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POST-REFERENDUM REFLECTIONS:
SOVEREIGNTY 1S ALIVE AND
WELL, PARTNERSHIP REMAINS THE
ROADMAP TO THE FUTURE

BY DANIEL TURP

The disconcerted voices and
messages sent to Quebeckers
from the rest of Canada and the
hope that Mr. Bouchard, fol-
lowing his November 21 an-
nouncement, will become the
leader of the Parti québécois
merit examination. Many Que-
beckers believe that the sover-
eigntist option is alive and well.
Such a belief is also founded on
the referendum results and the
shifting roles in Ottawa and
Quebec City.

EXAMINING THE RESULTS OF THE
OCTOBER 30 REFERENDUM

No serious analyst from Que-
bec, Canada, or, indeed, the
rest of the world has misread
the October 30 referendum re-
sults. As can be seen from the

table (see page 42), 49.42 per-
cent of those Quebeckers who
cast valid ballots voted "yes" to
a question that would have au-
thorized the National Assem-
bly of Quebec to proclaim
Quebec sovereignty. By con-
trast with the 1980 referendum
question, which would have
given no such mandate to the
government of Quebec, the
vote of October 30 is a clear in-
dication that Quebeckers seri-
ously considered the option of
sovereignty and almost gave it
a majority in 1995,

With a question that was
more daring, there was an 8.98
percent increase in support for
the Yes side (49.42 percent in
1995 versus 40.44 percent in
1980) and such an increase is

reflected in all age groups.
Hence, of those aged 18 to 34,
the "yes" voters were 51 percent
in 1980 and 55 percentin 1995,
of those aged 35 to 54, the “yes"
voters were 51 percent in 1980
and 52 percent in 1985; and of
the people over age 55, the
“yes" voters were 28 percent in
1980 and 32 percent in 1995,
Regarding the geographic dis-
tribution of the vote, one must
realize that the "yes” vote was

in the majority in 80 of the 125
ridings of Quebec (64.00 per-
cent), whereas it had won only
22 out of 110 ridings in 1980
(24.20 percent). The obvious
consequence of this progres-
sion of the Yes side is the equi-
valent loss of the No side. The
decrease from 59.56 percent to
50.58 percent, the losses in all
age groups, and the new geo-
graphical voting patterns are of

continued on page 42

FACING REALITY (AND THE NEXT

REFERENDUM)

BY JEFF ROSE

On October 30, Canada came
within 50,000 votes of national
disintegration. As federalists
face up to that reality and be-
gin planning for the next refer-
endum, here are some consider-
ations they might bear in mind.

THE PROMISE OF
CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

First, however ill-advised those
pledges may have been, failure

to come through on the feder-
alist leaders' recent promises of
constitutional change could en-
gender bitterness in Quebec,
virtually guaranteeing majority
backing for the separatists in
the next referendum.
Parliament should, there-
fore, take the first step toward
fulfilling the leaders’ promises,
ideally before Christmas. This

continvied on page 18
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FACING REALITY [AND THE NEXT REFERENDUM) from page 17

step ought to comprise declara-
tory wording that recognizes
Quebec as a distinct society
and that provides a de facto
veto over significant constitu-
tional change.

Because the federalist lead-
ers' pledges were vague, virtu-
ally any formula of words, par-
ticularly with regard to Quebec
as a distinct society, could be
described as fulfilling them.
Likewise, any formula of words
can be rejected as insufficient,
It ought to be apparent, how-
ever, to even the most stubborn
practitioner of what might be
called thesaurus constitutional-
ism that declarations contain-
ing sly resonances but little sub-
stance would be worse than
nothing.

In the next few months, the
national government should of-
fer the provinces a genuine re-
alignment of responsibility in
the area of labour market train-
ing, accompanied by a fair dis-
tribution of the available money.
Quebec had a good case for the
arrangement that would have
been permitted under the Char-
lottetown Accord, and certain
other provinces, notably On-
tario and Alberta, have at one
time or another expressed inter-
est as well.

Taken together, these ele-
ments — distinct society recog-

nition, de facto veto, and labour
market training — would begin
to create a new track record,
demonstrating Canada's capa-
city to evolve, at least insofar as
the national government is con-
cerned.

Second, federalists should
confirm that their continuing
objective is to obtain the pub-
lic support necessary to enable
the Constitution to be modi-
fied, at the opportune moment,
in the foregoing areas. The pos-
sibility that these issues could
form the basis of a future fed-
eral referendum should not be
ruled out. The most sensible
forum in which formal discus-
sions could begin to take place
would be the one scheduled for
1997. Federalists have every
justification in explaining, how-
ever, that as long as separatists
hold power in Quebec City, it
makes no sense for federalists to
attempt a traditional constitu-
tional offer because it will be
rejected by the Quebec gov-
ernment for its own strategic
reasons.

Coordination among feder-
alists will be required because
there are voices among Quebec
Liberals who, for reasons of
electoral tactics, leadership po-
sitioning, or pure habit, will be
inclined to seize the leverage
created by the recent vote and

use it against Ottawa them-
selves, on behalf of Quebeck-
ers. These federalists should
reflect seriously on where this
would be likely to leave federal-
ists in the rest of Canada (ROC).

[tis time for a profound
democratic enterprise aimed
at defining the core values
and unifying assumptions
of a bypothetical Canada
without Quebec, including

the conditions of exit
of a sovereign Quebec,

to begin to unfold.

BROADENING THE AGENDA:

EXIT QUEBEC?

Third, it is time for a profound
democratic enterprise aimed at
defining the core values and
unifying assumptions of a hypo-
thetical Canada without Que-
bec, including the conditions of
exit of a sovereign Quebec, to
begin to unfold. Obviously, the
development of the greatest
possible measure of general
consent will ultimately need to
be fashioned through the poli-
tical system and political insti-

tutions. But the Canadian pub-
lic will insist that such an en-
deavour emerge in a genuinely
unscripted way — and rightly
so — rather than be strategi-
cally managed.

Part of this enterprise would
need to be accomplished well
before the next referendum.
This is the part respecting the
ROC’s conditions of exit for
Quebec. Initially, therefore,
more energy should be putinto
this particular aspect, and it
should be accomplished first. [t
could have a profound effect on
the thinking of Quebeckers in
the next referendum itself.

The rest of the enterprise
would not need to be fully ac-
complished before the next ref-
erendum, and the result of that
referendum could, in fact, render
unnecessary any further effort.
But it should be started now. This
is the part often referred to as
defining the terms of reconfed-
eration. At stake would be the
kind of country in which the
ROC would want to live toge-
ther in the hypothetical wake of
Quebec sovereignty.

This has a Pandora's box as-
pect; its contemplation moves
some people to sarcasm and
others to migraines. In their
own self-interest, most Canadi-
ans would understand the im-
portance of self-discipline in
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such an undertaking, though it
would still have the potential to
become clogged and conflict-
ual, thereby giving ammunition
F to the separatists. But, frankly,
a democracy that just came
within 50,000 votes of its na-
tional undoing has little choice
about whether or not to under-
take such a discussion.

The point is not to begin to
accept a sovereignty scenario as
inevitable, which it is not. The
point is that, on grounds of sim-
ple prudence, a collective effort
should begin, without delay, in
order to think through Cana-
da’s future in the hypothetical
context that came perilously
close to reality in October, even
as federalists are striving ac-
tively (and perhaps success-
fully) to avoid it.

DEFINING CANADA'S INTERESTS

Fourth, returning to the issue of
exit conditions for Quebec, the
ROC should try to reach the
greatest possible measure of gen-
eral consent on the meaning of
their collective self-interest and
on their response to the issues
that could end up on a table of
negotiation between Quebec
and the ROC. This would in-
clude issues such as citizenship
and passports, the use of a com-
mon currency, the time frame
and conditions of Quebec’s ac-
cession to NAFTA, borders, the
division of assets and debts,
aboriginal sovereignty, the na-
ture of the economic ties, coas-

tal waters, labour mobility, cus-
toms and immigration issues
and a whole host of other issues
on which the separatists have,
until now, been able to charac-
terize the ROC's self-interest
with sole authority in the eyes
of many Quebeckers.

In place of that characteriza-
tion, Quebeckers would be pro-
vided with insights into what
the other solitude would actu-
ally mean by Quebec sover-
eignty, if it were ever to come
to pass. The motivation for this
would not be that of strategi-
cally discomfiting the advo-
cates and supporters of a sover-
eign Quebec but, instead, that
of genuinely defining, for the
ROC'’s own sake, the bounda-
ries of its collective self-interest
if it were ever obliged to deal
with Quebec as a foreign coun-
try, as a competitor.

Fifth, would the ROC's con-
ditions be tough? Possibly; pos-
sibly not. The key point is that
whatever they would be, they
would be real and, thus, incapa-
ble of being dismissed on any
rational basis as posturing. In-
stead of assessing the costs and
benefits of sovereignty by mak-
ing assumptions about the ROC,
Quebeckers would be facing
real evidence about how the
ROC would see its collective
self-interest in relation to a sov-
ereign Quebec. It would then
be up to Quebeckers to recog-
nize the fundamental signifi-
cance of this information for

A NOTE ABOUT SUBSCRIPTIONS

As noted in our previous issue, commencing with vol. 4, no. 1,
Canada Watch is being published six, rather than eight, times
peryear. In addition, vol. 3 of Canada Watch included only seven
issues, rather than the eight we had originally planned. To
ensure that our subscribers are not negatively affected by this
change, current subscriptions will be extended by one issue.
For example, a subscription that was due to expire with vol. 4,
no. 1 will now extend through vol. 4, no. 2. Renewals after Sep-
tember 1995 will run for six issues. 2
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their ultimate self-interest and
for the choice they will be mak-
ing in the next referendum.
Accordingly, it could make
strategic sense for federalists to
help develop the greatest possi-
ble measure of general consent in
the ROC on the conditions of
exit, and then help provide this

The separatists have,
until now, been able to
characterize the ROCs self-
interest with sole authority
in the eyes of many
Quebeckers. . . . In place of

that characterization,

Quebeckers would be
provided with insights into
what the other solitude
would actually mean by
Quebec sovereignty, if it
were ever to comte to pass.

to Quebeckers, in various re-
spectful and effective, formal and
informal ways for their know-
ledge and consideration.

There is, of course, no guar-
antee that Quebeckers would
value such information above
their own longstanding beliefs
about the ROC, the power of
leverage, and the transforma-
tional capacity of social solidar-
ity. But this may be the only
approach federalists have that
would be capable of overcom-
ing in some Quebeckers' minds
the complicated intellectual
meshwork of experience, intui-
tion, and faith on which many
Quebeckers' support for the
sovereignty project rests.

Sixth, the fact that Que-
beckers would be receiving this
information at more or less the
same time that the federalist
leaders' promises were being
fulfilled would have a certain

symbolic completeness in rela-
tion to the choice Quebeckers
will be making in the next refer-
endum. This might help to pro-
duce the referendum outcome
that most Canadians would pre-
fer. But if Quebeckers were to
decide that they wanted to be-
come sovereign, notwithstand-
ing the real evidence that would
be before them for the first time
about how the ROC would ac-
tually see its collective self-in-
terest in relation to a sovereign
Quebec, that would add a dem-
ocratic element to the equation
that would be compelling. And
Quebeckers would have to live
with what they had wrought.

THE NEXT AND FINAL
REFERENDUM

Seventh, the next referendum
will be the final one for the fore-
seeable future. Either the sover-
eignty side will increase its sup-
port, in which case the separ-
atists will win because the in-
crease that is needed to give
them a majority is minuscule, or
support for that side will de-
crease, in which case, treading in
the wrong direction after three
losses, the separatists will have a
hard time rationalizing yet one
more vote in this generation.

If any federalists are think-
ing of trying to shut down a
third provincial referendum
through creative juridical de-
vices, they should follow the
idea through in their minds
until they get to the endgame,
at which point they should
abandon such thoughts. In-
stead, their goal should simply
be to move Quebec popular
sentiment back onto a more
propitious footing before the
next referendum. 4

Jeff Rose is a Senior Fellow in the
Harrowsmith Program on Conflict
Management and Negotiation,
Faculty of Law at the University of
Toronto nndformer depﬂty minister
of litergovernmental Affairs for
Ountario.
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CHOCK-A-BLOCK FEDERALISM:
LESSONS FOR NEXT TIME

BY DANIEL DRACHE

The unthinkable happened.
The Yes side almost won by a
hair, while the No side sneaked
past the finish line with a slim
victory. Whatever happened to
the federalist game plan? Only
weeks before R-Day, the No
leaders had boasted of an im-
pending "victoire ecrasante”
over the Yes forces just before
the tide turned.

Ottawa was not the only
player to be asleep at the wheel.
Most professional media ex-
perts had all but written off the
chances of the Yes side to come
anywhere close to winning.
Ottawa'’s Plan A seemed unas-
sailable — no new constitu-
tional offers to Quebec, defend
the status quo aggressively, and
drive home the costs of separa-
tion to the undecided voter.
Stéphane Dion made this very
case in Canada Watch, maintain-
ing that the separatists would
get between 38 and 42 percent
of the vote because only 30
percent of Quebeckers are true
sovereigntists. Quebeckers, says
Dion, are seduced by moderate
options, not outright independ-
ence. So what went wrong?

THE MEDIAN VOTER
CHANGES SIDES
The first lesson the referendum
taught was that secession does
suit the median voter in a two-
way fight between Ottawa and
Quebec. This is the most star-
tling fact that emerged from the
referendum campaign. Moder-
ate options such as asymmetri-
cal federalism, distinct society,
and decentralization are losing
strategies. Quebeckers now
want 50 percent of the decision
making with 25 percent of the
population.

Second, federalists are fool-
ing themselves to blame the

20

wording of the referendum ques-
tion for their near defeat. By the
time of voting day, every Que-
becker knew that they were
voting on a hard question. The
public opinion polls were spot
on and predicted the sea change
that the median voter was aban-
doning the No side with unerr-
ing precision. The last polls re-
leased revealed that the two
sides were in a virtual dead heat.
Yet, these figures hide other
critically important changes.

A majority of francophones
no longer regard the federal
Liberals as the party of
national unity. Politically,
the federalist option bas been
in trouble in Quebec since

the end of the Trudeau era.

On the eve of the most im-
portant decision confronting
Quebeckers and Canadians,
the most important change was
that the No side had lost 10
percentage points in popular
standing since the beginning of
the campaign, The median voter
— that abstract concept used
by political scientists — had
changed sides. Support grew
among women voters for out-
right independence. Women
were supposed to be the most
cautious voters, but it did not
turn out that way. They voted
against Ottawa in record num-
bers. Many predicted that Que-
bec nationalism was a dead
letter in the 18-25 age group.
They, too, voted massively for
Quebec independence. More

surprising still was the fact that
three out of five Quebeckers
altered their views during the
campaign. As many as 700,000
people changed sides during the
campaign. This also refutes the
idea that Quebeckers are suffer-
ing from any constitutional fa-
tigue syndrome, particularly
with a voter turnout of over 90
percent. The volatility of pub-
lic opinion in Quebec is hardly
a new phenomenon, but it un-
derlines an even larger, long-
term shift in public opinion that
English Canadians need to
weigh carefully.

A majority of francophones
no longer regard the federal
Liberals as the party of national
unity. Politically, the federalist
option has been in trouble in
Quebec since the end of the
Trudeau era. There has not been
a solid Liberal majority there
since the 1980s. In recent times,
Quebeckers voted for the Bloc
rather than for the Mulroney
Conservatives or the federal
Liberals. Many Quebeckers
turned against the federalist vi-
sion in the 1980 referendum,
many more after the 1982 repa-
triation of the Constitution,
and, again, in even greater num-
bers in voting down the Char-
lottetown Accord. When the
opportunity presented itself,
they chose Parizeau over John-
son by a tiny margin in 1994,
One year later, the anti-Ottawa
vote had gained another 200,000
supporters. So what is the rea-
son for this political “virage"?

FATAL MISTAKES OF STRATEGY

Federal strategy misfired be-
cause Ottawa continues to un-
derestimate the intelligence of
the Quebec voter and ignores
the fact that politics and vision
matter more than ever to ordi-
nary Quebeckers. This is why
the federalist camp came so

close to losing. It is counter-in--

tuitive for Daniel Johnson, the
leader of the No camp, to claim
that there are only economic
costs if Quebec separates. Job-
loss figures failed to persuade

Quebeckers to stay in Canada,
particularly when Ottawa is fir-
ing a record number of public
employees and gutting social
programs.

There were other devastat-
ing errors that the No side strat-
egists committed. The most
serious was when Laurent Beau-
doin, the head of Bombardier,
threatened to pull its invest-
ments out of Quebec in the
event of a "yes" vote. Polls later
revealed that his intervention,
in particular, turned many unde-
cided blue collar voters against
the No side. Other prominent
federalist business leaders made
the same error when they tried
to bully Quebeckers into vot-
ing "no.” They, too, were forced
to publicly apologize for their
remarks.

In all of these mistakes and
others as well, there is a hard les-
son to be learned. The referen-
dum battle drives home a sim-
ple fact: the No side did not have
aleader that could win the confi-
dence of Quebeckers. Who was
the person who could speak
“straight from the heart”? Cer-
tainly not Chrétien. His dismal
leadership was the most impor-
tant factor responsible for the
federalists’ bruising defeat.

A September public opinion
poll asked Quebeckers to rank
all the referendum leaders in
terms of credibility. In the poll,
Chrétien, Johnson, and Robil-
lard were at the bottom, just
ahead of Parizeau. By contrast,
Bouchard had a confidence rat-
ing twice that of any other
leader — just over 50 percent.
His personal credibility and the
now famous "virage" of June 12
proposing sovereignty with
economic partnership were the
two factors that created the
momentum that brought the
separatists to within a hair's
breadth of winning.

Many in English Canada
still ridicule the idea that sover-
eignty and separation require

Chock-a-Block Federalism, -

continued on page 22
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CLOSE, BUT NO CIGAR

BY REG WHITAKER

“A razor-thin margin.”
“No — by a whisker.”
"Too close for comfort.”

The headlines and the TV
one-liners said it all. The rest of
Canada got the message, not
least the politicians. Quebec al-
most voted for sovereignty. A
clear majority of francophones
voted for sovereignty. In the 15
years since the 1980 referen-
‘dum, about 10 percent of the
electorate has shifted from fed-
eralism to sovereignty. Just a
few thousand more, and Can-
ada would have been facing the
vertigo of having to respond to
a "yes" vote.

All this is true, and it is im-
perative that the rest of Canada
keep these realities in mind.
That said, a "no" is stilla "no"; a
defeat is still a defeat. As the old
showbiz saying has it: "Close,
but no cigar.” Jacques Parizeau's
astonishingly graceless — not
to say tasteless — concession
speech on referendum night,
followed by his brutally swift
resignation announcement less
than 24 hours later, together
encapsulate just how devastat-
ing the paper-thin defeat really
was, both to the sovereigntists
and to the sovereigntist project.
They are weaker, much weaker,
than the margin of the vote
would indicate. Simple-minded
projections of what will happen
a la prochaine — the apparently
irresistible rise of sovereigntist
sentiment to eventual victory
— suffer from the typical flaw
of futurology, the tempting fal-
lacy that the future will be like
the present, only more so.

DECONSTRUCTING THE FUTURE

The political point of the refer-
endum result remains the same,
whatever the margin. The Yes
option failed, and with that fail-
ure, the PQ is suddenly reduced

from the shepherd of historical
change to just another provin-
cial government. The BQ's
shrinking is even more drama-
tic: from a sovereigntist sword
in the federal Parliament, to a
motley collection of MPs with
no clear idea of why they are
there, or what they have in
common. With Lucien Bou-
chard heading to Quebec City
to pick up after the departing
Parizeau, the BQ will have lost
their charismatic leader as well.

Could the PQ, as provincial
government, not simply return
to square one and start building
for another referendum in 1997
or '98? The electoral law would
have to be amended to permit a
second referendum in the life of
the same government, but the
péquiste majority could easily
take care of that. Technically,
yes, it could be done. But practi-
cally, it is a non-starter. There is
noway that any government can
put a society through the emo-
tional and economic wringer of
a referendum on the fundamen-
tal nature of the political com-
munity year after year. But more
pointedly — as the government
of Quebec, the PQ has inescap-
able obligations to govern in
the here and now, and not just
to conjure up visions of the fu-
ture. And since its behaviour
from day one of its present man-
date has been directed relent-
lessly toward the single goal of
winning the referendum, it has,
as a by-product of that cam-
paign, created a potentially un-
governable mess that will make
the launching of another sover-
eignty campaign a very risky
venture indeed.

Central to the PQ)'s strategy
has been the forging of social
“solidarity.” As Parizeau refer-
red to it in his now infamous
referendum night speech, “this

solidarity among generations,
this solidarity among people
from the right and the left, the
solidarity among people from
the union movement and the
bosses, the unemployed and
those who have jobs, all to-
gether.” This corporatist dream
has been glimpsed before, in
the late 1970s when the first
PQ government mobilized sup-
port for its sovereignty associa-
tion referendum. After the ref-
erendum loss and the subse-
quent re-election of the PQQ, the

Simple-minded projections
of what will happen 4
la prochaine — the
apparently irresistible rise
of sovereignlist sentiment
to eventual victory —

suffer from the typical

flaw of futurology,
the tempting fallacy that

the future will be like the

present, only more so.

dream quickly fell apart as the
government found itself put-
ting a lid on social spending
and legislating striking public
sector workers back to work
with Draconian severity, while
slashing salaries by up to 20
percent — in short, acting just
like any other provincial gov-
ernment.

NATIONALISM AND SOCIAL
SOLIDARITY: FACT OR FICTION?
Then and now, this notion of
solidarity is illusory because it is
based on the dubious notion that
nationalism can override all the
material and ideological divi-
sions of contemporary capitalist
society, that everyone will sacri-
fice their own interests in favour
of the collective good of the "na-
tion” (as defined, of course, by

the PQ). Worse, it is fraudulent
because it is bought momentar-
ily by nothing more elevated
than old-fashioned pie-in-the-
sky political bribery. Lucien
Bouchard actually spoke of sov-
ereignty as a 'magic wand" that
would whisk away Quebec's
problems — problems that face
all contemporary societies and
states. More concretely, the
PQ, in its first year, assiduously
worked at postponing any po-
tential divisions by the simple
expedient of buying off discon-
tent. When public sector work-
ers became restive, Parizeau
simply threw money at them.
When uneconomic firms like
the MIL-Davie shipyard threat-
ened shutdown, more money
was thrown, No serious effort
was made to reduce the provin-
cial deficit because they wanted
above all to avoid antagonizing
any client groups prior to the
referendum.

When it became apparent in
the course of the year-long ref-
erendum campaign that despite
the péquistes’ best efforts, fran-
cophone business elites were
by and large not very support-
ive of a leap into the sovereign-
tist dark, the PQ lurched left-
ward. In early October, Pari-
zeau declared that with a "yes”
vote, Quebeckers will rise
against the Quebec billionaires
who built their fortunes on the
backs of the province's people.
“Now they spit on us. We are
the ones who financed their
projects,” Mr. Parizeau said of
Bombardier Inc. chief Laurent
Beaudoin and Power Corp. pres-
ident Paul Desmarais, who had
warned that separation would
threaten Quebec’s prosperity:
“My friends, we have to get out.
If not, they will constantly kick
our asses.” However incredible
such rhetoric might seem from
a man once characterized as a
“banker in banker's clothing,”
the Quebec labour movement
was persuaded to throw their

Close, But No Cigar,

continued on page 22
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CHOCK-A-BLOCK FEDERALISM: LESSONS FOR NEXT TIME from page 20

partnership. If Quebec goes, why
should it be entitled to a special
deal on a common passport, citi-
zenship, or joint management of
the economy? In theory, an inde-
pendent Quebec is on its own
“tout court.” English-Canadian
opinion makers ought to think
again. The new factor that makes
this an impossibility is the glo-
bal economy and Canada’s for-
eign indebtedness.

THE DEFINING MOMENT THAT
NEVER WAS

All countries need to negotiate
the terms of their interdepend-
ence. Sovereignty and inde-
pendence are not absolutes.
They evolve and change as con-
ditions dictate. Federalists are
fond of these words for good
reason: for more than 30 years,
Canada’s two founding peoples
have been trying to negotiate a
new relationship, largely unsuc-
cessfully. Now there is a new
option on the table: partnership
and new state structures. In al-
most winning the referendum,
politically and morally, Quebec
has created a level playing field
on which to negotiate its inde-
pendence with the rest of Can-
ada égal & égal. '

Even if this option remains
undefined at the moment, the
old constitutional game is over
for good, no matter what initia-
tives Ottawa will propose. Ot-
tawa can try to resurrect special
status, tinker with the veto, and

propose more decentralization.
But there are few takers. None
of the provincial premiers have
shown the slightest interest in
any of these proposals. These

Federal strategy misfired
because Ottawa continues
to underestimate the
intelligence of the Quebec
voter and ignores the fact
that politics and vision
matter more than ever to
ordinary Quebeckers. This
is why the federalist camp
came so close to losing.

reform measures are yesterday's
news headlines.

So what of the future> The
final lesson is that the 1995 ref-
erendum held English Canada's
feet to the fire in a way few
could have imagined. No one
should doubt for a moment that
there will be a next time — a
third referendum. In a non-cri-
sis atmosphere, English Canada
still has time to find ways to
address the fundamental prob-
lem that has pushed the coun-
try to the edge.

Canada’s constitutional cri-
sis has two sides: symbolic and

real. The 1982 Constitution
represents the worst of both
worlds — a flawed process and
an unsustainable text. It gave
Canada's provincial premiers
something they never had pre-
viously, a veto over all future
constitutional reform; it raised
provincial rights to an all-time
high. Provincial rights were
made more important than rec-
ognition of Quebec’s status as a
founding people. Before the
constitutional changes of 1982,
Quebec could veto constitu-
tional changes that were rele-
vent to it. It lost this as well.

[t is not surprising that in
these circumstances, there is no
constitutional peace in Canada
or in Quebec. A modern con-
stitution sets the basic rules of
the game for society and gov-
ernment, protects individuals
from the misuse of power and
authority, and recognizes the
collective rights of the found-
ers. Canada's 1982 constitu-
tional accord fails to meet Que-
bec’s needs. Worse still, it ex-
cludes Canada's First Nations.
They were not at the table, nor
part of any new beginning.

Finally, there is the demo-
cratic deficit. The “suits” made
the Constitution; Canadians
did not negotiate or ratify it. So
the only hope for Canadians is
to set things right, get back on
track, and jettison the 1982
Constitution that has become
the constant source of so much

rancour, division, and national
bitterness.

Ending Canada's constitu-
tional impasse requires a defin-
ing moment. At the giant flag-
waving rally in Montreal, Chré-
tien could have used it for very
different ends to refound Can-
ada. This was the moment to
tell Canadians and Quebeckers
that the 1982 Constitution had
to be scrapped and that there
would be new rules of the game
for Quebec (transfer of powers,
veto, national recognition), for
Canada's First Nations (empow-
erment and entitlement), and a
social charter (entrenchment of
Canada's national programs and
guarantees of social well-being
and an alternative process of con-
stitutional revision). The new con-
stitution would have to be ap-
proved by popular vote in a refer-
endum. None of this happened.

When the next referendum
is held, Canadians need to re-
member this lost opportunity
when Chrétien had the moral
and political authority to move
Canada forward. There isan im-
portant lesson here, too. Consti-
tutional reform will succeed
only by non-conventional
means. There is no other way to
build a level playing field inside
Canada. L 2

Daniel Drache is director of the
Robarts Centre for Canadian
Studies and professor of political
economy in the Department of
Dolitical Science at York University.

CLOSE, BUT NO CIGAR from page 21

support wholeheartedly into
the "yes” campaign, on the prom-
ise that a sovereign Quebec
would be a worker's paradise.
The constitution of the new na-
tion would be virtually written
by labour representatives, along
with women and youth groups
and other social movements,
and would enshrine social rights
as the foundation of the state.
So it was promised. It worked
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in mobilizing these forces for
the “yes” campaign, although
not quite enough to win.
When Parizeau declared
that sovereignty had been sto-
len from “us” by "money and the
ethnics,” he egregiously threw
into a public spotlight a cruel
reality for the sovereigntists.
The “solidarity” they had tried
to conjure up was a hoax —
there was no solidarity between

"

"workers and bosses,” "right and
left.” Worse, support for sover-
eignty stopped at the limits of
the francophone community:.

TOUGH CHOICES AHEAD

And now they must govern Que-
bec for the next three to four
years. Despite campaign protes-
tations that Quebec must be
spared the right-wing assaults
of Mike Harris's Ontario, there

are brutal fiscal realities and
very tough choices facing the PQ
government, choices that Mr.
Parizeau has adroitly avoided
by retirement, but that cannot
be avoided by his successor.
Only two days after the refer-
endum result, the New York
bond rating agencies were warn-
ing that Quebec had better get
its fiscal house in order or face
a downgrading of its credit sta-
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tus (the warning was also to
Ottawa, but there is no doubt
where their primary attention
will be focused). Quebec, it
} should be remembered, has one
of the heaviest cumulative debt
loads of any province. The “ma-

Despite campaign protes-
tations that Quebec must be
spared the right-wing
assaults of Mike Harris’
Ontario, there are brutal
fiscal realities and very

tough choices facing the PQ-

gJovernment, choices that
Mr. Parizeau has adroitly
avoided by retirement, but
that cannot be avoided by
his successor.

gic wand" of sovereignty would
" not, of course, have swept away
this problem. Quite the con-
trary. But the wand, with its
false promise, was broken on
October 30. A PQ government,
as a dovernment rather than as an
evangelical electoral entertain-
ment, does not possess even a
rhetorical alternative to combat
the power of international capi-
tal in defining and confining
the agenda of governments.
Ask Bob Rae if you want to find
out what happens to social de-
mocrats in provincial office.
And to top it all off, soon the ef-
fects of Ottawa'’s downloading
of costs for health and post-
secondary education will be
coming down the pipe.

A simple primer for the pé-
quistes: the only real room for
savings in provincial budgets is
in health and education and,
here, the primary scope is in the
public sector wage bill. Labour
solidarity will quickly dissolve
when unionized workers find
themselves the targets for cut-
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backs and their job security
down the drain. Social move-
ments will shrink back in hor-
ror when, far from making new
gains, as promised, they will
likely see old programs and
benefits, to which they be-
lieved themselves entitled,
withdrawn or pared back. Off-
loading costs to the municipali-
ties (the dog-eat-dog mirror of
what Ottawa is doing to the
provinces) will gravely threaten
the integrity of the decentrali-
zation and regionalization ini-
tiatives of the PQ, not to speak
of intensifying ugly squabbles
over ever-diminishing spending
resources.

Of course, Mr. Bouchard
could try wearing the premier-
ship as nothing more than a
decoration pinned to his chest,
while singlemindedly pursuing
his neverendum. This could be
done only at the cost of eco-
nomic catastrophe for the prov-
ince. Or it could be done by
plunging Quebec immediately
into a second referendum, or,
worse, a snap election that the
PQ would attempt to treat as a
sovereignty vote, presumably
to be followed by a unilateral
declaration of independence,
even if they had won a plural-
ity of seats with a minority of
votes. To say that the latter op-
tions are high-risk scenarios
wotuld be a vast understate-
ment. The more sensible course
will be to try to provide what
they promised in the last elec-
tion campaign: sound, compe-
tent government of the prov-
ince. But it is very difficult to
see how they can emerge from
the wrenching decisions that
this will involve, with anything
like the “solidarity” so artifi-
cially, and irresponsibly, con-
structed in the run-up to the
referendum.

For the sovereigntist dream,
October 30 may be a case of "so
near, yet so far." Close, but no
cigar. <

Reg Whitaker is professor of

political science at York University.

EDITORIAL

SIX PRINCIPLES ON WHICH TO
STRUCTURE A CANADIAN
RESPONSE TO THE REFERENDUM

BY PATRICK J. MONAHAN

On May 14, 1980, Pierre Tru-

deau staked his and all Liberal

Quebec MPs' seats on a pledge

to effect constitutional renewal.

Now Prime Minister Chrétien

has made "change” the watch-

word of the 1995 No campaign.

Just as in 1980, some ele-
ments of "change” may need to
wait until there is a federalist
government in power in Que-
bec City, but what is included
in the concept of change is easy
to define. During the final days
of the referendum campaign,
the prime minister identified
three items that his government
would proceed with in the
event of a "no"” vote:

1. a recognition of the
distinctive character of
Quebec society;

2. a guarantee that no future
constitutional changes that
impinge on Quebec’s
powers will be made
without Quebec’s consent;
and

3. devolution of powers to all
provinces.

Some commentators have
raised objections to the first
two items on this list. On the
one hand, the rest of Canada
appears to be in no mood for a
new "Quebec round” of consti-
tutional negotiations. At the
same time, the Quebec govern-
ment has already indicated that
it is unwilling to engage in any
negotiations aimed at renewing
federalism. Lucien Bouchard
has described any further dis-
cussions about distinct society
as "boring.” The PQ strategy is
to discredit any new "offers”
from the rest of Canada, thus
proving that Mr. Chrétien’s
promises of change during the

referendum were hollow and
meaningless.

I have no quarrel with those
who observe that reopening the
constitutional file — and par-
ticularly the loaded phrase "dis-
tinct society” — is fraught with
difficulty. My response is sim-
ply to observe that Mr. Chré-

Regardless of the merits of
these promises of
constitutional change, the
fact remains that they have
been made. Either the
promises will be honoured,
or those who made them will
pay the price.

tien made formal promises to
the Quebec people that these
matters would be addressed in
return for a "no” vote. Some
commentators in English Can-
ada have criticized the PM for
making these promises, and ar-
gued that a different referen-
dim strategy would have pro-
duced a more successful out-
come. The fact is, however, that
had these promises not been
made, it is very likely that the
Yes side would have gone over
the 50 percent mark on Octo-
ber 30 — a result that would
have produced an economic
and political meltdown across
the country. In any event, re-
gardless of the merits of these

Six Principles To Structure a
Canadian Response to the
Referendum, contitued on page 24
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SIX PRINCIPLES TO STRUCTURE A CANADIAN RESPONSE TO THE REFERENDUM from page 23

promises of constitutional
change, the fact remains that
they have been made. Either
the promises will be honoured,
or those who made them will
pay the price. In this particular
instance, that "price” will be
paid not merely by particular
politicians, but by all Cana-
dians, in the form of a divided
country and a dramatically
lower standard of living.

I conclude that the “do-
nothing” option on the three
items identified above is no
longer viable. If this is ac-
cepted, it leads immediately to
the next question: What is to be
done? I suggest that any actions
taken over the next 12 months
be guided and informed by the
following six principles.

1. Keep the agenda as short
as possible.

Any attempt to develop a com-
prehensive constitutional pack-
age would be doomed to the
same sorry fate that befell the
Charlottetown Accord. The
Charlottetown experience de-
monstrated that there is simply
no consensus on the need for,
much less the terms of, any fun-
damental rewrite of the Cana-
dian Constitution. | suggest
that the agenda be limited to
the three items identified ear-
lier: distinct society, veto over
constitutional change, and de-
volution of powers.

2. Proceed with each item
separately rather than as a
single package.

The three agenda items
should be “delinked” so that
progress on one item is not con-
ditional on progress on any
other. International experience
with constitutional change sug-
gests that this kind of incre-
mental, piecemeal approach is
more likely to succeed than is
an attempt to develop a large
~ package of amendments.
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3. Respect the principle of
the equality of the
provinces.

In the wake of the referen-
dum, certain academic com-
mentators have suggested that
the solution to the impasse is
some form of “special status” for
Quebec. These commentators
envisage an asymmetrical ar-
rangement, whereby Quebec
would receive additional pow-
ers or jurisdiction that would
not be granted to the other
provinces. Supporters of “asym-
metry” argue that it is the only
way to reconcile Quebec’s de-
sire for more powers with the
rest of the country’s desire for
a “strong central government.”

The difficulty with the ap-
proach is simply that there is no
public support for it outside the
province of Quebec. If there is
anything that has been made
crystal clear over the past dec-
ade, it is the fact that Canadi-
ans outside Quebec will not
countenance any form of “spe-
cial status” for a particular prov-
ince. In my view, asymmetry is
a total non-starter outside Que-
bec and is not worth serious
discussion. Any changes to the
division of powers must respect
the principle of the equality of
the provinces. Further, any rec-
ognition of Quebec as a "dis-
tinct society” must be defined in
such a way as to counter the
suggestion that it amounts to
“special status” for Quebec.

Critics of this approach ar-
gue that it is doomed to failure
because Quebec's demands for
devolution of powers will inevi-
tably exceed the willingness of
Canadians elsewhere to decen-
tralize powers to the provinces.
I am not at all certain that this
analysis is correct because polls
have consistently demonstrated
strong public support for devo-
lution. But even if this were so,
it would merely indicate the

impossibility of achieving a
political accommodation ac-
ceptable to all parts of the coun-
try, rather than represent a jus-
tification for abandoning the
principle of provincial equality.
Nor is the fact that the Consti-
tution already contains a num-
ber of exceptions to the princi-

It goes without saying that
governments should not take
up the suggestion made by
Premier Wells and others to
establish some form of
“constituent assembly.” A
constituent assembly would
have to be elected for it to be
legitimate. But what would
give these elected
representatives any greater
legitimacy or right to make
decisions than governments,
which are themselves elected>

ple of provincial equality a jus-
tification for abandoning the
principle. The exceptions that
do exist are relatively narrow
and are, in some cases, already
regarded as politically contro-
versial. (See, for example, the
guarantees for "denominational
schools” that exist to varying
degrees in different provinces.)

In short, if there is to be an
accommodation with Quebec
that is acceptable to the rest of
the country, it will necessarily
respect, to the greatest extent
possible, the principle of the
equality of the provinces. This
is not to say that such an ac-
commodation will necessarily
be achieved, but merely that
any attempt to construct an

accommodation based on the
principle of asymmetry is not
realistic or practical.

4. Do not convene a formal
constitutional conference
prior to April 1997.

There is no need to com-
mence any new “round” of for-
mal constitutional negotiations.
The amending formula con-
templates legislative resolutions
passed by individual legisla-
tures and Parliament. [t does
not mandate any formal consti-
tutional conferences (except for
amendments dealing with abo-
riginal matters). | believe it
would be unwise to convene
one in the near future. Canadi-
ans have no patience for politi-
cians travelling to hotel ball-
rooms across the country, at
taxpayers' expense, discussing
constitutional minutiae. Any
formal constitutional confer-
ence would highlight divisions
among the premiers, and would
provide Premier Bouchard with
a national platform to attack
and discredit the prime minis-
ter. This is not to suggest that
the federalist side should not
proceed in a coordinated and
orderly fashion. I simply sug-
gest that there is no need for a
formal constitutional confer-
ence in advance of the meeting
mandated for April 1997

5. The federal government
should take the lead.

This fifth principle follows
necessarily from the fourth. If
there is no formal set of consti-
tutional negotiations or confer-
ences, the initiative must come
from Ottawa. Provinces should
be discouraged from introduc-
ing constitutional resolutions of
their own, unless such an initia-
tive were sanctioned by Ot-
tawa. [t is imperative that there
be a coordinated federalist re-
sponse, and this coordination
can come only from the na-
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tional government. Moreover, |
believe that Canadians outside
of Quebec still look to the na-
tional government to play a
lead role on national unity mat-
ters. This is not to suggest that
the provinces should be passive
or that Ottawa should move
unilaterally, without advance
notice and consultation with
the premiers. Further, certain
provinces, particularly Ontario,
have a key role to play in the
process. Nevertheless, [ believe
strongly that the first move in
any new initiative must come
from Ottawa.

It goes without saying that
governments should not take
up the suggestion made by Pre-
mier Wells and others to estab-
lish some form of “constituent
assembly.” A constituent assem-
bly would have to be elected for
it to be legitimate. But what
would give these elected repre-
sentatives any greater legiti-
macy or right to make decisions
than governments, which are
themselves elected? Who would

' define the mandate, member-

ship, or terms of reference for
such a body? Would there be
special representation or “set
asides” for particular groups,
such as aboriginals, women, ra-
cial minorities, francophones
outside Quebec, anglophones
in Quebec, the disabled, trade
unions, and a host of other in-
terest groups? These questions
may seem to be quibbling over
details, but any responsible gov-
ernment contemplating such a
proposal had better have an-
swers to all of them before it
proceeds.

More fundamentally, even if
a legitimate constituent assem-
bly could be established, and
even if such a body could come
to some “agreement” as to the
terms of a revised constitution,
the result would be a broaden-
ing rather than a narrowing of
the agenda. The country would
be presented with a compre-
hensive rewrite of the entire
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constitution, just as was at-
tempted in Charlottetown. As
in Charlottetown, the concerns
of Quebec would likely be bur-
ied or inadequately represented
in both the process and the
outcome. The danger is that
Canada would be presented
with a constitution written by
and for special interests. Is it
plausible to imagine that this
would bring constitutional
peace to the country? Surely
the answer to such a question is
self-evident.

6. Take the path of least
constitutional resistance.

This principle suggests that
non-constitutional options should
be preferred over constitutional
ones. Moreover, in the event
that a constitutional amend-
ment must be proceeded with,
amendments under the less-
restrictive 7/50 formula should
be preferred over those requir-
ing unanimity. This principle
also reflects my earlier sugges-
tion that constitutional amend-
ments should be treated as sep-
arate "stand-alone” items rather
than as a single package be-
cause the chances of securing
the necessary consent fora lim-
ited, narrow amendment are
significantly higher.

These six principles provide
a general framework to guide
the federal response in the
months ahead. What remains is
to define, in concrete terms, the
nature of the federal initiatives
that should be undertaken in
the areas of distinct society,
veto and devolution of powers.
That task, as well as the consid-
eration of how Canada ought
to prepare for the next referen-
dum), will be the subject of a fu-
ture Canada Watch column, ¥

Patrick J. Monaban is a professor
of law at Osgoode Hall Law
School, York University.

AN EXEMPLARY REFERENDUM

BY PIERRE DROUILLY

With such a small majority for
the No forces (52,448 votes),
the sovereigntists might be
tempted to blame the anglo-
phones, the francophone voters
of the Outaouais, the older vot-
ers, and the First Nations who
voted against them. But the re-
sults of the referendum need to
be examined more carefully to
discover the social base of the
"yes" and "no” votes.

THE ELECTORAL PARTICIPATION
The electoral participation in
the Quebec referendum was ex-
ceptionally high. With 93.5
percent of voters going to the
polls, this referendum set a
record for Quebec and even for
Canada. Even the 1980 referen-
dum — which was at the time
a historical record since Con-
federation — attracted only
85.6 percent of voters.

A closer look at the 1995
referendum reveals that out of
125 ridings, the participation
exceeded 95 percent in 23 rid-
ings and was lower than 90 per-
cent in only 5 ridings. A statis-
tical analysis shows that there
is no significant correlation be-
tween the rate of participation
and the linguistic profile of the
ridings. The differences are
more likely to be linked to the
social stratification of the rid-
ings. As usual, the suburban
voters participated more (95.2
percent around Montreal) than
the voters in the peripheral ar-
eas of Montreal (89.8 percent
in northwestern Montreal, 90.2
percent in Bas-Saint-Laurent/
Gaspé-Cate Nord, and 92.7 per-
cent in Saguenay/Lac-Saint-
Jean). In every riding, though,
the 1995 rate of participation
exceeded that of 1980. Such a
strong participation could have
been foreseen. Indeed, the num-
ber of registered voters was

higher than last year by 2,000.
As well, a large number of peo-
ple (300,000) voted in advance.

THE PROGRESSION OF THE
SOVEREIGNTIST MOVEMENT

The number of registered vot-
ers better translates the actual
level of support while it allows
comparisons that are not based
on the level of participation.
With the support of 49.4 per-

A closer look at the "yes"
votes among the
francophones allows an
interesting sociological
analysis of the electoral

habits of the Quebec

fmncopbone electors.

cent of the registered voters,
the No forces actually did
worse in 1995 than in 1980,
when they relied on 50.1 per-
cent of the registered voters.
On the other hand, the sover-
eigntist forces got the support
of 45.4 percent of the regis-
tered voters compared with
34.0 percent in 1980. Another
comparison of figures reveals
that at Charlottetown in 1992,
the No side gained the support
of 45.9 percent of the regis-
tered voters (and 56.7 percent
of the valid votes). Moreover,
compared with the elections of
1981, 1993, and 1994, the sov-
ereigntist movement achieved
its second best score. Indeed,
40.2 percent of the registered
electorate voted for the Parti
québécois in 1981, while 35.8
percent voted for the Bloc qué-

An Exemplary Referendum,

continued on page 26
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AN EXEMPLARY REFERENDUM from page 25

bécois in 1993 and for the PQ
in 1994. There is a strong simi-
larity between the 1995 and the
1980 results (correlation of .90)
as well as between the 1995 and
1992 results (correlation of .98).
The 1995 results for the Yes
forces are well correlated with
the 1994 score of the Parti qué-
bécois (.92). Similarly, the 1995
score of the No forces shows a
strong correlation with the re-
sults obtained by the Liberal
Party in the 1994 election (.90).

THE LINGUISTIC VOTES
According to every poll, a ma-
jority of francophones were
going to vote "yes," while the
non-francophones would mas-
sively support the No side. The
polls were right.

A spectral analysis of the
referendum outcome shows
that about 60 percent of the
francophones voted "yes” and
that less than 5 percent of the

non-francophones supported
the Yes forces, as it was foreseen
in the polls. On that basis, we
have looked at the distribution
of the "yes" votes in each riding
and region appearing in the at-
tached tables.

If the ridings are grouped
according to their francophone
population, it appears that the
“yes" votes decrease where the
number of francophones de-
crease (Table 1). In the ridings
where the francophones make
up more than 50 percent of the
population, the “yes" votes repre-
sent about 60 percent of the to-
tal results. The linguistic profile
of every riding acts as a screen
in the analysis. Indeed, the
weaker results of the Yes forces
are to be explained by the votes
of the non-francophone elec-
tors rather than by the bad per-
formance of the francophone
voters. In the Island of Mon-
treal, the Yes forces scored only

34.5 percent. However, 61.3
percent of the francophone
Montrealers voted “yes” and
66.7 percent of the franco-
phones in the PQ ridings of

Among the factors accounting
for the variable scores of the
Yes forces, the linguistic
factor strongly explains the
division of the votes.

eastern Montreal supported the
Yes forces. Those figures are
well above the Quebec average
of 60 percent support for the
Yes side (Table 2).

THE FRANCOPHONE VOTES

A closer look at the "yes" votes
among the francophones allows
an interesting sociological anal-

ysis of the electoral habits of the
Quebec francophone electors.

The data given in Table 2
clearly reveal the more urban
and even metropolitan charac-
ter of the sovereigntist vote. In
eastern Montreal, 66.7 percent
of the francophones voted
“yes"; in the Montreal suburbs,
the Yes forces gained 65.2 per-
cent of the francophone votes.
However, in western Montreal,
and especially in the most bour-
geois ridings of western Mon-
treal, the Yes supporters were in
the minority in 17 ridings. In 8
of these 17 ridings (Acadie,
D'Arcy McGee, Jacques Car-
tier, Mont Royal, Nelligan, Rob-
ert Baldwin, Saint Laurent, and
Westmount-Saint Louis), only
42.2 percent of francophones
voted "yes.”

The percentage of franco-
phone "yes" voters were lower
in the metropolitan area of Que-
bec City (57 percent) as well as

TABLE 1 RESULTS OF THE REFERENDUM ACCORDING TO THE PERCENTAGE OF FRANCOPHONES

Francophone
Francophones in riding Ridings Voters Participation "Yes" votes Francophones "yes" votes
90% + 69 2,733,666 93.0% 57.7% 96.4% 59.8%
80-90% 21 890,420 94.1% 52.1% 86.1% 60.5%
50-80% 23 927,773 93.7% 41.1% 67.3% 61.1%
Less than 50% 12 535,121 94.6% 17.6% 35.7% 49.3%
Total Quebec 125 5,086,980 93.5% 49.4% 82.4% 60.0%
TABLE 2 RESULTS OF THE REFERENDUM ACCORDING TO THE TYPE OF RIDING
» Francophone
Type of riding Ridings Voters Participation “Yes" votes Francophones “yes" votes
Western Montreal 15 665,551 94.3% 22.1% 41.9% 52.6%
Eastern Monteal 12 493,583 93.9% 55.3% 83.0% 66.7%
Northeaster periphery
of Montreal 16 721,360 95.2% 56.3% 86.4% 65.2%
Quebec City 11 501,383 93.8% 55.1% 96.6% 57.0%
Highly urban 28 1,184,547 93.0% 55.6% 93.5% 59.5%
Highly rural 35 1,211,799 92.1% 52.7% 92.5% 56.9%
Total Quebec 125 5,086,980 93.5% 49.4% 82.4% 60.0%
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TABLE3 RESULTS OF THE REFERENDUM ACCORDING TO REGION

Francophone
Region Ridings Voters Participation “Yes" votes Francophones "ves" votes
Bas St-Laurent-Gaspé-
Cobte-Nord 10 303,242 90.2% 60.3% 94.0% 64.2%
Saguenay-Lac-Saint-Jean 5 206,300 92.7% 69.6% 98.8% 70.4%
Quebec 11 480,958 93.5% 54.4% 96.6% 56.3%
Chaudiere-Appalaches 8 287,487 92.2% 50.7% 98.8% 51.3%
Mauricie-Bois-Francs 8 316,526 93.0% 57.2% 98.0% 58.3%
Estrie 8 315,120 93.4% 49.6% 89.4% 55.5%
Montérégie-Rive-Sud 18 797,679 94.7% 53.7% 86.5% 62.2%
Laurentides-Lanaudiére 13 567,581 93.8% 61.6% 93.6% 65.8%
Outaouais 5 214,362 93.8% 27.5% 81.1% 33.8%
Nord-QOuest 4 129,834 89.8% 55.8% 87.4% 63.9%
Laval 5 236,117 95.3% 46.7% 78.4% 59.6%
{le-de-Montréal 30 1,231,774 93.9% 34.5% 56.3% 61.3%
Total Quebec 125 5,086,980 93.5% 49.4% 82.4% 60.0%

in the urban or strongly urban
ridings (59.5 percent) or in the
mostly rural ridings (56.9 per-
cent). In the area of Quebec
City, the percentage of "yes"
voters was lower than expected.
The political tension between
the public sector employees
and the PQQ government is one

. of the many reasons that may

account for this fact.

In any case, francophonesin
the area of Quebec were more
moderate Yes supporters, with
58.3 percent of "yes" votes in
Mauricie-Bois-Francs and 55.5
percent in Estrie. Let us com-
pare these figures with the per-
centages of "yes” votes in Sa-
guenay/Lac Saint-Jean (70.4
percent) and the northwestern
regions (63.9 percent) as well as
in Bas-Saint-Laurent/Gaspé
(64.2 percent), Montérégie-
Rive Sud (62.2 percent), and
the Laurentides-Lanaudigre
(64.2 percent). The regions
with the lowest percentages of
francophone "yes" voters were
Chaudigre-Appalaches (51.3
percent) and the Outaouais
(33.8 percent). The No forces
won in the Beauce-Nord and
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Beauce-Sud, Bellechasse, and
Montmagny-Llslet. The PQ's
position has been weak in the
Outaouais and Beauce for 25
years.

BACK TO THE LINGUISTIC VOTE
Among the factors accounting
for the variable scores of the Yes
forces, the linguistic factor
strongly explains the division of
the votes. The Yes forces won
in 80 ridings, but they gained
the majority of the franco-
phone votes in 108 out of 125
ridings. The No forces won 17
francophone ridings (8 in west-
ern Montreal, 5 in Outaouais,
and 4 in Beauce). But the final
result was 50-50 for the No
fotrces despite a 60 percent ma-
jority of francophone Yes sup-
porters and at most 5 percent of
non-francophone "yes" voters.
The almost homogeneous vote
of the minority seems to have
played against a strong support
for the Yes side among the ma-
jority. However, it may not
sound politically correct to un-
derline this because all votes are
equal in a democratic society:.
The Yes forces have been

defeated. No one would deny
it. Sociologically speaking, the
problem is not that the minor-
ity vote has prevented the ex-
pression of the majority vote.
Eveniif the Yes forces had won,
the unamimous vote of the non-
francophones against the sover-
eigntist project would have pre-
sented an obstacle. In 1992,
when the Charlottetown Acord
was rejected by 56.7 percent of
votes — with two-thirds of
francophone votes — the an-
glophones of Quebec sup-
ported the accord although a
majority of the anglophones
from the rest of Canada voted
against the agreement.
Anyone is, of course, free to
vote in whatever fashion. How-
ever, when almost one million
people express the same opin-
ion in a vote, one may wonder
about the freedom of choice
that these people gave to them-
selves. A democracy is based on
the existence of free and ra-
tional individuals who reach
decisions after objectively look-
ing at the proposed options.
When all the members of a com-

munity vote in the same direc-
tion, one cannot help but think
that they may have a common
political cause, especially when
this pattern has been repeating
itself for 25 years in 10 differ-
ent elections,

With such a unanimous vote,
the non-francophone voters are
expressing a systematic and ob-
stinate rejection of francophone
Quebec. We have never called
this racism. [t must, however, be
dealt with because it is the source
of the ethnic character of the
division between francophones
and non-francophones.

Despite the results of the
referendum, the soveigntists
have to overcome their bitter-
ness and offer the allophones
and anglophones of Quebec a
role in the building of a coun-
try. Without them, Quebec
L 4

Dierre Drouilly is a professor in the
Département sociologique at the
Université du Quebec & Montréal.

would not be what it is.
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WHAI NUW, MY LVUVED?

BY JOSEE

Three days before the October
30 Quebec referendum, tens of
thousands of Canadians from
outside Quebec convened in
Montreal for a massive federal-
ist "love-in" demonstration. Al-
though the intentions of those
who partook in this event are
not to be questioned, one must
remember that this was not a
spontaneous reaction to polls
showing a possible Yes victory.
Rather, it was an event planned
and organized by the federal
government in order to sway
the upcoming vote in favour of
the No option. No less, no more.

A MAJOR REDEFINITION

OF CANADA

So what of this "love” and the
explicit — although murky —
promises of change that shortly
preceded and followed this dem-
onstration of Canadian unity?
The question of “What now,
my love?” or of “"What happens
next?” speaks to the essence of
the uncertainty and political
volatility of this post- or inter-
referendum period. It begs to
know what can best be envis-
aged as the most probable sce-
narios following a referendum
result that had been considered
most improbable.

In his book Reimagining Can-
ada, McGill law professor Jer-
emy Webber begins with this
observation:

In 1990 Canada entered
the most serious crisis
of its 123-year history.
The crisis took most
Canadians completely
by surprise. Its cause
seemed absurdly small.
The Meech Lake
Accord . . . failed to
obtain the unanimous
provincial approval
needed for rati-
fication. . . . [T]he

failure of Meech
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plunged Canada into its
worst constitutional
crisis, one that
threatened to result in
the secession of its
second most populous
province. . .. The
suddenness and
seriousness of the
breakdown shocked
Canadians, unprepared
as they were fora
“collapse of their
national debate.

And so, we have just come
out of a second referendum on
the issue of secession. Canada
has yet again been thrown into
a major constitutional crisis.
And, yet again, it appears that
for many Canadians, the causes
remain mysterious. They are
once more waking up "unpre-
pared.” It seems that this unpre-
paredness is a permanent state
fora good part of the rest of the
country, whatever we in Que-
bec may be going through. This
problem is one that should be
addressed in depth. It consti-
tutes a crucial part of a political
equation whose solution re-
mains unattainable.

In the case of this latest ref-
erendum, the “shock” came be-
fore the final result itself as polls
were beginning to show a clear
upward trend for sovereignty.
As this started to shake the foun-
dations of a deeply entrenched
confidence in a clear and deci-
sive federalist victory, many
Canadians were once again
woken up by the thought of
being hung early in the morning.
This is reputed to allow one to
focus one's mind.

But what was the immediate
result of this new shock? At
first, public opinion in the rest
of Canada (ROC) did not ap-
pear overly moved. It was the
Quebec Liberal Party that
sounded the alarm, at first,

debunked Daniel Johnson. But
because the polls were confirm-
ing this possible Yes victory,
and as the Chrétien govern-
ment had no intention of mak-
ing any concrete counter-pro-
posals, a device was found to
carry a message similar to Lu-
cien Bouchard's — the message
of change and of bargaining
power. This was the gigantic
Canadian love-in of October

The promise was made
under false pretenses —
there was never any
intention of making major
changes. There is no plan in
Ottawa to address either the
aboriginal or Quebec
questions in a real and
permanent way.

27 in Montreal. We may never
know the precise impact of this
event, but it was intended to
carry the vote on October 30.
Now, had the prime minister
been other than Jean Chrétien,
one might also think that the
message of change was de-
signed to prepare English Can-
ada for a major redefinition of
the Canadian federation and its
constant unpreparedness.

But such is not the intention
of the present federal govern-
ment. Nevertheless, let us take
this promise seriously and look
at the possibility that it may or
may not be fulfilled.

MORE BROKEN PROMISES?

Two of the ever-prevailing is-
sues at hand — the aboriginal
and Quebec questions — can-
not be fully addressed in what
has been presented by a grow-
ing number of federalists as
some mysterious “non-constitu-
tional way." Both problems call
for a clear constitutional re-

sponse-and restru g
negotiation of aboriginal self-
government and the setting up
of a structure that is best able to
address the explosive dossier of
land settlements will not be
achieved in the laissez-faire at-
mosphere that has been dom-
inant in Canada since the re-
jection of the Charlottetown
Accord.

As for the Quebec issue, much
has been made of the obstacle
found in the PQ sovereigntist
government. [t is said to be im-
possible to discuss with a gov-
ernment still aiming for all-out
sovereignty. But then, why were
the promises of change made a
few days before October 30?

The answer is simple. It is
because the promise was made
under false pretenses — there
was never any intention of mak-
ing major changes. There is no
plan in Ottawa to address either
the aboriginal or Quebec ques-
tions in a real and permanent
way. Even if there was a plan,
the political dynamics in Eng-
lish Canada and Quebec are
such that any attempt to ad-
dress these issues constitution-
ally is doomed to fail.

But the Quebec-Canada rela-
tion still requires a constitutional
answer because the contempo-
rary expression of the problem-
atic is of a constitutional nature.
The unresolved issue remains the
unilateral repatriation of 1982.
An entrenched Charter of Rights
and Freedoms — the heart of the
new supreme law of the land —
has worked to diminish the sov-
ereignty of the Quebec govern-
ment in as crucial a field as lan-
guage as well as in the provincial
jurisdiction of education.

So what of the chances of a
new round of constitutional
talks, should Prime Minister
Chrétien ever convene them?

To best answer this question,
one must look at the political
actors in place. In Ottawa, the
Trudeauite vision of Canadian
federalism still governs in the

What Now, My Love>

continued on page 30
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~ IN QUEBEC

'BY ALAN CAIRNS

Lise Bissonnette, in her full-
page October 26 Le Devoir edi-
torial supporting a “yes” vote,
succinctly summed up the eth-
nic dilemma confronting the
sovereigntists. She recognized
that a Yes victory could not
only be constructed along "lines
of cultural belonging” with an-
glophones, allophones, and
aboriginal peoples voting “no”
“en bloc,” and with a majority
of francophones voting "yes."
The result, if the Yes side won,
would be the imposition of a
political order on well-estab-
lished minorities who do not
wish it and who feel profoundly
Canadian. The necessary rec-
onciliation to re-establish social
cohesion, she observed, would
not be easy. On the other hand,
the enormous moral dilemma
this posed was no more trou-
bling than its converse, the
blocking of the wishes of the
founding majority by these
same minorities and aboriginal
nations.

The dilemma is fairly posed.
It is useful, however, to draw
out its analysis and implications
in a series of propositions.

CIVIC VERSUS ETHNIC
NATIONALISM

Scholars and sovereigntists
claim that the sovereigntist pro-
ject is based on a territorial civic
nationalism, or what several
writers call liberal nationalism.
This, however, is not reflected
in its support. The constituency
of sovereignty supporters ex-
tends only minimally beyond
the Quebec francophone ma-
jority. Aboriginal nations, an-
glophones, and allophones are
almost monolithically on the
No side. In self-administered
votes priar to the official refer-
endum, the Inuit, Cree, and
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Montagnais nations voted “no”
by overwhelming majorities —
95, 96, and 99 percent, respec-
tively. Anglophone and allo-
phone “no’s were projected at
85-95 percent. In other words,
Quebec reveals itself to be a
deeply federal society.

The ethno-national cleav-
ages on an issue of high sym-
bolism such as sovereignty chal-
lenge the political cohesion of
Quebec. In the lead-up to the
referendum, such division gen-
erated apprehension, insecu-
rity, and a partial self-silencing
among the non-francophone
communities. Further, if the
francophone majority is frus-
trated in attaining its constitu-
tional objective, some of its
most passionate members are
likely to scapegoat the non-
francophone communities. If
the frustration of the majority
is repeated, anger and scape-
goating may become institu-
tionalized. The attribution of
blame will be selective. Signifi-
cantly, although francophone
“no" voters vastly outnumbered
the combined anglophone, al-
lophone and aboriginal "no”
voters, little finger-pointing by
frustrated Yes leaders was di-
rected at the former. It is, para-
doxically, more legitimate fora
francophone than for a non-
francophone to vote "no."

When the majority in a fed-
eral society behaves as if it ex-
ists in a unitary state ora homo-
geneous society, the losers — if
the population divides along
ethno-national lines — will see
the resulting decision as illegiti-
mate. The conscription crises in
WWI and WWII amply illus-
trate the point. Would aborigi-
nal nations, and to a lesser ex-
tent anglophone and allophone

minorities,
francophone majoritarianism
made them citizens of a coun-
try whose emergence they had
almost unanimously opposed?

In a federal society, such as
Quebec, the majority and the
ethnic communities and abo-
riginal nations develop differ-
ent historical memories. Minor-
ity memories of their unjust
treatment are nourished and

Scholars and sovereigntists
claim that the sovereigntist
project is based on 4
territorial civic nationalism,
or what several writers call
liberal nationalism. Ths,
however, is not reflected in
its support. The
constituency of sovereignty
supporters extends only
minimally beyond the
Quebec francophone
majority. . . . Quebec, in
other words, reveals itself to
be a deeply federal socicty.

often embroidered by parties/or-
ganizations/governments that
represent them — the PQ and
the 1980-82 “betrayal” thesis,
for example; or the Assembly of
First Nations bitterly recalling
in its publications and rhetoric
the state-sponsored historical
assault on Indian cultures.
Memories of a referendum vic-
tory based on ethnic national-
ism, and of the passions aroused
in the campaign and its imme-
diate aftermath, therefore, will
not quickly go away.

THE SOVEREIGNTISTS' DILEMMA:
IS THERE A WAY OUT?

The sovereigntists, accord-
ingly, are caught in an inescap-

ither they ftri-
umph by reinforcing their ap-
peal to the francophone major-
ity, with the resultant exacerba-
tion of post-independence
ethno-national cleavages, or
they transform their project of
society into one that seeks to
transcend and appeal across the
internal ethnic and aboriginal
cleavages of a heterogeneous
society.

Realistically, if vote calcula-
tions are paramount, Quebec
francophone nationalism feed-
ing on historic grievances at-
tributed to the country-wide
anglophone majority is the ob-
vious engine to drive the inde-
pendence movement. Is it then
possible to build a post-inde-
pendence civil society on the
basis of a referendum whose
support, reflecting its appeal, is
confined to francophones? Lise
Bissonnette's answer is "yes.”
The Quebec Charter, like its
Canadian counterpart, strength-
ens the respect for individual
rights and the protection of
minorities, and it would be a
central feature of an independ-
ent Quebec’s constitutional cul-
ture. Further, for a Quebec fi-
nally finished with its obsessive
quest for affirmation of its iden-
tity, she argues that the anglo-
phones and allophones will no

- longer be living symbols of his-

toric domination. More gener-
ally, according to Bissonnette,
the ethnic nationalism that she
agrees has recently flourished
in Quebec is a perverse effect of
Quebec’s position in the federa-
tion, and the minimalist recog-
nition that Canada is willing to
offer.

Accordingly, her hypothesis
is that the francophone major-
ity in an independent Quebec
will leave behind the ethnic
nationalism that mobilized the
Yes forces and also put its stamp
on the independence campaign.
Although this may be a some-

The Nationalist Dilemma
in Quebec, continued on page 30
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WHAT NOW, MY LOVE? from page 28

Prime Minister's Office. The
diehard opposition to any radi-
cal form of asymmetrical feder-
alism is deeply entrenched.

WILL THE FEDERALISTS EVER GET
THEIR ACT TOGETHER?

More important, we are facing
a prime minister who behaves
as if he were the head of a uni-
tary state. Consensus building
does not appear to be anywhere
near the federal government's
agenda. In the House of Com-
mons, chances are Preston Man-
ning’s Reform Party is destined
to become the Official Oppo-
sition. If this happens, one can
expect a flamboyant polariza-
tion between the Liberals and
Reformists. This will serve only
to show Quebeckers a divided
federalist camp united only by
its refusal to grant Quebec any
real special status.

The political leadership in
English Canada is another wild
card. The sheer mediocrity of
most of these leaders, their ut-
ter lack of a sense of Canada,
their staggering ignorance of
Quebec, and their fascination
with their own parochial short-
term interests are a recipe for
disaster from a federalist point
of view. Those whom political
scientist Daniel Latouche once
branded "Kiwanis Club pre-

miers” are destined to feed into

the implosion of Canada more
rapidly than the sovereigntist
movement ever could. Chances
are they will prove unable to
respond to the challenge put to
them by the accumulation of
decades of constitutional fail-
ures and of a growing dissatis-
faction of many Quebeckers.

Much more than an emo-
tionally driven sense of rejec-
tion, it is these failures and this
dissatisfaction that feed and
strengthen the sovereignty
movement. The failure to ac-
commodate Quebec with a spe-
cial status is what guarantees
the continuing progression of
the sovereignty option.

In Quebec, other than a re-
vitalized PQ government, the
provincial Liberal Party remains
under Daniel Johnson a weak-
ening factor for the federalists.
Many nationalist federalist fran-
cophones could no longer iden-
tify with a vision that runs
counter to the positions this
party has taken for the past 35
years. Johnson's leadership has
been gravely shaken by the ref-
erendum result and it is only a
question of time before it is
openly challenged. But if he
steps down, he will have to do
so quickly in order to allow his
party to hunt down an effective
Bouchard antidote.

In this, as in other related

The sheer mediocrity of most
of these leaders, their utter
lack of a sense of Canada,

their staggering ignorance of

Quebec, and their

fascination with their own
parochial short-term
interests are a recipe for
disaster from a federalist
point of view.
—

issues, time is of the essence.
Hope is possible, many feder-
alists say, because of the consti-
tutional conference of 1997.
What of it?> The 1982 Constitu-
tion Act says the following in ar-
ticle 49:

A constitutional
conference composed
of the Prime Minister of
Canada and the first
ministers of the
provinces shall be
convened by the Prime
Minister of Canada
within fifteen years
after this Part (V)
comes into force to
review the provisions of
this Part.

Although this obligation has
already been fulfilled through
the negotiations leading up to
Meech and Charlottetown, one
could entertain the thought
that for expediency, Prime
Minister Chrétien might con-
vene such a conference. It
should, therefore, be noted that
article 49 contains no obliga-
tions of a positive result and
refers only to Part V, or the
amending formula, and to no
other part or section of the Con-
stitution Act.

But if Jean Chrétien holds
such a conference, the most
probable outcome is failure.
1997 could reveal itself to be
the ultimate proof of the inca-
pacity of Canadian federalism
to renew itself in a way satisfac-
tory not only to Quebec, but to
the other constituents of the
Canadian political equation.

In this event, if none of this
takes place and Jean Chrétien
eventually decides to do abso-
lutely nothing — which I find
to be the most probable sce-
nario — we are sure to be fac-
ing another referendum two or
three years from now. L 4

Josée Legault is a doctoral candidate
in the Department of Political
Science at the Université du Quebec
a Montreal and is a political
columnist at Le Devoir.

THE NATIONALIST DILEMMA IN QUEBEC from page 29

what plausible prediction for
the majority, the reciprocal as-
sumption that the minority
communities and aboriginal
nations will forget is not cred-
ible. The practical question,
therefore, is simple: Can the
means of ethnic nationalism be
the instrument for the goal of
an independent Quebec whose
allegiance is to be based on
civic nationalism? At a mini-
mum, this is surely doubtful for
a lengthy transition period. [t
presupposes that forgetting will
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be quick and easy and that the
passions aroused have been
shallow rather than deep, and
ephemeral rather than enduring.

CALMING NATIONALIST
PASSIONS

On the other hand, if the sov-
ereigntists eschew appeals that
are directed primarily at the
francophone majority, is it pos-
sible to mobilize a heterogene-
ous majority, drawing reason-
able support from nearly all
communities around the pro-

ject of creating a superior civil
society to the one outside Que-
bec? This is extremely unlikely.
A proposal to leave the coast-
to-coast civil society of Canada
to gain independence for the
civil society of Quebec pro-
vides no sustenance for nation-
alist passion. The attempt to
stimulate the latter by injecting
social democracy and the de-
fence of the welfare state into
a "distinct-society” jutification
for sovereignty, as in the recent
referendum, is to obliterate the

distinction between a referen-
dum to create a new country
and destroy an old one, and an
election. Are there to be no
more elections in an independ-
ent Quebec?

To governis to choose. The
necessary resort to nationalism
as the means to independence
occasions even more difficult

choices. <

Alan Caijrns is a professor in the
Faculty of Law at the University of
Toronto.
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BY DANIEL LATOUCHE

YOU ASKED FOR IT

The referendum is barely a
month old and already the num-
ber of half-truths, clichés, mis-
givings, and aphorisms has
reached unprecedented levels.
It will probably take years to do
away with them. Better we start
early.

BLOWING SMOKE

First and foremost

Quebeckers and Canadians
alike seem to have forgotten
that sovereignty lost and that
the constitutional status quo
won. True, the sovereigntists
came close — and it was worth
it for a while, watching the face
of Peter Mansbridge, but there
is no escape from the fact: the
proposal to turn Quebec into a
sovereign country within a new
political and economic partner-
ship with the rest of Canada
lost — once more. True, Que-
beckers might change their
minds in two months, orin five
years, but for the moment they

-have said “no” to the package

presented to them.

In the short-run, this means
that the Quebec government
has no mandate to change any-
thing in the political structure
of the country and should in no
way object to the abrupt move
to the right that Chrétien, Klein,
and Harris want to impose on
Canadians. Let them and the
federalists who have rallied to
their cause have their country
and eat it, too.

Second

In no way should the referen-
dum be interpreted as a man-
date for constitutional change.
The referendum question was
about sovereignty and a new
political partnership. It said
nothing about any reconstruc-
tion of the federal format. If a
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package of constitutional re-
forms is ever agreed on, it
should be presented at another
referendum. It will then be
judged on its merit, and if Que-
beckers once more reject it,
nothing prevents them from
holding another referendum on
sovereignty. Democracy is an
ongoing process.

CANADA'S LOVE-IN AND OTHER
NATURAL FEELINGS

Third

It is simply not true that Que-
beckers can be tricked into vot-
ing for sovereignty only under
the most dramatic of circum-
stances. Support for sover-
eignty has nothing to do with
some poor guy trampling the
Quebec flag in Regina. Que-
beckers can, indeed, support
sovereignty under the most “or-
dinary” of circumstances. For
many of them, sovereignty is
like breathing. You either do it
naturally, or you don't and then
you die.

Fourth

Support for sovereignty has
nothing to do with either a lack
of affection or a lack of interest
in the rest of Canada. Surveys
indicate that the great Friday
love-in had no impact on the
firial decision. Some even sug-
gest that it contributed to a
better showing of the Yes side.
In fact, French Quebeckers,
federalists and sovereigntists
alike, have shown remarkable
indifference to what Canadians
think or feel with regard to
Quebec.

Fifth

Canada seems to have lost all of
its appeal to Quebeckers ex-
cept, of course, as an economic
insurance policy. More than

three-quarters of those who
voted "no" confirmed that their
vote was guided principally by
fear of economic retaliation and
by a lack of confidence in Que-
bec’s ability to go it alone.

Sixth

The belief of many Quebeckers
that some English-Canadians,
especially among intellectual
and progressive circles, would
be sympathetic to the sover-
eignty option, has met its defi-

Support for sovereignty has
nothing to do with some
poor guy trampling the
Quebec flag in Regina.
Quebeckers can, indeed,

support sovereignty under
the most “ordinary” of

circumstances. For many of
them, sovereignty is like
breathing. You either do it
naturally, or you don't and
then you die,

nite Waterloo. In fact, the situ-
ation has somewhat worsened
since 1980. The best that can
be expected is an offer to offi-
cially recognize the democratic
validity of a referendum. The
lessons for the next time
around, or for any offer of con-
stitutional change, have not
been lost on Quebec.

WALKING TALL:
THE POLITICS OF ASSERTION

Seventh

The idea that 20 or 30 of the 49
percent who voted "yes” are soft
separatists who can be turned
around with a few symbolic
gestures is probably true. In
fact, all those who voted “yes"
can one day change their mind.

There is no such thing as a fun-
damentalist separatist. Sover-
eignty is a transitional political
situation. Hopefully, one day, it
will have disappeared from the
political landscape. But it may
not be correct to believe that
soft support for sovereignty can
be turned around by equivalent
soft measures of political and
constitutional accommodation.
In fact, it is precisely those soft
separatists who expect the most
from Ottawa and the rest of

Canada.

Eighth

Although Lucien Bouchard
played a decisive role in the Yes
campaign, his appeal Had noth-
ing to do with any tribalistic
messianism. His success had to
do with what Quebeckers con-
sider the ultimate rationality of
any political decision, that of
their raison d'étre as a people.

Ninth

The era of the French-Cana-
dian Lieutenant, or of the fa-
vourite son a-la-Trudeau seems
to be over. Clearly, Quebeckers
and Canadians no longer see
eye to eye about the role of the
federal prime minister and who
can best fulfill this role.

Does this mean that federal-
ism cannot be reconstructed in
such a way as to satisfy a major-
ity of Quebeckers? Of course
not. Constitutions can always
be amended and rebuilt. Very
ordinary countries do it al! the
time.

Reconfederation is not only
possible, it is eminently feasi-
ble. But first, you should check

your dictionary for the word
"people.” L 4

Daniel Latouche is a professor at the
INRS-Urbanisation, Institut
national de la recherche scientifique,
Université du Quebec.
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THE QUEBEC REFERENDUM:
A VIEW FROM THE WEST

BY FL. MORTON

On the evening of the referen-
dum, the University of Cal-
gary’s Department of Political
Science held a large student-
alumni forum to observe and
discuss the outcome of the Que-
bec vote. Attendance was more
than 200 (by the far the largest
turnout we have ever had for
such a function), and there was
a noticeable collective sigh of
relief when TV screens showed
the No side finally creeping
past the Yes side. Most of us
went home happy, filled with
pizza and thinking that, the
separatists having been de-
feated yet again, the country
could — and should — now
refocus its attention on other
pressing economic issues.

What a surprise when we
awoke the next morning to be
told by all three newspapers
that the No victory meant a
mandate for constitutional
change. Constitutional change?
Who had won? Toronto's na-
tional newspaper, The Globe and
Mail, summed up the view from
central Canada: "Firm rejection
of the status quo is only clear
result.”

For many in the West, there
is a distinct feeling of déja vu to
all this. Ottawa can no longer
unilaterally negotiate with Que-
bec while ignoring opinion in
the rest of Canada (ROC). The
Meech Lake and Charlotte-
town accords show that this is
a formula for constitutional fi-
asco. This problem was aggra-
vated in the Quebec referen-
dum because there was no mean-
ingful mode of participation of
non-Quebeckers. Indeed, the
official message from the Prime
Minister's Office to the ROC
was to stay out of Quebec, at
least until the desperate last
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week. Canadians outside Que-
bec were reduced to “official
observer” status. For the pious,
there was the option of prayer.
The candlelight vigils held in
Calgary and other cities were
touching displays of patriotism
and goodwill, but also some-
what pathetic.

NO DEALS ON SPECIAL STATUS
Goodwill is not the same as
constitutional concessions.
When the prime minister —
himself a Quebecker — began
his last-minute promises of con-
stitutional change for Quebec,
the seeds of the current di-
lemma were sown. Although
many Westerners would be wil-
ling to accommodate Quebec
by continuing the devolution of
powers to the provinces, they
will balk at “special status” de-
mands such as the “distinct so-
ciety” clause and a constitu-
tional veto for Quebec. Opin-
ions on these issues may be soft
now, but could and would be
whipped up by Western nation-
alists such as the Reform Party.
On the issue of the ROC's pub-
lic demonstrations of affection
for Quebec, Bouchard was
right: “Where were they when
we needed them?” (i.e., for
Meech Lake).

This is not to say that those
who participated in the public
rallies were not sincere about
Canadian unity and "keeping
Quebec." Even in Calgary, al-
most everyone’s preferred out-
come was a decisive 60-40 No
victory. But — and here is the
catch — the second choice for
many was a 60-40 Yes victory.
That is, for many — perhaps a
majority in the West — the
strongest desire is for closure on
the Quebec/national unity is-

sue. There is a widespread re-
sentment that the "Quebec
question” has distracted us from
more pressing issues of restor-
ing fiscal balance, improving
our international competitive-
ness, and creating jobs.

Most of my contemporaries
have spent their entire adult
lives — now almost 30 years —
watching a series of Quebec-
based prime ministers preoccu-
pied with satisfying Quebec.
Much of this attempt at ap-
peasement consisted of lavish

The Chrétien government is,
thus, on the horns of a
dilemma. Its offer to Quebec
is more that the West is
willing to concede, but still
not enough to satisfy
Quebec nationalists. Any
move to placate one will
only antagonize the other

deficit spending, not to men-
tion significant transfers of
wealth from the West to Que-
bec. So after 30 years, what do
the Quebec federalists have to
show for their efforts (and our
money)? That 60 percent of the
québécois now support sover-
eignty — an all-time hight This
hardly inspires confidence in
launching yet another round of
“national unity” initiatives.
Western resentment is nour-
ished by the fear that Trudeau,
Mulroney, and now Chrétien
have mortgaged the future of
our children by trying to ap-
pease the unappeasable ambi-
tions of Quebec sovereigntist
demagogues. For this segment
of Western Canadians, last
month's 50-50 stalemate repre-
sents the worst of all possible
outcomes.

CHRETIEN'S DILEMMA

This, then, is the shape of Can-
ada's new dilemma: Quebec's
new minimum is beyond the
ROC's maximum. Buoyed by
their highest-ever vote total,
Quebec nationalists will no
longer be satisfied by the equiv-
alent of a new Meech Lake Ac-
cord. But the expectations for
change within Quebec are not
matched by the ROC. While
Chrétien is busy trying to sell
constitutional changes to the
ROC by blurring their mean-
ing, Bouchard has already indi-
cated that Ottawa's proposal for
a distinct society clause is now
"boring.” The Chrétien govern-
ment is, thus, on the horns of a
dilemma. Its offer to Quebec is
more that the West is willing to
concede, but still not enough to
satisfy Quebec nationalists. Any
move to placate one will only
antagonize the other. This, it
should be noted, is the same
dilemma that crushed not just
Brian Mulroney, but the entire
Conservative Party after the
defeat of the Charlottetown
Accord in 1992,

As if this scenario is not bad
enough, it is aggravated by non-
constitutional issues. Once
again, Ottawa'’s budget deficit
reduction plan is jeopardized
by the threat of Quebec sepa-
ratism. The Liberals have al-
ready delayed announcing new
cuts in social programs and
provincial transfers until after
the referendum. This was
pointed out repeatedly by Bou-
chard during the campaign as
yet another reason to vote
“yes": Why stay in Canada if
Ottawa is broke? If the Liberals
bring them down now, it will
only vindicate the Parti
québécois/Bloc  québécois
charges. But if the government
further delays them, they will
miss their deficit reduction tar-
get and the rest of us will have
the privilege of paying higher
interest rates or using a still
weaker dollar — hardly policies
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that endear Mr. Bouchard and
his crusaders to the rest of Can-
ada. Summed up, the prospects

. for political paralysis have ne-

ver been greater.

CULTURE FOR TRANSFERS

There is one ray of hope in this
otherwise dark scenario: to
swap culture for fiscal transfers.
That is to cut Quebec loose —
let it be as “distinct” as it wants
with respect to culture, lan-
guage, and the Charter — but,
in return, force dramatic cuts in
regional transfers, both the ex-
plicit ones (such as equalization
and regional development) and
the hidden transfers (especially
unemployment insurance). The
Reform Party seems to have
something like this in mind al-
ready and, if embraced by the
Liberals, it could probably be
sold in the ROC. In the West,
there has never been any great
affection for the Westmount
plutocracy. Nor is there any
reason to suspect that a Quebec

.. government “unrestrained by

 the Charter” will suddenly start

"~ treating them as second-class

citizens. Quebec anglophones
can take care of themselves
without the constant interven-
tion of Ottawa via the Supreme
Court.

Could a “culture-for-trans-
fers” swap be sold to Quebec?
Are the québécois patriots
ready to give up their subsidies
for cultural autonomy, their
"pogey" for their purity? Is the
issue really language and not
money?

THE OLD AND NEW CANADAS

For Canada to avoid the abyss
will require no small degree of
statesmanship. What are our
prospects? Applauded for sus-
taining a strict moratorium on
the Constitution during his first
two years in office, Chrétien
has now had his “road-to-Da-
mascus” conversion, the price

. of which has yet to be calcu-

lated. Overconfident, Chrétien
and his advisers misjudged and
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then panicked. Their credibil-
ity has been severely damaged
— within Quebec and without.

It is doubtful that Canada
can be saved by statesmanship
alone. The schism is more than
just a matter of shuffling some
constitutional powers to decen-
tralizing administrative juris-
dictions. It is a struggle between
anold and a new Canada — an
old Canada that refuses to die,
and a new Canada that refuses
to be suppressed any longer.
The old Canada really was the
Canada of “two founding na-
tions,” centred on the St. Law-
rence, in which the English and
French "races” were paramount,
and Quebec was one of the two
principal pillars.

But Canada, like most immi-
grant nations, has changed.
Demographically, economi-
cally, culturally, linguistically,
and politically — today’s Can-
ada is vastly different from that
of our grandparents. Population
and wealth have moved West,
first to Toronto, and more re-
cently to Alberta and British
Columbia. This population is
much more diverse — racially,
culturally, and linguistically —
than the old Canada. Political
power has followed wealth. On
each of these fronts, Quebec's
relative status has declined and
will continue to shrink.

The new Canada is not hos-
tile toward French-Canadians
(in the way the Ontario Or-
angemen were), but rather in-
different. This indifference,
however, is fatal for Quebec’s
claims to special status. In the
multicultural West, there is no-
thing special about being eth-
nic. Diversity is respected but
relegated to the private sphere.
Every group's self-interest in
civil and political equality dic-
tates that ethnicity and rate not
be enshrined in law. Ironically,
the Quebec nationalists are cor-
rect when they point to 1982 as
a turning point in Canadian his-
tory. The Constitution Act, 1982

gave legal and symbolic expres-
sion, as it were, to the new,
emerging Canada while mark-
ing the relative decline of Que-
bec. For nations, as for indi-
viduals, there is no going back.

THINKING THE UNTHINKABLE

What price unity? The answer
depends on where you sit—in
the old Canada or the new Can-
ada. For those who think, like
the prime minister, that "Can-
ada without Quebec is unthink-
able,” the price they are willing
to pay will be high. Indeed,

What price are they willing
to pay to "keep Quebec”>
Many Westerners think

they have already paid too
much and all they have

received in return is a
demand for still more,

Suffice it to say that the bid
price for national unity

continties to drop the further

west you go from the

Manitoba-Ontario border,

monstrosities like the Charlotte-
town Accord suggest that for
Quebec politicians (and civil
servants) who have spent their
careers in Ottawa, no price
would be too high. Similar
thoughts are expressed by the
Canadian literati whose being
Canadian (and, thus, not Amer-
ican!) requires Quebec.

The Canada that the profes-
sors want to save is the old Can-
ada. For them, as for Mr. Chré-
tien, Canada without Quebec is
unthinkable. I respect this view,
but think that those who hold
it are fast becoming a minority
in the new Canada. For many in
the new Canada, it is not un-

thinkable. For Westerners, im-
migrants, and younger Canadi-
ans, who have grown up in an
environment where Quebec is
in many ways more "foreign”
than the United States, or even
Asia, the Quebec card has
much less emotional purchase.
What price are they willing to
pay to "keep Quebec”? Many
Westerners think they have al-
ready paid too much and all
they have received in return is
a demand for still more. Suffice
it to say that the bid price for
national unity continues to
drop the further west you go
from the Manitoba-Ontario
border.

The suggestion that the ROC
has anything to "prove" to "dis-
satisfied Quebeckers” plays
poorly in the West. It has the
hauntingly familiar ring of Tru-
deau’s old promise of “renewed
federalism.” As David Bercuson
and Barry Cooper have pointed
out, this is a "back-to-the-fu-
ture” scenario. As for the out-
come this time, Canada is not
the same country in 1996 that
it was in 1976, By my lights,
what has proven difficult over
the past 20 years will prove
impossible in the next 20. ¥

Ted Morton is a professor in the

Department of Political Science at
the University of Calgary.
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THE RESPONSE TO PARIZEAU'S

“ETHNIC VOTE"

BY JEREMY WEBBER

Jacques Parizeau's referendum-
night speech has dominated
much of the subsequent debate.
In those remarks, he blamed
“money and the ethnic vote” for
the Yes defeat. More important,
he made clear that, for him, the
"nous” québécois — the con-
summate political actor of Que-
bec's national life — consisted
solely of Quebeckers of French
mother tongue. This group
alone made up “ce que nous
sommes.”

" His comments were signifi-
cant and revealing. They gave
renewed voice to the current of
ethnic nationalism that persists
in Quebec, despite some sover-
eigntists’ attempts to rephrase
their goal in civic nationalist
terms. They pushed two crucial
questions to the fore: How im-
portant is ethnic nationalism to
the Parti québécois's vision?
How important is it to Que-
beckers' demands for cultural
accommodation generally? And,
of course, those lead to a third
practical question: How should
we respond to comments like
Parizeau's?

Although the questions are
crucial, most of the answers
have been inadequate, if not
pernicious. | will look here at
two common responses — one,
from the sovereigntist move-
ment; the other from outside

Quebec.

THE RESPONSE FROM THE
SOVEREIGNTISTS

Some sovereigntist commenta-
tors — Alain Gagnon, for ex-
ample — quickly and vigor-
ously denounced Parizeau's re-
marks. And, of course, Pari-
zeau's remarks contributed to
his resignation, For many, how-
ever, the dominant note was
one of excuse: "Parizeau was
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tired, or profoundly frustrated
at the defeat of his option.” The
excuses were often combined
with attempts to minimize the
remarks: "Parizeau was drawing
attention to the mere fact that
the vast majority of non-franco-
phones vote 'no,"or "If he was
doing more, he was not repre-
sentative of mainstream sover-
eigntists, only of an extreme
fringe.”

These responses betray an
impressive ignorance of the
meaning of Parizeau's remarks,
or at least a strong desire on the
commentators’ part to avoid
their implications.

-To begin with, Parizeau was
not indulging in voting analy-
sis. His remarks were about
membership. He defined those
who count: those Quebeckers
whose political will mattered,
those who made up “ce que
nous sommes.” And that, com-
bined with his assertion that
non-francophone “yes” votes
were no longer necessary, testi-
fied eloquently to the fact that,
for him, all the talk of an open
and pluralistic nationalism had
been a ruse — a way of appeal-
ing, when necessary, to voters
beyond the true “peuple.”

Nor were his remarks a slip.
In his opening words, he ex-
pressly raised the civic nation-
alist's phrase for Quebeckers of
French mother tongue — "qué-
bécois francophones” — and
threw it away in favour of the
restrictive "nous.” It was a con-

. scious rejection — a deliberate

stripping away of the mask.

ETHNIC NATIONALISM:

STILL A FORCE?

How representative were Pari-
zeau's remarks? In recent years,
sovereigntist intellectuals have,
indeed, been banishing ethno-

nationalism, rhetorically, to the
fringes. As a result, the lan-
guage of civic nationalism has
tended to dominate sovereign-
tist intellectual discourse.

But Parizeau is hardly on the
fringe. He was the premier of
Quebec, the leader of the No
committee, the person gener-
ally credited with the resur-
gence of separatism in Quebec.
There have been other com-
ments throughout the debate,
from many participants, that
expressed similar views. That
was, after all, one of the main

At the very least, then,
exclusive definitions of
political membership
continue fo surface even
among sovereignty’s
principal tribunes. One has
to wonder whether the
pluralism of sovereigntist
intellectuals is representative
of their movement.

problems with Lucien Bou-
chard’s assertion that Que-
beckers were one of the "races
blanches” with the lowest birth-
rate in the world. On any civic
definition, Quebeckers are not
a “race blanche” (and Bou-
chard's suggestion that this was
a "technical term” is laughable).
More than once, we heard from
sovereigntists that non-franco-
phones should respect the will
of the "majority” — not the
majority of electors, but a ma-
jority of the majority whose
first language is French.

At the very least, then, ex-
clusive definitions of political
membership continue to sur-
face even among sovereignty’s
principal tribunes. One has to
wonder whether the pluralism

of sovereigntist intellectuals is
representative of their move-
ment, It often seems more like
the age-old strategy of moral
argument in which one at- ;
tempts to persuade people to be
virtuous by asserting that they
are so already.

At the popular level, the
sovereigntists' appeal is much
more visceral. Bouchard's rhe-
torical power came not from
paeans to openness and plural-
ism, but from innovations of
grievance and humiliation at
the hands of "le Canada an-
glais." How different is this
from humiliation at the hands
of "les anglais™ In response, we
heard once again the chants of
“Le Québec aux québécois.”
Who really believes that in that
phrase, québécois includes a
Quebecker like me?

CIVIC NATIONALISM

The point is that the sover-
eignty movement has always
had a powerful strain of old-
style nationalism. That strain
has been partially submerged
by the recent shift in national-
ist discourse, but it has not dis-
appeared, nor has it been re-
duced to a fringe. In that con-
text, it is worrying to see at-
tempts to excuse or minimize
Parizeau's comments. The lack
of strong public denunciation
— the unwillingness even to
acknowledge the prevalence of
such views within the move-
ment — throws into question
the depth of the commitment
to civic nationalism. Indeed,
without more, how do we know
the extent to which civic na-
tionalism — as opposed to the
premier’s tactical stupidity —
was responsible for Parizeau's
resignation?

The sovereigntist move-
ment is a blend of ethnic, cul-
tural, and civic nationalisms.
Some activists tend more to-
ward one, some toward an-
other, but all join in the alliance
for sovereignty. The muted re-
sponse to Parizeau’s comments
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reveals that, for many, commit-
ment to that alliance strongly
conditions whatever commit-
... ment they have to civic nation-
alism. If they are willing to
dampen their criticism of
ethno-nationalists now, what
hope is there for Quebec after
a vote for independence when
anglo migration and economic
hardship increase the pressure
to find scapegoats?

THE RESPONSE FROM
OUTSIDE QUEBEC
Strangely, much of that reac-
tion has adopted a similarly
simplistic and monolithic con-
ception of Quebec. Parizeau's
remarks are taken as represent-
ing the aspirations of all French-
speaking Quebec, as revealing
the ethno-nationalism suppos-
edly present in all demands for
cultural recognition. The only
solution, then, is to hold the
line, strongly resisting any con-
cessions.
At the very least, this shows
.. profound ignorance of the state
_ of public opinion in Quebec.
"~ After all, a majority of Que-
beckers voted “no.” Many who
voted "yes" did so in order to
signal their desire for constitu-
tional reform. The clear major-
ity of Quebeckers, then, had no
sympathy whatever with Pari-
zeau's comments. But many Can-
adians were unable to see past
him. For them, he was the voice
of all Quebeckers dissatisfied
with the status quo.

This has created a regretta-
ble and artificial polarization in
which every proposal for
change is treated as a conces-
sion to ethno-nationalism. It
ignores the voices of federalists
in Quebec. Indeed, it reveals a
fundamental blindness of many
Canadians to the relevance of
culture in their own lives. Of-
ten, they care deeply about Ca-
nadian culture without believ-
ing that that makes them closed

=7 orintolerant. Why can they not
see that the same holds true for
many Quebeckers, legitimately
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concerned with affirming their
own distinctiveness?

We should listen to what
those Quebeckers are telling us,
rather than damning all as
ethno-nationalists, open or dis-
guised. [ agree that we cannot
appease ethno-nationalism. But
we should not lose sight of the

Too often, the reaction
outside Quebec reminds me
of the William Howard Taft
approach to trade unions
where one is so mesmerized
by the fear of communism
that one is incapable of
responding constructively to
the real demands of want
and penury.

majority of Quebeckers who
are not in that camp. Too often,
the reaction outside Quebec
reminds me of the William
Howard Taft approach to trade
unions where one is so mesmer-
ized by the fear of communism
that one is incapable of re-
sponding constructively to the
real demands of want and
penury.

Most Quebeckers support
an accommodation within
Canada. They do so precisely
because they want to live
within a multilingual and plu-
ralistic state. That very frame-
work constitutes an important
check on ethnic nationalism.
We should recognize that and
attempt to find solutions within
that framework. And any such
solution has to speak to that
great body of Quebeckers, not
play the ethno-nationalists’
game by taking them as repre-
sentative of the whole. *

Jeremy Webber is a professor in the
Faculty of Law at McGill
University.

PLEASE, LET US BREATHE

BY

OUIS BALTHAZAR

Nothing was more typical of
the chronic misunderstanding
between English Canada and
Quebec than the pre-referen-
dum Montreal rally. Those
1,000 Canadians who invaded
the streets of Quebec's metro-
polis were undoubtedly in-
spired by genuine feelings of
goodwill toward Quebeckers,
by a strong Canadian national-
ism and a conviction that Can-
ada must include Quebec if it is
going to make any sense. The
effect on French-speaking Que-
beckers, however, was minimal
at best.

KISSY, KISSY: THANKS,

BUT NO THANKS

For those who thought of vot-
ing "yes," this last-minute dem-
onstration of love was seen as
condescending, superficial, and
insignificant as long as it was
not accompanied by any sign of
recognition of Quebec for what
it is or should be: an autono-
mous political entity. What
kind of love is it that does not
allow the partner to be itself, to
be distinctive? For most Que-
beckers, this tight embrace was
unbearably suffocating, hardly
allowing us to breathe.

Sure, we are attached to
Canada. Sure, we like English-
speaking Canadians and want
nothing more than to maintain
our various relations and friend-
ships with people all across the
country. But there is such a
thing as a distinct Quebec net-
work. It includes all anglo-
phones and allophones who
live in Quebec and share in the
distinctive mix of a common
public culture while retaining
their own particular features.
Notwithstanding Premier Pari-
zeau's unfortuante words and
the misinterpreted occasional
linguistic mishaps on the part of

some Quebec leaders, the dy-
namism of Quebec nationalism
is definitely pluralistic, multi-
ethnic, and faithful to the spirit
of our 1975 Charter of Human
Rights and Freedoms.

What kind of love is it

that does not allow the

partner to be itself, to be
distinctive> For most

Quebeckers, this tight

embrace was unbearably
suffocating, hardly

allowing us to breathe.

Our pluralism is different
from Canadian multicultural-
ism. This is why the great ma-
jority of Quebeckers have repu-
diated for quite some time the
all-inclusive Canadian national-
ism that was cultivated by
Pierre Elliott Trudeau and es-
poused by many Canadians
outside Quebec, It is sad to say
to our good friends across the
country that we cannot respond
to their invitation to belong to
a symmetric and indissoluble
Canada. We have to repeat
again and again: "We want to be
with you, but we don't want to
be part of you." Fortunately,
there are some Canadians who
understand this message. Wil-
liam Thorsell, editor-in-chief of
The Globe and Mail, has shown
himself to be more enlightened
than many of his colleagues
when he wrote beautifully:

The fact that our
solitudes come to
“protect and touch and

Please, Let Us Breatbe,

continued on page 36
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PLEASE, LET US BREATHE from page 35

greet each other" (in
the words of R M.
Rilke) made for a
wonderful country.
Solitudes cannot do this
by living in each other’s
faces or by pretending
that they share each
other’s essence. They
cannot do this by
denying each other’s
distinctiveness.

—The Globe and Mail,
October 28

This is equivalent to saying
that it is about time to get rid
of the phony, unrealistic, and
unfair pretention that Canada is
a homogeneous nation consist-
ing of 10 equal provinces. When
one Canadian province votes
for its own sovereignty in the
proportion of 49.4 percent,
should we not wake up to the
obvious reality of asymmetry?

WE ARE DIFFERENT TOO

Once that asymmetry were rec-
ognized, accepted, and opera-
tionalized (which, | admit,
would require a good deal of
imagination and subtlety), we
could go a long way together
toward maintaining a Canadian
union, intensifying economic
integration, and pooling many
of our resources.

As far as Quebec is con-
cerned, there are two unmistak-
able elements of a valid equa-
tion for the future. A majority of
Quebeckers are committed fed-
eralists, Not only do they re-
main attached to Canada (let us
never forget that Quebeckers
were the first to call themselves
“Canadiens”}, but they have re-
peatedly demonstrated that
they are open to federalist
formulas, Pepin-Robarts and
Meech Lake being the most
prominent, both of which would
have reduced the sovereigntist
movement to marginality.

But at the same time, a solid
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majority of Quebeckers are
profoundly conscious of form-
ing a distinct people, of belong-
ing to a sui generis network of
communication. If you are not
persuaded, just turn on your
television and tune in to Radio-
Canada. They are also aware
that Canada's Constitution
does not recognize this fact and
consequently does not allow
Quebec to behave as a people.
Quebeckers are concerned
with unemployment, economic
security, and social welfare as
much as other Canadians. But
they believe these matters
ought to be dealt with by their
own Quebec government
rather than by a distant so-
called federal Department of
Human Resources.

If Canada can one day rec-
oncile these two views, so much
the better; Quebeckers will be
the most loyal Canadians. They
will gladly give up the prospect
of a sovereign Quebec nation-
state in exchange for the renun-
ciation of a Canadian all-inclu-
sive nation-state. If, on the other
hand, this tradeoff does not
prove possible, another referen-
dum will, of course, be on the
agenda. And let us not be mis-
taken, the question will remain
basically the same. It will in-
clude sovereignty and a desire
for association or partnership.

FLEX POLITICS: PARTNERSHIPS

Another manifestation of Cana-
dian misunderstanding is the
fact that the referendum ques-
tion was seen as clear and fair
by most Quebeckers, while
most Canadians outside Que-
bec (and some within, un-
doubtedly) saw it as fuzzy, con-
voluted, and even dishonest.
There were two elements to the
question. First, there is the ele-
ment of sovereignty — the ex-
pression of autonomy and col-
lective identity made necessary

by the deadlock of Canadian

federalism. Sovereignty is a
flexible word that allows for
limitation (especially in our
contemporary world), much
more than “independence”
(which appears as the opposite
of interdependence). "Separa-
tion” is a negative word that will
never be used to express an as-

Itis about time to get rid of
the phony, unrealistic, and
unfair pretention that
Canada is a homogeneous
nation consisting of 10
equal provinces. When one
Canadian province votes for
its own sovereignty in the
broportion of 49.4 percent,
should we not wake up to
the obvious reality of
asymmetry?

piration toward a very positive
project. Canadians should un-
derstand that more than any
other people, They have never
subscribed to “separation” from
the British Empire, and Cana-
dian sovereignty was acquired
very gradually, indeed. We did
not have a Department of For-
eign Affairs before 1993.

The other element of the
question was "a formal offer of
partnership.” This corresponds
to a deep-rooted willingness on
the part of Quebeckers to share
with other Canadians. Perhaps
some Quebeckers took their
wishes for reality when they
thought they could still send
members to a Canadian parlia-
ment (conceivably on the
model of the European parlia-
ment) even though Quebec

would be a sovereign nation.
But they were happy with “an
offer of partnership.” It was and
will always be important for
them, were it only for the re-
cord, to express this kind of
openness to the rest of Canada,
even if other Canadians would
insist on thorough separation.
Forif ever Quebec and Canada
become completely separated,
Canadians outside Quebec
should bear their part of re-
sponsibility for such an unfor-
tunate turn of events.

In the meantime, let us all
hope it will be possible to share
and be united while respecting
each other for what we are in a
flexible and multinational fed-
eration. Let us be together but,
please, let us breathet &

Louis Balthazar is a professor in the

Deépartement science politique at the
Université Laval.
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THE QUEBEC REFERENDUM:
__FROM POLLS TO BALLOTS

BY EDOUARD CLOUTIER

In order to begin to understand
the meaning of the Quebec ref-
erendum, one must grasp, first,
the way in which vote inten-
tions moved during the cam-
paign and, second, the way in
which vote intentions trans-
lated into actual votes.

The table shows the results
of all polls conducted and pub-
lished in the course of the offi-
cial campaign. If we exclude the

period following the last day in
which polling was done (Octo-
ber 26), four significant events
marked the campaign, accord-
ing to most observers.

THE FOUR TURNING POINTS

e September 24: Claude Gar-
cia, CEO of the Standard
Life Insurance Co., and a
key official of the No com-
mittee, declared in a well-

publicized speech that the
No must not only win the
vote, but crush the Yes side.
A very loud uproar followed
this pronouncement.
October 3: Laurent Beau-
doin, CEO of Bombardier,
and a key spokesperson for
the No committee, announ-
ced that following a major-
ity "yes" vote, he would have
to consider moving some of
his business out of Quebec,
a statement that also pro-
duced a strong reaction on
the Yes side.

October 7: Lucien Bouchard
was officially named by
Jacques Parizeau as the chief

negotiator for Quebec in the

talks to be held with Canada

after a “yes" vote.,

e October 17: Paul Martin,
the federal minister of fi-
nance, said that one million
jobs could be jeopardized if
the Yes side won the refer-
endum.

Unfortunately, the time be-
tween the second and the third
events (October 3-7) is too
short to isolate, for analytical
purposes, the specific effect of
each event. In fact, the only
poll conducted during that pe-
riod was by Léger et Léger and
it overlapped both events. We

From Polls to Ballots, page 39

VOTE INTENTIONS OF QUEBEC ELECTORS FOR THE OCTOBER 30, 1995, REFERENDUM

*Includes undecided, refusals, and abstentions.
Source: Le Group de recherche sur la mobilité de 'opinion publique et le Service de recherche et de documentation, Département de science politique, Université de Montréal.
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Fieldmark Sample  Yes No  Others*
Period Polling Firm/Sponsor Size (%) (%) (%)  Source
Sept. 7-8 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal 959 44 43 13 Journal de Montreal, Sept. 9
Sept. 8-12 SOM/Le Soleil/Radio-Québec 1,003 37 45 18 Le Soleil, Sept. 15
Sept. 11-14 Compas Inc./The Financial Post 500 36 40 24 The Financial Post, Sept. 23
~ Sept. 15-19 Créatec/Comité du Non 1,004 39 47 14 Le Devoir, Sept. 23-24
© Sept. 19-25 SOM, Environics/Le Devoir, Le Droit,
/ Radio-Canada, Le Soleil, The Gazette 1,820 39 48 13 Le Devoir, Oct.3 /Richard Nadeau
Sept. 20-25 CROP-TVA/La Presse, The Toronto Star 2,020 39 47 14 La Presse, Sept. 30
Sept. 23-25 Decima Research 750 40 42 18 Le Devoir, Sept. 29
Sept. 25-27 Angus Reid Group 1,000 41 45 14 Dow Jones News, Sept. 29/Richard Nadeau
Sept. 25-28 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal,
~ The Globe and Mail 1,006 44 45 11 Journal de Montréal, Sept. 30
Sept. 25-29 Parti Québécois 1,369 44 46 10 La Presse, Oct. 2/Richard Nadeau
Oct. 1-4 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal,
The Globe and Mail 1,015 43 44 13 Journal de Montréal, Oct. 6
Oct. 3-9 Parti québécois 1,285 45 42 13 Le Devoir, Oct. 6
Oct. 8-12 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal,
The Globe and Mail 1,002 45 42 13 Journal de Montréal, Oct. 14/
The Globe and Mail, Oct. 14
Oct. 9-12 Créatec/Comité du non 635 43 49 8 La Presse, Oct. 13/Créatec Le Devoir, Oct. 13
Oct. 10-12 Callup/Radio-Québec, CFCF TV 1,013 39 43 18 La Presse, Oct. 14
Oct. 13-16 SOM/Le Soleil, The Gazette 981 43 43 14 The Gazette, Oct. 17
Oct. 13-16 CROP/La Presse, The Toronto Star 1,151 44 43 13 La Presse, Oct. 18
Oct. 16-18 Angus Reid Group/Wood Gundy, CIBC 1,012 45 44 11 La Presse, Oct. 20
Oct. 16-20 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal,
The Globe and Mail 1,005 46 42 12 Journal de Montréal, Oct. 21
Oct. 19-23 CROP/TVA, La Presse, The Toronto Star 1,072 45 42 13 La Presse, Oct. 26
Oct. 22-25 SOM/Le Soleil, Radio-Québec,
The Gazette, CFCF 1,115 46 40 14 Le Soleil, Oct. 27
Oct. 23-25 Angus Reid Group 1,029 44 40 16 Le Devoir, Oct. 27
Oct. 23-26 Léger et Léger/Journal de Montréal,
I The Globe and Mail 1,003 47 41 12 Journal de Montréal, Oct. 28



CAN QUEBECKERS BE A
SOVEREIGN PEOPLE?

BY PETER H. RUSSELL

Three years ago, | published
the book Constitutional Odyssey.
The subtitle, Can Canadians Be-
come a Sovereign People?, ques-
tioned the capacity of Canadi-
ans to live up to the new con-
stitutional philosophy that
most of them have embraced
— the sovereignty of the people.

In the book, | express my
doubts about the possibility of
a positive answer to my ques-
tion in this way:

If a constitution derives
its legitimacy from the
consent of the people,
then those who share a
constitution must first
agree to be a people.
There is no evidence
that either the
québécois or the
aboriginal nations have
agreed to be part of a
Canadian people
sharing a constitution
determined by simple
majority rule. By the
same token, there is no
evidence that the
aboriginal and English
minorities in Quebec
have agreed to be part
of a Quebec people
whose constitutional
destiny lies in the hands
of a majority of the
people in that province.

The results of the recent ref-
erendum confirm my belief in
the veracity of this passage, in-
cluding its final sentence.

THE MYTH OF A SINGLE “PEUPLE"
Indeed, the strongest message |
take from the October 30 Que-
bec referendum is how deeply
divided Quebec is on national
lines. If the Quebec electorate
as a whole demonstrated any-
thing in the referendum, it is
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that they do not constitute a
single peuple. The English-speak-
ing people of the province, the
allophones, and several of the
indigenous peoples whose his-
toric lands are within Quebec’s
boundaries indicated, as clearly
as peoples can, that they do not
wish to be part of an independ-
ent Quebec state. Is their will not
to be accorded the same respect
as the will of Quebec’s French
majority?

In multinational societies,
majoritarian solutions to consti-
tutional differences are both un-
just and unwise. Imposing the
will of an ethnic majority on
minorities who have not ac-
cepted being subject to that ma-
jority's will cannot provide se-
cure and fair foundations for a
constitutional democracy. The
logic of this position led me to
oppose the 1982 constitutional
settlement in Canada. Canadais
a federal society in which majori-
ties of the whole have no right
to bind all the constituent com-
ponents of the federation. Pro-
ceeding with new constitutional
arrangements that were opposed
by the province of Quebec and
the Canadian majority broke a
fundamental understanding at
the foundation of this country.
Ever since then, we Canadians
have been living dangerously,
sharing a constitution whose le-
gitimacy is questioned by a con-
stituent element of the political
community.

Quebec sovereigntists may
contend that their project does
no more than inflict on the con-
stituent elements of Quebec so-
ciety the same injustice inflicted
on them in 1982, But surely this
is not a case, if ever there was
one, where two wrongs make a
right. To establish a sovereign
Quebec solely on the basis of

the will of its francophone ma-
jority and impose that sover-
eignty on strongly dissenting
minorities within its boundaries
will not produce a coherent and
legitimate constitutional de-
mocracy. Nor can it be a means
through which a harmonious
new nation-state can be forged.

THE DANGER OF NATIONALIST
SOLUTIONS

Quebec nationalists cannot
push their nationalist projects
through to completion, any
more than Canadian national-
ists can, without abandoning
the practice of mutual respect
and tolerance that has been the

If the Quebec electorate as
a whole demonstrated
anything in the referendum,
it is that they do not
constitute a single peuple.
The English-speaking
people of the province,
the allophones, and several
of the indigenous peoples
whose historic lands are
within Quebec’s boundaries,
indicated, as clearly as
peoples can, that they do not
wish to be part of an
independent Quebec state.

essential condition for whatever
the peoples of Canada have

~ achieved together as citizens of

a single state. Among popula-
tions marked by the deep diver-
sity of Canada and Quebec,
sovereign solutions — solu-
tions in which one part claims
sovereignty over the others —
threaten to rupture the civility
of the body politic.

Canadians have tried twice
—in Meech Lake and the Char-
lottetown Accord — to repair
the damage done in 1982. We all

know how badly these efforts
failed. Rather than healing our
wounds, these efforts rubbed salt
inthem. They deepened the rifts
in the Canadian political com-
munity to a more grassroots level
at the very time that Canadians
were opting to resolve their dif-
ferences through popular, rather
than elite, accords.

Prime Minister Chrétien's
panic-stricken promise of
change in the eleventh hour of
the referendum campaign may
lead to yet another attempt at
constitutional reconciliation.
One cannot be optimistic about
the success of such an effort —
especially if its centrepiece is
recognition of Quebec as a "dis-
tinct society.” In the present
context, this symbolic gesture
would likely be too little to
stem the tide of nationalism for
Quebec, but more than enough
to arouse resentment of Que-
bec in the rest of Canada. The
distinct society clause should
be retired to the museum of
constitutional history as a curi-
ous piece of constitutional artil-
lery from an earlier and unsuc-
cessful campaign.

THE 1997 CONSTITUTIONAL
REVIEW

The review of the amending for-
mula that section 49 of the Con-
stitution Act, 1982 requires before
April 17, 1997 is slightly more
promising. An elite consensus
might be reached on re-estab-
lishing Quebec’s historic consti-
tutional veto, if, as in the Meech
Lake Accord, all the provinces
are given a veto and aboriginal
peoples have a veto over provi-
sions that affect their rights. A
rule that prevents constitutional
change from being imposed on
any of the constituent elements
in our federation is in accord
with the founding principle and
best constitutional practice of
our country. However, a rule of
unanimity is likely to fare badly
in a popular referendum against
those who believe some consti-
tutional changes are so impor-
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tant that they should be pro-
ceeded with despite their risk to
national unity.

Even if some modest consti-
tutional or administrative re-
structuring of the Canadian
federation is achieved in the
next year or so, this is not likely
to persuade Quebec secession-
ists to abandon their project. If
the PQ government survives
the next Quebec election and
begins to organize a third ref-
erendum on Quebec sover-
eignty, the government of Can-
ada must not duplicate its per-
formance in the recent referen-
dum and chicken out of stating
clearly the matters that will
have to be negotiated in the
event of a win for the Yes side.
These matters include the col-
lective rights of the national
minorities in Quebec whose
clearly expressed will is to re-
main in Canada. In taking this
position, Ottawa must make it
clear that there will be no non-
negotiable issues — including
 the territorial boundaries of a
_ sovereign Quebec,

SOME SOBERING ADVICE
Such a position will give Quebec
voters a better sense of the issues
with which they will have to deal
in the event of a referendum win
by the sovereigntists. No doubt,
such a tough stand will increase
the tensions associated with an-
other referendum campaign. But
it should have the sobering effect
of enabling Quebecers to recog-
nize that they are as far from
being capable of acting as a sov-
ereign people as are Canadians.
In these circumstances, the
most prudent policy for Cana-
dians is one of strict constitu-
tional abeyance — at least on
the big issues that divide us. But
asking our constitutional agita-
tors and junkies to be prudent
is like urging smokers to switch
to chewing gum. W
Peter H. Russell is a professor in the

7 Department of Political Science at
the University of Toronto.

THE QUEBEC REFERENDUM: FROM POLLS TO BALLOTS  from page 37

are, thus, forced to consider
these two events as having oc-
curred simultaneously, which
leaves us with three breaking
points that separate the cam-
paign into four periods,

For these four periods, the
average percentage of "yes’-
vote and "no"-vote intentions
are as follows:

Yes . No
percent

Before Garcia .... 39 45
Between Carcia

and Beaudoin-

Bouchard ... .. .. 43 45
Between Beaudoin-

Bouchard and

Martin . ........ 43 44
After Martin .. ... 46 41
THE BOUCHARD FACTOR AND

THE FINAL VOTE
Contrary to what most analysts
have said, it is not obvious that
the promotion of Bouchard to
the de facto leadership of the
Yes side made the difference,
providing the impetus for the
surge of "yes” votes. Rather, the
Yes side appears to have made
significant progress before Bou-
chard became the chief spokes-
person for the Yes campaign,
such progress coinciding with
the strong reaction to Garcia's
“crush” statement, Furthermore,
the arrival of Bouchard seems to
have made little difference in
voting intentions as a simple
comparison between scores in
the second and third periods
readily indicates. On the other
hand, after Martin's "one million
jobs" pronouncement, the "yes"
votes jumped three points and
the “no" votes dropped three
points, thus creating a signifi-
cant five-point spread favour-
ing the Yes side.
Consequently, it can be ar-
gued that Bouchard's arrival was
not the turning point in the
campaign but, rather, that the
campaign tides were associated
with adverse popular reactions

to statements made by business
spokespersons.

What about the great dis-
crepancy between the scores —
46-percent Yes to 41-percent No
— of the fourth period ending
October 26, and the actual bal-
lot results of 49.4 percent for the
Yes and 50.6 percent for the No?

Informed opinion explains it
by allocating the “undecided” in
voting intentions by a ratio of
3 to 1 in favour of the No side.
Although such an allocation
ratio does, in fact, correspond
to what appears to have hap-
pened in the last few elections
and the referendum in Quebec,
| tend to find this procedure
somewhat unsatisfactory in this
instance.

Theoretically speaking, last-
minute deciders are best con-
ceived of as “swinging with the
swing." For this to happen,
there must be a detectable mo-
mentum toward a given side in
the last days preceding an elec-
tion. We know for a fact that
such was the case in the last two
Quebec elections of 1989 and
1994 and in the referendum of
1992, opinion movements be-
ing detected in favour of both
the Liberal Party as well as the
Charlottetown Accord.

THE YES MOMENTUM:

THE FINAL PUSH

Our polling numbers of the
1995 campaign definitively in-
dicate a momentum in favour of
the Yes option up until October
26, the Thursday preceding the
vote. Events of the final few
days before the referendum
must, therefore, be taken into
account to understand how
vote intentions translated into
a majority for the No side.
More specifically, one thinks of
the televised address to the na-
tion by Prime Minister Chré-
tien on Wednesday night, fol-
lowed by Lucien Bouchard’s re-
ply and the rally for the Yes
held at the Verdun arena. Fi-

nally, the huge rally at Place du
Canada on Friday by people
from all over Canada cannot
but have had an impact.

The incredible 93.48 per-
cent turnout of eligible voters
on referendum day offers an-
other clue in the explanation of
the final results. In a system
where voting is not mandatory,
such a turnout is a product of a
set of extraordinary circum-
stances. In the present case, the
fact that the issue was much
more dramatic than in 1980 or
1992 and that everyone ex-
pected the final results to be
extremely close certainly con-
tributed to the exceptional turn-
out score. But these two factors
are not quite sufficient to ex-
plain the turnout. When nearly
every voter physically capable
of voting actually does so, it
must be the case that both sides
have mobilized their maximum
potential support. Both sides
were thus riding a momentum
on October 30, the Yes momen-
tum finding its long-winded
source in a reaction to business
arguments against Quebec sov-
ereignty, and the No momen-
tum in a final desperate sprint

to save Canada. &

Edouard Cloutier is a professor in
the Département de science politique
at the Université de Montréal.
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SUSTAINING CANADA

BY DAVID V.J. BELL

The departure of Quebec from
confederation seems inevitable
unless a successful project to
revitalize Canada is achieved.
If it proves nothing else, the
49.6 percent "yes" vote makes
clear that loyalty to the exist-
ing Canadian state is tenuous
and decreasing. Support for the
current prime minister, and his
vision of Canada and of Que-
bec, is extremely limited. Many
pollsters believe that the slim
No victory was achieved only
because of Jean Chrétien's
vague promise to “change” the
status quo.

But what sort of change
might win the day? Many sov-
ereigntists have already re-
jected the "distinct society” so-
lution, especially if it merely
takes the form of resolutions
passed in Parliament or provin-
cial legislatures. Efforts to re-
create Meech Lake or Char-
lottetown may be dismissed as
attempts to put stale wine in
different bottles. If Meech Lake
had been approved, it might
have secured the federalist
cause for some years and taken
away the possibility — perhaps
even the need — for a referen-
dum on sovereignty in this cen-
tury. Attempts to turn the clock
back and revive the Meech for-
mula now seem hopelessly ana-
chronistic. Indeed, any effort to
capture Quebec's allegiance on
the basis of reform of the fed-
eral-provincial "bargain” strikes
me as backward-looking 19th-
century thinking.

THE CHALLENGE OF THE

21ST CENTURY

In less than five years, we enter
a new century and a new millen-
nium. All of humankind faces
challenges that will threaten
our continued survival as a spe-
cies. These challenges cannot
be met by shuffling legislative
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powers from one level of gov-
ernment to the other, or by in-
scribing words in the Constitu-
tion about distinctiveness.

These challenges arise from
the complex interaction be-
tween society, the economy,
and the natural environment,
We are suffering from a social
lifestyle disease that will even-
tually destroy us, because it is
destroying the ecosystem that
sustains humankind. To survive
beyond the next century we
must fundamentally change our
culture, social structures, and
institutions of governance. The
search for sustainable patterns
of living is the stuff of 2 1st-cen-
tury politics. It forces us to look
ahead and develop creative re-
sponses, rather than look back
in either nostalgia or anger to
old injustices and failed re-
sponses. It is the essence of
political leadership and vision
for the future.

The subject of sustainability
has been notably absent from
recent political debate, and we
ignore this challenge at our
profound peril. Imaginative ex-
ploration of these issues is tak-
ing place at the local level in
every part of Canada, most no-
ticeably perhaps in British Co-
lumbia, where over 300 high-
energy people came together
last month for a conference
entitled "Sustainability: It's
Time for Action.” The building
of a new Canada committed to
sustainability is too important a
task to be left to politicians.
Few current leaders seem even
dimly aware of the challenge.
Opportunities for widespread
participation by non-politicians
must be part of the process —
indeed, the politics of sustain-
ability require reimagining gov-
ernance and replacing top-
heavy bureaucratic structures

with new forms of participatory
arrangements and democratic
administration.

A NEW QUEBEC-CANADA UNION
This enterprise might form the
basis of a new union between
Quebeckers and people from
the rest of Canada. It may be
Canada's best hope for survival.
But how might this kind of re-
newal of Canada be achieved?
The barriers are obvious. Cur-
rent political elites have focus-
ed (some might say fixated)

Efforts to recreate

Meech Lake or

Charlottetown may
be dismissed as attempts
to put stale wine in

different bottles.

their attention on other mat-
ters. For Chrétien, first on his
agenda is avoiding serious con-
stitutional change. The prom-
ise he made with dark reluc-
tance in the final days of the
referendum campaign contra-
dicted personal policies and
predilections that go back over
30 years to his maiden speech
in the House of Commons,
when he declared that separa-
tism was a weak force that nei-
ther required nor deserved a
serious response. Bouchard has
embraced a single-minded com-
mitment to sovereignty, and
insists that he will not even par-
ticipate in discussions about
changing the status quo to re-
habilitate Canadian federalism.
Preston Manning has outlined
a series of changes that can be
achieved without constitutional
amendment and that diminish
the role of government overall
while devolving certain powers
to the provinces. The premiers
for now are very reluctant to
countenance any serious dis-
cussion of constitutional reform

that accords special treatment
to Quebec, though most would
welcome further decentraliza-
tion of federal powers to the
provinces. They seem pro-
foundly unimpressed by Tru-
deau's warning, echoed by
Chrétien, that further weaken-
ing of the federal government
might undermine the edifice of
national power to the point of
collapse.

No leader has projected a
vision of a vital new Canada
that includes Quebec and that
embraces ideals and commit-
ments that can rejuvenate patri-
otism of all Canadians. No
leader seems able to tap into the
energy and enthusiasm so evi-
dent among those who partici-
pated in the Montreal rally. No
sovereigntist leader will (offi-
cially, at least) consider innova-
tive proposals that might cap-
ture the imagination of the
Quebec people and persuade
them to stay within a revital-
ized Canada — not because of
what it has been, but in antici-
pation of what it can become.

THE PROMISE OF SUSTAINABILITY

Yet the roots of renewal are
deep in the soil of recent Cana-
dian history. Canada played a
leadership role at the Earth Sum-
mit, The federal minister of the
environment who attended the
Rio meetings and greatly im-
pressed environmentalists from
Canada and elsewhere was Jean
Charest. He had succeeded the
most high-profile environment
minister ever appointed, under
whose direction the federal
green plan was introduced: Lu-
cien Bouchard. Canadians had
earlier pioneered in responding
to the Brundtland commission
by establishing round tables on
environment and economy at
the federal level, in each prov-
ince, and in many local settings.
Members of the general public
throughout Canada have had
their environmental conscious-
ness raised by both local disas-
ters, global cataclysms, and
constant educational efforts.
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There is an untapped reservoir of
public support for imaginative
leadership in applied sustain-

" ability. But how to mobilize it?

DON'T WAIT FOR THE
POLITICIANS TO ACT
We cannot wait for the politi-
cians. NGOs, educators, en-
lightened business leaders, rep-
resentatives of First Nations,
and others who understand the
urgency of transforming our
structures, culture, and lifestyle
to meet the challenge of sus-
tainability must come together
across barriers of jurisdiction
and ideology to forge this new
vision. We must find a way of
reaching out to the majority in
Quebec (and elsewhere in Can-
ada) who would prefer a re-
newed, revitalized Canada to
the risks and uncertainties of
secession and sovereignty. This
is not an easy task, but we can
adapt for the purpose the meth-
odology of participatory "search
conferences’ that has been used
» 50 successfully in both the pri-
_ vate and public sectors. A coun-
try-wide consultation could be
sponsored and coordinated by
a coalition of NGOs in partner-
ship with universities and sym-
pathetic foundations and cor-
porations. It would aim to de-
velop a vision and statement.of
core values that will help define
a future course for Canada.
No one knows whether it is
possible to put this country
back together again. [ believe it
will require a very different kind
of glue from what current lead-
ers are offering. We must go
beyond the mechanics of fed-
eral-provincial relations to in-
spire the soul and sensibility of
the new millennium. - L 4

David V.J. Bell is dean of
Environmental Studies and founding
director of a new Centre for Applied
Sustainability at York University.
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NOW WHAT? REFLECTIONS ON
CANADA AFTER THE REFERENDUM

BY DAVID CAMERON

The vexed issue of Quebec as
a distinct society, which sur-
faced as an issue in the latter
half of the referendum cam-
paign, is now haunting the post-
referendum scene.
Unquestionably, this expres-
sion speaks to a structural real-
ity of Canadian life — the du-
ality that has existed as long as
Canadians have inhabited the
top half of North America. The
equal partnership of the two
founding peoples, special sta-
tus, the two-nations theory, dis-
tinct society, and even asym-
metrical federalism — all have
been attempts to express and
accommodate the fact of dual-
ity in a way that is satisfactory
to both halves of the whole, to
both French-speaking and Eng-
lish-speaking peoples.

SPECIAL STATUS:
A CANADIAN ICON
But consider this. Each of these
has failed to find a permanent
home in the iconography of
Canada, and all have been dis-
carded. The exception is the dis-
tinct society, which appears to
retain its currency. It is, how-
ever, my suspicion that it is
close to being thrown on the
scrap heap of history, and for
the traditional Canadian rea-
son: it is becoming obsolete in
Quebec before the rest of the
country has found the strength
to accept it. The phrase is tainted
goods, carrying memories of
Meech and Charlottetown.
Yet Ottawa, as a result of its
referendum "promises,” feels it-

self condemned to push for the -

recognition — probably the
constitutional recognition — of
Quebec as a distinct society:.
Before doing this, three ques-
tions need to be answered.

WILL THE MODERATE
NATIONALISTS BUY IN?

1. Is it what Quebeckers,
especially moderate
nationalists, want and is it
all they want?

Consider when and how the
issue of the distinct society
came up. It was used in the ref-

Distinct society . . . is close
to being thrown on the scrap
heap of history, and for the
traditional Canadian
reason: it is becoming
obsolete in Quebec before
the rest of the country has
found the strength to
accept it. The phrase is
tainted goods, carrying
memories of Meech and
Chatlottetown.

erendum campaign as a useful
stock to beat the federalists
with. It symbolized the rest of
the country's refusal to recog-
nize Quebec for what it is and
it was a short-hand reference to
the failed Meech Lake Accord.
When the No side began to
panic, Chrétien started to talk
about his acceptance of Que-
bec as a distinct society. By the
end of the campaign, delivering
change and especially making
good on the distinct society
commitment had become “a
promise” of the No side to
which Canada would be held.
But is it clear what the peo-
ple of Quebec want at this point?

The sovereigntist leaders imply
that this is what the people of
Quebec want, but their motives
are hardly pure. Interestingly,
on referendum night, Claude
Ryan began speaking about "le
peuple de Québec." The first
hint of a new way of defining
duality, perhaps?

2. Can you bring it off
successfully?

What did Meech Lake and
Charlottetown teach us? One
thing for sure: Do not start
down the constitutional path if
you are not confident that you
can reach the destination suc-
cessfully. Each time we try and
fail, we weaken ourselves. The
prime minister does not know
whether he has all the neces-
sary provincial ducks in a row
for his specific proposal. He
needs six provinces, including
Ontario, to push a constitu-
tional amendment into the face
of the PQ for approval. British
Columbia, probably even with
a new premier, will not be co-
operative and it is by no means
clear how Alberta would line
up. Newfoundland is run by
Clyde Wells, who made one of
his usual helpful interventions
on this very subject in the
course of the campaign. On-
tario is not speaking clearly on
this subject yet. Preston Man-
ning, for his part, will oppose it.

The politics are still very
tricky on this one. They need
to be turned from tricky into
predictable before the plunge
into this swamp.

THE DISTINCT SOCIETY TRAP

3. If you can bring it off
successfully, can you
ensure that Quebeckers
will accept it as a meaning-
ful gesture?

We have a lot of painful evi-
dence that the sovereigntists
are far more able to structure
historical myth and memory

Now What> Reflections on
Canada After the Referendum,

continued on page 44
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POST-REFERENDUM REFLECTIONS: SOVEREIGNTY 1S ALIVE AND WELL, from page 17

RESULTS OF THE 1980 AND 1995 REFERENDUMS

Total votes Total valid
Registered Yes (% of No (% of Spoiled (and % of votes (and %
Year voters valid votes) valid votes) (% of votes)  participation) of valid votes) Majority
1,485,851 2,187,991 65,012 3,738,854 3,673,842 “No" 702,230
1980 4,367,584 (40.44%) (59.56%) (1.74%) (85.61%) (98.26%) (19.12%)
2,308,360 2,362.648 86,501 4,757,509 4,671,008 "No" 54,288
1995 5,087,009 (49.42%) (50.58%) (1.82%) (93.52%) (98.18%) (1.16%)

great significance and a great
cause for concern for federalists
in Quebec and Canada.

When it comes to linguistic
patterns of voting, one must em-
phasize that nearly 60 percent
of francophones voted "yes" in
1995 compared with 48 per-
cent in 1980. By contrast, the
anglophones of Quebec voted
almost unanimously for the No
side (95 percent), whereas the
allophone population of Que-
bec also voted overwhelming
against the sovereignty pro-
posal (92 percent). Yet the sup-
port for sovereignty in the allo-
phone population increased
since 1980, especially in areas
such as the Latin American com-
munity, 44 percent of whose
members voted "yes."

THE CONSEQUENCE OF

A "YES” VOTE

Some politicians, and one can
think of the prime minister of
Canada, have attempted, and
will continue to attempt, to dis-
credit the formulation of the
referendum question and to
suggest that Quebeckers did
not understand the conse-
quences of voting "yes” and did
not believe that voting "yes" on
October 30 meant that Quebec
could become a sovereign
country. Furthermore, such a
paternalistic attitude is an insult
to the intelligence of Quebec
voters. It fails to mention that
the agreement that was signed
by the leaders of the Yes forces
on June 12, 1995, which was
sent to every Quebec household
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more than one month before
the referendum, clearly states
that the common project would
lead to the accession of Quebec
to-sovereignty.

Itis also disrespectful to Mr.
Parizeau, his longstanding com-
mitment and emphasis on sov-
ereignty, and his insistence
throughout the campaign that
a "yes" vote would allow Que-
bec to proclaim its sovereignty
within one year after the vote.
It ignores the very clear decla-
ration of Mr. Bouchard, re-
ported in the last days of the
campaign in a major headline of
Montreal's major French lan-
guage newspaper, La Presse, that
a "yes" vote clearly signified
that Quebec would become a
sovereign nation. Furthermore,
it neglects, among other things,
the fact that the federalists’
main campaign theme was "No
to Separation,” and that the
prime minister of Canada, on
several occasions, and in par-
ticular during his address to
“the nation” on October 25,
told Quebeckers that voting
"yes" was an "irrevocable” deci-
sion to leave Canada.

This transparency on the is-
sue of sovereignty is not af-
fected by the fact that sover-
eigntists were also proposing
that Quebeckers present a for-
mal offer of partnership to Can-
ada. To depict this offer as mud-
dying the waters and solely as
a dishonest trick to fool Que-
beckers is simply to ignore the
consistent attempt of sover-
eigntists to devise a project

whereby the newly acquired
sovereignty of Quebec would
accommodate itself to a form of
association or partnership with
the rest of Canada. Quebeckers
themselves have been adamant
in telling the government of
Quebec, through regional and
national commissions on the
future of Quebec, that they
wanted to maintain formal links
with Canada in the event of
sovereignty. They were also
well aware in 1995 that the
conclusion of a partnership
agreement was not a condition
of the proclamation of sover-
eignty, contrary to what had
been proposed by the govern-
ment of Quebec in 1980. Thus,
one cannot and should not
blame sovereigntists for their
decision to obtain from Que-
beckers not only an authori-
zation to proclaim sover-
eignty, but a mandate, con-
sistent with the wishes of
Quebeckers themselves, to
offer an economic and politi-
cal partnership to the rest of
Canada.

Rather than making patron-
izing comments on the sense of
the votes of 2,308,360 persons
who voted "yes" to the 1995
referendum question, federal-
ists should reflect on the rea-
sons for their narrow victory
and mainly follow up with
those promises that probably
allowed them to win this refer-
endum, albeit by a 1.16 percent
margin. Those promises, which
some commentators now sug-
gest should never had been

made, were to change Canada
to accommodate Quebec, a dis-
course reminiscent of the prom-
ises made by Pierre Elliott Tru-
deau during the 1980 referen-
dum. Yet the promises made by
Jean Chrétien to Quebeckers
seem even more explicit than
those of his former mentor and
announce a shifting of roles on
the Canada-and-Quebec politi-
cal agenda for the coming
months.

THE SHIFTING ROLES IN CANADA

AND QUEBEC

The government of Canada has
embarked on a perilous journey,
a journey toward reforming
Canadian federalism and most
likely the Canadian Constitu-
tion, in order to satisfy the de-
mands of Quebec federalists
and deliver on their promises of
the final days of the referen-
dum. Those who steadily re-
peated during the election cam-
paign and their two first years
in office that such reforms were
unnecessary have thus been
forced to navigate in deep and
troubled waters. Those who
probably knew that such re-
form was doomed to failure,
and for that reason avoided
tackling the authentic and real
problems of Canadian federal-
ism, must now come up with a
set of proposals to satisfy their
referendum promises.

These referendum promises
concern the recognition of Que-
bec as a distinct society, a veto
for Quebec over future consti-
tutional changes, and the de-
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centralization of powers. Onall
these iSSues/ consensus in the
rest of Canada is far from evi-
dent, as was witnessed during
the first days that followed the
October 30 referendum. Hence,
on the distinct society clause, it
was evident that the Reform
Party would oppose the consti-
tutional recognition, even if it
was of a symbolic nature and of
no real consequence. The rec-
ognition of a veto for Quebec
also seemed to meet with fierce
opposition in the rest of Can-
ada. And, finally, on the issue of
decentralization, there was no
clear indication of the path that
the federal government was
planning to follow; it is quite
obvious, however, that the Lib-
eral government could not es-
pouse the claims for a real devo-
lution of powers to Quebec, but
could only revive the Charlotte-
town proposals on redefining
roles and responsibilities of leg-
islatures and governments in
those areas that already come
under provincial jurisdiction
and had been the subject of the
federal spending power.

DISTINCT SOCIETY AND

QUEBEC'S VETO

In any case, these promises ap-
pear to be far removed from
Quebecs real claims. The dis-
tinct society clause has ex-
hausted its potential and ap-
pears to be moot today. Even
the former leader of the Liberal
Party of Quebec and a commit-
ted federalist, Claude Ryan, is
calling for the recognition of
Quebec as a "people.” The for-
mula that seemed to have been
devised by the federal govern-
ment and that would have
granted a veto to the people of
Quebec on future changes to
the Canadian Constitution,
rather than to the National As-
sembly, would meet great op-
position in Quebec and be seen
as trespassing on the rights of
the National Assembly. [t
would not deal with the thorny
issue of the changes made to
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the Constitution of Quebec in
1982 without Quebec's con-
sent. That remains, according
to Michel Bélanger, one of the
key figures of the No commit-
tee, and to the former prime
minister of Quebec, Robert
Bourassa, a problem that needs
to be addressed and solved in
order to bring Quebec back in
the Canadian family. And as far
as decentralization is con-
cerned, only a massive real and
constitutional transfer of cul-
tural, social, and economic
powers to the Quebec National
Assembly will be acceptable to
Quebeckers, who are, as shown
in poll after poll, including one
taken after the October 30 ref-
erendum, repeatedly claiming
such a transfer.

And while the rest of Canada
will be debating the Constitu-
tion and trying to find a way out
of "la quadrature du cercle” with
leaders such as Jean Chrétien,
who have lost a great deal of
credibility in Canada asa whole,
Quebec City will be putting the
emphasis on good governance
and will endeavour to implement
the 1994 election slogan, "l'autre
facon de gouverner.”

To tackle the deficit and
debt problems, to revise the
social safety net, to reform the
education system, and to con-
solidate Quebec's culture, the
government will look into im-
aginative and creative solutions
and will not favour measures
that will attack the integrity of
a state that generations of Que-
beckers have proudly built and
whose foundations should be
reinforced. Equity and social
solidarity shall blend with effi-
ciency and economic responsi-
bility in an effort to deal with
those problems that affect the
social fabric of Quebec, such as
high unemployment among
young people and women,
child poverty, the accessibility
and quality of health care, etc.
These principles of governance
and the first ideas for a program
of government were sketched

on November 21 by Lucien
Bouchard, whose credibility
and prestige have been en-
hanced during the referendum
campaign and who will exert
the necessary leadership to im-
plement these principles and
ideas. Such principles and ideas
will likely be well received by
Quebeckers, who should also

be well informed on the impact

of the decisions taken by the

government of Quebec. They
will expect, and rightly so, that
participatory democracy
should apply in these areas of
decision making, just as they
have applied in the matter of
Quebec’s political future.

THE NEXT STEPS

Cood government will strengthen
Quebec and give the govern-
ment the necessary tools and
legitimacy to obtain meaning-
ful support from Quebeckers to
bring the Quiet Revolution to
its logical political conclusion:
sovereignty for Quebec. Al-
though the rest of Canada might
come up with a proposal of con-
stitutional renewal of federalism,
the competing proposal will
still remain sovereignty and will
most likely be the path pre-
ferred by Quebeckers during a
future referendum. And one
should expect another referen-
dum to occur most likely after
a constitutional conference to
be convened in 1997. No threats
from the federal government
could stop the drive for full au-
tonomy of the people of Que-
bec or prevent them from de-
ciding in a democratic fashion
their political status.

Any attempt to thwart the
process by which the Quebec
National Assembly and govern-
ment of Quebec ask Quebeck-
ers to decide on their future, be
it through those powers of dis-
allowance or reservation that
have fallen into disuse or by any
other means, would cast a
shadow on the principle of de-
mocracy and bring Canada into
disrepute in the world commu-

nity. And do not expect sov-
ereigntists to forget about part-
nership with Canada — the
belief in the advisability and
interest of maintaining an eco-
nomic and monetary union
with Canada, and of going be-
yond such a union to look into
forms of political partnership,
will continue to be put forward
as a means of preserving an au-
thentic, albeit different, rela-
tionship with Canada. Do ex-
pect, however, that the archi-
tects of the partnership pro-
posal will rethink and revise the
blueprint contained in the June
12 agreement and will lock into
the comments, objections, and
suggestions for improvements
to the innovative formula put
forward by the coalition of sov-
ereigntist forces of Quebec.
The October 30 referendum
has been a fascinating experi-
ence in participatory democ-
racy and will likely be an impor-
tant event in the history of
Canada and Quebec. Quebeck-
ers have, once again, proved to
be strategic voters and have
told their government and the
sovereigntist forces to refine
their common project and to
demonstrate that the govern-
ment of Quebec could be ready
to manage the affairs of a sov-
ereign country. They might
have also given the rest of
Canada a last chance to over-
haul the federal system to ac-
commodate the long-lasting
and traditional claims of Que-
bec, but they have, above all,
told the rest of Canada to get
ready for the next step, to ab-
sorb the shock of Quebec’s
forthcoming decision on sover-
eignty. L 4

Daniel Turp is a professor in the
Faculty of Law at Université de
Montréal and president of the Policy
Committee of the Bloc québécois.
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and to shape opinion in Que-
bec and the prospect of Lucien
Bouchard assuming the pre-
miership of Quebec City. There
is little reason to believe this
has changed.

Having laid the distinct so-
ciety trap, the sovereigntists
will watch it spring with de-
light. They will say that recog-
nition of Quebec as a distinct
society is a completely inad-
equate response to a referen-
dum in which sovereignty al-
most won. It is one-fifth of
Meech Lake. Robert Bourassa
insisted on and almost got five
minimal conditions in Meech
Lake, just one of which was the
distinct society provision, and
he is a federalist, for goodness
sake. It is insulting to offer this
paltry gesture after all we have
gone through.

In this competition for the
good opinion of Quebeckers,
who will win? If the gesture is
spurned, how will those politi-
cal leaders and citizens in Eng-
lish-speaking Canada feel who
spent time and political capital
in getting the measure approved?

What, then, should Ottawa
do? I think it is still too early to
select a shiny set of constitu-
tional proposals and try to get
people to buy them. Some work
needs to be done first.

REGAINING THE INITIATIVE

Take stock of the situation. Let the dust
settle a bit so you can be sure you
understand the situation with which
you are dealing.

Although Lucien Bouchard's
personal plans are now clear, it
would be unwise to assume that
his full strategy is settled and
known. The view of provincial
premiers on Quebec, on decen-
tralization and on the role of
the government of Canada, will
be crucial in determining Otta-
wa's freedom of manoeuvre.
Public opinion in Quebec is
likely to be developing rapidly.
Is it demobilizing and shifting
back to its earlier default posi-

tion (no real interest in consti-
tutional/unity issues), or have
the referendum results and Bou-
chard's decision to come to
Quebec City kept the discon-
tent and desire for change alive?
What is the state of opinion in
English-speaking Canada? In
the absence of coherent na-
tional leadership, one suspects
that it will revert more or less to
the status quo, despite the
shock that English-speaking
Canadians received.

Stop reacting to the separatists. Look
for ways to take the initiative.

The separatists have been
effective at setting the agenda
and establishing the timetable
for debate about the national
question. They are about to do
so again. The federal govern-
ment should be searching for
ways in which the initiative can
be seized from Lucien Bou-
chard and the PQ. At the mo-
ment, we seem to be stuck in
mental grooves that block inno-
vation. We need new ideas. Like
it or not, sovereignty is a sim-
ple, positive idea. Which pos-
itive idea will we set against it?

Reach beyond the separatist leadership
and provincial premiers to the people.
Bring the people into the choice mak-
ing. It is their country after all.

Why do we always leave
consultation with the people of
Quebec to the separatists? Why
not look to involve moderate
nationalists in deep, open dis-
cussion with federalists and
with the government of Can-
ada? Ottawa should take the
lead in helping other Canadians
come to terms with the neces-
sity of change and in working
through the changes with
them, We know that premiers
want decentralization, but do
Canadians?

THE FUTURE OF CHRETIEN

Set partisanship aside wherever possible.
Respect, involve, and use

Daniel Johnson and the Que-

bec Liberals. Their constitu-

tional platform should be de-
veloped in the closest collabo-
ration with Ottawa and provin-
cial premiers. Respect, involve
and use Jean Charest, one of
federalism's best resources. Who
cares if it helps him rebuild the
Conservative Party? In narrow
partisan terms, a weak to non-
existent Tory party suits the fed-
eral Liberals very well, but if the
country survives, it is going to
need something other than the
Bloc and Reform. Link up with
significant elements of Quebec
society. Seek their help and lis-
ten to what they have to say.

Finally, give meaning to the referen-
dum outcome. Help shape Canadians’
understanding of what bappened on
October 30 and what the consequences
are likely to be.

We need some leadership
from the government of Can-
ada. Prime Minister Chrétien
needs to decide for himself
what happened on referendum
night and to speak frankly and
forcefully to the Canadian peo-
ple about it. It is a notable lack
of leadership that he has not
done so and shows no signs of
doing so. If he does not help us
sort through this, will it be sur-
prising if Canadians go back to
sleep, even after the shock ther-
apy they have just received?

Chrétien has been damaged
by the referendum. He, and we,
got itall wrong. He needs to re-
establish his claim to leadership
by showing that he has learned
from the experience and that he
has a plausible approach that he
and the country ‘can follow.
Honest, truthful talk is badly
needed.

We have got ourselves into
a terrible mess and finding the
path out of it will be difficult.
If Ottawa tries to offer "good-
ies” to Quebec, the approach
will be rejected in English-
speaking Canada and deni-
grated by the sovereigntists in
Quebec. If Ottawa reverts to
business as usual — jobs and

the economy — Canadians will
do likewise and the country will
be no better prepared when the
national unity crisis resumes.

THE NEED FOR BIG-PICTURE
POLITICS

Doing anything else poses a
dreadful challenge. Yet some-
thing else seems to be needed.
[ have a hunch that we need to
change the terms of the debate.
We need, all of us in Quebec
and elsewhere, to rediscover
the reasons for political union,
or discover sadly that those rea-
sons no longer exist.

At the founding of our coun-
try more than 100 years ago,
the Fathers of Confederation
knew that there were military,
economic, political, and cul-
tural reasons to unite, and they
found the strength to make the
historic compromises necessary
to bring a new country into
existence. We have now had 30
years of destructive conflict and
travail. Are we, as a national
community, up to the act of
political creation that will be
necessary to turn these years of
conflict to our common benefit
and mutual advantage?

That, [ cannot help think-
ing, is the question that we and
our political leaders are facing
today. It is, however, difficult to
conceive of a challenge of
greater magnitude. It calls for
statesmanship of a high order,
a willingness to abandon old
categories of debate and en-
crusted policies and programs
that no longer serve the public's
needs, and an openness of spirit
that has not been much in evi-
dence in Canadians in recent
years. &*

David Cameron is a professor in the
Department of Political Science at
the University of Toronto.
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