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In the introduction of a rt'cent book, Coffey and Polèse 0987: 1) claim 
that Canada is "one of the world's leading proponents and practi­
tioners of regional development policy". ln Canada the aim of such 
policy continues to be the alleviation of socio-economic disparity 
between the various subareas of the country. Especially since the mid­
fifties, Canada has invested substantially in removing these discrep­
ilncies, either through a federal regional development department or 
through specific regional programmes within traditional departments 
(Lithwick 1986: 145-151). Yet despite these policy and practical 
efforts, the MacDonald Commission recently reported that the 
"general [economic] disparity has chi\11ged little over the last 60 years 
for which data arc available, although individual rankings [of 
provinces] have occasiona'lIy altcred" (MacDonald Commission 1985: 
Vol. 3,201). At the same time it recognized that "in a federal system 
regional economic disparity is ,ln inherent contentious issue" (198). 
When the Commission tried to identify the Cluses of the ineffec­
tiveness of Canad'l's regional policies and efforts, it came to the 
rather harsh conclusion that "Canadians have a history of handling 
the [regional development] process badly, and they know little about 
how it actllally works" (99). On closer analysis they conclllded that 
"it is extremely difficult to sort out cause and effect" (203) in the 
regional development field. When one further considers th,lt federal 
and provincial initiatives in this field frequently clash (Lander and 
Hecht 1980), it is not surprising th,lt such policies have not worked. 
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Not understanding cause and effects in any relationship, espe­
cially in the regional economic development area, makes policy 
suggestions risky. The difficulty in understanding the causes of 
Canadian regional disparities stems in part from the fact that 
regional economic conditions are not the only ones affecting them. 
Social, ethnic, politicaL linguistic, educationaL and geographical 
conditions also correlate with economic disparities in Canada (Bonin 
and Verreault 1987; Clement 1982; Economie Council of Canada 1977; 
Hecht 1988; Matthews 1983; Matthews and Davis 1986; Porter 1965; 
Semple 1987), and it is highly likely that they interact in a causal 
way. Thus, general socio-economic conditions may be more fundamental 
indicators of regional disparities than purely economic conditions. One 
could even argue that only after general socio-economic conditions 
have become more equal across Canada will economic conditions also 
converge across space. Without a doubt, this convergence is one of the 
most cherished aims of the federal government (Wonders 1982). 

That Canadian society is quite distinct over geographic space 
cannot be disputed. Quebec's society is quite different trom Ontario's, 
which in turn is quite distinct from those societies in the Prairie and 
Atlantic provinces. Even within a province, especially one as large as 
Ontario, geographically distinct subcultures can develop with 
different socio-economic characteristics (Hecht 1986). In part, such 
differences reflect historical forces and are the result of different 
ethnic groups having settled in different regions of Canada. Others are 
more economic in nature and represent differences in 
provincial/regional resource distribution. Governments are another 
source of such differences. For example, much of Quebec's "distinct 
society" stems trom its different language status, tax collection system, 
family allowance program, higher education system, and separa te 
charter of rights. Together these and other factors such as power 
relationships (Clement 1982) produce the differences within Canadian 
subsocieties. The concern in this paper, however, is not with overt 
differences but with the more subtle socio-economic differences that 
are not so obvious visually across Canada. 

As alluded to above, the differences over space are not ail 
produced "naturally". Each provincial government tries to provide for 
its citizens a quality of life that is distinct trom that of the other 
provinces. Political scientists frequently refer to the political effort 
required to achieve this as "province-building" (McMillan and Norrie 
1980). Provincial government policies, in combination with regional 
economies and historical settlement pa tterns, form a very broad 
province-building force, which has produced strong regional or 
provincÎ<ll differences and identities that are, in sorne instances, 
stronger than the Canadian national identity (Matthews and Davis 
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1986: 101-120). But then, confederation of the colonies in 1867 was 
never intended to remove their unique socio-economic structures but 
rather to add a "nation-building" (federaD component to provincial 
life. Thus, since 1867 Canadians have lived under two broad forces 
influencing their society: the province-building force, which is bent on 
making the provincial scene the focus of life, and the nation-building 
force of the federal government. One of the major tasks of the latter is 
to provide each citizen with equal opportunities and options, no 
matter in which province or region he or she lives. Thus, while the 
federal government actively pursues regional policies and programmes 
to produce greater equality within Canadian geographic space, the 
provinces, in response to their mandate and actions, attempt to produce 
unique provincial societies. The question to be answered in this paper 
is which of these has been the more dominant. 

While Canadian society is moulded by both federal and 
provincial building forces, a third major development trend leads to 
social differentiation. It is embodied in the development of large 
metropolitan-dominated urban hierarchical systems, as well as 
fragmented rural peripheral enclaves. In Canada such development 
produces bath cities and city regions that interact highly and have 
closel y re la ted socio-economic characteristics and separa te, 
fragmented rural components. On the one hand, such a force should 
produce greater homogeneity between the major centres of Toronto, 
Montreal, Vancouver, Edmonton, Calgary, Winnipeg, Hamilton, 
Quebec City, and Halifax, than what exists between each city and the 
respective rural areas of the provinces in which they are found. On the 
other hand, because federal regional development efforts in Canada 
have been mainly rural and small town oriented, one might expect 
these rural areas to converge into one homogeneous group. 

Given the above broad converging and diverging regional forces 
operating in Canada, it is evident that any comprehensive analysis of 
Canadian regional disparities should not restrict itseif to any one 
measure. lnstead, it should explore a wide range of conditions over 
space and time. The aim of this paper, however, is more restricted 
because we examine the relative strengths of these provincial and 
regional forces in terms of socio-economic conditions at a single point in 
time. This limitation is prompted by both the explora tory nature of 
our study and our desire to relate it to Canadian regional development 
policy. It is expected that further research will allow us to ex tend the 
analysis to other conditions and over time. 

One way of determining the strength of the province-building force 
is to measure how distinctive each province is with respect to the 
others in terms of its socio-economic characteristics. Any of several 
multivariate statistical procedures can be used. The most obvious 
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candidates are some form of c1uster analysis (Aldenderfer and 
Blashfield 1(84) or discriminant analysis (Klecka 1980). Here the 
latter procedure was selected for conceptual and practical reasons. 

Conceptually, discriminant analysis provides a way of studying 
the nature and extent of differences between previously defined groups 
of objects. Cluster analysis is more appropriate when no such 17 priori 
groups exist and the individual objects must be formed into classes. The 
emphasis in the c1ustering procedure is on identifying similarities 
between objects in the same group rather thilJ1 the differences between 
groups. Because the provinces provide an existing set of groups, 
discriminant analysis can be used in a confirma tory fashion to test the 
appropriateness of these classes. 

Practicall y, al though rela ti vcly efficient com pu ter algorithms 
are available, the application of c1uster analysis to ,1 large data set 
such as that used in this study is still extremely costly in terms of both 
computer memory and time. Thus, such data matrices are usually 
screened prior to the c1uster analysis by means of some fonn of factor 
analysis. The resulting classification is therefore partly conditioned 
by the particular type of factor analysis chosen. But more important, 
the resulting c1usters often vary considerably in terms of their member­
ship when different grouping procedures are used. Finally, there are 
fewer such subjective decisions to be made in discrimin,lnt analysis, a 
filct considered pertinent in an explori1tory stud y such as this one. 

Thus, using discriminant analysis one can consider subarcas of each 
province as members of the same group and can crea te, using socio­
economic variables, a set of discriminant functions that distinguish 
between the groups. These functions can be used to crea te a set of 
theoretical groups whose melJ1berships can be compared to those of the 
actual groups (provinces). The higher the degree of correspondence 
between the tvvo sets of groups, the Icss arbitrary will be the original 
grouping-in this case implying the greater will be the distinction 
between the provinces. This is l'qui valent to considering the provinces 
as groups and examining how many of the subareas in each group are 
correctly c1assified in tenns of the discriminant functions. The higher 
the proportion of correctly c1assified subareas, the more distinctive 
and less arbitrary will be the provincial groups. 

The Analysis 

Data 

Values ""'cre extracted from the 1981 Census for 25 Vclfiables for cach of 
the 260 ccnsus divisions constituting the 10 provinces. The six census 
divisions that constitllte tht' two tcrritoriL's were not inclllded. These 
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variables (Iisted in Table 1) are considered representative of those 
contained in larger variable sets used in previous multivariate 
analyses of the Canadian system (for example, King 1966; R,lY 1969; 
Ray and Murdie 1972; Simmons 1978; Simmons and Speck 1(86). 
Because the 25 variables represent different aspects of socio-economic 
characteristics, they have been grouped under six lwadings: 
employment, economic, demographic, housing, cultural, and 
educational. All variables are in rate form, primarily to remove the 
direct impact of the large variation (from 1,953 to 2,137,395) in total 
population among the census divisions which otherwise would 
dominate multivariate an,11yses of the type undertaken in this study. 

The Discriminant Analyses 

The data were subjected to four different but related discriminant 
analyses. ln the first, each province comprised a group, and all 25 
variables listed in Table 1 were included. ln the second, the provinces 
again formed the groups but thc two language variables, FRHOME and 
OMTONG, were excludcd. The reason for this is discussed below. The 
provinces were then grouped into the five trilditional CanadÎiln 
regions-Atlantic, Quebec, Ontario, Prairies, and British Columbia 
(Pu tnam and Putnam 1970)-and a third analysis, with these regions 
as groups and using all the variables, W,lS undertaken. The final 
analysis also used the regions as groups but excluded the variables 
FRHOME and OMTONG. 

Table 2 summarizes the canonical discriminant functions that 
resulted from each of the four discriminant analyses. For both of the 
provincial analyses, the associated eigenvalues, per cent of varianCE' 
explained, and canonical correlations ail suggest that four 
discriminant functions are appropriate. The total variancc explained 
by all four discriminant functions in each provincial analysis was very 
similar (94.1 per cent for the analysis with aU variables and 93.9 per 
cent for the analysis excluding the language vari,lbles). For the 
regional analyses three discriminant functions were extracted in both 
cases (sel' Table 2) which explained a total of 92.6 per cent of the 
variance when aH variables were used and 90.7 per cent of the 
variance when the language variables were excluded. 

As for an analysis of the discriminant functions in terms of the 
input variables, Table 3 shows aH the structure coefficients greater 
than 0.25 in magnitude for aH functions in aH ,1l1alyses. Although it is 
possible to usc these structure coefficients to attempt to "interpret" 
each of the discriminant functions, we have refrained from doing so. 
lnstead, the structure coefficients were used collectivel)' to indicate 
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which of the original 25 variables have discriminating power with 
respect to either the provinces or regions. 

Nine of the variables do not have any structure coefficients greater 
than 0.25 (RPUBDEF, RMINES, WCEMP, MPARTI, FPARTI, 
LOWINCF, SDHOUSE, OWNDW, HIGHED), indicating that these 
variables do not display marked spatial variation at either the 
provincial or regional level. Of the 16 variables that do have 
structure coefficients greater than 0.25, the highest values are 
recorded for FRHOME in both the provincial and regional analysis 
(-O.H2 and -0.79, respectively). Since these are by far the largest 
structure coefficients and since in both cases they are associated with 
the first discriminant function, this clearly (and not unexpectedly) 
indicates that this is the most influential discrirninating variable. In 
view of this, and because it might be argued that FRHOME is a 
cultural rather than a socio-economic variable, we chose to undertake 
additional analyses excluding this variable. And because a similar 
argument could also be made with respect to OMTONG, this variable 
\\'as excluded as well from the revised analysis. 

As Table 3 shO\\'s, however, the pattern of structure coefficients 
does not change markedly in the two analyses in which these 
variables are excluded. This indicates that the remaining variables 
are collectively just as able to discrimina te between the various census 
divisions as the language variables. For all analyses, the most 
persistent variables, and thus those that indicate the greatest 
measure ()f variation at both the provincial and regional levels, are 
FUNEMP, IMMIG, HOUSEV, and LOWED. The variables MFRATIO 
and POST45DW appear in both provincial analyses but are absent 
from both regional analyses, indicating that they show variation only 
at the provincial level. Conversely, one variable, AVGFAMI, appears 
in both regional émalyses bu l in neither of the provincial analyses. 
Finédly, tlnee vclfiables-CPPFAM, OVER65R, and UNDER19­
appear only once in ail four analyses <lnd in l'very case are associated 
with the discriminant functions with the lowest explained variance, 
thus suggesting that these v<lriables are only of minor importance. 

When the discriminant functions in Table 2 were used to classifv 
the uriginal census divisions, in ail four analyses the proportion of 
correctly classified cases was high, indicating that both the provinces 
and the regions differ considerably among themselves and suggesting 
that broad province-building forces are extremely strong. In these 
classifica lion proced ures the prior probabili ties were weighted in 
proportion to the number of census divisions in l'ach province. 

For the two provincial analyses the successful classification rates 
were almost identical (RH.1 per cent using all the varic1bles and 
HH.5 per cent with FR HOME and OMTONG excluded). In the 
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Table 4 

GROUP MEMBERSHlP, PROVINCES 

Group 

9 10 Total
2 3 4 5 6 7 8Province 
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provincial analysis involving ,Ill vélriélbles the most marked 
misclassifications occurred for New Brunswick élnd Mélnitobél (see 
Table 4 and Figure 1), Census divisions in New Brunswick were 
redistributed primarill' to él group dominélted bl' census divisions from 
Nova Scotiél (Group 3), although two census divisions joined with 
Group 5 (esscntially Quebec,) élnd one went to Group 2 (bélsically Prince 
Edward Isbnd). Onll' five of New Brunswick's 15 ccnsus divisions 
remained to dominé1te él smélll Croup 4. This c1e(lr1y suggests él 
spatiéllly trélnsitional roll.' for New Brunswick bctwcen Atlélntic 
Célnûda élnd Quebec. Manitobél éllso dispbys élspects of él spûtiéllly 
transitionûl province. While 15 of its 25 census divisions remélined 
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1----- - -- - --­together to domina te Group 7, six census divisions were assigned to 
Group 8 dominated by census divisions from Saskatchewan. British
 
Columbia was the only province whose census divisions ail ended up in ,~
 

é J .~ 

the same group (Croup 10). Finally, only three misc1assifications of ),""~ 
census divisions were to non-adjacent provinces (one each in Nova 
Scotia, Ontario, and Manitoba). These and ail individual 
misc1assifications are discussed in detail below. 

Table 4 also indicates that essentially similar results were 
obtained for the provincial analysis that exc1uded the language 
variable. In this analysis, however, the census divisions in both New 
Brunswick and Manitoba showed a higher level of cohesiveness, and 
British Columbia no longer had aIl its census divisions in the same 
group. Again, only three misc1assifications were to non-adjacent 
provinces (two in Newfoundland and one in Ontario). 

Table 5 shows the corresponding regional analyses. In cach case 
the percentage of correctly c1assified census divisions was very high 
(95.4 per cent for ail variables and 94.6 per cent excluding the language 
variable). In the analysis using ail variables, Qucbec and British 
Columbia were the most distinctive regions, while Ontario and 
Atlantic Canada were the least distinctive (see Figure 2). This picture 
changed slightly in the analysis exc1uding FRHOME and OMTONC; 
Atlantic Canada and British Columbia then appeared as the most 
distinctive, white the Prairies joined Ontario as the least distinctive. 
Only Ontario had census divisions that were assigned to a non­
adjacent region (three census divisions were assigned to British 
Columbia). 
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Provincial Misclassifications: AU Variables 

Discriminant analysis allows one to calcula te the first and second 
highest group membership probabilities for each census division 
whose highest group membership probability is not associated with 
the provincial group in which it is located. In addition, a centrality 
value, in the form of another probability, can be calculated for the 
group with the highest associated membership probability. This 
value ranges from a high of 1.0, indicating that the census division is 
located at the centre of the group to which it is assigned, to a low of 
0.0, indicating that it is a highly peripheral member of its assigned 
group. Ali of the misclassifications for the analyses involving ail 
variables have been mapped in Figures 1 and 2 to emphasize their 
geographic locations. 

A closer look at Figure 1 shows some interesting and revealing 
misclassifications. Fourteen of the 31 total misclassifications occurred 
in the Atlantic provinces, the smaller political and geographical units 
in Canada. Of these, only three were relocated outside of the Atlantic 
Region. One was to Ontario (Cumberland, N.S') with a probability of 
0.96 and a centra lity indicator of 0.34. Similarly, the two census 
divisions that transferred to Quebec (Kent, N.B., and Madawaska, 
N.B.) also had high probability values (0.96 and 1.00, respectively) 
but low centrality values (0.02 and 0.10, respectively). This suggests 
that both census divisions are to some extent unique. Madawaska is 
located adjacent to Quebec, and its misc1assification is somewhat 
understandable, but Kent, located in north-eastern New Brunswick, 
needs to be analyzed more closely. 

Of the 14 misclassifications in the Maritime provinces, 10 occurred 
in New Brunswick alone, ail but three of which were assigned to Nova 
Scotia (Figure 1). The probabilities ranged from 0.54 to 1.00, yet only 
two, Charlotte and Carleton, also had high centra lity values (0.95 
and 0.87, respectively). Ali others were below the 60th percentile. 
Because most of these misclassifications were located in the l'a stern 
area of the province, across the Bay of Fundy from Nova Scotia, it is 
rational to conclude that New Brunswick is a transition province with 
some Anglo-Saxon settlement areas closely tied to Nova Scotia. The 
remainder of New Brunswick (the west and north-west), however, is 
not linked to Quebec but forms an independent group. Because much of 
this area was originally settled by Acadians, it may be hypothesized 
that this region provides the socio-economic characteristics that make 
the province unique. 

Within the Atlantic Region ail misclassified census divisions 
except t.vo had the home provincial group as their second group. One 
exception was St. John's, Newfoundland, which was assigned to 

ON CANADIAI'.: PROVINCIALlSM AND RECIONALlSM 2D1 

Group 2 (prince Edward Island) for its first probability. lts centrality 
value of 0.58 within this group was also relatively high. The seeand 
highest probability put it in Group 3. This suggests that St. John's has 
socio-economic characteristics more in common with the Atlantic 
mainland than with the rest of Newfoundland. 

The other census division with both first and second location 
probabilities higher than its own provincial one was Antigonish, 
Nova Scotia. lts highest probability (0.72) 'lssigned it to Prince 
Edward Island and its second (0.20) to Newfoundland. Its location on 
the north-west corner of the Nova Scotian mainland again makes its 
first association with Prince Edward Is1.lnd understandable. 

Only one census division in Quebec-Pontiac, on the northern shore 
of the Ottawa River-was classified outside the Quebec group and 
with the Ontario group. Thus, this analysis underlines the fact that 
the vast majority of Quebec's socio-economic space is distinctive and 
forms its own group. 

Of Ontario's 53 census divisions tluee were classified outside of 
Ontario. Two divisions-Preseatt and Russell in eastern Ontario-went 
to Quebec with probabilities of 1.00 ,lnd 0.91, respectively, and 
centrality indexes of 0.42 and 0.03, respectively. A third one, York, 
was interestingly assigned to British Columbia with a probability of 
0.71 and a centrality index of (J.15. With its high mixture of ethnic 
groups and its rapid urban expansion, York seemingly is closer to what 
is happening on the west coast than in Ontario. One could possibly 
associa te these areas with "frontier" settlement characteristics. 

Most of the misc1assifications in the Prairies occurred between 
Manitoba and Saskatchewan. Six census divisions went from 
Manitoba-mainly in the agricultural, southern part of the province­
to Saskatchewan, while four from Saskatchewan-mainly in the 
northern part-were assigned to Manitoba (Figure 1). Thus, the 
traditional agricultural élreas were grouped more with Saskatchewan, 
while the northern and the marginal agricultural areas were 
classified with Manitoba. 

The other interesting aspect of Manitoba was that its capital, 
Winnipeg, was grouped with Ontario census divisions with a high 
probability (0.98) but a somewhat low centra lity value (0.10). 
Winnipeg's greater industrial base and its stable growth 
characteristics probably ,1Ccount for this. 

ln Alberta, only one census division-the Fort McMurry area of 
north-eastern Alberta-was misclassified, having been assigned to 
British Columbia. None of the ccnsus divisions of British Columbia 
were assigned ta any other group. lt was the anly province for which 
this was the case. 
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Provincial Misclassifications: Excluding Language Variables 

As indicated earlier, in the second provincial analysis the two 
language variables, French home language (FRHOME) and other than 
English or French mother tongue (OMTONG), were removed. 
Surprisingly, the overall proportion of misclassifications did not 
increase as first anticipated but l'ven decreased slightly from 31 to 30. 
Of the 10 misclassifications in the Atlantic provinces, eight ôgain 
were between Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. Halifax and 
Lunenburg went to Group 4, (New Brunswick) with high probabilities 
(0.83 and 0.80, respectively) as did St. John's (0.80). It seems that 
Group 4, besides being identified with northern and north-eastern New 
Brunswick, is also strongly typified by urban Atlantic Canada, as the 
high centrality values for St. John's (0.90), Halifax (0.98), Lunenburg 
(0.98), and Moncton (0.86) would indicate. 

Also surprisingly, removal of the langué1ge variables only 
increased the misclassified divisions in Quebec from one to three. Of 
these, Gatineau and Pontiac, located north-west of Ottawa, are 
understandé1ble; Brome, on the U.s. border south of Montreal, is the 
third. Ail three were assigned, however, to Group 4 (Nova Scotia) and 
not Ontario, with probabilities of 0.60, 0.90, and 0.48, respectively, 
and centré1lity values of 0.33, 0.38 and 0.06, respectivc1y. Pontiac's 
second highest probability was with Ontario. In Ontario, Prescott was 
aga in strongly identified with Quebec in terms of both membership 
probability (1.00) and centrality (OSI). Interestingly, Ottawa, the 
nation's capital, was now assigned to Quebec with a probability of 0.46 
and a centrality value of 0.04, indicating its marginal location in this 
group. Its association probability with Ontario, its second probability, 
was reasonably close with a value of 0.35. The third Ontario census 
division misc!assified was York. Again, it went to British Columbia 
with a probability of 0.46 and a centrality value of 0.06. Although 
these values were not that high, the probability of association with 
Ontario was somewhat lower at 0.38. 

Most of the reassignment in the Prairies was agé1in between the 
two provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan. But now three census 
divisions in Manitoba were assigned to the Ontario group, including 
Winnipeg, as was the case in the discriminant analysis using ail 
variables. ln Alberta, the Fort McMurry region again went to British 
Columbia with a high probability (0.82). British Columbia, however, 
was not as solid a block of census divisions as in the ali-variables case, 
as now the l'l'ace River district (0.51) in the north-east went to Alberta 
as did the Okanagen region (0.62). Both regions hé1ve been settled in 
part by people from the Prairies. Their centré1lity values are, 
however, in the low 20th pcrcentile range. 
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Regional Misclassifications: AU Variables 

By grouping the 260 census divisions into the traditional five regions of 
Célnadél and running a discriminant analysis, first using ail variables, 
a clear, strong pictun' of regionalism in Canada was presented. It 
supports Wonders's (1982: 8) qualitative statement that "given the 
enormous area of Canada ... it was and is inevitable that regions and 
regionalism should occur". From the Atlantic Region, only three census 
divisions-Kent, Madawaska, and Gloucester-ail in New Brunswick 
and two on the Quebcc border, went to Group 2 (Quebec), with high 
probabilities (:2: 0.99) but low centrality values (<s 0.05). The latter 
values indicate the uniqueness of these three divisions and may reflect 
the spatially tr,1l1sitional nature of New Brunswick with respect to 
the Atlnntic Region and Quebec (Figure 2). 

Only one census division in Quebec was transfcrred out of the 
region-again Pontiac. Tt went to Ontario \vith a probability of 0.99 
and a centrality value of 0.25. 

At the regionél1 level, Ontario surprisingly was less cohesive thé1l1 
any other region. In filct, five of the 53 census divisions had first-group 
probabilities that assigned them to other regions. For example, 
Prescott and Russell in eastern Ontario went to Group 2 (Quebec) with 
high proba bili ties. Prescott l'ven had a rela tively h igh cen trali ty 
value of 0.41. Intcrestingly, York and Toronto were now associatcd 
\vith Group 5 (British Columbia) with probability values of 0.88 and 
0.76, respectively, and high centrality measures of 0.59 and 0.48, 
respectivcly. It is possible that the high growth and ethnically 
diverse charaderistics of these divisions Icd them to be grouped with 
British Columbia, which in certain ways is still the frontier province. 
Not surprisingly, Kenora, traditionally tied closely to Winnipeg, was 
ilssigned to the Prairie province group, yet Winnipeg continued to 
affiliate with Ontario on the whole, having high probability and 
centrality values of 0.84 and 0.25, respectively. The latter's manufac­
turing base and stable population status may weil be similar to what 
was found in many southern Ontario census divisions in 1981. Edmonton 
and the Fort McMurry area had high enough first-group probabilities 
(0.53 and OS:!, respectively) to be associated with British Columbia 
but only barely so. The low centrality values of only 0.04 and 0.06, 
respectively, underline the weakness of this association. Again, ail of 
British Columbia's census divisions stayed together as an independent 
group. 

Regional Misclassifications: Excluding Language Variables 

Surprisingly, by removing the language variables, the regional nature 
of Canada did not change very much; the number of "misclassified" 
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census divisions was still only slightly over 5 per cent. Now the 
Atlantic Region's census divisions stayed together solidly as one group. 
Three divisions from Quebec were reassigned, two to Ontario (Brome, 
0.84, and Pontiac, 0.98) and one to the Atlantic Region (Gatineau, 0.70). 
Of Ontario's census divisions, five (but somewhat different than the 
five discussed above) were aga in assigned to different regions. Three­
York, Toronto, and Peel-are highly urbanized areas and were aIl 
assigned to British Columbia. Prescott again went to Quebec, and Bruce 
went to the Prairies. Because aIl five centrality values were 
reIatively high, these reassignments were fairly strong. 

Of the six divisions from the Prairies that were assigned to 
different regions, five went to Ontario, including aIl three major 
cities-Winnipeg, Edmonton, and Calgary-although it must be noted 
that the latter two had low centrality values (both 0.03). AlI second 
probabilities retained them in the Prairie group. As in previous 
analyses, Fort McMurry was assigned to British Columbia. 

Conclusion 

From the above results it can be seen that in 1981 the Canadian socio­
economic geographic space clearly had far stronger provincial than 
national dimensions embodied in it. Discriminant analysis of 25 socio­
economic rate variables showed that census divisions tend to group in 
relation ta existing provincial boundaries. The "correct" classification 
of over 85 per cent of the census divisions by provinces suggests a socio­
economic space that has a strong provincial base. Even the removal of 
the two language variables did not decrease this provincial cohesion 
to any great extent. Clearly, one can speak of unique "province states" 
in Canada, suggesting the existence of a strong "province-building" 
force. The implications for regional development policies and 
programmes of the federal government, which h,1\'e as their basic aim 
the equalization of the socio-economic dimension in Canada across aIl 
provinces, are that they will continue to encounter tremendous 
conflicting forces. One should remember that the ultimate success of 
the federal "nation-building" force would be reflected in a discrim­
inant analysis in which census divisions grouped randomly together in 
geographic space. No evidence of this was found in this analysis. 

A reclassification of the census divisions according to the five 
traditional regions in Canada, disregarding for the moment Cameron's 
(1981: SOl) claim that for policy purposes such regions have no 
meaning, presents ,ln l'ven stronger geographic clustering of Canada's 
socio-economic dimensions. With or without the language variables in 
the analysis, about 95 per cent of the census divisions are classified 
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into their "proper" regional groups. lnterestingly, the eastern- and 
westernmost regions-Atlantic and Pacific Canada, respectively­
were the most cohesive. Quebec, frequently viewed as the most unique 
region in Canada, is no more cohesive than the other regions. 

Although not examined in this paper, some of the results of the 
analyses suggest the presence of an additional metropolitan-rural 
dimension in the socio-economic space of Canada as hypothesized in 
the beginning of the paper. Because such a dimension is prod uced 
without direct federal or provincial involvement, steps to counter it 
through federal or provincial development programs wou Id be 
difficult. 

When political scientists have spoken of "province-building" 
versus "nation-building" processes taking place in Canada, the 
emphasis frequently has been on the political process. Either the 
federal or the provincial governments are seen to be attempting to 
attract more power. The assumption is frequently made that province­
building endeavours should crea te equality among the provinces 
(Young et al. 1984). In our view, however, such a strengthening of 
provincial political power would only enhance the broader province­
or region-building forces that have as their outcome the kind of 
spatial patterns identified in this paper. Differences in socio-economic 
conditions over geographic space can be seen as the product of different 
physical, cultural, economic, and political landscapes. At present, 
most of these tend to be province-building, with only a few nation­
building in nature. How the relative strengths of these forces have 
changed will be the subject of future research. 
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