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Introduction

Since the mid-sixties, the Quebec government has hetively engaged in immigrant
integration. After seeing that a majority of new@mwere integrating into the
Anglophone community, the leaders of the sole predantly French-speaking province
in Canada expressed the intention of designingieslito become a host society in order
to maintain the “French fact” (French-language prathance) in Quebec. Since first
setting up a provincial immigration department 968, Quebec’s government has
worked to ensure the harmonious integration of igramts into the French-speaking
community. In other words, Quebec has engagedildibg a multicultural (though they
use the word intercultural as official terms), raitinic, and multiracial society whose
common language is French. In order to attaindhjsctive, the province has developed
various sets of policies over the last forty years.

This paper focuses on Quebec’s first two majorgyadtatements. The first is
Quebecers, Each and Everyai@@EE), published in 1981, which was the first
comprehensive policy statement on the integratfdmmigrants and ethnocultural
minority members (Québec. MEDC, 1981). The secehet’s Build Quebec Together
(LBQT), published in 1990, which still serves ae ttornerstone of current provincial
integration policy (Québec. MCCI, 1990). The twdippstatements form a notable
contrast in three areas. First, the conceptualdvaonk of immigrant integration shifted
from “convergence of cultures” in the first to “nabicontract” in the later one. Secondly,
the priority targets of government funding changiedh monoethnic groups to
multiethnic ones. Finally, the two policy statenseattlined different implementation
mechanisms. While the QEE provided for a systenbguathnocultural minority
members, the LBQT designed one run by provincititiafs.

This paper attempts to explain why and how thecgathanged. Paying special
attention to the influence of ideas and policy reks, it argues that the policy change
resulted from the transformation of policy ideasoamthe various government actors
who have been dominant in Quebec’s integratiorcgaietwork throughout the period.

This paper is divided into three parts. The fisttvill discuss in detail the two
policy statements in terms of the three areasftédrdnce. The second part will provide
an analytical framework. Following the insightsGiflin Hay (1998) and Ben Kisby
(2007), this paper adopts an idea-centred apprimagblicy network analysis. The two
scholars stress the impact of cognitive and noreatieas when explaining policy
change and policy network evolution. The third pett analyze Quebec’s integration
policy as part of the larger process of policy dethrough the evolution of policy
networks and policy ideas.

1. From Quebecers, Each and Everyone Let’s Build Quebec Together

Quebecers, Each and Everyone
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On March 3, 1981, right before calling a provin@#dction, the Parti Québécois (PQ)
government published the QEE. Its overall objecinas to “define a new balance, a new
harmony, between the majority and the minority” é@ec. MEDC, 1981} Toward this
end, the policy statement proposed “convergenceiltidires” as the optimum provincial
integration policy framework. Looking to strike iaé¢ balance between the protection of
French-Canadian culture and the recognition olucaltpluralism, the QEE suggested a
dynamic intercultural vision for Quebec’s cultudgvelopment. The provincial
government distinguished its integration policyniework both from American
assimilationism (which it defined as seeking a mibima culture) and Canadian official
multiculturalism, resulting in a juxtaposition afférent cultures. In this cultural
convergence, French-Canadian culture remainecatdie of Quebec culture. Taking a
tree as an analogy, a vigorous French-Canadiaareuitrunk) was considered necessary
for vibrant minority cultures (branches). The QBES placed its ontological base on
culture. In other words, immigrants and ethnocaltaninority members were defined
first and foremost by their identity as memberswfethnocultural group.

The emphasis on vibrant minority cultures puskedgovernment to reinforce its
efforts to institutionalize the lives and commurstyuctures of ethnocultural minorities.
The QEE thus announced the enhancement of exisiimgrity language teaching
programs and government funding for ethnocultusabaiations and activities. The
Quebec government had first undertaken such mesasutiee late sixties in order to
“respect and, in certain cases, even reinforceigis and the means of blooming of non
French-speaking cultural communities” (Québec. MED@81: 27

Another important characteristic of the QEE wadntplementation mechanism.
The policy statement provided for the establishneéiat provisional committee
composed of five ethnocultural minority memberse Committee of Implementation of
the Action Plan for Cultural Communiti¢€IAPCC) had a three-year mandate
(renewable up to six years). It was responsibléenimlementation process management
and evaluation as well as interdepartmental coatain. The establishment of the
CIPACC meant that the government delegated pofigiémentation powers to
ethnocultural minorities themselves.

Let’s Build Quebec Together

Nine years later, the Liberal government publisbetis Build Quebec Togeth@BQT).
This new policy statement, made public on Decemb&®90, explicitly associated the
success of immigration policy with the progressnbégration. The provincial
government treated integration policy as an insémninto respond to four challenges:
demographic, economic, and linguistic challengesyell as the challenge of enacting
Quebec’s opening to the world. Faced with a rapadjyng population and the spectre of
future population decline, the LBQT expressed Quadatention to increase the number
of immigrants, especially economic immigrants vikttowledge of French language.
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The LBQT proposed the “moral contract” as its remceptual framework for
applying provincial integration policy. As the wolcbntract” implies, this integration
concept was characterized by the notion of reciprotintegration supposes in fact
double consent: the one made by an immigrant tg participate in the community, and
the other made by the host society to open uf iisdlis/her participation and support it”
(Québec. MCCI, 1990: 45). Mutual efforts to furtlhmmigrant participation in French-
speaking society were the central goals. Frenchisitign and intercultural contacts
were perceived as preconditions allowing full paption by newcomers and
ethnocultural minority members. At the same timen Rrench-speaking immigrants
were expected to make efforts to learn French,enthié province pledged to support
them by offering French courses. As for intercdtwontact, immigrants were expected
to respect the laws and values of Quebec societyadevelop their sense of belonging
within Quebec. In exchange, the host society hadrtission to open itself up and clearly
appreciate contributions made by immigrants andathltural minority members. In
contrast to the QEE, the LBQT placed its ontoloigieese on the individual and put the
priority on governmental intervention to eliminaiébarriers to equality of opportunity
and individual rights. In this conception, immigtaand ethnocultural minority members
were considered as bearers of individual rightdefrendent of their ethnocultural origins.

The new integration policy concept also alteredrthture of government funding
for ethnocultural minorities. The provincial goverent stated its preference for funding
multiethnic organizations in order to encouragerialtural contacts and eliminate racial
and ethnocultural prejudice and discrimination. TB&T regarded existent funding
programs as a factor leading to the isolation lmhetultural minority members. Instead,
the LBQT favoured the mingling of diverse cultune®rder to pursue “a dynamic vision
of Quebec culture, open to multiple contributiond antercommunity exchange”
(Québec. MCCI, 1990: 80).

Finally, the LBQT proposed an implementation mesrarbased on control by a
group of provincial officials from all departmergted agencies. Moreover, the provincial
government stressed the interdepartmental coordimeapacity of the Department of
Cultural Communities and Immigration (DCCI) in itsplementation process.
Ethnocultural minority groups were relegated t@asultative role, like that of other
societal actors. How can we understand and exgi&rpolicy change? Let us now turn
to our analytical framework.

2. An ldea-centred Approach to Policy Network Analgis

In order to explain the policy change mentionedvabthis paper adopts an idea-centred
approach to policy network analysis, following thseights of Colin Hay (1998) and Ben
Kisby (2007). These two British scholars focusraite on the role of ideas in

explaining policy network evolution and policy clygn Their common goal is to
overcome theoretical weaknesses of policy netwodtysis through incorporating
ideational elements.
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Policy network analysis has been an importantritesal approach in policy
studies over the last few decades. Developed a8aalctool for the macroscopic
understanding of state-society relations amid fikmaand corporatism, policy network
analysis has sought to reveal more complex statietyaelations by disaggregating both
the State and civil society into particular goveemtal agencies and interest groups. This
analysis follows their interactions in differentligyg sectors (Rhodes and Marsh, 1992).
We can thus define a policy network as more or $¢éssctured set of relationships
between state and societal actors in a policy sethis meso-level analysis led to the
development of various typologies classifying difet types of state-society relations
(Rhodes, 1986: Ch.2; Coleman and Skogstad, 1999 Waarden, 1992; Howlett and
Ramesh, 1995: 129-131). The authors use differéstia, such as the degree of
resource interdependency and the number of acteodsied in policy-making. The use
of assorted typologies reinforces the heuristic groef policy network analysis.

Policy network analysis also demonstrates a saamf theoretical power.
Focusing on structured relationships between stadesocietal actors, policy network
analysts argue that public policies can be expthagea function of network types.
However, this theoretical claim received severgotsim in the 1990s. One of the
strongest challenges came from Keith Dowding (19¥%) described the approach as
merely a “system of classification” (144). Pointiogt that policy network analysis
explains policy outcomes as a function of the priige of actors rather than networks, he
has proposed instead an actor-centred rationatetapproach.

In the wake of this criticism, different approachaking into account structure-
agency relations have been proposed in order tease the theoretical power of policy
network analysis, such as rational choice insthalism (Blom-Hansen, 1997; Konig
and Bauminger, 1998) and dialectical model (Marsth &mith, 2000, 2001). These are
all theoretical endeavours to incorporate macrellemd micro-level variables into
meso-level policy network analysis (Daugbjerg arardh, 1998).

An idea-centred approach forms part of these syiattheoretical efforts. It takes
actors’ ideas seriously as independent variablegptain policy network evolution and
public policies. Hay (1998) proposes a relationi@tegic approach. Seeking ontological
and epistemological bases in critical realism ampiproach sees structure-agency relations
as dialectical interactions between a structurenahgf agents’ courses of action and
partially autonomous agents with critical views &d/the structure (McAnulla, 2002:
280-281). In other words, policy networks have ¢@ising effects in limiting and
defining actors’ courses of action, but actors st@hmodify networks through critical
evaluation of their surrounding reality. The redagl strategic approach considers a
policy network as a collation of actors sharingpenmon strategic agenda. It then focuses
primary attention on actors’ strategic perceptiwhen accounting for policy network
evolution. That is to say, a policy network tramgie the ways on which actors interpret
new realities, reconstruct their strategies aneredts, and renegotiate network
configuration with other actors who share commeoatsgic agendas. In this process, Hay
suggests paying attention to power relations wighpolicy network because it usually
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reflects strategies and interests of a dominantar&tactor, or what he names “network
hegemon” (Hay, 1998: 47).

On the other hand, Ben Kisby (2007) suggestsl@ational approach based on the
dialectical model of Marsh and Smith (2000). Insted in explaining the reasons behind
the recent introduction of citizenship educatiomntish secondary schools, Kisby
(2006: 157-158) criticizes the model of Marsh anaitB for failing to explain why a new
policy is introduced due to the lack of appreciatioward ideational elements in policy-
making process. Then, borrowing “programmatic lbetencept proposed by Sheri
Berman (1998), he incorporates ideational elemaidstheir dialectical model. A
programmatic belief is “the ideational frameworkim whichprogramsof action are
formulated” (Berman, 1998: 21, cited in Kisby, 20Q67). Kisby’'s another theoretical
insight is his explicit treatment of policy netwesr&s intermediate variables determining
the entry of new policy ideas and the speed ottgalhange (Kisby, 2007: 83).

My paper combines these two critical realist apphes in order to take
advantage of their complementary insights. Firgs, tombination allows us to analyze
both policy change and policy network change inligués integration policy sector.
Secondly, we can also appreciate the influencetf bormative and cognitive elements
in policy-making process. By putting emphasis adbgnitive elements in actors’
strategy formulation, Hay’s approach does not sidfitly take into account the impact of
normative ideas. In contrast, Kisby’'s approachssie the more normative aspects of
policy ideas. This paper suggests instead thadkesihto account both normative and
cognitive elements in analyzing policy-making prssxbecause actors often have some
policy beliefs or ideals when participating in mgtimaking process, yet these beliefs
often are strongly informed by actors’ understagdind diagnosis of the larger reality.
Moreover, this understanding of reality inspire®esto define their strategies and
interests so as to accord with their policy belaid ideals. Finally, we can take policy
networks as intermediate variables rather thanpedéent variables in explaining policy
outcomes. In other words, policy networks deternaici®rs’ capacity to translate their
programmatic beliefs into policies. Let us use ttosible approach, then, as we move on
to our analysis on the evolution of Quebec’s iragign policy from 1976 to 1991.

3. Quebec’s Integration Policy Evolution, 1976-1991

This study covers the period starting with thevailrof the Parti Québécois government
in 1976 and ending with the publication of a LBQ&sbkd triennial action plan in 1991.
Our analysis is based on information collected fgowernment documents,
parliamentary debates, accessible archival docisneewspaper articles (La Presse, Le
Devoir, Le Soleil, and The Gazette), and other medverage gathered in daily and
weekly press reviews of the DCCI. The author atsudacted fourteen confidential
interviews in 2004 and 2005 with Quebec governmétials (former and active at the
time of interviews) and societal actors who werlaed in policy-making or keen
observers at the time.
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In order to facilitate our understanding, we devitlis period into three phases
corresponding to three policy network configurasiohihe first phase ranges from the
inauguration of the PQ government in 1976 to thaipation of the QEE in 1981. Itis a
policy-making stage of the QEE, operating undeol&cp network dominated by the
Minister of State for Cultural Development (MSCDe second phase starts after the
QEE and continues until the end of the PQ governmneh985. It represents the
implementation stage of the QEE under a policy netweharacterized by the growing
dominance of the DCCI. The third phase opens \mighinauguration of the Liberal
government and continues until the publicationheftriennial action plan based on the
LBQT in 1991. The policy change phase leading ®otBQT takes place under an
enlarged policy network with further dominancelod DCCI.

Quebec’s integration policy network during theipercovered in this study was
dominated by state actors. Two reasons can be ometifor this. First, state actors
succeeded in retaining network hegemony. This atbthem to be autonomous vis-a-vis
societal actors. Secondly, societal actors remanuegerous and dispersed. Ethnocultural
minority groups failed to unite under a few umtaalganizations which could represent
them and speak in a unified voice to the proving@lernment. In addition, network
expansion in the mid eighties further increasedtimaber of societal actors within the
network and helped provincial actors to reinfotoeit autonomy.

As for ideational elements, two pairs of prograatimbeliefs can be identified.
The first pair concerns the best way to realizeikegration of immigrants and
ethnocultural minority members. For the Quebec guvent, integration meant that
newcomers and ethnocultural minority members woaité part in different aspects of
collective life in Quebec through adopting Frensicammon language. Within that,
there existed two contrasting programmatic beliefsgroup-based approach and an
individual-based approach. The group-based appn@gards immigrants and
ethnocultural minority members as an ethnocultendity. According to its advocates, it
is thus essential that newcomers and ethnocultiradrity members keep their strong
ethnocultural identity in order to feel at eas®uebec society. This approach presumes
that they can more easily engage in intercultuiebdues with the French-Canadian
culture and integrate into their host society oty feel comfortable and confident with
their ethnocultural baggage. Here, interculturaitaots are encouraged to enrich the
French-Canadian culture. Therefore, in policy tetinesgroup-based approach stresses
measures facilitating the preservation and devespirof communities of ethnocultural
minorities. The individual-based approach, on ttieephand, takes immigrants and
ethnocultural minority members as individuals vapiecial needs. Its champions argue
that the provincial government should take measwiash respond to their individual
needs and eliminate all barriers in order to feat#i their participation into Quebec
society. According to this approach, intercultuwrahtacts are encouraged rather as
measures to eliminate ethnocultural prejudicesfaridly individual rights and equality.

As mentioned, beyond the approach taken to intiegri,ea major difference
between the two policy statements is the leaditgrad policy implementation. Two
programmatic beliefs in this regard are a minoléy-approach and a bureaucrat-led

6
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approach. The former affirms that ethnoculturalenitres should lead integration policy
in order to assure representation and take advawtatpeir expertise. In contrast, the
latter argues that a government policy should h@emented by government officials. In
addition to programmatic beliefs on integratiorg tonflict between these two beliefs on
implementation style also played an important mlpolicy change process, as we will
see now.

Phase |: 1976-1981

This first phase was a policy-making stage of tiE=Qwhich made “convergence of
cultures” the conceptual framework of Quebec’sgraéion policy; prioritized
monoethnic groups as funding targets; and propasethplementation mechanism run
by ethnocultural minority members. These policycontes came from both the strategic
understanding of the political environment and paogmatic beliefs of the MSCD, who
assumed a leading role within the network.

Since the creation of the Department of Immigratr1968, Quebec’s
integration policy network was filled with tensioasiong Immigration, Cultural Affairs,
and Communications departments on provincial irtign policies, especially
governmental intervention towards ethnoculturalariy organizations (Helly, 1996:
33). However, once the MSCD was created under hgdvernment, it rapidly became
a leading actor in the provincial integration pglicetwork and led the QEE formulation
process. Four factors can explain its ascensitimetbegemonic position. First, the
collective governing style of the PQ governmentegaignificant institutional power to
the MSCD. In order to build strong political leasl@ip and rationalize the governing
process, the Lévesque government established faodiag committees within the
cabinet which were charged with sectorial coordama(Bourgault et al, 1993: 232).
Each committee was chaired by a minister of stdte was responsible for
interdepartmental coordination. The minister ofest@as also a member of the Priorities
Committee, the inner cabinet chaired by the preniilee MSCD was one of super-
ministers who enjoyed strong institutional pow&scondly, the minister’s leadership
and charisma also allowed him to impose upon athtars. Camille Laurin was an
important figure within the Lévesque governmentirdlly, policy context was also in
favour of the MSCD. Since the late sixties, Quebéattegration policy had revolved
around French acquisition by immigrants and ethho@al minority members. Being
responsible for language policy, Camille Laurinkd@adership in the formulation of the
French Language Charter (Bill 101) and increassgdilitical influence in Quebec’s
integration policy network during the period of QEEmulation. Finally, the MSCD did
not face strong opposition or competition from stali actors. In spite of some initiatives,
ethnocultural minority organizations failed to dgish a few strong umbrella
organizations which would represent their unitett®@wis-a-vis the provincial
government. The dispersed nature of societal aattmwed the MSCD to keep its
autonomy and to pick spokespeople whose views spporeled to the governmental
orientation.
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The MSCD advanced a group-based approach asaagadal base of Quebec’s
integration policy. The root of this programmatalibf is revealed i\ cultural
development policy for Quehexwhite paper prepared by the MSCD in 1978 (Québe
MEDC, 1978). This policy statement allowed the MSt@Drame the question of
integration within the scope of Quebec’s cultuyelopment. The document then set
forth two general principles: 1) appreciation ohority cultures as sources of Quebec’s
cultural development; and 2) reinforcement of goweent intervention in the
development of minority cultures and their intei@ctwith the French-Canadian culture.
Therefore, according to the policy statement, ss&fcé integration meant that
immigrants and ethnocultural minority members cdaridg their cultural expertise to the
French-Canadian majority members and facilitateuadutnderstanding. This shows that
the MSCD considered immigrants and ethnoculturalomiiy members first and foremost
as ethnocultural entities. Moreover, in order tovalthem to bring their cultural expertise,
the MSCD affirmed the importance of keeping minodtltures vibrant within Quebec
society.

The development of this programmatic belief wasismated from the particular
political environment of the period. The electidrtiee first “independentist” government
generated serious apprehension among ethnocuttimatities. They launched different
political organizations in order to request thepnesentation in policy process as well as
to defend minority rights (Stevenson, 1999: 136;144Devoir, 1978). Moreover, the
federal government attempted to discredit the Pé@igonent as insensitive to minority
rights (Bissonnette, 1977). Facing these presstire$?Q government needed to show its
sensitivity to minority group rights and assureitihepresentation in policy process in
order to obtain their trust. For instance, Prerh@&resque said, in an interview by an
English-speaking radio station that his governmemnild create a mechanism for
representation of English-speaking and other ethitural minorities (Le Devoir, 1976).
Meanwhile, the Immigration minister, Jacques Caituestored the suspended
Consultative Committee on Immigration and appoimte: ethnocultural minority
members. The government’s concerns about the muedson of ethnocultural
minorities were eventually translated into a mityeked approach of the QEE
implementation. An archival document implies thas tapproximation of the PQ
government towards ethnocultural minorities cowddabstrategy to disengage non
Anglophone ethnocultural minorities from Anglopharemmunity (ANQ. E5, 1977). In
order to lower the tension between the governmedhtedthnocultural minorities, the
Lévesque government organized a series of confesancsix regions in 1979 for the
purpose of formulating the QEE.

Seventy-five minority communities participatediie conferences and played an
advocacy role by telling their daily life storiesdaspeaking of the difficulties they faced
in Quebec society as well as asking for governraetibn to redress them. Most of them
agreed with the programmatic belief advanced byQthebec government and asked for
more governmental actions. Their demands inclutteddistribution of government
services and information to minorities; the impnment of French language programs for
immigrants; the reinforcement of governmental sdilesi for ethnic media and
ethnocultural groups as intermediaries betweemdvernment and new immigrants; the

8
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increase of governmental financial and logisticdlaamed at helping ethnic and local
community groups organize cultural and intercultadivities; and more ethnocultural
representation in public and semi-public organarai Consistent with the government’s
programmatic belief, these requests were interpdlatto the QEE. The creation of the
CIAPCC was also included in order to assure ethiha@l representation.

Phase Il: 1981-1985

This second phase was the implementation stageedEE. We can observe that the
group-based approach was featured in Quebec’sratieg policies, especially in the
areas of provincial subsidies to ethnocultural mtres. Monoethnic groups were
prioritized as the best way to preserve and develiority cultures. This group-based
approach was strongly supported by a new netwagkinen, the DCCI. In contrast, the
minority-led approach rapidly shrank as a domimangrammatic belief within the
DCCI and resulted in the abolition of the CIPACC.

A new network configuration appeared after theligpabon of the QEE. The new
configuration featured a new network hegemon -&X6€I — and the entry of the
CIAPCC. Replacing the Department of Immigrations thew department became
responsible for both immigration and integratioretifnocultural minorities. This change
was driven by two factors. First, the provinciavgmment needed an administrative
apparatus in order to implement the QEE. The MSQiifise, as a policy planner and
coordinator, was too small to execute provinciggnation policy in the field.Second,
the government needed to deliver on an electocahise — the establishment of a new
department responsible for ethnocultural minoriigs order to demonstrate its clear
commitment to promoting the interests of ethnocaltminorities (Le Devoir, 1980).
After a defeat of the first referendum, their suppeas crucial to the continuation of its
political project to make Quebec an independenhtgu

The DCCI's hegemony depended on legislative, firnand political resources.
First, its founding law granted the department iexplesponsibility for policies
regarding the development of ethnocultural minesitand their integration into Quebec
society. Secondly, the departmental budget gre@79 during the period ($22 million
to $28 million). Finally, Gérald Godin took strofeadership as minister, and Premier
René Lévesque decided to give over all responsdsilover ethnocultural minorities to
the DCCI (ANQ. E47, 1981b).

Still, the network hegemony of the DCCI was nosteng as that formerly held
by the MSCD due to its status as a sectorial deygant. At the outset, the DCCI sought
to regroup all provincial programs regarding ethultazal minorities under its area of
responsibility. However, other departments wereospg, arguing that ethnocultural
minorities should not be the DCCI's exclusive cigeand that it should behave as a
regular sectorial department. Nonetheless, the D¥D€teeded in taking over programs
from the Department of Cultural Affairs (DCA), tBepartment of Tourism, Industry
and Commerce, and the Department of Communicafld€3. At the same time, in order

9
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to avoid further problems, the DCCI adopted a jominmittee approach with other
departments (ANQ. E47, 1981b: 3).

As for the CIAPCC, it was supposed to become ektdrthe implementation
mechanism. However, this first initiative to allemnority members to hold the reins of
provincial integration policy did not bear fruith& CIPACC failed to become a network
hegemon or a dominant actor due to the followingelreasons. First, the committee was
too weak in institutional and political terms. lagvoriginally established under the
MSCD as a body attached to the Department of Exec@ouncil (premier’'s
department) in order to assure smooth implememtalNonetheless, the CIAPCC was
later transferred to the DCCI because of premiatention to regroup all organizations
relating to ethnocultural minorities under the dépant. Making the CIAPCC a sectorial
body jeopardized its institutional power. Secontlyy committee was not appreciated by
the DCCI officials. They simply did not buy the ranity-led approach. In contrast, the
one public official within the CIAPCE, who was supposed to facilitate communication
with the provincial bureaucracy, instead played@an horse role and continued to
minimize the committee’s role in the implementatadrpolicy (ANQ. E47, 1981c).
Thirdly, the committee was not given sufficientoesces. Despite its broad mandate for
intervention, it was composed of only nine peofilee(members and four administrative
staff), and its average annual budget was aroufifl 880. These factors demonstrate
that the minority-led approach shrank within théigyeimplementation process. The
CIAPCC was gradually marginalized and was finabgpleshed in 1984, in spite of
opposition from ethnocultural minorities.

In addition to these two bodies, different deparits and agencies worked in
collaboration with the DCCI to implement measutes fell under their jurisdictions.
These include: the DCA, the DC, the Departmentddation, the Department of Social
Affairs, the Department of Public AdministratiohgtTreasury Board, the French
Language Office, and so on.

As for societal actors, ethnocultural minority gps continued to be principal
actors within the network. In principle they remadndispersed, in spite of some
regrouping initiatives led by English-speaking grssuch as the Supervisors of Action
Plan Implementation and Alliance Quebec. Theimafice thus varied according to their
resources. For instance, Alliance Quebec becarrersgsEnglish-speaking advocacy
group thanks to subsidies from the federal governime

In this network configuration, the group-basedrapph became a dominant
programmatic belief. This dominance depended oBEI's capacity to translate
theory into policy. DCCI minister Gérald Godin waastrong champion of this approach
and played a key role in its consolidation. Whemdepartment was created, he
enunciated two principles: 1) preserve and dissataithe specific qualities of each
ethnocultural minority; and 2) institutionalize ggmment funding of cultural centres for
ethnocultural minorities (ANQ. E47, 1981). He deyad his programmatic belief
through personal contacts with members of the Geeekmunity in his riding.
Acknowledging the difficulties of integrating aduttmigrants completely into French-
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Canadian culture, Godin appreciated to a certaiengxhe Canadian style of official
multiculturalism and took the image of the Unitedtidns a model for Quebec sociéty.

Ethnocultural minorities found strategic advantagethis approach and
supported it in spite of slight differences amomgnh. Some groups placed more
emphasis on the preservation of minority culturédenothers stressed more the
interaction with majority French-Canadian cultufer example, a young Greek group
leader said, “We sincerely believe that all cult@@mmunities should preserve their
identities within Quebec and Canadian societieshEammunity has to assimilate its
original culture as prerequisite for understandhgthers’ culture” (cited in Beauchamp,
1983). In contrast, the president of the EthnicupsoFederation of Quebec advanced a
strategy marked by more intercultural rapprochenrentder to promote mutual
understanding between the majority and ethnoculimi@orities (Kuitenbrouwer, 1984).

The most tangible group-based intervention waseahdorcement of government
funding programs for ethnocultural minorities. THepartmental initiative was also
based on a strategy that made the DCCI “a privilegeerlocutor” for ethnocultural
minorities and was meant to increase its netwogehwny (TELBEC, 1982). Taking
into account requests from ethnocultural minorjttee DCCI launched six programs
supporting institutionalization of ethnoculturalmarities in the province. They included:
1) A financial support program for the operatioretinocultural minority associations;
2) two programs to assure facilities (offices agdipment) for their activities; 3) two
financial support programs for their activitiesga4) a financial aid program for
ethnocultural media. The DCCI’s total spending mmigrants and ethnocultural
minorities more than doubled from $1.6 million (198982) to $3.4 million (1985-1986)
(calculated from Québec. MCCI, 1982, 1986) . Asafmits spending on the operations
and activities of ethnocultural minority associagas concerned, the amount almost
tripled from $794 000 (1981-1982) to $2.2 milliai®85-1986) (calculated from Québec.
MCCI, 1982, 1986). As we have seen, this phasetieasonsolidation of group-based
approach. At the same time, the failure of the GI&Rensured that minority-led
approach shrank rapidly within the DCCI.

Phase IlI: 1985-1991

The third phase represents a policy change stagenigto the propounding of LBQT.
Under the new Liberal government, the DCCI contthteeserve as a network hegemon
and enjoyed increased capacity thanks to the gowartis expansionist immigration
policy. At the same time, the DCCI started to cleaitg programmatic belief to an
individual-based approach, based on their inteaiet of the state of integration.
Moreover, the network configuration also expandeshtlude new societal actors such
as chambers of commerce, employer’s associatiabsul unions, school boards, and
nationalist associations. A window of opportunifyeaed for these actors when the
government introduced public consultations on inmatign quotas as a way to raise
public interest in immigration and make it a matéinterest to the whole of Quebec
society (ANQ. E47, 1986a). Although ethnoculturahaomity groups themselves
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continued to play an important role, their relativeight in the network was reduced due
to the participation of these new actors. At thmasaime, the network expansion
contributed to increase the DCCI’'s hegemony. Thaugon of constitutional politics
around the Meech Lake Accord accelerated the chaingegrammatic approach.

The reinforcement of the DCCI’'s network hegemogsutted from an
expansionist immigration policy pursued by the kédgovernment. Premier Robert
Bourassa, deeply concerned with the province’s diagnastic future as a French-
speaking society, instituted a significant increiasthie volume of immigration. In the
process, the number of immigrants admitted to tbgipce soared from 14 884 in 1985
to 51 707 in 1991. This expansionist immigratiofiqgoboosted departmental budgets
from $29.8 million for 1985-1986 to $60 million f4©90-1991.

Constitutional negotiations also contributed tof@icing the DCCI’s network
hegemony, for the Meech Lake Accord included asdaan Quebec’s powers over
immigration and integration policy. When its ratdtion by the federal Parliament and all
provincial legislatures grew elusive, Prime MinidBgian Mulroney and Premier Robert
Bourassa agreed to save at least the immigrataarselas a separate administrative
agreement.In this context, the Quebec government startedlaborate the LBQT
allowing the clarification of provincial orientatidn this domain. For this reason, Robert
Bourassa then reinforced the institutional capazitthe DCCI, especially in policy
analysis and planning as well as in terms of irgpagtmental coordination. The DCCI’s
reform started with the change of top leaders. RreBourassa entrusted the department
to Monique Gagnon-Tremblay, who was consideredasdrsg his overall political
orientation’ Moreover, Bourassa recruited Norman Riddell as deputy minister.

Before taking this position, he had served as demurnister in the Saskatchewan
government. The premier chose him as someone whévbe well versed in English
Canadian politics, in order to reinforce Quebeepparity to negotiate an administrative
agreement with the federal governm&hinder the leadership of the new deputy minister,
the DCCI set up the Policy and Programs Branct9891Québec. MCCI, 1990: 84).

This branch played a key role in the formulatior.BQT. The DCCI also announced the
creation of a network of contact persons from alleagnment departments and agencies

in order to reinforce its interdepartmental cooadion in the policy making and
implementation process (Québec. MCCI, 1990: 84is mbtwork was used during the
formulation of LBQT for the purpose of intragoveramal consultation.

With the arrival of the Liberal government, theiwidual-based approach became
dominant within the policy network. This approachasmstrongly supported by the DCCI.
During the 1985 election campaign, the Quebec kidearty published an electoral
platform including discussion of the place of etbumtural minorities within Quebec
society (ANQ. P717, 1985). Seeking to infuse neergyinto the provincial integration
policy, the platform stressed the full participatiof newcomers and ethnocultural
minority members in Quebec society, not only frostandpoint of social justice but also
from an instrumentalist perspective. The latteeasvas explicitly defended by the
claim that Quebec had not fully taken advantagésammigrants in its development.
Consumed with demographic concerns, the Liberaégowent put its priorities on
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eliminating all structural barriers against thaurfipation, both in access to labour
markets and government services as well as thaseday racial discrimination and
xenophobia.

The individual-based programmatic belief tranglateo a shift in the nature of
government subsidies to ethnocultural minoritigse DCCI modified its funding
orientation and placed a new emphasis on multietirdups and intercultural
rapprochement activities. In 1987, the departmszdted an “intercultural
rapprochement” section containing two new fundinggpams for organizations and
activities that promoted intercultural rapprochem@&he restructuring of funding
programs was driven by the programmatic beliefheflLiberal government and the
DCCI officials. A departmental working document winioffered a comprehensive
review of all funding programs recommended simptifythe funding program structure
and putting more money into programs in suppomiarcultural rapprochement
activities and multiethnic groups (ANQ. E47, 1986l)e document observed that
departmental programs had not respected the plenaffmultiethnicity” and had placed
too much emphasis on monoethnic groups. The dodusoiggested that the DCCI put
multiethnic groups at the centre of funding tardetsause they could develop more
general expertise and reach more diverse clientiedégsmonoethnic groups who should
instead play a complementary role. Acknowledgirag this deviation resulted not only
from the demands of ethnocultural minorities bgbdtom the programmatic beliefs of
the DCCI leaders at the time, the document affirted it was the time to reinforce
intercultural rapprochement in order to cope witbvgng racial discrimination against
visible minorities within the province.

Constitutional politics around the Meech Lake Actarhich recognized Quebec
as a distinct society in Canada, also facilitateditieational shift toward the individual-
based approach. The recognition of Quebec as clistatiety in the Meech Lake Accord
promoted the crystallization of Quebec’s own idaedromigrant integration. For instance,
the Cultural Communities and Services to Immigr&rench of the DCCI proposed in
February 1989 an approach that presented interallapprochement as a strategic
alternative to the federal approach of official trmullturalism (Québec. MCCI, 1989).
After the Meech Lake Accord failed, the rise of Qee nationalism reinforced the
dominance of an individual-based approach, whick prasented as Quebec’s distinct
method of immigrant integration. The DCCI ministexderlined the province’s
specificity as a special reason to push intercaltxapprochement as well as the
developing a sense of belonging to Quebec amondgrants and ethnocultural minority
members (Québec. AN, 1991a: 770; 1991b: 819; 19918}.

The participation of societal actors in the LBQTrfmilation was limited to some
informal consultations made by the DCCI beforepiislication? However, societal
actors had opportunities to express their viewshdysublic consultations on the LBQT
that were planned to enrich a triennial governnaetibn plan. Sixty-six organizations,
including some governmental actors, went beforaragmentary commission to advance
their views. In fact, there was no serious chaketogthe LBQT by the societal actors
present. Most expressed their support for the LB&¥pgecially its individual-based
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approach characterized by intercultural rapprochmgnmedividual equality, and the sense
of belonging to Quebec. One might note the imp&cbastitutional politics in shaping
social actors’ programmatic beliefs on integragaticy. Quebec’s specificity within
Canada was mentioned by several as a justificédiopursuing intercultural
rapprochement rather than multiculturalism. In &ddij the sense of belonging to
Quebec and respect for Quebec laws and valuessiressed by many societal actors as
important preconditions for successful integration.

As for implementation, a bureaucrat-led approaamaieed dominant among
DCCI officials. Remembering the failure of the CIB€, they did not want to repeat the
same error. In addition, there were perceptionsti@eaMCCI had been unduly swayed
by political pressure from ethnocultural groups. iAterviewee said that the Quebec
government seemed not to have any say in integrabticy and that it seemed important
for the government to regain control over integmatpolicy. Still, some actors called
for the formation of a special committee, similathe CIAPCC, to implement the action
plan during public consultations on the LBQT, tha DCCI defeated these requests
without difficulty.

Conclusion

In this paper, | have attempted to explain Quebiatégration policy change in
the years between two major policy statemer@iebecers, Each and Everycssd
Let’s Build Quebec TogetheFhe two policy statements contrast in three aspég¢
conceptual framework of integration policy; 2) pity funding targets; and 3) policy
implementation mechanisms. Adopting an idea-cerapgdoach to policy network
analysis, | have argued that the policy changdtexsirom the transformation of
programmatic beliefs among governmental actors dantiin Quebec’s integration
policy network. My analysis has showed that progreatic beliefs shifted from a group-
based approach to an individual-based approadhedsest way to achieve the integration
of immigrants and ethnocultural minority members] &rom a minority-led approach to
a bureaucrat-led approach in terms of implementatio

Abbreviations

CIAPCC Committee of Implementation of the Actiom®for Cultural
Communities

DC Department of Communications

DCA Department of Cultural Affairs

DCCI Department of Cultural Communities and Imraigyn

LBQT Let’s Build Quebec Together
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MSCD Minister of State for Cultural Development
PQ Parti Québécois

QEE Quebecers, Each and Everyone
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