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over the past twenty years in the name of efficiency have actu-
ally resulted in less delivery of programs and more cost. Why?
Because they are an attempt to micromanage large, complex
subjects.

These contemporary false reformers should have been in the
forefront of the battle for consolidation, flying the flag of ideas,
intent and ethics. Instead they have defended structure and so
have found themselves marginalized by those who do not believe
and who use the now unnecessary complexity of the mound as
an excuse to undo the actual accomplishments of the reforms.

There was a desperate need twenty years ago — 2 need that is
now even more desperate — to take that leap into consolidation.
If such a consolidation were to be successful, it would prepare
the way for a whole new wave of creative reforms. And I believe
that those reforms would take the shape of clear, overarching
and determinedly inclusive policies. Fewer, but all-inclusive,
programs would be far cheaper and far more effective.

I’m not suggesting for a moment that four to five thousand
homeless people in Toronto will have to wait for those changes
in order to see their situation improve. But [ am certain that we
would see this whole problem quite differently if we saw it in the
light of clear, simple, inclusive policies. One of the hardest
things to do in public policy is to marry ethics with effective
programs. The cool arm’s-length approach of ethics combined
with simple, clear, all-inclusive policies can make that happen.
And that would be an honest reflection of the trajectory that
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One year ago, | wrote a series of editorials in La Presse on the
political blind alley that Quebec finds itself in, deadlocked
between two political projects: the sovereigntist movement,
lacking enough supporters to set in motion a process that
would lead to separation; and the reform of federalism, with
insufficient numbers of Canadians willing to sponsor the
dreamed-of constitutional changes.

My theory was that in order to escape the stalemate, the
province would have to change paradigms, to define collective
goals that fit more closely with the needs of contemporary
Quebec. But the primary obstacle to this redeployment of
priorities is the weight of a nationalism that has not evolved in
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tune with society and that, with its dogmas, its myths, its
sacred cows, its empty symbols, has become a barrier to Quebec’s
development.

I mention those articles because they have something to do
with my being here this evening, and because they no doubt
gave John Saul and the Dominion Institute the idea of entrust-
ing me with the considerable responsibility of delivering the
second LaFontaine-Baldwin lecture.

As 1 prepared this address, my first inclination was to
elaborate on certain elements from my series of editorials.
But, after careful consideration, I changed my mind.

First, because it would have been too easy: I'm sure that a
critique of Quebec nationalism would be a hit with an
English-Canadian audience. But this type of success wouldn't
get us very far. And it would in no way mirror the spirit of my
editorials, which were not meant to seduce my readers, but to
force a debate on a very sensitive and very controversial subject
in Quebec.

And also because it becomes tiresome, in cross-Canada
forums, to be the Quebecer who presents a Quebec point of
view. It’s a reflection, I feel, of the sort of isolation in which
Quebecers of every stripe have shut themselves up, with the
result that they have taken so little interest and involved them-
selves so negligibly in Canadian debates that they have ceased to
be relevant.

For those reasons I've chosen to speak to you not of Quebec,
but of Canada. And to use my series not as a way of tackling the
Quebec question, but as an analytical grid that could be used to
ponder Canadian reality.

This exercise leads me to believe that the nationalisms of

Canada and Quebec are close cousins, or even Siamese twins,
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and, despite important differences, the similarities are dramatic.
Canada suffers in many respects from the same ailments as
Quebec. In fact, Canadian nationalism is also in the process of
congealing under the weight of myths and dogmas that are
becoming obstacles to the country’s evolution.

The llIs of Quebec Nationalism

I know that Quebec nationalism worries and annoys English
Canada: through its militant aspects, its flags, because of the
conflicts that have brought us into opposition — but also
because people often tend to confuse the nationalist sentiment
shared by most French-speaking Quebecers with the sover-
cigntist current and with the passionate outpourings and
ethnocentrism of the more inflamed militants. But there are
more sober ways of defining it. And one is the sense, shared
by a solid majority of Quebecers, of having a distinct identity,
of constituting a nation, and of wishing that this nation be
recognized and have the means to fulfill itself. On these points
there is great consensus in Quebec.

This sense will not disappear, and must not disappear,
because it rests on a verifiable sociological reality: the existence
of a people, with its dominant language, its culcure, its history
and institutions and its difficult relationships with the majority
that demand special considerations.

The sense of constituting a nation and the will to build on
it can be an extremely rich source of energy, a factor of social
cohesiveness that leads to progress. But again, it is necessary

that this national sense be in touch with the evolution of

society. If it is static, it can be a terrible check on social progress,


































