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"YES" TO SENATE RE.FORM, BUT

"No" TO THIS VERSION

The second possibility may be
that many western Canadians saw
Senate reform as a highly salient
issue, but rejected the specific re­
form model embedded in the
Charlottetown Accord. As I sug­
gested in a previous column (see 1
Canada Watch 22, elements of the
Charlottetown package were prob­
lematic for supporters of Senate re­
form and, therefore, one could be­
lieve strongly in Senate reform and
still vote "no." Again, however,
media coverage and the public de­
bate do not suggest that negative
assessments per se played a major
role in the west's rejection of the
Charlottetown Accord. Although the
Senate package certainly came un­
der critical attack, the attack did not
go unchallenged and was not central
to the broader referendum debate.

"YES" TO SENATE REFORM, BUT

NOT AT ANY PRICE

The third possibility may be that
western Canadians were relatively
pleased with the Senate reform pack­
age, but disliked other aspects ofthe
Accord so much that they were pre­
pared to sacrifice Senate reform. Of
the three possibilities, this one strikes
me as the most likely. Certainly,
other aspects of the Accord, and
particularly the 25 percentseatguar­
antee for Quebec, overshadowed the
specifics of the Senate reform in the
public debate.

Ofcourse, the three explanations
are complementary. If Senate re­
form had been more salient, then
western Canadians may have been
prepared to swallow other aspects
ofthe Accord. If the Senate package
had been stronger, they might also
have been prepared to do so. In any
event, they did not, and it appears at
first glance that Senate reform has
been swept from the nation's politi­
cal agenda along with most of the
other elements in the Charlottetown
Accord.

November/December 1992

THE FuruRE OF SENATE REFoRM?

And yet, it would be premature to
conclude that Senate reform has dis­
appeared. Admittedly, it is unlikely
that the west has enough political
muscle, or even enough interest, to
resuscitate a national debate on Sen­
ate reform. It is difficult to imagine
any enthusiasm among western pre­
miers, andparticularlyMikeHarcourt,
for a renewed constitutional debate.
Nor do I underestimate the antipathy
of Quebec to the Charlottetown Sen­
ate package and, indeed, to any Sen­
ate reform package.

However, the Senate reformers
have a critically important card to
play and that is the fact that the
existing Senate-unelected, un­
equal, but with formidable formal
powers-still exists. To take one of
the best lines from the October 26
media coverage, the quo has no sta­
tus and the existing Senate will con­
tinue to generate pressure for insti­
tutional reform.

It is difficult to imagine that we
will stumble into the 21st century
with the current Senate still in place.
The trick will be to find a way to
reform the Senate without having to
roll reform into a larger constitu­
tional package that would likely suf­
fer the same fate as the Meech Lake
and Charlottetown accords. More
specifically, the challenge will be to
find non-constitutional means to re­
form the Senate and to bring it more
into line with the contemporary po­
litical culture.

This will not be an easy task, but
it need not lie beyond our imagina­
tions and will. It is, however, a task
for which leadership must come
from the west. Senate reformers else­
where in the country have been scat­
tered to the winds by the October 26
referendum.
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THE REFERENDUM

AND ITS AFTERMATH

IN QUEBEC

by Guy Laforest

The October 26 referendum was
Quebec's second action ofcollective
self-determination in 12 years. The
question was the same throughout the
country, but Quebec administered its
own referendum with the law and the
regulations of the National Assem­
bly. In an important sense, this was a
form of special status. For the second
time in 12 years, the federal govern­
ment and the rest of the country en­
dorsedboththeself-determinationand
the special status of Quebec. What­
everhappens in the future conceming
the relationship of Quebec with
Canada, the referendum of 1992 has
reinforced, both for us and for in­
ternational observers, the status of
Quebec as an autonomous political
community. Quite frankly, that's
about the only positive thing I have to
say withregard to our recent referen­
dum experience.

For those who can still remember
the hopes that were in the air after the
demise ofthe Meech Lake Accord, or
during the fall of 1990, when Michel
Belanger and Jean Campeau carried
on their shoulders the dignity and the
legitimacy ofthe National Assembly,
the present situation is very disap­
pointing indeed. Quebeckershavesaid
"no" to the Ottawa-Charlottetown
Accord, but they are still stuck with
the constitution that Pierre Trudeau
and nine English-speaking premiers
imposed on them 10 years ago and all
this, in a sense, because Robert
Bourassa and his govemmentrefused
the more radical options recom­
mended to them by most sectors of
Quebec society.
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UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

There is something more intrigu­
ing than the Wilhelmy-Tremblay
Affair and the documents leaked to
Jean-Fran~oisLiseeandL'Actualite.

In June 1992, Mr. Bourassa knew
through a number of polls that
Quebeckers would have voted mas­
sively (65 to 70 percent) to support
his "Brussels model"-the creation
oftwo sovereign states associated in
an economic union. After such a
referendum, the Quebec government
would have entered into negotia­
tions with the other governments; if
the negotiations had failed, Quebec
could have proclaimed its independ­
ence unilaterally one year following
the date of the referendum.

"Quebeckers have said 'no' to
the Ottawa-Charlottetown

Accord, but they are still stuck
with the constitution that Pierre

Trudeau and nine English­
speaking premiers imposed on

them 10 years ago and all this, in
a sense, because Robert

Bourassa and his government
refused the more radical options
recommended to them by most

sectors ofQuebec society."

Instead of choosing that route,
Mr. Bourassa, at some point after
the July 7 agreement in Ottawa, de­
cided to return to the multilateral
table and ultimately to accept a
project that he had to know (this is
my hypothesis) the people of Que­
bec would reject. Mr. Bourassa tells
us that he had no choice because the
leaders of the other provinces mani­
fested no interest for his Brussels
scenario, reacting to this with the
subtlety ofJeffrey Simpson. I fail to
be convinced by this argument. We
need a good investigative reporter
to shed some light on what hap­
pened this summer in the entourage
of Premier Bourassa.
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THE FUTURE OF THE LIBERAL

PARTY

Meanwhile, the consequences of
Mr. Bourassa's decision are becom­
ing more and more obvious every­
day. The Liberal party will become
the voice ofthe unconditional feder­
alists. Michel Page, former minister
of national education, started flirt­
ing with sovereignty association
barely one week after having left the
Bourassa cabinet. I doubt that Jean
Allaire and Mario Dumont will be
either allowed or willing to rejoin
the ranks of the Liberal party. Ru­
mours of a third party are starting to
emerge with the names of Pierre­
Marc Johnson and Claude Beland
on the lips of most analysts. After
the failure of Meech Lake, Mr.
Bourassa pronounced his greatest
speech as a statesman. Quebec would
remain forever a distinct society, he
said memorably at the National As­
sembly, free to choose its destiny.
Many people who trusted him and
the tone of his speech on that day
feel that they have been used in one
ofMr. Bourassa's favourite games­
playing for political time. They are
not likely to forget.

THE SOVEREIGNTY OPTION

The referendum ofOctober26 was
not a triumph for sovereigntists in
Quebec. The result was closer than it
looks on the surface, at 56 to 44 per­
cent. Two hundred and fifty thousand
voters made the difference. Withpolls
telling observers that about 20 per­
cent ofcard-carrying members of the
Liberal party intended to vote "no,"
one has to conclude that the Allaire­
Dumont tandem made the difference.
Moreover, this can be said while dis­
counting the albeit marginal effect in
Quebec of Pierre Trudeau's pro­
nouncements. With Jacques Parizeau
at the helm, despite his unique quali­
ties and the sacrifices he has made
over the past few years, the Parti
Queb6coisand the ideaofsovereignty

will not go beyond 45 percent. The
problem is not only with the leader­
ship. The Parti Queb6cois has still to
makeaclearchoicebetweentheforces
of"integrisme national," represented
for instance by Jean Dorion and the
Societe Saint-Jean-Baptiste de
Montreal, and the forces coalescing
around the idea of a pluralist distinct
society.

In the next few years, while the
federal party system undergoes a
process offragmentation, Quebec is
likely to turn inward and outward.
Inward, toward the establishment of
a new social contract between ma­
jority and minorities, between the
various nations forming Quebec so­
ciety. Outward, to obtain interna­
tionally the kind of recognition that
remains elusive in Canadian public
affairs. .
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