amon g histo1- ;an s :)!I the~·' bCl:-ic fe c:t ur i:: s of 

p e r·usa l of Tabl e s 111-- l a nd ill -· 2. The~ e tabl es r evc:<'i l cL~ a, ]y the of u· · ~ 

cl s vast a ti ng bia s of die first-past-th e -po .:> t e l ec~o.- 3 ] s;1s t en: 

. 63 
1ri the Leg i s lature. Thu s, with t 'ie e lector<il sy stEn: c1,cr- - r evo 0rd i n: i 

-;:T" ' Grits, th e mor-e s3l i enc distribution of seats has ,_, bs c'. 'red the c:.:· ... 

·~- .... ~----------- ----------····----·-----

6 7
1 

"_, •• _ .. , _.,_ (' • . • , .·~. ,·- 1; ·.·." ·,·,·,'. ' I I . I • • - - 1·,•_::;-. p.• r1 es , "T ne r cJ l 1t1ca l Car2 e1· )'c ;:.; ;- J >: .. , 
P. Vhitney,'' L:11 rn1blis r1ed Ph . D. th e sis, Uri ive rsi ::·; of Tor'o'i to, ;~( .. ~, 
c.h~rt ·2-r l ... 

.. \.) ,-..r, 
J 1 ~ ?G exte~t, this was ab e tt ~d b~ th2 d i stritu1 faG 0~ s~ats. 

f\l~·h ':l UJ~ MG' ~:=it Ir'<) / rn, be ?c.cu : ed of g 2 rr)' '.l 1 an oerin ~: SP. i!tS 3t 1·e d : ~ tr ;r1: 
ti0n tirn.:c. , :-; e it he r c:1d h 0:0 9r<c1;:;t equitabl e rcp 1escnt"lt: i ( .:·1 t ., t h•~ t i :· [ -.d· 

a,·e <:l 5, r or r::X (J:T:! ~I ..:~ , .;i!rhc.u9h by 19(.l l t t1e cit y of ">;;«:.;itJ: c ont ai nE. \.: \l e' !· :· 
nea r l y 10 p ·~ ~; .. -::cn t of th e pro >..1/ i; !:.ei .s 1~10 :-· :1 ~ _.::t i (.":i) i t- ur __ ~:u .. 1 1 ·1 r: (:-~ ci ~ o r 2 :-111:; 1 _. 

L, of :_::8 :11 ,·:ir:Lhc: rs at Qu·:::en's P::irl: . • 



trc.>11ely r: a rrov1 margin of ·. :.:te:. by which the L:bc;·cls defeated the 

r::ons c rv at i V·2S . Ind ee d, ~2~.~~!::J._~_g_ t he e l e:.:t ior.s of 1875 , 1879 , 1D8;; 

and 1886, the Libe r a ls o utpo l l ed the Conservat;ves by a scant l0,545 

vote s , out of a pprox i mat~ iy a milli on cu 3"t , The Tor i es> in <: hor ·i , 1'i<! Je 

vi1·tually as popular at the polls as the Grits. Wh e n consideration is 

tak e n of the Li b~ra i ~dges 1r1 l e adership, or 9a nization, a nd patronage, 

it bccor.1es clE~ a;- that t~heir Io ng heg emony was far less due to any greot 

empa t hv with pub ] le fee li ng than to Tory inability to a ttrac t the few 

mar~ 1n <" l vot e rs IA'ho 1ni ght e as ily ' . (12'/e s, ven them ccnti·ol of th e pcov-

prev i ous century were competit i ve to z;•1 ex. cep t ional deg:-e~. Fi-om 'U1 i s 

The numbers o f SE::at s carried by e a c h party in nin~te enth ~-_, nt-

ury e l e cticns are misleading in another re s pec t, for they . _,. . 
Inc• I Ci'.; "C E' 

more narrow l e gislative majo i· i ties than ac t ua 1·1 y obtained . 

the first par] i amen t, the Coa lition ist ministry won over nin e member s 

who had contest e d the 1867 0 lection as Lib e rals. !n subseque nt years, 

th e Liberal majori t y wa s usually augmentecl with by-election vi~tories. 

By-election s "vere much mo r e frequ e nt in the nin e teenth c e nt:u r· y, fo;· 

invariably after each general electio11, sev8ral rnemoe,·s v1:::;uid oc un:·,:;·cil .. 

(a 
ed for fraudul en t or i!]f:s_.c:,] electc•ral !Jractiu.:s. _, DL: ring t he Liber·cd 
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tenure in offi::.e (i871-l905), t he go vr"rnment took Z3 seats from the 

Tories in by-elections, whereas on only 9 occasions were Conservatives 

. . "b 1 . b 1 . 70 v1ctor1ous over L1 era s in ,y-e ect1ons. 

A.s is cv 1 c.len t f ro:n the tables, the aggr.ega te vote tot a Is were 

extremely stable d'.1 rii1 <:; the: nineteenth c:::ntury. This was not only true 

at the provinc[uJ l e~el. bu~ f e~ ~ rally as well, as may be seen fran 

Table it 1- 3, which prese nts party vote shares, t urnout and seats won 

i~ federal e l ecti ~n s . s ~ve ~he !894 ~1e~~ion, e~ceptional for its two 

strong 1:h i rd par t y ir, ov c:.r:ient s , the OVE;r c:i I J l eve Is of party support are 

remarkably stable: from 1871 to 1902, the Liberal share of the vote 

varied only f roLl 32.l per cent to 35.8 per cent, while the Tories' vote 

share remained in the 30.4 to 35.3 per cent range. This stability, 

however, i s mi s leaJin~, for it ~ s i n part a~ artifact of the aggregation 

proces s; the tabulati on of vote shares according to region in Chapter 

ifl dcr7!or.strate:; greater agg!-egate volati I ity than is apparent frc.m a 

province-wide pa rspective. Mere significantly, perhaps, the stability 

in overal I levels of support by no means imp I ies contlnuity ln the 

composition of purti.;!S 1 2lcctorates. Indeed, the correlation analysis 

in Chapter VI I strongly suggests that the nineteenth ~entury was charac-

terized by extremely !ow level3 of continuity in party support - again 

in sharp contrast to the conventional wisdom. 

T~rnout was not particularly hig h during the Mowat years, which 

rai$eS some 'iues~ions as to how much stronger political interest and 

70 In the great majority of by-elect ions, th~ riding did not 
change hand!;. 
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TABLE I I I·- J 

PARTY VOTP, ~ TURNOUT, S~~AT:5 WON 3Y PA~TY IN FEDERAL ELECTIOi:iS 

:lection 

1867 
Hl72 
18'74 
1878 
1882 

188r? 
1891 
1896 
1900 
1904 

1908 
191.1 
1917* 
1921 
1925 

1926 
1930 
19)5 
191}0 
l.94.5 

1. 9l}9 
19.53 
195'1 
19.58 
,.962 

l.963 
l.96.5 
1968 
1972 
1974 

(Vote as a proportion of votes cast) 

Llh~ral 

% 

48 
.50 
5J 
h5 
49 

49 
49 
40 
50 
so 
47 
4? 
J4-
}0 
J1 

J9 
44 
ls..) 
51 
l.}1 . 

4·6 
47 
37 
JJ 
!.;.2 

44 ,,,.. _, 
' " 

i7 q.5 

Conservative 
%· 

51 
50 
47 
51 
51 

51 
5

1' 
(.) 

62 
J9 
57 

54 
51.i. . 
35 
4J 
42 

J? 
40 
l~9 
56 
39 

35 
J4 
J2 
J8 
JS 

' 
TJ·.ird 

% 

15 

28 
J 

ii 
1 

22 
6 

14 

1.5 
11 
12 
11 
1.7 

16 
22 
') .. 
""" ... 
21 
19 

Turnout 1ib~ral Ccnserv 
% seats seats 

74 
72 
7') 
71 
69 

?2 
66 
79 
77 
'7J 

6l~ 
70 
74 
70 
75 

75 
67 
74 
80 
77 

77 
81 
80 
?9 
74 

)'! 
48 
66 
26 
}8 

J?. 
1J 

8 
21 
11 

26 
22 
56 
57 
j4' 

.56 
51 
21 
l.5 
44 

52 
.51 
64 
)6 
55 

·-.:u. _, . 
48 
!~J 

56 
1~8 

4·8 ' 
,73 
71~ 

J? 
/ 68 

25 
J3 
61 
6? 
J.5 

27 
25 
17 
40 

« Coalitionist G-:>vernrr.ont votes a.nd sea'tr; listed. under Con~e:rvC>.ti.vc 

1 f'.;''6 ..1.0/ 

1921 
19-- ~.,) 
.. (•!' ') ~ jl ;·~ 

r:r,..c~·,..tl·1,1i tee-· • F" -'--·Jns 
. ·- '·"' .l. - ·• ... '-.) ~ . ~...:.. "'.1.. ... ..:. • 

- 19JO P!~gressives 
R..:ico·1c:· + ·-u~. :.::c··~ '"'· r ·t, 
.. ~ • o.) " " " ·~ :.,J • .J. ! J"d.: { J 

to rl:-.-t" f '('7::'_ )" :.LJ--~ - ' 
'\.i'...tJ. ..... '-' .;""" • ' -

6 

1 

1 .. 
..L. 

1 
1 
J 

~ 
6 
9 
6 

11 
8 
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votes and seats 1867 -· 1968: J,;,J, Beck, Pendulum of Fo'de:r 
('l;oronto: Prentice-Hall, 196E3 ), passim. ·-·---

eligible electors i. 87 2-1 891; 1900 Eouse of' Cmr1mons, 
Sessional Papers, 1873 60 

1874 59 
1879 88 
188J 77 
188 7 _5Jb 
1891 27a 
1.901 Jf. 

eligible elect0rs 1396 - 1917: M.C. Urquhart and K.A.H. 
Buckley~ ads., h.i.~-:toric:al .Sta-tistic'.:i of C3.nada (Tor:mto: 
l\iiae:Tlillz.n, 1905'), aer i.es ;1.52 2..nd 1.ifb)-(fig ure for 19'JC is 
inc0r:rect). 
turnout 1921 - 1958 i Howard A Scat-:cow, Canad<:~ Votes (IY::11; 
Orleans: Hauser, 1962), 2)8. -----------
tu1~nout 1.962 - 1968: B~_p_ort.s 2J the Chief Electoral Offi~_g_:;: 1 
1962,1963,1965,1 968 
votes, turnout and seats 19721 Reuort of the Chief El ec ~a~al 
Officerr 1972 
votes, turnout and seat3 197'-l: Repo:?."'t of the 
_l?f:fJ£2E, 1974 
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inv(Jlvement were in the nineteenth ct:ntUr"y", compared to that of the 

present day. Frc;r. 1371 •.mt i l 1894·, tt.:rnout ranged between 63 and 63 

per cent of the electorate. Between 1898 and 1908, that is in the 

dying days of the Liberal re:gime and the early y~ars of the Tory dvnast';I , 

turnout was somewhc:it, though not spectacularly, higher, rangir.g between 

7i and 75 p~r ~enc. 

John \~ilscn, using aggreg::ice de.ta on voting shifts, has demon-

stratecl that gover~nent defeats in OntQrio have generally been a ~onse-

q ;Jence cf "a de'i ib.:;rate ·:ho'.c~ by C.111 unusually large n;Jmber 71 of pecplc 11 
• 

It h3s not been true, however, that government defeats have e~cit~d an 

abnormal 1y high turnou: rc:itE'. Such was the cc:se at the turn of the 

century, but · the mean turnout of the five government defeats (1905, l 9l9, 

1.923, 1934 and 1943) is 66.1 p·~r cent of the electorate, comoared v1ith 

f 66 4 f - d - 72 a mean o . per cent or twenty-tour non- etaats. 

During the Movvat years, or indeed throughcut provincial history, 

turnout has been higher 2t federal elections in Ontario than ~t provfn-

c i a 1 campaigns; from 186 7 to 1896, the me<Jn tu rr.ou t was 6 7. 0 per cent 

provincially and 72.0 per cent federally . The most straight-forward 

interpretation of this diff.:;rential is that provincial pol 1tlcs h.=i'.'e 

simply not had the same salience and interest for Ontarians as pol it!cs 

at the senior leve'j. A Further explanation may 1 ie in the fact diat 

7 ? h . · 1 -· . l. · Join 1.-il so:-", 1 '1ne Onta1· 1 0 Po 1tica l Cu!ture," in !Jona id C. 
MacDonald~ ed., The G::.1vernrr>ent and F-:) 1 i t.ics of 0:1t<1rio (Torcnto: 
M ~-.~·111 "'n 1 97r.'~L·"·!-7~------·---~--~--

.• ~ t..:::111 <:.1 l: I .J / ' ,, 

T' ""The 2inbig1_:0us (lc>v turn0u~) el-?ctio>1 of 137! 1 which led t0 
a government defeat in th~ House, is excluded , 



!896 , tht~ Onta ri o e le cto 1-ate 1;as somev1h a t l a r ge 1· f or p ro v inci a l than 

f r.;c erC:J] election s ; p,:c:r~;ons enfr:,nch i sed provincially bu t v1ithout the 

f edera l vote (in the m~ in the poores t segme n t of the populace) may wel I 

hav-:: 1-nd a high e r-~ ?~ .. ,: '."if non-voting. 

lhe ! e itrn:)tiv of Onturic. i:;o! i 1~ic~, du ri ng Mov1at 's tern.F e v.ias 

r e l iciion. The basic C<>tholic-Protest :rn t c'.i,1i o:. i cin 1;as ove rL:. in 1.1 ith :-: th -· 

nic an i mos it /, fo 1- rno:-;t Catbo l i c. s v1en:: Iri sh , thc'u~; i1 not a ll I ! ; shm""r' 

we: re Catholic: .. To be su r e , al l v.1as not h.:: rrnony and gc od f ·-oe l in3 a!n· ,.·1'.J 

h e i ghtened b; the popul a r percept i on of the : sol id CM f101 !'.:: vo1~ -:: ' as 

Mo.vat ' s ke'./ to pcMer , wit h the ominous i rni:-. li cat i ons t >1rit this rr.ust po:· -

;:is hov!at:", &tt r ac ti veness, hmvever, ::}a'; ·;'.,ry' ;:.•c·l icv , 1Jhi.:.h by stc. Je:c 



drove many long-time Conservative Catholics iGto the Grit camp. 73 

Doubtless, the electoral impact of religious pa~~ions was net 

so strong as popular mythology, or party propaganda, would have it. 

Even the 1 ink between the Tory party and the Orange Order was probably 

substantially weaker than often believed, in part due to Grit influences 

7L• 
in the local bdges, ' ' and in part due to the nature of the organiza-

tion. For its pr !112 concern ·vJc1s not to cor:ibat Romish influences but 

tci meet the 5y~bol ic and material needs of lower class Protestants, 

· · 1 • h f!"' . y, p~rc1c~ ar:y t ose o r1sn extraction · Sc; 11, i::he oftent ime:s 1Jn-

solicited and unwanted Orange pronouncements on behalf of the Tory party 

did much to identify it with the narrowly Protestant viewpoint. 

Far more virulentiy dnti-Cath0l ic and nativist were the Equal 

Rights Association, a minor force in-the 1890 eJection, 76 and the sub-

stantia,ly stronger Protesta~t Protectiv~ Association. The P.P.A. 

ncminated se 11e 1·2] candidates in the 1894 election, and endorsed a number 

73 For an overview of the politics of religion in nineteenth 
century Ontario, see E·,rans 1101 iver Mowat, 11 and Frankl in A. Walker, 
CathoI ic Educatio1. and F'ol itics in Ontario (Toronto: Thomas Nelson .:ind 
~ons, J964T.lhese sourc2s, like virtualfy all other::; on the topic, 
rely heavily on newspaper accounts, private papers and the I ike, and 
are therefore of very unce1·tain reliability in their conclusion as to 
religious influi::nc.es in the mass public. 

74
Herev:ard Senior, "Orangeism and Ontario Politics, !872-·1896, 11 

in Dcnald Swainson, ed., Oliver Mowat 1 s Ont2rio (Toronto: Macmi!hn, 
1972) ' 1 ·~·0·-1. 

-c 1-'lbld., passim. 

7
6The E.R.A. ran only a handful of candidates under its mvn 

banne1; usually v-.dth combined Conservative-Equal Rishts affiliation; 
see J.R, Miller", "'Equal Rights fo;-AIJ 1

; The E.R.A. and the Ornar »::i 
Election of 1890, 11 .O"!~-~-io ~~~Q LXV (Deccmbe~,. !9~3) .• 211-30. 



of .)th0;·s who r a n un cJ e r Cons :r \:ativ e. -P ,P ,!1 
•• , Patro:1 ,.·P.P . f), . , and evC:;:11 

Libera l-P .P . A. banners. 77 ~ ~ ~o r e ~ h ~n t h ree s traight P . P.A. standard 

bE::a r e r s vJ e r e c. l ec t c dJ though ;:;::. ma ny as a dozen o the rs from the Scuth-

1 1 . 1 . I . d p p A r r • l . . 78 w. I l I \,est, c .::;1r11e• or v.;en.'O at 1·r1 Jute . .. aTr1 1a t1on. 1t1a ,, t1e 

P , P ,/\. 's shol'1i119 \v .~s u nirnp1· e ..: s i ve , :me! the 1no·;en1e nt, 1vracked vJith bitt er 

: r:;;) 3ct of sectar i a n st r· ife or Or:LC:1riu µol iti cs fol"l 0\·1ing the l89L1 e l ec-· 

~: e n. St .::irid i ng as both c a us e an cl e ff e ct of thi s v-1 0 s a dee Ii ne of th E 

r e1er s a l i!• a t t i t ude~ of th (; Conc;erva tive par-ty. Fol lowing a sharp re-

buke by th e f'rotcstant electo r s o f Londo1 1, George Ma rter : the new ·;-r:: r ·y 

C 1-, !·1 eftd· ·111 i.e11 ison e d ~1- - n o.1·"\1 ' c- ·10 Por · r ' s t · nee , - !.. : r::: ~ · " L , .. r 1.> e I o . . _ . 

· I h. · • ' ] · · 7:J prov; nee s Cat .ol :cs l'ic1·c.: v<e1 r ece1•1ecl . 

Th~ Farmer a nd the Workingman 

Th e imp act of ind us trial izatian and urbani za tion o n Ontario's 

f arn1 community a ;1d upon i ts cla ss strnctLH'e vv i l l be dealt v1ith r:ior e 

t 
. . . 

ex ens1v ~~' / 1 n t h e f o 1 l C'"' ; r 1 g ch a p t e r . For present pu rposss, on i y th 2sc 

9;-0:· 1 .. s 1 pol i ticci·1 ac t iliti e s ~v ill be !-: i ghl ightcd. 

-----~-----------

771 ho·1q l·1 1· ,'e r ~ d ·, .~ .. , '-. t c '-''' the Cons e rvat ive i e,":ce r, tri ed to d i ssociate 
the p.:i :-ty f1" .:.i1T1 it, t he F' . P.fl.. w2 ·; far ~ '~~Fe c i,y:··::: ly linked vJ_!th the ·1ori i=>. s 
th .:::n vvith ti : ·~ Liber«:.iL. c !- ~~: E: F'at r ons. 



Although it bespeaks a dubious irterpretation of histcr1, the 

myth of the independent yeoman has always car·ried great weight ~mong 

ti 0 . f I Bo I h M h. ' l 1e ntar10 arm popu ace. n t e OvJat years, t 1s snarµ y con-

.t . d . . . . 1 1 1· 81 d. 1 ~ ra1ne government act1v1sm in agr1cu tura po icy, an 1t a so 

coloured the farmers• reaction to government. 

The social disruptions engenderad by the onset of industrial iErn 

combined with steadily de:::liriing prices to give rise to wides;.ire::d 

agrarian disconte~t by the 1890's. Dissatisfaction crystallised arou~d 

the 11Patrons cf lndustr'j 11 movement, v;hich by mid decade claimed :sr. 

Ontario membership of 100,000. Originally conce:-ne::I mainly \vith ec0n0-

~!cs, particularly the iniquitious National Pol icy, the Patrons i ken 

soon encompassed broader social and pol iticai issces. Signifi <.:ar:tly, 

~he order 11 re:;-rese;ite-d not inc'igc;nt agre>rians '-'" t he verge of ri.:in, but 

small, reasonably affluent fanners f i3 hting to continue a traditionally 

82 
acc~~ptable social structure. 11 like the ·ur.lted Farmers 3 ge ner·c-!tion 

later, they identified the key to their problems es the disp~cportionats 

influence wielded by urban interests in an unprincipled party system. 

Threats to the farme1·s 1 material weil-being were thus closely b1.:iund up 

\·Ji th symbolic concerns centrin9 on the realization that their •vay of 1 ife 

and their social and pol itica1 status were rapidly bei~g undermined. 

80" ~ F I 11Th M th +: t- . s 1 f - - . . c J. 11.(.... c vJ,<e, e, y· 01 ~r1e e -su-.-t1c1ent eina1J:an Fioneer, 11 

!~~!_i_~_~f_th~. Rot~J Socie!J-.£.t_Can.~~_: l'J! (l962), 25. 

81 sl!ch \vell-r2ceived departures :is .::xpedme11tal farms, 1c:nd 
clrainage programmes, and the ins~itution of the .L\gric~J]tu1·a1 Cnll eg e 
at Gueiph indicated a cene1in ;eavenins : n che laisse.z-faire v1<:!00~. 
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Despite Mowat's essentialiy 2.:curate remonstrance th.:it the 

bulk of their pol iticaJ demands lay beyond provincial 
. . . . 83 
Ju r 1 sd r ct 1 on, · 

the Patrons entered some 49 candidates in the 1894 provincial elec-

tion. They attracted 15 per cent of the popular vote, enough to elect 

seventeen of their number. In ~pite of P.P.A. attempts at infiltra-

tion, anti-Catholic ri2tivism does not seem to have influenced greatiy 

. h a.. ,., I 1 · I • . 84 e1t er t11e i-atror1s. po ;cy or t.1e1r support. A preliminary analysis 

cf the sources of Patron voting f2iled to turn up any consistent 

pattern 11or. the basis of traditional voting behav!our, rel !gion or 

ethnic origins. The pattern most clearly discernible is geographic: 

the best agricultural areas in the province tended to shovJ Patron 

~5 strengt h, Patron atter.ipts to forge an ail ic;nc e . ...,.ith labo\..tr foundered 

sir.ce, •idespite similarities 111 outloeik, la!::iour a:id farmers held bas k -

ally incompatible attitude$ to1,o1ards society, 11 The Patrons' ideoi•)gy 

gave pride of place to the small · producer ~nd limited government, in 

direct opposition to the positive role of the state advocated by orga11-

. 86 i zed l aoour. 

The inexperienced, weakly led Patrons quickly fe11 in with 

Mowat, and the 1896 federal election, wi th its outright Liberal-Patron 

alliance and subsequent return t o prosperity under Laurier, marked the 

-------------------------·-·-
s~ 
'Evans, 11 01 iver Mowat, 11 58, 62. 

84 Shortt argues that though both the- Patrons and the · P. P .. 0.. .• counted 
their greate~t str~ng th in the West of the province, the latter W8 re i n 
large measure ;;on f inerl to the towns: 11Scciai Change, 1i 2.25. 

85ib" . . I a, 
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Patrons' end as an i:ide;:>end:ont poi.: tica1 force. The root causes of 

the Patron upsurge had by no means been as~uaged: rather they had gone 

underground, to resurface a generation later in the United Farmers' 

movement. 

Notwithstanding the occasional l6bour candidate and intermit-

tent i11depender.t politica1 activity, the bulk of the workiny class Fell 

into line with the prevailing party system. Gradual but substa nt ia l 

widening of the fr anchise was partly responsible, as was pol [ti cal in-

experience on the part of many labour leaders and acceptance of the 

famil i~r Liberal versus Conservative party configuration by the trans-

~Jan ted 81-!tis '.1 c::r tis ::ms vtho fi gureci p!·oriinently in Ontario organized 

37 labour. Most important of all, t ho Ll gh, were the positive benefits 

and rewards \.'ih i ch the oar t ies ~.ad to distribute . 11Ration2l political 

consciousness" won cut over t:iass consciousness among the vulnerable 

k . l d h . f . l . " 88 wor 1ng c asses an t e1r rag1 . e 0rgan1zat1cns. Furthermore,- t o 

worl:-.ers and bosses alike, class interests lacked the salience of re1 i-

gion and ethnicity: 

the hold of the Grit and Tory Jabour friend over the newly enfranchised 
artisan was guaranteed by t~es of ethnic, religious, and soc ial affin i ty. 
Working me11 were the active constituents of numerous vcluntary organiza
tions led by m[ddle-class civi~ leaders in Toronto, Ha~ilton and other 
centres. The artisans frequently used their ethnic community with 
po~ itica1 leaders to advance their interest~ . . . when the fa ctory system 
suddenly sprang into existence in Ontario in t he. 1880 1 s and l 390's ·, 
when the bond of sympathy and intimate personal ties between cdpical i st 

g7Martin R_obin , 11The 1,.Jorkir19 Class and the Tra:1sition to Capi
talist Oem0cracy in Canada, 11 Da l hou_sie Rev ~~V'f. XLVI I (August, 1967) , 
:ns .. 

881b. ' 
-~· 326-7. 



and ~.Jorker in the srna 11 f inn gave •r:ay to the imper :; cina l 1 ty of the· 
la~ge establishment, when protective labour societies e~panded 
rapidly, working men sti 11 shared a cultural, religious and poi itica l 
syrnp§thy and identification with their social and political super!
::>rs. 9 

Mowat 1s progressive Factory Act, togsthec h:itli ~ther pro··!abour 

1 c • ' • I T d . . . 90 po :c1es, stooa 1n star~ contrast to apparent ory 1s1nteres~, 

brought to the 2.eforrn par t y th~ sol id support of labour.
91 

_l;fte t 

Mow2t 1 s cieparture, though, ~his support ~)egan to fc.il away c.s it bec::;\'.;e 

in~rcasingly clear that Whitney's Conservati ~es were much more att~ned 

to the problems of an urban, industrialized province than the os:;!fying 

Grit party with its dated, rurai v:ewpoint. One eier.ie11t in this shift 

·.vas the more pronounced sympc:thy in the Grit camp for prohibition, which 

by the 139'J 1 s was taking o;-i a distinctly 2nti-W•)r·K.ing class colo •..;ra--

• CJZ 
t 1 or..· 

The Deel ine 0f the Liberal Party 

Following Mov;at's departure for l.aurie:- 1s 1cabinet of ail 

talents 1 , the Ontario Liberal p~rty enfered into a steady de~l ine and 

9CBernard Ostry, "Conservatives, Liberals ai'ld Labo1 ; r in the 
! 880 1 s, '' Canad i a!l Jou ma 1 of Ec:onom i cs .::ind Po 1 it i c::i l Sc: enc~ (~12 v. I 9S l I . 
151-1+. MTchael B'I iss-· c.ontendS-that Cstry misreci'dtF.econsE."i:v;t! ;,:~s 1 

I -

pre-Jabour Trade Union Act of J8tl9; see his 1 1Dyspepsia of th.:; ;1ind: 1 : 

The Macm!lian, ed., Ca1:ia9ian Business_J_~is~·..r..: _S_elected Sti.!~ ; ~~~;3~'-
1971. (Toronto: McClelland and St:ewart, 1972), 181, n21. 

91 oata en urban and ·rural voting, di~~US!ed in th~ following 
chapter, indicate that the i:.onventional v1isdom as r<:.gard s ,'-i.ov:at 1 s 
working class following is at best over-sta!ed. 

92
Graeme Decarie, "Something Old, So.nething Ns~• .. .,Asp?-cts o f 

Prohibition ism in Ontario ; n d!e 1890rs ?11 in .Q.!J._v..e:: __ !l:=•vJ?_~.?_ _ _9. r·; r~_1:__~:?._.!.. 
163. 



outpoll s d by the Conservc:tives in 1898 and l 9G'.?, the !.ibe :· c:i ]s c ) ;_; ;•9 

to po1..J12 r· v1 it h precarious Je9isl at : ve mc:1jor iti es , bi.i t it vJas bec o;1,ing 

in c rea sing ly clear that they had lost touch with pub! ic opi nio~, 2nd 

had cnly shopworn pol ici cs to of fer . The Grit s , too long at the h ~lm 

ir.d us t1· i c; !i zat ion about 

Nor cou 1d they re l y upon inspired l e a de rship !o pi lot them through ~h e 

p;'.)li::ical shoals. MurJat, for ex<:i'T.p l e , h ~d bri11 i .:::nt l·1 finess e d the 

" I S1t 
S I C:CS, but F\ o s~-. ; 

v2cillation excitei ··· -"" 1' i 1111 h11t oppoc;:t·1,--n 95 1 . 1..) ._ 1, . .,:; - · . ~ I '-' ' • 

The To ri es , by ccnt rast , were c!o:e'.y [~tu~ ed to th0 ~ rov:n c ~ 1 s 

era, the chief Con~~ervative compl~int hc;db 2, e r1 th 0. F:efo :r:k: rs ' prof1i9.Jte 

h<mc!lirig of the provincial accounts, compared vJith the th1·ift cficwact e !'""-

course of Meredith's tc~nure, rio1Jever, th e Tori ~s bec-:1me l ess concerned 

with fi scal 1·et1· e n ch:ocnt, ta k ing 0;1 t he i:1c;ppings o f British-style Tu r·y 

c!ernocra c. y , while the R.eforrn party ' 1petrified i nto a comp l ete Toryism, 

--------· ., _____________________ .. __ 

q5H ~ . ID 1. t " 1 c I ' ·-;2·l'' · - ,ump1 ·,r1es, rO I IC3 ·2.rE-;er, · _, . 
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. . .06 
despite its name:~ Building upon the party's urban ball iwicks. 

Whitney~s concll iatory, yet firm, leadership effectively removed rel ig-

ious strife from the political agenda, and established the Tories in 

the public mind as the true repre$enta1.ives of both the middle and 

working class. In addition, the Conservative orga;iization, if poorly 

funded~ lf./as cliiig~nt, eff1ciF.;nt 2nd confident. 

Tha Crits save every ind!catio~ cf a party too long in office. 

Where once Mo\·iat hcid dr3v:n cons iderabie suppcrt from those accustor;ied 

to voting Conservative federally, the Liberals of Ross' day were unable 

even to maintain good ;·e!:Jt'.ons v1ith their federal counterparts. 97 

Party organization had deteriorated markedly, and by way of -compensation, 

h3d ccrr.e to 2~ unh'?3lth~r rel ianc.:.: on qu:;stioni3ble, if not outright 

corrupt, electoral pr~ctices. Such episod ~ s as the n0torious iGamey 
eiC 

affair'Ju c~st the party a good deal of its support among the staunchly 

righteous farm~rs who had been the party's backbone in days past. The 

Grits: in"short, were apolitical force on the wane; by the turn of the 

century a Conservative triumph was inevitable. 

The Tory vanquish of the faltering Grit machine in 1905 stands 

out clearly as the great watershed of provincial politics. Not only was 

-----·-··------·---------·-·---,--
96J.E. Middlet6n and Fred Landon; The Province of Ontario: A 

His_~-~ l['.]_?_:!]_'27 (Toronto: Dominicin ?;.1b1 ishir,s, 1927) I? Ii-a]. 

971J . . lumpnr 1 es, 11Politica.l Care.er," 32.!. 

08 
·' ldern, ''fhe Gc:mey Affair," On!:_~r.l'?_.tlis~~ LX (.June, 1967), i01··9. 
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it the beginning of the T~ry stran3leholci on Queen's Park, but it 

marked the establ ishmsnt of a political agenda in which industrial 

development and the betterment of an urban society held prlde of place, 

Religion, the great recurring issue of the Mowat years, was never far 

below the surface of poii~ical 1ife, and came virl!lently to the fore 

on .no re than one occasion, out it v;.:;s on: y one of several pol it i ca I 1 y 

salient iss·Jes. 

Whitney is a prize specimen of that ;llusive Canadian breeci, 

the red To:·y; his operating principle was 1'social justice to prevent 

social chaos 11
•
99 Still, his reformist zea! had clear limits, and in 

addition, many of the men he gathareci about him were traditional con-

~crvatives, ~~en on orderly administration but dubious abo~t government 

activic;m. Oi1taric Hyd r~ o, shov1p ·1ece of 'or0Jre;ssi ·12 1 Cons2rvatism, 

clearly :JJustrates the curi6i..!s bleild of populist govern:iient activism 

in the marketplace and attention to special private interests which 

characterized the Tories' response to the needs generated by the prov-

ince's social and economic modernizatior. Though it necessitated state 

O\'Jnership 11from the outset, the crusade for public powt:!r v;as a business-

JOO man's rnovement 11 . The ~tr~Jgg]e for pub! ic ownership Jay primarily 

between the gteat commercial interests of Toronto and the smai l mar.u-

facturers cf t~e western µeninsu!a hungry for cheap power. Under the 

-------·---
c9 
_, i'\lJ,, ,_ "' . j <-L ~. '- .... u in Hu1r;phries, 11 Pol itic:al Career, 11 42.8 . 

lOOH.V . Nelles, The Politics of Dev~loDment: Forests, Mines and 
~y?ro.,.E1 ect r i c Po1r.•er in Ont.::ir=-~~Th~~ !(f<Jronto: .'1ac;-;i i I l an, 1974)'-; 
.)0'+. 



inspired leadership of Adam Beck, t!1e latter effectively mobilized 

the pcpu!ace &gainst the private power barons. Ontario's middle 

classes and manufacturers could promote government ownership ciS a 

safeguard agains t the giant corporations precisely because, unlike in 

the United States, th::- thr ,=at from the left v:as negligible; labour was 

inartic:;la "!:: e and fra3mc:1t ed .lOl t·icvertheless, Hydro diC: represent an 

important d~partur2, and if their motives were mixed, the Conservatives 

were cle<'lrly c:rr.enabl ::; to using the state f n the service of industrial-

lzetion and urban interests. 

During his nine years in power~ Whitney assembled an im-

pressively diverse coal it ion of supporters. This success was rooted 

in his consummate political skill, \'1hich combined high-principled firm-

ness w~th a fine sense of pragmatic - pol it ~ 2~. He was, in add i tion, 

blEssed with 0 sin~ularJy ineffecti ve opposition. A moribund orgaG i za-

tion and uninspired leadership hamstrung the Grits, tvho remained tied 

to the interests of th ·~ cor ... r,tryside: and of the business community. 

The progressive, urban-oriented liberalism prorioted by N. 1 
• .J .. Rowell, 

Liberal leader after 1911 ~ failed to alter the situation appreciably. 

Under Rowell, the Liberals adopted a reformist platform, 102 
but they 

Jacked credibility as a vanguard of social reform, save in their 

'abolish the bar', crusade - scar·cely the reform most so~ght after by 

the urban working classes. 

-·--·-·-------------------
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In the four elections held from !905 until the outbreak of the 

First World war-, the Conservatives' ma(gin of victory over the Grits 

was very substantial: while the Tories attracted an average of 54 per 

cent of the votes cast in these-years, the Liberal share dee) ined to 

less than 40 per ceiit. Tl";e cifferentiai in terms of share of . the 

e1 igiblc elec~orate ~as less sµectacular, 38.9 per cent versus 30.2 per 

cent~ but this fails to take into account the fact that the Liber~ls 

were unable to nominate in over a score of ridings by 191 I and 1914. 

Not until 1911 did the Liberals 1 share of the electorate f~ll 

subst~~tially below the level it had been in the nineteenth century 

(in 1898 and 19U2, it had been higher than in earlier elections due to 

the higher turnout). However, the extent of the Conservatives' elector

al $Upremacy-rver the Grits is demorslrated in the rural areas, in which 

the Tory vote share was 3 or 4 per cent higher from 1905 to 191'+ than 

it had been in the nineteenth century, whereas the Liberal shars was 

J Qr 2 percentage points lower. The resulting Conservative Jead 1n 

votes was trans1atec! into a tremendous bulge in the number of seats 

in the legislature. 

Still 1 in view of the T0ries' inability to fill the gap left by 

Whitney 1 s death, shortly after the 1914 election, it is possible that 

the Liberais might have offered the Conservatives real competition had 

not the Great W3r interve~ed. The War had a pronounced short-term 

influence on Ontario politics, electoral and non-electoral, yet in the 

longer run, its political impact ~~as surprisingly small. Indeed, fei..; 

ep:sodes in provincial history more tellingly illustrate the ability 
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of the political order to survive social change unscathed than the 

First 'Aorld War. 

l ·he soc1·a1 · t f th t- d l03 1mpac o e war was pro oun . Industry made 

tremendous strides in productivity and scale. Wc~en joined tl1e labour 

force in large numbers, and, ~ore significantly, entered into the main-

lQl~ 
stream of social 1 ife to an unprecedented degree . An entire genera-

tion of Canadians sh2red the searing experience of war and bitter post-

war disillusionment. Funda~enta1 divisions in Caradian society - French 

versus English, capital versus Jabour, city versus countryside - were 

)aid bara as nev2r befor~ . Attitudinally, Canadians were irrevocably 

alte.t"e<l. For some, direct participation in warfc.re forced a re2pprais<'d 

:?nd rejccti'", of traditional beJ :efs :::rici vciiu~s. !='or others. at r1o:rie, 

t!1e eco.iomi::. c;nd er.iotional ::iobi i-iz.:::t:on fer ,·1c:.r hi9hl ighted new so:::JI 

qt.:est1ons arrd drasticaily remolded µ:-e-v,.:ir outloQks, not ie2st with 

respect to tl1e propel rolE: of gcverPr:1enr. ;;hese attitudinal changes ·.,.;ere 

cleariy in train before the war 3 but it hastened them by starkly focusing 

attention on the contradictions and shortcomings of pre-war society. 

Yet these J andrnark soc i a 1 changes 'Nrought few J ast ins cha;-;g::::s 

in Ontario's political order. The province found itself g~verned by a 

-----·--~·-------· 

i03For an overview of the social and economic impact of the ;11a1- , 

see Robert Craig Brown and R.;;imsay Cook, Canada 1896-1921: ,u., Nation Tr<;Jns-
formed (Toronto: McCieY land and Stewart,1971fT-,-char;.-Ti:··-13. ··rs; -·aITTi ___ _ 
Barbara M. \.Ji!sc,..1, ed., Ontario and the f'.'irst World \.1 ;:1..!:.i....1914-1918 
(Toronto! U i-! i vers i ty of To-ronto Pres-~-:-T§77) ~ -· 

~O.YCeta Rankhal<'l1vansingh, 1rwor:ien During the Great \,/;;; ;:--, 11 in 
Janlc'= Acton, Pe:iny Goldsmith c;nd Bonnir~ Sh'C'pherd, eds., Uor:i2n at 1..:01-k: 
Onta.r i o 18.50-1930 (Toronto: Canadian women 1 s Eci 1Jc.at i 0na 1 "P7€"ss-:--i 97~) , -
·x6T--So7~---



few years the Conservatives re-established their hegemony, vJith 

precious few chan3es in programme or styl e . Prohibition, symbol of 

social reformist zeal, 1ai::;ed tu. statu~ory fo :·ce by war-time condi-

tion!, survived b?rely longer thar the UFO-iLP a~ministration . The 

unpr·ececiented st<:~ te involvi:-mE:nt in socia! and ecor.cr,1ic life occasi::-n ed 

by war-time mobilization and post-war reconstruction was of far greater 

moment at ti1e feder2l level than in the provinces. Fir.ally, the war 

brought Gbout intense, short-] ived grievances but no enduring ch3nges 

in the political c1spirati0ns cf lal:::our and agi·iculture; both the United 

Farmer~ of o~tario and the Independent Labour P2rty faded into obi i~ion 

with untoward hasi..e. 

The 1·.ar v-Jas a key catalyst in the elec:ion of a farm-labo u r 

goverrnnent in 1919~ though p~radoxicaiiy the UFO's success must be 

understood as a defensive reaction to the social changes fostered by 

the war rather than as an expression or the new social order. W.L. 

Morton has written that the war 1blew up the old party structure in 

Canada1 1105 • NO\•:here was this cleare r· ::h:::n 1n the Ontario Liberal 

party, which split asunder over conscription and prohibition. Together 

. h 1 '• ~ • • • ' I . I • ff 1 . J Qo wit ong-stana1ng ~1sappo1ntment witn ~aur1er s tar1 po 1cy 1 this 

mear.t that the farm cornrnun i ty was far I ess ~-Jedded to the Grit party as 

the traditionc::l e..rnbodiment of Ontario agrnriartism t:1an in i294, the 

-------·-----
1 oc . 

"\J. L. Morto1:, The P;oc;:-ess 1 ve Pa rty_i_~--~~cla (Toronto: 
Uni v::rs i ty of Toronto P rm, I 9S7if:.59. 

lOGE.C. Dr:..i:-y, .. Farm~-~re1T!.i.::J:. (Toronto: M.cCiel!and and Stel'1art, 
t 9(:,1)}, 53. 



y~.:::r cf th2 Pa tron upsurge. 

I f the Li be r a l s \·Je r-e bs s e t by fata l divi sions , the Co nse rva

tives \"Jere sadcliecl with on 11 astonish i11gl y inept 11107 l eaJer,wi 1 li arn H. 

Heaist, who progressive l y eroded th e coal it ion of d i ve rse interests so 

p ai11~.;takin9ly ac;semb l ecJ by l:lhitney . He broug ht i1·1 prohibition, t hc!r eb;r 

spl ittir19 the 

c on-· :r;o_;1ic.11r,~t•,'. di-y s 11 pr,_-Jt_ ::, in1 i j ,j ;· J,· .. the va ci l iCJting mann e r in Vihich 

he ,,,1fraw:::1::.e <J ,,o;i,er1 rnir-;imizeci ·c:y: ur:; >•:1t!0 \ political di v i de nd s ICS 

re :;, entment of t r ad i t i ,11-,,11 ·ro ries v: i tf-: ,1ut 1-v inr . '' 1J r-:12. t r <.:st of the 

I • wor1,1ng ' l 09 c1asses 11
, 

11 the fannei·s vl'c:r·e c .:::ught up in a grovJing tide o!' if:') tDl indignntion , 

tb e convicti on th a t the o :d par t ies wer~ ccir rup t 2,d had ~aid t heir 

soLil s to the protected in terests, t li ai~ 0 11l y they , corning from th E:: c!1: .:'Jr; 

and pure so il of the coun tryside, could p~cvide cle3n p eopl e 's gov 8 rr ~ -

110 
nient. 11 Precipitati11~1 11 . ·; farmers' r:·,ubil iza tion for political ricticn 

- ·- ------·--- ·-···--- - ·-· -----·····------- -··-·-·· - - ------ -----
10 7

!1 · 1 · If("' 1 ·· 1· . d h 11 f · 1 ei:cr !J, 1v2r , ,_• 1< NI : 1:_, :,1 hE.:a 1-st a n t .e Co apse c thf; 
Ontario Con s c :·v -~ i. i ve Party, 1 ' ~;::!2.:=::~~.'..1 __ ti i s_t_g_r i ca.:_~_F? e_::_.'_~~::_ Li I ! (Murch , 
197?)' 23. 

j 08 • n 
Gr· 1S1:1 '-'· T2nr.yson, 11 P1· emi.,:; i·iea r s t, the War and 

\fomen," .Q.!:1.£.~I.iy_ i_;_;s:~.2.Ci L. VI I (Septe.ni:1 1::1 r , l ~;t, :;.;, l 15-2.3. 

W ! 1 ) i .~,m Hears t ,' ' 
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The ~k~g i nr.in~''.:· of il.q1· c1:-;.cn :·!,evo l t," ._1 ·:i 1: ;·:-. 3 1 cJ C:.::or::ir1i a 'l ~-1.·11C.:i,: .:; l\J 
( Fc !)ruar 1:1, l ~<1 9:1 , 2~ . 
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was the Dominion sovsrrnnent's reneging on its commitment to exempt 

their sons from military service. 

The extraordinary circumstances of the First World War also had 

a pronounced, if temporary, impact upon Ontario workingmen, engendering 

among them an unprecedented solidarity founded upon a deep sense of in-

justice over governmental d ; ~8ction of war-time society and post-war 

reconstruction. Union~ enjoyed skyrocketi~g membership and their atten-

tioG was fixed upon the political 
1 1 J 

realm as never before . The political 

arm of labour was the independent Labour· Party, org;;;nized in 1917. 

l 12 
The ILP \'las a ''quite conservative party 11 v1hich shared a 

nur.1ber of common objeccives V.ith t:1e UFO; early on friendly relations 

were P.st 201 ished hPtw~2n t:hf' t~.;o movements, and they contested the elec-

tion in c:cn:: ': :-t. As beca;ne f:vide:nt ciL,ring tlieir term _in office, hov;ever, 

the farmers and the workers held oftentir.ies d!ametricaliy opposecl vievJS 

of politics and society. The ideclogica1 2nd po! itical antago_n ism 

between the ILP and the UFO was not the only fatal flaw in the coal i-

tion government. As wel1~ a serious r!~t developed between the Drury 

government and th~ doctrinaire agrarians cf the UFO organization. 11 3 

Even the hard-core UFOers ';Jere generally-not prepar-ed to 

111 Martin Robin, Radical Politics and Canadian Labour (Kingston: 
Industrial Re1at:or.s Centre,-"196:3), 119. ------

112John [)avid Hoffman, 11 Farmer-labc;ur Government in Ont:ir i o, 
1919-1923, 11 unpublished M.A. thesLs, _University _of To_ronto, 19~9_ , iq. 

li31,iern , "intra-Party Democracy: A Case:! Study," Canadi3;; 
.Jourr.al of Econo:r1 ics_and_PoJ.~_tical Scier .ce XXVlll (May, 196f},22.3-35. 
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propose the far-reaching measures requisite to fundarne'ltal change in 

the farmer~s socidl and economic position. 114 In this they only re-

fleeted the inclination of the Ontario farm community; they recognized 

that many things 1r:ere not as they should be, but they sh:ed a1r1ay from 

the rad!caJ departures which might effect the desired changes. The 

UFC's essential c0nservatism, c1oched as it might be in radical rhetoric, 

would sa~ct!o11 ti~kering but not transformation. 

within the.;e l ir.lits the UFO-I LP administration did enact sor.1e 

substantial reform:::. Yet, as the social disruptions qf the immediate 

post-war ye~rs gave ~ay ~o the 'normalcy' and prosperity of the twent-

ies, the Conservatives c2me to reflect the province 1 s reviving com-

pi~c.:ent co ;-,servatism more fc;;thfully th,:;in t!-:.2 fa1m government. On-::e 

returned to prn'lfer in i923, Hov,.ia;d Fer9uson, th•::: iory leader, in 1 ine 

'r-Jith j:::--e·..:.:dli~1s currents of op!r.ion, !ld~fined fo:- h i s narty a:i image 

and a prograri that swung it to a p I ace fun tier to the right on the 

political spectrum than Ontario Conservatism had occupied for ma~y a 

1 l i:; 
long year. 11 ~ This conservatism, together with careful fence-mending, 

secured for the Tories an :mpressive urban-rural pe>wer hase. 

The elections of the 1920 1 s were marked by extraordinarily high 

Tory vote shares and unusually low turnout; doubtless the two are 

I inked in part. The Liberal record was even more dismal than it had 

114,Jim Anderson _<:_t r.~_-:_, ~Po1 iti~~LJ:!..~.~~of_ Agr,arJ~-Q~;'2..: 
izati~ns in ·J ,~i:ari~ 1914-f94o (Chase Pre.ss, l97'l-), 2l. 

I } 5p t 0 I . I ...,..h . k• k. f ,... . . I • e er :ver, ., 1<:: 1·1a. 1ng o a i-rov1nc1a Premier: t-:c.·:ard 
Ferguson a11d Ontario Politics, 1870-1923, 1 ; unpublished Ph.D. trr2::: is, 
University of To1·cnto, 1969, 177. 



been prier to the war, for they \"ere in effect competing with the 

UFO, or at least the remnants ::>f it, for the farm vote. -- Symptornatic 

of the Liberals' straightened ~ondition were the aggregate electoral 

shifts from 1919 to 1923: whereas the Tories increased their share 

of the electorate slightly r~ 1923 (which, given the sharp drop in 

turnout, a~ou0ted t~ a very substantial gain), the Liberal share fell 

to barely haif of what it had been in 1919. Support for the UFO, or 

mon: properly the 11Ftogressive Party, 11 in the later part of the decade 

rnmained at a high !eve! in the limited number of seats it contested, 

almost all of ~hich were in Western Ontario, 

Adroit poi itical management, good times and an absence of in-

trac : ai.l 1 e, C: is rupt i ve demands e. l l consp i reci to m8ke the 1920 's perhaps 

the most po? \ tic<dly so:ilnobnt era in provincial :·ii story. · The er.-

feebled condit!on of the opposition stood as both cause and effect of 

the Conser ·:ative ascenoar.cy. The UFO was but a shadow of its earlier 

self by l926, when it fielded only 22 candidate!:>, of whom 16 were 

eiected. As for the Liberals, that they continued to hammer away at 

the demon rum testified mbre to their political cat2lepsy than to the 

issue's salience. Indeed, by the election of 1929, the Liberal party 

had degenerated into "not rr.uch more th3n a rural Protestant splinter 

grouo, narrowly based on a dozen predGmi~antly dry ridings, its 

,, 116 
policies bankrupt, its leadership pathetically weak. 

1 1 ~ 
.. oN · 1 M ,. ... e 1 :..::,<..en .... y, 

Stew~rt, 1967): 3l. 
Mitch Heeburh (Toronto: McClelland and 
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Turbulent lnterluc::: 1930-1945_ 

The factors shaping Ontario between 1930 and 1945 may be 

succinctly descr·[bed: depression and war. The G1eat Depression was 

far more tti::rn <.Jono:-;nany hard times; it was mere 11a state of mind, a 

t ff .h . 1... · 1·· d . )ll oss o F.Jii: ,,, st2'Jf 1i:y an . security.• If the Depression itself 

brought surpris~ngiy few political changes to Ontario, it did set in 

motion processes which, coup1ed with the social changes brought about 

by the war, thorounhly reshaped Ontario politics. 

The dec2Je of the 1930s was thus an era of transitio~ . . . It was a period 
of turbulence and confusion. Traditional values were challenged and 
ne1'1 con'-~pts cf society IA'ere formulated. The prc·grass of indu~t1·ial iz.;;·· 
~ion had been goi~g on for dec6des but in the 1930s the depression 
sudd8n!y 1:aced Canadians h' ith this ne"'' reality , ! lo 

Thus, for n time in the early thirties, the rising star in the 

Ontario poiitical firma:ient seems to be tl-e flecgling Cooperative 

Commonwealth federation. Organized in 1932 aa"ound the neo-Fabian League 

for Social Reform , 2ssorted Fann groups end the remnants of varibus 

splinter parties of a radical or labour bent, the CCF brought together 

most of mainstream Canadian radical ism, which had acquired new intersity 

and r·espectability by the -social .• economic and psychological dis1oca-

tions of the Depression. Indeed, the CCF won the temporary imprimatur 

of the agin9 but symbolically i1,1portant, and essentiall'f conservative 

----··--·---·--------------~---·--·--.. ----------------·---
ll7H. Blair Ne~tby, The Politics of Chacs: Canada in the 

Thi rt its (Torcnto: Macmillan, 1972), 22. ; fo;- di/ ov-e: .. vievJ of ;.:;-u:: -
social and political ramifications of the depression, see Ch. 2, 3 
and li and hi-::hiel ;forn, r:rhe Great Depressiori: Past and Pres.ent ,1 11 

.Jour_c:.;"'1 of Can~dia~-~;_udies XI (February, 1976), li-J-50. 

i] 8 I 

Neat01·, Poi itics of C~~' 188. 
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UFO - a powerful indicator of t:1e extent of the social disruptions 

wrought by the Depression. Still, this infatuation could not be expected 

to last: the CCF's ideas and approaches were simply too foreign to the 

Ontario farn community. Further;no1e, the Libernl leader., Mitch Hepburn, 

came increasingly to embody the i:.olitica1 traditions of rural On~ario: 

high-principled rhetoric arising out of agrarian conservatism. 

Hepburn, an electrifying stump oratnr, was at root apolitical 

opportunist, whose adroit melding of reform a~d retre~chment struck a 

responsive chord in many voters. His appeal was by no means limited to 

the countryside: he had a pro-labour reputation and in a widely-quoted 

rema(k, he: had declared, 11 1 swing far to the left wher:e some Liberais 

· 11 ~ • " ,, IL~ w 1 not ,·c 1 1 ow me. · By contrast, the poorly organized CCF, beset by 

fierce inte:-r;e.cine strife, could on.Iv attrc= ·.:t JukevJarm acceptance from 

h . I b b d. 'f 20 t e !mportant ,a our o 1es. On al i fronls, the solemn, unsettling 

CCF was simply no match for the ebullient Hepburn. 

Hepburn!s pop~il ism, widespread social and economic di~ttess and the 

. . f h c . d . . . 121 b. d . seeming unresponsiveness o t e onservative a rn1n1strat1on com 1ne to give 

the Liberals a near-~weep in the 1934 election. Attracting fifty per cent 

of the votes cast overall, the Grits fared exceptionally well on the 'back 

concessions', Hepburn 1 s special focus, but they also made import ant inroads 

l JC' 
~Quoted in McKenty, Mitch Hepburn, 106. 

1 20 
' Gerald L.. Caplan, The Dilemma of Ca;1.sdi<1n S0ci2li sr.i (Tcironto! 

McClelland and Stewart, 1973}. ch. 4-6. 
121

see Fatricia V. Schulzs The East York Workers' Associ3t i0n: 
A Res[>_s>_ns e to the Great De.2...!:.es s ion (fo ;-on to: N e~v-1i0g-towr. P res·S";"-19 75 . 
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In Tory Toronto and other ~rban centres. The Conservative sh~re of the 

votes cast fell a catastrophic 17 percentage points and the party failed 

to elect a member west of Toronto and only 17 all told. The CCF garn-

ered 7 per cent of all votes cast, and 11 per cent in the 37 pr~domin-

antly urban seats in which they nominated; they carried but one seat, in 

downtown Hdmilton. This eh:::tion 1t1as also marked by an unusually high 

rate of voter participation, better than 73 per cent. The l930 1 s have 

been described 2:> a 11 pr-;-err,inently pol iticai decade", in which politics 

assumed new urgency c:.nd nev: sal ier.ce; 
122 

the high turnouts in 1934 and 

1937 support thi~ interpretation 

- The 1937 election repeated the Liberals' triumph of 1934, with 

only min:;r 3g9regate voting shifts: a slight decline in turnout and in 

CCF support .::i . d a very small increase i;i the Uberals' shar8 of votes 

cast .. The correlation analys.is of Chapter VI I s11ggests impcrtant dis-

continuities in this pattern of surface stab ii ity. Ferhaps more sig-

nificant, however, Hepburn's personality cult and his disdain for organ-

ization meant that the Liberal party's successes in 1934 ~nd 1937 were 

only temporary respites as it 11failed to bP.come apolitical force in-

d d f h . 1 . 11 I 23 epen ent o :s persona magnetism. 

The vitriolic 1936 East Hastings by-election demonstrated that 1 

should both parties champion re1 ~gious causes, the potential for serious 

}2? 
-Neatby, Po1 itics of _Chaos, 49. 

I/"' 
•- 5 D·~rriis H. Wrong, 110ntario Elections, 1934-1955: A Prel imin-

ary SJrvey of Voting," CanadiAn Journ.:il of Economics and Political 
_s_i:J_~ce XXI 11 (August, 1957):406. ··-·----------------·--
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clea·.'age remained. Stillb given the vociferous demands of the C.::itholic 

Taxpayers• Association, and the vigorous response it engendered from 

the Orange Order and others, the most notable aspect of religious strife 

in the 1930's was its Jack of electoral impact. · Other sociai issues and 

economic problems ;:;.:-esse0 more L:rge:;tly for pol itic:al response. A.s 

Depression gave way to War~ it became i ncreasing1y cJear that the libe r-

als, with their fundamental rural orientation, had little to offer a 

province shot th rough wit h new problems and pros :.:ects. Hepburn's lip-

serv!ce to tradition3] virtues in ?lace of new pol icy directions was 

unacceptable to an ever-growing ptoportion of the electorate. 

Meantime, Ontarians vJere ccming to look favourably upon the CCF, 

\-1hich, fol lJVJi119 the crucial York South by-election, was transformed 

almost oven1ight fro:n politica l . . . 124 cur1os1ty ~o mainstream party. Ger a 1 d 

Caplan has admirab l y summar !zed the fa c tors undcrl ; ing the ris1'! of the · 

Ontar·io CCF: 

a number of variables - all a function of the war - .•• intervened to 
translate discontent and anx iety into t emporary support for the CCF. 
These included the demand for~ better post-war world in wh ich the 
causes leading to '"'ars would be removed, the realization that na ti onal 
planning was practical and efficient, the new role o~ the Sov iet Union, 
and the rapid growth of urbanization and trade-unionism as a by-product 
of a booming war- economy. 

Following hard on the heels of the Depression, the pressures of 
wartime reinforced in Canadians a skept i cism about existing values and 
convent l ons, an~ helped to shake people 1 s minds out of their t r2d it i or;a 1 

grooves •.. as these new stirrings began to take shape - vaguely and 
rarely articulated, no doubt, but yet real and profound - the pcl iric ia ns 
and businessmen who had dominated Can ad a duri~g ~he Depression fell 

124
J.L. Granatstein, "The York South By-election of February 9 : 

1942: A Turning Point I n Car.adian . Politics, 11 Ganadian Histo rical f\f,vie• . .J 
XLVI I (June, 1967), 142-58. ---·- ------
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increas1ng1y into public d1sr~pute ... nor can the importance of organized 
labour to the rise of the CCF be exa~gerated.125 

Province-wide, the votes in the 1943 election were al? but evenly 

split among the Liberals, Conservatives, and the CCF; although the Liberals 

lost more heavily in tota1 vote, undoubtedly many former Conservatives 

went over to the CCF as \"1e1l. Iii part duP- to inadequate provisions for 

armed forc<!s voting, turnout fell to pre-Depression levels. 

The CCF became the official opposit;on to a minor!ty Conservative 

government, yet its success carried with it the seeds of destruction . 

Large segments of its support \-Jere 11superf i c i al and devo i .j of conviction 

and commitment. 11126 The party was further handicapped with a rudimentary, 

poorly funded organization, 2nd was beset by internal squabbles. In addi-

tion, the CCF ~rogramr.ie w1·'1ught :;i leftv1ard sh ; ft in Ontario politics. Roth 

old parties strove mightily to demonstrate that the i r policies were as 

socially advanced as those espousad by the CCF, without involving the evils 

of CCF •state social i 5m; . In 1945, the CCF came close to maintaining the 

numbei of voters it had attracted in 1943, but in concert with a very 

substantial rise in tur11out, an inc;·ease in the Conservai.:ive vote sha1e 

relegated the CCF to a poor third. 

One segment of the e lectorate in which the CCF fared particularly 

well was the armed forces. Since the service vcte was not separately 

tabulated in 1943, we cannot judge whether this represents a~ improvement 

or a loss ot supoort. As Tabie I I 1-4 makes clear, the overall leve! of ___ " _________ _ 
~ 25c . D . 1 88 9"' ,ap 1 an, -' -~·~-' - v. 

1261b; . __ :_9_._,, l ! o. 
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TABIE III-4 

PARTY VOTE SHJ\RES AMONG ARMED FORCES VOTERS 1945 

Liberal Conse:cva ti ve CCF 

Entire provinci:i 28.0 J.5.4 JJ.6 

Urban 26.2 J.50 4 35,3 
Mixed 29.6 JI+, 8 34.1 
Rural J0.6 39.0 27.8 

Eastern Ontario JJ.1 40.2 23.0 
IE_ke Ontar io 28.2 . 46. 7 24.6 
Georgian Bay 26. J 4LO J2.1 
GoJ.cl c~ n !-itJrs eshoo 27.6 J2.1 .37. 1 
Was t ern On t ario 35.8 J4,J 29.1 
Toren to 21.0 36g5 iF· 5 
Northerr. 0.iYi;a !'~.o 27.2 24.5 ~J. 8 



CCF support 11'Jas only marginal1y beicw the Conservative leve i , and sub

st~ntial 1y above the Liberal share. The CCF did especially well among 

servicemen from Northern Ontario; the Tories most pronounced service sup

port was in Lake Ontario rfdings; the most noteworthy aspect of the Lib

erals= electoral attra~tiveness was the party's poor showing among anned 

force s voters from Toronto. More significant than these findings which 

Qre clearly in 1 ine with expectations, is a relatively high CCF share of 

the se;-vice vote in rural ridings - 27.8 per cent, compared with the 13.5 

per cent of the rural civilian electorate which opted for the CCF. This 

success doubtless reflects the importance of the war-time experience in 

fostering acceptance of the new society envisioned by the CCF. 

1he De9 ression and the War provided t he social potential for radi

cal pol itic3! cl epartures in Ontario. The Depression had raised doubts 

about the existing social orde~, anci the attitudinal shifts fomented by 

the war culminated in the vista of a new, irrevocably different society. 

Yet the extent to which these sociel upheavals resulted not in radical 

political innovation, b~t rather in a rel lance on traditional principles 

is a telling measure of - the strength of Ontario conservatism. Depression

rldden Ontario sought political solace in the rhetoric and retrenchment 

of Mitch Hepburn, rejecting the sweeping reformulations of the CCF. Con

versely, though, the limits of the conservative response were clearly 

exposed. 

AJthou3h ~epburn 1 s government iargely failed to respond to the~, 

new pol :ticai forces did emer~e out of the e ::oncmic and social uncertain

ties of the Depression. 
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Ontariois wartime experience buiit upon the:;e inchoate 5<)Ci a 1 

forces and brought them to political fruition. The war prese~ted a 

fundamentally different vantage point on social problems and their 

pol iticaJ solutions. In part!cular, the contrast with the p~e-war 

soc!ai and economic s!tuation cnph r, sized the potential and minimized 

the f~ars of strong government activism. Thus, one of the war!s pol iti 

cal !egacies was the triumph of 1 progressive' cor!ervatism over the 

populist, 'independent yeoman' strain of slightly r~actionary conserva

tism epitomized by Hepburn. 

The pruvinc~ ha~ c~anged substantially, in social ':Omposition, 

outlo~k s and expectations, from what i t had been before the wsr, and 

the Con!;ervatives r.:ovec to meet the ;1eh' so-:!ai anci political demands. 

T~at they have governed the prov ince eve r s;nce testif i Ps to their 

success in respo11Jing to n~w socia"I co-,ditions. However, the persisting 

attraction of the CCF-NDP for a substanti2l minority s u ggest~ important 

limits, both to the Tories ' capa b ll ities and to the stren~t h c.f tradi

tional politics. Although its ideology has never been extreme, the 

CCF-NDP has nevertheless represented 3 clear alternative to the Con-

servatives, forcing importAnt changes upon them . Indeed, a principal 

theme of post-war Ontario politics has been the progress of the Con

servativesi attempts at resolving the tension between their traditional 

appro2ch and iJeoicgy and the pol !tical dcrn3r-:ds un!eashed b'f nevi social 

forces . 
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Since 1943, the Conservative par~y has remained the government 

of Ontario through a happy combination of good m211:::1gement and gooc! luck. 

The Tories' strangleho1d on Queen's Park stems from a wide range of 

factors: prosperity; leadership well suited to the times and success-

fully regenerated; a divided and often dispirited opposition; rural 

overrepreseGtation !n the Legislature and the fiTst-past-the-post elect-

oral system. The Conservatives have bee~ ''zealous imitators of the 

1 . I f . L • f 127 O 1ver Mowat sty e o cautious Liut incessant re orrns.'! • 

Central to their longevity has been their remarkable and broadly 

appealing ability to mix the traditional and familiar with nev·J, forward-

looking policies a nd .:>pproaches. This fomt..ila, wh!ch has incltJded a 

profour.d t:-ansforrndtion of the ;:ic:irty i~self, hc.s enabled the Co:iserva-

tives to diffuse many of the potential pol it!cal impl ic2tions cf post-

war social change. In the electoral realm,· the clearest indication of 

the Tories' ""iide-ranging 2ppc3J is the fact that in no ident:fiable 

group or region have they fared poorly. To be sure, they attract more 

support from certain sections of t~:e electorate than from others, but 

unlike the Liberals and NDP, they have enjoyed strong support throuyhout 

the electorate. 

By no means, though, has the Tory government coped successfully 

with all the political problems and dem.3!1ds arising out of chanses in 

social structure and attitude, nor has it always been the willing 

1 ~ 7oesmond Morton, "Ontario 1975: Ref1-=ctions on the Tory 
Decline", fanaciian£?!~· April··May, 1975. 8. 



vehicle for innovat:on. Though a good many Tories would not applaud 

it - or perhaps even recognize it -

Ontario has in the period 1954-74 passed through a revo1L1tior.. Soc ·· 
ially, the province has moved very substantially towards state 
socialism, and away from the concept of local autonomy and the sig
nificance of private prope r ty to a confiscatory form of pla~ning ... 

llt) 

• A. strong centralized bur..:2 1.Jcr2cy has emerged. Local government: has 
bee:-i significantly weakened in fr~ guise of 1·eform. Po~ icy is dom!ri
ated by technocrats, so that an allegedly private enterprise con
servative government has moved signif itantly to statist

3 
socialist 

and directive econcr;iic, social and political systems. 120 

Drew, Frost, Robarts and Davis 

For all his ~tuffy vJaspishness, 'Colonel' George Dre""1 recog-

nized that the Depression and the .War had altered people's expectations 

ot j i~c and o1 government. His admi~i~tration moved 'With reasonable 

dispatch t:J irnplerr.ei·,t many cf tl:r::: famc·us 1.2. r.;0!nt::: 1 :
129 from the 19'-+3 

election manifesto. in do!ng so, Drew earned d reputation ~s an u~)1 e 

and progressive aJr,1inistrator. Far ·- reaching social W<~lfarc measures 

were alien to Drew's philosophy and to large segments of the electorate; 

instead, the Conservatives concentrated on providing the soci~l over-

head capital and the guidance necessary to promote industrial expansion. 

Drew's haughty, righteous £ty1e endeared him to many, b:.it 

alienated others. Together with strong labour support for the CCF, 

these pockets of unpopularity caused the Tories to slip marginally ir1 

128 Norman Pe3rson, "Reg i ona 1 Gcve:·nment a:id Deve 1 o~rnent," i ri 
Donald C. Ma:::Donald, ed., G~~~n~ eind;_£'ul i.tics af Ontar!o (Toronto: 
Macmillan, 1975), 171-2. 

129Jonathan Manthorpe, The PowAr and the Tories: Ontario 
Politics 1943 to !he Prese!'.!.~· (Torontc: M2cMi i la.n, lS]Ij:) ,36 .-·-·· 
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the.i948 election. More significa0tly, though, Drew suffered personal 

defeat at the hands of a teetotail ing CCFer and elected to run for 

the federal Conservative leadership. Tan Kennedy took his place on 

a caretaker basis, and in 191~9 the party settled ori Leslie Frost as 

th1.; r:eh' leader. 

Frost 1 s po? it i ca 1 ski. I l::; ws :-e p red i g l ous. Despite clear ev id-

ence of corr~ption nmon9 senior ministers, he fashicned repeated lop-

sided electoral victories. Moreover, he bequeathed his successors a 

superbly efficient party machine. Frost built the facilities necessary 

for unprecedented qrc•Jth and prosperity, but never lost touch 1tJi th the 

.~spi1-<:1tions and outlooks of his pm"er-base in rural and small-town 

Ont<iric. 

'~he 1950is were, en th~ whole, a peace f ul ?nd prosperous time 

foi- Canada. Their great enemy, Canadian~ agreed, l <:iy acroac, and few 

no isst1es divicl~cl ther.1 passionatciy at home!' ~. Frost's governments, 

like the society they oversaw, ~Ere inward looking; they suited the 

times well and engendered remarkably little serious po! itical opposi-

tion, either from thE: organiLed parties or from the province's var;ous 

soc ial and interest groups. The Liberal party was disorganized, dis-

heartened, and la~gely ineffective; the CCF attracted only a faithful 

herd core of voters, elected few members and increasingly turned to a 

morbid introspection .JS its proposed ::; olutions seemed largeiy 
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. . ,. . . i 31 
irrelevant to a cornolacent, sat1::;r .1ed electorate. 

11The overriding concern of the Frost administration was to 

k ,. • f . h 132 create tire cona 1t1 or.s o econom 1 c growt • " The 'state as builder' 

approach, b~'.jU~ under Dr·ev.1, irtensified in the early 1950 1 s into a 

massive socia1 c;:i pitai uuilding boom - high't1ays, schools, hospitals, 

l O\\I income hcus i r.9, l·:r)l·;;es for ~he aged, c:ind the 1 i ke. 133 As it bE:c2rie 

apparent that phjsical structures were not by themselves sufficient to 

dea1 with the cha~gas and needs of post-war Ontario society, the .founda-

tlons of the government's social poi icy shifted. FrOfll about 195?~ the 

extent and qu3l i\·y of soci:;:l ~~rvices rose abruptly; expenditures in·· 

creased markedly on unereployment insurance, hospitalization, vocation

al training, child welt~r3 , recrE:ation, an~ education. 134 · 

Like rheother Tory c.f1ieftdins, Frost :eci1(!ni7-ed tht:: time to 

step down, an2 ; ~ JS6l, John· Robarts ascended to the leadership. 

Robarts and the t;:i],~nteci bureaucrats he assembled viere adept at m;:;xi-

mi zing political credit for th2 most reluctant decisions. Yet, suff~sed 

as it was with a shrewd, prasmatic political calcul~s, the Robarts 

1 team 1 did expand the reach and qua] ity of social pol icy far beyond 

anything Dre~ or Frost might have imagined. If, as the medicare 

·---------·--- ·--- . 
131~.~. 85-137. 

l3ZD.R. Richmond, Ontari~: A Society in Transition (Toront~: 
Gntario Econwi ·.: Couil cil, 1972), 66-7. 

133 verrwn Lcirig, The SeC'ice Stat~_I:r;:i_~rg~~ in Ontario (Toronto; 
Ontario Economic Counci}, 1974) , 19. 

23, 



episode i!l ust rat:ed, pro c)l"ess 1~1as o f ten r e iucl ant , initicited only 

v.1hen public rressure could no lon ger be denied, still, progress 1r1::is 

made. (Medicare al so reveale d the Tories 1 f ee t of cl ~y, demonstra-

t i n g t ha t t h <:: y 1-.i e t e not i mm u ri e to s e r i u us b 1 u 11 d e r s ; t he l 1· bu r e ;:i u c r· a t i c 

,. bJ' ' . ] ' 1 · I · · • l 35 ' • ' ] rum 1ng rn 1mp . ement1r1g ,.-,,:;c _: c ;:.;-e: \;'as 1 av1e ·- 1nsp 1r1 119 11 , ano nard y 

The Lite:· ye;;;·s of f{cibarts' clecc-d:: in o ffic e ~vitnessed the 

11 '1'tl 11 '1' fl · r 0 ' ;:..r. "' S •" l- "I. r·:--- .·~~L ·"'. j·c:•··. 136 .· , oc·1e !' 1 1·, C! C' 1 r, ta r ; ::i ._, ~ "' c.: ., ~ _ , c, : This invol ved not 

17 >.> 

fundarrr r:...ni_.c:~Jll "/ urban 01-:c.11totio1 ·: .. ' ,/ J The con t r ast i n style L' 12tv\1 r2cr. 

Frost and Ror>arts mad e i..:his shift ev ident, bu ~ -:;c. · i)~rci n t i<ii poi icy 

g?·.::ints for Tor onto's subway, an anCJtt .,::r0 to rur2l ccr1::.•.=r, .. .:-,t'.,:c:; of tl1E: 

Frost mold. The transition , ~::",J ~ . ·; ::~ r, 1·:.1s not entir ~ ly srrioui: h. Trcc1di-

.. -;<:' 

i...1 ~· f\ 0n Hdgg<Jrt; "new the To; f('S Hol d F'c>vie r 1n Ontar10: 1 , Sat1J r -
.~~~'f_ !lii ~1 !~~' ~,.anu,ary, 1972.), 30. 



le~islature, were dismayed by the government's preoccupation with 

urban matters while policies such as rural school consolidation, 

regional government and farm subsidy programmes 139 er.gendered open 

hostility. That the electornl ramifications of this discontent \<Jere 

so minor testifies more to the Grits' incompetence, the NDP 1 s 

irrelevance and the strer.gth of Conservative traditions and org~ni~a-

• h • • I• • ] J4Q t1on t an to any pos1t1ve po , icy overrures to rura voters. 

Notwithstanding its bril.liar.tly orchestrated triumph in the 

1971 election under the new leader, WilJiarn Davis, _the Conservacive 

party threatened to fall victim to the tension b2tween the forces of 

social change and the conservatism characteristic of its electorate. 

wherea::> large segments 0f the Conservati ves 1 powe r base r emain rural, 

. the government's perspective .is fundamenta -ily ur-ban. MQreovi;;r, even 

in the cities (p~rticularJy ir1 the context of the econ~nic uncertain-

ties of the 1970 1s), the Tories' ~le c toral-fcl lowing was at least as 

conservative as it was progressive; '~uch of the most voc i f e rous 

critism of the current provincial administration is not directed ~t 

its conservatism, but at !ts re:forms 1r. education, municip2I 

n 9Fred F. Schinde1er, 110ntario 11 , in John T. Say·,.,e l l, ed., The 
Canadian Ar.nual Review of Public Affairs, 1966, (Toronto: University
of 1oronto Press ,""T967)---:-9"f.-

J l{.QF ' '" ~ 1 . . d . h R b or a review or . arm po ic:es .ur1ng t e o arts years, see 
Ontario Departmen t of Agriculture 3nd Food; Onta rio A~ricult~re i n the 
Sixties, (Torontc: Queen 1 s Printe r, 1970); cilthou9h agr'L.:ulturai-- --
poiTcy--..,,.a~ not entirely stagna11t, it lacked the imagination and fn~sh·· 
ness of other pol icy fields. 
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go\(=rnment, urban transit and ~and-use plannin9' 1
•

141 Even before 

the debacle of the 1975 election, the party was reaffirming its con-

servative credentials, but as two successive minority outcomes 

suggest, an appealing blend of progressive and conservative postures 

is difficult to achieve in economically troubled times. 

Electoral Patte~ns 

In considering the electoral patterns of the post-war years, 

it is well to be aware of t~e particular1y devastating impact of t ~e 

e1ectoral system. Although votes fer opposition parties always ex~ 

ceeded, often by a substantial margin~ those 2ttracted by the Conserva-

tive government, the fact that they were spi it granted the Tories 

comfortable, 50rnetirnes overwhelming majorit:i;:;s in the legislature. A::. 

in so many other respects, the 1975 election marked the end of this 

pattern. 

The size of the parties• electorates remained remarkably stable: 

during these years. In eight successive elections, beginnin~ in 1945, 

the Tory vote share varied between 27.2 per cent and 32.5 per cent, 

whiie the Liberal range was even more restricted: 20.0 per cent to 

22.5 per cent. Th~ CCF~·NOP's vote share was higher (and based on a 

fuller complement of caildidates) tmvards the beginning and end of the 

period, but between 1951 and 1963 it too stayed within a l imiteC: 1·c;;19e, 

10.6 to i3.5 per cent. The regional tabulatinns, discussed in Chapter 

I•+ 1 
De~mond Morton, '11nrroduction: People and Politics of 

Ontario" in MacOonald, Government and Politic~, 13 . 
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VI, show that although the ranges may have been sl 1ghtly wider within 

specific regional contexts, the size of party electorates is stable 

throughout the province . The correlat1onal analysis of Chapter VI I 

suggests that, unlike in the nineteenth century, this surface .stabii ity 

was symptomatic of great continuity in the strength of party ties . 

The 1975 elei:tior: s i gnified, if nGt a clear end to tl-iis el ec t

oral stabilityi at lzast a marked aberration from it. 1he Tor ies' vote 

share fell better than eight points to 24.3 per cent. At the same time, 

despite pickina up seats, neither the Liberals nor the NDP increased 

their vote share ~ubstsntially; the Liberal share did rise to a post

v-1.:, r '.iigh .:if 23 .. 3 per cent, but the !~DP share act!Jal iy declined :r.argin

al ly. 1he ~~suits of the 1977 elect ion suggest S<EEthing of a r e~urn 

to previous pdtterns, though with ~he Tori~s held to 25.9 per cent, the 

return is cle~rly incomplete. 

Save in 1945 and 1971, turnout vtas no~ high, .:::nd indeed in 

the elections of t~e fifties, it wc.s particularly lm-.i - doubtless a 

reflection of the politically somnolent chc:irc:icter of those years. More 

important than these relatively minor variations (the entire post-~var 

range was 59.1 to 73.! per cent} was the wide, persisting discrepancy 

between turnout levels in federal and provincial elections. The mean 

turnout in Ontario from 1943 to 1975 was 65.0 per cent provincially, as 

compared with 76.3 per cent federally. Wilson and Hoffrnar. suggest t.hi ·,:; 

different1<-Jl i:~ central to the weakness of the Ontario Liberal party. 

Utilizing aggregate e!ectoral retur,;s and inciividuai survey data, the/ 

show that in the 1960;s a dispropo1·tionate numbe:- t' f fede:ral Lib e rals , 



particularly in the urban centres, failed to exercise their franch ise, 

1 L.? 
thereby seriously ha;npering the party's electoral fortunes. ·- Without 

comparable constituency-level federal data, it is difficult to evaluate 

this hypothesis for more recent voting, but ln an overall sense, the 

1971 election calls it seriousl y into question. Turnout in that elect-

ion 1.-i3s very high by ;·ost-·1·1i:ir st;indards, but the Liberal vote share 

. d . i - I d 1qr7 143 rema1ne v1rtua~ ly ~nciange over Jo. 

The Liberal Doldrums 

In view ·Jf the factors working against them, 1r1hat is sig~iifi-· 

cant about the Ontario Liberals is not their lack of success, but the 

degree of s~ccess they have enjoyed. 

The Liberals have been unJergoing a more or less permanent 

leadership crisis since 1942. 7he ~!ne men who have led the party 

since then have largely been unable t0 inspire o r di sci pl ine their 

followers. As well, the secondary leaders in the Legislature have been 

a singularly factious lot, unable to mold their highly individual istic 
( 

approaches into a cohesive party st2.1d. In consequence, the numeric-

ally inferior CCF/NDP has often provided - and been seen to provi::lt:: -

more eff~ctive opposition to the ruling Tories. 

l li·2 
John Wilson and David Hoffman, '~he Liber~l Party in Con-

temporary Ontaric Pol i-:ics," Canadian Journal of Pol i tic.ai _Scie~ 
111 ( I ji:J"-·'\ 18J "." ... unc, _,;1,;;, . -'.;. 

143For.::. revie·w of pertinent resear".:h, and data supporting 
the \./i1son-Hoffman interpretr1tion, see Toivo Miljan and Bruce Mac
naugr.t0n, "Fcdera ·i-r>rovincial P3rty Supj)ort: The CasE. of the waterloo 
Ridings, 11 pa!Jer presented to the annual meeting of the Ca11adian 
Poi itical Scienc~ Ass ociation, 1975. 
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Many of the provincial Liberal~· woes are directly att~ibu-

table to the success of the federal wing of the party, and to the 

distant relationship between the two. The federal party•s indiffer-

ence to the fate of its provincial counterpart stemmed Jess from the 

1 egacy of the Hepburn-Ki !19 feud than froi11 the s imp 1 e fact that it 

found itseif perfectly capable of ~1inning el~ctions without a strong 

provincial presence in Ontario. The contrast between federal strength 

and prcvincia! weakness fed ~pen itself, dS talented, ambitious Ontario 

Liberals gravltated to the federal arena, leaving the provincial party 

bereft of top-notch personnel. The abstention of federal Liberal 

voters in provincial el8ctions, m~ntioned earlier, is in part a result 

of this organizational weakness. 

C1osely boLJnd together with the s =ficacy of party orga~ization 

is the quest. ion of how rri~c~1 vote;- loyalty dsr:·ves from strictly party 

factdrs and ho1t11 much f ran the candidate 1 s or r.1eff,ber· 1 s persona J attract-

iveness. Bringing data on i~cumbency to bear on the 3nalysis permits 

a pre] iminary investigation of these topic5. Table I I 1-5 presents 

tabulations of party vote shares accorciing to success in the preceding 

election and the absence or presence of an incumbent candidate. As a 

glance at the N's on the right side of the table indicates, some of 

the entries are calc.:ul3ted on very few cases, and must be interpreted 

w i th ca u t i on. 

. ll;4 
The impact of incumbency on voting is discussed at this 

'------------···--·-··-··---· '~--'"-·--------· 
14L~The effects of in::urnbency are defined simply a-s the differ··· 

ence betweer. the vote share ln ridings with incurnbe:1ts and vote share 
in ridings witho~t incumbents. 
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MEAN PARTY V0 1.rE S:iARE ACCOHDil-iG 'l'O PARTY~s SUCCESS IN 
PREVICUS ELEc ·rION AND PRESENCE Of' I NCUMBENT 

Liberal Conser. 'I'hird. N's 
I NI T NI I NI .L 

Yi::ar 1 2 J 4 5 6 1 2 J 4 5 6 

1871 J4 25 31 JO 29 5 27 ... 
;) 

1875 J? 31. J6 J2 34 7 19 1 c: 
~_, 

18'?9 )5 J6 JO ~ ·:> 35 14 24 B j .. 
1883 J6 28 34 32 51 J 18 ? 

I 

1886 J? J4 35 J2 J5 1J 19 10 

1890 36 ~ ~ 32 JO 47 5 23 5 _,) 

1894 .J5 :·~,-1 J3 35 q.4 10 14 10 
1.898 39 l.j.(.) 39 41 37 10 21 5 
1902 39 )1 38 38 .43 1J 30 7 
1905 J7 37 39 J5 3c;. 16 41 4 .... 

1908 J? )4 j8 J2 15 Q 57 8 / 

1911 39 3?. JL~ J3 12 .5 1}9 12 
.. c~ '' lH 1Q -·s 3.3 14 4 5.5 14 .1 / ... ...,. , . ,, .. 1 I 

1 S'1 s "'""' · ~ JO ~?. 8 26 2(! ? J1 10 ;; .. 
!923 23 -~ 32 26 28 23 22 2 18 6 39 5 L'. -~ 

1926 ?C 23 )7 19 4 6 55 20 ·-';I _,,, 

"92u ~~ ~: 8 33 )J 1.8 4 56 11 ;,l , • 

1c") '•· Ll·1 JO 26 Al..; 
3 ')8 1 ' ·' .-:l.,,1 1Y J. J.. 4~ 

19.37 J9 ~iJ 3~3 ~tr 58 13 14 J .... ~' 

194-J 21 19 28 25 r.: .. :;.:. :l.6 15 8 

1945 32 26 ·~n 
- f J2 21 17 1J · 3 J6 2 "'.l ' ' 

..., 
..;t:.. ~ 

1948 29 24 JO 27 26 T' 1.1 J 56 ~. 0 
..., 

1 ~· ..... ! 

1951 30 31 '':\? J6 2? 18 1j 1 45 8 20 1 -' , .. 
1955 30 33 .29 28 7 ?4 14 ,., 

"-
1959 :35 31 28 25 1.1 74 10 .., 

.,) 

1963 JO 19 "5 JO 26 18 24 2 51 25 5 1 _, 
1967 32 2J J2 28 31 1.4 8 70 16 5 
1971 32 18 1~ 311- 31 ;;o 24 l~ 52 16 10 2 J/ -· 1975 J'• 24 . .. t \ 2l~ J4 26 18 ':) 57 2? 16 4 .J~ ..; 

1977 J4 26 3J JO 29 27 29 6 4·6 .5 ~"T 'i )I 

T Incumbent rar1 ~ 

NI Incumbent did not run 
Blanks indicate cmpt~v cells 

The first line of the table shows that in 18?1. the Li-oeral 
vot_e s .rla1~e in th.e '? Q -,, ~id .i .ngo which they had - c a z.-ried in 1867 
<1nd in which tht?. i nr:::umbent r:ar1 1•;ae ~.! Li. 

./ . _p ~' !" ('!8P..t; in the five 
T .ld :1ng s wh i ch ths-y 1·~c.d. won :i.. .n 186~? ~- bu.t . 

'·.r h ic !1 they , , . .._ were ·--'·· 
~1 i t.hcut i .act.m.bent candidates, -:: :~ ·= ir ~ har·e. ·-'!3.~~ ·) t:: , _ _, ~er c er:t. 



l2'J 

juncture because: it is far and a1-Ja ··/ most pronounced fo1-. the Liberals 

generally, and since the Second World War in particular. Both the 

Liberals and the Conservatives have generally fared better in ridings in 

which their sitting mernber- rar. again rather than giving \vay to a new 

candidate. This is hardly surprising, but what ls of interest is that 

the relationsh i p i s s i 9nif l ca~tly stronger for the Grits than for the 

Tories. 145 Nat enough CCF-NDP sitting members have retired to pe~mit 

any raal istic 2ppraisal of incumbency effects. Since World War Two, 

the Liberals heve typically fared poorly in ridir.gs which they carried 

in the previo~s election, but in which the sitting me~ber did not run 

for re-election. Betwe~n 1~63 and 1977, t~e diffe r~ntial varied 

between 7 and 14 per cent. Th9 most n0 table ill~stration cf this pro-

cess occurred in Grey South in 1967. Farquhar 01 !ver, who had held the 

seat continuously since 1926 ·(for th e UFO for t he f i rst f ew years), 

stepped down and his · re?lacement attr2 c: ted only s1 i s; :-:-:.:! y better thar. 

half the votes of the victorious Conservati ve. 

In addition to its oftentimes suspect leadership a ~ d its organ-

izational shortcomings, the Liberal party has frequently encountered 

difficulty staking out an effective and distir.ctive progra:nrne. !t i s 

nonetheless possible to dlscern in Li~eral pol icy a consistent idea-

Io;ical concern •.vith traditional liberal individual ism. :-ormer lea'cier 

Robert Nixon once defined his party's ph l los ophv in the fo!l owing terms: 

11 the essenc':' of ! i be r:il i~rn lil/ the perpetual pressing fon·Ja r d tc a 

···-----------------------·- ··----
1 Li,. 

)Probab i Ii ty 1 e.ss than • 07 by the Ma nn-\o.!h i tney test, n:o-
tai~ed. 
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freer society wher~ inrlividuai~ can ~eve lop to the ir f~l l poten~ial, 

a continual rcmcvi~g of barriers blocking the avenues of individual 

prog1·ess. The reason f0r th:s passiori is the realization that the 

best socie"'.:y c;cin be achieved :.):llf' t!;rc t ~']h the individual efforts of 

146 al I our peop!e. 11 Liriked to this has be~n a strain of nineteenth 

century Grittl!m run~ins intermittently thro~gh Liberal pol icy, sur-

party stressed local contro] of pol icy, a return to traditional 

educat!onal philosophy ard fi~ancial re tre~chment. 

Standing as both cause and eff~ct to the Liberals' w~~kly 

articulated ide0log; has been th~ir lack of electoral foundation in 

ar.y partlculsr economic grou~. The n':;:t'/ h-?s di'"awn disproportionate 

support frcrn R':>mr.:1 Cat:~ol !cs 3i1d rerso:-is or ;:en-British origin,, but, 

in marked contrcist to the NDP and the: Csnservatives, it i";;:;s no clear 

1 - • h • ., -h • r • • 1 !+ 7 
re1at1on~ , ;p wit spec1T1:::: economic 9•oups. · This has thus far been 

an asset, but could we11 develop . into a serious handicap shoGld the 

much heraided socio-economic polarization of Ontario politics come to 

pass. 

The CCF-NDP 

The story of the CCF-NDP during the Tory years turns on three 

closely related themes: the leavening of recurring electora! 

j 46 " b ~' . 11 ' N D. . ,.. 0 . . Ro ert :-. 1•ixon, : ... e1r1 1rect1c1r1 ror r.tario'' 1n R..F. 
Nixon, ed., The Guelph Papers, (Torontn: P~ter Martin Associates, 
1970)' 3. -----

14711 ·1 d H ft-·'l'f 1 sor. an. o mar:, ! 'Ontario,'! 218. 



1~2 

disappointments with 'moral vict0:-ies', gradual clectora! gro1·i th <:Jna 

consoi idatlon and progressive ideological domestic~tion. 

In part because it was psychologically unprepared for con-

tinuing prosper:ty fo11o·,;ing t!w har, the CCF had to stn.igglc merely 

to sur-.:ive the l950's. In the prevailing complacent conservatism of 

the Frost years, a good deal cf the e~ti-3overnment sentiment arous~ci 

by the CCF ended ~p in the more acceptable Liberal camp come e1ection 

t
. 1 li8 
1me. 

The transformation of the CCF into the l'mf between 1958 and 

1561 ~v:.s ck.signed to extend and consolidate support from orgar.ized 

labour, bL!!: it entai!ed other, ri1ore fzr-!"ea:h:n'J ~hc.nges as -weli. 

"If the CCf grew natur.:lly frcrr. thF_ s··.::;ss r1:;ots, t.1-.E: party vihich sue-

I t • • ,. • • 1 l '" ' d • ! 49 • 1 • I ceecea 1t 't:as srov.,in art1r:cia. y, :re~ tn~ top C)'J'ln '' JUSt ; 1,<e the 

Liberals ancl rhe Conscrv-'P::i '.''~s. Th~ CCF had be~n 2 movem0nt; the MOP 

was a party. ISP This dichotoir.y turns on mor·e than simply organiza-

tional differences; it also involves a funda~e ntal trade-off between 

ideological purity and electoral success. This has been an cmni-

present conundrum for the CCF-N~P, r8su1ting ~n occasioral concessions 

to electoral considerations. Of lclte, the NDP has sought a mor2 

broadly based prograrrrne, encor:ip2ssing both ccinventional ec0nw.ic-c1a.ss 

concerns and 1rd:2 t may be cal led 'quality of l i fe ' issues. As one 

-----------------·--------~ 

148 
Zakuta, E rotes !_Move~, 114. 

1 so 1 .. J 

_E_!~.!.' ch. I. 
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to s how that it cares abou~ the survival oF small communities or the 

•)f farmcr·s, or· t o :d':'.ntify ~1ith d•e cit_iz ,;:ns of :::11 ciasse o; 

fish ~ i 11~. 
1 ) • ' • • , I 1 t; 1 

~- ... it' i :c;.:.:e r1n·:1 .. --,1 1-(.' (:.· · :· ·. -

pa rt y' s union ties is evid e;rt in its ~reatei' att:·:.·_·Li,1.:;1.::: s -::n110:19 

~,;, i : i.; <: t :·k; ,1 unsk i 11 ed v1orkers, and in its e J eci: o r a I succ. :: ss Si"i1ong 

152 primary worker s, 

tui "i 119 :~.1 0 int f or tl:e ~WP'. 

2 ! ! y , but mo r c s i 9 n l f i CLl n t I '/ , i t ~; : : L: .: ;·..:: . · ~ n ~ :; I. i ;: J ·~ .- c ' t 

tfian 
l .. ~ 

b 
- . ') ) 

eve r ·~tor e . · 

ethn ! c commun it i r.:·s. 

The obvious f act that Ont .:;; r· i o h3s b2cn govern eel by tl1 r:: s.:irne 

party for th i rt~1 - six yrc~.:11· ~,, yec:, r·s of p 1·onounccci soc 1 a I changes, 

I ·~-: 1 

-,,/ !"~)i:·h n;:..; ~ CCJ :=;~; iJy, 11The 
;"' ;.,t1 -~.-: j ;:.· n r.:.-, r·•j•T tj·7pj)' r·u ••t ·v· 1 Ci~' lr)' 
:::_ '-~ ...... .... ~~~ .:::~ ··-~~·~: .. : .. :.....;~ 1 \ - '-' • I , ' ~"" ' I ) 

Rssu i""S'.~ i·1c.c cf tLe ~J GP in 
8, emphQsis ajcied, 

J;;,~_ . ' -
!Jav1cl h. L.dr;ie ron, 111\ n F..l~ci or-cil :\n a l ys i5 of r. emr:.,c 1· 2 tic 

$0,· i 2'1 i :7m in Q;-;t.Jrio: CCf - ND:' '.'ot>-1 9 Pi:1t1:err.s 193/..; ·- J:.63 11 , (!1. ;·,h: L 
thes is, Univ e rsity of Toror1 ~0, l'.; (1S) , 2.S-43. 

1 c: 'J 

':,; _,'w i l son Hoffm.:rn, "0nt..'1rio'', :':; ~~ - ~). 
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o~scures many import a nt pol iti c a l cha ng2s. 

c srec ia ] !;1 E:aS y t s C\·e.-Jo0 k , per t a in s to the po] icy priorities and 

rf, e politica l sys t eni it di rec ts, 

ks adrr!I r ably 

cap tu re d ;·h r::: po lit ica l t ens i on bei:vJ~en old approa<: hes a n d val u e s and 

I :~ U·:L,::0 1 c l as s ic si l l1!J? r ;:.; 1 <.: ~11[.i,n l eth s st ill co1nrnand appar ent, if 
nee ;;c tL1 a l, c:h.:CeiJ 'c <: 11cs. ·:1·,uc. , :~h1~ ';o •/ e r 111nent - l."ianting t o maintain 
a fa c. Ei,·i (; o f lirriit ed ·0o v s1·n-.c:1t and'-'•>': c om pe ll e d to i n t enre r·;e i n mc1 re 
and mo :· ~, s r e.:.:s of pub] i c con c e r-r1 i~ urrJe r to sun1ive - ha s r escq·t e d 
t o excr.c1 -dep a rtment c~l ag en c:i e s as a comprorn:s e solution to the i r 
dilemma. This e x pcd i e nr:y ~.ci ] v'°cs cl-;.,.ir r.wm li ')e J·.:i] conscience ::; eind 
Dl:..-:C r ·!C8tS t )-. t. (1 2 fl) r".1:1 ' i~; nf { i t0 C; t~ ~ C ; ' i -~ L-:.·_ ; 1, r eS S UI :-C· g :_-( .! JpS 1.vh() \-'I Q ll°L the 
k. i ,·,d lJf co n tro l C\1e i- the..!( op e;- ;Jtio ns ·c.h..._ iL co n Le D·:hi 2ved only 
~. ! -. ro 1 1 <i ; ;:i u t) l i c authcir- i ty b 1. 0 i. 1, .. :10 non~ 1' he \ e ~, s fe a r- d i 1· e c.t gc.\re 1-;;,.-;e ri t 
S1.1pe 1·v i sio ;1 of tr e ir <lCt;· . .-! ~ ' '- - - 1;0 c;.;c;'"· t QE.:C cill ':- 2 ·i_h e y tOO \'1 8 r 8 

nLfftur c; j 0:1 the principles or 1d;Ss2L-fai re 1 ibe;a l i sm. I t seerr,s 
the province suffers frorn philosophic s chi zoph r eni a : cor!_:pelled to 
rreach old ·· f ashio ne d I ib e ral i '.? 111 but f o:-ce d to p rac t i ce isic/ sorne--

, · · l · f c l c: L, - -t111n 9 quite c1 ·1l?.re nt.·~· · 

For a tl1ird of a cen t ury, skil! e d tr eatment by the Ontar io 

Cons e rvatives ha s kept the schizop hreni a :JnC:er control; hmvev e r, there 

an:~ l irnit s t o the effecti verie~; s of any t!~er apy vJhich c onf1· c1nts symptorn :; 

r a ther th a! 1 underl y i11 9 cau ses. 

11-1 ;c1:;; in c1 t o an und e r·st and ins ci f the succes'.> of the Cons ? rva -

uve p a r ty i n thi s c eni.u t y , c=1 distinctio11 set forth by the Br ii.ish 

po 1 i t i c ·? l s 0 c i o I o g : s t .J . P • Net t 1 i s i n s t r u ct i v e . To a c: er ta i 11 E: ;..~te n t , 

: 51: 
Fn:~ d Schinde l -::! - , 11 R.esponsi i) ] ·;:: GovernGi·.:: nt : n O:, tar i o: \·Ii l l 

Gov"'rnrnc::nt be up to th•-c L1;k• 1
, in Th~--~:_':_~y-2_£~_~_:;_, 137-8. 
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he .')bserves, political parties ao serve as ir.terest ar;,:iculators 

and aggregators, as the conventional vdsdom would ha .. 1e it. In many 

cases, however, they are more significant for their role as authority 

1 • . 15 5 eg • t 1mators. · 

With ~he progrsssive institutionalization of cleavage struc-

tures into parties and party systa~s. Nett! suggests, representatives 

of various interests come more and more to avoid the formal political 

pro~esses, in particuiar elections and legisJators. This is due to 

the much greater e~fectiveness with which they can pursue their goals 

through direct contact 1t-1 i th government dee is ion-makers. rather than 

h h b . ff. . 1 . . 1 . J 56 t rm:g cum ersorne, 1ne 1c1ent po 1t1ca i:;art1cs. This process 

has a tendency to feed upon itself: the more partie5 are confined to 

authority legitimation as ;nterest articulation flows thr0ugh the mart 

effective channel of informal pol itica1 activity, the less attractive 

they become to potential interests, save p:.orhaps those lacking in 

political resources. 157 

Netti further suggests that in certain party systems, one 

perennially successful party comes to assume the 1 ion's sha;e of 

authority I eg it imat ion, while the other party, typ i ca 11 y out of pov~er, 

is forced to find its raison d'etre in i:1terest articulation. His 

description of this process at work in British and American politics 

155 
J.P. Netti, Pci1_ticai Mob.2....!..i.._~~J.~ (Landen: Faber and 

Faber, 1967), 163-1.i-. 

156,b.d 
-· -'--·, 169-72. 

157!bid.' 170. 



The Brlt is f• C0nservative Party and the Ame ri can Democ ra tic Party -
apart frc :i' t.i. c :· tahl e l c. c.:itior .<J l •fi xes' f or indi·.1 i d~·a]s - ar2 
' "SS<0:11tioll;· U: .~ ~;ovc rnir : ·~! r .. :.;r;.!es . The Briti s h Labou r Party and 
Yiv:: .U.1neric<.rn '·:0:;·, :. ,[); ic.:in ?:·:· t y ;;r·e e~scn ti al l y the r eform p<1r 1~ies, 
:· (~(;~:in.~d to r e.J:-c<;s any 1 .;~;u::'.c·.s 1 ~) f time. a nd ex haust i o;; or. th2 p.::;r t 
c:i' 1<t:: 9:.ivcrni:19 r;.::,,-;:y , y;·,:;s S1- ;tish l.abou 1 ar.d Ame r ican Republ 1-

e,.:,r; ~, ·,:cH!ld only w ;n in t:'. :..:tiun ·:; 1·/·.:· n fa i r :'/ clear e·.;id ence of 
inU:rn2! cxhaust i c n (•)r cor·:· 1_1 c;i:;1'!' in Ame1· i ca n t ~0: nnin 0 logy) is 
pro,1i:i ':.d by th e ;nvc: .nins 1:i::1 ;·~: , ::is 1v.c! ll ;:, s c:n :nao il i cy to p roduce 
ai)d cc· p(~ v1ith n ced ·:o:c: reforms. :·h·::: 1)o int ahou~: this pattern hc·t-1cver 
is not that it r ep r ~~ent s a popular bias for or c ho ice of cons e rv a 
ti$r1i "' ~c:inst chan~Jc, but that it imp! ies _ju dgE.mcnt s on the capac i ty 
of th e ru! ing r~rty ca ac hiev e th ~ mi ~imum r equ ire d for sati s fa cto ry 
sovcr·~·,:'iJe nt. I t i;, fC'• th i s rea sc·. i·ha t Brit::sh Lu bour as 1-vell as 
the i'.T••.:. r ican Pep ub] i :·2 r1;: have 11on :.) --·:crio:1s in th e last thirty ye-J r s 
only vihsr1e<.'er th ey !-;.:JVe been abi e. to ;; re::•:~·r thems<:'lves as vigorous, 
ccxnp .-;~:eq1: cir1d 1hon ;:;·,;i' as .:ciga in s._ ~ ! 1 ·"' ';0v .. o_ ,, , i ~·,9 p<:rty 's tirednsss, 
i• ,co·11>''';i.:ence and coi-<u·.:.: '.:ion. To; ,:. (:._·.:· .:.; c:·-:, '..S ''.'JS is not bet1·1een 
!·:ol ic.;,,~ ~; so much as h.:.tv.ieen i:.he C i.:11-.: .. . i tv c1:·· :: -_ ._. :· tiL..ula; e lit e , any 
,J; ~c ii '.:L ion v:ith whi .. :- ·_=rn 0"1l y ~-,,~ ·>' r "· ~.:o, . -: ·..1 ·;· ·: lec ~i ng 'Lhe oth c.1· 

The rhythm S J>l:, p.1tter·n r_:c.;·,=:t1 1 i '.)· ,c, : : , :::·nF.· c_)f built-in 
cc;d·..1rin~~ c. 92.for the~ gn\c 1--1 ir.cJ party , i1: 1.c: r· 1upL::;_, ~.; ri ,.xl ic: a ll)' by a 
~;\ ~f.~f ~. ;fd11r.J e - long c r! r)L 1 ~; ! ' rnc 1 t: l y to 1 _.i'.:-:\ ~ . 1r. ~·h~: ·; .: ~-.. .r~rnin~__:r p~r T. \/ -c ::.:i 

, I ' . , l . :i .. . , i ..-o 
! ~ ·:. (.Oli.:i;....1t~<.i.. i~ :::;2 . c a ::~ t ec-::1ers 11 1p a11l p~-:-r-: · or1; 1anc.t~ ; '~ve i .. • J 1

.J 

1he Ontario Cons(~rvatlves clea ,- J·; fit t:·,c-, description of 

r~~~19i:· o f ~.,pecific interests; but neit her is ~osses sed of .-1 credible> 

Syr:1•:.<-:tr ical ? 11 
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Conclusion 

By way of investigating Jong term increases or declines [n 

the level o~ party vote shares, Table I l 1-6 presents a test for trend 

over the ent;re span of provincial history and for certain shorter 

JCQ 
time periods .· ~~ Both the Liberal and Conservative vote shares ex-

periencEd a statistically significant dee! ine over the course of the 

past century, but the level of Tory support seems less inclin2d 

towards significant trends lfJithin more restricted pericds. Tile Lib-

eral trend is significantly up for the years 1867-1902, and signifi-

cantly down since the turn of the century. None of the other co-

efficients attain conventional le·1.:::ls of statistical sisnificance. 

Of course the definition of the time periods has a bearing on thesa 

results. 3y way of i11ust1·atic,n, Lad the post-World \•iar T1."Vo era b.::en 

divided in!:o two periods, 191+3-1955 and 1959-1975, doubtless the CCF-

NDP trend wouid have been down in the former and up in the latte•. 

Perhaps the most substantively interesting finding is the Jack of 

significant ttend in the level of turnout, both in overall terms and 

for the shorter periods selected for analysis. Th!s casts serious 

doubt en the view of political activity as more central to people is 

lS9The test for trend employed here is Kendal I's Tau, a non
parametric statistfc, requiring ordinal level of measurement or 
better. On the use of Tau as a test for trend, see W.J. Conover, 
f:-<1ctical Nonparc:imetric Statistics (Toror.to: \~i18y, 1971), 2119-:;3, 
ThE: fact th;:;t the~ pa1·ty vote shares are calcu1cited on the: basis of 
eligible electorate rather than on the basis of votes cast renders 
the trends susceptfble to the influence of tu1nout. For example, 
had the trend for 1867-1902 been tested with share of votes cast, 
the Liberal coefficient would have been -.60 and the Conservative 
~ ?o . -... ·. 
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TABLE III-6 

TEST FOR TREND (KENDALLvS TAU) 

PAR'.11Y VOTE SHARES AND TURNOUT 

ENTIRE PROVINCE 

1867-1975 1867-1902 . 1905-1975 

.51** --.40*** 

Conservati Vi~ -.J2*** .18 -.12 

CCI"/NDP 

Turnout 

* p( .::..o 
** p (' • 0 5 
iHHC· p ( • 01 

-.12 • J1 -.08 

128 

1943-1975 

.25 

• 02 

.20 
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1 i~~s in"the days before the advent of electronic co~rnunication~. 

No further summary of the foregoing material will be 

attempted, but some general conclusions may be v-:iltured. First, it 

is clear that Ontaric has experienced far-reaching, profound pol iti

cal changes; conversely, significant periods of political stabi! ity 

as well as striking continuities are 2lso evident. One cf these 

continuities is the influence on Ontario po! itics of the conserva

tive cast of mind, though change ~ay be discerned here as well as in 

the rise of "progressive conservatism". 

As expected, the relatic.n 0f pcl itical d1<::rige to eJ .~ctc•raJ 

change is variable. Some important elements of pol il:ical change) for 

example the t~ansform2tion ln the Conservative party since World War 

Two, do not seem to have occasioned marked electoral change. Other 

far-reaching political changes, such as the substantial change ln the 

political age~da and pot itical vjJues aro:Thd the turn of the century 

and during the Second World War, have clearly been manifested in the 

electoral arena. It does seem that each important electoral change 

came about as part of a more broadly based political change. Elec

tions in this province clearly reflect political change, consol idate 

it and channel it. Electoral processes, !n short, have indeed b~en 

of central import~nce to the funda~ental changes and continuities of 

Ontario politics. The place of social change in all this is the 

subject of the following chapter. 



CHAPTER IV SOCIAL CHANGE IN ONTARIO 

Poiltical change a~d electoral change as well as the interpl2y 

between them were examined in the preceding chapter. This chapter ex-

tends that analysis by explicitly relating, en a large scale, episodes 

and processes Jf social change to the pal itical realm, and especially 

to th,7 :~kctor· ;,l arena. As in chapter I 11, some statistical data are 

brought to bear, relating to the province's social composition and to 

its voting procl ivlties. Due to the broad scope of the topics under 

investigation, and also the 1 imita~ions on the availability cf data, the 

analysis is primarily impressionistic. The findings and irterpretations 

are important not solely as context for subsequent statistical analysis, 

but also in their own right, as judgements on the relationship of social 

and political change. 

In examining the specifics of social and political ch~nge~ one 

point stands out clearly: epoch-making crises simply have not been the 

stuff of Ontario politics. The sources of contemporary European pol i-

tics have been provocatively analysed in terms of the alliances and 

cleavages generated by critical historical junctures, but this approach 

has sharp 1 imits for the study of Ontaric politics, Key dramci_tis Der-

~~· such as the hr.ded gentry or the estab1 ished church, are either 

aJtoget~er absent er radically altered frcm the European norm; further, 

Ontario has not experienced the social or pol itic:al convulsions which 

have so influ£nced political · development in Europe. l The most 

1seymour Martin l1pset and ·Stein Rokkan, 1 ~leavag~ Structures, 
Party Systelils, and Voter .A.lignments: /.l.n lnt1oduction," iri Lipset and 
Rokk<in, eels. , Pc>.J:!J:.._.~y~; t~~_iJ_n.:!.JL:::;ter _f.l~U!~~~nH2)_ts: . .S.I.<.?_~..2.....!i~ .. t;.L?·::'.. ~~~ 
Per-spe~:.tl..:{.£S. (Ne1v York, The Free Press, 1%7J, l-6li·. 

130 
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prominent contender, the still-bum Rebellion of 1837, did eliminate 

some possible lines of evolution, but it blur;ed as many distinctions 

as it crystallized. Serious strain and conflict in this province have 

mostly been short-I ived and have uniformly failed to bring about in

tense crises capdble of fundamentally restructuring politics or intrud

ing dlrectly into the political consciousness of later generations in 

the manner of the French Revo]:J1:ion or the American Civ!l War. 

If social developments in Ontario have ~ot, as a rule, brought 

on political traumas, they have nonetheless had 2 profound impact on 

politics. Though important short-term influences may be discerned, by 

and large the i;olitical (and e.lect0ral) ramifications of social change 

have emerged over reiatively long periods of time. Thus this chapter 

is organized ~hematica?ly as well as chronologically. The first section 

deals with the social pressures leading to the Rebell ion of 1837, and 

its political legacy. Other principal analytical foci are immigration 

and demographic change, industrialization, urbanization, prohibition, 

and shifts in the ethnic and religious composition of Ontario and in 

related social and political 3ttitudes. The hiving off of these pro

cesses into separate sections is by no means to deny that they overlap 

at many junctures, for indeed they cannot be fully understo0d save in 

relation to one another. 

The .B~ee I! ion of ! 83 7_2nd_i_!.~. Le_9i1CY. 

Though some participants may have had political ideals in the 

back of their minds, the fundamental and proximate causes of the 1837 



uprising were econornic.
2 

The antinathy between the small Upper C<::nad-

ian rural proprietors and the local seconds of the Montreal merchants 

reduced to one root cause: :1The whole capital equipment of this pion-
., 

eer agricultural community 1tJas in the h3nds of the commercial class . 11.J 

From the very beginni ng, moreover, the farmers had been heavily Jepend-

ent on the comr-ie rcial st<.1te to ;·11arket their v.·ares and to provide 

c~rtain necessities. The upshot was that the administration of the 

province was fimly in the grasp of a small group of like-minded 

midd!e class merchants and professionals - the notorious and much mis

understood Family Compact. 4 

The outcome of the conflict between the countryside and the 

middle class b1Jre3ucr:::ts in the towns \tJho con t rolled the state vJas never 

in much doubl. Short of a popuiar rebel! ion, the well-ensconced elites 

held all the trumps, and when an ephemeral uprising did materialize, 

its direction was so inept as to guarantee its unpopularity. Indeed, 

it served to enhance the legitimacy of the regime by driving the bulk 

of the loyal popuiace, along ~·1ith a goodly proportion of the reform 

. 5 
element, into the government camp. The cause of the commercial middle 

2 
Oonald Creighton, !

1The Eco:iomic Background of the Rebellions 
of 1337,1! Canadian Journa1 of Economics and Political Science l 11 
(August, 1~}3 ?f, 322-3z;:-~---------

..., 

)Donald Creighton, The Commercial Empire of the St. Lawrence, 
1760-1850 (Toronto: Hyerson, l937), ~25-6. 

4
sce Robert E·. Sc;und-ers, 'What 'rias the Fami~y Co111pact 11 , 

H!stor:y XLIX (December, 1957), 165-78. 
Ontario 

r; 

:;;Gerald M. Craig, Upper Canada_:_ The_ Formative Years 178L1-i84l 
(Toronto: McCleiLrnd and S t ev.:art~ l963~S:--
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cla~ses of the rising towns was greatly aided by the absence of a 

traditional landed gentry. ln Europe the political powe1 of the great 

landm·mers had been of utmost sigrdfican-::e for the relationship between 

the rural masses an:i the urban, midd!e-class interests, and thus in 

determining the ultimate form of political deve1opment. 6 The Upper 

C<inadian far!"ler:. could c211 on no such ?O'•te1· ful all'{ agaii1st the ~vell 

positioned cornmsrcial govern~1ent apparatus. ''Throughout rural Upper 

Canada c1.::.ss distinctions tended to disappear, 117 and if it w2s sc~me·· 

thing ?ess than an egalitarian par2dise, certainly nothing remotely 

approximating a landed aristocracy ever emerged. Attempts to establish 

a squirearchy re~ulted mainly ln encouraging land speculation. 

Nor could the farmers, whose own cohesiveness was hampered by 

abysr:12lly bad communications facilities, look to An emerging urban pro·· 

8 
letariat as a possible at1y, for ncne existed. The urban centres were 

still small, v1hile manuf<'!cturing was little more than "a village 

6
see Barrington Moore Jr., Social Or.J..9..0s of Dictatcrs.~~':!.i 

Democracy (Boston, Beacon Press, 1966). 

7s.o. Clark, .T.b.~ Developing Canadian Com~unity, second ~diticn 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968), 71; fot· a cont:-2dictory 
viewpoint, see t·lichael Cross, 11The Age of Genti 1 i ty: The Develop:nerit 
of an Aristocracy in the Ottawa Valley", Car.c-~9ian .t.U~£!:.ica_l_~~~ i a
tion HistQ.r..iJ~§j_.£.9_0~~ (1967), 105-117. 

8 rhat working class support ~ould have been a vaiuable asset to 
the farmt:z·s, had a sizeable v1orking clas·s existed, is s12ggested by the 
fact th.:;t of the 885 pe1 ·sons arrested during tnc Rebellion cf 1837 , 
more were labourers (v-1orkmet1 or artis.:rns) - L~2S - tha·n 1 yecrneri' - 396. 
Cited fn Charles LiptorJ, The Trade Union Moveme nt i'l Canada 1827-1959 
(Montre,;il: Car.ad i an Soc i'aTPLibJ i cation, l 967), 15. -·-------·--



134 

handicraft l n sn:a 11 workshops. 119 . 

The extremist, rebel faction was utterly quashed, its defeat 

assured by a lack of natural allies, and, among lts potential support-

ers, by "political convictions, ·religious affiliations, loyalties and 

sentiments - the who1e intellectual and emotional heritage of a 

lQ 
peop I e. 11

' S-:: i 11 , the Rebe 11 i or. stands ~ut as -far and away the most 

serious political upheaval in Ont~rio history. For this reason, per-

haps, a tendency hCls developed 11 to attach fundamental importance to 

the Rebellion and t~e Union as rejecticns of the colonial past, \•1hen 

they ought more accurately to be described as events which eliminated 

certain alternative lines of development, refonn as v1el l as conserva-

tive, 1 ' lmpl lcit in the early circurnst3nces of the colony 11 • 
1 

The ~eform alternative sufferea a good deal more damage than 

the conservative.. Extreme r"adlcal American-style democracy was for-

ever vanquished. The moderate reformers did regroup under the Union, 

btit they were unable to regain their fo~ner cohesiveness and distinct-

iveness. 12 
In that it i-ias 11prem.3ture 11

, in terms of nascent class 

politics, and thus such an abject failure, the rebeli ion of 1837 

a 
-'Jacob Spelt, Urban Develo,erner.t -~!:1 South Central Ontario 

(Toronto: McClelland and Ste•-'-'art, l972., first published 1955),-74. 

10cre i 9hton, Commerc i a 1 Empire, 316. 

11 s.F. Wise, 11Upper Canada and t~1e Conservath1e Trac!ition 11
, 

in E. Firth, ed., hofiles of a Prnvince (Tcronto: Ontario Historical 
Society, 1967), 21. 

12creighton, .f~~-icil Eme_ire, 338; see 3lso J.M.S. Careless, 
The Union of the CanadDs: The Growth of C0nadian Institutions 1841-
iS~J (foro;;-"to: -McCiell~nd and--Ste\vart., 196l). -
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discredited broadly based class mov0mants. From an obverse point of 

view, it did render the commercial-bureaucratic alliance control I ing 

the state more responsive. Thus the attainment of responsible govern-

ment was not so much a triumph of. democratic-reform modes of thought 

as a safeguard insuring the continuance of the fundamentally conserva-

tive mold of goverrunent. As S.D. Clark observed, '~hat has been 

thought of in Canada as an orderly process of adopting political ins ti-

tutions to changing circumstances has actually represented an effort to 

hold in check the kind of democratic fo1·ces which were growing up from 

within the Canadian community.,, l 3 

Table IV-I considers the political legacy of the rebellion in 

a much more restricted f2shion. Party vote shares are tabulated for 

'loyal 1 ridin~s and for 'disloyal! ridings, 14 so as to gauge the elect-

oral residue of 1837. and to trace the 'rebel 1 political tradition in 

Ontario voting. This m3asurement of loyalty is crude in the extreme; 

moreover, a host of factors could be identified which would diminish 

the strength of any rebel tradition. Hence the results which emerge 

from this analysis - against considerable odds, so to speak - are 

particularly intriguing . 

To fudge by party labels and party origins, as well as po1 ltical 

mythology, the Liberals could reasonably be expected to be more popular 

l 3 S. D. Ci ark, The _Qeve l o_e_i n9 Canadian Com:nur:!J.!.Y, second ed 1 t : '.)n 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1968), 208. 

JI+ For the natur8 and source of this distinction, se~ Appendix 
B. Ridings uninhabited in 1837 are F.:xclud_ed. 
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1867 
1871 
18?5 
1879 
188J . 

1886 
1890 
1894 
1898 
1902 

1905 
1908 
1911 
1914 
1919 

1923 
1926 
1929 
1934 
1937 

19~J 
194-5 
1948 
1951 
1955 

1959 
1963 
1967 
1971 
1975 

1977 

TAB.L~ .IV-1 

MEAN FAHTY VOT.r; ACCORDII~G 1rJ L~YALTY IH 1837 

Liberal 
Loyal Disloyal 

Jl~. 5 
31.0 
J2.J 
29.9 
JJ.1 

J2.9 
32.5 
J2.\3 .., ,... ~ 

.) .) .... 
35.5 

":i''.' -:i 
_,1£.. • • -' 

29,7 
28 .1 
,. 1 5 j.1-. 

2?.2 

15. 8 
23.6 
21. "1 
J6.1 
J6 • .J 

j_8. 1 
22.2 
20.2 
20.6 
20.4 

22.t 
22.0 
20.7 
20.4 
22 .. 5 

19.7 

J5.8 
36. !+ 
37.1. 
L: 0. 4 
37.5 

37.0 
r ,- J Jb. 
33.6 
J5.0 
28.1 

19.9 
· 32.1 
27.0 
J9.6 
J8 •. 6 

20.0 
24.1 
22.9 
23.3 
22.9 

22.J 
2J . .5 
21. 6 
21.8 
2408 

Conservative 
Ioval Disloval w ~ 

37.8 
30.6 
JJ.6 
30.3 
J;. .1~ 

32.3 
29.8 
J1 .4 
J5.8 
35.8 

38.7 
J7.1 
J4.0 
J5.6 
26.6 

29.2 
:~s .1 
J2.4 
28.9 
27.5 

22.1 
J2.9 
29.8 
JJ.2 
30.2 

2
,.. .., 
b • .) 

30.7 
23.0 
32.0 
24.J 

36.7 
29.0 
JJ.1 
Jl.9 
33.4 

32.8 
_32.5 
J6.2 
JB.3 
J7.6 

LW, 1 
39.2 
J6.4 
J9._5 
26.1 

22.0 
J2.9 
27.0 
Ji. 2 
J0.8 

29.2 
_32.2 
28.1 
33.3 
23.8 

Thircl. Party 
Loyal :iJislo:ral 

27.9 

22.1 
J6.2 
25. 6 
12.0 
8.1 

16.0 
11-1-. 0 
17.7 
12.1 
10.9 

10.0 
10.J 
15.5 
19.1 
18.9 

18.0 

21 

12 

JO 
7 
3 

20 
23 

28.5 

J5.7 

2~.2 
40.4 
2!.;.. I) 

9,3 
7.0 

17.4 
13.7 
17.0 

40 12. 8 
J8 10.3 

41 
55 

9.6 
9.2 

16.7 
13.9 
19.2 

17.8 

1 -~ I' - _,o 

N 
L D 

38 J1 
JJ 27 

. 39 29 
41 32 
42 JO 

40 
39 

14 45 
4l~ 

31 
JO 
32 
J2 
32 45 

4.5 
4J 
39 
47 

32 
Jl 
26 

26 46 
3J 
JJ 

26 !~1 
6 55 
5 55 

12 4 8 
10 4(3 

_JO 

22 

48 22 
48 . 22 
48 22 
L~S 22 
52 25 

. c:;2 
60 
/' .. 
Ol 
61 

2.5 
27 
33 
JJ 

5~· 48 

54 48 

fue Conservat i ~e s ran virtually com~lete slates of candidates (no nore 
llian J below t he ~ 's in the final colu~ns) in each election, save 1294r 
ln which the~' pres2nt0d 38 in .Lo yal rhlin:;s and 22 in d)_sl·)~r al ridings . 
~e Liberals pre s ented complete slates excent in the follo~in; elec t io~s 
1number Df candidates in lo:i·al and dislo yal rid5.n::s): 1Sc;4 (J7,2c ): 
.. 914 (!.~ L 2 6 ) : 1 s: 1 9 ( J 2 , 1 9 ) ; 1 9?. 3 ( J 6 9 2 O ) ; 1 9 2 6 ( J :) , 1 G ) ; 1 9 2 9 (l:. 6 , 2 S ) • 
~ht! number of third part~r cand:i .. dates :-..s shown if 5.t is less than a f ·.tll 
:late. 



137 

in ridings with disloyal traditions than in !oyal ridings. Following 

the same criteria, the Conservatives might be expected to fare better 

in loyal areas than in disloyal. 

The ~atter prediction was not at all fulfilled; the Conserva

tives frequently proved to have slightly stronger electoral support 

In disloyal a reas than in the ridings which had remained lofal. Over

all, no consistent pattern emerges from the data on Conservative 

voting according to loyalty in 1837. Conversely, at each and every 

election since Confederation, the Grits have attracted a h i gher pro

portion of the electorate in disloyal ridings than in loyal ridings. 

To be sure, the difference has often been slight, particularly in 

recent years; in earlier times, thouyh, the margin occasionally ex

ceeded 5 or 6 per ci=:nt. Sig;iific.:;;ntly, t :!is differential v:as most 

pronounc2~ vnd most cons i stent not in the years closest to the Rebel

l ion itself, but rather during the years of the darkest Grit fortunes 

- 1905 to 1929. This suggests a potent 'rebel' tradition among those 

bedrock Liberals who remained faithful to the party over these years. 

On a larger scale, these f 1ndings might be interpreted 2s demonstra

ting a certain narrow, backv.Jards-looking appeal on the Liberals 1 part, 

at least by comparison with the ruling Tories• all-encompassing popu

larity. 

At the risk of reading too much into Table IV-1, it seems a 

telling indication of the Patrons• of Industry 'ra~ical isn' that they 

fared virtually no better in dislo1al ridings than in loyal ridings. 

As for the UFO> the distribution of their electoral support was 



somewhat more in keeping with '.:heir herit2ge as C:-1tario rural r<1dical3, 

for they were slightly stronger, in l:erms of votes attracted and candi-

date:s fielded, in disloyal ridings. It should cor.ie as no surprise that 

the loyal-disloyal dichotomy has rn.:ide no discernible difference in CCF-

NDP electoral support, which is rooted in very different traditions and 

iS~UeS. 

Demographic Change and lmmiqration 

lmmigr3tion, by shifting the social comp0sition 0f Ontario 

society, and by increasing the province's population, has been of signal 

ln1portance in bringing about certain social changes. 15 At the same time, 

though, immigration (taken in tandem vvith its obverse, emigration) h~1s 

contributed significantly to maintalning the social order, and it has 

powerfully reinfor.--:ed Ont.=:irio 1 s conservative tendencies. 

Table IV-2 presents some basic demographic data on Ontario, 

culled in the main from the decennial census. As the f igures in the 

table demonstrate, in the years prio.- to Confeder3tion, the province 

experienced a truly remarkable population growth, due in larga measure 

to a massive influx of British immigrants. Contrary to what might have 

been expected, however, these newcomers \1ere anything but a force for 

progress and change, bringing new ideas and social organizations with 

them. Rather, 

people \vho irrrnigrated to the colonies were not those who in the old 

15 tnterna1 migration doubtless has import2nt social and pol i
tical imp? ications. Save the special case of migration from country
side to city, however, it has not been possible to deal with internal 
migration. 



TAELE IV-2 l39 

Population of Ontario 1310 - 1971 

Year Popula·cion Percent increase Percent Percent Percen t 
(thousands) over decade foreign born in Ontc.rio-bor~ 

born other livins i·:1 

provinces other 
p:r·ovinces 

1810 75 
1824 150 . 100 
1833 295 97 
1Bli-2 li-3 '? 65 
1851 952 95 
1861 1 ···r. ,. ,_) ;tb 47 
1871 1,620 16 27 J 1 
188l 1,926 19 22 3 .3 
189'- 2,114 10 19 J 6 
1901 2, 182 3 15 J 

,... 
0 

1911 2,527 :l.6 20 3 11~ 
1921 "': OJJ L~ 1 _,, :1.6 22 4 11+ 
1931 -~ 4"1 _)I .) 17 2.3 4 12 
1941 J,787 10 19 6 10 
1951 1.j., 597 ' 21 19 9 9 
1961 6,236 ':16 .; 22 9 8 
l.971 7, 70.J 24 2""' ~- 10 7 

Empty cells.indicate data not available 

Sources1 population 1810 R.L. Gentilecore, "Settlement", in Gentilecore 
ed. , Ontario (Toronto: Uni versi tv of Toronto 
Press -;-1972), 28. · 

1824-1961 f'opula t:i.?,n Statistics Ontario 1 196_.2_ ( T·oror.to : 
Queen's Printer, Department of Tre£sury and 
Economics, 1969L table I. 

1971 Census of Canada 1971, Catalogu~ 92-716, 14-4 

foreign born, born in other provinces, Ontario born living 1.n 

other provinces 

1961 

. 1971 

calculated from Zenneth Buckley, "Historical 
Estimates of I:c!ternal :Iigrat:i.on i'.l Cans.d'.3..," 
CPSA Confe~en;e on Sta~i~tics} 19(0, Z.F. 
Beach and J.C. Weldon, eds.~ \Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1962), table 9. 
calculated from Q_W§.~i. s o±;....Jdzru ... @ 1961, 
Catalogue 92-547, 49-2 • 
calculated from gensus_£f Canada 1971, 
C + .., Q • Ci2 7..-,,- ~I ~ awai g~e ~ -,,(, ~~-i. . 



worl-:! were making a successfu1 adjustment to the demands of the nev-1 
indu~trial i sm and agricultural revolution , Rather they were the 
people who, caught up in these changes, we re desperately trying to 
hold on to what they had. Emigratioil appeared to offer a means of 
preserving the past and escaping the demands of the future. 16 

In the first dec2des aft8r Confederatior., the proportion of 

Ontario residents born in other provinces was very low, dS was the 

140 

proportion of Ontario-born rssidents in other parts of C3nada. Th i s 

suggests that, in terms of popuiation movement, and by imp! ication, of 

social influence, Ontario had relatively 1 ittle interaction with the 

other provinces, particularly in contrast to the large population flo\'1, 

and •t1ith it social and cultural influence, from the British Isles. 

The overa I I grov~ th of popu 1 at ion rem3 i ned qu 1 te steady from 

1861 to 1941, b~t the net population figures conceal important counte r -

trends of immigration anci em!9rati011. Throughout this pe riod, the pro-_ 

portion of Ontarians born outside Candcl2 hovered around twenty per cent. 

The important p.oint c:bout the substantial numbers of immigrants is t ha t 

they ~'/ere overwhelmingly Br l tish ir. origin. 17 The Sritish influence 

was thus continuously re inforced, while the socially leavening effect 

of non-Angfo-Sa;<on imrnigrants \vas minimal. On the emigration side of 

the ledger, substantial numbers of native Ontarians left the provinc~; 

from 1891 onwards, approximately a t enth of those born in Ontario 

16s.D. Clark, Movements of Political Protest in Canada 1640-
1850 (Toronto : University of Toronto Press, 1959), 484. -~------ --

I? Q" f n J '.J'.:.•5, 87 per cent of the immigrants to Ontario were from 
the British ls!es · (70 per cent from England); A. Margaret Evans, 
1101 iver Mowat and Ontario 1372··1896; A Study in Political Succ·~::>s, 1 1 

unpub1 ished Ph.D. thesis, University of Toronto, 1961, 481. 
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resided in other provinces. Moreover, although reliable figures are 

not available, it is 1 ike1y that at least an equal numl.ier found thei;

way to the United States. 
18 

These migrants, it seems safe to say, we;-e 

disproportionately drawn from the most venturesome and enterprising and 

least traditional elements of the populace. Certainly the Ontarians 

who left for M::?nitoba in the years immediateiy aftf;~l- Confederation 

18Many migrated to industrialized states, but equal numbers 
apparently vJent to the Canadian and American wests ir. the last century; 
Cha;-les M. Studness, "Economic Opportunity and the Westl-.;ard Migration 
of Canadians in the Late Nineteenth Century, 11 Canadian ,Journ2i (jf 

Economic and Poli t ical Science XXX (November, J96rt:), 570. Estirna.~es 
vary considerably as to the preciSE: numbers involved: employing 
Canadian census data, Taylor made the following estimation for the 
net migration of Ontario born to the United States: 
~- 188 1 - 1891 -2C,70C 

1891 - 1901 -50,300 
1901 - 1911 +44,300 
19!1 1921 .. 97,400 
192 l - ! 93 j -148 '000 
1931 - 1941 -31 ,800 

Taylor believ·es that, for a variety of reasons, these figures, particu· 
larly for the earlier ~ecades, are serious underestimates. lain C. 
Taylor, 11Components of Population Che:nge 1 Ontario 1850-1940, 11 unpub-
1 ished M.A . thesis, University of Tororito, 1967, table 2-7, p. 53. 
Some forty years earlier, G.E. Jackson used American census data to 
formulate the following estimates of the movement of Canadian born 
citizens to the United States: 

1850 - 1860 
1860 - 1870 
1870 - 1880 
1880 - 1890 
1890 - lSOO 
1900 - 1910 
?9IO - 1920 

135,000 
305,000 
325,000 
L:.10 '000 
380,000 
225,000 
1i0, 000 

Although he pro\rides n::> regional or provir;c! al breakdowris, Jockson did 
find Eng1 ish Canadians far more 1 ikely to emigrate. i:han the i r French 
Sp8aking ccur.ter;Jarts. G.E. Taylor, 11 8ni9rc:tion of Canadians to- the 
United States, 1; in w.P.M. Kennedy _ ed., Social l\nd Economic Conditions 
in the Domini0n of Canada: The 1~.11nals (~iay, 1923), table I l, p. 28. -



we~e mainly well-to-do and industricus rather than i~poverished or 

desperate. 19 That these people elected to quit the province rather 

than rebel against its oftenti~es stultifying conservatism only served 

to remove potential sources of change to the established order. 

Since the Second World War, Ontario has experienced more rapid 

expanslor. of popu!~tior. than at any time since Confederation. The 

primal force underlying demographic change in these years has been the 

impact of illlfTligration. To take an extreme but singularly important 

illustration, some sixty per cent of the substantial population growth 

in the Toronto-Hamilton area for the decade 1961-1971 was accounted 

f b . . 1 . " . 20 or y 1nternat1ona 1mm1grat1on. Not only have immigrants come in 

tremendous '.'umbers, but an altogether unprecedented proportion of 

them have come from continental Europe, and from other non-Anglo-Saxo1·. 

parts of the world. 21 Important as these immigrants have been in 

altering the pro,tince's sccial ahd cultural composition and t:1e atti-

tudes of native Ontarians, their impact in terms of overall social 

change, and hence of political change, has been less than it might 

l9J.J. Talman, "Migration from Ontario to Manitoba in 1871 , 11 

Ontario Histor..1'.. XLI ! I (January, 1951), 38-9. 

ZOO . M. - f T E . d I ntar10 1n1stry o reasury, conom1cs, an ntergovern-
mental Affairs, Onta_ric's Changing Population, Vol I: Patterns an.~ 

Trends Factors of Change 1_~41-1971 (Toronto: Queen's Printer, 19/6), 
42. 

£-l!n the period, 1946··1961, thii-ty four p~r cent of the nearly 
1.1 mi11icn immigrants to Ontario >-Jere British, and another six per 
cent were Arnerican: Ontario Department of Treasury and Economics, 
Population Statistics, Ontario 196~ (Toronto: Queen 1 s Printer. 1969), 
table 4/: since 196!, the source of immigration has further shifted 
away from Britain and the Uni i:ed Statt~s. 



have been, .for two reasons. first, compa~rativ€ly few of the p0st-

war British immigrants were from lower or working class backgrounds; 

~z 
this, combined with the 'much more p1·0Jetarian 11'- character of Euro-

pean immigrants, "reinforced the association betwe~n ethnic origin 

an~ social status that was already characteristic of the Canadian 

pcp• ... ilation 11 •
23 Secondly, "instead of influencing the form and func-

tion of Canadian society, immigrants have been obliged to alter t;heir 

behaviour, as have native-born Canadians, in response to social 

h 1 • r • d • l • • 11 24 c anges res1,1 ting rrom 1n ustr1a 1zat1on • 

Religion and Ethnicity 

Two fundamental changes have occurred over the past century 

in the social characteristics cf religious and ethnic groups. One is 

readily d0cumented: the shift in the relative sizes of the ·various 

groups. The other change is all but impossible to discuss in other 

than impressionistic terms: the decline in the salience of ct~nic 

and religious ties anJ attitude~. Unfortunately, in both social and 

pol 1tical impact, the latter Joor.is sorn.ewhat larger. 

Religion and 2thnic origin must be dealt with in concert, for 

22Anthony H. Ric..hmond, Post-Har Immigrants in Canada (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1967), JOb. 

~3 , . . zr; 
~!.£:.• l .,, . 

£!.+Frank E .• Jones, "Some; Social Consequences · of l:nmig:-ation 
for Ca!"'ada", Pr.::>ce·edings of World Pcpu!ation Conference (Ne'' York: 
United Nations, 1967), l\/ ,, 201. Since Ontario has consistently re;. 
i:eivcd just over half of ali pos~· -war imflligration, the e<Juation of 
Ontario \<Jith Canada seem~ -justified for purposes of this oi:>servation. 



th~y have been inextricably bound together fn shaping social atti-

tudes .. In mid-nineteenth century Ham i lton, for example, 11 lrish 

Catholicism, rather than Catholicism itself, proved the major ~social 

and ec.vnomi~/ handicap 11
•
25 It is not possible, from the published 

census mater 1 a~ to distinguish with any consistency among the various 

ccm::·i nations '.:·f r·et igious and ethnic groups, save English and French 

26 speak ;ng Catholics. Thus in interpreting the data in Tablas IV-3 

and !V-4 on the religious and ethnic composition of Ontario since 

1871. the compl ·ex interplay of the two must be kept in mind. 

Table IV-3, which shows the national origins of Ontarians, 

clearly ill~st~ates the numerical preponderance of persons with Anglo-

Saxon background throughout provincial history. What the table cannot 

show~ but which may be safely inferred, is the overwhelming influence 

of persons of Br~tish stock. Although the proportion of Ontarians 

claim ing Irish or Scots descent has dec1 irted steadily since 1871, the 

percentage 1 is ting English origin actually increa:3ed as late '3S 192?. 

Th is doubt 1 ess •efl ects the d isproportion ate numbers of immigrants to 

Ontario from England rather than from elsewhere in the British lsie.s; 

25Michael B. Katz, The People of Hamilton, Canada West : 
Family and Class in a Mi~-Nineteenth Centur.1'. City (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, I 975) , 68. 

26c. Houston and W.J. Smyth claim to have distin91Jished be
tween Prot~s:a nt and Catholic Irishmen in 1871. Their dstimation 
procedures 1>1hich rely heavily on ,3ri early ethnographic study) :• are 
not entirely convincing for !871, an-J are simply untenable for late t· 
years. 11The Orange Order in Nineteenth-Ce!ltury Ontario: A Study ir, 
Institutional Cultural Transfer, 11 University of Toronto, Depa:.t-fT!i::nc 
of Geography, Discussion Paper Series, !977, 39. 



TABLE IV-J 

NATIONAI. ORIGIN o:e CNTAP..IAI·I ~~ 11371 - 1971 ( P "'--, ;;,f"\ }j• i•lr!, A('! '~•'<:!) 
~.l.\.'-#.:...>_, .,l.,,r_._.._4~ 

Year English Irigh Scots Welsh Fre11ch i~ur:1•Rn Dut(;h Ital5.an Scanda- Rusnian Poli.sh Indian 
na.vian 

1871 27 JS 20 5 10 
1881 23 JJ 20 l ' :1.0 ,) 

1901* Jl- 2C' - ;I 19 7 10 
19:1.1 36 25 17 :·-, 

() 
C'• 
·) 

j_ 9~~1 41 21 16 .5 0 5 / 

1931 .39 19 1? c: 9 5 I . ..-' 
19L} 1. JS 1 ,-) 

L.u 15 •5 10 4 
1951 ~, J. G 14 1 to 5 _, 0 

1961 J1 14 1J 1 10 / 
') 

1971 59 10 
, 

a a a b 

* national origin not ascertained in the 1891 census 
a included with English (separate breakdowns l.t>:;t e;i•/en) 

Sources Census of Canada, 1871, I, 280-1. 
·~-· 1()("\ · - II" r-. .u()l, L c:.9b-(. 

1901, I, 4.J6-:~-,. 
"r~ 1 II ')" 1' ,..., .L;) ... ; ~ ,,,)_y-.. -r • 
1921, I* 452-J. 
1.9'.71,II, J 96-?. 
191.~1.rr, 4oh-5. 
1951, I, 33-5· 

~ 
.1. 

1 
1 
1 
') ,_ 
2 
..... 
"-

2 
J 
J 

1961, catalogue 99-516, table 2. 

1 .. 
.t ., 
:..J 

2 
'~ L. 

!~ 

6 

1.9'/1, catalogue 92-774 (SP-4), table 1. 

Empty cells indicat•? lesl:3 than· • 5 

.5 
j ~ 

.I _.,} 

1 .5 
1 I' . _) 

1 2 
2 2 
1 ? ·-

.5 .. ~) 
~ 
J.. 

:l. ,, 
.:... 
,.., 
/. 

2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
" .L 

1 
1 
'.l_ 

1 
1 

f-' 
+ 'Tl 

~j 

c 
•' 
! 
~ 

9 
10 
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es V!~ll, it rr.ay indkate a loss of ethnic identity among second and 

thirc~ generation Scots and Irish. An important process not revealed 

in th!s table, which may have contributed to such a decline, was the 

lessening of geographical concentration of ethnic groups; by the turn 

of the century, the extremely uneven distribution which had charac-

terized initial Settlement: had given way to a much more homogeneous 

geographical distribution. 27 At any rate, as Table IV-3 shows, oniy 

after the Second world War did Ontario cease to be overwhelmingiy 

British, and feel the imp3ct of substantial numbers of European immi-

grants. Also of interest in this table Is the slow but steady rise in 

the Franco-Ontarian population from 1881 to J91~J, and its subsequent 

levelling off at ten per cent of tl-)e provincial pop1.:iation. Finally, 

the dec1 ine in the proportion of persons with German origin fr0m 1901 

to 1941 indicates the grcwing Ang! icizatjon of this group, reinforced 

by a desire to play down nationality during or shortly after both 

World Wars, as evidenced by the significant declines in 1921 and 1941. 

The most salient feature of Table IV-4, which portrays the 

religious affiliation of Ontarians, is the steady increase in the pro-

portion of Roman Catholics. In 1871, Roman Catholics lagged substan-

tially behind Anglicans, Methodists, and Presbyterians in terms of 

numerical stre~gth; a century late~, they are far and away the largest 

denomination in the province. Whiie the proportion of Angl leans in 

Ontario has remained fairly steady (though a downward trend may be 

2 7.J. Clarke and P.K" Macleod 1 
11Concenti"ation of Scots in 

So1Jthern Ontario 1851-1901, 11 _Can~~~Carto2.~~er XI (.June~ 1971+), 
!07-13. 
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TABLE IV- 1+ 

RELIGIOUS COJ,IPOSITION OF o:·nARIO 1871 - 19'?1 ( PEP.CE N'l1AGES) 

Year B2.ptist Roman Anglican Lutheran JifethocUst Presby ter i ::c.r. ( tYH.3 ~L 
Catholic United...:· 

1871 5 17 21 2 29 22 4 
1881 6 17 19 2 )1 22 '· 't-

1891 5 17 18 2 J1 22 L1 

1901 .... 18 17 2 .31 22 .. 
""' ' ·' 1911 c: 19 19 J 27 21 :"-. _, -

1921 ... 20 22 2 2J 21 ,.., ., ,. _, I 

1931 5 22 22 3 28 1J ~, 

( 

1941 5 23 21 3 28 11 8 
19.51. 5 25 20 29 10 0 

/ 

1961 4 ·-o -' 18 4 26 8 10 
1971 4 33 16 4 21 7 l5 

* in 1924, most Methodists a.nd some Presbyterians formed tJ.1e Un.:l.ted 
Church of Canada. Other schisms and unions occurred over the years but 
were of ver~' minor .sic;nifica::--.ce i::1 tflrmf; cf p:rov:Lncc-vride denominatic:r.al 
composition. 

Source: · 1871-1961:Census of Canada, 196'.I., ca·1;alogue 99-521, table 1. 
19711 Cens~~ o_f_C~l!ad~; 1971, catalogue 92-775 (SP-5), tablB 1. 



discerned after 1931), both the Methodists and the Presbyterians, 

and their later progeny, the United Chu~ch, have experienced marked 

declines since the turn of the century. The various Baptist Churches 

have fallen slightly in terms of their proportion of the provincial 

population, while the Lutheran Churches have gained slightly. Numeri

cally more significar,t has been the growth in 'other' deno:ninations, 

which include persons of the ·Greek Catho1 ic, Ukrainian Catholic and 

Jewish faiths, and those belonging to no religious group. 

As symbolized in the lumping together in recent censuses of 

persons of Scots, Irish, and Welsh descent as 11British 11
, this dimen-

sion of ethnicity is of minimal social ~ignificance for · presen~-day 

Ontario. In an earlier age, hov;ever, these distinctions 'V'Jere of 

fundamental socidl sigGificance. Th3t such ethnic affi I iations were 

highly salient is not to imply that they necessariiy led to social 

conflict, let-alone poiitical divisions. As well, antagonisms among 

religious denominations, far more important in structuring political 

life, were only loosely related to ethnic divisions. The massi~e 

Irish migrations of the 1840 1s, however, effected major changes in 

the social bases of political conflict. Prior to the famine migra

tions, Catholics and Protestants of Irish origin had maintained 

reasonably peaceful, if not overly amicable, relations. However, !he 

poverty, disease> and ignorance of the predominantly Catholic 

migrants encouraged lri;h Protesta~ts to seek-~ method of distin

guishing themselves from the newcomers, who 1dere considered a 



"disgrace to Irish men 11
•
28 

The Orange lodge became the vehicle for 

displaying these differences, and it is from this ti;ne that Orangeism 

and anti-Catholicism came to figure prominently in the politics of 

Canada West. 

Confedere:tion was not a 'critical juncture; in the social 

sense~ but it did prcvicie the opportunity for a fresh starting poi~t 

in Ontario politics. The reversion to pre-U~ion boundaries within an 

expanded federation at a stroke removed from the Ontario political 

agenda the central problem of pre-Confederation politics, the French-

English imbrog1io. Further, the new federal division of po\'lers, in 

which the provinces were clearly subordinate , · siphoned off most of the 

key eccnomic issues to the central level of government. !11 ::;ome 

quarters these factors were expected to r ~ sult in a loc3l legislature 

whi~h was little more than a glorified non-partisan county council. 

The issues which emerged to thwart this expectation were 1 inee:r de-

scendents of pre-Confederation conflicts, and they tellingly reflect 

the primary bases of political division in Ontario at that time: 

religion and ethnicity. 

That, in Victorian Canada, ''religion - not ·v>Jealth, and not 

politics - was the chi;;f concern, the main ideal occupation of Canad

ians1~9 can scarcely be denied. However~ the extent and the depth of 

28
Kerineth Duncan, "Irish Famine · Migration arid the Sccia! 

Structure of Canada West :' .• C.:inadian Reviev1 of An~hro_eology .=;nd 
Socio~E_9Y 11 (February, i965), 7. 

29\1 L u ''V · ·· · · c. d '' · ~1 d r~ 1.. • 1 · · •. norton, · 1ccor;an ana a, 1n r·orton, e • , rle S111e a 
of Ach!~l~ (Toronto: McClelland and S~e~11art, 1968), 3!1+. 
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religious cMflict, and its politi .c:al ramifications are easily over-

stated, in part because of the inflammatory language characteristic 

of political rhetoric and newspaper com.-nentary of the day. The Orange 

Lodge h2d close ties with . the Conservative party, but it was by no 

means primarily a pol itfcal organization, nor was its foremost social 

aim the coDbatting ~f Papist influence. Moreover, much of the sec-

tarian violence in nineteenth century Toronto was ritualistic: indeed 

in comparati-.1e terms ,. ethno-religious strife was fairly mild and seems 

to have been largely played out throu~h verbal abuse. 30 Moreov~r. 

class was closely intertwined with religion and ethnicity: 

pure religious conflict quickly gave way to m~ch more complex struggles 
with poi itical, class, and economic motives underlying \vhat superfi
cially app~ar~~ to be clashes of religion .. . Many a riot described by 
the contempor·ary oress in s irnpie. Or2nge ··Cathol ic terms !n 11olved such 
non-rel igiouS matters as pol iti=al rights, working conditions, wages, 
and even the partis 211 enforcement of the law. One can argue that the 
great number of Irish peopl2~ .. gave a national i~tic a~d religious 
dimension to co11fl icts tli .3t would h.::ve taken place any1>Jay in a society , 
becoming increasingly urban and 011 the thrE::shold of industrializ·ation.3' 

Withal, religion was undoubtedly of great social and poi itical 

import in Ontario in the nineteenth century and later; so too was 

ethnicity. Their prominence must not, ho•,,iever, lead u:; t.:, over-

emphasize their influence. It is clear that religion became pol iti-

caJiy significant when the parties chose to make it so, for example, 

30Greg Kealey, 1 ~he Orange Order in Toronto: Religious Riot 
and the VforUng Class, 11 i.1 Greg Ke3ley anc Peter Warrian, eds. I Essays 
i.!:!_Canadian 1rl_orkin g Class Historv (Toro11to: McCieiiand and Sr.evvart, 
19/f;J, 13-34. It may be worth recal 1 ing that in the most infamous 
violent episode in Victorian Ontario, the murder of the 1 8J3ck 1 

Donnellys, virtually al J the p3rticipants were Cath0l ic. 

31 Duncan 1 irFamine Migration,:• 8. 
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in the l880 1 s and early 1890 1 s, and in the East Hastings by-election 

in 1936, whereas it declined in salience when the parties did not em-

phasize it. To be sure, social pressures and social changes, including 

economic conditions, partially - . but only partially - determined the 

parties' promotion of religion. The bilingual schools issue a~mirably 

illustrates the comolex interaction of social forces and the role of 

the parties in dovmplaying or promoting ethnic and religious conflict. 

Bilingual schools first emerged as a point of political conten-

tion in the 1880 1s, as an offshoot of the separate school controversy 

{this despite the fact that most French schools were within the public 

school system). As religious strife left the forefront of political 

activity in Ontario after the 1894 election, the furor over French 

languc;ge schc:· )~S died Jown. In the meantime: however, heavy French 

Canadian immigration into th~ eastern counties and the new north effect-

ive1y doubled the French speaking population of the province within 

thirty years. By 1910, Ontario's Orangemen had been alerted to the 

danger and were determined that this baneful influence be beaten back 

in order that the provincets Anglo-Saxon character be maintai~ed. :n 

response, the Whitney administration adopted a hard line against the 

use of French in the schools. This never became more than a minor 

issue in Ontario; faced with outright hostility from the Irish clergy 

and indifference from other Cathol ics, 32 the harried Franco-Ontarians 

32Marilyn Barber, "The Ontario Bilingual Schools Issue: 
Sour~es of Conflict, 11 Canadian Historical Review XLVll (Septernber, 
1966), 230. See a\so Ro~ert Choquette, Language and Rel ioio~: A 
His!._o_i:y of ~~,gJ_ish-Fr_~nch Conflict i.n Ontario (Ottat.;a: Uriive;sity 
of Ottawa Press, 1975) , pass im. 
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were virtually without allies, so that the Liberal party would not 

take up their cause. The =resolution' of the issue in the 1920 1s, like 

the compromise over funding of separate schools in the same period, 

clearly marked a conscious decision on the part of the Conservative 

government to have r..J .:;ne with the politics of language and religion. 

It has becon~e a corrrnonp lace to speak of the decline in the 

. f 1 . . . c d. . 33 importance o re 1g1on 1n ana 1an society. The corollary of the 

lessened social significance of religious attitudes, brought on by 

urbanization and industri~lization, is that religious conflict is much 

diminished in political import. Of course religious affiliation con

t;nues to be related to party cholce, 34 but to a large extent this 

reflects ethnicity and the force of eli:::ctora~ inertia rathe:- than the 

pol it;cal salience of religion . Despite concerted att empts o~ both 

sides to politicize it, the government 1 s pol icy on funding separate 

schools was a relatively minor issue 1n the- 1971 election. Not only 

is religious discord much less in evidence than in an earlier day, but 

the religious conflicts which persist do not rate highly on the 

political agenda. 

33see Stewart Crysdale, The Chang i ng Church in Canada (Tor
onto: Board of Evangelism and Social Service, 1965), and Ste.~vart 
Crysdale and Les Wheatcroft, 11The Analysis of Religion, 1 1 in Crysdale 
and Wheatcroft, eds., Rel iglon in Canadian Soc~ (Toronto: Mac-
mi 1 lan, 1976). . 

34 See, for example, Rob,3rt Dr:2rnrnond, ' 1Voting Behavior: The 
Blueing of Ontario,: 1 in Oon-cild C. MacDonald, ed., Governr1ent and Poli
tics of Ontario (Toronto: Macmillan, 1975), 294-317; Lynn McDonald, 
11 Rel igion and Voti ng~ A Study of the 1968 Federal Eli;:oction in 
Ontario, 11 Canadi_an Reviev1 of Soc ioioqy ~n d /1.nthrop~93y VI {,ll.ugi.ist, 
1969) • 129~· . 
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Such does riot seem to have been the case vJith ethnicit7. 

Though religion oftentimes is an essential compcnent of ethnic iden

tity,35 with the advent of substantial nL!mbers of non-British irnm!-

grants, ethnicity seems more germane in terms of social divisions than 

religion. All the sane, politics premised on ethnic conflict have 

failed to e.~e r~ie 0.1 any 1a:-3e. sca1~, even in the post-War period. 

This is partially due to the entrenched power positions of the British 

elite and partially to the loss of ethnic identity among second and 

third generation immi~rants. Ethnic factors impinge on a wide range 

of political issues, even econorni:: cla:s issues, for ethnicity and 

class are closely bound together, but they have not, in their m~n right, 

structured Ontario politics. 

Prohibition 

The struggle for prohibitior1 in Ontario ~arked far more than 

simply a Jong-running battle over t~e evils of the demon rum. The 

temperance movement reflected and gave political form to so:ne signally 

important attitudinal shifts ~rought on by social change. The politics 

of prohibition thus represent one key aspect of the interaction of 

social change and the pol itica] realm. As well, the political sig-

nificance of temperance agitation was far more substantial than might 

be surmised fror:i the s:wrt span of timr:: when alcohol vJas outlawed in 

this province, 

35oavid Millett, "Religion as a Source or P~rpetuation or 
Ethn:c Identity," in I. Davies and K. Herman, eds., Social Soace: 
Canadian Perspectives (Toronto: New Press, 1971), 1;5. 
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The prohibiticn movement g~ined st~ength in Ontario during 

the last years of the nineteenth century, but did not reach its ma x i-

mum political impact until the Great War. Temperance sentiment (which 

wzs rarely temperate, but ~sually favoured total prohibition) had been 

preser;t in Ontarro since shortly after the ~far of 1812. Its growth 

i~to a pot~nt org2ni zed movement, supported by a broad segment of the 

pop iJiace, coincided with the exp.:insion of industrial ism. "Drinking,r : 

observes Peter Waite, 1 ~as no doubt a social evil long before the 

Canadian industrial revolutior1, but its seriousness began to be felt 

. 36 
~vhen it became an economic evil as weli.' 1 Probably of greater moment, 

thou;h, '-'Jere th2 threats, symbolized by the intemperate workingman, to 

the status ani:l ! ife-style or the nevily establ islle:d urban m ~ ddle class. 37 

lnciivic!ual attitudes towards prohibitioi-1 werE; or.ly loosely related to 

church membership, but· the movement was prE.:dominantly Protestant wfth 

nativist overtones. 38 Attitudinally, the prohibitionists exhibited a 

curious, singuiarly zealous bl end .of religion, middle-class social re
/' 

formism, reactionary agrarianism ar.d feminism. 

Dissatisfied with the local option provisions of the Canada 

Temperance Act and the often poorly enforced provincial act, prohibi-

tionists were granted a provincial plebiscite in i894, which they 

36Peter \faite, 11 Sir 01 iver Mmvat 1s Canada: Reflections or. 2n 
1Jn~·Vict 'Jri .2 n Scs:ety, 11 !n Donald Swains ::m, ed., Oliver Mcv1at's 01~t 
ario {Toronto: iv,eicmillan, 1972), 16. 

37Malcolm Graeme Decarie~ 11The Prohibition Movement in Ont
ario:>. 1894-1916, 11 unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Queen :s University, 1972, 
339-40. 

381 b: d 2'' --'-.. ..:...' . . -r, 29-33, 339. 
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carried. Mo.iat, :-iowever, finessed the issue by promising stricter 

regulation and claiming that anything further would fall under fed~ 

eral jurisdiction. 39 The Dominion goverr.;nent's failu.-e to act on the 

results of its 1898 plebiscite, or on the moderate refonns urged ~y 

an earlier Royal Corr.mission helped shift the focus of prohibitionist 

activity back to the prov incial arena. A second provincial plebiscite, 

in ?901, missed the reqiJisite t'lio-thirds majority by only 2 fe1,; hundred 

votes. "Great was the indignation of the temperance people at this 

result; witl1in sight of their goal, they had been balked by the 

evasions of Ross; and in the eiE.ctions of 1905 there is no doubt that 

d . R . h ,40 many temperance men vote against ass in s eer revenge. ' 

The Tori~s mcly well have acquired some votes in this fashion, 

but until the second decade of the century prohibiti0n was not tr2~s-

formed into a central poi itical issue, chiefly because both parties 

assiduously, if ambiguous1y, cuJt~vated s~pp0rt from friends and foes 

of the demcn rum, all the \<Jhile attempting to avoid politicizing th~ 

issue. Whitney continued Mowat's po·i icy.of stricter enforcement of 

existing legislztion together with reduction in the nu~ber of liquor 

licences, but he steadfastly refused to enact more restrictive Jegis-

lat ion, lest he alienate urban supporters. If these policies won the 

Tories few votes, neith~r did they cost them many, for the Grits did 

39 . r_ ' ~["\,- '(/" 1 · ~ \1(,'."~ r 
C.'tt ·:.1".::i'J v . J~ ... Mc-,.1at," 330~4 l. 

4\t.~. \!a11ace, "Political Histcry, 1867-1912, 11 in Ca~ada 
.and its Provinces XVi I (Q.:ita!:.i_~). P.dam Shortt and Arthur G.Dou~iht:y, 
eds., (Edinburgh: Edinbur9h University Press~ !S14), 182. 
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not push the government on the issue, and, by virtue of their past 

record, were scarcely less appealing to avid prohibitionists. 

This state of affairs ceased abruptiy with the accession of 

N.W. Rowell ·~o the Grit leadership shortly before the 19li election. 

Rowell, a prominent prohibitionist, immediately set out to make te..mp-

erance the key p1ank in the Liberal platform. The impact on the 1911 

election was scant, 0u t by 1914, prohibition ranked as a central issue 

41 of the day, The advent of war added significantly to the appeal of 

prohibitionist arguments: "war cal1ed for an exaltation of those sarn.e 

virtues which prohibition was supposed to achieve and it added to the 

contempt for self-indulgence and waste associated with alcohol. More-

. . f . . . . . J • h . b • . 1142 ovEr, war 1nten.3i 1ed tne nat1v1st e ement 111 pro. 1 1t1on. The nEM 

Tory leader W.H. Hearst was personally ~~e~able to moderate proh ibition, 

and he recoQnized the grO\-.Jing popLllarity of the r;1ovement, .i::lS viltJiesseJ 

by the consistently dry outcome of local referenda. / Despite its pre-
/ 

/ 
tense of non-partisanship, the Ontario temperance movement was closely 

associated with the Liberal party . Hence when Hearst brought in the 

Ontario Temperance Act in 1916, he gained 1 ittle colitical credit, but 

seriously split his party. 43 

41 Brian D. Tennyson, 11 Sir William Hearst and the Ontario 
Temperance Act," Ontario His.!£!:.Y LIJ (December, 1963), 234. 

42
oecarie, 11 Prohibition Movement," 3L~S. 

li.3Pet~r O! iver, 11Sir William Hearst and the Col lapse of the 
Ontario Conservative Party~ 11 Canadian ~~_tori_::~Revi~~.:. Ll Ii (March, 
1972), 45. 
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One historian has argued that prohibition may have been one 

of the most discussed issues i n the 1919 campaign, but it was ' ~robably 

not a vital factor in the outcome 11 since for any party to actively 

o;:ipose it wou~d have been to court political suicide.
44 

This vie'~' 
overlooks the extent to which the O.T.A. undermined the Tories 1 urban 

strength, without g.:;ining them commensurate rural d1·y support. As \'Jell, 

the new ultra-vJc t Grit leader, Hartley DevJ2rt, was hardly attrc.ctiv~ t o 

his party's rural staJv.1arts who were predominantly dry; conversely, the 

Liberals shattered all precadents with their capture of fi ve of the 

eight seats in Toronto, in which city temperance zeal was a notably 

minority failing. (The Independent Labour Party pointedly avoided any 
' 

pr-.1nouncements on the subject, lest this ·jead to ci fa .ill rig out with its 

fervently dry country aliy, the United Far·,;ers of Onta1·io.) Ar.s the.r 

factor of so_me importan::e wus the schedu J i r.g of a pl ::!bi sc i.te on the 

cont~nuation -of the O.T.A. on election day, which doubtless increased 

the turnout among the ne\-1ly enfranchised femcile population, which had 

relatively weak attachments to the established pa r ties. 

ferr.perance ardour cooled somewhat in the years follov~ ! ng th2 

war while the pro\! ince•s thirst grew; further, even some pronibitionists 

were repc 11 ed by the govern;nent 1 s excesses in running dovm those who 

45 
had contravened the Act. The Conservatives were coy in their public 

44
Ger,::dd f\ . H3ll0\.;ell, Prohibition i n Ont .:irio. 1919-1923 (Tor

·onto: Ontario Historical Society-,-1972) ,38.-------"-----·--

45Peter 01 iver, 11\./.E .. Ranev ar.d the Politics of 1'Upl ift ' ', 
Journal of Canadian Studies VI (Feb r uary , 1971), 15. 
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pronouncements on prohibition in the 1923 election, but their opposi-

tion was only thinly veiled. The drastic reduction 1n the dry plurality 

at the referendum held in late 1924 further under] ined prohibition's 

drop in political potency. Within a year a revamped Ontario Temperance 

Act set up government controlled distribution of alcohol. In the 1926 

. L~6 
election, the gov:::rnment 1 s 1 iq:..ior pol icy figured prominently, in large 

measure due to the lack of other issues. The unmistakably wet Tories 

gained substantially in popular vote, thereby writing finis to prohibi-

ti on as a mainstream political issue. 

Yet the movement had a more lasting significance than the mem-

ory of a fleeting period when the province had been nominally dry. T-he 
,/ 

prohibitior.ists 1 original concentration on one fc:icet Sf social reform 

came to embr.:-·.:e a niuch wider s;:iectn.!m cf social we!fare issues, in par-

ticular the poverty and viie . '"'rorking conditions ~Jhich f;-equentiy led to 

drink. Many prohibitionist leaders thus began to ~ake action against 

the evils of the existing social and economic order, and became commit-

ted to a whole range of 'social gospel 1 reform measures. The remarkable 

shift within the Methodist clergy from antagonism to support of the 

principles of organized labour is but or.e illustratiun. 47 In addition, 

as repeated prohibitionist majo;ities in plebiscites failed to bring 

success, a deep distrust of the political system and its parties set 

in: "in the disiilusionment which accompanied ... ~broken promises and 

46 Hal ! m·1e l i , P roh i b i t ion , 1 56. 

l+7William H. Magney, 11The Methodist Church and the National 
Gospei, l884-J9i4, 11 The 13ul let in, 1968, 59. 
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worthless electoral victories? many leading man must have been lost 

to the established parties, particularly the Liberal party. The 

established parties forfeited much of their leadership in social re-

form and lost .:rn elite. They also brought thousands of Ontari.'3ns into 

political activity outside the parties through local optio~ campaigns. 

There, skil Is were developEd which could be turned against the old 

parties. 1 ~8 The agitation over prohibition both signalled and fos-

tered ~e~'J attitudes tov-1ards society, and it also marked a significant 

departure from the political forms favoured by the established parties. 

Table IV-5 explores the nature and the distribution of prohi-

bitionist support; data fr~n the four prohibition plebiscites held 
' 

between 1894 and 1924 are tabulated by region and by .r~ral-urban 

co.mpos i ti on. 49 

The province-wi~e figures convey important insig~ts into the 

prohibition conflict. The 1 drysi held clear pluralities over their 

1wet 1 opponents in 1894 and 1902, but support for prohibition reached 

its zenith in 1919, when drys outnumbered wets approximately two to 

one. By 1924, after seven years of prohibition, the dry vote was bare-

ly two per cent higher than that in favour of doing away with the Ont

ario Temperance Act. 5° Comparison of turnout rates in elections and 

480 . 1p h . b . . M . I -eca r 1 e, ' ro 1 1 t 1 on ovemen t ~ 11 3'+ .:S. 

40 
Jon the sources of thes~ data, and definitions of regions, 

see Appendix B. The fe··" women who voted in the 1894 Referendum are 
excluded; only the first (on which the spread between wet and dry was 
widest) of the four questions in 1919 is included. 

50 The 'wet' and 1 dry 1 figures are not precisely comparab!e 
across plebiscites, since the wording of the questions differed. 
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RESULTS 01'' PROHIBI·rION HEPERENDA 
BY REGION AND RURAL- VRBAN COP1!.POSITION 

1894 1902 
Dry Wet Turnout N Dry Wet •ru.rnout N 

:entire Province J4.9 21.1 56.0 90 )2.9 17.1 50o0 07 •' 

Eastern Ontario 30.8 22.6 53.4 14 ··>9 0 t:. .• 20.6 49.6 14 
Lake o~rta~cio 35.5 18.J 53.8 16 36.1 13.1 49.2 16 
Georgi2n :';::ay J6.3 t8.1 54.4 1.3 J6.o 12.4 48.Lr .... 

.L . .. 

Golden Hors.::: ~.hoe 38.J 22.0 60.3 11 J4.J 18.7 53.0 11 
Western Ontario J8.2 22.8 61. 0 JO J5.2 16.8 52.0 JO 
Toronto 26.4 21.2 47.6 J .31. J 25.6 56.9 

,. 
0 

Northern Ontario 25.1 16.6 41.7 J 16.6 11~7 28.J '? 

Urban J1.7 22.4 54.1 6 29.0 27.0 56.0 1 (t 
Mixed 32.4 22.9 55.3 18 31.0 19v0 50.0 20 
Rural 37·3 20.1 57.4 65 J4.7 1Je9 

I 
iJ:-. 6 'ti. 67 

/ 
I 

1919 1924 
°Dr'J Wet 'i'urnout Dry Wet Turnout N 

Entire Province 48.7 23.2 71.9 31.1 29.3 60.4 10? 

Eastern Ontario 45.3 24.3 69.6 28.7 29.5 58.2 15 
Lake Ontario 5'7. 6 15o4 73.0 42.1 22~8 64.9 16 
Georgian Bay 5a.9- 15.7 74.6 46.J 19.7 65.0 13 
Golden Hor,seshoe .so.2 25.4 '?5~ 6 31.3 30.9 62.2 .. "' .l._) 

Western Ontario 56.1 21.6 77c7 37~5 27.6 65~1 JO 
Toronto ;6.o 27o9 6Ja9 21.6 33~8 55.4 8 
Northern Ontario J?.9 29.4 67.3 15.2 J4.4 ·49. 6 12 

Urban 3·7. J 29.4 66. (' 21 .. 2 34.3 5c r.: .. ·" 
~-_, J.0 

Mixed 50.5 23.8 ?4a2 32 .. 1 31.2 6Ja) Ji+ 
Rural 57.3 - 17.2 '='4 ;:; .40 .. 9 22.0 62e9 -ry 

i • ... .1 ::> { 

.. 
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h ''b' . 1 b' . . . . 51 pro 1 1t1on p e 1sc1tes !S 1nstruct1ve: the 1 iquor plebiscite held 

in January 1894 drew only 56 per cent of the electorate, compared with 

69 per cent who voted in the election he1d six months later; seventy 

per cent of those eligible cast ballots at the May 1902 election, but 

in December of that year only 50 per cent voted on the 1 iquor question; 

a sJ ightly la;-ger prop0rtion of the electorate (l~ per cent) voted at 

the .1924 plebiscite than had voted in the election held a year and a 

half earlier, but this was also 6 per cent less than the turnout in 

1926. Given the greater importance of elections, and the heightened 

pub) ic interest in them, thi.3 differential in turnout is not surpris-

ing, but it does have an important imol ication. In view of the moral

istic -fervcL•r chan:cteri::;tic of proponents of prohil:>it~;n, it sc:ems 

•.ml ikely that very many drys failed to vot:e; those \1ho did not partici-

pate in liquor plebiscit~s m3y not have been rabid wets, but neither 

were- they prohibitionists. Now the proportion of drys varied consid

c;2 
erab1y more from region to region than the proportions of wets.· 

Since this result cannot be explained on any a priori basis, it sug-

gests that the pro-temperance forces received a near maximum of their 

potentia1 support, which would be subject to regional variation, 

whereas the poorly organized anti-prohibitionists mob ii ized their 

partisans haphazardly and ineffectively, thereby generating a more 

SlTurnout i~ 1919 was, of course, the same for the election 
and the plebiscite. 

c;2_h 
- 1 e ranges 

10.4, 19.5, 21.6 and 
wet ranges were 6.2, 

for dry voting, within the seven regions, were 
31.; for the ·four referenda; the corresponding 
13.9, 14.o and 14.7. 
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consistent vote across the prov inc~. The irnpl ication is that although 

they won clear victories in the voting, prohibitionists constituted 

little more than a third of the 0nale) Ontario populace in 1894 and 

1902. 53 

As the table makes clear, both region and rural-urban character 

were related to the plebiscite results, but the degree of urbanization 

had a particularl'y 5:tror.g relationship to temperance voting. On each 

occasion, the wets were strongest in the cities and weakest in the 

country, while the reverse he!d true of dry support. !n 1919, the 

rural areas went dry by a margin of 40 par cent, but in the citie~ th~ 

margin was only 8 per cent. Five years later, the countryside was ___ ____ / 

still dry, by i9 per cent, but the urban centres v0ted wet by i3 per 

cent. 

To an extent, the regional pattern3 reflect the rural-urban 

split over prohibition but regional factors e.re also at work. One 

cle~rly important feature of the table is the consistent ordering of 

regions in terms of the differential between dry and wet sentiment. 

On each occasion the Georgian Bay and Lake Ontario regions were the 

most pronounced areas of dry strength; Western Ontario \•135 somewhat 

Jess ardent in its support for prohibition, but it W3S consistently 

ahead of the other regions. Next ; n tenns of temperance voting vJas 

53!t was widely believed that women were far more avid in 
their support for temperance than men. The results of the 1894 vote 
co;-ifi:m -::his vi .~w; a·lthough only 35./ per cert of eligible warnen 
vote~, they were in favour of prohibition by a margin of better than 
slx to one. 
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the Golden Horses~~e, with Eastern Ontario ~onsistently less amenable 

to prohibition by several percentage points. The relatively low 

level of prohibitionist sentiment in Eastern Ontario was due to the 

51+ 1 arge number of French-Canc:id; <ms, who 'vJere not the least cnth1~secJ 

about prohibition. Wec:kest in their opposition to the demon rum 'v'lern 

Toronto and Nurthern Ontario. The frontier character of the North as 

well as its high orcportion of French Canadians and others of non-AGglo 

Saxon origin 1t1ere k.ey factors in the weakness of temperance zeal there. 

This ranking scarcely varied over three decades, suggesting the tenac-

ity with which pro~ibitionist values were held among certain segments 
I 

of the population. It also suggests important attitudinal continui-
I 

tie3 underlying the host of social ~nd pol iticai chang~s which charac-

terized the years 1894-l924. 

T~ble IV-6 presents the simple correlation of party vote shares 

with the strength of wet and dry opinion in the various plebiscites for 

the years 1890-1905 and 191!•-1923. in the first oeriod, Liberal, Cor:-

servative and Patron voting was positively associated with dry strength, 

b~t virtually unre!~ted to wet strength. Since ~o party wished to 

align itself p~bJicly with the wets, and since the drys were far better 

organized, and more cohesive, this is not surprisi~g. 

54outside of Toroilto and Ha;nilto:;, the ridings most stror;gly 
and most consistently opposed to prohibition were Prescott, Russe!], 
Ottawa East, Waterloo North, Windsor, Essex North, St~rgPon Falis, 
Sudbury, Coc:)r&ne and Nipissing. With the exception of :..ia terloo North, 
each of these r·i dings had large concentrat1ons of French-Canadians. 
In 1911, slightly more than 75 per cent of the residents of Water Joe 
North were cf German o ri giG, f~r ahd away the la r gest co~cantration ; ~ 
the pro-.tince . 
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cit '. e-; a nd th e countryside ove:- social a nd politict:d h2g e.r:1ony lc· w;s 

equally lar'.:ie in potenti a l political irnport. From tht:: ru; a l po i nt ot 

view , the rise of th8 citi es may pose a serious threat t o the mor a l 

1.A1e !l-bc i11g of sociE:ty, v-1hil e the rura] influence rnay Ge seen b/ u r- ba n 

interes t s as retardin g prope r growth and developmen t. This is cer-

t a inly true of o~t0rio. 

Tcibl e IV ., 7 presents data on th e p e rcentage of Gntar;an s re -

sidin g in rural and ur ban pl aces since 1851 . The growth 0f the u r ban 

s e gme nt of the popu lation i s conti nuous , but t wo perio~s stand out with 

par· ticularly hi g h r a t es of urba ni zci r.ior ; ; W7l··i3l l, t he yea rs cf 

i ni ti a l indust r- i a l i:::::itioi1, and, to a l c ssP.r ex t c:• 1'~, 191+J- 196 i , another 

a bs o 1 u t e • Ye t t I~ e b a I d s ta t i s t i cs o f th e Lib l e cc: rm ct c::;r1 ·;?. y t he 

qualitative aspects cf uroanizc:tion: in r e-ce nt decades lifestyles and 

attitudes throu gh c ut the ;)rov ince' s ru ;-2 1 -3reas a nd viil a ge ~. hav•2 

!:,ecome ~o c:os :3Jy c-1k in to those characteristic of the large citi es a s 

to cell l the ve ry notion of a 
. S6 

rural-ur~ a r. d istinct i:.::·:-1 into question.· 

The political imp a ct of the nev; city-dwell e rs ~vas, unti! well 

into the present ce,-:·i:ury, l e ss pronounce0 than the weigh t of numbers 

might suggest. Scme harboure d illusions ah.out ret u rning to th e f anni 

and so maintained their rural cast of mind; others were too impove rished 

---·-· ·- · ·· ··-·-···----~·----·--- --------·--- -----
5t:,iZe.1·1;1c;th v!esthues and Peter R. Sinclair, Vil_~e in _f!_~~:.i_~ 

(Toronto; Holt, Rinehart c::nd Winston, J97L;.), 110-12. 



~~A BLi~ IV- '7 

RURAL - URBA.H CO>J? OSI'f.'IOH C.F OHTA1UO H~51 -· 19'?1. 

Year Rural Urb:J.n 

18 .5~ 86 14 
).861 B:J. 1.9 
1fl7 1. 78 22 
1. F~:3 1 ?O JO 
1 .']9 '.!. 61 39 
:i. 91~ }. c' ,-, 

j{ 4J 
i 1;.- t 1 IF( 5J 
19 21 42 93 
19J1 39 61 
'1941. 38 ""? Q,, 

l 9 51-::- 29 7" .. 
t961. 21 ?9 
~L 9'71 < " 8? J. C· ·-

J,'.· ,. • ' 1 ' , 1 ' , , . • ' L • ~. i I . 'l • ~ ' ' 
l)t' .lC r -G(l .. 1

;) 5 '.~ -~: r: -=_: C S· ~1 S l • G (.· r: .c · J. !': · ~ 1; · .. 1: ... --, C> ~~ ~.} r· ~)C_ :1 J_r;r; 1. l. ~ q_ e C. ~-.1 _ __ • __ _ :_ 

-" --.-.,... '' ""-r .-. - :-~ d _,,.._ ""' :\(_ ·: ; 1(-. ~ - · -·-'- - ·r:l<._ - · J · ~ -- -- ... -;-o -· ·-1;·, , ) (·, _ ... ·· ·1·1 i 1 i-, .Jr ., J ..... .., ._ . l>-'- ·'-- • .• <~ ._. 1 _,,_ p j _-: .• _._ t.. .,.,. ' '" ·· .. ! ·::1. 11 ,~~- -~. c _ .1. " .___ _,_ L ._t ·:; ~-~ ___ ._ 

built---up pJa.ces of 11000 0r m·TJ:' 8 :0 8r :;;cln2. 3 .i.nce uninc:on;·.-.·r::··rc J 
suburbs, the principa l a r eas 2.f i'e cti:>d by the ch8.ng2 1 _ Wt::· r -2 n-:i__~
cxtcnsi vc 'J. ;1til af·::.,:;r the ~.;.::cond ::'f•) rld ·;.iar , t~1is def L -ii tic ~·~,~ ·_;_ 

cl1ang e r es•.llt :3 in r:n-i.:,r rnL1o:c clistort i o1L; L1 the c0r.i:o2rabiLi.tJ 
Oj'"' p:ce -· and post- 1')~,:i. Eigu:_~(~l~, UndG::· the ("Jld definition, th e 
1951 and 1961 r ural f i c;i.1.res would h."?.ve be:en lJ-O per cent &nd 
42 per c ent respectively . 
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to organize effectively, 57 while those in the nev.! IT!icld le classes vi evJed 

the urban masses more as threats than as pot ential a 11 i es. In short, 

no community of int e 1· est or vi ewpoint unit ed the <iisparate e l emC'nts o '~ 

the urban population; the statistica l cat~gory did not correspond to 

sociological rc0l ity. Not so the rural population; indeed, the most 

OQvious initi~! pol it~ca1 o~tgrowth of urbanization was the farm e rs 1 

o~posit i on to it. 

By the l 880 1 s, the t·urgeon in g urban centr·~S had replaced 

foreign trade as the principal source of farm inc~ne, and the varied 

needs of the urban r:i a rk 2t s cn cou1·a9cd far-1.,caching diversifica tion of 

o~t d i- ;O agriculture. This in turn Jed to in c reased mechaniz~ti0n, a~ 

with the irnprovec productivity accrnnpei nyi1·19 ~h e nf:iv forms of husbandry , _ 

fostered industrial expansi un and urbanizat ion. 59 The farmer, in short, 

was_bein9 inextricably b1_1J,1 d i11to the u:-ban-·industrial economy, becom-

ing heavily dependent on the cities both for markets and supplies. 

This ever deepening intarrelationship between the farmer and the forces 

of the urban market economy brouyht about what had been described as 

11 the breakdm·m of the tr aditional rurc:il 1 ife bc1sed on a l arge degree 

------------------·- ·~-·------- ·-·· --------·-·----

5 •) 
~D.A. Lawr, '~he Development of Ontario Farming 1870-1914, 

Patterns of Grov1th and Change," Ontario Histcr_y XLiV (DecemlJer. 1972j. 
21+4. - . . , 



of local independence and self - s1..;fflci2r.cy.: 1 !n eidc!;tion, 11 thc spread 

from the cities of their- ;noue rn techn o lc•c11 and star1d?rds of living~ 

f- • --' 1 l. . 1160 1omosien1ze'.J 1-urc:. 1v1;-ig. 

tion. Profound disquiet was felt at se2;i1in9 90\•crmnenc indif~e:r:::nc:e 

to the massive shif'l: of pcpulat!0n fr-om the country to the tovms and 

tion '''as deplored on social as 1,·1eil as on ecv·"::im:c ~ffO!mds, Socially, 

<.L•d political 9L:idance 0f the provi11-::e's a f ·fairs. The fan~~ers \>Jere 

convinced of . thf moral surPriority of their l if ~styl e o v0r th~t fo unJ 

in the ciecadEnt citie5. 

i n t e rd c pend en c e v.; i t h t he c : t : e:.. i' c r c: -; i) c , n t •J ~ - u rn t I.: ·.:c i r c;i· J .:i r: i z a -

tional efforts away Frum traditional goc;is ·of improved production pro-· 

cesses, . . • f d. . b . 62 . . f to concent:-ate 1n~;t e 2n on tne sys·rern o· 1str1 ut1on, 1-l!·11c1 

in turn raised Fundamental political iss~es. 

tent was the Patrons of lnck;stry niove~:e;;t, in the wake of the Great 

Har, the same social proc0s~:cs - tho'.1~;1~ :c:u~'star:L.i011y advanced and 

60
\11.R. "/o:n:g, ' 1C,)ns..::ripti0ri, f;ui·c;l Dcpo~~uJ.::itio11 ~rnd the 

Farn121·s of '.iii.':Gr io, 1917.,l;J," _ca,12:.:j.r._ :1:;st:·r 1_;.~il F\C 'v':e1.,1 LI I! (Sep
tembe1·, l ~'.TL) , L:::J'.), 

6i_!_t_id:.., appendices A and 8. 

62Marion Jean McLeod, '~griculLure c;nd Pe l itics ln Ontario 
Since !867, 11 tmpubJ!<1eJ r·n.O. thesis , U:1:versity cf Lo:idon, J9t,;, 
12:;. 
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thus rno:e pcte:it - gave rise le' tt1e Un i t:ed Fc~rmers 01 C::1 tO": r i o. 

tl e i t Ii 2 r of th:::::; '"' r u r CJ I r c b ct i c n s t o u r u oi n ; z ::; t i c n ha c! any s t r on J , en -

during ir;1pact on the. p0!itic c:: ] 12 1-idse<:ip i:': , ~110 the~ cities cont!nu2d 

to grow in size and 1n oolitical import:. Not until th.:o upsurge or 

the CCF 1n the lSioCI'~, !:0v!e. ·,er, die! the cities cor;ie to adopt 'rnything 

In the post-war yea:-s, the CCF-!·~Ji-' has continued to cha~npion 

the interest of the urban working clas s es, ard additional aspects of 

all parties, 

var ieJ grr::0tly, so trat, as is tl1e ca.:;<:.: i'0r the provinc2 qen(;rci] ly, 

rural CJrec:is have actu .:: lly lost popuiation, tf-.i .. uugh'.)llt Lhe p1·ovir,ce 

the- non-farm ·component has 9rov-m 2s th 1::: f~rm corn~:>0nent ciecl ined, 1'2:'ad-

• ] . d • I I • . r ' d • 64 1r19 to mutu;:i ant<;gonrsrn rnote 1n •)Ot 1 11r2scy1e an ecor1on11cs. 

Issues such as the disposal of urban waste in rural sites, and the 

disappearance of farm land have pitted the cities directly a~1ainst 

rurc:il interests. 

In municipalities with extcnsiv"? ~~cibc.!rba:i development in .:::rc2s 

which not so long ago were rural or se~i -r ural, po?ulat'.on increases 

engendered serious sr:ir::i-?.l and p::>litic~J ~·rcble:ns , placing tr2rnendoi.-':> 

1, 77. 



pressure on ou tmcded forms of J oc.::: l ::,pve rr.rncr; t. As we l l , sr.i :i l J er 

n1ral municipc.I ities h2ve been unaole to provide ;::in ade(1 11at o::: r· 2 n g~. o f 

services. Rc~Jiona1 governr.w r.t v1as a logi ca l eidrn l;1ist12 ;:: iv2 r e sp ·:; n.~:.:o 

to these problems, but it entailE:cl S'•ieeping, oftentimes ::rip.:i~atable 

political changes u~fore~een by many part!cipants, let alone the gen-

Rural-Urban Electoral Patte1ns 

fn su•n, urbaniza tion has Vffought rnany c: ·ucio1 r:;ol iticol 

chan~ie.s, only some of v1hic1--. ar0 disce;·nible. in ru ral ·-u rb a n vo i i n 1j 

p;:,tt e rn s . Still, c:s the: d atc:J ii"1 (ab! e i\i - G illu::,trc=;tc, an e;<,,:;;n :i r1;; .. 

the area's rural or urban charact e ~ 

Table 1\/-8 sets out p a rty vote and turnout acco:·r:ii119 t·~i ru(a]-

urban composition. Urban ridin~s VJere defined as those 1·1rth at least 

75 per cent of the population 1 iving ir1 urban ai-e~) s: ru;c, ] ridings 

were those with a J ike proportion resident in 
6C: 

t·ura1 a: ·eas. ·-' 

falling be twce:t these; cut-.::>ff points V't3 t e designated as mi xe r~ . 
(' . 
JI nee 

party vote and turnout in these ridings almost invariably fell Setween 

the l e.ve ls ! r1 the rural and the u r~Dn 1· id i ngs, they V·le r e exc 1 uded 

(,... 

V:JTl:e:.e defir1itior:s <ire admittedly arbi~rary-; fo:- c: sorncv.•hn 
similar classification system, see L2urence S. Grossman , 11 1 Safe 1 

Seats: The Rural Urban Pattern in Ontario, 11 Canadian Jourr;a1 of 
Ect:?.~~- i cs ar~cl_-~-~-i t ~cal Sc i~~ce XXX (August, 1963 )--:- jb-7-/f,:--· 



ACCORDING 'ro RGRAL- UR BAN c n:-,::10 0.~_ i.' I Ol·! or' F:IDI NG 

LIP.Er{f,.L CC) N0LHVA'J'I "'m 'I:n:rw 'EUENCiU'l' N 
Ye ar Ur b an Ru r.:::~.1 \Jrta11 Rur·al lJrb c:i_n R'..-•Tt cl Urban Rural U:rban f:;~ ~r , .. -, 

j_ ·Sb? • ~, r· L' J2.2 ........ ,, ., ... J7.9 {_,. _i • _) ('. ( • ;J ry l~ • 1 76.2 8 r:·r, 
.)7 

Hl71 2'? ,, 5 30.1 26.? 29.9 )L!-. 2 6 2 e r~ 7 55 _, 

18'75 26.1 JJ.2 2?e8 J2.7 5£3.2 63.h 7 t{" , ~. 

18?9 
,.., ~; ry JJ . 9 r · .,...., r<> "')-1 c· 
L.,1 • ( ,(_ ( ' ::::. .) l • J SJ.2 65. l~ '7 I~) ;:_~ ( 

188) 211-. ;::~ J,S.1 ;~ 5 '}~, Ji.;. . 9 .5J . 8 70,, J_ 6 (; 1 

1886 21 .. 7 J5.3 JJ . 9 ") 7 c· 
_.) _J • _) 

HNO :22t(, y~. 7 27.8 32~1 
68.1 69.4 6 (-.1 _, ~ 

6L~. 9 66 . t' ,, 
6;~ _) J 

1891i- '" '1 1 _32.G ') 5 .(3 J0.6 )J . • 6? . ') 69. [/. 10 65 
' -

1W;0 'j ~3 • s J').l-1 ')~ '> Jl i . 6 jl . ,_, 70.9 ? 5. ,J 10 ( 1 
19(•:? ·,-.p 

{._, v ~, .s ") ') ('. 
jje \_J :1.sJ) J:L 1 69. 0 '( J. 6 ~~ 0 ~:.. r: 

\., '_..' 

1905 28~ 1 ~) 0 0? )~<l f 8 _1!-1- f' J 6f3 .- \ • 
•.) 

,, 'I 
( - . J J. (' c ) 

1908 :i ~I • (] J2 .9 ':1r.' Lt J?,S -·· -'. ' 
6'' ') 7L5 J. ~: (: ,-) 

.1 ' ( .. .J t 

19u. · ~ _, ·, l ~n. o ;~G o S' :Yi-. o .L •. ~ . tj 
!;.L;. , Ll. 04. l 9 r: ·) 

_ ) • • J 

19.i.i; ? ·~. (I e :>? ~ 2 ).l • 6 )6 ~ (j y;, r 1 (~8,, L,l 1 c· - ·~ 
t._. _) ;· 

l 9 :l. ~' 
.-. 

:·::'/ < !-1- ?).9 ~'.S ' y -· _, ._ ·'· 
'\/ } 'J 
.,,.,,, ' ~ 

6i;,, ' Y 71-1 0 2 1 t' :.- 'I 
..J _) J; ·r· 

1_ 9 :-~) 9. 1 1 S~' ~ () ? >. ~ 3 ·:;.: '• 
..)'J .· .:·. ;~ .ii,. ~ (; ) .: ? G·) ) ~ t~ 1: ,c:, 

_) l • ' , .., g _ ... _. 
1926 16 . 0 ,., "'"' ' ) ':uJ\ J 2.J _) ,: • _I ~~ .c~~ q. l i• . ~ -1 :i 68. :l ) I, ) L, ''i \.•.4. t. 

' 1929 1 ' J . ".) j. _I ;~ 9 •. ~5 29.2 :->'1-. 0 2E; ~ rJ J1, .. , '> 
1_.1· t1 I-- 69' Lj. 2 ~) u l;.r: 

-" 
l9j4 29.9 l-t2. 9 27.8 J0.9 •J? ... .._ell 1:· 

_) 68.5 7 c 'I .J. ( 25 2c. 
19J7 J0.6 L~O. 6 '-' c: n .. -,:""' '") 

.;._,._,./' ._ . _;.:,. ,::.. ') e 9 66. 1 7L~ . J 25 (~ 6 

191+3 12.6 21.J.' 0 20,1 ,., , 1 
{ ..• "'-('. - 19, L1. 13.6 ... ') ') 60.J 27 ~) .; -' _,.: ~ , __ 

·- ~ 

l94_5 16. 1 27.8 30.1 JS.:? 18. 1 9.9 -'- C' J 73 . 3 27 . ., r' 
··() .e. c, _, 

191~3 1.1.tJ ~ J 28.L~ 25.7 J2.? 2).0 q q 
' " - 65. 2 69.2 £:? ~~ l.r 

1951 15,5 2?.8 27.? J8.9 16.6 7. J. 60 .9 71. . 27 24 _L 

1955 1(3. 9 27.0 r> 5 
t_, I 1 J(.2 11./. J '(',4 s_s .9 69.3 40 26 

1959 19. l 26 . 7 0-·-
1. ..,1""...::. « 8 JS " c{ :1.4-. 1 0 9 () c )5.0 67 c2 l~.J.i, ::~6 

1963 ?.O.C3 ~'.7. 2 ;~6. 8 J).8 1~.6 Cl 60.? 67.9 5~ ~6 

1.967 19 08 25.1 25.4 -, "'"' .-, 
_)).) 19.5 8.8 611 3 6? . i_~ /' •' '~- \ ') 

' . 00 ,_ / 

1971. j_ 9' 2 24 . 7 Jl. 8 ? ~ ' ) 
.J)•_I 21.1 ii:. 8 7 ;~II l~# ?J. 1 66 ?'"' . ( 

19?5 21. 5 2" ' 2?.9 ;28. 6 o. b 21. 0 :LJ . 6 cc· 9 70 . 9 72 19 c J. 

j 9'?'? 18.J 26 . 0 21~ . 5 29 . 7 20 . 2 1J.4 (l). 8 60 1 72 ·1 0 
/ . -/ 

The Co.'1ssrva ti_ ver; f: e lded vir'tu2.lly cc-Np .'i i?.·te slate ~; :;f candida.te s (no 1:1•JL"E-' 

th<::.n three :l0ss tr:a~~ \.L9 N ' s in t he L i na.l colu~11n s) in each E:lection, 2a1e 
1891+ 1 when ti1;~y noY"1~_1 t .':i, T;IO', c~ in 1.,1,(3 c-L·.ral ridings. '..['he =,iberaJ.s presented 
complet8 s lates excepi in the rallo~i~~ electicns (num b2r cf candid ate~ 
in u.rban and rural ridi:vu::): :t69h (iO,S?): 1914 (1~ ,) J): l9'.i9 02:JI+); 
102 ·3 (~ h. J~~ ·1· l'Ci2o( ( ~9 )9)· 01 11 d jQ":> •_; f~ h ;)(.)- 'r J-tr' ~~ · ._.-'- r1)r1s )1•0 -~ 4< ., ru":· '1 .., .. ~ .l . ' ; • -·' ; P / J. . f ......- , • ..... ... . . - • / h ./ \ ..._ • I .,_ -• < • • "' .A. . .. "' .. ... .. " • <..~ r_t ,, :d _/ .. L '......i.. -. 

Ca•·1 ,.i :Lu·),,.~rJc-. 'l'·he> 1Th'0 i-. a a· i::o i-J-O,j '! ',",d :l l :·~ ·11 ~l-i ,,,·,· ' '-' "' i· - r 1 '1.,,"·1 "'l.r'i'r-.c- c:, ~ .,.... 
J. IJ • • u . V-l..') O •.,; .. ... Ji -~· t / ~. 1 c._:_ . • , . .., CJ. ..J • .,,. .. ..i.f • .l.. 1 • .-v . . 1 · ·- ·~ · - "''· r -L.,.;... .L - ...... ~G "- ..l<.• 

the fou:t· e lee ti0ns oe.c~·innlng :i.ri J. 9 J9. ~:r; :.::-re ws re l (' 1.<_ rb~.n CC;:.' ~a:-i. d j c_-. :~ -r: t -::; 
in 19J'} and 19 in l9J7; in rural E:eat;s the rrti.mb:?r o f CCF-!JDP canc~ id: ~ ..-.::: ~'> 
for the elections :fror;, 191+8 to 19C.J vH: rs :.1·.~1-1-,1(',j_J a!1d 18. 
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from the t ub 1 e, 

The most striki ng finding to emerge f rom th e t.::b l 2 r e l a t ~s 

to turnou t . r.t each e l ec tion since Ccnfede:r2t ion, turn out hciS L(~ efl 

highc. r in 1ura l rid i ng::; th c: n in urban, o ftE: n by a subsi:antial :Tl<.ir3i:1 . 

Rural turnout ha s alway s bee n greater than 60 per cent, whereas in 

the cities, it has been below tha t l eve i on twel~e occasions, and in 

ti1r·e<."! elect!o11~: , ;;: f e 1l to less than 50 p e r cent. In ad d i tion, rura l 

ri ding~. ha\1e exp e rienced fa r lc~ss voiatility In turn ou t. On only fo ur 

occ.:is i o ns ha s t urnout i n the ;·ur <~ l r iJing~. r i.:.en ur f a lle:11 by as r,·,u ch 

2s t e n per cE:nt f :-o:n on e e 1ec t; 0 n t o the 11 c;J; ; n t he utb ci n areas :• 

di¥fe r e nces of 15 p<'"r c i:- n:: o r hisjhe- · have cccur rcd :.;i9ht time :. . 

has been every bit as lcw as in To:-rin t') t hroughout provi;1cial histo ry. 

In addition, low turnodt i s char ,•c t e rist ic. not c:-i ly of- u1·b 2n 2;c:ocis bu(: 

also of suburban areas; us Table IV -3 de~onstrates, since Wo r ld ~ar i, 

the rate of turnout has been very simi 1 a1· in th e c i t y of Tcr ·o~t o ~nd 

in its subu1-bs (prio r to the Fi rs t \fo1·ld War, the 'sut·urlian' i'idinqs 

still had substantial 
6" rural comp o ~ ents). 0 

-----------------· 
66 Close inspe~tion of returns from particularly well-to - ~o 

s e ctions of Dem Mil is and Yz.1rk Mil!~~ ridi ,-,(_'] s ;· 13vec:l a sub:-:tcr: t :t: li '/ 
higher rate of tL::-'1ou t th2n thrcu gho ut the s:.:t::.irbar, 2;-e,:i::; go1 2 r a l l y . 
Simil ar ly, th2 ~e !l-he3l c d Forest Hill and Ros~dal~ dis tricts l i~
cluded i'l 11city 11 ) record far highe r turn out l eve ls than the dm·mto .-"n 
areas to which tfisy are link E· d by the so-c:=llled 'strip 1 riding s . 

http://dei.ionstrat.es


Year City Subur-bs 

19'.1.9 5'? 6J 
19:<5 J?. ".:• ., 

jJ 

1926 61 59 
1929 i.;, o 42 

j_SJJ4 65 (.7 
19J? 6.J t>~.., 

\.I ( 

l 9l~<i C'~ 
_j ,.,.J ~~1 

i9L;5 68 6? 

19112, ~ .. 66 b'" ,_. 
1 or' ... /ji GO 6~i 
1955 56 s•.} 
19_~;9 ,. " 51. :;:;.i 

: 9c;3 61 · .. ;() 

:19(:(' l '1 (;( 

19?1. 
,,·· 

'/ L!· 09 
.19? 5 6~· 

.'",., 
':> ( 

197? 63 64 

"City" is defined ty Ireg ion '.i.9 , 1rie1, l, 
are def incd b:; Rto-gicris ?.O ~nd 2:1., IJ:' i er 1 

<J.nd " su'our-bs 1
; 

( . ' . ~ \ .1tppencnx J)) • 



The higher level c:ind gr€.ater st ~1bility of turno~1t i!! n1t ·J l 

Cmt.:irio may owe sorne thinsJ to th e 111 •.)bi l i ty of city - civ; e J lE:r s cci.11p ci ; c c 

to the soci a l cohes ion and stability cha1acterlstic of rur 2l ar~~ s. 

These. factors perh.::ips contribute to g!· e:: .:::i t e 1 inv.:1lv e: ~ 1 c n t !n pcl i i:i c. :.l 

affairs in the countryside (oft en for th~ir eGtertainment value) and 

also to the :n.:iintenarice of int s rest thrOli'Jh greater fa;niliarity ~vith 

rol itical figures ancl pa rl:'f or9.:inizers. 

Over the past few elections, turnout in the cities has not 

been so volatile as in th2 past, and i ~s re ve l has been clos~r t c tha t 

still pre.sent. 

century. From ~he turn oi' the ceni:1i:-y 

margin was far 1;1ore subst c.: ntial, oftcr1 10 per cent or bett e:: •·. In both 

1934 and 1937, the Liher~ls outpol ted the C0nservatives !n the urb an 

areas, but not by the s2me extent as in the countryside. With the 

rise of the urban-oriented CCF in 1943, the Tory lead in the citi e5 

and towns decl i11ed somewhat, lut, with the division ir. opposition 

forces, it remained larye enoush to win them a handsome majority cf 

the Lirban seats in the post-Wa:- era: froon 1943 to 1971 th~ Tori c: s 
I 

won 205 urban seats, the CCF-NDP jj and the Liberals 63 (see Table 

In 0•1eral 1 ternis, ~he Liberals and the CCF-·NDP hav,2 been 

closely matched as to urban votin::: st t·ength: frorr1 l9'-t3 unt!l J9l!3, 

the CCF \-Vas substantial ly more popuJa:- in the cit i es th:::in the Grits: 



be'.ween 1955 and 1963 the reverse VJas true, and since 196], U-1 e 

pvrties' vote shares have been oF very ~ i m i]a,- mag ni t udes . These 

figur e s, hov~e ver, m2.sk 0n important d;ff ~:r c-: nc-::· : the Lib2tal :: in -

variBbly attract . a lower share of thP vote in Toronto than in oth e r 

urban centres while the CCF-NDP usually fares b~tt e r in Toronto than 

in th2 rest of the prc.•vin c'?.'s urban ridings. In recent e lections, 

these differentials have become exceedingly slight. 

In the province's rural areas, the Libe rals enjoyed a very 

narrcw margin over the Conser vati ves until i905 . Though th e Grit v o t e 

sh 31-"" neve r exc eC:!ded ~h ':1 l of the To r <cs l:J y 111c_,r e th an z .1+ pE:r c e nt, 

this nonethe 1ess p1·ovid eci the Lib e r-a is h•ith g rea t num be1·~: of s e.::·ts, 

fa1· mere tha n v1e re need ed to ov;,,;-con1e the ir disadva nt a g E: !n t he. c:itis ::~· . 

Lurna boct in ru1·al voting p c: tte1·n ::; : the :; ]i:n Grii: ) .=:ads of t l1 0: n in e~ 

teenth century were reversed into a Conservative plurality large r than 

the Liberals had evei· mo~nted, s~ th a t the Tories carried the 1 ion's 

share of the rural seats. The Conservatives did exceptionally well 

in the urban centres in 1905, Lut without t heir dramatic succ6 ~ :2~ 1n 

the countryside, they simply could not have carri ed t ~ c ~lection. 

Though it is true that the Cons e:-vatives outpolld the Liber

als by a comfortable margin from 1905 on, as the table demonstr a tes , 

the Tor:es increased their vote share only slightly. Perhaps more 

significantly, the Liberals' vote sh<H·e in the rur.:il ~idings de c linAd 

somewhat, but remained close to the range it h ~ d occupied 1n t~ ~ 

nine t eenth century: from 1871 to 1902 t he range was ; o. 1 to 35.li· 



p e"· cent, ,:; nc; fr c::i 1905 to i [;/_r1 (1,it h Th e rc: x c en t ior; of 19 19 ·:< !d 1923 

This s t an ds in mar ked co r;t rast to th 1:~ s u b s t c:::1·· 

ti al d e e.I ine in L l o e ral vot e shii r e in the ur·ban centres. 

From their initi a l victory until 1934, the Conservatives con-

sistentl y b es t~d th e Lib e ral s in bo t h vot es and sca ts, though the ir 

margins of victory were not so impressive as in the urban centres. 

In 1934 and 1937, Hepburn won overwhelming victories in the country-

side, bu t th•~ se success es d ! c' no t c .J r r '/ ovE:r intu the vi.::ir-t! mc else-

tions . Dcs p it::; a pre cipitous drop, the Li bera l s h<:: lc! th::i r O'.Jil v1i'...h 

the Cons ,'! rvat lvcs in 191+3 (in v ci t c s i f not in s ca t',), but f e 11 se1.1c r al 

v'1 i cle11e1J i:u i () p e rc entage poi nl.s 111 i :-1 51 and rcmc in cd 3 t t h i c. 1EO vei 

until 19 75. Throv::ihout the p os t -1"-l a r pe r: iod, th e over.Ji 1 attr:,::::ti ·,'e -

ness of both the Liberals and the Conserv ci i; ives in the countrys ide 

was relatively s tabl e ; the raGges of the ir vot e shares we re ~.7 und 

6.2 percentage poin t s (u11til 19 75, when the Conservative vote share 

fell well belo'tl eal'lier lcvt:.l s ). This grea ter (aggregate) stability 

in the rural ridings, together with the much stronger presence of the 

CCF - NDP in the ur ban centres has meant that the rurai seats ha v e 

generally been mu ch safer than urban sea ts, and kind8 r to th.::: 

67 1r li1ese vote shares ar:2 adju s t ed for turno :Jl:~ the differ ·· 
ential is som e1,;hat increas ed, but the pai-ty 1 s share of t he t c t a l 
electorate is at lea s t as val id an indi catc>r of the underlying "ro
cesses as the share of the vot~ s c3st. 

http://fne.se
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incumbent members as well. 68 /\s -~or the CCF-NDP, save perhaps its 

initial success in 1943, it hc:s never fared particularly \'.Jell in rural 

ridings. In view of its unmistakably urban membership and ideology, 

this is hardly surprising. Throughout the 1950 1s, the party failed to 

nominate in substantial numbers of rural seats. In 1971 the NOP ex

perienced a quantum leap in rural support, to nearly 15 per cent of the 

electorate. 

As Table IV-10 illustrates, the electoral system has a tend

ency to magnify differences in popular vote into more substantial 

(and more visible) ~dvant~ge in representation in the legislature. 

Thus in the Mow~t years, the Conservatives' legislative contin0ent 

\·1.cis more urban than their electoral support war1·anted. Conversely, 

elected l . ibe~al members have been, throughout provincial history, 

proportionately more rural ti1an the party's vote. ln the dark days 

since 1905, this has engendered a politically debilitating vicious 

cir~le: despite progressive urbanization, the Liberals' members have 

been largely rural in orientation, in turn reinforcing the urban 

electorate's reluctance to consider the party as a genuine alterna

tive. To an extent the party has broken out of this bind, though in 

1977 only one Liberal was returned from Toronto. The CCF-NDP has had 

to contend with a similar problem. Since the party has only carried 

one rural riding in Southern Ontario - and not many more mixed 

ridings - the party's elected representatives have been severely 

68Grossman, "Safe Seats, 11 371. 
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SEATS WON BY PARTY ACCOR DING TO TYPE O? RI DING 

Election Urban Miz e d Ht-tro.l Rura l-;·iorth r.~ ix e d -- l ·!o r th 
,. c T L c T L c T I, c 'll L ( ' ~c _., ..... 

1867 2 6 4. 6 JJ JO 1 
1871 J 5 c: 5 35 28 1 ..) 

1875 2 6 :LO 4 a~ 2 '? 1 
1879 2 6 9 5 18 1. 

1883 2 6 9 6 37 26 1 

1886 J 6 10 6 L;.2 ? •' ·~ J. 2 
1890 J 6 :L 2 5 . '() 

? '"· 
2 1 .) CJ 

129l1. s 6 '.J. (l 6 2 ?, 0 17 15 2 'I 
·7 J.. 

j ~ Cl~ J 8 1 , 8 35 
,..,_ ,; ' 

3 ~U ,/ ..._ .... J. .-:u 
1902 1 :LO 6 1J 39 ~~3 J 2 .. ..... 

1.905 J 8 G 16 '.l. 8 l! J_ ?. J l 
1908 1. t'-~ 5 20 1 'i l;J~ 5 "' .) 

19:1.1 ~L 5 5 20 '.i 6 Ji•' 1 l} J . 1 .• 

1Qih 1+ :J 5 (, 20 .. ~ I, ,.. ,.., 
4 J -/ • • I .'. _) '-.;./, .(. 

1919 7 n t o ··5 ·"! /:; '? :J. o J J- 1 0 J. '- · ) .) -

1923 "> '.!.? 4 21 I+ 4 J2 13 J 2 J o(., 

1926 1 29 4 · 2J 1 17 1J 1J 1 l.j. ... 
;; 

1929 JO /' 21 8 "? 5 5 0 )-

1934 12 11 1 28 3 20 J J 7 
1937 15 10 26 6 17 6 J 6 1 

194J 1 10 14 /' 

15 10 8 lJ 1 1 2 7 0 

1945 J 22 2 27 2 6 16 1 "' '.L 2 5 .L 

1948 4 7 14 2 27 J 6 15 2 l 2 2 .3 
1951 J 23 J 28 1 2 19 3 6 1 . 
1955 ' 3 J4 J 4 24 4 19 J 4 

1959 13 26 5 4 20 /.j. 19 3 1 J 1963 ,,. 
12 35 7 J 21 b 17 2 1 1 .... 

.) 
1967 1.5 J6 15 4 13 1 6 17 1 2 1 2 1 J 1971 9 42 15 3 l~ 6 17 2 2 2 2 2 
1975 l6 26 JO 12 2 6 10 1 2 2 2 l.J.. 

1977 14 29 29 12 14 6 10 1 2 2 4 2 



ln·Just:-ial iz:t1on 

Th0ugh less of a 1 crirical J~ncture' 

Thcsl:' ;x-i i ticc:.1 ·_:h.snges s1p;i~ from the f act th.:it riv~ po] itic:::•i 

r•~levi3nt t ;, i:he probL~ms of ar: inri· ... stria l ~ocicty, 1-'.s F'•an i: F.. Hyer ~· 

69T:F CC!7 UDP ha··: 1-:-:>', le,; :-.h ci i-t~ : '.Jf th(; hc:!11dP :_1! o~ ;-:..: . ·c.; 
rid;! -JS~~ itl r1.J n:· ·1· :1ern Cri ·.~·~·\r~o, b:Jt -~hc::ie r!din9-:.~ ? r e \'t: I-'-/ di Ffe .. -;::;nt 
f 1· 1 · :·:·. r ~Irc~ ~ ;· c1i:--1qs 11: -r::he ~1 :·c·vi i -·1c er:_: . ..::::-:lr~.h. 1 'P1i..1:---,::;)• 1 i:-( ·!_1-! -:: ;' .;:~)~t~-1 

7:J ,c.,-. __ ",,1': ::-,._. , L !' .; / P ( ~- ~ 



economic iriequality and ·~xp loita t i o n, r e i1d ~'. n:::d visi b le by ei nevi 

stratification system pre.nised on income and 0ccupational prestige; 

the large numbers of work e rs relying on forces and persons beyond th e ir 

con trol for even the oppo1· t ur1it y 0f earning a I iving; horrendous v1ork-

ing and I iving conditions in imp ers onal factories and wretched slums; 

and trade union c·-~v:;ii:z:ation a nd rep1-ession. !n f\arl De u tsch's more 

r· ,:rn::r~ of human needs that irnpinge upon t:1e p::'i i ti cal process, 1,7l 

Yet e l e ct o ral c hang e is not automatically wrought by th e 3dvent 

of indu s tri al ization and rel ated processes of social mobi 1 ization. Al-

LhU:!g i-i political p <:ir ti e ·:; are usually ~e e r1 :i s th · ~ re flect ion s of social 

divisions, t hey themsei ves exert a power fu i in flu r=.:nce ori the r-oli i:i·· 

i:izc:it ion of cleavages and issues. Triis is <:sp-=:cially true for the 

emergence of ·:las s politics 1n an industri a lizing society: 

large col Jectivities bec:::ir:1e class str u ctured only if they are class 
p e rsua ded . The mc•st l i ke iy <:riJ apt 11pe rs L·3 der 11 is the pai-ty (or the 
union) playing on the class a ppe a l r e sourc e . In any c.Jse, ideolog
ical persuasion requires .J powe rfully organized network of co~muni
c a tions ... \'/her.ever the c!.Jss apr-edl out1vei9hs the 1-el igious appeal; 
this is not because cl2ss is an 11objective rea l ity 11 ; r· atnEJ, this i s 
b e c ause the ideology of class win'". the ' 1bel ief battle 11 , in c::injunc'
tion with the prevalence of a.new organizer, the mass pa rty, ov~r ~ h e 

former organizer, the church. 12 

-----------···,----- ------------------------- --------

72 
C icvc.;·in i Sorkri, "The Sec iolcigy o~ f-'o· i i2 :: A Cr ii ic.al RevieN," in 01 '1 0 

Stammer , ed ", Pmty Systems, Porty Crgoni~cotio ns cmd thP Poiitic5 of i·he !~0 ... iv'Y:: c:s 
(I ntem,1 1 iono l coaer1.?;ice-o~,:;--r5.;1 i ·-i :: :=1 ! s;~- io fo°?-1~;--~1 2 r iT10il~~)~-r0 (1nc1Tc .. ·0~~--:: 1 -: ~ :; ~ ---

as l"nd •~r.is n cient vrn iobies v; •; o v·1'.: sociu! prnc e ss:· ~s .. see F:;chmd ~ose ci nd D2 ;·c!c :_;, , . ::-, , 

"S0cio l C ohe'., :o n, Poi iticc l Poi ties cinJ Sti·o inc 1n f\es1imes, i ; Co cnp·: .. cti 12 F'ol 1: ".:c.: 
- I ! ( . ' l " ' O' - I 0 ~1uclies I ,Uctcoo-:: 1· , ?O i.l, / . .,, · • 
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More:ov.:::-, the er.1er3enc0:; of class pol !tics in the electoral arena by 

no means entails a working class party after the fashion of the 

British Labour Party. Accommodation of working class demands by one 

of thi:; existing pc1rties is a distinct possibility. 73 In large nieas-

ure, this depends on the amicabil 1ty and flexibility of the existing 

pa;-tics, to9cth2r \'IJith the rate, ext8nt and militancy of working c '!<l~_; 

I.lob i ~ i zat I O!l. 

Over the past few Jecades, Canada's r e cord of labour unrest 

ranks ar.10119 the highest in Western industrial societies, 74 but the 

political manifestations of this economic conf1 ict have been rela-

-.: i ve l y m i 1 d. 

Car?y Stirrings 

Some of the p .- e-conditions of industri2l ization and cJa;s 

politics were coming ir.to pl3c~ during the Union period. J'iI11ong these 

1,,;as the developmert of a "c::ipital istic Jabour market", an essentiai 

prerequisite to extensive capitalistic ~xp2nsion. The crucial element 

in this p~ccess was the arrival of great hordes of Irish peasants ln 

the.. 18I.i·O's, wi10, unlike earlier immigr::rnts> preferred ·..-iage enployT.1 e nt 

to the prospect of beccm i ng an i nd2pe11dent fanr.er. In addition, 

i3 I . , h Join Wt 1son, '~ e Canadian Pol i tical Cultures: Towards 2 

i\t'.d:.di:·ii tio;1 of che Matur·e of thE. CcHidc!i2~1 Pol itica! System, ;1 Cdna c.l! a~'. 

.::'.5?:::!!2.~i_?J'-!:~~1 it i ~.:.a 1 Sci e:·, .;.:~ v I ! (September, l 974) , 453. 

74St~1 ~rt .Jamieson, Time3 of Trouble: 
!~!i al ~g!:..t.!.L~::~ .. . L!:! .S.~0da, 1900- I 366 (0 t tc:wa : 
9. 

Lsbour Unrest and 
Queen's Printer : ;;i }O) > 



r restrictive land policies had fostered a landless ~ab0u1-er ~las3. ~ 

An industrial pi-oletariat was slow in emerging, ho\•Jever ; because 1n-

dustrial activity was still restricted in scope. The continuing 

primacy of commercial forces little int 0. n:sted i1: indu:::;<:ria1 endeav-

ours meant that manufacturing in Ontario, ir. the years from 1850 to 

1880, '~re5erved by and 1arge many 0f its characteristics from the 

precedi ng per i od 11 ,
76 most notably the small size of the establish-

men ts. 

As ear1y as the 1820 1 s and 1830'~ ru~ i mentd ry trsde unions 

were app-earing, but in the typical pattern of na:;cr.=:nt unionism, organ-

lzation was icirgely limited to skilled crafcsmer.. For <-i 9ood many 

years , indeed until well into the preSeiYi: c entury, srr.aJ; cr2ft union::. 

.remained the norm. One labou;·· histo1i21; has re~_ f; :i°i:ly 't1:-l~te•1 that a 

"conscious working class move'11e:it" h-3d he ·:~r: brc.u0 ii'.: into exi stence in 

Central Canada by the decade of Confedera~ion. 77 This movbnent, how-

ever, was almost exclusively confined to skilled and se.11i-skili2d 

craftsmen. Furthermore, as the rise of the indl!st ;· ial system e11dan9-

ered the status of these skilled artisans, their unions exhib!t2d not 

---------------·-----·--------------
75H.C. Pentland, '~he Development of a Cap i talistic Labour 

Market in Canada", Canadian Jo11 1· nal of Economics 2nd Po litic.al Sci ence 
:<XV (l~ovemoer, 1959), 464, l~73;- Gary Teeple, 11Land, L-3b.oura-ndC<ipitaT 
in pre-Confederation Canada, 11 in Teep I e, ed. , _f~i tuJ_i_~ i:1r_0_I}:0:._lb t; 
ionc:il Question in Ca~ada (Toronto: lk hersity of Turont ·:), ! 9 72), S9-b2. 

76s l U ~ D 1 • pe t, rJ)an eve o~j 1
,., ,, 
L~.-. 

77steven Langdon, 11The E;ncrgence of the Can2<.lia:a l.fork i 11::J Ciass 
Movement: 1845-1875, 11 (part 2), Jou_r.,£~~1_-?_f Ca~i ,3~1 S!~~-!,.~~~ Vi 1 (P-.u; -
u ~; t~ 1973), 8. 
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solidarity but rather hostility towarcis the unski11ed factory hands 

"78 
threatening their jobs.' Pr!or to the J880 1 s, in short, nothing 

approximating a large cohesive proletari~t existed in Ontario. Wor~-

ing c!ass activity was largely insignificant, and what did occur was 

as much in defen~e of the statu, quo as in opposition to it. Profes-

sor Wl1s0n remar~s. in sue~ 3 pre-industrial society, there are no 

hints that 1 ~olitl~a1 life turns upon quest ions of economic equality. 

Nor should there be, because the circumstan:es of pre-industrial and 

even begi~nin~ industrial society are not such as to raise these 

issues. 11 7-9 

ir.dustria! ::;ociety •~·35 not lo:1g ir1 co;ning. The small V.'crk-

which primarily employed unski l leci labcur. 
88 

i.loJ·f.\\ _ l,,...._ . ~ ~ia i te has sug-

gested that 1 1many of the char<lcteristic features of an industrial 

society came into existew:.c~ one might almost say, at one gn.'~ ... t bound, 

in the decade of the !880!~. 81 

Under the benevolent tariff protection of the National Pol icy, 

78 ~ ~ i d,. ' 2 2 . 

i'9::!i1scn,' "C.JnaJi<;n Pol iticc.J Cultures, 11 L15 ·~~. 

Bo5pe 1 t. ~:-~_:_r:i_ !JP. ~'~..!.?.2:.:"1en ~' l f-t=i- 7 5; sec <1 l so t. ,J. Cham be rs and 
G. Bertr:ir:1, ''The Lo ::al ization of Ma!luf t:: ctu:i:ig Actlvit'/ in Central 
Canada, i870-18S0,'' CPSA Confer·ence on Statistics, 1964, f~_p~_rs_~~ 
_Beg i ona.!~!."' t:J..~ .. U-~.§l_l _ _?.E_~-~: e.~. (Toronto: University of Toronto Pre:.s, 
1966) I Z2S-·58. 



rail way ~ servacl as the catajyst i n o~tario ' s industrial growth. As 

yet unsul l led by conso ! fdation or abandonment of overexte~ded 1 ines, 

the raiiways reached the zenith of their influence in the years im-

medi<:otel/ pl'ececling the Cr edi: War. Thi~ influe:nce was :r:ost notable 

ln the ccncentration of m~n~facturing !n the larger urban centres, and 

the ~c:1ccm:t .:.!:H .-J ec )i ne cf :;1;1.:;>li.:;;r trn•ms and vi 'llages. Exigencies of 

raih,;a·1 tr2n~T 1Jd'. stixv:J both c:s c a'JSE. 2nd effect to the economies of 

scale and the prsx - ~ i ty t o markets which e~couraged the growth of l~rge 

fr.:ctories 
. . 8L 

f n the c1"J:1cs. 

With th<: advent of the ni;:w inJustr:ci1 order "t:he old gradu.::ited 

r~nge cf ~oc:ial order:; in t he to\·ms, frnm unsk i lled laboure1·s through 

an:is <":l!"1~ ~ .1d ::ho~1K.2::pe :· s to 9er:tlcn~ t=: n, be1.arne r:1uch more pl::iir.iy polar

ized into t~~o ni a. n ddss Slt"Oups repres er;t;ng eit~.er nur,1be;-s ::,1 iJm~er 1 •• 83 

Though it ls ea sy to r e ify the ;:,ft ·.:;·1 ill-d2fi ::.;d soci ?. l and u:onon1ic 

entagoni'.Sms of ~he day ir.to a c!ed(-c.ut ciass strugsle, th2 nascent 

miriJle and working class es frequently did find their interests or values 

;:.t oc!ds. 11Most of Cntcirio's mfcicJJe cla~s, 11 on= historian has rema:·ked, 

'~a5 newly risen to its position in the pci itical and social life of 

tr.e p ro·-1 i r.cc . !t f eared th ~ challenge represented by a class so alien 

S:W21-r-r!r1 R. P,]a i.d, The Chc:.nging Locati o n of Met.::1 ·-!="abr ; cat i ng 
and Clothing l nd ust ri e::; in Southern On t a rio, 1881-1932, OntM i o Ge0-
;raplw ( l 975) , )4-57. --·-·-·--·-

.,'.( 
t . ! ·~ • • . I I<:; A .- u I .. . . -. h 

• ,, !· •• ~·· . IJ;) re!eSS, •. OF1e ,,!:peers OT 1·:an1zat1on In r·.1 1neteent 
Cer1t:.ir)' Or;t=:r ! .:, , 11 in F.H . Armstro ng , ~.P .• Ste venson, J . O. w;lson, ed s ., 
.A.sper.ts of Ni .1e H~E r.t-l 1 Cent ury (;nt .~ ;-i o : :: s s .S).'. S Pi "'!S ente.d to Jeme ~:; . ..: . 
:r;-1-,r..;r·1 --(-ro··:-.-;-.: -:-:)·7°'-Lk· ,: ·-::-;,-,-:;:-:,-t:~.-~-~,:-=,-o-r-;.-.::::o··--u;:.-e-;;-.. - ··-1-0 .. 74-) ·--75 ·--------
.... ~~--·-~-- I U ! I L •. .. , , v~ . ~ l '-'' ~ ~ l ...1 l1 '·· 1 • ~ ,,..;:,' ~'' ., : ... • 



.. jl 81-f 
to 1t. This challenge was morE~ lrn2gi;,ed thcin r::::al, f'or de~~pite, or 

perhaps partly because of: the horrendous working condit~ons and 1ass 

than munificent wages which characterized the great factories, very 

little in the way of a cohesive, self-conscious working class emerg2d 

prior to the war. 

Religious and ethnic ties frGquently ove~rode clas~ c0nsicler2-

ti0ns, as aid the rural bac.ksrol!r.d and :nodes of tho:.~ght of rn?.11)1 ·v·1crk·· 

ers. As WC;ll, the ~ariff p!;;,yed an importa !·1t, if ir·,dii-~ct, ~a:·~ in 

restraining the deve!op•r.ent of the Canadian 1.vc•rki>'9 ciass. By 11eY.e:i:·· 

ing a continuous downward prtssurG on the ~cGadian standard of living , 

lthe tariffi leads to continuous ernigr2t;or, frc,m Can0da and thus il con·· 

81) 
f~1rce. 11 · This loss of estab1 ished nc:ic 1 \'C v:c r ker::: :- ccH.:p .ir~d ~vi th the 

101"'er wages and poorer ~\lorking cor.citions, serious!y· ero:le:d the :;t:e:.gth 

and cohesion of working class orgar.izations. 

Many of the most p1·0.11ir.ent labour org;:ir,l:::.ations in lute rii~1e·· 

te:enth century Ont2rio, such as the Knight s of Labo·.1r, were {\m0ric2r, 

unions. These 1 internation~ls 1 provided i~~o r tan~ support for ~concmi-

c.:.i 11 y weak Canadian 1 abou r) <'Ind found pa i-! i cu 1ar1 v '.Jam ~ve. l co111e f rem 

----··------------··--·-- ·---"····-····-··-· ··--·-.. --·-----·---· -~·-· ---··- ··- · · ··· · .. ·-·- · -·-- ·· 
84 . . 
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sr) 
the ~Jorkers in the burgeoning Arner i can branch pl ants. However. i:hey 

distorted the evolution of the Canadian labour movement. The Amer!c2n 

Federation of Labour craft unionism discouraged indc:.pendent pol iticai 

action and fostered a tamer 'business unionism! than might other~ise 

have developed, particularly in Ontario. In addition, the carry-over 

of American jurisdictional boundaries between unions, which were often 

in3ppropriate in Canada, co~tributed to the chroDic disunity of Canad-

i an i abou r. 

The political impact of the working class Has sharply r0str1c-

ted because organized labour, which retained much of its earlier craft 

union flavour, was concentrated among ~he better-paid worker~ in a 

limited range of industries. F11rther:nore. its eHectiver:css in e><tenJ-

iag its constituency, as ;n developing pol i~ical ~ewer, w~s sevcrcJy 

undercut by incessant factional ism and r~gional ism. 87 

The Primacy of Ccmmerc i a 1 Capitalism 

Despite the growth of industrial ism, control of the state 

apparatus remained basically with the mercantile class; fusior of com-

mercial .:ind industrial capitalism did not occur i1; Canada to the exte(lt 

--------------- ·-~-·---·-·-·----

86see Robe rt H. B b 1 G · ,... · I\ S · · ~ · . a COCK, _ ompcrs 1 n -,_anaa2: - -· . tuc:1y Jn r'.rner 1 -
can Continental ism Before the First Vcrld War (Toronto: Uni v ersit~ of 
Toronto Press, 1974), especially chapter.T3;for die lat.a• p2r i cd ~ ->2 
John Crispo, _I nternat i ona 1 Uni on i sm: ____ ,8..2,~~.:1.LJ.~ .. ~~na~J_~~~-~.er~i C3_'2 

R.elati_9_!:2 (Toronto~ McGraw-Hi 11, 1967). 

8 7Martin Robin, Radical Politics 2nd 
lr:dustrlai Relations Centre, 1968), l 1 /. 

Can-adian Labour (Ki 119s toil: 



. . d . . . I • . i - . . 83 .. . . . I 1t ui. 111the1Jn1te.r ;)[ates,. Conreoerat1on to .:m extent, -:inG t·,e 

- "(I 
.! .. · .. .1 0 

N~tionaJ Poi icy par excellence, wece pol icies _designed to con5oi idate 

mercantile 1·.'.ither than industri~d c::.pit21ism. · The tariff, keystone · 

of th.:! Nati:..m.:.1 Pol icy, 11·,;c;s not .need ?.:d to protect existing industry, 

VJ~iich · .. 1as srn.::>11 and highly competitive v-li-::-.h imports • .•• the purpose of 

th~ tariff \'las ·net t0 ' protecti existii:ig industry but to expa11d the 

scale of t~e economy by attract~ng capi t alists and blocking the out-

Strong antagon:sr~ occasiona11y surfaced .between th9 merchan t s 

artd the . indu~trialists) hut very often their interests coinci~ed, as 

in.Jc:ed did :.:heir idzntities •. Stili, corrJilercial capita1is:n W-35 Clearly 

domi r::0 nt, :;v~~r< durin~; 011tario 1 s industrialization._ T_o an c x tEnt, 

entec· the polit!cal <H·.en3 11011 the tenns :,.me co ;1ditions set by the 011-

going struggle Letween the petit bourgeois and ~~ercantil~7 caµital-

ists classes, 1190 th1~reby dampening work:n9 class cohesion ci11 c"-

88rhis thesis is most ru1·1y developed in R.T. Nc:i y 1or, ' r"fh._:, 
Rise and Fall of the Third Cominer·cial [rnp i re of the St. La\vrence, 11 

in Teeple, f_a..e.J ta l i sn.:i, "i -l+ 1. In more recent writ i nqs, Naylor has 
b~cktracked sl igh t !y fr om this extreme view. On the ~ont;oversy cf 
mercantiie versus industriai capitalisr11 i n Canadd_, sc-e Steve McBride:, 
11Settin9 Naylor Stra ight, 11 Cailedi=.m Dimension, (.June, J97l+), H.C. 
Pcr:tl<.lnd~ 1·:-:arx and :he Can2 ,_~1.J-;-Question·;i; Car:i.=:d ia:i Forum (Jcri u2ry, 
l974), ~iallace Clem2nt, '(he Car·: aui<:i1; Corpo r2te ::i'ito~-(Toror·-c:-1: 
McClelland c:ndSt'31rJart, 1s?S)':-cllapter 2. ·---.--,....- ---

&ci l 
""N.0~1 or; 

oo . 
r Lea A. ~lohiLO:cin, ''rlit: Deve lnpn:r::n t .cf Class in Cc::nada . .. th ?. 

T··K·,ntl€.':th Century, 11 i r1 T•::epL~, _Capita_! /3:_:::, Jl+J •. 



cons~iousness. By the same token, however, workers perhaps faced far 

less intransigent opposition from the less ~vell <;;ntrenched industrial 

entrepreneurs than was the case in the United States. If the merch-

ants had little L1se for, and e ven less in common with, the emerging 

industrial proletariat, neither had they particularly strong reason 

to oppose their demands. 

A less problematical impiication of the primacy of mercantile 

capital ism ! ies in the characte1- ::if the middle classes. As the. wo;k 

of Harold Innis m3de clea~, the origins of the Canadian state lay !n 

the exploitation of staples by large c~pital-intensive rnonopol ies or 

of igopc."1 ies. Ge0g12phy and economics, .''v~hich favoured individuel 

enterprise a:frl l im:ted ;iol itical lntt,rfer:=nce in the conduct of econ ·-

omic, social anci religious affairs vVf~r a ·:a r·:;e f.;.Ji"t of the cuntinent, 

favoured on this part of the co~tinent l~rg2-~cale bureaucratic forms 

of organization dependent on ·widespread intervention by the state. 1 ;
9 l 

Capital ism, accordingly, came late to Canada, and was ''much mf;re 

fuli1-grown, typified by the iarge-sc.3]e economic organization de

pendent upon 0u ts i de capita 1 and management and technical ski 11. 1192 

The upshot has bet!ll th.:it: '.'the Canadian middle cla5s has grown up very 

largely ·11ithin a bureaucratic structure of po.,,.1e ;· - economic, pol it!c.:ai, 

ecclesiustical. 1193 The bureaw:ratiz<ltion of the middle class, nm·ihere 

----------------~-·-·---·-----~-·--·-·------··---··-·---

92~., 

93,, b;d 
~ • • t 
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d:isses. 

Aft.er the: virtu3l collapse of labour•s political arm, fo!lov1-

ins th':?. 1out of the ILP in 1923, th8 political impact ·of i.:he "1orking 

c~ass feil off precinitously until the Depression. Prosperity ~oubt-

less i::ontriliuted i:o ~!iG decline in working ciass -activism, but so tco 

cl;d the f~ilure of the self-satisfied international craft unions to 

adapt ta new forms of industrialization, As m~ss production and 

assembly 1 ines came to the fore, the established Jabour organi~ations 
G L" 

1 ~fJ;:ir,ted nothing else b:.Jt to maintain their statu~ an1 be left alo:ie;".J;;i 

.r . .. . . 
c·n .-::-: o 1 CJ 1 ::; a a 1 n. in ~~e De:prPssion the Workers• Unicy L~2g~~ ~ncl the 

iridustrLii u::ions of the CIO org2nized Lhc :._1ns'<iJlec:! v1o:i<.ers, thus 

indirectly · laying the nol 1tic~l 9rou~dwcrk fer the ri~e of the CCF 

durir.g the Second \forld \.;'3r. 

The relationship of the-CCF-NDP to organized labour and th~ 

concentration of its electoral support among the urban working class 

were briefly sketched in the previous chapter. The important pcint 

~'•:.>i pr~.'3ent pu;poses is not the ;;ubst.:mtial suppo:-.t th':~. party has 

enjoyed in it~ natural constituency, but rather its failure to at-

tract anything like a majority electoral foliow1ng among either 

skiJ~2cl or un~ki?led workers. fo be sure, 1.<;hat succes: it has 



att::iined stems frcm its ,,,101king class support, .::i:--d the. poi ' t i ca i pos i -

tion of the work:ng class has been mos t stridently p~t forw~~a by the 

CCf-NDP. Yet the scape and nature of industrial prociucticn has con-

titll!ed to ch.'.ir1gE., s0 i:hc:i: '1Jori<.ers 1 politfc2l outlO•)KS and t:ic" policy of 

the CCF-NDP, QS wcil as th~ r eGction to t~a t pol icy o~ t he par·t 2f c~e 

gen~ral public ~nd the 0ther p3 1-ties, have been forc.ed to ch2nqe ar. a -:-.'.:. 

An idea of the shifts in the province's i~dustrial structure and the 

resultant scc·ial changes may be: gleaned f ~·om Tr:i'.;Je.s IV ··ll and llf-12 

which present data or, the-occ~p.:itiona1 c0<1iJ .'J :; 1tion <)T the Onta1io 

labour force. 

quent census years, important cha~ges st2nJ nut Gieilrly. Perhaps the 

composition ·of the ) abcur fo:cc, i3 t~e dee! in~ uf ~gricuiture . By 

i97l, barely 5 per cent of the Ont~rio labour fo1ce ~as engaged in 

agricultural pursuits, down frorr. ·29 per cent : n 1911. Since the Se.co;-,d 

l..Jorld War, the nurnbe,- cf p'7rson.s e::iployed in as~icultur -8 has CE;cl :,1cd 

both rel3tively and absolute1y, as has agricuiture 1s contrib~tion :o 

Gi·oss Provincial Prod:.:c:t, though i!Tli::ro';emen t5 :11 productivit}' ~; < ; v e 

c.;G 
partly counterbala:iccd -::he dccl ine in iabo ~:r force . · Dtn.~r occupa-

ti0nal categories have also declined in nurneric2! ;~ror~~ncc s i ~ce t~e 

war, though not ~o precipitously as agrlcult~re; theje inclcde 

-------·---------------------··--------------------- .. ··---
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mam1f 2ctlt ring J t ranspon:at ion and communications, pr imar-y and t.'n-

skilled labouring occupations. In their stead, professional, clerical, 

coo~erce and finance (essentially sales) and service occupcition have 

incr~ascd in importance . Though it is not evident in the tables, while 

white-c~l1ar middlo class occupations have become more significant 

nu:r,.',.:-i.::<::1 1y, th ei ; i r.terna1 composition has a]30 ':hanged. Sp c cif : cai~y, 

lnd r; \)c ncent businessmen and other self-employed members of the middli:: 

c?as~ - the classic 'petite bourgeoisie' - have undergone a drasti c 

d-=.clin e in numbers and in social and political influence. 97 The over-

aJl trend is clear: away from manual~ blue-coll3r occupations in manu-

facturing tov~erds 1-1!-:ite··collar administrcit : ve positions and sales and 

service i ndustries. High growth rates in a ll sectors of the e conomy 

have disguised this shift towards ~ertiarj , service indus~r i es and the 
r{..i 

increasing pro;:>ortion of white collar occupat ions in the labour force . .::'"" 

The tr~nsform~tion in the scaJe and direct!on of Ontario's economy has 

been of i<.ind as much as c f dcgr~=; going ''f2r beyond increases i;1 

pooulation anJ gross product; lt reaches deep into basic values, 1 ife-

90 styles, social composition and attitudes. 11 
J 

ihe pol 1tic2l upshot of these changes accorr.panying the shift 

into advanced i~ciustr1al society is cruciall y i~portant. To the extent 

-·-- ... --_.. ..... ... _____ . ____________________ , _______ - ·----·-----·-·---

97Johrison, 11Developm2nt of Class, 11 ~5l-3. 
oQ 
-'"for a mon~ detaiied analysis of t r ends in the composition of 

tho Oncsria l abour for ce, see Shirley P. Gr een , Occ~ pational Tr ends . n 
G~!~:I.i.~ .. _!_?31_-iS'~. (Torrn-::o: Ontario Department of L2 bour,. ! 367). 
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th.:.:t ccc:iomic or class :r1tercsts :.tructure pol itio:al I ife (wh:ch 

depends on a host of social and political factors), the size, pov1e r 

and viewpoint of the white-collar vmrk force \'Jill seriously compli-

cate the tr ans!ation of economic issues into clearly defined political 

camps. Eve~ : ~ the in iticil stages of ;ndustrial ization, the middl e 

c! .:iss played a k<:y rul.;; i11 muting 1 ci assic 1 •vorking class politics; 

this influence has been gr·eatly heightened in the wake of the latest 

stages of ind1_1str'.ai de·1e lopn1ent. 

The transition to this new occupational structure has by no 

means been uniform, nor has ft el i min~~ed the inequzl ities at the 

heart of class politics. Th~ ri se in the general level of income and 

weil-being has not been Acccmrcinieci D'f ariy substantial redistribution 

· . mo 
of we:dth ::i:id 1r.c ome . !n ~:r;c ::; r 2r>hi c:-! 4:cr:r:s, t.&st e r;i c::r:d ~lc:rtherr, 

Ontari·::>, and a number of s;na Iler regions have been largely by-passed 

i r. the overall grO~\/tn :md ~· r c:0 p-::- i ty. 
!01 

On~ ; n c r ea:_:, i r. g l y importani: 

so::irce of economic i nequc: 1: ty is the pus it i 0:1 of \;omen i :i the econcmy. 

Table IV-12 contains cl at<J en the proportion of vicm·cn in 1.rarious 

occupational categories . ln marked con trast to the other tables d is-

cusse~ in th:s chapter~ the most notable pattern here is lack of 

change: The proportion of womer. in · the non-agricultural labo1.1r force 

increased substantially bett,1een 1951 and i97i, btit before that it 

1 
OGD. R. R fch:noncJ, .Q~. !..~ _ _c _ _i o : ___ :S_ So~.I_~~.Y.J.!0 r a1~~~ ti o~. (Toronto: 

Ontario Economic Cou11ci!, 1972), 58. 

lOJR.H. Frank, "Th ·:: Distribution of Pe•:sonal Income in 
Ontc:rio ;:ind the Ten Econor.: ic Re3ions 11

, _Q~_!:ari ·::> .fE.9~~mi .~_£1~i ew lV 
( lJc t .J,I nv J c,f 6;' :>-a 

.. I .... • ' .,,· .J... . ' ,.. l .I .. 



Year 

1911 
1921 
19J1. 
1941a 
1951 
1961 
4 971 . ~ -

1I1ABLE IV-·12 
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WOI/!EN Ill THE Ol1iTARLi LAB01-JR :?ORCE t911 - 1971. 
(Percentage 'J f selected cate .rrories··,c) 

·::> 

Total ;I·otal M&P Prof. Cler. Man. C&F Serv. P. :se:-c\r, 

10 
-/ 

20 
') .. ., 
'-'-

~26 
~: 6 
J2 
)6 

non-A 

26 1~ 46 lW 26 25 67 69 
26 ~ 5.:3 1+6 23 "6 59 70 t'. 

28 ) !.;.6 49 1? 24 61 69 
.., ' r, 42 52 18 J1 62 70 ..) ·~ I , .... c 
~'.J 8 J2 50 - / 

1 ,., - ( 36 44 6l ,.., ,, 
.:iJ 1. 0 l+O 6Lr. 16 38 50 66 
J'? 16 51 ~'0 14 ~·::-· _ ..... 47 b 

Total non-A - women as a percentage of the non-a.gricul t'.11~a1 
labour fo:r."ce 

-::- - .tn the IJrhna.ry, construe ti on a::id labourer categories, 
the number of women has always been infinitesimal; L1 the 
agricultural and ~ransportatian categories, the propo~ticn 
of' women is well below ten perc8ffG for a.1.1 years 

Key and so x:·c~: see p:t evious -::.:..010 



underwent virtually no change. ~1e figure for 1921, however, is 

some\vhat misleading. During the Great \.lar, the proportion of women 

in a11 occupations, but especially in manufacturing, was higher than 

it had been ::i 1911. By-1921, a great many h'omen who entered the 

labour force during war time had voluntarily given up their jobs or 

d . - d b d " d' 102 ""'ere 1sp1::.ce; y retu1nE: sol 1ers. Somewhat unexpectedly, the 

proportion of .,.,omen in manufactu;- i ng has steadily declined since 1911, 

as has the percentage in service occupations. On the other hand, 

•1/omen have steadily become more important in c! er i ca I occupations 

and, to a lesser extent, in sales positions. The high figure for 

fcmz1e participation in pr'Jfessi)ri3l ocCl'pations is largely accou'.lted 

for by the overwhelming female dominance o~ teachins and nursing; 

higher· status professi0n2J3 re~~noled the ma~agerial an~ prcp:ietor 

category in the proportion of females. Changes have occurred since 

1951, and these are retlected in the higher proportion of wcmen in 

managerial and proprietor occupations and in higher status profes-

103 sional occupations though these remain largely male preserves. 

lndustria1 ization ha~ indeed wrought profound changes in 

social structure arid in under1ying attitudes. Foliticaily, the 

effects of these changes are evident in the prominence of issues 

102According to Ceta Ramkhalawansingh, the decade 1901-1911 
experie.nced a great increase in the proportion of women in t:he 
labour force; 1\./ome.11 .During the G:eat \far, 11 in Janice P.cton, Penny 
Goldsmith and Bonnie Shepherd, eds., Women at Work: Ontario 1850-
i930 (Toronto: Canadian W'omens 1 Educationai Pr~ss, 1974), 263 . .. ----·-.. · ' 

103 
Green, _Occuoationa~ _ _I._!::.~.T1d~·· ' IG. 



arising from industriai ism. Yet-!t is clear from the foregoing dis-

cuss ion that the sine gua non for the pol itica1 realization of tha 

social conflicts rnherent in early and in advanced industrialization 

is an effective vehicle for political organization. The Ontario ex-

perience der.1onstrat•.=s th<lt such vehicles, be they trade unions or 

pciitic<:iI pcir t i=s, fc;cc~ serious problems not only in overcoming t! :e 

pol itica! weight of social conflicts unrelated to industrialization, 

particuiarly ethnicity and religion, but also in corning to grips with 

the political imp) ications of the continual changes in the nature of 

industrial soc iety. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the record and impact of social cnange in Ontario 

over the post century have been ;nixed. /\t onE. e>:treme, fe1•1, !f any, 

changes took place so rap;dJy, so precipitously as to occasion social 

strain sufficiently serious to fundame~tal ly restructure the society 

in a rclativeiy short period. Still, a good many changes 1•1ere r2pid 

enough and profound enough to mount significant challenges to the 

existing social order, and over the long r~n, to irrevocably alter 

that or~er. The sp~rts of industrialization prior to and during th~ 

Great war, 3nd during and after World ~Jar 1\vo are obvious examples, 

but by no means the only ones. At the other extreme, snd in a sense 

perh3pS more siJnificantly, change has been an ev~r-present eleme~t 

in Ontari~ society since Confederation and before: gradual though it 

may-often ~ave been, it has nonetheless bee~ constant. Urbar:izat:on, 
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atti:.ude~ to~'lards the roie of the state in the economy, 21nd the soi:iai 

importance of religion, to cite only a few examples, all represent 

areas of more or I ess con'~ i nuous change, though to be sure, the rates 

of ch2nge have sometimes accelerated and sometimes slowed. 

The depth an~ the extent of chDn5e must not, however, obscure 

the strength of the i1ri;:.ed(r,;._;;n~s -~o l:har.gc - sc;ci3i fixity - c:s well ~~$ 

those elements in the s0ciety which have remained largely unaltered 

for long periods. The enduring legacy of the 1837 Rebell ions stBnds 

as a striking symbol of ~t!ch poi,Jerfu1 conti;i!Jities, as does the P'=r

sistence of rural outlooks and 1 ifestyles. 

P-::>litic2lly, t11e nr.1ifice>tlor:s of the ch:inges and the stability 

are evide!1t . . The decline of rcl i9ion as apolitical iss1ie p.:ira! lel~ 

its general . red1•ction in ~; ocLd ir:~fl::t::':, ::i:-:d t:he growth of the CCF-NDP 

and class-oriented politics are clear responses to social change pro

cesses. Yet tha ool itical realm ~lso gives· evidence of fixity; the 

painfully slow de,1elopme11t and as yet i imited success of the CCF-NOP 

demonstrate the strength cf traditional social and pol ltical ou!:lcoks. 

In !um, important social changes have eventually wrought impor~ant 

changes in the political 3ren2; conversely, significant poi itic6l 

changes seem ultimately attributable to the march of social change. 

The translation of scdal change into political change, liov~ever, h~': 

not norrr!2lly been direct or anything like instantaneous. 



CHAPI'ER V: SDNE CONSIDERATIONS OF .EHPIRICAL MET}iODOLC•C'f 

This chapter is not inter..ded to be 2. thoroug:·1 su:.::v:~:..- of empir:Lcc:.l 

methodology, nor does it dea.l comprehensi V<~ly '.d.d1 even the .-=-ubsei:: of topics 

which a1:e includE:d in the discussion " lnstez.d, it hig~1liEh ts c<::r t<d.n 1.ey 

methcdolo6ical issues relevant ti) our data ana.1;'tds. M2ay of th.E'. problems 

-en-:::cuntf:red :;_n data analysis are lrisoluble, N':!·Je::.-t:l ~·~Ie~; s, the~r must be 

confr:or.ted, in or:der that we h8ve as clear ~1~ understc..nc~i·ng .::s pcs2:i.ble .. ~;: 

the Urr;i tat:i_ons to our analysis. 

_The first topic explored is th e use 0f aggregate data ln s0cial 

sc:i€nc,-;, , and specifically in our s cudy. l"ollmdn,?. this i8 a b::-ief cii.::?cus;;;:LY;t 

of a r.echnique wi:iich permits the "retri~vc;.1 11 oi unknowi.1 c~n v.;:.ues in 

contingency tables fro1n know11 rnarg:!.:121. ·to!:als.. Son;.:. cf rJ12 ~.-j..-... ~:c Lrnpe.::·rtant 

A number of: secondary considerations relating i·. 0 ernp:i.r i.ca1 rnt:thodiJlo~y .3.:.'.'2 

raised as · they o·:cu::- in the chapters concerned with srecific issues, re.the! 

thd:t in the more ;seneral setting of this chapter. 

Virtually a.11 of the data. employed in this ':Wrk o.re .?.gg.re'.:;c.i::f.·· 

election returns acd census statistics, organised ~n the basis of provi~~ial 

constituencies.
1 

Individual level data, providing informati0n o~ individual 

? 
v0ters, wculd hc:ve been Stipe:::-ior fo:r m::iny of o~!' !'urpo5es, - lmt for n~o&t cf 

----·-·-------·-------·------· 
1. For a description of the data> theiT sources a.ftd tbc mclh ') JS used tc1 ccnc1pd·2 

thew, s22 AF!pendix B. 

2. F'or an i;i.teresti.ng debate on tl:e ir1hero?!n-t 'supi:.·:cior:;.ty 1 of i.nciivic~Lul :ni..;:"'.",.:J 

level data, ove:c aggr~gate, ma.cro level d~ta., in aH ecor.on,i. c settin:;, ':"'"' 
Ytfr1•~(Jn GrtlDL!ld aad Zvi Grilic'.:ies, ''Is Agg'-eg :~ticn ~~et:c2sar:i ly B,,c: '? " ,; ~~--~~i. ;~:;::. 

.?.f .~-:'.'~.?~·..C:'..!!.'.i.0'...,.~!2LA!-_~~istic~ XLII {Fsh::u.r.r.y , L~()'.J), 1 .. J.3 .,.-~: ct Gc.'.y b .. Or.-:1-'t:- .. 
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votL:tg .~!!tf:n~ions oi:- recollection~, fc.::rn tht~ basis of enquiry, agg:ceg.J t~ 

totatistlcs ~osse:>s .scme. ad1Jantages ever indiv:i.ducd. survey datP... Unfc'!.'.'tunu.t0.ly, 

Censuses are, after all, s~rveys, ~lbe~t ~iracd at reaching a ?Opulation rat~~r 

f.yst .. ~r::atically exclud2G, ar,.d more sign:.fice.r.tly, they 2.:rt: al~o .05ubj2:::: to 

'1 
bieses inhere~t in intervi~w situations.- R2c~at Can~diaa ~ensus~s h~ve 

mir2oubtcdl:,l reduced th~·se problems to tolerabls 1 ·2vds, i::;ut they ::ic>.y be 

ht th·~ uggree;ation process. Wi<:h "1 m::i.t o;s Ln:ge. ".1.S a constit;.;e1;.c::·, t't!i . .s 

1.s inevit<"ibl.y a ma.jcr problem moreo\•e·r, ,:;hort of e:i~ploying SL.1<>.l'.1.cr uni.ts, 

-----------·-----· 
Ho.r.cld W. Watts and John B. Edw<:«:'.ds nD2taAgg'~'.:gatio:1 E.r-1d Inform.J.:.:ion 1'.JSs" 

-.A_rl!e_rican Ec .. o .. non. __ 1i_._c __ .R_ e•1ic_u LVII f,Sc:nte:nbe:r •. lS6t'3,\. 773··o"7 .. "''-e l t-
- -- r • c.!t . a .... cr presents 

ntrong argu.n1ents ,:l.gainst erriplo:,ring aggregate d.:1t.2. £er stud-yir1g n .! 'i~cro ·Lev,2 J_ 

r·henome:ia. A thoughtful paper on aggregate d0:1ta a~;3l:rsis in polii::L:a.l res::::d.:~r.L 
1.!:l Erwf.n K. Scheuch, "Cross·-National Cor.1pz.\.· i~c:~s U:;;.Lr;c,. A·; ,,r 22 .., t:. Ji'l"t ~. <.:e,--~ .,. o ~ ~o .... :.c:;. "'.: •..• -:i. -~. ~.> J.1.11 ~· 

r: u b"' t- !l n I'- j v ,, a , n 1vf ,, .. i-. 0 d 0 1 r, ;> 1· ,.. l Pr c ·~ 1 ,..,_, ~'' . ~ \) .; ~ !, -' r 'r . , . 
•• ·'-· • - • - .... ,. ._ •. .11.. ... , , . -3.- ·· ·"--·"- J. .. '"·'--'a"" .. ,. i'~' ,..r1tt 2!\C :::..te:.D T.\0l:'..r .~r .. 
<.~ds .. ) Cotr1E·i ·!:t;:, )at.ic·t1S: :-he r_rsc of (h..t:~:..tiL,~~~~ve D~1--a i_n. C!:"oss-l'Tacior:al t~c:s·2~L!"'Ct~1 
(New H;;;n; \:ale L! ni v~-;;s i ~y-Pr es s :-:i.96.6):--i:.; 1-:]_ tJd·.--.:.::..:. -- - --------.. ·---- ----·---

3. For a good overview of the sh::irtcornin;~s cf Sl•rve'' an:d.ys-;.s, see D2r 2k Philliµ:::, 

.h°~2.:T"1~£~i:. I..:ror,1 ~1ha t '? Tbc_:;_!_~~'::.-:::~cl M_':.~h •Jd ?_...'.2.~ . ..::S.:-£~:::'~~es..;:;?.:~.0. (Chi ca go: &.2.ud 
~k.Nally, :'i.9 7 L). 

:\l::hc11gh this rneasure:i.1~ent error its r:'OSL 
~--:;~~~£.rt t2.11t s ~)Ur cc i $ che lac).( \) f co;:. .. :cc::; t:1 ( ··~:!d ~P.~~ -:-. br;; C\,it:. ec. c c1~·.s u~ d E.. f ini ~ 5. n n ~ 
,;-,~~~! ::w: '.:tJ(\<":ep1:1.;.2 ;. d ·~fini Liens. 

http://ei.es


aggr. ega. ti on j lna ~·/ 1 ee .. d re~-. e .::'_·r- ~1.1. er s to it1i ['. ~;_ c:a r~ ing I es-,, !. l ts c:on c 2i: n i1·18; tli c.: s tr .r:~11g 1·.1 _1, 

0: 

JotrJ. L-; _ ~~~,1-:1. ~1 CCH..i. ~. d !:! 1 .- :· _: ::l. : ::::·.r L oyi~d :Ln Li·tc. ~:: t:uc~y o[ 7. n .. ~5-·v 5. ·:-.: u,~J1S P._ .. i. r . . ·-:-;cn L 

s ~~ r i ctls 
., 

a :rise £·1 · 011~ ~\:i.c 11.S':l pf i~n1Jrcp ·~~ Y ~' -Y .sru~·- r:ifi.ed mc1 d~. J_s .. · 1'1od e l sr!'~ c:L fl.c ~_ t5.on ,.;j_ 'l l 

aggr ~g::rt.l~ r1'J.L.'.l arc r·ot 2.mc::1ubJe for use a s co~:ti: ex.tua l va r ·i_ci.\Jles, 2.lld l:11cir 

51> tl.S. Koh:Lnsc:n, H:::cologicCJ.l Cc1·r2latio11f:; a.rLd :.=_~-~c Bch a ...-io:.,c 0f Indi· .; iduti~Str :i 

.A 11~_C'..:.-:-~·~~ -~-:_r~c; ;_~ ~~-:J~a.,i: RE;_:!i_~ XV (JunP., ·;_')SC) , 3 51- i'. 

6. i1lth i.'u.r:~i! ~l · ,· ~:. ~ ~-- - ~·i n ~ ·.LgLt disrir~p :cc}ve., 1~he ::P·r1~J .':. !:ag3rt.:;;a tc d2tan a.~i.d ; 1 tcc.,J. ogic ~J. l 

dat&,, ":.:?i .t.j L-;· v~:r:.'C~ aynono cr.•)L1Slyt 

Eric A. Ilar,.uJ1 ·~k, ,foltn E. Jackso «1 r.c,...; Jo~n1 F. K2ir., ''1·(ccel 
of Agg~egatc 0~ta a nd the Ec0l ogical Co~relation F~llacy 11 1 
II (Winter. l '~/L, ;, 89-107, 

Sp ·.::: c 5_ f i c =-.._ t i 011 ~ Ls t~, 

-~1?.~l_~ i~i~:221:. ~-~~f-~-~-~-~c~~~-.).~rt.:~ 

St On th2 context \/ar·~ablt:~3, si:~(;: l~ -.1 ~~'-:-: in R.::.·:· 1- ·l~(·_y •!1':1 1:~ t;: i.Li t.:;.· .;;.1h} L:: .. ~.ir~ti..r.J:-::; .:f 
A T • l- <' • r. • • J 1 ., • .. L • . "' • r ~ 
..(-\g~;r(g3tc . ..Jc..ti.-t 111 l .. :.2 1Jtu<...y oi: f'J 0c ·.or\·1 .:.. .:.... :1·· l ~tVJ. CJ'.P~ :- l~_ ·t .-:;.11F''_cy , t ··c: : ·~ -~-::~? ,.. ~~ 

}0~ .!:~_c_ )2.?J!.9'-~~~.'..'.!_~D-. . ~..l:.0.Y. of ~0.Lt :i. £~ (lJcb'!i: !J. '.. 111.r:.ci:s,. U1d '-: .:rsit'/ •Jf' Il~ i.• :;1_; ::: 
.Pr e .s s, l :1 () ~ ) , q 9 · 1 0 l. 
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For example, unless we have sound theoretical or empirical :reasons £0r 

expecti~g differences in are&s of greater than thirty percent Catholic 

population, compared with ridings with less than thirty percent, then 

dichotomizing the ridings in this fashion is not a valid use of the r.ontextue.l 

variable approach. 

A related problem stems from the social significance of contextual 

variables; for social reasons which need net detain us here, it i.s reasonable 

to ext-1ect that the n:imbers of a certain group, say Catholics, voting for o. 

.. 
,peJ.·-~y Ln various ridings might be a function of two distinct factor.s . The 

first is simply the proportion of Cathclics in each riding: the second 

(contextual) factor is the I Cath.:>licn2ss I of eacn riding' for it ir.ay be that 

the hi~her the concentration of Ca1:holics, th2 grea;:er will be their elector2.l 

cohesion (in area2 spa·,~sely populated with Catho1 ic~;, 40 yv~rce;} t of th ,:;,m mig'.it 

vote .for a certc:.in party, while in rioings wir:h bign concentraci0~1s ·.Jf 

Catholics, 70 percent might vote for that party). The problem arises insofar 

as although these factors are clearly distinct at the - individua.l level, they 

are indistinguishable at the aggregate level. As will shortly beC.om2 evide':lc. , 

such interaction effects are the most serious stumbling blocks in the analysis 

of "ecological'! data. 

Before dealing with the ecological fallacy, it is important to noce a 

problem inherent iii · aggregate votin·g data, everi . when only simple descriptive 

statistics are employed. When we consider electoral results arra.y2d in. .:J. 

time ser:i.e.s, with a view to discovering and analysing change processes, it 

is all toe er:..sy to make what has been called the "assumption of miGimal 

chnnge", which entails c,,ssuming or.ly that change visible as net ch2,:..;;,e in 

0 
aggregate a~~ta."' This is a special, but extremeh' ir:1port:1.nt case of the. 

-----·-·--·--·----···-~--- ---·--·----------·------~---·---··----~·----_ .. 
9. Philip E. Converse, "The Proble:n 

Change", In 11 . Kent -Tenningf' and 
_I>:ro~ ~i:>.? (Er-.gle.-.voDd Cliffs: N.J., 

of Party Distance in Models of Vntinz 
L. Ha:cn1on Zeigl2r , e d.". , The 
Prentice-H2.ll, 1966 1' · l !i':--

. ' 

~~~ ;~~ r.tc.r;.l. 
-~-·-------



masking of chanv· pr obJem. As is so often L.hc case wi th •;colog _~cal dat .3 , 

this probl em may h0 observed hut icot r esoJ. ve d . lknve v e r , th e u s e of one 

s:i_mp le J e vice can rernO'JC s ome of tlie uorst potential misinterpretations. 

This is the use ofparty vote r elative to the eligible e l ec torate rather than 

relative to actual votes cast. Since non- v oting often fi gures prominently 

in electorril chang e , f_; uch a procPr1ur~~ aut:omati~al 17 inch1des this ·.1ery 

0: 11· a • i.•d =n~is c:·:c.:'c u~; i'Jc: ly employs party vote p c:.rc cntages ca lculated on the 

eli. g~_Lj_e 
11 :·: 1 e ct ors • -

LLr1D1 ly, on e irnportar. L e f:Lect 0 f agrrega1~ io:1 :.s the inflation of the 

co::n.~ Ls.tion ccefficcnt. Goc drces s ot fit m<:: asu1·es may l:e higher for do.t. 3. 

. . h f . d' . l 1 . .. 12 
01: gdnized inl:o ::;r 0'1p s t ,:m _or in i v1_dua .CV <" .L <.lat: a, 

Th e sirnple product - mom eat cor 1'.'e ·: at ion cue ." tici e 11t, efll plo./ed e21 t ensi ve J.y 

in 011r a n;:i_ly'.:ds, indicat e s the S'.:'--c'n gth of r.hc a•i<=>Urnsd 

(Th e r egre8sion e·::iuatio!.l s con·;ey informa.tion on th e J2..._~1:_t:_i:a l effects of 

various indepe ndent var-i_a.b l:::r upon tLP clepc:ndent variabl e: .) SiTlce Rchinson' s 

article appeared in J.9):J, anaiysts Dave r eco gniz ( d thr.i t drawing i ndivid ual 

l ev'-" l r e lationships ho;:.1 correl2.tion oL agg . .:-:ct,<i tE: data is h az ardo us. LE::ss 

common ha3 be en the reali z at ~_ on that the. lack of necessa:cy co1res9ouocncc 

betw2en ind ividu~l and aggregate correlation h as t~o sources. The fi:st is 

homogen eous, or perhaps better, non-randon• gr,:;uping cf jn,Jividuals on the 

-------.... ~--.- ·---- ·-----------------~-· 

10. By way o .f illtistration, in the J.915 J_Jrovincial electicin, th_e Lib:-~1· ;:, : '.).·n: t. y 's 
-:--I l fi'f e i:~ ·= ~J ~i. ·.: Vl:) t es c 3. S t. ~ .. os e n ;-:. pr o~·:irna t ely s i_x per ce·n t c.g 2 points; h C \·l' . ~ ·_1 ·:' :.: 

i_;j 1: i:ic .. ·.t .:;.- ,-,. 1:,pcd sharpl~, j:ro:n 19 11 t:i 1975~ so that in t e rms of the t c'.:.:._ ~i

el eccuc ~t0 , the pa rLy's a t tr&ctiveness i0cr e as e d only s lightly. 

11. For a bri e f exploration of . th 2 e ffects of thi s decis i 0n , s2e Appccdix D. 

l?. . S e<~ J a n Krn e ,:tl a, ~lc2::.-=.i_~t s pi Ecc•no....!::~.':crj=.::= (Ne\v York ; lfacM:i . .:_l a n, 19 71 ) , 
3 27 .. 8; i:Hld r·: i cha c. l T . 11 a >.H1<:i ll ' A .~,s;££~~'--~i2.0.. -~n:' pl ~a_ig~~.s: s.~ ti_~~~ _in ~-OCL>)~·=B.1 
(Toronto: Lc xingcon Books, 1371), ch. J. 

13 .. Vi sual insp~·ction of scatter µle.ts e n s ur r:cl tlla L. 0.t ! e'J.si_ -;.,, bi_,_' 'i l' i.". '.e c;,_ :.e :_' . 
c urvili ;1ea.r celatjor1 shi. ps \·!2:.'.'c not wronz);· a:o:~dT · : ~' ~ tc l 1c· L.". ·2:1· . 
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independent variable. Since people do not settle in geographic dist=icts 

in a nmdorr. fashion, this is au O!nnipresent problem for 2cclogical ~orrelat:'._01,, 

though its severity may vary widely. A much more serious problem is that 

introduced by "agg-cegation bias", which ari.ses when "the relati.on between 

twc individual va.riables is systematically different in differe~t units of 

1 l~ 
a.ggre gation." Recalling the earlier exarnpl 0 , what this weans is that :Lf 

the p~0?0rtiun of Ca tholics voting for a Party varies according to the density 

of Catholics in the riding (or according to some other variable), then 

aggr e gat:' .. on bias .Ul :-;:r 2ten t . Another form of ag6regation bias is likely ~f 

very limited relevance to cu~ interest i n voting analysis: if persons group 

ti~::oms E: 1 ' .res homogeneously into :?, eographical uni ts o:i. the depe ndent variabie, 

1 <; 
"the C'OGditi.on of id entical relations with~n tracts will not be met". J 

With el e i::toral choice as our dependent variable, ic f>e..::ms reasonable tc 

makA. 'th e: f o llo;,.1ing ass un~ption , whicb will p:ce :::lude concern over this second 

type of a ggregation bias: 11 indiv'iduals have been v·ouped in such a wc..y that 

their scores on t he depe~d en~ variable are unrelated ~o the aggregation in 

which they fall, except indirectly through the scores in the inde.pend en: 

. bl ., 16 vari.a e · • 

14. .Jobn L. aa:;:,rr.ond , "':t:'wo Sources of Error in Eco1 n g:ical Sor:ce l ations", 
funcric:an Soci r~l:.£.gi_cai Revie~ XXXVIII (Decerr.ber, ~-9 73), 765; the 
term "aggregation bias " will be used in tl-,t s res t ri c ted sens e ; some 
authors seem to include non··randorn grouping on th12 :.:.!ld ependent variabl e 
in their use of the term. 

Hi. W. Philli,:is S!live·ly, 111 Ecological' Inference ; The Use o:L Aggregate Data 
to Study Incli':iduals", t.meric~D. Po].j. t~_al "~~~~~ Revie~::: L.XXI:: (DecemlJer, 
J.969)' 1186 . 
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'I'he cell entries are JE..int r~:obabil:.ties_, and the margin.:~1 

probabi 1.i ties are defined as 

p(L.) = Pn + Pz1 ::: p .1 

p(C) - P12 + Pz2 = p 
.2 

p(R) ; Pn + P12 = pl. 

p(U) = P21 + P22 = P2. 

'l'nc jcint probabilities sum to unity. From the values shown in 

the cells, we can easily derive conditional probabilities, by using the 

basic relationship between joint, margi~al and conditional probabilities 

for two events, A and B 

(1) 

where p (B) i.3 non:..zero, and p (P-1 E) denot~s the probability of the occurrence 

o'f A 1 ·given (conditional upoLl) the (:.- c.:cu;:-rence of B;p(A n II) ds<1ot2s tl'•·::: 

probability of the joint occurrence of A and.B , and p(B) denotes the 

marginal (unconditional) pr~babjlity of the occurrence of B. Thus, for 

example, the conditional probability that a person will vote Lib£~al, 

given that he lives in a rural areaj is given by 

(2) p(LjR) -

and similarly, 

(3). p(CiR) = 

fil..fl.10. 
p(R) 

_r.(C (I R) 
p(K) 

= 

= 
P12 -----

= rll ' 

19. Shively, "'Ecological 1 lnfere"!1c~ 11 , 

Inference and E~ector.:i.l Analysis'~, 

fil~~.!Yu I I (Summer, 19 72), 2li-9-62.. 

.:md Terr,:nce Jon•?S "E~~1c· -~1·r- -.. ·1• > ....... \.. '"'- t.· ' ... C.,J, 

Jo •1r r_i_~- ,9_~ ; r1 t~ s c i pl i na r 11 
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The conditional probabilities, r
11 

and r
12

, Sl.'ITI to unity. For an urban 

eleccar, we obtain 

(4) 

and 

(5) p(ciu) 

p (L n !Ll. = p 21 

p(U) P21 + P22 

~(C n U) 
p(U) 

ar.d r
21 

arrd r
22 

also sum to unity. Employ ing the two constraints, 

= 1 and 
2 (, 

we derive Table V-2, which follows Iversen. 

Table V-2 Conditional Probabilities of Party and Re=gion p·-J ·--.... --· .. 

j ,., 
~ )~ c Probabil i_ ti s s '-' 

-- -- --· -

Mar ginal J 
Condi-
tional R ..,.. 1 - rll pl. -n 
Probabi~ - -' .. 
lities u 1 l r21 - r21 Pz. = - pl. 

----
Marginal p p = 1 - p 

L 
Probabilites .1 .2 .1 

The key point in applying c~dinary least squares in this co~text 

is the recognition that the cell en~ries, which are conditional probabiliti~3, 

are lh;ked to the c:-ilumn c:a.nd r0'1l to t als, uh i ch are ~El'.i!!~l probabilities, 

through equa t ion (1). Hence , because the event "being a Liberal" can be 

20. Iver £F.:n , HRecovering Irrdivic\u.2.1 Dat a " , L}21-3. 
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partitioned into the '=lenients "living in rural area" and "living ia an 

urban area", we can write 

L = (L n R) u (L n U) . 

·Then, drawing upon an axiom of probability theory, pe:cta.ining to the union 

of mutually exclusive event, we may write 

p (L ) = p (L n R ) + p (L f1 U) • 

Em;;iloying the definition of condi tic,·,!3.l probability t'bis becomes 

p(L) = p(L\R)p(H.) -: - ? :l. \U)p (!J ) 

Substit1.:ting the entries from t he pr ec.ec'iing ta~le, we have 

Replacing p2. widi ~ - Pl. frcm the preceding t abla, our b~sic CG~aticn 

becomes 

(6) 

The discus :oion t2u s far has te,2n ccuched in terms of pro babi l i t i.es. 

To develop an operationa l scheme for rt:'. ti:·ieving cell entrie s i.n Table '.1 ·-2 

(only r
11 

and r 
21 

values are needed :!:o?:, once thss e 2r e kno ... :-n, th2 ccnat~i:-aiEt s 

automatically yield r
12 

a·.1c r
22

) , equation (6) r:Ju ~>t be refor.nulated to show 

an er.ror. term e (t:he subs cript j denotes the obs ervation number). 

(7) p .L 
J 

(1 - p ) + e. 1.. . J 
] 

(! 
' J 1, ... .. ,11), 

The presence of the ·~rror term i:-eflccts the fact that u::lesn one har. 

k~no¥:ledg .2 that the t\VO .. "~ariable..:: (politic.al af filia t i0:1 anc1 pJ.ace c.f 
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residence) are statistically independent, it is not possible to infer, 

without error, either conditional or joint probabilities simply from marginal 

probabilities. 

We have n observations (tables for n constituencies) on the values 

and p. , with thes~ two variables now reviewed as relo.ti ve frequenci.e.;; 
. 1. 

rather than as proba:,ilities. - At this stage, W·e have the framework for a 

regression problem , l.·~:;_th p , as the rezressand, and a sir:gle regressor, . .::... 
pl. • :Jy grouping terms, (7) becomes 

(8) -- l.. ,....._ 
.L:.. + e 

j 

'rhe !'roblem is thus one of fitting a simple regre<:Jsion equation. 

The ordinary leclst .:::f;uareu vai.ue of the interc2pt (denotE:d bv a) and of 

the slope (b) , (;a 'l b.c used to obtain a vulue for r~] 
L . . 

an<i rl1. The valu~ 

obtained fo::- r
21 

is Cienoted by a, anc'i for r
11 

- 1
21 

by b. Ac.::0rdingly, 

we obtain a value for r
11 

as b + a. Because no stochastic regression model 

is applied (or need.;ocl), the coefficients are not: to be viewed as estimates 

of populc;tion parameters. 

If we su'!:Jstitute past voting (!..ibera1 and Conservative) for 

geographic region, then "ecological regression" of aggregate 'Joting returns 

(the marginal values), can provide estin;ates of the percentage~ of vot ·~rs 

uho remained faithfL·.1 to a p2.rty across elections, and of those who strayed 

- ~ ,_" -·= ,_,, 21 :i:rom t1.e .. o. t;. N.oreover, the tech'.1iqt!e ib valid not only for two by two 

sitt1e ·:.: ions in which both pa.irs of proportions 3\IDl to u~ity, but also fm:.· 

1 • . 22 . tt. . ,_ . 1 . f . . • more comp .~.:::x sJ_t:uationr;, perm::. .. ing ·c:1e i.nc usion o_ tn1xa party vcte!'c 

----·------------------------------------·--~------

/.1. See Shively, n 'Ecclcgic:~.1 1 Inference", 1187-90 f or C:J crmunon seP.se 
ex~la~ation of this r esult. 

22. This i .s ::one by .::.:m-:eptu::i.lizing au n x n t<.•.blc oF c-21-i . g~•.on n.n c '.'Ot e a.s -?. 

~- e;.: · ies o:C 2 x 2 tables of t:1e f~rlil Ca '::holi.c - ~vJt C:1 ~lioJ.i.e: v':~:.·~~.is i..i~~ral -
uot Anslican v~rsus Liber a l - not Li~sr2 l , and so on. 
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and abs tent ions, and the use of sets of societal 11ariabJ.es, such as cu:= 

six religious variables. In such situations, (a+ b) would give the 

proportion of Liberals who stayed loyal to the p.::rty and (1 - (a+ b)) 

would be the proportion of Liberals who left their pa:cty for the Conser vati ves, 

the NDP, Iudependent:s and so on, plus those Liberals who failed to vote at 

the second e lection. 

The technique, however , is not without shortccmings. The principa l 

C:efect is the :1.eed to assume, in order th2_t aggregation bias not be present, 

thet the values of r 11 and do not vary s y stematically across the 

n tables.
23 

If aggr e gation bias is at work, the ecologic&l regression 

esdrn:ct i::s may fall outside the cxpect2d 0 to l range. We may thuc di2co ver 

that 112 pe:rcent of Election 1 Liberals stayed with th·2ir party at Electio!l 

II - an unacceptable result, e v en allowing fo r ex cep t :i.lmally stro•1g party 

identi1ication, and the odd stuffed bel!ot bcxl 

Iversen has extended the simple modEl discussed above to include 

24 
different forms of what he terms "group effects", which we have been 

referring to as naggregatior. bias". Ur.fortunately, each of his extensions 

requires additional information beyond that contained in the marginal 

23, If we consider that the "true" vah1es of the cell entries are no~ cc-nst an t 

... , . 
,_4 .• 

frorn constituency to constituen~y, we might formulate a "random coe f fic!. ent 
regression !'lod e l" wher e in the coe:ffici.ent s 0£ a populatio!'. reg!" e s,'>ion f un::t i..Otl 
contain a systematic component a nd a s t ocha$tic component: it is th .. ~ former 
at which sta t istical esti:nation would b P aime d. Any gain from this t ype of 
statisti~al :mod e l builfl.ing would not s e e!':) tc warrant its application i_n tfie 
r.urr.t::n t context. Re lativel.y compl icated e stiiration methods ar e eu tailed -
specifically a mult i -stage applic.oi. r.ion of gener alized l east squares (Ai t!:c•.::ii 
estimation). T'he application of s u ch me th·.J d ;; :i.s intended to y i~ld esi:i:na cor'.> 
w'.:lich, on well-defined sta t i s ti cal criteria, are preferable to t h e res•.! Lt ::: 
of applying ordinary least squa res. However, it seems likely th:it ~my ~ uch 

gains will be nullified by rnis- s p .3 .:ificati.011 of the statistical ~od e l i n our 
context. The most obvious form of this mis - speci f ication lies in our cmi s aion 
of exp) arnlt:u;:y variabl e s :for r,~h i ch data are not available. Ccr.s e :p pntl'; . i ::: 
s<-:ems de~i.rabl e · r. o t to a t cempt to cxtr 2 ct too ro:1ch from our da. ~a r e ti.· ievaI 
methcd, and to avoic~ the o bfusc a. ti( n wh ich !111.31.1:: r e s1.:lt fro!n app li r.: ai.:~_ 0:1 c ; 

elal·•or.ate stc:ti s ~ical me thods t o c.n ina.pp:coprL1ce s ituation. 

I v ecs E:n ,. "REce:ve:d.ng Ir~divi du;;1~ Data" , l., 26 • 



f0 .~. c i ::.1 ~: .. ~;~.' is 

tcc1111L•1ue e 1 i·l r e c .= ~ ~ -~ . ·.L r,:-:--: 

t >., , 1·J. ~ I .. - , ( , " f 2 7 '·• ~ 0,0J .). ·,... • i i ;· .. ~ :: - e 

and 

') () 

-J~ ~· ! ··": t\:: ):: t-: :.{"J:f.J~:f. : 5-11 nsc:nnpli_ng 11 ;"'· --· h :::-: r '"~.c 1 • .• ,rF:12:1 .ds .'.:"lC.\1~ p t i : ·1g su.ch j:110.:-)rrl.1· .s s ,blc 

Two <-:. '.··pr oach es have l .. eer·. suggested to circw•-.vcnt aggreg ~l tion bi es 

in ecologicdl. r e P,;1-es!0 ioD: multiple regression and cat c;;or 5.ca l sepc1rs.t:i.cn, 

th."?.t is the calcuJ.at:.ior, of separcite reg·i:es s :i.(m e~: Umatc~s.. For .::-zample, 

if we be liev .? that: Co tholic voting varies aceord:.ng to !>fr"al··uc}1;:m 

coi11positi 011, we might run sepa.1: ate regr esc;io 1.'i .?.s tirne.tes equ.:::i. LioI:s io:c 

retains the : i ffip le regression format a~d thu ~ permits the estirn~tion of 

25. l.£.:~. ' 42 7- 9. 

26. Tb :~ ll, 



27. The technique of "rid .5e regression11 h.'is be ·2n applied to the retrieval 
pl"Pblem tut it does not guaran t ee res-ults in the 0 to 1 rang£": , and 
reqt.:.ires 3.n arbi tra.ry s etting of an "adjustment p:i.rameter". For a 
ger.eral ridge regr e ssion approach to the pro bl em, see W .L. 'Miller, 
'~Measures of Electoral Change Using Ag gregate Data", Journal of th e 
Royal Stati s ti cal Socie.!:Y_ Serie s A, CXXXV (1972); for a f:uE e-;.
application, see I vor Crewe and Clive Payne, "Another Game with 
Nature: An Ecological Regression Model cf the British ':\.rn-Party 
Vote Ratio in 1970", British .Journal of Political Science VI 
(January, 1976), 43-8-r:---- ---- - - ·---

28. Shively h~a dsveloped some el e gaGt procedures and pr oofs for reducing 
bi as a.Ed d c. t ,::-:rmining its d i rection, '"Ecologica l' Inf~:c cnce", 1190-
G; as Lichtman point s out , however, these techniques are of little use 
iu practic<!l cases, for the;,1 require the unrealistic assumption to 
that all ·1ariation i rt t t:e d2penc\2nt variable is a function of a 
single ind e pendent variable plus an error t e rm, Allan J. Lichtman, 
"Correlation, Regr e ssion and che Ecoio f_:i_ ca ~. Fallacy 11

, Journal 9_.i 
Interdisclieline.ry _Hist..£.E_y IV (Winter, 19 7L), 421. 

29. J. Morgan K0uss er, "Ecologi.cal Regression and the Analysis of Past 
Politics", Jbii ., I V (:.'all , 197!~), 25 2 . I versen agr2 2s that 
11 :;ampli.ng variati0n can give rise to illogical 2stirnateE' but that 
gc0d the0ret:!.c2l-s u bst:antive r easons for ac.ceptiug them s : to 1.ild be 
present, ".Recovering IEdi \l i.dual Data", 426. 

30. Hark T.·Y. Graess 2;:- end lv'iichael Wallack, "Vo!;ing Change in Newfourn:iland: 
A preliminai'y An a :Ly sis", paper present ql t <J annual rr.eetir..g of the 
Canadian Polit i cal Science Ass o ciation, Moncreal, 1973; Philli ps 
Shively, "Party Icienr.ification, Party Choi·,~e, and Voting Stability: 
The Wei.rnar Case", AIE er_i~ Politic~~- Sci ence !Ze,1i~ LX\/I (December, 
1972), 1203 -25, ~'TI'lploy s "r.1ultiple ecological re g:..· e ssion" (?), \·;·i:. ich 
he does not e :;,:plain and in which he '!'las only t'l'O intervally scaled 
and two dummy ind e pendent variables. Moreover, it is clear £:-om 
his figm:e 1, which presents his principle findings, that a few 
of his party loyalty percentages e:«.ceed 100, and a good many more 
fall in the high 90's. He does not , however, confront this 
problem. A somewhat different use of e cological regrE:ssion is 
Joel D. Ba.rkan. and James E. Bruno 11 Loca ting the Voter: Mathematic~.:::. 
Models and the Analysis of Agg!.·egate Da ta for Politicc.;.l Ca1;ipaigns", 
Western Political 5~arterly XX.VI (Dece:nber; 1974), 710-30. 
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group voting perc~ntages, which multiple regression does not. 

Convers~ly, however, the procedure of categorical separation - in effect 

controlling on third variables - requires a subst.'lntial numoer of cas es, 

which may not be available. Similarly, controlling on more than one 

va1.·iable at a time, though highly desirable, is render~d well nigh 

impossible. (Or. the basis of his experiences, Jones suggests 30 cases as 

an ioe2.l minimum in crcer to generate "reasonably reliable sL-nple rC'[p: 2 s ~;icn 

est"irna tes':.
31 

This is, of course, purely intuition, with no mathe:natical 

or statistical basis.) In addition, if the suspect third variable is 

continuous, there may he no self-evider,t di v i !3 ions between categor i es, 

so that selection of cut-off points may become an exercise in 'data-

dredging' . 

Multiple Regressio0 

Multiple: regres8ion re;;iai:is irnper f,~ctly under3tood in the c0ntext 

of much social science reseax ch. This section considers, in a highly 

condensed fashion, a few crucial asp•.::cts of regression analysis as they 

~ 

relate to our use of it. The object is not the explication of multiple 

regression, but the demonstration of an awareness of the technique's 

possibilities and of the problems involved i~ bringing regression a.naJ.ysis 

to bear on our data set. 

Multiple regression is a statistical technique fo·r asce!· taining 

the joint contribution co the variacion in a dependent variable (the 

regress.and) of s .::veral 'ex pL."1.natory' va.riubles (th2 re.gr2ssors). The 

partial regression coefficients 2re ~he b. (j = 1, ••• ,k) in the mulr.i~'le 
J 

regression equation (9), where i denctes the ith obser vation in oui s a~ ple 

o ~: E":.i.ze n. 
------···---··-.. - ----------·· . ·----·--·- "-·--· ··· .. -·-_ -------- .... _. ______ , __ ... __ .. __ .... _______ .... _ ....• 

:n. t.. T.::rrer .. ~:.:: .!01.:·=s ,. "Using E c:ologica.l Inference", 
.rJ.£.l ·~nary .!:IJ.£ '.: S..£.Y.. I V ( Spring , J.. 9 74), .595. 

Joun-.sl 1)f :'.:ntcr c 5 ~; -....... --... - - .. ·--· -- ·--- ... _..__ .. ,_ 



(9) y~ 
1 

( i. 1, • .,. ,n) .. 

Each partial slope (b.) shows the change in t~e independent variable (Y) for 
J 

a unit change in o~e of the independent variables, if the ether (k - 1) 

· independent variacles are assumed co:1stant (a is ':he :i.n':ercept and e is 

3? 
the least squa:-es er;::-or terrn). - Thus, if we believe that a. seemingly 

"strong~' relationship bei:ween Conser 11.~ti ve. voting and a single explanai:ory 

variable, c:incentration of Anglicans, is ·,nis leading, and that Couservative 

voting actually depends on income ie·1el, degree of urbanization (both of 

which may be highly correlated with propor tioD. of h.nglicans), ar.d proper ti on 

of :'.nglicans, we may calculate a rnul tip le regr c~ssion equation including a l 1 

three as independent variables, along with any other variable we believe 

may contribute tc the "explanation" of Conserv.s.tive vc-ting. 

'f"oe success o f the i: egresshm 2qcc:.ci,:.n -- .'.l-::ccu:i. ting i'm.: -,,dr.i:u:ion 

in the depend ent variable can be measure:d by· th2 standard error o f estimate, 

? 
or by R-, the "coefficient of detecrnination'' (ti.1e i:qu~re oi the. multiple 

correlation coefficient), which ru ust liE: within the range: 0 to l. · Since 

the addition of new variables to the :cegre.ssion equation cannot decre2se 

the value of R
2

, our a!~alysis al20 employs the "corrected coefficient of 

-? 
determination'' .. R-, which takes i:i.to accour1t the degrees of freedom lo;:;t 

-~? 
when new variables are entered into the equation. I:i principle, R-- may 

2 -2 33 
as£ume negati vc values, ·'.l.r.d R > R • 

? 'J 
J ... 

----·--------··-~ ·----·--·------------·------

More precisely, the slope shows the cLange in the !:._St~mateJ ("computed") 
value of the de£endent variable. That is, the fitted equation is 
repr~se!lted by Yi = z. + ·n1 Xli -!- b2 x 2 i + ... + bn ~i, .:md th.:: observeu 
valuei of the depeTident variable &re partitioned according to· 
Y. = Y. + e .• 

:l ,_ :!. . 

-2 
On R , se~ Kn~ ent;:i, fil~em e::i.t s, :)64-6. If k -- 2. ;~""~:t:csron; .::_~e ir.c ludcd , th •~ 
inclu~ioc of another regressor (~he k-lst) will increase R~ if and only if 
ii.:s t-sco!.'E c:~c .~ed s unity in absoln1:c vc;.11;;2. 
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v. 
Multiple regression may be used as a purely descriE_tive technj_que. _..,. 

In this case, regr.ession may be viewed as an extension of the simpie arithmetic 

mean. The mean minimizes the sum of squared deviations irom a point, whereas 

t.he ordinary least squares (OLS) criteria, which underlie the most common 

regression techniques, minimize the sum of squared deviations from a line 

in the case of one in<l•.::pendent variable, and from a plane (or hyperplane) 

in the 
35 

c~se of two er ,i;OY.e regressors. When regression analysis is employed 

in this a rr.&nner, it is unnecessary to distinguish sarople and population, 

and hence no assumpti.ons about probability distributions are needed. An 

application of descriptive regression analysis ~ss discussed in our earlier 

treatment of 'ecological regression'. 

Regl."ession may al3o be usE.d in thE: context of a .~tatistical model, 

to mat:E: ic,fers:v::e's f!'o:n sa1J1ples to populations. In thc>.t case, t-scores or 

F · · ·· - - 1.. • . • l . . c. r R2 -sco:i::es may be emp1.oyea to determine tl!e &L!l1SL~ca s:;.g~1l..1.ica1-..c2 ct , 

of individual regression coefficients, or of gr oups of ::::egression cceffi-

d.ents. 
36 

Here the absolutely iur1damenta.l distinction betwe.en a population 

and a sample drawn from it, leads to the fundamental distinction between 

the 'population regression function' (PRF) and its sample analogue, the 

34. Ernest H. Oksanen and Bryon G. Spencer, "Some Aspects of Mode}. Estimat:ion 
in the Soci~l Sciences", unpublished manuscript, McMaster v11iversity, 
1976, 2. 

35. It is worth pointing out that there is nothing sacroscanct or magical 
about the least squares criterion; other criteria a.1.'1" possible, and no 
less leg~1T:a!::e. Ordinary least squares does, however, incor.po!:'ate some 
cJesi.ra.ble t•ptimal:i..ty properti.es. Sp~cifically, 0LS esti.'t1ates are, under 
certain con·:litions concerning the error term, "best linear unbiased 
estimates" (:JLUE); ibid. , 1-8. 

36. For example, although each of several ethnicity variables may not re2.ch 
c0nventional levels of statistical significance, it is possible that, 
taken tcget:hc.r, .the ethnic.i.ty •1ar.iablef. <:>.re highly significant. On th e 
va.rious si~·:nificance tests for regression equat:i.ons, see Kmenta, .£:1:.'.~m en_I~, 

366- v~. 



ort.iin:.:iry least: f~quares t:quatiort, whicr, is used tc -'=~t"imaU·_ the PRf. At 

this roint, it i s i mpor tant to be clear that , although our dat a se::. coni:.:ii n .~ 

all Ontacio ridings, ior inferentia1 rurposes it is viewe d as a sarn;:iJ.e, 

When we wish tc, te s t: hypothe ses concer ning th e: population, e ven asid e from 

rncaslll Ement error, "wiiat is intenclc:::d to be an exhaustive sample, such a3 

a census •.• wou ·i. :.1 ::e1;oc·iI1 a sample in the sens e thci. t it turns up val \H' S 

•,1hi cL ;;re, in pa.>: t, t-L e r..::2s11 11: of th e opE>ration o~ random f ac tors which 

1 . . cou.J_Lj:- J.r1 set of observed ~] fl 3 7 
Vo . . ues • In 

inf cn:ing ci·1,-,:.:z,ctE:.".istic .:; of a pc.:.·.t c: lat cd Lff th:cc.ugh multiplE: regr e ssion, 

certain assumptions must be s a tisfi e d be:n c~ pr~~~tilistic models m~y b~ 

vfii:id·;.:: applied. These a3sumi-tions all involve tl1 e stochastic (i. c :candom) 

38 
er i.-- cr t ·:~r. n1. 

The first asscurpti.o n is tha ~ th:::1·c> '.:'xists a probaLil.ity 

It is sometirr1es assumed that t.he ind epend ent varia::ilL'.s c>.re non-stochas tic, 

that is tl.at their v2lues ac0 fL~ed 1_n (conceptu a lly) repe 'i ted sarripJ fn g. 

Thi~ assumption is generally not warrante d save in controlled expe~imental 

situations; howev <:c. r, cert.tin key OLS opr ·irna.lity pr operti12s T"::m aL1. e'.; .::n if 

the jnd e p e nclcrrt voriables ar e <:andom , pro\-::.ded tha t, i:1t eE._.?.L~.£, the erro1: 

'q 
term is not co1-J:Ed.ated with 11.ny of th £ incieIJendent V3.rictblcs.-' Se::ond 

i'.3 the assumption o f a zb"O mean (exp e ct e d value) fo1 each of the n er:c·or· Lt.:nT1 s . 

·---·-------
3?. Ck<:;_,11t:: ,' ,'.'_··.'~ ' ,-:;p encer, "Aspec ts::, 8; for a more ext-end e j, C".Omrnor. sense 

tr (' atment oi this point, see h1. Co Iloc~·d, ":\ NotE on Te s::; 0£ Sit:.c-:. ificc.rce 
of th e Coefficients o f the Ind~p endcnt Variabl ~s in Sta t isti ~al Cost 
Equations" , ~~~Y.§:.L~1:1:::r.i ~~-~C?E__..£.E!_I~.::;_r,~J~?~.!<.:t io"<"t (C:t t :::wa: Qu£en' s P:r: int: e-.: , 
1Y62), III, 185-91. 

39. f'1ksan cn 3ncl Spc-,-,c c r, "Aspe cts" , 6 .. 
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Next, we assume that each error term has a finite varic.mc·2 common to each 

of the n error distributions; this is th~ ass11mption of homoskedastic 

eTror. Finally, the assumption of irnon-autocorreiation in the 

disturbances" requires that the values of the ~rror term are not p':l.irwise 

correlated. (In the event that normality is alno posited - see belo~ - this 

assumption becomes equivalent tc the assumption of pairwise independence.) 

These assumptio!lS a::e airnost never fulfilled in actual practice. .. 

For our data set, the assumptior~ least subject to violation is the final 

one; 1 serial correlation', .:ts it is also called, is often a serious problem 

. . . d 40 . 
in time ser:.:..es ata, i:'!1t 1::: <:.ny serious degree in 

our data. Vio lation of th e assumption of uncoi:"r'=lac:edness between the 

error term and any . .i.ndependent variable would also occur .:;hould the dep En~i·ol:t 

variai:Jle r1<:·.; c a f~•:dback effr::ct upon 2,r.y of t~: t inde?cndent vari'3.bles; i.~ 

is irtti_)robable that '.::h is would occur when vc-c~ i.s t:he dependt:n ;:: vari<!.hi e aaJ 

the indepenjent variables entail relative!y ~ixed social characte~istics. 

It has beer. suggested thc;i.t, Ecr economi ·: data, the as.surnption of he.mos-

kedacity is more likely to be violated for individual.units than· ·for 

41 
aggregates, but our data harbour potentially serious violations of this 

assumption. 

Two other problems, which do not involve violaticr1s of these 

ass ~mrptions, should be noted: sp2cification err.er and multicollinearity. 

Spec:i .fication error may c:.sst:_'Ue seven::.l 

i;l. Ibid., 249. 

42 • l~.f~. ' 3 92. 

42 
foruis. A common form relates to 
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the incorrect mathenw.tical :term of the regression equation, for example 

, . . l . PRF h h ~·R~ ' · 1 · 43 
postul.at::i..ng a inear went: e c:rue .-: l' is curvi inE:ar. 0 tbe:C COllii'ilOil 

specification errors are the inclusion of irrelevant variables, and its 

perhaps more serious obverse, exclusion of relevant variables. Such errors 

may lead to bias in the estimated coefficients, i.ncluaing bias which does 

not dj_sl1ppear even .s.s the sample size grows ipdefini te1y, as in the case 

of unw.:i.r.ranted exciusicn of independent variables. The incorporation of 

excessi·,;e indep e~r..dent variables may red:.ice the effici.ency (which we can 

roughly translate as "precision") of the ordinary least squares slope 

parameter estimates. Although the inclusion of irre.levant variables 

rt?duc~s efficiency, it might uot produce the same interpretative difficulties 

as dues exclusion of relevant variables. ThE: latte.r is an omnipresent 

probln'..1, for the're P.1."e ;;i.l;..7 .?.ys f:ystemr;1tic (i.e, non-r<endom) variables whict1 

are believed to affect the relationship and fo~ \~ich data &re una~ailabl~. 

In our study this is particularly true. Unless an excluded variable is 

uncorrelated with the variables in the regression eqi.;ation, which is highly 

unlikely, given the prevalence of at least some intercorrelati0n~ · among 

44 
independent variables, the ordinary least squares estimators will be t-iased. 

Particula.rly in light of the confounding effects of intercorrelation amcng 

regressors (r.iulticollinearity) > it has been suggested that '/ariable.s wr1ich 

are net statistically significant ought to be retained in the equation 

" • '- <I h . - 'f . 1 - . h " li5 prov .. d2d ti1E::C8 .;:~c:e goo,. t .eor~t1ca.L reascns or J.nc uo:tng t. em • 

---------------·-·--·--·---·---·--·-·--·---··------------------
43 0 Linear regre.ssion is no more inherently "correct" than curvi1.inear 

regres.::;ion; ho~,;eve-c , the pt·oblems of lin~~r regression are suffici~2ntly 
complex that no curvilinear regression was att •~mpted. 

44. K'ile.nta, El~!!!_?-nt,~, 392-4; 0ksanen and Spencer, 1'Aspects" , 20. 
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In order to understa~d the connection between simple (on0 

independent variable) regr e ssion (10), and multiple regression (il i, we 

have constructe~ an exmnple in which the latter entails only two indepe~dent 

variables. For simpl i.city, all variables are assumed to be measured i.n 

terms of deviations f"i:.·cm thc;ir sample means, thus oe1:mittiI1g us to dispens e 

with the intercept in our d~scussion. 

ordinary least squares residual. 

(10) y. 
J. 

In (10) the term u. denotes the 
1. 

The o£dina.ry leE~ St .sq ·.1ar: e s .'.: oeffid.~nt of x
1 

i n (10) is given by · 

b
1 

becomes 

n 

I: Yi xli 
i 

(12) bl ------
n 

2 r: XE 
i 

Upon replac~;!ment cf yi in (12) with the right side of (11), 

n 
..... 

(al xli + "-
i 

bl = 
il 
_, 
J., 

i. 

n 

= 

a2 x2i + 

2 
xli 

+ 

e.) 
l. xli 

n 
~ e. x

1
. 

i l. :t 



wi ch an;' pcoba1d listic assurnptions) that tb f: sampl e cova;_-:fancc of th e 
n 

residual term with each regressor is zero. 

and our expression becomes 

n 
'I"' 

: x2i x li 

n 2 
~ ;:}j 

n 

1-ienc:e I: c. x
1

. is zero, 
i 1. 1. 

n 

,-. f' ,· 1 
,,:_.......: I_ 

Now ~zamina tion of the ccrm 
2 

~ 
,.,._ 

~ : 2i X. I / .. ..J x1i l i 
shu (·.1 s it t:o [)e 

i , 

th:: 01-c1 3 .. nac.y l east squ ;, r e s s1oi-'e co e tfir;i cnt fi:- orn a so-called " auxi J_iary" 

·f.n term s of (i) it:; rnu l tip::_c- regressior:. " counterpart " (a
1

), (ii) th e 

101Jltiple r egr ess ion ordina::..J l c<., st squares coefficient of th e ott-.. er 

ind e pendent variable and (iii) the ~uxiliary coefficient (c). 

(13) 

Fror.i (13) we s ee irr;.,: ediat e ly th :;:•. t shnulcl c b2 zero, that is if X. c:c:-1d X 
----·· --------- 1 2 

are n e t ~">r :c e l_al:e d (n<.1 rrulticc•lliT', •~8.r.:_ty b2t\1ee,' our inde pend en t ,_,ar.i.abJ.es:: _ 

then t ih' ' i ·r;;.:·12 ci.nd im:l tiple TC':?:r cr.; ,o; io ;-i ('Q C'f:Lic i en ts of x 1 co'inc:i.de, A 

s imilar e x pression cc u le b e d ~rive d to relate b~ in y. = b
2 

x
2

. + u . 
L l l 1. 

.. 1
1 

<.:;. nd "':~ in ;11). One impcr t ant in-qJ l:f_·:.:at i.on ·:;f (13) is that. c :en thc u;~l 1 



.'*~' ' , ,. -, 
c. ( ,-

zero . 

eon. L· .. ;: ·~_ 1; s bo ti1 X.
1 

8.S h 1 ( ·11.) ·:1h-. · . ~c· r· Q 
. l • , 1\ t.J. ·.,.._. · '- . .t' t-J 1 

<1 LJ SU.: '. Ir:.\:· 

( ; /~ ) E(V.) 
• •t 1,. n l 

( ' 
,. ) y o: i 1-'.· / 

(. \. - ' J. J ' :i j 
., ·i f• '2i ·'· ,_ -'-

an 1wbias ;~ 1J 12.>Limator ,1£ p, . 
. l 

In d envrng E (b
1
), w2 Again bec:.n viith (10), 

bHt we uow reo]ace v with Ji 0 5). llpon st nrm1 J_ r1 g this e>:pi_·cssion 

sampl(~ ar;.d d:Lvi. c.H ·,:g by the sarnp:.e s~ . :.e (n), VE. obtain 

(·" ·u· ' 

\P.,·:2: ~ 4 

"'· ' .!\?rt) ' and their devi~tions f r0m 

~ 'l!T!p' ·; ,·. ,,., .. / 'J •• J 'Hlr. (• .: \ a.,.,_-
,t-)1,. L'- ... 1 •• _ . .::..'\L1 ·, · ·-.) • •,, 'A"··l . <..L• ~ \..: ~ ...., 1 ;. ~ •" ~ ·L'l .. - / t.r; 
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where lower case letters denote d<~viations from sample mE:ans (e.g. y. 
l. 

Y - V") 
.! J. ' 

and ~.;here E denotes the sample mean of n observable ':rue 
.L 

errors. Substituting the last expression for y. into (12), we obt&in 
l. 

4 7. 

n 
r. (Ei - E) xli 

(17) bl \31 -~· f3sC + 
;_ 

·c n 
'E 

2 
Y.:li 

j_ 

The formation of expectations then yields
47 

(18) 81 -:- f..1-,C 
c.. 

----·---------------------------·-···-·-·--
n 
~ E. x. does not vanish; E. is the true error and not the 

1. 1 l. 
Note that 

{ 

ordinary least squares residual. 
n 

2 
.'However, since x11 ,~ x

1
i 

l. 

is a 

constant vis a vis the '£-opercltor, the expectation for the last re;:rn in 
n 2 

expression is zero. To see this, let w
1

. ::: x
1

. _IL, x. , noting that w. 
l. l i 1. l 

is fi::-:ed in repeated sampling since it depends only upan the valti.:~s of 

the regressors. Then 
n 
Z.: (E. - E)x

1
. 

i l. l. 

n 2 r. x. 
i l. 

·-
n 
L: (E. -
i 

l. 

n n n 

!l 

E) wli -- r c. 'ii 
i 

~i 

since - E r, w ::: 0 (~ w because 1 x = 0 the sum of deviati.0ns . { l i. i 1 i . . i 1 i 
aboc:t u sample i;;ean is ne:.:essa:.::ily zero). Then, upon forming m:?ect;;tio".1.::, 

we have Ej.-£ E.w .J := £ F,((C. w ) using the proposition that tbe expe:ctaticn 
~. i l. J. i '-i i ' 

cf a sum of random variables eq1.ialt:: the sum of the expectations. In ttLCn :. 

E[E .:w.J :::: w . E(E.) b~ca.Lc S2 w. a1·e fh:e<.l i:o. re;ieated sa-rnpling and hettce a:ce 
l. 1. l. 1. 1. 

treated as c0r;s tan ts vis a vis the: cx pec.cec1 , - ~,}.ue. operator. Fi.1:.al 1:,,-" 
E(E.) '" 0 ·[or L ·= (l,.,.,n). Clmac:.qae,: t2.] tJ.-~ ,2. last . :::e:.::i in (17) varc:.s:1c;s. 

l. 
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Equation (18) clearly shows that if ·:: '°' 0, tha.t is if no 

multi·-::ollinearity exists between the two independent variables, then 

the simple ordinary least squares slope coefficient will yield an unbiased 

• £ . PRF .... t . lt t. 1 . += 0 0 th est1uw.tor o its c0un .... erpar . A. · erna ive y, i:. f-1
2 

= , L e ·.:-1, 

regardJ.ess of the degree of mul ticollinea.rity, b
1 

imuld be an unbiased 

estirr:ator (this, hcwev2r, is the case in which x
2 

does not belon~ )n the 

PRF in the first place). 

An importa:1t implication of this exercise is th3.t the simple, or 

zero-order correlation coefficient is a special case of the excluded 

variable pro bl em. Due to all the relevant hut excluded variables, this 

is almost invariably a very poorly sp,~cified model. Hence, although the 

simpl e corr e lation ma.y be of considerable incerest in a purely descriptive 

usage, it i.s, statistically, of du!:>ious value in a great many instan ces. 

Multicollinearity is a l most invariably p~esent to s0~e extent in 

any social science data set, so that the "mul ci·:.oll ineari ty pro ble.:n" is not 

. 48 
one of kind but of degree. Since multicollinearity is p1·esent when c.n 

independent variable is correlated with a linear combination of other 

independent variables, a high degree of multicollinearity "does not 

generally imply that the correlation between any two explanatory variables 

b . 1 1 h; ·h" 49 
must e partLcu ar y -8· • 

}fulticollinearity basically means that the data set co~1tains less 

information than 
<;Q 

the number of variables would lead one to expect. -

50. Dlmald E. Farrar and Robe:rt R. Glat!ber, "Multicollinea;:·ity in :\eg:ces.si.ori. 
.\nalys:!.s: Th '"' Problem Revisited", ~:~i. c~: .. ?..f L{:C~mics anq_ S_!' o. ~ist:j.cs 
LXIX (FeLrua:cy, 1967), 9."i. 



Thus the key Lo over coming multicollinearity i H mor e , rath 2r than l es s, 

•n.{'.ol-1'~ l -c )!" 
51 

1. I l 1n1.-.ll l., In practice, howev er , this is very difficult, su that 

although t~1e problem is easily cletected, it is "nearly i_::.tr.occtabJ_e" 
52 

Although multicollinearity does not violate th e stochas tic assumptions 

unclcrlyi.-ng multiple r egressi,1n , and hence does n'2.!:_ affect the optimality 

properties of ordinar y leas t squares estimators, the implication of its 

prest>:1c 1C: ' '. j_s i:c• :Lncri:.c;.sc ll12 tri..Ie standarcl errors of the pa tameter f'sti n:'-l LCrs. 

Th e esti~atcd s tand&rd errors of the regressinn coefficients will 'blow up' 

to somce d egre e (avJ, concomitantly, !::·scores wiJ:l cit-crease)". 
53 

Th e an::i.lysl: 

must be careful in drawing inf e~ ences about regressio n analyses beset by 

th·: ... s 1-i-c oblen1: na h igh degree of multic0lline:.~ rity is s:i.1r:ply a feature of th e 

sc.Jllf:· !. 2 ih;'t contributes to the unr eliabi1 ily o _;: the 0stirnatcd coefficients, 

but has no relevance fu:t.· the sonclusions ci 1.-z,,1n ._i~. ;.1_ :>:esult of this 

. . . . 5~ 
unreli.0.b1lity" . l n other wo.-cls, it i.s illc;::;iutl. ~ - o a:;_·gue. that. but for 

the high degr ee of multicoll~~Parity, t~e coefficients ~o~ld ~ave be en wore 

highly significant; this ma:; or• suspected, but llGt der,wns t:c a tcd. 

51. I bid ., 

52. Oksan·~n anci Spencec, "Aspe c:: s ", 19; see also Farrar and Gl J uber, 
"Multicollinear ity", and Rici·u. ~· d C. Roch1ell, "As sessment o f 
Multi:::ol1inea~-ity: The Haitovs~y Test of the De terminant 11

, Su~L:Jlo_gica 1. 

!i_e_!!10d ~and Rcs~ilrcl~ III (rebntary, 1975), 308-20. 

53. Oksan e n and Spencer, 11 Asp e cts", 19. The distinction between "true'; an(, 
" cs U_111ateG;f stan•j<'Jrd er rors c ;rn be shown as follovs. The true -variance 

) 2 ~ 
of b. in r e p':'<lteJ sarnµling is :;iven by Ci ·- = o mjj where oEL is tbe 

J h.; E 
u 

(co~slant) ~a~ iancc of th e e~ror in an c0 ua ticn such as (14), a~d where 

n)j is the jth el c111cnt along the- n~a in diago~1a}_ of the inver~.e 
the (k+ 1) (k+l) r;r od uc t-i-norn cn t ;t';a tr ix. Ti: e tru e s tandC'Jc1 i:>rr ~:. r 

of (~~,)~) 

is .J b .. . , . 
the square root of 

2 
n']-Jlaccwen r of OE 

the vat iance. T'.1e eso:irnc:.t~d standDrd error re:qu.i.r ·:.<: 

with 
n_ ') -

(:~ •c" ~)/n - \: - }Or toe r e3 j,_h1 al vati D.l:tCL'C Of t:i1c.0 
1. J.. 

ordinary 10ast sqc•.orcs equation, <:1 C:: _h: s (e:•~ fi:'r th e lo ~::o of l;:+l degrb2s c·t 

freedon1 in the e:sl:i.1112·.ticrn pro;;t:ss. 

Sf,<, Krn enta .. l\l ;:·rcents. 391. 
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A more subtle problem arising from a high degree of multico-

llinearity is the substantial bias that may be implanted toward incorrect 

model specification: "attempts to apply regression techniques to highly 

mclticolli-::lear independent variables generally result in parameter 

estimators that are markedly sensitive to changes in mo<lel specification 

c;
and to sample covera:$e11

• - :::i 

The final aspect of regression analysis to be touched tipon i ~ 

this brief revie\l is the use of binary or "dummy" variables. These are 

used to bring dichotomous qualitative data, such as region or incumbency, 

into the regression equation, and their coefficients are interpret2d in 

h f h . h f . . . ' 1 56 t .e s<:.me .as ion as t .. ose. o orm.nary 'Jariao es. For exar;iple, ridings 

in which the incumbent was standing for re-election would be assigned a 

value of o-r.e for . the dummy variable, while a ''alue of zero would be 

assigttt'd to ridings o.d::hout incumbei' t candidates. A were complex: var-iabJ.e, 

such as region, may be incorporated into the analysis through a set of 

dunnny variables: for the seven region syste1n 2mp1.oyed in our analysis, 

55. Farrar and Glaube:L, "Mu:!.ticollinearity", 93. For a substantive 
interpretation of multicollinearity problems, including illustration2 
of how very slight changes in correlations among independent variables 
may affect the magnitude and statistical significance of regression 
coefficients, see Robert A. Gordon, "Issl'.es in Multiple Regression", 
Americai'. Journal cf Sociology .L~.X.III (January, 1968), 592-616. 

56. The coding of chunmies in terms of (0 , 1) is arbitrary. Since OLS . 
coefficif.n ts 2.re invariant up to Li.near transformation of variables, 
precisely the same inforrna;:ion would be obtained were the codir~.g done 
with any pair of real numbers, ior exrunple (-7.6, 55.1). For use of 
dummy vari_ai)les in regression an2.lysis of aggregate electoral data, .see 
Gerald H. Kxan:er , nshort-Term F:uctuations in US voting Behavior, 1896-
196i'.;", Ar11e.c-ic.an Political Scie:i.ce Review LXV (March, 1971), 13}_-43; 
an<t Don~ld . E. Blake, "The :Measurement of Regionalism in Canadian Voting 
Patterns", Canadian Jour!1a l oj_ Po_li. t.:ical_~ience V (M2rch, 1972), 55-81. 
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seven drnmnies would be used. In eech case the du.mmy has value :.:nity for 

each riding in that region and ze:co fo.i: ridings not in that region. 

Whenever one or more sets of dummy variables are employed, one du:nmy mu s t 

be (arbitrarily) deleted from each s2t, if the .~eneral intercept is 

retained. This does not entail any loss of information, and is a 

requirement of the algebra of ordina!'y least squares, which precludes 

incorpcration of any 'Jarir:.ble which is a perfect linear comhinatioE of 

others. Au alternative to deleting one du.:nmy from each set is the deletion 

of the general interce:.:,t term. Although the approaches are mathematically 

equival ent, it might: be argued that d e. leti..on of the . intercept permits a 

more straight-forward interpretation of the coefficients, although this 

is only a matter of taste. If the interce pt is retained, each coeffici ent 

cf a remaining dummy must be interpre ted a s the differential effect of 

that dumny as coJ'11pared with the d e l.eted dunnny. fc.r insta ncE:, if there i3 

only a single set of dummies, for six regions with one region's durrrrny deh:t 'ed, 

the coeffi cient of each remain i ng dummy r epres ents the cet eris paribu~ 

effect upon the dependent va!"iable of an observation being located in the 

specified r egion minus the effect of being in the region denoted by the 

c;,7 
deleted dummy.-

57. Oks~n.:n and Spene<:!', r:Aspects 0
, 9. 



CHAPTER VI REGIONAL ELE~TORAL PATTERNS AND TRENDS 

This chapter is primarily given over to examination or region

al patterns and trends in Ontario's electoral history. The emphasis is 

not upon the determination of how region, as abstracted from social 

composition, affects levels of p3rty support. The multiple regression 

analysis of Chapter Vii I considers this issue. Instead, the aim is co 

set out broad similar;t!es and differences in voting patterns across 

the vario~s region~. Although no hard data on the social character

istics of the regions are brought to bear, the influence of social 

factors and social change on electoral patterns is a key focus of the 

dnalysis. This chapter thus extencis and refi~es the analysis of 

prc-vi!'lce-~dde electoral patterns and trends , i:i Chapter 111. As in the 

ear1ier o;scus:.ior, only simpie descriptive statistics, measuring Lh,2' 

means and dispersion of party vote share~ are employed. 

As a pre! iminary to the ~xplicit investigation of regio1~J 

pat.terns, data are presented on the dispersion of party vote shates ar~·} 

turnout across the entire province. Following this, a series of tables 

outl lnes the means of party vote shares for all provincial elections 

for seven regions of the province; the dispersion of party support 

within regions is also discussed briefly. Finally, trends in party 

vote shares are tested within regional contexts. 

pispersion of ?~rty Vet~ 

We wish to know the extent of riding by riding variation in the 

level of party vote; that is, did a party obtain approximately the s=:irr.e 

?.28 
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share of the vote in all ridinqs, Oi' did it fare much better in sor;iE: 

ridings than others? To this end, the coefficient of variability v.1as 

selected as a measure of dispersion in party vote shares. This des-

criptive statistic is simply the standard deviation divided by the 

mean; lt is more directly comp2rable across samples than the standard 

1 deviation wh!ch measures ciispers lon about a given mean. 

The coefficients of vari2bil ity pres ented in Table Vl-1 are 

comp:.;ted for the ~;::. \...;ei ght 12d 1':eans of party vote and turnout. This may 

seem paradox ical since the aralysis of vote she;.-es is based on weighted 

means. In determining party v~te shares, what ~as wanted was a measure 
; 

of the votes received by a party as a proportion of the entire elector-

ate 1 regardless of how they were distribut~d in large or small ridings, 

so that the -_'";-Jeighted mean s~emed approprla;:e. For purposes of anai}1s-

ing ciispersicn, hmvever, it ·was fe1t that all ridings should be treated 

equally, as distinct units, and for this the unweighted mean was deemed 

more appropriate. 

In examining the data on vote dispersion, it must be recognized 

that no intrinsic importance attaches to any giv8n coefficient of 

variability, as it does to the m~an of party vote shares. lndividual 

entries only take on meaning by comparison with other entries, e1ther -

for the same ?arty at other elect ions, er for other -ra rt Les at the s2rne 

election. 

j 
For a use of the coefficient .of varia bi lity to ailalyse disper-

sio~ of aggregate voting, see Donald E. Blake, · ~he Measurement of 
R~gionai i sr;1 in Can.o:dian "Jotir:g Patte.-ns,'L Can.3 ::i ian jou1n ~ I of Po l itic .,~1 

~<::l~1..'°~ V (MMch, 1572), 77-9. -
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TABLE VI-1 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIABILITY 

.PARTY SHARES AND TURNOUT 

EN'EITIE PROVING!~ 

Year Liberal Co:u::ervatl. ve •r rdrd Turnout 

1867 .28 .20 .15 
1871 .26 027 .20 
l875 .24 .19 fl 12 
1879 .23 .20 .15 
188J .20 ~ 20 ~17 

t886 .17 .19 .12 
1890 .18 .18 .15 
189!i .24 • 2_') .39 .13 
189G .22 .22 .13 
l.902 .20 .17 .15 

1.905 .29 .15 .18 
1.908 .29 .14 1 t: 

~ -'-' 

1911 .)6 - .18 "? • .c ... 
1914 026 .19 11· . ~ 
1919 .J6 oJ1 .25 .13 

1923 • i~B .24 .35 • 20 
1926 .4J .. 19 • . 35 .14 
1929 .40 ., ,, 

• ..t.) .21 
1934 .21 .19 .59 .07 
1937 .19 zi:-i ~63 .08 • 0 

19l~J .35 .;6 •·9 .12 ..... 
1945 .33 .. 27 • .52 .06 
1948 . -J S • 21 • 55 .,08 
1951 ,)4 • 2·'-1· • .59 .10 
1955 ,37 .25 • 61 .14 

1959 'l) ~26 t'."' .14 . ;.,, . •.• .' 0 

1963 ~J2 .25 .70 .09 
1967 ~ . .!J .27 5ri .09 . .,; - . ,. 
1971 .42 .30 .42 .06 
1975 .JJ .. 31 .h3 .06 

1977 .46 ,32 w 1~ 6 .08 
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~he most salient feature of this table is that the range of 

the Conservative coeffici~nt is gener3lty lower as well as more narrow 

than that of the Liberals;
2 

this pattern is rep£ated in all of the 

regions discussed later in this chapter. In tenns of variation from 

riding to riding, therefore, the Tories have usually had a ~ore consis-

tent vote share. The CCF-NDP vote share is much more widely dispersed 

than that of the older parties, vthlch, 9iven the prirty 1 s typically poor 

showing in rurel areas canpared with its r8lative success in urban 

cer.tres, is not surprising. 

For both the Libera Is and the Conse:vc;t i ves, the e 1 ect ions in 

which their level of support was most consistent were those in whi-ch 

they rec:iched the zenith of their popularity: 1934 and 1937 for th_e 

G_rits, and !9C5-f914 and 1926 and 1929 for the Tories . The coefficien t 

of variability for the Liberal party was far higher than that of the 

Conservatives during the years 1go5-1929, the period of the party's 

lowest electoral fortunes. Although it is not dictated by the mathe-

matics of the situation, and indeed important exceptions are evident 

(such as the extremely wide dispersion of NDP voting in 1967, the year 

of its greatest improvement since 1943), it does seem that inconsis-

tency (as denofed by a high coefficient of variability) and compc.ratlve-

weakness go hand in hand. Conversely, when a party receives relatively 

strong suppcrt, that support tends to be more evenly distributed. 

---------
2The mean of the Tory coefficients is .23, with a range of . l4 

to .36, whereas the Liber~l range is . l7 to .48 with a mean of .30. 



Over the entire span of provincial history, the trend of both 

Liberal and Conservative dispersion , as measured by Kendall's tau, is 

positive: .36 for the Grits, .35 for the Tories. 3 Party strength, 

in other \.>IOrds, has tended to become less consistent across time. The 

wider dispersion of p~rty vote shares is a fe2ture of this ce:itury, 4 

anc has occurred in al: regions. The ex~lanation for this inc reasing 

dispers icn in levels of party voting lies in social as well as pol iti-

cal factors. Sociall y , al though local ar Hj regional p0cu1 ia:ities may 

have declined in political significarce, the social diversity cf the 

province, in terms ·of ethnic, .rel !gious, and 0ccupational makeup has 

brought about a broader spectrum of political problems and responses, 

which 1n turn accentuate the electoral differences among ridings. !~ 

terms of political strue-ture, third parties ha·.;e been pcwerf1.:i in som~, 

ridings but negligible in ethers, which would produce a further strong 

differential ~ffect on the le0e1 of suppoft elicited by all parties. 

An interesting counterpoint is the consistently negative co~~elation 

of time with the dispersion of turnout, for al1 periods of time and 

for all regions. Turnout has, in other v1ords, become steadily more 

narrowly dispersed across ridings with the passage_ of time. 

Regional Vot1 nc Patterns ---"""-----·-----------
This section analyses patterns of electoral ci1ange aild 

-----·---·----------·----· 
~ 
-eoth correlations are statistically signific3~t at p<.01. 

On the usa of Kendal I 1 5 tau as a test for trend~ see Chapter I 1 I. 

4
Province wide~ the correlations are 1867-1902: L beral - . 55 

{p<.Ol) Conser v;1ti·;e -.22. (n.s.}; !905-1975: Liberal .06 r'.s . ) CoP
servatFve .53 (p<.01). 
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co; ·.tinuit)' from a regional perspective . Tne prlmc,ry mode of analys;s 

is the construction of ti~e series of party vote shares for seven -

regions: Eastern Ontario, the Lake Ontario Region, the Georgian Bay 

Region, Western Ontario, the Golden Horseshoe, Toronto and Northern 

0 
. 5 ntar10. As the data in the following tables make clear, region has 

been an importa:it ·?actor ir. Ontari o 's electcral history, with. sig11i f i-

cant differences eyicient amor1g r sgicin~ ori 8any occasions. Of zt least 

equal irnpu r t, however, ha:; be~r: ":h•.; :.:trength of province-wide elector2l 

forces and patterns. For all regions, the nineteenth century w~s 
I' 

characterized b~' relatively competitive0 -:or,d:tions betwee:i the Lib-

erals and the Conservatives, which gave way around the turn of the 

century to a wide Tory margin over the Grits, which lasted until the 

Depression. In the two elections of the l930 ' s the Liberals enjoyed 

a tremendor..:is upsurge in support in all regions, which quickly dlssi-

pated dudng Wor~d Har T110; -l"rom then u:it'il 1975, the Liberal vote was 

consistently we11 below that of the Conservatives. Similarly, the CCF 

enjoyed subst~ntial popular support in the l940 1 s which declined 

markedly an the 1950's, and has shown a general resurgence since the 

5For the definition of these regions, and the rationale under
lying them, see Appendix B. 

~he use of the word 11comretith·e 11 is imprecise. As David 
E1kins points out, the critical di~ension of party competition is un
certainty prior to an election rather than marSjil) of ·1ictory (or some 
kindred measure) calculated after the election. Since we have no wav 
Of detenl'Jining this, bovJ£ 11er, We USP. the t e rm competitive 35 a · synor.;':1l 
for 11clerse ". For a full dis.:.us c: ion of the prob1er:1, see Eiki11s, "Meas .. 
urement of Party Competition", f.m.~rica~ i tical 5_0_:.;_r.ce R-"~\:~_~w. 
LXVI 11 {June, 197l1-), 632.-700. 



mid 1960's. To be sure, regional vari~ticns may b~ discerned tn all 

these trends, but the fundamental importance of province-wide forces 

must be borne in mind during discussion of regional patterns. 

The aggregation of ridings into regions necessarily masks dff-

ferences within regions. $om·::: of tl1e mor0 importa:1t differences are 

poi:1ted out in the ens;.iing discussion but In order to gain a fuller 

appreciation cf the extent of subregiona! variation 1osL in ~he la r ge 

reg i ona 1 groupings, tab! e V 1-2 reports party vote she: re!: for t•rJenty-

three smaller regions for five selected el~ctions, 1879, 1905, 1934, 

1543, and 1941. 7 T~e data in this table will n0t be discussed 1n 

det;:li 1; suffice it to say that the patterns which emer9e are es sen-

ti a i 1 ·1 the same as those evident in the seven 1 a rger reg i Oils, and 

further~ they indica te that the use of t~e large regicns does not s eem 

to distort subregio~al differe~ces unduly. The most noteworthy dif-

ferences Josi rn the larger regions are between the city of Ottawa and 

the re~ainder of Eastern Ontari0, and between the urban centres of 

London, Windsor and Kitchener-Waterloo and the balance of Lhe Western 

Ontario region. 

As w!th the impression of· L;beral dominance in the nineteenth 

century, the conventi6nal wisdom regarding areas of party support 

tends to over-state basic trends. Doubtless this is due to the inf1u ~ 

ence en ev~1u2tio~s of the more readily perceived but often misleading 

dl.stribution of seats. In terms of seats won (see Table V!-3), Westc>rn 

·-----------·· --~---------~--

7 
'These: regions a 1-e defined in Appendix B. 



TABLE VI··2 

MEAN PAR~;y· VOTE AND TURNOUT ACCORDING TO THE 2J REGION SYSTEM, SELECTED ELECTIONS 
(Party vote as a proportion of total electorate) 

Region 1879 1905 .i 1934 ~.943 197 i-- ·--~ --=- -- -- -· 
L c T N L c T N 1 c cc T L c cc ~' N L ·c ND T N 

1 Stormont-Russell 25 28 59 . 4 )1' .)? ')r, It ·40 23 ~,' :1 2n 16 12 66 4 16 40 16 72 j ,,,,, .... ',,,.,, 
2 Ottawa 11 19 48 " )7 J6 73 1 Jl} Ji 2 76 ?.? ~ 6 " h6 2 21 29 17 6? 5 ..I. ·- J. 

b . 

J Renfrew-Llnari<: 29 J5 ?O 5 21 37 58 5 4'.I. JL~ 75 22 JO 8 60 4 2J 19 11 .., -:a 4 .- I~ 

l.~ Dundas-I~oeds J1 35 66 5 29 38 6'/ 4 J8 38 ' 'I/ 21 J.3 4 58 2. 14 47 11 ?2· 2 ,o 
.5 Front2nac-Hasti.ngs Ji JJ 69 8 Jl 37 6D 8 39 40 79 2"' J~ L. • . 9 62 5 24· 35 8 70 5 

6 Dtt:=-h a :n- Victoria JJ 32 69 8 JO 40 70 8 4o J5 4 79 .... ~ •j 0 1 ., 6li 
.:.,_., _) - - . 4 1 8 ~ 6 ? ") ,.., 6 

~ ~L. (C 4 
7 Muskoka-Parry Sound h ~ ···1 ,.,,-1- 1 20 28 l1-9 2 47 J2 '"'9 20 18 21. 59 2 16 32 16 74 2· . .) _.., ( ' ( 
8 Simcoe-Bruce 3J Ji 68 9 J2 37 72 11 46 J2 ' 78 c.·z 23 14 59 6 24 J6 14 74 ~ 

J 

9 Ontario-York 35 29 64 J 41 44 85 J 43 27 6 76 18 18 24 '70 2 13 38 26 77 3 
10 Peel-Halton J6 311- 70 2 .39 4} 82 2 JS J4 5 77 17 27 16 60 2 16 42 16 74 4 

11 Harrlil ton JO 29 59 1 3? l~-J 80 2 Jl~ 25 18 79 15 17 25 60 4 1.8 27 25 70 ~ 
-' 

12 t'cntworth-Welland 33 28 61 4 .37 1-tO 77 L~ 39 27 8 7l~ 13 19 24 61 J 20 35 19 74 6 
1J Bra nt-Eleln JO J4 72 7 42 41 s p~ ,., 

1~4. J1 2 '77 26 19 13 58 4 2 '1 3 t' " 8 '7 .C.., 4 ,./ ( ,./ _) J. ; ~ 

1.4 Oxfo rd··Hu1~o:n ')6 JO 68 14 39 41 80 14 L~- 5 JO 2 77 22 22 1.5 59 9 27 31 17 'l 5 9 
1.5 I.cndon 23 J2 55 1 J9 Li-4 85 1 L!-1 3.3 74 1'? 25 19 Gl .. 20 35 19 ?4 ,., 

J. 4 

; 

).b Ki t.chener-Waterlco )8 33 71 1 JL~ 39 73 1 J6 17 13 69 17 :t2 20 49 1 "'0 2.., 1 0 '!"' ' 
,.. 

.) ../ - ,, 1G ,(, 

32 .31 63 6 J9 40 ?9 6 42 27 '?) 25 24 10 59 5 32 25 11~ 71 r 
J. 7 Lanbton-·Esse.x 0 

lf} Windso :r· 19 21.;, 4J 1 29 Ju 67 1 l1i 22 8 7Ii 1J 14 26 55 3 ,.,,., 1P -3 ... J J ... £.L. '-.) ) .' 

1. 9 1I'oro !itCJ city 2L~ 24 48 2 1.8 J9 59 4 2'7 2'7 9 66 10 22 13 51} '13 16 31 22 69 11 
20 '/erk West J2 J1 63 1 22 39 61 l 2""' 21! 12 f.C. 9 19 23 .52 2 22 29 22 '"/) 9 . I ...> ~-' 

21 27 59 1 32 1-!-0 72 1 23 29 14 69 3 21 '"'4 ,. - 1 19 YI 18 74 8 :'. t Yor!< Ea.st l c.. .) ) ... 
;.-~ ~~ .A. l.r!;o n1a J) JO 65 1 2J 27 50 5 1+2 ?.? 5 76 20 10 J4· 66 7 1 6 JO '>G •;·5 '10 .L. J ._ •• ' ... . 

' 22 25 47' 2 51 28 1 79 10 il.,L 37 69 4 15 ~ 1 2' ,..,r:: £' 
·)··1 ·Thur r1 Pr D".lv J ~- - '} ( .J -) 

••.I - • -' ~ u"< 

'\'.' 

Y. cy L Liberal · ND NDP t. 1...i 
\ .. .11 

,.., Conscr-vati "-le T 'l'u.r::r.0ut 
~-
i;C CGF N Numb·~r of ridings 
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Ont~rio was indeed the Liberal bailiwick in ~he nineteenth cent ~ ry, 

while Eastern Ontario, and the Lake Ontario and Georgian Bay regi c ns 

have been areas of great Conservative strength. Popular vote is 

rarely so u~evenly split as are seats. Still, the size of the regions 

employed in the analysis is such as to mask sor.1e differences which 

would add credence to this view of regional powerbases. The Western 

Ontar;o region, by way of illustr~tion , contains the c ~ ty of London, 

a Tory stronghold. Yet even in this case, appearances can be deceiving, 

for although the Conserv~tives won Londun from 1867 to 1894, o~ly in 

the first two elections did they enjoy substantial margins, despite the 

fact that the sitting member during the years 1878-1894 was the Con

ser~ative leader, W.R. Meredith. 

The following tables, Vl-4 to Vl-10 together with their graphi- · 

ca1 representations, Figures VI-I to Vl-7 contain the data on which our 

brief review of voting within regional cont~xts is based. The emphasis, 

as in Chapter I I I, is on trends and patterns, rather than on ~pecific 

elections, interesting as they may be. Moreover, due to the sheer vol

ume of data, many points common to al I regions, such as the tremendous 

rise in liberal .support in 1934, will not be mentioned •tJithir. each 

regional context. 

Eastern Ontario 

Party vote shares a;id turnout for E2 s tern ()!ltari8 are present~d 

in Table Vl-4. This area has been consistently Conservative since 

Confederaticn. Un~il i919, however, U1e Tory margin was rareiy" 



overwhelrn~ng, usuaiJy of th? order of two or three per sent, th~ugh 

in 1905 it did reach 8 per cent. The electoral system tended to over

compEnsate the Conservatives substantially in term of seats. 

From 1923 until the present d~y, save the Hepburn elections 

and the J9L;,3 camp<iign, the "';ory margin over the Lib·?.rals has been e.xtr2-

ordinari i1 high, a consiste::it 8 to JO percentage poi11ts. This bulge 

has been further arnpl if ied in the number of seats c3ch party has carried. 

The widening of the Co~servative plurality is a~rncst entirely due to a 

decl >ne in Liberal str-en9th, for the Conservative '.'Cte l11 Eastern Ontario 

has rernc:>ined very steady. 

Al~:hough E.::istern 00t;:ii-io wac; the UFO'c; W':'Akest ar':':i':l ouU;id2 of 

Toronto a,-,J the N.:,~· th, t!-_e i"egiQn.:ii 11.,;riati;_1n in UFO vote sh.3res \.\'as 

not great; the UFO attracted near!y 36 pei· cu. t of the el ig 0 ble elector

ate in the ~1 of 15 ridings it contested i~ Easter~ Ontar~o. Aside 

fro~ minor inftial success in 1943, the CCF-NDP fared very poorly in 

this region until 1971, when it first attracted a significant proportion 

of the vote. Even in the 1970's, though, the party 1 s vote has been 

heavily ccncentrated in Ottav1a and Cornwal 1. 

The [astern Ontario region is an 2malgra~ of three quite dis

tinct entities. Fir~t is the extreme easter:-1 tip of t:1e :.irnvince, i::he 

counties of Russell, Prescott einJ Gl8n92i-ry, v1hich 2re heavily Fr2n-:.h·· 

spe3king. E~en At (onfederation, these counties contained a strong 

French elcn~ent, and the French presence expancled steadily over the 

fol lo\.'.'ing years so that today Prescutt and R.uss~l l counti•~s art~ ove1· 

eighty per c.2nt F1·ench in origin. /\lthough po:::k;::U of Fr·.:,nco-Ont2r!2ns 



186'? 
18?1 
18'!5 
1879 
1883 

1886 
1390 
J..89L~ 
1898 
1902 

1905 
1908 
1911 
191.4 
1919 

1.923 
1926 
1929 
1934 
1937 

1943 
1945 
19l~8 
195'.l. 
195.5 

1959 
196J 
~967 
1971 
19'15 

19'?7 

LIBERAL 
Mean N 

J2.1. 
~·,) ) _,_ ~ 
JLO 10 
.)2.7 
J2.8 

JO.O 
)1. 9 
2~,· 1' () 

3·~1 IJ-9 
27.1 10 

2Ll 
26.6 
24.8 
J8 .. o 
J8~0 

2J.1 
"5' ,, '-- • ..J 

2L 'I 
25~0 
2J.J 

25.5 
2l}. 0 
21. .5 
19,7 
20.? 

20.1 

3 

'I'ABI.1•; YI·~.lt-

!'ARTY VOTE SHARES A.:m TUR.HOUT' 

EASTERN ONTAHIO 

CONSERVA'I'IVE 
Mean N 

J9.1 
32.0 
3'7. 8 
~U.4 
J2 .. 6 

J8.) 
.,i, 9 
.,1<.t • " 

J2.2 
JL~. 
25.5 

':\') b 
Jf_, • r 

;4.) 
J2 I· 

-~ • .. t' 

34.9 
28 .. 1 

28.5 

THIRD 
Mec..n N 

28~8 ? • 

J.1 1 
:i. 0. :3 

10.7 
8.4 
7.4 
'"'· 6 3,, 0 

? r: -,, ( 

2.7 
?.O 

1.5~ 7 
18 .. 1 

8 
5 

'? 

TURNOU1' 
M&a.n. 

66.2 
60.5 
63.3 
71¢2 
6?.J 

65,.5 
67~0 
.59,5 
61~. t' 
69~6 

53.3 
6(1 ,.., 
/. ( 

62.6 
6h.1 
58.8 

59.8 
62. '~ 
61.0 
70,4 
67.0 

N 

15 

13 
1i.~ 

1.J 
1.4 

1~~ 
t2 
12 
1.2 
lJ 

iJ 
13 
15 
"Ir.: 
~- ' 14 

-::i ··;o 
'-- .... )/ 
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are· found else~here in Eastern Ontario only here and in Ottawa 3nd 

Cornwall do they form a significant proportion of the population. 

Possibly due to fcderai influence, these French-speaking 1·idings v.:ere 

strongly Liberal fro~ the later stages of the nineteenth century until 

the Second World War. !~ is thus a telling indication of the Tories' 

wice ranging appeal that these ridings (with the exception of Otlsw2 

East, and more recently, Corm-1all) have bee~ unshakeably Conservacive 

since then. 

The second component of the resion comprises the counties of 

La:i-:uk, Leeds, Grenv i 11 e and Dundas, and the rura 1 sect i ens of vJhat 

was form~r?y Carleton county Both the farm arEas and the s~all cities 

and towns such as Brockville, Prescott and Swiihs Falls hJve staunch 

L.oyali~t ror:1t~ 2nd extremely lo-19 Tc:·~' tr_:.i:J;~;ons: CrE.nville has bt:E:n · 

Conservative contir1; . .m<.1sl ·; sine '= 1375; Le.eds shows only one Grit aber~ 

ration since Confederation, while Lanark r~turned its last Liberal in 

I 89L~. 

The third element of the larger region is the city of Ottawa, 

a city unique by virtue of the influence of the federal government (and 

2 concomitant lm'I level of industriaiizat:o.-.). Until the l920 1s, 

Ottawa 1 s voting patterns were highly volatile; since then (with the 

exception of French-speaking Ottawa East), it has bee~ consistently 

Conservative, though the NDP h~s made important gains in the l970's. 

The rate of turnout in Eastern Ontario has been quite unremark

able, save perhaps for· a c!o~e cor;-espor.dence to the pn.;vincia! ;1orm. 



T l. d • • f • f 3 - L • h 1ie IS?eiSIOn C party '.JOte ar.c ~, tUrl'"'OIJt 'fl f:t•!S area as s•ener-

11 + d . 'd Q h . . a y con.orme to prov1nce~11 e patterns,- wit two minor exceptions. 

First, compc:.i'ed with other regions, and in p2rtic:.dc;r the neighbouring 

lake Ontario area, the Conservative party 1s vote share has had an un-

11 . j '. . J 0 usua y w1 , e a1spers1on. Secondly, during the Liberals' dark days 

from 1S05 t c 1923, their support v1as no r:ior2 1viclei_y disper·st'd th2:-i t'.:i~ 

Tories 1 support in Eastern Ontario. 

Lcke Ontario 

One politic3lly salient feature 6f the Lake Ontario region, 

w~ich does not emerge from its voting history as portrayed in Table 

Vl-5, is that it has suffered a greater loss of representation through 

demographic change than any other re91u11. At Con;'ed,;;:·at1e;r. this c:rea 

returned 20 p::r cE::nt of t!-:E; llember~', b1 i t 0v 1977 it accounu:j for· only 

7 per cent of provincial saats. 

Until the w~tershed election of 1905, the Lake Ontario region 

was extremely competitive in both seats and vo-t:t.:s. Since then, ho·,...,ever, 

8rables containiGg the regional coefficients of varia~il ity 
were judged of secondary illterest, and hence are located in f..pperidix E. 

9Since individual regions tend to be more homogeneous than the 
province as a whole, it is often the case that most, or all, of the 
regional dispersions are less than the province-wide figure. Thus a 
region's v1::-te disper!';on may not be compared VJith the provincial 'nor~1 1 

in the same way that vote shares rr.ay be ::ompareci (the weighted :nean of 
the regio.~al vote :5hares vJ iil preciseiy e~ual ~he ~i" .)'Ii:.ce--.\•ide voce 
share, but there is no analagcus aquivalence for d;spersion) . o;sp ~ r
sions may, ~owever, be compared across regions, and regional patterns 
may be compared v1ith provinc..e-wide patterns. 

lOFrorn 1867 to 1898, and ~gair. from ~931~ to 1975, the coE:ffi· 
cient of ~ariabil ity only onca f8ll below .20. 
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Year 

1867 
1871 
1875 
1.879 
188J 

1886 
1890 
l89L~ 
1.898 
~ 90-:. .L ' • .. 

190.5 
1908 
t91.1 
1914 
1919 

1923 
1926 
1929 
19J4 
1937 

1943 
1945 
1948 
19 51. 
1955 

1959 
1963 
1967 
1971 
1975 
1977 

LIB3RAL 
.• !" r•1ear1 1.1 

29 . 2 
.26~ .8 
"'l)I . ? 
_..,-, • I 

~ ~; "> _, ._,. ~ .. / 
~.r.::. 6 .,,.., 

JJ.6 
33.9 
JJ.5 12 
)6.1 
J7.J 

30.h 
}; , J} 

29.9 
JO.lJ- 1.2 
J2.6 7 

2J. s 10 
J6.9 
30.3 
.39. 1 
39.1 

22.7 
,.. c: .~ 
~_.l a v 

24 • .5 
25.1 
21.7 

22.1 
2.5~4 
20.5 
21.0 
2'}. 9 

TABLE VI-·5 

?.AR1'Y VOTE SHJJIBS AND 'l'iJruiOUT 

LAKE OWi'.AHIO 

GONSERVA'J:IVE 
!V!ean N 

..., ,, •) 

.. ' t tu 
J0.3 
J2~2 
32.3 
36.9 

36.0 
;:r;. 0 
31.7 
38.6 
)8.1 

]8.5 
J9.J 
)7.8 
1+0 • . 5 
·2a. e 

3J o8 
J6.1 
j?~2 
)7 • . ? 
J9~9 

J0.8 
40~7 
Jl.i.2 
42,6 
·~Q ? 
.}U 0 -· 

THIRD 
Mean N 

2.6.3 7 

24.,5 
tio. 1 
)2.J 
8,1 
6.7 

j0.1 
8.J 

10. !4 

5.9 
~ .. . 9 

~· o 0 
.s. 1 

1 i~' '7 
1~- . 9 
17.8 

14,o 

<' 
•.) 

1 
1 
2 
1 

6 
5 

TURNOUT 
.Mean 

67.'? 
57.5 

. 67. 2 
6 ') 1 ~ . 
7·; ,., 
·~. ( 

69.6 
0.- c 1• ;,,.1. 'T ··s r: b , ,, .) 
77e2 
7 _5. 4 

69 . L1 

7:? .• l 
63e2 
69.6 
'?L1 

6J.9 
69.8 
68.2 
78.7 
80.1 

63.6 
?45 7 
68¥7 
7L7 
64·.14· 

63.J 
67 .., .. ' 69.6 
r•" 7 ( .t: •• 

70.5 

16 
1.5 
16 

16 
" t: l } 
~ -,. 
. ~ti 

16 
1. 6 

1 ~ - .. · 

15 
12 
10 

a 
/ 

9 

9 
9 
9 
" 'j 
9 

9 
9 
9 
9 
a ,-



PAHTY VOTE SIM.RES AND 1r rm.r-:OUT 
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the Conservatives have e~joyed very impressive margins over the Liber-

als, rarely less than seven percentage points and often more than 10 

points, although in 1975, it dropped to a scant 2.6 per cent. Since 

' their accession to power in 1905, the Toriei share cf the elector5te 

in this region, us~~lly greater than 37 per cent, has typically been 

the highest in the province. This in turn is clo~ely tied in w!th 

wh~t has generally been the highest level of turnout. Since the Lake 

Ont.:lrio region has been the least cor.;petiti ·,e mgion in Ontario (from 

1943 to 197? the opposition carried only 2 of 81 seats), it stands in 

sharp contradiction to the frequ2ntly proffered notion that electoral 

competition breeds high turnout. 

The expldnation fer the tiigh t~rnout may instead rest upon the . 

nature of the region. This is probably ti1e most traditional and econo-

m1call~1 stagnar.t arec.1 of the province. i:v'c::n the urban centres, King-

ston, Be1leville, Tc.:;nton, and the sorr.etime NDP outpost, P-=terborougn, 

are strongly traditi.ona!. It t!.•us may be that the nineteenth century 

view of party p.:il ;tics as a social exercise, a part of ccmrnunity 1 ife, 

persists more strong~y in the Lake Ontario region than elsewhere in 

the province. Together with a related strength of long-established 

party ties, this may overcome the inevitability of the final outcon.e, 

thereby acting as a spur to turnout. 

The NDP has made gains in this region over the past decade, 

but this is less attributable to a shift in traditional attit~des and 

loyalties than to the growing pq~ulation of suburban offshoots of 

Osha·>'la and To;·onto. 



With very fe1.-J excef)tions, the dispersio:1 07' Liberal .:rnd Cori-

1 I servative voting in the Lake Ontario region has been unusually sm2l !. 

The high degree of riding-by-riding consistency likely reflects the 

area's social and pol itJcal h~nogeneity. 

Georgian Bay 

Much of the Georgian Bay district v.i ::is at the front ier of sett.le-

ment in 1867, but by the present century it nad come to resemble the 

. . . . . . 12 
Lake Ontario .-egion in t e rms of social stab1l1t1, eccno:nic stagnat:on 

and the strength of tradition. Its electo.-al history , which is pre-

sented in Table Vl-6, is 1 ike that of the Lake Ontario area in that it 

was high!; competitive between the Liberais and the Conservativ~s d~ring 

the nin'2t.;;~nth century, and a1:,c, ir1 tL<:.t 1905 mark :.=d the be~;inning of 

the Tory hegemony. The Cc~ s~ r va t i v e margins ovs r the LiberaJs i n the 

Georgian Bay region have not heen so consistent nor so ove rwhelming ss 

in the L.:::lke Ontario ·district, though they often have reached 7 or 8 per 

cent, and occasionally 10 or 12-per cent. 

The region's eastern and western sections have disparate e1ec-

ora1 tendencies. The Grits have always been compar.::;tive1y strong in 

Bruce and Grey counties, \-Jhereas the Tories have dominated Dufferin 

l l h . b 1 ~ f. . t . b. l . h b Te l.1 era .coer·1c1ent o var1a 1 1ty as not een greater 
than .26 since 1919; between 1871 and 1919, the dispersion of Tory 
voting only once exceeded .20, ilnd since then it has nev~r been grear
er than " 17. 

12rt--e f.::irmland in Grey, Dufferin and Simcoe cou;:ties is gener
a?ly much better than most of t~a~ in the Lake Ontario reg!on, except 
for that in Prince Edward County: see W.G. Oean, Economi c Atlas of 
pnj_~].9. (for,)nto: University of iorontc P!'".;ss, i 969),p-i~te )§-. --
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1r.ABLE VI-6 

F AR'l'Y VO'.L'E 3HAEES AND TURNOU1' 

GEORGIAN BAY 

LIBERAL CONSEiriATIVE THIRD TURNOU'j~ N 
Year Mf.:an N MP an N Mean N Mean 

1.867 J9.h 41.9 81 ~4· 5 
1871 2~· . 2. J'• 4 .... .,,,, 65.7 ,.. 

,) 

1875 29.1 ~30~1 64.1 t1 
1.879 ~ ·~ ·, _) ./ ,. ~,. J0,6 64.1 10 
188) 31. 5 J4.o 63.9 10 

1886 -1 / 
) . 9 0 J.5.2 ..: r\ 9 '..)':! • 11 

1890 Jl. 4 JO, t+ 62.6 1.J 
1891~ 23.4 26.1 0 31 .• J fr?. 1. lJ / 

1898 Jl.9 ·~i~ .• 0 67.6 12 .,, 
1902 J.J.4 JJ.4 59.8 1?. 

190.5 2?.l 3·5p4 6!.;.. 8 1J 
1.908 29.J 35.0 6 ,i- 2 .• 'l 

'.). - !. ... 

1911 28.6 y:i 1 61. 8 1i .,I'. -

1914 31.3 39·(. €.·/(, ~ 12 
' --

1919 J2.9 5 !w,5 F' · 74.'j 12 31 ... ~ '·' 

1923 16.8 7 31.1 26.0 9 64.9 12 
1926 JO.J J2.4 J6.6 c. 68.7 · 10 

.I 

1929 J2. '-'. J5.9 37~1 J 70.0 9 _., 
1934 45.7 J1.9 7,., 6 8 { . 
1937 J8.9 J4.7 4.9 1 74.3 8 

194J 21.0 2t.9 1.5. 9 58.8 lj 

101} tj 24.0 33.4 11.3 68.8 8 
" -1948 27,9 29.1 11.6 70cl r· .) 

1951 24.J J8.5 6.6 70.8 8 
1955 29.6 J6c7 .s. 6 71.1 8 

1959 26.2 J5.9 6.o .5 66.4 8 
196J 25.5 36.2 4~9 65.9 -i t) 

1967 22o5 3u,3 8.5 65.5 7 
1.971 22.1 JS,L~ 14~2 '(J.7 7 
1975 2,.. c:: 28.7 11.~. 6 69.9 8 

~O • ,.., 

1977 24·. 2 28~9 1.5. 2 68, L~ 3 
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and S!mcoe counties as well as th~ sparsely populat~d Muskoka and 

Parry Sound districts. 

In terms of both votes garr.ered ar.d candidates fieided, the 

Georgian Bay region was the strongest area for the Patrons of Industry 

and for their latter-day counterpsrts, the UFO. Indeed, Grey and 

Bruce counties served as the last outpost of 1 'Progressiv!sm" (as tn·8 

UFO ca:r?e to be kno11m) in the late 1920's and eady 1930's. 13 

In 1Sit3, the CCF came re;narkabiy close t() the liberals and the 

Conservatives in this region; it even managed to take Parry Sound, the 

only rural rid!ng in Southern Ontario the party has ever wo~. After-

ward!:>~ hm~eve:·, it faded to a poor third and then a very poor thirci 

in :he 1g/~O's and 1950's. ;l.lthough ~:-;e NDP remain-:; well i:iehi:~d thE! 

Conservativs·s, it ex!)eriePced strong upsurges in 1967 and 1971. J-\s 

was the case for the two re~i0ns dlready discussed, the NDP's strength . 

• I ' is disproportionat~ly concentrated in the reg?ons urcan centres~ Col-

i iLgwood, Owen Sound, Ori11 ia and Barrie. 

Turnout in the Georgian Bay area fell sl ightiy below the pro-

vincial norm frnm 1898 to 1908; from the 1919 election until the ea~·iy 

J960 1s, it had somev·1hat higher turnout ~evels than th2 rest of th2 

province. 

Slnce the turn of the century, the Conservative vote share hc;s 

been more narrowly dispersed in this region than anywhere else in the 
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province. The SLlbstartlaliy wide ~ dispersion of Lib~ral voting re

flects the differe:-.ce in the ra:-ty's strength in the region's eastern 

and western sections. The comparatively narrow dispersion of CCF-NOP 

vote shares is interesting because this is usually more characteristic 

of the party's u ;- ban pcMed;ase than of a semi-rural area like the 

Georgi an 3ay region. _ 

Go~den Horseshoe 

The 11Goicien Horseshoe'' is clearly the r1ust arti1~icial region 

created for these ana 1 yscs. In the nineteenth century this area, with 

the exception of the city 01 Hamilto:i, was jJredominantly rural v1ith a 

sprinkling cf medium size towns 3uch as Oshawa and Welland. Not unt i l 

~~eli ir1to the presc;nt cerit:..:ry dld tile Golden Horsesi1oe occome high1y 

industrialized and urbani~ed, ~o th2t the geographic horseshoe indeed 

became a distinct region. 

As the data !n Table Vl-7 illustrate: during the Mowat yeGrs, 

the region was clearly, if not overwhelmingly l.itleral. The rr:argin ove:1-

the Tories vJas generally ~1 ight .ly ~\lider in the Golden Horseshoe than 

in Western Ontario, the supposed heart of Grittism. Given the arbi

trary demarcation between Western Ontario and the Golden Horseshoe in 

the nineteenth century, this is hardly an astonishing finding. Still, 

it is a significant illustration of Liberal strength that even the city 

of Hamilt -::>n vJas a safe Liberal seat in these ye-:irs. A further in::!ica

tion of the strength of Liberal ism in this region is the fact that in 

1834 the Patrons put forward only one candidate and left ten ridi:iJS 
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:CABLl~ VI-7 

PARTY VOTE Si1ARES .AND TUP.NOU·r 

GOLDEN HORSESHOE 

LIBERAL CONSERYATI1rn 'I'HIRD 'I'l.TdNOU11 N 
Year l\Tean N Mean N Mean N Mean 

!.86? 1~.o. 5 '"'4 [' 75.4 10 .) • ... ., 
1871 y~. 0 2.7" J 6" ':t 10 J. ...... 

1.875 3/ ';,) 32.2 66,,6 9 o.__; 
1879 'j1~~ . 0 29.7 6J~7 10 
lS8J JJ.E. Jt.6 68.7 9 

18136 ~ c: ., 
)_; .... 30.s 67.8 10 

1890 35·7 J4.5 70.2 10 
1894 40.l J6,7 J" () I • - 1 76.4 11 
1898 40.J 40.2 80a.5 :l 1 
1902 Jl:3. 9 J9.J ... ,('\ ? 

( 1 • ' 11 

19c15 ?(:) . 4 
,; l.J.2. 4 80.? ii 

1908 . ( 6 ...... . J ,, . 39.1 7). 9 '! 1 
.l J. 

1911 ,.., {'\ """ ?6 ? 67.6 10 )'-'. :> ..) . ,., 
l 01 !1. 32,,? 10 37-7 59.6 1.J . / .. ' 

1919 ..... ,.., .~·, 1n 25~3 ?.8.8 3 ?h·. 8 1~ ~). '"} v .,,. 

1923 14.7 10 26.5 22.8 9 .-• 3 1 .., )'~ ... -..J 

1926 "'3 J 38,9 ""',-· .'• Lj. ,..4 .,., 
11; £.... w) ,;o. ·kf t• • ( 

1929 22. t ·1 JJ.6 19.6 2 ,. ,- i::;. 14 _"j 1 • .._, 

19Jf? 
.. 

---. ~ '? 2'/.4 11. .3 73 ,7 1. l ,)'.:.1.;.. 

1937 .3 7 • .5 25.8 7 c !+ ?1. 6 11 

194J 1r).6 19.2 23. 4 60.0 11 
1945 19.4 30.0 20.1 7L5 11 
191.r.8 18.1 25.6 2l~ • .5 68~3 11 
1951 18.0 27.2 15,8 61 ~ .5 ., " !.l. 

l.955 1789 25~4 1182 56.5 1 'l .J.,.; 

1959 18.2 23.'(' 13.3 .55.4 13 
1963 19.8 28.J 12.3 60~6 l~ .,; 

196'? 17.6 27~4 21.. 0 66.1 J.d 
35~6 20.5 73,,5 ~ Q 

1971 17.J _,.) 

1975 2:1... 9 24, 1 21.2 6'(.4 24 

• , . ..,.,? 
-~';I ( • 20.6 24n2 19.0 65.3 24 
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unconte~ted) whereas in Western Onrario they had sta~dard-bearers in 

seventeen of thirty constituencies. 

By the turn of the century, the Golden Horseshoe was well along 

the road to industrialization, and thi~ was-evident in its voting pat-

terns. Whereas the Liberals and the Conservatives battled on fairly 

even terms in Western Ontario until the Depression, the Torles had . 

drawn ew~n by 1898 and 1902 ir. the Golden Horseshoe, and soon began to 

pull away in both seats and votes. The Hepburn 1nter l ude recalled 

earlier Grit triumphs in this region, but in !943 the Liberal vote 

share fell tc less than half of what it haJ been in 1934. The Liberais 

have yet to recover from this drop in strength, in part because of the 

strong CCl--NDP presence; the Cl'.:f-NDP outpol ~ e d -~ i-,'= L'b~rCi;;:. i11 the 

1940's 2s w;i-l as in 1967 and i97L The Conservati v.::.s' ::.!a.:re. of th•;; 

post-\v.:ir electorate n'>s be~ · , re:1ativEoiy lo>: , usual!y betvJeen 23 and '27 

- ~er cent, though ~he split·;~ opposit!on votes has granted them a clear 

1e2~ in .the number of members elected. 

The low Conservative level of support, typically 2 to 5 percen-

tagc points below the provincial mean, also ref1E::cts a generally lm1 

level cf turnout in the Golden !-lorseshoe (!uring the 1950's and early 

1960 1 s. ! n this -respect ".:h<-: reg 1 on is becun i ng much l i ke Toran tc, vJh i ch 

has always t:x~ei·ienced 10«1 ti..!rnou:.:. Until 1?23, the Golden Ho:-seshoe 

consistently exhibitecl extr~mely high turnout; from then until l948, a 

period rc.igh!y co.-respon0ir-g ro the. consol ida~ion of urbar.ization anci 

indu~tria1 ization in this area, ~urnout r~nained very clcse to the pre-

vindal 11onn. 



Two points r~lating to th~ dispersion of vote shares i~ the 

Golden Horseshoe are of interest. First, from Confederation until 

1905, the Liberal level of support varied remarkably little fro~ 

riding to riding; since then, there has been 1 ittle to distinguish tt 

from other reg!o~s. Secondly, for most elections, the dispersi0n of 

CCF-NDP voting has been relatively narrow. 

Western Ontario 

Table Vl-8 presents the party vote shares and turnout for 

Western Ontario. As the conventional wisdom would have it, this area 

has indeed been the heartland of Ontario Liberalism. The Grits have 

~onsistent1y gar nered mere support, thereby carrying more seats) hera 

tha~ in any .other region, with th s exception of the Golde~ Hurseshue 

during the Mowat years. 

Throughout the nineteenth century, the Liber~1s held sr22dy, 

lf unspectacular JeaJs over the Tories in popular vote. In tenns 0f 

seats, however, rural over-representation and the bias of the s ing1e 

member plurality electoral system turned \.Jestern Ontario into a Grit 

bastion. From 1871 to 1898, the Liberals won 180 seats in th i s are~, 

compared to only 53 for the Conservatives. Yet by 1905, the Liberals 

had Jost their edge even in Western Ontario, although until the Depres-

sion the Gr its and Tories were very evenly matched. Western Ontario 

stil I \'/as far and a-t1ay the strnn9est Liberal are<> ln this period; in-

dee~. it was the on!y region in which they were not hopelessly out-

polled by the Conservatives. This concentration of Libera~ strength, 
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TAB LS VI-8 

PAH:.:y V01'E SHARES AI·;D T1_Tri.N0".]T .. 

WES11ERN CI';irARIO 

I.IBERAL CONSERVATIVE THIRD TURNOlJT N 
Year Mean N Mean - N Mean N Mean 

1867 J8,7 -37 .1 76.8 27 
1871 J6.2 JOo) 67.0 2J 
1875 JS.O JJ.4 68.9 25 
18'79 )4 .• 1 r, i b 6!;.. 2 29 _,_. 
1883 34,8 32 .. 2 67.0 2'1 

1886 J5.2 J0._5 I' 5 ,, 0 •I 28 
1890 3 .5. 1 J0~6 66.o 28 
189l} )6. L1. JJ.6 17 27.9 1(' 72.1 30 
1.898 39.8 ;4.6 77.8 30 
1902 J"' (-, r • " "'6 1 ... • . 75.3 JO 

1905 38, J 40.7 7908 JO 
1. 9c~-3 35.9 39.1 74. l~ 30 
1911 32.9 35.'? 70.0 29 
19gl 11'.' J )B.H "7) ~ JO _,_)a • .J.. 

1919 2 ·j.9 19 2~~. 0 1}1. 1 .,., '/'"' J ~o , _ I I { 0 .::> 

1923 16.6 22 26.B 25. 1+ ? " 56.3 30 - . ) 

1926 31.9 16 3~· . 8 .33. '? [3 65 .. 9 27 
1929 27.3 JL7 26. l~ 6 62.2 28 
19 Jli- 42.9 28.1 9.5 7 '"'5 ,., 23 ( • c: 

19J7 -· 4290 24.7 4 ? 9 70.3 ?', .. _ _, 

1943 21.2 20.5 16.6 58.1 2J 
1945 27~0 32.8 12.1 72.2 23 
1948 26.1 27.8 14.8 66.1 ""J ,:.. 

1951 24o0 .32. 1. 11. 7 17 6607 2j 

1955 25.8 Jl. 3 10.0 17 65,1 24 

19.59 26.6 28.9 9.9 t? 6J.4 24 
1963 26.8 32.4 7.6 18 65 ,,3 2l{ 

1967 25.2 . ?.. 6 13.6 65.7 26 2 ..... 0 

1971 26aJ 28.J 19.5 74.5 26· 
1975 29.1 Z1e6 15.7 66.6 26 

197? 2.S~O 
") 1 ,., ......... ( t4~2 6~- . 0 26 
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su...:1 as it was, may have harmed t!-:e pa:-ty, in that a highly disprn·· 

portionate share of the party's seats and leaders came from a single 

region, for this bred a vicious circle in which the party remained 

tonfined to Western Ontario. (The other principal area of Liberal 

strength throu9h the dar~ days from 1905 to 1934 was extreme Eastern 

Ontario, but the French speaking rep;-Eosentatives from this much S::1~1ler 

. l 1. , . ' . . , ) 14 ar;;a carr:2c 1tt1e we19nt 1n party coun.::11s. 

Hepburn swept the arez in the IS30's hut the party's vo t e 

share fell precipito•JsJy· in 1943. It is the measure of their ove rall 

weakness since the Second World War that although Western Ontario con-

~ i ~tently ranked as the Liberals' strongEst region, the Conservatives 

headed the i,.)olls there from 191+3 to 1971. The Liberals did m.:rnag e tc 

j:eep '.vith!n strik i r19 dist3nce 0f the Tories, ho1•1ever, and in 1975 the · 

latent Grittism of Western Ontario came · to the surface, as the Libe r-

als attracted substanti a lly mori votes th~n the Cor.servativ~s. 

In Qrder to ascertain something of the nature of Lib P. ra1 vot~ 

ing in the Golden Ho rseshoe and in Western Ontario, Liberal support 

was tabulated according to loyalty in 1837. Table Vl-9 summarizes 

the data. The entries simply indicate how much larger was the Li beral 

vote share in ?disloyal' ridings than in 1 loya1 1 ridings. 15 In the 

-------------------~·--

14on the role of Franco-Ontarians in the Ontario Liberal pa r ~y 
during this period see Peter Ol ive r , Public and Pri vate Pers ons: The 
Ontar io Po: i tica l Cultu r e 191 L~-·193Lr (To ronto: Ci ark~ Irwi n , 1975); 
T48-9, l52-3. 

t 5 . On this distinction see Chapt~r IV, and Appendix B •. 



'l'ABI.E Vl-9 

IMPACT OF lbJ7 LOYALTY UN LI~ERAL VOTING~ IN 
1'HE GOLDEN HOHSESilOE AND wss:.r:EHN ONTARIO 

1867 ~ 1905 
1908 - :..937 
1943 - 19?5 

1867 - 197.5 

Golden Hors~rnh~H~ 

"1 t.:.. 
9 ./ 

6.2 
3.4 

J.6 

Western Ontario 

.... 7 t: •• 

.8 
•? -.r 

* Lib8ral vote. s!'•ars, ir, dj sJ.o_yal :.::idings minus 
Liberal vote share in loyal ridtn~s 
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nineteenth century, the difference ir1 Liberal support between loyal 

and disloyal ridings was slightly stronger in Western Ontario than 

in the Golcien Horseshoe; this relationship has been sharply re versed 

since the turn of the century. Thus, as the Golden Horseshoe became 

urbanized and i ~cl~stria1ized the importance of 1 rebel' traditions to 

in Wester~ Ontario. Xore significantly, by this measure at least~ 

~e!ther Libe r al strength in the Golde n Horseshoe in the last century, 

nor Libera? support in ~estern Ontario in this century owe much 1 as 

might have been expected, to the legacy of Up~er Canadian rad i cal ism. 

The rur~I Grit traditi0n of Weste rn Ontario was doubtless a 

facto r in rendering it f ert rie ground for the Patrons and the UFO . 

On thP. other ~1&r.d, ~he CCF-NDP has nis.ver frred particularly '"l e 11 (o ;· 

p.3rtlcuiar-ly poorl •f) in this r egion. ifowe ver, th2 party-·1 s fo1 t unes 

have b}' no means been ~rniform 1n \..!estern Ont2rio. lndustric.lized, 

unionized c ities 1 ike Brantford. and Winds o r, and to an extent sue~ 

centres as Stra t ford and St. Thomas, ha~e traditionally been favou r able 

to the CCF-NDP, but it has yet to make any serious inroads in the 

;-e9ion_1 s ru;-c:;] areas. Nor has the party f<:ired vvell in the city of 

Lendon; save one by-election victory, the CCF-NDP has never ca r r ied 

a Lonckln seat. 

As was the case in th~ Golden ~orseshoe, turnout in Western 

On t .o.rio •·: ~15: c ~1n :;istently high until 1923. Since then it ha '.; r~mai ned 

Vf:·ry close ·1·0 the: ptov!'1cial 11 o nr •• That H1rnout did not fall so rr:Ci ri: 

edly ~s i~~ the Goioen f1or-S•3Shoe i ikely i-~f1ects the lesse t i~r; p a c t ::.f 
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Industrial i~ation. 

The pattern of dispersion in Libera l voting !s very similar 

to that of the Golden Horseshoe. The Libaral ~ate share did not vary 

substantially from riding to rlding !n the nineteenth - centu~y, but it 

did durin9 the per;od 1911 to 1929. FoilO\·:ing the Depression, Uber-

ai ~upport \tJas some v1hat more r.arr-o.vly dispei"sed t_~2n during the dad.:. 

daVs. and quite unexceptional by provinc i al standards. The dispersion 

of Conservative voting in Weste r~ Ontario diverges very l ittle from 

overall provincial patterns, although in 1971 and 1975 it was wider 

th~n at any previous election . 

Toronto 

In contemplating Table V!-10: w:1ich contains the electoral 

d-.:i t.:i for Toronto (as defined by ::.he pre:: P.r.t ~ l e tt-op ')l itan bo;rndary), 

it _is well t_? recognize that iri th .;:, las t cer,t1.; ry v1h2t is !1ov1 suburban 

and eve ;·1 mid-to;m Toronto was farmland, iilte:-spersed •.-Ji!:h small vil

}agas. This ;s not to s2y that, as might be sunnised, the agqrega ':e 

figures, which portray Toro~to as strong}) co~petitive until 1894, 

simply reflect the cancel] ing of large Li beral majorities in E2st and 

West York, the rural seats, by the Conservati ve plur2l ity 1n the c it'/. 

East York did regt.:larly yive the Grit standa rd - bearer a com~ortable 

m~jority, but West York was a very comp.:::titi ve Seat, \Jhile t he d ty 

1Hopei · usu .::i liy· went Tory by only slim rri.::lrqir.s. !n the l890's though, 

the ;mage of 'Tory Toront o ' be came accurate, 35 the Grits fell hope

lessly behind in the popul a r vot"e. 
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TABLE VI-10 

PARTY VOT~~ SHARE:; ! .. ND ·runNOUT 

TORONTO 

LI:SimAL c -c> rrs~~. ~I~ A~ r '.,~ - THIRD TURNOU'I' N 
Year M~a.n N !Vfean i\ Menn N Mean 

1867 2J.9 26.3 56 'i 4 . _, 

1871 2?:t6 23.0 50.6 4 
187 .. 87.9 ?.8.6 )6a6 ~ 

) 

1879 26. J,~ 2,5.8 52.3 
188J 29aJ 26.6 1J.4 2 54.o 4 

1886 20.2 J8.1 7 ~ , J 1.~ •..J 
-' .. 

1890 26.J 26.9 70~5 3 
1891{- 29.0 J3.9 20.9 1 68.J 6 
'! 89q 31.1 35.6 66.'? 6 J. 1.,. ,, 

1902 28.1 ]4.8 2.4 4 65.6 6 

1905 19 .. 8 JB~d 1.6 Ji, 60.1 6 
1908 12eJ 32~0 .5. 4 . I{- 52.1 6 
1911 8.2 24.9 4.J 4 35.8 6 
1914 23.7 "l;" 4 1.J 4 55.4 7 -" J. ~ 

1919 21.2 23.8 20.6 4 57.7 8 

1923 3.9 24.o 4.6 4 J2.4 8 
1926 :l.2. 8 lH.0 60 ~ ') 18 
1929 ;,12 .• 0 "'? 9 4o.4 18 ,:,, . 
19JLI- 26.? 27.0 13.1 11 65.8 1.6 
19J'l 26.5 26.6 10.4 14 64.6 16 

194) 9.8 21.1 19.4 53.0 16 
1945 1L9 J1.9 20.0 68.9 16 
191J,8 11 ";) 26.3 26. l~ 66.8 16 

~ ~ _I 

1.8. 4 60,4 16 1951 12. 5 2'?.9 
1955 t4.4 23.8 14.6 54·. 5 l9 

1959 15.9 21.7 1J.4 5L? ,, 0 .. " 
1963 18.7 26.2 1"~· 8 60.0 29 
196"? 18.9 24,.J 21.2 64-. 6 28 
1971 1 K ~ J2. l} 20 .. 8 72. " ~:8 .... \.. .• 0 

65.8 197.5 20~3 ~~3. 5 21.1 20 J 

197'1 .. , 1 ! :; • . 26~0 ,., 1 6 .c. ..... 64~1 29 
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Entries in the 1rfhird 11 co!urn.n of Table \/i-10 for thr:: year.; 

1879 to 1914 show the proportion of the Toronto electorate attracted 

by Socialist and Labour candidates (in no other region were they of 

anywhere near the same signlficance). That their votes are 1umpe~ 

together by no means impi ies that the various candidates 2t any given 

electio~ had any con~ection; indeed, they were cften bitte:~y oppos~d. 

The vast bulk of tho~e votes at each election went to candidates des-

cribing themselves as Labour; self-styled Socialists typically fared 

very poorly. The data in this co!umn for 1919 and !923 show the siz2 

of the ILP elRctorat~. 

Since rne turn of the Cet1tu1-y, Toronto has consistently been 

the most dism.ai territory for ~he Liberc::l party. Except in 1Sl9 3 ;1d 

in the Hepburn elections ,. no Ubt=:ra1 11.1on a Toro~ito seat from i905 until. 

1959. Concomitantly, the city has been a key strongho1cJ for the CCF-

NDP, though until recently, the p~rty's support varied substant ially 

fran d i strict to district. Only twice since its ln!tial rise yo promi-

nence in 1943 has the CCF-NDP garnered fewer votes in Toronto than the 

Liberals. 

In the elections siGce the Second World War - I ike those before 

it - the Tories have not 2ttractea a particu1ar1y Impressive µroportic.n 

of the electorate in Toronto, bu~ t~e split in opposition voting, 

coupled wi~h low turnout, has until very recently given them a safe 

plurailty c.nd a rich harvest of .s~ats. From 1905 until the 1975 deb::ir:le, 

they wcr. !.:29 ·roronto Seats, compared to 40 each for· the Libera Is dncl the 

CCF-NDP; from l 3L~5 to 1975, they won l l 3, the CCF-NDP 33 anci the 



One of the most salient features of Toronto's electoral h istory 

has been its exceedingly low level of turnout; v0t e r participdtion has 

been in the 50 to 60 per cent range almost as often as in the 60 to 70 

per cent range, and on thr·ee occa;ions, it dipped far below 50 pe r c2nt. 

The high rate of abstent;c~ may be partly attributed to the Tories• 

la:::J<. of CtH:pecition throughout. m.::i.<.:t. of thi:s .:.::2nt.ury, but this exp12.1a· 

tion cannot hold either fo:· the nin.~teenth ccr-,tu:-y, or for 1919, ·1931+ 

or 1937. The city's low rate of turnout i5 of course symptomatic of 

gene~a11y low turnout in urban areas, as discuss~d ,~C hapter IV. ln 

the 1970's, turnout in Toronto has come very close to the provincial 

norm, and in 197I its turr:o .. 1 t W.JS svbstantial ly higher than the prev-

ious highs, registered in th2 1890 ' ~ . 

The only noteworthy features of vot1ng and turnout disp~rsion 

for Toronto are the wide dispersion of Liberal s~pport, particularly 

between 1905 and 1926, and the con:paratively narrow dispersion of CCF-

NDP vote shares. 

Northern Ontario 

Despite its enormou s expanse, Northern Ontario possesses a 

certain organic unity, based c,n the econo111ic pre-e~iinencc o;= ext:-act·· 

ive industries and a common feeling 01= isolation and alienation f;·c;n 

mainstre.:im Qnt.::rio 1ifr.1(; _.:,5 T3ble V!-·l I derrionstratP.5, in te,..ms of 

16see Morris Zaslow, 110o es Northern Ontario Pos.:;ess .;i F:egione:\ 
identity?" Laurentian University Review ',I (Au91..:st, 1973), 9··20, ar'd 
Don Scott "NorthernAJ ienacion 11 in Doria:d C. Ma~~Donald. ed., Gc-··<2~;-,
ment ar.J Politics of Ontario (Toronto: Macrdll2n ., 1975), 235 . ."l.i:,T.'""""-f°?(;r 
the-,(iew--that 'Ttssubse-;:-:,:ie:;ce to the :.ou;::h fr:~3>"1"..'!n ts pol i t)c.'~ in i . h,~ 
north, see G.R.. \.JelJei- 11Hinterla;id Pclitic:. ~ The C;;;se of tlc .~th1vestr::rn 
Ont3rio 11 Car1adia;i .J.::i1.1rn2.i of l)o1 itic<0: 1 Scieilce Y. (Dei:::?:nber, 1~;77 ) , 
72. 7-754. ' ---------·-·-- --··--··------- ----·-·-------·-··· 
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TABLE VI-· 11 

NORTPi.ERN ONTARIO 

IsIBERAL CONSER.7.A·'I1IVE THIRD '.rURNOUT N 
Year Mean N Mean N hiean N rf.ean 

1867 11.i- ~ 7 40.9 55,7 1 
18?1* 
18'15 27.6 15.2 42.8 1 
18'?9 )5u 1 30.2 65.3 1 
188:3"::-·;i- JJ .. O 27.0 :1. 

1886'~· 
1890 ~.:~ 9 _, _, 0 29.8 58.6 J 
1894· 29.1 2L~. 5 ~- 6 '), :>). ' _, 
1B98 21~. 7 22.2 J..~6. 9 J 
190;~ ~ .5. J 23.6 49.7 7 

1905 22~ lt- ?/ "..'. .~U t _, 1~8. 9 7 
l.9C8 "'1 I: 31. i;. 53.8 11 G .• • j 

1.9H t8~5 ? 25.1 42.9 10 
~ - 914 . 22.6 rJ? 1 ... ..... 53,5 11 
191.9 2i~. 6 22.4 21. 0 7 68.3 12 

192.3 1a.9 10 22.5 19. j_ 6 55.0 11 
1926 1~'" !f. 29.4 l4 . 5 t} 49, 'j 12 
t929 21.9 J5.J 37.0 1 62.2 11 
19Jl} .L;.h 1 27. '-i· 8.2 5 76,6 U. ..... 
19~3:1 J6.5 27.1 7.0 t: 72.4 11 :; 

19i-1-3 t9.1 1.1.4 .35.2 66.7 11 
1945 22.2 19.7 28.1. 75.!. 11. 
1948 19.J 22.8 23.9 70.0 11 
19)1 '/ ".I t' 27,9 l.6.o 67.5 it .... ..: .• 0 

1955 18,9 )0.7 "'6 " 66.6 12 l • _, 

1959 r~ f , '" 27.5 15.6 67.4 12 ~"t' • ..!. 

:i.9b3 2:2. 8 28.J l.4. (, 66.4 12 
196'] 2•:. 0 28.1 22.6 71.6 ~.l+ . I 

19""' "' c; - 3035 28.1 ·7LJ." 1 14 I .t. .!._... b 
1975 17.9 22.8 27.9 68 .. 8 15 
1977 12.5 27~9 25.7 66 .. J 15 

,.. 
A~c la.r:ation 

-l:·* l~o da-:::a on registered voters; party Vvt€, estimated on the 
b . .... , Bixty cer,t tur::-1c·ut -t\SlS 0 ..i. p~~.,.. 

OJ-
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aggregat~ voting shifts, Northern Ontario's electoral history displays 

somev1hat more volatility than other regions. It is scarcely surpris

ing that the electoral traditions which developed in the province's 

south should not become firmly entrenched here, for not only were his

torir.al> i:;conomic and 2nvironmental conditions substantially different, 

but a very large proporticG of Northern Ontario's population h2d no 

roots or connections with the scuth. 

Until 1835, Northe;-n On!ario comprised only one riding. In 

concert with the extremely fluid, t~an~ient pop~lat f on in this largely 

uninhabited area, this made for extreme sw;ngs in the popular vote. 

From the 1890's to the Fi rst Worici \far, ~s the North became papulat~d, 

a fairly consisten~, competitive patt2rn emerged (in popular vote, if 

not 2lwa~s in the di5tribution of seats). · it is the measure both oi 

the integra·tie>n of the North into the prc. vi(1C •~ 's social 3":ld polit i cal 

affai,·s, and th2 ext.ent of the T')ry nttraction, that, as elsewhere in 

the pr~vincc, 1905 marked the bRginning of a sol id Tory advantage 

over the Liberals. 

The 1919 election began a pedod of great electoral instab~l

ity ln Northern Ontario . •n the early 'twenties, the area's votes were 

fairly evenly split among the Tories, Grits, and the UFO-ILP (the 

a1) iance between the farmers and the workers was prob~bJy at its 

strongest her·e). Then, w!thin a space of foL1r electio~s, three part

ies carried off virtuall~1 clean s1,1eeps. In 1926 and 1929, Northern 

Ont2rio voters w~re strongly att~acted to the Conservatives, but during 

t~e Depression they rallied behind Hspb~r~ 1 s Liberals in greater 



mi~bers tha~ ~ny other region except t _he G(::orgian Ba'/ district. . Fin·

.:zi11y, in 194-3 Northern Ontario s-.·wng to the CCF far more strong1y than 

any nther region. 

Although in f943 the Tories suffered their niost grievous popu

lar vote losses in Nc,rthern Ontarlo, plummeting t·'.) il.l+ per cent of 

the e(c:ctor=.ite, ov~r the fol101rling three eiec.tion~; they rebuilt the ir 

support to ab:Jut thirty per cer.t, ~·frp3re it i"emained until i975. After 

its initial successes, the CCF faded badly in the 1950's, but o~ late 

NOP .3Uj)F-O:-t h.:::s approached its earl !er leve;, so that Northern Ontario 

is once again the party 1 s strongest reg:or.. Tl1is : esurgence has bee~ 

largely made at the Lfber2l~' expense; the Liberal vote, until a mi id 

rncovery in thE 1975 e 1 E: ·::t i o;;, 1'2.d been s te.ad i 1 y dee: J in i rig 5 i nee 1959. 

Until 1929, turnot.•t In Northern O;--r, ,,rio was vEry f<Jr below 

the provinc.ial no1111; only twice v-12s it 3rec-1t2r tnc:;n 60 pe-; cent, 

wher~as it feTl below 50 per cent on six occasions. Simpl2 geographic 

and environmental factors, v1hich rendered the z;ct of voting far more 

difficult in Northern Ontario, doubtless had some influence o;i turn

out. Since 192.9, however, the rate of voter particip2tion in r,;ort:10rn 

Ontario has unifonnly been marginally higher than th~ provircia1 mean. 

This represents th ·3 area's grmving int8gration into the ov•sral; pattern 

of Ontario politics. 

As was 9enerally th6 case throughout the province, the Libe1-a1 

vote share has varied more across ridings than has that of the Tories, 

pa1·ticularly from 1905 to 1929, anci alsc since 1948. Th~ di5persion 

-:if Conserv;1t i ve e J ectora l s1..;pp01·t is mL~ch 1: ke that of the othe1 reg i e ns, 



particularly Toronto, the Golde~ Horseshoe and Western Ontario. By 

comparison ~ith othe~ regions, the CCF-NDP's vote share has been 

narrowly dispersed. 

Trends Over Time 

By and large the trends in party vote shares within regional 

contexts repeat the province-wide trends discussed in Chapter i I I. The 

data, presentGd in T<-.ible Vl-12 are correlations (Kendall's tau) of 

party vote shares with time for the entire span of crovincial history, 

as well as for the pericds 1867-;902, 17 1505-1975 and 1943-1975. 

Liberal support has declined signi-Ficantly in each of the seven 

regions since Confederation, but for most regions, this overall trend 

masks an upward trend in the nineteenth century and a down~ard trend 

in the pr0sent century. Since 1943 tbe trend of Liberal s~~port has 

been down in Eastern Ontario, but up in Western Ontario and Toronto; 18 

the cor~~lations for the other regions are not significant. 

Regional tn:·nds in Conservative voting have not be<:n so son-

sistent. Across all thirty elections, the trend is significantly up 

in the Lake Ontario district 1 significantly down in the Golden Horse-

shoe, Weste,rl' Ontario, and Toronto, and not significant el.sevJhere. 

---------------
171f the 1867 election is excluded from the calculations, on 

the grounds that firm party lines had yet to be estabJ ished, the trend 
for both Liberal and Conservative voting in ail regions becon1es more 
strong}y positive, although the basic pattern - strong upwards Libera! 
trend, mixed Conservative trend - remains. 

18The upward trend !n Torui1to signals not so much rec:ent Lib·· 
eral strength there as the party~s abysmal showings ;n the l940's. 
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TEST FOR TREND (KENDALLr S TAU) 

PAR1'Y VOTE AND TURNOUT 

1.86?-1975 1867-1902 1905-1975 . 19J.i.3-197 5 

EASTERN ONTARIO 
Liberal -.53-n-+~ • 32* -. 53~1 ** -, 4?*-f'< 
Conservative -a02 -.J2* .02 .11 
CCF/NDP .02 
Turnout -.1J -~04 -.02 .23 

LA.KE ONTARIO 
Lilieral ?O~"~ir .,. • .. l / ... .46*~ - .44-!>~*'* -.12 

' Conservative .17* -.02 -.,1; -,27 
CCF/NDP "18 
'fur.nout .09 .,4?*•:!- -.04 oe23 

GEORG:'..t.~r EAY 
Libo.•z .. l -. )4iHr* .oo -.JJ** -,24 
Conservative -.01 -.27 -.11 .oo 
CCF/NDP . -.04 
'!'urnout e1{* .07 .17 '2'l 

GOLDEN HORSESHOE 
Liberr:i.l -.51*** • 0 li4·ll:-.:S. -~4~'i1-** 0 21 
Ccmser.vati ve '.P*** • 58***· - , l,L~*** , 1_!4 .- ...... 
CCF/NDP -() 11 . 
Turnc..1ut ~ .. 25** • ,58*** . -~Ji&* .18 

WES11ERN ONTARIO 
J .... lberal - • 36~· ·!!- ·!!- • 36* -:t29** .56** 
ConseTvative "'"c 25-~.ir, .21 - .. )4** -.tl 
CCF/N.'CP - .. 04· 
Turnout ... 19* .18 -. J1*'* ~07 

. TORON'l'O 
Liberal .... yl'•"'* .45** .15 8r'.**•it-• :J 
Conservative -.25'** • 64**~ -.3;·~ ..• 05 
CCP/NDP .09 
Turnout t09 .61*** 0 J4•* • i4·1r 

" 

NOR'rHERN 0 N'I .AR!. Q 

U.beral -. 33•«·• a OS ... 22* ..... 25 
Cl.lnserva.ti ve .05 -. ~.9 ... .09 ~41** .... ,, 
CCF/NDP a ... ~li 
TurP.out .49~ ·*f( ... 24 • 4.4'40·-i·'f!· .. 1\ 

!~u:JO Ni::-:10 N~~O N::.-:10 

"' p <. 10 ... , p <. 05 
**'* p' ~ 01 
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For the period 1867-1902, the trei:-.ds are mixed: two significant ~osi-

tive corr~1ations, two significant negative correlations, and three 

v1hich are not significant. For the elections since 1905, all three 

significant correlations are negative, indicating a downward trend in 

Tory vote shc.i;-e. For the p·:>st-v·1ar era only one of the correlations 

reaches standard levels of significance: in Northern Ontario the 

level of Conservative support has increased significantly. 

None of the tests for trend oi CCF-NDP over the 10 elections 

beginnir1g in 1943 are sig~ificant, thou~h doubtless this conceals a 

downward tren~ from 1943 to the mid 1950's an~ an upward trend since 

then. Trends for turnout are mixed; both across regions and across 

time spans; individual entries in the table may be of interest, but 

no over211 patterns are evident . 

Conclusion 

No purpose would be served by a recapitulation of specific 

findings raised in this chapter. ~Jhat is of moment is that important 

regional variations emerged with respect to patterns and trends of 

party support, though virtually all major developments were province-

wide in scope - which :s not to say uniform. Many regional variatfcns, 

such as the d!vergence in the electoral paths of Western Ontario and 

the Golden Horseshoe after the turn of the century, and the poor show-

ing of the CC:F-NDP in Eastern Oritario and eise·,vhere, are clea1·ly rocted 

in the social m~ke-up of the different regions and in the resultant dif-

ferential impact of social cha~ge. Oth~ r regional variations, 



2T2 

parl'icularly invo!ving shc.rt er :nedium term e 'i ector2l shifts ma y well 

be essential!y ref1ec~ions of social infiuences, but the influence of 

distinct regional political traditions cannot be rulecl out. Moreover, 

e~en if most of the electoral di f ferences across regions could be 

accounted for in terms of social c ~mposition, this does not me~n that 

region is wi t ho u t in::rinsic importan~e., for region h «~s been and con

tinues to be a sal ierit reference point to voters and politicians ali ke. 

Region is important because peopl~ de~n it thus, and as this chapter 

dem'.)ns t ratcs, they ha ve good reason fer vi e1t1ing it as a key el emen t i n 

Cnt~r1~ electoral politics. 

The regional similariti e s and diffErences outlined in this 

c:hapter are of intere~t in their O"vn right, bCJt as 1t1ell, they must he 

born e in mine! as back:9round and ccw t ex t ~ o t he ;:;na1y;:; r,s carried cut i n 

the two following chapters. 



CHAi'TER V! I ELECTOR!\L CH/\NCE 

The data presented in Chapter VI identify, in a pre ] irnin.:ny 

fashion, some major and minor electoral changes and periods of 

stab ii ity. This chaptc~ extends the analysis through -more precise, 

sy::;tematic identificat! :::i;1 of '~he5e changes. 

None of the methods of analysing G]ectora] change em~lcyed :n 

this chapter possess great statistical sophistic3tion. Some modes of 

analysis were precluded on technical grounds. More fundamentally , 

th0Ggh 1 the l~ck of complexity derives from the basic goal of the 

anBlysis: the identification, description and evaluation of specific 

electoral changes rather than the formulation of abstract models of 

electoral chQng2. i~ addition, the decision to remain 'close to t~e 

data' is pre:n!sed on ar: <0tpprec.iatic!-. of cl"lt' shc:···tco:-nings inherent ;n 

the data s2t and~ consequent desire to avoid statistica·; or rnethod

clogical complexity which ~ight convey an air of precision end 

certainty unwarranted by the d~ta. 

The prin~ipal focus of the analys is, sought via 'ecolog i cal 

regression' and construction of matrices of correlation coefficie0ts, 

is the strength and durability of party ties. The patterns uncovered 

are important in their own right, but they also have a bearing on the 

evaluation of several models of electoral change outlined in Chaptsr ! ~-

Follo1r.ir:9 t:1is, the focus of attentior is tu;ned tO\<l::trds the re1ation

~hips among the various parties' supporters. These relatio~ships are 

important for under·standirg the Jiases of political division vJithi;" the 

~lectorate, and the 8ccas : ons and ;n.:;:,•1er in ;,.1h1::-.h these divis!o:-is 11avi;; 
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changed. Finally, _data are examined pertaining to the rise and the 

electoral consequences of third parties. 

By no means are ali of the interesting features of the data 

discussed in the text . . Any number of intriguing or anomaious findings 

are simply ignored because they are 3t best only tangentially re1ated 

to t~e a1:::il·~'ti;::<d concerns of this chapter (;n c:ny _evc.:nt, a good many 

of th~m are ail but inexplicable). 

The Ana 1 ys i s __ r~f..._fl ectora 1 ChangE.-

The pdncipal technical hindrance to so111e cth2r promising rr.odes 

of analysis is the Jack of cont1~~ity in th~ urit of analysis, the 

constituency. In his excellent study, _fritical E!ectior.s and t-~~t·la_~: 

"discontinuity" analysis, fitting a regression ec;u.;,ticn to st.Kces5ive 

sets of ten contiguous elections, l•ilth dummy eJection-year variables 

set to l for th~ first five elections and to 0 for the last five. 

Systematic changes in residuals ~as reflected in the ·~iscontinuity co-

efficient 11) \,tere taken as an indication that thr: period betv1een the 

fifth and sixth elections marked a transition from one pattern of 

l 
aii9nrnent to another. Although this procedure gene:-ati:;s precise 

statistics on the degree of change frcm one period to the next, it 

require:> th.:it the unit of analysis remain consta11t throughout the 

1Walter Dean Burnham, Critical Elections and the Mainsprinas ---··-------- -··----"'---
of American Politics (New Yoi·k: W.W. Norton, 1970), 13-5. This 
----··---_.... • ~ • I • technique is './\!ell suited to J1st1n.21•1sn:ng betv·ieen clectorai periods, 
but is less appropriate for discerning oth~r forms of change. 
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entire ti:ne span. Th~ redistribution of ridings renders this t1?cbniqi1e 

impossible; although the effects of redistributions may be taken into 

account for any pair of elections (though Jess satisfactorily across 

iricreasi~g numbers cf redistributions), it is not possible to do so 

. 1 f'. • - 1 • 2 consistent y .or ser1ss ot e1ect1ons. MacRae and Meldrum's imaginati ve 

use cF fsctor analysis in identifying eiect0ral change cannot be used on 

our data since it is only applicable to two party systems, and requires 

a full complement of invariant cases ovar the full period of analysis. 3 

Finally, some notev1orthy findings ~bo1.it electoral change in the Unlted 

States •tJere made possible through analysis of the u:i:que data t!lro1.,1 •.1 

t.:p by the American electoral system - split-ticket voting, differences 

in p.:::r1..y preferenct: and turnout r-;:ites for various offices at sta!e, 

natior:a) e<nd local leve:ls of government, 2i·1d the I ike.
4 

The single 

vote given the Ontario elector necessarily pn:-:ludes many ·reveal lng 

analytic techniques avail2ble to students of American poiitics. 

Two basic methods are emp1oyed in the present analysis of 

? 
-Given the peculiarities of regression analysis, moreover, it 

would be extremely difficult to estimate the effects of differing 
numbers of ::ases due to acclamation, or the presence or absence of 
third party candid a t2s. 

3ouncan MacRae, Jr., and J.::imes /\. Meldrur.i, 11Factor Analysis 
of Aggregate Vciting St2tistics, 11 in Mattei Dogan and Stern Rokkan, 
eel~.~ Qui".ntitative_)\:..:>logicDl ~nal4~is i n the Social Sciences (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: M: 1 ~·ress, 196::.:i), _,7-9. 

4
see for ex:imp~::, 1v/alter Dean Burnham, 11The Changing Sh;:ipe 

of the .f\1P2r!can Political Universe,'' .D.merican Political Science 
Revie1•1 L!X (March, 1965), 7-28; Meldrum and MacRae, 11 Factor Analysis," 
ar.d-Gerald M. Pamper, Voters Choice: Varieties of Americ;:in Electoral 
-~ehaviour (Ne11.1 York: Dodd Mead, 1975)-.---- -----



e lectot«JI ch c:• ng e . First, correl a ti o n on a trice s ar·e as s embl e d r e latir19 

each peirty 1 s v0i.: e sha1· e to its own vot e -sh a r e and to tha t of other 

parties for earlier a nd la t er elections. 5 Correlatiny a party's vote 

share acr·os s t :me is a means of moni t orin g changes in th e st re ng tf-i and 

stabi I ity o f t h~ ~ l e ct o rat a 1 s 2 tt ac hme n t t0 it. Correl a ti ng t wo pa rt -

ic s ! '/o t e s : i c~rc :: :i l' t: r~ r s insights into th e ;·e l a tionships betvJee n lheir 

f: ! s c t.~1 ;-:ites. Th 2 s e•:.oncf general r:1e1-r1od of analysing ch a n9e ls the 

9ei1 e:;r·2,Li:;n of t im e se1·!es of cross-secti ('ri ,1 l relationships. Th 2. t is, 

relation'.; oelv.'ee;1 variabl e s a~ rJiff e rent pc•;,·.ts 1n tirn e a r e ir1 s p ~ cted 

f r:i r ev idence of chan 92 s or r.c; .·,t i.~ :: iti <:: s. In z 1 1a y, this i s a sp ecial 

ca s e of the matriY approach. 

The da ta se t an rl the ted:n i qu e s emp 1 oyerl to aria I y s e it co!' ta in 

In st e ad, e a c h mode 

nature of the data n ec e s ~ itates th::it cha nge , particul a rl y ch a ng e o ver 

the l o ng term, be ree d ir.~ o re l ati on sh i p s . This in vol ve s a good deal 

of impressi or• istic comp::irison and a ss e~s roe nt, 1·ather thc:rn cal -: ul a tion 

of pre~ise st~~ i s tic: 0f change; this does not mean, how e ve r, thJt the 

analysis is unsystematic, Moreov 1~ r. mJ ny of t:1e more i ri ii··c:· 1· ta !1t re .. 

·1ationships are examined .,,i ith r,K; :e t han o r.e statistical a pp ro2 ch, so 

as to red u c e de r 1"'! 1 id e 0 c e on i n d i v i ;:l u a l c n t r· i e '.-> i n tab i es or o ri s i n g l e 

•.-.-.. -- . ....... -·...-·-··-'··· ~---· .... ..... -... .,,, .. _.,.. ______ ..,_ -...... -- ·---~-------- ....... .... .... ,. . .._.._ ....... ----~--__.,.--~---------·---· .. 

5A 1 I ·- I 1 · - d . r f . . ' . 
• - 1 ot t 1e c o rr e . ~~: ons a n r ~ g re s s 1 o n coe r 1c1 e nt s o:s cuss 8d 

in th i s dupte r- repr ese nt cJe.:;cr !p ti ve r at ::e 1~ tf,an infe 1-eni·ial 
apo:·oaches. He nc e , a s surr1 1: '. : i•; n ~; o r d c:: c isi o n ~ con ~:<:> rnin sJ distr i buti on~: 
an d signif i ca nce l eve ls .:=ti- P. not i'l ppr op ri ai: e . 



To avoi~ ~ndless repetitlc~ of this imp0rtant caveat, let it 

be said here that the methodological and interpretive shortcomings 

arisirg from the fact that the analysis is an exercise in indirect 

inference of charge rather than direct measurement are readily ad-

mitted. They must be kept constantly in mind, even if they are not 

often exp1 l~itly raised her·eafter. 

The first phase of our 2nquiry into the strength and dura-

bility of party attachmenl~ is huilt ~oon the retrieval fran the 

marginals, via simple regression, of cell entries in a contingency 

table. As de~c~sttat~d ir Chapter V, this ecological regression pro-

d•.1s~~s eS1'.imai:es of the pro::iortio:i of d party 1 s '.JOt2rs remainin•J 1cya1 

to it in the s~cceeding ele~tion. The technical derivat!on nee~ not 

be repeated here; suffi~e it to ~ay that given 

x -· Percenta9e VO i: j ng for Party /1.. at election 
) 

v ·- Percentage voting for Party A at election 2 . l 

X~ - Percentage voting for Party 8 at election 
L 

y = Percentage voting for Party B at election 2 
2 

and x
1 

+ x
2 

: v
1 

+ v2 = l, then regressing x1 upon v
1

, and renderi~g 

it 1n the form v
1 

- a + b X,, the proportion of x
1 

which was 3Jso yx yY , 

x2 - i'.:' party loyal !sts - is ~iven b/ (u+b). 

As noted ear! ier, the retrievaf technique, which will be re-

ferr8d to as resres5icn estirnaticn, is premised on the assumpcion that 

:he underlying relationship d~es not vary systematically from riding 
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to r·!ding. One sur.:; sign that such i~ ~0t the cese, that 11;;iggre9atiof1 

bias" is present, is a result outside th'3 0 to 1 lo9ical limits (al

though a logically possible resutt is no guarantee that aggregation 

bi~s is not at work). The three tables presenting the regression est~

mates, T2bles V! 1-1, VI 1-2 and Vll-3, contain relative~y few inad~1is-

sibie results. Seven per c~nt of the entries are grester than unity, 

with approximately t wo thirds of these falling in the I.00 to 1.10 

range. None of the ent1·ies is negaLiv~, and only one 1s improbably 

dose to zero (Liber.:.I in rural ridings for 1926: .OS). This is <;;n-

~ouraging since, a oriori, ~e n~rmally expect loyalty to party to be 

closer to unity than to zero. Similarly, we expect t~irly high turn-

out am0'.19 p r e.v ious vo -~er·~. !n th~ ~hre~ tables, rates of voting in a 

second election, having voted at a fir~r , vary between .63 and 1.02, 

with most entries in the .80 1 s 2nd low .90 1 s: 

Other results accord les~ well wit~ impressionist~c expecta

tions. The estimate of Li6eral loyalty in 1894 is a case in po1nt: 

given the strong showing of the Patrons of Industry, whose support, 

geographic and ideological, was closely related to Mowat Liberal ism, 

it is inconceivable tt1at the liberals could maintain 94 per ce~t of 

their 1890 voters. (If o~ly ridings contested by Patrons are included, 

the proportion falls to .82, but this too seems i.11possibly high.) By 

comp2rison, h 1919 .. a some1t1hat simiiar e!ection, Liberal lcyalty 

rates manifEst the expected droo (to .49). 

To judge by the re?rass!on estimates, party att3chments have 

generally been quite strong t~roughcut Ontario history, with 
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occasional important e."<:ceptions. Indeed_. ~ver1 asldP. from the J0gically 

!nadmiss!ble results, a good many of the entries in Tables VI 1-1 to 

VI 1-2 are improbably high, and this reaJ ization must condition our re-

l . , h . d f . ~· , . 6 ·'1" 1ance on tne tee n1que an acceptance o specrrrc conc,us1ons. K I 

the same, the object of the exercise was not to arrive at precise levels 

of v~ter loyalty to p3rty, but to gauge its general levels, and tu dis-

cern trends as well as periods of continuity and change. Hence, we are 

far more interested in the fzct that entries for the 1920 1 s and 1930 1 s 

are considerably lower than for other periods than we are in their 

exact mr.igi1itude. 

Table Vi l-1 presents the regression estimate for the province 

as a v1hole. They sugciest that the establishment of strong pany attach-

rncnts took thr8e or four elections. W~th ~embers and even ministers 

switching p5rties, and the proper scope of prcvincia! act~vity uncertain, 

it is hardly iurprising that the bases of party support ware extremely 

fluid. Tabie \/11-1 indicates th1t Liberal loyalty was comparatively 

low in 1871 and 1875, and that Conservative loyalty was 101•1 until 1883. 

Mowat 1 s Grits thus seem to have attracted a faithful fol1owiny several 

years before the Tories. In turn this partially supports the conven-

tional wisdom that the Conservatives' failure to unseat Mowat stemrr.ed 

from a Jack of consistency. (In inter~reting the regression estimates, 

'-----·---
61· h • - h • • h • d • L e computation o~ t e estimates requires tat a r1 :ng 1>e 

contested by a party at both elections. The el iminatlo~ of some 
rid;ngs for this re33on may in par~ account for the unpalatably high 
loyalty rates. Th i s explanation,- however, ·would hold only until 1929; 
since then all parti es, save the CCF in the l930 1 s and 1950 1s, fielded 
virtually full slates of candidates. 



TABLE VI:C-1 280 . 
REGRESSION ESTD.1ATES OF' PAR'l'Y LOYALISTS 

Year Liberal Conservative Thi.rd Turnout 

1871 .53 • 58 .76 
1875 .49 ~ .54 ,76 
1879 ,83 ,.J9 .82 
1883 .?4 c. ,. .88 •Jo 
1886 068 . 69 .ao . y 

1890 .?9 $ 67 .. 90 
1891~. • 9l.r .(8 ' • 81 
1.898 .72 .63 ' 895 
1902 /q 6t:i .93 a Ou . -
1905 .97 .82 .97 

1908 . • 84 .70 .89 
• 9" . .98 .91 .96 ..I. ~ . J. 
·1911J. .75 ~88 .91 
19i.9 .49 • 58 .88 
1923 .. 54 ~63 • 52 ?') . .... 

1926 .J4 ,. iH?. , 81 
1929 ft 73 ,,J4 8t:' . ..) 

1934 .70 . 6C .85 • ' ::> 
1937 • 7} 1~10 ' , llJ .92 
194.3 • 61 .64 .54 - •. 77 ' 

1945 Cl8 1 .. 03 .72 .85 • . .;; 

1948 .95 • 65 1.01 ~90 
1951 .81 1. 11} .70 .90 
1955 • 88 .85 .90 ! 97 '· 
1959 ~ 130 .92 • 81 . • 93 

1963 .,9 ~ 89 .92 .86 
fl ' 

1967 • '19 ,80 1'602 ,,90 
1971 .. 91 • 914 .82 .90 
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it !swell to ramember thGt they Jo not take into account newly mobi 1-

ized voters or switches from other parties.) 

By the J880 1s, strong party loyalties had become the order of 

the day. With ebbs and flows, the overall level of party loyalty seems 

to have remained high until the advent of the UFO in 1919. According 

to the: B\r~dence Presented in this table, neither 1902 nor 1905 marked 

a clearly decined turning point in the strength of attachment to party 

as required in the critical real 1gnment interpretation. The first 

decade of the century is a division of sorts: until then the Liberals 

were blos~ed with a higher, though more volatil~ rate of party loyalty 

than the Conservatives. 5ince d1at time, however, the parties' posi

tions have been reversed, with the Torie~ ~lectoral fol lowing the more 

faithful bu t more var'ahle. 

The rise and the pr~sence of the UFO seems to have played havoc 

111ith established party loyalties, for the entries for the 1920 1 5 rank 

am0ng the lowest in the table. 

The Hepb'..lrn years and the J940 1 s, 1,1hich encompassed the first 

two surges in CCF strength in 1943 and 1948, were marked by consider

able variation in rates of party loyalty, particularly for the Tories. 

Again, neither the 1943 election nor that of 1945 stand out as a de

marcation, as might be expected had they signalled a criti~al realign-

ment; instead, t he whole ~eriod is one of flux. (To be sure, the data 

in Table Vl!-l 2re hardly c0nclusive on the occurrence of crit i cal 

real_ign;ner.ts, since, '3Side from doubts as to their validity, they do 

not speak to the behaviour of new voters and of voters changing parties.) 



i ~ l ent c r eJencc by th e g e nera ll y hi0h a~ d con s ist e nt l e ve l s cf p ~ r ty 

loyalty \',Ji1icl1 cfiarac t e 1· 1ze po::;t .. \-:c:r ld \~2r T:J.10 e les tions. OnP ::, i ngu l 3 r 

Doubt i i:::.:;s 

this is ~ 1e. fl ection of eleciion-spec if ic factors, but it is part icu-

l a rly curi ous in cont1 'ast vv ith the rel a tive stobi lity in Liberal 

loyalty for the ~e years . 

i n U!ba n , rural c:1n d iT1i x~d 1- idi n~1 s . S c;n e i n t e r e s t i n 9 d i ff e r e P c es a [-> p r:: ::: r 

of 
~3 

ridings. 

ti ons in s tr er.s t!·, : ~ ,Jt t 2cl1ment to party, bu t onl~1 som i:: o f these ai-P-

i~ p a rticu l ar , sho r t te rm cha nges in pa :· ty 

··----.----~· -·- · - ~ .... ~ .. - __ , ____ .. __ . _______ ...., _______ _ 
.. , 
1 Ci·!e 11easte r11 1 1 i:-1nd t!v'.1t.:...st:=~rn' ; (1 r!t~-ir iu r:rnp!o/ed ·~h rou·Ji· :·~· ut th is 

chapter a;· ·:· •i:i_;ch l ar ge r t'1 -::1 n the ~;:i i i ; ..-,,·Jv nc::•i e d r · · sfc·~<:: 1 1 the. 

p r· e v i o u s c fJ ··'' I' t -~ r . F o r d e f i n i i~ i c: 1 : _, o f t il ':c ! c.i ; · s: e .- ( ' 1T i ''" ,. : f ' ') ;,. '=' r; ; o ; 1 :; , 

see Apn e nd ix B. 

8
Me:t hod o1:::> g i cally, i t is 1~0t21, • c·rt l-iy tha t ··~hi: ' c.:.:tegor i ca l 

S8par ~ t: c1 1 t cchniqu R i n c r f~~ 0 ri th e frequency of in admi s sible r e s ul ts· 
( i . e , s cc· r E: :; .:.; 1 e a t e : ~ h -:> 1 u r. ! ;: y) . 1 h i s i 11 t L! r n [· -::·: ! ! s u s th a t ""ha t e v e r 
the ir ~;u i>, t c; 1 ·.·< i , o' j ; . ; ,~ .~~i"~.c- 1-:i:-1: , :··c qionc:il ::,:,cl r 1~1•· ;:i l -l; 1 · ban f.Jctor:: '-"H?.< •:=. 

not t he p 1· i 111e c~1•_•:; •.; c i i:::-..:: ci]Cj!C~;c, ti o,- : t , 1=is . Ne itr :-.:1·, to ju dge: f 1·01Y1 

a t a bl e r1 c,1-. pr·,<.,;i-, ·, . i::; t he !-Jcl·· t i ::..c., ,-, i nc l in ;:1 ti 0n o f i. he r:~1!,1s; :r, 
ti: i s 'lt1bi:.~ , l o/<:: i ~'/ C: ' 1.

1 1' f ic i e nts 1t1e r c c o mF·_1ted acco r cii11J 1- c~ '~:·: c r•ai" ty 
v;i nriin g U :e: r , d !n·~l ,, ~ t hro ir1 iti .::;J 1 ~ lection, but as r:1<m/ ;nadr11 is si:.:· l c 

r cs u l t '--· '"·' 2 r e ~. : .. c n !. ri r. e re i:l ~ n t h i s a s i n o t he. r ta~~ 1 e 5 ., 



TABLE VII-2 

REGRESSION ESTU1ATES OF PARTY LOYALISTS BY REGION 

Eas".; Was·t 

Year Lib Con Thlrd Turnout Lib Con 'I'hird 

1871 .44 .• 4.5 .72 • 61-J. • 67 
1875 .42 • 5L~ .?5 c49 • . 48 
13'?9 • 7.5 .J? .81 • 7li • )0 
1883 . r: 8 ,40 .. 8? .60 • ,Slf 

1886 .65 • 52 .75 .77 .91 

1890 .70 • 71 .89 91.!. • 8J . ' " 

1894 .. 63 0 69 .82 1.16 .70 
1898 ,,80 .66 L01 .64 • .57 
1902 ~62 .77 .94 .,64 .55 
190..5 ,,86 .81 .. 97 .83 .63 

1908 a 6G T' ~ .i , .68 8? • 4 .f.5 
19il .98 LOl .97 • 8'/ • 81 
l91i~ ~· 6 oc; .92 .8h • 6~, ~ ( ~ .,, -·-
1919 ,, 71 , 63 ,.,,.., 4~ .86 . ( ( . ~ 
j 92~1 .. '3'? ~ l}~ .49 {, ') • 52 .67 ·• 51 .... ... • v t.-1 

1926 .43 ~77 • 51 
1929 ".SJ e9J .73 .55 
19)1} .50 0 7 J. . 
19J7 . . 59 1 .. l.6 LOO .65 1.12 
194J 

.. .., 
?7 .84 .70 a45 • jL. .. 

1945 t,.O.J l~01 .72 .84 .95 .75 "~ 

'-948 c 57 • 5.2 • 62 
• o_,. 

.90 1.08 .92 1.24 
1951 L02 L12 ~82 »94 

,...,. 
.99 .63 • ( 0 

1CJ ··)r.' .?2 .89 .88 .. 88 ~87 .. Bo .66 • ~ ..J 

>..959 ~ 92 .86 .92 04 ~83 .95 .86 . ;" 
l.963 .72 .?4 .90 "88 .. 36 .86 .71 
"'9"~ .68 .68 2.44 • 91 ,89 .72 1.05 .... Cr 

197l .64 '"'7 .91 • 81 .. 96 1.0J w 60 . ~' 

·'P ., -.:. ~ ; .:; 

Turnout 

,83 
.78 
.. 75 
.85 
s8.5 

.96 

.79 

.84 

.89 

.. 92 

~92 
• 8·+ 
¢88 
~82 
oBi 

.90 · 

.98 

.78 
~ 91 
~70 

. 8 i:: 
., J - · 

.91 

.92 
1.02 

c89 

.88 
• 9.3 
.91 



l'.'eal." 

ts·11 
!.875 
'8,.,9 ,_ ( -
L883 
l886 

l890 
! 09 '· "v '+ 

1<398 
1902 
1905 

1908 
191~l 
1914 
1919 
1923 

1926 
1929 
1934 
1937 
191}) 

194'1 
19Ll-8 
19 ~ -i :J ~ 
1955 
1.959 

i 9() :3 
:t :;1{) 7 
j_ ~r~ '/ 1 

Lib . 

• Li9 
.80 
,99 
.48 

.. 84 
• 94 

n ' ) 
• (J '-

"71 
ti 77 

• '?8 
• 71 
. 82 

TABLE YII-J 

REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF PARTY I,OYALISTS BY TYPE OF RXDIHG 

Urban 
·Con Third Turn 

.44 
• 61 

1.01 
,66 

1.11 
.60 

1.19 
.60 
.. 88 

.92 
8 t, l~ 

1 .• 10 

• 6J 

.71 
1.27 

.71 
~86 
.85 

~99 
1. o ~~ 

~ '? S"t 

• 6J 
.91 
• 83 
.70 

.,83 

.89 
• 7' e 
• 87 
.90 

.• 88 
0 A 

• U'j 

9
,., . ~ 

Mixed 
Lib Con 1l1l1ird 

.. 90 

.,97 
1 .. 05 

.. 72 

~ 61 

• LJ.2 
• 62 
• .51 
• ')0 

' • '+? 

.65 

, '?0 
• '15 
''?4 

' "" l .. . ,:-_ _) ,., .... . ,; ,::. 

.69 

.1p3 

.60 
1.09 

t:. ,., 
• , ... l 

.. 89 1 .. ()/} 
,.., >· ., ... 

• ,. 0 • i .. 

.73 i.05 
• ?3 • Tl 
u 67 • ua 

. Di I .81 
0 ()'? • 6S1 

1. 00 Ll .5 

1. 01-1-

"·70 
.88 
• 70 
. 95 

.-.~ 

• I .:.. 

.?6 
'! ' " ''i -. ): 
"~3 8 

!i.1rn 

.97 

.. 92 

. 87 
• 13 t5 
.70 
• '?2 

• 9i+ 
• r/'? 
• tl 2 
.93 
.75 

'?..., 
9 I 1

1 

• 81 
• 84· 
• (3 51 
. 91 

• 1~32 

a?? 
.. ~J! ~ 

Lib 

·• I . )•} 

,46 
• 82 

,.., i 
• ( .I. 

~6S 

s ~ ~ . 
• ' J .l 

1.02 
c67 
.63 
~92 

• 7' 6 
• 9 .5 
• 02 
• l+O 
• '10 . 

.09 

.61 

.. 4'? 

.62 

.55 

1.03 
.91 
• 71 

1.CO 
. 89 

, ?>J 
4 8'? 
. 92 

Rure.J. 
Con Third Turn 

• _51. 
to52 
6 3'3 
. 51 
. 65 

• 7.5 
~ '/ J 
6 C:· . _,, 

.63 

.• f37 

a72 
.96 
. 91 
• 6 t~ 

.98 

• 61 
.. 64 
.80 

1. OQ 
.62 

.94 
'•6 • t.;. 

1.C>7 
.77 
,. 82 

• 91. 
.. Ell 
.92 

.54 

.74 
• 7l} 

.98 

.84 
• 71~ 
.79 ,., c 
•Cl) 

.?6 

~9J 
• '/8 
,94 
.9? 
s97 

. 90 
e S' 6 
49 2 
,, 37 
"7 'J 

• 8 1} 

.82 
• ·16 
o9J 
.75 

• b.5 
1~02 

... ~·::3 
I '.") r! 

. :;;,o 
(' ? .. 7•-

(, ;~ . uu 
• 91~ 
., 55 



loy~lty vary markedly according to rcglon, but seem mostly to be idio-

syncratic responses to specific elections. As might be expected, the 

entries depicting Liberal loyalty have generally been higher, and sub-

j~ct ta Jess pronounced short term change, in Western Ontario than in 

the east of the province. Conversely, the Tories have been favoure~ 

by slightly higher and more stable levels of loyalty in Eastern Ont-

aria. It would also seem that the Liberals' ability to hold onto 

earlier supporters depends somewhat more on regional factors than has 

been the case for the Conservatives. 9 None of these tendencies are 

particularly strong. 

Regression estimates of party loyalty for urba~, mixed and 

rural ridings are presented in Table VI 1-3. (Due ~o the small number 

cf cases it was not po~~ible to ca1cul~te loyalty for mixed ridinss 

before 1905 or for urban ridings before ·1929.) The table's most note-

worthy feature is the overali lac-k of variation: :.ot only are th~re 

few important systematic differences in party loyalty accorJi_ng to 

rural-urban composition, but then~ are fe\v idiosyncratic, unsystem-

atic differences either. This is particularly curious inasmuch as 

rurJl-urban character would seem, a priori, a much more pol itica11y 

salient feature than the rather gross regionai division employed in 

the previous table. 

The absence of vari2tion is especially clear for the series 

90n 18 of 26 occasio~s, the Tories! loyalty levels eith 0 r both 
rose or both declined in Eastern and Western Ontario; this was · true of 
the Liberal entries only 7 out of 23 times. 



of ups and downs in loyalty to the Conservative party from l9Y: to 

1951; the consistency across the various types of ridings is qui t s 

remarkable. Similarly, for those years ir, v-:hich it is possible to 

make comparisons, neither the overall level of Tory loyalty, nor t ' 

direction of election-b'!'·election change seem to vary much from one 

type of ricii~g to the next. The Liberals 1 attrac~iveness for thei ~ 

supporters is somewhat Jess consistent across riding types, but do ~ 

not have nearly the same variation as in the regional bre.Jkdovm. · . ~ 

CCF-N;:JP's freq;iE-nt failure to noin:nate 1n rural areas precludes - . : s 

comparison, but differences and trends in loyalty to this party .-J;• 

much less pronounced between urb2~ and mi .~d ;idings than between 

ridings in the eastern and western sections of the prov ince. 

but not included was ei measureme.r. t. of continuity between adj a cent 

ele~tions in ~errns of the proportidn of the variation in party vote 

sh~r.es st-=itistical ly "explained'~, via multipie regression, by the 

1 ,. h d. 1 . i 0 resu ts or t e prece 1ng e . ect1on. The data are not presented in 

part due to space restrictions, and in part due to a want of insights 

or conclusions not attained elsewhere in this chapter. In the present 

context, hovievcr, it is of some interest that the general findings of 

this approach are quite simil<:ir to those arising from regression esti-

mat1on: until the mid 1870's for the Liber2!s and the J880 1 s for the 

-----------------------·---
10 Party vote was regressed upon the vote shares of all parties 

which contested the previous elect:on, duinn:y v:iriabies denoting the 
victorious party and the prese~ce or absence of an i~cumbent candidate. 
Thf.' r .esults were expressed as R2 · 



- conservatives, election-by-election continuity was extranely 1 ~~; froni 

1919 to the 1S40 1s, instability was endemic; 2nd in the post-war elec-

tions, continuity has been the order of the day. This accord is of 

course no guarantee of anything, although it does serve to bolster our 

faith somewhat in the regression estimation technique. 

The data and the obser·vations presented in this section Cite 

subject to ali the usual caveats on the use of aggregate data, plus a 

number of additional provisos regarding the validity of the procedure 

employed. Bearing these disclaimers in mind, the basic inferen~e is 

that short-t8rrn party loyalty in Ontario has bee:1 generally strong frnm 

the 1880's until the prese~t day, thoug~ not so strong as to preclude 

the occasional catastrop~ic drop in party attachments, as for excimple, 

during the l920 1s. 

The __ Stren<t_!_h and Ourabi J 1i:_y of Party Ties as 
ind i. ca ted bL._S..£.'..:.!~I a t_i ::i~~_1!2t r i_r~.::_ 

This section continues the investigat!on into the strangth cf 

party attachments, but emplo~s a different approach. The data consist 

of matrices of correlation coefficients of party vote shares across 

time. The assumption on which the analysis proceeds is that a hi?h 

correlation of a party's vote shares over two electio~s ind!catcs 

stability in its electorate, whereas a low correlation indicates change . 

Sin~e t~e data are aggregate, it is quite possible to imagina cases 

where precisely the opposite occurs. In strict logical t":!ii11S, .:d 1 we 

may infer from such correlations .is the stability of the geographical 

distribution of a party 1 s support. We make th~ assumption that if a 



pany did weli in the same ridings and poorly ir, the s.:irne i'!ciir.gs for 

two e!ections, thus producing a high correlation, that the party 

attracted ess entially the same voters at each contest. Although this 

~eed not necessarily follow, it does seem a reasonable approach, and 

from the results obtai~ed from taking it, we have no grounds f~r bel iev-

ing that it is outrageously wr~ng. To be sure, it must be understood 

that the analysis is premised on a tenuous assu~ption, and evaluated 

accordingly. 

Although it would have been technically possihle to compute 

full matrices of coefficients, that is, each el ection correlated wi th 

ead1 ot'.1er dection, this ~'1as not don :> . Our co1'f:dence that the p ro-

cedure emplcyed to overcome gaps occasioned by red !stribution prod ~ ces 

~omparable and mea~in3fu ! u n!t~ ~~ 2~ ~ 1ysis w2 n P~ w !~h 1o~ge r ti ~P 

spans encompassing ;nor8 than one re~istribution. A ccmpromiss between 
. 

attention to this problem and comprehensiveness of the matri ces was 

struck at the admittedly arbitrary figure of eight elections Cor re-

lations were computed with the eight preceding and following elections; 

this covered a per iod of approximately thirty years in either dir?c-

tion. As the data were examined, it became clear that analysis over 

a longer term would have yielded very little addit ional informat ion, 

for in most matrices, the correlations had diminished to near zero in 

fewer than t:: i ght .::Ie<;:tions. 

The data are contained in T~bles Vll-4 to VI 1-15. The first 

four present the province-wide ccrrelation coefficients of Li~eral, 

Conservative, UFO c::r.d CCF··N;:JP voting , and the balance are matricP.5 . of 
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Liberal and Co~ser~ative voting i~ Eastern and Western Ontario and in 

rural and urban ridings. 

As a pre! imlnary, two basic points should be made. First. the 

typical pattern is a moder2te to high correlation of party vote shares 

at adjacent elections, with a marked drop in the strength of the corre-

1at1on one election removed, and a more gradual decay in the strength 

of the relationship over longer time spans. Secondly, despite the 

emergence of some interesting variations from the ~atrices for differ-

ent categories, most of the fundamental· patterns are quite similar in 

c.::11 m::ir:ner of rir.lings. 

The Nineteenth Century 
• 

The intercorrelations of Liberal votin0 in the nineteenth cen-

tury are not vary strong, inditating substanti?l !y less stab ii ity in 

the Grit electorate during the Mow~t years than surface appearances, 

or aggregate totols, would sug3est. For the nineteenth century, the 

party's vote correlations are higher in Western Ontario, the Grit 

bailiwick, th6n ;n the east of the province. II This finding is hardly 

unexpected; what is perhaps most noteworthy about the Liberal 

11 Precisely half of the 36 correlations involving the elec
tions from 1867 to i898 were .40 or greater in Western Ontario, 
whereas only a quarter of Eastern Ontario coefficients were of similar 
magnitude . . Detailed presentation of the evidence that correlations 
were hiaher in one matrix than another would be tedious in the extreme 
and for-this reason has not been included ia the text 1 _save occas~onal 
particularly 1 iiustrative highlights. Each statement based on the 
comparison of matrices rests upon close inspection of the matric2s; 
coriclusions regarding relative strengths of correlations probably err 
in the direction of ;n:nirnizing differences rather than ex2ggecating 
them. 
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TABLE VII-4 

CORRELATION O? PAR'r1 VOTE SHARES 

LIBERAL v s .. LIBERAL 

185'1 rnn !B1S 1679 10s:; J.Ca6 1.890 1asi:. 1a~a 1902 19J.5 19oa 1911 1914 1919 19~3 1n6 19~9 1?34- 1~~7 191+3 1?4!- 19z1e 1951 :!9!>5 J.959 196J 1967 1971 
.:v ·'i-J • .),5 .19 .41 .2?. .22 .09 ' .) 

.4J. .,s .22 .35 .29 .42 .02· .19 
,6s • 50 .47 • .53 . 21 ,C4 .27 .22 

.. 67 .5,J .51 2·) .11 .37 .35 .50 . ~ 
.6) .37 ·~6 .2J .45 .J) .47 -~· 1 

.70 • 6 • *)7 .63 . 61 .59 .52 ..s.~ 
.59 • ~a .61 .62 .50 oi? . <'1 1 ~.o:.. 

.611- .57 .53 .4J .30 .J2 .02 .11 
.60 .51 ..59 · ~5 .36 .OO -.O? .22 

.75 .6.5 a,57 • 51.i· .06 .26 .19 .i6 
.76 .77 . SJ .22 .21.! .JO • '\l .09 

• 89 .. 72. • 2.7 ·~'-
/ 4 .41~ .11 • 04 

• ': 'l .J2 .,1 • 6:? - ~J • l.4 .2s • 7 .49 • i) .1a 
.5) .oa -.01 -.09 

.o4 .oa -.01 
.76 .40 

.-43 

• ?.1 
.37 ·*) 

.53 .2e .49 

.10 •• 07 .03 -.20 

.16 .26 .,o .01 .21 

. 4) . 4J • 2 .J4 .J9 

.46 .4J .48 .53 .51 

.6;5 • 60 .62 .10 .64 
.74 ./1 .64 . 60 

.s1 .77 .76 
.82 .81 

.,85 

.J4 

.52 ·'•2 

.$4 • cc • J.5 
• .5.5 .49 .,s 
.6J .61 • 6 
.70 .70 • 5 1i 
.77 .69 • .51 
• 7'? • 71+ ,,, ... 

.78 • 58 
.1~ 

.47 

.:n 
·~~ ... s 
. 36 
.45 
.59 
.?) 

.lJ 
• j (." 
.~8 
• 21, 
• )8 
.J? 
.57 
. 7.:, 

I\) 
\0 
0 

1 . .. 
1 
1 
l 
l . 
i 
t 
1 
1 
1 
l 
l 
1 
l 
l 
1 
1 
1 
t 
t 
i 
l 
1 

' 
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CORRELATION OP PAP·l'Y VOTE SHARES 

CONSERVATIVE vs. CONSERVATIVE 

r•~r !967 1871 187) te79 1ee3 1~86 !890 1G94 1895 1902 1905 1903 1?l! !91 ~ 19l~ t72J 1926 1929 19'419J7 l~ij' 1945 1948 !?5119,51959 196) 196? 1971 
te6::
r. en 
l8'l5 
~ Si9 
.23 ) 
'. 513 6 
6•1 0 

:291; 
.E9 3 
9c2 
905 
9(;Q 

'/U 
9 ;_ 1. 
(~· 1? 
~~-- ~ 
92& 
')~J ~ 

9J4 
SJ7 
S'~ 3 
<]4 5 
948 
95 1 
':i55 
S' 5? 
S·!:. J 
?n7 
9 '1 ! 

.4~ .22 
.4) ·'' •'t7 .:n 

. 27 .11 -.07 

.12 c 01 .10 
.~9 ·'~ 

.5~ 

.17 .o :~ .21 
o1J .28 .09· 
.1s .19 .19 
.29 .26 .25 
.l~J • i.5 .16 
.,SJ . 28 "46 

.4? .44 
.57 

.06 

.11 .10 

.1~7 .26 .)1 

.15 -. 12 .22 .19 

.:Vi -.09 .OJ '"' • ~( 

• J!~ • J2 .2s • 2.S 
.38 .)~ •.39 .19 
.66 .22 .13 "!? 

.71 • . '.i4 :6i 
.6i .60 

~ 71~ 

• 2i3 
'(.5 • .,~ 
.~6 .03 .)4 
.,)1 .:J4 .35 .12 
.SB .1J , JJ .:•1 •.Cl 
.45 -.06 .oo ,2? -.15 
.&a .t:.'i .29 .20 .21 
.6e ·~3 .44 . :t ii. .2J 

• '&{) • .59 • 25 .1 J 
· t:' · f'~o .. 1~ ~!1 

.39 • ')7 
• 01 

.14 

.~a .. ~ ., .... ;] 

.50 

.44 
•SJ 
.16 
.Sl 

.)1 

.2? .44 

.53 • 57 .6) 

.60 ·?3 • ( l<J .J4 
• <;6 4" .J) , l!6 . 4) . "' .i6 .22 .~1 ,01. - ,10 -.JJ 
• .52 e :!O .22 .23 .20 .. 31 
.sz • 6(. • 61~ . 46 . 56 .4! 

,6·• • t.! 41 • ~J .47 
.86 :66 .65 .49 

.6$' • '10 .1; 6 
.88 .73 

.BJ 

• (.1 
• f2 .4(! 
.44 .45 
.in ,55 
. 1~5 • )2 
, 66 .64 ..,.., 
•' I 

• 'l1 
.90 • 79 

.t35 

,.48 
.4) 
«YJ 
~S5 

·~·1 . -'' 
• 6l• 
• '?0 
• ? .5 

r·_) 
\D 
~ .J 

.~<; 

.~5 .. .., , .. _ 
• ;: 1 
.z6 
.. ~., 
• 5 1; 

7·• • i 

1? , .~ ... ~ 
.}~ · 

1t! 
~.5 
j ". 

~3 ,, -, ) 

l·' 
19 
1') 
19 
! '.1 
' '· ~ ':1 

1? 
l S' 
1 0 
19 
1) 
1 ·; 
19 
g . 
1•) 
p 
1'.:I . 
19 
1 9 • 
l )c 
l S''. 
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i'ABLE VI I- 6 

CORRELATION OF PARTY VO'XE SHARES 

UFO vs. UFO 

1919 1923 1926 1.929 

·r:9 . _) • 64 •.• 20 1919 
~ 68 2 ,. 

" .J 1923 
.15 ~-926 

1929 

1926 colut1:i based 1 c; cases; 1929 c.:>lur.:m on 1 ~ on -~ J. -· 

TABLE VII-7 

COHREIJ.TION OF PAR'l,Y VOTE SHAh'.cS 

CCF/l\J"DP vs. CCF/NDi:i 

1.934 19J7 19l~J 191~5 1948 1951 1955 1959 1963 1967 1971 

.52 e09 .JO .51 .. 44 .36 • .50 .50 .10 .02 
.21 t.'rr'J .. 66 • 58 .50 • 56 .56 • 52 • 4.5 . :; { 

.. 91 .70 • 65 • 71 .72 .69 • 69 .70 
.76 • 7j. ,75 "80 • 7.5 ,74 .72 

.93 .87 v84 .79 • 81 .70 
.90 .86 ,79 079 e 69 

• 82 ,?8 .,72 .67 
.87 .78 ~70 

<;'5 . '-' .70 
• 81 



TABLE YII-8 

CORRELA'rION OP PARTY VOT.S .S'.IAP~S 

LIBtRAL vs. LI5E~AL 

EASTERfi OI'JTARIO 

?eiu~ A.e61 ten. :s?~ 1e79 l c!8) 1886 1e90 ie94 1e9s ;.902 1905 19os 1911 1914 1919 19z3 19~6 19z9 193'+ 19~7 :t94J :,9ifS 1948 1951 195.5 19~9 1963 1967 1s-71 Yo 
I' 

1.067 
1fi?1 
~.e75 
1379 
15:31 
lee£ 
1590 
129i;. 
!293 
17'."J2 
1705 
~908 
19!~ 
1914 
1919 
1~2J 
1926 
l'.) 29 
19:::1-4 
19.37 
194) 
04 .5 
!943 
!95! 
195.5 
1959 
i~·6) 

.1961 
i;t?i 

.z6 .')? ,29 
.18 .r.1 

.69 

.09 .24 

.os • .?.<:' 

.1)-4 .36 
• l2 • 58 

.61 

• 12 .06 -.11 
.10 .1;7 -.rl ,09 
o'· .11 -"16 .14· -. Cl) . ... 

.i.e. -.06 -.01 .J2 .27 ,l;4 

.38 • 21.~ .lJ .J4 .29 .42 

.70 . )) 'l.: ... _, • 61~ • 6? .42 
.31 • ;.5 • 'i'J .67 .JJ 

.69 .70 .38 .;;2 
• 50 .24 • !f'/ 

.71 .6~ 
.57 

"2* 4.:. • J 

.J} 
eJ9 
• .;_4 . 
.41 
• ?':" 
.89 

• 63 
,6i , O! 
.J7 '08 .24 
.2~ -.10 -.11 ,66 
.58 ,(;? .)7 ,L)2 , )1 
.6J .)1 .69 ,JO ,14 .1) 
.n .2J .5s .41 ,22 .:n .42 
.7s .42 ,6/J . • 25 .05 -.o& .11 .47 

.).) .56 -.02 .21 ,ii4 .li.l~ .36 .59 
.2) -.15 -.39 .23 .oo .01 ,06 -.07 
- -.:;9 -.2J. -.27 ,!4 .lf8 .65 .24 .25 

.24 ,10 ,06 -,15 -.JO -.18 -.40 -.J.5 
,22 .20 .16 .2; .1l~ .15 .09 

• .)8 ,C.5 ,08 ,37 .20 ,21 
.5) ,65 .67 ,57 .J8 

,s,. .61 .65 ,ot 
, "i4 .69 .Lit! 

. • ?? • 60 
• ?1 

.Jo 

.20 

.56 

.68 

.?) 
,56 
• '11 
.78 

•JO 
.52 
,56 . ;;'} 
,4) 
• 'lO 
.41 
.60 

.J1. 
• 5'• • 25 
.Jt'. .oo 
• ~!· • 2 J 
• JO -.C9 
.22 -.12. 
,40 -,0) 
• 84 • .)6 

f\) 
\Ci 
Lv 

• ,52 

157.., 
1e75 
1b79 
163J 
HS6 
: e·;o 
1.S~~ 
16:73 
19n 
19::-:; 
1~ () :j 

19U 
1914 
191 SI 
l 0 / 1 
1 ~) ; ; 
:929 
19).:; 
19)'.' 
1:.:..3 
19:;5 
19 '18 

1:7 51 
1955 
:959 

~?i~~ .. ,, ... , 
1971 



TABI.,E VII-9 

CORRELATION OF PARTY VOTE SHARES 

LIB~RAL vs. LIBERAL 

'N E:STERN Ol'?i'_ldU 0 

I 
I Y•e.r 1867 18?1 1875 1879 188) 1886 1890 i894 1698 1902 ~905 1906 1911 1914 19!9 19ZJ i9Z6 1929 19'4. 1937 1~4) 194, 1948 1951 19S5 19~~ 1963 196? 1971 i 

l.867 
! B7t 
10'7 <; 
1379 
!o&J 
)btl6 
1 'i OO 
189!:, 
189 3 
1?0 2 
1 ~ r, r, 

7 • _, 

1; Ci ~~ 

l=) J. l 
191 11 
1 )119 
192) 
1926 
l9Z9 
15']4 
!.9)7 
19:.i 3 
1945 
19·~3 
1951 
t95.S 
195·;: 
1963 
1?57 
1971 

.27 -.02 
• ,:,6 -

.11 ,013 .,, • "0 
• 5 .41 

.48 

.Li-1 ,06 

.51 .34 

.49 .?J 

.)6 .53 

.6) .49 
.77 

.03 -.09 
,JJ .09 -.12 
.'}2 .56 .18 
• )8 • 21; • 21 
.53 .28 .20 
.72 .59 .46 
.70 .71 .50 

• 66 • 50 
• 4 5 

.44 

.35 .29 

.JJ .27 .17 
• 65 • 67 .23 .JO 
.67 • 60 • J.5 .39 .06 
.71 .49 .12 .35 -.23 
.68 .56 .23 . 26 ·J~ 
• lJ .33 .17 • Jl~ W•. 1 I 

.79 • .58 .. .5.J .05 
• (.9 . 61 -.10 

.72 .13 
c lt: 

• CJ? 
.;1 -·J? 
.20 -.c1 
• J4 • 20 
,JO .1~2 
.24 .36 
.39 .29 
• .52 -. 5(i 
- -.19 

-.oo 
,10 -.07 
,05 -.15 .74 
.20 .10 .2a .12 
.14 .2~ .50 .2..'.1- .1..9 

~.24 -.2b-.07 -.1? -.11 -.1) 
- • 1. 7 • 0 J • 09 • 0·1 - • 0 s • 0 J • 20 

.77 .12~.26 -.19 -.41 -.55 -.22 -.22 
.Zl ,O'i ,04 -.02 -.04 .08 .16 

.44 -52 .45 .56 .50 .51;. 
.66 .62 .44 .n .2a 

• ?9 • 80 • 61~ • 4? 
• !l1 .61 .62 

.8) .69 
.62 

.o4 
4• . .. .29 

,ho .41 
• si~ . 44 
.6J .52 
.68 • .59 
.68 • 4-'.s. 
.01 .59 

.79 

.6~ 
,.:co 
• 4_5 
,. 46 
.)7 
.50 
• 69 
• 81. 

r\) 
\.0 
.r:-

I 

~ 
11 

~ 
1 
1 . 

'·: 1• 
1• 
1 
1 . 
1 
' .. 
l 
l 
1 

• JJ 1 
.4-B 1 
.45 1 
.28 l 
.!;.6 1 
• 59 1 
• 74 1 
• S7 '! 

l 
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TABLE vr:r:-,_o 

CORRELATION 01" PARTY VOTE SHARES 

CONSERVATIVE vs. CONSEHVATIVE 

EAS'l'ERf-J OiHARIO 

j\) 
\0 ,_,., 

f 
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1.,, ~'eAr 
~ifiet7 

11.!71 
1875 
187~ 
1223 
1.PelS 
1890 
1294 
1898 
1902 
1905 
1903 
1911 
1':l1lt 
!911 

. !92J 
1926 

· ... :t929 
(.!ax·,,.. -. ·· ···' ... ,)"" 
-~ ...... 37 

~' ,!'f.,5-
11Jl,!3 

TABLE VII-11 

CORRELATION OF PAR'rY VOTE SHAR:i!~S 

CONSERVATIVE va. CONSERVATIVE 

WESTERN 01-J'f ARHl 

1e61 1a11 1a1s 1a79 1ea3 1ea~ 1s90 1094 1a9a 1902 1905 19os 1911 1s.l!.i 19:.9 !??) 1926 !.9?.~ !9:3'• 1937 194) :.945 1~48 19$1. '1.9$5 19~9 196_; 1
9

6? 1971 
.)5 • t'1 • ,2 

.:?2 .18 
- u 0 0J 

.)2 .1.:.6 .JO .H 

.14 .02 .04 .22 

.19 -.12 .15 -.06 
• J8 • 51 • 28 • 2 6 

• 78 '67 • 24 
"68 .26 

.11-6 

• .5J 
,25 
.12 
.36 
.16 
.J6 
•JO 
.42 

.41 

.10 .15 

.48 .JO .28 

.09 -.02 -.ov ~.07 

.41 .OJ -.10 -.16 ,11 

.21 .12 .06 ~.20 .01 •.24 

.)2 .:;6 .112 .09 -.01 -.::9 
,49 .07 -.06 ,Cy -.2S' .10 

.61 .46 .)2 •Jr' .O'/ 
• 7<: , 64 • 1.: ·~. Hl 

,67 ,?8 -,OJ 
• ::;o . 2n 

,J.l6 

.2:. 
·J" .zz 
.J~1 .J6 .rn 
.04 .)1 ... OJ 
,17 .26 .o)I 
'f.9 .24 .2~ 
.~1 -.17 -.o.5 
.64 -.04 • q 

.25 .45 
,J4 

.27 
·~" .oa .44 .4c .cs 
.07 .2) -.os -~12 
,J4 .76 .42 ,47 .J6 
.27 .58 .ll;. .16 .10 .18 
.11 .12 .27 -.2·1-.36 -.J9 -.lf7 
• 67 • 68 > ()!{- • 15 • 11 • 16 • 12 

,79 ,4o .49 .41 .J7 .,;JO 
.3r. .)2 .JJ .35 .39 

,67 .?O ,6) .26 
.80 .71 .~4 

• 91 • 74 
.77 

• :20 
.29 
·.'39 
·'~4 
• !jJ 
,66 
.66 
.90 

.47 

.l,.<4 -. 01.~ 

.5) .48 ,2£ 

.57 ."29 .01 

. 6J .4o -.!o 

.55 .28 - ,05 

.77 .58 .06 

.7s .10 .15 
• 68 • ) 9 

• 72. 

f\) 
\fj 
a, 

Y"iu 

1 £6 ~ 
137J 
Hl7; 
18?<; 

183; 
1e :;6 
l c9o 
1t·.:; 4 
lc ;e 
i9()7 
1?,)5 
1 :~· ·' 'J 
1 o·' 
1914 
19\ 9 
192 ) 
192 S 
1;i;.·9 
1 c· ~t.;. 
1;.. :; .... 

> - ( 
19"J 
'.i :;~-~ 
1 9~3 
l 95 1 
19 55 
1959 
l x6J 
1967 
1971 
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i'!al." 

Ja61 
1.:11 
!C?5 
!571 
:.e3J 
!686 
1890 
1294 
~:.5; 3 
19)2 
1~ ': 5 
1~ca 
19: ~
! 9~4 
1919 
192) 
1926 
1 '}29 
~ s: 31; 
~:,;7 
1 .,J ..... 
- :- •• ,J 

l ~- !~ .5 
19~3 
i95:i 
1955 
1959 
196] 
195'1 
!.971 

CORRELATION OP PARTY VOTE Sr..ARES 

LIBERAL vs. LIPERAL 

Rt.TRAL RIDINGS 

:.a67 1s7;. 1s75 1379 jflflJ 1tl86 ta90 1894 1e9n 1902 1905 1900 1911 . 1914 1919 1923 1926 1929.19~4 19.37 194J 194~ 194-e 1951 19.55 1959 lS'6J 1967 1.97'. 
.JO . ,,. .26 .OJ .26 .18 -.10 .11~ 

.2) .23 • 1.3 .31 .2'.) -.05 -.OJ .12 
.62 • !j.J • 39 .52 .26 ,06 2? .)O . -

.55 • 51 • 56 • J'• .24 • 52 ..so .46 
.. 62 .41 .413 .22 . J9 .33 .4) 

.?5 ,67 .41 .67 ,77 .... , . .), 
.6J. 4•; .6?, • 71 .48 . ' 

• 58 ,54 • <'.O ,56 
• 53 .~4 • 57 

• 74- ,68 
• 'i' .5 

.Ji 

.51 
• 39 
.J? 
.33 

<:'> .. .,,- { 

• -17 
8"' • I 

,6J 
( .5'.i. -.06 
,41~ -.29 .02 
,37 -.28 -.32 .37 . 
.5P. -.!.7 .04 .)4 ,15 
,16 ,('6 .01 .;l< .29-.rn _ 
.?~· -.os -.12 .~o .09 .05 .64 
,8) .07 .02 .2.:i .2)-,30 .50 .30 

,2') ,27 ,42 o 19 007 I '12 • iJ ,49 
.66 -.41 -.26-.17 .15 .iJ.i. .26 .to 

-.26 - · 27-.Jo .oa ,47 .4o ,09 .2s 
.50 .os -.14 -.J6 -.36 -,40 -.J4 -.so 

,10 .24 -.Zl -.06 .14 .1·7 .21 
.44 ,08 .1?, .51.) .)2 ·?2 

,47 .5..;. .56 .36 .<+? 
.86 .52 .66 .41 

.61 .67 .52 
, tlO • 8'3 

• ·;4 

.)1 

.22 .2s 

.57 • 60 ,6J 
o5a .35 .47 
.68 .J9 • 2.!} 
• 69 .4~ .)4 
• '/0 .25 .05 
.86 .56 ,35 

.71 • .5) 
.83 

"'~-:...) 
.)Z 
.46 
.13 
• 4'+ 
14.:! 
o'?O 
,86 

I\) 
\C
--.l 

l 
1 
1 
1 
i . ... 
1 
1 
1 
1 

-
! 

' . .. 
!. 
1 
1 ' 
1 
1 '. 
1' 
!~ 

" ... _ 

1s 
1S 
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t: 
571 
l7S 
!79 
>UJ 
~36 
l90. 
~94 
;913 
i02 
;05 
ioa 
111 
i14 
a-~ 

i:ZJ 
~ZS 
>29 
D4 
P.37 
~(·:; 

74~· 
~ · f . ., 

~$1 
r5S 

~
- 9 

' ,,? 
1?1 

TAELE V!I-1.J 

CORRELATION OF PAR'rY VOTE SHARES 

CONSERVAl'IVE vs. CONSER'f A'£IVE 

RURAL .RIDINGS 

!.8~? 1'71 187.S 1679 1138.) .180~ 189J 18?4 1896 1902 1905 1908 !911 1914 1919 19ZJ i926 1929 19,4 1937 194J 1945 !94~ '-951 195.S 19S9 196) 1967 i971 

"' ,,O ,.05 ,08 .J2 .j8 .OJ .:;a ,09 
~ ,)6 .17 .01 -.08 .05 .42 -.01 -.04 

.07 -.14 -.01 .06 .06 .14 ,11 ,1? 
.23 .38 .25 .z; .17 ,41 .2•• 

.45 ,1;6 .27 .27 .tJ -.11 
.63 .)l .47 .47 -.02 

.1~8 ,l~2 ,37 .35 
.55 ,44 .42 

• 62 .4o 
• 65 

.27 

.02 .15 

.01 -.oz 
• 26 • 20 
.52 • 38 
• 21 • 42 
• 61; • 80 
• 72 • 81 

.79 

.i6 
o'l1 -.06 
• 4J.~ • 07 • JO 
.3) .22 •.J.5 
.71 .2i .31 
.;; -.11 -.10 
.71 .25 .18 
.7J .44 .)O 

.62 ·5? 
.80 

.19 

.J? .12 

.::.o -.07 

.31 .17 
• )4 • 09 
• J? .07 
.59 • 4'.l 
.64 .)~ .4, 

.a 
• Jl • 21 

0 IJ.8 • ~1 • 3? 
• t.>4 • 5'"' ,,~ ,70 • .J.l 
• 51 • 60 ·J5 • j'7 -. :?~ .60 .62 ,<;4 .28 -.01 ,61 .55 -31 o)o'3 -.11 
• 5J • 50 .21 .31 -.07 

.82 .71 • 71 .17 
• 55 -54 -.01 

.89 .J7 
.J2 

.Hi 

.07 .12 

.og .07 .10 

.J1 .20 ,3:} 

.14 .26 .27 
• .51 • )l• .40 
• .5'J .24 .)9 

d'> . _, .?J .G2 
• 69 •!JO 

.to 

.41 

.26 

.,39 .., ., . ,_,;' .... ·-. .. , J 

.66 

.70 

.BO 

• JIJ 
.3~ 
.~7 
.39 
,4) 
.59 
.66 
.65 

f ·j 
\() 
O"> 

.Z? 

.20 

.11.:. 
11• . -~ 

.JO 
• .J7 
.so 
.77 

y 

'· ! 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1· 
1' 
1 ~ 

1 
' , 
1 
1. 
l 

1 
1 
!. 
l 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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TABT.E VII-14 

CORRELATION OF PARTY VO'l'E 

. URBAN RIDINGS ONLY 

J.JibE;.ral vs. Liberal 

1929 1.934 193-7 1943 "9!.:.i:; 
.1 -· 19!~8 19 5'- 1955 1959 196) 1967 1971 

.70 1926 
• Jl-4- • 50 .58 .55 .70 .73 .54 .33 1929 

• 71} • C:6 -· .65 • 55 .55 .42 • l~? "7 • &~ 193l:-
• 80 .70 • .59 .64 • 53 ~ )l~ • i~3 • 41 19)7 

.74 .so .73 t;6 . _, .43 , L14 • 31 .27 194J 
.87 .8) .58 .64 • 52 .36 .32 191-f .5 

• 81 .70 .68 • .53 • 50 .25 ~-948 
.75 • 67 .51 .45 • 10 1951 

c64 .48 • .51 .27 1955 
• 71~ ,. 61 .28 1959 

.66 .46 1963 
• 62 196;· 

TABI.E VII-1_5 19?1 

CORRELATION OF PAR'rY VO'I1Z 
' 

UR BAH RIDINGS ONLY 

Conae:rvative vs. Conservative 

1929 1934 19)7 1943 194.5 1948 1951 1955 1959 1963 1967 1971 

• 41i • 01~ • 34 .1~2 .48 • J.5 . ,- -.08 1926 • J. ':J 
C:'7 2-- .17 .18 -. 04· -.06 • 1.5 e 1.4 1929 >t ../I • .J. 

.80 .6a i:;4 ~ 51 .55 4'" .. 46 • 59 1934 . -· . ( 

.76 • 68 .59 .58 G 37 • 31 .53 • J2 19J7 
.90 .75 a 75 .27 .27 ~ 57 • 50 .29 1943 

.77 • '19 .30 .. 24 • 54 .48 .22 191-1-5 
• 89 • 37 .26 .46 .40 -.OJ 1948 

.71 ~46 .61 • 50 "1) 19~1 ./ 

.78 .63 oJ6 • 0 .5 1955 
.. 74 .54 .23 19~)9 

.82 .71 1963 
.eo 1967 

1971 
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correl;:itions in the western r~gic-'I is not their slightly greater magrii-

tud0 compared with those in the east, but their unexpectedly low level. 

W~stern Ontario may have been the Grit bastion in the Mowat years, but 

. b 1. b·1· 12 
it was a astion marked by considerable electora 1nsta 1 1ty. 

For nineteen!:h century Ontario Conservatism, electoral instr.:-

bility was endemic. ln the section of the Tory matrix for the ye2rs 

1867-1898, the highest correlation was .57 and most were below .30. 

Even correlations between adjacent elections were quite low. This 

pattern held, v-.1 ith only 1riinor variation, for rural ridings and fGr 

constituencies in the province's east and west (see Tables Vi 1-10, 

\fl!-11 anc! Vll··l4). To jucige from this •t1e3kness, at each election the 

"fories 1 eiectorate \tJC.S SLiUStantial]y different fron1 that of the 

i:nmed:ately ;Jrer:edirig r:ort.f'st and bore ever. iess similarlty to those 

attracted at earlier elections. 

The correlation matrices suggest that if the Grits held only 

a ·sl !ght edge in the t0tal vate, their electorate was more stable than 

that of the Tories by a wide margin. The long Liberal tenure in office 

thus seems more due to Tory inconsistency than to any natural affinity 

of Ontarians fo:- the MO\'iat Liberals. Since the Tories carne so close to 

victory each time with what would seem to be substantially different 

coalitions of voters, the startling implication is that the Conse~ 

tives rather than the Liberals held wh3tever 'natural superiority 1 

----·----
12 i)rdy 7 of the 36 correlatior,s are greater than .60; by way 

of ~omparisan, 18 of a i ike number of correlations of Liberal voting 
in We3tern Ontario since 1943 have been .60 or better. 
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exis~ed in the ~lectorate, but rather than ccnsol idating it, they car-

tinua11y managed to fritter it away. 

The Patron upsurge in 1&94 might well be expected to exacerbate 

th~ underlying instabi1 it~ in the parties' electorates. This is em-

phatical~y not the case. Other than the abnor:nally low 1890-1894 corre-

lation of both Liberal and Ccinservative voting in Eastern Ontario,basfc 

patterns are scarcely disrupted. Indeed, to look at the correlation 

matrices, one would never suspect significant third party activity in 

Hl9'-L To a cert<.iin extent the lack of full slates of i;:a ,1didates, neces·· 

sitating computation of the correl3tions on only those ridings 1n which 

a party fielded a c2ndid~te, may have s~~ewhat ~iased the results in the 

. . i 3 direction of maintaii-1ing establ isf">ed relat1onshq.is. The remarkable 

l~ck of affect of ths Patron movement is emrhasized by the havoc wreaked 

by the UFO a generation later on the strength of party ~ttac tments. 

The Turn of the Century 

The period around the turn of the century has been hypot~esized 

as one of critical realignment, centred in the years between the elec-

tions of 1902 and 1905. Although some electoral changes around ti-le 

turn of ~he century appear in the matrices, the sharp demarcaticns in 

13As this ~ua! ificaticn suggests, the strength of correlation 
coefficients must be viewed in 1 ight of the number of candidates in
volved; a high correlation of party voting computed on full slates of 
candidates should not be equated with a high correlation based on a 
full slate at one election and only a half-slate at th8 other (in which 
case only th<:; ridings with czndideites at both elections are broL19ht 
into the analysis). The number of standard-bearers f ieided by e Jch 
party for the entire province, by region 2nd type of riding, is given 
in the T~bles in Chapter Vt. 
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voting patterns denoting a critical realignment are largely missing. 

in province-wide terms, the 1905 Tory victory and the voting 

shifts it entailed were not accompanied by any pronounced changes in 

the stability of the Libera? electorate, at least as far as can he 

detennined from the data in Table VI l-s.
14 

Similar conclusions about 

the absence of critical realignm8nt may be drawn from the matrices of 

Libera? voting in Western Onta~i0 a~d in rural ridings. In Eastern 

Ontario, 1902 was a dividlng point of sorts: correlations of voting 

in 1902 and subsequent elections are clearly stronger than those for 

elections prior to 1902. However, this does not support the critical 

reallg:11 ,1ent niode!, for the requisite conditio;-i of abrwrn;ally Im-; 

correlations Jetween pre-1902. and post-1907- eiectior.s is not met. 

For the Conservatives, the e l ection of iS02 did mark a divi-

sion, but not on the scale of a critical real ig~ment. In ;eneral, 

correlations of Tory voting in the twentieth century are a good deal 

stronger than was the case for the nineteenth century, and th~ e1ec-

tion of 1902 stands o~t as the turning point. The correlations of 

Tory vote shares in 1902 and subsequent elections arc substantially 

higher than for earlier elections iS suggesting that 1902 marked the 

establishment of a substantially more stable electorate than the 

' 4 h ff· · · h 1 qo" 1 d T . e coe 1c1ents 1n t e _ L co urnn an 
higher thar. those for 1398, but the difference -is 
attribute 2•Tf funda;-;-ien ta l importance to it. 

row a re s i i ght l y 
not sufficient to 

15Aithough the c-:>rreL:tion~. ::1 t:he 1901.., 1905, and 1908 coi
um:is are not substantial!y different :"rorn those ir1 ea:-lie:-- colurn~· 
the-correlat!on in the ·1902, IS05, anJ 1908 .c,~ are 2 good deel 
~tron9er than th0se for earlier rows. 



Con~ervatives had previously enjoyed. 

Comparison of Tables Vll-10 and Vll-\1 indicates an important 

regional contrast: the pattern of the province-wide table is dupli

c<:ited in the Western Ontario matrix, but not in the Eastern Ontario 

matrix. In the east, the higher correlations began in 1886. Another 

irnp0rtant difference is the abnormal strength of the correlations in 

both the columns and the rows for 1908, ·1911 and 1914 in Eastern Ont

ario. This suggests great electoral continuity end stabliity in the 

Tories' traditional pov-1erbase in the years leading up t'.J and following 

t~e great Conservative victories under Whitney. !n the Western renin

sula, there is no hint of such continuity. 

All told, the evidence tells clearly against the interpretation 

~f the first few years of the - century as a critical re~I !gnment, and 

is more consistent with a secular realignment model. To be sure, the 

magnitude of the aggregate voting shifts, And the data in the correla

tion matrices indicate that the elections cf 19J2 and i905 represented 

the decisiv~ culmination to the critical realignment process. 

The UFO and the 1920 1 s 

The 1919 election and the three s~hsequent contests of the 

1920 1s stand out in each matrix as the time of the most profound dis

rupt ions of established voting patterns. Especially after 19!J, thE 

UFO resembled t~e Liberals in ideology, personneJ and geographic con

centration of support. Thus it is not surprising that the presence of 

the UFO should so strongly disturb the continui~y in l.iberal electoral 
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support, as evidenced by the very low correlations of Grit voting !n 

th~ 'twenties with earlier and later voting (indeed, not a few of the 

Liberal correlations for the period are actually ~egative). These low 

correlations are characteristic of all matrices. 

The Conservative corre Jations did not generally fall so low as 

those for the Liberals. Still, !n each matr~x of Conservative correla

tions, tf1 .~ entries i n the columns and rows of the four elections be:gi n -

ning in 1919 are substantially lower than those of earlier and later. 

elections. Even the correlations between adjacent elections in the -

192C's are exceptionally imv. 

In short, the presence of the UFO d i srupted party attachments 

far more strongl y - if only t~1porar i !y - than did the Patrons in the 

1890?s or the CCF ir. the 19L}Q' s. 1:1 one respect, the electoral ir11p2ct 

of UFO presents a curious anomaly. Although it \·1as in se. ~ ious decline 

;:itior to the 1°926 election , and all but irrelevant by 1923, the Liberal 

and Conservative correlations in~olvinq these t~o e lections are not 

subst~ntial!y higher than those for 1919 and 1923, years in wh i ch the 

UFO wa s an important electoral force . 

On the surface, the 1920's resemble the years before the First 

World War. 6oti1 pe.- fods v.;er~~ characterizec! by devast3ting, broc;d!y 

based Conservati 11e victories oyer c;i 'Ncak, dispiritE:d Liberal party. 

Yet the w~akness of the correlations (~ot 1east those tetating voting 

from l905-l9i4 t o 1919-1929 voting) suggests that the voter coal it ions 

~ssembled by both the Tories and the Liberal rump were very much dif-

fer~nt from th <~ parties' previous electo.-ates, In electoral terms, 



therefore, the view of the i920's ~s a r~turn to Tory no~naicy is 

clearly a misconcepti~~ . 
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Table VI 1-6 presents the matrix of UFO correlations. Most of 

the entries are computed on relatively few cases, since the UFO fielded 

very incomplete slates of candidates in 1926 and 1929. The data 

suggi:::st that r.elthe.r in its fi:-st years, when it cont ,2steci a relatively 

full complement of seats, nor in later years, when it was reduced to a 

handful of Western .Ontario se~ts, could the UFO call upon a particularly 

stable ·electorate. The correlati on of UFO vote shares i n 1919 and 1923 

was surpr isingly low, in v i ew at the nature of UFO and the stability 

in its aggregate electorate over these two elections. For the province 

as a whol e , the correlation is .59; for rur~I ridings, .61; for East e rn 

and Western 0n tario, .43 and .60. These relativalv low correlations 

support Pinard's classificat7on of t he UFO as a protest mo~emen t, with 

a somewhat unstable electora l f~1lm,iin g , rather tht=1n as a radic2l p2rty, 

with a sol id, consistent e l ectoral bas~. 

The Depression ~,d The Second World War 

The rr:ost intriguing feature of Onta r io electoral behci v io•.ir 

during the Depression revolv~s ~round the relationship between Liberal 

voting in 1934 and in 1937, As the tables in Chapter Ill illustrate, 

Hepburn's aggrega te a t t r activeness changed very little between these 

elections. Ye~ Important undercurrents are concealed in this surface 

stab ii ity. The correlation of Liberal voting in 1934 and 1937 is 

surprisingly low: .65 province-w i de, but only .38 in Eastern Ontar :o, 
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.L:lr lil Wcsc~rri On1·a r i c; -J nd .44 in rur al ridings; in the citi es , \'th e.r e 

th 2 Libe;al vo le might be e.>: pectec: to be the lea s i-- st<ible, on a ccou i-i t 

ol: it s earlier· e ;ztr a ordir.ary v1~~ di,;r1es~ , the correlation v-1as a qui te 

re s pectab l e .74. 16 Thi s w~ ak r e; ~ ti~nsh ip does not obtAin for Conse rv a -

tive VcJi_i;1 } : for all m~trices, the 1934- 193 7 corre la t i on is qu;te 

during th e D e~· r ess i on and the Second 'vlorld \.J ar i s tl1e re · cr;!2 r ge11ce of 

links with tr a ditiona l Corscr vat i ve s t re n gth in [ oiste rri C1 :-.Li1· i c , as 

contrasted v1ith the vJE; ;;,k 1·e l at ions hir w ith past vot in g in \·fr:'.-Ott_: rn 

·>~tario. The mean of th e nin e cor r e l a tion coeffi c i e nts r elat in g voting 

.0-l fn 1 r • 
i: !) ~ ; ~ \:? r n 

case cf c. ritic~.i t re a·1: gnmcnt . M.J s::ivc: v:.>ti n g s h: ft~. ~s~:_;~l i s .~--.,..:::-1 -...i 

pattern e s senti a lly un -slte(e•.J s :nce, a11d w·ere accompanied i:l)' th e rise 

to ma j o r party status of a ne w party e spo usi ng an i deo l ogy m~r~e d ly 

at Vci~:ance wit h those championed by th e old p a rti es. 

er-al s e nse , i i i:; Jegitirni'lte to vie1,,i the Second 11 '.) rfd War as a t W!C 

of c riti c::i l r e al i9nrn e nt in Ont a rio politics. Ti10. d a t a in the cci·i·el<J -· 

tion ma t r ices, 1·10wever, 111ake it clear that the critical r ea lignme nt 

11ot ion i s only !-:art i a l]y app li-cab le t o t he elt:'ct i ur. s of ·19Lf3 ··1S4 5 . 

-~--.._.....---~ .. - ·--~--·~-~------~-~----~,_.._,... _ __, ____ ~_ ~----- ---
16

l\ 1s c1; a ffl<ir ! ~ed diff e r ence is cle tectabl e i n all tabies in 
th e s tr eng th 0f Lib e ral corr e l at ions with voting in 1908, 1911 a nd 
1914: t he ccll"r e l -3 ti ons wii.h ·1934 voti n c:i ar e u;·1i fo nril y v!f:d k, vlih .c;r e:i:::. 
those ~vith l S~ 37 a r e cons!s:·ently a good deal s t ron9ci· ; f or ;. /--:.:· 
E!nt i1-e province, the corre]"lt:ic·n c: c; 1· e . 11, . 1~- a nd 18 f -'Jr i j _,!r ;c·:; d 
. .Sl , . L13·a11d .53_ fo r 193 7. 
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AJL·1ou9h the Liberals lost huge numbers of voters in 191+3, tl-::z under-

lyfng distribution of Liberal strength and weakness changed remarkably 

1 ittle from the election of 1937: province-wide, the 1937-1943 corre-

lation is .74, with some~vha t lot''er entries in other matrices. Further, 

in each matrix, the coefficients in the 1937 row a re virtually the 

same mo-13nitude as those for ·1943, 1945_ .:ind later elections. All to:d, 

1937 marks at least as sharp a dividing line for Liberal voting as 

does 1943. More generally, despite occasional weak 1937-1943 corre-

lations as well as sofile minor differences in the magnit1,,;cie of the 

entries in the 1937 and 191.:-3 rov-1s, it is clear that the Second Wo.-ld 

War e~ections do not mark any important demarcation in the matrices 

1 '"1 

of vote shar-e correlations. / Given the rnassi ,, e e xchange,;; of electors 

which cccu:-red among the parties, thi!:· undl?.i· lyins -;tabilit'.1 is very 

convincing evidence that the critical realignment interpretation simply 

will not wash for this phase of Jntario hi~to;y. 

One unexpected feature of the correlation m3trices i~ that the 

statistical evidence points to a sc3led dcwn critical real !gnme~t i n 

rur~1 Ontario in 1948, when the impressionistic signs of any cisrup-

tion are ati but non-existe~t. A fu~ther curious feature of the 

pattern in 1948 is that only voting for the Conservatives was effected; 

patterns of CCF and Liberal voting changed nary a v-1hil:. ln the urban 

---·-----··-·---------·----------·--------------·-------
17th is is even true for the fledgling CCF. Though the 1937-

1943 correlatio11 ;sonly .2l, the diff.erenccs betv1een 1943 and 1937 
cm-re?ations v{i;:h later CCF-NDF votirig are rel·atively minor, p ~ :ticu

. larly considering that the CCF fielded twice as many candidate~ in 
1943 as in 1937; 
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areas, nothing whatsoever s~ts th: 1948 election off from any other 

election after 1934, in terms of the correlation of Conservative vote 

• b ~ . . h k h d. . . 18 snares, ut ror rural r1d1ngs, tat year mar-s as arp 1v1s1on. 

Tory vote sh3res in 1945 and 1948 are only weakly related in the 

countryside: the correlation is .32, as compared with .77 in the 

cities. More generally, correiations of rural V(ltir.g in 1948 with 

earl ler elections are ext~emely low, whereas they are quite high for 

elections after 1948 (the mean correlation with th~ eight preceding 

elections is .06; for the six subsequent elections it is .56). The 

weak relationship with pre-1948 voting holds for 1951 as well, and 

tc a lesser extent, for 1955 and 1959. Substantial, systematic dif-

ferences divicie the columns and rov;s of 1945 and J9li-8 entries for Tory 

voting !n rural areas, ancl the general we2kness of the coefficients 

above and to the right of the 1945-1948 division {i.e. those relating . 

pre-1948 voting to post-1948 voting) ~tands in sh~rp contrast to the 

stronger coefficients below ~nd tci the left (i.e. among pre-1948 

elections and among post-1948 elections). 

What would seem to be the most sal lent fcacu1e of the lS48 

election, the resurgence of the CCF, was P-ntire1y confined to the 

. . d !.. • 1~ c1t1es an to Norti;ern Ontario. Yet the c!ear indiGation from the 

18rhe same result appears in the province-wide and Eastern 
and Western Ontario taG!es, in less pronounced form, indicating that 
the urban-rur0l contrast is the salient one. fhe Conservative mat
rix for mixed ridings (not presented) reveals, as is tc be expected, 
an ;ntermediate position between the rura1 and urban matr1ces. 

1 c: 
·in the countryside the CCF vote re:nalned virtually un-

changed: 9. 9 per cent cf the e1 igible elector~te in each contest 
(although they had 5 fe\-ier cc.rndi:fates in 191+8). 
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corr-elal:ion mattices is that impu•tant c.nd enduri,;g electora~ sh ·ifts 

occurred in the countryside rather than in the urban centres. At this 

juncture, no !eastways satisfactory explanation for this curious 

phenomenon suggests itself. 

The Post War Period 

$ .3ve these inexplicable goings-on in 1948, the post-Depress ion 

sections of all matrices are characterized by the highest coefficients 

in provincial history. In contrast to the findings on the nineteenth 

centu:·y, thes~). consisteritly strong relationships bear out the overal! 

1~?ression of electoral stability for all types and locations of 

ridings. As demonstrated in Chapter I II, the parties' share of the 

electorate remained generally stable in the yea~s fo~lowing the Second 

World War; the high correlation~ suggest th at, 3S well, the composition 

of the parties' electorates cM~nsed comparatively 1 ittie. 

Prior to 1943, the correlation coefficient~ for Liberal vote 

shares w~re Jenera I !v stronger t~an the Tory correlations. 20 Sirce 

then, however, the two parties' correlations have been of roughly eqL.tal 

ma9:1itude. Of somewhat grei:ltE;;· moment, however, is the fact that the 

c~rrelations of CCF-NDP vote shares are consistently stronger than 

those for either old party. Moreover, with the exceptions of 1934, 

ZOo · · 1 -43 ' . . b l I . 1-. h . , Ii Or to ,::J · , tne LI era corre.at1ons 111ere 1119 !e1- tnan 
Conservative correlations for JI of 19 adjacent election pairs, for 12 
cf !8 el2c:tioP o.:: : 1s with one intervening election (e.g. 1867 and 

. 1B75), a·-.d for- 12 of 17 election pa i rs with t\.'IO intervening elections. 
Mc.1re~:ver, en those occasions "''her, the Conservative corre J at ions were 
higher th.:in thos~ of the Liberals. th~ niargin was typically less th2n 
.W, ~~h"=reas the Liber2J correlations were 0ften . 2.0 o·r more h-igher 
than the Conse 1·v.:H i ve -:::oef f i c i en ts . 
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and to a lesser extent 1937 (elec~ions at whicb the ~CF was still 

establishing itself, and fielded only partial slate.s), the relation-

ship between CCF-NDP vote shares for any given pair of elections is 

consistently strong. Excluding the first two elections, the lowest 

entry in the entire matrix is .65. This exceptior. to the usual pat-

tern of drastically reduced correlations over time is al1 the more 

noteworthy because it holds true for all types and loc2tions of 

. d. 21 r 1 1 ngs. This implies very strong continuity in the CCF-NDP's elec-

torate, which has withstood the pol it1cal and social changes 0f the 

post-war years remarkably vJell - substantially better, it would seem, 

than the Liberals or the Conservatives. 

One exception to the general pattern of high post-war correla-

tions may well prove of lasting significa~ce. Unfortun2tely, even if 

we possessed the requisite ~ata on the 1975 and 1977 elections, judge-

ments would be premature. What is of interest, nonetheless, is the 

un~haracteristical ly low magnitu~e of Tory vote share ir 1971 with 

previous voting, evident in all Conservative matrices. For the e~tire 

province, the correlation drops from .77 with 1967 vote share to .54 

in 1963, .33 with 1959 and .29 or lower for the five earlier elections. 

By post-war standards, these are very weak correlations. No similar 

decl lne is noticeable in the level of the NCP or Libsr~1 coefficients, 

21 rhe correiation matrices of CCF-NDP voting in Easter~ and 
Western Ontario dre not presented. Sirce the correlations in these 
matrices were uniformly high, there seemed to be no necessJty of 
addlng to the tab~lar overkill of this chapter. 
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sav~ for the latter in Eastern Ontario_ Together with the Tories 1 

catastrophic dee! ine in 1975 and their I imited revival in 1977, the 

weakness of the I ink between 1971 Conservative voting and earlier 

voting suggests, albeit uncertainly, that major electoral shifts may 

currently be underway in o~tario. 

Relations Between Party Electorate~ 

This section examines the relationships between party elect-

orates via correlation matrices of vote shares of different parties 

across time and at the same election. These matrices display a good 

deal less change than might have been expected, in part because of the 

overa11 weakness of the relationships. 

Ta!J}e Vll-16 presents the cor·relation rr.auix c·:= Liberal dnd 

? ') 
Conservative vote sh~res for the ent ; re province.-- The most notable 

feature of the table is the extremely low magnitude of the great 

majority of the entries. 23 Even the entrie~ in the principal diagonal, 

which represent cor·relations of Liberal and Conservative vot~ shares 

at the same election, are quite low, as ~re correlations of adj2cent 

elections. Only a handful of correlations exceed .50 and the strongest 

22 h . . . 1 b h . -T e matrix iS symmetr1ca ecause t. ere 1s no necessary re-
lationship between the correlation of election I Liberal voting with 
election II Conservative voting and election !Conservative voting with 
election I I Liberal voting. 

23A number of fascinating clusters of high correlation~ may be 
discerned in this matrix, such as that relating Tory ~oting in 1905, 
1908 and 1911 with Grit voting in 1902, 1905 and 1908 (mean .55). Un
fortunately, any discussion of these clusters is I ittle more thAn 
barefoot empiricism, for no solid, or eve11 soe.:..:ulativc interpretations 
for the existence of these clusters sugsest themselves. 
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,44 , 2:~ ,O? .O O . 0 8 ,'1.1 ,21 .01-• .20 • O!> - , 02 .07 
.42 .2) . i~ .1l ·~7 •26 .2a .19 .25 , 17 .1J • 1 l> 
.49 •21 ·rs .~., , ;6 . ~ i: ·'' .~z .22 .25 • l 9 • 2::> 
• 37 • 2 • ;'3 • 36 • 56 • 5 1~ • 4 ') • ~4 • 4 .)7 .ZJ .21 

• t; 2 • '~5 .J8 .5] • 50 . 52 .1~7 .43 , 2a .15 .1 ~ 
.36 .35 • 118 .42 .4J • '•2 .~ .24 .05 .14 

.19 .~6 • )6 • 2'l .111 .)5 < 2.5 .08 -.10 .is .04 -.06 .15 .09 -.oz ~.2) -. Ji 

.~.4 

.2j 
• 2J 
.27 
.21 
.1 h 
. O! 

-.1 4 
•• • 117 

!_,.) 
i -' 
f\ ) 

.. . 
! 

1 
1 
l 
1 

1 
l 
1 
1 

1 
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in the entire table is .6'-L The rr.ean absolute v;:::l 1.1e of tht c·::Jeff' i -

cients in the principal diagona~ :5 c.n!y .29, •md that of adjacent 

elections .23. With so many factors involved, correlatic~s between 

party vote shares cannot be expected to be as strong as intra-party 

correlations. Between temporally proximate elections, however, mod-

erately strong relatio~ships might reasonably have been expected at 

iea::;t under conditions of relative stabiiity . Moreover, the natur.::.1 

expectation wculd have been for negative relationsh ips, whereas con-

siderably more of the coefficients in Table VI i-16 are positive than 

negative. This indicates that f2ctors contributing to turnout levels 

exert an important common influence, an influence oftentimes stronger 

than party divisions. 

Further to this, in tables not presented, correlations were 

assemtilcd bet1r1een turno•Jt 1e 1/ ~l , s 2nd ;:' ·3rty vote sh2res. :n province-

wide terms, the relationshi~ of t~rnowt to L;b~ra~ and Conservative 

voting was positive in every instance, and was usua!ly fairly stror.9 

(L . b I r- I C · . c;9) . 24 ·, era - mea:-.. -.; ,. onservat 111c mea;-: _ Turnout is only very 

. . 2S weakly and inconsistently associated with CCF-NDP support (mean -.-02). -

Grit and Tory electoral fortune~ thus seem to have been typically t:ed 

to general interest in policies, and her:ce to turnout rctes, in broadly 

similar fashion. This in turn implies important similarities in the:se 

parties' electora1 appeals and bases of support. By the same tok~n. 

---·------------
"l!..i. 
' 'A very few of the entries for subcategcries of ridings 

(rural, Eastern Ontario, etc.) were negative, but all were very weak. 

is. h .. . . h p . f r .. e corre1at1on w1t1 atron vot1r.g \vas .:.;o; ·or the UFO it 
was .38 in 1919 and .67 in 1923. 
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TABLE VII··l? 

PEAHSON CORP.ELA'.!.'ION OF PMlTY VO!'E 

LIBERAL vs. CCF/NDP 

·, · Yea.r 1934 1937 1943 194.5 
CCP/NDP 
191.~s 1951 1.955 1959 1963 1967 1971 

1914 -. Q!~ -.10 -.33 -.JJ -,31 1914 
·" 1919 Oh 008 .11 .07 .13 .22 1919 . ·~ 

L 192.3 -.06 • O'/ .03 -.01 -.06 .01 ..• 09 1923 
i 1926 - .. 12 • 0 ~3 - .. J.S - .. 4·1 -050 ?J -.JJ -.28 1926 

- e *' 
'b 1929 -.13 ..• 15 -,, ;~7 -eJ4 -.41 - .. 40 -.32 -.28 -.22 1929 
e 1934 -.7J -.41 -d07 -.27 -.41 - .. 40 -.2.J -024 -o 3,4 -.34 19J1r 
r 19J7 -.38 -.69 - ."22 4r.: -.51 - .. 46 -.41 -,.39 - • L~lt· - • i}lt- -.JJ 19.J? - 1 :;> 
a 1943 -.33 -047 -p31 -.48 -~64 ... 58 -.4( -.47 -.56 •• 55 - • L~ J 194-J 

,· l 1945 - • /.J.6" - • 49 -.JO -.47 /r.. -.55 - ,. L!.O -,,4J ..• 57 -.54 -.42 1945 - • t.;:.~ 

1948 -.42 -.J9 ')9 -.48 -. 57 - . ~5 3 ~ ., ·-.42 ~.51 -.48 -.43 1948 --- •• 0 • ' 

1.951 ·14 -.JS -.24 -. l}) ·~. 55 r::: · ... ~.46 -.4.3 ~.51 -.5c -.)9 1951 -»...,;' ~ • ..... o 
195.5 .• "7 -.44- -.29 -.48 - • .51 -.47 -. 54 -.I.i-5 -.53 -.47 -.J6 1955 - ... l: 

1959 -.37 - . 56 -e15 -.36 ~ . 46 - • . 44 -.41 -.J9 -.45 -.L~4 -.23 1959 
196J -.01 - • l.j.Q ·-. 1.4 .•• 28 •.• )2 -.J1 .•• 37 -.29 -.44 - .1-1-1 -.32 1963 
1967 -.42 -.21 -033 -.J2 -. 27 -.J) ·~32 -.41 -.52 -.JS 1967 
1971 -.29 -.,37 ~· o 40 ~.J) -. L~2 -.26 -.JJ -.44 -.49 j 9'"'11 . I .i. 

TAB I.J~ VII·· lg 

PF..ARSO;'i CORRELATION OP PARTY VOTE 

CONSEP..VP:rrvE vs. CCF'/NDP 

CCI"/NDF 
Year !9Jl~ 1937 19L~J i945 1943 19.51 1955 1959 196J 1967 1971 

1914 -. :t.) -y24 -.42 -.48 -.22 191'4-

c 19'19 -.38 -.09 -o~2 .... 26 -.23 .... 20 1.919 

0 1923 -.01 -.41 - e 4:t -~JJ -. 40 •• •. 4·0 -.19 1923 

n 1926 .. J? .,2J '"'o O? .. 09 .. 29 .22 .06 -.10 1926 
1929 c02 -~06 .,01 -.06 ..., .... -.20 · • l2 - .. 09 -.17 1020 

s 
-.c.u • ,, .I' 

1934 -.36 ~.09 -· . ~8 -.38 -~44 - ., 39 -.49 -r52 -.31 -.~o 1934 
e .,,, 

19a7 3~ •. •OJ - .. 2? -.28 -.26 -.21 -~29 -.39 ~.30 -.18 -.JO 1937 
r - 0 _, 

. '·9 J -.06 • j_ 6 -.62 •• .I' -.J'? -.J1 -. 4!~ - .L~8 -.ia -. 1+4 ..• 53 t943 
v -.)O 

a 1945 -.OJ .04 -. 6·4 -.54 -~37 -.J4 -.48 -.50 -.40 -.4J ~o55 19.i.~5 

1948 .07 .17 -.56 - .4'1 -.56 -?.52 - • li-7 - .1~7 44 -.55 -.57 19L~8 
-t 

-. - ' 

1951 .... 30 ... "1.5 .. 2 --53 -062 -.,62 -.55 -. i:;6 •.• L~B -.57 - . 59 1951 
i .... :;· .. .... 

1955 -.JO- -.JO -.)? -.46 
,, _ 

-~58 -.48 ... , -.56 -.62 -.)4 10 .r:~ 

v -,O) - 0 ,,, .. :...,. -;;.,,.., 

1959 -.32 - ,, 20 - • t+3 - • .51 -.76 -. 63 .. ~ .53 ~ "' -.sq -.61 - ~ 5:3 i o i::c' 
e 

- • b \..r . .. .... _,. · _1 . } 

1963 -~ 4·8 -.23 -111}8 !':'."" / .3 -.59 ~.54 - ~, 62 -.6a -.65 - .. 5.3 1 9 .-· .~ 
• . ~ J~· -.o - 0) 

1967 - ~ :20 ~.,JS · -~4J ·- .. 52 - .. lt6 - .. 42 «M.52 .;..58 -.56 - • c. ~ LJ. 1"6'7 ,, . / ,I 

1971 -.23 0 -..22 :"'\otl -.,16 -.13 ~ ... ... '4 ",,. 3·~ 1.9?1 ." . i...'+ - • _JJ. - ~ ~.),. - • .c_C,) - a ~ 



a distinction is apparent between ·their eiectorates dnd the 1social

ist hordes' of the CCF-NDP. 

J l.5 

That Liberal and Conserva~ive vote shares seem to be so weakly 

related suggests an intriguing but tenuous inference. Throughout 

provincial history, no clear or durable division seems to set apart 

Grit 2nd Tory electorates. Doubtless 9ach party could count on un-

1rJav~ririg SLl?port frnrn its own fc.ithful, ye:t a large segment of the 

populace must have floated to and fro between the parties in order to 

account for the indistinct boundaries between the oarties' elector2l 

fol!o\"1ings evident in Table VI 1-16. The relationship bet~•een the CCF

NGP and the old parties, examined in Tables VI 1-17 and VI 1-18, indi

cates that it is indeed possible to discern from our data set firm 

bo~ndaries between party electorates, and by doing ~o . supports t~e 

interpretation of unstable , fluid electoral d iv isio~s between the 

Libera!s and the Conservatives . In the matrices correlating vote 

sh<:~res of the CSF-NDP and ··:he old parties, the coefficients are con

sistently negative and moderately strong near the principal diagonal, 

decayfng somewhat over time. The mean corre!ati0n in the principal 

diagonal is -.52 for Liberal voting and - . .50 for Coriservative voting ; 

far adjacent elections it is -.42 for the Liberals, -.45 for the Con-

servatives. (in general the correlation of CCF-NDP support with 

Liberal voting differs Jittle from that with To:·y '.'Oting.) The CC1=

NDP electorate would thus seem to be clearly delineated from Grit and 
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vote:-s 0•1er h f h I • 26 t .e entire span o. t.e party s ex1stAnce. 

Matrices of inter-party voting correlations might have been 

presented for Eastern and Western Ontario and fer rural and urban 

ridings, but there did not seem to be sufficient justification, in 

terms of additional information and insights, for such a tabular popu-

lation expiosion. Each essentially repeated the basic pattern of weak 

Liber2l-Conservative correlations and moderatel/ strong negative CCF-

NOP-Liberal and CCF-NDP-Ccnservative correlations . 

The association of Patron of Industry voting ;n 1894 with Lib-

eral, Conservative and UFO support ls portrayed in T3ble VI 1-19. The 

relationship of Patron support with Grit and Tory voting is exceedingly 

weak: of 28 . coefficients, only 7 are as high as t . 20. This weak asso-

elation with the older parties' electorates suggests that although, as 

discerned earlier, the Patron rncwernent dici no~ scri.:Jus 1y disrupt estab·· 

1 ished voting patterns, it certai~ly garne~ed support ~hi ch cut across 

party lines. This in turn suggests that the deal ignment concept, dis-

cussed in Chapter !I, has at least limited validity for the 1894 

election. 

--------------
26Additiona1 support for this propos.t1on is found !n tables 

(not presented) containing partial correlations of party vote sh3~es 
controlling for turnout. The zero-order correlations of Liberal and 
Conservative voting are very often wildly different from the partials, 
whereas the partials of CCF-NDP and old p~rty support differ only 
slightly in magnitude. This co~fir~s the i~portance of turncut for 
the Libcrcrl-Conservative relationship and its virtual irrelevance to 
the associr.:t!on of the CCF-NDP electorate and those of the liberals 
and Conservatives. In addition, it enhances our confidence in the 
existence of a deep, enduring electoral gulf betwixt the CCF-NDP and 
the older parties, in contrast to the ill-defined boundary sep~rating 
Libera I voters from Conse1·vat i ve vcters. · 



·rABLE VII-t 9 

CORRELATIOE OF "PATRON VO'l1ING WIT:-1 LIBERAL 
AND co;·J !).l~R '/A'rIV~ VO'l1ING 

· Yl::a:!:' Liberal Conservative U?'O 

18?5 -.32 -u16 
1.879 .13 "19 
188J --19 -.22 
1886 -.oo .18 

1890 -.22 -.06 
j_894 .12 .16 
1898 -.28 o.c • u 
1902 - .. 05 ,18 

1905 -·· 02 .. ~J2 
l.908 -~10 ,20 
1911 .07 ,09 

·1914 -.21 .14 

1919 -a12 .lJ ,. " • ;(; t' 
192J I 1'~ • 2·7 o)J 

"'.:!l 7 
-J - - I 
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: ... s- is to !:e expected, the cor1elations het'l'1een P.:itron o3~d UFO 

voting are p~sitive, but they are only slightly stronger than those 

with the old parties: .26 for 1919 and .33 for 1923.
27 ~Jhatever their 

similarities in rhetor:c, programme, and ultimate fate, the Patrons and 

23 
the United Farrner-s mobilized ::;ubstantially different electorates. 

Table VI 1-20 presents the correlat !on of UFO voting in 1919 and 

1923 -with Liberal, Conservative and CCF support. AJain, the vote share 

of the farr;1ers 1 party is only v-1eakly related to Grit and Tory voUng, 

though the pattern is somewhat more comp I.ex than \'1as the case with the 

Patrons. Despite apparently common roots in rural Ontario 1adica1 isrn, 

and ev•:'!n cor.imor. persoi1nel, the United F2rmers and the Hepburn Libera~s 

had only very tenuous electoral 1 inks; the correlation of UFO support 

in 1919 cind 19?..3 w!th Liberal strength in 1934 and '.937 ranged between 

.04 and .19; - Although the re i ationshlp was st_ill 9enerall·1 we<:k, Tor/ 

voting is s0me\'.1hc.t more strcr.gly associc:ted \<lith support for the UFO 

--------- ---------------------·---
2' -

'Based en 3t~ and 33 cases. As the followin~ table de1.1on'" 
strates. the re1~tio~ship WQS slightly stronger in rural areas, but 
varied so:;iewhat frc::l'. i91S to 1923 in Eastern and Western Ontar;o. 

Correlation of Patron and UFO Vote Shares 

Rural (in j 9 19) Eastern Ontario '~es tern Ontario 

1919 .32 (25} · '•2 (I 0) . 19 (22) 
192.3 .39 (26) . 17 ( 11 ) .42 {2:~) 

Figures in parenthesiss indicate number of ridings. 

~:8~. . ! • . 0 • • 

~1n~e tne movements arose a generation apart, this 1s obvi-
ously true in terms of the actual voters involved, but the low corre
lations suggest that it is true for the type of voter as well. 
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than is liberal . 20 vct:ng . .,, Far more interesting than this minor -:Jiff-er-

cntia1, though, is the relationship of 1919 and 192.3 IJFO strength ~l/ith 

Tory and CCF voting in the J940 1s. The moderately positive relationship 

of UFO and Tory voting, together with the modi::rate negative correlation 

of UFO and CCF vote shares, suggests that in the early 1940 1 s, the 

Tori t::s 1 success over the CCF owed some th i r:g to a close as!:loc i at ion '" i th 

traditional Ontario rural conservatism. 30 

Third Parties 

The preceding section demonstrated as clearly as is possible 

with aggregate data that the primal division in po~t-war Ontario elect-

oral politics 1 ies between the CCF-NOP and the old-I ine parties. This 

section will examine the rise of Ontario's third parties in li9ht of 

the Pinard theory, ar1d it wil? ~lso •::xplorn :t--2 v-1.1ys in which· third 

parties affect established electoral patterns. 

To r~view th~ discussion in Chapter I! briefly, the Pinard theory 

explains thE: rise of third parties in terms of serious sociai strain and 

29This result is probably biased by the 1ow number of Liberal 
candidates in 1919 and in the elections of the l920's; however, it is 
not possible to say whether this has a positive or negative effect en 
the Liberal-UFO corre1ations. Had Grits contested every riding \lith a 
UFO standard bearer, they might have split the agrGrian/anti-Tory vote, 
thus producing a more negative correlation; on the other hand, their 
vote might have varie~ together, in response to the same set of under
lying facto:-s. Suspicion 1 :es in the forme-r direction. 

~o . 
- In the handful of comparable rural ridings, the correlation 

of UFO in 19lS and 1923 with CCF voting in 1943 and 1945 varied berwee~ 
-.6l and -.e3 (N ~ n. 



Year 

1890 
1894 
1898 
1902 

19J5 
19oe 
1911 
1914 

1919 -
1923 
1926 
1929 

1934 
19J7 

-· 194J 
194_5 

1948 
1951 

TABLE VII-20 

CORRELATIO N OP UFO VOTING \\TITH LIBERAL,CONSERVATIVE 
AND THIRD PARTY VOTI NG 

UFO 1_919 UFO 192) 

320 

Li beraI Conservative rrhird Liberal Conservative 

- • oi~ ,,14 .11 .22 
-.l1 ~ 07 .26 .02 .13 
-.04 .14 .09 .16 

.04 .16 .05 .16 

• 1 :3 .01 .01 .11 
~18 • :~4 .10 .29 
.13 .27 .10 .27 
,18 ,28 ~28 • Jl} 

QO.O .-:;o • 39 -.30 • 20 
...,. O',' • Ji • 54 .11 , 1}0 

-.26 - G 01 .21 -.OJ 
-.01 -.24 -.20 -.16 

.09 .04 .o4 .35 

.19 • 09 .15 .06 
s10 •J6 It'"' • 30 .55 "'.I (' ... ...,. .) 

-. 27 - '36 4" .18 .54 fl -
. , • f(_ 

.16 .26 -.29 0 J9 • J9 .. ,., 
I J. I .. 21 -.07 .20 • 37 

Third 

.3 '".\ . .... 

• 59 

-.43 
-.J1 

-.46 
-.21 
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structural conduciveness of the pa~ty system. Of the presence of strain 

lr. the Ontario social system at the time of the Patron upsurge 1n 1894, 

the rise of the UFO in 1919 and the emergence of the CCF during World 

War Two, the secondary 1 itcrature 1eaves 1 ittle doubt.
31 

The question 

of structural conduciveness, including the influence of one-party domin-

ance, is less clear cut, as is the nature of the Patrons and the UFO. 

By the time of the Patron upsurge, the Grits had governed the 

province for better than two decades. Though their margin of victory 

was typically very n-arrow, what count in establ ishir.9 on~-party domin-

ance are not objective criteria, but subjective, perceptual criteria. 

As Duverger puts it, "a dominant party is that which pub! ic opinion 

3l0n ;he Patror~s, see S.E . D. Shortt ,. ';Social Change ;:ind Poli
tic.al Crisis in Rural o.1td1- io; Tl1t..: P;:,t:-ons .::.f : ,--;Just.· r· 1889-1896 , 11 i,-: 
Donald SvJair,3on, ed., Oliver .Mmvat 1 -: 'J;;tario (Tc:-o!lt:l : f"\3cMi l ian, 1972), 
2Jl-35; Janet 3. Kerr;lisi r 01 iver Mowat and the Campaign of 1894 ; 11 

Ontario History LV (March, 1963) , 1-13; Marion Jean Macleod, "Agricul
ture c.nd Politics i r; Ontar io since 1867, 1

: unpublished Ph.D. t(1es:s, 
University of LonJon, 196! : R.ussc11 Hahn, Scme Historical Per-spective3 
on Canadian .A.grarian Pol itic2l Movements (Toronto: NE:\;.· !lo9t0',..Jr": Pn::s:.<·-
1973); and Joh:l S.-;:art, 11 Popu1 ist and Socialist Movements in Canada," in 
Robert Laxer, ed. , J.Canada) Ltd , : Tre Political Ec?~'..omy of Dependency 
(Toro11t0: Mi:C1e1Jar.c! 3nd Stewart, 1973) . On th •:; UFO see Brian D. 
Tenny"son, ' 1ri1e Or~Lario General Election of 1919: The Beginnings of 
Agrarian Revolt,' 1 Journal of Canadian Studies IV (February, 1969), W.R. 
YoLJng, 1 1conscriptiCi~--Rural Depop-u°'latio~.d-ti1 ·.:= Farmers of Ontario 
1917-19," Conaclian f-:istoric2J R.ev ie1-v Li 11 (September, 1972), 289-320; 
Peter 0 l l ver ,-'iSJrT./i~J l i am Hea rstand the Co 11 apse of the Ontario Con
servative Party," ibid., (M 3rch, 1972), 21-50; R.W. Trrn<Jbridge, 1'Wcir 
Time Rurc1l Discor~t~:7,t- a~d the Rise of the United Farmers of Ontaric, 
1914-19i9," unpublished M . . t\. tl1esis, University of Waterloo, 1966. 
On the CCF see Gera;J Caplan, The Di lemiTla c•f _Canadi;;in So-=ial ism: ti:e 
CCF in Ontario (Torcnto: McCle'lland and Stewart, 1913); Neil McKe~1~y, 
tfitch Ht:pb~\To.-or.to: McCJerfand and Stewart, 1967); Leo Zakuta, A 
Protes'" Movement Becalrr:ed: i\ Study of Clvrnge in the CCF (Toronto: -
Un Fvei · ~. i ty of-Toroi1to Press).--·--·---·----------.---



b 1 • t- b d • I ,3 2 e 1eves .o e om1nant. Thus ~ he one-party dominance calculus 

seems at 11."!ast pl 21Jsibie in the case of the Patrons. The movement is 

difficult to categorize as clearly protest or radical. On the one 

hand, the Patron~' rhetor ~ c rejected the values and principles of both 

old pa~ties, and one histo ?·ian argues that they possessed a thorough-

• I• l • • f • • d • J • 33 going, ;au1ca cr1t1que o eme r91r;g 1n ustr'.a society. Conversely, 

though , the Patrons had been almost entirely re-absorbed into Mowat 1 s 

Liberals by the election of 1898, and another historian has stated 

that, like their UFO successors, th;::y "lacked a class analysis and d i d 

not differ much in their overall ideology from those wnom they were 

opposing, though they were clas s movements if one looks at who partici-

34 
pated in them." In s um, the Patrons seem a borderline case . To the 

extent that ihcy were a pro t est movement , a1·ising through the one-party 

dominance mechanism, we can expect a positive relationship between 

Patron ~trength and LiberR1 strength at earlier elActiohs; to the 

ext0nt that the underlying dynamic is one of a class-based radical 

movement, a negative relatio~ship will be expected. 35 

32Maurice Duverger, Political Parties: Th e ir Organization and 
Act:i_:~ in the tlDdern St~_t c, · Th i rd English editio-n, tr. by Barbara 
and Robert No r th (London: Oxf ord Uni versity Pr ess, 1964), 308. For 
a further exp I I cation of the concept of one-party dominance in a 
C<rnadian context, see Graham White, "One-Party Dominance and Third . 
Pnrties: The Pinard The1Y y R.econsidered, 1 1 Car;adian ~'2..:i~c:il of Poli
.!.i._caJ Sc1e_0~.!.::. VI (Septembc.,:-, 1973), 399-401. 

33Hahn, .,;'3ome H0_to:_Lcdl Persr e ~~ti~.2_, passim. 

34Sm.Jrt, 11PopLilist and Socialist Mo•;ements,'' 200. 

35 see Chapter ! I. 



323 

Esst:ntizilly the same argurr-~i1tS apply to the UFO, \'1hich pre-

sents characteristics of both radical and protest movemants. With 

respect to the p~e-conditions of one-party dominance, the Conservatives 

enjoyed overwhelming victories prior to 19l9, but were themselves 1n 

. 36 serious decline before the election. In terms of the nature of the 

movement, although the UFO lasted longer than the Patrons, it too was 

ultimately absorbed into the Liberal party, and its ideology seems 

1 ittle more radical. 

For beth of these cases, the analysis is complicated by the 

fact that the opposition parties fielded incomplete slates of candi-

dates, so that some contests were straight fights between the new party 

and one of the old parties, while others were three-cornered. The 

iogic of the one-party do~ir.ar1r.e st:- ·1ct 1Jrai hypothesis is valid for 

all manner- of r i dings, but t'he class-radical party interpretation pre- . 

diets a negati'te rclat!c-r.ship betwE:en dominant party strength and third 

pa1:ty strength only in two party contests; for three party fights, no 

logical prediction may be made. This indeterminacy stems from the 

fact that it is no longer true that ail former opposition supporters 

hove no alternative but to switch to the third party. The option of 

remaining with the opposition is still available. This implies that 

the size of the third party's electorate will be a function of tw6 

distinct proportions: the percentage of the dominant party's support-

ers de£e.rt i ng in favour of the nevi party and the percentage of the 

"'6 ' For a summary of the political events leading up to the 
1919 e:ection see White 110ne-P2rry Dominance; ;, ~~15-7. 
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opp0sition party's supporters migrating to the new party. Depending 

on the magnitude of these proportions (presumably determfned largely 

by class factors), the overall relationship may be either positive or 

negative. 37 

In ideology, organization and durability, the CCF was clearly 

a radical party. As such, the expectation is for a negative relation-

ship between its strength and that of the p reviously dominant party. 

Interpretation of the CCF case is comp! icated by the conundrum of 

whether it "rose" in 1934, v1hen its ~andidates attracted 7 per cerit 

of the vote, or in J9L~3, in which year it attracted 32 per cent of the 

vote, with an ail but complete slate of candidates. Although this is 

primarily a matter of defin i tion, our vi2w inclines toward the latter 

year. (The problem of different iAting t wo- and three-cornered fights 

does not arise inasmuch as virtucil ly a1J . CCF standard bearers faced 

both Grit and Tory opponc~ts.) 

Table Vl!-21 repor::s the pertinent data. Yet another interpre~ 

tlvc d i fficulty emerges with the question of hew legitimate, for our 

purposes of investigating the circumstances surrounding the rise of 

third parties, are correlations spanning three or four elections ex-

tending over a pe1· iod of ten or more years. At a minimum, the 

greatest weight must be assigned t~ the immediately preceding elec-

tions, and findings fro~ other, more remote elections, treated with 

4-17-8. 



TABLE . VII·~21 

";l'-t:" 
. .Jc.) 

CORRELATION OF THIRD PA.RTY VOT~ SHAEE 'dIT'I-1 VOTE SHARE 
Oi•' DOiGNAN'.2 PAR'l'Y AT PR.0.:VIOU.3 i12CTIOHS 

One election 
previous 

Patron 1394 1890 

Conservatjve candidate -.55 
r';O Conservative .4J 
candidate 
All ridings 

UFO 1919 

Liberal candidate 
No Liberal candidate 
All rh:Ungs 

CCF' 19)li 

All ridir:1:=-;s 

CCr' 194-J 

All ridings 

-.22 

.J6 
-.JC 

.28 

192:9 

.02 

19J7 

-.22 

'.l.'wo elections 
;reviou.s 

1886 

- .4-0 
. J1 

-·. 00 

1911 

.27 
-.06 

. 
1 qr16 , "· 

• 37 

-.07 

Three elections 
previous 

188_3 

- • 4 5 
.08 

-.19 

1908 

.27 
') / 

• _;0 

.24 

.: "',...."'=l 
l':;tC_, 

-.01 

1.929 

- • 2'? 
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cal.id on. 38 

The most striking aspect of the data on the Patron upsurge 1n 

1894 is the contrast between the ridings with Conservative candidates 

(i.e. three cornered fights) and those rid1ngs in which a Patron faced 

only a candidate of the (dominant) Liberal party. The rel2tionship 

was ge~erally the same at all three elections, but the contrast was 

shar~est fer the correlation of Patron voting with the results of the 

1890 election. In three-way contests, the association was - . 55, 

wh~reas in straight fights, it was .43. The latter correlation would 

indicate the operation of the one-party dominance mechanism; hoVJever, 

as the logic of the one-party dominance sftuation is intended to apply 

to a?l ridin3s, the negative relationship in the three-way contests 

renc!ers thei'" interpretation ur;cert3in. Cl ea dy, neither the cloiss 

nor the structural hypothesis can 3clequately account for these find-

ings. 39 

The data on the rise of the UFO are Jess contradictor·y. The 

reversal of the sign of the ccrre1atio:"! In riciir:gs without Liberal 

candidates from -.30 in 1914 to .36 in 1908 is not necessari1y a 

- ·----------------·--------
38 1nt-erpretat:ion of the results is also complicated sorr:ewhat 

by our decision to base percentag8s on the number of eligible voters 
rather than on votes cast. The major proble;n ste:11ming from this 
decislon relates to the Patrons !n 1894 ; see note 39. 

39The correlation of Patron voting 1.-i ith Liberal voting ln 
1890, 1826 a~d 1883 would have been -.71, - . 63 and -.36 had we been 
working en the basis of votes cast, rather than on el igib1e elector
ate. Th1::. wo1iJd of course susgest a C!ass elenent in the r·ise of 
the Patrons. For the UFO and the CCF, the patterns cf co1·relc:1tions 
are essentia!ly the same, though the magnitude of the ccrrelations 
meiy vary so:nevJhat. 



serious problem, since the theoretical status uf earl icr elections 

is somewhat unclear . Although the correlations are not strong, they 

do suggest that the unde r lying dynamic in the rise of the UFO was 

class. Since the class ihterpr~tation is fncleterminate in the three 

party case, the positive correlations do not necessarily contradict 

this finding, though nei t her do they support it. if the support for 

the cl a ss interpretation is mi xed, or perhaps weak, however, no 

support can be add :.iced for the structural, or·e-party dominance model .
40 

In the 1934 election, the first contested by the CCF, the 

(outgoing) Conservative party was clearly the dominant party; but it 

is less certain that the CCF "rose" at this election, so that the 

correlations car.not be presumed to indicate one-party dominance or 

class as prim~ factors. Given t h9 nat~re af the CCF, we should expect 

the latter, which would be indicated by a negative relationship, to be· 

s1,.1bstanti2l ly more important. SJch :s n0t the cas~, though, as th2 

cori'elations with 1929 an.:J 1923 Tory voting are all but non-exist <: nt, 

.02 and -.01 . The associa ~ ion with 1926 CGnservative support is 

stronger but is, unexpectedly, positi ve: .37. It is therefore 

almost impossible t '.J attribute any substantive meaning to these find-

ings, at least in terms of the factors leading to the rise of the CCF 

in 1934. 

For the election of 1943, for which it seems more proper to 

4 oA mo:-e detailed analysis, err;ploy i r.g a modified version of 
parfy vote shares based on votes cast, found no support for the one
party dominance interpretation: White, 110ne-Party Dominanci:;, 11 

418-9. 
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speak of the "r!se'of the CCF (<.;lthou9h !3ocial strc;!n was less ::ir-o

nounced), ~he findings are in the expected direction, but the re

lationships are quite weak. The correlations of CCF support in 1943 

with Liberal voting in 1937, 1934 and 1929 are -.22, -~07 and -.27. 

That the data indicate a c l ass basis for CCF success in 1943 rather 

than a one-party dominance origin is hard ly starti ing, although it 

doe~ bolster our faith in the analytical procedures soo1ewhat. 

Aside from these specific findings, two more general conclu

sions may be 0ffered. First, correlational analysis of aggregate 

data is, at best, a highly imperfect technique for examining the con

ditions SL1rrou nding t~e rise of third parties, although it may provide 

so~e interesting insights. Secondly, the data raise the possibility 

that despite import~nt si~i iarities, the ~d t;·on s 3nd the UFO achieved 

success in · somewhat different ·:-::.ys: the Patrons arose :ri part through 

the mechanism of one-?art; d~minance, whereas the ~FO was more of a 

response to class factors. 

Finally, Table VI 1-22 pro~ides some limited evidence to sup

port the notion that third party upsurges are tied in to the mobil iza-

tion of previous non-voters. it presents the corretation of the 

increment in turnout across two successive elections with party vote 

shares at the second election. The association of changes in turnoLlt 

with third party voting is positive, but so too are its associat i ons 

with Liberal and Conservative vote shares, 2nd all are of approximately 

the same magnitude. Patron voti~g correlates moderately, .41, with 

the changes !:·1 turnout from 1890 to 189'~: hovJever, the UFO c;orrela~. ian 
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TABLE VII-22 

CORRELATI ON OF' INCREf(ENT IN 'L'URNOUT WITH P .A.P. 'rY VOTE SHARES 

Yeg,r Liberal Conservative Third 

1871 .45 .56 
1875 .22 ,09 
1 L-179 , l+o .45 
1 n r"-.. 
kOO) .29 .52 
132.6 .19 .2J 

1890 .40 .28 
1 a91~. -.02 • 2L} .41 
1898 .36 .21 
1902 .25 ,28 
1905 , 67 .22 

1908 I 2!+ .09 
1911 • ~·8 .JJ 
1914 -.39 -.07 
191.9 -.20 • J.3 .16 
1-92) .24 • Li-o .27 

1926 .24 .28 • 52 
1929 .55 • ) 8 
!.9Jh -.37 -.1t -.0.5 . 
1937 - ·, 1 J .45 1s . .,,, 

1943 .06 - .15 .54 

1945 .08 .10 -.31 
19:+2 -.17 -.11 • 41+ 
19 51. • 60 c:~ -·. 48 • _,L 

1955 .50 .JO -.12 
1959 .07 -.10 .10 

1963 -.01 -.12 .oo 
1967 -.10 -.21 .49 
19'?1 '"'? .07 -.01 -.v 



reaches moderate ~trength only - in 1926, when the party had been re-

duced to a marginal force. As!de from its fJrst electoral venture in 

1934, the CCF-NDP voting surges and declines have consistently been 

marked by moderately strong relationships with changes in turnout. 

The party experienced strong surges of support in 1943, 1948 and 

1967; the c01·relatiuns for these years are .54, .41+ and .49. In the 

years of most pronounced CCF dee! ine, 1945 and 1951, the correlations 

are -.31 and -.48 . 

The Impact of Third Parties on 
Established Electoral Patterns 

The advent of third parties has had a demonstrable effect on 

ld 
established electoral patterns. Moreove~, two separate phases are 

discerr.lble, thou9h not a1'.•1ays in so c:lec:r cut a fashion as the basfc 

division bet•deen the absence er ;-;:-eser,i;e c,~ i::hi:J p;:irties. Frcm 194) 

on, th3 ir.:pact of third parties seer;is :-'.1ore pronounced than from 1919 

tc !937. This suggests th~t the simple structural addition to the 

e ·1 ectora l ca 1 cu? us of a _th i r5!, party effected ir:iportant changes, and 

further, that the presence of a strong, genuinely radical third party 

ex~rted a still inore powerful influence. The impact of third parties 

is evi~ent in any number of areas, but only three will be · examined. 42 

-----------
41 we have, oi- course, no definitive evidence that the changes 

in 1919 ar.d 1943 were occasioned by third parties. A misogynist, for 
example, n1ight attribute the changes beginning in 1919 to the enfran
chise:ner:.t of \.Vornen. The aclver.t of third par-cies, however, does seem 
far ~nd aw0y the most plausible explanation. 

42 . . . 
Statements 1n this section are based not only on the sum-

mary tables presented in the text, but aiso on the more detailed 
ta~l~s (not presented) on which they a1·e based. 



First, TablE VI i-2) contai~s the mea~ correl~tions of L1bera} 

and Conservative vote shares with turnout for the elections prior to 

1919, for the years 1919-1937 (years of intermittent third party 

activity), and for tr.e period since. 1937. These data demonstr~te 

c!e~rly that the relationships are substantially stronger prior to 

i9i9 t;-1a:i after. The UFO and the eariy CCF had a slightly greater im-

pact on the Liberal correlations than did the CCF-NDP during and after 

World War Two; for the Tories, the opposite is true. 

Second1y, as may be seen from the principal diagonal of Table 

Vll-16, which s~ows the year by year correlation of Liberal and Con-

servative vote shares, the association was, save 1867, positive until 

well into the present century, though t~e strength of the relation-

ship varied considerably . Table Vl l-24 cresents the mean correlations 

for the province as a whole and for Eastern, Western and rural Ontario ~· 

It strongly suggests that th~ presence of third p3rties has had a 

decided impact on the relationships although the CCF-NDP influence 

is nc stronger than that of the UFO. 

Finally, Table VI 1-25 reports the mean correlations of the 

increments in Liberal and Conservative vote shares for the periods in 

q~estion. So long as Ontario enjoyed a two party system, Liberal and 

Conservative vote :;(1ares tended, in the short term, to increase or 

decrease in tandem, although a few of the correlations were negative. 

Since :319, though, they have generally changed tn opposite directions, 

with a distinction evident between the impact of the UFO and the early 

CCF, and the latEr CCF-NDP. 



1867 -
1919 -
194.J -

1867 -
1919 -
1943 -

TABLE VII-2) 

M.EAN CORRELATION OP LIBERAL AND CONSERVA'l1IVE 
VOTE SHARES WITH TURNourr 

Liberal 

Entire Province East West Rurctl 
1914 .?? .79 .71 .76 
1937 • 52 .25 .. 32 .17 
197 5 .46 sJ8 • 53 • .51 

ConservatiYe 

Entire Province East We;;~t Rural 
1914 .71 .65 • 64 .71 
1937 • 60 .39 .41 • J.i.o 
1975 .41 .32 .J5 .13 

J:'ABLE V:LI-24 

MEAN CORRELATION OF LIBERAL A.ND CONSERVA'rIYE VOTE SHARES 

1867 -
19'-9 
19ii.3 

1871 -
1919 -
1943 

Entire Province East West. Rural 
1914 • 31 .23 .19 .28 

. 101'? .06 -.08 -.10 -.03 ,, .; 
1975 .10 -.08 -.05 -.22 

MEAN CORRELATION OF INCREMEN~:s OF LIBERAI, AND 
CONSE~VATIVE VOTE SHARES 

Entire F:covince East Wes·t Rural 
1914 .23 ') ~ * ,_, .19 ~2) 

19J7 (\,. .... ~ -.10 -.23 • 08 
1971 "'5 -.; -.JO -.2J - • )'1 
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c1~2rly, the additional alternative represented by a thirci 

party has disrupted est3bl ished electoral patterns. Considerations 

of 'strategic' voting probably are important for only a small proper-

t!on of the electorate; far more important is the simple presence of 

three parties. This not only forces the voters to re-evaluate th~:r 

party pr·cference; it ~dso pc:;.:;s a threat to the old parties ar.d tf1e1·::~-

by forces them into policies and postures which 1t1i J l 1 i!<.ely a1 ien"'te 

sornc previous adherents, 1.>1h ! le attracting new st.:pporters. 

c;on, the more clear cut an alternative the third party po~es, the 

greater wiJ1 be its impact. 

Conclc;sion 

As a preliminary to our cor.cluding te:c1c.rk:-o ir. this ch.::1pter, 

.,; c;),T1ment is 

shedding J fght on the issu~s exQm~~ed in th~se pases. On the one ha~d, 

r.:i:.ir ecologfcal a11alysis perforce leaves ;nany questions un-:iris1t-1ered, 2nd 

Many inferences uncertain. Conversely, chuugh, it has enabled us to 

reach some important conclusions, and it has also turned up some in-

tri9uinq, if inexplicable, 110.1-obvious findings (for exc:r:iple the 

curious relation bet•r1eer1 L!bE:rai voting in i93 1+ and in 1937) . 

On the key question of Jong-term attachment to party, our data 

s•.19gest an un~xpectedly :iigh level of electoral instability in nine-

teentli cen'.::u;->' Ont.JfirJ, p2rticul2rly amor-::; Cons-=rv2tive supporters~ 

but pronounce~ 2mong Grits as weil. Our analysis also indicates that 

the most thoroughgoing disruption of est~Ll ished voting patter~s 
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oc~urred not at the turn cf the century, nor dur ing World War Two, 

as had been expected, but during the 1920 1s, partly in response to 

the presence of the UFO, and partly in response to other factors 

{since by 1926 the UFO had become a marginal electoral force). From 

the 1930's until the 1970's, the data suggest, all parties enjoyed 

high rates of electoral stability, although :here is some reason to 

suspect that established patterns of attachment to party may be 

breaking dovm. 

Since social data were not incorporated into this chapter, 

little can be said about the validity of the deal ~gnment and secular 

real i gnment mode 1 s set out ! n Chapter ! I. Even before the soc i a I 

data are br:::iught to bear, hovJever, the ev rccr.ce is uner~uivocal in 

its failure to sustain the cr·iticai real ignl!lent mode!. Save the 

singular and inexplicable exception of rural Tory voters in 19~8, no 

critic~l realignments h~ve occu~red in Or1ario. lnt~rpretation of 

the 1905 Tory victory and the !943 CCF upsu:-ge, therefore, nust be 

grounded in other explanatory schemas. 

Of a wide range of findings about specific parties 1 elector

.::ites and the relations between and among them, 1 ikeJy the most im

portant are, first, the convincing evidence cf an enduring electoral 

gulf between the CCF-NDP and the oid line parties (which in turn have 

importani: electoral aff:nities); secondly, the considerable evidence 

suggesting that, in tenns of electoral impact, the simple strucrural 

fact of a third party's existence seems as important, if not more 

so, than its fdeologicDl-prc9r,:imm2tic stance . 



Finally, one important general conclusion is so obvious that 

we might ea~ily overlook it in this reviev>1. Turno;.it, or perhaps more 

accurately, differential turnout rates, are of absolutely fundamental 

importance to all manner of electoral phenomena, and can scarcely be 

left out of any anal;sis or explanation of voting, party fortunes 

or electoral change 1n this prov i nce. 



CHAPTER V 11 I THE SOC I AL [3,1\S[S OF PP.RTY SUPPORT 

This chapter reports and discusses multiple regressio~ analysis 

of the e1ectora1 and the socia1 data. 1 On one level, this multivariate 

investlg2tion is ai~ed ~t the determination of the relative importance 

of Various social groups and regions for the explanation of party vot-

ing. For reasons presently discussed, the regression analysis can take 

us only a 1 imited distance tmvards this objectiv2. At a more general 

level, however, the analysis should permit some broad judgements as to 

changes and continuities in the social bases of party support. 

We may reasonably expect, by way of illustration, that the 

multiple regression analysis 1rtill indicate the overCJll importance of 

ethnic and re1 igious factors in structurin0 electoral divisions in 

various periods of Or:taric' history. As V.'e11, ':h: an;:ily5is should 

suggest the · degree to which social class, operationalized in te~ms of 
. 

occupational groupings 1 has replaced religion and ethnicity a~ bases 

of party voting, both generally ~nd for particular parties. 

The chapter begins with a brief discussion of how multiple 

regression analysis has been applied to our data set, and of the 

J The 'ecological regression' technique was applied to the 
census data so as to estimate the proportions of persons in various 
social groups voting for each party. Although the result~ for per
sons living in urban and rural areas were remarkably a~in to those of 
Chapter lV, other results were extre~ely unstable and all too often 
outs id~ the zero to unity logical limits. As well, the entries fGr 
1967 and 1971 bore only incidental correspondence to the survey data 
presented in Robert Drummond, "Voting Beh~1vicur: The Blueing of 
Ontario, 11 in Don<:ild C. MacDonald, ::c!., GovErnmeni.: and Politics of 
Ontario (Tor::..into: M3cM!llan, 1975), 29Ii-:--3i6.-T:or--these reasons, the 
ecolOsJical regression findings ar·e ;1either presented nor cf1scussed. 
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I imitati o ~ s of tha~ anal ys is. fn c l ud ed und e r· thi s r ub ri c a r e a des-

cripti on of the me thods by which variabl es we r e se lected f o r incl 1Jsi c> n 

in the r e gr e ~.s ion equations, ar;cl some comments on the interpreta t io n 

of rzg;-ession 

Equt1ti c;1s v1ere estimated for each r1ci1 ··:.y 1 s vote share at each 

electi on fr oni 1867 until 1971, sorne 71 equ2tio1b a ll told. These 

equat ions are not presented, and a r ,o: \\is cussed only bri efly, for thr ee 

Fir s t, the high degree of mu ltico llinearity (compoun ded by 

the agg r ega te natu re of the da ta), t ogethe r with th e sensiti v ity of 

r egression ana lysis to sli ght changes in th e data set ma kes fo r uri-

stable coeffic i ents. It i s simply~~· ;.; muc ,1 tc: ... . . ;: ::..•:. t of th e data and 

the re~; r e.ss i c;:i techniqc; e to tc <J bl e to ;:;ttach .::i precis e rnt:·-i ning to a 

specific coefficient. In deed , the gre a t majority of coefficients we r e 

ex tr eme ly unstable, in sign as weli dS Jn magn itude, even in th e short 

t ern1. Att ention i s J ccasi onally dr aw n to certain coeffici ent s which 

2 
Jid remain re l a ti ve ly stab le over ex tended periods. Secondly, even 

if we ~id have confidence i :1 [~e precision of part icular coeffici ents, 

for the vast m3jority of th eM we have no a pri o ri expec tations, nor 

are we especially interested Jn the strength and signs of s pecific 

··- -----·----
2Thc coefficients of Blake 1 s r eg ress ion equa t ions , which 

cover <-i i.:we lv e yea r period 2nd utiiize similaJ- data, demCJnstrate 
enviable st a bi! ity , Dona l d E. Bla ke , '~h e Measurement of Regional i sm 
in Ca nad ia n \!ot inq Behc::;viour, 11 Can .:1d i 2;1 Journal of Pol it i z. 3] Sci r::r: c c:; 
v (March, i972) ~ l 3-Lj . ------------·------ ---·--- --· --·---·-· 
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limitatior.s of that analysis. lncluded under this rubric are a.des-

cripticn of the methods by which variables were selected fer inclusion 

in the regression equations, and some comments on the interpretation 

of regressive coefficients. 

Pre! iminarv Observations 

Equations were estimated for each partyis vote share at each 

election from 1867 until 1971, some 71 equations al I told. These 

equations are not presented, and are discussed only brief7y, for three 

reasons. First, the high degree of multi~oll inearity (compounded by 

the aggreg~te nature of the data). together with the sensitivity of 

regression analysis to slight changes in the data set makes for un-

stable coefficients. It is simply too much to expect of the data and 

the regression teclmique to be 3b1e to 3ttach .-:i pr=c.:se .-near.ii1g :o .u 

specific coefficient. Indeed, the great majority of coefficients were 

extremely unstable, in sign as v.Jell as in magnitude, even in the short 

tenn. Attention is occasionally drawn to Gertain coefficients which 

did ra11ain r~Jatively stable over extended periods. 2 Secondly, even 

if we did have confidence in the precision of particular coefficients: 

for the vast majority of them, v.Je have no ~-~.!:l.. expectations, nor 

are we especial iy interested in the strength and signs of specific 

coefficients, for example, that relating concentration of Baptists 

----------,~----------------------·------------· 

2The coefficients of Blake's regressio~ equations, which 
cover a t~e?ve year period and utilize simil3r data, de~onstrate 
envi3i:i1e st::,ibil ity, Donald E. Blake, 11The Measurement of Regionai isni 
in Canadian Voting Behaviour, 11 Canadian Journal of Political Science 
V (March, 1972), 73-IL ·-



to Liber3J vote share in 1886. Fln2!ly, the sheer mass of data in

volved all but precludes this I ine of enquiry. 
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As someth:ng of a compromise solution to these proble~s, re

gtess ion equations are presented and discussed for party vote pooled 

across sever a 1 e J ect ions. Wh i ! e not be corning engu If ed in a mo1·ass of 

d~taii, this approach does permit analys is of l2rge scale, enduring 

patterns of party support as well as the possibility of drawing atten

tion to specific relationships. 

A second phase of the multiple regression analysis is the 

attempt to gauge changes in the electoral importance of groups of 

variables, for instance of all available religious variables, rather 

than of ind ividual variables. Here again the focus is upon broad, 

developmental patt e rns. As is tru e throughout this thesis, little 

data is presen t ed directly measuring ch~nge of any sort, let alone the 

interplay of social a rd pol i ticaf change. · As in previous chapters, we 

must infer rather than measure or observe c~ange. 

Although the sources and methods employed to assemble the data 

are fully discussed in Appendix B, a brief word may be in order on the 

social data analysed in this chapter. These data consist of propor

tions of the total population included in various ethnic, relig ious 

and occupational groups and in rural. urban or village setti ngs. Data 

are take~ from the fo11owing censuses: 1871, 1911, 1931, 1951 and 

1971. Occupat!onal data are scanty for 1911 and altogether lacking 

for 1931; as 111ell, all data are missing frc:r: 20 urban ridings \1·, 1931. 

The soc i a I data from each cer1sus are i..!Sed to estimate equations for a 



series of elections rather than s!mply for tho election closest to 

the census; by way of illustration, data from the 1911 census are 

related to all elections from 1894 to 1923. Interpolation of census 

data for each elect ion would have posed horrendous, often ins0!ub1e, 

technical problems, aGd would not have been obviously more accur~te. 

in rnountir.g the analysis, one singularly thorny problem v1as 

the ~ecision as to which of the social v~riabies to incorporate into 

the regression equation . Here, multicollinearity and the excluded 

variable probl em came into sharp conflict. Particularly since dat3 
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on any number of salient ~ariables were missing, we were loath to 

exclude further variables, for fear of exacerbating bias. Con ve rsely, 

though, we wished to minimize ml1lt;coll lnearity and also to provide a 

reasonably parsimonious model; these cons1der2~i0ns argued in favour 

of reducing the n~mber cf independent variab1es. 

As a first step, several variables were deleted which were not 

deemed of intr!ns ic importance c~ the grounds tbat they accounted for 

only a sma11 proportion of the popubti_on, usually in the orde__r of one. 

or two per cent. (The details as to inclusion or exclusion of specific 

variab!es have been consigned to Appendix C). 

The next step in rGsoiving th !s dilerruna was the construction 

of correlation matrices of the variables which were candidates for 

inciuslon. It became evident that the m:Jjor problem .,.1as high inter-

correlation among occupational and rural-urban variables, ·and -in 1971, 

educationar variables. By and ]ar·ge, the religion and origin variables 

were not highly correlated eith~r with one another, or ~ith other 
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variables; the Ge~man-Lutheran and Scots-Presbyterian correlations, 

h . h _,_ h + "O w 1c were typically about · .80, were the only ones greater ·tan - . o . 

The high correlations between occupational variables are essen-

ti ally a ref1ectiori of the rural-urban dimension. This is clearly · t;ue 

in t~e case of the high negative association between fa1wers and (say) 

cle~ical wo~kers. In addition, the size of ~he units (constituencie~) 

necessarily entails high positive correlations betwee~ clerical, pro-

fessional, skilled and unskilled workers, for all are concentrated in 

urban areas, but the ridings are generally too large to distinguish, f0r 

cxo~ple, professional neighborhoods from the neighbourhoods where un-

skilled workers predominate. 

The point is not that occupation is :::onc2ptual1y indistinguish-

able from size of p1ace of res;de~ce, for ch i s is clearly not the case. 

Rather, the peculiaritie5 of our data set lead to their b~ing inexorably 

bound together·~· tatistit:al1y, so that some method of r.iuximizing the an.::i-

lytical utility of these vaJ"iablPcs was needed. D~letion of some 1Jariables 

was settled upon as a reasonable soiution. It would, of course, have 

bee~ pOS$ible to substitute factor scores for entire sets of i~ter-

related variables, rather than deleting variables. This would not over-

come the underlying problem, however, and 1tJ2.s not done so as to keep 

interpretation as straightforward as possible. 

ln nrdcr to more fully understand the relationships among the 

i·lighly intercorrel.sted variables, princip;;il components an<..ilyses were 

performed on ther.i. The other vari~bles, such as those pertalninq to 
. -

religion 2nd origin, were ~ot incl~ded in these analyses, because they 
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were clearly a~alyt~cally and stati.5tically distinct from the cluster 

of urban and occupational variables. The results of the principal com-

ponents analyses are presented in Appendix C, together with a discussion 

of the rationale for exclusion of variables. 

In addition to the variables measuring religious, ethnic and 

occupational composition, a set of 7 regional dummy va~iables was incor-

porated into the regression eqcations, in order that the impact of 

regional factors be included. The 7 regions were the same as those 

employed 1n Chapter VI, and ai-e. defined in Appendix 8. These regional 

dummies, it must be unde1~stood, represent far more than "pure" region-

al ism, for they stand as proxies for a host of social variables on which 

we have no data. 

Also included in the regression analysis were dummy variables 

indicati-ng the pa:·ty i~hich had cc::1 ri ed the_ previo(,is election and lndi

cating the presence or absince of an incumbent candidate. 3 Thes~ 

poJ:tical variables 1.-.;ere incorporated into. tile 3quations in recognition 

of th~ close interplay between social and political forces in electoral 

outcomes. Social factors do not infl-uence electorai decisions in 

isolation from the pol itic3l milieu; pol itica] traditions are often of 

signal importance. These dummy variabies also act as proxies for a 

----------------
3For those elections in which third parties held 3 seat_s or 

Jess, a seat held by the Liberal party was coded ! , and a seat held by 
the Conservative party was coded O, with seats held by third pa1·ties 
code~ in the same fashion as the opposition party. For elections in 
wh:ch:.; third party held more than 3 seats, two dummy variables were 
utiH.::.~d, one indicating >vhether z Liberal held the seat, and one 
indicating whether a Conser vative held the seat. 



wide range of political variables ~or which we lack data. The incurn-

bency dummy) for example, reflects not only the personal attractiveness 

of the incumbent, but as well, it is a reflection of local organiza-

tional factors. The political d~rnm!es are included so as to provide a 

more comprehensive model, both in theoretical and in statistical terms. 

The basic model, then, is contained in the fol lo;,.ling regression 

equation: 

where Y is the vote share of a given party, E. represents certain ethnic 
J 

and religious variables, O. represents certain occupational variables, 
J 

U. represents certain urban variables, R. represents a series of region-
J J 

aJ dummy variables, and P. and L. are dummy 0ariabl es standi~g for 
J J 

previous vo t ing history and incumbency. The parameters of the relation~ 

ship (the a•s, b 1 s, e's, d's~ f's and g's) were estimated by the ordin-

ary' least squares method. The e is an en·or term representing unmeas-

ured variables, whose effect is assumed to be random. This rep,-esents 

the fullest model; for some equations, not all variables are included 

on account of missing data. The addition of interaction terms, akin 

4 
to those employed by Blake to determine whether relationships between 

social variables and vote share persist across regions, was contem-

plated, but rejected on the grounds that the analysis wss already suf-

ficiently complex. 

4 Blc:ika, 11Measurement~ 11 61-2. 



In interpreting the result~ of the multiple regressiorr equa-

tions, the ceteri~ paribus condition is of absolutely fundamental 

importance. The relationship between an independent variable and the 

dependent variable, expressed in a regression coefficient, indicates 

the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, with 

the impact of ail other independent variables incorpcrated into ·the 

equation taken into account. The coefficie~t shows the change in the 

dependent variable which, ceteris_ paribus, is associ;;;ted with a unit 

. . ' . d d . bl 5 increase in tne in epen ent var1a e. By way of illustration, from 

Table VI I 1-1 (pooled vote, 1867-1894), other things remaining the same, 

an increase of one per cent in the proportion of the population adhering 

to the Anglican church woul2 produce a decl En~ in the level of Liberal 

support of .22 of a percentage poin:. The rel.:iti'-1·: rn-:ig::i1:udes of t.he 

coefficients, .therefore, indfcate the relative prope~sity of each group· 

to support the party (this is, of course, in aggregate terms, and subject 

to ~be usual caveats about d~aw1ng inferences on individu3l behaviour). 

This is to be distinguished from groups' overall importance in a 

party's electorate; a small group may have a greater propensity to 

support a party than a much larger group, but account for only a small 

prO?Orticn of the party's total support. 

5These coefficients are not converted into "standard units 11 - in 
the form of "beta coefficients". Such conversion :nerely entails lin
ear transiormation of the original variables, and the ordinary least 
squares coefficients obtained from the re9ress!on based upon standard
ized d~ta may be easily calculated from the regression results based 
upon ~h~ original data. It is not necessary to fit another regression 
equation. Furthermore, t- ~.cores and R2 values are unaff~cted by 
standardization. 



The statistic.::{ signif!cance of each coefficient has been 

determined, and arbitrary but fairly conventional levels of sisnifi-

cance set. If a coefficient's probability of differing from zero is 

Jo l h . . . d" :! 6 . or ess, t. 1 s 1 s : n 1 catet . Non-significant coefficients are 

of course no less accurate, but the unacceptably high probability of 

their being the result of random factors renders thE.!TI of limited 

analytical value. A fundamental distinction here lies between magni-

tude and significance of regression coefficients: although the two 

are frequentiy linked, it is quite possible to have a very small but 

nonetheless statistically significant coefficient . 

Although •,,;e attach more substantive meaning to a significant 

coefficient than to a non-significant coefficient, W3 must be careful 

about disregarding the latt.::1 for t•,10 reas-or-,s. First. the decision 

as to what is significant _is arbitrary: coefficf2nts with a ~r0ba-

bi~ ity of . II are sha1tm in the tables as n"on-significant. For some 

purposes it •111ould be preferable to irrdicate the precise level of sig-

nif icance for each coeff icie~t, but this would render the tables com-

pletely incomprehensible. Secondly, multicollinearity may well be 

inflating the standard errors of the coefficients and thus reducing 

---------·--------
6All tests of significance are two-tailed, that is without 

any prediction as to the direction of the relationship. For some 
instances, such as the association between Tory voting and urban 
population at the turn of the =entury, such predictions could have 
been made, and a one-taiied test employed. In most c.:;ses, hm-Jever, 
no such prediction was possible~ so that to avoid mixing one and 
two-tailed tests, only the latter were reported. In addition, since 
a two-tailed test may be converted into a one-tailed test by doub
ling the significance level, the former test seemed the bette~ way 
of conveying information. 



sta.tistical significance a'ld !eciding us to f ,;llJ1ty coriclusions. 

lnterpret'3tion of the coefficients of the dummy variables is 

essentia11y the same as for other variables. For example, Liberal 

voting in 1867-94 \I/as, ~-i_s_ p~~~ ' increased by .02 of a percent-

age ?Oint in ridings previously held by Llbera1s. Conceptualizing the 

difference between a riding with and withou~ an in~umbent candidate is 

not difficult, but the same may not be said for the regional dummy 

variables. What are we to make of the fact of an increase in party 

vote from a riding's be1ng in.Northern Ontario as opposed to !ts not 

Le1ng in Northern Ontario? lnterpretotion of the coefficients of the 

regional dummies is therefore much more difficult; we may speak of the 

strength of a "regional effect 11
, but w-= r;-;ust 9~ careful in describing 

and comparing such effects. Taking Liber:il voting !n T.:ible Vlll-l as 

an illustration, we may leg i timGtely conclude that the E8stern Ontario 

effect is stronger than the Lake D0tari~ effect, but we must be very 

careful in drawing any furth8r inferences. 7 

Reoress ion Jl.ria]ys is of Poa..leq_~at~ 

The following sections report and discuss regression analyses 

of data pooled across several elect1ons. For exarnole, Table VI 11-J 

presents one regression equation for Liberal voting and one for 

7A me.re Interesting comp.c1rison wouid entail attributing con
tributions of the various regressors to the variation in the depend~nt 
variaole (vote share), in su~h a way that one ~ould claira that a 
certain dummy explained a certain per cert of the variation. Urfor
tun~tely, unless all regressors are pairwise uncorrelated, this is not 
possible. 
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Conservative voting for the period ?867-1894. The social data Jn these 

equations are taken from the 1871 census. Each non··acclairne.d candi-

date 1 s vote share at each election, together with the appropriate 

social data, constitutes a case (thus, if a riding did not undergo 

major redistribution, precisely the same values of the social variables 

would be employed each tirne the seat was contestzC:). The rationale under-

lyin~ the choice of periods (1867-94, 1894-1923, 1923-45, 1937-~9, 1955-

71)· .,.:as not theoretical, but was largely dictateci by the spacing of the 

cehsuses from which the social data were drawn. So as to gauge the 

influence of individual e?ections , dummy variables were added for each 

election, save one, which was arbitrarily deleted so . as to avoid the 

'dummy variable trap'. 

To be sure, this pooling proce~ur~ has a certain artificiality 

about it, yet (aside from rendering gre6t ~esses of d2ta ma~ageable) it 

gives us an opportunity to observe undE:rlying patterr.s rf!iativel; free 

of idiosyncratic, election-specific influences. As a rule, the good-

2 . -2 
ness of fit measures, R 2nc R , are lower for the pooled data th~~ for 

individual elections. Trls is only to be expected, and what is of per-

haps greatest interest is the general 1y narrow gap; in other words , 

given the time spans involved, the proportion of variation accounted 

for by the pooied equations are generally high, ·relative to the means 

of R2 and ~q-2 for the individual equations. 

lnover.:ilJ terms, the regression equations 1 both pooled and 

indlvlduai, accounted for a respe~t~ble proportion of the variation, 

particularly when consideration is taken of the aggregate nature of 



the data anri the substantiol numb--=• of unrr.easured variab l es . Th e mean 

2 
R values fur the individual Lib e ral, Con s e rvative and CCF-NDP equa -

lions were: .64, .63 and .72 ov~ r the entir e span of p1·ovincial history 

(va ·iues for the ninet eenth r:r"!:t,, ,-y we re approx imately .10 lowe 1· th2n in 

"· 11e ·-· ' ·,. ,. · "'1·h +- ) 1... L' '" " - ' ~ ... • .. sen._ury . Though no~ so impres s ive as the R
2 

valu es re-

port ul ~)'/ t;l;; l~ e ;n hi s study of nat ion-1,,,iid e e1er::tora 1 patterns from 

1-' 

l 953 to 1965 (rnea n of , 79 and . 78 for Li be1·a i awJ C. c\ ri::r,· rvat i ve supr.'c• rtY, 

these are by no means disastrou sly 101'1. 

In the pooled eq ua tion s , as is to be e xpected ~onside ring the 

•.;l .. '.) s t an tially larger number of cases, sever a l of th e coefficients of 

th ~ social variables ex hibit grea t e r statistical si gnificance tha n in 

individual e le c tions . On the ot!1 e r hand, the reverse sit uation obta i;1 c.:d 

in at least a few inst a nces. 

1867·· 189!+ 

Ti'.c. equations rqJu i ~(~ , :in Teib)e \:1 11 - i are onl/ mo cic:· a t E. ly 

success ful i n accour,ting fer t!: 2 variatio11 in Libe r al ~ 1~c! Cor.ser '.;ative 

) 

vote shares during the Mowa t years . For l. ib e ral voting , IC= .5l, 
.. , 

RL= 34 , whil e f o r t he Tories, the values \'J e r e .26 and .22: for tf1,'; 

eight individual I . . I -' ' R2 d - 2 "r· ' e ecf:1ons 1nvo veo tne me an an R v<e re .>t'· a110 

for the Lib e rals and .4! and .29 for the Conservatives. That in as 

n 

'-\.c:11puted from Tables IV a:1d \f in Sl.:1ke , 11t·\ e osuren·1E-. nt 11; in 1-.is 
ti1 c:sis , iiia 1<e a pplied a s imil:H r eg ression analysis to Quebec voti :·19, 
but was able to accou nt for or1iy a smal I proportion of the vari at io n 1n 
party suppcrt (R 2 v<.i lu e s were often as 101-v· as . 15). Dooa ld Bl ake, 

11,'~e9io•1 a li srn in Canadian Voti119 !J e. hav i our· ,! 1 unpublished Ph.D. ~he s i~ : , 

Yale Uni ve rsity, 1972 , _chc;ipter IV, 
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TABlli VIII-1 

MULTIPLE REGRESSIO N CO:?.FPICIEH'ES OP POOLED P.A3TY VO 'E8 1867 - 1891
1-

Va.riable 

Urban 
Village 

Eastern Ontario 
Iake Ontario 
Georgian Bay 
;:;.oldt~n H:•:rsGshoe 
Western Cntario 
Toronto 
Northern Ontario 

1867 
1875 
1379 
188.3 
1tH36 
1890 
1894 

Anglican 
English 1.!athol.ic 
Methodis ·1~ 

Presbyterian 
Baptist 

English 
~rish 
Scot 
French 
German 

labourer 
Skilled worker 

Incumbent 
Past winner 

2 R,. 
-t:. 
R 

N 

Liberal 

-.04 
-.OJ 

• 30*·!* ·!1-
• 28-*** 
.24*** 
• 29->H* 
.28*** 
• 26*-!:•* 
• 13*** 

• 04*** 
• 02·)to 
.01 
.02* 
.02* 
.02* 
~02** 

-.22*** 
O ·~ 

• J 

- . ·01 
.18*** 
.oo 

.1 ?-*** 
- • 0 .3 
-.04 
-.12**''! 
.11-~** 

-.02 
-.01 

.oo 

.021'r** 

.37 

.J4 

6J1 

Conservative 

- • 06~· -:!-

- • 02 

.Jl*** 

. 31 *~· ·:1-

• 28 lHH<-

• JO*·H· 
•JO*'~~* 
• 26 -{~·~.!A-

.18*** 

• OS-!::-** 
< 02 -:Hr 

.01 
• 03·.~** 
• 0~ ·: 1-

• 01 
.02* 

' ) /, 
- • '· .1&..f· 

,OJ 
-.OH 
-.04 

-.06 
.01 
• 1 () 

- • 12-~*~'} 
• Q.1-~-r.· 

-.18 
.17 

.oo 
- • 02**·~-

.26 

.22 

619 

Social data taken from the 1871 census. 

* p< .10 
{..t.f~ p <. . 05 
~··*~:. p <.. .01 



pot itica!ly unt~rb~lent a period a~ this (compared, for example, wirh 

the upheavals between 1894 and 1923), the pooled goodness of fit meas-

ures should be further below the ~orm of the individual equations than 

in any other neriod suggests a certain instability in the social bases 

of 5lectoral choice. ln addition, the 
2 -2 

generally lov1 R and R values, 

as well as th.:;: overall lack .:Jf significant 2ssociation between the 

social variables and party vote shares, 9 point to an overall weakness 

in the social bases of party choice. 

Probably the most striking 7ec:ture of Tac le Vi I 1 ·~1 is the con--

sistent significance of the coefficients of the regional dummy variables 

for both parties. It is difficult to interpret individual coefficients; 

each region had c.1pproximately the ;;.:1me ~~ ~J..bus effect on party 

vot!ng, save Northern Ontario; the co~ fficients for this region, though 

highly significant, were s~Lst~nt:ally lower than for the otner regions, 

doubtless reflecting the 10\1 t'irnout r;:ites in the North during tf-iis 

per lod. In rr.0re general terms, however, the impact of region is unmls-

takable, though we cannot know whether the effect is intrinsically 

•regional' in the sense of distinr.t attitudes and traditions, or \·1hether 

it simply reflects the importance of unmeasured social variables. 

The coefficients of the election-year dummies were generally weak 

but stat1stic~lly significa~t, although attr ibuting substantive me~ning 

to them seems a pointless exercise (with the exception of those for 

--------------· 
91n the individu2l equations, of 112 coefficients 1 inking !ocial 

variat1es to vote sh~nes 5 only 13 of the Liberal coefficients and 11 of 
the Conservative coefficients were significant at .10 or better. 
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1867,· which are stronger ~nd more highly si3nificant than any of the 

ethers, suggestins the degree to which the first Ontario elect;on was 

unlike those to follow). 

In terms ~f the variables relating to place of residence, on]y 

the Conservative coefficient of the proportion of persons 1 iving in 

urban areas is statistically .significant. The ~omewhat surprisii1g 

result that this coefficient is negative may partiaily reflect the Jo1Her 

urban turnout, yet the fact the Conservative coefficient is marginally 

stronger than the Liberal suggests that more than this is involved. This 

!~p~ ies that the Tories' slight lead over the Grits in the cities and 

to·rm5 was to an important exte11t 2ccounted for by the differing social 

composition of town and countryside in addition to intrinsic rural-urban 

factors. One possibii;ty, though it:<: n::ithing ;nore: :s that the dis-

proportionate number of Anglicans in the cities accour1ted for a major 

. ~ h. d·. "'"f 10 portion oT t 1s 1, erencG. 

Concentration of Presbyterians, Germans, and persons o; English 

origin were positively associated with Liberal voting at statistically 

significant levels, while the relationships with Anglicans and French 

Canadians were negative. For Conservative voting, the significant co-

efficients were with concentration of Angl leans and Germans (positive) 

and French Canadians (negative). 

IOThe corre]at!on of concentration of Ang] leans and the percen
tage of the population living !n urban areas in 1871 was +.41; the pro
portion of Anglicans in Toronto, 36.4 per cent, was far in excess of 
the proportion in any other area (the next highest was the Nort~ 23.6 
per cent) . 
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Whereas several of the eth :;ic and religious variablt.s made si9-

nificant contributions to the explanation of party vote shares, neither 

of the occupational variables were significantly related to either Lib-

eral or Conservative voting; class does not seem to have been particu-

1 l 1 . . . h l 1 1·. . 0 . 11 
ar y sa 1ent :n n1neteent century e ectora po 1t1cs 1n ntar10. 

Though in occasional specific elections the presence of ar1 in-

cumbent candidate contributed significantly (if only slightly) to the 

explanation of party voting, in overall terms, this factor had virtually 

no impact. Smali but highly significant re1at1onships appeared bethteen 

pr.rty vote shares and the outcome of the previous election. In that 

this variable was coded 1 for a Liberally held seat, and 0 for a Tory 

seat, it is hardly surprising that the coefficient was positive in the 

Liberal equation and nPgative ir; the t0nserva t ive equ~tion. 

1894-1923 

Table VII 1-2 reports the regression equation for data pooled 

over th<! period 1894-1923. "1
2 For these elections, the only occupational 

11 Although the myriad prnblems in doing so are admitted, occupa
tion is understood as an indicator of class. 

12 . . . f h p f 1 d h. 1-No equation 1s reportea or t e atrons o n ustry, w 1c11 
contested only the 1894 election and presented only 44 candidates. 1\'1o 
equations were estimated for Patron voting, one with 1871 social data 
and one w1th 1911 social data. The results were horrendously contradic
tory. With the 1871 data, RL.=.85 (R2=.71), \\'ith the coefficients of all 
five regional dummies and JO of the 15 social variables were highly sig
nificant; with 1911 data, R2=.44 (R2=-.0!), none of the regional du;nmies 
and only 2 of the social variables had sign:ficant coefficients. The 
only ccmmon s1g~ificant coefficients were a strong negative village co
effie·icr1t and .;1 strong positive prohibition coefficient. 



TABLE VIII-2 

MULTIPI,E REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF POOLED r'AHTY VOTE 1 [;94 ·- :L92.J 

Variable 

Urban 
Village 

Eastern Ontario 
lake Ontario 
Georgia n Bay 
Golden Horseshoe 
Western Ontario 
Toronto 
Northern Ontario 

1. 89L~ 
1.902 
190 .5 
1908 
191:1. 
1914 
1919 
1923 

Anglic:an 
English Catholic 
Methodist 
Presbyterian 
Baptist 

English 
T • , 
.~risn 

Scots 
French 

Wage 

Incumbent 
Past winner ( L) 

(C) 

2 
R2 
R 

N 

Liberal 

.01 
- • 01+ 

• JO -~<-*·:I-
• 36*~·* 
. J4*~·* 
• 27 *-:i-~A-
• 27 "-h'*" * 

-- • 04/ 1:-~~-1~ 

- • 01 ~~ 
- • o4-;(-** 
- • 04,':l--ld'.·. 
-.o?-r.--;(-* 
-. 04**•:1-
_. 08*•-:--r.-
- .16*** 

.. ~':J*** . ../ _, 
-,06 

.05 

.15* 

.14·lh\'-

.05 
-.07 
·-. 04 

.OJ 

,00 

.oo 
• 07-:;.;Ht-
'OJ*"'H'i-

752 

Conservative 

.01 
-.OJ 

• )2*** 
( ·J1 *~-* 
• J1 -iH .. <-:f-

• Jl~*-;,c* 
3'? );· *~·· 

~ . -· 
• J1 * K· * 
8 28**.!I\<. 

- • 04-r.·';H'~ 
-,00 

, 02 ·~Hi-
,01 

.oo 
-.10·~~-* 

- . 06*''* 

.... J. J->-'"*·~ 
• 01 

-.02 
-.oo 

.01 

.10l(·** 
"04 

-.11 i:·*·* 

-.oo 

-.oo 
.oo 
.OJ*?:·* 

.48 
,46 

821 

Social data taken from tte 1911 census. 

-;} p< .10 
-ll· * 'P <: • 05 
-!!·** p ( 0 01 
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Data f rom prohibition p l e bi s cit es were availabl e f or only some of the 

electi ons, so that it was no t pass ibl 2 t o inco rporat e temp e rance se nt i-

ment into the larg e r equ ~t ions . 

and Tory vo t i; 1 g , t he cozJ t'icients o f U1 e p ;·ohibit ion variabl es (vJ hi-::h 

measur ed st.- c. ·· ~:itf • •J f 1 c:r :1 1 suppon) v: (;; r E.. positive in eac!; c.a'.::e save 

coefficient , v1h ich d id n0t r r2<'l ch conve n-::ional level s of signi fi cc::nc::; , 

turns ur; in the Lib e 1-d ] 2qucit i011 f0 .- 19 19; thi :; seems reasc : ~ ;: t. ! 2, os 

-~h e s e equat ion s ac coun t f c 1- cub .st c::< ti a ll y rno 1·E: of th e vari <1ti on 

1n Lib e ra l an d Co r: s e r v ati v<c. vo t e s h a!-f: S i·han t h0: •" of the p revious 

Since the th ree part y electi ons of the beginning a nd the end of the 

period were somewh a t atyoica l, t he equations were reca lcula t ed to i n-

elud e only the si x elect io ns betwe e n 1898 and 1914. These eq~at; cns 

. . d J h . f t ' ' ( 
2 ·- ~ ' .,) expla1ne near y t e same proportions o: tne var1at1on R :,jZ , . 4~ , 

and the mag n itudes of th e coefficients, pa rti cularly the sigrif ican t 

coefficient s , were ge ne rally very simi Ja r and in va ri ably had th e same 

sign. The cl ea r in1pl !cation is that d e s~1 ite th E:. diffe rent r:iatte1·s a t 

i:=;su e a nd t.h 2 ve r·y diffe i'en t struct ure of !Ji'1 1- ~-Y cornpe titio ~1 , the 

e Lx tions of JF;?L: 19! 9 ar:d 1923 f it \vel ! into the ge ne r al pati:err-. s o f 

soci.J! suppo rt for the par t; es. All th e same , f o r bcyth parti es, th e 

c0effJ c i cin t s fo r t he 1919 an d 1923 e l e c t ions (bu t no! 1894) we r e 



unusually strong, indicating irnpo1·::ant discontinuities. 

Neither the proportion of the population I iv;ng in villages 

nor that in urban centres was significantly associated with party 

voting, but all of the co~fficients of the regio~al dummies were 

highly significant in hath equations. The influence of region varied 

somewhat more in the explanation of Libe ral voting than·i11 Conservative 

voting. Although the Northern Ontario effect remained the weakest, it 

had very ~nearly re~ched the same magnitude as those of other regions. 

The other poi~t of interest here is the c..:le.~r e'1ide!1ce of the Grits! 

weakness in Toronto. 

As in the earlier period, Liberal voting was negatively assoc

iated with the concentration of Ang! icans c.nci positively related to 

the presence of Presbyterians; ~imi!ar!y, the neg~tive Conservative 

relationship with the propo~tion of Fre~ch Canadians reappeared. These 

were the only instances of significant coefficients in both the 1867-9h 

and 1894-1923 equations. One variable, proportion of Anglicans, was 

positively associated with Tory voting in the earlier period, yet the 

relationship was negative from 1891~ to 1923. The other statistically 

significant coefficients were all positive: Liberal-Baptist, Conserva

tive-Methodist and Conservative-Irish. Not only were the coefficients 

of the size of the wage-earning Jabour force not significant, they 

were of virtually negligible size; in this troey orily repeated the 



results of the election-by-election equatio~s. 1 3 

The effect of incumbency on both Tory and Grit voting is al I 

but nonexistent, but the dumrny variables representing pr.~vious pol iti-

ca~ . 14 leaning are clearly n::lated to party voting. Two points of 

interest emerge from these poi itical durnm!es. First, the effect of a 

Liberal 'preser1ce 1 011 Liberal voti11g is substantially -stronger than 

the effect of Conservative success on Conservative voting. Secondly, 

the positive, sign1ficant coefficient in the Liberal equation of the 

dummy repr·esentin:g a Tory victory in the preceding election contrasts 

sharply with the small, non-significant effect on Tory voting of a 

liberal presence. 15 The full meaning of these findings is obscure, 

but one ciear implication is that, ;:;;teris ,earibus, voting for the 

Grit~ w~s far more subject ~o political traditions and to established 

partisan factors than was Tory support. 

13only six of the 18 costr1c1ents reached values greater than 
+ -.OJ; none of these were significant, and no clear pattern wa~ e v i-
dent. In a study of urb3n Ontario voting from 1908-1919, Michael Piva 
claims that '~lass was far more important in determining votin5 behav
io:.ir than ethnicity or religion", '~Jorkers and Tories: The Collaps ·2' of 
the Conserv2tive Party in Urban Ontario, 19C8-l919, 11 Urban History 
Review 3-76 (February, 1977), 33. As he emp'loys only zero-order cor
relations, this conclusion is not convincing. 

14AJthough it l>Jas only necessary to include both a Liberal c.:nd 
a Conservative dummy for the 1898 and ·i923 elections, in order to have 
a consistent, full set of variables, data from all elections were re
cast in this fasion. 

15 The stn:rng effects of the pcl itical dur.1:nies on Liberai sup-
port, and their weaker, inconsistent impact on Conservative voting are 
also evident in the individual equations. 



data pool2d over the seven elections held bet'vlreen 192.3 ar.ci 19~·5. in-

terpretat ion of thase resu ! ts must be tP.rnpe:·ed hy tl-1e r-:!2 Ii zat ion that 

they are based O'l 3 restricted Sample: data from the i93J CEonSLIS ',".'ere 

not available fo1· ridings in the city (prope1·) of Toronto, or :n 

Hamilton, Windsor or Ottawa: some 20 seat~ all told. DEspire chis 

serious shortcoming, however, the results are Sjfficie~tly inte~esting 

to warrant our ~ttention. 

The R
2 

and ~2 value~ for thes~ ~au~tions are higher than for 

the foreg'.">ing equcitioP;:,: fort.he Liberals, P,2 
VIC'S .72, for the Cor:·· 

servatives, .59, -2. 
to;- the CCf:, .. ]! , With I'. '..mJy SJ iyht)f )uv/CI :n ec:1ch 

tude). 

this period, the. coefficients of t~.e election-year dum1ny v2ri2.bles are 

unusually strong and stat!sticaJly significant. ih:s is particularly 

true in the Liberal equation in which the triumphs cf 1934 ~nd 1931, 

anci of the debacles of 1923 and 1943 are cle~~ly evident (ths Grit a~d 

Tory dummies <'re of course relative i:.o 1926, and the. CCF dumrnie.s rela-

tive to 1941). 
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1 Urban 
Village 

:, Eastern Ontario 
T.aks Onta :-c i o 

'1 ('le· ci--" .-T \ ,_, n '-'av u I.. ·:....J .-..-:..&.l l) .J 

fiolden Ho rseshoe 
• 1 1 l'f~stc1'n Onta.rio 

~ Toro:-ito 
Northern Onta.rio 

: Anglican 
E.~1£15. s.h Cat l't(-1 J .. i c: 
United 
Presbyterian 
Ba1)t:Lst 

English 
Irish 
Sec.ts 
r'rtmch 

ltK!umb8nt 
P2~_;t winner ( L) 

( G) 

-. ~}5-h* 
·-. ~ ~ -;f 1t 

~ 2h':--:rn 
• 25-is:*·~ 
1f ~: 3 ·~ * ~ ': 
• 2J*~;.c,;-

• 2:L::.. ~f· ~~ ~~ 

• 1.4*·::•* 
• 22-lHHt 

·- .1Q~HH< 
~,.OJ* ·:t-

• 13-l-}*~~ 
• os-:1** 

- .J. O**·:< 
- , 04*'r* 

•.• 2·.1. ·..:· * ,,. 
.05 
~OJ 

_, . Ol 
1 ,

•• L ,:J 

.10 

.06 

.18{'.·-sf 
,05 

, 0CJ 
I 0.) ·~ ~;io ·~ · 

~ 0.2 ·'.;< 

, J01Ht·* 
• )Q -;H;-* 
I)?,(),~~~* 

.~j il->f-:1· 

• 2 6 ,~~~~ * 
.21~·~:- ~ 

• 26*-~4 -?~ 

-.CJ/·*-i:-
.61 

-.Oi.;.·ji-*~ 

-. 02·:~{;. 

-· . 11 ~* 

I 04 
• 0 _) 

-.O~ 
... II O'..r 
-.05 

.1Y·HH: 
~ ·1 l~ ~~ {'.- ·::· 

• (t2 
- • 1.1 '!;'.··:!· * 

,M•. OC: 

• S9 
, ~ , . ., 

~Ji 

UFO 

.47*** 

.44*** 
i.J.6**-lf· .. 

.45*** 

.4?**-+C• 
• 41 i:·*-11• 

042*** 

c 
c 
c 

..• 31·~* 
-.06 
-.15 

I Ol~ 
.. 28* 

~14 
.25** 
.o4 

-.09 

-.03* 
-.OB*** 
-.05** 

.57 

.49 

14? 

CCF 

O'* • 0 
- •QI} 

a 1 ·8·~~·~ ' 
• 2o·:}*ik 

?4• ~:- *-:l~ . -
. 21 'l.•:'-l:i· 

• 2 8 ;~· ·;:~·~ 

• J(l-lHt·~ 

a 
a 

- '12.:,!-~fir-

- .16-:~·~~ 

.25-l;.'* 
-.01 
~12 

v15 
.06 

- • 21 -;~-';lo 

- ?h :'** w 11~ -· 

.OJ 

"o·o 
~ .02 
.... . "Q ,~. *~;.(1. 
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~cc~aJ data ~aKen from the 1~]1 census. 

fo'.i CCF c:a:ncU dates in l.923 or- 1929 
'• ci,_·, •.. ' .;, 1 t d . ..,,., \ . 
.J, ';", >' .J nur:11ny ue e e in vvl.' eq_ua·1;J(;{l 
IJJ:.'Ct r::qu;;;.ti-~n calculated for · 19~-9 
1d ~r\ ). 947!:~ ! .191. 9 dummy deleted 



whereas the urban powerbas e of t he CCF show~ through cle~rly in its 

significant p0sitive coefficient. Since these equations Jack occupa

tional v~-iriz!:>les, it seems safe to assume that, even more thar. is 

usually the case , the 11Ur·ban: 1 va1-iable is rneasur'.ng cla·=~:,/rJCcupat'.onal 

factors i3S v-reIJ as S\.:r i ct]y urbc.rn racto r s. 

T! i r; coefficif~ fll[, of ail re:gio:ial dummies ::.re hisf11y signifi

cant (the Toronto va r i~ble contains only a few cases). Save Toronto, 

the gr~veyard of Liberals, the impact of regional factors did not vary 

substantially for Grit voting. Again with the exception of a low 

Toronto effect, Tor·~ · support was oniy s1 ightly more subject to differ

ing regional influences, though all the same, the Conservatives' par

ti~ :.J]ar stren~;th 111 t:2.:>t e, 11 Cnt2 :-i'.) a,-,d ~htc. L=1ke Onta :-io district is 

clearly demonstratt:d. The e.::n.ic-t i ons :iiso iilusu::te t h2 CCF's we<.ik -

ness in the~;e same regions and in \tle~.t2rn Ontdric, :'Is v1ell as its 

great success i n t he Non:h a;-;d (i:Jith caveats concerning missi ::g ciata) 

in Toronto. 

The ~oci~l variables which turn out to be strongly and s ign i

ficant!~ related tc uarty vote are precis e ly those which are strong 

and sig~ificc:·nt ;,,., the reci :··essicn 2n;:ilyses of individw.sl elect:ons. 

Liberal SU?por·t is riegat!veiy associ.;,ted with the cc1nc£' ntratio;i :,f 

Anglicans but pc~ i t:v~Jy r812ted to the proportion of Scots; Tory 

voting is f:IO.Sitive!y associated with the pre~ence o i' persons of Ei19l ish 

and Irish oti9in, buc ;·,e9:itivc ly 1e!atf':d to th~ pr-oporticn of Fre n c h 

Canadiar.s; anc! CCF ::; r.•ppo!·t 1~ pc:siti 11eiy associah;d ;,.;ith the prc:'.:E.:rice 
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pers o ns of English , Irish, an 1: Sc0t::: orig•n. 

A clos e e Yamin ci ti0n of thP. inclivid :nl eq uations suggests ix.-

p0rtant chan ges in the bas ~s of Liberal support in 1929. Prior to 

1929 (i.e. 191 9 -1 926), ll:1::. ·e~~ior: <:Jl dumm i es \·Je re ge ner·a11y not signifi-

c3 nt, but from 1929 on, they were a ll highly signi f i c3n t; before 1929, 

the Uni i e cl and Pres byter ian co e ff icients we re pos i t i ve whereas in later 

elecci c ns th ey were ne ga tive; the Scots coeffici e~ts we re positi ve until 

1929, but neg at i ve afterwards .
16 

With out wishing t ~ put too much star ~ 

in the ~e r es ul ts, they do indi cate that the demise 0f the UFO had 1m-

0ortant e ffe c ts on the prope nsity of c e r ~~ in soc i a l groups to vote 

Li~:cr,::J (ther·e is no tr ace of a similar ~. hi ft in t he '; c cial basis of 

Cons ervative support). 

:iifica nt i n ';' ='c~_ Fo r both -:J, ' . c~ it:- and the Toi·: C· S' si..;:: c -::: s in th .. : 

othe 1· f-, ,~ . J "."'• :· ri ::d thr:. riding at lh(~ ·; a~, i: "'i~_ctior. \'Je re als o pos i t ive 

-"" ' 1., ,. v. t ~) in the Li!Je ral equat i cn 

carit). This i" ecalls the affinity betv1ee11 the tvw old parti e :> 1 el <0 c t 01· -

ates v1hen comp a red tu CCF-NDP suppoi·ters, ~ -1h id·1 c ame out cl ea rly in che 

preccdi ~g ( l~~rte r, a nd it further suggest~ tha t th2 el e ctoral divi s io~ 

·· ·-· -·-~ ~- · · · ~- · ·-- ------------- _._ ________ ·---·-·------- ··-- -·------·----~----

J 6 j 2 ' 10'">6 ~ rf • . . . • f The p1·e- 9 CJ cine: post-. y . c oe 1 1c1 ~-::-, ts 21 e ~111 or:n a:~ t o 
-:;;gn, and exce pt in th8 case of the Pr es byt2ri2n coefficient, :::it l i::a ~t 

in tcrmi ! ten tly s i gr; if i unt. 
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t'\/aS only in p:Jrt a reflection of the different social bases of pa1·ty 

support. 

1937-1959 

The inuitiple :·egress ion equations for L!beral, Conservative 

<:ind C.CF v.:~t!ng over the years 1937-·1959 are presented in Table VI! 1-tt. 

These equ3ti0ns are based on a full complement of seats, and althcugh 

data on eth11ic origin are unavailable, data on severa1 key occupational 

groupings ar·e incorporated into the analysis. 

As \vith the last set of pooled re9ression equations, these 

squ2tions accounted for quite respectable proportions of the variation 

-2 
of party support: R values were .63 and .73, which were 

c;·,ly margi'l .-·i ·!y belov.J the means of the individ ·Bl <:::c;u .;ti0n.5_ !n gen:-

eral, variables strongly and significantly related to partv vot1ng 

over the entire period were similarly related to party support !n the 

election-by-election analysis. 

The dunmy variables denoting specific elections are aii highly 

significant, and by comparison with other pooled equations, are r-=la-

tive1y strong. The coefficients indicate election effects relative 

to 19!;3, and from this perspective hold few Surprises. The Liber·als, 

of course~fared very much better in 1937 than in 1943, and from 1945 

to 1959 the effects of each election were very similar·. 7he sffect 

c,f speci·/ic election-year contexts on To1·y voting ~'Jas 1.miformly p:::.si-

tivt, and or1 CC~ voting uniformly negative, reflecting these parties' 

icw and high w2ter marks in 1943 . 
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fVIUL'I'Ir'LE REGFiESSION COE??lCJ:ENTS Or' P•JO:LED PAHT.f. VC1TE 19 J? - j_ 9 59 

Variable 

Urban 

Eastern On-':ar5 •) 
lake 'JntCJ rio 
Georgi2.n Bay 
Golden HrJrsesh0e 
Western Ontario 
Toronto 
Northern Ontario 

1937 
1945 
1943 
1951 
1955 
1959 

Anglican 
Catholic 
United 
Presbyteria!l 
Baptist 

Clerical 
Manufaf'turing 
labourer 
Primary 

Incumbent 
Past winnel'.' (L) 

(C) 

N 

I,iberal 

.1 (·il- ·)H'.· 

• i 5·lc!- .;f.* 
'13,\· "<·* 
.1 6~·:H~ 
I 1 iJ ·~Jr(- ·~· 

• 1 8 AA- <~ ·?t 

o 06*-lH~ 
• 06 -;H~ ":r 

• 06* *.;i 

• '.J6*-*~c 
• 07-i:-** 

..... •:. 1 9 {$· ~· .fi· 

.o4 

.05 
ct 27**.l~-' 

') ·? ·~._ ~ f Y 
• L.,',, 

.OJ 
- .15* '~ 

• !~ 1 
"•05 

-.oo 
• 07 ~:-:.i-* 
• 02 ~~** 

• '? 4 
.73 

Conserva.ti ve 

• 1 "3 .;'.·~:--;(. 
.19* -Y.·-::· 
• 1J~· ,H<-

• 12 !H!· ·;: 

• 14*-:<* 
' J. J ~! o..;. ~.'.· 

• 11 *lH~ 

• 0 8 -;~- ~ .. -~· 
• os-i:-* -::· 
• 05*-l:-* 

. • 1 O"-HH:

.• 07 ·)<.;<- * 

• 06-ll·-l:·* 

.05 
-.OJ 

• J. c~ ;;- ".'(")~ 

• J4·ld :--:< 

.OJ 

.05 
-.JO 

• 91 *-i:--h'-

• 2l.J. 

.oo 

.01 
• 0 5-r .. -)h't-

G4.< .v 

Social data. tc;..ken from the 1951 census. 

* 
** 
**1".· 

p ( .10 
p ~ • c 5 
p {. • 01 

CCF/HDP 

• O? *-lH} 

• 09 *.;t.-1'.-

• 12 ·:'c * ·ii-

• 15 ·<-** 
• 10 c~ -l'H~ 

.15·tHH 

.18 ** 

- • 15 -i:·-X- ~"!-

- 11 06{'.·* ·~=· 
- • 02·:l-* 
-.08*~.J~-

-. 09i'* ~:· 
- o 10 .;:. *-l'c 

1 5*:_; .. ;.., . -
.1o ·:rn * 
.01 
.06 
,10 

0 .52-'i!-- -,.. ....... -. 

.oo 
-. o4~··a 

6 c· 
• :J 
• 63 

534· 



11.z in t:1e equations for tne immediately preceding period, 

L.iberdi ar;d Con::ervative vote shares are negatively associated with 

the proµortion of urban residents, •r1hiie the CCF associCJtion is posi-

tive; each coefficient is highly significant. Since, unlike the 

?revious equations, this ~ n ~iysis does incorporate occupational data, 

urban-rural factors, as distinct from occupational composition, would 

seem to have played an important role in party voting during the years 

1937-59, far more ·so than in ear! ier periods. 

The regional effects on party voting, as captured in the co-

efficients of the regional d1.:rr.m!2s, r..ire substantially weaker than in 

th 1 . I d . I h l ' h. h l . . f. 17 e ear 1er poo e equations, cut tiey arc a i 19 .y s1gn1 ;cant. 

in the preceding pooled equations, sugge~cing that regional influen~es 

may have been particularly im:,iortant in electoral outcomes in this 

The strongest regional effects on Liberal voting were 1n Eastern 

anJ Western Ontario and the Lake O~tario district, whereas the Toronto 

effect was much weaker; for ~he Tories, the Eastern Ontario and Lake 

Ontario effects were a good deDl stronger than those for the other 

reg!ons; a~d for the rrF , the Northern Ontario, Golden Horseshoe, and 

Toronto effects were strong2st, wi th the Eastern Ontario and Lake Ont-

aric effe:ts the we2~est . ~!1 these are in I ine with a nriori 

________ ..,.._ . .....,.. _______ . ------ ------------...-------·-------
1 7 
' One curi::-u:: ,1nc)r;,aly hers is that for the election-by-electkiP 

CCF equations, none of the coefficients of the regional dummies reached 
c:.rm"entiona) ievels of significance until 1959; the pattern of str(;:19 
and we~k coefficients is bro~dly similar to that in the pooled equa-
t ! en. Re:=J i ona 1 durn:r1 I cs for Li b~r-2 l .:ind Ccnser·vat i ve voting were uni -
forr:1!y :;igqifi".':=int. 



expectations and the findings of ~hapter VI, but thes e results are 

Important since they demonstrate the importance of region once the 

other variables have been taken into account. 

Religion was aen~rally related to party voting in fami1 iar 

w~ys. Liber2I support was ne9atively associated with the concentration 

of An~! icans, 2nd Dositively r~}3ted to the proportion of Presbyteria~~ 

a~d Baptists. These relationships are also found in the regression 

cna1yses of indiv'-:.1'.Jal elections. One rel;:itionship not appearing in 

the pooled data is the positive relationship which emerged from ti1e 

election-by-election analysis between level of Liberal support and tha 

presence of Cathe! ics (since origin da to are missing, this is all 

(:; 1: .t-81 i::::. rather tban En9J!~: h Catholics as · ir: o·cher pe.riods). Although 

elections, it was not particularly strong, with th2 coefficients never · 

The proportions of United Church members cind of P:--esbyterians 

were both positively 2nd significantlv related to Tory support , with 

the J~tter relationship much stronger than the fonner. CCF voting was 

positively related to the conceritrati0n of Ang1 icans and Cathe! 1cs. 

In terms of occupational variables, only the proportion of 

~ P rsons in manufacturing was significantly r~lated (negatively) to 

Liberal voting, and only the concentrati~n of ]3bour3rs was (~os1tively) 

;,:;soci:it2d v! ith support for the Tories at conver!tional ievels of si9-

nif:~)nCe. It is thus a tell !ng indic~tion of the n~ture of CCF sup-

~Q rt that lt was strongly and s;gnif;cantly a~sociated w;th QJJ focr 



occupational ~ariabies, negatively with the clerical and labouring popu-

lation and oasitively with the proportion of workers in manufac~uring 

d · · d · rn f" bl h h an primary 1n ustr 1es. At 1rst us , t e negative relationship 

with Jabourers seems peculiar for the CCF; a possible explanation 1 ies 

in the strength of the par t y's ties with organized labour. Workers in 

secondary manufactur i rig ~n d in primary ind~str!es would be far more 

likely to be organized chan wou1d labourers. A final point of interest 

with reference to ~ ; hat woGld seem to be the class basis of CCF support 

emerges from the election-by-election results: in the 1940's the co-

efficients of the occupational variabies- ~re markedly weaker and less 

significant than in the three elections of the 1950's. T11is sl!ggests 

thDt durins the Frost e ra, the ?arty's el~ctoral reverses coincided 

w1th an intensification of its class basi~ of s~pport; :n alt J ikel i-

hood, cause and effect were closely intertwined in this process. 

Once again, incumbency was an all but negl ible factor in account-

ing· for party voting. Conversely, the previous political disposition of 

a riding has important effects on peirty vote shares; the overall pattern 

resembles that in the equations for the preceding period (1919-45}. 

The :C ·.···'O!l of Libei·?~ supp ort !s posit;vely and significantly associated 

witb both du;:;:1Jy variables, though the coefficient of the Lib~ral dummy 

is much stror:ser . /:..s in the earlier p 1~riod; Tory voting \•J<'lS only 

----· - ----------· ----------
18 For a detailed exploration of the electoral dependence of the 

CCF on skilled manufacturing workers and on workers engayed in non
,:;igrirultt. ral priw.::iry industries, ::;ee David M. Cameron , 1 1A.1 E.l ::: ctoral 
Analysis of Democratic Sociali::m in Ontario: CCF-NDP Voting ? .:;tten~s 

1934-1963 1
11 ~1.Phil. thesis, Ur.i·.;ersity of Toronto, 1965, 25-31. 



significantly assoc i ated with a riding 1 s being previously held bt a 

Conservative . The gr2ater impact of political factors on Liberal 

voting is thus repe~ted. The negative and ~ighly significant coeffic-

ients of both dummies for CCF support again demonstrates the gulf 

bo;;;tween the CCF and the ale! parties. 

l9S5-l9l1 

Table V! 11-5 reports the results of the regression analysis of 

data pooled over the elections from 1955 to 1971 (due to a mass i ve 

redistribution in 1374, it 1.;as 11·'.)t possihle to extend the analysis to 

the elections of 1975 and JS7n. The social data, taken from the 1971 

census, inr;,:irporate a vJider range uf vciriables than in any other set 

of equations ~ ~ithough the propcrtion of the variation explained in 

the eiection··by-electi :.)n a ~· =:.lysis was very similar for all parties 

{mean R2 ranged only be t ween .70 ~nd .73), the pooled equation of CCF-

NOP support accounted for substantial It more of the va~iation than was 
,, 

the case in the Liberai or Conservative equations (resp~ctive R- values: 

.73, .59 2nd . 62). The signs ~nd the magnitude of the coefficients ;n 

the pooled equations largely resemble those of the individual equa-

tions; however, the coefficients in the pooled equations are generally 

more significant than in the ind ividual equations. An illustration of 

this difference, which is far more pronounced in these equations than 

f0r other periods, is the Presbyterian coefficient of Conservative 

supp~ ~ t: in t he pooled e~uation: the coefficient, +.37, is signifi-

cant at better than the .01 level, whereas none of the individual 
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Variable 

Urban 

E8stern O:jtario 
1..':tke Ontario 
•:;eo :..-,r::iar~ Ea~: 
C:) J 6·2n :-rcr:2e ·3;1.Je 
\Ves"ttJ::· l·-1, 1).rtt 2 .. r~_(., 

'2'0 !'Cl l1TJ 

Ncr t hern 'x-.tario 

1.95.5 
'.! 963 
'1967 
'19 ?1 

Ang l i c 2.r. 
Engli ::.:;h Ca tho lie 
Pre sbyter ian 
Un5. t:~d 
Eo.;Jti;;:;-;:; 

English 
French 
German 
ltal5.an 

Born fn Ontario 
Born in Canada 
Immigration A 

Hl.z;!'1 School 

.:ranu.f a~ t ur .in,a: 
Pr.imary -· 

Incumbent 
Past win:-ier ( :.,) 

( c) 

N 

Liberal 

-.04* 

. 11 
• 15'11-
.. ·1 ~;-~f-

. 11. 

.13~~ 

.11 

.10 

-. O"J. 
-~. Oi 
- • 02-~-;!:·~ 

O"l.V ... ..X..M'<.. -. ) ,.. (" ,.. 

- o 3? ·l:c';H!-

• J 0 ~~-~ -~f 
• J8 :- :~··;.!-

( ' ~ 
• ,j l 

1 ~ 
- ~ .!... l . 

.- . 09 

• JJ**-'i-

• 2 5 * ~':· 

.10 

.01 

• 49 

• 0 4-h· 

-.25 
-1. 01 .::-!** 

Q5·"""'- I() '"' ., 

Conservative 

.oo 

• 29i~* ·: • 

• 25*-'** 
• 2L~*~'1-* 
• 24:kih'} 

"2J ")~· -*-~ 
') 5 ~·-~~-~ . :-. 

.. 27-x-~-* 

• 02.,:··;1-
• (.llj.·-t ·;Hl-

.01 
• 0 5 ,~· -Jc o;-

• ;; iv,.:'* 
.OD 
. ~3 r; -:-~ r"':- -:r 

' J :1 -~· : :· ·'~ 

.17 

- 1 (J ii.(/-,, - .,, 

-. Gj 
0

,, 
• "+-

- • 0'? 

.. ·' 
- · • .l.b 

.19 

-.41 

-.oo 

-.06 
- • 41 -l.".i· 

.. • 20 

~· . 01 

/ ,., 
• ti ,; 

'60 

Soci&l dat& taken fr om the i 97i ce~sus. 

CC?/HDP 

p ( • J.J 
_pt:.c5 
Pt', CF 

O l.J,i~ . ' 

- .15*.,;. 
- • 15·~- -~ 

- • 1J .. p:-
- .1 J :: 
-.14~ 

-.09 
-.08 

.oo 
-.01 

• 06-lHl-* 
'"'• 0 .;·h'F..1-

., ....... ,,,I 

- • ')~L 
-.08 
-.09 
-·. 09 
-.10 

• 20 ·r• * ~~ 

.1s~· 

-·· 05 
-.09 

... 14 
.06 
• 28 -l~ 

.26 

.oo 

-.10 
1. J8'HHI

• 84·::·~!-

-.oo 

- • OS·:HHi-

....,.., 
t1 ( .) 

. 71 c ...;._ 



cocff i c i en ts re.::iched the . 10 l ev:: "I, thou sh <:11 i i·iere positive (mean 
.J. 

' -~ l) . _, . 
The: coefficients of the dummy variables representing the in-

fluence of sµecific elections, which are to be interpreted relativ2 to 

I· .•~.-. - ~ . ._ 1959 effect, cio not reve~l anything particularly rew or not8v-1orthy. 

·rhe most s21!ent feat~re of these results is the markedly improved 

fo:-tun~~s of the NDP in 1967 and 1971 (but not in 1963). 

Liberal v6ting over the five elections was negatively related 

to degree of urbanization, CCF-NDP support was positively related to it, 

and for Tcry voting, the relationship is non-existent. This is clearly 

in 1 ine with ~J~.rioc_~ expectcti0ns, c;nd \·:Ith earlier findings e>:ce.pt 1n 

the c.:,se 0( T;;;i"y supj)crt, ·~;hic:h "'°'$ previously related to degree of 

urb:iniza!: lcn i n a n~gative fasr, ior:. Aitfic.ugh the evidenr,,;e from the 

e!ection-by-e?ection result equations is less clear cut, the implication 

ls of a shift in the Conser'./ati·1es' elt::cf:.oral base aiva.y from its some-

vJhdt rurr.d character to the point where, ceteris ~rib•J_?_, i:he Tories' 

electoral attra~tiveness depends not at all on rural-urban facto~s. 

The coefficients of the r?gional dummy variebles are gensrally 

lower, lass dispersed and less statistically significant than in earlier 

pooled equations. Together with the fact thal the coefficients in the 

rr.divid:J:Jl ei_;uations are substantL::ill~· Jes:: significant tlvin in the 

. jQ . 
pooled equst1ons, - th:s suggests that region may have become 

n;f icant 
!,';Vi)[:'Ort, 
V~t ·t o~ ~ ~y 

---·--
1 C'.· . • ~ • . • . • • 
·~in the CCF-NOP ecuat1ons, 5 dummies were st2t1sc1cal 1y sig-

in 1967; nc other regional dum;ni ·~~• \'\'ere: si9nificant. Fol' Tory 
all regional du~nies were signif ica~t in 195~, 1959 and 1963, 
3 in "L9h7 :Jnd !'"'i~)ne in ~97~. 
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considerably less important in in1Juencing electoral support in recent 

years. Substantively the most interesting features of these findings 

are the relatively weak Eastern Ontario effect on Liberal support, and 

th~ s1milarly weak Western Ontario effect on Conservative voting. The 

negative coefficients in the CCF-NDP eq~ation are of no intrinsic im

portance; more interesting is the fact that for the 1937-1959 pooled 

data, t~~ Golden Horseshoe effect was of a similar magnitude as those 

of Toronto and Northern Ontario, the CCF powerbases, whereas in this 

equation, the Golden Horseshoe effect is more akin to those of the 

weaker CCF-NDP areas. 

The relationship of the religious groups to party voting points 

up a~ importa~t difference between the electoral bases of the old 

parties and troe CCf-NDf. Th.:. w,i( '. cspre.ac! acceptar.ce of the vie'tl that 

the impact of religion on Ontario politics is greatly diminished from 

what: it had once been gives cause for hesitation in i11fe1·ring too much 

from these results. Nevertheless, seven of the ten relatlor.ships be

tween concentration of religious groups and Grit and Tory voting were 

moderately strong and highly significant, whereas none of the five 

coeff lcients relating rel ig;on to CCF-NDP support were strong or stat

istically significant. 

Of the strong, significant relationships, only one is negative, 

the pere!inial associ.::ition of Liberal voting and the presence ;:if J.\ngi i

cans. Th~ pcs!tive r elatioriships are: Liberal with English Catholics, 

Pre~·c·1terians Cir.d Baptists, and Conservatives with Angl leans, Presby

tei1ans 2nd Unitt.:d Church mcm!:ers. Most of these relationships also 



emerged from ~he previo:.is poc) f;d equations. 

No overall pattern emerges from the coeffic ie.nts of origin 

and birthplace variables, though some of the individual results are 

intriguing. When~as we might well have expected Tory and Grit voting 

to be positively associated with the proportion of the popul2tion born 

ln Ontario, Liberal vot ing to be positively :-elated to the concentra

tion of Italians and, perhaps, CCF-NDP voting to be similarly related 

to the presence of pre - 'v/orld War 11 immigrants, it comes as a surprise 

that Tory support is negatively related to concentration of persons of 

British origin and that CCF-NDP vote is positively related to this 

variable and also to the proportion of French-Canadians. 

The coefficients of th3 ~n1y educational variable are fairly 

strong, but i10vihere near stat 'iqical significa11ce. The family i11.:,c,m;o: 

variable makes only an infinitesimal contribution to the explanation 

of Tory and CCF-NDP \/Ot i ng, but is positive I y, if weak 1 y, re J at~d to the 

ie.vel of Libera? suppor·t, and is statistically significant. 

The differences in occup3tional support for the parties which 

emerged in the pooled equations 'for 1937-1959, stand out ever. more 

clearly in the more recerit period. All parties' support is negatively 

related to the proportion of the popul3tion engaged in clerical occupa

tior:s, though none is statistica:J7• sigr.ificant. CCF-Nf.IP voting is 

very strongl~ and positively related to concentration of manufacturing 

workers, where.as rhe relationship with the level of Liberal s~ppcr t is 

str-::ingly negat i v~, and is negative but mode r·~te with Conservative 

vc•tin9. A :.;t ,-ong and statistically significant negati1,1 ,~ relationsh ip 
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emerges betw~en Liberal vote shar -:: and the prooortion of primary 

workers. The relationship between primary wor kers and CCF-NDP support 

is strong, positive and statistically significant; this marks~ shift 

from the previous period, which only becor.1es clear in th ·= individual 

equations in 1967. 

Save weak but significant incumbency effects for Grit and Tory 

voting, ther2 are n~ surprises with respect to the political variables. 

F::ir the Libe rals .c·;1d the Ccnser-vativ~s, the fact of pieviously ha v ing 

held a riding had a positive effect on party fortuGes, whereas the 

effect of the other old party 1 s having carried the riding is of little 

ira?ort. The level of CCF-NDP support wa s adversely affected by either 

a Grit or a Tory presence fro:n the previou~. election. Once again, the 

sharp dividing 1 ine betv.1een tht:. e)ect01·<ltEcs cf t ~1;:;, olc µarti 2s and or 

the CCF-NDP is evident. 

General Findings 

Several general observations may be made pertaining to the 

foregoing results. First, some specific relationships between party 

s:.ipport and social group:; emerge ~vith gre.:::1t cl3rity and persistence 

across substantial time spans. Perhaps the mos t obvious of these is 

the negative association between Liberal voting and the concentration 

of Ang] icans; this relationship was sta t istically significant in all 

five peeled equations, and in 16 of 37 i~divi~uai equ~tions. That this 

rela':ionship s~ould persist over such a 1ong period and under such dif-

fcrent clrcu:nstanc;;;s (i.e. so;ne eq!.1aticms 11Jithout orig in data, other·s 



missing) s~ron g ly su ggests that it is no mere artifact, but an im-

porta ;; t hc:t of Gn t~r- i o el ectc 1·.::i i Ji f e. 

if the L iber~ls ha~e always fared ~oo r!y ~mong Anglicans, the : r 

In four of the f ive pool ed equations, concentr~~ion of Presbyterians 

~as positively associated with Lib e ral voting at significant levels, 

as was concentration o f Baptists in three eauations. I t i s tempt: i n g 

ta read these res~1ts as confirmation of the continui ~g lnfluance of 

the Grit heritage in the sectarian strlfe of pre-Confede~at i on days . 

This interpretation, however, must needs be tempered wit~ the real iz~-

tion r.hai: the leadir:g no11 -con~o:mist re::;ious group, M t~t~1c.cfsrr. cJ!lCi 

at least by 0~r data: i~ three of t~e pooled equations, the coeffl-

cients were positive a~d sisnificant. The othe r 1mport~nt cor re!ete 

of Libc-:ral v0ting, at !easi: si;ice JS31, is the negative a::;soc !;Hior: 

with de~jl"ce of u:·ban i zation. This relat!onship was o-:= cours r.:~ 2vi;:!ent 

f :-om th e c' 3t ci ;'..) re ::-. ,:o;~ t2J in Chapter l V, bwt it is important t ·) know 

Utat it ~;~r ::,i s ~: s e ven v1hen many socieil variables, part i cularly thos.e 

rel2ting to cccupation, are taken into account. 

;:.\sid"' frorn th8 ciforernentioned positive asso \.. i.:.:ticn v1ith Me·;:h-· 

cdism, support fort~~ c~nservative party was positively related to 

the proporti·Yl of Irishmen and negatively re?ateci to concentration 
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f F. h c ..J. 20 o re~c - ar.au1ans. 

One of the most intriguing non-findings is the lack of rela-

tionship between party voting and the proportion of English Catholics. 

In the pooled equations, ihe only statistically significant coefficients 

'"1~1·e fc1· l.it:.er .31 voting in 1971 and for CCF support in 195-1; in the 

;nc!iviciua! eq..:<Jt:ons, i:he coefficients vary vlidely as to sign, strength 

and significance. Again we must be careful about inferring too much 

fror:i such evidence; at ·a minimum 1 however, these findings raise important 

que~tions as to the electoral salience of Cathol le-Protestant conflict 

in Oiitario. 

The CCF-NDPis shorter history renders generalization more diffi-

cult, but frcm both the pooled arid the electicn-by-election ec;u;;tions, 

the positive association with degree of urbanization and with proportion 

of manufacturing and primary workers is evide~t. As this, together with 

the generally negative relationship between manufacturing workers and 

Lib ;\ral and Conservative support, shows, class elements have indeed 

become important for the for·tunes of the .various parties.
21 

At the same 

time, the evidence seems quite clear that religious and ethnic factors 

20 h f - . . f F h C d . Te coe r1c1ents or ren c - ana 1ans were negative and sig-
nificant 1n 1871, 1911 and 1931 (no origin variables vJere included in 
the 1951 eq uati on). The Irish coefficients we re signi f icant in 1911 
and 1931 \ Iri sh origin ~..;as not ascertained in 1971, and thus was in
corporated into onl y 3 of t he rooled equations). 

21 As our occupatio~al d2ta pri o r to 1951 are spotty, the suq
gestion that class factors are more important now than in the past j 5 
tenuc;us. Still, from the ciata c:t h3nd, tl1ere is no suggestion \'-i hatso
ever that oc:,upat ion hc.d any impact or; vot.:ing beti'le'~n 186·7 and 1g2., 

~ _, . 
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have by no meens been displaced by class as key determinants of party 

support. 

By far the most persistent relationships to emerge from these 

analyses is the strengt-h and significance of regional effects on party 

voting. As pointed 0L1t above, the specific findings essentially dupli

cate those in Chapter VI, for example the strength of the Tories in 

Eastern Cntar io and the Lake Ontario district, and the CCF-NDP's weak

ness there. Yet i·~ is of fundamental importance to see that these 

effects are still present once important elements of the social compo

sition of the regions are taken into account. Inasmuch as the regional 

dummy variables serve as proxies for unmeasured variables, vJe are not 

de~ling with 'p11re 1 regional effects, thoush these are doubtless at 

work. There ~re indications, ~Jbeit incJnclusive, that region may be 

declining in electoral importance . 

Finally, as to political factors, the idiosyncratic influen~e 

of "the context of specific elections emerges clearly from the coeffi

cient~ of the dummy variables. Aside from this, however, no overall 

patterns are apparent, save perhaps the crucially important fact that, 

despite the importance of elements unique to each election, signif ic~nt 

commur.al ities in the social bases of party support c.1ear!y emerge for 

2~ch ~co!~d equation - and often for even longP.r periods. Although 

the effects of incumbency are rieg] igible over the time spans encom

passed in the pooled equations, they are occasionally significant (if 

weak) for specific parties at particular elections. The findings 

with relatiGr: to the pa;-ty dl!!!lrr;; .. ::s ho!c:i fP.\-J surprises , but thls ,,1as 



not the primary reason for their ;nclusion. Rather they were designed 

to permit us to see the impact of social variables, shor~, as much as 

possible, of localized, short-term political factors. 

Significance of _Sets of Vaciables 

1:12 final set of tables examines not individual variables, but 

sets of variables. It is quite possible, particularly in view of the 

multicol1 inearity problem, that a number of variables are not individu-

al!y related to party voting at a statistically significant level -but, 

as a group, do make a significant contribution. By way of illustration, 

although none of the regiona: dummies ~as significantly related to NOP 

vot i ng in 1963, taken as a lot, the probabil i ty that region was wnre-

iat~;d to NDP - level of suppe;r~ was Jess than .03. The data are presen_ted 

in Tables Viil-6, Vi I 1-7 and VI~ !-8. 22 

The entries in the tables are probability values obtained in 

the fol lowing mannr~ r. The error sum of squares and the degrees of free-

dom from each individual election 'tJere noted, and the equations recalcu-

lated with each set of variables deleted in turn (i.e. all regional 

durrnnies de!eted, then re-incorporated into the equaticn with all relig-

ion variables deleted, ~nd so on), and the error sum of squares and 

de9rees of freedom noted. The F statistic was then computec from these 

-------------------·----------~ 

22Entrles for 1937 and 1943 were based on 1931 census data; 
entries for 1955 and 1959 were calculated with 1971 census data. 
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• ,4 h · 1. , d Zi componeni:s, an 'J t e probab1 1 ty vaiue ob1:a1ne . - Thus the probability 

that the seven regional variables, taken together, were not associated 

with Liberal voting in 1867 was .03, while the probabilities for the 

religion variables, the origin variables and the occupation variables 

we.re all great~r than. 10. 

-!-, 
i1.e tables only indicate probabi I ities; the entries are not co-

efficients, and they have no relevance to 'strengthi and 1 direction 1 of 

the relationships, ~hich in the context of such groups cf variables are 

non-sensical notions. There are, of course, no entries for occupation3J 

variables between 1698 and 1937 and for ori9in variables between 1943 

and 1951, due to missing data. 

~s :t tu~ns out, most of the entries in these tables might have 

been (roughly) predicted from the indiviciua; , el~ctior~by-election 

equations: Although 1 ittle new information is brought forward in these 

tables, they are usefu1 as swrunaries, particularly since the individual 

24 
equ~tions were not presented. 

F = 

23Th t • f l 11e ac ua1 ormu a is: 

increment in error SS 
i ncrerncnt fn-~-----·-· ----- ir) g i f!.a 1-ss-----------------

orig i na 1 DF 

where 110 1·igin2l' 1 .-efers to the equation v1ith no Vi:'lriabJes deleted. The 
critical value of F is determined by (incremental , original) OF . On 
this procedure see Jan Kmenta, Elements of Econometrics (New York: l'~ac:·· 

-·--·----·----A .-..0 ·----~-----

m ·, ] 't "'n l Cl 7 I ) %_ t:'~ - ... , L~ . . r~ ' ~ . , -

74For a somaw~at similar use of the probabi1 ities of groups of 
v.:-:riableS see, F1·ank T. Denton and Peter J. Geors;e, 11An E.xpioratory 
Statistical Analysis of Some Socioeconomic Characteristi:s of Fern ii ie3 
in Hami !tcm,, On t<iriG, i87l , 1

' ."?.s.1c:J.::.J.-:.i-J.Ist'2_'.:_z. (.l\pri 1, 1970): l6-·4L:-. 



PROBABIII'I'Y 

Election 

186? 
1871 
1<:1? 5 
1879 
18U.3 

1886 
1890 
1894 
1 :~93 
1902 

1905 
1908 
1911 
191 lt· 
19'.!.9 

1923 
1926 
1929 
1934 
1937 

l.943 
1945 
1948 
1951 
19.55 

1959 
196J 
1967 
19?1 

Region 

.030 

.020 
, 001. 

.005 

• 
1)80 

.001 

.001 
• 001 

.001 

.. 001 

.. 005 
•. Q() 1 
. o:~o 

.050 

.co1 

.001 

.020 

.001 

.003 

.020 

.100 

.050 

.080 

~l1AD I,E ·ii I I I- 6 

LIBERAL VOTE SHARE 

Religion 

.050 

.005 

.005 
•. 020 
.090 

.010 
• 001. 
.002 
.:oo 

Origin 

.020 

.010 

.oao 

.010 

.100 

.050 

.050 
• 01 ') 
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Occupation 

• ()Ji) 

.020 

.060 

.100 

.010 

.001 

.010 



Election 

1867 
1871 
1875 
1B79 
1883 

1886 
1890 
1894 
1898 
1.902 

1905 
1908 
1911 
191 L~ 
1919 

1923 
1926 
1929 
1.9J4 
193'? 

l94J 
194-5 
1948 
l951 
1955 

1959 
1963 
1967 
1971 

'l1AELE VII I-7 

?ROB.ABILi m .. --1 •.1 i -L lJI.' '"' D-R .,.,. T ' , 
-- v fl -· ~ ,:; J.•u • !'--·- ·.cSTS CJ H :}~CUPS CF VA~UAB I.ES 

CONSERVATIVE VOTE SHARE 

Region 

.003 

• 001 

• 00{~ 
.OOJ 
• 001 
• 001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.OG1 

.010 

.001 

.OOJ 

.001 

.005 

.020 

. oo~; 

.003 

.010 
• 01. 0 
.001 

.001 

.100 

.100 

.005 

Religion 

.050 

.OOJ 

.001 

.001 

.020 

.001 

.010 

.020 

Origi.r1 

.050 

" ·'.)4-0 
.080 

.100 

.001 

• 001 

.050 

• 05 0 

.100 

.100 

.100 

.OOJ 
• l)J.;,Q 

mte en~r~ 0 ~ ~r~;c~~ ~ +h ~ ,.a·u~ of p (F< F ) where F' i~ ~he VRlUe 8f .L, 1 \.,. _ ...&.- • . • ...:.- _ _ ,.. l .. ...i. . ,, - \. 1_,,e \.H c '-' .L V ("'\ I .l "' c ~ ~ • ·--
the F-statistic calcula~ed from out sampl§ data as explained i ~ t he 
text . In some instanc8;:; U_near interpola.ticn i•,;as empJ.oy ed in 
establishing the probab i lity values. A eash indic~tes that the 
probability value exceeded .100; a tlz .... nk indica-r;e.s that the tes t wz.. s 
not calculated ciue to lack of data. 



'I'ABL:t<: VI I I-8 

PROBABILIT~ VAIJJES FOR F-'I'ES'TS ON GROUPS OF VARIABIES 

PA·rRON, U.FO AND CCF /NDP VOT~ S~-i.U.?..:G 

Election 

1919 
1923 

1959 
1061 
1967 
19'? 1 

Region 

.001 

.100 

.001 

.003 

.005 
• Q!_1J 

.100 

.030 

.005 

Religion 

.010 

.050 

Origin 

.001 

.020 

378 

Occupation 

.001 

.080 

.050 

.020 

.001 

.090 

.001 

.001 
• oo:.. 
.001 

The entries indicate the va1ue of p(F< F"'), where F is the 
value of the F-statistic calculated from-our sarnnlecdata as 
explained in the text. In some instances linear interpolation 
was employed in establishing the probability values. A dash 
indicates that the test was not calc:.t.lated dv.e to · lack of data. 
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As was evident from the earlier analyses, the regional vari-

ables have consistently been th2 most significant i~ exp!ainin£ Liberal 

a~d Conservative vote. On only a handful of o~casions have the region-

al dummies, as a set, not been significantly related to the level of 

each party's support. Indeed, for Tory voting, 1886 was the last clec-

tion at which the relationship was ~ot signif:cant. For the past two 

decades, however, the significance of the ~ssociation between Liberal 

vote share and regior, has been markedly less than in ea1·1ier eras, to 

the point that in 1967 and 1971, the rela~ionship was not significant 

at the. JO level. 

Until the 1940's, although they were not so consistently re-

Jateci to p<ffty voting a:> the regionzl du:nr.i!es, tt1e origin v2riaoles 

contributed significantly to the explanation of pa:-ty vo(ing ;:armor.:= 

often than did the religion vari3bl·2s. This is son.ewh-=t surprising 1n 

I ight of the v~idespredd view of the historic importance of religion in 

. Ontario politics. Indeed, for Conservative voting, at only 2 OT the 

20 elections before World War Two wer'3 the rel is ion variables, taken 

together, sig~if icant; the record relating to Liberal support is 

scarcely more impressive: ~of 20 elections. These findings are hardly 

conclusive evidence that national origin was a more important determi-

nant of voting, ceteris oaribus, than religion, but i:hey are nonetheless ---·-- ---- . 
s ugg ~st i ·.:;:. 

Since the l940's, the pattern has been rever~ed, as the religion 

Vdriables seem more important: since J9L~3 in only 5 of 18 instances 

have tho:: re1ig:o;1variub1cs, as a group, not been significantly 



associcited 1111th Lib::;r a ) oncl C ~l nse;·v a tive vc.ting (it ;nay b.2 of so111e 

moment that religion IHs rJ<:•t been si s 1iific:rntly rel a t ec d to Tory votir19 

since 1959) .
25 

The. impo1-tan ce of religion in e: ·.o'.ainin g Libenl an':i 

C:onsPrvative vote sheirE: in this p.:: riod is somev1hat unexpe ct e d: ~or :_ 

expectations would ha.1e be en for rel isior! to be i,c1portcint in the nine-

teenth V:'' ''~H·;i , but for ii: to b e corn·~: pros:ress i vc ly Jes~ import a nt in 

:11G;· c rece r,t ti •:i'.: :., Our· f : ndin 9s <:io·e p1-ecisely th •:: reverse. /.\ good 

) ~ ~~ : 3re required fr om our results to the 

conclu s ion that rEoi ig10n ha s be e n a mor e irnpo r tar,t f a ctor in r·ecent 

Ontario el e ctoral ~ 2 ttcrn: tha n it wa s i n the previous c e ntury and 1Jp 

z: r.Lil the De pre ssion. Stili, the quite urk>:pect e d impo:·tance of n:: li-

gion ~; 1nc <2 the Se co nd \~o:-· Jd \fa r is •: l ear, as is it s e ven mono; su1 · pri s l! 1~1 

apparent' unirnpo1-tan c e in t h ~ ninet r:: c nth c e ntury :in d earl/ tv1cnt:e th 

cen t1.1 ry, 

Between 1867 and 1894 the occupationa l va~iaL l es contributed 

si9nificant l y tc th G explanation of beth Libe ral and Conservative 

voting in only two of eight el ections api e ce . Before leaping t o any 

c011clusions, hmJe ver, we must r e a li z e th a t thi s is D more impre ssi ve 

record than that of the r e ligi on variabl e s . After J9L18, occupation 

attain0d statistical sig~ificance for Grit and Tory vot e share at sev-

8ral -:;> ] ections, althO'l'..Jh it is curi ous that in 1943 and J9Lf5, th2 

i :1\1 i<.; i / ·'-='':HS o f the CCF ups wing , occupation was no t significar.tly 

rel~ted to e ither p a r~y's l ev~I of s~ ~ p0rt. In sha rp contrast, 

---·-·------------ ---'-- .- -·-·--:- ...... '"'. ·····- ··---------·--"~---.,...--

'> r 
'- ..J I n 1948 an d l y; 1, \-i-.. . : 0bs e nce of orig i n var iables rr: i ~;:1t be 

;; .l'. p e ct e d to c n ha n ·: e th e c : , i • i t·' ,; t i Ci 11 of t he r e l i g i .) us v .:i r-i ::: b 1 ( s . 



occu~ation has been -signif!cantly related to CCF-NDP vote -at -every 

election, whereas only on '.)ne occasion has either rel igio.n or origin 

been so related. 

Conclusion 

381 

The r·esu!ts of this chapter are ;:-it once th12 most substantively 

im?ortant and the m.:·st ciifficult to interpret. So;ne of this difficulty 

arises from the sheer mass of data, but more serious :n this respect 

are the oftentimes weak and inconsistent relationships between social 

groups ~nd party voting. Such findings would not present such gr6ve 

1nterpr2tative problems were it not for our suspicion that the incon

sistency and weakness reflected the I iMits~ion~ of our data set and the 

c.rudity of cur an3l'itic;::J t ec hr.ic;ues. i'lt least as mucn as they reflect 

the nature of the actual ,-eJati ,_)nsh:~s. 

Although the interpretive difficulties are obYious, we should 

not go too far- ln emphasizing them. The noticeable shifts in the soci-:Jl 

corre I ates of Libera 1 vat i ng fo 1 J o-..Ji ng the demise of the UFO indicate 

th'3t the data can indeed be sensitive to social and pol itic.:3i chc:nges. 

That so~e social changes are manifested in the data is no guarant~e, 

however, that dll changes will be so reflec ted . 

To be s:.ire, some relationship:; de;nonstrated consist':':ncy and a 

modi cum of strength over extended per i c.ds of t 1rne. Foremost c.mong 

t~ese w~s the consistent negative rela t ioGship between con ~entration 

of Anglicans and level of liberal vote. 

Time and again the i nfluenc~ of region on party voting is 



strongly evident. Still, the generally ~. imilar magnitudes of the co

efficients of the regional dummi es, toge ther with the logical l imita

tions surrounding interpretation of such variables, make it difficult 

to attach more precise meaning to t:1em. !t is clear, .h·T,vever, even 

aside from the frequently noticeable imp act of turnout - which of 

course is evident in other variables as well - that regional factors 

have been fundamentally important for understanding electoral processes 

in this province. The analysts proffered in Chapte r VI demonstrated 

subst2ntial variation in regional voting patterns, but the multiple 

regression anaiysis showed that even v.i ith important elements of t~.e 

5o~ial composi t ion abstract2d, regional ir,fiuences on level of party 

support remained importart. 

The anal y :3 is set ou t in th i s chapter -:an ;;he6 0111 y so :;•:.Jch 

light on the interplay of social and political change. Changes and 

continuities in specific relatior?shi~s are i nteresting and irnpoi-tant, 

but i i1 many ways the data set is too stat! c a1·1d the ana 1 ys is '::oo crude 

to permit investigation of some of the key :ssues vie should I lke to 

pursue. Still, se '1eral important points do stand out ... (These con

cluding remarks incorporate insights glear.ed from the unrepo;-ted 

election-by-electi6n equations.) 

First, as w~s tbe case with the oureiy political data examined 

Jn Chapte.r VIL,. there is abs9luteiy' no .evide;;cc: to support the cri~Jcal 

realignment interpretation of Ontario politi cs. The data offer no incii- -

cation of slwrp, massive, endu1-ing shifts in th3 ;Jarties' attr~ctiv.:::iess 



., , 
to social groups ~s required in the critical realignment schema.-0 ~t 

might be sumdsed from consideration of Tables VI! 1-6 and VI I !-7 th.3t 

19L~3 marked something of a critlcal realignment, in that religion 

·emerged at this election as a far more significant exp.Janation of party 

voting than it had been previously. From what we know of ?Ol itics in 

this ert:i, 2:1d from examination of the coefficients of variables in both 

the pooled and the individual Equations, however, this interpretation 

is patently untenable. The rise, in 1943, of a strong third party 

rooted primarily in class might be viewed as, in Burnham 1 s term, a 

protorealignment phenomenon, yet one of the most intriguing aspects of 

the CCF episode is the extent to which it failed to disrupt p(evail ing 

electoral patterns. This was evident in Chapt3r Vil, and is also sug-

gested in the mtdtiple regressi,:r. an?liys:s; only after 1948, ror e.x.-

ample, did occupaticn become an important determinant of Liberal and 

Conservative voting. 

The secular realignment model is more difficult to evaluate. 

The electoral shifts on which it is premised are gradual and may well 

be too incremental to be detected by our techniques; on the other hand, 

certain gradual change processes do emerge. The most substantial of 

these is the shift from the almost total lack of consistent significan~ 

social correlates uf party voti:-ig :n the. Mowat yr;a:·s into the cor:-:p2i".J·" 

t!vely more widespread and enduring retationships between social groups 

------·----------·-~----· ·· ·----------------------·-

26AJthough this vJas not eY.pllcitly brcught out, it will be re:
cailed that the data on urban and rural voting, presented in chapter 
IV, offer no indication wh.:itsoe,1er . of .sh2rp, endudng electoral .srdfts. 



and party support of the twentieth century. A similar process in 

reverse has been the recent lessening impact of all manner of social 

groups on Tory support, indicative of their wide-ranging attraction. 

Other instances inciude the strengthening 6f the 11egative relationship 

between urban population and Liberal vote share following the turn of 

the century; the consolidation of the associatior. between CCF/NOP sup·· 

port and mBnufacturlng and primary workers; and the he1g~tened signifi

cance uf ~he negative relationship between concentration of manufactur

in'] ;-10:-kers ar,d Liberal and Conservative vote .shares . . Thus, some 

evidence of secular realignment has come to light; what we lack, though, 

are more precise indicators of how extensive such re a lignment processes 

heve been and ' precissly wh i ch groups they h3ve enccmpassed. 

One aspect of o~tario el~ctoral ~istory which em~ (g~s from the 

analysis with unmistakable clarity is the importance of class in pos t 

war politics. Given the l imitar.ions of oL.r dr.itd set, 1tJe may not cla im 

to have demonstrated that occupation was electorally unimportc.11t prior 

to World War Two. However, considering that the class basis of the CCF 

remained relatively ·t-1eak in 1943 and 1945, and that occupational group-

1ngs only became significantly associated with Gr it and Tory voting in 

1948 and subsequent elections, it is reasonable. to infer that class \vas 

not a particularly sal lent feature of the electoral divisions between 

Liber.'Jls and Consc-:-vatives until the advent .oLthe CCF. Th.at class_ has 

developed into s key element in Ontario electora1 1ife does net mean 

that it has displaced origin, religion and region as bases of p~~~f 

conflict. As the data in this chapter shrn\I > - l:i-l.>e-ra I and Conse i-vat iv.:: 
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support are closely tied in with these factors, while they are distin-

guished from the NOP in terms of social class. Professor Wilson 1 s 

model for the translation of a pre-industrial two party system into the 

t t i f th d . d . l . 2 7 . l . t _wo par y sys..:em o. .e mo err. 111 ustr1a. society 1s on y 1n par 

applicable in Ontario. The apparent anomaly of the persistent three 

party system derives in 1.:o.rge measure from the fact that class-

structured politics have become central but hardly dominant in present 

day Ontario; religious, ethnic and other non-class bases of political 

division ranain strong. 28 

27 See Chapter 1. 

28_ 
~or a detailed survey analysis of the social correlates of 

Ontario voting in the late l960 1s. see Drummond, 118lueing 11 , and also 
hi.s 11Par~:y Choice in a Canad!an Pr·:i·tlnce:" unr)uolisncC: Ph.u. tr1esis, 
Northwestern University, 1975. 



CHAPTER IX CONCLUS!ON 

Summarizing and interpreting the vast range of materieil in this 

thesis is at once a simple exercise and an impossibly com?lex undertak

ing. The com~Jexity is as obvious as the myri&d numbers in the rhree 

score tables reporting the statistical findings . In a sense, though, 

the task is quite straightf~Jrward, as the prir.cipal -concluslon is that 

the general explanations put forw2rd in Chapter I seem largely accurate. 

Furt~er, no iiar tl ing new interpretations emerged from the analysis of 

either Ontario political history or the paradox posed at the outset . 

Although we have no cause to rej~ct or to alter fundamentally 

the views set out in Chapter l, their status has cha11ged i:r6m Sj)ecula-

tion to credible interpretation ~a~ked by a substantiaJ weight _of 

f!.vi dence. In tfie proces s, thsy have b r.;er1 significa1;~ly .-ef! ncd einc 

clarified, and although we remain a formidable distance from a cornpiete 

understanding of social ch~nge and pol iticAi cha~ge in this province, 

we have travelled a long way indeed. 

Needless to say, the statistical Jata and the secondary 1 itera

ture av~ilable proved inadequate for full assessment of the rather 

grandiose theoretical issues raised in the opening chapter. Nonethe

less, we did arrive at a number of important conclusions, some narrow 

in scope, others large-scale; some e.~pectec!, othe;-s qLdte w1~xpcc ted; 

~0me positi-ve, others negative. More.:iver 1 it seems clP-ar that, even 

aside from their intrinsic nerit and interest, eiections do indeed 

provide a very useful anaiytisa! focus in the study of socia1 -~~d 

pol i tical chang~. 



Before entering the realm of highe~-order conclusions, we shal I 

recapitulat..: some of the more - irnporta:it observations and specific find-

ings to eme;ge from the impressionistic and statistical analyses. 

It is perhaps the measure of the lack of systematic study of 

Ontario politics that in several key instances, evidence was brought 

forward either refuting or casting ~erious doubt on the 1 conventiona1 

wisdom' of provincial history. ?rime among these d~biaus interpret~-

t;o;;5 is the vie\.,, of the nineteenth century as the electoral preserve 

of OJ iver Mowat 1s Grits, and characterized by unshakeable party loyal-

ties and a tremendous fervour for politics. T~e reality is a good 

deal di ff e..-ent. In the first place, the Liberal victories were built 

upon th8 s1i~mest possib!A m3rgins in the popular vote. As well, to 

j~dge by the rel~tive1y low turno~t " • r • 

rat~S, ! a;-ge Sect I 0f1S 0-1 t ne ge n·· 

era] public were <3ble to keep their enthusiasm for politics 1.rJell :n 

check. Finally - and with rather less certainty~ evidence was pre-

se.nted that party attachments were distinctly fluid for great" numbers 

of el0ctors. 

Clearly, one of the central re~sons for some ~f the more mis-

leading interpretations is the bias of the first-past-the-post elec-

toral system . This bias is of course readily admitted, but nonetneless 

legislative seats are far more ~flad!ly perceived than vote shares. 

Thus when distribution of seats is considered, Western Ontario 2nd 

rur~l Ontario were indeed l i beral bastions prio~ to 1900, but in t e rms 

of votes garnered by partie!:-, the pol itica·i reality is very mu:.!: di!·-

ferent. Similar bald s-tatemenu, ?bout the T0rii::.:; 1 ovcnvhelming 
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predo:ni;1ance a:nong :;rb.sn 'iVorke;-s in th-e decades before anc' aftr:r the 

Great War, though based on important, genuine tendencies, are subject 

to serious inaccuracy. 

Although we cannot marshall hard statistical evidence on this 

point, it seems probab l e that this hyperbole ccncernir.g the 'farm vote' 

and the 'working class vote' exte,nds 2s well to historians • and cor,tei1l-

. I 
poraries evaluation s of ral igious and ethnic 'bloc' vote - tbe 1 ~01 id 

c .:ithol ic vote 11 - and the 1 Ike. Doubtless, Various groups did not favour 

all parties in equal measure, and indeed Chapter VI I I prov ides evidence 

of the electoral proclivities of some important groups; however, the 

electoral cohesion of particular rel igious and ethnic groups seems to 

have been m1.:ch ovcr-estimate.j. 

f\ccept ed intc.rp1etations ha•,1e beei1 cal!c;d i iito qu t-::.:; ~ i c n in 

other episodes and aspects of provincial electoral h!st0ry. The can-

monJy held view of the 1920 1 5 as 2 return to the pre-War Tory dorainance 

overlooks the sig;1i fi cant 1ightv-1ard shift on the Conservativt:,-;; ' part as 

well as sharp discon t inuities in the l r electoral base. Another case in 

point is th~ curiously weak electoral relationship between the Patrons 

of lnd•Jstry, the l!ni t eci r.Jnners of Ontario and Hepbu r n Uber-al ism, des-

p_ite strong affini t ies ' in their prescript ions for Ontario 1 s social ancJ 

po I ; t I :?. l . ' , 
t ; 's. F l n ~ 1ly, although !nan aggregate ~ense, the election 

of 1943 was marked by fundamentally important shifts in party sup~cr:: 

the underlying continui t ies in party attachments are stri:<.ing. 

To be sure, in a good many instances , the conventim1aL "''!sdom 

proveC: a rel iabl.:~ guide to Ontario' :; p::>I i t ical ar . .d 2! e ct o r2l h istory . 



If the electoral system does a.::centuate tendencies, still the popular 

views as to bases of party strength 't1ere generally found to be accur

ate. By way of illustration, we could cit:= "Tory Toronto" from the 

turn of the century on\t>1ard, the relative Liberal succ.;ess in the \.fostern 

peninsula over 1ong periods of time, and the Conservatives' similar 

record in Eastern Ontario. 

Other noteworthy findings were largely unrelated to generally 

accepted accounts cf Ontario politics . Under this rubric, for example, 

are the importance for recent Liberal electoral fortunes of the pe r sonal 

fotlovlings of individual mea;be,·s arid the long-Handing relationship 

between Liberal strength and 1 rebel 1 tradition of 1837. This le.st-

mentioned tendency is only nne of many relationships between the elec

toral spnere and the social orde:- exhibiting extreme longevity. Tr1e 

consistently higher turnout rates in «.:he rural areas as cor:ipared vJlth 

urban turnout is another illustration, and the regression analysis in 

Cha~ter VII I revealed a. number of enduring 1 inks between social groups 

and particular parties, of which the negative Liberal-Anglican associa

tion is the most prominent. 

If import::int continuities and stable rel2tlonships emerged 

from the analysis, so too did substantial electoral changes. Many cf 

these changes wer~ asso=1ated with one form or 0ther of third party 

activity. The very existence of a third party v~as showr. to seriously 

dlsrupt established electoral patterns, and in particular the CCF/NDP 

seems- co have festered a deep and las·-= ins gulf between parties uni ike 

anything in the provin.ce's e;;rlier cdectoral record. A further 
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important ch2nge has been the gro~th and consolidation of the -CCF/NDP 1 s 

base of support. By no means, ho1r1ever, have third parties acted as 

handmaidens of all significant electoral change. The watershed shift 

in the first decade of this century from Liberal hegemony to Conserva

tive <lominan:;e v.Jas accomplished without benefit of third parties. 

As a general conclusion, far-reaching social changes in Ontario 

have indPed effected large-scale pol itica! change, which in turn have 

been manifested i~ substantial electoral change. The process by which 

this transformation occurs, however, is somewhat indirect and gradual. 

The Tory vanquish cf the Grits in 1905 •;.1as rooted in prominent, long-

term social changes, prir11e 2111on9 them ind ... 1strialization and urbaniza

tion. The li~A;-al demise was th-= ·:;.ilmin<Jtion of ele.ctoral dev<:;)opments 

evident at least as far back <J ::.,, 1898 a:1d cle:::Hiy tc,ok ;:.bee in ~l:a:j~:S: 

the regions which had und~rgone the mast extensive social changes were 

the first to be won over by the Tories. The 1943 CCF upsurge, J ike 

tht::: election of 1905, marked an electoral culmination of long fomenting 

social and political changes. 

Although the dat~ set was not of sufficient richness to permit 

f ina! judge1w2nts, 1 ittle evidence y.1as adduced for the complete critical 

realignment interpretation, though in a general sense, it seems to have 

sane vslidity. The secular real 1gnme~t model found some support, but 

couici not adequately deal witl1 the very substantial short-term voting 

shift: in i905 and 1943. The Ontario e>-:perience thus contains elements 

of b-(/ .. h critic3l and secular realignment. 

One of the. reasons 1Nlij' ~;.,.en major· social changes took so;~e t1rn~' 
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to '"Jork thei r· viay tl'rou•._1 .1.... ~- .-- t',1 e c..1.-:.c +-.or"'l aren~ and wh" some Jee-= ' ,_, ! I ~ _ ~ "- t . n , c. t l "• - ¥ 

major social chang8s came only slightly to be electorally reflected 

I ies in the crucial tr·ansmission role of political parties. Although 

the parties 6re anythi ng but ins u lated from the social anvironment, 

they do act i n con s iderabl e me3sure as independent pol iticizers or de-

p;,..1Jlticizers c·f parti;: ular sociai issues or concerns. A prime illus-

tr2.tion is the cruci ~al role of the parties in promoting or dampening 

religion as one of the cen tral ba ses of political J ife. Similarly, 

-the CCF-NDP owes its exist en ce to the social processes of cl ass divi-

sion and yet in turn, tha CCF-NDP itself has powerfully contributed to 

politicizing and ins t itutional i zing economic class issL;es. Moreover , 

the political ways in \·Jbi ~: h parti e s res ronci to social chang i=. are gre2tly 

conditioned by su c h i ndei=Jend ettt· factors as organizational scru...: t ur e a nd 

leadership style. (The qua 1 i ty of leadership emerged as a centra 11 y 

important vai- iabl ·e, yet if it could powerfully effect specific events 

and certain po l iti cal r e sponsei to social change, ultimately even t he 

most adroit (or most inept) leadership could only marginally alter the 

principal political thrust of m~jor social change.) 

Further to this, the an <:1i71sis demonstrates ::hat social changes 

may be weakly reflected in the electoral arena not for a want of pol i-

tical imp2ct, but prec i~ e ly because cf the i r influence on the parties. 

The Conservative party since World War Two offers the most striking 

.::x;:i,T,ple of tr,~nsformations t.J i th i ,1 a pa r ty in response t c1 social ch..:;; n9e ; 

the-cnanges i :1 the Cotise1·vc.tiv2::.i outiook, style anc! progra;nme resulted 

ir: only rel.::.~ively miner e lecto :·a l ch .'lnges, but m:..1.st rank as 211 
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important pol itica1 change. Othci instances of social changes which 

took political form in the 1nternal ~tructure and pol icy direction of 

the parties did have electoral overtones, but the basic point remains: 

parties are central foci of the translation of social change into 

political change, and the political changes wrought within parties may 

reduce the pressure for electoral change. Changes restricted to parties 

are obviously important, but electoral changes are more readily per

ceived. 

This discussion of the role of parties as filters and catalysts 

in the social change - political change - electoral change equa"Cicn 

serves to direct our attention to some of the more general questions 

and interpretat:ons posr:-d in Chapter !. Aitho·•gh INC ciid net find our 

emphasis on elections misplaced., it bec::me clear that :.:;ocial ch ange 

was not spontaneously transmuted into political change, bu t required 

institutional channels such as polit ical parties, farm organizations 

· anci trade unions. Accordingly, such institutions have a good cieai of 

leeway in deflecting, postponing - or focusing - social change as it 

impinged on the political world. From this point of view, the paradox, 

though by no means resolved, is less puzzling. ln addition, of course, 

it became evident that important as elections and other forms of mass 

po1 itical activity have been, they hardly exhau~t the range of pol i-

t ical changes brought on by social change. This, too, serves to ex

plain tne paradox. 

One absolutely fundamental consideration which likewise con

tributes to understanding the paradox is that, as suggested in ~h2pter 
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I, social change in Ontario has -~nJeed been Jess sweeping than initiai 

impressions or bare statistics would ind;cate. Forces cf change have 

had to make their way through a dense overlay of existing attitudes 

and structure5; the strength of sccial f ixfty is constantly apparent. 

ThroughoL1t the early and later stages of industrialization, class feel

irqs have been cleis-sly interbtined with :-eligious and ethnic factors, 

usually undermining but occasionally fostering class solidarity and the 

ensuing class poi it:ical activity. SL-riilarly, the social impact of 

urbanization, far-reaching as it has clearly been, has been diluted by 

the complex network of social r.elutions and pressures vvhich, together 

with the circumstances flowing from the urban experience, mold people's 

et":itudes (and Jr turn their pol:tic.:s). 

Thu~ John Wilson 1 s mociel of pol iticai change in Western indus

trial societies has a certain relevance for 0Gtario. Class has cert2inly 

become a cer:tral feature in the province's poi itical I ife, but the resi

du~ of religion, of ethnicity and of a host of other factors has damp

ened both the sociai and the pol itica! :>a1 ience of economic class. The 

bureaucratic, midd]e··ciass elernents in Canadian society have hindered 

polarization along class lines; th<; three party system lives on in Ont

ario and the persistence of this 'transitional phase' bears witness to 

the cornp!ex interplay of social forces and political preferences. 

Neithe-r- Ontario society nor Lts relation to the political arena can be 

~xpl2ined in terms of s 1.1ch simple :rnd apparently pre-eminent beS2.S as 

indus~rial ization or ur~anization, for many other social forces are at 

111ork. 
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· Thro•Jgho•.it this wo:-k ·.ve h,;;~·r: stressed that the influe;ce or 

communities - regiona· Y .• '-'th·,·1 · " I' (,) rei igious ana the 1 ike - is prominent 

among thr:::se cth.2i· scci.s1 fore.:::!;. Unfortunateiy, 0~1r statistical 

an;1?ys~s of thes~ ccmrnunities \•1as severely circumscribed by the !imi-

t?.tions uf the d2t::· '.::et. The closest approximation of community \'ihich 

re.sp<.:ct t::i region 11'/35 that) despite strong commo:i tendencir::s a;:ro~~s 

regions, iinp'.)rt<:mt; persistent regional va,·iations emerged; in large 

measure 1 these variations wer~ due to differences in social makeup (and 

thus the differential impact of social change), but even when attempts 

were made to abstract social c0rnpus1ti0n, significeint regi::mc:il vari2-

ticn remained. !-~eSL· !t,,; of ot~1er c11v1!yses counsel c2ution ir, reifying 

thn social and pol itic21 cohcsi~~ cf idenrifiable socicil group~, yet 

the importance of cornmun1cie:s f0r u..-,der:;·canding Ortario politics and 

society remains. By extension, the diversity of Ontario society has 

ser~ed to mute the transfa~mation of social change into political c~ange 

not only because of the intrinsic importance of communities, but also 

because of the different socio-pol itica1 conditions and experiences of 

the various regions, which fashion their responses to change. 

Linked to t:he ;,ocial cfoss-press:.ires which impede the foi-ces of 

sucial ch2nge, the ~h~er weight and persfstensc of s0ci~l and p0Jitic21 

conservai·isn1 - inOn'E-a-ri-o have powE:rfu?ly restrained potential scc!al 2nd 

~ol i~lca~ ch~nges. This conscrvatlsm has not been sc hidebo~nd or re-

act1611ory as to prevr:~r ch2n92, but its e.r.1ph::;sis on oroerly progress 
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changes in th~ social 3nd pol iticai realm. 

It is clea..-, by vr:iy of final summa1-y, tnc.t no si9nifica1·,·~ soc

ial change has failed to effect lasting, substantial pcl itical and 

electoral cha~ges. Conve~se1~, no important, enduring pol it!cal or 

electoral chan g~5 have come abou~ except ;~ response to social change . 

This transformation of social change into pol i t!cal and electoral change 

h&s b<::.:::.r; uneven - c::nd at less pronou~ced l ::>vels of chang~, un::::ertain -

for a hcst of reas0ns: some of the changes in Ontario society have been 

more apparent than real, while others have Jack ed political sal 1ence; 

not all political c~anges have been electorally manifested; the parties 

anci their 1 eader·s perform a cruc i a I t rc.n::;m i s s ion ro l 2
1 
yet :hey a 1 s0 

exs !'~ <:ir1 i'.T'por t nnt ir.dep c::i, de'1t ir.f!uenr.e; the province's d >-1ersity and 

its constituent com1r.unit:ies he:oe c.d~.o had e: t.:·11 ing 2f fect; as has : ts 

social and po: itical conservatism. 

The poi itical change - social change r1exus 1n 0:-:tario is now 

peri1aps revealed a.3 iess paradoxical than complex. This overcili con

clusion, how12 ·1c r, seems rather less important than the fu11er under

standing of Ontario ' s society and politics gle~ ned in the process of 

re.achirig it. 



Ar-r;endix. A 

With the obvious exc6pticn of the female popul~tion, the sto:·y 

of the franchise in Ontario is a singu?ar!y •JnSpE:ctac:.Jlar one of fairly 

r;;;:pid toXtensio:i i;:G',·vard near-universal ;nanhood S_uffrage. [ ndeed) g i '/en 

th~; ir.1p0rtarice attached by students of comparative poi itica1 develo p·· 

ment t·) the ' 1i:ris is of p2rticipation 11 ,·
1 it is ex;Jeme!y significar.t 

thr.1 t "at no time ~'1as the c:·.tension of the fr.:tnchise as su::.h 3 m::ljor 

pol itica! issue in . any part of Canada". 2 
It ·r~as only a rn1r.or sid<::! i9ht 

i~ the 1837 Rebell ion, 3nd if 'rep by pop' ca~e to be the ral]yjng cry 

of George Brown:s Canada West Grits, this did not betray an egalitarian 

ethos S(, mu ch .1s 2~ <:xpedient vehicle fo1- delivPring the proviw:e f :·o:Tr 

the stifling 9t·asp ,y;. the :-:-ench-Canadi.::ins. 

adult male British suhjects m~~eet.ing fair]y modest property or income 

requ!rements. 3 Nevertheless, it has been estimated th~t, in 1851 , 50 

per· cent of the lmvas t two·fi-fths of the vJ.:1rk force in Hamilton fai i -=d 

-··-··----·---·----------·----------------------------------
1see, for example, Myron Wei11er, 11Pol itic'3! rartisipation: 

Crisis of the Pel itical Process 11 , in Leonard Binder, eel., Crises <~:1d 

-~~S.~5:~~~i- ~1 Po_li._t;_i_~a_l _ _Q:._e~~-l.ZE~ent_ (Pr i nee ton: Pr i nee ton unTver'STty-
Pres s, 1971 ! , 159 ··20-r. 

2 W.L. Morton, 1 ~·hE: Extension of t~e Franchise in Can2da: A 
Sti.:dy in Democratic Natior.:>lisr;i 11

) Can,:;diar: !-li s tor!cal J.\ssociatiori Re
port , 194 3 , 73. 



to meet the i:.co;:o:nic: qua( ificc1tion·s for the franchise. 4 Fojlmving ar. 

1853 act 'i':nich enfr·unchised a substantial proportion of te'"iant::, aprrox

imately 13.9 per cent of Canada West's po~ulation was entitled to vote; 5 

this is a deceptively low figure, for it represented some 59.1 per cent 

of adult malGs. 6 

A confused lcsal sftuati0n at the time of the 1867 ~l~ctions re-

s1J1ted in t'd(J sets rJf property requirements: in sorne areas, owners er 

occup;~rs :f real property, valued at $300 or $30 per annum, in cities 

and towns, ?nd $200 o:- $20 e1s-:'v~i:ere; in other ridings, the qualifica-

tions were $600 in cites, $400 in towns, $300 in incorporated villages, 

and $200 in rural to·:J.nships. 7 The fol l owing tv·JO decades ~vitness-ed a 

gr.11.::j :Je .~l of chanyi::, incll.!rling th..: introductior, of tl1e :;ecret, numbered 

b<il lot in 187L1; F. F. Sciiir1oel~1-. has adrr.i rably sc.;mmarized the hfghl ig!-its 

of franchise refo:-m: 

_The first provincial statute governing the subject w~s the Electi0n Act 
of 1868, which gc.ve the vote to males who \·lere. at least tvienty-one 
years of age and subjects of -t:he Queen and 1Jh0 mvned, rented, er occu
pied real property of U'e '.t:!lue of $L:-OO in :::ities, $300 in toi,,ms, or 
$200 in incorporated vii !3g..;:s or tovmships. The latter qua1 iflc2~!011 

ltMJ.:hael B. Katz, . •isocial Structure in Hamilton, 0ntario 11 , in 
Stephen Thernstrom ai1d Richard i3':~nnett, eri s., i\li::eteenth Centurv Cities: 
Essae_ in the New Urban !-:1st:::iry (New Haven: YaleUniversTty Press, I969), 
712. 

5 
Garner, Fr.3r:chi:e and P·=::.!_i.tics, 115. 

6 Calculated on the basis .of age data by se:x, ~~1sus....£.L£ .. ~.?da, 
1860-6 l , I, 510··3. 

7Foi- a foll discussion, 3ee D.G,G. Kerr, ' 1The 1867 Elections in 
Ont~• io: Ths Rules of the Geime 11 , Canadian Historical Review .. L! (Dec·· 
er.:ber, 1970), 37'+-7; even P ~·ofossorKerr-T5unabl(~to-s2-y-ho~J widely 
~~ch frznch i s·e-was ernp 1 oyed (3 75) . 



\vas supplemented in i874 with the prov1s1on th.o.t aduli: .r1.-=;!c S<"'.:is!: 
subjECcts \.Jith .=,ri it"lcorrie of at least $4GO per year frcm sci:nE tr·ade, 
cali ing, otfice, or profession could also vote. By the same st3tute, 
11enfranchised in.:Ji211s 11 wei-e a·11owed to vote, provided th0t :hey met 
the other qualifications set forth in the Act. Three years later, 
significant ch2n2es in the franchise were introdu ced: the vote WdS 

extencied to farmer s' sons and to unsnfranchised indians not living 
among Indians , Sl:bJ ect tc the same c;ua I 1 f i cat; on:; as ·Jther vote:-s, 
and the incom~ reau i reme:> t \rJas lm·1ered Prom $L:OG to $250 per year. 

P. fE;l..V rriinor cha'1'.;.ss \·i2 re 1rr<:iC:e during the fo1101...;in9 ·jecacles, bt.it 
the next real landmark was the Manhood SuffrBge Act passed in 1888. 
By this Act, the franch is :2 \·Jas extendE.:d tc· ali ~i .:Ju7t r112le Bri'i.:ish 
subja~ts, e~cept unenfranchised Indians 1 ivi ng on reserv~tions.8 

Also nvte1t1orthy i!'l· this pe r iod, symbolicall y if not substantively, 1;-1a s 

the abol itio11 in 1885 of plural voting by non-resident property owners, 

thus establishing the i l • - , 9 one man - one '1ote r r 1nc ; p1 e. 

After :888; the only important unenfranc:hise d grnups in Ontario 

were lridians anrl ~':o;nen. Uritil i908, unenf1:2nchised lr;di.'.~ ns 1iv1r19 aff 

- • JC Indians were enfrar1ch1sed. Wo'.!le .1 meeting i:he property qL;alificc:-

tions had b~en granted the right to vote for sch~ol truste~s as ~2rl; 

as · lB50; unma(ried w~~2n with property were given the municip2 1 f:an-

cliise in 18%,
11 and1+5,000 were add~d to the 521,000 males parti'.:i

pating in the 1894 p~o~incial referendu~ on prohibition, 12 It was not 

·----· .... -----·-·--·- ·-------·-·-·-· ... · .. ----· -·------··------...----------.,---. 
SF.F. Schindeler, ~esp~nsib!e Govern~ent in Ontario (Toronto: 

Uni ve IS i ty of To r0fl t !) p :-8S s:-Tsi69) ~93; en ·u.;e·de fin-it i on"-of : 'en fr an.: 
chised Indians", see ib:d n. 52. 

9A. Margaret [vans, 110! iver Mowat and On::aric• J8/2-i896: A 
Study in Political S·Jc..cess", dnpub1ishcd ?h,D. thesis, Univ<:!r~i1:y of 
Tornnto, 196/, 271. 

lOschinrleler, fesponsibl e G~ v~rnment~ 93-4. 

!icatherine Lyle Cleverdon, The Women Suffraoe Movement in Can
ad~, (Toront\.· : Ur, i w 1·s i ty of Tornr.t0Tr;ss-;--T950)-,-22-. ------------·-

J:~D<i tr.; from Ontario .~~si:::.'.~J __ J~a~-~0:_ XY\l i. W91;., ;1v:,1b•'!'" JO. 
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until 19!7, however, th;:it women w;::! re, 1·1it:h one fell s1:1oop, pl.:iced on 

an equa! elect~ral footing with men. 13 In typical Ontario fashion, 

the struggJe for fem3le suffrage was accomplished with I ittle bitter-

ness or rancour, ~nd ceriainly did not come about through heavy ~res-

sure on the Creater conflict mig~t have been expected 

the revr~rsi o n in 1898 to the provincial franchise as the 

be~ i s of the federal franchise had effectivelf channelled the woman 
; r: 

suffr29e stru391e into the prov!r.cia! ::i;-er;2.s •. ;; The final franchise 

extensic.n in 011tario,. to pers'Jn~; bet 1"1een the ages of 18 a;1d 21, v1as 

made by the Davis governm~nt shortly before the 1971 election.
16 

Froni a less legalistic p~int of view, Tables A-1 and A-2 o&fer 

vote at each elec:tiori. Although tt.e perc~: ntages have been adjusted to 

t:3ke into accGunt ridings ~'ion by acclamatior-i (for •11hich r.umbers of 

---·-------·---· 
DThe footin9 was not r1·eciseiy 2qu.::il: '!the women of the. pro .. 1-· 

ince did not a~hieve absolute voting equality with men until about 1935, 
mainly because of pecul iar1ties in tne law 9overnir19 citizenship, which 
in some cases even made ; t ne.cessa ry for v1omen to obtain a judge 1 s cer
tl fl cate to prove that thev v~ere citizeri~. 11 Schindeler, :f.{eSE(-:,nsi~_::_ 

-~g~~!~~~· 9!+. 
!Lt 

Cle·1erdon, 1,.Jo~~-r:i _ _s_uffr~::_, i9-45; also Brian D'. Tennyson, 
1iPre.inler i-leurst, the war, and 'Jotes for \/or:;en 11

, Ont2rio Histccx. (3ep
'i:ember, ! 365) , 1i5-l 23. 

l5Norman Ward, The Canadi3n House of Commons: Representation 
n·0rc·r·ti:): Univ~~ rs i ty cf-Toro~~:-:_;-~.)i-e-;;5-;-···195of;-·232-:-- The -provincial
f r :::ni:-.h is ·: .' · .~i;:: ~1eeri the ferJf'ral h·anchise from l86] to 1835. ,,. 

'-)Stat ~.1tes of Or.tar lo l97l, c.98, :Sche,j .. pcir. 12; for ar: 
e ration or"thos(-c. 'f::nt i t 1 ~llo-vote, sec Rev! :-;ed Statutes of Ontario 

"'··-·-·---··-.. -·· · -~- ---- ------------· 
c Iv~, ::: . 9 · l 1 , 

en um ··· 
1970 ! 



Elc:ction 

136? 
1.87l 
1e75 
18?9 
1883 
1886 
1890 
1.8'}1} 

1898 ' 
19C:2 
190.5 
1908 
1911 
191h 
19'.i.9 
1 ~l? J 
~ 0') ( 
J , ,t '-0 

1S,, .2:9 
19}4 
1937 
194J 
1qli 5 ' 
1.9'4-8 
~ 91·~ J. • • ) .~ 

19.5.5 
1959 
1963 
1967 
1971 

Frcportion 

27.5 
.?.6. 8 
27.2 

.. 31.0 
2e.5 
.se.o 
5? . 9 
58.8 
.57.9 
60.1 
SJ..? 
57). 9 
61. '1 
fZI J ... . "'. 
59.B 
55.1 
.5Jn5 
52.8 
51. '1+ 
58.4 

+:· ·- Adjusted to ta.ks ~cclamations into account 

4co 

.Aec lamatio:n/Tc ts.l :?.id.i:-,.gs 

6/82 
1.5/32 
9/88 
2/.98 
5/88 
5/90 
i~/91 

2/9~~ 
1/98 

6/106 
1 •1 , ... 0,. . ( ! J. b 

l.r/1:1. 1 
J/111 
,... /11' '-/ .L 

.3/'.i.12 
8/ll.2 

~pul~j;ion St8:t~i:: ~ic: s. 0~'lt§:r5;..c;. 19_~. ( I1oronto, Queen's Pl•inter, 
Depc.r tment of T:"eatur y ;.:.rid Ecvno.raii:: s. 1969 

1 

table 1) 

Censu.:s or Cunacl<:. ~ :!..971 I "6 1 11 _, t91:t II, 42- 85 • 0 . •• ~.- ) 

1sa1 I ~ 160~ 196 1921 I, 588-601 
1891 ! 252-283 19" f I~ "r·J.i- r:.. ,..,,... 0 .. J.J. C.J ·- .... ) >' 
1~)0 1 .. .,, 11 •) ,., ,, '34 19'('1 Gat, 92-·?l 5 ,l.1 ~ J;.· · ,~ L.. ·-..,.. .. . 

ii r st~ V ;.> ~~ 
\ .J. . .,..! 



TABLB A-·2 

Pi~Or.-:· oR·rroN v~' VOTI NG-ACE ?OPJLATIGN ENFP.ANCHISED ::!.871 ~ :!.971 

'l q7" _u ... 

1881 
1891 
1901 
1911 
1.921. 
19.31 
1941 
1951 
1961 
1.971 

Elec tio r:~ 

1871 
i.883 
1890 
,.902 
1911 
192.3 
1934 
19'-U 
1951 
196) 
19'11 

* - Prior t<) 1?2'.!. excludes ft;r;;ales 

68.9 
8LO 
95.2 
97.8 

102.6 . 
96.6 
98. l} 

89.4 
92. l~ 
ae.s 
89&1 

In yeax·fi ether t han ·~ens'..ts years, the voting..-r,ge public wc-u:~ estiu!at ·ed 
by pro··rating the c ensus figuru by the per·~entage chango of the p :r.ovin.c e ~ s 
population from tl1e census year t o the election year as calculated 
from f'<::ti:;.l_~:,_t~~on Statis tic!3.• ~- 1,262. (Toronto, Qua en~ s F~inte:c, 
D8par·1;rn,=n1·c of ·J:n;asury and Economics, 1969·, 1'2.ble :t)" 

Por. e lec t :._c r.rJ .:.:'.: ~·:hich accJ.arna.t2.ons occurredi the vcting~ 2ge 
publlc- 'l:l a fi ad ~j usi..; ed t o 13 X G 1 ude· t t e populri.. tio:r. j n acclamation ridinES; 
this was coDc by ca)_cul a. t·~ng the ::-;:.tio o? persons 21 an::t over tc 
~)er·sofa> and a.pp lyir:i:-; th i s to the popuJ.a ti on in unco:rl Ler' te:d riding t-,;. 

I .... 1°<'~ j ·0 n 1 an-a' ·'6 i1 - -:~ h- 0 r1i 1""b"".,... 01"' ' "> I"\ J P.'"1" c ]"''"' "1a·.-. r ··r'-r ,.,.1·.,,,.'Yl ,.J.;. U,1 -~ .7 ._1..:.1 ~ . ..:..,-· · ·- ii .., _, ·,,_ . . u u. - J~ , ,# ...; • .. .... a - , .. ( !....:· If' ,::J .L ... · v 5 · ·· ' v .1 .• , 

so that voting-ag e pub.lie \r/as ca.lc L1'l at.eJ. ae all pe::::-sol1s 19 and 
under, pluz twcrrcy per cent of persons 20·-24 y0ars of age. 

Sources of 3 ge · data i ·Census of Canada 

1f~71 
1881 
1891s1901il19J.1 
1921 
19J1 
l.941 
1951 
1961 
1971 

II, 
II, 

III, 
T.,.. _ . .l.p 

III, 
III, 

59- 60 
119 

4 
48 
80 
.32 

II, 
oz-51.p "' J, 

A··~ 
26-2 
14--4 92-716~ 

also 1971~ cat.92-715, 
'?-5 and 7- 6. 
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el igfble voters are not usually available), this adjustment may havt 

biased the results slightly for elections in which large numbers of 

ac:lamations occurred. The data presented in Tab!e A-2 are rather more 

significant than tho:e in Table A-:, thougf1, because of the estimation 

procedures involved, they are also slightly more tenuous. Tt1is table 

; nd i cat es the percc r1tage of persons of voting age (rna 1 es -only unt ii 

1923) who were el ;Sible voters in the elections nearest the decennial 

cens-us. As th~ embarra$ :3ing figure of 102..6 PE-'" cent for 1911 sugg~sts, 

tile data are net p1ecise; neverthekss, l~ seems uni ikely that zny of 

the figures dre off by more than ~ few percentage points. 17 

A_t any rc.-:::e, the m2Jc•r impi icc:tion.s ar2 . clenr e:no•.i9h. Starting 

from a base of about two thirds of the aduit male p0pµldtion, the fran- · 

adult males· had the vote, and ·.-1 i th the 18.5'3 Mar~hood Su ff r . .:ige ,l\.:;t, vi rt:.1-

ally all Ontar io men had the vote. The decline in the percentase of 

voting age public enfranchised 2fter the Second World War likely re• 

fleets the influx of non-British immigrants who may not vote until they 

become naturalized citizens; since rrost im~nigr~nts befor8 this v.•ere 

-·--·--··-------·---------------------·--------·--.,.--
17 h 1 "d -~· · bl . . 'T _ere are sever a_ ' ent 1 • r a e sources 01· po t ent: a 1 eiTOr for 

the 1911 fig~re which suggest that it is proLab)y the least accurate: 
J) the bias introd~ced by the 17 accl~matlons, most of which w~re in 
rural area::>, which lllo}' have ha(; oiffen~nt 2:ge structures frcJm the cities 
and towns; in this reg~rd, no te the abnormality in Table A-! of the 
19ll figure; 2) ;:he esti;,: :::ti0n of number 0f 20 ye.::ir olds; in addition, 
the nu~be~ of persons for whom age was not 2scertained reached a peak 
;., tht:: 191'1 census; 3) the 1911 elec~ion was held in Der..ember, ~--ihile 
the census ~vas take~ In April (the p1·oviroc2 1 s tvtal populat !on 9re1t' by 
approx1mr.itely l. 78 pu cent hem 191 ! tu l9i2) . 



Brilish subjects, they were ent!tled to vote after fu!fil! ~ ns ~short 

residency reqJfrement. 18 The low figu re for 1943 is the result of the 

faiJure cf the Liberal gov~rnrnent's system of proxy voting for soldiers 
. . )a 

overseas; ._, -,,:ith typical Tor;r ndministrativ ·~ cornpeteni:e; a much rr:on~ 

effective system "''as instituted for the 1345 eJt:;ction. 

·------.- .. ,..._.,_ __ . __ ' -----·-------.----------·....__ _ _.._ 

18
unlike ,;t the f,o:de1·a! ie·1e1, British sub_iects are still 

pla.:ed o~ an equal foo ting with Canadian citize~s; both must f~!fill a 
one year residence req11ir2ment befo;e becoming entitled t~ vote, and 
e;f ·~ou:-se must ~ot be among those cl2ss<?s prohibited from voting, 
namely pr·is0n ,~ rs, mental pF.iti ,~nts, ret L::·riin~1 of'f'icers, and election 
clerks, and judcies . Rcvi:.ed Stritutes of Onta rio c . Jl12; Statutes of 
Oric:::i:-ic i971 c loo anc: c 3i:f~Schi::d. ,-Par:-r2-;- Stat:Utes of (Jn.tario "T9f~. 
c 1£;:-0.-- ' 



P..ppendix 8 Scu-.·ces of o.::ita 

The problems inherent in aggreg-:ite d~1t<1 analysis~ for e):amplc, 

the !eco!og1cal fa1Jacy 1 or the masking of i~portsnt variation in the 

aggregation process, are 0eil -kncwn to anyone who h2s worked with 

ecological datG. Aggregate election results do poss~ss some advantages 

::over ~:.ir-.1 ey .~ .:it2, prirnari ly in the avoidance of sampl !n9 p1·oblt-!rr1s, anci 

the oftentimes wide gap between reported atcitLldes and actual bah ~ viour. 

How~ver, their outst ~ ~ding str0ng point is simply th2t they exist and 

represe:lt tne only data aval.lable for systematic lon~-tcrm analysis .c 
()I 

voting behaviour. Since the official election statistics for Ontario 

are rerna;kabiy :o.ni:-lete, .o:nd preserit rela~iv ,~iy few pro'Jlems in compi:a-

tlon, the onalysis ~f those data !s surely ·a gooc de~! better than 

guesswurk an d iri~uition. The f.irst qu~s!:icr. ·~:::;be d~.:.H with, ~:hF~ n, 

concerns the appropri~te u,it of ~nillysis. 

ide.:illy, the unit of analysis should be as ~ ;·nail and 3:; homo-

se ri~ous as po~sible, so as to minimize the c~fects of the ecc1:Jgic3 l 

fa1!2cy, and to avoid maskin~ important variations. In practical terms, 

htWJ·:we.-, the ('~Jtions are usually si:;vere1y 1inited, -so that avaiJ:able 

clat·a 2 ~·e usu .~i Jy aggregated to 1;1uch 1ar9er <'!nd morr.--: div:::rse. u t1its than 

one wou1d prefer. Si~ila1·1y, the opportunity rarely presents ltseif 

to put into ~r2ctice Shively's admonition that individuals be grouped 

so that their ~core on the dependsnt veriQbJe is indspendent of the 

on whi~h they were More reallst.ic. · is E.ric. f.:,!iai·dt'::; 

---~~-·---.. ------------···--··----.. ·· ··-~~-----·-·-------··~------~~- .. ----
iPhilips Shivf:ly, 11The U:::;,; of Aggi-,;c:1at12 Dat<:i to SD!dy ndi'Jicl

u;J is'', ~:~.!..::=.:?.!..~ , f~_!.J..!:.i~~~L S.::_I_:;.~?:~--B.:~:.v_i_1:~: \·:'.. U 1 l 1 (Dec.e;:; be r ,, 19(i ~l i i 86. 
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w,H·riing t:r,;.:,t if 'rJe. attem::it cwusal intero:-etatlor.s on the basis of ecoi-

ogica1 d2-~a, 11 it ser.;ms irrportant to use: data units which 1·eally corres-

pond t•) areas that pr~op1e a;e aware of and 1vith which they identify 

i\t fir.:;t blush, the township \•1ould seem the best unit of analy-

'.O•~ f:i;- C; :rari•::., Tc11Ji1::;hips a;·e th0 fundamental building blocks of the 

Ont~rio administrative structure; they generally have populations sub-

stantiai!y less th~n 10,000, and are usually ~f high salience to their 

inh.=ih1t2·nts; save ti1ost: absorbed •ntc cities, their boundaries have 

remair.ed can5tant sin~e before Confederation; 3 they are the basic unit 

for most cen~us reports, and ;or non-urban election ret~rns. Against 

s::x:i2 i;-;-,port;;ir.t ce.ns 1J:: data are not available L•y town.ship; ;nos·~ of :lonh·-

ern Or1to:irio, -:;lthou~rn f()rniaily subdivid2cl ir.to townships, is grnuped, 

in both c.e:·,s :Js arid election returns, under 1 unorgan i :leJ 1 in each county 

or-elei:tor.::• l district;_·with a few exceptions, after 1871 the election 

results are nor aggregated to township level, so that an astronc~ical 

number of calculations 01~ individual pol! retur:-.s would be required to 

organize the data; most significant ofa11, though, is the lack of any 

------------ ------------·--
21 '1mpl icatlons of 'within-Nation Variations and Regional lrr.bal

a:icf;S fc1 Cross··N2thneil Rrc!search 11
, in Richard L. Merritt and Stein 

F:okk<lil eu.3.' Compari r·~o :'!c-t!Ol!S : The us~ of Qu3ntitative f'Jata in Cre ss-' - . --"'-·-·- - ' 

Nat_!,oPal_ Re_~C.02. (New Heiv(;11~ Y<:ile Universit/ Press, 1966), 340. 

]Virtually a!i of Southern Ontario had been su~veyed into town
ship Ly J8l.~9, vJith many ;:-redating tl:e 'v./ar of 1312; see C.f= .. J. '1~hi:::DE:I 1, 
1tfhr..! Fo~ it:ical ·Territorial Structure j1 in G.L. Gentilecoi·e, ed., Or. i.: 2rio 
(Tcr-c:)nto; Uni\·ersitv of Tornnto Press, 1972) .. e~p. 116. The mov(-:--~ 
rfo9lo11a1 qovernr:r. •".~1t r1as ;c :JridJITl\:' rli:: 2 lly ,:;Ji:o.'r.:·d ;:he: bcund.?.ries 2nci tht:. 
r~inctio1: :)f the tc:,.,;r.::; i'1ir:- . 
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1

.::111c '..l l .. LC:: : sc u1~ r1n1r1c' n o r ;: n11 

L: r: i ·c (_;f .:::na l ys Is. ' conc.e o 1 

do p:>SSeSS SIF.·h C jllc•li lie~. , In ::-um , llw 

uf ca ndid2te has been 

to"<11 ~:istr· i ct~:. L e9 / ~, ] at ur E"S, ar;d Min i s 1i-i es of the P 1·01 'in ·:~" ·,f Ontcir·i•· .. --- -· ·-· -·--- - ~·------- ·----- _. -·-----..2'--·-... ...... , ... _ ---- - ·-·--- ·.--~~ -· ...... -- ---·- ·~---~----- .... - · · ·-· ---- ---~ ··· - --~----~-..- -- .. --.. ·---
4 

.::ire! i for the ~S71 , 1975 2 r:d 1977 e l ec:i: ions, 

- --- -------·· .. -~ .. ·· ·· ---------~--..- -- ---·- ·· ._. _...., __ ____ _____ ,_ - - -........ ~ -- ---··~~----- · · 
~ -~ --- .---~---~- ~ '"~- - -- ... ~--- ... ·------------ --

L~ 
Toroll~o, C:~uce n's Prin:.c~r, lSC8. 
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;r1ade revealed no discrepancies, ot.hei- than .J fev.1 ob·/ious typog r:: ph!c2l 

errors. 6 

The .Cente.!::2l_§!.l_.!jist£!:Y attaches pei; .. i:y affiliations to the candi-

dates, based primarily on t~c reports of the c~nstituency rerurnin9 

off leers. ;:-or elections up to and including that of 1886, Lev: is' desig-

~at ion of th~ ca nd1 date 1 s affiliations were checked agai~st the e12c~ed 

appea1ing in the Toronto .§_lobe, and in scatt2!-e.d references in second

ary .sources."! Cnly a handful of inconsi .ster:c:ies we1·e encountet'\;d, \·Jiiich 

Were resolved in favour of the f'?meanion dnd the.§.!..?.~~· The 1867 elec-

tio~, conducted bAfore the f~nal sol idif lsation of party I ines , presented 

-·--·------------------··-------·-·----------_____ ,. ________ _ 
60 d • £ r b I ( • j ' ' • . . +: - • • • ne. 1 j;erence et\\/eeri tne .e·,tr-•,-,r·,12 r;1storv ana the o . ric•ai 

returns is that, particularly in the--e a·;::"(~,.--years,-the,_f;.inn e: r; omit s car.di
dates \vho attracted only a handful of votes (s~veral, in . facL, failed tc.• 
receive~ single vot e). - · 

7f]!!_;:ji .=:'..:',. P;,;rl iarr.012..~arY..J:om;:ia_i::i.i~~t.-1.~72, ej. Henry J. Morgon 
(Mont rea I : ..;chn ~.G '1 e 1 I , 187::) ; Cana d i :rn Par J i amen t a rv Comp anio n c:1nd 
~.nr·~-~l_R.c-::o i St!.ci·_J..§_78' e.c. c. H. ·~ra-c-i<Tr1 .. tosh-(Otta\cla: c it i ze n PrTi··t !rig ar.1 
Publ ishin9, 1878, 210-45; Canadian Par1 iamentarv Co:n::ia11i on 2nd .Ll.nnua1 
Re~_ister J!80, c~ a. C.H. Macf<.!ntosh (Ottawa~·cltize.n-Pl:rntir19 aiic:-~ui:fi
shing, 1880), 262.-9/; CC:lnadian P.~1 i a mc::nt a .0' C~an; c;, n_._188 ~, <::.c!. J.A. 
Ge~1n;ill (Ottavv:.: J. Durie and Sons, i88 5), !90-?23; C:=rnad ia n Parl!an12·1-
~ar_y. _s:orn f) a~or~_J88z, ~d. J,A. Gemmi ll ( Otta\•ia~ .J. Dur7ie a nd Sons-:-·~r3,~:;-7r, 
192-227; T8ronto Globe, March 21-2, 1871, January 13, 1375, June 6, 18 79, 
febru.::iry 28, i883~ Decemb .2 r 29, 1836 ; Ti-,e Don: inion 1\nrwa! qe ·1ie~11 2 :1ci 
Reg_[_§_ter, 1879, ed. :-l. J . 1~c rg.Jn ( Gtta•,;a-;Ma-~lea-;;-,-Roge~--an .TCompa ;:;).-:: 
J88u), 159··63; .I~e O::>r.•:n i~' " P.nn-:;~1 l\evie1\1_an~~e_gJ__st~_C_~8S2, eci . H.J. 
Morg21n \TorontD~ Hunte r, Re.se and Company, 1883), 423 ·· /; ·: he De:·;; inion 
Ann1..ial R.evie'<' <:md P..Pl'i!~·tcr, 1886. ed, H.J . Morgan (Mont:r:0al:-Eus;be·
S1211ecal et Fi'"'.is:-·1~3;?,7;'-), 3(.8-72; -v!.S. \{al !2:::e, "Psi itica1 History !867-
i9i21i in Ca~ada and :ts Prcvinc~s , ed. Adam Shortt and Arthur G. Doughty 
(Toi on to~ -Gl a.sgo\;-;~c(8.rook, l '.:J F~) , XVI I , I 03-85; C:. fUi./. Si ggat, s l r 
Ol_i ver:._M01i_?_~~~--~~-~~raph i ca 1 Sk<.;_!: ~-1~. (Toror.tn: W.an·1i ck Sroth i::: rs ar:d 
Ro..Jt tc r, l SCS) ; .A C'1c.J_~£..~d i _a of ... -~_il~:_ad_i :;:i f!_!:J.2£~.!2.1~, ec'. Geo rgt; Mac; e.dn 
Rose (Toronte; ~:os~ Publishing, 1886). 
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)~oe 

did not i~clude biographical data on member~ of the Ontario Par] iament , 

Thus, the maln source used to chec~ the data presented in the Cen tenn i ,3 l 
------~~ ... -

~is.~g:z v..·a~ tty~ Toronto .§..!_?b<;._ for Augu'.>t and September 1867 (the ~dee ·· 

:-. io;·1 s ~Jere he:c :::;ve:r;;; period of sever;;l vJeeks). Geor :~ie Brovvn and his 

~t2ff certainly had I ittle trouble in identifying candidAtes 2s opposi-

t1on 'Reformers' or as 'Coa!iti::mist' supporters of the Sandfield Mac-

donald goverr.ment and~ in the half dozen instances of c:!isagre.ernent, the 

Globe's 8 designation was acc~pted over tha~ in the Lewis volume. 

The electfon of 1394 ~~s an unusually confused affair; not ohly 

were acsusotions and denials of al ·l iances between the old parties and 

the nev.i Pa\.rons of lnc,ustry a'ld Pr(1LE:st;;nt Prot.::ctive A:>so:::iation fly"in g 

th•ck and fast, but a l-:>rge number of ca;;dic.:;tcs claimed or were attrib-

uted affiJ iation to more tha•1 one par·ty. C<rndidates with dual affil ia-

tlons were assigned a primary affiliation 1n accordance with tne consen-

9 sus of a number of sourGes, and designated as having a secondary 1cyalty.-

---··-----·---,---------
8 M.H. Sm2IJ checked the party affiliation of successful candi-

dat~s in the pro-coalitionist Toronto Leader, finding few discrepancies 
frc;n the Globe's categorization; M.H. Sr:iall, 11

;\ Study of tf~e Dornir;on 
and P;-011incial E:lectic;i of 1867 ;n Ontario 11

, unpubl is hed M .. i\. thesi~: , 
('_Uf.eil 1 :5 University, 1968. 

0 
JThe followiGg ~ources were used: Farmers' Sun, April 17, May 

8, jur;e 27, 1894 ; Canadian Pa:· I ia171.;;ntarv Corr:p::inTan·--i1f97," ed. J .. ~. Gemm i ll 
(C ttc::v:a: J. Durie arrc' -so;;;;-TS'.Y/7~-~~33-·b{L:A. """tJc.o.d ,-A Hi storv of r~ 2 rm
ers 1 Mnvcnents in Cur:ad a ( Tornnto~ Ryerson, 192.li-). tj9-2,o; S.E.0 . Shc;:t t, 
·:·isociat-Chang'e and Pofit':cdl Crisis in Ru.-al Ontario: The Patrons of 
!ndijs~ry !889-1896 11 in Dun 3 ld Swain5on, ed., Oliver Mowat 1 s Ont~rio (Tor-
onto: 1-\acmil?an, 1972). 221-6; .J arn€:~- T. i../att,-:·i~~ntf=-cathol icism in-
Ontari0 Politics: The Role of the Protestant Protective Associ0tic11 in 
"i: he 139;. Ei ec ti on'! , g_:.~~::J r i '?.JJ! . .=-..!:9.!.Y Li X (M<:irc:1, ! 96 7) , 62. ~6. 
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The only other contest to present diffic~iti2s was that uf 19lS> 

in whicil affiliations of sorr.e ca'.ldiciates 1t1cn: u11certc.ir1. ~iever:J] c..c'"r·i:~c-

1 11 

2nd 1::h::: Gi eibe . 'u 

Duc-, l ridings nave not been prorniricilt in Ontacic eiec.tor~i h:st·· 

ory. The city of Ottawa returned two members frcn i894 until ;908; fr~n 

I ;355 L.n ti l 1834 Toronto returned three rr;embe rs (with the ingenious pro-

vision thdt each elector had only two votes, thereby ensuring thdt the 

Liberals, who otherwise would have bean shut out, secu(ed one fcronro 

rnernLer); from 1908 until ?925, the four cicy of Toronto dlstr·lc.i:s re-

t~rned a member from the 'A' seat 21;;.J a m-::mber from 'St ~ecit, in serar--

e~ch party were divided by tw0; in a f~w casc3, th!s :cs~lt~ in som2-

thing of a distortion for parties v:hich r·~;n o :ily a si!"1gle cand1d .;i le; hm-; -

evers no $UCerior method suggested ~tsc1f. 

The number of el igibie voters was taken dire~tly fro~ · the offi

cial election returns 1n the Sessi~nal Papers. 11 Although th~ returns 

·----------·---
iOP:-!r!iamentarv Guide 1922, 2d. E.,l. Ci·; a :-nbers (Glta\111eo,: Mortimer 

Co.; 1922)-:--:io·s::39;I~ci2 ~-~~-.:~'.:0~~·~_.i__J\~~~ e:v.1, ec. J. (a:-, .~e J l Ho;)k ins 
(Toronto: Annual Review Pubi ishing, i920) , 661-5; Tora~to Glab~. Oct-
ot:e:- 14, 21 , 19 l 9. - ·-- · 

l I r· . • ~ • · • rin tar·· ·1 o S ., .:; ·- ·1 .~ r ·· 1 "' - "'er., l 0 ,. 8 n ' 1 n R .)Oec 1 T 1 cc. i i y, _v_• -·----· .::_:_:-__ ..:,'_'..~..!.~ . ..: __ ..:::. . . n~ ->, nu:rwe ;· , ; 1 _, 72, 
nw~1be. r- 39; ·1876, nun·,!Jer 59; 1880, numDer 19; 183L, l"UrnhL~r !; 1337, num
bc:- 13; !891, number l; 1895, number l; 1899, ;iumber I; 1903, nurr.ber· 46; 
1906, number 46; !909 , number 46; 1912, numter 49; 1915, Gumber 50; 
1920, number 51; 192li-, nuri1ber L~J; 1\i27, numb-=r 25; 1929, nurJ,c1· 3; 1935, 
rlu~·1b· er '15· 1igj'9 11t.r"b•'-'r· 2i::· JoL,3 number !+Q· 1 ci.+r:; -, .. ~1 ·..,'°' .. .'·(l· -., ;, .. .. . , Ii .... . .... J - u, ' ......... . ~' . _,., ' · . .. , l..) ,,,.;' l• ..... ll;L...•\.; I ""t ! ...... .... t;:. 

1945, election returns, though still off;cially designated 35 s s ~sional 
p~;.iers, ha ,rP. bee n i ~.5u,~d in the for1n of R0turn f ; .. om ti1 e Recor ci 5:. miide !:iv 
,L. •1"' f"h : '·' f ·L"-: I pr t- 0 ((J ; c ,: f i c "'' r -·--·--- --~ ·-·-- --·--· ··-----··------· . . 

1\. . . . ., ...... _ .... \,,. . ~. -· 



C:•re c;uif:e compiete, a fe11 1-igun::s 1vere four1d to bE: incorrectly teli :ec, 

part!cul<.irly on the sum;nary she:ets, so th2t any figurr=s which loo~ed 

im&-' robabie !n light of thP, number of v;)tE::s cast, or earlier· and l2tF::r 

nL'moers 'Jf el igibh: el~ctors,, vu~re totalled anevv from the ir.di ·1iciu2J 

pol I returns . ·i n scrnA c a'.:i es. the number of eligible voters had not 

b~?~ £dded 2lthough ~!l th~ poll results were given; such cases were 

s 1.::p l y .;;: cl deJ. In other cases, estimates were required for a few polis 

(out of perhaps one hundr~d in a riding) which did not report eligible 

\:oters ... In another nineteen instances, such estimation procedures we re 

not possible, due to a large n0mber of in:omplete polls; for these 

ridlnss, the number of eligible voters .was estimated by taking the ;neai1 

e~ ec torates were smal I ana relativeiy stable in total, this is unlikely 

to have introduced any serious er rors. In five cases of newly-settled, 

r~?idly-growing areas, these procedures were not possible, and the num-

L ... "b1 d d . . _, 12 
·1e;· at· r: r 1 g' .. c voter·s v:as co e as m 1r-;s1 ng uata 

- .... - .......... -- _ __ ..,.;__ ... _______ .__ .. __ &~----·-----·<-•• ... ---._.._----·-·,.·-·-----------·-----· 
l 2.,.~ " 1 . 11ese ':'ere K.9011ia i88J, Algona Cast 1890, P,lgcma Hest lf.90, 

Muskoka 1886 and 1390. 

l30ntario Se:::si0;1a1 Pa.>ers J8Sli, 11um0t:t 70 ; i'.303, numl:e:- l18; ___________________ ;._ -
1925, number 50; On t a rio Gdzette. Dece~be r 6, 1319. 2932-3 . 

In 1902, the que-stTon···posed was, ''An" you in favour of bring··· 
i:v:r ir; to fcrce Par~ i j cf ;Th•;:: Liouor A::t 1

, 1902? 1 ' / Statutes of 011tar.io 
J c1;::J2 c 3 ~ · P;:i r· t i: eiutho.-iz;:d prchibition if p?ebiSCltery· u 1~-pro~·21,:;-a-5· _, : • #' ' _ , 

obt.:oir,2d, a ~ set out i:i Part!/ -
-ri... • ., ]q-Jq "•e'-'ti•·n '' v~er ·c:· · 1) 11/l.r 0 ·yor.• in favou .... o.f: .. ,,, . r·r-.-,.,;:i r '- ~ J _ _ .,.. ""': 1,,.; - ' _. ._ • • • - • • 1 LI t L. - r I-:; c. • 

c;i= th E', On\a:io Tempe ta -icc Act? 11 (i.e. rw p~·ohibition); I~) 11Ar-e you in 
favuur C.~fth:3-saf"C-· oi ·:~~PTr~1-~('·.;,~'·s and 1 : 1.~it ;Iquc.1 rs thro:..19h G0v ~.:: r-n.n .-; nt 



ft :s im;:> C' c::oibl~ to determine hoY.1 cr:curate these figure~ m~y 

be. It is improbable that more than an infinitesimal proportion of 

p~ 
the figures are Incorrect by virtue of clerica l or p~inting erro r s. 

A far more s e ricy1s rroole~n i1wc; ·ivcs th8 qus:stion of sys·tematic ccrrup-

ti on ::it election rime:, (.;!iiefi'/ ! n the prepar.Jtion of voters I ists and 

s1.mdry f0nris cif bal L)t··~~tuffing. In t:r"::~ nirieteenth cen \: t..;ry~ stai1dnrds 

of morality in the electoral aren~ ~ere less stringent than tpday, so 

that irregularitie!; r:o·sul tin9 in controverted eiection.s were fairly 

1 C' 
regular occurrences . ~ The abuses of open balloting a~d secretive 

1 (. 

compilation of voters lists "" !e d to t:1e introduction by the Mov·1at 

administrat· ion of mo re ope~ pro~edurcs for assembl ins ii!;ts of electors, 

t ' l . . • L I 1 i 7 
09et1H::r >'litn l:1ie Secret, ;-::.rnb<::rec n.?.• 1C.t. AlthouJh the numbered 

agencies ar:d amendrn~nts · to the O~tc:rio Te~1 ::• erarice A.:t to f:"2;-1,1it such 
sale?" Q_i.Jes tions 2 c:; r-,d .3, .-io t ~""1al~,5 ·~;-;.;re,-a5-k~d ;;bour th P. s<il1:. of 
I isht. beer in ·s ·)ve .-i1n ;ent oL•Llet ::; and in hote!s. All four q·.1::stions 
had to be answered er the ballot was voided. 

The 1327+ questions Y.1e1·P. 1) 11Ar e you in f;J vour of th;: cont:nu
ance of thfo Ontar i' :i Telliperancr; Act?"; 2) 1 ·/\re you in f3v0ur of the 
sale as a bev ~rage cf beer and spiritous liquor !n scaled packages 
under Gov·:.rnment c•.) :~trol ? 11 .P.ff l rmcit i ·1e 2ns1ri e rs. for these questions 
were taken as f0r ~ n d against p ~ohibiti on r espectively, 

14After considerable che~king, the only fisurc clea~ly in this 
ca t egory is the nu~ ~ e r of el i~ i b l e vot e r s for Al gum~ ~~ 1879 . Acc0rd
ing to the of f icic..1 returns, which are fr e e fron1 errors in extension, 
no tess than 2007 ~f 2073 registe~ed electors cast be) !cts in this 
encrmmis rid i ng . Tf1 ·::. numher of cl ig'ble 1,·oters 1;.;c:s disrega r·ded arid _ 
ccdad as missing da t a. 

l5Fcr a d:scL:s:::ion of t.hese p:-ob h.:ms at the fed::ra! levei, :;ee 

Non1:an Ward• J~he C.:Jn ac ~-'?. ~!_._ H 0 1;:;~'?.f._~o~~-~~~-~~.J..t;.~~~ J~'.~, ;: <;; cor:d 
edition, ch. X!V. · 

o .. ~ . ~- - . . 
~1.<Jt ·!._c:: :o. •)t Cn~ :.1;·10, ---· ~~- .. -- ·- -- ·-· - - ---

Elections of 1867: 
(D ec2~ber ,, ! 970) , 

Kl '. i es ::f 
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b ;.1 l i o t l e f t t :·1 e po s s i b i l i t '/ G f i den t i f y i n g ci 11 i n d i v i cl u a J ' ~- ch o ! cc: , 

thi~ was judged a lesser evil than ballot-Lox stuffing which was rend -

ercd far r1101-e clifficult. These measures reduced, but in a] I I ikel i., 

hoo(i failed to elirninate fraudulent electoral practices. Electoral 

corruptio11 0pp2rent!y reached its zenith in the waning years of the 

eel~: s.?>d"l;1 observed that i:ontario, the intellectual and moral ceritre 

c,f Canada, heis even acqt; i reel a11 undes i r·a!J 12 notoriety for el ec:t i oncer-

• .c I I P. 
!n:; :· rat1

·:
11 . - \.Jheti1er i:,]ecioral corruptio11 was mor·e pronocnced unde:i-

Ros~, thar. under Mov1at or 'vlhitney is a moot point, given our lack of 

systcrratic informulion. L\ccordingly / J· hc~ p0ssihi1 il·y of S) ' St~rna1ic, 'Nide,preod 

inaccurocic5 in t~ , e data us a resu!t of i!legal mrn~i;:uin1icn: rnu ,, t be noled, iGr 

it cunnot 

f;edistributions 

Redi::;tributio11s, ever the bane of aggregate 2nalysts, proved a 

serious, but not insu(mountable, problem. A fundarner,tal trade-off ex-

lsu, between the precise c:ornpa1ability cf longitudinally-analysed 

ridings, and the number of continuous ridings available for such anal-

ysis. A compromise figure of twenty-five ~er cent was decided upon in 

order to minimize the number of ridings which would h8v2 to be exclude~ 

frurn i-~~e an2lysis because of boundary changes,. while maintaining a 

reasonabl·~ ·level of tHnpor-al comparabiiity among th':: ridings remaining 



for analy~:s. ln other words, a rtding in which less than a q~art e r 

of the post-redistribt..: ·i:ion population had riot beer-1 transferred .f_~ 

other ridings and no more than a quarter of the pre-redist~ibution 

population had been transferred to other ridi~gs was considered to be 

the 'samer r icii n;; a riding not meeting these criter i a was considered 

as two distinct units, one terminating at the redistribution and one 

commencing with it. For the mo~t part, these calculations were not 

difficult, since the organization of the censu~ usually paral!elecl the 

official definition of the constituency closely; problems might have 

been encountered in the larger cities, had not it been o~vious ln al-

n.ost ail instanc.es tha:: cha chan9~s .~ere eiU:cr ver/ minor else sweep-

. 19 ·no· I' - t 
the 1ar9e tracts of uno r9 an'.zed or ~pJrsely settled areas in 

Nort;1crn Or:tario crea1:ed a i=e\~ difficulties, but no:.:;1ing insurmc ~.i n: c;bl,;:; . 

Toble R.-' shows the number of :-idin:JS co'1sit1ered to hrive 

changed or to h2 vc remained the same at each redistribution since Con-

- . . 20 
teG~rat1on. · As will be s2en the only swe~ping redistricti ngs oc-

curred in 1925, 1~33, and 1966; the others made mostly minor chang~s, 

or else wer·e confined to a certain locale {1894, Toronto and Hamilton; 

--------------·---· 
19 -·L 1 • r • b b • ' !11e .:ima,9arnat1on or cont1g 'Jous su_ur s into the main city 

(fo1· instance, Toronto Jun cl: ion and tJorth Toronto with Toronto, and 
Walke.-vl !!·?. ;;nd Riverside in \./incisor) ca 1Jse::! some problems i;1 actually 
determi n1 11~ consi:itue:~cy bounJari es, as dirJ shiftin9 \vard boundaries · 
i ;i Toron to and O tta~._ia; I \-Vi sh to thank Mi ch3e l '.::oucet 2nd Glenn ~!right 
for unearthing old ward map~ of th8se cities fbr ms. 

~o 

LI.rt· c:>t-•• ···- ..; of u··r:1t"'rio -,p,~//J C ?• 1°i=.. , _: (;""] ·· v LI:!~ (.~ , J • , ·-, 0 ':.., 

l 908 c. 2; J 9 Ji+ c J,; 1926 c . 2 T I 93 3 c. 56; l j 
c. 137; the ridihgs were or iginally defined 
ic~ Act 1 1367, First Schedule. 

c . 2; 1894 c.2; 1902 c.i+; 
L1 C. 84 ; l 96 3 c . ) 2 5 .: : 96 6 
:n the 31!tish North Amer-



EFFECTS OF REDISTRIBUTIONS ON CONTINUITY OF RIDINGS 

Redistribution Hidings 
B~~fo1~~3 

18~7.~1· e2 
1885 88 
'.1.894 89'~* (2) 
1902 9J (1) 
1908 97 ( 1) 
191-4 102 un 
:1.~25 10'? l h) \ . 
19JJ 112 
" 9 '11} l ~ 90 
1963 98 
1966 108 

Ritiings 
'11ermina ted 

8 
14 

2 
J 
7 

12 ' 
J4· 
52 

8 
6 

4·2 

Rid ingi:.• Ridings 
Unchanged Created 

'74 14 
75 14 
87 6 
90 7 
90 12 
90 j 7 . 
7J 39 
60 JO 
82 16 
92 16 
66 51 

returned * ··· numb'.;'I's 2.n o~:.':::id:cts i!105-:-ei-~>'.' ::<dcUtlonal n;ernbers 
dual 2nd trip l e s~ats, whi~h ~~s only counted 0nce 

** .. riding of Nipissing crE:a ted in 1889 

Ridings 
After 

88 
88 (2) ·)!-
93 ( 1 ) 
97 (1 \ 

- j 

1. 02 (l-1-) 
107 (4) 
112 

90 
98 

108 
11? 

from 



4.1.5 

1902, Northern Ontario; 1963, Toror;to suburbs). in a!l, some 283 

riding-units were defined according to the above criteria; sixteen of 

these existed in virtually the same form for two separate spans of time. 

In order to allevi~te the problem of bias!ng the results when a 

large number of the ridings had to be dropped from a facet of the analy-

sis, sush as correlating 1934 voting with 1929 voting, a series of arti-

ficial ridings was constructed. These artificial ridings are simply 

additions of the votes from two or more ridings into one or more ridings 

to which they correspond. This procedure 1:1as made possible by the un-

willingness of those redrawing the electoral map ro transcend county 

b ' ' 21 ounaar1es. Dy way o: illustrsticn, pri~r to 1966, Ha~tings County 

wa3 divided into two ridings which we~a drastically altered into two new 

ridings, ::.o d.at the tot'3l of th,:, t\vo nE\'; ridings ~:c1ctly eq·.12llcc! the 

totc.1 uf the t"'C nid on.::s; in 1%6, Peel Cocnty, pn;viously one riding, · 

was split into two. ln each of these cases, one artificial riding was 

c0n::;tructed.; providing a means of including Peel a:id Hastings C''.)Unties 

in correlations i3cross the 1966 redistribution . Most ridings so con-

structed: 82 in all: were precise splits or consolidations, though a 

few ~Jere not so neat, a fe.M were quite 1eirge - four ridings consol 1-

dated into three - and, in a few cases involving Toronto ridings, it 

vas not possible to construct artificial ridings, for they would have 

-----·----.. -------·------··-·-·----------
21 For the rur::il art;as of the south, it \V'JU]d have been possible 

to re-constrwct precisely ridings which were altered at·r·edistrihutions 
using 3ub-township poll data. This was not done for twn reasons: l) 
It would have bee~ enonnously time-consGming; 2) ~o such counterpart 
wcs possible for the urban areas, due to a 12-:::k of kncMledge about pol i 
l 0c;2t ions. 
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ha:! to inc:lude virtu;_illy the entite !'.'.ity. Nevertheless, they do pro-

vide a reasonable method of including the e11t!re province in analyses 

across redistributions) with fairly minimal conceptual damage to the 

. t - 1 . 22 ur.1 ot c:ma ys1s. When~ver these artif!cial ridi~gs are e~pioyed, 

this fact is noted in the analysis. 

F1n<i!"!y, a highly impressionistic, but also quite intriguing 

indicator of ar. area's political disposition at the time of the 1837 

uprising was inco:-:)crated into the data set. Ir. his Movements of Poli-

confidential memorandum prepared either . by or for Governor Arthur ab0ut 

May, 1839. This Joc11m"x1t c,ffe;8ci jvdg r;r,1ents as to the loyalty or dis-

2ffection among the µop;Jle::c2 0f the vario11~ districts and counties of 

' 1 . . 23 
tnt' cu i:1n 1 e~. Fol! ()w i 1~9 this, c;pp ;-a r SC: 1 ' canst! tl!enc i E:S 1/'lr i ch v·e:·e 

inh'7bitd at trie d :r;e 1.·18re cate90ri:u.·c1 as either loy:!l or disloyal. 

This approach to the legacy of political radicalism in Ontario was sug-

;:<e::.ted by Paul Opferkurch vJho uncovered "a surprisingly dose relat!cn-

ship .•• betwe~n the 'disloyal 1 and d~ubtful counties of 1839 and these 

.,.:hi.:.h sv1itcl1ed drastir:ally to Diefenbaker in the 'electoral rebe11ion 1 

---·-··----------~---"-----·-------~-- ---·.--.·--------------· 
22

unti1 the 1966 redistribution, virtually all changes outside 
the urban centres were made within the confines of county boundaries. 
For example, ,·1;ost of the char.92s i n 1933 \·Jen:!· si:ni:ly conso! ida t i::;n5 of . 
two 'half-county ' ridings into a 5ingle riding (Perth East and Perth 
l{'.;;;;r. i:1to Perth) o r similar one-for-two consolidations (London ~kirth 
and Lo~don So~th 1nto London). In 196~, however, many inter-county 
bm1nd2ry shifts 1-: ~re introduced; this trend ha5 acceh:r.=Jted with the 
1975 red!s~ributfon. 
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of 1957 vnci 19:_,3•1. "·4 

Socia1 Datd 

The social datJ employed in this t~esis have been taken entirel v 

from th:: dect-:nnial Census of Can2.da, and all but the data from ~he last 

Cf~nsus ~'.'ere t a~ .. t: r< frc:m pubi ished reports , The most ;;erious shortcoming 

inherenr 1n census data is simply that at b~st they contain only approxi-

~at ions of the data we should 1 ike to have. Even within the framework 

of the standard demographic questicns which the census-takers did ask, 

iarg~ gaps abound. For e xample, it is not 1rnssible to sort out the 

ldsh Catholics from the Irish Protestants, 50 thc;t this important cleav-

age is l<:!rgely masked by the c::nsu::. r>e:ports. The most significant gap, 

hm'./c:v€:r·, is '.he lack of o ... :C'.,pcitlon2i data frc·n 1871 until 1951.
25 

A11otl .a · ~ :>: t of rv·c.bl·~ms relates to the quality of the dat::i it-

self. A:th,x:r.;h :' n recu1t Y·?3r~ the census hos been carried out .•.Nith 

pain!taking att e ntion to detail and accuracy, such was not always the 

c.ise. :n the early ye,;rs, by \v.~y of illustration, ~he definitions us~d 

changed freq1Jently, and were oftenti~es regrettably vague; N.B. Ryder 

has pointed out ho\1 shifting and unsertain conceptual as well as opera-

t1onai definitio~s have pe rvaded the Census' origin statistics, with 

the result thc:t some figures, pa1·ticularly for those not .of French or 

~· 
L4+Paul Raymond Opfer~ur:h, 11Southern Ont;:irio Voting Patterns, 

19i·i5-l959 11 ) M.A, thesis .- U:iiversity of l{isconsin, 1963, 62. 

?~ . 
- ~in the 1941 ce nsus, occupational da~a were published, but 

they · \"''-~re only broken dcwm tc rural 3ild urban :::ompone.nts foi" each 
ccun t)'. 
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Anglo-Saxon orlgin, ar<:' highly unt"el iable. 26 

The final set of proble~s with t~c census data relates to the 

difficulty in fitting the census u11its to our ~nits of analysis, the 

constituency. Fortunately, since the census reports break down most 

of the variables we are interested in tc the township and village level~ 

the fit between the social and political data is in most cases exact. 

The major exceptions here are in tlie urban areas, prior to the intro-

duct ion of tract data iG 1951; as a result, most of the Toronto ridings 

are missing social data for the 191! census, and all Toro::to city rid-· 

ings, plus those of Hamilton, Ottawa, and Windsor, are missing social 

data for 1931. The spacif ics of fitting 

uni ts ;;;re dis cussc::d u1'd~r each cens•Js. 

• 1 soc1a, data to the political 

The censuses chosen as princioal data so~ rces are those of 1871, 

191 I, 1931, 1951, and 1971, vii th so111e additional data from the 1901 and 

1961 censuses. Considerat!on of time and return on effort invested 

p;-0hibil.ed the use of each census. T~2 importance of occupational data 

(oniy 2vailable in 1951, 1961, and 1971), aJc,:19 1"lith their strategic 

location in terms of Ontario's post-war development, dictated the selec-

tion of the 1951 and 1971 censuses. From this decision, as well as from 

thPir pro~iraity to crucial social and ool itical processes (including 

key government t11rncvers in 1905 and 1934) flowed the choice of the 

!911 and 1931 censuses. The other cens~s, that of i87l, was a less 

!deal choice; the !88! census would h~ve been a better cho1ce in 

- ·-~ -----"'----'--·--·----------·'"-----------------· 
26

N.B. Ryder·, 11The Interpretation of Origin S!.atistics'1, Can
?.di=-n .Journal c f Ec•)110rnics ar.d Po1 itical '5 c ienc e X:>'.I rNove•nber Jaf.-::-) 

" <O' 1. • • I , ) , • • . J • •. 
!j'i~::. _r. 7•"'.l-·----·-----·------·-· - ·---·----···---- , ~ - . 

_. .. _ ·"+,_~ 
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temporal tern;s, but v1ould ha'.1e required far too much estimation· anci 

missing data for the crucial occupation variables, whereas the 187! 

cens~s presented few nroblems in this regard. Finally, since the o~Jy 

data which the 1891 census could have provided was on religion 2nd 

place of re~idence, lt was decided that the possible benefits would not 

be wnrth the 9ffort expended. Instead, data were computed on size of 

plase of residence from the 1901 census, v.·hich provided a precise com

parison with 1911 ~ot possible with !891 data. 

Due to the spacing of redistributions relative to the censuses, 

on several occasions social data were calculated for r;dings both before 

and after redistrib~~icns; for example~ 1971 census d?ta have been cal-

c·.i'ated for 165 i-;ji,'.]s; th~ 117 1r1hich exist·::d at the time of the cei15US·, 

plus 48 wbic~ disappeared ;n eithnr 1963 or 1965. Table B-2,gives the 

censuse'; t.:;ed 2 ,ic; the ra '. 192, ir te,..ms of the years durins which they 

existed, of the ridings fer which data from particular censuses were 

calculated. 

By way of explanation, the final 1 ine demonstrates that any rid

ing which existed between 1962 and 1975 (at any time, ~ot necessarily 

for the entirE. period) has data fro,11 the 1971 census calc1dated for it. 

For a r!ding \vhich under~Jent redistributions too riinc?r to necessitate 

its beir1g considered o new riding, the census data were C3lculated on 

the bas::: of the rici!ng boundaries set out in Table. G-2: wit!·: 18740 

~isnicying ~hat ridings minimally changed in 1874 were ci!culated accord-

Ing to the ;:ir·e-1374 bour:daries~ a> 1(! l9GG<J that these so changed ir. 1966 

were co111puted en the basi~ of i:ost-1966 boundaries. For ex<:imple, 1n 



1f·?1 
1901 
j_911 
15iJl 
1951 
1961 
i971 

~ABLE B-2 

BASES FOR CAI/;ULA~PTON OF CENSUS DATA 

Data calculated :fc,r any 
riding exiating between 

the years 

1867 ., 1886 
1394 - 1915 
1894 - 1915 
1924 ·- 19Jli. 
1950 ·- 1955 
1953 .. 1967 
1962 - 1975 

?or explnna t.ion see tr:l'~ t. 

Redistribution:.; 

i 8'?1l·b' 1885b 
1908a 
1-908a 

1925~-· 19:133, 
19)1tb 
1966a 
1966a 



µop :.Jlc:.T.:ion (though this occupied v!el1 over nir;ety per cent ,')f its 

area), and its 1971 census data was computed 011 the bclsis cf t'1e post-

The 1871 Censu3 

Cata on religion, ethnic origin~ occupational cl3ss and place 

of rc3icierice vJere taken from the 1871 
?

census. ~I The religious denomi-

nations sel,~r.:::ed V4era Baotist (includin9 srnall numbers of "African 

J-'.s5ociation 1;, "Free Wi1l 11 , "Union'!, and 1rrunker· 11 Baptists) ,
28 

Catholic, 

Chu!·ch of Engla~d, Lutheran, Methodist (raai~ly Wesleyan and Ep i scopal, 

1;iith som~~ ;1Primitive11
, ' 1Me-.•! Connect i on'', ' 'British ErJisr:0p2l", 11Calvin-

1stic'~, a'1d 11Bible Christians'') and Presbyterian (including 1 i!~eformc.;(i;: 

"-a' 11 •::-\·~-, ge 1 ; ,-·1 ' LI• ·,·, cn' 1) ~ 11 :_ 'J ·~i I c J , -..,.. l.- ~ • I . • 

If the perso~ ],dJ Leen born in No r th Americ3, w2s ~roken d0wn into th2 

fc>l~owing categories: Dutch, English, French, German, :rish, SGots. 

ln 1871, and in subseq(1ent censuses up to tha'.. d 195~, Indians l lvir.9 

on reserv~tions, who were not gr~nted the vote until 1954, were ex-

duded from all ccmpilations. This w,~s a com'.)ara«:ively simp1e proce..;s) 

~ince Indian reservations were treated as separate units in the census 

rt~ports. As in the case of n;;ligion, other origins (or denominati()ns) 

were far t0o small to be included in the an~Jysis. Siz8 of place of 

_____ ..,.,.,•.ro-·-·-•<o•~-"'"w"".-...-,...__ __ .._....,,._,,,. _ _ _. ______ -------·-·.-·~-- ----.-...---------------·-• "_ft_,._.-.-...__,;, 

fl":-. 
~ ,: I ,.. · ~ :""\ 1 • · .. " 

Sources: -~~~~-9_:::_ C2~~da ;,_1!}_]~, Rel i g 1 ;)n: l, 86-145; Or I 9; n: 
l, :252··22.?; Occupatioi·1: ti, 250-297 : Size of !='lace of resider•ce~ I, 
86-145 .. 

2 () .01 ' • L n t. n 1 :; , as t .~, s u u :.~ e qi..! e n t 
clurlcd hy tht census under the more 

~:a.se~:o t he s;.1al:c..!r 
9e;~Cfci 1 catcgciry. 

groups '-1~-e i r-
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1·ec;idei!CE! ':i2~· rJeterrnined <JS fol!GvlS! insorpc:-r.;ted pJac~S lrlith i'l po;.Ju-

lation larger than 2000 were considered urban, incorporated places with 

less than 2.000 \':ere designated villages, and the remainder, as rural. 

Th2 ciiviciing l i~e between ~villages 1 and urban is c1c~~(y arbitr~ry, 

but no more so than any other 1 ine of demarcation: a more serious short-

coming is th£ re:li.::inc:e on incoq:oration to sort out ru:-al fr_om vi!!age; 

u~inc0rporat8d places of any sfze (though few, if any, would have bee~ 

la~g~r than 1000) are not distinguished fr~n th~ township in fhe census 

reports. 

The final variable, occupational class, presents a 9c1od m"ny 

conceptual and opcra·~;c.nal prnb1err.s: even t")ci.sy it is ve.ry diffic.dt, 

.2nd som(:; 'tr/culd say irnpossible, to construct a set cf 5ocio-econor.1ic 

problematicai ·when a~·r1 ieJ ~•J c211::;u_s records frrJm a cent11rv 290: 110C(;U-

pational categories drawn from the twentieth century ~ay not be pa~ticu-

larly relevant to Upper Canad;:i :·n the n!net·~E.:ith century when the dis-

tinction between 1 blue collar 1 and 'white c6llar', so critical today, 

h I 1 11 29 was rnuc ess c ear • \./ith these reserv2tions ln mind, a se11.:;n fold 

1 c·1.:4s~. 1 structure was developed; f2r.-.1eis, clerlc.::1 and shopkeepers, 

ski J 1 ed era f tsmc"n, Lmsk i 1 led \\1orkmen, profess i ona 1 s and mana9c·:, , 

30 
p~imary workers, Qnd labourers. Labcurers were est~b1 ished ~s a sep-

arate cat.:gory from the !..!n.ski!led workrnen, sin.:::e this occupation appe21r::; 

-···- -··---·----·-·----·-··- ... ·-·-------~·--- -·---.. --·---- __ ,...,.____ _ ______ .. ,,, _____ ... 
2

9sus2n E .. Houstan, 11 Polit1cs, Schools, and Soi::ia1 Change !n 
Upper Concida' 1; _C...:.-:i01d '-~~l.E:~ toci._c_:il_ ~~ev.J.~.~ L! ! ! (Septembe ;- , 19 /'2} , 25 l. 



30,.h · 1 f' · ' r;I · ( t' 
1 e cate9or1es \.~ere c.e·inea 2:; 10.!o\~S occupa_1ons are as 

stated in the actual census returns; no definitions are given): 
Farmers: far:ne:rs, various 3gricultural occupations 
Clerical and shopkeepers: accountants, agents, auctioneers, book

!::el!e.rs, commercial clerks, co:11mercial traveller::, court 
officers, express employees, grocers, hotel keepers, insur
ance e~ployees, merchants ~ municip2l emplofees, nctari~~. 
photographers, pol icemen, teachers;'~, bar keep~rs, musicians, 
ship d1c.indlers 

Sk1?led c.1·aftsmer:: apprentices, bak8rs, f":t::rbe.rs, b!acksmiths 1 boor11-

keepers, bockbinders, b~x makers, bricklayers, brewers, brocrn 
makers, builders: butchers, cabinet makers, carver:::r c3rpsn·· 
ters and joiners, carriage makers, carders~ chair makers, 
coopers, dressmakers, edge tool makers, furn3ce builders, 
9,.:;rden2rs, h~tters, hosiers and glovers, india rubber opera
tives, safe makers, locksmit~s, marb)e workers, mec~anics, 
millers, nurserymen, pac~ersJ ~ainters, pilots, plasterers, 
plumbers , pot·cers, printers, riggc::rs, saddle.rsr sailmake(S, 
shipbuilders, shoemakers, '.:iteam engine buil".le.rs, tailo:-5, 
tanners, vr2ti::hm;:ikers ~ vJheelrights, weavers,. furr•ers, go1d
sm i ths, confectioners, eng i neer·s and mechanics 

Unski!1ed workers: boat and baryemen, ca~~en and carters, foun~rymen, 
hawkers and peddlars, hospital attendai·1ts, keepers c:r.d gu.:i;-ds, 
rr.essengers, ai.12,ryrnen, sa·,vy·2rs, rail\•12y emp!oyee:s, (rnaie) ser·.,r
a~ts. stcvedcrest various industri6l occup~tions 

Profes~ionals~ a~vocates, artists, architett3, bankers, brokers, chem
ists, christ:an bruthers, civii ·~nJin(;ers, cle:-gyn-::n, con
tr~itors, dentists, dealers and traders, veterinary surgeons 1 

gas vJOi-ks '~ngineers, gentlemen cf private means, grG!n 
dealers, judges, land :;;urveyors, militia cffici;;;ls, students, 
manuf?.ctu re rs, various profess i ona I occ.upat: or.s 

Primary: fishermen, hunters, mariners, miners, lumbermen 
Labo1;rers: labourers 

The following occupations were not included in any category: 
1 auncresses, mi cl1A1i ves ~ - nuns, pensioners, seamstresses, female 
servants, various indef i nite occ.u~,atior.s 

* - the 1871 census did not distinguish between male and female teach
ers; the 1381 census (i I, 273-315) did, 6nd the proportion of male 
to female teachers in 1881 \vas appi ied to the l8/'1 figurr;;s tc ob
tain a:1 est!ma~e. of male teacher::. 

Th! s s d1ema approx i r1ates, but does .. r.iot dup 1 Le.ate., the categQr i~s d~ve I -
oped to classify the·occupations I istecl in Toronto 1s as~essm~nt rolls 
in Peter G, Goheen, \/lctoriar1 -1-croni.:o J850 co.1900: Pattern c.nd Proce:;!> 
of Gro\,rth (Ch kago: Un F:-ers Ttv of ""chTc'2go) Der·a rtri"ieri""t o{'s"eC:oi::Sp~1y--·-~· 
Resc'6rch 'pQ~x;r numbo:::r 127, l9l0), appendix B. For a discussfon of the 



to have ir.clu:led both hired men or. farms and urban vJorkers. As much 

as possible, females were excluded from this categorization, for unlike 

the other variables it wc:.s possible to separate out largely female 

occupations, as well as unreasonable to prescme that m~les and females 

forme.d fairly e· c,u-"I .'v·r.opor·t1·on<: o+ e""'r'- c-.t;:.gor''/ - '-' . - , ,o J 1 I " ~· • 

Since the 1871 census was org3nized on the basis of federal 

ridings, whi<:io \':ere identical to provincial ridings until 1872: very 

fev! µrub~er.is ~·Jere encountered fitting the socia~ data to the political 

units. For a few ridings which came into being at the J87li redistr1bu-

t!on, through splits in old seats, it was necessary to estimate the 

classE:s, since the occi;pational data was not given belo1:J the feder21 

ridh9 lE.vcL T~i::; 'if'/a~ don<'.: by pro--rating the farr»1 and prim&ry classes 

accor~ing to the new ridings: pro~ortions of rural populatloG, the 

Ju!°)ourc:r· class 2r.cording to the p10portic.11.:: c:;f total po~ulation, and 

three q:.1ar'f:er.s of thF.: remaining classes according to the proportions 

cf urban popuhtion (ori the prer.i"isc th.st their constituent occupations 

we1·e mainly, but not entirely, L:rban-oriefltcd). f="or other ridings, 

cn~ated el1::hc:i· in i87li· 01 1885, it was possible to use the figures 

from th~~ 183! ce:nsu~, again based on federal riJit.gs, because the fed-

erc.1 riding~ had been changed so as to close1y resemble the; provincial 

• 1 • 3 i r 1 <. l nss. Fir.ally 1 for one riding, DuffE'rin, which was assembled in 

~-------------~·~---------- ____ ,, ____________ .., ... _ 

pr0hlem3 invoJyed in developing an occupational classification in th~ 
com:E-< c·;= the 185! census for Hamilton, s-se Michael 8. Katz, :1occ:u
p2ti•Ji"l<'ll Classification_~n H~~tory'', Jct.~~'..:::l.~.J...:..~isc;p] in~I:i. 
tJ ,· ....... - r-,_, 11' ('~u~ ··1"'-·r 'q 'L) 63-SR· !l__:!., :~-fe.-o • K - ; 11 111·:., J ._,,, > -· 

3lSee Statutes of Canada 35 Victori~, c. 13 • 
. __ .......... ---·--------··· 



l87lJ from pc:rt s of four feder a l rid:n9s, no (;S::Ln.::t.::! wa::; pc:::sible. 

Ridir:gs cree3ted 1 :1 lB85, 1889 (i'Jipiss!n~1), or ?894 r~o1·onto <ind Harri!·· 

ton), v1ere ass:gne.d rel igicn c-mcl p!::i-:e of residence data fror;i the IB91 

census,
32 ~nd crigin, which was not ascertained in 1891 1 from the 1881 
., ., 

census.J~ 

The f 90! Census 

The on! y data taken from tne 19C J census :,1ere on p ! ace o~ 

residence, following the ~ame definition as in ie71. 34 Since this data 

..-1as prir11a :·ily ainv=d at comporison viith 1911 fl9ures, plac-ss incorporated 

between 1901 and 1911 were assigned a vl!lagc (or ~rban) population in 

1901 equal to th6t i~ ~911, with dn ~~rropriate ~eduction in the 1901 

rural i::opt,1?.:it.;ion, so 2s rn m;n: 1r.'.Le d!!:it:O~·.: ;or due :':'imply to incorpur:::;-

tion. Si.r1i;.::i ;· ;y, places crossing the ZO'JO p.-·,; ·s0n threshold '(:.=di of 

1911 c.s they had been In 1901. The Toronto ridings presc:nte::d somr:: 

prob 1 ems, but reason .::.b !e ~st ima-:::es cou id bf·. i:1ade from the f~clera I "id-

ing figu:-es. 

The data e:nployed from t:-1e 191 I '.:ensu s l..ie'"<:!: religion, 

11at!or:al cr19ini :::i<.e of place of res i clence, and number of salaried <:ind 

----·.- r.,.,.,. __ ..,_,~ .. , ____ ._.... _____ _,, J,,..•--•• ----·-~--------·-.. ---.. ·-----·-----.-
~ .. 2 

of Canada, 1891 ! /'.52.-3t'; dHrom i rt at i or.s , . Ce:isL1s , ' the Saine 
?.~ in IS?l . 

~ ·"I 
of Can ~:; de!) l8Pl I "2S2 ··9?; ri::'Jt i on .:i 1 .,._Census . ) I ti ~.3 Sdllre as 

1 n 1871 . 
?1+ )f Car.ada, 19:) 1 !V' 1+~3 -34~ .,J Cf,i\SUS 

' thr~S~: f isur~s '"'!i:-.:1 .. e 
b:"i::;ed rJn -::l·,,.:' federal ridings c:eatcd in ·:sen. 



, c 
\'Jage-'3a rn iris er;;p! oye 1?.s . ).... The cate9c·r 1 E>S fo r n:: l i g ion and or: 9: n '-"E.tc 

the se:~:nc ;;is in 1871, excr:pt tha~ the varlou~ fringe groups and sects 

were incluc()d w-.der the principal denorn in .3-cion. Siz~ of plac.e of resi-

Jenee followeo tn' e .•,·a,·r1e 0'•~1·r·"1 ·t1·0· ~ ,; , ! .i, 

cribed in the pre:eding parasraph. Data on salarie~ and wage employees, 

althcugh a p ::v:i r substitute for socio-econcmic class) were the only 

i~1dicator· s av<Jiiab1e for industria1izatio~. The figu1es for ernpioyees 

were given only for federal r idings; fortunately, however, the 1903 

fed e ral redistribution brought many federal ridings into exact equiva-

Jenee with the provincial ridings, and others were maJe i~to close 

a·pr .. r~·':"11n,·,-;: ·10.ns,36 ~ t' · .. · · • - t ,.. ,_, ,._ ___ rcr a e\'-i r 1c11ngs, 1 r. WE.s 1 •. ~ces ·:. a :"f to pro-ra ·e 

four-f~fths of th~ ~mployecs according to p•·o~ortion of urban pop1 1 la~ 

sa::;e manner as ir, '::~e 1901 cci·:s>.Js. The Toronto ::or:stit:u.:.nciE:S created 

in 1908 bore n6 resenblance to the federa1 ridings, s o that it wa s not 

oven p </5 5 ibic :.:o hc:. zard guesses 'for them. The seats i.1 Norther,1 Ont-

ario presented problems because a handful of the mi•·Jing and railway 

camps mcnt:~ned in the census could n0t be l ocated; more signif!cantly , 

fio;,~0ver, it ·.\'as necessary to estimate roushly the a:!ocation c.mong 

ridi ngs of persons I iving in u~organized territory according to the 

nu1 i1ber •:::t ;- ~ s; ~ tered '/Oteors and the popu lat i Ci'.'1 density maps in the 

--------------·-·~---.---------- ---------- ...... ----·--··---- ···-
35Cc1np::l:-e S~a t utes of Ont-3rio 57 ----Victoria c, 1 s. I 11dth ------·---··--;.--·-· 

St,;itutes of CanaC: a 3 Edv·iard V! I, c.bO, sche-:lule, s.'.)4. -·--·--·_A,,_,,.. __ · ~------.. 
36 ~ . ~ 

Re i 101un and residence: 
H; nationa l or i :; in: ! I, t ·Jble 'Ji!; 

http://ernpioye.es
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Econi)~l'!c J\tlas of Ont;:-·.-io / 
-·----- ·-----~--·--~~-' 

The 1931 Census 

The 1931 census, <35 mc~ntion~d above: , clld not break do·,..1n rts 

reports below ·::he city level (earlier c:ensuses frequently gave data fer 

wards), so that no data are avai!able for Hamilton, Ottaw~, Windsor, or 

7or0nto city ridings. The municiµ~1ity oP York, cont!guous with the 

city of Toront.o, \•:as divick:d into tv10 equal parts, O'le of which was 

a11acatsd to York West and o'le to York South ridinss. E~ti~ations 

similar tu those made in 1911 \Jere necessary for some northerr~ ridings. 

Th•.:! vc:riabJes tc:ken fror.1 the 1931 ·::en':i'-!S we>re size of piace of residence, 

. . . . . d , . • ~8 . . . 
e~rm1c or191n, an n~1191on,~ us1n9 the s::iroie categories 35 in 1871 2'1d 

191!, s~ve that, -1:1 i523 , <:<l!T:ost ;:111 Methodists ai1d soinE: Pre:::byterians. 

h?.d joir1t.:d to form the Unit ·ed Church. 

The 1951 census ·,,,;ds the .first riat,i ona l census re:porti ng i nfor-

mation for itracts 1 in the larger c:ties; .::is a resLdt, data 1r1erc avail-

abJe for ~ach riding~ although ~~Omf! estimatio;-1 procedures Were required. 

Size o·f pla::e of r~·sidence, ;el i9ion, and occupation 1rJere culled fran 

30 
this census; .J origin v1as r.ot included because it Y.!as not broken dovm 

to the township 2nd village level. Religion was cates0rized according 

---------·--------.------.-----....,.....-,_---~---

3SRe! igion ~nd residence: Cen$Lis of r anada, l 951 I I 604--63 7 · ------··- ·.------.. .l,;,-·--.. -- ' - ~ r 
Origin: I I, 396-431. 

39Religlon and res1de.nce: I, Table ,'.i1; Occ1..ip2r.ion: I":, Tables 
6, S, 19; CT-5 (Ottav-1a); CT-·G (Toronto); er- ;' (\./indso;·). 



to the sa.11e denorni nat i ans as in l 93 l ; for pi ace of reside nee, the 

threshold separating 'village• to ~urban 1 was raised to 2,500 persons 

in order to take ir.to account the changes ~vhich had occurred in Ont.:orio 

society: as the cities of the province gre1-1 more and more 'urbar. 1 , 

places o~ moderate population which had once been more urban than 

rural-village were finding themselves more closely akin to the smaller 

centres than .the large cities. 

Prior to i95l, the odd case had appeared, mainly in the T~r~ 

onto area: in which what appeared from the census organization to be 

rural townships in fact had most of their population located in suburbs 

contiguous to large cities. By J35·1, ho• . ..,rever: th2 grcv1 th of uninccrpcr-

ated suburbs was substQntial. requiring that special attention be given 

sary to estimate the proportion of persohs in such townsliips, particu-

lc:rly those adjacent tu ~: r·,:Jsor, London, Hamiiton, and utta'.Ja, v1ho \Vere 

actually 1 iving in urb2n areas. 

The occupationa! categories were as follows: farmers, other 

primary workers, Manufactliring and mecha~ica1 workers, Transportation 

ar.d conrnunications ~'1orkers, sales 1l'forkers ( 11commerci21 and flnancial 11 

in ce1~sus terms), professionals, service workers, clerical workers 1 

l b d . d 40 c0nstruction workers, a curers, an proprietors an managers. 

For the most pur·t: the. csns'-ls t;acts in i::he urban areas fitted 

the constituenc::es vv'e11, so that alt'.iot.!gh some .::re Pot. precise f!ts, no _ _..;.....;...::;-____ . ~· ----· 
-------·----------------~--------·-· ----

!+o 
For a detailed break~owr of the specific occu~Qtlons in 

t->.ar_h· caterJ''r·" ., . .,<-' 11 c· 1 · r\{ ·'"" 1)1 ;, r.... - .... ~. V I I - ~--· 'ti ,,, . I 1.: • I_\.. ; ! •....,.. V 



g~ai-ing inconsistenci >:: s \Jeri:! •2ncour:tcred. For some reason, tract c!2ta 

t·iere puhi ished for ';.; i ncisor, Toror,to, and Otta1.va, but not for Lnr.don 

or Hamilton; it was t hu s necessary to substitute data from the ;961 

census for these cities. 41 As was the case in 1911 and i931, it was 

necessary to substitut~ the proper riding allocations for p8rsons l i v-

ir.g in urror :o;<:.n ized areas. Final!y, the format in which the: occupa-

tional data 1 ·ie1·~ publl'shed necessitated some rather cor.voluterl calcu-

lat ions and some estimation. Full occupational data were pu~l ished 

for the urban tracts, for rural and urban porticns of counties and for 

all incorporated places. Thus, fcir ridings which were not identical 

v!ith counties and which Wet'e not 'Y'1holly urcan, it weis necess<3ry to 

cal c~i l 2te the occupot I on<:t 1 ·::otegor i 2-:; for a 1] i ncor;::iorated r 1 aces, and 

prcporr.ions of rural fJOptdations in .:ach of a ~ouni: ·/'S :lr:iings. S!:-:ce 

the great bulk of the rur.::il labot..:r force ~-vas agricultural, this process 

ls uni i\eiy to have introduced any serious distortions. 

The 19€.1 Census 

The only data taken from the 1961 census w~tc size of place 

L~·> 
of residence.··- Fol ?ovJing the r•~asor.ing out] irH:d e.!::ovf.;, th12 line dis-

tinguishing urban frnm vill dge was raised tc 3,GCC, althouglJ to avoid 

~ l 5· -? c T ~ ('I . - ) (,:->t 9 -5-3; . -?5 r.om I ! tO!l , 

1?61, cons~ructi0n workers .were included 
th2t the f igu rr for the latter group was 
constructin~ to ~a~ufacturing workers in 
(15~~) C1nd Lrrn ·cion-Middlescx coun~y (22%) 
of 'i:IH? •w;nbc=r of constructi o n >vorker:::. 

-------~--.. --~-----~-·--· -

Cat 95-526, CT- l i (Loncirm). in 
with manuf acturing .worke~s, so 
pro-rated by the propor~ion of 
H.:mii i ton-\.;er; L.,c• rth cour.i../ 

i!"l 1951 to :)c·t.::~in :in estimate 

u? . . 
. .. ,..,,...,,,u-:; c)f Ca1-,Gdt.' . J ct'.. 1 c3t_al~.'.:J'F' ·:::?-·r.:.·_~•,. 1

1 sc .. 3). 
!'..=~.; __ ,.:-_____ ;_~-·---=.-__ ;-:,~....:._' I' \.':;J - _..- ~ _\ - 1 
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per i .::o:J 

- ( r ... ,. I \ r \ i.t 3 "-., y s ti.-~T! \t l ;} ~ .;:; 1 ~ 

. I . . 

Or.:f' • J L ' +'+ ~. I . • • . ' • • • Census" r 1c1c: iSr~ 11 , 1t1i11cn ·::'.1v1.J cs -:,;·1e pr·.:l\':1,.:2 into. sew;:; i'+,391 

tiun arecs are a9yre9a t ~d o~ the standard to~nship, village, etc. b as i ~, 

rid i ~gs pre~isely. The 

___ ,,,_ .. __ ..,.. ______ ... __ ·---~-_;_..-.~---- ·-----···--·-· .. ..,_.. .. -. --------·-------
l~'< . 

-' I \ti i sh to thank _! i .1. \·J ; ;- t o ~ : : 1 :~ ! '.J 1·, f c r· 'ext~ 1-; ~ : v e ~ P- r: :-, n ; -
c:u l c:idvi ce on the •J s.~ of the. sys tep,_ 

Lili 
I 'St2 ·~istics C.?.ilad i?i ?::-t7~ c,~;1.5t!~j U·1' ·· · •. -: ! ' .. ·. ·, ·"'·· l, 'L i <: + 

-~--- .. ---·-· ___ ...:._·~.::-.. 
part le. 
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bi~ected ::i/ a coi;~tituency, snd soirie difficulty ;n assigning enumer2 ·-

t.1c,n areas In the sparsely popuiatec! u11organi::ed areas of tJorthern 

O:"ltario, due to ·.,12192::-ies of the guide m2ps. These problems were, hov-•-

ever~ ve;·y rnin;m.::l in their· net effect. /.!...good m'::ln'/ checks v1ere made 

betwee~ the CCDMS outp~t and the pub! ished census data to en:ure that 

co~ing errors ~~d the 1 ike had not crept in. AJt~ough it is never 

oo~sible to be absolutely certain that the res~lts are error-free, 

any survlviny errors must be exce~ding!y srrrall. 

The cat e gories of variables ar~ as follows: pl2ce of birth: 

Ontario, in Canadc:; outside Ontario, United Kingdom, other; period of 

immigration \for -Chose born outs:dc Canada~: pri·::>r to 1946, 1946··55, 

since 1955; 
. . 41; 

or1g1ri ~ British, 1-"rench, Gern1an, !tal ian, Dutch; rel i g-

frer.ch, English, Italian; education (h ighest level of 3chocl in3, in-

eluding those currentiy :n s;-.1-Jooi): less than grade 5, grade 5-yade 8, 

graJe 9-grede 10, grdde ll-13 without any post-secondary education, 

grade 1 l-13 with post-secondary education, some university, university 

degree; 
. 1-t6 • 

0ccupat1on: ma~ager1al anci administrntive, teaching, medi-

cal, sc,cial .:md religious, clerical, ~;ales, service, farming, other 

primary, processing, machinery a;;(: fabricating, L:onstruction, 

45 Tniced th1·0ugh the father, according to thr:, question~ "To 
what ~thnic or cultural gro up did you er your a~ccstor (on the male 
side) be:long on c0~riing to this continent?;' Census cf r.a:-i.Jda l97l 
cataiogue 35-752 (CT-2.2B), explanation of tems-:-·-----.-.::..i------' 

I ~ . 
+o l . . f . . f l i . For a :sting .:1 the occupations a,. r1··~J under . these •..:at-

egot'ies, sei::' ~~-~su~-~f .fi!2~.i:::._:_~ll-~· catalogue 12···536, 110c:l.:upationa! 
C ' a:;; s i f i c ~3 t i on .r~ er~ u ~:! ~ 1 

' • 
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tr<o:nsportation, f.Jbourer and !.lncJ.::ssified; income: average fami iy 

income in dollars; size of pl2ce of res:clence: the s~ne as in 1961. 

Clearly, given Ontario's vastness and diversity, some system 

of reg! ons h2r3 t(' be ci ev i sed. However, it soo•1 becar:ie apparent that 

any systern would inevitably involve many arbitrary decisions. What-

ever factors entered into the designation of scecific regions, whether 

social, economic, geographical, or political, would inevitably raise 

inconsistencie~ . As one attempt to devise a set of regions for Canada 

at one point in time based solely on economic cr i teria established, 

"no one s~1stein of e 1.::ono:nic zoning W·'.)Uld satisf::ctor!ly meet all re

quicements11.~7 Sharply exacerb::iting these problems is the time factor: 

a system of n:-::iions 1·1hir.h mcidc se:~se on socl21 and econo:nic b.:.c.E?s for 

the 1960's might Le much less appropriat:e for turn of the century 01-it-

ario 1 and absurd fo;- the yea '"S sho 1·tl/ Gf~er Ccnfederation. Yet 

anoth~r complication was the need for each region to encompass a suf-

f!clent number of ridings so as to make analysis based on regions 

meaningful. 

A partial solution to this last problem wa~ the setting up OT 

a three-tiered system of regions. In the first tier, some. 23 regior.s 

were dei ine2ted: this minimized the µossibil ity of glossing over im-

portant differences~ but it left too many reg~cns with only a handful 

-·--·--·---·----------
L· -
' 1Pierre Cam12 1 E.P. \~eeks, Z. W. S:inH:~t::,, -~-~.!~!']_L: Ge_9_grap~or. 

Canada v.1ith .::in Introduction to 2 68-Region Syste.n (Toronto~ Macr.i i l lan, 
T§0I+J·~-·:rsz:-·----------·---------···-. -·-·---~--- ----·-
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of ridings. Th~s, fer most phQses of the analysis, the twenty-~hree 

regions were combined into seven ragions, 3 co~promise between numbers 

and pracislon. Fi nJl !y, for still other facets cf the study, for 

which even the seven regic-n system left too fe\v cases in individual 

cel!s, the c,1.r c1•.1 '1· ,-.CP. '·1· c~s d"1\•1"dP~ .. ~·1rn. ,r1 11 ')' "1nt·o E~rt 1·1ert ~n~ ~.·orth . - ~ -· _ l .' - ' • c..:; . ' w .) : c. -· 1· ' 

r.ii'.;u~. the largE: ci::i:~s . 

No defence of the criteria used to deter~ine the regions will 

be presented, si~ce virtually every decision might be found objection-

;~b i ~: on some grounJs, and since it is admitted that the r-egi-:>ns ult!·· 

mately are quite arbitrary in ~ature. Social, economic, anci geographic 

factors a! I contribut e ri to dP.fir.ir.g tha r8gio:;, though noi: in any !:·'/S-

tematic 1 precise fashion; pol it!cal considerations ~~re sp8cifically 

excluded from the d;,! U:!rrnir:ati0n of the regions. Fin .J l1y, thE; i , • .~int-'?. 1-

ance of the same regions over the entire tlme period covered in the 

thesis was deemed a lesser evil than the periodic shifting of boundar-

ies vJith 3 resulti;19 loss of comparability. 

The regions used 1n this study 1 . in t~nns of pre-regional gov-

. 48 
er·r1nient counties, are: 

Ti2r l - 23 Region System (see Figure B-l) 

1. Ru~se i I, Prescott, Storrr:ont > a11.i;l Gl engarry counties 

----··---·----·---·----~·------------·-·-·---·--------------

48ccmpare with Came, Ws2ks, and Samet=, Economic Geogr2phy, 
ch.10; llc,~rd G. P.eeds, 11Agricu]tural r~egion$ of ·southerr.-· o~t~r-·io", 
Ecor.omi::: Ge::;graphv Y.XXV (July, 195S), 219-2.'/; .:ind the 'Jarious officia l 
s-ets0fre-~1Tcr1s ·s~t out in the ~ c'"'nomic Atlas of Or.t .:irio, pi<:~te · 10~; 
th.::: seven 1·e9 ion ~ystem con·esp(~,d·s · fa Trfy(Tose t"v··~~T t:,-·:.;:)rne of thee 
!at:te~·, p.Jrticulariy the 11economic regions of O:lt2-rio1?, ibid. 



2. 

3. R.enfrev1, Lanark, c.nd Carletun coun..:ies 

Dundas, Grenville, and Leeds coun tle~ 

.5. Frontenac, Lenriox and AdJlr,~ccon. l~cJsting~, , ~r.d Pi-in:.~>. Edv12rd 
COU iit i es 

6. Durlnm . i\J.::; :·th1i,nbei-land, Fet ,;r·boro1.19h cir:cl '.iictori.::i ccuntic:s arid 
11::1 iburton Ji :. ~r·ict 

7~ Muskoka and Parry Sounrl districts and N!piss!ng d!strict south 
of lake Nipissing and the Mattawa River 

8. Simcoe, Dufferin, Grey and Bruce counties 

9. Ontario and York cocnties 

10. Pee? and Halton counties 

1 i . Hain i 1 ton Ci ty 

l2. l~entv.1or::h, Uri::ol:~, c:rid Welland cow ~ : t:. e s 

14. Huron, Wellington, Waterloo, Oxford, Psrti1, and Middlesex ~auntie; 

15. ~ondor, city 

16. Kit~hener and W~te~ioo citi~s 

'i]. l;;~mbton, Kent, ~. ncl Essex counties 

18. Windsor city 

• l) 
( ,.,. Toronto c fty ;::i:·c,per (1960 bounC:ar l es) 

20. M•;!tr1:-~·,01 itan T•:;ro;1to east of Yonge Street, excluchg city proper 

2i. Metropo1 itan Torcnto west of Yons2 Stre6t r ~xcl ~din3 city prope1· 

')'' 
... I'-. 

23. 

"l s ,.JL . c~-h __ ,_ .. ~1 -·· :~- · 1 in l . .,. ..... · .... ,.c- N· ' :.,.· d" . . 1.i . goma, .L•~,uur•(, .u1... .. tc< ,, t:;, rc.111 ~uU1 ·. ( !_,._, !....,, .. ,, .p1::."'1ng 1~. i:r1ct 

north of Lake Mipissing a~d MattAwa River , an~ P~tricia Portion of 
Kf-'n0:·a cf1c;t:-ict e2st of 85° 20'. 

Thur1der 9ay, Ra iny 
of Ke~o ra d i strict 

Ri ver, a ~ d Kc~0r2 
'..J.·C: S t r) f :::~ :,o '.:O ·'. 

distr'.ct~-; 3 iid Patricia Pcrtion 



th,~ regions are mutually exclusive, so th<Jt cities assign.;oC: · 
separate regions are not included in the 5urrounding counti~s 

Tier 2 - 7 Region System (see Figure B-2) 

reg i 011:-; ' - l4 above I 

L;::ke Ontario reg i ems 5 - 1· above 0 

G-::orgian Say regions 7 - 8 above 

C0lden Horseshoe re3ions 9 - 12 above 

We:.stern Ontario regions 13 18 above . 

Torom:o regions 19 21 ab eve 

Northern Ontdrio regions 22 - 23 abovz 

Tier 3 - 3 ReJicn Syste~ (see Figure B-3} 

f2stern Ontario: 

Western Ontarlo: 

area east of York and Simcoe cou~ties and ~outh of 
French Riv8r, L2ke Nipiss:ng, 2~d M~ tta~a Ri,~r, 
e~-:ciudin9 Ottav1a :',-::; 

area west of Ontario county and Muskcka dist:-ict, 
e>~cludiilg Toronto, Ham;lton, Kitchencr ··\>fot.2;·]c•o, 
Londo~, and Windsor~~ 

Northern O~tario: are~ north of French River, Lake Nipi~sing, and 
Matta1va River 

...,·~}\· - the large crties are e;,c.luded in order to facilitate large-scale 
regiun.:il cor:ipi.Hisons 1vhi.ie minirJi:z.fn9 the inl'luenc::! of thPsc 
1.n::ar. centr~s; ~ince they ~il'! r·e e.:ich allocated a f!rst tier :1':gion, 
thev cou1d be ~dded ts thei~ third tier region tf ~eed be. 
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Appendix C 

This appendix provides the details and the ra~ionale behind 

the se]ection of the variables selectE.~l for inclusion in the rnulti;-,\e 

regression analysis of Clidpter VIII. it cont2i1;s rv;o sets of tables. 

The first set, Tables ~-1 through C-5 preseGt the simpl~ correlatiori 

m..::trices of ai I el igib!e social variables teken from the 1871, 1911, 

IS31, 1951 and 197i cen'.':uses. The second set reports the principal 

components analyses for select<?.d variab·1es in 1871, 1951 and 1971. 

Table C-6 reports tne prinr:ipal comporicnts analysis of the 

occupational and rural-urban variables in J8JJ. Save village, primary 

worker5 and labourers, these va~iables were ty~ically correlated with 

e,'{ceptions just noted, ail v;;;rioble::: 1Gadcd v~;- ~' highly 1x1 d ie fir::;t 

~ ..... ,+ '"'I. ' • • .acLOr l--90 or higher). The se~on~ factor WdS basi~2lly a Labourer-

Primary factor, and Village was by a wide margin the foremost element 

in the third factor. Villase and l;;>bourer were thus rt~talned·in the 

a~ai;sis; Primary was dropped in part because it const~tuted only .C07 

of th~ population, and was thus not of great substantive slgnific~nce. 

Frora the first factcr, both Urban and Skilled Worker· were retainecl. 1 

Lutheran and Dutch were, like Primary, drop!)cd from th~ analysis, due 

to the small proportion of the population for whic~ they ac~ou~ted : 

I 
For 1871, as for '1S.5l and ~97?, v2rio:Js or:cup2tiona·1 '/ar i a-

b1E.s \'/ere gro-u-ped togethe 1· - in d:ffe~en: Wt.lys to form 11midd11.0 11 '.)r 
11v.rcrking ' ' class cat.e3orieS. tJone Of th<:::Se (':i'.'>rnevJh3t dubious) C01tibi·· 

nations, ho~ever, effectively el 1~i~ated the probl2m of high c6,rela-
tion:- aniong variabi-:::s , · 



2.1 and 1.3 per cent . 

Since the 1911 census contained only I ;mited oc=upational data, 

and few high correlations among variables, no analysis was perform~d. 

Rura~ was deleted as b9ing essentially the mirror image of Urban (r ~ 

··. 96) ar;d Dutch, Lutn'~tan and S2lar i ed workers were exc 1 uded because 

0~ the;r small contributions to the provincial papulat:on: l.7, 2.8 

and .7 per cent (the last mentioned was also correlatad ~rith Wage work-

ers at +.95). The 1931 census contained no occupational data, so that 

the only va:-iables deleted ~ ,tere Rural (correlated with Urban at r =-= 

-.98), Lutheran and Dutch (representing 3.6 and 2.1 per cent of the 

populacion). 

Alth0ugh the occupatio!lal v.3ri<1bies dra·t.J:-: from the l95l census 

to deie~e ~ome of th~m. The f~ctor an3Jysi~ is presented in Table C-7. 

As was the case in 1871, most of the variance was accounted for in the 

fl~st factor, on which. Clcri~al, Fanner, Ur6an and Rural Joad~d very 

highly (:::..8B or better), Professio0al, Manufacturing and Village loaded 

h:gh~y (!.72 to ±.BJ), whi1e Labourer and Primary only lo~ded very 

weakly (. 12 and -.19). Factors 2 and 3 were basi~~lly Labour and Prim-

ary factors, although ether variables had moderately high loadin~1s, 

part!cul2rly on factor 2. The variables chosen For inclusion fn the 

analysis were Urban, --Cieri cal, Manufacturing, Labourer and Primary. 

V!liage \'135 not incorporated into th~ equation in fl<:~rt b,2caus~ of its 

high loading on the first: factor (-.Sl), .:ind in oai"t because it ·.~as 



fn vilhge~ and tl-.0~2 livir-19 in rural areas had Jessen•:d appreciably. 

Proportion of Luthe1-.21r1s wns c:92 i ri d:-opped due to i-ts lad. of nu;iier i cal 

The 1971 census yielded a far wider range of data th~n earlier 

censuses, and ac:co .rdingly t he prob,Je.-n.s in deciding on in-::lusion of varia-

b1es for the equd~it)ns v1ere more co;np!12.x. The first variables to t:e 

el kin2ted \\!ere Engl isii ~angua9:=., French iansuagc and Ital Ian language, 

since, despite representing very differ€nt proportions of t~e popu1a

tion2 than the variables on origin - British, French 2nd Italian - the 

t:orrelcitions \'Jere very high (.88, .97 .3nd .98). Dutch .;ind Luthe1·2;i viere 

deleted on account of their lack of Gumeric~1 significance (2.7 and 3.5 

per cent). Table C-C repo1 ~s th.':! pr:11cipa! CC::liFvr.ents an.::ilysi!J fo-r the 

irrtercotrela•:ed occ' 1p<Jtion'1l, edu-.:at1ona"I end r11r2i-urban •1ar:~b!e.3 , 

Although the loa~ings are somewhat lowe~ than in 1871 2~d l9S1, the 

first factGr accounts for a'most half the variance in the 13 variables: 

the basic rural-urba~1 dir.if:~ rsion :~; sti?r cle.:ir1y of fundarnent~d irnport-

ance. T~e second factor was marked by high Manufacturing and Labour 

loadings, 2nd moderately high loadings from other variables. Pr fmary 

and High School had the highest loadings on both factor 3 <:ind factor 4. 

In ::oilsequenc:e, the variables ret2i.1ed were Clerica1, Manufacturing, 

A second set of 1971 census variables, all relating to __ . __ _. ____ . ______ ._. ____ ,. __ . ____ "' 
·-------------------·~---~-----.... 

'• 
LPercentdge of the population by - origin in 1971, Briti~h 

59.5, French 9.6, ltJl ia;' 6.0; the ccrre~.ponding larigua:w ;.ien::en ·~ages 
WAre 85. l, 5. 3. 3.2. 



lllrthplace, '"1e:re found to be highly ir1L<:::rccrrf: iated~ and v1ere st.:b-

Jectcd to analysis. These were Born in Canada, Born in Ontari0, 60i·n 

in United Kingdon1, Born other (outside C2n2d~, except for Unit~d King-

dom), Immigration/",,_ (arrived prior to l9~:5), lrrcni~:p-ation 8 (arrlv·6d 

~ie;.-,,;.~en I945 and 1960), !mmigradon C (arrived since l;:GO). The c!atw 

are presented in Table lm~igration 2 and l mm r s r <) t i 0 !l c ' Born in 

Ontario and Borr: other a11 loaded high1y on the first factor; imr.1igra-

tion A aGd Bo~n in UK had moderat8ly high loadings on this factor, and 

born in Canad.::i 'tJ:=is al 1 but unrelated to it. Factor 2 i,.1as es sent i a If y 

a Born in Canada factor, factor 3 a born in UK factor and factor 4 an 

lrnmigiation A factor. Fcom these. sev-=n v<ir1able::;, l1m1igra1:ion A, 80n1 
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lN~CEHCORRET.A,'.i:'IONS OF 19~. 1 CEI·;sus VARI.ABLES (N ~ :i.OZj 
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APPENDIX D 

SOME EFFECTS OF PEF:CrnT.l\GING -VOTE SHP.RES G~J THE BA.SIS OF ELIG!3LE 

ELECTOR!-i.TE R.ATHER THAI~ ON THE !3AS IS OF VOTES CAST 

Tali le U-1 examines some consequences of tne decision to per-

argued in Cha?ter V that th~s procedure would proJuGe less artifici~! 

resu!ts than the more c0r:imon practir:e of calcuiating percer:tages 1:, 

tenns of votes cast. Altho~gh the table cannot confinn or deny this 

contention, ~.ince we do not know what ' 1reality'' ! s, it doE:s indicate: 

some outcomes of this approach. The ta~le pre sents a time series of 

intra-yer:ir l'.:l)rrelations of Libera) arid Conserva·~j ·,,-e vote shar<::s, co;n-

puted first on the bas is of votes C3St, then in terms el i'Jl'.J]e 

electorate, unCi f:r:a11•; th ,::; partlai carn!iatior: cf Liberal a!ld Con-

servative vote (calculated on e1 ;gible elcc·to;·s), cc.>1tto! i :i'•9 for 

turr.out. The :asi: fi~jt.:rE is inc1udec1 in 01-der to dem•:instrate the r.;os-

sibiJ ity and the effects of removing the influence of turnout from the 

relolionship. 

As may be seen from this table, the relat1onsh:p ~etween levels 

of party v0te is often strongly influenced bf the ~ate of tu:~out. This 

by no means :~?1 ies that we should atte~pt to eliminate the . impact of 

e:rr.:i _; h0we.·.rer, on occasion we rr.ay wish to e:v2luatc ?<Hty vote inter-

·,-i;1atlorsh~ps ;nd~pend~nt of t!.iniout ?t:v.::1. 

Three generai observations may be mada of th~ J2t2 r e~orte~ 



in T<:lb~e 0-1. i-ir·st, t~e coeff i cient:; ir• the fi:--st and th i rd columns 

2n:. qtjite si1n i l 2 r in m<Jgriitude :anci Jirecti0>1 (on th.e hardful of ceca-

sions of s1.;bstc:rntial divergence ,. ~he par·ti::il co:-re~ations are uniformly 

o·;n fir~1 1'.·; our contention that lit':.it"! 1s lost thro1igh negle ·:ting the 

petccntages cal cu J at:::d i 11 terms of votes cast, for the device of 

pc;rtiailir:g OL1t ti: ·:: effects cf turnout :s readily avai:able, and s.::err:s 

to prodtice similar resuits. s~condly, most uf the coefficients in the 

first and third columns, tr.at is 'llith the effects of _turnotit excluded, 

are negativ(~. vihich is ordy to be expecte-:.i - in.3e.o.d, in the pure t~~o 

!ncorporatin3 turnout (cc 1 l~mn two) will also be negative. As it turn~ 

oui., ho·,vev.3r, this i:: +: 'i1E ca~c 1!1 only a h2rdful of instances, ir.dica-

ting the ext;-en:ely stto:-19 irnpc.ct of turnout and ab.:;tention on thE: 

reia~ionshi~-'· Cornpariso1: ;;f the secund .:rnd third colum11s \'iould cf 

of the reiationsliip typicill ly reversed when the eff~ct of turnout is 

a good " r1 ~.' :-• I ............... 4.' it 1,\'CU l d ~ eem, since the magnitude of 
-

the ..:o:dficie;ii. ., ,•hen turr-.::, ut is contrnncci Lear:o. I itt!E: relationship 

ta '.:r.c ::oefficient"s v1hich do ccnt i·oi turnout. This ir:1pi-e::;sion, gained 

fror:1 ; 1e:fG-ba11in;.; 11 table f.'-; , v12~ c:on1'l1·nt:d by pieottin~1 the valuES in 



l.;.. C.:'.) 
,• -

l 
trn;·r .. d2ted.' The b3sic point

1 
then, is thc. t t11~-not1t r.:;tes have ::i 

pciv2;·fl.:J, but variable, ir:.pact on U1e rei;:itionship betvJeen levels of 

p;H·ty vote., .:i nd ::: l Lh·)ugh vie may vii sh to separai:e I ts eff1;cts out on 

more co:r1 ~"'1e><, picture by exp I icltly including it i n uur ana!y~: is ;ia 

lhe ca) cul at ion of percentages on the basis of the cl igible electorate. 

___ .. _... ____ . ______ ,_ . __ . ______________ ., ____ _.. ______ ......,.. ____ . ___________ . 
l 
·one fasci :-,ating quirk did eme;-9e frrJm t:1e scatterplot: 

although the o~eral i ;-elatio~ship is all but non-existent (r = -.08 
N ~ 30), when only thir·d pa1-ty elt,ctions are considered (139li., 1919, 
i9Z3, ·19?..6, 1934-1975), a posit iv~ 1 inear relatio11ship did emE:rse 
(r :.~ • 75; N = 16); fas~; :r:atlns a:.; th:~. is, it is b.e:1onr:J the counrls 
of ou 1·· enq>J i 1-y. 



TABLE l}-t 

ALT.ERNAT~.~ MET'-IClDS For~ ~AlCDLATING ·rHE (;C.1 :CrnE"LATIO !"~ BET/.(f.BN 
IJ1BEHAL AND 1~0NSERVA'LIVE l;;zqcE:· !TAG~iS Cll" T~.:E i!Oi'.E 
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based o~ votes cast 
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Appendix E . 

'l'.c;.:-,Je:c: o:i:' Regione.l Coefficients of Vacia.bility 



'I.'A~iI.E E-1 

COEFF'IC:CEST Ci~ V A.?IAI~lJ..J."TY 

E.A.S1l1ERN ONTARIO 
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PAH1:Y SHAHES AIW T.UHNCU'l1 

LJ;JCE Of.iTARI 0 

:~. CJ. l' L5.bera1 (!()nservati.ve ·.rh5.rct . 'li.1r:"10 I..~ t 

1.F;6'? •. 5h ~ -~ ~20 ., '' .. ) 
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PAltTY SHAR2:S AND TURNOUT 

GEORGIAN BAI 

.)~ z: tt:-r4 

I.·5~ 'o -~ -~:.~~,;. 2~ Co ni:Hi:rva ti ve Third Turnout 
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PAR'.l'Y SHAHES AND TURNO'UT 

GOIDBN h'.·:JHSESHOE 

Year Y..iiberal Conservative Third 'Turnout 
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'I'A EH.E f- j 

COEFT'I CI E~Z'l' or YLRIABIT.JI?Y 

PAf(TY SH.AR;~;s AND j~UHiWUT 

Yenr· r .itera.1 Conse1''.'c1t:i. ve 'I'tli!"'d '.!:'u.rnout. 

186? Q 1. 5 -Ir, .10 , .!..""!' 

:U371 ~ 1A· .. 22 • to 
1875 .16 • v+ .09 
'.l.879 020 ,., .. .,16 ~ ,; J. 

188J . u. ·~ t 7 ., 1 i 

~· ~ r:. ; l ?'JO C~ .lit- .18 .14 
1 ,~,. . ,., .. 15 . ~-(, "1) - - •~:tv 

1e91~. .15 0 21~ .30 .10 
1898 .11 .. 2'? .09 
~-902 e 11. ~ 1. ;~ .08 

1.905 .11 .,07 .06 
t 9C:fl ~t6 .09 ~? 

~ J ..... 

101 ~ ,, -· .z2 ~ '=·' 
i - .·~" "'10 

1911!, '1.5 .14 .. 09 
1c1·i 9 • .31 e 20 .30 .o~ 

. 4' ... 

192.3 I) 1~(; .. 13 .26 .1 _5 
1926 .30 1 ~ · .12 . - _) 

"92("'\ ,.JO e 1'/ .16 • "#7 

1934 .10 .. , ..., .22 ~06 ~ .J.' 

~ 0 37 . ,, .09 ~) 2-7 Q .58 .09 

19~V'5 .24 • .JJ .46 (10 . ' ./ 
,,. ot,.!.; .t7 '( (- '47 .05 
,t ·-· ~J ........... 
194·8 . ..,o ') .. • 51 a08 

"> "~,, ~ '"' _\ , 

1951 .26 .. 21 • 6Z • 0-3 
:t955 .JO ; 21. ~·· .1,) • • 1Lf' 

t9'59 
r.,.., • 21+ Ah ~ j ,1 

",r,~ _. • .,1 .... I 

i96J .29 -2~ 
"'.q • (:9 • r:; ( 

1 Ci6'/ . )2 r: 77 3 5;S ~09 ~ ; ..... ; - .. · • 4-1. n5 :J. 5Jr( 1. • 37 ~ J~3 ~ -
"'or' 5 .25 ,, ,... ~4? 

.... ,., 
~/ I ~ .):J .u, 

1977 .33 ll ~J.S • }t 6 00 . ./ 



460 
;;1"BLE' E-6 
~·· 

CGE?I'ICIEN'.i1 OF' VAHIABJ LIT:{ 

F AF;TY SHA.RES A~·m TURNC'IU'l1 

TORONTO 

Yea3:1' J~ibGr:al Cons6rvatlve TI1ird ~rnrncu".:; 

1867 .}2 . • 12 ~17 
18'?1 • 1.? • :Y~ .21 
18?5 1'"' .02 ,OB 0 ( 

1879 .. ,, e i ') . ·-._ .15 
'.i.883 ~25 ~20 .22 

tosc; ~38 0 37 .19 
1890 .20 ~ 1.5 .os 
18'.?4 .20 "13 • (IC:: 

·-' 

1898 • 2.~ .09 .06 
1902 '>? . .:_._,, .to .09 

1905 e ~~;8 
~ ,, .. 

91) • v~ 
~oos . bi 1 ,., .10 --~/ n ; •• r~ 

1.911 f.1 _. ·4- .1J .19 
1914· L .·15 t>-1.::l ~ O'? 
1919 <:ti ~.1~ • 2.5 1 .0:\ . ..; ... •..;' ... .I 

192J • 32 .. 10 .36 ~05 
1926 / J .12 9 J, 2. • o....i 
192:9 .27 . • 0) i ".\ ~ t.. 

1 o/~!~. ""' 18 .10 .28 ~ 04· . ·' -" • 56 1.<))'? r26 ~ 1.'7 .05 

'lQ4~ ~28 .22 .29 • 0'7 . .., · ..;. • ·~o ~ (} .5 19l~ ~~ ~ 21 r~ P""': 
• &.. ( • .r 

J.943 ""9 1•: 2·1 0"'. pr:. I' _ .. .;' • I 4 -" 

1.951 ~2J • 2..J J' .07 ~ .\ 

1 , . ''6 ~ O.? it">(."<; • 33 .. ~ ·" 9 .:; 
/.././ 

1959 .24 .. 20 . .,R ~06 ~ .) ·.,; 

1?63 -.. 2J 2 •' il '~ .06 . . " ·:J ... ; 

.. 2? ~6 oO? 1967 _ lo 30 • ~1 : 

1.971 ''J .27 3r.. e10) C" ... ,,.. \) - f..J 

1or1~ ~s .28 ... r:_ . .06 ,,. ..... - . .)./ 
~' f ,,,., 

197'7 ., 2? ~J . ..... ·~h '.,, . . O" a ) 



4Cl 

P i,.R'l'Y SHAH.ES :\T-131 TUR.NOT.Vi: 

Ye8.r 1:.iJ.bE!D.l (;o·nser.'t/F;.."t.i "'le ThiT'ci Turnout 

1867 
1 ~) ' 71 
'6P. J' -

18'75 
18'/9 

· 1883 

1386 
1f:90 • Cl? • l./..1 .l8 
ld9i.1. ~ 20 .t7 .c4 
1898 ... ti 

t , 1. '-,} • O!~ i06 
1902 ., 1e . l ~i .07 

l.905 • 2:2 .10 .15 
1908 , ·~I~ ~17 .17 
1·:J:!.1 *ho "i '7 ' '·• ' 

,21 
191li .. "'"' I~'~ • 1 '-~-.,_,o • ..... .,.. 

1'.?1 9 .. ._ , ~> <31. ~ ') .06 
" ' · >)O • _-:.1.J 

1.923 .4J .. 33 • 51 .15 
1926 ~ )1 • 1(~ .15 
}';29 ~ )1. 1 "I .12 . ~ 
193L~ 1 ~, ~ J.6 .8~ .05 . -
1937 .09 .. 1.9 • l~ .. ~ .o4 

19L!J iJ ::~;: ·~6 .21 406 . "" ' 
'.t9l..t_5 .20 (j 21J.. 1P. • 04:· u ~ 

191~.a 0 J2 .t> .32 .OB 
:i.951 .. 20 .io .40 • 0 .5 . 
1955 ?? a J_? • 51 .06 • • ·-- r 

t~i59 ., 2'? ~ l.6 • 3i. .. , ..,. 
• v ( 

196J 2c .t4 • i.~4 ~o4 . ,; 

"t () 1:.• :1 !··i ,.,"' 026 n•·1 
- -./ - : o "-!'.I. • ..:...1.:- • ,. I 
#I.- .. ~"' .60 ...., .,;:. ,.,,... 

'o!~ .. :.. ·;/ ,· l. • • )•J .. ~~ ! 

197.5 ~ i~a .;. J~.t- · ~;6 . 05 

!.9?? "6?. ·3-=: ' ) 11 .07 g . .. -· • -· · l' 



3ibi iograph / 

Acton, J~nice. Pe nny Go ldsmith anrl Bonn : e She~ herd . ~ d s. W~rnen a t ~0rk : 
On tar~~ 8 !;~!.:~J..:i::~~ · Tc• rnnto: \./err.en 1 s Edu~at i 0~2 ~ P res·s;-T9 JI+-:- -- ·--

Arms~rong, F.H., H.r •. Ste·1e;-ison and J D ~li1son eci5. /\sr:;o.c:~s of N:ne-
.!;3.e!:'th C~~:."LQ'.2_~ar.J.52. Toronto:. !Jn hers i ty of To.ro~Fress~--i~l4. 

Be:·elscn, Be··T1i:l i"d, Pai..:1 r. La za :-sfeld :ind t./iliiam ;~. McPhee. 
Chicago: Univer~ i ty of Chica3c Press, , 954 . 

;:ot i r. r,. - ·----=::.. 

Si9s2r, C. R.11/. ~ir OJ.l.ve:.~_Mov:'..~~!?J_~grapf:;c~?ke_tc!.:.· ?. vo·is. Tor-
::mto-: H.::-. ·1r;ick 3;othei-s- and f\utt e r: .JSCJ5. 

Bui"1ham, W2lt e 1· De.an. 
A:r.r.::rii::an Pol !lies. 

8ut J er, Dav! d and Donald E. St0kes. fo 1 i t~!-..fl~0~5"!.t.:..l:::: _ _0_£~~2.l~. · i\'f-:v; 
York: S'-· Mart ir1s 1 1969. 

c~~pbell: ~ngus, Phi I ip E. Converse, Warre~ E. Miller anG Donald E. 
St0k£.s. The~ /•;·,1e r i r:.<?n './c\ tl':r-. Ne·,.,i York ~ Wiley, J9E,o, 

Cr.:iill!, P!un::, E.P. 1"2.e~~:·;, ?...\-!. S::imetz. i<:_c;,c1_c_::i_~_c._g~:.SS!I.?2.i2l__?f_~21nad~. 
Tor.-Jr;tv: Moc11il1an, 196~-. 

Cc;r.~le ::: .:" .J.~i. S. 
£ ·t~ c v:.:1tt :· lS6? 

Th ~ Uni~n ~ f the C2nada s. -·--- -··--· .. ~ ··· ·~-- ...... -.. .... --... ,_ .. ~-·--·-

http://at_.il2.Lll


C hoc · 1" ,_ t · e n t ·· E 1 . h 
i'" ·- -- ~ , .,OJf.:rt. b_a~_s_u;:ig_~~nd R.eJJ.s_ion_:___:~-~-~5toi::_z _ _?!_ __ ~1g 1s~: 
Frenc~ Confl 'c t in ~ n t a rio Ottawa: Univers ity Df Ottawa Press , \'9")5-. - ----------·--·---... ---' ___ ._. 

C: ever don., Cathe1· i ne Lyle . The 'wome.'..:..~.; uff!:_~_5l e Movement in Canada. 
Torcnto: · Univf rsity of 1o ronto Press, l950 . 

Co"iavc; ~- . W.~i. £:.~-~£!.L'.:.~-~N~~ ra_:.ame -t1·ic Statistics. T0ronto: Wiley, 
~ 97!. 

Cr..:;i9, ~~ 2r..:;Jd M . . ~Lper Can a d:-~_:_-.. ~for~~i.2~ y,~ars 1734-·184 ! . 
lor0nto: · McCiei land and St ewa rt~ l 9G3. 

Interna tional Unionism. 
--·-··--~-~·--·------.-----

Toronto: McGraw-Hil J, 1967. 

Cry-sd2le, Ste1,1art. ihe Char.ging Churcn in C3:12da. Toronto: 5oci rd of 
i:-1 <) r. g e 1 i sm and s'OCTaTse r vTc e:-;-r~ib.~r 

[12: u-.. , J. H. 
roronto: 

----~-
Univ.:::rsity of Toronto Press, 19E.t, . 

!);:;~-.:son, R. Mac::Gre9or . The Govern.ni::nt of Canada. Foe.nth E:dition, r f1 ~ 
vi=:ed 1:,y Norrn.:-~n WarS:----Ta~·onto: ___ U ni~ers ity 01" Tc,roni.o Prr:::ss, !963. 

O.:l\· '.es, ! 02'n. S0cial Mobil •tv a 1-1cl Pol itic-:ll Chai\CTe, ik~'/ Yo ~·k: __________ _.________ . . _;:i.._ 
?c~egt:.:r, l97C. 

De<3n, '. ~ W ,, lr •. Economic Atlas of Ontario. 
1%3~---·-·--·------.. -. ·--· 

Toronto: Liniversity of Toronto 

Politi c~ ~ C~2nqe. ----··- ··--··· ..----~-·-
Hui:: Univer~~t~1 of Hull, 1973. 

Dru ~· /'; E.C. Farme; Pr 0 :n f <:!r. 
,_,...,. ·--~-··"""--·-· - - - --.. ..... Toronto: McCl~l ! ~nd and Stewa~t, 1966 . 



Ouveraer i'\.:iur·;-e 0.-,·1·11·~1- ··,1 r-.r···1"'S ..J J I . I '- • • - ~ l..U I Cl I_ ._. . • 

1 ateci by 8.;irbara·-i:Hld.F:°o~tNortTi. 
Press, 1964. 

Third [ng1 is~ edition. Trans
London: Oxford Univarsity 

Edelman, Murray. 
V.'J i escence. -- ·· .. ---~- .... ,, __ ,. Politic~ as Svmbo! ic Action: Mass Arousal and 

Chi ·-a-g-0-:--1:;;~:-r :::-t a·n ·-~7 l-----··-·------------
- • . ·10 rd I I , I ';! • 

Firth, Edi th, d. .!2_<2_f i l ':_:; __ ~i:_~X.!:'o'r i nee. Toran to: Ontario His tori ca 1 
Society, 196 7. 

Garner 1 John, 
175c. J 8(;7 .!...-----· _ _:_. 

Gentilecore, G.L. ed. 
1972. 

Ontario. ·- . Toronto: University of Toronto Pr~ss, 

Gl-'.>Zebroo!~, G.P. ck.:T. Life: in 0:-u:-i~: A ·.-::)cial History. Torc:1to: 
U!1 i vers i :y of Toronto--Pi="Ess ,::-19fT.--------

Goheen, reter. 
of r;rovvU1. 1970:- __ _ 

Grc;nt, George . Lament fc~ a Nation . Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 
. 1965. . 

H.:i11cv~e1 l, Ge;·ald :.. Frohibitin1: :~1 0:-:tar.io, -191:;-1323. Toronto: 
.;....,__.._....... _____ ._,_ .. ~-·-------------

trn tar i o HistoricaT Sc,ciet/, iS<7Z. · - · 

Hannan' M j chae l T. A.~~..r.:~:s~~-~;l~-:..r.1~_::1nd-"2.i_;?aS!.~.C..~'.;2'.!L~!2.2' s.~.L~.!.£.sJ.:: --
Toronto: Lexington 80oks, 1971. 

Hod~insi Br~ce W. Tc rein to: 
Ur;i·.;ersity of 



H<Jrcirlitz, Gad. Canadian Labour in Pcilii:ics. Toronto: University of 
Toronto P r<:s ·s-,--19t,'S~-----------

.. 
- .. ~-~-···-, and Pet!:':r Warr i an, eds. ~~y~ __ J2_1~,..i ~d ~ ~~2!.<2Ik i..::!.9.._'.~L;s ?. 

Histc_r::.}~· Toronto: ,\kCleliand a11~ )t -.::·11.Y '.".. , i97t, 

Ken nedy, Dcu~ilas R. I2~_Kni9hts 9 .. ~0.?~~ .. !l~-~~c:_~.::.:~~· loncion: un:versi!y 
of We&tern Ontari0, 1956. 

Elements of Eco~c~ctrics. Macr:i i _1 la:,, l 971. 

Landon, Fred . . ~.'to,stern Ontario anci the ,ll.mer·ican Frontier. Yoron~o: 
HcC le l land ancJ Stev;a rt, T"§b7. ·-·----------

Torortc: Econo:n!c 

i~ ,? ~D,J :-? c~: ·::1 ., Dc: ~· 1 :-:t Id C.. ed., 
Macmi:l<J!1, 1975. 

Government a.1ci Politic~·; c f Gntadc:. ---···-·---·---_.._---·---.. --··---·---- Toronto: 

Manthorpc. Jorathan. 
! 9711. 

The Pov1er ci: :rl th.-::: Tc- :·es 
--·---~---··--~ '-"'··-~:._:__, .... Toron'to; r.ia- ·- ·1 11 -,,, 

_ • ~ ..,.;·11 • ( C . I) 



Mc" ,.:...,tv ~·!<=> • •• ·,,, ..... ,_,, ' , t ..--

M::o~e, ~)arr i ngton, ,Jr. ~-~~L~l_Q_i:-_~~n.s __ _2f __ ~'-1 _r:t.:2.::0 1_::~0:E.._~~~ Democr~SL· 
Boston: Beacon Press, 1966. 

Horton. W. L. Jl1e Pro~.~ 3 i V£_~a r~y- . .i..!!.Sa~~-· _ Toror:to; Uni '.'er:. it:~/ 
of 7oronto Press, 1SSO. 

- ~-- ···-· ··-, · ed. I.he --~h i_e 19_-9.f.~£.ci:•_~l l e~_;_ _ __t~pect_s _ _::_t C ~2;'"·:. 0~J:.1::.:_.the _i_i c.:. 
t°'.)f"iari A::.1e. lorori t0; McClelland .:rnd Ste•"2rt, 1% 6. · · 
-·--.. ··---- ....io:'..-

Ncdles, h. •1. The Po.lit / cs of' De·/e loo11e ni.: ;~~., ,· f'. ~ ~ .s . /.; : nc, ;:.i-,3 '.·i, .:. r c · 
---·-·"'~ . ·--~---- -~-~---·-·~---: --r---J-...... - ---- - -·--r- ~----.J.--.-- ----. -- ____ ,. ____ _ ._---

f: ! f:~ Ct Ii C Po\"!er in Ontar i o '8c+ 9·-l:;'.F+i , -,-,J ronto: ;;_ a ;:rili J f c0; :1 , J~;/'!. 
-·-------- --··-- -----~-"·-·----· .Z..·--·--·--- -·-· 

N3tt1, .J.P. Pol i ti ca J Mob i 1 i za lion. 

Mi :'.h~t. Robert , ~or.:_i al_ C.!~1__~~! .. J.i.L'.'.':..~'_l_}'. Loridor.: \:1xford Uni v ·:::r~ i ty 
P:ess, I 969. 

.. 
( .. c::d. 1970 . 

Or.tar; ,::;. Do:::p :ntmen t of l rea::: u r·y and Eccinon: i cs. .::-:pu: ~-t_i_~!:·_ ~.'Ll'.!:L~.~i_~~-
Ontar i 0 i963 " Toronto: Qu.een 1 s Printer, 19')9. --- ·--·-----·-----

--------. Ministry ~f Tr0aSury, Econc~ic~ and fnter~n~ernmentaJ f\ "".L. • t<1r 1a1rs. 
Cnt::irio Statistical R.e v it.':W, 1973. Tcron:o: "---·----·---·----···---..... ·---·--



"'t 't ".Cr 
~.1 ~ rs: Ne'." 

l\iciUT10n 1~, ,C,nthony H. f~c;.?_:':.~!{~~~_J.,'.1_1122.i.._g_1«:J~t_~_J_i:_ Ca_:.a 1~. Toronto: 
Un; ve r~ i ty of To;on~o Press, 196 7. 

---·-----. The Eccno:11lc T:-ansfonn ~; tion of Grit<,rlo: 1 :94 ~-10,/3. 
-------·~------------- -------~------.. -------------·--·· ----

Toronto : Ontario Ec()n.::1rnic Cou!lc;], 19.7'-+. 

Rune iwan , ".,./. G. ~-:-; ·o c ~i:-~ ·~ S·: ~ r:Pt'?.. ri ·.1d Po .I i ·~. 1 ca l - ~·1-1i: ... orv. 
--------~----·------- ---------- --------<-

Second edition. 
C<~ 1:1~) r i C'.J'?: c~:~t~~ i- i d~::: Un i - 1··/~; r · s. Jty Pref? , .. ·1969 .. 

Sei}'~e ·: 1 , J )i -. :·, ·r , , 
V3 :-I ous 'fe.3;·r:. 

Sch l r. de l er, F. F. !'~~ E~~'.:".1-f:>J_~ __ §~-~::.:..C.t.~r::i_~-~~--~1 __ ~., t ;:i r lC?.. Toronto: 
Unive rs ity of f0r~n t o Press ~ 1969. 

$-::n i or, He.re.: ~ ;·d. 0 r~~J51E"- i Sf~2.__ T'• r;;_ Cnr~~J i ~-~-el!.~· I 0ronto: M,;;Gra'.·J .. 
!-ii? 1-~\yt:r:::iC»l ! \ 972.. 

Sh2:fo, tn 1 ! i .<~~n :... . .~::'.~_:J.EL ~I!~i:•_ye _.:~.52~.~l.'.;', __ ~-l~:: ::~:i ra l C,c:ic 2~.· Ge i nes vi l l G, 

FL:) r:d2- ~ Jniversit·;1 c·f Flor·ic:L-=t ? t·ess., 1313. 

SpA 1 t; Jecci:.i. 
1-icClC ~ l2i~d 

Urban C·e·,;elonrr:e.~t ·i n 5,~,t- ~ t ~ - ... - ... •··- · .. ·-·~·---.. ·'-·--·- -------
,;..: r;:{ ~; t~.;i;./<:1!"'l f !9/2 .. 

Splane! Rr ;:;~c.ord ~· __ .~~c-~.~~-}--:-lf~r.~---~!'_9~ta_!:J9.:..-2J:iL-l 892· 
Un!v~rsit; ot ;oron~o rress, 19o5 . . 

Tcranto: 

Toronto: 

http://_Eag.t__Yo_C.k_


T2ep 1 e, Gd ;·y, 
Tor:.-1ntc,: 

Unde:hi l l ... · .i:..· r2r1i.< . • 1- i::: h "' c d" 1 ·L ; • T t -'-..'_z'.~a_:~_or ,an;;; 1an _,_~i;:_rc:_, 1 s~. · oron o: 
m1lLrn : !SSO. 

Mac-

~fosthues, Kenneth and Pe.ter R .. Sinclair. ~i..!_~~15~.risis. Toronto: 
Holt~ RinehBrt and 0inston, 1974. 

Wi!lisan, John. Remini s cences: Pol itica1 and Pe rsonal. Toronto: 
Mc:cl ell and 2ndSteV:;art:·T~ffs1-,---· --.. ----·---· - ·--··-··-

Young, Scot .:.nd A:strid Young. Silent r:ran1<_£<~~· Toronto: Mac-
m i1 L:J:i, 1-973. 

Zakuta > !..E:o. ~.i:I2~-~-.I2~>vem~!.0.!._Bccajr~i~-~_'~~:L.;2f_ ,_U~'.:.12.~i..'~.'Sh:;. 
er.~· . Tornnto: Univ\C:rsi":y of Turonto Press, 1564. 

Art i :::1 es 

/'.hny, ltichr:rd. ;'HepbL.rn, iCn? and th~ RDwr-::l~·-~ir·(.>is Commission 11 , 

Canac1i<in Histor.l.;:ar __ ~,'.?~ XL\/i(I (June, 196/}, IU--14!. 

~.- .......... --- ''A 'Si!ent 1 !sSl'f'.; Mltch~ll ~er :Ji.;rn, :Scpar<jte-.school 
'f2,x .:.tlon <:nd th~: Ontar\c, fle.::ti 1Jn of 1S(l7''> i;1 Michat;! •:r0ss 2nd 
l:oLE.rt ~~nt:1w:.; i 1 , 
cf C., f . ~!t a c1~.'/ . .. ....... .,. ,... ..... _. __ , .., , ..... ---..... .. ...--- .... 

468 



469 

tl .:Jtb.=.r, f·fori!y :-i. 11rhe Or.tario Bffi:-1g·1a1 $cl·1ools !ssut:: Sources o f 
Ccnfli .:t", fa nadi .::in Historical Rf'.viG"" XLVl I (Se~tember, 1966), 
2'.2 7-·48. ----------·-·-·-

Sarkari, . Joei D. and Jarr.es 6n.1i-10. 11Locatins the IJcter: Mathematical 
Modeis a 11d the 4ncilysis of Ag g rega te Data fvr ?olitical Campa igns'', 
'/es t.~!:_:_1-.f2.·· • .L~.L~.§..l C~u a r te_clr. AX VI (Dr:.cembe r, 19 7L:-) , 71 0-30 < 

8e1t, David V .. J. 1 1T~18 Loya1i~t Tradition in Canada 11 , }m:rnal of 
~-~'.D:~Ji~~~~!.~dis:;. V (Mc;y , 1970), 2.2-33. 

Cllake, iJ.::in.:1Jd E. 11The ~1easur2rnent of Hcgior..;il ism 111 Canad<an Votinq 
Patterns", Canadi.::in Journal of Political Science \J (March, 1972), 
55~s1 . ----------------

Pland, Yarre~ R. '~he Changing Location of Metal-Fabr !cat i ng and 
·c&othin '.J fndustries iil Southern Ontario, !83!-1932", Qntario 
.§.'00~!:.,~J!.h' 1975, 34-·57. 

Bliss, Michae-i. 1rn1e Me thodist Church and \./orld \far· I", Canadian 
!lis_~.,2e,ic<~. l Revi~'.'.:;'. XL.IX {Septemuer, JS,68), 213-33. 

······-·--··-·N 11 'Dyspi~psiz, of the Mind': i"he Canadian Businessman ;:rn:::l . hi~ 
- E~e!T1;e~,~ 1880· -~9;.Lt 11 1 in David S·0 Macrnill.:H1,- ed .. ,. Canadian Bus!n css 

Hi~l: n rv'. Se!t:ct-::cl St.:u.:1 18.::;, . 1497~ ~ ~•7:. Torcnto: -M::: f. ie1T2G.d ar~d------·--"---------~ ·- --· .. ·· ···-·---- -··-------
St cilcl t t, lS72 . 

Bro\'Jn, George, 11The Grit Party and the Great Reform Convention of 
1859", C ;!~~£!..~2C~L~2.to~J:.~~~ev_i_P~ X\!! (September, 1935), 21+5-65. 

8:1rnhar.-i> \1.laiter De ar.. 1rrr.2 Char.gi,• g Si1ape of tre American Pol itii:-a! 
Unive1·s2 •1, Amer i can Pol iti:::al Science Revie-v-J LIX. (March, 1965), ------ ··-· ----~--:_,,, 7-28. 

Ct:impbeli, An3us. 11 Suc9e and Deciine: A Study of Electoral Chung.:; 1' , 

Pub1 ic Goi r.icn Quarter 1y .:<XIV (F.::: 1 l, 1960), 39/-~18. ·-·-··----·-------.. --~----- --·~----·-

Cassidy, Micha:::1. il"fhe Rssurge:-.c.e of the NDP i:i Ontario;:, Can2d i ar, 
.£2.L_~ (F ,~ brua;-y,. HT+). 

Chai1i".:.t:.rs, E.,5. arid G. B s rt :-- arn~ 1 rr1->e Local i7.a t ion of Ma:i~factucing Activ it·; 
i r. Cen u· a i C;rn.,:oda, l 8 70 ·-1390 ;;, .~~I-:EL~_9.!2 __ R:;.';!L~.'.:'..~l _ _.3 tat is t i ca~ 
?_:.t ~~~.i.:'..~-"-· · }-~1§!~: . ·yo r-r)r; to: LI r, i \.·:; 1·s ; t y cf 10 ron to r~ rt:s ~; , l 966, 225-52 , 

http://en.ee


Clad~., S.D. 11C1·c:up Interests in Canadi<tn Poli~. ic;", in ,lames H. 
Altc.hisot: , ed., The Poi itic.:::l Prcc:e;;s i:, Cm1acla • .Toran.to: 
Uni ve rs i ty (J F Tc (0-r;E~~-~p·;~s s ,-T9;3;-·6"4·- 7c-:---~ 

~On\·er" · o · · · · - · ~ · c h El '- "e, • r.: ! 1µ t . • 2:1-<.1 u201·ses DupeL'X. 11 Pol iticiz9t:on m t z ec-
to:-ate in Franr~e ~-ind the United Statesil, Public Opinion Qu2.rter_!j'~ 
XXV ! (Sri:- I n2, 1 '.)62), ; - ~23. 

"The Prob 1 E.m 
In M. Kent Jennings 
Process. Enolewood 

of F'a:·ty Distcc.:111ce in Models of Voting Chan~ :: ' ', 
and L . . H·3rl'1an Zeiqler, eds., The Electore:l 
C 1 ! ffs: Prent i ce:.Ha l 1, I 966_,.1"7.s-io[:""-·--·----- . -

Crc:i9hton, DonaiC: . . 1 rfhe -Eco;::c:nic: Background of the Reb8llion.s of _!?_37 11 , 

Canadian· J c urnal of E.:o;-iomi·:~ c:ind ?c.i itical Sci-enc-:; 11 l (.August, ---. - ---i--·- ·----·----------------------! 937) , 322-3-r . 

CrevJE:, Ivor anc: Clive r .;;iyne. •1;.noi..her G.:.i:r.e V!ith Natu;-e: An Ecological 
Re9r.essi0n Moc c:i of the tffitish T~:o -Par~y Vcte. fl.atio :n i970 11 , 

Br i !J_s h __ ~_o;._J_i::_r::1_~ i. _( ~[-~~'~.: i!_i;~~_l_· .. ?..::_~~~~- ·J ! ~ J cir.ua;-y, l 97l) , 43-3 i . 

C:·c:ss, Mi cha · 1. 11The l~~~e :::Jf Gc:n ;~ i l i ty: Th.~ Dev.:: l opin2nt of 3:1 Ar; s-
t ocracy in tne Ot t awa Valle~ : ,, Candd ia~ H;stor ical Ass0ciation, 
~~ .. - .1.. r- '"1 --· -:- l D a ) ..:. ·- c:: I c, h, - , .. ...... , c - .. " -, 
.!.'..!.~~-..'.::::.. .. _:_'.£::.:.'. .-:'.. ·1 _.; •• . ' • I I..;;> I I , 

C1·ysd::ife, Ste1.van.: ;:;n.J tes Vi, .:; a-:.: c n;:"t. "The Analysis 0f Rel igion 11 , i n 
Crysdali:: 2nd 'v/heatcroft, eds., Rel.i..fi.~;i C~_::idi2n_2ocie~·t. ·· 
Toronto: Macmillan, 1976. 

Cuff, Rob,;rt. ';The Co1~servative Party ~ii3chin t:'. and the Eiectlo:i of 1911 
in Ontar:o 11

, D~~<?.JE~to . .!l LVi I (Septe,nber 1 1°%5), 149-56. 

DenLon, Fra~k T. and Pet e r Gec rge. 1 ~n Exploratory Stat;stical Analysis 
of Some ~~odo (::conc.nic - Char:::c.1:eris~ics of Familie::: in HaniiJton.j 
OntariCJ. 1871 11 , S0ci2i Histor'lf (A1)rll, ·1970), !6-1+4. 

~ ,... __ .... ,~-.------- ·-._. .. _,, __ 

°[)eutsch, Kar1 i;,'~ 1•Soci2l Mobil i;~;.~don c:;nd r·o1 iti~~c;l Developt'lent'', 
.l\merii:c-1;·: P-:-Jl i tic::<~] Sc!ence ~ \eview LV (Septen1b~r~ 1961), 493-514. 
-------~···--·· "" __ ..__.__,,,... ______ v.,. .. ... .. -.._., 

!:le:· Vi I! i21-s.-\v't:.stfal 1, \·ii 11 :a;-11 t .· 11The Do:rii ~ ion of thf, Lord: An !ntro·· · 
duction to the C~lturai t-!!story Qf Protes\:ant Ontario in chs 
Victori.:;r. Period" , ~u22 .1is Qu;01rter· !y LX:~X1 I l (Spring, 1976), 47-N. .. ··~ · -----H- ... •·-· · ·- · ~·---··•.-

Duf·:\·. Dr.cnr.ls .. 
:< ud if::~,, X I ! ---·---·---· 

" Th: My"'.:hclogy e,;f Loyal ic::n 11 , 
(~p;<w.i, lS/7), 1/-1..6. 

Journal 0f Canad l 2n 



Elk.iris, Dc 11id. 1 'Me<:i~uternent of Far~;y Co;nQetitic.n 1', [~::'~.f.!.~.:.-~.::_X~. lJ....t:J.r.:c:_~ 
.2.0~..!2~ i'. E:~_ i E::!. LXV l ! ; . (Jun •~, l 974) 1 GSZ- / 08. 

Fc:!-,·a:·, [1on:i]d C: . and Roberti·:. GlaLibc1·. 11:V!ultk)li-ine;,1·ity in P..e(;res-

s!nn Analysis; The Problem R~visited 11 • Revi~~ of Econo~ics and 
St:-:.ic:sucs L>: !X fF:obi·:.121!·" · Jr16 7;" q:;-:(i-,.-·-······-·---·----------.. - ·--·-

. -----··--·- \ I ~ - I ) ... • 

;::~!i0~· 1s, .k1-!-'.no. "The Loyalist M,;th in C<rnadA;'• ('.r::n c-ci i.:.,n Histor\.:nl 
1\ssol-:iatior;, l~lE_~,)r.ic~l Paper;;, 1971 .. 91+'.""lli;_ 

Fo-,...•xe, \J .C. 1""fhf, ;1yth of the Sc:lf-sufficlent Cariadic..11"< Pic1neer: 1, 

_:;igivn:;_~d~-~h~~:t..c:.1 S0cietv_~i_~ a ro.?.da_ LVi (19S2~, 23-37. 

Fr.:.:nk, H.H. ''"H:c Dis:ribution of Persona! !ncr.)me in Onterio and th,:: 
Ter. £concrilic P.egions 11

, _Q~~~rio J::conomic . ...:.~Y.i~::.':~ iv (O~t.-Nov., 1;.66), 
;, .. 9. 

Gagai~ .1 wa'i id. 
0~'!:2rio: t~ h!cr:;r::uG'/ 1 ':1 

P.~ .l_C2_~.'f. X.·: I (May , 1376), 

and Social ~Gb! 1 ity in ~ineteenth {entury 
Ceizi 2.-:iari />f>.Vi0.•" rf Sor::;.::i·iG·:Jv =me! Jlnthro-·-·-·-.. ·r·-----------------"-'---------
1 '.)2 ~6'1. 

-·,., -- ~ .. - ·- .... > an,i H(!f" h~r·t :lays " 1 'Hi ~-.1 ·. or i ::c~ 1 D~rn09rc:.~ plr/ c·i r.a Ca.1 .1ri i an 
$1•cl.,,· l Hi=:: \:o :·y : Familic-> and L.;rid in Pe~l :~ c, u:-1t'/ C::1t .:i-!c ~ 1 • 

C~-~-~J.2..~. J:iJ. ~~S'?..CJ c~J._~~Yi~~ LIV (March, 19 /5) , 2 7-4 ""/. 

Gir,9r·c.;s, Frar.1 t:ci~ · - Pie:-r r-. . ''Ont2rio 11 , i'l Liavid J. 13e1 J3r;1y, ~'en:.:. 

· P.:c:imrnett zrnd Dona Id f{o ~.i.:.:t: eds. , I~~-.!~.E~:..~'. .~::·.'.'.:.. i? l~~~l.Lt : c~ ~>(~_te~.'2_~ . 
Tor·x~to: Methuen , l97b, 31-Li5. 

G\ri:;hc::rg, Mcrri3. "Sccia1 Changr~ 1 ', in S.N. Ei:c:;sta·:!t, <:·d., P..~ac; nqs 
------~ 

.f~-~":9..'.:J ~-.l~.£.~!;h;;.'~-~ind _ _!?.::_:::_~ 1 oe.i:nen!_. r 0 r0rr~ ;J ~ t' €. r ~p;noll 2i2 3 S.~ JS'72. 

f 1r:ic: r i cm ,,ir)1,:. ~ ri.a : of So-c: i.o k}qv L.X i '•} . ... ___ .......... _..,.._ ____ ....... __ ,_..,, ______ •. ,.__,._,. _ _, ___ :..;..t,,,. 

Go;-::l:i;1 ,. :1.cb i: rt: A. 11 !ssves in Mult:iplP Regressi c n 11 , lln2_e::-J:cari .~~J_ 

!~~5:2.~--~~1?.:~i~ LXX)i~ ( . .J?f)IJ:~-r~·, ?9f·8), 592~·616 . 

G(,:.;;-,a<:.~t-c.i-n, ,J,L . 1 'The York South. By-e'f;:;ctior. c;f i-E.:0;-.uary '.). J9h2· 
A Tun~ir.o Po!nt in Can21dian Hi~;tor·.i 1 !, i'_:r,n2dia;1 Hi::~c, ric c-1 1 :,e,'\';:v: 
XLV'. i (J•:n..::~. i96f), 1~·~'.-5cL , -·-·-- ---- --·····-·-·····----·-······-···---



Hc.-:910art, Ron. ; 
1Hou th~~ 

( l=-11•1~·1-·' .... . ~~ ... .. c.~r, 19/2) . 

Ham;ric:nd, Jcihn L. 1rJ\'.'O Sources of Error i~1 fc.olcgi...;;;i'. Correlations ·1, 

fJ'ler i :an Sx ! : 11 ogv Rev i Cl•/ XXX" i f I (~> ecembe r , : 9 T~) , 76Lt-77. 
·--·-·· -------~- .. -. .... _ .. ____ l _ .. ____ ___ .: . 

~'.<. ; 1v;;1,:J., ~:<:: ;\_, .)oh11 E, ,J ac!~s o n and Jo hr ~ F. Kairi. 111.\orle l Specific2-
t:ion; :.;:--: C': !\ci·.:r (: ::iate Data anrJ the t:cn! o cicc.:d C0:-re.lation Fa1L=:c1•; 1 , 

::'oi itical M t:t~ i · i;~.:jol;ov l l (-'wi.~L~r - ] 97i-1 '; SS-107 . 
..... ------:·------. - ··--·-... --•'·'·- ' . ' ~ ' -

~ .ioffr:1an-, .John C-e;vici. 11 lntr~-Party Der.1oc-rc.c;1: A Case Stddy 11 , Ca'l .~d;an 
_Jot!I_~~l __ 9:c__[:;o r·:~~;n_~~ ~.:2E .. .£'o U.!~~~J__s_i;:i e r~.c~. /,XV l I (May,. J 96IT;·-2.~'.3--:35. 

l~o·:ic, \1.C. 11i-\ N;)[:-e on Tes t s of Sionifican(:e of the Coeff:c i ents of 
t h ' . , . ' . ' , . s~ . . -i , - • 11 R l . • .-:; .n82pencei1t: l! <:i :- 10 .:. ies 1n tat1st 1ca . l.1)St Equa t 1'.:m s , oy a 
Co:,1rd ss i on on ·-,·r·.::i -.<:r·0r1·· -.t· ·, ··· • .-. 0t1" ·" ·--. • •'•11c. "'.-... ' s P~ ·, n""'r 1,-9-6? •11 .... cJ:·~ · .. c \_.,, -. ..c.r.o. '<.-"--' \ - : 1 • i . '-._ =' ..... , 
·-- ~-\----;:------ ~- - ·· 

~ ij ~-..... ::.! I .. 
l ! I ; 

Hern, Mich!~!. 11The hreat f.JE.prc~sior: P::ist c::.nc' Present 11 , Jou ma l of 
_r~.~)~. ~.~~~''!._~Lu ,J_I_.~ xi (f'elruc.r·y, 1376), 4l··50. 

H'.lli St.: on, G. J r;d ···1 . .. 1. S:1wth. " "( [ ,-s Ora··igi:: Onki in t~'. ;·:st eei~th -Ce'1tu,-y 

Ori t:v·to: f-\ .Stu::ly i n lr;s:itutional Cul ! u r a l T ra ns ;' ,; .- 11 , Un i·1e rs:ty 
cf ror::>nto, !Jep a r t r.1ent of G eogi"a ~1hy Discusc;ior. P2per Seri<-s, 1977. 

~k•th i.'o n, Susa:i E. 11P'Ji itics~ Sc:1.:)ols and Soc ial Change in Urper Can .=id2 11 , 

_ ~.§'_'.2_adJ.~.'~ . ...:~i_sto_ tj~_~J._R~~~-~~~'!. Li I! (Septeml:e r , l 972) , 2l+9-7l . 

Hi;rr, ~·r:r"ies, Charle:. 1:-rhe Sources of Ontario 'Prog:·essive Ccnse:-vai:ism 1 

1SOO·i9J 1
..,.", Canadiai: Historic:.ai Association, ~_!_ic~_LP::ipers, 

196/, 113-·i.9 .. 

lngi eh a1· t , Rs11aid ~.r.::i Avra:i1 tioch::t2i;1 . 11Al ignrni::nt and Deal igri;i-:;::;nt OT 

t.be E:e::t o rat e in France and the ll:1ited S;.;ates !1 , CO'npa_:::_ativ!:_ 
! I/ (f1.-+-0L-. ,- .' (7')' 

1..; ·· ~ 1. ... i_ l..I t:::. , .t I ';J I ._) ;;. YU-·/'?.. 

het·s;~n, Gudmw1d. 11 r<ecc·v0rir.~~ lndividui..l! D-Jca in .:!-,(::: Pn::;,e11ce of G1·oi:1p 
-=inci indivi0ua1 Effec t s:;, .4sr.-=r!can ,lou•na: of SocioJ ,y:1v :_xxiX -·--... -·-· .._ __ ,_ ---·-------~ --~~--~·--'·-. 

(Oc tober, 1973), 420-34 . 

• ,i'1 c j,::-, J11, ~i.':-: , 1!f.:mi gr·2 t ion C1f c.~n<:«.:liafl'.~ to 1. hC: Ur;i)..:E:d Sc 2tc5 ' 1, in ;,.;.P.M. 
!< ·;.~~ ... : ned~t, ed .. !- SCJ c.i ,:1J ;:inC t=co r on ·: 1~ C.r,;r;d i tic·ris i ;: the D0n~'. : -.io11 of 
E'· ~1 ~~-:? 9 2~~.-.J~~r:~ ... _?_r~:;~~Ci- . ( h·;y·· ;, -f9?~3 _;···.~·-7s:.~~ ~ ~--·-- ~ --·- -~-- ------- Q - --... - - -



~73 

Jenson., J.:::ne. "P2ny [..~)y2l1:y i:-; ,;.:1;ia-.:ia11, Cari;;disn Juurr.al of Politi-
cal Sc) r:::n•:e 'vi I I {fJecerrber, 1575) , 54 3-:~e;-3~----·--·---------·-· 

-~-------, ''P.::cty 'S1:rat2~w ~r;d P.:,rty IC:entific:iticn: Some Patte1ns 
of Pc:rtise::.;·i /\l le9ia11c.:: 11 , Canadian ,Journ.::ii of Po 1 iticai Science 
l X {March, 19/6) , 2 J--11-8. -------·--------·---·--------

.Jones, frc;nk E. ' 1 S.:::~n<; Social Cons~:ouencec:: of !mmi-qration for Canada", 
fr:~.~edi~15.;:; cf \/o:ld p(.)IJLdat•on 'c.:nference. ti~'A' York: United 
Nati ens~ . i-9;··;~---~~·v-;·-.. 2GJ:~c6-.----------------- .... 

Jones, Terrehce. 1 ·Ecole9ical 'nference cind Elect0ral Analysis", 
~nal__s~L.J.!.1..!~~-d~<;cip_.!J.narj•:_ His __ ~ I I (5L:mme1-, 1972), 249-62. 

Katz, Michael. 11 0~.c.upatioi•al Ci3ssificatio11 !r, History", Jour~~-g-~ 
~~eri,L~EJ..0~ __ 1:iist9D'._ f 11 (Summer, 1972.), 63-88. 

Kerr, D.-G.G. ';The 1667 E1r:·ct'.01~s in l.Jrtar:io: The Rules of the Game", 
l'.an;.:i_d i~f.iE~!'.~r i ~i~.L-~::..:'...J:~~ f.! (DE"or.e011rJ,~r, 19/0) , 369-85. 

Kerr, . .Janet cJ , 
11 Slr (Jl iver MO\Alcit and the Campaign of 1894 11 , 9..12.~a1:J.9.. 

H i 5_!,0 r ~ L. V (Ma rs h : l 9 S :; ) , I - 1 3 • 

Key, V.O. "Sf.: Ci_;J<:r P0.::: 't i:.r-ir.1M:t ;:;nci che Part}' Systex. 11 , .Journal of 
f_~Li_! i c::: XX I {May~ l 959) , 198-2 ! 0. 

--------. "P, Theory cf Ct· i c i ca J 
· (Februwi-y, \955), 3-HI. 

--------, ancl Fra~k Munger. 
The Case of lnC:iana'', in 

!':!!.!~!" i can -~S?Ji~.,q--~=-n~.L.'?L· 

11 S(Jcial 0eterrr.inism and Electoral Choice: 
Euge1i8 f:lu;-dick ar;d /\rthur 3rodbGck, eds., 

Glencoe: The Free Press, 1959 1 281-99. 

Kousser, J. Mo~·~;M1. "Ecological Rc91·e~sion and the A~alysis or f'ast 
?o 1 i t i cs 1 1 

, :::'.~~22.~.L.:?f_~!:.~~:::J.£..U.r~I,Y_ti_'._:; tor:_ i V (Fa l J 1 1 9 / 4) , 
237-62. 

!(r~rner, Ger<:l~d H~ 11 ShcC"t-Ter!T1 fic, : ctuc~ivr,s rn '.JS Vo ·t:i~i9 3ehavicr.ii, 
t':E'.~.:.L~.i::_f_o 1 ~.!'..,~ c<~L~~-i_::n c~_ . .!?:'.:_YJ~~:~ LX i,· (M~, :·ch ,, l 9 7 'i) : l 3 i -4 3. 

~-an::;don, Steven. irrhe F.rn ·2.C~1"=~nce of th:: c.:i •; o:dic,r1 ~1orking Cl3SS M:::,ve-
ment, i845-1E:75i 1, (part 2) Journal of C:c.nadian Studies lfi: 
(,'.\;,:gust, 19/3), [)._.zs. · ··-----·--·-.--



LavJ:-, f>.A. 11Tl1e D.::vi=dopr.;enr of Ontario Fannir.g 1870-19!'+: 
of Growt:: and Cheinge", Ontario History XL l V (Decer·1be:r, 
239-5 ·1. ---·-·----

Patt~rns 

: 972). 

4'!4 

L id+ A'' ·r J i.rnar, . '3n '· ''Corre.lation, Regression .;;nd th2 Ecological Fallacy", 
~k!l~!.:!~~-L~.L __i_ri...:.~ e 1:~~J. ~£ip l i fl ac_y_ ii i 5 t 0 0 I •l ('w i il te r ' I '') 71+) ' L: 1 7-3 3 . 

Lipset, Seym0L·r i'larth ancl StE::in Rokk;:in. ''Cleav3ge Stni<:tu re s., Party 
Systems .oinc Vot:er Aligrments: ·· An !ntroductior. 11 , ir. Lipser an ,:J 
·~ckkan, eds., Party Sy.:'.terns_ani Vol.er Al ignri1 er1i.:s: ~-~-~:.s Nati.::-,r~l 
Perspe~!.i.~.£:<_;_. t~ev1 York: Fr 1=~e Pre~s, 1967, i-64. 

Ma 0:R.a2, [1uncan, Jr . ?.nd James A, Meldrum. 11Critica1 Elec.tions in 
11·; inois, 1888-i958 11 , Arneri.::an Po.I itic:."!I Scienc_e Rc;·.-j-~~ LlV 
cs~ptem~er, 1960). 669-83. 

-------·- ''Fa:::tor A;-:al)r.sis of JJ.g9regate Votir.c; Stati~ticsll, in MAtt.~i 

Dog~m and St:ein R.okk::in, eds., QL:an_!:J..!~0..Y~ __ f:..?21o;lJc.9L . .:4.n~L3_0_~~ 
~~..:~~?! i ~L Sc;~:!::c_es. Cambr ! dge: M. I. T. Pn~ss, l §b9, 487- 506. 

Magr.ey, 1,Jill!arr. H. 11The M.ethodist Church and .the N-ational Gospel, 
18.:::,L, 101411 ·rh B•""' · ·1('"'._, ~-<=''"' • 0 ... - _-1 • , _ _:.::_ : •• .:!_l_:~_!,,!2_ 1 , _, l)U , ) _, ::> • 

Marquette, J 0.-.3 5E'.. 11Social Change ;;nd Pol !tica] M0bil ization in the 
United Stat2s!', American Pol-itical Science ~\ ev ie~" Lt'.Vi!I (September, 
]97L~): 1093-1074_-. -·----- -----··--

McBr· lde, St2ve. 11Setting Naylor Straight 11 , .~~r.a c~·2.n !:ii_:~..:•sior, Ju11e, 

1974. 

McCa!l2, Douglas. 11The. Corrir.i2 r cial Politics of the Toronto Boarci of 
Trade, 1S50··l ·360' 1 , _Canadia~!!_lstorical Review L (Ma1ch, i969), 
51-67. 

McDonald, Lyr:n. 
C:lection in 
VI (Au~>..!st, 

11 F:el i gion and Voting: ft, Study of the 1968 Fede:-al 
On ~ "' r i 0 11

, Canadian Review of Soc_~.£~~9..L§!l_'i__ ,l\nthr~-l_~y 
1369) • 129 ::r~_;:----

Merelman, Richard M. "Electoral lnsteibil ! ·l:y ar~d the Jl.mer!ca.1 P<:<rt~1 

of Politic~ XX:<l 1 (February, l97C:), I i5-33. ~/.Stem' 1, 

Mii:er, ,f.;~. 11 !f>1ual P.ights for A!l 1 ; The E.F;.P ... and th2 <)ntc.rio 
Eiection of 1890 11 , Onta~·io Historv LXV (December, 1973), 211-30. 

·--~-----·- .. --.. -~-



tforton, !Jesmcnd. 1:0r!t-:1rio 1375: Reflectir:,!~S o:-i the Tory Deel ine:', 
.~.9'.2.~.0~:_ .f.2J:l:~, ~\pr i l -May, 1975. 

~krt0 :•, lfi . t , "The Extension of the Frar:ci:;e ;n Cencida: t"-1 Study in 
l)(~moc.: :it;c MatL:.::.:i] i5rn1 ', Cancidia:i Historical 1\ssc1ciatior1, Rc_pr..;rt_, 
~:JL:.3, ;-2 ~ e~ u 

My~rs, Fr;rnk E. 11Soc!'a! Class and Politic~d Ch2.nge 1n \.Jestern i:idus-
trial S·:ist~ms 11 , f.o.!':2P~rativ~_f'ol '._.::.ic_s.. i ! (.l\pr.il, ;970), 389-L1J2, 

OPvF.:r, P(!tcr. 1r1,/.C F:a~ey 2nd the Pclit!c:s ,:;f 1Uplift 111 , Juurnaf 
.:?i-~.~~~~.r:! i.2E:1_~ tc:;i ! e~. 'ii (Feb rue: ry; 13 7 q ~ 3- J 8. 

-··---··--- .i .r.:·he Resoiu;.1 .)n oi the Ontario tlilingual Schools Crisi.3 1', 

.~!.2:!.LC:? i __ ?LJ:':._a.!~'."..'.:~.L0":_ '3 t.u.-l i.~2. \J l I (f eb rue. ry, 19 72) , 22-45. 

-----·-- '~!r William Hearst and the Collapse of the Ont3rio Con-
se1vaUv.s ::> ;, ;··t y li, Can;~_ji~!!.._:1;~.!~~_i·'.'.<:_l_~~J!:::·' LI i l (March, 4972), 
21-.Su. 

O~·cutt, Guy H, Hr.:1rold W. watts, . .!ohn B. ~d·>'iards. 11Data Jl..ggr;:;g.::itim1 

c:;nd infotm;::i!ion Loss 11
, !:0t~rJ~~'~- E::::.'.:?Domi .i::._R~_y_Lev-1 L\fi i (Sept<-?mber, 

1968), /~/)~·8l~ 

o~uy-, 8e.rn,1nL ' jConservat:ves, Liberals .:1rd Lauov;- in the J3]0's", 
Can.:idi2n HisUl\-ical F\evielv XU (June, 1960), 93 ··12.7. 

~- .... ---·· - 1 r:ons2,1·v::itives) Liber <:ds and la'::our in '1:!12 l880 1 s", Cariad ian 
Jn•.~rr'0l c+: f.:;onornics c1nd Poiitic:il So:if:nce XX.vii (May, 1961)-,-·-·--..... ~----··-.. ·--,--__ .... -... -- ·-·-· .., ___ ---.. -·----·--·--· ... ·--~ ., .. - _ ..... ____ _ 
1L+i-E.l. 

r~atterscn, _Gr.:;er.1e. "·'-'hisige_ry~ National i_ty a r. ci the Upp·:::r Canad!;m Refor;n 
T:-2diti0n ;1

, Cz.;1-oid: .::r," H;st·;~·_i_,~~~_l_Be\ir..~::: LVI {S?ring, 1975), 25-44. 

P1:::r·, t· !:;nd, HJ,. "The Deve 1 cpmen ~ of a '.'.:c;p' t.3 ! is tic Labour Ma rk~t in 
C2n0di1 1

i, fe>r~adirin ,Jo1Jrna! of Eco11omics and Political -S.:ience X.\V __ , ,. _____ ,. ___ ,,, ___ ··--~- ... -.. ~-·-- · ---·---.. ·-·-·· -·· -·---.. - ----.. --·-
O·kwe1nlw r, 1959,l, ·-t)0-61. 

__ , ..... ._ ....... "" 1 •ti~;'}' "na· l'''" ,~ar··::i: .. ~ f1t·•~'Ct··1···r1'' ~"',.,,.,•·1 ·"''1 FnrtJ~1 Jan 11 1r·\.· , .. _, ' ..--~ · : ' -- t.... _1d~. i lo.A I I .,. ' .... .J • U J :.:.~!..~ .... -~1--··=-~:...l' ~U J i 



P.oh i 11, Moi-t i r1 , 

L1 L::rno:. r 2 cy 

il.ob i r: s on, \;/ _ ~;, 

11Tf .•_; \fo r k ing Cii'J S S ::: ;:J _ l 1 ·~ 
in (;~, . :ac!,J ' 1 , D ~ ', ' ,r. '.J ,.,.-- ! (· ~ "'.-· · 1 ·1·-·· 1 

~~':: ___ .::_~ ...:: . :.._:~ _...:,,' ::- ' :. __ --:~· . .. 

o· ; , ;.~ ' '-1 I •• • I - < 

.. l:.111 ·.;' 

ho c klvci'i ,. f<. icl, c< r d C. i'/\ ::;seo«:: 1 , 1 1.:: n .'~ of ~1 u \ i- u ": ·1 i; ,c· i : 1· : 'c/ . T:-ll:: 1:u : ~ :.: v •. :./ 
-; · t~~st ,-yf -~ih:-'. 0 1 ~ ;_· c n;-i!n , . ( ·,t · 1 ! S,>. ic:- i ::>~i! ~~:.~~i .J" ; , : :--~ '. :_! ~~ ·: c~n J (\ .. _d ·r ·:- : · ~ ~}; 
(F'c l1·ln•-'/, J C(ll', ), )0~·. ;;rJ ~ 

f ~·:) 3 C' 1 l (i ci~ c:~ rd ~ n d U'2 i- c~- k L;!-1 \'-! li.. 11 5··'.)Cl ;.i J Cc_- 1 1 :- ;( .. :, ro ·: l t; :~ c: i 1 .~ :! · t !1. _l:-~ 
.:: . rv ~ '.)tr .. :-1i ns i ;1 r: :. : c1i m e~-.; i 1 > C'n: ·· ~ 11<~ i 1 :-1 t i 11e Pn! ;-li ce-·! SJ·l:ii : r::·.:: : ! \ t :c ~~.,::1 1.:· i "' 
·:: .. 169) , ·7· ·'-rsi .. .. -=~ )-· - - - ~·· ·· - -- .. - - ....... ·--- - ·- --- --~--- -- -- ~-~~- --

S2u::d c rs, f{oL c cL Eo 
XL. IX (Dec en~ b er, 

11\./ h.::it \h s the Fem i ly C: ~'11 p a ct ? 11 

19:;·7) ' !65- 78. 

Shive ly, \.J, Phi ,l)i p s . "'Ecohgicc:d' lr:fe1·cnce~ The Us e:: of /l ~ g;· r:; g :a t'2 
C<;, ta LC\ St udy ! nd i v i duals 11, P.J :~e r i ca n Pei 1 i t I Cc' 1 Sc i e:1cc R:: v : i:. IJ 
LKX ! X (D eccmbu, J 9E,9) , ! l 2:::".~·9c·------- ·- -------·----- ·· ·· · --·-- ---· -· ··-

; 1, 



~()C. l -c ~ .. it:.C{"..'b. ~ ~sorrt her r, C:: ~~ ·~ ~-~ r i r./ · 

:r\ ... ~.~.:: .. ~·ti:~ r n .. L.~:::' 1 _~r j t ~ .. ::~~~~~.:.~-~--~L~~~~. 
, ;, · .. _:1_.}-:r: 0

r/2i'""~~\==-~tin : ed .. : ~i~_r1 ei d e.t;:. 

r(_, r..- .. . 1~·, _:~ H .-~ :hu ct"1 1 ;~i67 .~ 3)4-95 .. 

Studne:ss, Chc; rles l"I. i•t.con o;11 ! c'. Op;)ort•mity :. nj the \•iesL.'<·lara Migr3tion 
of Cd'Vd! crns in t:hf.: La te r1: r·etr:: v11 t i· :~en ' ·l.T / 1 ', :·c: n;:i.li,;;.r, J.Ju rr. al of . - - - ...,....·----·----;...:--·----
~~:~~:; 1.'..~1.:-:_i _: .. s_~-~~-~Y.2.~l.~L~2L_~~.,_~~~~-~.:..:~ >~ ."'.< ~/ - !(:=·"' < rr, b ~ I· , \ )S4; , 5 70 ·-~.3 . 

TahBn, J.~I . 1 1 ~'lig-r-.:i i. ion fr om 0 1·:tar/,:; -'.:c. ~- ic:, n i t ·:il:-; a 
.!.!i.~.!:..ory~ YU l I ( .. lc.:r uar ;1, i s;:.; ,i. 3'-1-'·l . 

i :·, l S ! I '', Ont cir i ·.:i 

Tennyscri, 
. J.\c:.1~ ' i' 

f! r i an D. • :incl t t 1t~ Or' t.:-. ,·; \) T.:o,;.f->e.·ance 
1%3) ~ ?33-45 . 

··· ·~ · , ----·-· ' 1P1-e:'lf2!· Hearst, 1,:h<:: '\. ; ;~; - for \J .xil'.:n 1', Gn~ario 

.fi!_sJ!!.~X. LV!i (S ::p te.mu.:or, 196S) .. ~ ·~s --:?. 3 ~ 

-~ ·------ ' 1Tl·1'" Oritaric: G.,;r.0: .1 ·j f:L:;:tion o'.· iS)i 9 ; 

f\f1 r :a r i an P,evo f t: :, ~£~-1~r~~-l~·~!~_::.~-~:~~·=~~i~-~~::~~£.~~=~ 
26··36. 

~ia rk•;;1 tin .• 11 Sou th 2r ~ . Cr~tcq ' ici.~ 
Gc1..~~ ~ :-· -~-1~_; ,~, e. r 

·- - . - ·~· ..... _,.,_ ... ,~-·- ">': ( i :;;C6) , 1 :;:? ·-Ti 

T;~e l";G~l: nn i (1gS o·; 
i 'u' (F-:obn;a ry , i%S), 

i, { 7 
.., ' ' 



~'.·~,n~ J;:i;n•.:.s T. 11/\ :i ti-Cc.thi)l i' cis:r; in unt<:i'ic fcl i t;cs: The RuL '.Jf 
tr.e Pr::i::io:st :~nt Pro t2ct1'1>::! A~s0,.::; .;,1~i '. :.n iri the Jf<9+ Eiectiur,"~ 
:.\-;;· ;:;,1-:c H • s•_or\' ;_!X (f1.Jr···l-i ·1'-Jc. ·7'. ,~ -7-·o,-c~' 
~--- .. _. .. .,.-~..,..--.., .. , ____ ~/.. \ • '-"'I ' _t.: J) •' •,I • 

......... -~ ..... .,... ''Anti-C'3~h·:.:! i,:~ N 2 tiv~s1n in Canada~ The Prot8stant Protec-
~i·J ::; i-'.:.:.-sc:o~.:.3t;,) ; -;' ' , C::; :r.di:in f!istcr: ::c; l ,:_c:· r : .-c.v~ ;·:~vii! (N~rch, 1967), 

!.:;-: ~-s0.. ---.. ------------------· 

i"'·E~n t:~·- , i'~'/"'"--~· ri. i:po: iticai p;;it·t } c. ipat:on~ C; .. is!s of -L~he Poj itical 

:::;;xrs::'
1

, i n Lr::o;•; :1·d B i nder, :.! d ., .r~_:"".!2~:-~..i'.!'2.r~_.Se:~lue.i::5_e._2~~---~9.J_it_i_c_:;J_ 
:? ... 1·=.Y~l;::;;,.e1_~1;_~~~ .. ~. ?r: nee ton: Pr i ~ · 1. c~ t<.11· Uri i v er:; i ty t) ress, 197 1, l 59 ·- 20-4~ 

"!'.in-t: ~ rl o n d P(r!itics: The Case,){'. Northv:e.s tern :Jr~tar io ", 

~::1itc~ Cr:Jt'ia 1,~. ' 10ne·-[Jar ty Domi1;a nce 2nd Thir·~! Pc:rties: The Piria:-d 
Theory !',ee<Jn :::;de red 11

, Canadi c: n J::i urn.J l cf Pciiti;::al Sci('nCe Vi 
{'e:i-.t-(~fl '~) · ' l- 'j 0 ., >,1'• ·~q6:/;-~. )---------- .. ·--·-----·----- ------·-----
·. - t ·· ...... j ..... :J ,.., ~ _,, ,. ..... .., ,.; r- " 

Wil.sc.n, .lohn. 11T!1e C:::•1.:i.:i:;::r. Po~ : tli:-.::l r;Llitures: Tov~ard:::. ::i P.cdefinit.1011 
C•f t hr; M.::tunc of the Canad i .:.n ?01 : 1: ic:F.1l ~;. ,:;t 2::1 ' ', C;::-i<Jciian ~'o r_•r na! 
~:._t~J~ . 1:~2 ... f-~.~ {.~:_., l_ ... ~E ... ~ _::. .. -~S!::~ V ~ ; 1:·.~t:.~; ;_p r~1b~;~ ~ ; :"-~'L) , ·'~ 3.S-·33 . . 

-~. ,, .••. , .. .. , .::rnJ Da\'id Hcf f mc:m. rrri·1e Lib~~rai .P<1•t/ ! r, C<:'·n~ r;~1p o ;-ar"' 

~n -~CJri ::, f-c~ i tic~.'· :- Co nadi a.1 .Joi.Ji ~ · 2l o ··: P<.Ji ir:c.~l ~,c.i (.; , . ., :_. : ! l 
1,_'·L ... ,- ,,,_ ·; 1 u 7•~) 1 - 7 ,, .. c·i·c:--·------·---- -- -- ----·-·-·------ ----- ------------
' ~ , -~t·· ' ' ' I . .,_ '··'· 

-·· .. ··--· ·· -- ''0,:;tario: A Three P.=:rt·/ System :n Transit.ion 11 , in M.:> n:in 
R~1 '..::i r1, ed . 1 Canadia:J t> r o•; i r~ ciril Pri'i it ic.:: . Sc.:3rb0r0u9h: P;-entf ce· .. 
:ia l l, ! ~;n, T§B-~-fi3:··~---·- ·-----· --- ·----- -· 

\\f ~ :.~ ~ , ~· • r:·. 
Case' ' , 

... _.~_., .. ,_.. "Libe:-.3J Cons-:::ns t.:s or lde.0i o~ i 1.::.al Ba·i.:~L:; i ·o!:nd~ So;-:ie 
~~eflEcU c n::: O!l the Ha.-t z Th e:sis" , Can2d; .:;. n Hi~:~:orica1 J'.\s s cci2ti on, 
~;,.,c,"\ • ·1·- ·"Ji 01 a- nr--r :: iq7.'~. / 1 6-~< 
.~ .. :..:..:'-~:·:.,;., ... , ... '.-;. ..... _.,._·..,_J.:' ..... ':._.,., .. ::..1 a~· . . ;; -- ""• 

\1 r·cn ·::i, Dennis ii. "C:1t.Jr1o El e..::tior.s, i9'):-19S5 ~ P.. f'r::oiimin•Hy Survev 
o·-F \,·oti'.:o'' Cdn ~;;c!i .~n ~.iourna~ of t>:.oi·!o!:1ics and FJ0i it l cal ~c.ierice xx 1 i !_ (.'".~ :::r s"E:--1 :!5 ;)'~~~-~15::4 ·05-: · ·- · - - . --· -··-···------____ .. ____ . ·------- ---..... ,_ 

v 0 t: ;19 . \·!.. ;~ -
Or!i:2r ~ iJ. )I 

i 1 Conscr i ~:tic·r:, Ru ra l D-~po~°'uf;3t)c·n i.:H~d t ~· , e Farr:1ei·s o? 
1~J17, .. ,9 ~ 1 , C a r1 c~rji,;r: ~ ~ fstori·:- :: 1 i. i:~·::v~~· ... ; L~~i (~~e?~f.iT;b,~rj - ·---· ... · --~ ... ··-... ···~ .... -. ......... ___ ... _ . ........... --·.-~~ ..... --- ... -

i 972) ' ?(;~~: ··3 20 . 

?.;-· s "t:...-'. ','.J~ Mc :-r'ise 1 1Dne~ No:rther11 c~ ~·: .~J r i CJ r-~c ~ ~c ~;~ . ..:.'\ :~eg\cr:.3~ ~(~ entity?! ~ 

-~d .. ~'.:r .~:~::.~--~ --~~-~:.:- .~~ .i-~~~r.:.L~.l ..... B!?V l-2:: v (jj\'._.'.£US ~ . 1 ; ~</ ~~) ~ 9 --?.[;. 



Bi<'l1<c, i.knc.l<:I E. 11 0,"'~'i"'r,· ...... 1 ·,.-,,-,1 ·1r· ,-. · · (',<w.~ \ / · .1 ~" \. 2!12 ll ! <.·:, ;·1 

thesis, Yale U~i ~ crsity ~ 1972 . 
bc ha·:iour' 1 , Pf-.. r1. 

D ·~ c2 ;i e') Ma~cc.irr, Gt~Je;ne. !i":· h~.'.! Prc\:·1ib itioL M8· .. 1 e;n,~nt l n O~!tc~fo!I l391-t -
1916 ~1 , PhjD. t_hes~:.:; i~ue:en ~s U ."';iver :~it·/, Jj72,. 

C;urnmond, KObei-t. ''F'artv c~·1oic~ ;;·;] C<:l rndia11 Pro\1Ir,ce' 1, F'h.D. tn~s is , 
Northwestern Univers~tv i0·,1s 

I ) - .,. • 

Evr..ns, Margaret fl.. 1101 iv-=r l·\0111.=Jt and G,)(.:.t1·io 18J2-1f.9S: /'>. Study in 
Political Succass 11 , Pi1.D. t hesis, Univ0i-sity :if Toronto, 1967. 

Graess2r, Moirk W .. .::rnd MichaP-1 1.1a1l21;k. "11c1t : r1 '.:l ·~ han9e in Newf;)l.!nd ·-
icind~ A Prel imina 1-y 1'.i.na i v s i s 1 , p;:ir .•r;'r pr ,· : ~-enced to the annuul 
meeir.-3 of the Canac1!an !~o ! 1 cic<>i :<.:1enc;,; ;,:; :;,-.c;;:::ci:::i11, ~lont:-cc: ·i ,, i9-/3. 

Moff;-n'"~n. J .. :;Li"l Dc:·: v~d. 1 'f=';:•r n: .:·. r-L .: ... bot1 r G ~)v r:·. r ·11nc11t i;·i :Jrit .Jrio, 'fS19-~: S?.::~ 1 
M.J\ . thesis, University :i f l0:-0 r;1 .. o, l :<iS. 

Hurnp!"?r!<~s , Ch<~rle:; \·/. 1rrhc Pol it I cal C:1r.:;er ~> f Sir J ::.012~~ P. Wh!tney 1:, 

rh,O. th:sis, Univ e rsity of Toroni:.:. , 196f-i . 

Ken· , D.G.G. 11 Gho~t~, (• f ~ ;1e Cra1Llf2th.3r: V~ti,irJ Stab i lity in f)n t ari o 
F.::d1:;:ral 1:1.ecti ons, !867··!~.!11 11 , i:;np8,- pte'.;enh•c' at thf~ r1 2ti1emati-.: ~ 
Social Sr..:ienct~.:> Bc:ar .:i CcnferGi-icc o~·, Qucint i t2.tivE. Stud .!CS of Poputar 
Voting Behav:or, Corr:ell l'n i'1 c1-s•ty, Juns 1 197:::. 

1·1acle:od , Marion Jea11. 11.i~~F lc.u1tun: ,:, rid Pel :tics :n Ontario ~;incc l867il, 
Ph .. n~ thesi's, Univ~rsity o-f Londcn, !SJ6i\ 

hilj2n, Toivo and 3ru::e Mar::naughton. "F1~d .::r2 l-P;-01'iN: iai rart'y' Supp'.)'""t: 
The Case of -;:he \.J2r.:erloo F.idin'JS ' 1, p2per· µre .sen tt!J t •.) thf.: .:=inr:1_;2] 
meetrng of the Canactjan Po~ ~t ic2 1 Sc.ienc~ ;\s::.ocidtion,, t:d1~1(H1t:-1~: 

I 975. 

Oksc.nE:n, Ernest H . . •md D1 ron G. S't)encer. 11 '.iorne f.:.:~·ecU; c:· f Mocie1 f:sti nv3-
tio:i in the Soci a) Scicr:r;e:=/ 1 , Unpubl i.shed mar.uscrioc, McMz~;ter 

llni·versity, i97c. 

l.)'t ,· v;;1, P{;.ter.. 11The t.k.lkfr:g of a P1· .. )vinciol F:-e:ni · :.~r ·: Ho\·Jarci Fer i9:.J.: .. J~·1 
3;;d Cntario Po!;tic.s, l R 7C-l9.1: ~ " , !=-h, C. tr•e :;,f~:: 'Jn i': .::~;-sity of 
Yr;ronto, 1969 . 



V)-: .. fp,\"kui::h, P;;:iu; ~ -~~yrro;-·1 .:! .. 11 .So:Jt:-J crn C.1t.;:io \} c~~i r;g P0~tE..:r ;1 s, 1945-
] 959' 1• M. 11•• ~f'ioS, :c, Uni .ter::; i ty o~' l1i i scuris: (,, 19155. 

s~ol I~ Ma:garet He!9n, 
El~ctio~ Jf 186 7 in 
'91.'iG. 

11A. Study r_,f ttv:~ 1Jr11riir,iori and Provinci-=il 
Ontari0 1 ', ~·:.1\ ., thes:s,. Q.uee:o::; iJr:vers!ty, 

430 

~\·:111n~·. 0 1-~ , Dc:-t;:1! 1..i. 1f'l.hf":: Pcrsonr.e1 
!\e.~r1Ders ::_yT ·;: h··~ Sec.:: nd r~·edera l 
of 70;ont~, 1 968 . 

o f P0 i i ti cs: 
F-·ar! ia:'.' en r. 11 , 

A Study of the Ontario 
Pr>,D. thesr!), University 

Tr:.;..lo;·, !c.1:n C. 1 1 Cc·,;·1f:".~1 -·e:;r>(:;; of P·.:-~·u)a.~lon Ch;.:in~Je, 01-,::ario J8S0-?9L~O", 
!-~J\. th,.:.>sis, i.:r>iver::.!ty ::if Totor1to, !967. 

Tro1,1bridge, l<.'.,..i. :· . .,;<!!" Tim2 R.urai Dis co;1te:nt and t!-ie Rise of the 
1Jni1·ed fani.~;1-s (); (Jni:3rio, l9JL;.-·J9~9·•, t~.:\. tCic:si.;;, Univec~ity of 
t'i:lte1 ·:00 , 1~366. 

'.'l'd~ ~,fieid, K.D. 11Me<?-::11rino. One-Partv Domin:ince : A Study of Mal.!rice 
f'i:12rc! 1 ~, T'hP-or~t of i"1 ; r,i p.1.rty !:n,.~;-g .. ~·ite 1. : t~-. Ref·::.rer;ce tc the 
i:,;:::;;e of the Uniti.~d F3nriers cf Onta r'ic j.-, thcs 'Jnttirio Gener.:il ::.lec
i:ion of 191~' 1 , M./'.I.. thesis, O.ue,':n's Universit;t, ;9]'L. 










