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Abstract
This thesis examines the emergence of"multiculturalism within a bilingual
framework" as the national formulation for the racial ordering ofdifference and
belonging through language. As the 1960' s began, a confluence of events resulted in
challenges to the existing Anglo-Celtic dominant national narrative ofbelonging, and the
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1963-1970) became the
"apparatus" through which the federal government addressed these contestations. This
thesis argues that at this particular historical juncture, the need to rearticulate the
formulation for nation building and national belonging meant a decisive shift onto the
terrain oflanguage and culture to organize and maintain a white settler hegemony while
also disavowing racial and ethnic exclusions.
Archival records and Commission reports reveal the conflicts and contestations
which underlay the emergence ofthis ostensibly seamless linguistic and cultural policy of
"multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" as written through the Official
Languages Act (1969) and the Multiculturalism Policy (1971). The emergence ofthese
two defining legislative texts from the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism required the elision and erasure ofsubstantive contestation from both
Aboriginal communities and "Other ethnic groups" (which is how non-French and non
English immigrant groups were defined throughout the inquiry) to the dominance ofthe
terms ofreference which centred the "two founding races", the French and English, over
the both the Other ethnic and Aboriginal groups. In the archival records of the inquiry
hearings, it is possible to trace a genealogy ofthe eventual erasure ofAboriginal groups'
claims and the muting ofother ethnic groups demands culminating in the publication of
the final reports. The shift from overt racial distinctions between founding and other
ethnic groups onto the terrain oflanguage and culture meant that racial exclusions could
be disavowed as they were smuggled back in through the contradictory operation of
ii

language and culture. Furthermore, by fixing a narrow definition of "multicultural" and
"integration" in federal legislation, claims for substantive and collective forms of
recognition from the State for other ethnic groups could be limited. Alongside the
concurrent changes to immigration legislation which were also taking place in the 1960's,
language and culture are mobilized through the national formulation of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework in order to incorporate subjects into the contemporary
racialized hierarchy of belonging and citizenship rights.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction - "I'm talking language..."
On October 30th, 1995, the night of the referendum for sovereignty in Quebec,
Premier Jacques Parizeau became infamous for the "money and ethnic votes" comment
he made during his concession speech. The vote was an incredibly close victory for the
"No" side (only 53,000 votes), which may have fueled the frustration that drove Parizeau
to make his comments. Parizeau's speech, and in particular this comment, triggered
major national media coverage, analysis, and discussion. In the next 24 hours Parizeau
had tendered his resignation, and within the next few months, he virtually disappeared
from public and political life. What is interesting about this incident in not so much
Parizeau's speech, which sustained a surfeit of media analysis, commentary and public
discussion on all sides of the debate, but rather his own explanation of the comments,
made years later in an hour long documentary about his life. This documentary, entitled

Public Enemy Number One (2003), directed and narrated by journalist Francine Pelletier,
traces Parizeau's early life and the buildup to his successful political career. The "public
enemy" moment is the climax almost right at the end of this documentary, and shows
Parizeau explaining what he meant by his "money and ethnic votes" comment:
It's true that we were beaten...but by what? By money and ethnic votes. I
know that I'm supposed to be a facist ... I'm supposed to be a racist but I
never put anyone in jail. I never prevented anyone from saying what they
wanted to...and it's true that I can't be compared to that great democrat
Pierre Elliot Trudeau who put 500 people in jail... It's not 'hating'? I've
tried to describe reality as I saw it ... It's true we know now that that love
in cost more than twice what the yes campaign and no campaign were
authorized to spend for the full campaign ...so I said it ...money...yes
indeed ...The ethnic vote- the words were might not be very well chosen
- but the fact is that that is what happened ...the non-francophone
vote...and I'm not talking here ...I'm talking language...I'm not talking uh
uh ethnic origin or whatever ...that's why my words were not necessarily
well chosen but but uh it was a language issue- the non-francophones
more than usually as was the case voted no and some polls were zero- I
had never seen that ... (Cartier & Henriquez, 2003).
Although Parizeau maintains his position and backs it with his analysis, he also tries to
unpack exactly what he meant by "the ethnic vote". In this portion of the documentary,
Parizeau, who had been quite articulate until this point, struggles to explicate what he
meant to convey in those words. He begins by admitting the words "might not have been
1
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well chosen". In his endeavour to delineate exactly who inhabited the term "ethnic",
Parizeau struggles to clarify that it was not so much "ethnic origin or whatever" which he
was indicating, rather it was language; "it was a language issue". What is important here
is that he is not specifying the Quebec Anglophone official language minority either, for
then he could simply name it as such; rather, he is struggling to find a way to specify the
votes, and lack thereof, from the "non-francophone", and by extension the non
Anglophone, groups. Ifthis is not a group ofvoters/non-voters which can be delineated
acceptably through "ethnic origin", for after all this is what ignited the country-wide
storm ofreaction against Parizeau's speech, then Parizeau's own struggle to find the
"acceptable" words and explanation - "that's why my words were not necessarily well
chosen" - reveal that language was: "I'm talking language".
Parizeau's explanation provides an entry point into the central questions ofthe
thesis. More than a semantic slip, Parizeau's shift onto the terrain oflanguage to provide
explanation for his comments indicate the convenient alibi for racial ordering which a
multicultural nation established on the foundation ofa putatively open linguistic duality articulated in national policy as "multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" - can
provide. However, this is not a thesis which is interested in vilifying Parizeau, nor the
political position from which he speaks; rather, Parizeau's comments provide a fortuitous
jumping off point to explore questions about language, race, and nation building.
Therefore, the animating question ofthis thesis is how, in Canada, did language come to
be the site for articulating exclusions which can no longer be stated in terms ofrace and
ethnicity? Hence, the specific project for the thesis is to trace how a national formulation
of"multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" emerged to install a racial order of
difference and belonging through language, in the ongoing project ofwhite settler nation
building.
This project suggests a set ofsubquestions to drive the genealogical project, the
first of which I will address mainly in the introduction. That is, what were the confluence

ofevents and factors which required the rearticulation ofthe white settler national
mythology in terms which disavowed Anglo-Celtic dominance and racial exclusion? The
second question, which the chapters on the hearings begin to unravel, is how did the
public, with a specific focus on the non-English and non-French communities, engage
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with this process ofre-articulation during the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism, to make claims ofbelonging within the nation. And, how were these
petitions received and organized by the Commission to maintain white settler hegemony?
The next question to be explored in the chapters on the final reports asks how precisely
does this disavowal ofracial exclusion operate through language and culture to naturalize
the notion ofa putatively open multicultural nation, while organizing the racial order ofa
new white settler bilingual and bicultural nation? Finally, the naturalization and durability
ofthis formulation in the present, and its contemporary mode ofordering racialized
immigrant others will be examined in order to suggest a way to rethink the theoretical
limits oflanguage planning and policy. The context for this project lies in the relations
between language, race and nation building; therefore, I will begin by first framing the
thesis within these larger questions ofrace, language and nation before narrowing the
focus to the specific thesis project.

Language and Nation
Conventional scholarship on nationalism organizes theories ofnation and
nationalism into four schools ofthought. The first ofthese is what Smith (1998) refers to
as the primordialists; that is, those who argue that nations are part ofa natural order,
ancient and ubiquitous with modem nations evolving from an enduring descent group.
Second, and often seen as a subset ofthe first, are the perennialists who, although
agreeing with the primordial nature ofthe nations, deny its predestination and see nations
rather as temporally continuous or recurrent in history (ibid). Third, are the modernists,
who treat the nation as a recent, socio-political fact derived from the processes of
modernization (ibid). Finally, usually lumped together in one category as the
postmodemists, are those who unpack the discursive construction ofthe nation,
emphasize the fragmentation ofcontemporary national identities, and unravel the
gendered and racialized discourses ofnation building (ibid). Despite the impression of
clearly delineated categories, it is important to note that in fact there is considerable
overlap and contestation about who belongs in which classification. For example, some
scholars place Benedict Anderson squarely in the modernist category because ofhis
emphasis on the role ofprint capitalism in the formation ofmodem nation states (Smith,
1998). Others tend to place him towards the postmodernist or late modernist end (see
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Wright, 2000), since he lays emphasis on how the nation is imagined. Further confusion
also arises from the fact that there is little consensus on definitions of terms such as
nation, nationalism and state. In order to examine how language is central to the
formation of nation, I begin by examining these main schools of thought on nation
building highlighting the role of language within each.
Primordialism

In the primordialist school of thought, language is a central point around which
the nation is organized. The era most associated with this school of thinking is the
German Romantic era, which was a movement of the "new humanism" and a reaction to
the rationalism of the Enlightenment (Edwards, 1985, p. 23). The name most famously
associated with primordialism is Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) who is also
credited with being the first to coin the term nationalism in a text he wrote in 1774
(Hechter, 2000, p. 5). In his prize winning and influential essay (1770) Uber den
Ursprung der Sprache (The Origin of Language), Herder links the ideas of reason and
language, "Each nation speaks in the manner it thinks and thinks in the manner it speaks
[ ...] We cannot think without words" (cited in Barnard, 1965 p. 56). Thus, man was
naturally endowed with the capacity to speak and the ability to reason (ibid). Herder
further elaborates:
Language is the medium through which man becomes conscious of his
inner self, and at the same time it is the key to the understanding of his
outer relationships. It unites him with, but it also differentiates him from,
others. Imperceptibly it also links him with the past by revealing to him
the thoughts, feelings and prejudices of past generations, which thus
become deeply ingrained in his own consciousness. He, in tum, again by
means of language, perpetuates and enriches these for the benefit of
posterity. In this way language embodies the living manifestation of
historical growth and the psychological matrix in which man's awareness
of his distinctive social heritage is aroused and deepened (cited in Barnard,
1965, p. 57).
Without its own language, a Volk is an absurdity (Unding), a contradiction
in terms (cited in Barnard, 1965, p. 57)
Even if a Yolk's state perishes, the nation remains intact provided it
maintains its distinctive linguistic traditions (cited in Barnard, 1965, p.
58).
Herder believed that the sustaining and integrating power of language would lead to
higher rate of social cohesion and the conscious fostering of a common linguistic medium
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and the emergence of a Volk or a "people". Most importantly, Herder felt that if
language was capable of arousing a sense of identity in a community, it would also
simultaneously give rise to the community's consciousness of difference from those
speaking another language (Barnard, 1965, p. 58). Herder was of the belief that since
diversity was the fundamental characteristic of the universal order, the world must be a
world of many nationalities (ibid). Thus, the Volk is a natural division of the human
race, endowed with its own language, which is the embodiment of a Yolk's soul or
character (ibid). This also meant that intermixture with other nationalities was to be
avoided. This formulation of language and Volk meant a close association between
language and politics that led to a change in the understanding of nation. In this way, a
nation was no longer a group of political citizens united under a political sovereign,
rather, it was now a separate natural entity whose claim to political recognition rested on
the possession of a common language (Barnard, 1965, p. 59).
Similar to Herder, Wilhelm von Humboldt (1767-1835), brother of the explorer
scientist Alexander von Humboldt and a well know anthropologist and philologist
himself, foreshadowed the Sapir-Whorfian 1 relativism which states that a group which
shares a common language shares a unique way of viewing the world (Edwards, 1985).
Humboldt made it clear that language was the "spiritual exhalation" of the nation, and
that nothing was more important for national culture and continuity than the ancestral
tongue (Edwards, 1985, 25). Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1835) was one of the most
famous disseminators of Herder's views, and built on them to develop his own theory of
national superiority based on supposed linguistic purity. His contention was that German
was superior to the French language because it was the original language, whereas,
French was inferior because it represented an adoption of foreign elements such as Latin
(Edwards, 1985, p. 25). Thus, as the original German was superior to the bastardized
French, it followed that the German nation was also superior to the French nation. As
Fichte states, it was unimportant what was "the previous ancestry of those who continued

to speak an original language; on the contrary, the importance lies solely in the fact that
1

This is the theory that thought is inextricably linked to the language in which it is expressed and
is based on the work of the American linguist Edward Sapir (1884-1939) and Benjamin Lee
Whorf (1897-1941). Some scholars present Herder, von Humboldt, Fichte, Sapir and Whorf as
part of the same tradition (Crystal, 1987).

6
this language continues to be spoken, for men are formed by language far more than
language is formed by men" (Fichte cited in Edwards, 1985, p. 25).
Herder's ethnolinguistic formulation of the nation set the stage for what is in the
present day more popularly known as the blood and belonging form of nation. In this
category, groups who perceive themselves as possessing a common culture and language
come together to make a political state, with 'blood' and language being the main criteria
for belonging (Wright, 2000, p. 41). Germany and Japan are the classic examples of this
formulation; that is, states where the main organizing principle is the belief in a common
cultural and linguistic heritage. Interestingly, despite Fichte's emphasis on the purity of
the original language, what actually exists throughout the territory of the German state is
a broad dialectical continuum and only in the written form is there a hegemonic standard
(ibid). Perhaps it is the weight given to "blood" belonging that allows for the tolerance of
spoken dialectal difference; however, language is very important because it is a more
salient marker than blood and mother tongue is a key concept in this model. It is also
clear that in this formulation of nation, one is born and cannot become assimilated into
the nation.
There are two advantages to ethno-linguistic nationalism. The first is that as an
organizing principle, it is easy to harness and promote since people can understand and
respond to its emotional appeal. Furthermore, the promotion of a national language fits
neatly with the promotion of oral and written nationalist imagery (Wright, 2000, p. 17).
Second, Wright claims "it tended to produce a political unit of manageable size and
cohesion where political reform could be envisaged" (ibid). However, the challenges to
ethno-linguistic nationalism arise from the universalism and republicanism derived from
the Enlightenment and the French and American revolutions. Before turning to this
school of thought, Fishman's model of perennial nationalism will first be discussed as it
is often considered to bridge primordial and modernist nation building.
Perennialism

Fishman's seminal essays on language and nationalism are a bridge between the
role of language as a marker of primordialist authenticity and language as a modernist
unifying force. Smith (1998), describes Fishman's approach as perennialist; that is, an
approach which understands the functions of language and ethnic ties, and the power of
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myths of origin, and familial metaphors in rousing popular support for nationalism
(Smith, 1998, p. 224). Fishman begins his first essay by defining nationalism as "the
more inclusive organization and the elaborated beliefs, values, and behaviours that
nationalities develop on behalf of their avowed ethnocultural self-interest." (Fishman,
1972, p. 4). He goes on to point to the built-in dialectic within nationalism, which he
identifies as the tension between the requirements of modernization and those of
authentication (Fishman, 1972, p. 20). It is through language that Fishman seeks to
answer why nationalism so often generates a political community occupied with a
common cultural heritage. He identifies three main attributes of language in the message
of nationalism. The first is language as a link with the glorious past, where mother
tongue becomes history itself (ibid, p. 45). The second is language as a link with
authenticity, which is the now familiar primordial and Herderian formula (Fishman,
1972, p. 47). The final is a contrastive self-identification via language which is described
best by Fichte's formulation of language 'purity' being reflective of ethnic superiority
(Fishman, 1972, p. 52). For Fishman both the primordial and modernist link between
language and nationalism is clear, "Nationalism intends that language use and language
planning both should encourage and facilitate behaviours of broader unity, deeper
authenticity, and various modem implementations of sociocultural and political
organizational integration" (Fishman, 1972, p. 66). Therefore, the perennial account of
nation formation sits squarely between primordialism and modernist theories of nation
building. In the next section, the evolution of the modernist school of nation formation
will be discussed.

Modernism
In the modernist account of nation formation, nations arise out of very specific
social, economic and political circumstances. Their emergence as the primary social
community in the modem era is related to the advent of modernization and the
concomitant rise of the state and the ideology of nationalism (May, 2001, p. 63). Two

exemplars of this theory are those of Esmst Gellner and Benedict Anderson. In this
school of thought, language plays a crucial unifying role in the rise of the modem nation,
but this standard language is not so much a primordial essential precursor to nation
formation, rather, it emerges through the processes of modernity. Language as a unifying
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force in the formation ofthe nation can most famously be traced back to the French
Revolution and emergence ofa "national" standard ofFrench.
In the aftermath ofthe French revolution, the issue oflinguistic unification
became a key issue. There are many theories advanced to explain this, but the most
popular idea is that due to demands for decentralization, linguistic unity was seen to be a
prime requirement in a participatory political system which as Wright states, "derived its
legitimacy from the people and which would not be achieved unless the revolutionaries
could create a community ofcommunication" (Wright, 2000, p. 37). Scholars such as
Higonnet, advance the more complex theory that the rationale behind linguistic
unification politics (what he terms "linguistic terrorism") was the desire ofbourgeois
Revolutionaries to reconcile their craving for community and spiritual or 'moral' equality
with their determination not to give way on the economic and social hierarchy; "the
persecution ofdialects served two ends: first, it could be seen as a genuine step towards a
more equal society; second, it diverted attention from more material social problems, like
the redistribution ofland" (Higonnet, 1980, p. 49). Whatever the rationale, it was Abbe
Gregoire who was made responsible for carrying out the census of 1790, and who
presented his report (1794) with the now famous charge that:
It is no exaggeration to say that at least six million Frenchmen,
particularly in the countryside, do not speak the national language; that an
equal number are more or less incapable ofsustaining a coherent
conversation; that as a result, the number oftrue speakers does not exceed
three million, and that the number ofthose who write it correctly is
probably even smaller (cited in Grillo, 1989, p. 24).
When Abbe Gregoire stated that Frenchmen do not speak the national language, he was
referring to the fact that most Frenchmen spoke a variety ofpatois related dialects of
French. The political importance oflinguistic unification is neatly laid out in his report:
With thirty different local dialects, we are still, as regards language, at the
Tower ofBabel, whilst as regards liberty we form the avant-garde of
nations. (We must) make uniform the language ofa great nation, so that
all its citizens can without hindrance communicate their thoughts to each
other. Such a project, which no nation has yet fully accomplished, is a
worthy one for the French people, who are in the process ofcentralizing
all branches ofsocial organisation and who should be concerned, in a
Republic one and indivisible, to establish as soon as possible the language
ofliberty as the one and only language ...Unity oflanguage is an integral
part ofThe Revolution. Ifwe are ever to banish superstition and bring
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men closer to the truth, to develop talent and encourage virtue, to mould
all citizens into a national whole, to simplify the mechanism of the
political machine and make it function more smoothly, we must have a
common language (cited in Grillo, 1989, p. 24).
Thus, the advocacy of linguistic unification was practical, political and philosophical.
The linguistic revolution of the Revolution was the appropriation of French as a language
of state and literature from the upper classes to French as the language of national
identity. This meant that nation, state and language became identified resulting in the
'ethnicisation' of the polity, which meant that the state had to become a nation (Grillo,
1989). This shift from the sovereign power emanating from the King to sovereign power
residing in the nation as decreed in the third article of the Declaration of Rights, is a
fundamentally constitutive moment of the modem nation state. As Grillo (1989)
summarizes, "Henceforth the nation would give coherence to the polity", and, "A
'citizen' would be a subject of the nation, not of a king, owing loyalty not to the king, but
the nation." (Grillo, 1989, p. 30).
No less important a reason for the imposition of a standardized French, was,
literally, enlightenment. Specifically, access to French was seen to give access to
education and through education would come enlightenment. Therefore, people would
become informed citizens, able to participate directly on equal terms in the political
process. Intellectual, moral and political improvement would all come from speaking and
writing the national language (Grillo, 1989, p. 32). Hence, the universalisation of French
was posited on the practicalities of administration, need for enlightenment, and the
importance of political unity.
Although for scholars working within a Marxist informed framework,
Revolutionary linguistic uniformity was seen as arising more out of the need to develop
an internal mode of production (see Balibar & Wallerstein, 1988; Higonnet, 1980), Grillo
(1989), makes the important point that this minimizes the ideological and cultural role of
language in the formation of the French nation-state (Grillo, 1989, p. 42). The

Revolutionary model of linguistic uniformity has given rise to a present day conceptual
framework of integration, where assimilation is compelled through a hegemonic French
monoculturalism and monolingualism. Thus, the relationship between nationalism and
the mono-ethnic state has become naturalized (Fishman, 1972). The philosophy which
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underlies membership in this type ofnation is therefore territorial and can be summed up
in the words ofWright as, "you are here, therefore you are 'X' or must become 'X' ."
(Wright, 2000, p. 41). The similarities between this model and the American
Revolutionary nation-state, also arising out ofthe enlightenment era thinking, are clear.
Gellner builds on this model, with particular emphasis on the need for
communication, "in industrialising societies, communication and hence culture assumes a
new and unprecedented importance" (Gellner, 1983, p. 74). For Gellner, the material
changes ofindustrialisation at the end ofthe eighteenth century are the main cause ofthe
rise ofthe modem nation. He highlights the shift from localized feudal agrarian societies
to the modem industrialised society with its literate, mobile and occupationally
specialized division oflabour (Gellner, 1983). It is in this shift, where the substitutability
ofthe worker - that is the ability ofthe worker to move between increasingly complex
and differentiated roles - became increasingly important to industrialized work, that
Gellner locates emergence ofthe modem nation state and the need for cultural and
linguistic standardisation out ofwhich a literate and common culture could evolve. In his
book Thought and Change (1964), Gellner places the greatest emphasis on the role ofa
unitary language as the cement ofmodem society; however, in his book, Nations and
Nationalism (1983), it is mass education, albeit in the national standard, that is central to
the production of"full", "technologically competent" citizens ofthe modem society
(Gellner, 1964; Gellner, 1983). The prior development ofa strong state culture, from
which a homogenous nation could be shaped due to the requirements ofindustrialization,
are the elements for Gellner's definition ofnationalism as "primarily a political principle,
which hold that the political and the national unit should be congruent" (Gellner, 1983, p.
4). Furthermore, "Nationalism is not the awakening ofnations to self-consciousness; it
invents nations where they do not exist" (Gellner, 1964, p. 169). Thus, nationalism
flourishes because "well-defined, educationally sanctioned and unified culture[s]" offer a
path to modernity, a basis of political legitimacy, and a means of shared cultural and

linguistic identity (Gellner, 1983, p.55; May, 2001). This relatively functionalist account
ofthe emergence ofthe modem nation state thus accords the standardized national
language a functionalist centrality as well.
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Lumped together as a modernist with Gellner, but often differentiated as a late
modernist as well, is the oft-cited book, Imagined Communities (1983), by Benedict
Anderson. McClintock notes that Anderson's definition of nation as an "imagined
political community" although similar to Gellner's (and Hobsbawm, 1983) idea of the
invention of nations, maintains the crucial distinction of not assimilating 'invention' to
'falsity' but rather to 'imagining' and 'creation' (Anderson, 1983, p. 15). Furthermore,
nations are not simple phantasmagoria of the mind, but are historical and institutional
practices through which social difference is invented and performed (McClintock, 1993,
p. 61). McClintock reminds us that as a result, nationalism is constitutive of people's
identities through social contests that are frequently violent, and that the nation is a
contested system of cultural representation that limits and legitimizes peoples' access to
the resources of the nation-state (McClintock, 1993; Billig, 1995).
Anderson's definition of nation is a carefully thought out and nuanced articulation
of all the elements he considers crucial to the "imagined political community - and
imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign" (Anderson, 1983, p. 15). Anderson
elaborates that the nation is imagined "because the members of even the smallest nation
will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in
the minds of each lives the image of their communion" (ibid). Furthermore, the nation is
imagined as limited, "because even the largest of them encompassing perhaps a billion
living human beings, has finite, if elastic boundaries, beyond which lie other nations."
(Anderson, 1983, p. 16). Also, it is imagined as sovereign "because the concept was born
in an age in which Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of the
divinely-ordained, hierarchical dynastic realm (ibid). Finally, it is imagined as a
community because "regardless of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail
in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship" (ibid).
Locating himself squarely amongst the modernists, Anderson points to the
vacuum left in the era of Enlightenment with the advent of rationalist secularism and the
ebb of religious belief as the point of the emergence of the nation. As he states, "What
was then required was a secular transformation of fatality into continuity, contingency
into meaning", and "few things were (are) better suited to this end that an idea of nation"
(Anderson, 1983, 19). He also marks the importance of not only the national past, but
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also the national future, "If nation-states are widely conceded to be 'new' and 'historical',
the nations to which they give political expression always look out of an immemorial past
and still more important, glide into a limitless future" (ibid).
The emergence of a standardized national language, in Anderson's theory of
modem nation building, is traced back to the gradual demotion of the sacral languages
such as Latin (Anderson, 1983, p. 24). Anderson identifies print capitalism - particularly
newspapers - as the technology for an "imagined linkage" through "empty homogenous
time" which made it possible for growing numbers of people to think about themselves,
and to relate themselves to others, in profoundly new ways (Anderson, 1983, p. 40).
Print capitalism's restless search for markets forced the production of text in the
vernaculars of the masses, which then went on to create unified fields of exchange and
communications below Latin and above the spoken vernaculars (Anderson, 1983, p. 47).
This meant that speakers of the wide varieties of Englishes, Frenches, and so on, who
might not even be able to speak to one another in conversation became capable of
understanding each other through print (ibid). Print capitalism also gave a new fixity to
language which then became central to the building of the image of antiquity that was so
fundamental to the subjective idea of nation, since the printed book was able to keep
permanent form (ibid). New languages of power were created through print capitalism,
since certain dialects that were closer to the print language, became the dominant
standard (Anderson, 1983, p. 48).
Anderson also emphasizes the affective role of language in nation formation.
First, he stresses the primordialism of languages, even those known to be modem, as
appearing to loom up imperceptibly out of a horizonless past (Anderson, 1983, p. 132).
This gives the illusion that languages appear rooted beyond almost anything else in
contemporary societies, and as Anderson states, "nothing connects us affectively to the
dead more than language" (ibid). Second, he draws on the image of unisonance that
occurs when people wholly unknown to each other form a "special kind of

contemporaneous community which language alone suggests - above all in the form of
poetry and songs" (ibid). Examples include national anthems sung on national holidays
which "no matter how banal the words and mediocre the tunes, there is in this singing an
experience of simultaneity" (ibid). It is from these affective effects of language that
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Anderson concludes, "from the start the nation was conceived in language, not in blood,
and that one could be 'invited into' the imagined community" (Anderson, 1983, p. 133).
It is in this way, "seen as both a historical fatality and as a community imagined through
language, the nation presents itself as simultaneously open and closed" (ibid). In short,
although Anderson states that the modem nation rose out of the convergence of
capitalism and print technology on the "fatal diversity of human language", at the end, he
underscores the centrality of language in the imagination of the nation, past, present and
future:
What the eye is to the lover-that particular, ordinary eye he or she is born
with - language - whatever language history has made his or her mother
tongue-is to the patriot. Through that language, encountered at mother's
knee and parted with only at the grave, pasts are restored, fellowships are
imagined, and futures dreamed (Anderson, 1983, p. 140).
For Anderson, the role of language, and here it is language as the strongly self-identifying
mother tongue, is central in suturing the past, present and future of the nation together in
the imagination of"the patriot". Thus, in his theory of nation building, Anderson points
to the importance of culture in creating the affective community of the nation. This lays
the groundwork for postmodern conceptions of nation building.
Post-modernism
In post-modem accounts of nation formation, there are a wide array of
approaches. However, to a large extent, Homi Bhabha's account of post-modem nation
building as outlined in his essay from Nation and Narration (1990), Dessemination: Time,

narrative and the margins ofthe modern nation, exemplifies this approach. In this essay,
Bhabha examines the ambivalence that "haunts" the idea of nation, because it is the
cultural representation of this ambivalence in modem society, he suggests, that can be the
site of possible resistance to the certainty of the "origins" of the nation (Bhabha, 1990, p.
1).
Bhabha (1990) identifies the ambivalence of the nation as a narrative strategy
which produces a "continual slippage into analogous, even metonymic, categories, like
'the people', minorities, or 'cultural difference' that continually overlap in the act of
writing the nation" (p. 292). These metonymic categories do not arise simply out of
historical events; rather, they are a "complex rhetorical strategy of social reference where
the claim to be representative provokes a crisis within the process of signification and

14
discursive address" (Bhabha, 1990, p. 297). The metonymic "people" are historical
objects of a nationalist "pedagogy" and also subjects of a living, repeating "performative"
principle of daily life. It is out of this tension between the pedagogic and the
performative that a space "internally marked by cultural difference and the heterogeneous
histories of contending peoples, antagonistic authorities, and tense cultural locations"
arise (Bhabha, 1990, p. 299). Therefore, between the pedagogic and performative, the
cohesive limits of the Western nation tum to a "contentious internal liminality", where
"difference" turns from the boundary outside to within, making cultural difference a
problem no longer of "other" people but a question of "the otherness of the people-as
one", or otherness within the nation (ibid, p. 300-301). Within this "contentious internal
liminality" lies the space of resistance.
Bhabha draws on the idea of the supplement2 to outline the possibility for
resistance. The supplement allows "the minority" a possibility to do more that simply
confront the pedagogical generalizability of the master discourse through simple
negation. Rather, through the supplementary strategy, the "minority" or Other can resist
on the terrain and terms of the dominant discourse. That is, the Other can insinuate "into
the terms of reference of the dominant discourse", since the supplementary can
antagonize the implicit power to generalize and force the renegotiation of the times, terms
and tradition through which "uncertain, passing contemporaneity turns into the signs of
history" (Bhabha, 1990, p. 306). Therefore, the supplement allows for the Other to resist
in a way which goes beyond the simple negation of the pedagogical master discourses.
Bhabha traces the role of language in nation building by tracing how the
"colonials, postcolonials, migrants, minorities" who "speak the foreignness of language
split the patriotic voice of unisonance" (Bhabha, 1990, p. 315). This is Anderson's
notion of the imagined unisonant nation that is split by silenced dissonance of the "alien".
The very visibility of this splitting is written across the "alien" body, as Bhabha shows
through his example of John Berger's description of a Turkish worker in Germany who

learnt 20 words of German:
But to his amazement at first, their meaning changed as he spoke them.
He asked for coffee. What the words signified to the barman was that he
2

This is Derrida's notion of the supplement (supplement); that is, supplement as an addition as
well as a replacement.
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was asking for coffee in a bar where he should not be asking for coffee.
He learnt girl. What the word meant when he used it, was that he was a
randy dog. Is it possible to see through the opaqueness of the words?
(Berger, 1975, cited in Bhabha, 1990, 316).
The very visibility of the Other renders his words opaque; the meaning of the words are
no longer transparent, and they take on the meaning that the visibility and foreignness of
the "alien" imbues upon them, leaving them an opaque untranslatable residue, and
rendering him silent. Bhabha states that "It is this silent Other that becomes the Stranger,
whose languageless presence evokes an archaic anxiety and aggressivity" within the
unisonant nation space (Bhabha, 1990, p. 316). Therefore, it is the migrant's silence
elicited through the racist fantasies of purity and persecution which make the metropolis
"strangely familiar" (ibid). The presence of the Other within the metropole does not
evoke a harmonious patchwork of cultures, instead, it challenges the totality of national
culture by bringing in his/her history of elsewhere and articulating a narrative of cultural
difference that disrupts the national history. In the Canadian case, although there is the
assertion of a fundamental dualism, there is still a "totality of national culture" as white
settler bi-culture.
Bhabha's postmodern model of nation building introduces notions of
ambivalence, resistance and liminality to destabilize the certainty of national history. This
model disrupts a finite conception of the nation and its "origins", and also ruptures its
boundaries by highlighting the tum of difference from outside the nation to within. A
contentious liminal space emerges from between tensions of the nationalist pedagogy and
the lived performative daily life. Within this liminal space there is the possibility for
supplementary strategies of resistance which eschew simple confrontation with and
negation of master discourses. In this model, language reveals the relation of the Other to
the nation as their words are rendered opaque and the unisonance of the nation is split by
the silence of the Other. This model exemplifies post-modem nation building in that it
allows for a more complex accounting of the relationship between language,

nationbuilding and the Other.
These four models of nation building, although not exhaustive, trace some of the
primary ways language has been accounted for in studies of nation and nationalism.
Although the operation of language within each school of thought varies widely, it is a
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significant and constitutive aspect ofnation formation. These models for the most part
form the bases for understanding how nation building operates globally, at least in the
Western academic literature in this area. However, scholars such as Partha Chatterjee
(1986) argue that Western models ofnation building are not necessarily generalizable to
the different social and historical antecedents ofpost-colonial states. Based on this
caution, I examine the particular and distinct social, historical, political and cultural
context ofCanadian nation formation. In the next section, I will outline the emergence
Canada as an English dominant white settler society.
Canada as a White Settler Society
Aside from Chatterjee's (1986) warning that models ofnation building are not
generalizable to all sites, other scholars also argue that there are different types and
variations ofnationalism (Hobsbawm, 1992; Smith, 1998; McClintock, 1993). That is, in
order to understand the particular brand ofnationalism that informs the project ofnation
building in the nation-state/s under inquiry, it is necessary to consider their
geographically specific political, social, cultural and historical antecedents. Crowley
(1996) explains this best when he compares the socio-political and historical contexts of
Bakhtin's valorization ofheteroglossia in Stalinist Russia against Gramsci's advocacy for
linguistic standardization in the need to politically mobilize a linguistically fragmented
popular mass (Crowley, 1996, p. 43). Crowley concludes, "The political status ofany
particular form oflanguage cannot be read off an abstract schema in advance, since it
depends upon the historically specific forms ofpower which it engenders" (Crowley,
1996, p. 5). This requires some geopolitical restriction to the focus ofthe inquiry. The
historical specificities ofeach nation have immense bearing on how language comes to
be deployed in nation formation, and one way to avoid, for instance, subsuming all
histories under a single monolithic rubric ofcolonialism, is to articulate the particular
historical features ofthe nation-space being investigated.
The nation-states I wish to narrow my focus of inquiry to are states that are

described as break-away settler colonies (McClintock, 1992), creole states (Anderson,
1983), ex-British settler societies (Anderson, 2000), or white settler societies (Devereux
1999; Anderson, 2000, Bannerji, 1996; Razack, 1999). The precise understanding of
what comprises a settler society is to some degree contested by scholars, yet there are
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some fundamental constitutive aspects of which they are in agreement. Weitzer (1990)
begins his inquiry into settler states by looking at Northern Ireland and Zimbabwe. On
the other hand, Stasiulus and Yuval Davis (1995) widen their reach to include not only
countries such as Canada, U.S.A, and Australia, but also Palestine, Israel and South
Africa among others.
Weitzer defines settler states as "founded by migrant groups who assume a super
ordinate position vis-a-vis native inhabitants and build self-sustaining states that are de
jure or de facto independent from the mother country and organized around the settlers'
political domination over the indigenous population" (Weitzer, 1990, p. 24). Stasiulus
and Yuval-Davis give a reading grounded in a political economy analysis of settler
societies,
European capitalist expansion saw movement not only of European
capital, but also of European settlers and other types of migrants into non
European territories with pre-existing 'indigenous' societies. The process
of establishing settler societies was accompanied by varying levels of
physical and cultural genocide, alienation of indigenous land, disruption of
indigenous societies, economies and governance, and movements of
indigenous resistance" (Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis, 1995, p. 7).
Although Weitzer's site of interest lies in the settler states of Northern Ireland and
Zimbabwe, his identification of the three main pillars or conditions for stable settler rule
is relevant for other settler societies such as Canada and Australia. Weitzer identifies the
first imperative of stable settler rule as achieving autonomy from the metropole in the
exercise of political authority and coercive power. He states, "the greater the degree of
autonomy, the greater the settlers' room for manoeuvre in moulding economic, social,
and political structures" (Weitzer, 1990, p. 26). His second pillar of stable settler rule is
the consolidation of control over the indigenous population, in order to prevent and/or
contain natives' political mobilization and unrest (Weitzer, 1990. p. 27). His final and
most important condition for stable settler rule is the maintenance of settlers' caste
solidarity and the states' cohesion. Weitzer states, "Although the great divide is that
between settlers and the indigenous population, settler unity is never a foregone
conclusion" as "internal conflicts within the state and dominant community - along class,
ethnic, political, or cultural lines - can be dangerous" (Weitzer, 1990, p. 28). Stasiulus
and Yuval-Davis elaborate that, "unity within the dominant or settler population, [is] a

18
cohesion which is never guaranteed, given the prevalence of class, ethnic, religious and
other divisions among settlers", and that "the historical development of settler regimes
has been characterized by varying levels of privilege, protection, rights and oppression
accorded to, as well as contested, by migrant populations (Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis,
1995, p. 7).
In their discussion of the theoretical construction and use of the term white settler
colony, Abele and Stasiulus (1989) reveal the historically gendered and racialized usage
of this term by scholars. They go on to discuss how the concept of "white settler society"
is a historical construct, which reveals as much about the hegemonic myths of colonial
settlers as they do about historical patterns of white settler societies' development and
state formation (Abele & Stasiulus, 1989). They point to how the gendered and
racialized nature of these hegemonic myths have been absorbed into the political and
legal-juridicial institutions, "myths of origin" and national metaphors of these countries.
(Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis, 1995, p. 8). However, they remind us that, "Hegemonic
myths are both defended and contested in the competing claims of indigenous peoples,
racially/ethnically dominant settlers and other migrants over such issues as land
ownership and use, sovereignty, state representation, and institutional and cultural
pluralism" (Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis, 1995, p. 8).
Although Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis do highlight the racialized and gendered
construction of white settler societies, Cecily Devereux (1999) specifically articulates the
technologies of such construction. She does this effectively by discussing the advent of
the New Woman, who "appeared with the massive wave of expansionism upon which the
Second British Empire rode in the final decades of the 19th century" (Devereux, 1999, p.
175). As she notes, "The New Woman began to appear in literature at exactly the same
time that British immigrationist propaganda was re-presenting the freshly opened
portions of the two biggest white settler colonies, Canada and Australia, as the 'New
World'." (Devereux, 1999, p. 175). Devereux goes on to elaborate how, although the

New World had been imagined from about four centuries prior to the 2ot\ the image was
revived for the 19th century pro-British expansionist propaganda to result in such slogans
as "The White Man's Last Opportunity" and re-affirmation of the New World as
"'virgin' land, an empty and unspoiled body bearing[ ...] 'the promise of Eden"'
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(Devereux, 1999, p. 175). As Devereux explains, "The New World has always served as
a site for the potential realization ofa fantasy ofpastoral recovery for the Old", and, "The
late Victorian version ofthis fantasy differed from earlier Old World visions ofthe New
only in being couched within the period's discourses ofrace regeneration, social purity,
and imperial renewal" (ibid, p. 176). The collapse ofboth white women and white settler
colonies in imperial rhetoric as the sites for racial renewal were no accident, and "like the
bodies ofwhite women, the territories ofthe white settler colonies were marked in
expansionist propaganda with the potential ofan untapped and unspoiled virgin fertility,
which would bring forth a new and stronger race in healthier climates" (ibid, p.179).
The development ofthe two largest white settler colonies ofCanada and Australia
out ofthe expansionist tide ofthe Second British Empire at the end ofthe nineteenth
century gave rise to the original unique position ofthe settlers in these spaces as caught
between their location as colonial in relation to the metropole, yet colonizer in relation to
the indigenous population. As well, in the settler spaces where these settling bodies from
the metropole were dominant in number (be they through sheer immigration numbers,
annihilation ofindigenous populations or a mixture ofboth), very particular discourses
around white women's bodies collapsed them into the "virgin" territories ofthe white
settler states. This was a historical overlooking ofthe labour ofmigrant bodies ofcolour
(Anderson, 2000; Bannerji, 1996), and the erasure ofindigenous bodies both literally and
physically which all combined to create a sociohistorically specific space. It is necessary
to understand the unique formation ofthese white settler territories in order to begin to
understand the centrality oflanguage to the construction ofthe white settler nation space.
Anderson (1983) makes the important point that in these what he calls creole states,
"language was not an element that differentiated them from their respective imperial
metropoles"; thus, all were "formed and led by people who shared a common language
and common descent" (Anderson, 1983, p. 50). Herriman and Burnaby (1996) are more
specific in their unraveling of this connection in their book Language Policies in English

Dominant Countries, by referring to what they call English dominant countries -

specifically Britain, Canada, USA, New Zealand, Australia and South Africa. They state
that in these countries, "English is the dominant language in terms ofits social and
political influence and (with the exception ofSouth Africa) has the largest number of
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speakers" (Herriman and Burnaby, 1996, p. 1 ). Furthermore, "except for Britain, they all
share a similar colonial heritage in which the English language was a prominent
instrument in the colonizing process" and "all involved conquest of indigenous
populations and denial, suppression or neglect of the language spoken by them in favour
of English" (ibid). Another significant point they make is that "in the past and present,
[they] have experienced waves of immigration and, as a part of this, a resurgence of
claims for language recognition and related rights by recent immigrants, by their original
indigenous peoples and by other language and ethnic groups which represent significant
proportions of their populations" (ibid). Although the appellation English dominant
countries provides a good entry point into understanding the singularities and similarities
of these particular nation formations, there is a nuanced understanding that comes from
characterizing these nation states also as white settler societies. Therefore, although the
"totality of the nation" as a white settler society is made instable by also characterizing it
as English dominant, it is this very instability - Anglo-Celtic dominance over the French which would drive the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism to seek the
solution it did through a contradictory relationship between language and culture in the a
reformulation of the nation as multicultural within a bilingual framework.
Based on Weitzer's model, it is possible to conclude that Canada established itself
on the basis of all three pillars of settler rule. That is, the establishment of Canada was
based on attaining autonomy from the mother country (Britain), control of the native
population was gained through a systemic process of genocide, displacement and
containment, and settler caste solidarity and social cohesion was established through the
institution of an Anglo-Celtic hegemony from the early years of Confederation.
However, it is in the last of these three pillars in particular, that challenges to social
cohesion have surfaced verifying Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis' claim that, ''unity within the
dominant or settler population [is] a cohesion that is never guaranteed, given the
prevalence of class, ethnic, religious and other divisions" (Stasiulus and Yuval-Davis,

1995, p. 7). The concern for social cohesion or national unity was the prime reason for
the federal government to inaugurate the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism at a specific historical juncture when the legitimacy of established modes
of articulating social cohesion - that is through a framework of Anglo-Celtic dominance -
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were being questioned. The centrality oflanguage to this Commission is dependent on
the history oflanguage in Canada.
Language in Canada
Prior to Confederation in 1867, laws governing the use ofFrench and English in
the territories which would eventually become Canada varied extensively depending on
the political situation. With the division ofthe colony into Upper and Lower Canada in
1791, bilingualism was preserved in Lower Canada but abolished in Upper Canada
(Bastarache, 2004, p. 21). Following Lord Durham's report in the aftermath ofthe
rebellions of1837 to 1838, the Act ofUnion was adopted uniting Upper and Lower
Canada into the Province ofCanada and the use ofFrench was abolished. However, a
year later French was reintroduced in the legislative process until 1848 when it was
abrogated again, but bilingualism did endure in the judicial system (ibid). In 1867,
language rights were constitutionalized, and in the British North America Act, Section
133 guaranteed the use ofEnglish or French in legislation and in courts applicable to the
federal Parliament and Quebec (ibid). In 1871, the British North America Act confirmed
the validity ofthe Manitoba Act (1870), which brought Manitoba into Confederation and
guaranteed English and French language rights in the legislature and courts (ibid). With
an increase in immigration and industrialization through the later 19th century and first
halfofthe 20th century, Anglicization ofthe economy increased which meant the
marginalization ofthe use ofFrench in the economy and federal bureaucracy as well as
immigrant assimilation mainly into English (ibid). Although in many provinces French
language rights were gradually reduced, especially in Manitoba, there were minor gains
in French language schooling in Nova Scotia, the North West Territories and Ontario
(ibid). However, in 1916, English became the sole language ofinstruction in Manitoba,
and in 1934, this also became the case in Saskatchewan (Bastarache, 2004). At the
federal level, there were also gradual changes to the recognition ofbilingualism in the
civil service and the institution of simultaneous interpretation in the House of Commons

and the Senate. In 1960, the Canadian Bill ofRights was instituted, guaranteeing rights to
an interpreter in courts, commissions, boards or other tribunals (ibid). The advent ofthe
1960's and the 'Quiet Revolution' in Quebec led to the formation ofa Royal Commission
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of Bilingualism and Biculturalism by the federal government in 1963, out of which came
the institution of the Official Languages Act in 1969 (ibid).
The Official Languages Act clearly laid out the equal rights and protections of
both official languages but excluded Aboriginal people from consideration, as they were
not considered to be one of the "founding races". Therefore, in the contemporary
Canadian nation state, there are currently two official languages, English and French,
about 11 different Aboriginal language families (approximately 60 languages -down
from the estimated 450 languages spoken before European contact), and over 100 other
languages actively used by immigrants and their descendants (Burnaby, 2002, p. 65;
Burnaby, 1996, p. 208). In federal government terminology, English and French are
"official" languages, and all other languages, except Aboriginal languages, are called
"non-official" languages (Burnaby, 1996). However, in government terminology, the
term 'linguistic minorities' does not refer to non-official language speakers, it refers to
Francophones living outside Quebec, and Anglophones living in Quebec. Burnaby
outlines the consequences of the institution of the Official Languages Act, "With the
focus on French-English relations, language and culture became a sensitive matter for
those who had investments in other cultures and languages", so, "In the face of a
backlash against the declaration of official languages, on October 1971, the federal
government declared itself, by policy but not legislation, to be multicultural [ ...] within a
framework of bilingualism"3 (Burnaby, 2002, p. 67). In 1982, another big step took place
in the Canadian nation-building project when the BNA was repatriated and entrenched as
the Constitution Act (Burnaby, 1996). This was linked to the new Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms, which constitutionally embedded many of the rights in the Official
Languages Act but added nothing to substantially support any other non-official language
or to ensure the right to learn one of the official languages for immigrants who did not
already speak French or English (Burnaby, 1996).

The federal government's advocacy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework received
little support from the French as well. As Manoly Lupul noted, the "political pragmatism" of
trying to reconcile charter dualism with ethnocultural pluralism also "angered the Francophones
who disliked any suggestion that the status of their culture was on a par with that of other ethnic
groups". (Manoly Lupul, (1982) "The political implementation of multiculturalism, Journal of
Canadian studies, 17, 93-102).
3
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Aboriginal languages, still under federal jurisdiction have not fared well either.
There have been some small gains such as the addition of 7 indigenous languages to
English and French as official languages in the North West Territories, the institution of
Inuktitut as the official language of Inuvik. As well, through the local control of the Cree
School Board in Northern Quebec, there has been a slowing of Cree language loss
(Burnaby, 1996; Burnaby, 2002). However, studies show that Aboriginal language
programs still give only lip service to pluralist approaches that are actually assimilationist
in intent and effect (Burnaby, 1996, p. 216).
In all models of nation building, language is given an important and constitutive
role. The operation of language in this role has particular social, political, and historical
antecedents that are specific to the formation of the nation state in question. In Canada,
even before Confederation, the use of English and French had been an issue. At various
levels of governance and schooling, language legislation has varied depending on the
political and social context of the time. The evolution of Canada as an English dominant
white settler nation emerges out of the very specificity of this history. Nation building
also requires an accounting of the place of the Other in the quest for national unity, even
as who inhabits the category of the Other shifts through history. Given Canada's
evolution as an English dominant white settler nation, immigration policy and language
policy have played an integrated and constitutive role in determining who is the Other
and controlling their inclusion. In the next section, the place of the Other in the white
settler nation will be considered by examining the relationship between race and nation
building.
Race and Nation Building

It is through the Other that the nation forms the boundaries of the nation.
McLintock outlines this process by building on Kristeva's notion that a social being is
constituted through the explusion of the "abject", that which society deems to be impure
(Mclintock, 1995, p. 71). Kristeva argues that these expelled elements can never be fully
obliterated and haunt the edges of the subject's identity with the threat of disruption and
dissolution and, as such, marks the border of the self (ibid). In Kristeva's words, the
abject is "something rejected from which one does not part" (cited in Mclintock, 1995,
71). Thus, McClintock argues, certain abject groups that industrial imperialism rejects
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but cannot do without - domestic labour, prostitutes, and so on - are expelled and obliged
to inhabit the "impossible edges of modernity" such as the slum, the ghetto, the brothel
and so on (McLintock, 1995, 72). She continues, "Abjection is[ ...] that liminal state that
hovers on the threshold of body and body politic - and thus on the boundary between
psychoanalysis and material history" (ibid). Although K.risteva's notion of the abject is
broad and includes those that are completely marginalized, her model is instructive for
understanding how the Other demarcates the boundaries of culture and nation. The link
between the psychoanalytic elements of subject formation and the concrete material
history of nation formation is vital to understanding how it is that the 'non-belonging' of
the Other helps to define the borders of the nation as at the same time the Other exists
within the nation and remains necessary in a very material way to the making of the
nation. In her discussion of how citizenship rights are central to the exercise of human
rights and can only exist within the boundaries of a "demos", Mouffe (2001) also
underlines the necessity of the "the foreigner" to the formation of this "demos" or nation,
stating, "you can't have a demos without drawing the line between those who are part of
it and those who are not" (Mouffe, 2001, p. 110). For Mouffe, the foreigner is a
constitutive feature of the demos and cannot be abandoned in the establishment of
citizenship; rather, "It's a question of where you draw the line, but you need to draw the
line" (ibid). Thus, the Other demarcates the boundaries of the nation, and in the Canadian
white settler project, this has always been a racialized Other, even as the specificity of the
Other has shifted through history.
The Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism was an instance of this
shift; a period when the nation rethought how the boundaries of the nation would be
demarcated, and reworked a singular white settler Anglo-Celtic dominance into a
bicultural hegemony. This meant the reorganization of the category of Other, even as this
category was also being re-articulated on linguistic and cultural terms. Substantively, this
meant the emergence of the Official Languages Act to mediate a putatively equal

relationship between the French and the English, and also the laying of the groundwork
for the multiculturalism policy, which would outline the place of the "other ethnic
groups" in the nation. At the same time as the Royal Commission was underway, major
changes were occurring in Canada's immigration policy as well. There was a move away
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from overtly race based selection criteria in the policy which precipitated significant
shifts in the immigrating population. With these concurrent changes, the "cultural
groups" of the multiculturalism policy increasingly became a racialized category,
signalling yet another shift in the category of the Other. In this way, multiculturalism has
come to be the mode for the management of the visibly racialized Other in the present.
Immigration policy has historically been a key policy for the management of the
Other. As outlined in Chapter 7 of the thesis, a history of Canadian immigration shows
that even as the expression of control over the influx of Others shifts, for example from
race based quotas to geographic preferences, the policing of the Other is consistent.
There is an ongoing antagonistic relationship between the need for immigration for
labour and settlement in nation building, as well as anxieties about upsetting the balance
of white settler hegemony, even as the categories of the Other and the white settler shift
and expression of inclusion/exclusion of the Other changes in policies.
In the present, the management of the Other in Canada occurs through the
regulative practices of key documents such as the Immigration Act and the
Multiculturalism Act. These policies locate the racialized immigrant on the boundaries
of the nation and as constitutive elements of the borders, through the tensions arising
from the desire for immigrant labour, the celebration of pluralism, and the anxieties about
the Other. As Kearney states, it is at the border that the resolution of the paradox of
"foreign labour" is attempted, "the task of effective immigration policy is to separate
labour from thejural person within which it is embodied" (Kearney, 1991, p. 59). The
multiculturalism policy - the Multiculturalism Act since 1988 - is designed to sever the
connection between this transnational flow of bodies by "naming and treating as cultural
the economic conditions that necessitated this flow [ ...which] erases the history of
capitalism's need to import and exploit cheap labour" (Koundoura, 1998, p. 80). Thus,
multiculturalism performs the domestic task of management and containment of the
Other within the nation. Hage defines multicultural containment as follows, "It is an art

of positioning which has its roots in the modes of regulating the presence of migrant
labour to exploit it economically" and "aim at regulating the modality of inclusion of the
Third world-looking [or racialized] migrants in national space" (Hage, 2000, p. 133).
This regulation of the modality of inclusion can also be understood as an internal policing
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of the nation state. Mitchell (1988) states, "The authority and self-identity of the nation
state ... are not stable, circumscribed conceptions but internal boundaries of hierarchical
separation which must constantly be policed" (cited in Yegenoglu, 1998, p. 136). The
internal policing of bodies is derived from what Berlant terms a hygienic govemmentality
which, "involves a ruling bloc's dramatic attempt to maintain its hegemony by asserting
that an abject population threatens the common good and must be rigorously governed
and monitored by all sectors of society" (Berlant, 1997, p. 175). This results in what can
be termed a form of internal colonization, which Acuna defines as, "a form of
colonialism in which the dominant and subordinate populations are intermingled, so that
there is no geographically distinct 'metropolis' separate from the 'colony'" (cited in
Spivak 1996, p. 281). Bannerji specifies, "Canada's dual state formation is matched by a
dual economy", and "Colonized nations continue to exist within the 'Canadian' nation
state" (Bannerji, 1997, p. 33). As Kearney reminds, "The disciplinary power of the state
must facilitate the reproduction of social and cultural differentiation within the nation
while at the same time perpetuating national unity" (Kearney, 1991, p. 55). Therefore,
disciplinary state power operates through the regulative texts of immigration and
multiculturalism both to police the internal racialized bodies within the nation space and
also to maintain national unity.
Hage (2000) locates multiculturalism along a continuum of 'domestic' white
management techniques for unity stating multicultural policy was "the way to secure the
deeper structural cohesion of the nation that structural assimilation and integration had
failed to secure" (p. 237). Anderson (2000) makes the important point that construing the
relations of minorities to core cultures as "domestic" matters - through such orthodoxies
as multiculturalism - turns the gaze inward and severs the link to transnational, or what
Spivak (1988) calls the "dirtier flows", of migrant labour. Razack reminds us that any
consideration of nation building requires the linking of transnational flows of racialized
others into the white settler nation space through the "long arm of American and

Canadian imperialism and the globalization processes of late capitalism that bring
migrants from the South to our doors" (Razack, 1999, p. 174). Multiculturalism is a state
policy that while serving to impose a dominant basis for social cohesion also positions
immigrant labour into specific patterns. Thus, multiculturalism performs the crucial role
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of maintaining Weitzer's third pillar of white settler rule, which is settler caste solidarity
and state cohesion. In Canada, the multiculturalism policy in Canada ensures caste
solidarity amongst settlers, who in contemporary Canadian society organized through a
policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework, can be understood to be white
citizens4.
Although state policies such as the multiculturalism serve to enact "control" over
the Other and ensure state cohesion, it also functions to distance itself from the mother
country, Britain, and position Canada in the international community with a distinct
identity of its own. The gaining of this autonomy from the metropole - or mother country
- is Weitzer's first pillar of white settler rule. This is accomplished by positioning
Canada as a uniquely colourful "mosaic" where multiculturalism means equality for all
immigrants in a harmonious multicultural melange (Anderson, 2000, p. 386). Hage
describes this as a multicultural exhibition of an idealized tolerant national self through
the exhibition of otherness (Hage, 2000, p. 153). The need for a distinct international
Canadian identity stems, as Bannerji explains, from the fact that "the very discourse of
nationhood in the context of 'Canada', given its evolution as a capitalist state derived
from a white settler colony with aspirations to liberal democracy, needs an ideology that
can mediate fissures and ruptures more deep and profound than those of the usual
capitalist nation state" (Bannerji, 1996, p. 109). Therefore, in the construction of this
particular type of modem state, "usually undesirable others, consisting of non-white
peoples with their ethnic or traditional or underdeveloped cultures, are discursively
inserted in the middle of a dialogue of hegemonic rivalry" (ibid), instead of being erased
or hidden away as is the case of such states as Germany or Britain. This projection, both
domestically and internationally, of Canada as a multicultural, tolerant diverse nation not
only severs the link to the mother country, but also grounds the formation of a distinct
Canadian identity in opposition to other nation states. In the case of Canada, a dominant
Hage traces a democratization of the aristrocratic national identity in Australia - which I feel is
also congruent for Canada - from upper class British to one where "to be an Australian national
aristocrat [...], to feel that one had the right to take a governmental posture towards Australia, one
no longer needed to be born to a socioeconomically defined upper-class family", since one's
putative Australian Anglo-Celtic Whiteness became in itself the aristrocratic national identity
(Hage, 2000, 197-198). I would further argue that anyone who passes for a similar "Anglo-ness
[ ...] essence" in the Canadian context can also inhabit a sense of governmental belonging as an
"innate right" (ibid).

4
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oppositional positioning is against the looming bulwark of the American "melting pot" to
the South, which allows Canada to claim their naturalized anti-conquest presence as a
'kinder, gentler' nation; hence, peace-keepers and not warmongers.
In the Canadian context, the Other has always been an essential element of nation
building even as the category of the Other has shifted historically. Although the Other is
always a racialized construction in the white settler nation, and always caught in a tension
of being desired for settlement and labour and being feared for disrupting social cohesion,
in the wake of the royal commission and the concurrent changes to immigration policy,
the increasing racialization of the immigrant population meant that the racialized
"immigrant" has come to occupy this particular category in the contemporary
multicultural nation. Mohanram states, "in the twentieth century,
multicultural/multiracial countries ... are a result of mostly non-Western subjects being
perceived [by the dominant group] as being out of place to which they 'naturally' belong"
(Mohanram, 1999, p. xiii). This means that the 'black body' as a racial component of
'multiracial' can come into being only when the body is perceived as being out of place,
either from its natural environment or its national boundaries (Mohanram, 1999, p. xii).
Although required for economic reasons, this racialized immigrant Other is out of place
within the national boundaries of the Canadian white settler nation and their "modality of
inclusion" must be regulated through the policy of multiculturalism. Severing the
immigrant body from its labour by designating them "cultural groups" and policing this
internalized yet out of place Other, multiculturalism also promotes state cohesion while it
projects, both domestically and internationally, a uniquely tolerant multicultural identity
which marks it independent both from the Britain, the mother country, as well as the
melting pot of the United States. Thus, the emergence of multiculturalism within a
bilingual framework out of the royal commission signaled a particular shift in the

category of Other, the reworking of the white settler category and the rearticulation of the
national formulation. Even as the Other remained a racialized category, increasingly

visible given the changes to the immigration policy, the marginal positioning of the Other
was maintained through the operation of immigration and multicultural policies. In this
way, immigrant labour can continue to be harnessed in the project of nation building in a
new putatively pluralistic society, while a reformulated white settler hierarchy is
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maintained. The precise operation ofthis new national formulation on the terrain of
language and culture requires examining the larger framing context oflanguage and race.
Language and Race

Harpham's (2002) insights about language provide a starting point for
understanding how racial differentiation can move into the realm oflanguage. Haphrem
bases his claim that language is a "critical fetish ofmodernity" on linguist Roy Harris'
idea that language cannot be the proper disciplinary object ofscientific inquiry because it
is impossible to separate from the rest of human life (p. 220). Tracing the emerging
dominance oflanguage as the locus ofexplanation for contemporary philosophical and
linguistic scholars, Haphrem shows that the dominance oflanguage in this contemporary
strain ofthought arises because language "has served as a proxy for other issues that
resist resolution on its own terms"; that is, there has been a "recourse to language as a
way ofthinking other thoughts and answering other questions" (ibid, p. 65). He expands,
"language has been conscripted as a repository ofevidence for hypotheses for which
there is little or no direct evidence, and a reply to challenges for which there is no
immediate reply" (ibid). Haphrem specifies that language allows us to disavow our
agency, particularly our "capacity for evil and destruction", as at the same time it gives us
assurance that we possess some universal "species-endowment that is more meaningful
than mere anatomy"(ibid). In this way, language has become a "critical fetish of
modernity"; an "empty signifier" for our displaced fears and anxieties, protecting us from
full self-recognition and shielding us from the consequences ofour own behaviour (ibid,
p. 66). He concludes, "on the one hand, language-as-fetish takes into itselfa capacity for
agency that relieves human beings ofa certain measure ofresponsibility for their actions;
but in the other, the fetish-object oflanguage stands as the most brilliant evidence of
human uniqueness" (ibid).
Haphrem is careful to clarify that this is not to mean that "the thought ofit
[language]" has not had countless effects; in fact, it has been immensely productive basis
for thinking through a number ofsubjects. However, feeling that we "know" language
has also provided an "optimism ofthe rational mind" as we confront and seek to
understand "objects" which respond the methods oflanguage (ibid, p. 69). As well, the
fact that language is possessed by every member ofour species provides the basis for an
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"universal ethical imperative" which allows language to function as a possible site of"of
moral law" (ibid, p. 193). In this way, language can become the basis for an optimistic
"hope" for the realization ofa dream for a "new universal community" (ibid, p. 48).
Thus, language can become the fetish upon which we displace the fears and
responsibilities ofour agency as at the same time it is the foundation ofour human
uniqueness and the common basis upon which we can establish "hope" for a universal
community.
This universalizing imperative which lies at the core oflanguage as a "critical
fetish ofmodernity" ties into Goldberg's identification ofthe liberal paradox which is at
the heart ofmodernity. Goldberg states that modernity's insistence upon its universal
identity - that is the idealization ofthe liberal principles ofequality and the moral
irrelevance ofrace - in fact emerges out ofand is embedded in a deeply racialized
framework ofdifferentiation (Goldberg, 1993). Therefore, it is possible to make a
connection between the universalizing impetus projected onto language and modernity's
disavowed project ofracialized differentiation. The reconfiguration ofCanada as a
modem nation state in which racialized differentiation is disavowed through the
projection ofa dream for a "new universal community" onto modernity's critical fetish,
language, is a critical question for unravelling the central thesis question ofhow racial
exclusion continues to operate on the terrain oflanguage and culture in multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework.
Philology

The modem connection between language and race can be traced from the
establishment ofthe science ofphilology, which Foucault describes as the "science" of
objectivizing the speaking subject (Foucault, 1982, p.208). Ernst Renan (1823-1892), a
noted philologist-historian who was an influential Orientalist in the 19th century, wrote
voluminously on the topic oflanguage and race (Ashcroft, 2002, p. 319). His work on
the differences between the Semitic and Aryan languages explicitly connects language

and race through the scientist discourses ofphilology. One ofthe leading influences on
Renan's scholarship was Johann Gottfried Herder, discussed earlier, whose work on the
primordial links between reason and language informed Renan's work on language and
race (ibid).
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Renan's work on the "linguistic races" is framed in the racialist thinking
embedded in the scientist discourses which flourished with the rise of modernity.
Drawing on the common racialist views of his time, Renan's work is concerned only with
the "white races", since he considers these to be the races which have contributed to the
development of world civilization:
One after another, the Jews, the Syrians, and the Arabs have entered into
the project of general civilization and have played their role as an integral
part of the great perfectible race; this cannot be said of the Negro race nor
of the Tartar race, nor even of the Chinese race, which has created a
distinct civilization for itself (Renan cited in Todorov, 1993, p. 109).
Renan believes that philology has established the common origin of all white races, but
other "varieties" of the human species are not included, since philology "'recoils at doing
the same for the Chinese race, even more so for the inferior races' - that is, black" (Renan
cited in Todorov, 1993, p. 107).
Having established that the only races which merit consideration are the "white
races", Renan now proceeds to move away from the racialist thinking current in his time.
He begins with the assertion that there are no pure races - that is within the population of
the various European races - since all European nations are the product of intermixing.
Therefore, there is a shift in importance away from the physical determinism of race,
since in the modem period nations and civilization trump race; "And racial (biological,
material) determinism brings us closer to the animals, whereas national (spiritual,
historical) determinism marks our superiority among living creatures" (Todorov, 1993, p.
141). Instead, Renan proposes the existence of linguistic races which are the basis upon
which he differentiates between the white races; the Aryan and the Semitic. Linguistic
races, although they do not correspond exactly to a nation, are considered to be closer to
nations than to the earlier "races" (ibid, p. 143). The differences between these two races
are embedded in their languages; for example, he locates the superiority of the Aryan
race in its verb conjugations:
The Aryan language was highly superior, especially as regards verb
conjugations. This marvelous instrument, created by the instinct of
primitive men, contained the seeds of all the metaphysics that would be
developed later on by the genius of the Hindus, the Greeks, or the
Germans. The Semitic language, on the contrary, got off to the wrong
start where verbs are concerned. The greatest mistake this race ever
made...was to adopt such a niggardly mechanism for treating verbs that
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the expression of tenses and moods has always been imperfect and
awkward in its language. Even today, the Arabs are still struggling against
the linguistic error committed by their ancestors ten or fifteen thousand
years ago (Renan cited in Todorov, 1993, p. 147).
As Renan moves away from the essentialism of physical determinism, he entrenches a
linguistic determinism which sets up its own racial taxonomy. He not only asserts a
relation between language and race, but he also attests to their "solidarity"; "As language
is, for a race, the very form of its thought, the use of a common language over the
centuries becomes, for the family encompassed by it, a mold, a corset, as it were (Renan
cited in Todorov, 1993, p. 32). In establishing how language is the essential form of
thought or mold of a "race", Renan sets up a linguistic or cultural determinism which in
its essentialism replicates the stranglehold of biological race on dividing and defining
groups of peoples. Thus as Todorov states, "Far from jettisoning the concept of 'race',
Renan's work give is a new footing, since it is with Renan (and certain of his
contemporaries) that the terms 'Aryan' and 'Semite' cease to designate language families
and begin to apply to 'races' - that is, to human beings" (ibid, p. 144). Perhaps Said
describes this best as he draws on Renan's writings to outline how the distinction of
languages from each other meant that language users - their minds, cultures, potentials,
and even their bodies - could also be deemed as ontologically and empirically different in
similar ways:
The point to be emphasized is that this truth about the distinctive
differences between races, civilizations, and languages was (or pretended
to be) radical and ineradicable. It went to the bottom of things, it asserted
that there was no escape form origins and the types these origins enabled;
it set the real boundaries between human beings, on which races, nations,
and civilizations were constructed; it forced vision away from common, as
well as plural, human realities like joy, suffering, political organization,
forcing attention instead in the downward and backward direction of
immutable origins. (Said, 1979, p. 233).
This determinism of linguistic races emerged from the link between language and race
which established that the mental dimension of a particular language was analogous to
the moral and cultural dimension of a race, rooted in essential "immutable origins" (Said,
1979, p. 233). In this way, the racialist doctrine of modernity remained, but simply
transposed onto culture since a linguistically based determinism was "no less inflexible
for being cultural rather than physical" (Todorov, 1993, p. 145). Therefore, as the
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biological or physical basis ofrace is disavowed, the exclusions and divisions ofrace are
maintained through the cultural plane; that is, through the imbrication oflanguage and
race. This is the most significant shift in the idea ofrace which occurs in the late
nineteenth century; that is, the transposition ofrace from the physical to the cultural plane
(ibid, p. .153).
Language as a dividing practice
The establishment ofthe link between language and race in the crucible of
modernity meant that in contemporary nation building, language could become the basis
oforganizing the exclusion ofthe Other. Now language could be modernity's "empty
signifier" ofpromise for a universal community, disavowing racial exclusion while it
simultaneously divides this putative universality through the deterministic immutable
origins ofseparate languages. This meant that divisions ofthe population through
language provided an acceptable cultural basis for the nation building project. The
operation ofthis process can be explained through Foucault's notion of dividing
practices, which is one ofthe modes for the objectivizing ofsubjects. In dividing
practices, "the subject is either divided inside himselfor divided from others" and "this
process objectivizes him" (Foucault, 1982, p.208).
Dividing practices as they operate linguistically, divide the population through
the purported immutability oflanguages into separate groups, reprising the exclusions of
racial taxonomies. An early example oflanguage operating as a dividing practice can be
traced back to European contact with Aboriginal people and the separation and
subsequent dismissal ofAboriginal languages as mere dialects. As Arteaga explains, the
linguistic "proof' ofthe inferiority ofthe Indigenous languages lay in the fact that they
had no words for "Jesus, for money, for opera, ergo, the Indian is uncivilized, savage, and
quite likely, subhuman" (Arteaga, 1996, p. 22). Upon this landscape that is therefore
lingua nullus (Eggington, 1994), the imposition ofa European 'mother tongue' official
language can occur (Rassool, 1998, p. 90), and, in the case of Canada, a battle for

European language hegemony can be mounted. As Billig writes, the creation ofa
national hegemony, often involves the hegemony oflanguage (Billig, 1995, p. 29). No
where is this more true than in Canada, where, as Gramsci states, "Everytime the
question oflanguage surfaces, in one way or another, it means that a series ofother
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problems are coming to the fore,[ ... ] to re-organize the cultural hegemony" (Gramsci
cited in Crowley, 1996, p. 42). Rassool points out that language provides an important
site of struggle for control over social and cultural resources (Rassool, 1998, p. 90), but
language is also connected to struggles of political power in all its guises. He continues,
"language [ ...] has served a key means by which social inequalities and different forms
of cultural oppression have been hegemonized" (ibid). Thus, the dividing practices of
language set the stage for the hegemony of nation building and the establishment of
national languages.
Willinsky reminds us of the violence that is also inherent in the project of creating
a national language, "The national tongue was far more often the result of the symbolic
and literal violence required to forge and govern a standard language out of the
vernaculars and dialects that marked the modem state" (Willinsky, 1998, p. 199). In
Canada, this violence is apparent in the declaration that all Aboriginal languages were
'dialects' upon European contact, and thus erased from the national landscape as viable
national languages. This loss of the "right to signify" (Bhabha cited in Willinsky, 1998,
p. 197) means an erasure that is the loss of the right to exist. As Said reminds us, these
division in language are about the distinctive differences between races and civilizations,
and set the real boundaries between human beings; thus, these differences become the
justifiable basis for colonization and genocide (Said, 1979). This 'dialecticalization' of
Aboriginal languages is not just a historical fact, but is in fact a history of the present
where today the only two languages that can have the discursive force of being seen as
viable national languages are English and French.
The marginalization of all other non-official languages in Canada arises from
what Crowley describes as the challenge to the nation from within by "dissident forces"
and "subnational interests" (Crowley, 1996, p. 182). Rassool's description of
"subnations" as located within host "nation states" arising out of the mass and diasporic
migrations from communities destabilized through transnational capital flows makes it

possible to understand these "dissident forces" as the heavily policed and internally
colonized others described above. (Rassool, 1998, p. 91). The perceived centrifugal
challenge to national unity which these internal "subnational" groups are purported to
present, can be addressed through language "deployed by the forces of centripetalisation"
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to pit unity against division (Crowley, 1996; Rasool, 1998). Language deployed as the
force ofcentripetalization or unity has long been a dominant discourse in Canadian
nation building and this strategy is based on the linguistic division ofthe national
population into different linguistic groups.
Membership into the Canadian nation space is through designation into one of
four groups: English, French, Aboriginal and Multicultural. Linguistic dividing practices
operate to collapse race/ethnicity into language, which although apparent in the English,
French and Aboriginal (a homogenizing term also used as a linguistic grouping which
recapitulates the violent erasure ofthe each ofthe distinct Aboriginal languages) groups,
is overtly absent in the group designated Multicultural. However, being positioned as
Multicultural in opposition to English and French implies a defacto homogenizing
collective linguistic status, particularly in a contemporary liberal moral climate that won't
name race. However, there is a doubling that occurs with the evacuation oflanguage
from the designation Multicultural that allows this to be a group that is defined only
through culture while it still emerges as a category in opposition to other linguistic
groups. These divisions were recapitulated in the terms ofreference ofthe royal
commission; although Aboriginal groups were homogenized in their exclusion from the
terms ofreference. The maintenance ofthese divisions were a central concern for the
Commission, and were central in the final reports, as contesting submissions from other
ethnic and Aboriginal groups were sidelined. Out ofthe recommendations ofthe final
reports, these linguistic dividing practices emerged embedded in a policy of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework to maintain the racial hierarchy ofthe
original terms ofreference even as they were expressed through language and culture.

Language, Race and Nation
Language, race and nation frame the questions ofthis thesis broadly. In the
previous sections, elements ofeach ofthese three broad arenas, which inform the central
question of this thesis, have been considered. Ultimately, there may be tensions,
theoretical and otherwise, across many ofthe elements considered. Yet these tensions
may also prove to be productive in the unravelling ofthis central thesis question,
particularly as I approach the thesis question using Foucault's genealogical method. The
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search for disjunctures, discontinuities and counterstories is inherently a task rife with
tension; therefore, this may be the overarching regularity ofmy approach.
In the next section, I will consider what confluence ofevents and factors led to the
perceived need for a rearticulation ofthe national formulation, and especially along the
lines on which it did eventually emerge.
The Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism

In the quest to understand the constellation oflanguage, race and nation which
organizes Canada in the present, to understand how Parizeau turned to language to
explain his comments, a mapping ofthe "contingent pathways along which the taken-for
granted possibilities and limits ofour present have come into existence" must occur
(Rabinow & Rose, 2003, p. xiii). In his project to diagnose the idea ofthe mental patient
or the criminal in the present, Foucault did not proceed by attempting a comprehensive
analysis ofthe practices as they exist in the present; rather, he sought the conditions
which made the practices possible and established the grounds upon which they came to
depend for their intelligibility (ibid). He began these studies from a point where some of
the given-ness ofestablished ways ofthinking and acting were already coming into
question, but, as Rabinow and Rose (2003) state, "rather than addressing this
confi guration ofproblems and solutions directly, Foucault used history to help grasp the
way in which this confi guration had come into existence and to diagnose some ofthe
fault lines ingrained within it" (p. xiii). This meant that, for example, in order to "render
visible" the operation ofthe practices ofpsychiatry in the last quarter ofthe twentieth
century, Foucault's study actually ends in the nineteenth century, since it is in this time
that the "given-ness ofestablished ways ofthinking and acting are coming into question".
In order to "render visible" how multiculturalism within a bilingual framework
came to operate as a technology for organizing difference and belonging in the present
and how the "fault lines" oflanguage and race came to be embedded within this policy, it
is necessary to go back to the moment when the "given-ness" of previously established
ways ofthinking about and organizing national belonging in Canada came into question.
This means going back to the early 1960's when critical changes were taking place which
would lay the groundwork and conditions for a new confi guration ofnational unity and
belonging to emerge. One ofthe biggest shifts during in this era was the inauguration of
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the period in Quebec known as the "Quiet Revolution" ushered in by the election of the
Provincial Liberal Party under leader Jean Lesage (1960) in the wake of the death of
Duplessis (1959) and his brief successor Paul Sauve. This was a period of rapid and
intense modernization, statism and secularization for Quebec, which also gave rise to a
strong and active independence movement. With the abandonment of the pastoral
institutions of the past and the waning of the influence of Catholicism, language remained
the strongest pole around which a sovereign Quebec identity began to sediment. At the
national level, in 1960, the Canadian Bill of Rights was approved and Aboriginal peoples
were given the right to vote in federal elections. In 1962, a major paradigm change in
immigration policy occurred, which led to the almost complete abandonment of overt
racial preferences in immigration policy. In the international arena, Canada built its
reputation first through Pearson's involvement in defusing the "Suez crisis" (1956) and
establishing the UN peacekeeping forces, and subsequently with Prime Minister
Diefenbaker's anti-apartheid position (1961) and stated support for Commonwealth
countries' independence. In April and May of 1963, the FLQ set off bombs in Montreal
and in his Speech from the Throne May 16th, as the leader of a newly elected Liberal
minority government, Pearson declared his intention to call for an inquiry into the "basic
partnership of English speaking people and French speaking people" paving the way for
the establishment of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism in July
1963.
As the Royal Commission continued to unfold through the rest of the 1960's,
other significant changes were taking place which were unsettling previous formulations
of nation building. This included an increase in Aboriginal activism which led at the
national level to the rejection of Trudeau's white paper (1969) recommending the
dismantling of the Indian Act, the tabling of the white paper on immigration (1966)
which eliminated all overt racial preferences instituting instead the point system for
immigrant selection, and the creation of a Royal Commission on the Status of Women

(1968) in response to petitions for equality from Canadian women. This was when the
"given-ness' of established ways of organizing national belonging was coming into
question, as the recognition and modes of inclusion for groups which had been
historically marginalized were being re-worked, and a re-articulation of a new national
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self was taking place through the optimistic celebration of Canada's centennial as
exemplified in the success of Expo '67 in Montreal and the inauguration of a new flag
(1965). This decade drew to a close with the FLQ crisis (1970), the institution of the
Official Languages Act (1969), and Trudeau's declaration of a policy of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework (1971).
The present policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework emerged
directly out of the federal response to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism (1963-1970) which unfolded during and was informed through the changes
taking place in this period. As the national "norm of truth" of Canada's identity in the
present, governing how national belonging can be talked about and understood effectively demonstrated through Parizeau's example - it is necessary to consider the
conditions that establish this policy as a set of "relations between true and false" which
are "essential to the ways in which human beings have come to govern themselves and
others" (Rabinow & Rose, 2003, p. xii).
The emergence of Multiculturalism within a bilingual framework is framed by the
relationship between language, race and nation building, which this introduction has
explored. In the rest of this thesis, a genealogy of this policy will unravel the central
question of this thesis to determine how, in the present, language has come to be central
in the articulation of white settler nation building while a racialized hierarchy of national
belonging, although extant, is overtly proscribed. The next chapter will outline the
methodology which informs the approach taken to explore the central question posed in
this thesis. In Chapter 3, the announcement of the Commission, the preliminary hearings
and the preliminary report will be examined. The announcement of the terms of reference
of the inquiry laid the groundwork for the eventual linguistic dividing practices of
multiculturalism. Resistance by "other ethnic groups" to the terms of reference gave rise
to patterns of critique which became the blueprints for future challenges to the findings of
the preliminary report that the singular "crisis" of nation building was solely between the

"two founding races". In Chapter 4, the briefs and submissions for the public hearings
will be examined as will Commission research reports and related documents. In this
phase of the inquiry, the patterns of contesting claims and critiques by other ethnic
groups materialized into debates about multiculturalism during the public hearings.

39
Although different models and visions ofmulticulturalism arose, language was a constant
thread and substantive component in these versions ofmulticulturalism. The
Commission's research materials also revealed the centrality oflanguage in the inquiry;
however, here the fear oflinguistic balkanization and group fragmentation as a result of
multilingualism emerged as a key theme. In Chapter five, the publication ofBook I of
the final report and the announcement ofthe Official Languages Act out ofthe
recommendations ofthe report will be traced. In Book I, language and culture were
given prominence over race and ethnicity and a contradictory operation oflanguage and
culture emerged to maintain the hierarchy of"other ethnic groups" and "founding races"
even as it was disavowed. Although dismissed from the inquiry, Aboriginal groups,
along with the "other ethnic groups", remained the site ofcontest and demarcation ofthe
limit upon which an equal partnership between the two founding races was outlined.
Furthermore, distance from the racialized other to the nation became a collectivizing
force to unite the French and English through the invocation of"racial stocks". In
Chapter 6, Book IV as the single volume solely concerned with the other ethnic groups
will be examined. This final report reconfigured other ethnic groups as "cultural groups",
with a paucity oflegislative support for concrete cultural preservation, and centered
"integration" as the mode ofinclusion for this group. The responses to Book IV from
other ethnic groups advocated a rejection ofbiculturalism as outlined in the report, and
after a delay Trudeau announced a policy ofmulticulturalism within a bilingual
framework, but this was a restricted and limited conception ofmulticulturalism in
comparison to that which was called for by the other ethnic groups. Trudeau's
multiculturalism recapitulated the hierarchies and exclusions ofbiculturalism while it
continued to centre the "social integration" ofother ethnic groups. In the final chapter,
the link between shifts in immigration policy, that were taking place concurrently to the
royal commission, and multiculturalism will be examined in order to trace the racial
ordering of immigrants in the present. As well, the various current manifestations of

multiculturalism within a bilingual framework will be explored as a way to begin to
rethink the theoretical limits oflanguage planning and policy.

Chapter 2: Methodology

In this chapter, I want to outline my approach to the central research project of the
thesis. Ashforth provides a useful framework for understanding how commissions of inquiry
are organized and how they operate, and I locate the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism within this framework to understand how the different stages of the
Commission transpire throughout the inquiry. I will also specify the data I examine in my
research and then outline the two methods I use to "analyze" the data. I use both a
Foucauldian approach to genealogy informed by the discourse historical approach to Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA). As a method which seeks to provide a counter-memory to the
historical and practical conditions of present existence, a Foucauldian genealogy is also
counter to the standard deterministic methodologies of the social sciences (Foucault, 1977).
However, there is a productive tension which arises out of applying Foucault's notion of
genealogy in relation to more deterministic approaches, such as CDA, to questions about
nation building and racial formation. In this thesis, an eclectic approach will be used in order
to unravel the main political project of this thesis, which is to understand how language
functions in relation to multiculturalism within a bilingual framework to organize racial
ordering and belonging in Canada.
Commissions ofInquiry and Royal Commissions

In their book the Great Arch, Corrigan and Sayer (1985) trace the historical
emergence of commissions as important political forms in English state formation (Corrigan
& Sayer, 1985, p. 33). Corrigan and Sayer (1985) link the information gathering and policy
enforcement function of commissions with "ideological consolidation, on a scale unknown
previously" and "the visibly increasing definition of a nation/state community" (p. 70). They
emphasize that this emergence was not so much about the fine details of policy enforcement
or proclamation of statutes as it was about the steady, exemplary and cumulative weight of
growing state regulation, the overall effect of which was to give 'the State' a "palpability and
presence it had not enjoyed before" (ibid). In the modem period, the State eventually comes
to represent a neutral, natural set of institutionalized routine practices and successfully claims
a legitimate monopoly on national administration (ibid, p. 123). A key component of this
legitimization is the centralization of knowledge, which requires facts; specifically, the
legitimization of some facts, and the methods used to collect them, against other facts, in
40
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order to justify features and forms of policy (p. 124). Corrigan and Sayer (1985) clarify, "the
facts relate to what we may call the statistical idea, and the policies to what we may call the
educational idea" (p. 124). This relation between facts and policy is essential to the
functioning of commissions. In this way, commissions contribute to the centralization of
knowledge and increasing density of state regulation that are central to modem nation/state
formation.
Ashforth (1990) builds on Corrigan and Sayer in his discussion of commissions of
inquiry in the modem era. He describes commissions of inquiry as engaging in a process of
reckoning schemes of legitimation; that is, they are attempts to systematize and explain the
principles underlying policy and the ends of State power, and are characterized by statements
expressed in a language observing the rules of "objective" knowledge or facts (Ashforth,
1990, p. 6). Ashforth usefully describes the three phases of the institutional processes of
commissions of inquiries. The first is the investigative phase which takes place during the
life of the commission when the official representatives chosen by the State, the
Commissioners, engage in discussion with representatives of selected social interests within
the institutional, jurisdictional and epistemological bounded parameters of the investigation
(ibid, p. 6-7). Important here is the idea that these oral hearings are not just modes of
scientific investigation but are performances which serve to authorize a form of social
discourse as well; as Ashforth states, "They are in this sense institutions which draw upon the
authority of science to present the state of Truth and the majesty of judgment to represent the
truth of State" (p. 7). Central to the investigative phase is the singularity of "the problem"
which must have a rational cause and eventually, with application of relevant facts, a
reasonable solution. This attribution of singularity to the objects of inquiry has more to do
with what Ashforth calls "the epistemic predilections of modernity" than any intrinsic unity
within the myriad social phenomenon under scrutiny (p. 7).
The second phase is the persuasive phase, which ensues upon the publication of the
report/s of the inquiry symbolizing an invitation to public discussion or dialogue between

State and society (Ashforth, 1990, p. 7). Ashforth (1990) argues that it is this symbolic
dimension of the public dialogue/discussion that helps to "constitute the neutrality of the
State as an institutional domain separate from Civil Society yet dedicated to the advancement
of the 'common good"' with the report/s becoming the authoritative statement pertaining to
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political action (p. 7). The final phase is the archival phase, where the report/s becomes both
a means of interpreting events as well as entering into a dialogue with history (ibid, p. 8).
Ashforth summarizes commissions of inquiry as theatres of power, where the State ventures
out from its official spaces to both listen to Society and inspect conditions with their
objective gaze culminating in the symbolic materialization of this search for truth as a
published Report (ibid, p. 9). Although an extension of the State, commissions of inquiry
maintain their authority through their construction as independent by the appointment of
people seen to represent different interests who will, once appointed however, strive to
consider the common good (ibid). Their limits of investigation are also determined through
the terms of reference that formally structure and produce the authoritative form of reality the
commissioners are seeking to understand (ibid, p. 8).
Since Confederation, there have been several hundred royal commissions in Canada,
though governments of the past 2 decades have resorted to royal commissions less frequently
that in earlier decades (O'Neil, 2001, p. 15). In the Canadian context, Jenson (1994) states
that royal commissions are institutions that represent ideas and have often been the"locales
for some of the major shifts in the ways that Canadian debate representations of themselves,
their present and their futures" (p. 39-40). Jenson goes on to specify that such
representations are crucial not only to policy-making, but to politics in the larger sense
because"they set out the terms of who we are, where we have been and what we might
become" (Jenson, 1994, p. 40). These questions of"who we are, where we have been and
what we might become" were central to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism struck over 40 years ago.
The Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism
In the introduction, I identify the era of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism - the 1960' s - as the time when the"given-ness" of established ways of
organizing national belonging was coming into question as a response to petitions for
recognition and new modes of inclusion from historically marginalized groups. As Ng (1995)
states, the purpose of multiculturalism is to"contain the competing claims of different groups
which emerged at a particular time in Canadian history" (p. 36). Bhabha (1990) explains
that the metonymic categories of"the people", minorities, or"cultural difference" are a
"complex rhetorical strategy of social reference where the claim to be representative

43
provokes a crisis within the process of signification and discursive address" (p. 297). It is just
such a crisis at this particular historical juncture in Canada which led to the creation of the
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism.
Foucault introduces the dispositif or "apparatus" as a conceptual tool which can be
used to cut across the usual analytic frameworks of class, institutions, cultures in order to
reveal new and different elements, association and relations (Rabinow & Rose, 2003, p. xv).
The "apparatus" is a "contraption whose purpose ... is control and management of certain
characteristics of a population", which brings a "grouping of heterogeneous elements into a
common network" at a particular "historical conjuncture" (ibid, p. xvi). The elements of an
apparatus includes the "said and the not-said" as exemplified in the heterogeneous groupings
of institutions, policy decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements among
others, joined together in a "strategic bricolage" to "define and to regulate targets constituted
through a mixed economy of power and knowledge" (ibid). In short, these strategic
assemblages are formed as initial responses to crises and specific historical problems, or
perceived challenges to those who govern (ibid). A royal commission can be thought of as
an apparatus as well, as it is a response to a crisis or a perceived challenge to those who
govern at a particular historical juncture which draws a heterogeneous grouping of elements
such as research reports, conference proceedings, hearings, briefs, submissions and
memoranda, policy statements into a common network. Also, the initial response to a
pressing situation can gradually have a more general rationality extracted from it, and be
turned into a technology of power which is applicable to other situations; that is, the
apparatus can be rationalized and the techniques turned into a generalizable technology (ibid,
p. xvi-xvii). It has been established that the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism emerged at a particular historical juncture in response to a perceived challenge
to those who govern as a crisis of national unity resulting from petitions for a reformulation
of the Anglo-Celtic dominant national narrative of belonging. A policy of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework initially emerged as a response to this "pressing situation" in
order to organize and manage the "other ethnic groups" identified as Other to the two
"founding races" in the Commission's terms of reference, but with the concurrent shifts in
immigrant populations, this policy became generalized as a technology for the management
of racialized Others into the present.
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This thesis focuses on the role and place ofthe "other ethnic groups" in the
Commission, and Bhabha draws on Derrida's notion ofthe supplement to outline how "the
minority", in this case the "other ethnic groups", can insinuate "into the terms ofreference of
the dominant discourse" in order to resist the master narratives through renegotiation instead
ofsimple negation (Bhabha, 1990, p. 306). It can be argued that the "other ethnic" and
Aboriginal groups who participated in the inquiry hearings were insinuating themselves in
the "dominant discourses" ofthe Commission's terms ofreferences in order to renegotiate
the master narratives ofbilingualism and biculturalism. The Ukrainian community
exemplified this strategy as their particular approach was to deeply insinuate themselves into
the inquiry process not just through their representation by Commissioner Rudnyckyj, but
also by making historical and demographic claims in order to renegotiate their full inclusion
into the white settler category as another founding group.
As Andersen and Denis (2003) summarize, public inquiries do not just gather facts;
rather, they authorize certain forms ofsocial discourse, which ultimately become truths
because ofthe supposed neutrality ofthe inquiries themselves (p. 381). However, a
genealogy which is "patiently documentary" in its examination ofthe various briefs,
submissions, hearings, conference proceedings, research reports, policy statements and
memoranda that entail the breadth ofheterogeneous elements in the apparatus ofthe
Commission, reveal the "said and not-said" ofthe inquiry and the resistances, supplementary
and otherwise, ofother ethnic and Aboriginal groups to the master discourses ofthe inquiry's
terms ofreference. It is by revealing the "said and not-said" ofthe inquiry, within the
disjunctures ofthe heterogeneous elements which consist ofthe apparatus ofthe
Commission, that the regulation of"targets", in this case the "other ethnic" and Aboriginal
groups which are "constituted through a mixed economy ofpower and knowledge", can be
tracked (Rabinow & Rose, 2003, p. xvi). The methods that will be used to track both the
resistance and regulation ofthese particular "targets" ofthe Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism will be Genealogy and Critical Discourse Analysis.

The Data

Given that the goal ofthis thesis is to track the national narratives ofnation building
into the present, the bulk ofthe data consists offederal government documents, including
documents submitted to the federal government from members ofthe public during the
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mqmry. As well, given the time frame which this thesis investigates, a large amount of the
data is archival material. Ashforth (1990) identifies the final phase of an inquiry as the
"archival phase" where the reports become both a means of interpreting events as well as
entering into a dialogue with history (p. 8). However, Ashforth (1990) warns that although
Commission reports can be considered historical sources, they must be contextualized as
promoting a knowledge of social realities that is integrally connected to the formation of
State power (ibid). In his discussion of the archive, Featherstone develops this caution,
stating that as the accumulation of primary sources from which history is constructed, what
goes into the archive is also the source of overt and covert struggles (Featherstone, 2000; p.
170). However, more than just an ordered and selected accumulation of documents, an
archive as an institution is also "an entire epistemological complex" which is the site of the
repository for national memory (ibid). Therefore, as Foucault (1972) states, there is a broader
non-empirical notion of the archive as a "general system of the formation and transformation
of statements" which governs the emergence of enunciations (p. 129).
The archival material used in this thesis was collected from the National Archives of
Canada, national memory institutionalized into one drab government building, at the foot of
the bridge which joins Ottawa, the nation's capital, across the Ottawa river to Hull, the
federal government's physical entry point into Quebec. This is a calculated and placatory
geographical gesture, that arose out of the recommendations of the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism for a bilingual national capital region, in the ongoing lip
service which locates federal building construction and departmental distribution unevenly
through the two "founding communities" at this geopolitical nexus between Ottawa and Hull.
Stored at this particular site, these documents reflect the overt and covert struggles of
selection which organized everything deemed "relevant" to this royal commission as unified
under a single accession number. This selection of primary sources becomes the basis for the
establishment of national memory and the emergence of the enunciation of Canada's
bilingual and bicultural heritage. However, there are opportunities in the singularity and

concern with detail which is also part of archival reason:
Archive reason is a kind of reason concerned with detail, it directs us
constantly away from the big generalization, down into the particularity and
singularity of the event. Yet this singularity is itself produced through a
discriminating gaze and entails an "aesthetics of perception" to enable the
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significant to be lifted out from the mass of details. Given that the detail can
mean just about anything, the focus shifts to the mundane and everyday life
(Featherstone, 2000, p. 170).
As archival reason shifts the focus down into the details, the mundane and everyday life, the
singularity produced through the "aesthetics of perception" or my discriminating gaze meant
that as the researcher, I could focus and read for the "said and not-said" in these already
selected and organized as unified archival materials. That is, although these documents are
meant to be a collection of materials which are the archival underpinning of a unitary
enunciation of the nation, in fact, in their minutiae and detail, a "patiently documentary"
genealogy reveals the counter-stories, the discontinuities, deviations, disjunctures and
heterogenities lodged within these materials as well. In this way, it is possible to do a
genealogy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework which reveals the supplementary
strategies and the overt resistances of the "other ethnic" and Aboriginal groups during the
course of the inquiry.
The research data encompasses a wide variety of documents from different sources
such as government departments to small community groups, across genres such as
Parliamentary debates to academic research reports, and from different time periods, ranging
from 1947 to the 1970's. The central corpus of this data is drawn from the archival materials
on the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, with an emphasis on internal
commission documents and reports, submitted briefs and materials from the public - in
particular the "other ethnic groups", transcripts of Commission hearings and the final reports
of the Royal Commission. Data selection from this central corpus was guided by the extent
to which they, or particular passages of the data, were germane to the positioning of other
ethnic and Aboriginal groups during the Commission, as this was the central focus of the
research project. As well, related data, which further illuminated the central thesis questions,
was drawn upon across various genres. These included, Parliamentary debates, federal
government documents, newspaper articles from the ethnic and mainstream press, conference
reports and proceedings, a published diary, a published speech and a documentary film.
If genre is conceived of as "schematically conventionalised use of language, which
represents a specific discursive practice situated within a specific field of social activity"
(Reisgl et al, 2001, p. 215), then this corpus of data represents a wide range of fields of
action. For example, Parliamentary debates can be seen as the action of exerting political
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control; whereas, federal white papers and policy documents are related more to law-making
procedures. The selected internal Commission documents and reports characterize the
governments' administrative field of action while transcripts of Commission hearings as well
as briefs and materials submitted by the public illustrates mainly Aboriginal and other ethnic
groups persuasive attempt for representation within the inquiry. Conference reports and
newspaper articles reflect the formation of public opinions from various groups of the Royal
Commission, whereas, individual reflections are represented in the diary and speeches. Given
that genres have particular discursive practices which are specific to each, these specificities
need to be considered as different types of data are read against or juxtaposed with others in
order to clarify the central thesis questions. For example, briefs submitted by other ethnic
groups or transcripts of Commission hearings are juxtaposed against the final reports or
internal Commission reports in order to reveal the discontinuities and disjunctures between
how other ethnic of Aboriginal groups wished to position themselves within the nation
against how their claims were re-organized by the Commission to reformulate a particular
story of white settler nation building. However, tracking these textual re-orderings also
requires not just a close reading of juxtaposed texts but also attention to the different
discursive conventions of each particular genre. Thus, tracing the reorganization of claims,
semantic shifts, omissions, reformulations, rhetorical gestures and so on across the various
genres and fields of action in, for example, internal Commission documents, Parliamentary
debates as well as the final reports reveals the transition of the historical subject of "other
ethnic" to "cultural" group and their positioning by the state within the nation through
official languages.
The data used in this thesis are listed chronologically by genre below:
DIARY - PUBLISHED
Smart, P. (1991). The dairy ofAndre Laurendeau. (Translated from French by P. Smart & D.
Howard).
SPEECH - PUBLISHED
Ukrainian Voice. (1964, April). Senator Yuzyk's maiden speech. English series,
pamphlet no. 5. Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada.
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DOCUMENTARY FILM
Cartier, C. & Henriquez P. (Producers), Pelletier, F. (Director/Narrator). (2003).
Jacques Parizeau, Public Enemy Number One [Motion picture]. Canada: Macumba
International Incoporated.
TRANSCRIPTS OF COMMISSION HEARINGS
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. (1963, November 7 & 8). Preliminary
hearing [Transcript]. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada.
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. (1965). Transcripts of public
hearings [microfilm; 7 reels]. Canada.
NEWSPAPER ARTICLES FROM THE ETHNIC PRESS
Kirschbaum, J. (1964, November 21). The Liberty.
Kirschbaum, J. (1965, January 30). The Canadian Slovak.
Why is the voice of the German-Canadian so weak? (1965, May 25). Der Nordwesten.
Canada is ours. (1965, June). Zhinochyi Svit.
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS
The Canadian Citizenship Branch - Department of Citizenship and Immigration. (1964,
May 22).
Bienkowska, D. I. (1965, April 14). Introduction of the Polish language. Toronto, Ontario,
Canada: Department of Citizenship and Immigration, Canadian Citizenship Branch.
Department of Manpower and Immigration, Canada. (1966, October). Canadian immigration
policy (White Paper on Immigration). Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Author.
Federal Government's Response to Book IV of the Report of the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism: Document tabled in the House of Commons Sesssional Paper. (1971, October 8)
CONFERENCE REPORTS AND PROCEEDINGS
Bertrand, J. & Burgis, G. (1965, July 15). Our changing Canadian community. Presented at
the Lake Couchiching Conference, June 30 - July 4, 1965.

Canadian Cultural Rights Committee. (1968, December 13-15). Canadian cultural rights
concern: A conference to study Canada's multicultural patterns in the sixties. Ottawa,
Ontario, Canada: Author.
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Canada: Multicultural. (1970, August 7 & 8). Conference held at Hart House, University of
Toronto. Ontario, Canada: Citizenship Branch, Dept of Provincial Secretary and
Citizenship Government of Ontario.
Report of the conference: Multiculturalism for Canada. (1970, August 28 & 29). Held at the
University of Alberta, Edmonton.
FINAL REPORTS OF THE ROYAL COMMISSION
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. (1965, February 1). A Preliminary
Report ofthe Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. Ottawa, Ontario,
Canada: Queen's Printer.
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. (1967, October 8). Book/:
General introduction - the official languages. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada:
Queen's Printer.
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. (1969, October 23). Book IV: The
Other Ethnic Groups. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1947, May 1) Vol. III, 3rd Session, 20th Parliament.
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1962, January 19) Vol. I, 1st Session, 25th
Parliament. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1962, December 17) Vol. III, 1st Session, 26th
Parliament. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1963, May 16) Vol. I, 1st Session, 26th Parliament.
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1966, April 21) Vol. IV, 1st Session, 27th
Parliament. Hon. Jean Marchand, Minister of Citizenship and Immigration. Ottawa,
Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1966, October 14) Vol. VIII, 1st Session, 27th
Parliament. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1968, October 17) Vol. II, 1st Session, 28th
Parliament. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
Debates - House of Commons, Canada. (1971, October 8) Vol. VIII, 3rd Session, 28th
Parliament. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer.
BRIEFS AND OTHER MATERIAL SUBMITTED TO COMMISSION:
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Bagnato, V. E. (1963, November 19). Italian immigrant aid society.
Mennonite Society. (1963, December 16). Statement of the Mennonite Society for the
promotion of the German language.
Canadian Council of National Groups. (1964). Brief to the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism. Toronto, Ontario, Canada.
Imperial Order Daughters of the Empire. (1964). Presentation by the Imperial Order
Daughters of the Empire (l O.D.E.) to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Author.
International Institute Canada. (1964). Brief to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada.
Social Study Club of Edmonton. (1964). Brief to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism. Edmonton, Alberta, Canada: Author.
Mutual Co-Operation League of Canada. (1964). Brief to the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Author.
Canada Ethnic Press Federation. (1964). Brief presented to the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: Author.
Woodsworth, J. A. (1964). On bilingualism as applied to Canada: a report by John A.
Woodsworth to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, submitted
November 30, 1963. Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada.
United Church of Canada. (1964, June). Brief presented to the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism. Toronto, Ontario, Canada: United Church House.
Voice of Canada League. (1964). Brief to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada.
Canadian Labour Congress Canada. (1965). Submission to the Royal Commission on
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Therefore, given the range of data, methods which center the analysis of textual
materials will be the most effective in this research project. However, the central question of
this thesis requires an examination of the textual materials not as discrete artifacts unto
themselves; but rather, as hooked into the real-world concerns which originally animated the
research. If our knowledge of society is largely mediated through the ruling relations of texts
designed to create an objectified "world-in-common", then the researcher's interpretative
practices of these documents are also embedded in a relational process (Ng, 1995, p. 36).
This means that reading practices that eschew the foundationalist claims of objective
"reading" and interpretation must be used to unravel the relational "world-in-common"
government documents profess. Genealogy, which is informed through the discourse
historical approach, provides the method for this.
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Genealogy
Foucault (1977) states that genealogy "operates on a field of entangled and confused
parchments, on documents that have been scratched over and recopied many times" (p. 139).
The documentary basis of genealogy means that it not only requires "patience and a
knowledge of detail" but also depends on "a vast accumulation of source material" (ibid).
The source material for this thesis is all documentary. The range of documentary materials is
broad and specifically includes transcripts of inquiry hearings, Commission research reports,
conference proceedings, parliamentary debates and announcements, policy statements and
documents, white papers, inquiry briefs and submissions, internal Commission memoranda,
articles from the ethnic and mainstream press and volumes of the final report of the royal
commission. This heterogeneous grouping of documents comprises the elements of the
apparatus that is the royal commission.
Genealogies aspire to open possibilities for life by tracing ways of thinking
differently and not accepting and legitimating what are already the "truths" of the world
(Tamboukou, 1999, p. 203). Viswanathan (1987) states "to seek beginnings is in many
respects to broaden the range of inquiry in order to include foundations other than those that
sustain an idea by essentializing it" (Viswanathan, 1987, p. 3). The genealogical method
evolves out of Foucault's mistrust of the search for origins and essence, since, "what is found
at the historical beginning of things is not the inviolable identity of their origin; it is the
dissention of other things", and "It is disparity" (Foucault, 1977, p. 142). As Tamboukou
(1999) argues, "instead of seeing history as a continuous development of an ideal schema,
genealogy is oriented to discontinuities", and most important, "By revealing discontinuities
in the supposed continuous development of history, Foucault's genealogical project also
implies a discontinuity in the present social formations" (p. 203). This is the "history of the
present" (Dean, 1994) that genealogy undertakes, instead of criticizing the past in terms of
the present, criticizes the present by reflecting upon the ways the discursive and institutional
practices of the past still affect the constitution of the present (Tamboukou, 1999, p. 205). To

begin to unpack the linear narration of the officially bilingual Canadian nation, a method of
historical inquiry that is oriented towards discontinuities is necessary.
Three aspects of the genealogical methodology that are relevant to my inquiry are
eventalization, descent and emergence. Foucault sees genealogy as eventalization, or a

56
method that can attribute different dimensions to the ways traditional historians have dealt
with the notion of the event (Tamboukou, 1999, p. 207). The importance of eventalization in
genealogy is discussed in Foucault's article Nietzche, History and Genealogy (1977), where
he states that genealogy must, "record the singularity of events outside of any monotonous
finality; it must seek them in the most unpromising places in what we tend to feel is without
history- in sentiments, love, conscience, instincts", and also it "must define even those
instances when they are absent, the moment when they remained unrealized" (Foucault,
1977, p. 139). He elaborates further that eventalization must begin with interrogation,
"making visible a singularity at places where there is a temptation to invoke a historical
constant, an immediate anthropological trait, or an obviousness which imposes itself
uniformly on all" (ibid, p. 77). Foucault notes that this forces a rethinking in terms of "a
multiplication of a pluralization of causes" (p. 76) or as Tamboukou (1999) elaborates, this
requires a rethinking of various power relations that at a certain historical moment decisively
influenced the way things were socially and historically established, which forces the event
under scrutiny to be analysed within the matrix of discursive and non-discursive practices
that have given rise to its existence (p. 207).
Foucault draws on Nietzche to develop his ideas about descent and emergence.
Descent is used to disrupt the notion of uninterrupted continuity, and emergence serves to
dispel the notion of a final term in historical development; rather, they both work to "re
establish the various systems of subjection; not the anticipatory power of meaning, but the
hazardous play of domination" (Foucault, 1977, p. 146). Descent is not the reconstruction or
tracing of past events on the present; rather, as Foucault (1977) states,
[ ...] to follow the complex course of descent is to maintain passing events in
their proper dispersion; it is to identify the accidents the minute deviationsor conversely, the complete reversals- the errors, the false appraisals , and the
faulty calculations that gave birth to those things that continue to exist and
have value for us; it is to discover that truth or being does not lie at the root of
what we know and what we are, but the exteriority of accidents" (p. 144).
Thus, there is no search for foundations, instead the search for descent "disturbs what was
previously considered immobile; it fragments what was thought unified; it show the
heterogeneity of what was imagined consistent with itself' (Foucault, 1977, p. 145).
Emergence, or the moment of arising, always occurs in the interstices and that it
designates a place of confrontation; however, this place is more accurately a Nietzchean
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"non-place" where instead ofa closed field ofstruggle among equals, there is pure distance
between the adversaries and "endlessly repeated play ofdominations" (Foucault, 1977, p.
148). Foucault (1977) elaborates,
The domination ofcertain men over others lead to the differentiation of
values, class domination generates the idea ofliberty, and the forceful
appropriation ofthings necessary to survival and the imposition ofa duration
not intrinsic to them account for the origin oflogic. This relationship of
domination is no more a "relationship" than a place where it occurs is a place;
and, precisely for this reason, it is fixed, throughout its history, in rituals, in
meticulous procedures that impose rights and obligations. It establishes marks
ofpower and engraves memories on things and even within bodies (p. 148).
The bodily marks ofpower that emergence reveals are echoed in descent. An important
element ofdescent is that it attaches itselfto the body; that is, "the body is the inscribed
surface ofevents (traced by language and dissolved by ideas), the locus ofa dissociated self
(adopting the illusion ofa substantial unity), and a volume in perpetual disintegration"
(Foucault, 1977, p. 146). This means genealogy is situated within the articulation ofthe
body and history; thus, genealogy's task is to expose a "body totally imprinted by history and
the process ofhistory's destruction ofthe body" (ibid). The subject central to this
genealogical project and which emerges finally as the "cultural" other, is also a subject
whose racialization shifts through history.
The interrogation ofthe current nation building formulation through eventalization,
descent and emergence can operate to disrupt the continuity and historical development of
the national narrative revealing discontinuities and forcing a multiplication ofcauses to be
considered. Foucault begins his essay Nietzche, Genealogy, History with the famous
sentence, "Genealogy is gray, meticulous, and patiently documentary" (Foucault, 1977, p.
139). Analysis ofdocuments or, as in this research, government texts, has to not only be
gray and meticulous, but requires an approach to reading that can unpack the linguistic
formations ofthe text and also situate the text in the social. Dorothy Smith (1999) underlines
the connection between ruling relations and texts by describing ruling relations as being
"activities in and in relation to texts, and texts coordinate them as relations" (Smith, 1999, p.
79). She further elaborates that texts occur in time and space, being the constituents and
organizers ofactions and courses ofaction; thus, "text-mediated relations are the forms in
which power is generated and held in contemporary societies" (Smith, 1999, p. 80). Smith's
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explication of texts as coordinators of ruling relations underscores the importance of the
social dimension for the reading of documents.
Critical Discourse Analysis
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is a method which allows the researcher to
account explicitly for the social dimension in the reading of documents and analysis of texts.
Van Djik (1993) states that critical discourse analysis is a method that can allow for a careful
linguistic analysis of texts while considering the "relations between discourse, power,
dominance, social inequality and position of the discourse analyst" (van Djik, 1993, p. 249).
The wide range of approaches to CDA (Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999; Wetherall & Potter,
1992; Fairclough, 1984) means that it lends itself to an eclectic approach which will allow for
the mobilization of CDA in tandem with genealogy for research purposes. Wodak and Meyer
(2001) state, "The theory as well as the methodology [CDA] is eclectic: that is theories and
methods are integrated which are helpful in understanding and explaining the object under
investigation" (p. 69).
In this thesis, I am interested in unravelling the linear narration of a particular history
of the Canadian nation by revealing the contestations, contradictions and counterstories
which emerge within texts and as texts are read against one another. The emerging
regularities from the disparate readings and re-readings of these texts can be understood as
discourses; however, the multiple understandings of discourse are also part of this analysis.
CDA regards both written and spoken "discourse" as a form of social practice; where it is
both constitutive of and constituted by social practice (Wodak et al, 1999, p. 8). Foucauldian
notions of discourse highlight their constitutive aspects, characterizing discourse as practices
which form the objects of which they speak as they conceal their own invention (Foucault in
Bacchi, 2000). Although this anti-foundationalist approach to re-reading established
narratives is valuable, it can also become circular as each re-reading can then also require
subsequent unpacking. Keeping the practices of re-reading apparent is one way to avoid this
circularity, but also making the political project of the research manifest can help to fix the
practices of re-reading. CDA with its explicitly political focus on research can allow for the
establishment of this fixity. As Titscher et al (2000) state, "CDA sees itself as politically
involved research with an emancipatory requirement" (p. 147).
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Perhaps most germane for this research project is the discourse-historical approach of
CDA. In particular, the first element of this approach is the "'Text or discourse immanent
critique' which aims at discovering inconsistencies, (self)-contradictions, paradoxes and
dilemmas in the text-internal or discourse-internal structures" (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p.
65). This approach shares with genealogy an interest in revealing the discontinuities within
texts and discourses. The second element of this approach is the "socio-diagnostic critique"
which is concerned with demystifying the possibly persuasive or "manipulative" character of
discursive practices by making use of background and/or contextual knowledge (ibid). This
embeds the "communicative or interactional structures of a discursive event in a wider frame
of social and political relations, processes and circumstances" (ibid). Being able to integrate
knowledge about historical sources and background of the social and political fields in which
discursive "events" are embedded may ensure a richer and more nuanced analysis (ibid). As
these documents cover several decades, the additional possibility for diachronic analysis,
which the discourse-historical approach provides, adds another dimension to the overall
analysis (ibid). As Foucault has indicated, discourses evolve to become independent of the
historical processes which produce subjects; thus, it is the task of genealogy to make
apparent the historical emergence of the subject in the present, in this case the "multicultural"
other. Although Foucault's historical analysis, genealogy, provides a more macro-analysis in
comparison to that of the micro-analysis of critical discourse analysis, it is the emphasis on
the historical context and the importance of diachronic analysis of the discourse-historical
approach which provides a productive overlap in methodology. Although CDA is currently a
fast growing field and increasingly difficult to define as it becomes more interdisciplinary, I
believe that by using genealogical method which is informed through the discourse historical
approach will temper the anti-foundationalist impetus of genealogy with a more deterministic
approach to address the central research project of this thesis.

Chapter 3:
The Preliminary Stage of the Inquiry
The Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism was established at this
particular historical juncture by the federal government because there was a "crisis" in their
"claim to be representative" (Bhabha, 1990, 307). New claims were emerging from
previously marginalized groups and the preliminary stage of the inquiry became the site
where the terms and limits of this discussion were to be set. The preliminary stage of the
inquiry consisted of both an investigative and persuasive phase (Ashforth, 1990). The
investigative phase included the preliminary hearings and regional meetings, and the
persuasive phase entailed the formulation, publication and dissemination of the Preliminary
Report. Central to this stage of the inquiry was the consolidation of the terms of reference
for the Commission (see Appendix I), as they were to set the parameters and terms for the
rest of the Commission. As well, the delineation of the particular nature of the crisis that was
to be the central concern of the Commission was required in order to establish the precise
limits of the terms of reference.
In this chapter, submissions by "Indians and Eskimos" and "other ethnic groups"5
during the preliminary hearings will be considered in relation to the Preliminary Report. This
reveals the counter-stories, deviations and disjunctures (Foucault, 1977) to both the
definitions of the terms of reference and the singular notion of a crisis (Ashforth, 1990) that
was developed in the Preliminary Report. It is in these counter-stories and disjunctures that
the faultlines of a emerging racialized hierarchy between founding races, Aboriginal groups
and other ethnic groups can be detected. In this stage of the inquiry, the contestations around
these faultlines are visible, as Aboriginal and other ethnic group submissions during the
hearings name and resist the exclusions the terms of reference organize and the singular crisis
admits. This was the moment when the "given-ness" (Rabinow & Rose, 2003) of established
ways of organizing national belonging were coming into question; the moment when the
Commission had to heed petitions for new forms of recognition from French communities as
well as to address the claims being made by Aboriginal and other ethnic groups. The
All non-French, non-English and non-Aboriginal groups were referred to as "other ethnic groups"
during the Commission, until the publication of Book IV, when they became "cultural groups".
Aboriginal groups were referred to as "Indians and Eskimos" through most of the Commission.
5
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establishment and maintenance of the "founding races"6 formulation is a central concern in
this preliminary stage of the inquiry as it is through this formulation that the "unisonance"
(Bhabha, 1990) of the white settler nation can be maintained while admitting to the bilingual
and bicultural character of the country. Therefore, this formulation becomes the central point
of tension between the submissions of the Aboriginal and other ethnic groups and the textual
construction of the Preliminary Report.
The Announcement of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism
In the wake of the death of Maurice Duplessis in 1959 and the subsequent death of his
successor Paul Sauve, Jean Lesage, leader of the Liberal party, led the Liberals to victory in
Quebec over the Union Nationale in 1960, propelling Quebec into an era now commonly
known as the Quiet Revolution, an era of accelerated social, political and economic reforms
from the early to late 1960's. Specifically, this meant a rapid escalation in the role of the
State in Quebec's social and economic development, the modernization and secularization of
the educational system and a concomitant weakening of the influence of the Roman Catholic
Church (Angel, 1984). As well, during this time, the independence movement gained
momentum and gave rise to new types of political groups advocating a range of sovereignty
and separatist options for Quebec in a variety of ways (ibid). While this was going on
provincially, concerns about the Anglo-centric linguistic practices of the federal government,
were being raised. It is in the midst of this era that calls for a Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism began to emerge. Among these, were some key petitions,
including various editorials by Andre Laurendeau in Le Devoir (Scott & Oliver, 1968) and a
particularly long speech from Pearson in the House of Commons in December 17th, 1962; a
speech he would later cite during the establishment of the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism.
At the beginning of 1962, with the Diefenbaker government still in power after four
and half years and rumors of a general election circulating throughout the country, the time
was ripe for simmering political issues to be raised. In the Saturday January 20th, 1962
edition of Le Devoir, editor Andre Laurendeau, in what is now considered by most to be a
seminal editorial piece (Smart, 1991, p. 2), criticized the Speech from the Throne for its
6 "Founding races" is how the Commission referred to the English and French groups in the English

version of the terms of reference.
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"silences on the major issues", in particular the silence on "the problem of Confederation",
and demanding an end to "piece-meal concessions" he calls for a royal commission inquiry
into bilingualism (Laurendeau, 1962). Gerard Pelletier (1989) was among those who saw
Laurendeau's editorial as a crucial influence on the inauguration of the Royal Commission:
It is extraordinarily rare for a newspaper article to persuade a government to
take positive measures, but that is what Andre Laurendeau's editorial of
January 20, 1962, did .... It called, for the first time, for a comprehensive
approach to the problem. That, no doubt, is why it played the role of a
catalyst, why it prompted a movement of opinion and gave rise to policy
(page R-9).
In his editorial, Laurendeau wrote that a royal commission should have three aims; to find
out what Canadians from coast to coast think of this question, to study how other countries
like Belgium and Switzerland have dealt with similar questions, and assess the situation of
both languages in the federal public service (Laurendeau, 1962). The editorial sparked other
calls for an inquiry and on December 17th of 1962, Lester B. Pearson, then Leader of the
Opposition, made his lengthy and significant speech in the House of Commons outlining the
historical evolution of the relationship between what he called the "two founding races" and
characterizing it as, among other things, a "rejection...of the American melting-pot concept
of national unity" (Debates - House of Commons [DHC], December 17, 1962, p. 2723). In
this speech, Pearson emphasized, "we have now reached a stage when we should seriously
and collectively in this country review the bicultural and bilingual situation in this country"
(DHC, December 17, 1962, p. 2725). Prime Minister Diefenbaker rejected all calls for an
inquiry, and when the Liberals were elected with a minority government in 1963, the
establishment of the royal commission became one of Pearson's first acts. In her
introduction to "The Dairy of Andre Laurendeau", Smart (1991) states that the Liberals
seized on the idea of the royal commission as a means of recapturing the Quebec vote they
lost to Diefenbaker in 1957 and also because Pearson was convinced of the necessity for
developing a new relationship with Quebec (p. 3). In his Speech from the Throne on May
16th, 1963, anticipating the terms of reference to be announced, Pearson signaled his
government's intention to call for an inquiry:
The character and strength of our nation are drawn from the diverse cultures
of people who came from many lands to create the Canada that is ours today.
The greater Canada that is in our power to make will be built not on
uniformity but on continuing diversity, and particularly on the basic

63
partnership ofEnglish speaking and French speaking people. My ministers
are determined that the partnership shall be truly equal. For that high purpose
they are establishing, in consultation with the provinces, a commission
charged to study, thoroughly but urgently, how the fundamentally bicultural
character ofCanada may best be assured and the contribution ofother cultures
recognized. (DHC, May 16, 1963, p. 6).
In this speech, Pearson sets the stage for the creation ofthe Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism and its terms of reference (see Appendix I), which was then
drafted in full by Maurice Lamontagne, President ofthe Privy Council in 1963 (Morrison,
1989, p. R-8). The main terms ofreference for the royal commission recapitulate the
divisions laid out by Pearson above:
To inquire into and report upon the existing state ofbilingualism and
biculturalism in Canada and to recommend what steps should be taken to
develop the Canadian confederation on the basis ofan equal partnership
between the two founding races, taking into account the contribution made by
the other ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment ofCanada and the measures
that should be taken to safeguard that contribution (Appendix I).
Pearson's division between "a basic partnership between the English speaking and French
speaking people" and the "contribution ofother cultures recognized" as well as the
invisibility ofany reference to Aboriginal groups is reproduced in the opening paragraph of
the terms ofreference as "an equal partnership between the two founding races" and the
accounting and safeguarding ofthe "contribution make by other ethnic groups". These terms
ofreference, evolving as they do out ofPearson's speech and in dialogue with other calls for
a Commission, formally structure and limit the evolution ofthe inquiry, as well as signal the
singular "problem" to be investigated. Thus, with the terms ofreference announced and
approved by the Premiers ofvirtually all the provinces, an Order-in-Council on July 19th,
1963 announces the beginning ofthe Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism,
and the appointment of 10 commissioners including Andre Laurendeau and Davidson
Dunton as co-chairmen ofthe Commission (see Appendix I for full list ofcommissioners).
The Preliminary Hearings

The first meeting ofthe commission took place on in September 4th, 1963, and one of
the first public events was the preliminary public hearings ofNovember 7th and 8th, 1963 in
Ottawa. From the start, there was a lot ofinterest in the hearings, with the one day
preliminary hearing having to be extended to two days and evenings (Preliminary Hearing,
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1963, p. 13). The hearings laid the groundwork for subsequent regional meetings in the
following spring and summer across the country in locations as diverse as Rimouski and
Yarmouth to Regina and Winnipeg (Preliminary Report, 1965). Hundreds ofpeople in each
location attended these regional meetings with daytime attendance ranging from 70 to over
300 people and in the evenings even larger crowds ofup to 800 people (ibid). As described
by Ashforth (1990), these oral hearings were the key work ofthis preliminary investigative
phase, not just as scientific investigation but also as an authorizing performance (p. 7).
In the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, the preliminary
hearings and report performed the crucial task ofnot just confirming what the terms of
reference set out as 'the problem' but also proclaiming this problem as a crisis: "Canada,
without being fully conscious ofthe fact, is passing through the greatest crisis in its history"
(Preliminary Report, 1965, p. 13). Chua (1979) describes the process ofdelineating this
crisis as "the elaboration ofthe public's sense ofthe nature ofthe problem", through first,
"the reporters' methodic ordering[ ...] ofthe opinions expressed by concerned members of
the public; and finally, how these public opinions are collectively, reflexively used by the
reporter to display the secured 'problem' as a publicly observable phenomenon" (p. 48-49).
The preliminary hearings and regional meetings of1963 and 1964 respectively were central
to the confirmation of"the problem" as a crisis, because it is only at these particular hearings
that the terms ofreference were debated at length by the public; "the Commissioners were
able to grasp the attitudes ofseveral thousand Canadians throughout the country as they
discussed the questions raised by the Commissions terms ofreference" (Book I, 1967, p.
175). As these terms ofreference were debated in the first public hearings of1963, patterns
ofcritique ofthe location of"other ethnic groups" emerged that would become prototypical
for ensuing public discussions and submissions. In the cross country public hearings of
1965, subsequent to the publication ofthe Preliminary Report in February 1965, although the
discussions were centered more around the presentation and discussion ofsubmitted briefs
than specifically about the terms of reference, these patterns of critique remained evident

(ibid).
During the two days and evenings ofthe preliminary hearings which were held
November 7th and 8th 1963 in Ottawa, 76 different organizations and individuals were heard
by the commissioners ofthe royal commission (Preliminary Report, 1965, p. 25). All through
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this hearing, contestation ofthe terms of"the problem" surfaced repeatedly, particularly from
members ofthe "other ethnic groups". Dr. J.A. Wojciehowski, representing the Canadian
Polish Congress, began by questioning the very name ofthe Commission:
Now as a member ofan ethnic groups which is neither French nor English
speaking, I would like to mention that for us the question ofthe very name of
the Commission causes a certain problem. Although it is stated that the
Commission is to study other ethnic groups and cultures, the very name ofthe
Commission suggests that Canadian culture is or should be bicultural. [ ...]
Moreover, it seems to me that as far as culture is concerned, we cannot limit a
culture in a mechanical way to one or two or three or four elements. Culture
is not something which you can govern. Culture is not a regiment which you
can command. Culture is something which results from the co-operation,
from the fullest co-operation ofvarious principles and to the country where no
ethnic group has a majority. Uni-culture is impossible and multi-culture is a
necessity (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 183-184).
Dr. Wojciejowski's attempt to point to the futility ofdividing culture into discrete
components led him to suggest the necessity for multi-culture, but this in tum caused
Commissioner Rudnyckyj to question and caution him:
Do you think that in the framework ofour terms ofreference it is possible to
work with the concept ofmultiple bilingualism and multiple biculturalism?
They have avoided the terms multi-culturalism and multi-lingualism .... You
know we have to stick to those two and we cannot go beyond the terms of
reference (ibid, 185).
Despite Dr. Wojciejowski's detailed peroration on culture and the limits ofbiculturalism,
Commissioner Rudnyckyj re-emphasized the "institutional, jurisdictional and
epistemological bounded parameters ofthe investigation", reimposing the singularity ofthe
"the problem" (Ashforth, 1990, p. 6); that is, that the Commission could only operate within
the terms ofbiculturalism and bilingualism, making "multi-culturalism" and "multi
lingualism" impossible. However, he offered a creative solution to the problem, positing,
"mulitiple bilingualism" and "multiple biculturalism" instead. The saliency of Commissioner
Rudnyckyj's suggestion became clearer during the course ofthe inquiry as his personal
position on bilingualism and biculturalism emerged and crystallized into a dissenting opinion
at the end ofBook I ofthe final report.
Numerous other opinions contesting the various items ofthe terms of reference were
also shared during these preliminary hearings. A common concern was with the contrast
between the term "other ethnic groups" and "founding races" which seemed to imply, as
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stated by Dr. I. Hlynka representing the Ukrainian Canadian Committee, "a division of
Canadian citizens into two categories [ ... ] first and second class citizens" (Preliminary
hearing, 1963, p. 84). He went on the state that his organization:
...emphatically reject any principle which would tend to recognize or to imply
the superiority of one group of Canadians over another, whether it be on the
basis of their ethnic origin, their culture, or the so-called prior historic right,
because this means a return to a colonial status from which it has take so long
to emerge. (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 83).
This so-called "prior historic right" manifested itself as a particular problem of naming and
identification for the "other ethnic groups". For example, MP Robert Thompson - "appearing
as a private individual" (ibid, p.64) - stated that the Commission had to determine whether
the British North America Act was making concessions to French Canadians or whether they
were meant to be a general guarantee of cultural preservation for all minority religions and
ethnic groups in Canada, as:
This is a matter of great concern, not only to all 'new Canadians', who have
settled in Canada since the original Confederation Statute was passed, but also
to the indigenous Indian and Eskimo populations, to whom a choice of
allegiance between 'French' and 'English' cultures is bound to appear both
unnecessary and meaningless" (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 68).
In this statement, Thompson clearly maintained the boundaries between the "Indian and
Eskimo" populations, the "French" and "English" groups, and the other ethnic groups, who
are referred to as the "new Canadians". This triggered the following exchange between
Commissioner Rudnyckyj and Thompson:
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: In what chapter of the British North America Act,
and in what paragraph of our terms of reference do you find the term "New
Canadian" and if you do not, why did you use this rather confusing term?
Mr. Thompson: For the same reasons, I suppose, you use the words
"biculturalism" and "bilingualism". They are not in the dictionary.
Unfortunately this is the only way one can well express the name of those who
have come to Canada since Confederation and are not part of the true original
founding nations and cultures. I wish there was a better word, and I would
appreciate your suggestion if you have one.
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: If the German group came two hundred years
before Confederation, is this a newcomer group:
Mr. Thompson: I would say that "new" in French and English could all be
thrown outside in saying that we are all Canadians, because that is the only
hope of our nation continuing as a nation. I used it only as a descriptive,
distinguishing adjective (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 175-176).
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This exchange signaled the complications that were emerging as the Commission attempted
to set the very basic terms ofdiscussion around the singular "problem". By maintaining the
problem to be one ofbi-culturalism/lingualism, the Commission was having to contend with
the implied hierarchical location ofgroups which did not fall into either bi category;
specifically, in this case, what they had lumped together as "the other ethnic groups" in the
terms ofreference. Curiously enough, confirming how complicated this discussion of
nomenclature is becoming, Co-chairman Laurendeau subsequently became embroiled in a
similar confusion about the terminology "new Canadian" in his exchange with B.M. Belash,
ofthe Ukrainian Professional and Businessmen's Club in Winnipeg, about Canadian radio
broadcast penetration in the German language:
Mr. Co-chairman Laurendeau: You are speaking ofthe homes ofnew
Canadians in terms of25 per cent?
Mr. Belash: Pardon me, I am not speaking ofnew Canadians, I am speaking
ofthird generation Canadians.
Mr. Co-chairman Laurendeau: Excuse my use ofthat expression, this is just a
way ofspeaking.
Mr. Belash: I think it is a wrong way ofspeaking, ifI may say so.
Mr. Co-chairman Laurendeau: Yes.... (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 229)
Here, Commissioner Laurendeau committed the very same substitution of"other ethnic
groups" with "new Canadians" that Commissioner Rudnykyj had earlier taken MP Robert
Thompson to task for as outlined in the exchange above. This indicated the extent to which
the Commissioners themselves were unsure about the limits oftheir own terminologies.
Towards the end ofthe preliminary hearings, Mrs. Saul Hayes, President ofthe
National Council ofWomen ofCanada - an umbrella organization representing many
women's groups across the county at local, provincial and the national levels, including
many ethnic groups, "such as the North American Indian, Polish, Italian, Jewish, Chinese,
Negro, Ukrainian and Greek" (ibid, p. 446) - spoke to the terms ofreference, again echoing
Dr. Hlynka's concern above, in her statement that, "the terms ofreference have implications
that give rise to the basic objection ofdividing Canada into a primary group ofFirst Citizens
and a secondary group ofcitizens who may qualify as Canadians, under certain conditions"
(ibid, p. 448). She continued, by unpacking the objection to the term "new Canadian", to
reveal the hierarchy it installed:
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The phrase"new Canadians" is a term now being abused. Its pristine, its
original meaning, was to describe those who came to Canada since 1947. It is
now, by undesirable misuse, obtaining a secondary meaning, that is to say, all
those who are in Canada after 1759 who are not of French or Anglo-Saxon
origin. According to this, it would follow that if a person came from England
in 1960, he is Canadian, but if a Pole or a Ukrainian or a Jew traces his origin
in Canada to his great grandfather in 1799, he is a"new Canadian" (ibid, p.
448).
Here again, the"prior history" claim of the"founding races" is contested by critics of the
term"new Canadian", by demonstrating that other non-English and non-French groups could
also make a claim of"prior history". This demonstration is key to disrupting the opposition
of "founding races" to"new Canadians" or "other ethnic groups". However, Mrs. Saul
Hayes went further and also made explicit the hierarchy that resulted from this opposition; a
hierarchy of"Canadian" and"new Canadians" paralleled by the hierarchy of"founding
races" and "other ethnic groups". This hierarchical disjuncture between race and ethnicity
was one of the central contestations around the terms of reference. It signaled one of the most
contentious issues that would plague the hearings of the Commission and, although it will be
minimized in the Preliminary Report, after many of the submitted briefs and discussions
during the public hearings of 1965 continued to focus on this concern, the Commission
would devote an entire first section of the Book I of the final report to explicating the
Commission's position on each of the terms of reference, with particular attention given to
race and ethnicity. The range of discussions on this issue that occurred during the
preliminary hearings of November 7th and 8th, 1963, were a good foretaste of the anxieties
that the terms"founding races" and"other ethnic groups" continued to provoke for the
duration of the inquiry.
As Mrs. Saul Hayes draws her presentation to a close, Commissioner Frith laid out
the perceived dilemma, with regards to the use of race and ethnicity in the terms of reference:
Commissioner Frith: One of the points you have raised has been raised
frequently and poses to me, not as a member of the Commission but as a
Canadian, a constantly recurring dilemma. It is caused by the fact that if we
speak of the two principal races, or the two founding races, or the two
principal peoples, we find that the person who says that has been criticised for
overlooking the other ethnic groups. Now, the word"ethnic" means racial, so
we say then we will call them"other ethnic groups" - or we will call them
"Polish-Canadians", for example. Then they will say: "Do not call me a
Polish-Canadian; I am a Canadian, but do not overlook me." We ask"What

69
about 'new Canadian "' - "No, that won't do, either." What will do, in your
experience? How can we find a word to describe a fact?
Mrs. Saul Hayes: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I could suggest to Mr. Frith the
complication which you have pointed out, I think one can find right in the
terms ofreference themselves. When you say that "ethnic" means racial, there
is the distinction apparently intimated by the term used - the "two founding
races" and referring to the "other ethnic groups". Well, ifthe words are
interchangeable, I do not know why they use two different words to describe
the same meaning, right within this phrase, within the terms ofreference
itself. ... The leaving ofthis term ofreference strikes me as a kind ofa priori
conclusion - that, whatever the findings ofthe Commissioners should be, this
is a conclusion that they must, by the very terms ofreference, arrive at.
Doesn't it beg the whole question (ibid, p. 452)?
In this exchange, Commissioner Frith positioned himselfnot as a Commissioner, but as a
Canadian, who is constantly stumped by the seemingly conflicting demands of"them" or
"the other ethnic groups". Ashforth discusses how commissions ofinquiry are constructed as
independent by the appointment ofpeople seen to represent different interests who will, once
appointed though, strive to consider the common good (Ashforth, 1990, p. 9). By verbally
exempting himselffrom speaking as a Commissioner and locating himselfas a Canadian,
Commissioner Frith recognized both that he could not claim to represent all the different
interests ofthe various Commissioners, some ofwhom did represent "new Canadian" groups,
and also his own location and affiliation in the Canadian versus "new Canadian" hierarchy.
In this way, he was able to retain his Commissioner's authority to question Mrs. Saul Hayes,
as at the same time he was able to speak to the "common good" for all "Canadians" against
the demands ofthe "new Canadians" or "other ethnic groups". In her response, Mrs. Saul
Hayes was able to point again to the contradictions ofthe terms ofreference, revealing the a
priori conclusion built into the inquiry based on this differentiation between ethnic and racial
groups.
Mr. M. Garber, who was present at the preliminary hearings to make a presentation
on behalfofthe Canadian Jewish Congress, gave one ofthe strongest criticisms to the
reference of "two founding races". From the outset, Garber made it clear that he was there
only to address the terms ofreference; "I only want to address myselfto that which is
required by the terms ofreference as they appear now" (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 257).
He made it clear which particular term ofreference he objected to most, "the word 'race' can
be stretched into 'racialism', and it is reminiscent ofthe suffering ofthe smaller groups
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wherever this word is emphasized" (ibid, p. 258). Garber went on to make the argument that
the English and French culture ofCanada become the property not only ofthe "original
founders" but also those who immigrated here (ibid, p.260). He argued this on behalfof "the
260,000 people that I represent", drawing on "prior history" not to make a claim as a
founding peoples, but rather to make the case that "we have had roots in this country for over
200 years" and made the French or English culture "their property" respectively depending
on where they settled (ibid, p. 260). Based on this argument, Garber petitioned, "we strongly
urge that even before we get down to making the brief, that at least this loose document be so
amended that that reference to races ofethnic groups be eliminated altogether" (ibid, p. 261).
After Mr. Garber's lengthy presentation, what ensued in the exchange with the
commissioners was one ofthe most pointed repudiations ofthe use ofthe word race in the
terms ofreference during the preliminary hearings:
Mr. Co-Chairman Laurendeau: Thank you, Mr. Garber. Ofcourse, as you
know, we are not free to change the terms ofreference. The most we can do
would be to transfer your remarks to the government. I do feel, having
listened to you, that the really important work in this field, is "biculturalism"
and not "biracialism".
Mr. Garber: Yes, but the suggestion is that maybe that is not what this means.
Yet, we are trying as lawyers to read what it says. Not everyone will have the
explanations which you have made to me. I have made the same objection in
the Prime Minister's office, and he was horrified. He said, ofcourse, it was
not meant to mean that. I cannot go to Canada's 19 million people and tell
them that what is says it not what it means. I do not think it should be there at
all. You are not talking about a partnership between two races, because there
is no partnership on that basis.There is partnership between cultures.
Commissoner Gagnon: The fact that you are representing the Hebrews means
something.
Mr. Garber: That does not seem to be the point. When you say, "Other ethnic
groups", that means that those that are founding groups are also ethnic groups.
We would like to see it state a partnership between the two cultures. I think
the number ofpeople who have come here after 1867, or who were already
here in 1867, are rather unhappy with the statement that is made, suggesting
that in 1867 Canada was only represented by Anglo-Saxons and French
Canadians when also at that time there were 10,000 people who were neither
Anglo-Saxons or French Canadians. I say that the statement is wrong to the
extent that today, and certainly in the future, the majority ofpeople probably
will be neither Anglo-Saxons nor French Canadians. (Preliminary hearings,
1963, p.262)
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Co-chairman Laurendeau, although comprehending the problems of using the term "race" as
outlined by Garber, began by again reimposing the "institutional, jurisdictional and
epistemological bounded parameters of the investigation" by stating that it was impossible
for the Commission to change the terms of reference (Ashforth, 1990). As Garber
emphasized that this was not an inquiry based on race, but rather on "culture", Commissioner
Gagnon attempted to explain away Garber's de-emphasis on race in favour of culture as a
result of him "representing the Hebrews", but Garber succinctly dismissed this essentializing
explanation as irrelevant. This exchange is ironic in that it foreshadows the path that the
inquiry itself will take in Book I of the final report, when the Commission will de-emphasize
race in favour of language and culture. Garber continued to point out that the term "other
ethnic groups" inherently suggested that the founding groups are then also ethnic groups,
adding to the growing evidence of the contradictions within the terms of reference. Garber
ended with a reminder that the non-Anglo-Saxon and non-French Canadian presence at
Confederation is one that had and would continue to grow into the future until they will
become the majority. Claims built around the argument that the presence of non-English and
non-French groups would continue to increase and shift the demographic composition of
Canadian society would resurface throughout the inquiry.
At the end of Garber's presentation, Commissioner Rudnyckyj tried to find common
ground with Garber within the limits of the terms of reference. Unfortunately, his strategy
was to use race:
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: Would you submit the view that Canada was
founded by one race, the white race?
Mr. Garber: White?
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: The white race: Jewish, English, French and other
people?
Mr. Garber: Well sir, when I was a student at McGill we did not have a true
definition of the word "race". At that time I think the theory was that race is
determined by your head measurement. There is a term for that. After I heard
that lecture I measured my head. I was round-headed, so I really belonged to
the Latin race, or the Mediterranean race. It is a dangerous word to use.
Some people have used it and as a result have caused a great deal of trouble
throughout the world from time to time. It is a word not to be used.
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: Do you agree with the UNESCO prepared
statement of 1948 so far as the terminology is concerned?
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Mr. Garber: Perhaps you could relate it to me. I do not recall that statement.
Mr. Co-chairman Larendeau: Are there any other questions? Mr. Garber, we
thank you very much (Preliminary hearing, 1963, 264-265).
Commissioner Rudnyckyj began this exchange by attempting to find a single commonality
between the founding groups, in this case the "white race", since in Commissioner
Rudyckyj's opinion, this commonality had the benefit of being porous enough to contain
both the "founding races" as well as Jewish Canadians. This strategy, although seeking to
broaden the "two founding races" formulation beyond English and French, still served to
reinscribe the white settler underpinnings of the nation. Garber deftly exposed the slippery
construction of race by recalling what at this time in the 1960's would have been the
absurdity of craniology as the basis of racial categorization, and in so doing, he also made
clear that he would not rescind his repudiation of the term race. Co-chairman Laurendeau
brought this dialogue to a rapid conclusion by interrupting the final exchange between
Commissioner Rudnyckyj and Garber, perhaps because the focus had been too long on
"race". The confusion over the term race was not one that would go away easily, and in the
end the Commission would have to jettison this term before they could begin to write their
final reports.
There were two main strategies that groups deemed other ethnic groups employed for
inclusion into the two founding groups. The strategy of the Canadian Jewish Congress as
outlined by Garber was to dismiss designations of race and ethnicity as irrelevant to the
inquiry; race because of its inherent and dangerous racialism and ethnicity because all groups
could be deemed ethnic. Rather, the focus was shifted to culture, but here the integrity of
biculturalism was maintained, and it was a model of porous biculturalism where immigrant
groups could make either of the bi-cultures "their own property" (Preliminary hearing, 1963,
p. 260). Thus, although there was a bid for inclusion, it was into the one of the two
"founding" cultures, "We say we are in favour of the two cultures" (ibid, p. 261 ), and there
was no claim made on the basis of being a separate founding group. This is in contrast to the
second strategy, which was best demonstrated by the Ukrainian community's bid for
inclusion.
The Ukrainian community was probably the most vocal and well organized other
ethnic group which made submissions and presentations to the royal commission. The most
common basis for the Ukrainian bid for inclusion was through the claim of "prior history" in
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order to make the explicit assertion that they too were a "founding race". This was best
exemplified in Belash's opening remarks to the Commissioners:
In the preamble mention is made ofthe founding races ofCanada. Canadian
Ukrainian citizens feel that they are too a founding race since to a large extent
it was the Ukrainians that did the work ofbuilding the railways, and it was the
Ukrainians who found [sic] these settlements in the most inaccessible parts of
Western Canada. Our ancestors did not move into a neatly ploughed prairie
but opened up the backwoods. It is largely from their efforts and the efforts of
other Canadians that the wilderness was transformed into the Canadian
breadbasket ofthe world. It takes a long time to found a nation and this
progress is, in fact, still continuing today. That is why a superficial
interpretation ofthe term "founding races", is completely in error.
(Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 220).
Here, claims for inclusion into the "founding races" are made on the literal work ofbuilding
the nation, and the progressive transformation ofthe Canadian wilderness is the concerted
efforts ofother Canadians - presumably Other to the English and French founding races therefore also making the case for their collective inclusion. This strategy ofinclusion was
parallel to Commissioner Rudnyckyj's earlier efforts to include the Jewish group in the
founding races category by naming them as "white". This tactic was consistent with
Rudnyckyj's location as a well known Ukrainian activist and professor of Slavic Studies at
the University ofManitoba, selected as Commissioner in a bid to construct the royal
commission as independent by "the appointment ofpeople seen to represent different
interests"; in this case, the representation ofUkrainian Canadians. Similarly, Belash did not
repudiate the notion offounding races, nor did he try to explicitly draw out the contradictions
between the terms race and ethnicity as used in the terms ofreference; rather, he judged the
interpretation ofthe term "founding races" to be superficial and incomplete. These different
strategies for inclusion led to different claims for languages other than English and French as
well.
The Ukrainian position on language claims was tied directly to their assertion that
they were another "founding race". The first language claim was a redefinition of
bilingualism based on the historical evolution ofthe word in the province:
Mr. Belash: As a Canadian from the middle west, I must say that the English
language ofthe west differs somewhat from that ofthe east in its definition of
bilingualism. It is a historical fact that bilingualism in the schools of
Manitoba existed very early. In fact, the first schools ofManitoba were
Scottish, English and French. However, a clause from the Laurier agreement
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of 1887 reads as follows: When ten of the pupils in any school speak the
French language or any language other than English as a native language, the
teaching of such pupils shall be conducted in French or such other language
and English upon a bilingual service (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 220).
Subsequently, Belash contrasted the strong wording "shall be conducted" of the Laurier
Greenway agreement in Manitoba with the less emphatic "may ...employ one of more
competent persons to give instructions in any language other than English in the schools..."
from the Saskatchewan School Act, which led him to conclude that "Manitoba recognized
this right as a birthright of the citizens of Manitoba" (ibid, p. 220). In this way, Belash
emphasized the historical "right" to bilingualism in Manitoba and went on to describe the
implications of this into the present:
The bilingual public schools of Manitoba from that date, 1887, were not
English or French only but also English-German, English-Ukrainian and
English-Polish .... Annual reports of the Department of Education ofthose
days used the word "bilingualism". Articles in the newspapers of the time
also used the word "bilingualism" to mean, as at present, one of English or
French plus another language. Bilingualism of the western variety is very
much alive even today (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 221).
Here, Belash reinscribed the historical claim for bilingualism in Manitoba and also specified
the unique western definition of bilingualism. This second important aspect of the Ukrainian
language claim was the call for a redefinition of bilingualism; in Belash's words, "I would
indeed suggest a re-examination of the meaning of the word 'bilingualism' and a redefinition
in its true unqualified sense; 'bi' meaning two, and 'lingualism' pertaining to language"
(ibid, p. 227- 228). Thus, the western interpretation of bilingualism became different from a
bilingualism of English and French:
Much has been said about the dual character of the nation. The dual character
may be understood to mean dual bilingualism. We can admit that there is
bilingualism, but there is a dual bilingualism: The French-English
bilingualism of the federal government and the French-English bilingualism,
in other words, provided by the B.N.A. Act, and the actual diverse personal
bilingualism of, I would say, the majority or at least half of Canadians
(Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 226).
Both ofBelash's claims about bilingualism were reinforced by Commissioner Rudnyckyj in
his questions to Belash at the end of his presentation. After establishing Belash's expertise in
this area, "you are, apparently, a specialist in respect of bilingual schools in Manitoba" (ibid,
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p. 232), Commissioner Rudnyckyj's questions allowed Belash to reiterate his earlier
historical claims about bilingualism in Manitoba:
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: Would you suggest that the western Canadian
interpretation of the word "bilingualism" is the oldest Canadian interpretation
and understanding of this word?
Mr. Belash: Considering the fact that the two languages of eastern Canada
were [sic], I would say yes.
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: They were bilingual before the British North
America Act existed.
Mr. Belash: Yes but actually the first record I have found of this appearance
of the word "bilingualism" is in the Laurier-Greenway Act of 1887.
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: You think that is the oldest use of the word
"bilingualism" in the western Canadian interpretation?
Mr. Belash: It is possible that in the schools of Manitoba, and I refer to the
Mennonite schools before 1897 the word may have been used. Manitoba is
still part of western Canada so I can only answer your question in the
affirmative.
Commissioner Rudnyckyj: In your submission to this Commission would you
include a brief in respect to the history of that term?
Mr. Belash: Yes, that could very well be done (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p.
233).
This exchange demonstrated Ashforth's claim that "Commissions of Inquiry can be thought
of as a theatre of power ...ritually played out before a public audience", and where the State
"interrogates society on behalf of the State ...within a framework of codes and rules for
representing true knowledge" (Ashforth, 1990, p. 9). Just prior to this dialogue between
Commissioner Rudnyckyj and Belash, Co-chairman Laurendeau had completed a lengthy
and adversarial exchange with Belash about radio and television broadcasting in languages
other than French or English. Thus, the subsequent interrogative interaction above between
Commissioner Rudnyckyj, who although a commissioner for the royal commission is also a
Ukrainian activist and professor of Slavic studies, and Belash served to ritually reinforce the
"truth" of Belash's earlier claims to a historically unique western bilingualism. Through this

interrogative performance in the "theatre" of the inquiry, the "truth" of this claim was
maintained before the public audience, and by ensuring that the history of the term would be
submitted in a brief by Belash, Commissioner Rudnyckyj guaranteed that this claim would
also inform the final report which the larger public would ultimately receive.
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The Ukrainian claim to language was also based on a territorial principle. That is,
Belash built the claim for a unique western bilingualism on the grounds that "Winnipeg is a
place where you can do business in Ukrainian ifyou wish" (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p.
221). He elaborated:
It is possible for a person in Winnipeg to spend a day making purchases,
visiting the doctor, dentist and lawyer, attending a concert or recital or
meeting, go to church on Sunday, using no other language but Ukrainian. I
have made purchases at Eaton's in Winnipeg using only Ukrainian. Banks
and other establishments in Winnipeg cannot afford to live in a dream world.
In many windows one will notice signs printed in Ukrainian ....I refer to
Winnipeg since it is the capital ofManitoba and typical ofthe province and of
other prairie provinces (ibid, p. 221-222)
In this excerpt, Belash located the quotidian in a particular space, Winnipeg, from where he
extrapolated this normalized everyday to all other prairie provinces. Therefore, a particular
space within the nation was demarcated as the naturalized place for languages other than
English or French and this argument was bolstered by the demographics ofthis place;
"Ukrainians are still the second largest ethnic group," and, "Germans are more numerous
now than French in Greater Winnipeg" (ibid, p. 223). For Belash, the facts ofthis particular
territory within the nation were a direct challenge to English and French hegemony of
bilingualism and biculturalism in the terms ofreference:
Ifthe mandate ofthe Royal Commission is to inquire and report upon the
existing state ofbilingualism and biculturalism in Canada, the Royal
Commission therefore cannot class all Canadian citizens into two categories,
English and French. The rest ofus are here too and no magic pronouncement
will change us into Englishmen. Each ofus -- and when I say "Each ofus" I
mean each ofthe ethnic groups -- has a particular language and culture to
contribute to the composition ofthe yet undeveloped unique culture which we
shall one day call Canadian ... although both French and English are required
in the federal offices in Ottawa, it would be wrong to penalize a person of
other racial origin in Manitoba, for instance, and to refuse him a position
because he knows only English and not French. Rather he should be given
special consideration ifhe knows one ofthe other languages spoken in
Manitoba.... In other words, the French-English combination is quite in order
for the Ottawa office but quite unnecessary for the federal offices in other
provinces where only one ofthe two mentioned languages prevails, the
language depending, ofcourse, upon the province. We must consider the
languages spoken in the individual province, and such is our interpretation of
the words "basically bicultural character ofthe federal administration"
(Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 222-223)
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Thus, an English-French bilingual and bicultural hegemony was directly challenged by the
demographic reality of the demarcated territory, in this case, the provincial space. By staking
out this unique territory, it was also possible to construct a person who has "racial origin in
Manitoba" as well, and parallel the territorially based French claim for founding race status
in Quebec. However, as noted earlier, founding race status for the Ukrainian community was
based on a claim of prior history, which here is linked explicitly to their claim for language
recognition:
In Canada, Ukrainian -- I am representing the Ukrainian club and that is why I
keep referring to Ukrainian as a language -- when you consider the fact that
now we have third generation Canadians, and my children are fourth
generation and speak Ukrainian, having learned it in Canada, these people
find themselves in a milieu which enables them to speak that language and be
understood and, as I mentioned earlier, in Winnipeg or in many Manitoba and
Saskatchewan towns, one can shop during a complete day and do business
during that day using only this language which has been learned in Canada.
To Canadians who speak this particular language, having learned it in Canada
rather than elsewhere, from our parents who also learned the language here
this is a Canadian language (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 231 ).
In this excerpt, all the bases for the Ukrainian claim for founding race status came together.
That is, prior history and the territorially demarcated provincial "milieu" all came together in
the spatial naturalization of Ukrainian language use and generational linguistic reproduction.
Thus, founding race status was claimed through a "Canadian" language; a language that had
become Canadian through its historical naturalization and reproduction within a particular
territory. By establishing a claim based on historical and territorial precedents, not only was
there an attempt to parallel the French assertion of founding race status, but also an exclusion
of groups who could not make this particular claim was implied:
Supposing we are not third generation Canadians but individuals who came
over from another country this year, or last year -- perhaps some time since
the end of the war -- bringing into this country a language from the other
country, we would have to consider it a foreign language in spite of any
personal feeling. At the present time, however, this is a language of several
thousand Canadians born in Canada, and it is the language of those Canadians.
It is the language of Canadians in a different category, but it is a Canadian
language (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 231 ).
Therefore, the Ukrainian bid for founding race status was made by differentiating itself from
recent immigrants and their languages and by emphasizing the "Canadian"-ness of the
Ukrainian language; the language of a people with an established Canadian historical
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presence within a particular demarcated territory, with a language now Canadian through its
historical and current everyday viability. The implications of a claim constructed in such a
way for other groups was not lost on representatives such as Mr. Garber of the Canadian
Jewish Congress, who explicitly addressed the Ukrainian bid for linguistic parity with the
founding races:
We are not at all interested, for the moment, in the position of the Ukrainians.
Our approach is entirely opposite. We have educated people in Hebrew, but
we consider that our private reserve. We will ask the Canadian government to
make Hebrew the third language in Canada, and we are quite prepared to pay
for it. We have Hebrew schools and other groups probably have the same
things (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 261).
This position was consistent with Mr. Garber's earlier statement that the Canadian Jewish
community he was representing could see itself making either of the bi-cultures "their own
property" (ibid, p. 260); thus, although there would be a request to make the Hebrew
language the "third language of Canada", it would also remain self-funded and a "private
reserve", separate from the public officially recognized English and French languages. This
desire for official yet secondary recognition of a community's language was echoed by
representatives of other groups as well. Dr. Rekem the representative of the Slovak Parish
and Slovak community of Winnipeg stated:
I said in my speech that we are for bilingualism and multi-culturalism. I
mean, you know, these two groups, English speaking and French-speaking
groups they have their historical rights, each other in British, national,
safeguarded to them as they should have these rights in all provinces. They
should be perfectly bilingual. For example, I am Slovak-bilingual too. We
would like to see that our cultures will be organically inter-woven in the
Canadian national life and our languages will have at least so much expression
of our cultures that they will be taught where our ethnic groups are, that is, in
the larger settlements. They will be taught in the secondary schools or at the
university level. We would ask at least so much recognition for our ethnic
groups and language (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p 158).
Although akin to the territorial and demographic claim of the Ukrainian community, this
demand for recognition was substantively different in that there was no demand for parity
with the English and French founding races.
The comprehensive petition for founding race status by the Ukrainian community was
for the Ukrainian community alone. However, other organizations were also present to make
founding status demands on behalf of the other ethnic groups. An example of this was
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Mr.Walter Bossey, the director of the Institute ofthe Canadian Ethnic Mosaic Confederation.
Bossey explained that his organization did work on behalfof"not one specific ethnic group,"
but rather for, "non-English, non-Scotch, non-Welsh, non-Irish, non-French, Canadian
population" (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 458), which later he specified as, "The national
institute provisionally represented seventeen nationalities, called ethnic groups" (ibid, p.
460). In order to build his claim on behalfofthe all other ethnic groups, he began with the
example ofhis own family:
Why "mosaic"? It is hard to explain, but I can give you a tangible example of
it - my own children and grandchildren. My grandchildren and children, we
are now fifty Canadians. My oldest son, born in Canada, married a war bride,
- English, in my family. A second son married an Irish teacher in Montreal.
A third son married a Jewess, a first comer to Canada offamily, Hart, another married a French-Canadian; another married a Belgian - because I
have five sons. And a daughter married a Scotchman from Scotland, who
came as a young boy. Another went to Boston and married ah American, and
so on (laughter). Who are we now? ... "We are Canadians!" ...This is the
mosaic. To find a word with the meaning? In a rainbow, can you find a
distinct line? Where is a French Canadian, an English Canadian, a Polish
Canadian? It is like the rainbow. God has provided this originality ofCanada,
and God had one purpose for making this country a multicultural one ...
(Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 461).
Drawing on the expansion and gradual hybridization ofhis own family, Bossey defined
Canada as multicultural and a "mosaic". This allowed him to extrapolate from the example of
his own family and use population statistics to develop his argument for the representation of
other groups in Confederation:
Mr. Bossey: Let you look [sic] for a few seconds at the statistics of1961.
Population 19,000,000. British, 43%, French, 30%; 74% together. 26% left.
... What are you going to do with the rest? Who are they? ...What are you
going to do with these five million Canadians. Are you going to make
Confederation ofyour own two groups, and you will only say to us: "What
contribution you make; how many sewers you take out for us, and open
restaurants, you Greek and others?" "And you Ukrainians, you make such
nice farms; how much you dig for us." Is that right? Think ofmy boys, one in
Japan was in the Navy. Another was making forty "ops." over Germany. I
have been in the Army and serving during the Second War. What is wrong
with us? Why? My accent? Well some people like my accent.
Co-Chairman Dunton: Excuse me, Mr. Bossey.
Mr. Bossey: I am coming to that, sir.
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Co-Chairman Dunton: There are at least fifteen more people who have to
testify this afternoon (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 463-464)
Again, demographic data is used by an other ethnic group to argue for recognition. Similarly
to the Ukrainian community, Bossey also made the claim of historical nation building by
referring to the labour of different groups and also his and his sons' war service, again
forcing the question of how these contributions were any less or different from those of the
founding races; "What is wrong with us"? The only possible difference that Bossey did
suggest was linguistic accent, which suggests Bossey' s recognition of a Renanian rooting of
immutable differences in language. Bossey was also cut off by the co-chairman of the
inquiry, forcing Bossey to quickly come to his substantive suggestions on Constitutional
reform:
- we are still subject to our British North America Act. Any change in the
whole culture, languages, teaching are the provincial problems. We cannot
change it. We must have a new assembly, a new Constitution .... We are
going to insist and do whatever is possible, so that in this new assembly for
the new Constitution, it will be an assembly of the Canadian mosaic. That is,
that every ethnic group by origin and not by other means, will be represented.
In other words, I say that should there be a proportion, a standard, for each
25,000 of population, one representative. That would mean we are going to
have an assembly of 800 Fathers of Confederation. That will be for the new
Canadians, the third group, we are going to have nearly as many French
Canadians, and, 50% almost of British origin. ... If we want Canada and not a
selfish particular, we are going to have to go to the new Confederation, and
we are going to save Canada independent and Canada united (Preliminary
hearing, 1963, p. 466).
Bossey's call for Constitutional reform would give recognition to the "new Canadians" or
collective "third group". However, the contradictions of making the case for other ethnic
group inclusion on the basis of historical nation building contributions, as Bossey did
previously, and yet calling the other ethnic groups "new Canadians" went unremarked, as did
the inherent inconsistency of arguing that through the generations the lines between the
different groups become harder to distinguish while also calling for every ethnic group to
have representation by origin only. Nevertheless, Bossey recognized that substantive
challenges for equitable inclusion of other ethnic groups required constitutional reform. This
call for constitutional reform was duplicated by Mr. Nelson Clarke of the Communist Party
of Canada. Clarke began with the warning that "the word 'race' in this context is
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unscientific" (ibid, p. 511), and then went on to specify his interpretation of the terms of
reference:
... the terms of reference at this point appear to open the way to dealing with
two distinct sets of question - those having to do with constitutional relations,
and those having to do with language and culture ....In short the impression is
created by the terms of reference that it may be the intention to confine the
work of the Commission to the study of questions of language and culture.
(ibid, p. 511- 512)
Warning the Commission that "none of these questions can be compressed into a study of
language and culture" (ibid, p. 513), Clarke pushed for a substantive consideration of the all
the terms of reference. In particular, he was concerned about what he regarded as the
substantive constitutional questions about the organization of the Canadian nation; "Are
Canadians one nation, or do the French and English comprise two nations", and "Should the
British North America Act now be replaced with a new constitution"? (ibid, p. 512).
However, this dichotimization of language and cultural issues against constitutional issues
missed Bossey's point that issues of language and culture are in fact constitutional concerns.
Another group, the National Indian Council of Canada, which was the only
Aboriginal group at the preliminary hearings, also made a bid for founding race status.
Representing the Council, Mrs. Ethel Brant Monture stated:
Mr. President, gentlemen. I represent the National Indian Council of Canada.
We respectfully submit that Canada is a tri-lingual country. Our imprint is
indelibly on this land. Through the years we have added at least the colour.
We were told at the first hearing of this Commission we would be invited to
be a part of it [sic], that we would not be asked for representation. We feel
until we are taking our full share at all levels we are in many ways a wasted
people. We ask for your friendly consideration of this request. Indians
possess a culture quite distinct from the biculturalism of French Canadians
through which is woven a pattern of Canadian rights (Preliminary hearing,
1963, p. 144).
In this excerpt, Monture began by making the claim for founding status through language,
"Canada is a trilingual country", even though it was unclear of which specific Aboriginal
language she was speaking. However, it was through language that she was making the case
for a distinct but equally founding culture, an Aboriginal culture, whose "imprint is indelibly
on this land". Aboriginal groups, referred to as Indians and Eskimos throughout the royal
commission, were not included in the terms of reference and were ultimately excluded from
consideration in the final reports, despite the myriad submissions received and volume of
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research collected. In fact, in the opening blue definitional pages ofBook I ofthe final report,
it was stated clearly:
We should point out here that the Commission will not examine the question
ofthe Indians and Eskimos. Our terms ofreference contain no allusion to
Canada's native populations. They speak of"two founding races," namely
Canadian ofBritish and French origin, and "other ethnic groups," but mention
neither the Indians not the Eskimos. Since it is obvious that these two groups
do not form part ofthe "founding races," as the phrase is used in the terms of
reference, it would logically be necessary to include them under the heading
"other ethnic groups." Yet is it clear that the term "other ethnic groups"
means those peoples ofdiverse origins who came to Canada during or after
the founding ofthe Canadian state and that it does not include the first
inhabitants ofthe country (Book I, 1967, p. xxvi).
This paragraph is one ofonly a few in the report to deal directly with the Aboriginal peoples
and the terms ofreference, yet here there was clear confusion about their location, "since it is
obvious that these two groups [the Indians and Eskimos] do not form part ofthe founding
races". However, the logical necessity ofincluding them under "other ethnic groups" was
realized to be an absurdity, since "it does not include the first inhabitants ofthe country". In
this way, the one group, who through historical presence had the strongest case for founding
race status was erased from the terms ofreference. Nevertheless, this did not prevent
Aboriginal groups and representatives from making a range ofsubmissions to the Royal
Commission. Despite the efforts ofthe Commission to ultimately exclude Aboriginal
concerns from consideration, their claims and issues were to become prominent petitions to
the Commission, engendering strong related media coverage as well.
Ifthe preliminary hearings were a venue for Aboriginal and other ethnic groups to
resist the "founding races" hegemony in the terms ofreference, the function ofthese oral
hearings for the Commission was to define and limit the singularity ofthe "problem" under
investigation (Ashforth, 1990). Achieving public consensus on the singularity of"the
problem" as defined through the terms ofreference would continue to challenge the
Commission through the rest oftheir public hearings. This was foreshadowed in Co
chairman Dunton's closing remarks:
A number ofpeople have spoken about definitions and terms and meanings in
the Order in Council. Some confusion may be cleared up by a careful reading
ofstatements made at the opening ofthe hearings yesterday. Perhaps we may
be able to clear up some others ourselves as we go along. I do not think we
can hope to clear up everything, because some probably will not become
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completely clear until our reports, since the very defining, in some particular
cases, would mean conclusions we would be reaching (Preliminary hearings,
1963, p. 547).
After sitting through the preliminary hearings, Co-chairman Dunton was well aware of the
difficulties of definitions and terms of meanings in the Order in Council (the terms of
reference) but his comments optimistically suggested that eventually upon publication of the
reports these difficulties would be cleared up. He finished by stating, "even if people perhaps
disagree with some of the phrases in the terms of reference, we hope they will still come
forward with their views, in any case, since we are extremely anxious to have all those
different views" (ibid, p. 548). It is hoped that he did not eventually come to regret this
invitation.
The Preliminary Report
The Preliminary Report was published on February 1st, 1965. This report's findings
were based on the preliminary hearings (November, 1963) and the regional meetings (March
June, 1964). It was a surprise best seller, selling 5,000 copies within 24 hours of its release,
and as Laurendeau recalled in his dairy, "the event caused a stir from sea to sea" (Smart,
1991, p. 130), indicating a profound national interest in the initial findings of the royal
commission. The Preliminary Report was a material representation of the "truth" of the
inquiry, "The aspect of State as auditor is symbolized materially by a Commission's
published Report, representing the product of a search for the truth"; in this case the "truth"
of the hearings and attendant evidence organized into book form (Ashforth, 1990, p. 9). The
findings or "truth" of the Preliminary Report were summarized in their opening remarks,
"they [the Commissioners] have been driven to the conclusion that Canada, without being
fully conscious of the fact, is passing through the greatest crisis in its history" (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 13), and book-ended by the opening sentences of the final chapter, "All that
we have seen and heard has led us to the conviction that Canada is in the most critical period
of its history since Confederation. We believe that there is a crisis" (ibid, p. 133).
The Preliminary Report inaugurated what Ashforth describes as the second phase of
the inquiry, the persuasive phase, although the investigative phase continued concurrently
through 1965, as immediately after the publication of the Preliminary Report, the
Commission began its regular public hearings - which ended December 1965 (Book I, 1967,
p. xv). The main function of the Preliminary Report was to persuade the public of the
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existence and particular nature ofa national crisis. In his textual analysis ofthe Preliminary
Report, Chua (1979) outlined the formulation ofidea ofa national crisis through the writing
ofthe Preliminary Report. Drawing on the work ofDorothy Smith, Chua unraveled how the
documentary reality ofa "crisis" was embodied as a textually constructed reality that in tum
made reference the world external to the text, which then became available to the reader of
the text through the process ofreading (Chua, 1979, p. 47- 48). Thus, the report was
necessarily an occasioned construction resulting from the "contextual organizational
practices ofthe reporters in their practical accomplishment ofthe description ofa social
situation" (ibid, p. 48). These organizational practices, as constitutive features ofthe
documentary reality, included "the reporters' interpretation and organization ofthe publicly
expressed, and often contradictory, opinions regarding the situation to be described" (ibid, p.
48). Chua described the organizational practices through which the national crisis became
formulated as beginning with the securing ofthe problem, managing conflicting opinions,
and the assembly ofa national problem as a crisis (Chua, 1979).
The Opening Speeches
The matter ofdefining the singularity ofthe problem, articulated in the Preliminary
Report as the national crisis, continued from the preliminary hearings; in this persuasive
phase ofthe inquiry, the challenge ofthe report was to try and secure public consensus on the
problem. This process began by attempting to anchor the terms ofreference from the start. In
their opening speeches at the preliminary hearings that launched these and all subsequent
public hearings, Laurendeau pointed to the importance and uniqueness ofthese terms of
reference by stating, "in many respects the Commission resembles all royal commissions ...in
other ways this Commission is 'pas comme les autres' ...this fact is derived from the very
nature ofthe terms ofreference, we are hence able to emphasize it" (Preliminary report,
1965, p. 177). Both Co-chairmen Laurendeau and Dunton went on to specify clearly what
they saw as the central concern ofthe terms ofreference; "My colleague, Davidson Dunton,
will tell you presently that in our opinion the central idea of the terms of reference is that of
the equal partnership between the two founding races" (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 177),
echoed shortly thereafter by Dunton, "A chiefaim ofthe Commission will be to determine to
what extent an equal partnership exists, and how it may better be realized in Canada" (ibid, p.
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180). Dunton went on to discuss the implications of the term "biculturalism" in one of the
most detailed breakdowns of a term of reference in the opening speeches:
Implied in the word "biculturalism" is the fact that in Canada there are two
main cultures, each related to one of the principal languages, sharing much in
common but each with many distinctive attributes. It will be an important part
of our task to consider how these two main cultures may both develop
vigorously under the concept of "equal partnership". At the same time, the
Commission shall be concerned with the cultural contributions of other
groups. The term "biculturalism" in our minds does not carry the thought that
the two cultures must be mixed, nor that individuals must necessarily possess
both. But we do believe that it must imply an equality of opportunity for the
individual as chiefly associated with one or the other of the two main cultures.
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 180).
In this lengthy expansion, the paramount question of the two main cultures was linked to the
two main languages, with an added "concern" for the cultural contributions of "other
groups", yet the ascendancy of the two main groups were retained, as the rights of the
individual were associated with one of the main cultures.
In the rest of his opening speech, Dunton outlined what the main questions for the
Commission would be, with only two of the 14 example questions addressing the "other
ethnic groups", and none of the questions concerned with Aboriginal issues (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 181). In Laurendeau's speech, he identified the first result of the questions
posed through the terms of reference as being the need for extensive research:
...as you will have realized yourselves, the areas of systematic research that
are suggested by such terms are large and varied ....It will therefore be
necessary to compile an enormous quantity of facts dealing with economic
and social questions as well as political and cultural ones, to examine them in
the light of a particular principle, neither neglecting nor confusing any of their
important aspects, to interpret them and to draw practical conclusions (ibid, p.
178).
Having identified the amassing and interpretation of an "enormous quantity of facts" as the
first requirement, Laurendeau identified the second result, "perhaps the more important and
the more specific", as the answer to the question of "The equal partnership" (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 178). In Laurendeau's opinion, this question was best answered by the
public, "And who can tell us this, if not the Canadians?" (ibid). He then outlined, "the
questions that the terms of reference and the Commission pose to Canadians", beginning with
"What is a bilingual and bicultural state?" (ibid).
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In their opening speeches to the public, Dunton and Laurendeau attempted to fix the
terms of reference, already identified as apart from those of other royal commissions and
hence worthy of special emphasis, and prioritize their questions. By reiterating the central
question of the Commission as an issue of the two founding races, in both their definition of
terms and examples of questions, they attempted to specify the primary concern at the public
hearings and in the Commission research agenda. The task of securing public consensus on a
singular problem began even before the hearings with the public started, and was also
necessary in order to make the accumulating facts of research relevant in their application
and use in the report. That the Co-chairmen would find the central concern to be about the
founding races was not surprising given the structure of the of the Order in Council,
beginning with the main terms of reference as outlined in the first paragraph and then
elaborated further in the three subsequent particulars of the Order:
1) to report upon the situation and practice of bilingualism with all branches
and agencies of the federal administration - including Crown corporations and in their communications with the public and to make recommendations
designed to ensure the bilingual and basically bicultural character of the
federal administration;
2) to report on the role of public and private organizations, including the mass
communications media, in promoting bilingualism, better cultural relations
and a more widespread appreciation of the basically bicultural character of our
country and of the subsequent contribution made by other cultures; and to
recommend what should be done to improve that role; and
3) having regard to the fact that constitutional jurisdiction over education is
vested in the province, to discuss with the provincial governments the
opportunities available to Canadians to learn the English and French
languages and to recommend what could be done to enable Canadians to
become bilingual (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 152)
In these particulars of the terms of reference, the weight of the inquiry was clearly placed on
issues primarily pertaining to bilingualism and to a lesser extent biculturalism with the main
arenas of the inquiry being the federal administration, the media and education, with the
added recognition that education was a provincial responsibility. The only mention of other
cultures here was as an addendum, a "subsequent contribution", to the "basically bicultural
character of our country". This was the formulation that was echoed in the Co-chairmen's
attempts to secure the problem in their inaugurating speeches. Laurendeau ended his opening
speech by anticipating the overarching "truth" of the Preliminary Report, the problem of a

87
national crisis, "The Canadian government, in setting up the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism clearly indicated its belief that we are in a state of emergency
- an emergency that can jeopardize the very existence of Canada" (Preliminary report, 1965,
p. 179). It is predominantly this statement which was taken as proof, particularly in the
media, in arguments that the Commission from the very start had set out to manufacture a
crisis. As Wardaugh states in his book "Language and Nationhood", a common question in
the wake of the Preliminary Report was, "To what extent the work of the Royal Commission
helped create or validate a "crisis" one can only surmise" (Wardaugh, 1983, p. 40).
The Legitimacy of the Authors and the Validity of the Evidence
After Laurendeau and Dunton set out their formulation of the problem in their
opening speeches, the submissions from the public in the ensuing preliminary hearings and
regional meetings had to be incorporated into the Preliminary Report. From the excerpts of
the transcript of the preliminary hearings outlined above, it was clear that not all public
submissions were necessarily in line with the formulation outlined by the Co-chairmen. Thus,
with the publishing of the Preliminary Report, the persuasive phase of the inquiry began and
organizational practices, as described by Chua (1979), were mobilized to manage conflicting
opinions in the constitution of a national crisis and persuade the reading public of its
existence.
In the Preliminary Report, the first thing that was established was the legitimacy of
the contents of the report. This could be established by ensuring the independence of the
Commission. This independence was best demonstrated by emphasizing the impartiality of
the Commissioners and the range of the evidence collected and collated into the report. In
describing the inquiry as a theatre of power, Ashforth (1990) details the characteristics of the
legitimate inquirers:
Public inquiries mediate between State and Society ... they venture out from
the official spaces of State to inspect conditions with their objective gaze.... A
government appoints people to sit on an inquiry, people who bring a certain
authority to proceedings...a Commission is expected to be impartial and

independent of sectional interests in Civil Society. Commissioners are
frequently appointed because they represent interests.... But once engaged in
the tasks of inquiry, Commissioners are expected to strive for consideration of
the common good (p. 9)
The venture out from "official spaces" can be seen in the first words of the Preliminary
Report's preamble which began, "Ten Canadians traveled through the country for months,
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met thousands of their fellow citizens, heard and read what they had to say" (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 13). The first paragraph of the postscript to the Preliminary Report started:
This .. .is a presentation of interim opinions about a situation that we have
examined rapidly. If we felt it was necessary to present them at all, it was
because they sprang from unanimous convictions, which were freely arrived
at by ten Canadians belonging to the two cultures or coming from circles
integrated with one of the cultures (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 143).
At the very start and the very end of the Preliminary Report the reader was reminded that the
Commissioners are just "ten Canadians" and hence independent of the State, as they should
be, but also members of the larger public as well. Emphasizing their representational
diversity and impartial unanimity, the Commissioners confirmed their objectivity by assuring
that that they ventured out of their official spaces of State to inspect the varied conditions of
Canadians everywhere. Confirming the Commissioners legitimacy from start to finish of
their report was crucial for securing public consensus on their findings.
The legitimacy of the report was also based on the validity of its evidence. The range
of evidence collected and collated into the report was detailed carefully in the opening pages
of the report, where under the title "Evidence" was listed the range of meetings, hearings,
interviews, letters and media materials that informed the report. The report continued, "thus,
what we refer to here as 'the evidence' consists in the main of the opinions expressed before
us" (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 16). However, a few pages later, pointing to the large
number of questions provoked by the terms of reference, the Commissioners stated,
We therefore had to establish from the very beginning a very large field of
research. We could not undertake this research ourselves, for we had neither
the time nor the competence to do so. We therefore had to entrust it to
experts, especially since these questions, although they are frequently brought
up in certain parts of Canada, have seldom been studied in depth (ibid, p. 22).
There was a tension between the need for the Commissioners to portray the Preliminary
Report as a faithful compilation of the thoughts of Canadians, and also the inquiry's
requirement for "facts". This echoed Laurendeau's opening remarks where he suggested the
need for extensive research and the need to ask Canadians for answers; however, he
emphasized the latter as he was aware of the political legitimacy that came with representing
the report and its conclusions as built on the opinions of Canadians. This awareness was
visible from the very start of the Preliminary report as in the opening paragraph of the
preamble the Commissioners began,

89
The ten do not now claim that they are relying on this as a scientific
investigation, nor do they have solutions to propose at this stage. All they say
is this: here is what we saw and heard, and here is the preliminary - but
unanimous - conclusion we have drawn (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 13).
Therefore, in the opening act of the persuasive phase which was the publishing of the
Preliminary Report, the Commissioners were engaged in a careful balancing act between
mobilizing research and expertise against the "truth" of popular opinion. In order to maintain
the legitimacy of the evidence upon which the report was based, the Commissioners had to
show that they were representing popular opinion by reiterating that the report was a
compendium of all they have been told, yet, their access to research and expertise allowed
them to retain their authority as the independent albeit State appointed inquirers and thus
authorized them to interpret and represent popular opinion as authors of the report. The
public hearings ended in 1965, and in the subsequent years of the inquiry the research aspect
of the Commission eventually became the biggest for an inquiry to date and many of the
reports were published as separate studies; however, there would ultimately also be a public
and political outcry over the expense.
The Documentary Reality of a National Crisis
Ashforth (1990) argues that upon publication, the report becomes the authoritative
statement pertaining to political action (p. 7). Nowhere is the statement pertaining to
political action made more clearly than in the preamble of the Preliminary Report:
...we simply record the existence of a crisis which we believe to be a very
serious. If it should persist and gather momentum it could destroy Canada.
On the other hand, if it is overcome, it will have contributed to the rebirth of a
richer and more dynamic Canada. But this will be possible only if we face the
reality of the crisis and grapple with it in time (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
13).
Thus, the call for action was intimately bound up with securing the singular problem, that is,
the national crisis. However, the process through which the report came to be the
authoritative statement pertaining to this political action required more that just the
establishment of the legitimacy of the Commissioners as authors and the validity of the
evidence upon which the report is based. The challenge was also to textually construct a
documentary reality of a national crisis in the world external to the text, and for this reality to
become available to the reader of the text in order to make a convincing case that there was a
singular crisis between the two founding races in the nation (Chua, 1979, p. 47-48). This is

90
achieved through organizational practices; that is, "the reporters' interpretation and
organization of the publicly expressed, and often contradictory, opinions regarding the
situation to be described" (ibid). In the Preliminary Report, this occurred through the
authors' management of conflicting ideas; specifically, negating opinions from other ethnic
and Aboriginal groups were turned into unit items, seen to be at in conflict or contradiction
with each other thus rendering a cohesive opinion impossible. These units were then
juxtaposed against other opinions ordered to resemble collective speech to give credence to
the latter and weaken the claims of the former in the assembly of the national problem.
Other Ethnic Groups in the Preliminary Report

In the article, "Describing a National Crisis", Chua (1979) demonstrated how
disparate accounts by various French Canadian groups testifying that a national crisis exists
are organized into collective speech by retaining only the French identity and the
geographical location of the speakers (p. 53). Specifically, statements made by French
Canadians at regional meetings in different geographical settings were reorganized into an
account that, "collect these specificities under the auspices of Canada, and to display these
locations as constituting Canada" (ibid). In this way, a quantity of statements were
transformed into a qualitatively different speech through the reorganization of various
abstracted opinions into a collective French Canadian opinion (ibid). Conversely, Chua
discussed how locality, ethnicity and language can also be used to constitute each negating
opinion as one unique item, thus rendering collective opinion as impossible (Chua, 1979, p.
54). This was most easily done with the presented opinions of other ethnic groups whose
ethnic, linguistic and geographical diversity were easily ordered into fragmented opinions.
Reflecting the strong role played by the Ukrainian groups in advocating against the idea of
two founding races, in the Preliminary Report the geographical specificity of the Prairies was
often invoked as a place where from where strong "third force" sentiments were emanating:
On several occasions the expression "third force" was used to emphasize that
these otherwise dissimilar groups have in common the characteristics of being
neither British nor French. These were points of view we were to find again
elsewhere, especially on the Prairies (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 37).
and,
The desire of these groups to be seen as a special element in Canadian life was
strongest on the Prairies. Elsewhere, solidarity with English or, in some cases,
French Canada, was more often emphasized (ibid, p. 51).
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In direct contrast to the strategy described by Chua (1979) above where geographically
disparate French Canadian speech was organized into a collective opinion, these two
exemplary quotes demonstrated how the report emphasized the geographic fragmentation in
opinion ofother ethnic groups by localizing particular opinions as strongest in the Prairies as
opposed to a placeless "elsewhere". Related to this, was the ongoing effort throughout the
report by the authors to underscore the dissimilarities between the various other ethnic
groups, to emphasize the fragmentation ofthe other ethnic group, and hence to continually
undermine oftheir self-characterizations as a "third force" or "third element" in the nation.
Self-identification as collective "third force" or "third element" throughout their
presentations to the Commission was one ofthe main challenges to the two founding races
formula from the other ethnic groups. As the assembly ofthe national crisis hinged on this
formula oftwo founding races, the organizational practices ofthe report with respect to other
ethnic groups were most frequently to demonstrate the lack ofcohesion and consistency
amongst the various ethnic groups. Lack ofcohesion was indicated by vague attributions of
opinions; for example, "some people were in favour ofrecognizing not only French and
English in the teaching system, but other languages as well" (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
67). This opinion, as with many others, that might have negated the singularity ofa national
crisis were given as held by an uncountable, unidentifiable "some people", and were thus
difficult to cohere into a collective opinion. Negating opinions were also characterized as
anomalous unit items making them easier to dismiss; "Once the disquieting idea of 'second
class citizenship' had been aired and the strongest possible protest lodged against it. .."
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 52). Here, who lodged the protest is unclear, perhaps it was the
Commissioners, but the implication was clear that once the protest has been lodged, this
opinion was repealed and relegated into the past. Presented opinions, particularly those on
language, were also dichotomized in the report in order to minimize their negating impact:
A comparatively few, who live in groups where their own language is
commonly used, speak little or no French or English. Ofthe great number
that habitually use one of these languages in their working lives, some are
anxious to maintain their own language and the cultural heritage that goes
with it; others are content to see their children grow up just like Canadians of
British or French origin, or have themselves been fully integrated (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 126).
also,
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It was suggested to us that there could be special recognition of languages
other than French or English without those other languages being given
official status. Others pointed out that the maintenance of religious groups is
intimately linked with the preservation of language. Once or twice, indeed, it
was proposed that the word "bilingualism" in the Commission's terms of
reference should be interpreted to mean either French or English plus the
mother tongue of the individual in question (ibid, p. 52).
Again, vague contradictory attributions such as "some" and "other" are taken to imply that
other ethnic groups, no matter to what various degrees they are integrated, could not have
complex desires for linguistic and/or cultural maintenance which could include varying
degrees of multilingualism. As well, proposals for different types of bilingualism were again
turned into unit items, "once or twice," and their anomaly emphasized with "indeed". Other
claims made by various ethnic groups were handily erased from the report by relegating them
for further study:
It should be understood of course that we shall be continuing our study of
these claims in our final report. The question we are asking ourselves here is
somewhat narrower: what role do the other ethnic groups play in the crisis
which is threatening to tear Canada apart today (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
126)?
Here, the scope of the question was not only narrowed to the point that all other opinions
could be deemed irrelevant for present consideration, but the question was constructed in
such as way that the "role" of other ethnic groups was constricted to the part they played in a
de facto crisis; the result was a limited representation of claims made by other ethnic groups
from the hearings.
Ethnic groups were also atomized by their ethnicity and language in order to
demonstrate their lack of collectivity in speech and opinion:
It is difficult to describe the character of a segment of the population that is so
diverse: each ethnic group has its own original language and culture. And
even within one group, because of factors of geography or individual
characteristics, many divergences are to be found. These people's experiences
of "Canada" differ in both time and space ... (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
126).
Although the range of geography and individual characteristics were in fact proof of
Canadian collectivity in the case of founding races, for the other ethnic groups, diversity
atomized and hence negated their opinions. Also, diversity of ethnicity and language could
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then become the justification for understanding absences and differences of particular ethnic
groups as challenges to the collectivity of their opinions:
Moreover, some of these groups did not present themselves to us at the
regional meetings. We met very few Canadians of German or Dutch origin,
relatively few Poles, Italians or Finns, but many Ukrainians. Finally, among
those who participated in the discussions, reaction differed greatly from one
minority to another (ibid, p. 126-127).
Here, not only are the absences to the collectivity indicated, but also the supposed
disproportionate representation of Ukrainian opinion is also specified in order to underscore
other ethnic group fragmentation.
In the penultimate, the Commissioners analyzed the range of opinions presented as
they "try to weigh what we have heard, and to look behind the views expressed" (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 109). With respect to other ethnic groups, analysis of their presentations
continued to atomize the various groups:
Many people of other than British or French descent consider themselves part
of either English-speaking or French-speaking Canada. We are well aware,
however, that among such Canadians there is a considerable number who
though they regularly use one of the official languages, and are largely
integrated in the life around them, still wish to conserve and foster their
particular heritage of language and culture. A few Canadians speak neither
English nor French. Their problems are real, but not central to our study
(ibid).
Furthermore, the range of opinions from the various ethnic groups, including those
challenging the terms of reference formulation, were subsequently subsumed into the two
dominant groups and those who spoke neither of the two dominant languages were decisively
excised from all consideration in the report. This was yet another dismissal of the other
ethnic groups collective claims and laid the groundwork of the Commission's strategy for
incorporation of other ethnic groups as would be outlined in the final reports.
The two brief sections of the report that dealt directly with the other ethnic groups
both concluded with summative statements about the lack of cohesion and consistency of this
collectivity:
An attempt was made at some regional meetings to discover what unifying
values are held in common by Canadians of German, Italian, Chinese,
Ukrainian and other ethnic extraction, but a full discussion didn't seem to
follow, and this variant on the multicultural theme tended to blend with the
mosaic idea. Indeed the notion of a "third force" had few supporters even
among the "New Canadians" (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 51-52).
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and,
A varied range of view was offered to us, bearing witness to the efforts being
made to work the other ethnic groups into a really Canadian context. ... But
we could not say that the other ethnic groups proposed a clear, consistent and
definite formula. They, too, are trying to find themselves in the present
troubled waters; they, too, must carry on an examination of collective
conscience in the most genuine way (ibid, p. 127-128).
The lack of unifying values as a stated barrier to collectivity were never specified in the
report; whereas, the lack of unifying values in each of the founding race groups, insofar as
the report tracks the wide range of opinions from English and French communities, seemed
to present no barrier to collective representation in the report. Also, the lack of unifying
values became elided with lack of agreement on nomenclature, with "multicultural"
conflicting with "mosaic", and "New Canadians" rejecting "third force", which was ironic,
given the strong aversion of most ethnic groups to the term "New Canadians" itself.
Aboriginal Groups in the Preliminary Report

If the dominant interpretation and organization of other ethnic groups and their
opinions in the report were lacking cohesion and consistency, the dominant positioning of
Aboriginal groups and their issues was as peripheral to the report and its concerns. However,
the report was also always careful to acknowledge the special, as in exceptional, founding
status of Indians and Eskimos from the very first chapter:
Moreover, the Commission cannot forget that there is in Canada a native
population, not large in number it is true, but one which has its traditions and
its rights.... Their position and future prospect would have to be the object of
special study (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 22).
The peripheral position of Aboriginal groups in the report was a reflection not only of their
absence from the terms of reference, but also their last place position - a short paragraph at
the bottom of five pages - in the instructions for preparing briefs for the Commission:
13. The terms of reference refer to the "subsequent" contribution made by
other cultures. But there is also a prior contribution that all the others
followed: that of the first inhabitants of the country, Eskimos and the Indians.
They make up the oldest group, and in comparison, all the English and
French-speaking peoples would appear to be New Canadians. The
Commission recognizes clearly that it has a duty to give special attention to
the problems of the Eskimos and the Indian in our present world (Preliminary
report, 1965, p. 187).
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In both these excerpts, the "special" or exceptional status of the Aboriginal groups was
emphasized, particularly in terms of their unique "problems" and as objects of study, serving
not only to peripheralize but also pathologize the groups. The exceptionality of the
Aboriginal groups also operated to remove them from founding race parity with the English
and French; thus, negating one of the strongest possible challenges to the dualism of
founding races and the crisis therein.
Although the report acknowledged the "traditions" and "rights" of Aboriginal groups,
Aboriginal claims to language rights were presented as fragmented and inconsistent.
Throughout the Commission, Indians and Eskimos were clumped together as one unit and
their issues were discussed always in tandem; however, when in discussion of claims to
language, the consistent demands by Eskimo groups for language support was juxtaposed
against what was characterized as the inconsistent claims for language by the Indians:
In Victoria, an Indian chief stated that after doing everything to cause the
extinction of the Indian language in that region by taking drastic steps to
exclude it from the schools, Canadians are now asking that it be exhibited for
the tourist trade, even through it is hardly spoken now. "When my wife, my
brother and myself die, no one will speak my people's language any longer"
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 67).
This statement, which clearly outlines the concerns with Aboriginal linguicide was
juxtaposed with the following paragraph next:
As far as the maintenance of the Indian languages is concerned, the
Commission has noted that opinion is not unanimous. In part this is explained
by the variety of Indian languages, each of which may have its local dialects.
In these conditions, English very naturally becomes the lingua franca of the
Indian band and all the more so since they see the knowledge of that language
as an economic necessity: "The whole world speaks English," most of the
chiefs told us at a meeting of the Indian-Eskimo Association in London. On
the other hand, the Eskimos we met were practically all in favour of keeping
their language ... (ibid, p. 67).
The impact of the previous statement was curtailed here by citing supposed contradictory
opinion from other chiefs. Although English was naturalized as a lingua franca, and the
support of English by a vague number of "most of the chiefs" was in its instrumental capacity
as an "economic necessity", nowhere was the desire for language retention as part of cultural
survival of Indian peoples included here. These inconsistent positions on the part of the
Indians preceded the clear and consistent message from the Eskimo communities about their
desire for language retention, thus creating the impression of lack of cohesion within the
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"Indian and Eskimo" grouping, which had an effect overall of diminishing the strength of the
Eskimo claim.
Further contradictions in the Indian groups were highlighted in the discussion of
bilingualism, by presenting the differences in the support of lack of support of
French/English bilingualism as an effect of age:
the older chiefs present voiced their concern that certain changes might affect
their status: "Our treaty was written in English and was signed under the
British flag. If we change the language, the treaty becomes worthless."
Younger members of the group showed interest in this matter, but one ofthem
who belonged to the National Indian Council recognized that there was no
doubt whatever, in his mind, about French being the official language of
Canada (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 128).
This comparison of older and younger Indian opinions is spurious at best, since about 2
weeks before the publication of this report, Kahn-Tineta Hom, a 23 year old Mohawk activist
and the National Council oflndians' 1963 "Indian Princess ofCanada", 7 (Kahn-Tineta Hom,
1965) made remarks that directly refuted such a position on bilingualism at a talk given at the
University of Toronto; "Indian rights are based on the fact that 'we were here first'; the
French-Canadian has no rights, and English-speaking Canadians have already made far too
many concessions to those who speak French" (Shepherd, 1965). Although these remarks
were not part of the submissions to the Preliminary Report, the newspaper article covering
her extensive remarks on the exploitation ofthe Indians, "Indian cheated by white man, says
Mohawk model" (ibid, p. 1 ), was part of the research material collected for the Commission.
Kahn-Tineta Hom would later make a controversial submission at the public hearings of the
Commission and gamer more related media coverage.
Ironically, the only unanimity of opinion with regards to the Indians and Eskimos in
the report came from the "white" audience:
We found great sympathy in "white" audiences for the plight in which
Canada's two indigenous peoples find themselves, as the relentless march of
North American industry and technology moves into territories once
exclusively their own. We were impressed with this unanimity of views
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 50).
In this careful construction, "white" audiences are portrayed not only as uniformly
sympathetic to Aboriginal problems or "plight", but also as innocent since new world
7

This title was later withdrawn most likely because of her strong anti-colonial political activism.
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industry and technology, and not white settler colonialism, are blamed for loss of indigenous
territories. This paragraph, appended to the end of a section presenting Aboriginals claims as
contradictory, underscored the collectivity of speech from the "white" audience against
Indian and Eskimo inconsistencies.
The peripheral positioning of the Aboriginal groups could be seen throughout the
report. The only extensive information on Aboriginal demographics was given as an
extensive footnote in the second chapter, and, even in this footnote, Aboriginal opinions were
marked right away as inconsistent and hence their collective voice undermined before any
submissions were even discussed; "As to the problem raised by their integration into
Canadian life, with relation to their conflict which causes opposition between the 'two
founding races', not all of them would react in the same way" (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
37). Towards the end of the report, the peripheral position of the Indians and Eskimos was
explicitly outlined, "In this conflict which divides the two societies by setting them one
against the other, Indians and Eskimos are in a position apart" (ibid, p. 128). Therefore, the
tangential place of Aboriginal people in relation to the national problem was confirmed in the
final chapter, entitled "The Crisis", and the discussion which couched the crisis as mainly a
problem of French and English relations could continue.

Ethnic Origin versus Mother Tongue in the Census
In the Preliminary Report, opinions from both the Aboriginal and other ethnic groups
which challenged the singularity of the problem as an English-French national crisis were
consistently organized as fragmented, contradictory and peripheral. In this way, the
collectivity of these groups was undermined in the report, strengthening the construction of
the documentary reality of a national crisis for the readers of the report. However, the
collectivity of groups, in particular the other ethnic groups, was also challenged through the
mobilization and use of statistics, specifically, the 1961 Census of Canada statistics.
In the hearings, as described above, many of the claims made by other ethnic groups
were based on their demographic size. Quite early on in the report, the basis for these types

of demographic claims was destabilized:
On several occasions this was expressed by an over-estimation of their
numbers, as by the Winnipeg speaker who said: "We are the third element of
the population of this country, of which I think our proportion today is almost
one-third"* (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 50).
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Not only is the demographic basis for the speaker's claim challenged as an overestimation,
but also in a footnote to this sentence at the bottom of this page, census statistics were given
to bolster this challenge:
*The 1961 Census of Canada establishes at 13.5 p.c. those Canadians whose
mother tongue is other than English or French, while those of non-French,
non-British origin constitute 28.5 p.c. of the population. Of course, this "third
element" is composed of many different linguistic groups... (ibid).
It is here that the distinction between ethnic origin statistics and linguistic groups was first
flagged in the report. This distinction became a key element in the debate on demographic
claims, particularly for the other ethnic groups. Later in the report, the import of this
distinction was expanded upon, and the various ways in which demographic data was
mobilized detailed:
In the game of numbers and percentages in which the participants engaged,
Canadians of ethnic origins other than British and French appeared to occupy
a strategic position. Thus some English-speaking participants like to
emphasize that this imposing fraction of the population, which the latest
Census sets at 13.4 per cent according to mother tongue and 26.8 per cent
according to ethnic origin .... When they looked at the country as a whole they
often included in the "English" group all Canadians not of French origin - a
procedure which clearly reduces the importance of the "French" group, and
thus makes majority rule more imposing....As for the French-speaking
Canadians, they were inclined to regard the non-French peoples of Canada as
a uniformly English block, thus magnifying their own minority position,
especially where language and not ethnic origin is used as the standard of
classification. Those participants who spoke for groups of other than British
or French origin frequently cited numbers and percentages to support their
minority claims. Some, as we have seen, told us that these groups constitute
"a third force" which is nearly as important numerically, if ethnic origin alone
is taken into account, as that of the French Canadians. Moreover, especially
in the Prairie Provinces, representatives of certain ethnic groups frequently
referred to their numbers at the local level, either to claim rights for their
group at that level, or to support their opposition to the rights which French
Canadians enjoy or are asking in those provinces (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
100-101).
There was a range of ways in which various groups mobilized census data to their advantage;
the English used the other ethnic groups to inflate their numbers in order to increase their
majority, the French excluded the other ethnic groups in order to highlight their vulnerability,
and other ethnic groups themselves mobilized the figures to demonstrate not only their
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demographic import, but also to make or oppose claims for rights at the local levels. Census
data were also used to show that no groups could make a majority claim:
Others called attention to the fact that no group, strictly speaking, has a
majority in the country. Thus, the population of British origin, which was
60.5 per cent of the whole in 1871, was no more than 43.8 per cent in 1961.*
Hence, from the ethnic point of view, the Canadian population is made up of
more or less important minorities; this was suggested to us at regional
meetings. It therefore follows, from this point of view, that the majority rule
could not be legitimately applied in our country (Preliminary report, 1965, p.
101).
The assertion by other ethnic groups that no group can make a majority claim based on ethnic
origin is countered by a footnote to this at the bottom of the page,"*It is important to point
out however, that the mother tongue of 58.4 p.c. of all citizens was English" (ibid, p. IO I).
Therefore, claims made by other ethnic groups as to their large demographic force, based on
a collective non-British and non-French origin, are countered, in footnoted statistics, again
through the census data of linguistic groupings.
Under the stipulations of the terms of reference, having to consider groups other than
the French or English, introduced the actual problem of how to define these groups. The
Commission was clear as to how they would tackle this definition, mobilizing census data to
serve their own conclusions. In the Working Paper of December 1963, which was given out
for the use of all of those preparing briefs for the Commission, in the section (number 12 out
of 13) detailing how to address the question of"other" cultures, a footnote table clarified:
To put the problem in its proper perspective, we must keep in mind the
respective importance of each of these groups. As languages and cultures are
in question here, we believe it necessary to utilize the statistics relating to
mother tongue and not to ethnic origin. In the 1961 Census of Canada
(Population, Official Language and Mother Tongue, Catalogue: 92-549), in
terms of mother tongue the Canadian population divides as follows:
Total population:

18,238,247

Mother tongues:
English

10,660,534 (58%)

French

5,123,151 (28%)

Others

2,454,562 (14%)

"Others" is broken down into several linguistic groups of which the principal
ones are (over and above 100,000):
German

563,713 (3%)

100
Ukrainian

361,496 (2%)

Italian

339,626 (2%)

Dutch

170,177 (1%)

Indian and Eskimo

166,531 (1%)

Polish

161,720 (1%)

Others
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 186)

691,266 (4%)

This footnote explaining that mother tongue data is more germane than ethnic origin to the
questions posed in the terms ofreference, "as languages and cultures are in question here",
was only posited in this second last section ofthe guidelines related to "The 'other' cultures"
(ibid, p. 186). In the very first section ofthese guidelines for briefpreparation, where the
question ofequal partnership is to be considered, the centrality ofrace is retained:
1. The mainspring (l'idee-force) ofthe terms ofreference, and consequently
ofthe Commission, is the idea of"an equal partnership between the two
founding races" ...
Here, in relation to the two founding races, the idea of"race" was not supplanted, as it was in
relation to "other" groups, by the question of"languages and cultures", or "linguistic
groups". Therefore, the hierarchy between the two founding races and other ethnic groups
was maintained, and further, other ethnic groups were specified as "linguistic" groupings.
Numerically, the distribution ofthe population based on ethnic origin looked
significantly different from the one based on mother tongue:
Distribution ofthe Population by Ethnic Origin, Canada, 1961
Canada

18,238,247

British

7,996,669 (43.84%)

French

5,540,346 (30.37%)

Other Ethnic Origin

4,701,232 (25.75%)

(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 192)
Comparing the census data based on ethnic origin with that based on mother tongue shows
that the main shift in the distribution in population was between the British group (ethnic
origin) and English group (mother tongue) when compared to the "other" category. That is,
mother tongue distribution decreased the numbers in the "other" category when compared to
the ethnic origin category. Therefore, by defining the other ethnic groups as fragmented
linguistic categories, when the same was not specified for the two founding races, claims
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made on the basis ofan other ethnic collectivity could be contested (as in, they are only 13%
ofthe population, not 26%) or disregarded by the Commission (as in, they are a series of
small linguistic groups, German 3%, Ukrainian 2%, Italian 2%, and so on) (ibid).
In these definitions and footnotes, the report draws a clear distinction between mother
tongue and ethnic origin data; however, these distinctions were not so discrete. The census
defined mother tongue as "the language first learned in childhood and still understood"
(Preliminary report, 1965, p. 191). The definition ofethnic group on the other hand was
more complex:
- ethnic group: is traced through the father. The question asked was "To what
ethnic or cultural group did you or your ancestor (on the male side) belong on
coming to this continent?" The language spoken at that time by the person or
his paternal ancestor was used as an aid in the determination ofthe person's
ethnic group ... (ibid).
Here, language was a concrete feature in the determination ofethnic origin. As well, 1961
was the first time this ethnic origin question had been used in the census. Before 1961,
questions on origin in the census were couched in terms ofracial origin. By the end ofthe
Second World War, genetic research had begun to show decisively that there was no
biological foundation for the concept "race" (Bourhis, 2003, p. 17). Having been challenged
that they had mistakenly used the word race to distinguish groups whose differences were not
necessarily biological, and because Nazi war crimes had cast opprobrium on the term itself
(Beaud & Prevost, 1996, p. 3), the Dominion Bureau ofStatistics (DBS) was forced to
rethink its collection ofracial origin statistics. One ofthe best known challenges to the racial
origin questions came from Norman B. Ryder, who was a demographer acting as a consultant
to the DBS (ibid). Ryder (1955) analyzed the results ofthe 1941 census racial origin
question and found that there was an array ofinterpretations as to what exactly the question
was asking, resulting in a wide range ofcategories ofresponses:
The detailed origins table for 1941 presents the following types ofanswers:
colour (Indian, Negro); language (Czech and Slovak, Ukrainian); religion
(Jewish, Hindu); and birthplace-cum-nationality (Austrian, Belgian). Most of
the origins listed could refer either to a language or to a birthplace (p. 466).
As well, he compared the mother tongue and racial origin data gathered from the 1921, 1931
and 1941 census and determined that the origin questions did not both exclude all those who
did not belong and did not include all those who did (Ryder, 1955). Based on these analyses,
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Ryder concluded that the "prime source of unsatisfactory statistics on origins has probably
been the ambiguity of the term 'origin "' (Ryder, 1955, p. 469). He therefore suggested that:
The identification of an ethnic group, the determination of the substances
which make it a meaningful entry, is a complex sociological task about which
we still know rather little. Research of this sort is well beyond the scope of
the census. But a firm foundation for such inquiries can be provided by
sorting the population into linguistic elements. In the transmission of cultural
heritage, language is of such pre-eminent importance that it qualifies as a
necessary condition for inclusion and exclusion. (Ryder, 1955, p. 469)
Hence, Ryder emphasized a strong and linguistic orientation in the origin question because it
gave "a unique and relevant criterion" (Beaud & Prevost, 1996, p. 3) to the difficult study of
ethnic groups. Specifically, Ryder recommended that the origin question be partner to the
mother tongue question:
After asking an individual: "What language did you first learn to speak?" the
census-taker would then inquire further, "What language did your father first
learn to speak?" ...The answer, unlike those given to the question of origins,
would refer to the individual's experience, both personally and through his
parent, with the culture to which the language concerned gives its
name...(Ryder, 1955, p. 477-478)
Although Ryder's construction of the origin question was not adopted by the DBS wholesale,
it did inform how information on ethnic origin was to be elicited in the 1961 census (example
above), as a question on the language spoken by the person or his paternal ancestor upon
arrival on the continent was suggested to aid in the determination of the answer to the ethnic
origin census question: "To what ethnic or cultural group did you or your ancestor (on the
male side) belong on coming to this continent?" Consequently, by 1961, the question on
origin had shifted from one explicitly about racial origin to one of paternal "ethnic or cultural
groups", yet with language embedded as a concrete determining criterion. This complicated
link between language and ethnic origin meant that it could be mobilized to define groups
and make or challenge their claims. Thus, in the Preliminary Report, mother tongue and
ethnic origin were overtly separated in relation to other ethnic groups even though a tangible
linguistic trace remained in the question of ethnic origins.

The Beginning and End of the Preliminary Report
The Preliminary report ended with a postscript in the final pages drawing a parallel to
the 1837-1838 national crisis of Lower Canada which eventually led to the publication of
Lord Durham's report at the beginning of 1839; "the present crisis is reminiscent of the
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situation described by Lord Durham in 1838: 'I found two nations warring in the bosom ofa
single state "' (Preliminary report, 1965, p. 144). In Lord Durham's original report, this quote
continued, "I found two nations warring in the bosom ofa single state: I found a struggle, not
ofprinciples, but ofraces" (Lucas, 1970, p. 16). As stated in the newspaper article "Two
Soliloquies", Lord Durham's famous dictum "finds a modem counterpart in the Laurendeau
Dunton Commission" (Two soliloquies, 1965). Thus, there was a parallel not only in the
sense that there was a national crisis in both reports, but also that in each case the crisis was
one between the founding "races". Durham's usage ofthe word race was akin to "nation",
which was a more common usage ofthe word race in this era. In his introduction to "Lord
Durham's Report", Gerald M. Craig (1964) wrote that although Durham spoke often ofthe
English and French 'races', he "considered it possible for other people [my italics] to join
this race, ifEnglish become their first language and ifthey became thoroughly imbued with
an 'English character "' (Craig, 1963, p. vii). Although in both reports each ofthe dominant
groups was referred to in terms of"race", whether or not the usage of"race" was completely
parallel would not be clarified until Book I ofthe final report was published, approximately
two years after the publication ofthe Preliminary Report.
Although the Preliminary Report ended by decisively drawing a parallel between
itselfand the famous pre-Confederation report ofLord Durham, the beginning it strove to
have never came to pass. The original title ofthe report was to have been "The Canadian
Crisis" but Pearson intervened when the report came to cabinet, saying that the title was too
"sombre in tone", and that, "It is important that the present title should not gain currency" at
a time when Quebec was wrestling with a constitutional amending formula (Cabinet concerns
30 years ago mirror today's problems, 1996). Furthermore, Walter Gordon, finance minister
at that time, also stated "there would undoubtedly be strong reaction in the rest ofCanada to
further concessions to Quebec" which would be fueled by a report entitled, "The Canadian
Crisis" (ibid). In his dairy, Co-chairman Laurendeau detailed his attempt to explain to
Pearson, the reasoning behind the Commission's selection ofthe title "The Canadian Crisis":
He listened politely to what we had to say about the title: that it corresponds
rigorously to the content ofthe volume, that the experience on which the
report is based being unusual for a royal commission, we could allow
ourselves to draw attention to it in our title, and finally that the title helped
make it clear that this was not the final report (Smart, 1991, p. 129).
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However, despite Laurendeau's best efforts, "none of these arguments made much difference
with Mr. Pearson: he seemed to be a little obsessed with Mr. Diefenbaker" (ibid).
Laurendeau recorded Pearson's fear that "the Prime Minister can just see Mr. Diefenbaker
making the rounds waving the Commission's report to prove how the Liberals manufactured
a crisis" (ibid, p. 127). The idea that this national crisis was a manufactured crisis was a
common critique of the Commission, and was best captured in the media coverage as
outlined below. Therefore, the federal government's anxiety over national unity took
precedence over the wishes of the Commission and all of Laurendeau's best attempts to
retain the Commission's chosen title were to no avail since technically the government had
authority over the presentation of the report even if they have no control over the contents of
the report. This meant that the report was eventually published under the less inflammatory
title of, "A Preliminary Report of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism".
The publication of the Preliminary Report made this textually constructed reality of a
national crisis available to all readers of the text and symbolized an invitation to public
discussion. This public discussion, an element of the persuasive phase of the inquiry, was
crucial to securing public consensus on the existence and nature of the national crisis. To a
considerable extent, the public discussion could be traced in the media coverage following
the publication of the Preliminary Report.
Media Reception to the Preliminary Report
Tabled in the House of Commons on February 25th, 1965 by Prime Minister Pearson,
the Preliminary Report received considerable media coverage. The dominant theme of the
report was picked up by the media, and headlines across the country on February 26th, 1965
proclaimed the existence of a national crisis; examples of some of the headlines included,
"Nation Faces Split: Report" (from the Winnipeg Free Press), "Serious Danger found to
Canada's Existence" (from The Guardian, Charlottetown), "We Face Breakup" (from The
Edmonton Journal), and "Canada's Unity Said in Danger" (from The Leader-Post,
Saskatchewan) among many others (Photocopy of newspaper headlines).
On the 27th of February 1965, the Gazette reported that the initial reaction in the
Quebec media welcomed the findings of the Preliminary Report. The Gazette cites an
editorial by Vincent Prince from La Presse under the heading "A Brutal and Clear
Diagnosis", and an editorial from the Montreal Matin, both on February 26th 1965, as
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supportive overall of the diagnosis of a national crisis (Ferrabee, 1965). In his media
analysis of the reception of the Preliminary Report in Quebec, Sloan reported that Quebec
City's Le Soleil newspaper, welcomed the report as "lucid and frank", and La Presse greeted
the report's findings as "giant steps towards unity and justice" (Sloan, 1989, p. R-19). Le
Devoir, the very paper which ran Laurendeau's seminal editorial piece, also "warmly
welcomed the 1965 Report" (ibid). On February 26th, the article on the Preliminary Report
in the Montreal Gazette focused almost solely on the English-French crisis, with no mention
of other ethnic or Aboriginal groups in the article, and only the last entry under a list of 16
Highlights made any mention of other ethnic groups; "Immigrants from other than Britain of
France tend to integrate with English-speaking society and view equal partnership with
suspicion" (Ferrabee, 1965). Therefore, Quebec media, including the English language
Quebec media, were focused primarily on issues related to the national crisis of the two
founding races, and mention of other ethnic groups was in relation to their contribution to the
national problem as they were reported to be integrating predominantly into the English
speaking society and suspicious of equal English-French partnership.
International press coverage emphasized the shock of the report to Canadians; "The
Preliminary report of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism is plainly
intended to shock Canadians into a realisation that the country faces a crisis threatening its
very existence ...", (Report on Canada, 1965), "Last week that complacent illusion was
shattered by the authoritative interim report of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and
Biculturalism" (Canada, 1965), and "An editorial in the New York Times has described the
report as the 'worst shock Canada has had in many a year"' (Canada Correspondent, 1965).
In each of these articles, the focus was on the dominant crisis as formulated by the report,
with no mention at all of other ethnic groups or Aboriginal groups.
In national news outside of Quebec on February 26th, 1965, there was a wider range
of opinion as to the extent to which a national crisis between the two founding races existed.
Supportive of the main findings in the report, the Toronto Telegram reported, "The

differences dividing the nation have become increasingly obvious", and the Kitchener
Waterloo Record stated, "It [the preliminary report] has not pulled its punches, but instead
given us the straight goods about our social, cultural, political and constitutional condition,
especially as it is affected by the nation's French-English duality ..." (Ferrabee, 1965). More
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muted about the findings of the report is the Peterborough Examiner which began, "Quebec
needs rescue of a kind perhaps, but the very fact that it can contemplate separation discloses
that its economic state is by no means desperate", and then continued, "but the thing Quebec
must have is the genuine support of the rest of the country" (ibid). Contesting the findings of
the Preliminary Report were such papers as the Windsor Star, "the French-speaking people
are apt to blame English speaking people for the troubles of their own making and with the
remedies largely in their own hands", and the Calgary Herald, "The preliminary
report...seems rather heavily weighted with sympathy toward the French-Canadian point of
view, and tends to make English-speaking Canada largely responsible for the strains to which
Canadian confederation has been subjected during the past two years" (ibid). Other papers
deemed the conclusions of the report alarmist, as in the Edmonton Journal, "The central
conclusion of the Royal Commission...probably will be considered alarmist by the great
majority of Canadians", and in the Vancouver Sun, "The first report of the Royal
Commission is a cry of wild alarm..." (ibid). The wide range of media opinion on the
Preliminary Report was in all probability reflective of the geographical and social variety of
opinions across the country. Nonetheless, it reflected the fact that most media, particular
right after the publication of the report, engaged directly with the report's conclusion of the
existence of a national crisis.
Many media articles also explored the idea that the Commission had a built in bias,
which was one of Pearson's fears, which made the postulation of a national crisis inevitable.
The Manchester Guardian citing Laurendeau's opening remarks at the preliminary hearings,
stated, "The Commission is vulnerable to the charge that it approached its problems with
strong preconceptions" (Report on Canada, 1965). Other articles went further, as the Don
McGillivray (1966) of the Ottawa Citizen cited both the bilingualism of all the
Commissioners as well as the terms of reference as the source of built in bias, "The terms of
reference do not ask the commission to tell what should be done. The commission is told
what should be done...the commission is asked to tell how to do it" (McGillivary, 1966).

These charges echo some of the concerns outlined in an earlier article from the Ottawa
Citizen, written as the preliminary hearings were kicked off in Ottawa
The Dunton-Laurendeau commission starts off with a built in bias toward the
idea that French Canadians are getting a poor deal out of Confederation as it
exists today. The terms of reference, the backgrounds of the 10
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commissioners, the "crisis" atmosphere of their appointment - all combine to
slant the commission in one direction (Two soliloquies, 1965).
Thus, built in bias is asserted for a variety of reasons, and, as Pearson feared, dogs the
Commission not just upon publication of the preliminary report, but throughout the course of
the inquiry.
The media to some extent covered the issues brought up by the other ethnic groups on
the day after the publication of the report. For example, the Ottawa Citizen reported:
Quebec's success in bringing the focus of national attention to bear on its
special grievances sometime frightens the other third of Canada. This fear
that other ethnic groups might be forgotten in the developing dialogue
between Canadians of French and English origin was coupled with a strong
affirmation of their importance to Canada (Two soliloquies, 1965).
Also, the Toronto Telegram featured an short article entitled "And Those In-Between?" on
the other ethnic groups, which began with the statement, "What does the Bi-Bi Commission
have to say about the 6,000,000 Canadian who aren't British or French in origin", and
covered some of the larger issues raised (And those in between?, 1965). And under the title,
"West Seen Rejecting Biculturalism Issue", the Winnipeg Free Press also featured a very
short article entitled "Local Comment" and "Coast Reaction" which detailed some of the
claims for inclusion made by other ethnic groups in the report (West seen rejecting
biculturalism issue, 1965). However, although there was a certain amount of reporting on the
issues raised by other ethnic groups, it was to a much more limited extent than the coverage
of the national crisis.
The publication and public reception of the preliminary report was a crucial element
in the persuasive phase of the inquiry and despite the strong textual construction of a national
crisis in the report discussion in the media was varied in the extent to which it agreed with
the report's conclusion. As well, the issue and causes of built in bias and the extent to which
other ethnic group concerns were taken up in the media varied across the country. However,
while the authors, through the organizational and ordering practices of the report, were able
to focus the public discussion to a large extent on their main conclusion of a national crisis
between the founding races, claims made by the other ethnic groups could not be completely
overshadowed. Therefore, the publication of the report initiated a country wide public
discussion, as reflected in the media, about the main conclusions of the report, and to a large
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extent public consensus was secured that indeed a national crisis of the two main groups
exists. However, claims challenging the singularity of the problem, particularly by the other
ethnic groups, were also picked up and circulated in this discussion.

Conclusion
In the preliminary stage of the inquiry, imposing and securing public consensus on
the singularity of the problem was the main object of the Commission. From the start, the
terms of reference structured this singularity; however, as Ashforth (1990) has stated, often
in an inquiry, the attribution of singularity to the objects of inquiry have more to do with
"epistemic predilections of modernity" than with any intrinsic unity within the social
phenomenon under scrutiny. Thus, the preliminary stage of the royal commission was a site
for contestation over the terms of reference and the establishment of the notion of a singular
crisis between the two founding races. During this preliminary stage of the inquiry, various
strategies of resistance by Aboriginal and other ethnic groups to the racialized hierarchy that
was being installed through the terms of reference emerged during the preliminary hearings;
strategies which ranged from groups seeking entry into the white settler category by building
claims for founding race status to groups who rejected the hierarchicalization of the terms of
reference and advocated a model of "multi-cultures". Read in relation to the Preliminary
Report's singular notion of a crisis between two founding races, a crisis textually constructed
through the ordering and organizational practices of the report's authors (Chua, 1979),
disjunctures and counterstories appeared (Foucault, 1977). These revealed the faultlines of
the racialized hierarchy which the terms of reference attempted to set into place between
founding races, other ethnic groups and Aboriginal groups, for example, as in the treatment
of mother tongue and other ethnic group census data or in the fragmentation of "Indian and
Eskimo" demands in order to atomize collective bases for claims. As the Commission
attempted to engineer a new formulation of a bilingual and bicultural "unisonant" nation,
with white settler social cohesion the central concern, the establishment of a singular crisis
became the first step in consolidating the centrality of founding races and the marginalization
of other ethnic groups and the erasure of Aboriginal concerns. However, with the publication
of the Preliminary Report, an invitation to public engagement with the conclusions of the
report, tracked through the media, indicated that public consensus on the singular problem of
a national crisis between the two founding races although somewhat secured was not assured
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as contesting claims and debates regarding the extent of the national crisis also continued to
circulate in the public discussion. Therefore, despite attempts by the Commission to secure
the singularity of the crisis, the counterstories of Aboriginal and other ethnic groups would
resurface during the public hearings ultimately forcing the Commission to reconsider the
terms of reference by shifting the focus away from race and ethnicity and onto language and
culture. As well, during this preliminary stage of the inquiry language was mobilized as a
basis for both making and challenging claims, and in the process foreshadowed the emerging
importance of language and culture in organizing relations between other ethnic groups and
founding races. At this historical juncture, in the wake of Duplessis and in an era marked by
a decisive move towards secularism in Quebec, perhaps making language and culture a
foundational bases of inclusion and equality for the French people in the terms of reference
was inevitable for Pearson. However, this decision would usher in a new chapter in
Canadian history that would see complex negotiations, contestations and outright
disagreements around these fundamental issues, and ultimately a shift towards language as a
defining feature of Canadian nationhood and belonging. Therefore, these contestations
around the terms of reference and national crisis in this preliminary phase of the inquiry were
the opening salvo that set the tone and emerging patterns for the ensuing debates and
challenges for the rest of the royal commission.

Chapter 4:
Public Hearings and Research in the Inquiry
In the preliminary stage of the royal commission, the singular problem of a national
crisis between the two founding races was contested between the Commission and
Aboriginal and other ethnic groups revealing the faultlines of racialized hierarchy installed
through the terms of reference. This formulation of belonging was necessary in order for the
Commission to engineer a ''unisonant" yet also bilingual and bicultural white settler nation,
but resistance to the consolidation of this hierarchicalization meant that public consensus
could not be assured. This chapter will examine the next stage of the inquiry, which included
first, the public hearings and second, the expansion of the research program of the
Commission, both of which were a continuation of the investigative phase of the inquiry
(Ashforth, 1990).
During the course of the public hearings, building on patterns of critique and
resistance from the preliminary hearings, groups continued to challenge the hegemonic
formulation of the terms of reference out of which a yet unspecified notion of
multiculturalism became a point around which the location of Aboriginal and other ethnic
groups could be debated. The public hearings become the site where various groups
maneuvered within the terms of reference to push for a shift from bi to multi-cultural
belonging, even as the exact mechanism of multiculturalism remained ambiguous. Also
during this stage of the inquiry, the research program of the Commission expanded and
through arms length "expertise" (Rose & Miller, 1992) served the important purpose of
conferring upon the Commissioners the authority to contest or reinforce findings from the
public hearings for the ultimate production of the final reports. As Corrigan and Sayer (1985)
state, "the centralization of knowledge... requires facts; specifically, the legitimization of
some facts, and the methods used to collect them, against other facts, in order to justify
features and forms of policy" (p. 124); in this case, these forms of policy would be appearing
first as final reports of the royal commission then culminating in the Official Languages Act
(1969) and the Multiculturalism Policy (1971).
This chapter will also trace, through the public hearings and research program of the
Commission, two important shifts in the inquiry. The first was the location of Aboriginal
groups in relation to the royal commission. Originally excluded from consideration in the
110
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inquiry through their absence in the terms of reference, this decision was overturned towards
the end of 1963, and Aboriginal groups were invited to submit briefs and considerable
research resources were devoted to determining the situation of "Indians and Eskimos" in
Canada. However, as the research agenda on Aboriginal groups proceeded, the Commission
began to order and organize the "facts" on "Indians and Eskimos" in order to develop a
rationale which would again exclude them from consideration in the royal commission. This
re-exclusion emerged out of the challenge Aboriginal groups' claims presented to the
Commission's quest for white settler cohesion based on the two founding races. Second,
public hearing submissions and research "facts" confirmed that race and ethnicity were still
contentious terms for organizing belonging; thus, language, as the "proxy for issues that
resist resolution on its own terms" (Haphrem, 2002, p. 65), emerged in concert with
multiculturalism as the terrain on which to advance and limit substantive claims from other
ethnic groups. This marked a tum in the inquiry, with the Commission moving from race and
ethnicity to language and culture as the bases for organizing a new formulation for a
bilingual and bicultural white settler nation.
The Public Hearings

Immediately after the publication of the Preliminary Report in February 1965, the
Commission began the regular public hearings that were to inform the writing of the final
reports of the Royal Commission. There were 14 sessions of the public hearings across the
country lasting from one to four days from March to June and November to December of
1965. These public hearings differed significantly from the preliminary hearings in that
briefs were prepared according to set guidelines as outlined in the Working Paper of
December 1963, given for the use of those preparing briefs for the Commission (Preliminary
Report, 1965, p. 183). Discussions at the hearings were specific to the issues raised through
the briefs. As stated in the Preface to Book I of the final report:
In the regional meetings, the approach had necessarily been informal and

exploratory. The official hearings by contrast afforded an opportunity for

precise questioning and a thorough discussion of the issues. Here the
Commissioners could work from a close study of the briefs (Book I, 1967, p.
xvi).

Therefore, the range of discussion possible during the public hearings was, to a large extent,
prescribed and narrow, although the Commission did hold a few supplementary private
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meetings as well (ibid). In the previous chapter on the preliminary stage of the inquiry, the
Working Paper was discussed in terms of how it peripheralized other ethnic group and
Aboriginal concerns in brief preparation. In short, out of the 14 points to guide discussion in
the briefs, only number 12 referred to other ethnic groups and number 13 to Aboriginal
groups to any significant extent and throughout the working paper guidelines, "the
mainspring" idea of "an equal partnership between two founding races" was centred
(Preliminary Report, 1965, p. 183). Hence, the public hearings were not only constrained by
the necessity of submitting briefs, but also by the guidelines for brief preparation which
limited discussion about other ethnic group and Aboriginal concerns. In his the dairy he kept
during the royal commission, Laurendeau also recalled the constraints of the briefs in
comparison to the relatively "freer" expressions of "real feelings" at the preliminary hearings
and regional meetings; "It's true that several briefs bring new and interesting element to the
debate; but they express opinions that groups have reached over time, often through
compromise, in such a way that the representatives are bound by their texts and aren't in a
position to say much more" (Smart, 1991, p. 131).
During the public hearings, groups and individuals submitted 404 briefs and 4
confidential briefs to the Commission (Book I, 1967, p. 177). An overview of the briefs
submitted reveal a wide array of groups and individuals represented. Of the briefs which
could be considered to be from other ethnic groups, roughly half or about 25 of the briefs
were submissions from Ukrainian community groups. Nevertheless, smaller groups that had
been less active in the Commission activities to date, such as the Japanese community, also
submitted briefs. For most other racialized (that is non-white, non-European) groups, such as
the Chinese and Black communities, commissioned research reports, studies or essays such
as The Chinese in Canada and Negro Settlement in Canada were the only source of
information for the inquiry, although there were no South Asian community briefs, research
reports or essays. Calls for briefs for hearings were apparently publicly distributed, but the
resultant imbalances in representation reflected the built in partialities already identified in

the terms of reference. These imbalanced representations echoed Ashforth's description of
an inquiry, "the Commissioners, engage in discussion with representatives of selected social
interests within the institutional, jurisdictional and epistemological bounded parameters of
the investigation" (Ashforth, 1990, p. 6-7). In the following section on the public hearings,
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briefs which address issues related to Aboriginal and other ethnic groups from a variety of
perspectives will be examined in order to trace the emergence of multiculturalism. These
briefs represent the range of positions from which multiculturalism was invoked and decried
pointing to the as of yet unspecified nature of this term, although through the course of the
public hearings it did become a pole around which the inclusion, and limits thereof, of
Aboriginal and other ethnic groups was discussed.
The Emergence of "Multiculturalism"

Patterns for making claims and contesting the terms of reference set during the
preliminary phase of the inquiry became blueprints and starting points for subsequent
petitions for inclusion by other ethnic groups during the public hearings. For example, the
variety of monikers used for other ethnic groups during the preliminary hearings - third force,
third element, New Canadians, among others - although still in circulation throughout the
inquiry, began to coalesce around the term "multiculturalism" and this term began to
represent many of the patterns of claims that emerged out of the preliminary phase of the
inquiry. For example, multiculturalism began to signify such strategies for inclusion as the
prior claims of history by other ethnic groups, the present and increasing future numbers of
other ethnic groups, and claims based on demographic and territorial numbers of other ethnic
groups. Multiculturalism, although deployed in various ways by different groups, began to
acquire a range of meanings across which the location and inclusion of other ethnic groups
could be discussed.
The Social Study Club of Edmonton, a group self described in their brief as "nearly
all old-timers in the Province of Alberta", began by establishing their historical claim:
In those early days of Alberta, we were all "homesteaders", who had come to
Canada because the title to 160 acres of good land could be obtained if one
was, or intended to become, a British subject who, upon payment of$10.00
and the obligation of doing certain improvements - the performance of which
required a considerable amount of self-discipline and perseverance of the
never-give-up kind - might eventually qualify one as a independent Canadian
farmer. At least that was the hope; and we traded work and mingled in play

with Tony, Mike, Slim, Pete, Alfonso, Mac, Irish, Ole or Jack; and we always
understood one another sufficiently well, without bothering about bi
lingualism, or giving too much thought to the fact that we were helping to
form a basic Canadian culture. All the original immigrants retained some of
their national characteristics, some longer than others, and it was this diversity
of nationalities, with their different languages, handicrafts and customs that
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provided the background for the attractive kaleidoscope which was the
beginning ofa representative and distinctive Canadian culture - as far as
Alberta and the West was concerned (Social Study Club ofEdmonton, 1964)
Here, the notion of"homesteading" the West was a strategy similar to that used by the
Ukrainian groups during the preliminary hearings to make a claim ofbelonging, but in
addition, bilingualism, as suggested in the terms ofreference, was neatly dismissed as
unnecessary for communication across immigrant groups. Instead, "diversity" - linguistically
and otherwise - was invoked as part ofa "distinctive Canadian culture" and would resurface
time and again in subsequent discussions about multiculturalism and national belonging in
relation to other ethnic groups. Building on the soon to be familiar claim that Canada was a
land populated through immigration sources, the briefcommented on the goals ofthe
inquiry:
Now, it seems, a campaign is to be attempted to compensate for alleged
economic injustices with an artificial form ofbi-culturalism which will try,
through an artificial bi-lingualism, to overcome an economic problem with a
cultural remedy. We say artificial because bi-lingualism has not been adopted
spontaneously. This effort is following an unnatural course rather than
recognizing the actual fact that a multi-culturalism has already been adopted
spontaneously by the people themselves (ibid, p. 4).
Here, spontaneous adoption naturalized an emerging conception of"multi-culturalism"
against bilingualism and biculturalism. Although a relatively short brief, it signaled the
emergence ofnew important discourses around multiculturalism, among these were the
naturalization ofmulticulturalism and its identification as a distinctive Canadian culture.
Also, the link between multiculturalism and language was established, though here it was
mainly to point to the artificiality ofbilingualism and the concomitant spontaneity of
multiculturalism.
The link between multiculturalism and language was also considered by the Mutual
Co-operation League ofToronto which self-identified as a "multicultural and multilingual
body" in their brief. Beginning with reference to the 1961 census data, the League argued
that, "there is neither one race nor language in this country forming a clear majority,"
(Mutual Co-Operation League ofCanada, 1964) and continued, "For these reasons, we
consider the advancement ofbilingualism as insufficient in scope, and that ofbiculturalism
as limited in vision" (ibid, p. 1). Claiming a distinct "lack ofenthusiasm for 'bilingualism"',
the League proposed a demographic basis for language education:
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With respect to the inherent right of a human being to preserve his identity
and heritage, we propose that children from any community of our member
group, with at least 500 souls in a compact area, should be able to receive
instruction in their own language of at least 2 weekly periods from first grade
of public school, and treated as regular subject of the school curriculum (ibid,
p. 2).
However vague the delineation of "compact area", in all other aspects, the brief was quite
clear about the specificities of multilingual schooling and similarly, in many of the briefs
submitted for the public hearings, petitions for multilingual schooling would be linked with
multiculturalism.
The Canadian Mennonite Association also took up multiculturalism and multilingual
schooling. In their brief the association warned that English-French biculturalism would
push other minority cultures into third place, in particular, "they [minority groups other than
the English/French] would not be opposed to having French or English taught as an
additional language in the public school, but they would resent it crowding our their language
now placing second" (Canadian Mennonite Association, 1965). For the Canadian Mennonite
Association, bilingualism and biculturalism was useful only insofar as "it moves society from
a monocultural status to multilingualism and multiculturalism" (ibid, p. 3). Thus, the
concluding suggestion to the Commission was, "it is our hope, that, while the Royal
Commission must address itself to a specific problem indicated by its name (Bilingualism
and Biculturalism), the larger frame of reference will be multilingualism and
multiculturalism" (ibid, p. 4). In this brief, the example of multilingual schooling was used
to point to the dangers of sole bilingualism and biculturalism, and instead it was suggested
that bilingualism and biculturalism were just stepping-stones to the ideal of multilingualism
and multiculturalism. The notion of multiculturalism as the teleological endpoint of a model
society would also resurface during the course of the public hearings.
In addition to the brief submitted by the Canadian Mennonite Association, the
Mennonite Society for the Promotion of the German Language also made a submission to the
Commission. Beginning with the statement, "Canada should recognize and accept that it is a
multilingual and multicultural country", it went on to make specific recommendations for
multilingual schooling:
Either French, German, Ukrainian, Jewish or Icelandic - depending on the
decision of the respective school district - should be introduced in schools as a
second language from grade one. The government and peoples of Canada
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should develop a positive attitude to the teaching of secondary languages and
to assist peoples of other origins to maintain their cultures (Mennonite
Society, 1963).
With the teaching of all languages, including French, supported and equated, demographic
factors were used as the basis for making claims for multilingual schooling:
We would like to draw the attention of this Commission to the fact that in
Manitoba alone over 10,000 students from Mennonite homes study
German .... How could any Canadian demand that these our Canadians, just
because they belong to a minority group, should not be free to chose [sic] their
own language as a second language for their Children [sic] (ibid).
Making multilingual schooling dependent on the population in a designated area - be it
school district or province - again reinforced the position that bilingualism was just a
stepping stone to multilingualism and multilingual schooling.
Another group that advocated for multiculturalism and multilingual schooling was the
organization, International Institute of Metropolitan Toronto. This was a community wide
voluntary agency "working in the field of immigrant integration", specifically settlement
services from the description of their activities, which had a representative membership of
"people of fifty-six national backgrounds" (International Institute Canada, 1964). Working
"in the multicultural field in Toronto", the Institute was able to claim its expertise in
multiculturalism on the basis of the changing nature of the city:
Since the end of the Second World War, Toronto has received more than half
a million new immigrants of whom the large proportion came from non
English speaking countries. While in 1952 British and French made up 72%
of the population of Toronto, by 1961 it was merely 56%. The City is moving
from a largely monocultural society in 1945 to a multicultural world now
(ibid, p. 1).
Here, the changes in the composition of the city heralded an inevitable cosmopolitanism.
The brief expanded on this multicultural inevitability:
Culture is a developing concept and in a world of easy mobility, no society
can maintain a static culture nor are cultures linked in an absolute way to
political allegiance. A new idea of citizenship is developing which transcends
culture and language. The homogeneity of the people of the nation states of
past generations is no longer possible in the modem world. A country in
which the majority of the people adhered to the same culture, language and
religion and political affiliation has never been true of Canada. Therefore, we
have an opportunity to demonstrate to the world the idea of a multicultural
country with a common loyalty and citizenship (ibid, p. 2)
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In this excerpt, the idea of a static, homogenous culture was discarded in the face of a new
reconfigured idea of citizenship which transcended any fixed notion of "culture and
language". The idea that Canada had always been a nation where the majority of the people
did not hold the same culture, language and religion was emphasized as a way to naturalize
multiculturalism as Canadian. Similar to the Canadian Mennonite Association brief, here
bilingualism and biculturalism are only a part of the whole which is multiculturalism; "By
acceptance of the fact of cultural pluralism, which is built into the British North America
Act, all Canadians should move easily into a multicultural society and consequently
biculturalism becomes a most important aspect of the larger idea" (ibid, p. 2). In this way,
bilingualism and biculturalism were again seen as stepping stones to the ideal of a
multicultural society.
The idea of multiculturalism in relation to bilingualism and biculturalism was
broached and developed here through these and other briefs from other ethnic groups or
organizations representing their interests. Multiculturalism was naturalized as being
Canadian, both in the past and into an increasingly cosmopolitan future. Bilingualism and
biculturalism were seen as just stepping stones on the path to this ideal of multiculturalism,
and the substantive vision of multiculturalism proposed was one which was linked to
multilingualism and multilingual schooling.
Canada Ethnic Press Federation
During the Royal Commission, the widespread network of ethnic press in Canada
played an active role. They kept various communities abreast of developments in the inquiry,
especially as they pertained to the other ethnic groups. As well, the ethnic media reported on
ethnic community reactions to developments in the inquiry, which allowed the Commission
to monitor opinions in the various ethnic communities. Commission researchers also
extensively collected ethnic media articles and their summaries by other government
departments, such as the media summaries produced by the Department of Citizenship and
Immigration's Foreign Language Press Review Service. Finally, the ethnic press as the

"only nation wide organization of 'other ethnic' groups in Canada" also advocated on behalf
of other ethnic groups by submitting a substantive brief to the commission. (Canada Ethnic
Press Federation, 1966). A working paper prepared for the Commission by R.F. Adie (1966)
on Other Ethnic Groups and Mass Media stated that about 80% of all ethnic publications in
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Canada were in languages other than English or French, 10% were in English or French and
the remaining 10% were in a "mixed" category which was English or French and another
language (Adie & Krukowski, 1966). In its analysis, the working paper found that there was
a conflict between the integration and segregation functions of the ethnic media; specifically:
It aids in the assimilation of the immigrant into his [sic] new social
environment; and it retards such assimilation. It is the greatest single source
of information on the new country, while at the same time the maintenance of
the inherited language, and the publication of homeland and group news, tend
strongly to perpetuate a consciousness of difference (ibid, p. 54).
Although this described contradiction informed how the Commission read the ethnic press
reports, it did not limit the extensive collection and perusal of ethnic press clippings by
Commission staff for the duration of the inquiry.
In their brief, the Canada Ethnic Press Federation never directly expounded upon
multiculturalism, but as one of the largest representatives of other ethnic groups it did engage
with the many tenets associated with multiculturalism. Comprised of all the ethnic
publications in Canada, the Canada Ethnic Press Federation advocated on larger issues
applicable to all the range of communities they represented. An overarching theme in the
brief was the notion of unity in diversity; that is, underlining that the "Unity of Canada
transcends every other consideration", and brief went on to clarify, "At the same time it
emphasizes that the very diversity within that unity gives it strength and makes it exemplary"
(Canada Ethnic Press Federation, 1964). Although the phrase unity in diversity was a
common one throughout the Commission, it was invoked in a variety of contexts. For
example, in the brief from the Anglican Church of Canada, the words of Jacques Cartier were
cited to indicate a unity despite the diversity of the founding races without considering any
other ethnic groups at all; "This was a vision of 'unity in diversity' upon which Canada was
founded" (Anglican Church of Canada, 1965). However the notion of unity in diversity that
the Canada Ethnic Press Federation was advocating was much more in accordance with the
ideal of multiculturalism outlined in the previous section. Describing their notion of a
"constructive diversity", the brief stated:
Unity with diversity must be accepted as a basic principle of Canada.... It is
not open to either of the parties to the original pact to make unilateral changes.
Through immigration the original terms have been modified but the purpose
of that variant is to add strength and provide additional hue and color to a
tripartite national entity (Canada Ethnic Press Federation, 1964)
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Again, the idea of ''unity with diversity" as basic Canadian principle was raised, and the
ensuing changes to the two founding races model through immigration is emphasized,
recalling earlier endorsements to consider biculturalism as a stepping stone to
multiculturalism.
The federation also argued strongly for multilingualism beyond English and French,
linking language preservation to cultural retention:
The language of origin is the most powerful instrument in the hands of a
ethnic group for retaining its cultural heritage ... the selection of English or
French (or both) does not mean that the ethnic groups will or should discard
their languages - the best media available to them for the preservation of their
cultures and integration into Canadian cultural streams (ibid, p. 15).
As well as cultural retention, the brief made another strong case for maintenance of the
"language of origin". Even though the working paper on the ethnic media argued that the
ethnic press served to maintain "the inherited language" and hence retard integration and
promote segregation, the federation clearly argued the opposite, asserting that preservation of
the "language of origin" could in fact aid in integration.
The brief also made the case for multilingualism and multilingual schooling, building
on the fact of "factual bilingualism", defined as "where one of the languages is neither
English nor French" (ibid, p. 2). Using a dictionary definition of bilingualism, the federation
interpreted the Commission's statements on bilingualism to extract "factual bilingualism":
The word "bilingual" according to the dictionaries means "having or using
two languages." In Canada the word "bilingual" is given a restricted meaning
and is limited to English and French. But as the Commission has made amply
clear, that does not mean that every Canadian has to learn the two official
languages. From that follows an obvious corollary: Canadians of other than
English-French extraction, may select one of Canada's official languages and
retain their language of origin as their other language and hence be
unofficially bilingual. ... These languages are spoken or "used" in so many
areas in Canada that it would be unrealistic to refer to them as foreign
languages. They are the "mother tongue" of 14% of the population. On the
basis of ethnic origin about 26% of the population of Canada are of non
British and non-French origin. They are all at various stages in the selection
of English or French as their mother tongue. Hence it is reasonably fair to say
that these people are factually bilingual... (ibid, p. 8).
Mother tongue and ethnicity statistics informed the Federation's notion of unofficial
bilingualism. This form of unofficial bilingualism was a "factual bilingualism" and
hearkened back to the idea discussed above that bilingualism could also be a stepping stone
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to multiculturalism. Having made the case for the preservation of the language of origin and
existence of factual bilingualism, the brief moved on to argue that hence, "these languages
have a status in Canada and in some way recognition must be given to them" (ibid, p. 9). For
the Canada Ethnic Press Federation, this recognition meant multilingual schooling beyond
English and French, both at the high school level and, where numbers warranted, at the
elementary levels (ibid).
The brief from the Canadian Ethnic Press Federation, although never directly
referencing multiculturalism, echoed the ideas of multiculturalism put forward in other ethnic
group briefs by advocating an expanded notion of diversity beyond the founding races in the
Unity in Diversity formula. As well, the existence of a "factual bilingualism" in Canada was
given as the rationale for the preservation of "language of origin" through recognition of
multilingualism beyond English and French and concretely through multilingual schooling.
Other Perspectives on Multiculturalism

Issues pertaining to multiculturalism, explicitly named and otherwise, were a central
concern in the briefs from many other ethnic groups as well. However, a variety of positions
could be taken on these issues to different degrees and this meant that there was rarely
homogeneity of opinion either across or within ethnic groups. Hence, although many ethnic
groups submitted only one brief, full community-wide endorsement was not always the case
and often dissension within the communities could be traced through conflicting statements
or in the ethnic media.
In the Polish community newspaper, The Alliancer, the author of an article entitled
Introduction of the Polish Language, wrote about unhappiness with the Polish brief which
was seen to contain mild and compromised demands with respect to the right to Polish
language education introduced into the schools. Comparing the Ukrainian community's
unequivocal demands to the timid Polish brief, the article suggested that the Canadian Polish
Congress make stronger demands for the introduction of Polish language schooling before
Polish cultural heritage disappears (Bienkowska, 1965).

Similar to the conflict in the Polish community, the German ethnic newspaper, the
Northwest, in an article entitled Why Is the Voice ofthe German-Canadian So Weak? dated
May 25th, 1965, critiqued the brief submitted on behalf of the German community by the
Trans-Canada Alliance of German-Canadians (TCA); "The comments of the spokesman for
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the German element turned out to be surprisingly weak; weak in the sense of representing its
own concerns" (Why is the voice of the German-Canadian so weak?, 1965). Comparing in
detail the German demands outlined in the brief to Ukrainian and other ethnic group demands
already presented to the Commission, the editorial found them to be overly modest.
Although the brief did ask for the right to support the preservation of the community
language, and here the editorial interjects: "as if this privilege had not existed all along!", it
did not ask for any concrete support beyond a request for the free use of Canadian school
premises on evenings and weekends. The editorial ended with a statement that no culture
could be preserved through self-denial; rather, if one wanted to preserve something, one had
to be able to fight for it (ibid). In other community newspaper articles, it emerged that the
overall German group position, although not supportive of overt language of origin
preservation, was strongly supportive of the idea of multiculturalism:
Canada is not expected to become a Tower of Babel. The two founding
nations were English and French - whether some people like it or not. Thus, it
is logical that two languages should be accepted in Canada. But to lay down
the rule that Canada should have two cultures is illogical and outright wrong.
Canada thrives from the roots of many cultures and one of them is German
(Once again: Two languages, 1964).
The position here, which supports the idea of multi-cultures, yet not of multilingualism
beyond English and French is controversial, yet the German community was not alone in this
position.
The Japanese Canadian community took a similar position as the German community
towards language of origin preservation. In a brief presented by the National Japanese
Canadian Citizens' Association, English-French bilingualism was recognized and demands
for "ethnic language" preservation although they were made, were also modest and
unspecified; "We recommend further that the study of other ethnic languages be encouraged
whenever and wherever possible" (National Japanese Canadian Citizens Association, 1965).
However, their position on multiculturalism was quite different from many other ethnic
groups. Although the notion of two founding races was challenged, "Canada, as a nation, is a
nation of immigrants and encompasses more than the two 'founding races"', multiculturalism
was not advocated; rather, a pan-Canadian identity was promoted:
We further believe that the emphasis should be place, not on the multi
national or racial origin, not on the hyphenated Canadian, but on
"Canadianism" -- one and indivisible (ibid, p. 3).

122
This call for "Canadianism" although seemingly out of step with other long standing ethnic
groups

in Canada was explained further:
The need for Canadianism is emphasized by the bitter experience of Japanese
Canadians during the war years...This segment of Canadian citizenry were
forcibly moved, under escort, to ghost-towns or concentration camps. We
believe that hyphenated Canadianism contributed to this injustice. (ibid, p. 3).

The centrality of the effects of the war on the Japanese community was underscored by the
submission of an attached Appendix "A" entitled, A History of the Japanese Canadians in
British Columbia, 1877-1958 written by Ken Adachi. This 42 page extensively researched

and detailed account of the history of Japanese Canadians was a sharp contrast to the short
seven page point form brief to which it is appended, accentuating the significant degree to
which community history, in particular internment during World War Two, informed the
positions taken by the NJCCA in their brief.
The effects of the war on this community in Canada was discussed further in a
confidential report on a private meeting arranged between three Commissioners - Mrs. Laing,
M. Gagnon, and Mr. Wyczynski - and a few members of the Vancouver Japanese community
that took place in the home of Gordon Kadota, May 12th, 1965. The report expanded on the
effects of the war not only the interned generation, but also the subsequent Nisei generation:
To them [Nisei] the war was an important turning point, which as one of them
said, forced them out of the ghetto in Steveston into the larger stream of
Canadian life. They recognize this was a terrible period for their parents, and
say many of them carry scars of bitterness. For themselves it was a good
thing, in that they became members of a society at large (Taylor, 1965).
This desire to move away from a hyphenated to pan-Canadian identity reflected the desire for
assimilation, "This group apparently wants assimilation" (ibid). However, this desire for
assimilation did not necessarily mean support for biculturalism either; as the report stated,
"They were opposed to culture as a wall protecting groups from each other". Drawing on
their wartime experience, this was elaborated:
They said every time exclusive societies are formed, they invite
discrimination. They said when a group of Chinese congregate in the back of
a bus and chatter away in Chinese, they are inviting discrimination. It is the
responsibility of people in special cultural groups to make a special effort to
participate in society. People who cling to their cultural background are
harming themselves; this is the lesson they learned from what happened to
them during the war (ibid, p. 2).
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The "lesson" ofthe wartime experience here was explained through the behaviour ofanother
racialized group who in speaking together in their own language were "clinging to their
cultural background". Thus, the example ofthe Chinese designated them as agents in their
own harm and drew the parallel to the dangers ofthe Japanese not 'assimilating'. The
implications ofthis perspective on biculturalism are clear, and outlined in the next paragraph:
It was against this background they saw the problem ofbiculturalism. They
said it was their impression, which they had from the press, that French
Canadians are only working for French-Canadians, that they were only
thinking oftheir own rights, never ofothers, and also they were not thinking
in terms oftheir contribution to the country but only oftheir rights in it. ... As
one said, 'We're making a total effort; why can't French-Canadians do the
same.' Implicit in much ofwhat they said was the idea that they had suffered
worse discrimination than French-Canadians and yet they were not prepared
to sacrifice their cultural heritage on the altar ofthe general good ofCanada.
One had the feeling that, given their story, this idea was the necessary basis of
their sanity and pride (ibid).
Here the idea that the French-Canadian cultural heritage should be sacrificed in the same way
that the Japanese community was willing to sacrifice theirs for the "general good ofCanada"
re-emphasized the overall promotion ofa pan-Canadian identity by this community. Given
the history and demographics ofthis group, bilingualism as an already entrenched feature of
Canadian identity could be acknowledged but neither multiculturalism nor biculturalism
could as "they wish to be considered just as Canadians" (ibid, p. 2).
This is not to say that there were no variations to the community position outlined in
the NJCCA brief. Prior to the submission ofthe brief, The Manitoba Japanese Canadian
Citizens Association, a chapter ofthe NJCCA, specifying that there were speaking on behalf
oftheir association chapter only, submitted a short Statement to the Advisory Committee on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism directly. Contrary to the NJCCA position, this group was
more supportive ofa position that could be considered multicultural:
Each ethnic group by maintaining a part oftheir culture, contributes to what
might be called a "Canadian culture." This hybrid culture, we feel, should not
be restricted to bilingualism. Although Canada was a bilingual and bicultural

country at the time ofthe enactment ofthe B.N.A. Act [sic], it is not
necessarily true now. Manitoba certainly is not bilingual or bicultural at the
moment (The Manitoba Japanese Canadian Citizens Association).

This position differed markedly from that ofthe NJCCA briefas there was no support for
English French bilingualism, and this lack ofsupport is based on the existence ofa "hybrid

124
culture" which could be likened to multiculturalism. With bilingualism and biculturalism
were seen as vestiges ofthe past and not indicative ofthe present provincial reality, the
stepping stones model ofbilingualism and biculturalism is also echoed. Although
multiculturalism was never named overtly, the formulation presented by the Manitoba
chapter was more reflective ofmulticulturalism and less supportive ofEnglish-French
bilingualism than the national report would eventually be. Therefore, there was some
conflict regionally within the NJCCA, but overall, the Japanese Canadian position was
unique amongst other ethnic groups in the extent to which they were removed from
supporting multiculturalism.
Another community that was quite extreme for an ethnic group in its lack ofsupport
for multiculturalism was the Italian-Canadian community. In contrast to the long established
Japanese-Canadian presence in Canada, the bulk ofItalian immigration to Canada was
relatively recent. In response to an invitation to submit a brief, the Italian Aid Society, based
in Toronto, wrote to the Commission that it had decided not to submit a briefon behalfofits
community. Rather, it fully endorsed the terms ofreference ofthe Commission:
We feel, that since Canada, as a result ofConfederation is officialy [sic] a
bilingual and bicultural country there should be no attempt to multiply the
difficulties inherent in such a system by any suggestion that there should be
special treatment afforded any other ethnic groups towards the perpetuation of
the cultures, languages, customs, etc., ofthese groups (Bagnato, 1963).
Declining the need for any "special treatment", the only special consideration requested
would be for integration purposes:
However, ifwe were to ask for any special consideration or treatment for new
Canadians, it would be only that we feel that there should be, as far as is
practical, and for as long as may be considered necessary, an attempt made by
the authorities at the various levels ofGovernment, to have multi-lingual staff
employed in those departments and agencies with which many ofour people
have to deal. ... This would be in an effort to expedite the handling ofthe
problems ofthose who have not, as yet, mastered the English language (ibid,
p. 2).
The only request for language learning was for the majority language English for the
purposes offacilitating integration since, particularly in 1965 Toronto, the community was
still coping with settlement issues for Italian newcomers. Issues such as language oforigin
preservation were not a priority given that a large segment oftheir community population
still had a vital first language; rather, the hindrance for the community was the barrier that
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lack of knowledge in the majority language presented for settlement issues, particularly in
relation to accessing State services and employment. Thus, unlike a lot of other
communities, especially those more established, the emphasis here was on accessing majority
language training for its community as opposed to pushing for Italian language preservation.
However, for Italians in Montreal, represented in the brief presented by the Canadian
Italian Business and Professional Men's Association, the issue of preserving language of
origin did arise. During the public hearings, in discussing their brief with the Commissioners,
the issue of preservation of the Italian language was raised. Mr. Vincenzo Radino argued
that loss of the Italian language would mean loss of contact with the original culture:
If we renounce our Italian language at this moment, we will lose all
attachments that we can have with our ancestors, our fathers and mothers, as
we will have no medium of communication with our parents, our grandparents
and also our Italian community [author's translation] (Transcripts of public
hearings, 1965, p. 4273).
There is a heavy emphasis on language of origin as the medium through which familial and
community connections would be maintained into the future, but clearly Radino feels that
Italian is under threat, as he goes on to say that without specific language support, "It is
definite that in 30 to 50 years we will not have a medium of communication between us"
(ibid, p. 4276). Thus, in the context of Montreal and Quebec, the urge for the preservation of
the Italian language as a way to ensure the future viability of an Italian community had
primacy even though there was support for bilingualism. For this association, integration
issues, although still important, did not mitigate the need to ensure the long term preservation
of the Italian community. For this ethnic group, the perspective on community language
issues varied by local context and settlement pressures. In Toronto, this meant language of
origin preservation had a low priority; whereas, in Montreal, preservation of Italian was seen
as very necessary for the preservation of a future Italian community and identity. Perhaps
this desire for the language and identity maintenance in Montreal also signaled the building
pressures oflanguage choice and schooling which would eventually escalate into the
incidents at St. Leonard.
Submissions that were considered by the Commission from the Chinese community
included a letter from Reverend Andrew Lam from St. John the Baptist Anglican Church in
Fort Garry, Manitoba and an essay by Poon Sien on the Chinese in Canada. The letter from
Reverend Lam, a written recollection of the presentation made to Commission Co-chairman
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Laurendeau upon his visit to his Diocesan Committee, emphasized the barriers faced by the
Chinese community in Canada. Lam described the Chinese in Canada as an "integral part of
the population in Canada", and detailed the barriers to full citizenship experienced by the
community:
citizens of Chinese origin do enjoy in general equality and justice according to
the laws of the land. They are, however, subject to certain disabilities such as
those found in the laws and regulations governing immigration. Since the
human race has not yet been able to live up to the fullest expression of the
cherished ideal of brotherhood, it is understandable that there is a preference
for some races to others in Canada's policy on immigration (Lam, 1965).
The pressing problems faced by this community as described by Reverend Lam were all
immigration related, specifically the difficulties the Chinese faced sponsoring family
members to come to Canada, compared to other groups who did not have sponsorship
restrictions, and the challenges of emigrating to the U.S. where their ethnic background
prevented them from entering despite their Canadian citizenship. These challenges were
related to the Commission as the "hopes of Canadian citizens of Chinese descent that they be
given assurance of full acceptance", with their final hope given as:
we, as Canadian citizens of Chinese descent, feel at times rather uncertain of
the place we occupy in the eyes of the Canada. Are we regarded as Chinese
first and only secondarily as Canadians? Are we fully accepted as citizens
even through we are not members of the two founding races or nations (ibid,
p. 2)?
Thus, given the concerns of the Chinese about second class citizenship, Lam's letter ended
with a reiteration of the plea for full acceptance "so that their individual contributions in their
daily endeavors and the richness of their cultural heritage may add to fulness [sic] and
strength of Canadian life" (ibid, p. 2).
Reverend Andrew Lam's letter to the Commission was followed a few years later by
the submission of a lengthy 78 page essay on the Chinese in Canada by Foon Sien, an ex
employee of the War Service Department and also president of the Hoysun Ningyung
Benevolent Association representing about half the Chinese population in Canada (Sien,
1967) This essay detailed the history of the Chinese in Canada, including the different types
of racial exclusions suffered by the community, with an emphasis on the barriers imposed
through Canadian immigration regulations and practices over time. There were several
references to language in the essay but these are focused mainly on how language along with
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colour discrimination was a barrier to social interaction, "The language barrier and the
discrimination on grounds of colour barred them from social intercourse with other
Canadians and made them a race apart" (ibid, p. 14). As in Reverend Lam's letter, the focus
of this essay was not for founding race status as much as it was for acceptance and equal
rights as a fully recognized minority group. Sien used the mosaic metaphor to argue for equal
inclusion:
But the Chinese feel that they are one of the many minority groups in Canada
and are proud of the achievements and successes of their people. Bringing to
this land only their strength, perseverance and determination, a deep
philosophy of life, they grew into this mosaic of Canada, and today they are
one of the brilliant colours without which this rich tapestry perhaps would be
insipid. They are happy to part of a great Canadian nation, and they wish to
enjoy equal rights and share equally obligations accorded all its citizens (Sien,
1967).
Elsewhere in the essay, Sien outlined the central role of the Chinese in building the CPR, and
this history was drawn upon as indicative of the "strength, perseverance and determination"
and achievements of the community. Chinese participation in the building of the CPR not
only reflected these laudable group characteristics but also became a prior historical and
nation building claim, similar to those made by the Ukrainians during the preliminary
hearings. For the Chinese, this nation building claim was the basis not for founding race
status and there entry into the white settler category, but rather for recognition as an essential
element of the Canadian "mosaic". This formulation of a Canadian "mosaic" where the
Chinese community could enjoy rights equal to those of all other citizens reflected closely
the multicultural formulation advanced by other ethnic groups earlier, but equally steered
clear of demanding any founding race status. Language of origin preservation was not a
concern, rather, similar to the Italian community, language was only a concern as a barrier to
full participation in the larger Canadian community. These submissions demonstrate that for
the Chinese community, gaining full and equal citizenship rights, particularly as these rights
related to immigration issues, was central to the recognition of the Chinese community as
equal members of the Canadian "mosaic".
Ukrainian submissions far outnumbered those from any other ethnic group. Overall,
the position in most Ukrainian submissions promoted a position on multiculturalism and
multilingualism that reflected earlier Ukrainian presentations during the preliminary
hearings. The brief submitted by the Dominion Executive of the Ukrainian Self-Reliance
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League of Canada begins with a historical tracing of Ukrainian settlers in Canada from 1865.
As well, the now familiar strategy of challenging founding race status for only the English
and French by invoking nation building roles was used; "Those pioneers of Ukrainian origin
who broke the virgin prairies, cleared the bush, built the roads, worked the mines, were
unquestionable 'founders' in their own right. .." (Ukrainian Self-Reliance League of Canada,
1965). The brief built on these claims in order to challenge English-French bilingualism and
biculturalism.
The brief began by contesting the statistical manipulations of the Commission
researchers whereby "the 'other' groups are reduced to 14% of Canada's population by the
simple expedient of using mother tongue rather than ethnic origin" (ibid, p. 2). The brief
went on to develop this argument:
Although language is a primary facet of culture, it is not the whole of
culture .... Maternal language is a necessary segment of cultural identity, but
of itself, it is not a sufficient condition for cultural identification (ibid).
The argument that language is only one component of cultural identification was made in
order to refute the Commission's case that only 14%, and not almost 30%, of the population
were "other ethnic groups". The brief also argued in favor of other Canadian ethnic identities
by outlining a more complex understanding of cultural identification, "the fact remains that
there are a significant number of people in Canada who feel themselves completely Canadian
but do not want to, and see no reason why they should, try and pass themselves off as English
or French" (ibid, p. 3). This was the foundation upon which the brief argued for a territorial
basis for rights:
We see no reason why Canadians should accept any assumptions that there are
constitutional differences between the French-Canadians and the "other"
Canadians outside the province of Quebec, except for the status of the French
language in Parliament and in the Courts as guaranteed in the British North
America Act. Indeed, all the "others" are entitled to the same privileges
outside of Quebec as are, or may be, extended to the French-Canadians in the
future (ibid, p. 4).
Here, a territorial basis for rights was advanced in order to counter what the brief called,
"first and second class categories of people, discrimination, favouritism and inequality"
(ibid). Therefore, the argument was made that equal rights for all groups, regardless of
"founding" status, could be ensured through demographic and territorial principles.
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Although the brief argued that language was only one component of cultural identity,
it did go on to make the case for the preservation of cultural values, including language, of
ethnic groups; "The possibility of a genuine contribution to Canada's cultural development
along unique lines of their own, rests on the ability of these groups to preserve their cultural
values, including their languages, their religious groupings, their songs and dances and a host
of different social customs" (ibid, p. 7). The brief argued that "The 'others' seek no special
status of favour; they merely seek equality for their cultural values and cherished traditions"
(ibid, p. 8), and in the summary of the brief, cultural values were given substance by arguing
for language maintenance; "The non-British and non-French groups can contribute to the
development of Canadian cultural values on if they can preserve and perpetuate their own
heritage, especially their languages" (ibid, p. 11). As well, the summary argued for equality
in language use and teaching, but again along territorial lines; "any privileges that are
demanded by the French-speaking Canadians for better use and teaching of French in
English-speaking Canada, can also be legitimately demanded by 'other' Canadians" (ibid, p.
10). This brief had to make some careful maneuvers in developing their case for multilingual
language rights along territorial principles. First, although the argument was made against
mother tongue data being used solely to determine ethnic identity, the substantive right asked
for in order to maintain cultural values was language preservation. Also, the territorial
principle for according these language rights was based in the larger space of "English
speaking Canada" as at the same time it was argued that there are no "founding" races.
However, it was clear that despite these manipulations, the brief was arguing against English
French bilingualism in favour of multilingualism and multilingual rights.
In making the case against biculturalism, the brief began with the idea that the only
principle of unity in Canada has always been diversity; "our unity has not been founded on
similarity of ethnic origin, religion, or race" (ibid, p. 4). The conception of unity in diversity
advanced in this brief was similar to multicultural ideal advanced by the Canada Ethnic Press
Federation above which broke with any notion ofbiculturalism; "The concept of

biculturalism does not describe Canadian reality which is multi-cultural now and will be so
for an indeterminate time to come" (ibid, p. 11). The Ukrainian Self-Reliance League
position also has strong support from the Ukrainian Women's World newspaper, which
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stated, "Since Canada is not merely bi-lingual and bi-cultural but multilingual and
multicultural our principle is an absolute equality of all Canadians" (Canada is ours, 1965).
Another group with Ukrainian membership took up the idea of absolute equality for
all Canadians but there were some fundamental differences. The Canadian Council for
National Groups was a Toronto based umbrella group for a number of European ethnic
groups, including the Polish Democratic Association, the United Jewish Peoples Order and
the Association of United Ukrainian Canadians among others. The brief began by citing
figures from the 1961 census to make the case that Canada was a nation built through
immigration and would continue to be so:
The statistics show that 92 percent of our population is composed of
immigrants and their descendants. With the exception of the native Indians
and Eskimos, it can truly be said that "we are immigrants all" in Canada actual or through our forefathers who came from many lands. From the very
beginning, immigration has been the major source of the Canadian population.
There is every indication that this will be so in the future. (Canadian Council
ofNational Groups, 1964)
The position that all Canadians except the Aboriginal groups were immigrants, and that
immigration would continue to be a major source of population growth was a common
strategy used by the other ethnic groups in developing their claims. Again the idea that
immigrants were the settlers and nation builders was also invoked:
Theirs [immigrants] was a life of sweat and tears, and of backbreaking labour.
But the forests were felled, the swamps drained, the roads and railways and
cities built. In their rough hands the raw materials of Canada took shape,
together with the dreams of an emerging nationality (ibid, p. 16).
Although this is another familiar discourse through which other ethnic groups construct a
claim for a particular mode of national belonging, this particular brief did not make the usual
subsequent argument in favour of multiculturalism. Rather, the brief disputed what it called
"the doctrine of the third force" and the "theory of the 'mosaic "' (ibid, p. 13). Specifically,
the brief outlined that the third force, which is the totality of the ethnic groups other than
English and French, was "false and misleading" (ibid). The notion of a third force and a
Canadian mosaic was given short shrift:
It [mosaic] conceives of the ethnic groups as static and separate parts of
English and French Canada - permanent little islands of immutable cultural
values. This is not our view .... The theory of a "third force" is similarly
fallacious. It implies the existence and identity of a homogenous power.
Such a force does not exist except in the rhetoric of certain individuals. The
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theory attempts to create the illusion ofthree equal partners - equating the
parts (national groups) with the whole (English and French Canada) (ibid).
The implication ofseparate ethnic islands and the existence ofa third and equal power bloc
were both challenged in the brief, countering a common other ethnic group strategy for
making the case for a multicultural nation.
Although the briefdid not make the argument that Canada is a multicultural nation, it
also did not fall into simple support ofa bilingual and bicultural nation, as defined through
the terms ofreference, either. Instead, the briefoutlined the history ofracial and ethnic
discrimination particularly in relation to immigration and citizenship regulations. It focused
particularly on the denial ofcitizenship rights as a result ofpolice and government blacklists
based on "suspicion ofmembership or membership [sic] in progressive and left-wing
organizations" (ibid, p. 18). Arguing that "the denial ofcitizenship rights as a result of
arbitrary political prejudice is, in a real sense, a denial ofequality in the matter ofall rights",
the brief, acknowledging that there has been a slight relaxation in the application ofthis
policy, maintained that an end to this policy ofdiscrimination is a prerequisite to fulfill the
terms ofreference mandate with respect to the other ethnic groups (ibid). Given this history
ofdiscrimination, the briefsuggests the need for a new constitution that would guarantee
"the basic rights ofall citizens regardless oftheir origin, colour and creed" while also
guaranteeing selfdetermination and equality ofrights for French and English Canada. The
brief specifies these overarching rights:
Such a fundamental law would have to incorporate a Bill ofRights that
outlaws discrimination because ofethnic origin; that establishes the right to
citizenship as a constitutional right; and that protects that right ofall national
groups to cultivate the traditions and language oftheir forefathers, including
the right ofvoluntary association for this purpose (ibid, p. 25).
Therefore, since this organization recognized English-French biculturalism, it did not argue
for multiculturalism. However, despite the recognition ofa bicultural duality, the case was
made for fundamental equal rights ofcitizenship for all Canadians. Included in these
fundamental rights was the right to preserve languages of origin.
Given their support ofgroup language rights, it was clear that the Canadian Council
ofNational Groups was not supportive ofsole English French bilingualism. However, the
briefalso recognized that with the increasing urbanization ofthe population, the "tightly knit
language communities were a phenomenon oflarge-scale immigration in a by-gone era", and
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therefore, "with each succeeding generation of Canadian born, the English language is the
primary language - and the language of the fore-fathers is lost" (ibid, p. 14). Acknowledging
that many ethnic groups saw language as the key to cultural retention, the brief supported the
right of language of origin preservation:
Our Council considers it within the democratic rights of the ethnic groups to
preserve and exercise their language of origin, as a means of enjoying their
cultural heritage. We further suggest that the desire of Canadians to learn the
language of their forefathers, or any languages other than English and French,
should be met within the secondary schools and universities where justified
and practical (ibid, p. 23).
Here multilingual schooling was seen as the locus for language preservation; although, unlike
some ethnic groups which recommended multilingual schooling from elementary school,
here the suggestion was at the high school and university levels. In these briefs, the level
from which multilingual schooling was advocated varied greatly and could be tied to the
importance given to language of origin preservation by the particular group.
We are 'Canadian'

As multiculturalism began to emerge in relations to different sets of briefs with a
different set of respective regularities, another set of briefs also engaged with
multiculturalism but from the position of challenging the idea that Canada was multicultural
country. For example, the Voice of Canada League, a clearly pro-English and anti
bilingualism organization, tackled the issue of other ethnic groups towards the end of their
brief after enumerating the multiple reasons why French English bilingualism and
biculturalism would not work in Canada. Beginning with the stated facts upon which the
brief was based, it went on to outline the position of ethnic Canadians:
1) CANADA is - without any question - A BRITISH DESIGNED
COUNTRY This is a SIMPLE FACT OF HISTORY [all caps in orginal]
2) This is a key factor which has proven itself responsible for attracting so
many from other countries
By now, the millions of Canadians whose ethnic origins must be regarded as

other than either British or French - have come to Canada because of their

belief in the soundness of our original constitution. They came because of
their belief in an opportunity to become "Canadians"
They DID NOT come to Canada with the intentions of remaining forever
identified with some 45 countries which have contributed to our population.
They came with the full realization that - while remaining absolutely free to
preserve interests in their traditional cultures - they would - nevertheless -
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expect to become "assimilated" into the life ofCanada (Voice ofCanada
League, 1964).
Here even the notion of a bilingual or bicultural nature ofthe nation was not considered;
rather it was the British basis ofthe nation which was seen as the only original and legitimate
constitution into which all other ethnic groups wished to assimilate into, while they were still
free to preserve their traditional cultures. How groups were to preserve these cultures was
never specified, presumably removing them to the realm ofprivate community concerns.
Instead, the assimilation ofimmigrants into this British based Canadian identity was seen as
the only way to preserve Canadian unity:
Let all ofthose ofour multi-racial origin groups recognize they have an
obligation to consider themselves as CANADIANS ONLY -- without
hyphenation ofinterests or loyalties in any form (ibid, p. 5).
This briefreflected the classic pro-Anglo, anti biculturalism and bilingualism stance; for the
sake ofnational unity, the place ofother ethnic groups within this formulation could only be
one ofassimilation and any preservation ofother ethnic culture had to then be relegated to
the private realm ofthe community.
Another group with a solid Anglophilic background was the Imperial Order
Daughters ofthe Empire (IODE), founded in Canada in 1900 and one ofthe largest Canadian
national women's voluntary organizations, which at the time ofthe Commission were on
average raising and spending over a million dollars annually on education, emergency
welfare and other community services (Imperial Order Daughters ofthe Empire, 1964).
However, unlike the Voices ofCanada League, the IODE was supportive ofbilingualism and
biculturalism, particularly as it saw this foundational duality as something that differentiated
Canada from "the one melting pot" system ofthe United States:
The 1.O.D.E. appreciates that for nearly one hundred years this duality of
culture has been, and is still, one ofthe strong factors which has helped to
develop and preserve a distinctive Canadian nationality - one that makes it
fundamentally different from that ofour next-door neighbour, the United
States (ibid, p. 10).
Having recognized biculturalism and bilingualism the bulwark against the U.S., the brief
went on to describe the danger ofwhat might happen ifthis Canadian duality failed, "Should
our 'two melting pots' system disintegrate or fail, it is our beliefthat Canada would probably
be unable to resist eventual 'Americanization'" (ibid). Thus, the Americans have a "one
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melting pot" system and but the duality of Canada is a "two melting pot" system. This
formulation has particular implications for the other ethnic groups in Canada.
The IODE position on multilingualism and multiculturalism was quite clear, "Canada
is not a multilingual or multiculturalism society" (ibid, p. 10). Arguing against the
"hyphenated Canadian" form, "the I.O.D.E. believes that all native-born and naturalized
Canadians should be dignified by being referred to simply as 'Canadians"' (ibid, p. 8). The
IODE argued that all immigrants must learn either of Canada's two official languages, as it is
a requirement of citizenship and to this end, "many I.O.D.E. chapters conduct their own basic
English classes for immigrants" (ibid, p. 17). Acknowledging that immigrants may initially
wish to speak their own languages, the IODE warned that this could lead to divisions:
It is only natural that, initially, immigrants should wish to speak in their own
language and should endeavour to preserve their own culture. However, these
contributions are only beneficial and contribute enrichment so long as old
prejudices and animosities are not transplanted and perpetuated or nourished
in Canada. This would only serve to split or divide us into the same old
discordant pattern of Old Europe. This, Canada does not want. It is our
experience that immigrants are usually eager and anxious to integrate into
English or French-speaking communities, because it is to their social and
economic advantage to do so. In fact, it is a necessity (ibid, p. 9).
Although the IODE did recognize that immigrants wanted to and needed to learn the majority
languages, by invoking the fears of balkanization, the IODE understood any desire by
immigrants to preserve languages of origin as a threat to Canadian unity; hence, the IODE
advocated the model of Canada as a nation of two melting pots. Thus, recognizing a
fundamental duality in being "Canadian", the IODE still advocated assimilation for other
ethnic groups into either of the two "Canadian" melting pots in order to prevent the
divisiveness of cultural retention by other ethnic groups. Specifically, it was the preservation
of ethnic languages that was seen as potentially divisive to being "Canadian". This fear of
"balkanization" and fragmentation of Canadian unity, even if it was characterized as two
melting pots, was a common counter-strategy to any kind of "multicultural" notion.
The Canadian Labour Congress, a trade union centre founded in 1956, at the time of
the Commission representing more than 1,200,000 trade union members in Canada, also
submitted a brief. In the brief, they stated their position clearly with respect to the inquiry; "a
working class institution representing ... workers in every part of Canada from a variety of
ethnic and other backgrounds, we are firmly committed to preserving Canada as one united
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country" (Canadian Labour Congress Canada, 1965). The CLC was supportive of
biculturalism and bilingualism as a way to address the economic inequalities of French and
English Canada, "Quebec has for generations been a low-wage area" (ibid, p. 9). The brief
also argued that the bilingual and bicultural nature of Canada had meant that it had "never
subscribed to the melting pot theory" (ibid, p. 9) which presumably differentiated it from the
U.S. In relation to other ethnic groups, the brief was supportive of cultural preservation and
stated, "we believe no obstacle should be placed in the way of these groups in their legitimate
endeavours to preserve language and traditions which are dear to them"; this decisively
moved their position into the realm of private community concerns, as the brief went on to
state, "But we do not subscribe to a polyglot Canada". The rationale for no official
recognition of ethnic languages was made clear:
Those who have come to Canada as immigrants must have done so with full
awareness that they were leaving one environment to enter another and that
this would require adjustment to the use of a new language (we are excluding
from this generalization those who have come from English and French
speaking countries). They cannot therefore ask that their particular language
of origin should be entrenched in Canada as it was in the country they came
from (ibid, p. 10).
The first implication embedded in this excerpt was that immigrants choose freely to come to
Canada, and that these "choices" were fully informed as to what kind of place they were
coming to, under what circumstances, and so on. As well, there was the implication that the
desire to learn a majority language/s is incompatible with the wish to preserve one's language
of origin. And finally, embedded here is the assumption that language learning is an
unproblematic and natural phenomenon for immigrants. This notion that there is an
embedded and informed choice in immigration that precludes the right to ask for any formal
recognition of other cultures and any shift in the national status quo will continue to be a
frequent argument in relation to multiculturalism and multilingualism during the inquiry.
The United Church of Canada, although critical of any notion of founding "races" and
preferring the French version of "peuples" in their brief, was still in favour of bilingualism
and biculturalism. As well, with respect to multiculturalism, the brief did recognize that
"Canada is ethnically and sociologically multicultural...politically, however, Canada is, at
least to some degree, bilingual and bicultural" (United Church of Canada, 1964).
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Specifically, this meant that "the British and the French did the founding, and others did not"
(ibid, p. 13). The brief went on to explain:
When people of these other origins came to Canada, they came to a political
community which was already established, whose institutions had been
shaped by the French or the British, or both, who had been here first. This
was one of the given facts which even the early German immigrants to
Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia, or Waterloo County, Ontario, faced and had
to accept. They had not the slightest prospect of setting up a German law,
German political institutions, German as an official language. The same is
true of later arrivals, such as the Ukrainians in the Prairie Provinces. This is
no reflection on the Germans or the Ukrainians or anyone else. It does not for
a moment deny, or minimize, the immense contribution they have made to
Canada, economically, politically, culturally. But this contribution, however
great, does not give their law or their language the same constitutional
position as the law and language of the English and French (ibid, p. 14)
Thus, an ethnic and sociological multiculturalism was trumped by the prior claims of a
political dualism by those "who had been here first". The Germans were an effective
example to demonstrate the onus on immigrants to accept prior political institutionalization
no matter what their contribution since the Germans were the earliest "immigrants" who had
"faced and had to accept" the dual political status quo. Here there was a convenient
bifurcation between the sociological and the political in order to maintain the prevailing
position of the English and French. Given the Church's support of the sociological reality of
other ethnic groups, they were supportive of "teaching of the languages of the 'other
cultures "', but only, "as optional cultural subject in high school and university where a
substantial group of citizens so desires" (ibid, p. 5). However, marking these languages as
optional subjects at higher levels of education emphasized the peripheral positioning of other
ethnic groups' language preservation since, as indicated in the previous section, the level at
which other languages are recommended for study reflect the degree of importance given this
issue by a particular group.
The Montreal Star submitted a brief to the Commission on behalf of the English
minority of Quebec. Positioning themselves within the province in relation to the nation,
"We are in the distinct position of being a daily voice in a community which is a minority in
the city and province which we serve, while, at the same time, we belong to the English
speaking majority in Canada as a whole", the Montreal Star, saw itself as the representative
of the English in Quebec; "it has occurred to us that THE MONTREAL STAR does, in a
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sense, represent a 'community' voice" (Montreal Star, 1965). Acknowledging the legitimacy
of the French communities' claims and concerns, the brief went on to outline the fears of
English-speaking families in Quebec of becoming aliens in "their own land" (ibid, p. 4). In
relation to other ethnic groups though, the brief was unequivocal, "we suggest also a strict
proviso against multilingualism". The brief outlined the dangers of extending rights similar
to those of the English and French to other ethnic groups:
It would be in our judgment, however, a grave mistake to provide special
linguistic, legal and constitutional privileges to other racial minorities. It may
well be true that, in the three prairie provinces for example the proportion of
Ukrainian, German and Polish minorities is greater that that of the French
minorities in those provinces. This seems to us a matter of small concern.
Almost all of them, in their origins as immigrants, chose the English side.
They have all made a great contribution to it and have deepened and enriched
English Canadian culture. To deliberately splinter them now by providing six
or eight languages of instruction, for instance, instead of two, would be to
destroy or to delay the emergence of any real Canadianism. We can, for
historical and traditional reasons, create a bicultural state. We should not
deliberately set ourselves to the construction of a Tower of Babel (ibid, p. 7).
Embedded in this excerpt was the idea that providing rights equal to the English and French
for other ethnic groups would threaten social cohesion, that is, "Canadianism" or what the
brief went on to describe as "that basic degree of homogeneity essential to our future" (ibid,
p. 7). The Tower of Babel metaphor is used to signify threats to social cohesion, highlighting
the increasing salience of language in Canadian unity. As well, again the notion that
immigrants choose to immigrate - predominantly to "English" Canada - is invoked to thwart
any claims for equivalent rights.
The "Indians and Eskimos"

Although the terms of reference contained no reference to Aboriginal groups, in the
preliminary phase of the inquiry, presentations were made by Aboriginal groups and their
issues were discussed in the Preliminary Report. During the public hearings, briefs were
submitted from Aboriginal groups and research reports and other submissions on Aboriginal
groups were considered. In a working paper for Study Group "D" of the Commission dated
December 1963, it was clearly stated that the Commission would consider the issues of the
Aboriginal groups; "The Commission recognizes that it has a duty to give special attention to
the problems of the Eskimo and the Indian in our present world" (Study Group D, 1963).
This commitment was reflected in the media almost a year later, which reported, "The Royal
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Commission on bilingualism and biculturalism... has staked out two new fields of inquiry
the cultural problems of Indians and Eskimos" (Eskimos enter culture study, 1964). The
article continues, "the commission widened the horizons of its massive investigation in
response to public demand", and, "the consensus was that Indians and Eskimos have been
largely ignored until now, and that the bicultural commission would be an appropriate
vehicle to reverse the trend" (ibid).
Just prior to the submission of briefs, the Indian-Eskimo Association, an umbrella
group representing 80 organizations with about 1000 members in total, held its very first
Provincial Conference in London, Ontario November 20-22, 1964. Commissioner Gagnon
was present at the conference as was the Commission Research and Liaison Officer, Ilona M.
Varjassy. The Commission records contained a summary report of this conference prepared
by Varjassy. Although the "problems of bilingualism and biculturalism were not discussed"
directly during the conference, in the Commissions' confidential conference summary, issues
felt to be germane to the inquiry were recorded and included as part of the materials used by
the Commission in the writing of the report (Varjassy, 1964). Information that was included
in the Commission's conference summary and evaluation include a precis of presentations
made by such people as Daniel G. Hill (the Director of Ontario Human Rights Commission),
statistical information about Aboriginal groups, their incomes, and their population
distribution throughout the country, as well as personal interpretations of presentations
during the conference. An idea that resurfaced often in this summary was that the problems
facing Aboriginal communities were so great, that the concerns of the inquiry were irrelevant
to them; "The social and economic problems of the Indians are so great, deep and bitter [,]
that the cultural and language problems must wait until they realize them" (ibid, p. 3). The
reason for these great challenges were explained by the author of the report:
If one brings up the question of B and B while chatting with Indian chiefs
their reaction generally seems to be indifferent or negative. But then one
learns that a good part of the reserve - Indians, over 200,000 have yet to learn
that they are not only members of a band but citizens of a nation, that equality
means more than a treaty signed a long time ago, that they too are living in the
20th century and not in the 19th, or 18th. They are yet to learn that useful
employment is the first step to dignity and self-sufficiency (ibid).
The irrelevance of the inquiry for Aboriginal groups was explained not just through the
magnitude of their challenges, but also because they were seen to be rooted in the past.
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These two factors along with the conference summary description of bands fragmented, as
"separated from each other by language, differences, inertia, poverty and distance", are the
main discourses which are developed by the Commission in order to eventually argue against
the inclusion of Aboriginal groups in the royal commission (ibid). The various
fragmentations amongst the Aboriginal communities were highlighted here, as they were in
the Preliminary Report, in order to underscore the idea that this is not a unified group. This
argument was mobilized particularly in relation to language, as the summary states:
They could not agree on whether they want to preserve their own language or
not. Most of them thought that it would be useless because only in Ontario
there are six different Indian languages spoken (ibid, p. 5).
Again, the idea that if there were too many languages it would be pointless to preserve them
echoes the similar strategy used in the Preliminary Report to argue against Aboriginal
language preservation. Also, the cultural concerns of Indians were seen to be completely
different from those of any other group, as was outlined in the follow up section of the report:
The Canadian Indian's cultural problem is completely different than any of
the other groups. This problem fundamentally starts with the fact that the
Indian culture was not designed for western civilization, and although it
contributed to Canadian culture - the Indians themselves became more and
more a marginal group as the Western civilization progressed in North
America (ibid).
Here, the "cultural problem" of the Indian group was deemed exceptional with the pathology
of the problem located in the "Indian culture" which was seen as incommensurate with
progressive Western civilization. By marking the Canadian Indian's "cultural problem" as
exceptional, it was possible to reach the conclude in the report:
The Canadian Indian problem is so complex that an inquiry into the existing
situation of this large and important group should be handled by a special
Royal Commission.... Although it should be desirable to deal in depth with
the Indian problem, it seems unrealistic to hope that the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism can keep up this responsibility. The
Commission has only a limited time for its inquiry, also is [sic] limited by its
terms of reference (ibid, p. 5-6).
Thus the reasons why Aboriginal issues were too great to deal with by the Royal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, which was limited by time and its own
terms of reference, were piled up to reach the inevitable recommendation. This
recommendation resurfaced when Book I of the final report was written. Another conclusion
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that came out of the conference was the decision by the Board of Directors of the Indian
Eskimo Association to submit a brief to the inquiry.
The brief submitted by the Indian-Eskimo Association of Canada began with the
statement that the Indians and Eskimos are "first citizens" which make them "more Canadian
that any other groups that have arrived since European settlement" (Indian-Eskimo
Association of Canada, 1965). Thus, they resent having their situation compared to that of
new immigrants, even if they do share some of the same challenges (ibid). However, in their
case, preservation of cultural heritage was "not a privilege but a right; guaranteed by solemn
treaty", and this right had to be accepted by the public if Canadian "citizenship" was to have
any meaning for the Indians and Eskimos (ibid, p. 3). Outlining the problems of poverty,
retention of cultural heritage and governance for the Aboriginal communities, the brief
summed up the goals of native peoples as "equality of opportunity" and "an opportunity to
share in all the benefits of Canadian life without loss of identity [underline in original]"
(ibid). Concretely, this meant that with respect to the inquiry, issues of bilingualism were,
again, of marginal interest:
It is little wonder that the current discussions concerning Bilingualism and
Biculturalism are seemingly remote from their sphere of interests. For
example, for them the problem of "language" is one of retaining their own
native languages and acquiring facility in either English or French (ibid, p. 2).
For Aboriginal communities, issues of bilingualism were completely different from those of
the terms of reference; it concretely meant the survival of native languages and facility in one
of the majority languages for economic purposes.
In a confidential memorandum by Ilona M. Varjassy to all the Commissioners about a
private meeting on November 26, 1964 between the author, acting as the Commission
representative, and the Executive Director, Wilfred Pelletier, of the National Indian Council
and the Editor of the "Thunderbird", the legitimacy problem of the Pelletier appointment is
raised. Claiming that disapproval of the appointment - and not election - of the Executive
Director Pelletier had "deep roots in the Indian society", the memorandum went on to state

that Kahn-Tineta Hom and Richard Pine, the Garden River Chief, "are trying to form another
Council which would really represent the Indian people" (Varjassy, 1964). By the following
year, this legitimacy crisis was also picked up in the mainstream media as Kahn-Tineta Hom
was cited in the Regina Leader Post criticizing the National Indian Council, "as being
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controlled by non-Indians" (Regina Leader Post, 1965). This legitimacy problem was also
considered to be the reason Pelletier was reluctant to submit a briefto the Commission.
However, Kahn-Tineta Hom did submit a brief. Speaking on behalfofthe Caughnawaga
reserve in Quebec, the briefexpressed concern that if"the province ofQuebec should
separate from Canada ...the Iroquois in Caughnawaga, St. Regis and Oka would be
swallowed up in a 'foreign' nation" (Hom, 1965). The briefbegan by outlining the colonial
history ofthe Iroquois and the French, concluding that there was no future for their
community in speaking French:
After 300 years ofclose contact virtually no Iroquois speak French and it is
obvious that we do not want to and are never going to.... We know there is no
hope for the Iroquois anywhere in the French Canadian economy (ibid, p. 16).
The brief was concerned more with the issue ofbilingualism than with biculturalism as it
discussed in depth the communities' concern with French-English bilingualism:
WE INDIANS ARE AGAINST ALL POLITICAL "ISMS". We are opposed
to Facism, Communism, Capitalism, and we are particularly suspicious of
political "bilingualism". We support anyone's right to freely choose to speak
two or twenty languages but we reject the implied legislative attempt to force
us to accept more than one official language. Indian legend says that "to
speak with two tongues is to tell a lie". The title ofthis Commission should
be corrected. It creates the false impression that there are actually such things
as "bilingualism" and "biculturalism". Canada's culture is the sum total ofall
the ways oflife ofall its people, and although there are supposedly many sub
cultures, there cannot be "bi culture" [uppercase in original] (ibid, p. 7).
Although biculturalism was dismissed, it was bilingualism which was most strongly
repudiated, again highlighting the importance oflanguage as the substantive measure of
culture. Thus, the issue ofFrench - English bilingualism resurfaced as a concern; "WE
INDIANS WILL NEVER SUBMIT TO BEING FORCED TO SPEAK ANOTHER
LANGUAGE after our own Indians [sic] language and English ifwe choose (or in some
cases French) [capitals in original]" (ibid, p. 8). The briefwas clear that the Indian languages
were ofparamount importance but there was acknowledgement that English, or in some
cases French, was necessary as another language. The brief also anticipated the common
criticism ofAboriginal linguistic fragmentation:
Indians have much experience in language and cultural problems. Ifhaving
more than one language unites and enriches, then Indians with 200 different
language dialects should be the wealthiest ofall. However, we know it is a
barrier to understanding and unity and to overcome these barriers, Indians
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long ago developed one language -- the Sign Language which was known by
all Indians (ibid, p. 4).
The brief neatly foreclosed all critiques about the linguistic fragmentation of Aboriginal
communities by mentioning a universal Aboriginal Sign language, although it is unclear how
compelling this argument was at the public hearings. The brief ended by restating the
incompatibility of French - English bilingualism for the community and its colonial effect:
We intend to keep our traditional way of life and take as much from the other
cultures as we wish and we think necessary. We will resent and resist any
legislative force to make us take on another language because it is our right
and because it is destructive and undemocratic.... Anyone attempting to
impose on us their "bilingualism" means to us the end of culture and
languages of our ancestors and indicates their lack of respect for our way of
life and our People (ibid, p. 17).
The primacy of language to Aboriginal cultural survival was a central argument in this brief,
even as the economically utilitarian requirement for a majority language was also
acknowledged. It is the imposition of both English and French that was resisted.
There was another brief from the Caughnawaga Reserve, this time a brief from John
Curotte, Chairman of the Caughnawaga Defence Committee. The brief began by outlining
European colonial history in Canada and challenging the notion of founding races, stating
that, "the 'founding races' were the Indians, and the others could be called the 'invading
races', or the 'second coming races or whatever fits" (Caughnawaga Defence Committee,
1965). The brief also contested the idea of bicultures, since there was only one "white"
culture:
...it must be recognized that the white society in Canada cannot have
biculturalism if this means "two" cultures. The white society has one culture
"The Pursuit of More Possessions and Power". Canadians of British, French,
Hebrew, Italian, German, Ukrainian ancestry may deny this, but the general
principle is the same for all ethnic white groups (ibid, p. 2).
Thus, the brief collapsed all white ethnic groups into one, contesting the notion that
biculturalism was even possible. The brief went on to suggest a form of multicultures
instead:
If "equal partnership" is to exist, it cannot forget the superior claims of
Indians, and if the difference in population between 13 million English to 5
million French (a difference of 8 million) is to be overlooked as unimportant,
then the difference in population between 5 million French and 350,000
Indians (a difference of 4,650,000) must also be overlooked. "Equality" of
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groups which are so uneven in numbers should also include Indians and bring
into it "multi" instead of "bi" (ibid, p. 4).
Although demographic data was used here to develop a claim that instead of "bi" cultures
there should be "multi" cultures, the "multicultural" here was quite different from the
"multicultural" of other ethnic groups; this was a "multicultural" specific to Aboriginal
groups. This reconfiguration of "multicultural" introduced yet another complexity in how the
term was being deployed throughout the public hearings, underscoring again the lack of
specificity of the term.
The brief addressed the issue of bilingualism as a specific type of bilingualism for
Aboriginal communities:
As to two languages, it has long been accepted that Red Men are entitled to
their own original ancient language which precedes that of the languages of
the Western world by thousands of years. However, the Red Men welcomes,
for the purpose of survival in the world of competition, a second language
which has proven to be the English language despite some 320 years of
association with the French language which was the first white man's
language heard by the Iroquois in about 1645. It is clear that we are part of a
Two Language World (ibid, p. 3).
The history of Aboriginal communities and their languages creates a prior claim to their
original language, and the second language was for utilitarian, work purposes. The brief
reiterated and specified this:
We have sought to preserve the traditional language of the Oneidas, Cayugas
Onondagas, Senecas, Tuscaroras and the Mohawks --- The Iroquois tongue
among our people in our Indian homes. In the outside world, whether it is in
South America, United States, Canada or anywhere our men are working in
steel work the language is English. Our choice of 'bi' or two languages is
natural, normal and practical (ibid, p. 8).
Thus, the brief was advocating the idea of a "factual bilingualism" for this Aboriginal
community; a concept which had already surfaced in the public hearings. The brief ended by
taking a position against bilingualism, "Iroquois reject any change in the language conditions
of the country and, as it is our right as warriors who were never conquered, we do so
proudly" (ibid, p. 9). Although this brief uniquely raises the idea of "multicultures" in the
context of Aboriginal cultures, the emphasis on language for both cultural and economic
survival, and the resistance to English - French bilingualism made its positioning in relation
to the Commission similar to that of the previous brief.
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As well as the briefs submitted from Aboriginal communities, there were statements
submitted and one extensive research report. The research report, entitled, Indians and
Eskimos of Canada: an overview of studies of relevance to the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism by Frank G. Vallee, was an extensive 2 volume, 300 plus
page document. The report began by stating that the inquiry decided not to commission a
full report on "Eskimo and Indian matters" because research in these areas was already
underway or completed mostly by the Department of Northern Affairs and Natural
Resources. Thus, the Commission decided to "limit its own research commitment to a review
of studies whose findings were pertinent to its terms of reference" (Vallee, 1966). A
substantial part of the report was on the history and sociocultural life of Aboriginal groups,
with an anthropological and legal perspective on the issues. The report focused on language
usage of Aboriginal groups as an "indicator of cultural distinctiveness" (ibid, p. 68). The
brief began with the idea that people of Indian and Eskimo ancestry could not be considered
as an ethnic group:
One reason that we cannot consider the people of Indian and Eskimo ancestry
as an ethnic group equivalent, say, to the French-Canadian, English-Canadian,
Ukrainian-Canadian, and the like, is that there is no one language which
serves as a symbol of distinctive identity at the national level. Students of
language classify Indian languages into linguistic groups or stocks .... For
Canada, such a classification yields ten Indian and one Eskimo language
groups or stock... (ibid).
In this excerpt from the report, ethnic groups were conflated with language groups or stocks,
echoing Renan's model of linguistic racism. There was an inherent contradiction here in
using language to signify ethnicity since if the distinction was between language "stocks" or
families, then languages such as French and Italian would in fact belong to the same
language group (Romance) and as such the French and the Italian groups could not be
considered separate ethnic groups by this definition. The report made this distinction based
on language "stocks" because it was advancing an argument that due to this range of
language groups, there could be no mutual intelligibility across groups and hence the Indians
or the Eskimos could not be considered as discrete ethnic groups:
The Eskimos are more homogenous than the Indians as far as language is
concerned, but it is difficult for people in the Western Arctic to communicate
easily with those of the Eastern Arctic without the help of interpreters.... One
practical consequence of this diversity is that in order for an individual Indian
to communicate with another from a different language background, unless he
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also knows the other Indian language, he must use either English or French or
communicate through an interpreter (ibid, p. 69).
Here, not only was the linguistic diversity of the Eskimo and the Indian communities seen as
a barrier to their unity as an ethnic group, but also the dominance ofEnglish and French was
reinforced as they were deemed the lingua francas for these communities. Although the
report conceded that "the chiefaim of the census language question was to discover which of
the official languages - that is English or French - the people of Canada speak", the report
still drew upon census data to come to its conclusions that only about 19% of Aboriginal
peoples spoke neither English or French and thus had an Aboriginal first language; whereas,
"the great majority oflndians in Canada speak English" (ibid, p. 71). In the rest of the
report, Aboriginal language diversity was identified as a problem of language maintenance,
education and interaction with government services. The research report's position on
Aboriginal languages was one where the linguistic diversity of Aboriginal languages was a
problem, and the primacy of the majority languages as a way to circumvent the problems of
this language diversity was reinforced.
Not only did the inquiry commission a research report on Aboriginal groups, they
also went on an Arctic tour to meet with the "Eskimos". Varjassy prepared a background
report entitled The Canadian Eskimos to provide, "Information on the Canadian Arctic for a
proposed visit of the Commissioners" (Varjassy, 1964). The report was highly
anthropological in its tone and content, beginning with pre-European contact in its
description. There was a section on the "Eskimo Language" but this section was mainly a
description ofstructural linguistic features and again anthropological in tone. Education was
an extensive portion of the report, and here again, the issue of language arose:
The language of instruction used has been English because in the areas
concerned, English has been the main language outside Eskimo .... It has been
federal policy that education in the Eskimo language is not feasible as there
are very few qualified teachers who can speak Eskimo. In any event, it is a
language that would not help in providing for employment or leading,
ultimately, to higher education since it has virtually no written literature and is
not readily adaptable to modem concepts or activities. (It has, for instance, no
numbers beyond twenty). The Department ofNorthern Affairs, however, has
a great interest in the Eskimo language for its cultural values and has fostered
the development of new orthography which will in time serve to render the
Eskimo language of greater use and support to the Eskimo people (ibid, p. 16).
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Here a division between the cultural value of a language, as something pre-modem that must
be preserved, and the utilitarian function of language, as something that must be modem, that
is Western and written, is installed in order to create the justification for English language
instruction. This anthropological emphasis in the report and the colonial lens through which
language and educational issues of the Inuit people were viewed speak to the research
perspective through which Aboriginal issues were informed and considered by the
Commission.
Another submission, addressed specifically to Commissioner Laing, received and
retained by the Commission was a memorandum from A. McPhedran the Assistant General
Manager of the Bank of Nova Scotia in Calgary. The cover letter to the memorandum
indicated that this was in response to a request for information on the education of Eskimo
and Indian children in the North West Territories. The information therein was based on a
short stay including a visit to a local residential high school, "I'm sure that you will
appreciate that this is far from a thorough study of the problem as I was only in the area
about 24 hours" (McPhedran, 1964). The memorandum praised the modernized clean layout
and provisions of the school but decried the culturally irrelevant curriculum and the
segregation of students of Catholic and Protestant background. Focusing on the disjuncture
between the modem conveniences of the school and the "primitive" environments of their
family homes, the memorandum insisted that there was a need to consider what the purpose
of residential school education would be:
At the age of six the child is taken by the authorities from his home, be it
igloo, tent or shack and flown into Inuvik where they come face to face with
modem living comforts, such as running water, electricity and movies. It
must be remembered that in their own environment they have only lanterns
and other primitive conveniences. Is it reasonable to believe that after they
have finished their schooling that these children will go back to cutting ice
from the lakes and hauling it for miles for drinking and cooking purposes and
putting up with other inconveniences? Will these boys tum out to be trappers,
as their fathers are? If not, what can we do with these people if we are going
to educate them? We must find a place for them in the southern society.... It

seems to me that it is most important that there be a continuing research into
the problem of educating primitive people, but equally important is the
research into what we are going to do with them after they have been educated
(ibid, p. 1-2).
In this excerpt the author was advocating assimilation of these students into "southern
society" because of the "primitivity'' of the conditions, and the perceived lack of real options
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for students when they returned to their family homes. The language and the positioning of
the author, the students and the education system reflected a civilizing and missionary
attitude towards the Inuit in this memorandum of a commissioned visit, which was included
with the all the other submissions and research material on Aboriginal peoples to inform the
writing of the report.
During the public hearings, Aboriginal issues were also making headlines and were
taken up in the mainstream media. The biggest story, which took place during the latter
period of the public hearings, was the 400 member march organized by the Indian-White
Committee in Kenora on November 22nd, 1965 to the Town Council meeting to present a
brief detailing the demands of the local and neighbouring Aboriginal communities. The brief
detailed the poverty and job discrimination suffered by Indians, the wage inequities, lack of
access to emergency medical care and the need to extend the trapping season among other
issues. This incident garnered a lot of media attention, including headlines and also
prompted a media series on Aboriginal issues in various newspapers as well as editorials and
commentaries. Many of these articles drew parallels between the plight of Canadian
Aboriginals and American blacks in the South. For example, an editorial in the Toronto
Daily Star entitled "The shame of our 'Mississippi' Indians", begins, "To compare the plight
and resentments of our Indians to the problems of Negroes in Mississippi and Harlem is not
far-fetched" (The shame of our "Mississippi" Indians, 1965). Media interest during the time
of the public hearings meant that Aboriginal issues were compared and linked to the inquiry
as well, and interest in these issues by the Commission was also high as the collection of
related articles and Commission produced press surveys attests (Woodbridge, Morrow, &
Hepner, 1965). The media glare on Aboriginal issues also meant that the inquiry would have
to consider carefully how they would deal with Aboriginal issues in the final report, if at all.
As the public hearings drew to a close, the research program expanded and became the main
focus of the inquiry.
The Research Program of the Inquiry

In the Preliminary Report, the Commissioners had stated that a "very large field of
research" would be required in order to carry out the project of the inquiry and inform the
writing of the final reports (Preliminary Report, 1965, p. 22). This research phase expanded
during the public hearings and continued on until the final reports were being produced, with
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many of the research reports being published in their own right. Although a selection of
research reports was discussed earlier in the chapter,there were a lot of other research
projects undertaken by the Commission; almost 150 official research reports in total as well
as a multitude of confidential reports,letters and summaries.
The magnitude of the inquiry's research component was publicly prominent because
of the controversy generated over the research costs. The costs associated with the inquiry
were popular media fodder. For example,Don McGillivray,a reporter for Southam News
Service,published an article entitled,Most Controversial Inquiry in History, in which he
commented on the cost of the inquiry:
One of the basic criticisms the commission must meet is that it has cost too
much,in time and money - and that after sounding the alarm of urgent crisis in
its interim report last year,it has settled happily down to never-ending
research and cutting out bilingual paper dolls. It isn't enough to say ...that
even $7 million is too small a price to pay for the future of Canada.... One of
the most time and money consuming aspects has been the research program
which has grown far beyond the original plans (McGillivray, 1966).
Here,it is the research program,and its increasing size and scope,that were deemed mainly
responsible for the high cost of the inquiry. The controversy over the cost of the inquiry was
not just taken up in the media but also brought up often in the House of Commons.
Perspectives on the cost of the inquiry depended on which political party was commenting,
and on April 21st,1966,Jean Marchand,then Minister of Citizenship and Immigration,
during budget deliberations,commented in the House on this controversy:
I would like to talk about the financial aspect of a commission [the Royal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism] which has been very much
discussed in Canada so far.... Many times in this house and in the newspapers
there has been talk about the royal commission on bilingualism and
biculturalism,not so much to discuss the objectives it is seeking,but mostly to
try to discredit it a little by pointing out how much it costs .... It was said that
it was the most expensive commission in the history of confederation ... it is
possible that this figure will reach between $4 and $7 million .... There is no
need to be scandalized by such heavy expenditure ... most of the funds,that is
almost three quarter and very often 90 percent of the money allotted the

commission went into research or the secretariat. Last year,according to our
figures,the salaries paid the commissioners represented no more than 5
percent of the funds allowed the commission to perform its work (DHC,
April 21,1966,p. 4121)
Ex-Commissioner,Marchand,defended the expenditures of inquiry and went on to argue that
it was the polarization across the different regions of the country around the issues raised by
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the terms ofreference which required that "the commission embarked on a vast research
program", because the, "aim ofthe commission was ... to seek out the deep-rooted causes of
uneasiness in Canada", and, "get at the root ofthe matter and offer solutions acceptable to
Canada as a whole" (ibid, p. 4123). Therefore, he justified the necessity ofresearch, by
underscoring that only through research would the Commission be able to reveal and solve
the "root" ofthe problem. A response to this speech by Mr. E. Nasserden, a member ofthe
opposition, in the House underlined the division between the opposition and the government
regarding the inquiry:
What he [Jean Marchand] has said was that this has been one ofthe most
costly commissions in the history ofCanada. He has tried to justify the action
ofthe government, action taken in the face ofopposition put forward during
the period when this matter was first under consideration. I say to you, sir,
that this commission has ignored the hopes and aspirations ofmore than one
third ofthe population ofCanada, those ofethnic origin other than French or
English, the two founding races ofCanada. We on the opposition side ofthe
House ofCommons believe that rather than emphasize the differences that
exist between Canadians in one part ofthis country and those in another part,
the primary objective ofa government that is striving for unity should be to
bring Canadians together on those things that they have in common. We
believe that the place to do that is at the conference table with positive
suggestions rather than negative ones and questioning ofthe differences that
exist between one part ofthe our nation and the other (ibid, p. 4123-4124).
In this response, although Nasserden stated that the other ethnic groups had been ignored by
the Commission, the answer was not their inclusion, rather it was to advocate for a common
pan-Canadian identity and not a "negative" emphasis on the differences between Canadians.
By implication then, the various research projects ofthe Commission on the multiple issues
raised through the hearings also serve to emphasize these "differences" between Canadians.
Therefore, the research aspect ofthe inquiry remained contentious not only because ofthe
cost but also because it was a locus ofcontention between the government and the
opposition. For the Liberals, research held the promise ofrevealing and solving the "deep
rooted" problems ofunity yet for the opposition research merely served to reinforce the
"difference" between Canadians and exacerbate the problems ofunity. These arguments,
picked up in the media, became common public positions about the research program ofthe
inquiry.
The public knowledge ofthe breadth ofthe Commission's research program also
served to bestow a scientific legitimacy on the inquiry, as the "accumulation offacts" or
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research allowed the Commission to speak with authority, in particular, when confirming and
contesting issues raised through the briefs during the public hearings (Corrigan & Sayer,
1985, p. 124). Furthermore, this scientific legitimacy emanated from the fact that it was not
the commissioners but "experts" who carried out the research. The Commission researchers
were civil servants or contracted researchers, and specialist academic or political opinion was
also sought. Thus, by having experts produce the research, a distance between the
Commissioners and the research was introduced, conferring legitimacy on the findings of the
reports and statements. This distance of expertise gave scientific and object "truth" to the
reports and statements. The role of expertise in legitimating government is specified by
Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller (1992):
The complex of actors, powers, institutions and bodies of knowledge that
comprise expertise have come to play a crucial role in establishing the
possibility and legitimacy of government. Experts hold out the hope that
problems of regulation can remove themselves from the disputed terrain of
politics and relocate onto the tranquil yet seductive terrain of truth (p. 188).
In the inquiry, the disputed terrain of politics was the complex realm of the hearings,
whereas, the more tranquil space of "truth" emerged out of the scientific "accumulation of
facts" by the experts. This distance of experts from the "disputed terrain of politics"
authorized their expertise to approve and reify the "truth" or knowledge of objects, in this
case, the knowledge about people, languages and other related inquiry research topics.
Expert opinion covered a wide range of topics and perspectives and, in fact, many of
the research reports produced by experts have been discussed above. In addition to the
research areas already discussed, one big research undertaking for the Commission was the
study of other countries that had more that one official or national language, such as
Switzerland and Belgium. South Africa was also another multilingual country that interested
the Commission. For example, a report on the introduction of Afrikaans into the English
language dominated South African public service, entitled Afrikaans in the Public Service,
was translated by the Canadian Secretary of State Translation Bureau and circulated to all the
research supervisors. The report gave an overview of the challenges and successes of
introducing Afrikaans into a predominantly English language based public service after the
recognition in 1925 of Afrikaans as "an official language of the Union" (Marais, 1965). In
addition to the circulation of this translated report was a 5 page report by Professor W.H.O.
Schmidt, head of the department of educational psychology, University of Natal,
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Pietermaritzburg, South Africa, who was invited to "spend a few days" in Ottawa with the
Commission. In this report, he discussed his impressions ofthe bicultural and bilingualism
problems in Canada in comparison to those ofSouth Africa based on his observations and
conversations with sundry Canadians during his travels through the Canada. He outlined
what he saw as the main challenges ofintroducing bilingualism and biculturalism in Canada,
and the vital necessity ofinstituting country wide French-English bilingualism for the French
Canadian population to maintain their cultural viability; "Clearly, only a radical change in
the legislation, whereby in all provinces French parents were guaranteed a right to the
education oftheir children through the medium ofthe mother tongue (English parents
already seem to have the right), would enable to the French Canadians to consider the whole
ofCanada as their potential place ofwork and as their home"(Schmidt, 1965).
The professor went on to discuss the problems of"other minorities" as well:
In my discussions with Canadians I have heard it said again and again that the
English - French relations are complicated by the fact that any language rights
relating to the education ofchildren which are granted to the French
inhabitants ofpredominantly English provinces would have to be granted to
the "other minorities" as well; ifthis were done, the unity ofthe nation would
be endangered (I heard the term 'balkanization' being used) (Schmidt, 1965,
p. 4).
Here, expert opinion was mobilized to bolster the link between linguistic rights for other
minority groups and the familiar spectre of"balkanization". In this next paragraph, he went
on to compare the immigrant situation in Canada with the United States to accentuate his
point:
As an observer from outside I cannot see the force ofthis argument all. The
influence ofCanada's great neighbour, the U.S.A., makes itselffelt here. The
U.S.A., it can legitimately be said, would not have produced a unified
American nation, ifimmigrants had all been granted the right to instruction
through the medium ofthe mother tongue; it is the emphasis on a common
language and a common American way oflife that has made the U.S.A. great
(ibid).
By highlighting his "outsider" status, the professor emphasized his objective expertise to
compare immigrant situations in both countries and conclude that if Canada was to be as
great a country as the U.S., it should also proscribe mother tongue instruction for immigrants.
Lest the letter be read as suggesting that this should apply to French Canadians as well, the
professor was quick to point to the exceptionality oftheir case:
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However, the position - historically and psychologically - of the French
Canadians seems to me very different from that of any of the immigrant
groups. They are not "another minority", except in a strictly numerical sense.
The immigrant who left Germany or Poland or Italy or the Ukraine, because
he saw better opportunities in North America or because he wanted to escape
from an intolerable situation, came in the full knowledge that he would be
starting a new life and giving up his old way of life; he knew the price he
would have to pay, and he was prepared to do so. To the French Canadians,
as far as I know, this does not apply: he [sic] entered into a partnership (ibid,
p. 5).
Thus, the French were set aside from the "other minorities" through history and
"psychology", and again, the idea that immigrants choose to come, come fully informed to
take advantage of a better way of life than the one they are leaving echoes earlier arguments
against language and cultural preservation rights for other ethnic groups made during the
public hearings.
A different type of academic contribution to the Commission were the reports on
academic conferences, such as the one discussed above, on the Indian-Eskimo Association
conference. Another conference report included in the Commission's research was the report
on the Lake Couchiching Conference in 1965, entitled, Our Changing Canadian Community
(Bertrand & Burgis 1965). In this conference report, again, issues that were seen as germane
to the concerns of the inquiry were highlighted and recorded. For example, the presentation,
entitled Values in Conflict, by Professor David Gauthier of the Department of Philosophy at
the University of Toronto, was summarized in great detail. Professor Gauthier discussed
what he saw as the three main minority groups in Canada; "the French Canadians, the ethnic
minorities and the natives" (ibid, p. 5). The report continued, "The ethnic minorities do not
have an indigenous life within the Canadian environment and in that respect are quite
different from the French Canadians" (ibid). Here the professor's recorded remarks
recapitulated the hierarchy of the Commission's terms of reference by allusion to the
presence/absence of an indigenous life. With respect to the indigenous people, however, the
professor's recorded remarks dismissed the legitimacy of their claims to cultural survival:
For the native Canadian, treaties and reserves were bad mistakes. A way of
life has been artificially preserved which has no real relationship to our
modem community. Therefore the Indian cannot satisfy his wants in the
Canadian situation and therefore is frustrated. We are only subsidizing his
frustrations or his alienations or ennuyance because no other form of
satisfaction is opened to the Indians. He is presently in a state of "ennuyance"

153
or in a state ofnot having any values, the solution here is one ofassimilation
(ibid, p. 6).
In this summary ofthe presentation, expert terminology, "ennuyance", was mobilized in
order to explain the professor's assimilative rationale for Aboriginal communities. Again, the
strategy oflocating Aboriginal groups in a past oftreaty agreements and reserves was used to
emphasize the gap between them and modem Canadian society and support the logic of
assimilation.
The Commissioners also eagerly sought academic expertise from linguists. A
memorandum from royal commission co-secretary Neil M. Morrison to the Commissioners
outlined the possibilities ofa visit by Professors Einaar Haugen ofHarvard University,
Joshua Fishman ofYeshiva University, and Werner F. Leopold ofNebraska University, at
the time all recognized as specialists in the area ofBilingualism and Linguistics and now
recognized as founding members ofthe area ofstudy known as Language Policy and
Planning. Since these three distinguished academics were already coming to Canada as part
ofthe planning committee for an international linguistics conference, they were also invited
to meet with the Commissioners and research staff (Morrison, 1966). The importance of
expert opinion in the area ofBilingualism was emphasized particularly by Professor and
Commissioner Rudnyckyj. In a memorandum to all the inquiry staff and Commissioners of
excerpts ofRudnyckyj's speech delivered at the University ofNorth Dakota entitled

Formulas in Bilingualism and Biculturalism, the work ofthese linguists were referenced
extensively (Rudnykyj, 1965). For example, Commissioner Rudnyckyj cited Haugen's idea
that degree ofbilinguality does not necessarily co-relate to degree ofbiculturalism; "A
bilingual speaker of English and Norwegian in America is not necessarily bicultural"
(Haugen cited in Rudnykyj, 1965, p. 6). Haugen explained further that although there may
be high correlation between the lexical content oflanguage and culture, the syntactical,
phonological and morphological aspects oflanguage did not necessarily directly reflect
culture (ibid). Thus, "some ofthe problems raised in connection with bilingualism will prove
to be almost entirely problems ofbiculturalism, involving attitudes to the people who speak
the languages rather than the language themselves" (ibid, p. 7). Rudnyckyj cited detailed
linguistic expertise in order to underline the idea that bilingualism did not necessarily
coincide with biculturalism, even ifthe two were often confused, and that their confusion
required attention to social issues broader than just Linguistics; "Linguists will find it helpful
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here to create liaison areas between themselves and the social sciences" (ibid, p. 6). The
importance of distinguishing between bilingualism and biculturalism and possibility of
uncoupling one from the other was a central element in the evolution of the "multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework" formulation. In the final report, Rudnykyj would consider this
idea as he elaborated his particular vision of a language policy for Canada in his Separate
Statement.
Another form of expertise, which the inquiry drew upon heavily, was political
expertise. Private meetings with high ranking government officials from other departments
took place and confidential records of the substance of these meetings were included as part
of the inquiry research material. For example, on October 11, 1965, a private meeting
between representatives of the Department of Citizenship and Immigration, including the
Deputy Minister, Claude Isbister, the Assistant Deputy Minister, Charles A. Lussier, and the
Director of the Citizenship Branch, Jean Lagasse, and the Co-chairmen of the Commission,
Laurendeau and Dunton was organized by the Commission co-secretary, Neil Morrison
(Stinson, 1966). In the "Summary of Discussion", Mr. Lagasse discussed department policy
regarding the integration of other ethnic groups:
Mr. Lagasse further stated that branch policy had been to facilitate the
continuation of culture as long as people wished to preserve it. Integration, to
his mind, was actually language assimilation. Integration does not mean loss
of culture. "Culture outlasts language", he stated. It was possible to think of
oneself as being a Cree even if the individual had lost the ability to speak
Cree. The Branch supported the learning of English by immigrants but
opposed engineering the loss of immigrant cultures (ibid, p. 2).
Based on this logic, the loss of languages of origin and the concomitant support for dominant
languages could still be congruent with integration as long as there was no "engineering the
loss of immigrant culture", whatever that meant in concrete terms. However, this was also a
negative support insofar as there were no specifics as to how immigrant cultures would be
preserved. The department provided support for English language training for immigrants as
a result of provincial requests in 1954 which meant 100% cost support for textbooks and
50% cost support for teachers' salaries, except for in British Colombia and Quebec where
there were no such a greements (ibid, p. 3). This support was seen as congruent with the
goals of immigrant integration, or "language assimilation".
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The integration of immigrants was an ongoing concern for this department. The
Deputy Minister, Claude Isbister, spoke plainly about his concerns regarding integration:
He [Claude Isbister] could see that under present policies there were highly
concentrated groups developing in certain centres (i.e. Italians in Toronto).
He wondered if integration was operating rapidly enough. In recent years it
had become evident that racial and cultural differences were the source of
outbreaks of violence and serious antagonisms in many parts of the world
where concentrated groups lived side by side. In the light of rapid urban
growth, do we need different or new policies? Immigration is changing the
character of Canada (ibid, p. 2).
Here, the Deputy Minister's anxieties about the changing character of the white settler
society through increasing urbanized immigration gave rise to questions about integration,
foreshadowing the linkages the Commission would make in the final reports between other
ethnic groups and ameliorative possibilities of integration for "racial and cultural
differences".
The importance of integration with respect to issues of immigration was reinforced in
another summary document produced by the Commission researchers outlining in detail the
responsibilities and organization of the Department of Citizenship and Immigration. In this
summary report, the main responsibilities of the department were outlined:
Within the Department of Citizenship and Immigration, the Immigration
Branch, the Indian Affairs Branch and the Citizenship Registration Branch are
responsible for the administration of the Immigration Act, the Indian Act, and
the Canadian Citizenship Act, respectively.... It will be noted, then, that two
major areas of concern for the Branch are immigrants and Indians. The main
objective is to encourage and assist the effective integration of these groups
into the Canadian and the urban community respectively (The Canadian
Citizenship Branch, 1964).
Therefore, Aboriginal and immigrant groups were linked through the federal government's
concern for the "effective integration" of both groups, echoing the Deputy Minister's
anxieties about "racial and cultural differences", be they immigrant or Aboriginal, outlined
above.
Around this time, Quebec was in the process of developing its own immigration

policy and the Commission researchers had a short summary of the announcement of this
initiative. Even though there was no precisely named expert cited in this summary, a
Minister's announcement was quoted. In a Commission produced research document
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summarizing issues relevant to the inquiry, a overview of the goals of Quebec's immigration
service were outlined:
Quebec cultural affairs minister Pierre Laporte has announced completion of a
new provincial immigration policy. His immigration advisor proposed to:
1) Study means of integrating new Canadians into the French-speaking
environment of Quebec (Quebec immigration).
The Liberal Government of Quebec announced the creation of a Quebec Immigration Service
on February 10th, 1965 in the House of Commons and at a subsequent reception at the
Quebec Legislative Building, Yves Gabias, the Provincial Secretary in the Union Nationale
government also announced the forthcoming legislation, "to create an Immigration
Department to assist the integration of immigrants into Quebec's French-speaking
community" (Hawkins, 1988). In both these announcements integration of immigrants was a
primary component of the immigration policy. Although in the case of Quebec the
integration was into the "French-speaking community" instead of into an English-speaking
milieu, the idea that integration required learning a dominant language and the fact that there
was a lack of stated support for preservation of languages of origin demonstrated a similar
"language assimilation" model of integration in both Canadian and Quebec immigration
strategies.
Conclusion

During the course of the public hearings, multiculturalism emerged as a way to break
with the hierarchy installed through the terms of reference for the other ethnic groups. The
claims made for a multicultural instead of bicultural mode of inclusion were based on a
variety of strategies, many of which had already been advanced during the course of the
preliminary hearings, including historical, demographic and territorial claims. Nevertheless,
multiculturalism remained unspecified as a wide range of definitions were advanced on all
sides of the debate. Multiculturalism was posited as a naturalized Canadian trait, as an
expansion beyond the two founding races conception of "unity in diversity", and
bilingualism and biculturalism were seen as just stepping stones to the ideal of
multiculturalism. However, multiculturalism was also understood to be a threat to social
cohesion and pan-Canadian identity, be that a singular Anglo-centric or bicultural Canadian
identity, and also as a compromise to the Canadian dualism seen to be a bulwark against the
U.S. In many of these discussions, language emerged as the substantive element for
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advancing and demarcating the boundaries of other ethnic group rights and inclusion,
through such issues as multilingualism, formal versus private multilingual schooling, the
level at which multilingual schooling would begin if at all, the inevitability of factual
bilingualism, the positioning of majority language learning as incompatible with language of
origin preservation and the invoking of metaphors such as the Tower of Babel and "little
Europe" as threats to white settler social cohesion. Different ethnic groups and factions, who
for a variety of reasons specific to the history and conditions of their particular communities,
positioned themselves differently in relation to these issues as well. A related idea which
grew out of these discussions, were the assumptions around immigration; that immigrants
chose to come, knew the socio-cultural and political context before arriving, and in so
choosing then forfeited the right to ask for any formal recognition of their cultures and
languages. This notion of choice would also become an important element in the locating of
other ethnic groups by the Commission.
The wide range of meanings and interpretations of multiculturalism meant that at this
point in the inquiry it was still unspecified and the "given-ness" of the term was still in
question. Thus, during the course of the public hearings, multiculturalism acquired a salience,
albeit across a range of meanings, in relation to other ethnic groups, and language emerged as
the terrain upon which other ethnic groups inclusion was negotiated. The Commission
engaged with these various interpretations and meanings of multiculturalism and language as
they prepared to write the final reports. However, the authority to contest or reinforce these
interpretations would not be conferred until the research phase of the inquiry.
Multiculturalism also surfaced in relation to Aboriginal issues, but given some of the briefs
Aboriginal groups presented and claims they made during the public hearings, the question of
"Indians and Eskimos" had to be settled as well before the final reports could be written.
The media prominence of Aboriginal issues during the public hearings meant that the
Commission could not ignore Aboriginal concerns during the inquiry. Thus, the Commission
did research and collected information on Aboriginal issues from sources other than just the

briefs, by commissioning research reports, holding private meetings and considering solicited
statements, conference proceedings and media releases. Aboriginal communities, despite a
struggle for legitimacy in representation, also insinuated themselves into the inquiry by
submitting briefs during the course of the public hearings and certain patterns of resistance to
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hierarchy installed through the terms of reference surfaced. Among these were resistance to
English - French bilingualism, an emphasis on the primacy of Aboriginal languages for
cultural survival and an acknowledgement that a form of "factual bilingualism" with, in most
cases, English was necessary for economic purposes. Also, the universality of Aboriginal
Sign language was advanced to foreclose the fragmentation of Aboriginal languages
argument and a model of multiculturalism organized around the inclusion of the "multi
cultures" of Aboriginal groups was promoted short circuiting many of the claims made by
other ethnic groups and marking Aboriginal groups as distinct from immigrant communities.
Aboriginal claims for cultural preservation were emphasized as not just privileges but
concrete treaty rights during the public hearings.
The idea that bilingualism and biculturalism were irrelevant for Aboriginal groups
was argued not just by Aboriginal communities but also by the Commission. However, for
the Commission, this irrelevance grew out of pathologies located in Aboriginal groups; that
is, that "Indians and Eskimos" were rooted in a pre-modem and - in the case of Eskimos pre-literate past which was incommensurable with modem and Western Canadian life, that
community and linguistic fragmentation undermined any group claims, and that the
magnitude and exceptionality of these and related Aboriginal "problems" set them outside of
the scope and capabilities of the royal commission. The claims advanced by Aboriginal
groups challenged the founding races model of the terms of reference directly; therefore, in
order for the Commission to maintain the social cohesion of the bicultural and bilingual
white settler nation, the rationale to jettison Aboriginal groups from the royal commission
had to be based on their pathology and exceptionality.
The continuation and expansion of the research program generated considerable
political and public controversy. The research program was a crucial part of the inquiry
because it provided the commissioners with the authority to contest or legitimate findings
from the public hearings and submissions; an authority that would become very useful in the
production of the final reports. This authority emerged from the arms length distance

between the commissioners and the experts who provided the required research information,
since the expertise of the researchers bestowed a scientific and objective "truth" on the
research. In this way, the experts provided the commissioners with the authority to address
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any submissions or findings which challenged the Commission's new formulation for a
bilingual and bicultural white settler nation.
Expert knowledge was mobilized to confirm the argument that immigrants "choose",
fully informed, to come to Canada and in so doing forfeit all rights to language and cultural
preservation. Over the course of the inquiry, this discourse about immigrants became a
coherent rationale for understanding and eventually regulating immigrant linguistic and
cultural rights. Expert academic knowledge was also used to confirm the fossilization of
Aboriginal groups in an anti-modem past of treaty rights and reserves, in order to justify the
logic of assimilation. Highly sought after academic opinion from linguists on bilingualism
was also mobilized, to develop a rationale for distinguishing between bilingualism and
biculturalism; this was an important element in the evolution of the idea of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework which is a formulation Commissioner Rudnyckyj would also
ponder in his own separate statement in Book I of the final report. Finally, political expertise
introduced integration, which came to be defined as linguistic assimilation, as a way to
ameliorate the "problem" of racial and cultural differences - both Aboriginal and immigrant at federal and provincial levels. Again, this particular understanding of integration would
become prominent in relation to other ethnic groups in the final reports and eventually
dominate policy discourse.
Patterns of resistance to the hierarchy of founding races from the preliminary hearings
were built on during the public hearings to lead to the emergence of an unspecified notion of
multiculturalism and language as the terrain of negotiation for Aboriginal and other ethnic
groups claims for inclusion. This was part of the shift from race and ethnicity to language
and culture which the Commission would advance as the basis for building a new bilingual
and bicultural white settler nation in the final reports. However, before the final reports could
be written, the direct challenge presented by Aboriginal group claims to the founding races
meant the necessity of their re-exclusion from the purview of the Commission. As well, the
research program of the inquiry allowed for the consolidation of Commission authority to

legitimate or contest inquiry findings in the production of the final reports. As the
investigative phase of the inquiry drew to a close, these developments laid the groundwork
for the next phase of the Commission which was the persuasive phase where the publication
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of the final reports would usher in new policies and legislation in the engineering of a new
formulation of the Canadian nation.

Chapter 5:
Book I of the Final Report

As the investigative phase of the inquiry came to a close, there was a discernible shift
from the explicit articulation of national belonging through race and ethnicity, as outlined in
the terms of reference, towards language and culture as the new terrain upon which inclusion
would be organized. In this chapter, two important developments that made language and
culture central to the evolution of a national policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual
framework will be discussed. First, the contradictory mechanism by which language and
culture operated to reinscribe the disavowed racial and ethnic hierarchies of the terms of
reference will be traced through the introductory and paradigmatic blue pages of Book I of
the final report. This contradiction became visible in the disjunctures and discontinuities that
were revealed as bilingualism and biculturalism were defined and the terms Anglophone and
Francophone were inaugurated in the blue pages. The specific relation between language and
culture which emerged in the blue pages suggested that the openness of language was
foreclosed by a "bicultural" notion of culture which re-installed the original racialized
hierarchies between founding races and other ethnic groups.
Second, this chapter will discuss how the establishment of equal relations between the
English and French groups required the Other; that is, Aboriginal groups and other ethnic
groups whose claims were erased and marginalized respectively in the royal commission
were necessary for the Commission to organize the new bilingual and bicultural white settler
nation. This necessity for Aboriginal and other ethnic groups is exemplified in the treatment
of census data to make the case for a particular model of English-French bilingualism. As
well, the white settler foundations of this new bi-nation were entrenched when "guiding
principles" in the development of Canadian bilingualism were adopted from South Africa's
example of erasing indigenous languages through the imposition of a hegemony of colonial
languages. The recommendations suggested in Book I of the final report quickly gave rise, in
the interests of national unity, to the Official Languages Act, but anxieties regarding social
cohesion and the Other, for example the Italians of Saint-Leonard, were also a driving force
in the emergence of this legislation. Finally, Rudnyckyj's thwarted attempt at the end of
Book I to develop a racialized classificatory system to reconfigure the inclusion of the "third
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force" into the white settler category underscored the entrenched limits of the founding races
hierarchy despite the shift to language and culture as the new terrain for organizing inclusion.
Tabling Book I in the House

The publication of Book I of the final report was a watershed moment for the
Commission. It was the culmination of close to 4 years work and heralded the future
publication of further volumes of the report. This first volume exemplified the process of
Commission inquiries, which Corrigan and Sayer (1985) describe as "the centralization of
knowledge" through the "legitimization of some facts ... in order to justify features and forms
of policy" (p. 124). This report textually reified all the research and hearing submissions,
legitimizing some "facts" against others in order to ultimately make a series of
recommendations which will directly give rise to state policy, in the case of Book I, the
Official Languages Act. This process, which Ashforth (1990) calls the "reckoning schemes
of legitimization", or "the attempts to systematize and explain the principles underlying
policy" (p. 6), would require a careful definition of key words in the terms of reference and
shrewd treatment of inquiry findings in the report to produce the desired recommendations.
Not only would the Official Language Act emerge out of this report, but also the terms
within which other ethnic groups and their claims could be considered will also be set. The
publication of Book I of the final report also meant that the inquiry had once again entered
the persuasive phase of the inquiry, and responses to this report could be tracked in the
debates in the House, first as the report was tabled in the House on December 5th 1967 and
then again, as Bill C-120, regarding the official languages of Canada, was discussed on
October 17th, 1968. There was also a substantive response from the Ukrainian community,
which pointed out the complexities of how other ethnic groups took up the recommendations
of the report.
Towards the end of his dairy, written during the Royal Commission years 1964-1967,
Laurendeau describes the official handing over of Book I of the final report to Pearson on
November 29th, 1967, as "a rapid and almost furtive ceremony" (Smart, 1991, p. 169).
Pearson unwrapped and examined the English version of the report and congratulated the Co
chairmen of the Commission, but, as Laurendeau stated, "except when I speak, and that is
rare, Pearson addresses all his remarks to Dunton; I think he feels ill at ease with me, I am
not of his race" (ibid, p. 169). Given the content of the report and that Laurendeau was the
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main author of the blue pages (Jenson, 1994), Laurendeau's usage of the word "race" to
distinguish between him and Pearson would seem curiously out of place.
Almost a week later, on December 5th, 1967, Pearson tabled Book I of the final
report in the House of Commons. Praising the report, Pearson described the findings and
recommendations of the report as "solutions, based on unity in diversity, of equal
partnership" (DHC, December 5, 1967, p. 5066). As other members of Parliament discussed
the report, the broad themes of the terms of reference were echoed, primarily with the
invocation of equality between the two founding races; for example, Douglas (Burnaby
Coquitlam) stated, " ...we will apply ourselves to the task of strengthening confederation and
at the same time bringing about happy and friendly relations between the two great founding
races that make up Canada" (DHC, December 5, 1967, p. 5068). The sentiment of"unity in
diversity" is echoed, although turned around, and specified in relation to other ethnic groups
by Real Caoutte (Villeneuve):
Mr. Speaker, this is not putting aside those who speak a language other than
French and English, specifically the Ukrainians, the Poles, the Italians, the
Germans, who are in Canada in large numbers, these people are considered
Canadians just as we are. We consider them as true and good Canadians and
they have the advantage of speaking one or the other of the two official
languages. They also have the advantage of keeping their own culture,
whether it is German, Italian, French, Yugoslavian, it is immaterial.
"Diversity in unity." (DHC, December 5, 1967, p. 5069).
In this statement, framing "keeping of their own culture" as "advantages" suggested that
these were generous allowances being made to "these people" by some unspecified central
group. Another assumption that "these people" cannot be bilingual in both English and
French but are presumably through their facility in one of the official languages and their
other language highlights the peripheral placing of other ethnic groups. However, it is the
definition of other ethnic groups through language as "those who speak a language other than
English or French", and the emphasis on their retention of"their own culture" which echoes
the content of this report that foregrounds language and culture as at the same time it
discounts "race" and "ethnic" groups as they are specified in the terms of reference.
The "blue pages"

Book I stood apart from the rest of the volumes not only because it was the first, but
also because it contained what are now known as "the famous blue pages" (Smart, 1991, p.
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4). These blue pages emerged out of the Commission's desire to clarify the terms of
reference before embarking into the full report. Given the strong objections that were
mounted and maintained throughout the investigative phase of the inquiry to key terms in the
terms of reference, chief among these the usage of the word race and the implied hierarchy
between race and ethnicity, the Commission had to clarify their key terms before they could
even begin to report on their findings. Although they waited until the publication of the
report to issue such clarifications, their concerns about the meanings of the key terms date
back to the start of the inquiry. A confidential Commission memo, dated August 25, 1964,
reveals concerns about the terms of reference right from the start of the inquiry, "The first
meeting of the Commission took place on September 4 and 5, 1963. During the next several
months other meetings were held to discuss the implication of our terms of reference ..."
(Confidential, 1964). The memo goes on to acknowledge the array of concerns that emerged
from the public during the preliminary hearings around the terms of reference:
Some, however were concerned about the terms of reference of the
Commission.... The words "two founding races" in the English version of the
terms of reference caused concern in some quarters. The Commission insisted
that as far as it was concerned the work "races" had not the connotation often
given to it in recent years, and that we were concerned with partnership
between English and French-speaking Canadians, and would also give special
attention to the cultural interests and contributions of people of other origins
(ibid, p. 41).
This passage recapitulates some of the biggest concerns that were expressed by other ethnic
groups during the Preliminary hearings, including the biological connotations that "race"
invoked as well as the hierarchy that the particular use of "race" in the terms of reference
established. These concerns were acknowledged - as the Commissioners probably felt they
had to be given the extensive attention given the term at the Preliminary hearings - by Co
chairman Dunton at the close of the Preliminary hearings:
A number of people have spoken about definitions and terms and meanings in
the Order in Council. ... I do not think we can hope to clear up everything,
because some probably will not become completely clear until our reports,

since the very defining, in some particular cases, would mean conclusions we
would be reaching" (Preliminary hearing, 1963, p. 547).
True to his word, it would be another three and half years until these concerns were
addressed in the opening sentence of the General Introduction to Book I or the "blue pages";
"The Commission has very often been asked to define the key words of its terms of
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reference" (Book I, 1967, p. xxi,). In fact, the entire blue pages section is entitled The Key
Words of the Terms of Reference. Explaining their delay in concretizing definitions for the
terms ofreference, the authors ofthe report opened with an echo to co-chairman Dunton's
remarks at the closing ofthe Preliminary hearings:
At such times our answer was that these definitions "often imply the adoption
ofa point ofview oflengthy research on related topics" [cited from the
Preliminary Report] which had yet to be undertaken. Moreover, ...we wished
to avoid giving the appearance ofimposing a definition; furthermore we had
no wish to start lengthy discussions on meanings ofwords rather than on the
realities behind them ...(Book I, 1967, p. xxi)
Following repeated calls for clarification by the public, the Commissioners, after years of
refusing to define key terms from the terms ofreference, finally admitted the importance of
specifying definitions now that they were about to unveil their findings in the final report,
"Since these terms are understood in different ways, it is important at the outset to be clear
about what which meaning or meanings we shall use" (ibid). Thus, having explained the
reasons for the delay in specifying definitions, now the authors can identify what they see as
the various key words in the terms ofreference:
...after a long period oflistening, we believe it is now necessary to indicate
the meaning we shall give in particular to the words "bilingualism" and
"biculturalism," and to the expression "an equal partnership between two
founding races." Since these terms are understood in different ways it is
important at the outset to be clear about which meaning or meanings we shall
use. Not that other usages are incorrect; we simply wish to advise the reader
ofthose we have adopted for our purposes.... The words "bilingualism' and
"biculturalism" are given prominence, but there are other terms ofequal
importance, especially the terms "race" (in the French text "peuple"), "ethnic
group," and "the contribution made by the other ethnic groups to the cultural
enrichment ofCanada" (Book I, 1967, p. xxi-xxii).
Having identified the key terms ofinterest to be discussed, the authors are also careful to
recognize the multiple interpretations ofwords, therefore, they are quick to point out, "not
that other usages are incorrect; we simply wish to advise the reader of those we have adopted
for our purposes" (Book I, 1967, p. xxi). Here the report is clear; these are the Commission's
definitions, no matter what others may exist, and it is these definitions that the Commission
will be using from now on. A more important implication is that these definitions will
become paradigmatic for all discussions ofthese matters at the Federal level from now on.
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"Race" and ''people"
Arriving at definitions for these key words was not an easy matter for the
Commission. The volume of archival materials indicated that a lot of background research
was carried out by before the final meanings were set in the blue pages. One of the first
words that the blue pages set out to define was "race" and "people". Concerns with a
definition for the term "race" can be traced back to a memo from Michael Oliver, Director of
Research, in October of 1963 to the members of the Commission. The memo was in
response to a letter sent by Commissioner Paul Lacoste to Oliver, "outlining the
Commissioners' desire for a discussion of definitions"(Oliver, 1963). Although there was an
extensive discussion in this long memo about definitions for words such as "culture",
"nation" and "nationality", the discussion on the word "race" and "people" was substantially
shorter. For "people", Oliver just listed a paragraph of definitions from the Oxford English
Dictionary. In the next section, Oliver began by citing scientific studies on "race" in his
short discussion on the definition of the word and acknowledging the various meanings of the
word, he began, "In everyday language the term 'race' has a number of different meanings. It
is applied to groups of people, animals, plants, and things where the numbers of the groups
have some characteristics in common" (ibid). After a few Oxford English Dictionary
definitions, he continued with more of the scientific definitions of "race":
.. .it may be said that to "the scientist the term race .. .is essentially a biological
concept and implies that the physical characteristics which the members of the
group have in common are genetically determined. It completely excludes
from consideration any characteristics which are entirely the result of external
environmental influences and not the consequence of heredity" (ibid, p. 14).
Another scientific perspective on "race" Oliver drew upon was from Anthropology:
An exhaustive treatise on physical anthropology which appeared in 1962
divides the species into "five basically geographical groups: The Caucasoid,
Mongoloid, Australoid, Congoid, and Capoid." (Coon, p. 3). There is a
debate about this an other classifications which have been proposed, but no
modem physical anthropologist would use "race" as a synonym for either
"nation" or "culture" (ibid, p. 14).
In all the above definitions of "race", the biological and genetic model was dominant;
however, Oliver also alluded to race as a synonym for nation, by referring to Lord Durham's
famous phrase: "Two nations warring in the bosom a single state: ... a struggle, not of
principles but of races" (Lucas, 1970). Here, Oliver pointed out, "race" was used as a
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synonym for "nation". He followed up on this idea, and ended his discussion on "race" by
commenting on the mode of the terms current usage:
It is perhaps interesting that members of the federal cabinet in Canada have
recently taken to using the term "race" to describe the French and English in
this country. In a television address on the eve of the re-assembling of
Parliament, Mr. Pearson referred to the "two founding races", and the same
expression was used by Mr. Lamontagne in Toronto on October 7, and by Mr.
Hellyer in Quebec City on the same day (ibid, pg. 14).
Therefore, in this memorandum, Oliver outlined the various approaches to the usage and
meanings of the term race but no single prescriptive definition was given, rather, an array of
ideas and definitions of the words under discussion were outlined for the Commissioners. It
was clear that right from the opening of the inquiry, there was a desire on the part of the
Commissioners to have clear definitions laid out; however, the complexity of defining the
key terms meant that for the next 4 years, no definitions would be concretized until the final
report was written.
In the blue pages of Book I, definitions for "race" and "people" were discussed in
tandem. Although the term "people" was not used consistently in the English version of the
terms of reference, in the French version of the terms of reference, instead of "the two
founding races", the term used was, "les deux peuples qui ont fonde la Confederation" (Book
I, 1967, p. xxii). This may be have been the rationale behind discussing the definitions for
both "people and "race" together, but even though there were two terms, this was still the
shortest discussion of any of the key terms, consisting of only two paragraphs in the blue
pages. The authors began by admitting, "This wording, particularly the use in the English
text of the word 'race,' has been a source of misunderstanding" (ibid). Referring to the
submissions made by groups during the preliminary and public hearings, the
misunderstanding was outlined as, "Should it be taken to mean that two 'races' or two
'peoples' will receive special treatment at the expense of the 'other ethnic groups"'? The
authors were clear on this point; in no way did they understand the terms of reference to
indicate a "special birthright of the two founding peoples ... perpetuating itself from father to
son," or any suggestion of a "lower order of other ethnic groups, forever excluded from
spheres of influence" (ibid). Rather, the report explained, "In our view, the reference to the
two "founding races" or "peoples who founded Confederation" was an allusion to the
undisputed role played by Canadians of French and British origin in 1867, and long before
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Confederation" (xxii). More important here was the further explanation that, "The word
'race' is used in an older meaning as referring to a national group, and carries no biological
significance" (ibid). The report found additional proofofthis in the fact that in the
subsequent paragraphs of the terms ofreference (see Appendix A) there was "no mention of
race, people, or ethnic group", rather, just the "bicultural character" ofthe country and the
issues ofteaching English and French (ibid).
This usage ofrace hearkened back to Oliver's memorandum from the start ofthe
inquiry, where Durham's use ofrace as a synonym for nation was noted. The authors ofthe
report were in a difficult position here; they had at all costs to divorce the notion ofrace from
any biological significance, not only because the idea ofbiological races had become
anathema in the aftermath ofWorld War II, but also because division ofthe French and
English people into two races would not survive scrutiny under any scientific definitions of
"race" either. However, by invoking the older meaning ofrace as nation, the problem of
conceptualizing the country as composed oftwo nations was posed. As Oliver stated at the
end ofhis 11 page discussion on the various meanings ofnation:
Evidence that new usages are being essayed come also from the Montreal Star
which, it its editorial columns on the 5th September 1963, stated: "Bi-national,
therefore, we must be, and ungrudgingly recognizing it too. But let there be
recognition ofthe fact that there will be trouble in selling this bill ofgoods
across the country as a whole" (Oliver, 1963).
The editors ofthe Star were prescient in their anticipation ofthe anxiety about national unity
that the concept oftwo nations would provoke particularly in Anglophone Canada. Perhaps
foreseeing the potential ofthis, in the 1963 memorandum, Oliver devoted almost 11 pages which was the bulk ofthe memorandum - to a discussion ofthe evolution and current
definitions the words "nation" and "nationality". His extensive discussion covered the range
ofmeanings ofthe words, from nation as race, to groups ofpeople linked through a common
language, through to current thinking by the NDP at the time on "nation". As Oliver stated,
"The New Democratic Party's use ofthe word "nation" has, indeed, been central to much of
the discussion ofthe term in English Canada", and as such, he felt, their definition deserved
special consideration (ibid, p. 12). At their 1963 convention, the New Democratic Party
worked on their defining concept of"nation" in Canada, which was cited by Oliver:
"Our constitution must recognize the equal status ofthe French Canadian
nation and the English Canadian nation. These are terms which are often
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misunderstood and we must be clear as to what we mean by them. By the
English Canadian nation we mean all Canadian citizens whose mother tongue
or adopted language in Canada is English. By French Canadian nation we
mean all Canadian citizens whose mother tongue or adopted language in
Canada is French. Within these nations, there must be full respect for the
traditions and characteristics ofother groups which have enriched our
society". The emphasis on the linguistic criterion for identifying membership
in a nation is probably unique. It is obviously intended to exclude not only a
political, but also an ethnic basis for definition. It is based on the assumption
that, in the Canadian context at least, language is the chiefvehicle ofthe
culture ofthe two major national groups (Oliver, 1963).
Although Oliver delivered his extensive research on "nation" to the Commissioners in the
memorandum, ultimately, there was no substantive discussion on the words nation or
nationality in the blue pages. However, the NDP's idea that "language is the chief vehicle of
culture" retained its importance for the Commission, and the final paragraph in the section on
"race" and "people" in the blue pages concluded:
Consequently, we feel that language and culture are truly central concepts in
the terms ofreference. For this reason, we shall give them more emphasis
than the notions "race," "people," or even "ethnic groups" (Book I, 1967, p.
xxii).
Here, first thing in blue page ofthe definitions, language and culture have been catapulted
into prominence over race, people and ethnicity, even before a discussion ofthe key term
"ethnic group" has taken place. The quick and early dismissal ofthe term race is driven not
just by the fact that meaning for the term was hard to pin down, but also by larger contextual
factors including that at this point in time common usage ofthe word "race" was becoming
an anathema, a fact underscored most clearly by the consistent condemnation ofthe term
during the hearings.
"Ethnic groups"
The Commission, aware ofthe strong objections mounted against the key terms of
"race" and "other ethnic groups", had to address these two terms head on first and foremost
in their definitions ofkey words. At this point in the blue pages, race with its outmoded
biological connotations has been redefined as really a question oflanguage and culture in the
inquiry. However, the next phrase to be considered, "other ethnic groups", posed its own
challenges and therefore required a different strategy. Understanding that the objections to
"other ethnic groups" lay mainly in it being "other" to "two founding races", the authors,
having removed "race" as a key term, also made a strong statement that "'ethnic' seemed to
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be given a sense something like 'foreigner'.... We object in the strongest terms to this
practice" (Book I, 1967, p. xxiv). However, the Commission was clear in reasserting that
even as ethnicity was a "natural but often complex phenomenon", it was "on the whole
unrelated to its [the Commission's] objectives" (ibid, p. xxv). In this way "ethnic groups" as
a key term was also discounted from the original terms of reference.
The report further rejected the term "ethnic groups" by discussing its various
definitions. The authors began by discussing the myriad definitions of the term, highlighting
the biological and linguistic elements of ethnic "origins"; "Thus, quite apart from heredity,
much of the culture of one) s forbears can be preserved even when one no longer speaks their
language"(Book I, 1967, p. xxii). Expanding on a sociological definition of"ethnic groups"
the report stated:
the important phenomenon is not ethnic origin itself, or even mother tongue,
but the feeling of belonging to a group and the desire of the group to exist as
such. It is by these criteria that some sociologists define an ethnic group; it
exists, they say, "because the people in it and the people out of it know that it
is one; because both the ins and outs talk, feel and act as if it were a separate
group" (Book I, 1967, p. xxiii).
On the basis of this exclusionary definition of "ethnic group", the report's authors, echoing
Oliver's caution against an ethnic definition of the nation in his memorandum above, built
their argument against ethnicity:
There are many reasons, the first moral, against considering ethnic difference,
either by group or by origin, as a basic principle for shaping society. This
would tend to create closed-membership groups with newcomers condemned
to remain outsiders; accidents of ancestry would be emphasized and rigid
barriers would divide people. Legislation based on ethnic origin or ethnic
group would be a direct denial of the principle that all men are equal before
the law (Book I, 1967, p. xxiii).
Further to this exclusion, the report outlined how ethnicity would be hard to track "in a multi
ethnic country ... where inter-ethnic marriages are frequent and accepted", and the difficulties
of measuring ethnic influence; "if we must admit that ethnic origin very often exerts a
cultural influence on a person whose parents have chosen another language, the fact still
remains that this influence cannot be measured, that it varies greatly ..."(Book I, 1967, p.
xxiv). As a result of these intangible qualities of ethnicity, the report reprised its earlier
conclusion, "since it [the Commission] must make recommendations based on easily
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discemable realities, ... it must give much more importance to language than to ethnic
origin" (Book I, 1967, p. xxiv).
Expanding on the issue of language, the report drew on census data to indicate that
although ethnic groups and mother tongues often coincided, there were still 26% non-British
Canadians who identified English as a mother tongue. It continued that even the French
speaking group, which "has assimilated others to a much lesser extent", also included about
3% non-French French-language mother tongue speakers. The implications were clear to the
authors of the report:
In Canada, membership in linguistic group is a matter of personal choice,
provided that the conditions and consequences are accepted. There is nothing
at least in law, to bind Canadians to the prevailing language of their ethnic
group. Since their choice is free, it would be grossly unfair not to accept the
results of this freedom, and to make two classes of citizens, one consisting of
Anglophones of British origin and Francophones of French origin and the
other of Anglophones and Francophones of other origins (Book I, 1967, p.
xxiv).
This statement was paradigmatic and laid the foundation for future understanding of how
non-French and non-English groups could fit into the nation as well as inaugurating the terms
Anglophone and Francophone (Jenson, 1994, p. 316). Here, by outlining language as a
personal choice, the implication was that language shift was also a matter of personal
choosing, discounting the larger structural constraints that channeled language choices in
society and across generations. Even more important, this matter of personal choice
suggested to the authors that this "free choice" resulted in "two classes of citizens"; classes
which replicated the original terms of reference divisions with the "two founding races". On
one hand the founding races were now termed the "Anglophones of British origin and
Francophones of French origin", and on the other hand "other ethnic groups" were now
termed "Anglophones and Francophones of other origins". Therefore, although the
Commission had so far in the blue pages handily discounted the key terms of "race" and
"ethnicity" by foregrounding language, they had duplicated the original divisions of the
groups, albeit now in linguistic terms. In fact, by retaining the division of the two groups in
this way, the hierarchy of race and ethnicity had not been eliminated, but rather had been
shifted onto a linguistic hierarchy.
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This bifurcation into two groups, originally based on race and ethnicity and now
defined through language was echoed in the description of how the inquiry will consider
"other ethnic groups":
Canadian who are of neither British nor French origin are covered by our
inquiry in two ways: a) to the extent that they are integrated into English-or
French-speaking society, all that is said of Anglophones or Francophones
applies to them; and b) to the extent that they remain attached to their original
language and culture, they belong to other ethnic groups, whose existence is
definitely beneficial to the country (Book I, 1967, p. xxv).
First, there was an implication that the integration of other ethnic groups was linguistic as
these two "founding" societies were now defined no as longer "races" but rather through the
language they spoke. Second, the elements of "ethnic" difference were clearly delineated as a
linguistic or cultural difference. Therefore, although ostensibly not defined through race
and/or ethnicity anymore, since these two terms have been stated as not central to the inquiry,
actually the elements of "ethnic" difference remained; they were now just specified as a
difference of language and culture. Again, although race and ethnic groups had been
relegated to the background as language moved to the fore, it was clear that this had still not
shifted the distinction between founding groups and non founding group others.
"The contribution of other ethnic groups"
The next key term or phrase to be considered was "the contribution made by other
ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment of Canada". In a short page half page, the report
outlined all the claims that other ethnic groups brought to the hearings about their
contributions to the building of the nation. As the terms of reference had constrained all
contributions from other ethnic groups as "cultural", the report had to fit in all the claims of
other ethnic groups into this category. The report began by outlining a "broad" sense of
culture:
In the broadest sense of the term "culture," the sheer fact that men came from
elsewhere to take part in building the country has contributed to our cultural
enrichment. When they arrived, their essential concern was to continue the
work of carrying civilization into the thinly populated areas. By settling the
country they helped to lay the basis for Canada's cultural growth (Book I,
1967, p. xxv).
Thus, all the submissions and claims made by other ethnic groups during the hearings that
their contributions, such as settlement, were as vital to nation building as those of the "two
founding races", although acknowledged here, were labeled as cultural contributions.
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Furthermore, this contribution was couched as work joined in progress where men arrived
"from elsewhere to take part in building the country", and to, "continue the work of carrying
civilization into thinly populated areas" (ibid, p. xxv).
A "narrower" sense of cultural contribution was also acknowledged as the
"knowledge, skills, and tradition which all the immigrant groups brought with them" (Book I,
1967, p. xxv). This narrow sense of cultural contribution understood other ethnic group
contributions as something from another place or exotic, and not modem but "traditional".
This fit the other ethnic cultural contributions neatly into the Canadian milieu as part of a
cultural diversity model; "Cultural diversity has widened our horizons" (ibid). The final
sense of cultural contribution from other ethnic groups was artistic contributions, "Finally,
the coming together of diverse peoples in Canada has also benefited our culture in the
humanistic sense of the term" (ibid). The report specified that although, "For a long time the
frontier was not a rich soil for the arts and letters", as time went on and "As it matured
... Canadian society turned to the search for grace and leisure" (ibid). In this way, cultural
contributions, whether the "folk arts" or newer added dimensions to "literature, music, and
the plastic arts in Canada" (Book I, 1967, p. xxvi), were the final "humanistic" cultural
contributions of other ethnic groups. Therefore, under this formulation, all "contributions" by
other ethnic groups, ranging from land settlement, "traditional" knowledge and skills,
through to the artistic were lumped together as "cultural contributions". Not only was the
specificity of the claims of contributions by other ethnic groups elided under the rubric of
"cultural", they were also peripheral to some unnamed central "culture". These "cultural
contributions" were made peripheral through their description of settlement as a civilizing
mission joined as work in progress; other narrower cultural contributions were marked as
"traditional" and exotic, and artistic contributions were additions of newer dimensions
presumably to an established canon. Organizing other ethnic group "contributions" to the
nation as cultural defined other ethnic groups on the basis of culture and fit them into the
nation through a strict cultural diversity formulation. However, what was not specified here
was where and how languages other than English and French fit as cultural contributions.
"indigenous cultures"
In the next section, the "indigenous cultures" which up to now had been referred to in
the inquiry as the issue of the "Indians and Eskimos" were discussed. This was a very short
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section because it began, "We should point out here that the Commission will not examine
the question of the Indians and the Eskimos" (Book I, 1967, p. xxvi). Despite the statements
made by the Commission early in the inquiry that it would consider the issues of Aboriginal
groups, and the acknowledgement of this inclusion in the media, as well as the range of
submissions from Aboriginal communities during the hearings and the volume of research
and information collected, the Commission justified its decision not to consider Aboriginal
issues through the terms of reference:
Our terms of reference contain no allusion to Canada's native populations.
They speak of "two founding races," namely Canadians of British and French
origin, and "other ethnic groups," but mention neither the Indians nor the
Eskimos. Since it is obvious that these two groups do not form part of the
"founding races," as the phrase is used in the terms of reference, it would
logically be necessary to include them under the heading "other ethnic
groups." Yet is it clear that the term "other ethnic groups" means those
peoples of diverse origins who came to Canada during or after the founding of
the Canadian state and that it does not include the first inhabitants of this
country (Book I, 1967, p. xxvi).
Although it was true that there was no allusion to Aboriginal groups in the terms of
reference, this did not originally prevent the Commission from stating that it would be
considering Aboriginal issues both within the Commission and publicly, or from encouraging
submissions from Aboriginal groups during the hearings. As well, it did not prevent the
Commission from collecting information from conferences and through private meetings, as
well as by commissioning research reports on Aboriginal communities during the research
phase of the inquiry. Here in the final report, justification for disregarding all the
information on Aboriginal issues as they emerged during the inquiry was based on the
supposed absurdity of considering Aboriginal communities as "founding races" or as any of
the "other ethnic groups". Given the complexity of the findings on Aboriginal concerns as
they emerged throughout the inquiry and the complications these introduced for both
"founding races" and "other ethnic groups" claims, it became clear that the Commission
increasingly felt that they could not be dealt with within the terms of the inquiry. Therefore,
the elimination of consideration of Aboriginal matters from the final report was not
surprising. However, it was disingenuous to claim in the report that this omission was due to
the terms of reference when, instead, it was a complete reversal of the Commission's original
position on this matter. As the range of research and submissions outlined in the previous
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chapter attested, Aboriginal issues greatly complicated the notion of "founding races" in the
Commission's reformulation of Canadian nation building.
The section on indigenous cultures in the blue pages ended with a reminder that the
"integration of native populations into Canadian society raises very complex problems...that
calls into question the very nature of the traditions and customs of native society" (Book I,
1967, p. xxvi), and that "the Commission considers it a duty to remind the proper authorities
that everything possible must be done to help native populations preserve their cultural
heritage ..." (Book I, 1967, p. xxvii). The only elaboration on what this cultural heritage
might be which requires preservation came in the last sentence of the section which urged,
"the Canadian government, in close co-operation with the provinces concerned, should take
the necessary steps to assist the survival of the Eskimo language and the most common
Indian dialects" (ibid). Here, the repeated claims by most Aboriginal groups that the
substantive element of their cultural survival was the preservation of Aboriginal languages
was acknowledged by the Commission, as at the same time it absolved itself of this
responsibility. As well the linguistic hierarchy that subordinated Aboriginal languages was
maintained, as "Indian" languages were reduced to dialects and multiple "Eskimo" languages
are collapsed into one.
Summary
This entire section which dealt with all that was peripheral in the terms of reference to
the issues of bilingualism and biculturalism between the two founding races was summarized
in a short final paragraph. The paragraph concluded that, given the terms of reference,
inquiring into "the contribution made by other ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment of
Canada" was primarily a "question of linguistic and cultural matters"(Book I, 1967, p. xxvii).
Thus, having discounted race from the terms of reference, and having labeled all
contributions of other ethnic groups as cultural, the authors of the report could assert in their
final sentence, "therefore, we shall speak more often of linguistic and cultural groups, rather
than ethnic groups" (ibid). In this first part of the blue pages, the important work of
addressing concerns raised throughout the inquiry about the terms "race" and "ethnicity"
were addressed directly, albeit belatedly. In their place, language and culture came to the fore
as the key elements through which groups would be organized.
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Bilingualism
The next part of the blue pages was on bilingualism. Upon the start of the inquiry,
Commissioner Rudnyckyj provided a short research report to the Commission entitled,
"Bilingualism and Biculturalism in Canada: Preliminary Review of Concepts and
Definitions", dated September 14th, 1963. Commissioner Rudnyckyj drew on the academic
expertise of linguist Einar Haugen for the purposes of his definitions:
In this connection, the following specification of bilingualism in Canada is
suggested for the Royal Commission:
1. official bilingualism - the knowledge and use of English and French in
certain spheres of individual community life in Canada,
2. inofficial [sic] bilingualism - the knowledge and use of either English or
French, or both in addition to mother tongue of other ethnic groups in Canada.
The term "inofficial bilingualism" might be substituted by "national
bilingualism" (similarly to the distinction "official" and "national" languages
in Switzerland), "extensive bilingualism", or even "multiple bilingualism" (to
use Haugen's term) (Rudnyckyj, 1963).
This model with the two types of bilingualism was sensitive to the various submissions,
particularly from other ethnic groups, that bilingualism may be more than just about facility
in English and French. Rudnyckyj's suggestion that two types of bilingualism be
acknowledged in the Canadian milieu was based on the linguistic research of Haugen as well
as the established comparative case of Switzerland. The authors of the final report also
acknowledged the concerns raised during the hearings about the definition of bilingualism:
In everyday language "bilingualism" involves the use of any two languages.
In Canada there are many persons considered unilingual in terms of the two
official languages, but who are actually bilingual. The mother tongue of a
number is neither French nor English. Generally there are Canadians who are
members of the "other ethnic groups," born in Canada or abroad, and who
first learned the language of their own group - for example, German,
Ukrainian, or Italian. They have subsequently acquired, with varying degrees
of fluency, one of Canada's official languages - usually English (Book I,
1967, p. xxvii).
The designation here of any other ethnic group member as "unilingual in terms of the two

official languages", meant that Rudnyckyj's model of bilingualism, which was one way to
officially include the bilingualism of "other ethnic groups", was not at all considered in this
final report; rather, the authors went on to state categorically, "our attention is directed to the
two languages mentioned in section 133 of the B.N.A. Act, namely English and French", and
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therefore, "The bilingualism which here concerns us applies only to Canada's two official
languages, English and French" (xxvii).
During the inquiry, John A. Woodsworth submitted a report to the Commission
entitled, "On Bilingualism: as applied to Canada". This report, dated November 20th, 1963
but submitted in 1964, was a melange ofhistorical, comparative and other sources of
information to date on bilingualism. However, it was one ofWoodworth's first definitions of
the term "bilingual" that was taken up in the final report. Drawing on a dictionary definition,
his division of"bilingual" into first, "the inanimate or collectivity ofanimates", and second
"specifically to an individual person" structured the discussion on bilingualism in the report
into individual and then institutional bilingualism (Woodsworth, 1964). Individual
bilingualism, where people "know, more or less, two languages", and in Canada at this time
this figure was only about 2,230,000 people, was not as important for the report as the idea of
institutional bilingualism (Book I, 1967, p. xxviii). In this case, institutional bilingualism
could be expanded to include the bilingual nature of"the province, or a country" (ibid).
Expanding institutional bilingualism to "the bilingual nature ofan institution, a province",
the report clarified that this was quite different from individual bilingualism:
A bilingual country is not one where all the inhabitants necessarily have to
speak two languages; rather it is a country where the principal public and
private institutions must provide services in two languages to citizens, the vast
majority ofwhom may very well be unilingual. ... Consequently, "the existing
state ofbilingualism" in Canada is not so much a question ofthe number of
bilingual people as ofthe position ofeach ofthe two languages in everyday
life ... ( Book I, 1967, p. xxviii).
By highlighting the importance ofinstitutional bilingualism over individual bilingualism, the
priorities ofthe Commission were made clear; "and that is the question ofthe life and vigour
ofeach language must have priority" (ibid), which meant the life and vigour ofeither the
French or English language. The report drew on one ofthe inquiry's larger, and later to be
published, commissioned report by R.L. Watts entitled Multicultural Societies and
Federalism (1970), to specify the importance of institutional bilingualism. In his report,

Watts (1970) stated that language was "fundamental to activities which are distinctively
human", since it is through language that community and social organization came into being
(Watts, 1970). Therefore, according to Watts, questions ofinstitutional bilingualism required
larger consideration ofthe viability ofcommunities within which these languages were used.
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Watts continued, "any community which is governed through the medium oflanguage other
than its own has usually felt itselfto some extent disenfranchised" (ibid, p. 16). This
statement framed the inquiry findings about those who were functioning in a second
language milieu; "difficulties which may be dramatic in their intensity, faced by a bilingual
person who must work in his second language - his sense ofbeing diminished, the irritation
which frequently results, and his loss ofefficiency" (Book I, 1967, p. xxix - xxx). However,
it is important to emphasize here that it was the English/French bilingual whose
disenfranchisement in the other second official language milieu was being discussed and not
the "other ethnic" bilingual who may have been bilingual in English or French and another
language. This was a critical distinction, since for the report to acknowledge that other
language bilinguals could experience a "sense of diminishment. .." would be to open the door
to claims for linguistically viable communities in languages other than English or French.
Watts (1970) also considered the complexity oflanguage as a symbol of
identification, stating, "Moreoever, like skin colour, language is an easily identifiable badge
for those who wish to take issue with a different group, and thus it provides them with a
rallying sign for contests which are basically not those oflanguage or race" (p. 16). Here,
Watts was admitting the political potential for language to be as volatile a sign ofrally and
exclusion as race. The final report acknowledged this political potential oflanguage, that is
the "language problem and the explosive character it often acquires", but then had to
challenge it because the Commission had to tackle the increasing political demands from
French Canadians and their refutation that these problems were only linguistic; "there are
many French Canadians... especially in the last few years, [who] approach the problem not
at the linguistic but at the political and economic level, refusing to admit that new language
arrangements could really improve the situation" (Book I, 1967, p. xxx). The report had to
refute the French Canadian de-emphasis oflanguage and concomitant emphasis on the
political and economic, because the inquiry has shifted the terrain upon which it would
reconfi gure national unity, particularly equality between the French and English, onto the

terrain oflanguage and linguistic equality. Hence, the report stated, "Yet, it is necessary to
emphasize the importance ofthe language question", since, "such views are too narrow,
because of...the strong bond between a language and culture" (Book I, 1967, p. xxx).
Therefore, the section concluded by reasserting the NDP's statement that language was the
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chiefvehicle ofculture; "Language is the most evident expression ofculture, the one which
most readily distinguishes cultural groups even for the most superficial observer" (ibid).
In this section, the importance oflanguage for addressing concrete inequities between
the two founding communities was maintained by arguing there was a close connection
between language and culture. However, following Watts, this conclusion could only be
reached by eliding language into race as identification, thus foreclosing the openness of
language. There was a slippage between language and race here, which foreshadowed how
language would function as a technology ofexclusion to limit the boundaries ofculture as it
would be used by the Commission. This elision highlighted the disjuncture between earlier
assertions in the first part ofthe blue pages, where race was jettisoned in favour ofthe more
porous notions oflanguage and culture, and here where the limits ofrace, although refuted,
were smuggled back through the acknowledgement ofthe limits oflanguage. Also, the
emphasis on the strong link between language and culture for maintaining the viability of
official language communities, "language is the most evident expression ofculture", was in
direct contrast to the earlier discussion ofethnic groups, where the report asserted that, "quite
apart from heredity, much ofthe culture ofone's forbears could be preserved even when one
no longer spoke their language" (Book I, 1967, p. xxiii). The emergence ofthis
differentiation on the importance of language for cultural expression and preservation
reinforced the hierarchy between founding and other ethnic groups. This distinction of
language necessary for the cultural preservation of"founding" groups but not the "other", as
was laid out here in the blue pages ofthe final report, set the mode ofdifferential inclusion
for these two groups. And this differentiation turned on language
In the report, bilingualism was clearly defined as something that pertained only to
English and French, despite the suggested model ofofficial and "inofficial" bilingualisms by
Commissioner Rudnyckyj. Also, institutional bilingualism was given precedence over
individual bilingualism in the Commission's concerns; thus, centering the maintenance of
viable official language communities, particularly French, only. The report argued that

tackling language arrangements could address the concrete inequities between the French and
English because ofthe strong bond between language and culture; that is, as language was
the strongest expression ofculture, it could be the key to developing and maintaining viable
communities. However, only by eliding language onto the limits ofrace as a strong "badge"
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of identification and a surrogate for other "contests", could this argument be developed; thus,
reintroducing previously discounted "race" as the shadow of linguistic exclusion. As well,
the described strong bond between language and culture here vis a vis the two founding
groups differentiated them from the "other ethnic groups" where language was deemed not
necessary for cultural preservation. Thus, language as it operated through culture was the
technology of hierarchicalization between the two different groups, and the template was set
for future modes of differential inclusion. Having outlined the links between language and
culture, the section therefore concluded, "the problems of bilingualism and biculturalism are
inseparably linked" (Book I, 1967, p. xxx).
Biculturalism

The next section was on biculturalism, but before a discussion on biculturalism could
begin, the report stated that the sense of "culture" that underpinned " biculturalism" had to
first be explicated. On April 4, 1966, the Press Section of the of the Commission presented a
Working Paper on Definitions of "Culture" and "Biculturalism", in order to "give the
Commission a picture of the range of definitions proposed in the briefs" (Press Section,
1966). This working paper found a variety of ideas about culture in the briefs, ranging from
"culture" as the "total matrix" of society or "universal" part of life, to "culture" as nation. In
these blue pages, particularly in this section where the discussion was to be of biculturalism
between the two founding races, this very broad sense of the term "culture" was rejected:
However accurate and practical this usage may be in other contexts, it is quite
unsuitable for our purpose. It suggests that all North Americans, if not most
of the people of the Western world, live in highly industrialized societies
within the Judeo-Christian tradition, and consequently possess a common
culture. This conclusion is true, but it is too broad to help us much (Book I,
1967, p.xxxi).
Although rejected from conceptual consideration as too broad, the assumption of a "Judeo
Christian" culture for the people of the "Western World" was seen as given, clearly
delineating the boundaries of the larger culture and therefore also signaling who was outside
this larger context of culture. This broad sense of culture in relation to French-English
biculturalism, was clearly different in scope from the "broad" sense of culture previously
discussed in relation to other ethnic groups where it was characterized mainly as settlement
activity. This difference underlined the assumptions about whose culture was understood to
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set the broad parameters of the nation, and whose culture was more closely linked to the
labor required for nation building.
The next conception of culture to be raised was the "humanistic" sense of culture as a
pursuit of the arts and letters. In the report, this was also rejected as the culture of
biculturalism:
The same can be said of the traditional humanistic sense of the word
"culture", but for the opposite reason: it is too restricted. We will have
occasion to use the word in this sense, for instance, when we examine "the
contribution made by other ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment of
Canada," and in the Book on the arts and letters in certain federal institutions
(Book I, 1967, p. xxxi).
The implication here was that whereas the humanistic definition of culture was too narrow
with respect to the cultures of the two founding races, when it came to the other ethnic
groups, this restricted sense of culture - that is of the arts and letters - would be of sufficient
interest to merit further consideration, again underscoring the limited notion of culture given
to other ethnic groups. Finally, the report gave their definition of culture as it underpinned
the word biculturalism:
The reality covered by the neologisms "biculturalism" and "bicultural"
appears to us to be broader, including more than intellectual and artistic
activity.... In this sense, which we ourselves shall use, culture is a way of
being, thinking, and feeling. It is a driving force animating a significant group
of individuals united by a common tongue, and sharing the same customs,
habits, and experiences. Clearly the two cultures designated in our terms of
reference are those associated with the English and the French languages in
Canada. But as there are the two dominant languages, there are two principal
cultures, and their influence extends, in greatly varying degrees, to the whole
country (Book I, 1967, p. xxxi).
Here, the already established predominance of the two "official" languages assured an
equally dominant place of the related cultures. Therefore, as in the case of language, the
precise definition of culture through which a group was defined also reinscribed the
hierarchy between founding and other ethnic groups. This definition of culture, which
underlay biculturalism, also made it clear that any further discussion ofbiculturalism
pertained to that of the English and French culture alone.
Although all further discussion on biculturalism in the report was related to that of the
founding groups only, it was instructive to consider certain elements for eventual comparison
to the discussion on the "cultural contribution" of other ethnic groups. In the working paper
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on definitions of bilingualism and biculturalism (Press Section, 1966), definitions of
biculturalism as they were culled from the various submissions were organized into a set of
categories:
The definitions of biculturalism found in the briefs fall into four general
classes. These are:
1) Two cultures existing side by side which may or may not be inter-related.
2) Two inter-related cultures.
3) Two cultures which have the right to exist side by side without interference.
4) One society which is composed of individuals who are bicultural (ibid).
From this classification of biculturalisms, there was clearly one particular model which was
taken up and advocated in the report:
we use the words "bilingualism" and "biculturalism" to indicate two styles of
living which are distinct, even though they obviously have much in common.
Just as bilingualism should not lead to a blend of two languages, so Canada's
cultural duality cannot be take to mean a mixture of the two cultures; each has
it's own existence (xxxi).
Therefore, the model of two "distinct" societies emerged from this formulation of
"bilingualism" and "biculturalism" clearly eliminating the bicultural individuals in one
society model suggested in the submissions and briefs. This notion of distinct societies
echoed the idea of institutional bilingualism where the importance given to the "life and
vigour of each language" meant the viability of each separate "founding" community was of
pnmary concern.
The report reiterated that there were two dominant and therefore distinct societies and
revisited its formulation of a society from the Preliminary Report:
We have already said the two dominant cultures in Canada are embodied in
distinct societies, and that the word "society" designates "the types of
organization and the institutions that a rather large population, inspired by a
common culture [italics report's own], has created for itself or has received,
and which it freely manages over quite a vast territory, where it lives as a
homogenous group according to common standards and rules of conduct"
(Book I, 1967, p. xxxiii).
In light of the different models of biculturalism suggested through the briefs and
submissions, the Preliminary Report's definition of society as a homogenous and territorially
bounded distinct "society" needed to be somewhat more complex in the final report. The
report outlined the complexities of the actual distinct societies formulation:
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However, these divisions become less clear-cut as soon as we examine the
situation more closely. On the French side there is not only the distinct
society in Quebec; elements of an autonomous society are taking shape
elsewhere. In some cases they are tenuous and of marginal importance, but in
others they are advancing vigorously, especially in New Brunswick (Book I,
1967, p. xxxiii).
Thus, even in the relatively homogenous French group, the existence of viable French
speaking communities outside of the territorial boundary of Quebec was acknowledged;
however, it was the heterogeneity of the English-speaking society that was the central
concern:
Yet it is the English-speaking society which displays the greatest complexity,
because of its provincial divisions, and because of the more diversified origins
of its members. In some areas the English-speaking society incorporates
partial societies which the bearers of cultures other than the English and
French have set up in parts of the country where they are numerous enough to
support organization and institutions of their own. Although in the nature of
things these cannot be complete - since they operate within a framework of
institutions shaped by the British tradition and employ for some purpose the
English language - they are vital and significant for those who participate in
them. Nevertheless, despite these centrifugal influences, the fundamental
unity of the English-speaking society appears to us beyond question... (Book
I, 1967, p. xxxiii-iv).
Identifying these societies as "partial" because they had to operate within the framework of
unspecified institutions "shaped by British tradition" ignored the hegemony of British culture
and the English language and the impossibility of operating outside of this framework
anywhere in Anglophone Canada. Furthermore, these partial societies were understood as
"centrifugal elements", presumably separated from the "fundamental unity of English
speaking society", underscoring the radial positioning of "other" cultures to the centrality of
an "English-speaking society". Even though the discussion began by locating these "other"
cultures or "partial societies" within the English speaking unity, their characterization as
"centrifugal elements" clearly marked them as heterogeneous elements in relation to this
unity. Thus, here in the instance when the presence of "other" cultures or societies were to be
accounted for, they were deemed partial, incomplete and marginal, although the very
elements of their partiality remained elusive and hegemonic; even as the earlier Preliminary
report definition of society as a territorially bounded homogenous group was disrupted and
complexified.
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The defining ofbiculturalism in the blue pages began with trying to find a
foundational definition ofculture. A broad sense ofculture was rejected since a Judeo
Christian norm was accepted as an already encompassing characteristic ofWestem society,
regardless ofthe unstated exclusions that this acceptance built into the broad definition of
society and culture. However, a narrow humanistic definition ofculture was also not
considered, although it was deemed appropriate for future discussions ofother ethnic group
culture. The sense ofculture that was finally accepted was one seen to be a "driving force
animating" a "significant" group united through, among other things, a "common tongue".
The conclusion for the authors ofthe report were clear; culture in this sense could only mean
that ofthe principal English and French groups. This led to the definition ofbiculturalism as
that oftwo distinct groups, particularly in order to ensure the life and vigour ofeach ofthe
groups' languages. Although the heterogeneity ofthe each ofthe two principal cultures was
acknowledged, the separate positioning of"partial societies" in relation to the principal
societies - especially English society - reflected the hierarchical positioning of other ethnic
groups to the original "two founding races".
Relations between Language and Culture
In the next section ofthe blue pages, the authors, having repeatedly invoked language
and culture, reached the point where they had to clearly delineate the relationship between
language and culture. They began by restating their position that language was "an essential
expression ofculture in the full sense ofthe word" (Book I, 1967, p. xxxiv). This led to the
question ofthe vitality oflanguages, not just through viable linguistic communities, but also
through their efficacy in all aspects ofcontemporary life:
We know that very many ofthe world's spoken languages or dialects are in
large measure in capable ofexpressing the basic realities ofthe modem world,
and therefore provide insurmountable handicaps for the groups who speak
them. This difficulty is found in our country in certain Indian dialects (Book I,
1967, p. xxxv).
Here the extreme example ofsupposed premodem and fossilized "Indian dialects" were
referenced to underscore the point that in order for languages to retain their viability, they
must reflect the "realities ofthe modem world" (ibid). The language under discussion here
was French, which, as the report underlined, although a "great cultural language" and
"international language", had also to be concerned about its ability to reflect, "the essentials
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of contemporary civilization" (ibid). The imperative of a modernized language was directly
related not just to the viability of the language, but of the culture itself:
culture itself is in mortal danger; for nobody will maintain that a group still
has a living culture, in the full sense of the term, when it is forced to use
another language in order to express to itself the realities which make up a
large part of its daily life (Book I, 1967, p. xxxv).
Here, the report was clear; a culture had to be able to function through its own language in its
contemporary daily life if it was to thrive. The report reinterated, "we are not concerned ...
with the intrinsic qualities of a language, but with it daily use ..." (ibid). This included all
discourse domains, including technology, occupations of all types and levels, and other
related areas. This discussion about language modernization was meant to address the
plethora of submissions made pertaining the long running economic imbalances that
Francophones had been experiencing to date; "Among the Quebecois...the desire to integrate
into the modem world did not in the least weaken the will to live in French" (Book I, 1967, p.
xxxvi). However, the report was also careful to mitigate this argument to some extent:
there is in Canada, especially among the French-speaking people, a tendency
to think of language and culture as synonymous. There seems to be an idea
that the purity of the living language is a mirror of the vitality of a culture.
This is an illusion .... We conclude that the vitality of a language is a
necessary condition for the complete preservation of a culture, but it is not at
all the sole condition (Book I, 1967, p.xxxvi).
So far, the report had made a range of statements about the relation between language and
culture with respect to the two founding races, including language being the primary
expression and chief vehicle of culture. On the other hand, the discussion in the report on the
link between language and culture for other ethnic groups was outlined as a much looser
relation, with cultural preservation deemed relatively unhampered by language loss. Here,
where the report sought to mitigate the strong connection between language and culture put
forth by Francophone groups during the hearings, the authors turned to the example of the
other ethnic groups to make their point. Using the argument made by many other ethnic
groups that loss of language would lead to loss of culture, the report argued that this
reasoning was as spurious as that of the Francophones' strong correlation of language to
culture:
The distinction between the existence of a language and that of a culture
appears in another way. Many seem to believe that the members of a group
who have adopted another language have completely lost their original
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culture. This is yet another illusion which has given rise to many
misunderstandings. In Canada we can observe the indisputable survival of
some cultural traits among native groups and among a number ofgroups of
other ethnic origins. In fact, some ofthese groups attach the greatest
importance to these elements oftheir ancestral culture. Such is the case, for
example, among Jewish people, for whom the question oflanguage hardly
arises in everyday life. Similar phenomena are found among people ofBritish
and French origin themselves...These are elementary truths for English
speaking people, but French Canadians, with their marked tendency to equate
culture with language, seem often singularly unaware ofthem (Book I, 1967,
p. xxxvii).
The report refuted the Francophone position for the strong link between language and culture
by advancing examples ofunspecified "native groups", and, "a number ofgroups ofother
ethnic origins" whose "ancestral" and cultural "traits" had apparently survived despite their
adoption ofanother language. This, despite the overwhelming arguments made by other
ethnic and Aboriginal groups during the hearings in favour oflanguage preservation as a
central element ofcultural retention and survival. There was also no indication ofwhether
the original languages were retained through bilingualism; rather culture was emphasized as
"ancestral" in order to diminish its link to language preservation in the present. The one other
ethnic group which the report specified in order to make the argument that language was not
necessarily a central element ofcultural preservation was the Jewish community "for whom
the question oflanguage hardly arises in everyday life" (ibid). However, this did not mean
that this was a community for whom the question oflanguage was not important. As stated
by Mr. Garber ofthe Jewish Canadian Congress during the Preliminary hearings, language
although considered a "private reserve" was nevertheless something that the community was
willing to ask for, "We will ask the Canadian government to make Hebrew the third language
in Canada" (Preliminary hearings, 1963, p. 261), even though the community were "quite
prepared to pay for it". Therefore, this was a community that was as concerned about
language preservation as many ofthe other ethnic groups, "We have Hebrew schools and
other groups probably have the same things" (ibid), whoever was to bear the cost of language
maintenance. In this part ofthe blue pages, the report invoked the example ofthe Aboriginal
and other ethnic groups in order to make the case against the strong link between language
and culture that was put forward by Francophone groups.
Additionally, the contrary position put forward by many ofthe Anglophone
communities had to be countered; "On the other hand, during our hearings we often heard
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Anglophones overstating, with understandable complacency, the possibilities of survival for
a culture even after the language has been lost" (Book I, 1967, p. xxxviii). The response to
this dominant Anglophone position was refuted clearly in the report:
Original cultural traits survive only partially after the adoption of the English
language, especially when several generations have passed. Some
characteristics may remain, but can we still speak of a complete culture?
(Book I, 1967, p. xxxviii).
The report built the argument against the dominant Anglophone position by arguing for the
necessity of language in the maintenance of a full and vital culture:
.. .it must then be recognized that the word "culture" becomes increasingly
narrow in meaning if, as most often happens, acculturation to the dominant
group becomes more complete with each generation. Culture so understood
can easily be reduced to a few personality features, some family customs
which may be very much alive, and, in the last resort, simply folklore. All
these things may persist long after the language has been lost, and they are not
to be discounted. However, this narrow sense of word "culture" in no way
corresponds to that used in our Report.... For the Commission, therefore,
language is much more than a simple means of communication, and culture is
much more than the persistence of a few psychological traits or expressions of
folklore. We feel that it is unacceptable to consider the French language in
Canada, or the English language in Quebec, as a mere personal or family trait,
encountered in church, in some associations, or at best in elementary school,
but no elsewhere (Book I, 1967, p. xxxviii).
Here, the report made the case that culture without language could only exist in a narrow and
ultimately folkloric sense and that the report embraced a broader definition of culture, within
which language was much more than just one family trait, particularly as this applied to what
would come to be known as the official language minorities in Canada. This section of the
blue pages concluded with the authors arguing strongly, by invoking the case of English and
French language minorities, that language was an essential part of culture as it was broadly
defined and used in the report and by the Commission:
The life of the two cultures implies in principle the life of the two languages...
every possible provision for cultural equality is primarily an attempt to make
every possible provision for linguistic equality (Book I, 1967, p. xxxviii).
In this section of the blue pages where the relation between language and culture was
explicated, the authors of the report have a complex task. First they had to make the case that
the link between language and culture was not as inextricably bound as various Francophone
groups maintained. This was argued by using the example of the supposed ability of

188
Aboriginal and other ethnic groups to maintain their "ancestral culture" even without the
strong persistence of original language. However, the dominant Anglophone position that
culture could be maintained even without language had also to be refuted, as this was
predicated on a monolingual model of nation building. In this instance, the report built the
case against the dominant Anglophone position by arguing for the strong link between
language and culture. This point was forcefully made in the end by arguing that life of the
two cultures - and here the two cultures under discussion were the English and French
cultures - meant the life of the two languages, and also that cultural equality meant making
provisions for linguistic equality. Again, as in the sections on bilingualism and on
biculturalism, the conclusion that there was a strong link between language and culture for
English and French language groups was reached. This was an early attempt at containing
separation by the Commission. Also, as in the previous discussions, the inevitable
contradiction to this conclusion was the case of the other ethnic and Aboriginal groups.
Although the report always made the case for bilingualism by invoking the necessity of
language to cultural maintenance for English and French language groups, in this section,
other ethnic and Aboriginal groups were the necessary contradiction for the report to counter
the array of arguments made by Francophone groups for a strong connection between
language and culture. For the authors of the report, as the architects of a new formulation of a
bilingual and bicultural white settler nation, the other ethnic and Aboriginal groups were a
very necessary shadow to the construction of a formula of "equal partnership" between the
English and French groups.
Equal Partnership
In this section of the blue pages, the issue of an "equal partnership" as outlined in the
terms of reference was addressed. The terms of reference specified that the inquiry sought to
determine the "basis of an equal partnership between the two founding races". However, by
this point in the report, the notion of "races" has been discarded in favour of language and
culture; thus, the report outlined:

As we understand our mandate, this equality should be the equal partnership
not only of the two peoples which founded Confederation but also of each of
their respective languages and cultures. What we are aiming for, then, is the
equal partnership of all who speak either language and participate in either
culture, whatever their ethnic origin (Book I, 1967, p. xxxix).
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The reluctance to use the word race in the report was highlighted as once what were
"founding races" were now "two peoples which founded Confederation", a phrase taken
directly from the French terms ofreference. With the shift away from the restrictive category
race to the purportedly more porous groupings oflanguage and culture, it was possible to
include individuals "whatever their ethnic origin" into the category ofeither "all who speak
either language and participate in either culture". Here the report has reconfigured its central
concern twice from the original the terms ofreference; first from the equal partnership
between the "two founding races", to one between "two peoples which founded
Confederation", and finally to the equal partnership oftheir (English and French) "respective
languages and cultures". In so doing, the problem ofequality for all others who were not
part ofthe "two peoples which founded Confederation" could be solved as long as they
"speak either language and participate in either culture"; that is, as long as they were
linguistically and culturally part ofeither dominant group. Nowhere in this organization of
equality was there any concession for those who were not culturally or linguistically
homogenized into one ofthe two "founding" groups.
This formulation for equality emerged directly from the terms ofreference which
couched the examination ofequality in terms ofa bicultural and bilingual partnership
between the two dominant groups. As well, the blue pages had thus far argued that language
and cultural rights were a group phenomenon and not just individual rights, at least for the
founding groups. That is, extrapolating from the model ofinstitutional bilingualism, the life
and vigour ofeach language depended on the provision oflinguistically viable distinct
cultural communities. The report did acknowledge that "there is a more basic equality
antecedent to that postulated in our mandate", which was that ofthe "inalienable rights" that
all human beings possess from birth (Book I, 1967, p. xxxix). The report went on to state that
"these individual human rights are unquestionable, and are already in place for all Canadians
without exception" since the federal Parliament had already adopted the Canadian Bill of
Rights in 1960 (Book I, 1967, p. xxxix). Thus, the concern for the inquiry was not these

presumably already given individual fundamental rights; rather, the concern was "the
equality ofEnglish-speaking and French-speaking Canadians as such, whatever their ethnic
origin may happen to be" (Book I, 1967, p. xl). In this passage, the report ensured that claims
on the basis ofindividual rights were seen as both already addressed by the passage ofthe
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Canadian Bill of Rights, and also as not within the purview of the inquiry. Hence, only
collective linguistic and cultural rights were the concern of the inquiry:
Thus, it is evident that, at our level of analysis, language and cultures are
essentially collective phenomena.... The fact is that a given language as
means of communication and expression exists to permit the individual to
communicate with others, and to express himself and make himself
understood. Likewise a given culture expresses a common background of
experience and attitudes and it can flourish only if the individual lives with
others who share in this common background. This means that a culture will
be fully experienced only within its own complete society; elsewhere it will
certainly live, but poorly, being limited by the number of its members and the
strength of such institutions as they have. Hence the great importance of the
concept of two distinct societies as developed in our Preliminary Report.
Individual equality can fully exist only if each community has, throughout the
country, the means to progress within its culture and to express that culture
(Book I, 1967, p. xliv).
Here, the collective nature of language and cultural rights was underscored, marked as able to
flourish only within a distinct society, and individual rights were subsumed within these
collective cultural rights. This particular formulation of collective rights, which was
developed in the blue pages, could be seen as viable only for the distinct English and French
groups in Canada. Furthermore, by deeming these distinct groups to be porous through
language and culture, and confirming that other ethnic groups already had the guaranteed
individual right to integrate into either of the two founding groups, the other ethnic groups
could not mount their own claims for any form of group rights.
The Official Languages
The conclusion of the General Introduction or the blue pages, led to the main body of
the report, and the focus here was on the official languages of Canada, English and French
(Book I, 1967, p. 5). The main part of the report was concerned primarily with establishing
the details for the model of bilingualism the Commission would propose in their
recommendations for a new language policy in the last chapter. As the details ofEnglish
French bilingualism were organized, it became clear that Aboriginal and other ethnic groups
would be a necessary to establishing an "equal partnership" within a white settler nation
framework.
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The main part ofthe report began by reiterating the framework established in the blue
pages, highlighting the openness ofthe English language and culture over "race", yet at the
same time emphasizing the distinctiveness ofan English and French community:
People ofall sorts ofethnic origins speak English and French as mother
tongues; there is no such thing an English or a French "race". Indeed the racial
stocks from which the English- and French-speaking peoples who settled in
Canada have sprung are largely identical, even in the aspects ofthe Celtic and
Nordic mixtures which each represented.... Still, as we have pointed out
earlier, there is such as thing as a French culture and a British culture. Of
course, the differences between them are not as great as they would be if
either were compared to one ofthe many Asian or African cultures. In
Canada, the Anglophones and Francophones wear the same sort ofclothing,
live in the same sort ofhouses, and use the same tools. They are very similar
in their social behaviours, belong to religions which are not exclusive, and
share the same general knowledge. To a greater or lesser extent, they share a
North American way ofliving. But at the same time the cultures ofthe two are
clearly different in many important aspects, including modes ofthought and
even styles oflife. Perhaps it is chiefly because they do not share the same
language that they do not belong to the same cultural group. For language is
the main instrument ofsocial consciousness. Language defines group
boundaries and excludes outsiders (Book I, 1967, p. 9).
In this excerpt from Chapter 1, the idea ofa similar Celtic and Nordic based "racial
stock" for the English and French was highlighted in order to create commonality between
the two groups, reintroducing the "racial" idea ofthe earlier rejected "two founding races".
Therefore, the earlier basis for disregarding race was not founded on a rejection ofthe
concept ofrace; rather, it was to be disregarded because the racial difference between the two
groups was deemed negligible. Moreover, the concept ofrace was actually reinscribed by the
very fact ofdelineating and naming putative "racial stocks", which also implied that ifthese
racial stocks were a similar admixture, then there must be others that were completely
different and distant. Even as the report continued to repeat that there were distinct cultural
differences between the two main groups, it was careful to make the point that these cultural
differences were relatively small given what they might have been ifeither group were to be
compared to "the many Asian or African cultures". Therefore, what in fact was culturally the
same for the both the English and French groups was their distance from the other cultures of
Asia or Africa, a correspondence between the two groups that again echoed their comparable
racial stocks. The cultural similarities between the two groups were underscored in the
catalogue ofthe mundane, such as living in the "same sort ofhouses", wearing "the same sort
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ofclothing", using "the same sort oftools", exhibiting "similar social behaviours" and
sharing "the same sort ofgeneral knowledge". Even religion, which until a short time ago
was a distinctive marker ofFrench identity, was now considered a commonality since each
group belonged to "religions which are not exclusive". These were all elements ofa shared
"North American way ofliving"; a cultural and geographical commonality between the
English and French as at the same time was it a distinction to the earlier invoked "Asian and
African cultures".
At the same time as the report had to argue that there were cultural similarities
between the two groups, it had also to make the case that each group was culturally distinct,
as this was the basis for making the case for English and French bilingualism. As the report
considered the basis ofdifference between the two groups, language emerged as the chief
arbiter ofdifference as it was "the main instrument ofsocial consciousness", and, "defines
groups boundaries and excludes outsiders". By bringing out language as the key element of
cultural distinctiveness, the conclusions ofthe blue pages were recapitulated while the
framework was set for discussion on French and English bilingualism in the rest ofthe
report. The report had to maintain the difficult balance between arguing that the two main
groups were culturally similar enough in that they could be joined in nationhood, yet also
make a compelling case ofcultural distinctiveness in order to argue for an English and
French bilingual nation. This balance was maintained both through language and through the
Other. Specifically, language was the key element that marked the boundaries ofcultural
difference between the two groups. And, as defined here through geography, race and
culture, it was through their reinscription ofa common Other that the two main groups were
the same and shared a "North American way ofliving", which was the foundation oftheir

common nationhood.

"Composition of the population": The use of census data
Having made the case for official English and French bilingualism in Canada, the
next chapter, entitled Composition of the Population: The Two Main Language Groups,

began by underscoring the centrality ofother ethnic groups to this case:
Two principle factors largely determine the linguistic composition ofthe
Canadian population. First, people ofdifferent origins, in addition to the
French and British, have immigrated to Canada. Second, most ofthese people
or their descendants have progressively and in varying degrees adopted one of
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the country's two main languages and have been integrated to the official
language group of their choice. To understand the linguistic make-up of the
population of Canada we shall have to ask two essential questions: What are
the ethnic origins of the various components of the country's population? To
what extent do they keep their original languages, and what choices do they
make about the two official languages (Book I, 1967, p. 17)?
In this opening paragraph, the report laid out the importance of determining who the people
of "different origin" were in relation to the overall population, and what was their linguistic
relation to the official languages. This discussion of the linguistic make-up of the nation built
on the discussion on census data in the Preliminary Report. In the Preliminary Report, data
from the 1961 census on ethnic origin and mother tongue was used to challenge the
collective bases for claims made by other ethnic groups during the Preliminary hearings and
also to confirm that the crisis facing the nation was between the two "founding races".
Specifically, the Preliminary Report argued that mother tongue data, which identifies 13.5%
of the population as having a non-English or non-French mother tongue, was more relevant
for determining the extent of the other ethnic group than ethnic origin data, which identified
a "third force" that is about 28.5% of the total population. This argument was made on the
basis that for other ethnic groups, mother tongue data was more germane since language and
culture were the more relevant than ethnic origin as the bases of other ethnic group
definition, despite the definitional paternal connection to language for ethnic origin. In this
chapter, a similar argument, rooted in census data, would be mounted to make the case for a
particular model of English and French bilingualism in Canada.
In his book on The Politics ofPopulation (2002), Curtis argued that census making
was a set of disciplinary practices and assertion of sovereign territory which attempted to
govern populations by isolating social relations and grouping social relation and practices in
order to tum them into objects of administration (Curtis, 2002, p. 43). He specified:
Census making ...involves applying a grid to social relations, and tying human
beings and their social relations and activities to particular identities. It
involves the disciplinary techniques of partition and inscription, whereby
objects and relations are ...subjected to new forms of administrative legibility.
"Normalizing judgment", which seeks to regulate objects and relations by
containing them within a specified range of variation, is evident in such
census-making practices as those which reassign human beings to what are
considered to be their "normal places" (Curtis, 2002, p. 311).
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Here, the particular "grids of intelligibility" (Anderson, 1991, 184) that the census data
organized the population through were ethnic origin, mother tongue and official languages.
In the report, the census categories "partition" the population into 3 main identities which
echoed the divisions of the terms of reference; an English group, a French group, and all
other ethnic origins were lumped together as either as a single non-English and non-French
group or immigrant group. Social relations between these groups were determined through
the aggregate quantities obtained in each respective census categories.
In their book, Census and Identity (2002), Kretzer and Arel outline the historical
reasons for the collection of "ethnic origin" data in Canada:
Canada had an ethnic origin question appearing on its censuses from the start,
i.e. since 1871, a century before the rise of the anti-discrimination movement.
The reason was that Canada defined itself as a pact between "two founding
peoples," largely territorially concentrated - the descendants of French and
English settlers. The purpose of the ethnic origin question was to register the
changing proportions of these groups in relation to themselves and other
groups (p. 15).
Although in previous censuses, this category had been also termed "racial origin" and the
1961 census was the first census where "ethnic origin" had been used, fundamentally, the
purpose of this category was the same; to allow for the continuous monitoring of the
proportions of the two main groups in order to ensure that the fundamental duality of the two
main groups remained stable, not just between each other, but also in relation to "other
groups". In this chapter, the ethnic origin data would show that this fundamental duality was
being diluted through the substantial increase in proportion of the "other groups".
The report began by outlining the increase in ethnic origin numbers for non-British
and non-French groups (from 11% in 1881 to 26% in 1961), the relative stability of the
French origin population numbers (30% in 1881 and 1961) and the sharp decrease in the
British origin numbers (59% in 1991 to 44% in 1961) (page19). These shifts were attributed
to a variety of causes; "Immigration from continental Europe certainly appears to be the
principal reason for this growing diversity, but other factors such as emigration from Canada

to the United States and the unequal birth-rate of Canada's various ethnic groups were also
involved" (Book I, 1967, p. 19). Extrapolation of these trends had clear implications:
In both absolute figures and percentages, the part of the population neither
British nor French in origin has continued to increase .... If immigration and
emigration continue in the patterns that have prevailed in Canada since World
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War I, it is possible that the total number ofpeople ofother ethnic origins
could in the not distant future surpass both the number ofthose ofFrench
origin and those ofBritish origin (Book I, 1967, p. 22).
In discussion ofthe category ethnic origin, the report lumped all the non-French and non
English groups together to outline the diluting effect this group is having on the British origin
category. However, the danger ofbolstering the case made by many other ethnic groups that
they constitute a significant "third force" in the population had also to be prevented; thus, as
in the Preliminary Report, the mother tongue category was invoked.
In this case, the report used the census results ofthe mother tongue category to
determine language choice:
we shall try to measure the phenomenon oflanguage choice in this country and consequently the degree oflinguistic assimilation ofCanadians of
different ethnic origins - through the mother tongue criterion. The first thing
to note is the increasing homogeneity ofthe Canadian population according to
mother tongue in spite of increasing heterogeneity according to ethnic
origin ...In fact, about one out ofsix Canadians no longer speaks the language
ofhis forbears. Ofthose who changed languages, 93 percent are English
speaking today. The tendency towards English is so strong that 25 percent of
those who now claim it as their mother tongue - 2,775,000 people - can be
considered "immigrants to English" or, as it is popularly called, "Anglicized"
(Book I, 1967, p. 22-23).
Here, the census data was mobilized to make a strong case that although the ethnic
composition ofthe population was increasingly heterogeneous, the linguistic composition of
the nation remained overwhelmingly a duality as a result ofthe choices made by "immigrants
to English". While these census categories provided the data for this argument, what these
"grids of intelligibility" could not capture and reveal were the various reasons, as were
outlined by many in the hearings, why the shift into the dominant language ofEnglish had
occurred. That is, using a census category which focused on the aftermath ofthe language
shift meant that the push/pull factors that cause language shift - either for the individual or
for the community - into the dominant language in the first place were left out ofthe overall
calculation and "Anglicization" was normalized. The tendency for immigrants to "choose"
English was highlighted, as was the increasing rate oftransfer; "There is one notable feature
ofthe Canadian situation as a whole: the steadily increasing transfer to English through the
years" (Book I, 1967, p. 24). The sharp increase in the recent decade was also underlined:
The predominance ofthe English mother-tongue group has been strengthened
by the growing tendency ofimmigrants to adopt that language. During the
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decade from 1951 to 1961, the proportion ofthose ofEnglish mother tongue
increased despite the relatively heavy immigration ofat least 11 groups of
various ethnic origins (Book I, 1967, p. 26).
Therefore, the census data was used to show that immigrants were increasingly "choosing"
language transfer into English, this despite the steadily increasing numbers in non-English
and non-French immigration. This argument, as was it constructed in the report through the
use ofcensus data, had two important consequences. First, claims made by other ethnic
groups on the basis oftheir increasing collective "third force" ofnon-English and non-French
ethnic origin, were undercut by arguing that immigrant groups were increasingly "choosing"
to shift their mother tongue to English. The report acknowledged that this shift was not
uniform for all groups and was determined by a large number of factors, "ofwhich numbers,
place and time ofsettlement in Canada" are critical (Book I, 1967, p. 23). Furthermore, the
report did admit that the complexities oflanguage transfer were not fully captured in the
census category mother tongue:
We know that the category ofmother tongue does not take this tendency into
account fully, because it is incapable ofrecording the transition into the
English language ofan individual whose mother tongue is other than English.
It so happens that the numbers ofimmigrants temporarily reduce the
proportion ofthe English mother-tongue group and correspondingly increase
the proportions ofthe other language groups; but this is only a transitory
phenomenon. The English-speaking group is the one which will probably
profit most from immigration (Book I, 1967, p. 30-31).
Although the report acceded to the fact that immigration initially had the effect ofalso
decreasing the English mother-tongue group as at the same time that they increased the other
language group quantities, this was deemed to be only a transitory phenomenon so that the
English-speaking group would ultimately be the one which will "profit" most; that is,
increase in numbers as a result oflanguage shift by immigrants. This argument, by
accounting for all statistical fluctuations in the each category, strengthened the reports'
argument that ultimately there could not be a single collectivity within the "immigrant"
group since immigrants eventually chose to transfer into the English language.
The second consequence ofthe argument that immigrants were increasingly choosing
English was that it allowed the report to maintain that there was a fundamental linguistic
duality in the nation, as was reasserted at the conclusion ofthe chapter: "It follows from all
this that, despite the constant increase in numbers ofCanadians ofother ethnic origins, as a
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result of immigration, linguistic duality remains the basic characteristic and foundation of the
Canadian community" (Book I, 1967, p. 39). Kertzer and Arel (2002) make the argument
that census numbers are crucial to making the case for political entitlements:
Since census politics is expressed numbers, the pursuit of entitlement
translates into a contest for achieving the "right" numbers. This may mean
remaining in the "majority", according to politically salient criterion, or at
least not falling below a certain numerical threshold (p. 30).
The authors of the report were building the case for a model of bilingualism that was
predicated upon making the argument that there were two main languages in Canada.
Although these arguments had been based on prior historical claims and claims of cultural
distinctiveness, here the report was using the "right" numbers to maintain the "majority"
status of the two languages. As the French ethnic origin numbers had remained stable to date
- that is, the 1961 census - but the British ethnic origin majority numbers had been decreased
as a result of the increase in other ethnic group numbers, the report had to make the case
there still was a majority. This was accomplished by turning to the mother tongue data and
showing that although British ethnic origin numbers were decreasing, in fact English
language numbers were still the majority. Furthermore, the report contended that immigrant
groups would maintain the English language "majority" numbers through their continued
transfer into English. In this way, the present and future majority of the two languages were
assured and it could be assured that an English and French "linguistic duality remains at the
foundation of the Canadian community" (Book I, 1967, p. 39).
The Territorial Principle and the Personali'ty Principle

The census data was used to make the case for dual linguistic majorities because the
report would go on ultimately to argue for a model of bilingualism that included elements of
the personality principle of bilingualism. The personality principle of bilingualism in its
simplest form meant that citizens of a nation would be able to use either language in any part
of the nation. Beaud and Prevost (2002) outlined the centrality of numbers for this model of
bilingualism:
...a political linguistic regime based on the principle of personality must deal
with the problem of regularly assessing the necessarily fluctuating linguistic
distribution of population (2). A political-linguistic regime based on the
principle of personality will thus be characterized by statistical activism ...
(Beaud & Prevost, 2002, p. 92).
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Here, the "statistical activism" of the report had been to make the compelling case that in fact
dual linguistic majorities existed at the "foundation of the Canadian nation". This was to
ensure that the concept of"equal partnership between the two founding races" from the terms
ofreference, which now had been recast as the complete "linguistic equality of the two
official languages" (Book I, 1967, p. 74), could be assured even for official language
minorities; that is, English and French speakers who lived in areas of the country where they
were not part ofa majority official language community. Therefore, despite the relatively
homogeneous territorialization ofEnglish and French in Canada comparatively speaking, the
Commission had decided that true "linguistic equality" could not be established without
including elements of the personality principle ofbilingualism.
Having established that English and French were the "majority languages" between
which there should be "linguistic equality", Chapter 4 of the report considered what model of
bilingualism would ensure this. The report deduced its "guiding principles for a truly viable
Canadian bilingualism" by looking at the case of4 countries which had "accorded full
equality to their linguistic minorities" (Book I, 1967, p. 7 5). The countries, whose linguistic
situation was dissected at length for guiding principles, were Finland, Switzerland, Belgium
and South Africa. The report outlined the models ofbilingualism in all four countries, and
Finland, Belgium and Switzerland were described principally as examples of territorial
bilingualism; although the report was careful to state that neither of the Finnish, Belgian or
Swiss systems were "pure" examples of this, rather "all three more or less admit some
considerations ofpersonality" (Book I, 1967, p. 82). South Africa was described as a
different model ofbilingualism:
South Africa differs linguistically from the countries so far considered mainly
in three respects. First, bilingualism in English and Afrikaans is widespread:
approximately two-thirds of the white population claimed a knowledge of the
two official languages in 1960. Second, as in Canada, neither language is
indigenous to the area; both have been introduced or developed by settlers
from Europe. Third, while the regimes in the preceding three bilingual states
were based on the natural or fostered existence of unilingual areas, in South
Africa the two linguistic groups are relatively mixed. Each of the four
provinces has a linguistic minority of23 to 39 per cent ofits white population
(Book I, 1967, p. 81).
South Africa differed significantly from the Canadian situation in that the interpenetration of
both languages throughout country and levels ofbilingualism was relatively high, which
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made this an ideal setting for the personality principle of bilingualism. However, what South
Africa and Canada had in common, which Canada did not have in common with the other
three European examples, was that both were white settler societies and in both cases the
languages in consideration were colonial languages. As the report considered the case of
South Africa in order to deduce "guiding principles for a truly Canadian bilingualism", only
the linguistic situation of white South Africans were considered; thus, the erasure of
Canadian indigenous groups from the royal commission were paralleled by the erasure of
South African indigenous groups. In both cases, the focus was not only on maintaining the
dominance of the two colonial languages, but also the centrality of the particular European
colonial identity; in the case of South Africa, English and Afrikaans, and in the case of
Canada, English and French. Therefore, the guiding principles that the report sought to
extract from the examples of these officially bi- and multi-lingual countries, resulted in the
foregrounding and entrenchment white settler identity and dominance.
The final section of the chapter, The Canadian Reality, discussed the complexity of
the bilingualism in the Canadian context. Again, as a precursor, the mother tongue census
data was foregrounded:
Population studies show that 58 per cent of all Canadians have English as
their mother tongue and 28 per cent have French. The mother tongue of the
remaining 14 % is neither of the two official languages. These are the
percentages we shall go by - always remembering however, that they
overestimate the strength of the "other" languages and reduce the size of the
English-speaking group (Book I, 1967, p. 85).
Two chapters after the census data was first discussed, it was the mother tongue data over the
ethnic origin data which had become paradigmatic of the population distribution, and the
bases of social relations among the 3 groups. Explicated here was also the caveat that the
"other languages" were overestimated at the expense of the "English-speaking group",
underscoring the centrality of the English and French languages vis a vis "other languages"
and also the "normal places" (Curtis, 2002) of each group. The "Canadian reality" included
the fact that territorial concentrations of each majority language group existed; however,
there were significant official language minorities located within specific regions as well.
Although the territorial principle of bilingualism could be applied, it would "lead to the
recognition of only the majority's rights and to oppression of the official-language
minorities", effectively denying "minority groups en bloc (the English-speaking in Quebec
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and the French-speaking in the rest ofthe country) ofessential language rights" (Book I,
1967, p. 86). This meant that elements ofthe personality principle bilingualism had also to be
applied, but this model ofbilingualism required the determination ofa quantitative threshold,
hence the importance ofstatistical data for determining at which point services will be
offered in both official languages. Thus, the principles which would guide language policy
for the official languages was stated as follows:
...we shall take an approach determined by the realities ofCanadian life. In
the various fields and jurisdictions to be considered and in conformity with
what we hope will the future spirit ofCanada, we take as guiding principle the
recognition of both official languages, in law and in practice, wherever the
minority is numerous enough to be viable as a group. This is a positive
conception ofequality, under which language rights ofofficial-language
minorities are respected and come into force whenever circumstances permit;
that is, when a language group is large enough to exercise them (Book I, 1967,
p. 86).
This was an important explication ofthe proposed official language policies. Here, the reality
ofa quantitative threshold was entrenched, ensuring a future fraught with the statistical
reckonings ofvarious linguistic distributions. Also, erased from this avowal ofequality
principles, were the "other languages" and those they represented, although those ofother
ethnic origin with official language facility may have been embedded within the porous
domain ofat least one ofthe two recognized languages. However, the most significant shift
this articulation oflanguage policy inaugurated was the category of"language minority" or
"official language minority". In the Canadian context, the specification ofthe English
speaking in Quebec and the French-speaking in the rest ofthe country as minorities, means
that the category oflinguistic minority (official or otherwise), which was always the starting
point for claiming linguistic rights, was henceforth discursively unavailable to any group
who would demand any other "minority" language - that is, neither English, nor French rights.
The Necessary Legislation

In this final chapter ofthe report, The Necessary Legislation, the proposed principles
for an official language policy were spelt out in detail. Although the full set of
recommendations in this chapter were taken up in part only, they did lead eventually to the
Official Languages Act in 1969. As Trudeau presented this Bill in the House, he naturalized
the emergence ofthe Bill as an unfolding ofa non-violent and sanitized Canadian history,
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and the discussions in the House which preceded the passage ofthe Bill, emphasized the fact
that national unity was the federal government's central concern, no matter what
interpretations ofan "equal partnership" between the English and French the various MP's
had. Also, it became clear that even as legislation concerning the relations between the two
official languages was being negotiated, the place ofother ethnic groups, in this case the
Italian community of Saint-Leonard, was a primary concern.
The chapter began by laying out recommendations by the Commission on a new set
oflanguage policies. Specifically, an extension of Section 93 ofthe B.N.A. Act, a new
section 133 ofthe B.N.A Act, a new Federal Official Languages Act and a Provincial
Languages Act were proposed. The new section of133 ofthe B.N.A. Act would include the
proposed threshold for official minority language rights suggested by the Commission as 10
percent ofthe population ofthe province. Although in the end the suggested changes would
not be made to the B.N.A. Act and the Provincial Languages Act would not come into force
as proposed, the Federal Official Languages Act would go on to become probably the best
known and one ofthe most quickly implemented recommendations ofthe Royal
Commission.
The Official Languages Act was first proposed at an internal Commission study
group 8 meeting in Ottawa, July 7th, 1966. The minutes ofthe meeting showed the germ ofa
proposal for an Official Languages Act essentially along the lines ofthat which was finally
proposed in the report:
It was felt by some that a clear statement ofGovernment policy, possibly in
the form ofa Language Act, was needed as a base which would set forth
specific policy about matters ofright and provide a basic document on which
to centre decisions. Along with this some form ofOfficial Language
Commissioner was envisaged ...(Minutes ofStudy Group C, 1966).
This meeting was the seed for the final recommendation ofa Federal Official Languages Act
in Book I ofthe Report, and on October 17th, 1968, Bill No. C-120, respecting the status of
the official languages ofCanada (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1509), was read for the first
time by Prime Minister Trudeau in the House. In his opening speech introducing the Bill,
Trudeau began by emphasizing the importance ofdiversity, particularly as it was manifested
"in the existence ofthe two major language groups" in Canada (DHC, October 17, 1968, p.
8

The Study Groups were research groups of the Commission each with a specific focus. Study group
D was set up to study matters pertaining to the other ethnic groups.
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1481). Trudeau linked the emergence of this duality to a supposed historically non-violent
past:
In the past, multi-cultural states have often resulted from conquest or
colonialism. In the modem world, many are based on a conscious
appreciation of the facts of history, geography and economics. This latter case
is the case of Canada, a country blessed with more prosperity and political
stability than most countries, and where we are making our choices
methodically and democratically (ibid).
Trudeau dissociated any notion of conquest or colonialism, erasing the entire history of
Aboriginal and European contact, from Canada's inception as a country, instead locating its
evolution as the result of rational consciousness where decisions were naturalized as facts of
"history, geography and economics" to produce a nation of order and democratic choice.
Building on this sanitized version of Canadian history, Trudeau echoed the terms of reference
and foreshadowed his future formulation of multiculturalism, by stating, "We believe in a
two official languages and in a pluralist society, not merely as a political necessity but as an
enrichment" (ibid). He ended by linking the bill to the cause of national unity, "I believe that
there will be widespread agreement among members and their constituents in all parts of
Canada that this bill is of the greatest importance in promoting national unity" (DHC,
October 17, 1968, p. 1484). The fundamental Federal concern about national unity, which
was one of the chief spurs to the inception of the Royal Commission, was reiterated in
Trudeau's final remarks, highlighting one of the central concerns of the parties in power.
This concern was taken up by Stanfield, at the time leader of the opposition, "This
resolution, preceding what has been called an official languages bill, is part of the much
larger question of national unity and of constitutional agreements that will be devised for the
future of the country" (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1484). Although acknowledging that the
issue of official languages was part of the question of national unity, Stanfield was also
skeptical that this bill was sufficient to address the fundamental concerns; "Within the
framework of Canada's constitutional evolution and of the problems we still have to resolve,
this resolution can hardly be regarded as a very significant or decisive step" (ibid). A short
nine months after the Confederation of Tomorrow Conference in Ottawa 9 constitutional
In November of 1967, the Confederation of Tomorrow Conference was called by then premier of
Ontario, John Robarts, to discuss constitutional reform, specifically with regards to the Quebec's
concerns.
9
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issues, particularly as they related to Federal-Provincial relations and powers, were not
Stanfield's concern alone. In fact, Commission Co-chairman Laurendeau was also a strong
proponent of constitutional reform, and felt that without essential changes to the constitution,
full and equal partnership between the two "founding" groups could not be guaranteed. With
his untimely death on June 1st, 1968, the final volume ofthe report, which was to have
contained the constitutional recommendations, never appeared (Smart, 1991, p. 9).
Next, David Lewis of the NDP responded to Trudeau. Drawing on some of the
nascent discourses about multiculturalism, Lewis also showed his support for the Bill:
I say to my fellow Canadians whose mother tongue, like mine, was neither
English nor French that this country is a bilingual country, that Canada is a
country of mosaic design and is not a melting pot. I say to my fellow
Canadians with origins other than English or French that it is precisely
because Canada is a bilingual country, and has always been that communities
in Canada with languages other than English and French have been able to
develop within an economic, intellectual and moral concepts much higher
than such communities have achieved in any other country in the world. I
emphasize to my fellow Canadians whose origins are other than English or
French that they would not have these rights, this kind ofrecognition, or the
enthusiastic acceptance oftheir rights in this democratic country were it not
for the basic fact that this country is not unilingual, not unicultural and never
has been. The fact is that while this country recognized two languages and two
cultures as official there is opportunity for the recognition of other languages
and other cultures as well (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1487).
Lewis made the not uncommon argument that the "founding" duality of the country had
facilitated the advance and recognition of "Canadians whose origins are other than English or
French". This statement gave primacy to a de facto English and French dualism, countering
the challenges from other ethnic or Aboriginal groups that the nation sprung from much more
heterogeneous roots. Although Lewis pointed to the alleged opportunities provided by
bilingualism to other ethnic groups - that is, "opportunities for the recognition of other
languages and other cultures" - he did not appraise the limited possibility for "official"
recognition, erasing the hierarchical distinction between that which was officially recognized
and that which was not.
Lewis also invoked the mosaic metaphor, which was almost always presented in
opposition to the American melting pot model. In fact, Lewis stated this explicitly:
I believe that bilingualism is one of the great bulwarks in protecting this
country from being completely swallowed by the country to the south of
us ... but when I listen to radio and watch television in the English language
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and become somewhat depressed by the amount of"art" we receive through
the airwaves from the south, I turn to a French language station ofa French
language channel and realize that this country is blessed because ofthe fact
that we have one language and one culture which cannot be overwhelmed by
the powerful voice from the south (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1487).
In this configuration, the French language and culture was characterized simply as something
which made and maintained us as distinctively Canadian; French was the boundary of
differentiation between Canada and the US. Matte, an MP from Quebec who was next to
respond in the House, decried Lewis' championing ofFrench simply as a bulwark against
encroaching American cultural hegemony:
As we know, Quebeckers do not want any longer to be recognized in Canada
as ordinary shock absorbers against the invasion ofAmerican culture.... We
want to be ourselves and to accept us just because our particular culture is a
buffer against the invasion ofthe American culture is, in 1968, I think, an
insult. We want to participate in the progress ofthe country by giving our
best, that is, by staying ourselves (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1491).
Matte makes the important case that Quebeckers sought inclusion into the nation on the basis
oftheir own recognizance and agency, and not just as "shock absorbers" that made English
Canada feel distinctively Canadian from the Americans. Matte's response was an important
counter to the celebratory Anglo discourse on "biculturalism" which found its counterpart in
the mosaic metaphor and the future discourse on "multiculturalism".
Matte also brought up the importance oflocating this discussion on the bill within the
context ofthe increasing tensions in St. Leonard, Montreal. It was here that bilingual
schooling had been withdrawn, and the requirement instituted that all children entering Saint
Leonard's elementary schools from the fall of1968 would be required to attend French
language schools (Levine, 1990, p. 68). By the mid to late 1960's, the Italian immigrants
formed about 30% ofthe population ofwhat was previously quite a homogeneous French
neighbourhood, and by 1967, over 90% ofSaint-Leonard's allophone elementary school
children were enrolled in these classes (ibid). Although the famous riots in St. Leonard,
precipitated by "deliberately provocative march in support ofunilingualism through the
Italian neighbourhoods ofSaint-Leonard" (Levine, 1990, p. 78) by the Ligue pour
}'integration scolaire (LIS), were almost a year away there had already been an dramatic
escalation in demonstrations, protests and political activity on both sides ofthe issue which
had catapulted the issue into national prominence:
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The incidents in St. Leonard have simply brought into the open an abnormal
situation which existed in a Quebec French-Canadian locality. The intention
was to anglicize that locality. It is a matter of fact. We cannot hide from it;
these are concrete facts. Therefore, there is a danger, if the language declines,
that we might lose all our own characteristics and, by that very fact, prevent
the country from being culturally stronger and richer (DHC, October 17, 1968,
p. 1490).
Although Matte maintained that there was "intention" to anglicize the locality, in fact the
creeping Anglicization of the bilingually schooled Italian immigrant children in Saint
Leonard came about as a result of the local Catholic school boards decision in 1963 to
respond to the growing ethnic diversification of a previously homogeneous French
neighbourhood by opening bilingual elementary schools in which classes would be taught in
both French and English (Levine, 1990). By 1967, not only were Italian immigrant children
choosing the local English language secondary school upon graduation from these bilingual
elementary schools, but a number of children of Francophone parents were too. This effect
was neither planned nor predicted by the Francophone-controlled Saint-Leonard Catholic
school board, which is why they made the decision in late 1967 to phase out the elementary
school bilingual programs starting in the fall of 1968 (ibid). Matte also stated that
Anglicization might lead to a loss of French "characteristics", which would "prevent the
country from being culturally stronger and richer"; a statement which to some extent
contradicted the basis of his repudiation of the use of Quebec as a buffer to American cultural
encroachment and the maintenance of Canada's cultural distinctiveness.
While these events of Saint-Leonard were becoming nationally prominent, it was
important to note that they were linked not just to Anglophone minority language rights, but
to the larger struggle of emerging Quebec nationalism sentiment in post Quiet Revolution
Quebec. In fact Francophone sentiment on the issue was also quite divided, reflecting the
complexity of positionings on language, nationalism and federalism at that time in Quebec in
general. Although the larger Francophone struggle in Quebec was against the Montreal
Anglophone establishment's dominance, particularly their economic hegemony, the site of

national contestation for language rights became the other ethnic immigrant; in this case, the
first generation Italian immigrants. Even though the Canadian-Italian Business and
Professional Men's Association of Montreal had expressed the desire at the public hearings
to maintain their Italian language for reasons of cultural and community preservation, it was
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not the preservation of the Italian language that was at issue; rather, it was the community's
economically driven decision, in a city financially controlled by Anglophones, to give their
children access to the language of economic opportunity at that time. In fact, as Levine states,
"What's more, a disturbing number of Francophone parents, presumably seeking a promising
future for their children in Montreal's linguistic division of labor, were also sending their
children to the bilingual schools" (Levine, 1990, p. 68). Thus, although other "ethnic"
languages were not at the centre of this debate on official languages, other ethnic groups
were still a key presence in this discussion. The official language decisions made by other
ethnic groups, in particular groups that were more recently arrived and therefore presumably
on the cusp of choosing an official language, was a critical element in the official languages
debate that could not be ignored as the ethnic diversity of the nation continued to increase
through immigration and the overall proportion of the "founding" groups fell.
After Mr. Matte had spoken, Mr. Homer gave one of the most cautious speeches on
the Bill right before the recess in the debates. Driven by concerns that entrenching
bilingualism at the federal level would cut into the employment of the more English
unilingual populations of the West, Homer argued that the low percentages of Francophone
populations in the West, "in the whole of Western Canada including British Columbia, only 5
percent of the population had a working knowledge of the French language", would make the
institution of this Bill would "make it very difficult for people from Western Canada to
acquire jobs in the civil service" (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1491). The cornerstone of
Homer's argument were the low numbers of Francophones in the West compared to the high
numbers of Ukrainian speakers; "In the province of Manitoba, which has quite a large French
settlement, less that 7 per cent speak French while 14 per cent speak Ukrainian" (DHC,
October 17, 1968, p. 1491). The construction of other ethnic group claims based on
demographics was a common strategy during the hearing process of the Commission, but in
the final report, the myriad claims of other ethnic groups had been muted, particularly those
calling for substantive federal support and recognition of other ethnic group languages as

justified through their large community concentrations. However, one last attempt at this
argument was made, as at the end ofBook I of the report, Commissioner J.B. Rudnyckyj
appended a Separate Statement. Although Rudnyckyj's separate statement would not be
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taken up as policy, it would foreshadow future shifts in the category of other ethnic group, or
as it would soon be known, "cultural group".
The Separate Statement of Commissioner J.B. Rudnyckyj

In his dairy, Laurendeau recalled the months leading up to the formation of the Royal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, and in particular, the offer from Maurice
Lamontagne of co-chairmanship of the Commission and concerns about who would be the
commissioners. In his discussion with the Board members of Le Devoir about whether he
should accept the appointment or not, one of the conditions of his acceptance was to be that
Laurendeau demand parity between the English and French Commissioners:
The least enthusiastic was Franc;:ois-Albert Angers, but he definitely leaned
towards accceptance, with one condition: it was understood that there would
be four French Canadians and four English Canadians on this commission,
and one "New Canadian"; and that this "New Canadian "would necessarily be
an anglophone," which according to Angers, would make it five against four.
You should suggest to make it very clear that there are two cultures, that the
commission also include one francophone "New Canadian" (Smart, 1991, p.
24).
Even before the commissioners were appointed, the tricky balancing act between the "two
cultures" had begun, and already the problem of the "New Canadian" as a potential upset to
this balance was anticipated. Also, that the "New Canadian" would "necessarily" be an
Anglophone was also expected; therefore, the request for a Francophone "New Canadian"
commissioner. From the inception of the Commission, the "New Canadian" was already a
spectre in the discussions regarding the two "founding races". In subsequent conversations
with Pearson and Lamontagne, Laurendeau raised Angers' suggestion and "it was
immediately accepted" (ibid, p. 27). Laurendeau recalled, "The two Canadians who were to
be neither French nor English were particularly difficult to find", partly because of the
decision to "insist on bilingualism" (ibid).
The appointment of J.B. Rudnyckyj, although supported by the Canadian Linguistic
Association and the Ukrainian Canadian Council of Learned Societies among others, was
contentious within the Ukrainian community. At the time of his appointment to the
Commission, Rudnyckyj was a University Professor and founding head of the Department of
Slavic Studies at the University of Manitoba as well as past president of the Canadian
Linguistic Association (1958-1960), but the Ukrainian Canadian Committee was not
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unanimous in their support as, "his appointment to the Commission was not in accordance
with the hierarchy of the Ukrainian Canadian Committee" (Rudnyckyj biography).
Nonetheless, Rudnyckyj became one of the "New Canadian" commissioners and, as his
activism on behalf of the "third force" will show, was not necessarily the Anglophile on the
Commission that Angers had feared.
Rudnyckyj was the only bona fide linguist of the commissioners, and therefore most
his work for the inquiry and all the arguments he marshaled were grounded in linguistic
theory that was current at the time. Within the first few months of the inauguration of the
Commission, Rudnyckyj drafted an internal memo setting out a preliminary review of
concepts and definitions on bilingualism and biculturalism in Canada (Bilingualism and
biculturalism, 1963). In this memo, he outlined his model of official and "inofficial"
bilingualism, as was discussed in the previous chapter, and he also specified his
interpretation of the terms of reference with regards to the three main groups of concern to
the inquiry:
The specification of the three constituent segments of the contemporary
Canadian society, - the founding peoples and the third element - indicates
clearly that the Canadian authorities issuing the Order in Council had multiple
bilingualism and multiple biculturalism in view entrusting the members of the
Royal Commission with their task (ibid, p. 3).
Even at this early stage, Rudnyckyj was laying the groundwork for his future arguments and
the bases of claims for language rights for other ethnic groups. In particular, here he first
raises the notion of multiple bilingualism and multiple biculturalism, which will become a
large part of his future proposals.
Approximately five months later, Rudnyckyj produced an extensive 15 page research
document for the Commission entitled, Ethno-lingual Groups in Canada (Rudnyckyj, 1964).
This report began by reiterating the statement made by many other ethnic groups during the
Preliminary hearings that given the wording of the terms of reference, all three groups were
ethnic groups; "it is clear that by using the word 'other' the Government of Canada indicates
that it considers the French and English element as 'ethnic' as the other groups of Canadian
population" (ibid, p. 1 ). For Rudnyckyj, placing the "founding races" on par with "other
ethnic groups" through ethnicity was a crucial first step to claiming language rights for non
French and non-English groups. Rudnyckyj also linguistically historicized the various
languages in Canada, giving rise to a taxonomy of language families and groupings that
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would feature prominently in his future petitions for language rights. The rest of the report
outlined Rudynyckyj's description of the various types of bilingualisms that existed in
Canada through language contact, with a special focus on the Ukrainian language.
Rudynyckyj's arguments draw heavily on linguistic theory that was current at that time,
concluding with two pages of formuli for bilingualism in Canada. Much of what Rudynyckyj
wrote about in this report, would surface again in his separate statement in another four years
time as he made his case for regional languages. Thus, Rudynyckyj's commitment to
representing the "third force" was constant right from the start of his appointment to the
Commission, and despite his ongoing attempts to make a linguistically grounded case for
"ethnic" languages throughout the course of the Commission, the only place his arguments
would appear in the report was under this separate statement.
Rudynyckyj's statement, dated August 8th, 1967, began by outlining his rationale for
making the separate statement, "Yet, while accepting in principle the decision to recommend
certain changes in the B.N.A. Act, I firmly believe that supplementary considerations and
additional recommendations are necessary if our Report has to stand the test of time, and if I
personally am to be satisfied and convinced that our work was done well" (Book I, 1967, p.
155). He went on to reiterate his point from his earlier Commission reports that the words
"bilingualism and biculturalism" in the terms of reference were not just specific to English
and French, but "implies an objective consideration not only of the official English-French or
French-English bilingualism but also of all other forms of bilingualism in Canada" (ibid).
Rudynyckyj drew on the very arguments made in the blue pages about the relation between
language and culture with respect to the English and French groups, and applied them to
other ethnic groups:
Further, according the terms of reference, the Commission is obliged to take
"into account the contribution made by the other ethnic groups to the cultural
enrichment of Canada ..." Since its language is one of the most important
components of any culture, languages other than English and French must be
considered in an examination of the cultural contribution and cultural
enrichment of Canada by other ethnic groups.... The Commission's terms of
reference ask for recommendations with regard to "steps to be taken to
safeguard this contribution." This brings one to a subject which in my opinion
is not adequately dealt with in the Commission's suggested constitutional
amendments - the position of regional languages in Canada" (Book I, 1967, p.
156).
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The argument set out in the blue pages that language was the strongest element of culture vis
a vis English and French groups, was applied here to the other ethnic groups and their
"cultural contributions" which Rudynyckyj argued must include their languages. In this way,
he was able to build his argument that "safeguarding" this contribution would require
additional constitutional consideration for a set of regional languages.
Rudnyckyj built his argument for regional languages in Canada by developing a
historically based classification of languages in Canada, first outlined in his 1964 report,
"According to generally accepted linguistic classification, languages in Canada might be
grouped into three main categories - indigenous, colonial and immigrant languages" (Book I,
1967, p. 156). Rudnyckyj also specified that some languages, which in the present were
considered immigrant languages, were historically at some point colonial languages in North
America. His examples were the Russian and Ukrainian languages:
A special mention should be made of languages of that group which belonged
originally to the colonial category, but in consequence of specific historical
circumstances became immigrant languages. To such a category the Russian
and Ukrainian languages belong. In the 18th century, the Eastern Slavs had
firmly established on the Pacific Coast of North America. The expansion of
the Russian and Ukrainian languages in this area was connected with the
development of the Russian American Company (1799). This expansion was
curtailed twice, first in 1825 and later in 1867. Today both Russian and
Ukrainian belong to the group of immigrant languages, rather than that of the
colonial languages (Book I, 1967, p. 157).
The revival of this history of the Russian and Ukrainian languages on the North American
continent gave it a colonial provenance that to a large extent naturalized its belonging in the
present. In his 1964 report, Rudnyckyj had also included the Dutch language, in addition to
this Russian and Ukrainian example, in this category, "Henry Hudson's third voyage ...
1609 ... was made in the service of the Dutch East Indies Co.... The Netherlands established
sovereignty over the area discovered on this voyage, calling it New Netherland" (Rudnyckyj,
1964). However, here in the separate statement, the example of Dutch language was
eliminated, possibly to establish a stronger and more focused historical claim for the
Ukrainian language.
In building the case for regional languages in Canada, Rudnyckyj drew not just on
historical claims but also on demographic data:
In considering the regional languages in Canada, it is obvious that they belong
either to the first or third category. It is also obvious that among the
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indigenous and immigrant languages, some are minor, numerically
insignificant, and others are major, stretching through considerable areas of
the country. Among the latter are the Eskimo-Indian languages in the
Northwest Territories and the Yukon, Slavic (Ukrainian), and German
languages in the Prairie Provinces, and Italian in the metropolitan areas of
Toronto and Montreal (Book I, 1967, p. 157).
These languages were not just the largest in demographic numbers after English and French,
but also, "No other unofficial languages can compare with these in their degree of
concentration and contiguousness ..." (158). These languages were also spatially
concentrated and bounded making way for a territorial claim within the nation. Thus, not just
the numbers but also the concentration and distribution of these language populations were
another key element of Rudnyckyj's claim.
Finally, Rudnyckyj used a taxonomic outline of language families to embedd his
argument in linguistic theory. He broke down the global spread of Indo-European language
families, and their distribution in Canada:
Three main branches of the Indo-European language family spread throughout
the world in medieval and modem times: a) Teutonic (Germanic) - English in
Europe, Africa, North America, Australia and New Zealand; b) Romance
(Latin) - French in Europe, Africa, and North America; Spanish and
Portuguese in Central and South America; c) Slavic - Russian and Ukrainian
in Eastern Europe, Northern Asia and North America. No other language
families of the Indo-European stock can claim the same global status in terms
of their expansion. In Canada, the above groups are represented as follows:
Teutonic spoken by 11,608,000 people; Romance spoken by 5,473,000
people; and Slavic, spoken by 667,000 people (Book I, 1967, p. 157).
It is upon the global colonial expansion of the Indo-European language family groups that
Rudnyckyj established his rationale for the three main language families in Canada. Coupled
with his previous argument that Russian and Ukrainian had a prior colonial history in North
America, he developed consistency in this line of argument. In his previous report from
January 30th, 1964, Rudnyckyj broke down the collective numbers for each language family
in Canada as given above. Under the Teutonic language family, 10,660,534 of this group
were English speakers and 563,713 were German speakers; under the Romance language
family, 5,123,151 were French speakers and 339, 626 were Italian speakers; and under the
Slavic language family, 361,496 were Ukrainian speakers (Rudnyckyj, 1964). Thus,
Rudnyckyj concluded that as English and French have official status already, "As far as the
regional languages are concerned, the following lead quantitatively: German, Italian and
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Ukrainian in the Teutonic, Romance and Slavic language groups respectively" (Book I, 1967,
p. 157). Although previously, Rudnyckyj had stated the indigenous languages were a
historical language classification in Canada with a territorially based claim, Rudnyckyj now
shifted the focus exclusively to immigrant languages:
There are no leading languages in the Eskimo-Indian group, which are spoken
by 167,000 people ... Thus German, Italian and Ukrainian should be regarded
not only as the main regional languages, but also as the representative ofthe
main immigrant linguistic families in Canada (Book I, 1967, p. 157).
The argument here that there were no "leading" languages - even though the threshold for
"leading languages" remained undefined - in the "Eskimo-Indian group" oflanguages,
echoed earlier dismissals in the Commission research reports that indigenous languages were
too numerous and fragmented to merit official consideration.
Rudnyckyj's identification ofthree main regional languages was linked to his
recognition oftwo types ofbilingualism; official bilingualism and regional bilingualism.
This was related to his advocacy ofmultiple bilingualisms, and here he defined regional
bilingualism as the "knowledge and use ofone ofthe official languages (English or French)
along with another mother tongue" (Book I, 1967, p. 161). He specified the main types in
Canada; "the main types ofsuch bilingualism in Canada are English-German, English
Italian, English-Ukrainian, and French-Italian, French-Ukrainian, French-German" (ibid).
This was the form ofbilingualism which Rudnyckyj advocated for the preservation ofthe
regional languages:
While recognizing and supporting the idea ofa broad application ofofficial
bilingualism in Canada ... [also] the preservation ofother ethnic languages in
addition to the two official languages in bilingual provinces and districts, and,
in the context ofregional bilingualism (English or French plus another
language), in provinces and districts where unilingualism (English or French)
now prevails (Book I, 1967, p. 162).
Rudnyckyj's rationale for the recognition ofregional languages and regional bilingualism
was linked to his concern for the prestige ofethnic languages. In particular, he quoted
submissions from Ukrainian communities about the discriminatory attitudes towards "ethnic"
languages, linking this to the decline in mother tongue levels ofUkrainian. Rudnyckyj cited
census data which showed that, "in the last decade, approximately 13% ofCanadians of
Ukrainian origin lost command oftheir language, in most cases switching to English" (Book
I, 1967, p. 166). He connected language retention to its status:
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One ofthe main reasons for this decline and even eventual extinction is the
lack offormal recognition ofthese languages in the fundamental law ofthe
country ... such recognition is, in my opinion, vital for the retention and
further development ofthe other ethnic languages in this country. It is also
essential for diminishing the discriminatory attitudes ofcome Canadians
towards "non-Canadian" languages (are they are sometimes branded), and for
raising their low-prestige status in comparison with languages formally
recognized by the Constitution (Book I, 1967, p. 163).
Here, Rudnyckyj makes explicit the link between language retention as mother tongue and
language prestige and legal status. By using the example ofUkrainian, Rudnyckyj also
foreshadowed mother tongue decline and eventual extinction ofimmigrant languages. In
effect, through his formulation ofregional languages and bilingualisms, Rudnyckyj was
calling for the status planning ofwhat he had deemed to be the main immigrant languages.
The alternative, as Rudnyckyj pointed out, was linguicide:
Linguicide is not confined to restrictive measures only. There are other kinds
oflinguicidal acts which cause the partial or complete lingual destruction ofa
community speaking a given language. Some governments deliberately inflict
on ethno-lingual groups conditions ofcultural backwardness by refusing to
help in their organic linguistic and cultural development. As a result the low
prestige feeling develops within the groups concerned and lingual switches to
dominant languages occur (Book I, 1967, p. 164).
Here, Rudnyckyj pointed to a more passive form oflinguicide, exemplified in the Canadian
case, through neglect and lack ofapportioning status to non-official languages. He made a
connection here between the lack ofgovernment "help" for "ethno-lingual" groups and the
need for recognition ofregional languages ifthe decline and eventual linguicide of
immigrant mother tongue were to be halted. Rudnyckyj's comments foreshadow the lack of
government "help" for other ethnic groups' language preservation which would be detailed in
Book IV.
This led to Rudnyckyj's next discussion, which is the prevention oflinguicide. He
began by comparing the protection oflanguage minority rights in various countries:
In countries with more than one official language, there are provisions for the

use and protection of the minority languages. In most cases those provisions

are formulated in special articles ofthe constitutions concerned - for example,
article 8 ofthe Constitution ofAustria, article 216 ofthe Constitution of
Burma, articles 90 and 86 ofthe Constitutions ofUkrainian and Byelorussian
Soviet Republics respectively. With few exceptions those provisions are
presented in general terms, as for example, in article 347 ofthe Constitution
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of India .... One of the most specific and particular formulations of language
laws in the Constitution of Roumania (Book I, 1967, p. 164-165).
In this passage, Rudnyckyj, as did Chapter 4 of the report on the Territorial Principle and

Personality Principle of bilingualism, looked to the situation in other countries in order to
extrapolate a set of guiding principles for regional and minority language rights. Although in
Chapter 4 the report looked mainly to Western Europe - Finland, Switzerland, Belgium - and
to the white settler society of South Africa as countries which had "accorded full equality to
their linguistic minorities" (Book I, 1967, p. 75), Rudnyckyj looked to other multilingual
countries in Eastern Europe - Romania, Byelorussia, and Ukraine - and Asia - India, Burma as well as Austria in Western Europe for his comparisons. In Rudnyckyj's examples, the
constitutional protection of minority, regional or unofficial languages were constitutionally
specified which helped him to bolster his case for the constitutional recognition of regional
languages in Canada. Rudnyckyj mentioned that constitutional provisions for unofficial
languages were not completely out of the question for the Commission at one point:
In this connection it should be mentioned that the Commission considered
also the possibility of constitutional provisions for unofficial languages in the
context of a comparison with the Swiss pattern, distinguishing between
"official" and "national" languages. It is not only our Commission which is
concerned with some kind of recognition to be given to the languages of other
ethnic groups. Canadian thinkers and the objectively minded public in general
expressed, many times and in various occasions, opinions on the necessity of
constitutional recognition of those languages (Book I, 1967, p. 165).
The possibility that unofficial languages in Canada could have some form of constitutional
recognition seemed so close and therefore all the more possible with the revelation that at
one point the Commission had considered "provisions for unofficial languages" based on the
Swiss model of"national" languages. Rudnyckyj reinforced this position by arguing that
Canadian "thinkers" and the "objectively minded" public also supported such recognition.
Citing studies and statements supporting the recognition of''unofficial" languages in Canada,
Rudnyckyj reached his conclusion, which was the Recommendation re: Proposed New
Version of the B.N.A. Act, Section 133. Rudnyckyj proposed a new subsection 5 of section

133 of the B.N.A. Act, which was to read as follows:
5. Notwithstanding anything in this section, any language other than
English and French used by 10 per cent or more of the population of an
appropriate administrative district of a province or territory shall have
the status of a regional language; the legislation of the provisions for
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regional languages shall be vested in the governments concerned [bold in
original] (Book I, 1967, p. 168).
And, the previous subsection 5, which had been identified as a negative or passive right for
other ethnic languages, was now shifted down to subsection 6:
6. Nothing in this section shall be taken to diminish or restrict the use, as
established by present of future law or practice, of any other language in
Canada (Book I, 1967, p. 168).
In anticipating of one of the biggest criticisms of this model, Rudnyckyj argued, based on the
rationale that German, Italian and Ukrainian are the major regional languages in Canada as at
the same time they are the leading languages in their respective language family groups
(Teutonic, Romance and Slavic), "The new recommended subsection on regional languages
provided the necessary checks against any 'Balkanization' of the linguistic scene in Canada,
since to be recognized as a regional language required the existence of a group of adherents
comprising 10 per cent or more of the population in the given region ..." (Book I, 1967, p.
168). Rudnyckyj ended his separate statement with the assertion that constitutional
provisions for the recognition of regional languages would not only provide the "indisputable
legal means to safeguard the cultural contribution of major ethnic groups", as outlined in the
terms of reference, but was also "an open-end provision offering opportunities to retain and
develop the language and culture of any viable ethno-lingual group in Canada" (Book I,
1967, p. 169).
Reactions to the Separate Statement
Although Rudnyckyj's recommendations regarding regional languages were never
reflected in the Official Languages Act or taken up in the B.N.A. Act, his separate statement
did surface as part of the debate on official languages in the House and was also taken up and
reconfigured by the Ukrainian Canadian Council of Learned Societies. In the House, after
the recess taken during the debate on Bill C-120 for Official Languages on October 17th,
1968, Mr. Schreyer reopened debate with reference to the idea of multiple official languages
by citing Trudeau's address in Winnipeg to 600 Liberals, "including representatives of
Winnipeg's Ukrainian and other large ethnic minorities" (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1500),
6 months earlier while he was still Justice Minister. Quoting a Winnipeg Free Press article in
the House, Shreyer referred to Trudeau's rejection of the common notion that French
deserved official recognition because the French were one of the "two founding groups";

216
rather, in the article Trudeau claimed "the only justification for having French as an official
language was that French Canadians made up one third of the population", and, "I would
even be prepared to say that if in the immediate future or far future a third important group
speaking a third language...wanted to use their language to communicate with the state, this
third language will have to be recognized", and finally, "He [Trudeau] said a fourth official
language was also conceivable"(ibid). After citing Trudeau's comments from the article,
Schreyer picked up Rudnyckyj's recommendations:
As hon. members well know, when the royal commission on bilingualism and
biculturalism handed down its interim report there was an addendum attached
thereto written by Professor Rudnyckyj of the University of Manitoba.... I
sincerely believe that although it may not be practical to extend an official
status to other languages, nevertheless it is desirable, since we are talking
about the desirability of having and maintaining in Canada a pluralistic
society, to aid through the instrumentality of the state, federal or provincial,
the sustenance of the other languages (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1500).
Although Schreyer professed not to concur entirely with Rudnyckyj's recommendations that
all the regional languages be given "official status", Schreyer's beliefs were congruent with
those of Rudnyckyj insofar as he also believed that cultural preservation for other ethnic
groups required language preservation. Schreyer concluded that given that the Prime
Minister seems willing to declare "a third, fourth and possibly a fifth language as official
languages in this country", he should then at least "give consideration to ways and means in
which these other languages could be materially supported by assistance through the schools"
(ibid). Schreyer's suggestions for ethnic language preservation, although more modest than
that proposed by Rudnyckyj, still called for concrete support for ethnic language
preservation:
If we really mean what we say, that it is good for Canada to have a pluralistic
society and to have a multiplicity of ethnic groups, each with its own
distinctive culture to contribute to the whole, then we will want to give
consideration to the possibility, not of giving an official status - no one is
really asking for that except perhaps for the Prime Minister and a few others but to doing something concrete to enable schools to provide the teachers, to

provide the audio-visual aids and books which would make it possible to teach
the various ethnic languages, and to amend the law in the several provinces so
that it will be possible to use those languages as languages of instruction in the
schools for at least part of the day (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1501).
Although Schreyer did not ask for official language status for ethnic languages, he was
asking for substantial material and legal support for language preservation. Schreyer also
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used Rudnyckyj's idea of regional concentration of languages to argue for regional ethnic
language preservation support; "I do not want to start naming the other ethnic groups which
form a sizeable proportion of the population of this country; but in western Canada, in
Toronto and Montreal it would be correct to say that there are ethnic groups which form a
proportion of district populations that is in excess of 10 or 20 per cent", and therefore, "It is
in such circumstances that we should seriously consider doing something to assist in the
maintenance of the language of these groups" (ibid). Although Schreyer raised Rudnyckyj's
recommendations from his separate statement in the debate on the Official Languages Bill,
Schreyer did not support them wholesale. However, in his advocacy for regionally based
concrete provisions for ethnic language preservation, Schreyer did echo some ofRudnyckyj's
fundamental suggestions. The response to Mr. Schreyer's suggestions, muted in comparison
to Rudnyckyj's original recommendations, provoked a swift response. Mr. Dumont, who
described himself as a member of"the Raillment Creditiste, who have become the official
opposition of Quebec", responded next:
I shall add my comments to those of the previous speaker who called for a
pluralist country; I cannot imagine myself in a Canada, where in addition to
French and English, we would have to learn Chinese, Russian, Spanish and
maybe ten more languages. We are instead a country where bilingualism
should be recognized (DHC, October 17, 1968, p. 1501).
Here, Schreyer's suggestion and Rudnyckyj's by extension, was derided by invoking three
arbitrary languages with relatively small mother tongue populations, and the suggestion that
this is the thin edge of the wedge which might require the learning of"ten more languages".
Placing Chinese as the first language to be learnt is also meant to ironically underscore the
absurdity of ethnic language preservation, but in so doing also emphasizes the racist
underpinnings that would relegate Chinese language preservation as the sine qua non of the
absurd and ironic.
Rudnyckyj's suggestions for the new subsection 5 of section 13 3 of the B.N.A. Act,
also did not meet with the approval of The Ukrainian Canadian Council of Learned Societies.
Given the disappointing reaction to Rudnyckyj's recommendations, the society maintained
his taxonomy of Canadian language families, but drew upon the historical idea of Ukrainian
as a colonial language in order to suggest a simplified formulation which would make
Ukrainian the only recognized regional language in Canada. This strategy addressed the
rejection ofRudnyckyj's suggestions by advancing a formulation which was an extension of
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inclusion based now on the inclusion ofjust one specific other ethnic group into the white
settler category. Thus, the society developed a blueprint, entitled a Blueprint for the B.N.A.
Act, Section 133; A Simplified Version ofB. & B. Rudnyckyj's Formula which was
submitted to the Government ofCanada by the Ukrainian Canadian Council ofLearned
Societies on January 22nd, 1968, and again not taken up in policy. On October 14th, 1968,
the Ukrainian Canadian Congress adopted the blueprint in Winnipeg. In the blueprint, the
rationale for a simplified formulation ofRudnyckyj's suggestion was given in the reaction to
Rudnyckyj's proposal for recognition ofregional languages:
The reactions to J.B. Rudnyckyj's proposal varied, ranging from sympathetic
acceptance, even enthusiasm, to criticism and reservations. Judging by the
editorials, general write-ups, and comments in Ukrainian and German
Canadian papers his formula was fully endorsed by these two ethnic groups,
and many voices were heard.... On the other hand, those who criticized this
minority recommendation expressed fear ofa "linguistic Balkanization" of
Canada. Others felt that once German, Italian, Ukrainian and Eskimo-Indian
are constitutionally recognized as "regional languages" in their respective
areas, it would create a "Tower ofBabel" in Canada. Moreoever, the
spokesmen for the Italian group ... expressed total indifference to the
possibility ofconstitutional recognition ofthe Italian language in Canada
(Ukrainian Canadian Council, 1968).
Here, the full spectrum ofreactions was revealed, from the full support ofthe German and
Ukrainian communities, to the usual fears of"linguistic Balkanization" and "Tower of
Babel" in Canada and the indifference ofthe Italian community. This varied reaction was not
the only reason the Ukrainian Canadian Council ofLearned Societies had suggested a
simplified formula. They also used a linguistic argument. Drawing on Rudnyckyj's
taxonomy ofCanadian language families - Teutonic, Romance and Slavic - the blueprint
suggested that there was an overlap oflanguage family recognition:
The constitutional recognition ofGerman and Italian in addition to the
officially recognized English and French would in fact be a double
recognition ofthe Germanic (Teutonic) and Latin (Romance) groups. Thus,
according to the linguistic viewpoints, it is only the Slavic (Slavonic) group
which, in reality, is lacking recognition in the present constitution.
Consequently as the Slavic group, playing an immense role in the world of
today, warrants this recognition, and as Ukrainian is the major Slavic
language in Canada, it should be given the status ofregional language.... In
recognizing constitutionally two official languages (English and French) and
one regional (Ukrainian) Canada will not become "Balkanized", nor will it
build a "tower ofBabel" (Ukrainian Canadian Council, 1968).
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Thus, a linguistic rationale for a simplification of Rudnyckyj's formula was provided, where
his taxonomy of language families remained intact but the number of regional languages was
reduced from 3 to one by the simple expedient of declaring English and French to be the
representations of the two other language families. As well, the supposed "immense role" of
the Slavic group "in the world today" was given as reason enough for advocating the
preservation of the Slavic language group and therefore, the preservation of Ukrainian as a
regional language in Canada. Thus, the newly suggested subsection 5 according to the
blueprint, now read as follows:
Notwithstanding anything in this section, THE UKRAINIAN
LANGUAGE used by 10 per cent of more of the population of an
appropriate administrative district of a province or territory shall have
the status of a regional language; the legislation of the provision for THIS
REGIONAL LANGUAGE shall be vested in the governments concerned

(Ukrainian Canadian Council, 1968).

The blueprint was also cognizant of other ethnic languages particularly those previously
designated regional languages by Rudnyckyj. Therefore, the blueprint suggested that,
"Taking into consideration ...the fact that German was recognized officially in 1873 by
guarantees given to the Mennonites, and Eskimo-Indians by separate treaties with aboriginal
tribes, both these languages would be covered in the new B.N.A. Act by provisions of the
Subsection 5 (In Rudnyckyj's recommendations, subsection 6) of the amendment"
(Ukrainian Canadian Council, 1968). In the blueprint this was ensured by simply inserting
"past" into Rudnyckyj's subsection 6 so it now read as follows:
6) Nothing in this section shall be taken to diminish or restrict the use, as
established by PAST, present or future law or practice, of any other
language in Canada (ibid).

Therefore, Rudnyckyj's formula for regional languages in Canada was amended by the
Ukrainian Canadian Council of Learned Societies and submitted it to the government.
Developed in response to the anemic support given to Rudnyckyj's recommendations,
particularly by the very other ethnic groups he sought to represent in his separate statement,
the society simplified Rudnyckyj's formulation to advance Ukrainian as the only recognized
regional language.
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Conclusion
Book I ofthe final report was the first official published statement ofthe inquiry
findings since the publication ofthe Preliminary Report in 1965. This volume was entitled
The Official Languages and was primarily concerned with engineering the "equal
partnership" between the two official language groups as a response to the crisis outlined in
the Preliminary Report. Book I was also the place where, to paraphrase Corrigan and Sayer
( 1985), the legitimization ofsome facts against others in order to 'justify features and forms"
(p. 124) ofrecommendations for policy occurred. Thus, through the definition ofkey words
from the terms ofreference and a particular organization ofinquiry findings into textually
reified form, what Ashforth calls the "reckoning schemes oflegitimization",
recommendations for an "equal partnership" between the two founding groups were
developed. However, first the General Introduction, or the blue pages, had to re-articulate
the precise operation for language and culture as the new terrain for organizing inclusion.
The blue pages were also paradigmatic in the sense that federal definitions and discourses
about key terms and relations between the two founding groups, Aboriginal groups and other
ethnic groups were being established.
The blue pages began by quickly dismissing "race" as a term that had any salience
within the inquiry, and language and culture to be the more important terms over race, people
and ethnicity in the terms ofreference. The inauguration ofthe terms "Anglophone" and
"Francophone" was meant to signal that the boundaries oflanguage were open, that the
borders ofEnglish and French were porous to any ethnic group who chose to speak the
respective language, and that language was a "personal" and "free" choice, thereby erasing
any structural and institutional pressure that facilitated language shift. However, even as the
purported openness ofthese linguistic groupings was immediately foreclosed through the
report's explication that these groups contained "two classes ofcitizens" (Book I, 1967, p.
xxiv), it was in the discussion ofbilingualism and biculturalism that the contradictory
mechanism through which the Commission deployed language and culture became
concretized. Despite the myriad alternatives submitted throughout the hearings, bilingualism
in the report was defined as an "equal partnership" ofthe two main languages, English and
French. With the focus on the institutional bilingualism ofEnglish and French, the primary
concern was with the maintenance ofviable official language communities in order to ensure
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the "life and vigour" ofthe two official languages. In the Commission's definition of
bilingualism, recognition ofthe importance oflanguage in the expression and preservation of
culture, and therefore a guarantee ofthis as a collective right, was what separated the
"founding" groups from the "other ethnic" groups. Whereas in the discussion on cultural
contribution ofother ethnic groups language was seen as unnecessary for the maintenance of
ethnic culture, here in the case ofEnglish and French bilingualism, a living and vigorous
language could exist only within the collective right to a viable cultural community. This
contradiction was underscored in the discussion on biculturalism.
The report's definition ofbiculturalism, as it pertained to the English and French
groups, was as a "driving force" which animated a significant group ofindividuals who were
united through a "common tongue". This was different from how culture was signified for
other ethnic groups, where a narrower definition ofculture as cultural production and without
the requirement oflanguage maintenance was deemed unproblematic and possible. With this
contradictory differentiation in the definition ofculture, the recognition ofcollective
language rights was deemed necessary, but only for English and French. Although the
heterogeneity ofthe two collective and distinct English and French cultures was
acknowledged, other ethnic groups were also regarded as partial societies and "centrifugal"
elements always moving away from the centre and located on the periphery ofthese central
founding cultures. In this way, the federal definition ofculture, already embedded in an
exclusionary Judeo-Christian matrix, had built in a contradictory definition ofculture which
turned on the collective right to language in order to differentiate between other ethnic and
founding groups. Therefore, the contradiction which became visible as the report mapped out
its model for bilingualism and biculturalism for the two founding groups, was based on a
particular inconsistent definition ofculture which advanced collective language rights only to
English and French on the rationale that these language groups were porous and open enough
to assimilate everyone "whatever their ethnic origin", even as it peripheralized these groups
within these collectivities. The notion that these language groups were porous to other ethnic

groups also structured their language shift as a "personal" and "free" choice or an exercise of
their already guaranteed individual rights, allowing the Commission to maintain that the
main purpose ofthe royal commission was to entrench the collective language rights ofthe
two founding groups. Not only does this leave unaddressed the question ofwho were
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unassimilated and unassimilable into either of these two founding groups - that is what were
the boundaries of this definition of culture - but it also prevented any claims by other ethnic
groups for collective linguistic rights. Hence, the openness of language as it was advanced in
the report was foreclosed through this contradictory definition of culture, or biculturalism in
the report, and language became a technology for differential inclusion which recapitulated
the original racial hierarchy of the terms of reference even as these original terms of
inclusion were disavowed.
Aboriginal groups, although expediently removed from the purview of the inquiry,
were, along with other ethnic groups, essential for the establishment of the equal partnership
between the two founding races. In particular, the case of other ethnic group was invoked to
balance competing demands from French groups as the Commission attempted to advance
their model of an "equal partnership". Also, differences between the two founding groups
were deemed negligible because of their overlapping racial stocks and their comparable
cultural distance to Asian and African cultures through a shared "North American way of
living". Therefore, by invoking a common difference, a delicate balance was achieved
between maintaining that the two official groups were culturally distinct enough to argue for
bilingualism and biculturalism, and arguing that both groups had enough in common to be
considered one nation. The report also considered census data in order to build the case for a
model of bilingualism predicated on there being two main languages in Canada. Therefore,
the "grids of intelligibility" or census categories used were those which captured only the
aftermath and not the factors that drove language shift leading to a normalization of
Anglicization for other ethnic groups. In this way, language transfer by other ethnic groups
was seen again as a personal and "free" choice, and the fundamental official language duality
for the construction of an equal partnership was maintained, as at the same time the
demographic force of a third force was dispersed. The Commission drew upon the example
of South Africa, as a white settler society with the greatest congruence to the Canadian
linguistic situation, in order to inform the "guiding principles" for the new personality

principle of bilingualism it was advancing in the report, therefore, also emphasizing the
colonial foundations of the new bi-nation the Commission was developing in its reports. All
these discussions were distilled into recommendations for an equal partnership based on
English-French bilingualism and biculturalism at the end of Book I which found fruition
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almost a year later as a Bill on the official languages. As these recommendations were
debated in the House, a central concern with national unity emerged from the different
political perspectives. However, even as legislation concerning the two official languages
was under debate, the reference to language problems in Saint Leonard signaled the ongoing
anxiety about the place of other ethnic groups in the organization of this equal partnership.
Therefore, it was possible to see that the "equal partnership" between the two founding
groups could not occur without Aboriginal or other ethnic groups, even as they were being
removed or marginalized respectively in the recommendations of the royal commission.
However, there was an official attempt to resist this marginalization in the appended separate
statement by Rudnyckyj.
Rudnyckyj's separate statement was a final bid in the Commission to advance
language preservation claims on behalf of the "third force", but the foundation of this claim
for recognition reinscribed some of fundamental exclusions that were built into the final
report. Rudnyckyj drew on demographic, historical and linguistic rationales to develop a
taxonomy of Canadian languages and advance his model for the constitutional recognition of
regional languages, but his strategy was to push for the inclusion of other ethnic groups into
the white settler template of the two founding groups. Specifically, he located his
linguistically based claims on the erasure of indigenous languages, and proposed a linguistic
taxonomy that entrenched the recognition of European languages only. This strategy was
reminiscent of his earlier attempts to carve out a white settler commonality with Mr. Garber
of the Canadian Jewish Congress during the Preliminary hearings, when Rudnyckyj asked
Garber, "Would you submit the view that Canada was founded by one race, the white race?"
This strategy for inclusion assured that there was recognition only for those who could "pass"
as part of the "white settler identity" entrenching the exclusion of all who could not be
"white". Although Rudnyckyj's suggestions were not taken up wholesale, nevertheless his
taxonomy survived intact both during debate on the official languages Bill in the House, and
as it was taken up and simplified - while the colonial basis for Ukrainian as a recognized

language was entrenched - by the Ukrainian Canadian Council for Learned Societies.
Therefore, although Rudnyckyj's separate statement did not become policy, it did reassert the
demands for inclusion by other ethnic groups, and it foreshadowed future shifts that changes
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in immigration policy would bring about in the other ethnic group category as some of the
other ethnic groups did eventually manage to pass into the white settler category.

Chapter 6:
Book IV and "Multiculturalism within a Bilingual Framework"

IfBook I ofthe final report was about developing an "equal partnership between the
two founding races" in the engineering ofa new white settler bi-nation through a
contradictory definition ofculture, then Book IV ofthe final report was about the second part
ofthat sentence from the terms ofreference; that is, the taking into account ofthe
"contribution made by the other ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment ofCanada and the
measures that should be taken to safeguard that contribution" (Book IV, 1969, p. 3).
Specifically, the contradictory operation oflanguage and culture which emerged in Book I to
organize the relationship between other ethnic and founding groups was reified into a
particular set ofrecommendations in Book IV, ostensibly to "safeguard" other ethnic group's
"cultural contributions", which would then ultimately be concretized into policy. In this
chapter, first, the development ofcultural contribution as linguistic diversity will be traced,
and the Commission's narrow definition ofintegration as the mode by which this cultural
contribution would be "safeguarded" is examined. Second, the community and government
responses to the recommendations ofBook IV will be considered and their evolution into
policy will be tracked.
During the course ofthe inquiry, integration emerged as a "social theory of Canadian
official policy" (Wyczynski, 1966) which could organize the inclusion ofother ethnic groups
and came to be narrowly defined in Book IV as the progressive, unidirectional contribution
oflinguistic diversity to the two dominant groups. As well, official language competency
became the concrete measure ofintegration, and through the Commission's definition of
language transfer, a continuum ofracialized difference was embedded into integration. Thus,
language became a central element in the Commission's definition ofintegration,
culminating in the acculturation model ofintegration proposed in Book IV, which advocated
the adjustment ofimmigrant behaviour to the norms ofthe two official language
communities. The paucity of substantive legislative support for other ethnic group cultural
preservation and the atomization ofany notion ofa "third force" entrenched the contradiction
ofcollective rights solely for founding groups against the individual "freedom" to integrate
for other ethnic or "cultural" groups. Trudeau's announcement ofa policy of
"multiculturalism within a bilingual framework" as a response to the recommendations of
225
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Book IV grew out of the government's need to balance competing forces and tensions in the
overriding interest of national unity. However, by adopting the recommendations of the final
report almost wholesale, this policy did little to disrupt the original bilingual and bicultural
formulation of the white settler nation advanced by the royal commission.
Internal Commission documents
As internal commission documents show, the issue of"other ethnic groups" had been
on the research agenda of the Commission since its inception. In addition to the submissions
regarding other ethnic groups and collected research documents, there were the reports and
memoranda from Study Group"D" of the Commission, which had the"other cultures" as
their specific concern, and who began to compile and organize the material and ideas which
would pertain to the other ethnic groups in the final reports. As early as December 1963,
they produced a working paper with respect to the issue of the"other cultures" (Study Group
D). This working paper attempted to specify the exact location of the"other cultures" in the
inquiry,
there is no specific allusion to the"other" cultures in the two paragraphs [of
the terms of reference] which deal with the federal administration (1) and
education (3). This is rather revealing. It seems that in these two areas it is
assumed that Canadians of other backgrounds have opted for one of the two
official languages and cultures. Certain people draw from this fact the
conclusion that Canada is actually two melting pots. But the opening
paragraph strictly forbids, or in any case limits, this interpretation.... In
summary we can say that the mainspring (l'idee force) of the terms of
reference is the question of bilingualism and biculturalism (i.e. English and
French) adding immediately that this mainspring is working in a situation
where there is the fact of multiculturalism - multiculturalism that must not be
suppressed as quickly as possible (the proverbial melting pot), but on the
contrary, respected and safeguarded despite not being given official
recognition (Study Group D, p. 1).
Even within the first 6 months of the commencement of the inquiry, multiculturalism had
emerged as a fact of the"other ethnic groups" in the inquiry, but the decision had already
been made that although it would be"respected and safeguarded" it would have no official
recognition. This working paper laid the groundwork, even before the hearings and
submissions had been considered, for the model of language and culture with respect to
"founding races" and "other ethnic groups" that would eventually emerge in the final reports.
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On May 28th, 1966, a memorandum from Commissioner Paul Wyczynski to the other
Commission members and officers entitled, Les autres groupes ethniques - Rapport
Preliminaire, was sent (Wyczynski, 1966). Almost 3 years after the working paper from

Group "D" the hearings were over and a preliminary report regarding the volume on other
ethnic groups (to become Book IV) had been prepared by Commissioner Wyczynski. He
began by lamenting the lack of research on the topic of other ethnic groups:
Regrettably, most chapters of a well-elaborated plan for the Other Ethnic
Groups' section of the Commission's Report still remain in the realm of
planning.... For those reasons much of what will be said about the topics
included in the remaining chapters could easily be disputed and hardly ever
substantiated by factual findings of systematic research. There is a real dearth
of serious studies which would permit the Commission to arrive at objective
conclusion as to the place and role of the non-British and non-French element
within the social structure of the dominant societies (Wyczynski, 1966, p. 3).
At this point of the inquiry, although the hearings have come to an end, the research portion
of the inquiry is still underway. In the end the Commission did complete some research on
"other ethnic groups", including an extensive overview of immigration history10 and
commission several ethno-specific histories of groups in Canada11, among others. However,
it was not clear if this was sufficient to address Commissioner Wyczynski concerns as
expressed in this memorandum which also outlined the basic order of topics that would be
covered in the final report, beginning with a historical introduction. This chapter as outlined
in this preliminary report was essentially an outline of the historical immigration of other
ethnic groups to Canada. Two important points were made about this immigration history,
and these were both about the effects of other ethnic group immigration on the overall
composition of the population:
The most striking characteristic of the Other Ethnic Group immigration is its
increased strength at the expense of the British element. Thus the increase of
the Other Ethnic Groups in the strength was more than twice as large as that
of the total population .... Another important feature of the Other Ethnic
Groups over the last hundred years is the fairly drastic change in its ethnic

composition. The Germans retained the top place, but the Scandinavians were

displaced by the Ukrainians and Dutch. Equally telling is the upward
movement of the Italian group which within one decade, 1951-1961, moved
from tenth to fifth place, and there were grounds to believe that the 1971
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census will show a further improvement in its numerical ranking. Such an
imposing growth of the number of the Other Ethnic Groups has disturbed the
balance of the core societies' strength. While the French-Canadian portion of
Canada's population has remained practically unchanged since Confederation,
the British element has shrunk from 58.9 percent in 1881 to 43 .8 percent in
1961, and is still decreasing (Wyczynski, 1966, p. 4-5).
This passage reflected the concern which would be expressed in the discussion of census data
in Book I that the increase in immigration of other ethnic groups was diluting the population
numbers of the "core societies". Not only were other ethnic groups decreasing the numbers
in particular of the British population, but also the composition of the other ethnic groups
was shifting, from traditionally more Northern European populations to the dramatic increase
in Southern European populations, particularly the Italians. Other ethnic group immigration
was also affecting the regional distribution of the core societies as well:
The regional distribution shows even more significant displacements. The
largest inroads into the British majorities made by the Other Ethnic Group
element have taken place in Ontario and all four western provinces ....if this
trend continues during the following 25 years the British element will lose its
majority position in all provinces save the Maritimes.... We ought to mention
also that the pronounced tendency of the last decade to settle in the urban
areas continues. The older generation of immigrants followed the general
Canadian pattern but, overwhelmingly, the newly arrived immigrant has
joined the urban population. As a consequence of the industrialization of
certain regions the Other Ethnic Groups rate of growth in these areas is
considerably higher than the overall increase (ibid, p. 5).
The increase in other ethnic group immigrant populations also had a discernible spatial
effects, since not only was there a dilution of the British populations in Ontario and the
Western provinces, but also there was a marked increase in the urbanization of newcomers to
Canada, which was a reversal of historical immigrant settlement patterns. Thus, although this
section of Wyczynski's preliminary report was an overview of the historical introduction of
Book IV of the final report, the focus was on the demographic effects of the increase in
immigration of other ethnic groups. In particular, the shifts in immigrant population
composition, the effects on the "core societies" and their spatial distribution as a result of the
increase in immigration numbers and settlement patterns of other ethnic groups was
considered. These issues, although described here in relation to the final report on other
ethnic groups, were in fact later taken up at length in the discussion of census data in Book I
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of the final report as described in the previous chapter, presumably because of the importance
of these other ethnic group demographic shifts in relation to the founding groups.
The next section ofWyczynski's preliminary report was entitled The Social Pattern.
This section sought an overarching social theory to account for the place of other ethnic
groups:
What is the social theory behind Canadian official policy and the place of the
Other Ethnic Groups in it? There is no theory which would represent a
coherent and clear cut social pattern. In fact there is hardly a single serious
work on this subject (ibid, p. 7).
Although this quest for a social theory to account for the place of other ethnic groups in
official Canadian policy could probably be considered a first step leading eventually to
official Multiculturalism Policy, there was a long way to go before that point could be
reached. Here there was no mention of the word multiculturalism, even though it figured in
the 1963 working paper, and the other "American social philosophies" were also discarded;
"Anglo-Saxon Conformity, the Melting Pot and Cultural Pluralism...Each one of these has
had its heyday ..." (ibid, p. 7). What is taken up in part is another model, "The Canadian
social theorists and pseudo-theorists came up first with the so-called Canadian Mosaic which
lately has taken on a more "scientific" name - Integration" (ibid). The report goes on to
discuss the main elements of integration:
It seems that behind the gilded oratory stressing the need for the retention of
the most viable cultural strains of all cultures in Canada, one may find the old
Anglo-Saxon Conformity theory, somewhat modified to suit our socio
political realities, and particularly our bicultural character. The current social
pattern may, indeed, not correspond to a classical Anglo-Saxon Conformity
concept. ... However, it seems fairly clear that, in Canada, under the umbrella
of the socio-political patterns and basic cultural values of the two core
societies, there exists a myriad of the sub-societies and sub-cultures roughly
corresponding to the number of the cultural groups (ibid).
Here, the elements of integration included a reinscription of the hierarchy between the "sub
societies and sub-cultures" or other ethnic groups, and the "bicultural character" of the "two
core societies", although the dominance of Anglo-Saxon Conformity was admitted as an
overarching socio-political pattern. The idea of other ethnic groups as sub-cultures and sub
societies was also naturalized:
The establishment of sub-societies and sub-cultures, the two prerequisites of
an ethnic minority group, is a very natural phenomenon; but the degree of
their intensity in maintaining a separate identity is the outcome of the
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multiplicity of factors emanating from the two societies in contact: the
receiving and immigrant one. Sociologists suggest that among the most
determining forces and factors are:
a) the cultural distance separating a minority group from the core society; here
the racial and religious elements play a crucial role ... (ibid, p. 8).
Ethnic groups as sub-cultures and sub-societies were seen as given and there was a
bifurcation between "receiving" and "immigrant" societies reinforcing the hierarchy between
"core" and "other" groups. The premise that this separation between immigrant and
receiving societies was determined by racial and religious "cultural distance", echoed the
idea from the Introduction to Book I that cultural commonality between the English and
French groups was based on their cultural distance from racialized "Asian and African
cultures". The report expanded on integration as a problem of cultural distance:
Canada's Other Ethnic Groups with closer cultural affinities, particularly if
they belong to the Protestant wing of Christianity, show the lowest intensity of
self-identification, and, conversely, the highest degree of integration, better
still, assimilation. At the other extreme of the scale we find the groups most
removed from the Anglo-Saxon cultural values, i.e. Slavs, Romance and more
"exotic" groups (ibid, p. 9).
Here, cultural affinity between "core" societies, with Anglo-Saxon values as the epitome of
"core" culture, and other ethnic groups was organized along a continuum of religious and
"ethnic" differences. The "more 'exotic' groups" were at the extreme end of cultural
distance; thereby, establishing a continuum that measured difference by degree of variance
from "Anglo-Saxon cultural values". The characterization of "more 'exotic "' cultures as
being of the farthest distant from "Anglo-Saxon" again reinscribed the racialization of
"distant" and "exotic" cultures.
Although the report put integration forward as a "social theory of Canadian official
policy" that could account for other ethnic groups, the distinctions between integration and
assimilation were still not clearly and fully formulated. The report stated categorically that,
"Most certainly, integration is a euphemism for assimilation, will remain the core of the
dominant societies' policies" (ibid, p. 11), and then continued on to discuss what were the

different tensions and balances that needed to be considered between "core" and "Other
Ethnic Groups" to achieve a workable Canadian social theory. Thus, in this report authored
by one of the "New Canadian" Commissioners, integration was advanced as the social theory
of choice. In so doing, all the hierarchies between "core" and "other ethnic groups" were
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maintained and as a further reinforcement, there was now the added explanatory dimension
that introduced a continuum of increasingly racialized difference from the pole of "core"
societies and cultures. Therefore, these internal commission documents reveal the evolution
and limiting of the particular narrow definition of integration that would eventually be used
in the relation to other ethnic groups in the final reports.
The Foreword
Approximately two years after the publication of Book I of the final report, Book IV,
entitled The Cultural Contribution of the Other Ethnic Groups, was published on October
23rd, 1969. By this time, the Official Languages Act had been adopted by Parliament, and
Books II (on Education) and III (on the Work World) of the final report had already been
published. Book IV began with a Foreword that outlined the scope of this volume of the
final report. It began by stating the focus of the report; "we shall concentrate on examining
the part played by these groups in the country's history and the contribution they make to
Canadian life" (Book IV, 1969, p. xxv). The explication of this task was delineated as
follows:
We are aware of the difficulty of this task. It is not easy - if possible - to
distinguish clearly between an individual's cultural contribution resulting
from his membership in a cultural group and his contribution resulting from
deliberate integration with one of the two official linguistic communities
(ibid).
With this definition of cultural contribution, there was a clear demarcation between an
individual's cultural group and the "official linguistic communities", and integration emerged
as a key element in the other ethnic individual's cultural contribution to the "two official
linguistic communities". The Foreword concluded by clarifying which sense of cultural
contribution would be considered in this report; "we have chosen to cast our Book within the
perspective of our terms of reference, and have studied the cultural contribution made by
other cultural groups by examining the patterns of their integration, as groups or individuals,
into the life of the country" (Book IV, 1969, p. xxvi). Right from the start of the report, the
cultural contribution of other ethnic groups was clearly delimited as something that was only
in relation to the "official linguistic communities" and therefore also only in reference to the
integration of other ethnic groups or individuals. Therefore, integration as it was laid out in
the Wyczynski's preliminary report, had been taken up in the final report as the social theory
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which could account for the cultural contributions of other ethnic groups in relation to the
"official linguistic" or "core" communities.
The next part of the report was a substantial Introduction to Book IV, and in some
ways it was the most significant part of the report as it consolidated a lot of the previous
thinking about other ethnic groups that had arisen in past reports and Commission
documents. The introduction was also the place where the positioning of other ethnic groups
- until now scattered throughout myriad discussions about official languages, cultures and
communities - was explicated and summarized once and for all, laying out the future location
of other ethnic groups in federal policies and discourses from here on in. Therefore, despite
the fact that there was repetition and summary of previous Commission discussions about
other ethnic groups, here it was the central focus and animating force behind
recommendations that were finally directly specific to the other ethnic groups.
The Introduction
The introduction to the final report began clearly enough. It stated, "the subject of
this Book, the fourth of our Report, is the 'contribution made by other ethnic groups to the
cultural enrichment of Canada'" (Book IV, 1969, p. 3). As was customary by now in the
Commission reports, there was the immediate location of other ethnic group concerns in
relation to the two founding groups in the term of reference:
It will be noted immediately that while the terms of reference deal with the
questions of those of ethnic origin other than British or French, they do so in
relation to the basic problem of bilingualism and biculturalism, from which
they are inseparable, and the context of the coexistence of the Francophone
and Anglophone communities. Also the terms of reference do not call for an
exhaustive study of the position of those of non-British, non-French origin,
but rather an examination of the way they have taken their place within the
two societies that have provided Canada's social structures and institutions
(ibid).
By the fourth volume of the final report, it had been clearly established that the question of
other ethnic groups could not in any way be separated from the "basic problem of
bilingualism and biculturalism" and the survival and existence of what had morphed from
"founding races" to "Francophone and Anglophone communities". Also by this point, the
shift from "founding races" to "official linguistic communities" or "Anglophones and
Francophones" was meant to suggest that these "core" communities were supposedly open to
any member of a peripheral "other ethnic group", although the contradictory relation between
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culture and language developed in Book I countered this. However, in the report, the
Commission's sole concern regarding other ethnic groups was still articulated as "their place
within the two societies", or their integration into the "two official linguistic communities".
In Book I of the final report, the ascendancy of language and culture over race and
ethnicity in the terms of reference was established. Therefore, in the fourth volume of the
final report, the report specified the contribution of other ethnic groups as linguistic and
cultural:
We will look at the contribution to Canadian life, and especially to the
enrichment that results from the meeting of a number of languages and
cultures. This contribution is seen, within the Canadian reality, in the active
participation of those whose mother tongue is neither French nor English in
various facets of community life (ibid, p. 3-4).
Here, in the wake of the linguistic redefinitions of race and ethnicity of Book I, and the
redefinition of "core" groups as "official linguistic groups", other ethnic groups were also
now being defined as linguistic groups, "those whose mother tongue is neither French nor
English", albeit still in contradistinction to the English and French. Here, the groundwork is
also being laid for defining cultural contribution as substantively about language, as other
ethnic groups enrichment to Canadian life is said to result from "the meeting of a number of
languages and cultures" as opposed to a clash between other ethnic groups and founding
races (ibid).
The history of other ethnic groups began with a history of immigration. In this
history, the order of migration to the land mass that was to become Canada organized the
claims made on behalf of the respective groups:
Canada, a vast territory inhabited in the beginning by Indians and Eskimos,
was first colonized by the French, beginning early in the 17th century, and
then by the British. Late in this century, immigrants of different ethnic origins
began to arrive; variations in the later flow of immigrants almost always
depended on political and economic conditions (Book IV, 1969, p. 4).
In this passage, there was a footnote after the word Eskimos stating, "Since the terms of
reference contain no mention of Indians and Eskimos, we have not studied the question of
Canada's native population" (4, ibid), which echoed the statement made in the blue pages of
Book I to justify excluding Aboriginal claims in the final report. This evasion also allowed
the history of Canada's people to begin with the colonizing groups, the English and the
French, and not have to account for the claims of founding status by Aboriginal groups.
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Also, designating the English and French as colonizers - presumably ofAboriginal peoples emphasized their "founding" difference from Aboriginal groups, and the rest ofthe
immigrants could also be designated apart as "immigrants ofdifferent ethnic origins"; that is,
different from the French and English. However, the main concern about other ethnic group
immigration was the change it was imposing on the Canadian population, and the "far
reaching effects on the two main linguistic communities" it would have. Again, in Book I,
this effect was statistically portrayed through use ofcensus data. In light ofthese anxieties,
integration became the key element to address this population effect.
Integration
The discussion on integration began with the responsibilities ofcitizenship on the part
ofthe newcomer:
It is highly desirable that newcomers to Canada receive full and clear
information about their new country. It is not enough to assure an immigrant
work and material comfort; he must also be made aware ofcertain
fundamental principles that will bear upon his citizenship in his adopted
country. In particular, he should know that Canada recognizes two official
languages and that it possesses two predominant cultures that have produced
two societies - Francophone and Anglophone - which form two distinct
communities within an overall Canadian context (Book IV, 1969, p. 4).
With the first elements ofsuccessful newcomer integration laid out as their recognition ofthe
fundamental principles oftwo official languages and two distinct and predominant cultures,
the maintenance ofthe hegemony ofbiculturalism and bilingualism were an essential
function ofintegration. However, a linguistically defined duality also meant that it was open
to the integration ofthe newcomer:
On the other hand, being Francophone or Anglophone does not necessarily
mean that one is ofFrench or British origin. Immigrants, whatever their ethnic
or national origin or their mother tongue, have the right and are at liberty to
integrate with either ofthe two societies. Those ofFrench and British origin who have the definite advantage ofhaving colonized Canada - share with all
Canadians the rights and obligations arising from the fundamental duality of
Canada, as it should be, in the name ofequality and the democratic spirit
(ibid).

Immigrants, defined as different from the "fundamental duality" through ethnic origin,
national origin or mother tongue, although at liberty to integrate into either ofthe "two
societies", were still differentiated from those ofFrench or British origin through history; that
is, a history ofcolonization, couched here as the "definite advantage ofhaving colonized
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Canada". As well, equality of rights and obligations for all Canadians were nonetheless
mounted on the bedrock of a "fundamental duality". Couched here as a liberty and right to
integrate into the two societies, the fact was that in order to have the same rights as all
Canadians, a newcomer had to integrate into one of the fundamental dualities; "Every
Canadian should be able to enjoy all his natural and civil rights within one of the two
societies" (ibid, p. 5).
Integration had been discussed to some depth in Commission reports and research
documents that informed these final reports. In a Commission report on a private meeting
with the Director of the Citizenship Branch, Jean Lagasse, stated that his definition of
integration was "language assimilation" although not cultural assimilation (Stinson, 1966).
In Commissioner Wyczynski's preliminary report discussed above, integration was
understood to be a "euphemism for assimilation". However, a few years later here in the
final report, integration had been completely severed from any notion of assimilation,
"Integration is not synonymous with assimilation", because, "Assimilation implies almost
total absorption into another linguistic and cultural group" (ibid, p. 5). Rather, the report
advanced a definition of integration which was tied to acculturation:
The process of integration goes hand in hand with what anthropologists call
"acculturation".... Acculturation is the process of adaptation to the
environment in which an individual is compelled to live as he adjusts his
behaviour to that of the community.... in adopting fully the Canadian way of
life, sharing its advantages and disadvantages, those whose origin is neither
French nor British do not have to cast off or hide their own culture ....
Canadian society, open and modem, should be able to integrate heterogeneous
elements into a harmonious system, to achieve ''unity in diversity" (ibid, p.
6-7).
Here, it was clear that the responsibility for behaviour adjustment to "Canadian" community
norms lay with the integrating newcomer. Although this newcomer did not necessarily have
to cast off or hide their culture, their culture was still a "heterogeneous" element in the
homogeneity of the two founding cultures. However, as an open and modem society, these
heterogeneous elements were also the staple of Canadian "unity within diversity". In effect,
integration as acculturation was the social theory that would account for the location of other
ethnic groups within what was now a modem Anglophone and Francophone society.
Therefore, other ethnic groups were located in a paradoxical way. On the one hand they were
at "liberty" to enjoy their full rights if they integrated into the linguistically defined
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Anglophone and Francophone societies. Yet, at the same time, as non-British and non
French other ethnic groups, they were always distinct and apart from the "fundamental
dualities" as heterogeneous elements within each founding society.
Given the importance of integration as the social theory of choice, the report was next
concerned with how to gauge the integration of other ethnic groups:
No one can tell exactly how many individuals have integrated with either the
Francophone or Anglophone society, or how complete the process of
integration has been. It is also impossible to determine how strong an
individual's identification remains with his ancestral language and culture.
Each of these two phenomena - integration with one of the dominant societies
and affiliation with the original culture - exists to some degree in both
individuals and groups (Book IV, 1969, p. 8).
This concern with the measurement of integration was still, as it was in Wyczynski's
preliminary report, solely concerned with the other ethnic groups. Integration of other ethnic
groups was also a function of their identification between "ancestral" language and culture
and the founding societies, with a clear positioning of other ethnic group languages and
cultures as "ancestral" against the "open and modem" Canadian societies. The maintenance
of ties to "ancestral" languages and cultures was outlined:
we can still state that there are a number of cultural groups in Canada with a
clear sense of identity. They want, without in any way undermining national
unity, to maintain their own linguistic and cultural heritage. They have their
own associations, clubs, parishes, and religious organizations; they maintain
their own schools and express their collective views through their own
press .... To deny their existence would be to shut one's eye to the Canadian
reality. The fear that their growth might foreshadow the balkanization of
Canada perhaps had some foundation 50 years ago. Today such a thing is out
of the question. Although the last great wave of immigration to Canada was
fairly recent, only 1 per cent of the Canadian population speaks neither
English nor French (Book IV, 1969, p. 8-9).
Although the existence of a private network of ethnic linguistic and cultural preservation for
other ethnic groups was acknowledged, it was also in no way considered to be a public issue.
Thus, the linguistic and cultural preservation for other ethnic groups remained a private
concern beyond the purview of the Commissions' mandate. However, the maintenance of
these "ancestral" linguistic and cultural ties in the private realm of other ethnic communities
was not seen as a "balkanizing" threat to national unity since "only 1 per cent of the
Canadian population speaks neither English nor French" (ibid, p. 9). Therefore, the number
of people who spoke an official language was a measure of the success of immigrant
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integration, which meant that integration could now be quantified through the official
language competency ofimmigrant groups.
The Commission's definition ofintegration is the first thing specified in Book IV,
signaling that it would be the overarching "social theory" framing all subsequent discussion
on other ethnic groups. The contradiction between language and culture which organized in
Book I, finds it extension here as members ofother ethnic groups are given the individual
right and "liberty" to integrate into the "fundamental linguistic duality" in order to exercise
their full rights, yet also remain the heterogeneous elements within these founding dualities.
Thus, integration moved from being described as "assimilation" ofany type to
"acculturation", which in its specification ofother ethnic group behaviour adjustment to
"Canadian" norms also served to maintain the white settler bilingual and bicultural
hegemony which was being embedded into this narrowed definition ofintegration. Finally,
the establishment ofofficial language competency as the measure ofintegration signaled the
centrality oflanguage to organizing other ethnic inclusion.
From "other ethnic groups" to "cultural groups"
The report also considered the "semantic problems" associated with the term "other
ethnic groups". The argument from the blue pages ofBook I for moving away from notions
ofrace and ethnicity were foregrounded again:
We have already stressed in our General Introduction the danger ofusing
ethnic origin as the basis for a simplistic distinction between the two
"founding peoples" and the members of"other ethnic groups".... We repeat
that we accept the words "race" and "people" only in their traditional sense meaning a national group, with no biological significance - and we prefer to
emphasize the fact oflanguage and culture rather than the concepts of"race",
"people" or even "ethnic group" (Book IV, 1969, p. 7).
This was an important point to emphasize because to date in the report, there had been only a
qualified semantic shift from "founding races" to "Anglophones and Francophones" as a
result ofthe above rationale. This had still left the awkward collocations "other ethnic
groups" or "non-British and non-French communities" to refer to all "immigrant" groups. If
the foregrounding oflanguage and culture over "race", "people" and "ethnic group" was to
apply to the French and English, then the next step in Book IV was to apply this logic to
other ethnic groups as well:
The whole topic ofthe non-British, non-French cultural groups raises great
difficulties ofsemantics. Terms such as, "other ethnic groups," "New

238
Canadians," and "the Canadian mosaic" are often used in reference to the
"ethnic" question in Canada. The adjective "ethnic" is ambiguous at best, and
often appears to be more or less synonymous with "foreign".... We have
already pointed out that when we speak of the Anglophone or the
Francophone group, or of any group, how misleading an ethnic attribution can
be. Any term which implies "foreignness" such as "New Canadian," is not
only misleading but incorrect when it applies to a person whose forebears
arrived in Canada 50 or 100 years ago. The idea of the "Canadian mosaic" is
a picturesque and appealing metaphor and may describe the ethnic diversity of
a country stretching from the Atlantic to the Pacific, but it does not really
provide a satisfactory designation for the sociological of cultural phenomenon
in question (Book IV, 1969, p. 9-10).
Here, the report had provided rationales for jettisoning three of the most common terms used
to refer to "other ethnic groups", but the other common term that had been used, mainly by
other ethnic groups themselves to mount claims for recognition based on demographic
strength, had been, "the third force":
In the last few years, attempts have been made to emphasize the importance of
the non-British, non-French cultural groups by using the terms "third force" or
"third element" to embrace all such groups. Since, in 1961, 26 percent of the
Canadian population was of neither French nor British ethnic origin, these
terms have been used by some to distinguish this section of the population
from the Anglophone and Francophone sections. This concept is too
simplistic to reflect adequately the Canadian reality for it encompasses vast
numbers of people whose only common feature is not being of either British
or French ethnic origin. Can the aspirations of Chinese origin in Vancouver
be amalgamated with the aspirations of those of Ukrainian origin in
Winnipeg?... While some cultural groups are concentrated in considerable
numbers in Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg, and Vancouver, and account for as
much as 10 per cent of the population in certain Western cities, they are not
sufficiently concentrated to contemplate the institution of other official
languages, or the expansion of the concept of two societies to include four or
five. It is clear that this "third force" does not exist in Canada in any political
sense, and is simply based on statistical compilations. All the available
evidence indicates that those of other languages and cultures are more or less
integrated with the Francophone and Anglophone communities, where they
should find opportunities for self-fulfillment and equality of status (Book IV,
1969, p. 10).
The term "third force" or "third element" was a common strategy used by many other ethnic
groups during the hearings to designate their demographic force and make claims on the
state. Even Commissioner Rudnyckyj drew upon this idea in his reports and separate
statement. Critiques of this position had also been advanced previously by the Commission,
but here, once and for all, this concept was appraised and laid to rest. Drawing on the now
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common argument that groups which comprised the "third force" were too heterogeneous to
be considered a homogeneous collective, the notion of a "third element" was again
dismissed. This time the example to demonstrate the extreme heterogeneity of the "third
force" was the juxtaposition of "aspirations of Chinese origin in Vancouver", with the
"aspirations of those of Ukrainian origin in Winnipeg". In this argument, the Chinese group
represented the extreme limit of difference, in this case racial difference, against the more
established and vocal Ukrainian community, as both groups were located in "Western
Canada". This passage also directly addressed and refuted the arguments Rudnyckyj
mounted in his separate statement. By pronouncing the concentration of other ethnic groups
to be inadequate, the report directly attacked the basis for Rudnyckyj's claims for official
recognition of other languages based on population concentration in specific regional areas.
In this way, not only was Rudnyckyj's argument countered but also the claims for the
existence of a "third force" were undermined. The report could therefore conclude that the
notion of a "third force", given the disparate heterogeneity of the other ethnic populations,
"does not exist in any political sense" but was instead a statistical artifact. The final argument
was that "those of other languages and cultures" were to some extent already integrated into
the two dominant societies, and, reprising an argument from above, it was within either of
these two fundamental dualities that other ethnic groups could have opportunities for rights
and equality. Having dismissed the terms "third force" and "third element" as well, the
conclusion for the only possible way to address other ethnic groups was, "Consequently, we
would rather regard the 'other ethnic groups' as cultural groups [italics mine]" (Book IV,
1969, p. 11).
The shift from "other ethnic group", "third force", "new Canadian" and "Canadian
mosaic" was more than just a semantic slide. There was a conceptual shift as well. This shift,
based on the foregrounding of "language" and "culture" over "race" and "ethnicity", was
akin to that which modified the closed boundaries of"founding races" based on physical
signification, to the more porous and linguistically defined "Anglophone and Francophone".

In the case of"other ethnic groups", the closed idea of"ethnicity" became a more amorphous
"cultural groups", but here the critical difference was that although culture was foregrounded,
language was not. Therefore, the transformation of "other ethnic groups" to "cultural groups"
was a critical step in the reconceptualization and re-articulation of the place of"other ethnic
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groups". Although "other ethnic groups" in the terms of reference had indicated a secondary
role to the "founding races", the change in terminology now specified a consistency in the
differentiation between the "Anglophones and Francophones" and "cultural groups" on the
terrain of language and culture for both groups.
"The Cultural Contribution of the Other Ethnic Groups"
As the title indicated, the main focus of Book IV was supposed to be The Cultural
Contribution of the Other Ethnic Groups. The need to specify exactly what "cultural
contribution" was could be traced back to an internal Commission report entitled Cultural
Contributions, authored by Ilona M. Varjassy on June 7th, 1966. This report began by
designating the "4 segments" of population that emerged from the terms of reference, which
were the English, the French, the Official [language] minorities and "Canadians from other
than French or English cultural background - who "live and express values in one of the two
founding societies" (Varjassy, 1966). The main focus of the report was on defining cultural
contribution; " ...it may be defined as having a reciprocating influence between individuals
and their society, and between society and individuals" (ibid, p. 6). This was broken down
further into two "necessary elements" for individuals "from other than English or French
cultural background[s]" into a "positive or progressive integration" and "progressively active
participation" (ibid). The report specified that official minorities in Canada required only
"progressively active participation for cultural contribution"; whereas, other ethnic groups
required both. Therefore, positive or progressive integration was particular only to the other
ethnic groups and "implies the organization of the various cultural values of the individual
and also of the society into one compatibly arranged entity" (ibid). From this discussion, the
central point that integration was a central condition for the cultural contributions from other
ethnic groups was taken up in the report, linking cultural contribution explicitly with
integration.
The report was also endorsed State support for ethnic "mother" tongue retention; "For
the sake of a more effective cultural contribution, a knowledge of the 'mother' tongue is

desirable and should be encouraged and safeguarded with state support" (ibid). Later in the
report, this state support was broken down into permissive and supportive approaches to
"ethnic languages":
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in terms ofeducation the Commission might consider a permissive approach
to acknowledge the values expressed in "ethnic schools". The Commission
may also consider a supportive attitude towards the attempt to convey values
of"ethnic languages" to the society in a form of, modem languages or
regional interest to be offered in public school on an optional basis (ibid, p.
12).
Here, the report advocated two types ofstate support for ethnic languages which fell
considerably short ofofficial language status but echoed the regional recognition for ethnic
languages advanced by Rudnyckyj. Support for "ethnic languages" was also based on the
rationale that these were "modem" languages; a rationale that was developed in this internal
Commission report in a chart that traced the evolution ofCanadian society. In the section
entitled Second Halfofthe X¥ century, it stated, "For national and international reasons the
societies realized the need to understand cultures, and are realizing the importance of
languages" (ibid, p. 16). The report elaborated, "ethnic language is 'becoming' a modem
language" (ibid, p. 17). This characterization ofethnic languages as modem languages that
were useful for national and international reasons was discernibly different from the usual
Commission discourse which cast other ethnic group languages as mainly "traditional" and
"ancestral". There was a supplement to this report made by Varjassy on July 8th, 1966, and
sent to the members of Study Group "D", which added to the interpretation ofthe terms of
reference:
The Terms ofReference refers to a "basically bicultural character" ofCanada
and to the "contributions made by other cultures". This presentation
undoubtedly implies a multicultural reality ofour country (Varjassy, 1966,
July 8th).
Therefore, here in the official Commission documents for Study Group "D", there actually
initially was an acknowledgement in the inquiry that there could be an interpretation ofthe
terms ofreference that implied a "multicultural reality". However, despite this report
supplement, as well as the various public submissions to the Commission that Canada was a
multicultural nation, this was an idea that would also be refuted in the final report.
About 2 years before Book IV of the final report was published, Commission reports
were trying to define "cultural contribution" particularly in relation to other ethnic groups.
Despite the various typologies ofcultural contribution that were discussed, what emerged
clearly from the documents was the centrality ofintegration in this definition. Various types
ofstate support were also advocated for ethnic languages, but, this support was predicated on
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the notion that these were modem and internationally productive languages. However, one of
the most radical suggestions in these Commission documents was that the terms of reference
could be interpreted so as to imply that Canada was a multicultural nation.
In the Book IV, the discussion on cultural contribution began by revisiting the
definition of culture that was advanced in Book I of the final report: "It is a driving force
animating a significant group of individuals, united by a common tongue, and sharing the
same customs, habits and experiences" (Book IV, 1969, p. 11). This was the definition of
culture that was applied to the founding groups in Book I and here in Book IV, it was applied
to the other ethnic groups:
This is the definition applied essentially to the two dominant cultures of
Canada, those of the Francophone and Anglophone societies; to a certain
degree it also fits the other cultures in this country, particularly if they have
brought enrichment to one of the two dominant cultures and continue to
flourish and benefit through their integration with one of the two societies.
Thus, streams empty into a river and their waters mix and swell the river's
flow. For a group as well as an individual, culture cannot be measured by the
pound (ibid).
Here in the rhetorical flourishes of this passage, the final report's definition of culture, as it
pertained to other ethnic groups, could only be applied if the ethnic group "brings enrichment
to one of the two dominant cultures" and were integrated into one of the two societies. The
metaphor of streams emptying into a river was instructive, as it clearly located the diminutive
other ethnic groups (streams) in relation to the river (the two founding societies) and the
direction of the flow already along its predetermined course was augmented, or in this case
enriched, with the emptying waters of the stream into the river. The direction of the
contribution, from stream to river was clear, and the benefits could only accrue to the river;
that is, "swell the river's flow", as rivers were not meant to reverse course and empty into
and augment the flow of the stream. If culture could not be measured here by the pound,
perhaps it could by the gallon?
Ultimately, whether cast in metaphor, typologies or plain bureaucratic prose, cultural
contribution by other ethnic groups always came back to integration, and no matter how
much was said about mutual accommodation between founding "host" society and
"immigrant" group, this was a model of integration based on the what the cultural group
could provide as enrichment to the founding society. A historical view of cultural
contribution revisited Varjassy's typologies in the 1966 report, and although it did not
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explicitly name it as such, it did formulate cultural contribution as a progressive integration;
"Each year, as their numbers [non British and non French immigrants] have increased and
they have become better integrated, they have brought their strength, skills, and traditions to
this country" (Book IV, 1969, p. 12). This discussion came to the conclusion that as a result
ofthese various individual and group influences ofintegration, it was "nearly impossible to
officialize culture" (Book IV, 1969, p. 11). However, in the next section, the official culture
was affirmed:
Among those ofnon-British, non-French origin, some accept official
bilingualism without hesitation but categorically reject biculturalism. They
consider Canada to be a country that is officially bilingual but fundamentally
multi-cultural. In reply to this objection we wish to repeat that "in our view
the term 'biculturalism' covers two main realities. The first is the state of
each ofthe two cultures, and the opportunity ofeach to exist and flourish.
The second is the co-existence and collaborations ofthese two cultures ..." On
the other hand, our terms ofreference mention the "basically bicultural nature
ofour country and the subsequent contribution made by other cultures." It is
thus clear that we must not overlook Canada's cultural diversity, keeping in
mind that there are two dominant cultures, the French and the English (Book
IV, 1969, p. 13).
In this passage, the report addressed submissions from other ethnic groups that Canada was a
bilingual and multicultural country by retreating to the conventional interpretation ofthe
terms ofreference, which foregrounded the "basically bicultural nature ofour country" and
contributions made by other cultures were characterized as "subsequent" to the primary fact
ofbiculturalism or two dominant cultures. This was the Commission's conventional
interpretation ofthe terms ofreference dating back to Preliminary Report, whereby all
competing interpretations in circulation were erased, even ifthey were in the Commission's
own documents, such as the report supplement discussed above by Varjassy, July 1966,
which suggested that this very passage ofthe terms ofreference implies a "multicultural
reality ofour country". After this refutation, the term multiculturalism did not again in the
rest ofBook IV (Momryk, 1988) although it would resurface in Trudeau's response to Book
IV almost three years from now. Therefore, in this section of the final report, cultural
contribution is linked to integration, and, with the final refutation ofmulticulturalism in the
report, its definition as a progressive, "modem" linguistic resource for the founding dualities
is emerging.

244
Culture and Language
The relationship between language and culture, which was a topic of indepth
consideration in the blue pages of Book I, is revisited again here with reference to the other
ethnic groups. The relation between "ethnic languages" and other cultural groups is
explicated:
Culture and language which serves as its vehicle cannot be dissociated.
Language allows for self-expression and communication according to one's
own logic. The vitality of the different languages spoken in Canada, other
than French or English, varies from one cultural group to another, and even
within these groups, where many people speak their ancestral language poorly
or not at all. On the whole, however, those who care about their cultural
heritage also care about their ancestral language (Book IV, 1969, p. 13).
In Book I, The argument that language was the vehicle of culture meant that the two could
not be dissociated and was a fundamental reason for recommending a full range of English
and French official language legislation and constitutional changes. Here in Book IV, other
ethnic groups were characterized as having varying levels of competence in their "different
languages", and these languages were characterized as "ancestral languages" in direct
contradistinction to the earlier of characterization of "ethnic languages" as modern and
cosmopolitan in Varjassy's Commission report of June, 1966. This qualitative differentiation
of ethnic languages, "ancestral" versus modern and cosmopolitan, between the Commission
report and Book IV translated into concrete differences in the types of recommended state
support:
We have already stressed the ties between language and culture. In Book I of
our Report, on the official languages, we proposed a new version of section
133 of the British North America Act, whose subsection 5 would read:
Nothing in this section shall be taken to diminish or restrict the use, as
established by present or future law or practice, of any other language in
Canada (ibid).
In Varjassy's Commission report of 1966, a "permissive" and "supportive" approach to state
support was recommended, but here in the final report, support for "ancestral" ethnic
languages was given only "permissive" or passive constitutional protection. In fact, as this
recommendation was already made at the end of Book I as a new version of section 133 of
the B.N.A. Act under subsection 5, in Book IV no additional constitutional protections or
supports for ethnic languages were being recommended. Rudnyckyj referred to this
protection as a "preventative anti-lingual clause" (Rudnyckyj, unilingualism) and the
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Ukrainian Canadian Committee stated that at best it "provides for a toleration", and therefore
they called for a more "positive formulation" (Ukrainian Canadian Committee, 1971). The
final report detailed the Commission's rationale for providing only passive support for other
ethnic languages:
We have not seen fit to extend the scope ofour recommendation regarding the
section ofthe British North American Act dealing with the other languages
spoken in Canada for three reasons. First, with the exception ofour colleague,
Commissioner J.B. Rudnyckyj, we interpret our terms ofreference as limiting
constitutional change exclusively to the country's two official languages;
hence the title ofthe first Book ofour Report. We also consider that
subsection 5 ofthe new version ofsection 133 will suffice to preserve the
languages ofother cultural groups ...Finally we are convinced that measures
adopted at the provincial level in the spheres ofadministration and education
will be more appropriate for meeting the linguistic requirements ofthe various
cultural groups than a constitutional formula advanced by federal authorities
(Book IV, 1969, p. 13-14).
Despite the identification ofa close relationship between language and culture, here in Book
IV, this relationship did not translate into substantive concrete legislative support and
protections for other ethnic group "ancestral" languages. Although Commission documents
showed that previously more "supportive" forms ofstate support were advocated for ethnic
languages, understood there as modem and cosmopolitan languages, by the time the final
report was prepared these suggestions had been scaled back here in favour ofmaintaining the
dominance ofthe two founding societies and a French and English language hegemony.
The Introduction to Book IV ended with a valuation ofthe cultural contribution of
other ethnic groups or, as they are known at this point, cultural groups. The report appraised
their contribution:
The presence in Canada ofmany people whose language and culture are
distinctive by reason oftheir birth or ancestry represents an inestimable
enrichment that Canadians cannot afford to lose. The dominant cultures can
only profit from the influence ofthese other cultures. Linguistic variety is
unquestionably an advantage, and its beneficial effects on the country are
priceless (Book IV, 1969, p. 14).
Cultural groups were set apart by their language and culture, either by birth or ancestry, and
were seen to be an enrichment to Canadian society. It was clear here, as in the metaphor of
the river and the streams, that the enrichment accrued to the "dominant cultures", and the
substance ofthe benefits were concretized as "linguistic variety". Thus, even when language
had been stripped from other ethnic groups to give rise to the moniker cultural groups, ethnic
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languages were still the substantiation oftheir cultural contribution. The purportedly valuable
enrichment oflinguistic variety, however, had to be maintained through the efforts ofthe
cultural groups:
The presence ofthe other cultural groups in Canada is something for which all
Canadians should be thankful. Their members must always enjoy the right - a
basic one - to safeguard their languages and cultures. The exercise ofthis
right requires an extra effort on their part, for which their fellow Canadians
owe them a debt ofgratitude. Their presence facilitates communications
between Canada in popular traditions but also in arts and letters. In our
opinion, these values are far more than ethnic differences; we consider them
an integral part ofthe national wealth (Book IV, 1969, p. 14).
Here cultural groups, whose "linguistic variety" had been judged an enrichment to the
dominant societies, had to exercise "extra effort" to enjoy their right to safeguard their
languages and cultures. This extra effort stemmed from the paucity oflegislation and
constitutional protections for the other ethnic languages, which relegated linguistic and
cultural preservation to the private sphere. However, this debt would be acknowledged, ifnot
with concrete state support, then with a "debt ofgratitude". By the end ofthe Introduction,
the cultural contributions ofcultural groups were said to transcend "ethnic differences"; and
instead it was proposed that they were assets to the popular traditions, and the arts and letters
in Canada. This recalled the narrow and humanistic definition ofculture that was outlined in
the Book IV as opposed to the more expansive definition ofculture above which was applied
to the two founding groups. The commodification ofthe cultural contribution ofother ethnic
groups foreshadowed the focus and recommendations for the rest ofBook IV ofthe final
report.
Immigration

The main content ofBook IV began with a chapter on immigration that traced the
history ofimmigration "through the census records", but as the authors state, it "give[s] less
than the full story" because the questions asked on ethnic origin have differed throughout the
years making the data difficult to compare. For example, in the census of 1891, French was
the only classification by origin; however, the report did concede, "Although the French and
British have been predominant both in their number and cultural influence, the population of
what is now Canada has always been ethnically diverse" (Book IV, 1969, p. 18). The report
also mentioned that there were other types ofdifficulties in assaying the composition ofthe
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population besides the fact that ethnic origin categories have not been comparable through
the censuses:
Other difficulties are that many people have been unable to answer the
questions about their ethnic background accurately and at various times
people have had reasons to wish to conceal or change their ethnic origin. Nor
are the figures of arriving immigrants very detailed, particularly in the earlier
phase. For example, there are no figures available as the ethnic origin of
immigrants other than the three categories of "British," "others," and "from
the United States" for the years 1896-1900 (ibid).
It was clear that the census categories are both restricted and difficult to compare throughout
the years as the "grids of intelligibility" they imposed on the population varied so much from
census to census. As well, there were other subjective factors and sociopolitical forces that
shifted how people identified themselves within the categories that were available. Despite
these confusions, the report confidently affirmed that the English and French had numerical
and cultural ascendancy over other ethnic groups.
The rest of the chapter was a detailed accounting of the different groups and their
immigration patterns throughout the various phases of Canadian immigration. This chapter
drew heavily on the research reports of the Commission as well as census data to outline the
immigration history and settlement patterns of the Germans, Ukrainians, Japanese, the
"Negro population" and "Asian immigration" among other groups. Immigration restrictions,
European refugee influxes, and the internment of the Japanese were also mentioned.
However, the census data which this chapter drew upon, and which is appended in detail to
the report, ended with the census data of 1961 and, as such, could not include data on the
gradually shifting immigration patterns that were emerging because of the substantive
changes to Canadian immigration policy made in 1962 and the tabling of the White Paper on
Canadian immigration policy in 1966.
This chapter on immigration was entitled The Historical Background. Outlining the
history of other ethnic groups as a history of immigration to Canada based the history of the
various groups of Canadian people on their time of their arrival to this land mass, which
would evolve into the nation. However, the exact moment of arrival for different groups was
clouded in the shifting census ethnic origin categories which helped to affirm the numerical
and cultural hegemony of the English and French. More important, the originary moment of
arrival, with the excision of Aboriginal groups from the purview of the Commission, became
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that of the English and the French, which in tum allowed the report to confirm that there had
always been a numerical and cultural English and French ascendancy over other ethnic
groups. As well, detailing the historical specificities of immigration of the various cultural
groups located each as separate entities, thus not a third force, but also separate from the
homogenous British or French groups. In fact, the report did not give any details on the
different waves of British or French immigration, nor did it break either of these homogenous
categories down into their regional specificities; that is, Scottish, Irish, and so on.
Immigration as a history of other ethnic groups framed and limited the possible claims that
could be made by various groups. That is, claims based on the historical order of arrival on
the land mass that evolved into Canada, tracked through the ambiguity of census data, were
constructed to favour British and French dominance.
The Economic Structure
The next section of the report was a series of three chapters outlining the occupational
integration, the role in the political process, and the familial, educational, voluntary and
religious life of other ethnic groups, or as the report puts it, "the participation of those whose
ethnic origin is neither British nor French in the economic, political, and social life of the
country (Book IV, 1969, p. 115). As the report stated in this section's introduction, "These
chapters are particularly concerned with showing the role played by those of other ethnic
origins in Canadian life, and with analyzing the influence of their particular cultural
characteristics" (Book IV, 1969, p. 35). The standard caveat was immediately added that,
"In approaching our subject this way we are not implying the existence in Canada of 'third
force' [sic], made up of all those of ethnic origin other than British or French" (ibid). Overall,
these chapters were very descriptive, again drawing heavily on the census data available to
date, the Commission's research reports and public submissions. As well, the information
was given mainly as it pertained to specific ethnic groups, such as the "Hungarian
experience", "Jewish immigration" and "Italian settlement" (Book IV, 1969).
Under the Economic structure chapter, there was a discussion of discrimination in

Canada. The report traces the difficulty of tracking discrimination in the paucity of
legislation, the difficulty in identifying discrimination and the trouble in proving
discrimination. The dearth of anti-discrimination legislation is linked to the exclusionary
immigration policies to date, but progress in this area is noted:
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One reason that there has been little discriminatory legislation in Canada has
been the discriminatory nature of our immigration policy. White British
subjects and Americans have been preferred, and Asians and Negroes have
been restricted, in fact sometimes almost excluded. These policies have been
justified on various grounds, such as maintaining the ethnic balance in the
population or prohibiting the entry of persons unable to adapt to the Canadian
climate. Such policies have become increasingly hard to defend as Canadians
have become more sensitive to human rights, and there have been a number of
recent declarations that discrimination on racial or ethnic lines will be
eradicated, for example the White Paper in Immigration which was tabled in
the House of Commons by the Minister of Manpower and Immigration in
October 1966 (Book IV, 1969, p. 59).
The lack of anti-discriminatory legislation was directly linked to the existence of
discrimination in immigration policy, and the juxtaposition of the "Negro" and Asian
immigrants against the preferred white groups highlighted the racialized restrictions of the
original 1953 immigration policy. The report cited the significant changes that were
occurring in immigration policy - the White Paper on Immigration - at the same time as the
inquiry in order to emphasize that progress was being made in this area of immigration
policy. What was significant here was the linking of immigration and its racial restrictions to
other forms ofdiscrimination and their legislative control in Canada. Thus, the significance
of the shifting composition of the population, particularly racial, as a result of immigration
was again underscored and foreshadowed the issues would be brought to bear upon the final
reports in the aftermath of the Commission.
The report dealt the various types of historical discrimination faced by different
ethnic groups in Canada, including employment discrimination faced by the Asians, quotas
imposed on Jewish communities for various training programs, as well as the restrictions on
the expansion ofHutterite colonies through Provincial legislation (Book IV, 1969, p. 59).
The report stated, "As members of virtually every group have experienced discrimination, so
members of almost every group have practiced it, even upon those of the same ethnic
background" (Book IV, 1969, p. 60). One of the examples given was the padrone system
used in the Italian construction industry. However, the report's statement minimized the
hegemony of the British, who, as the final report had repeatedly documented elsewhere,
maintained economic dominance and a preponderance ofinstitutional control over every
other ethnic group. In fact, this dominance in relation to the French community was one of
the biggest animating factors for this Royal Commission.
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What was most interesting was the discussion about the Japanese community in
Canada. Here the deprivations and discrimination suffered by the Japanese were
acknowledged several times in this volume ofthe report. Describing the prejudice the
Japanese experienced both before the war and during internment, the report stated, "After the
war they dispersed to cities in central Canada, where less discrimination was directed against
them and they were able to escape their dependence on the group" (Book IV, 1969, p. 63).
The fact that the Japanese were obligated legally after internment to move away from the
West Coast, which was what drove most ofthem into central Canada, was neatly elided. The
focus here was on the improved current employment situation ofthe Japanese group as a
result oftheir increasing integration:
It is now possible to detect a different attitude among current university
students and older graduates. The older professionals still want to be
independent, while the new students are content to work for larger firms.
Thus, paradoxically, although it caused so much suffering, the evacuation of
the Japanese eventually improved their social and economic position in
Canada (Book IV, 1969, p. 64).
The increasing integration ofthe Japanese through the forced dispersion oftheir close-knit
communities as a result ofinternment was recast here as an opportunity for integration which
had had positive employment consequences for the group. Thus, although the report
acknowledged the existence ofdiscrimination, particularly in light ofthe extensive range of
submissions from other ethnic groups, it was placed on a continuum ofdiscrimination
suffered by "members ofvirtually every group". As well, discrimination was couched in
terms which erased British domination and privilege. Finally, the historical emphasis on past
discrimination purported a gradual amelioration ofprejudice and discrimination in Canada.
Despite these mitigating strategies, and the fact that the Commission "was not asked by the
terms ofreference to deal with fundamental human rights", the report's first recommendation
addressed discrimination:
we recommend that all provinces that have not yet enacted fair
employment practices, fair accommodation practices, or housing
legislation prohibiting discrimination because of race, creed, colour,
nationality, ancestry, or place of origin, do so; and that this legislation be
made binding upon the Crown and its agencies. We further recommend
that all provinces make provision for full-time administrators of their
human rights legislation [Bold in original] (Book IV, 1969, p. 64-65).
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However, this recommendation would be the first of only two out of the total 16
recommendations which would address the myriad concerns with discrimination and equal
rights which were raised in the hearings by many other ethnic groups.
The Political Process
The next chapter was on the political process and the political participation of other
ethnic groups in Canada. Participation in Canadian political life required political
recognition:
Participation in politics by those of ethnic origin other than British or French
increased considerably after the limits on naturalization were removed in
1923. This in tum led to a sharp increase in fear of this participation and
resulted in heightened activity by the Orange Order, and a brief appearance of
the Klu Klux Klan in Canada... (Book IV, 1969, p. 69).
Increased political participation by other ethnic groups also served to induce an increase in
activity from racist organizations, although there were different levels of enfranchisement for
different ethnic groups, depending on "race" or "ethnic origin" (Book IV, 1969, p. 70).
Another issue the report addressed related to other ethnic group political participation was
the question of the "third force". Yet again, perhaps due the media's continued use of the
term, the report restated the Commissions' position on the plausibility of a "third force":
Since World War II, there have been a number of attempts by members of
cultural groups of non-British, non-French ethnic origin to organize these
groups into a "third force" capable of concerted political action. These
attempts have not succeeded for several reasons, including the inability to
define the membership of the "third force" with any precision, the geographic
dispersal of potential supporters, and the diversity of interests and
circumstances among various groups and individuals. Supporters of the "third
force" concept consider as potential constituents all those who by the census
count are of ethnic origin other than British or French. As we have already
pointed out, many whose ethnic origin is not British or French are by now
thoroughly identified with one or the other of the two societies (Book IV,
1969, p. 75).
Here, the report again reprised familiar arguments against the existence of a political "third
force", including geographic dispersal, integration of ethnic groups into the dominant

societies, as well as the difference in interests and circumstances between the various other
ethnic groups. It was significant that in this chapter on political participation, the authors of
the report felt that they had to once and for all lay to rest the possibility that there was a
political third force in existence. To acknowledge the existence of a third force would allow
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for a collective claim from other ethnic groups that could counter the positioning of the two
dominant societies, so despite the fact that the terms of reference themselves created the
category "the other ethnic groups" which also quickly came to be known as the "third force"
or "third element", the Commission was obliged to dismantle this formulation if their
bicultural and bilingual model was to dominate.
This chapter concluded by stating that it did not favour proportional representation, a
demand called for by many other ethnic groups during the hearings. The rationale given was
the difficulty in implementing such a system, and the emphasis on competency and merit:
The more vocal groups tend to demand proportional representation in various
government institutions.... We do not favour such representation and, even if
we did favour it in principle, we should still be faced with the fact that there is
no effective way of determining either the size and strength of a cultural
constituency or the qualifications of a particular individual to represent it. ...
the non-British, non-French cultural groups are too diverse in background and
characteristics to constitute an effective "third force". We urge that the
members of all groups be welcomed into the Anglophone and Francophone
communities, and that they participate fully in the political sphere from within
one of these communities. We insist that ethnic origin or cultural distinctions
should be ignored wherever specific group interests are not involved. Merit
and competence should be the only bases for appointment to government
posts, within the context of the two official languages as we have
recommended in previous books of our Report (Book IV, 1969, p. 86-87).
Discounting the existence of a "third force" gave the basis for dismissing proportional
representation for other ethnic groups, and again, reinforcing the Commission's narrow
definition of integration, other ethnic groups were urged to seek full political participation
rights from their integrated positions within the two "founding" communities. Even the
vaunted qualities of "merit" and "competence" had to be sought from within the context of
maintaining official language representation although other ethnic group representation was
being dismissed. The chapter ended with the second recommendation on equality for
conditions of citizenship and political participation of other ethnic groups:
we recommend that the same conditions for citizenship, the right to vote,
and to stand for election to public office be accorded to all immigrants,
with no regard to their country of origin [bold in original] (Book IV, 1969,
p. 87).

This section ended with a final chapter entitled Social Patterns, which covered issues such as
family and kinship ties, religious practice and retention, voluntary associations, and
education. Again, the approach in the chapter was mainly descriptive and organized around
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ethnospecific groups and there were no recommendations to come out ofthis final chapter in
the section.
The Maintenance of Language and Culture

The final section ofthe report entitled, The Maintenance ofLanguage and Culture,
consisted of4 chapters, on Language Transfer Patterns, Education, The Media of
Communication and the Arts and Letters. As the report outlined, the first chapter in this
section was to "examine language transfer patterns, in an attempt to describe the position and
potential ofvarious languages in Canada and ofthe cultures that these languages transmit and
express" (Book IV, 1969, p. 115). However, the notion of"language transfer" used in this
section is probably more clearly described in linguistic terms as "language shift." The next
three chapters then examined "three major areas oflinguistic and cultural interest: education,
media, and arts and letters" (ibid).
Language Transfer Patterns

In this chapter, the factors that affected the retention rate ofother ethnic group
languages were assessed. The introduction to the chapter laid out the framework within
which these factors would be considered:
In Canada, the retention rate ofancestral languages varies substantially from
one cultural group to another, from generation to generation, and from
province to province. The vitality ofnon-official languages is determined by a
host ofinfluences and modified by factors peculiar to particular ethnic origin
categories ... linguistic integration is a complex process; there are no rules that
can be applied to all languages or that explain all the reasons behind the
maintenance ofone's mother tongue. However, there are discernible factors
that appear to influence the rate oflinguistic and cultural assimilation ... as a
general rule, the greater the cultural difference between an immigrant group
and its receiving society, the slower its rate ofintegration. This difference can
be based on linguistic, religious or social factors. For example, immigrants
speaking a Germanic or Romance language find it easier to adopt English or
French than those whose language has no cultural base in North America.
Often they also find a warmer welcome here than do those whose culture
seems more alien to Canadian society (Book IV, 1969, p. 117).
Here, a variety ofissues affecting language transfer were identified. The terms "linguistic
integration" and "linguistic and cultural assimilation" were used interchangeably highlighting
the fact that loss of "ancestral language", here couched as an issue oflanguage transfer, was
also being used to indicate degree ofintegration and assimilation. It was also noted that a
"greater cultural difference" between the immigrant group and "receiving society" could
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slow the rate of immigrant integration. The example given was linguistic and recalled
Rudnyckyj's taxonomy of language families, stating that immigrants with Germanic or
Romance language mother tongues may find not only the adoption of English and French
easier, but also a warmer welcome than those whose cultures were "more alien to Canadian
society". The emphasis here on the degree of separation between the immigrant's language
and the "cultural base" of North America, that is the US and Canada, as a central factor in
language transfer or integration recalled the continuum of racialized difference from the pole
of "core" cultures established in Commissioner Wyczynski's preliminary report.
The chapter continued to draw upon census data in order to trace the main trends in
language transfer patterns in Canada among other ethnic groups. The chapter also studied
four of the larger ethnic groups, the German, Ukrainian, Italian and Dutch groups. The report
found that there were multiple factors relevant to language transfer patterns; "Three of the
most important [factors] are the degree of cultural distinctiveness of a cultural group,
percentages of foreign born and Canadian born, and rural-urban settlement patterns" (Book
IV, 1969, p. 117). The chapter's overview of ethnic group language transfer patterns in the
different provinces as well as in the four main large ethnic groups, revealed the main relevant
factors. Analysis of census data revealed that relative numbers of immigrants to "native
born" or "Canadian born" within the ethnic groups, and rural-urban patterns of settlement
were two of the important factors in language shift. However, there was also the question of
degree of "cultural distinctiveness", an amorphous concept which could not be measured
through the analysis of census data. In fact, there was no clear study of the measure of
"cultural distinctiveness" beyond the descriptions of language transfer and retention patterns
in the four larger ethnic groups. "Cultural distinctiveness" in this context recalled chapter
introduction and the discussion about "cultural difference" from the "cultural base of North
America"; that is, how far the ethnic groups were located on the continuum of difference
from the "core societies".
In the larger studies of the four main larger ethnic groups, findings on the Italian

community contradicted the chapter introduction, perhaps gesturing to their "cultural
distinctiveness":
It is worth noting that, although Italian like French is a Romance language, its
affinity with the French language does not seem to mean that retention of the
Italian tongue is less likely in Quebec. Indeed the native born of Italian origin
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in Quebec give slightly greater support to their ancestral language than do
those living in Ontario (Book IV, 1969, p. 134).
Here, census analysis revealed that belonging to the same language family, for example in
the case ofItalian, did not necessarily mean that "immigrants speaking a...Romance
language find it easier to adopt...French". In fact, belonging to the same language family
seemed to have the opposite effect; that is, mother tongue retention was stronger within the
context ofthe other Romance language. This example pointed to the inadequacy ofa solely
census based analysis oflanguage transfer patterns ofother ethnic groups. Although the
factors that emerged from this quantitative analysis were relevant, other factors which were
external to ethnic group control and which were specific to the "core societies" had not been
considered. For example, in the case oflanguage transfer patterns ofItalian in Quebec, social
isolation, discrimination, the economic pull ofEnglish, were all significant factors, among
others, in language shift that was not part ofthis calculation. Thus, "cultural distinctiveness",
which located these external factors as unidentifiable and immeasurable idiosyncrasies within
the community itself, was named as a factor in language transfer instead. This chapter ended
with no recommendations.
Education
The next chapter discussed education within the context ofschooling, and the non
official languages and cultures. However, the context for this discussion was set up within
the framework ofthe two "core" societies:
Schools are the formal means by which a society transmits its knowledge,
skills, languages, and culture from one generation to the next. Canada's
public school systems are primarily concerned with the transmission of
knowledge that is essential to all citizens, including knowledge about
Canadian institutions, the traditions and circumstances that have shaped them,
and the two official languages. Since those ofBritish and French ethnic origin
are the main groups in Canada, it is appropriate that the British and French
cultures dominate in the public schools (Book IV, 1969, p. 137).
The chapter began with this paragraph, clearly laying out the two "founding races" context
within which public schooling was embedded. The tradition of the "core" British and French
cultures were given as the rationale for their dominance in the public schooling system, and
no rhetoric of integration and the qualified porosity ofAnglophone and Francophone cultures
to other cultural groups clouded this focus. Within this hegemonic framework, space was
made for other ethnic group languages:
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But public schools can also provide an instrument for safeguarding the
contribution of other cultures. Because of the interdependence of language
and culture we must consider the teaching of languages other than English and
French in the educational system as an important aspect of any programme to
preserve the cultures of non-British, non-French origin. Such teaching can
have the additional benefit of increasing the country's linguistic resources resources important to any modem country and especially to one that wishes
to play a role in the international community (Book IV, 1969, p. 138).
Here, space was made within this British and French dominated schooling framework for the
preservation of other languages and cultures, a long sought after desire articulated by many
other ethnic groups during the inquiry hearings. However, the given rationale for language
preservation recast these languages into commodities to benefit "the country's linguistic
resources". Furthermore, these languages, classified as "linguistic resources", were useful
only so far as they were important to a "modem country" and to expand Canada's
"international" role. Therefore, the rationale for non-official language preservation could
only be justified if they were recast as beneficial resources for modem and cosmopolitan
nation building and not as "ancestral" languages. This strategy recalled Varjassy's report to
the Commission in 1966, where State support for the preservation of ethnic languages was
based on redefining them as modem and internationally productive languages. Having to
characterize non-official languages as "modem", "cosmopolitan" and utilitarian resources
had implications for exactly which languages would be able to gamer support for language
preservation.
Before the report could outline what language preservation strategies could be
implemented within the school system, the place of non-official languages within the existing
recommendations for official languages have to be explicated:
The public education system is the first concern in this chapter. In this system,
it is important to make a distinction between learning the official languages
and opportunities for learning other languages and the cultural subjects related
to them. We have already recommended in our Book on education a
systematic development of full educational opportunities in both the official
languages wherever population concentrations permit. We have also
recommended the development of a systematic approach to teaching the
second official language to members of both the major linguistic
communities. We do not recommend the same degree of development for the
teaching of other languages in Canada; rather we recommend that there be
opportunities to study many languages within the context of the public
education system (Book IV, 1969, p. 138).
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Earlier volumes of the final report had already provided a comprehensive and "systematic"
overview of how official language education should proceed, as well as the teaching of
second official languages in official language minority communities and "where numbers
warrant". It was made clear that this same level of support or "development" for non-official
languages could not be recommended, but some opportunities would be provided, thereby
establishing a hierarchy between support for official languages and non-official languages
based on the established dominance of the British and French cultures, as was outlined in the
first paragraph of this chapter on Education. As the report stated, at all times, the bilingual
and bicultural context had to be considered:
where public support is concerned, the question of language and cultural
maintenance must be seen within the broader context of the question of
bilingualism and biculturalism in Canada as a whole; for example, the
learning of third languages should not be carried on at the expense of public
support for learning the second official language (Book IV, 1969, p. 138-139).
Here, it was specified that the learning of "third languages" should not compromise public
support for learning the second official language; a logic which implied that the first goal of
schooling would be official language bilingualism, and then as a third additional language, a
non-official language. Given the extremely low rates of official language bilingualism at this
time, particularly amongst other ethnic groups, this would mean that the possibility of
acquiring a third non-official language would be very remote. This statement reiterated the
central point that support for non-official languages must not compromise the bilingual and
bicultural hegemony.
Despite the repeated emphasis on locating non-official language support within a
bilingual and bicultural framework, a series of relevant recommendations were made:
it is not feasible for Canada's public education systems to employ languages
other than English and French extensively as languages of instruction. While
our recommendations below will propose substantial educational
opportunities for languages other than English or French where sufficient
demand exists, the aim of improving educational opportunities in the official
languages must be maintained as the primary objective (Book IV, 1969, p.

139).

It became evident that almost everywhere that the topic of support for non-official languages
was raised, the report also had to reiterate the need for language and cultural dominance of
the "founding groups" in schooling. In this chapter, the authors of the report had to make
sure that their suggested support for non-official languages did not in any way detract from
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their previous three volumes of recommendations about the official languages and cultures.
However, a series ofrecommendations for non-official language support were made in this
chapter, beginning with recommendation 3, which was about public elementary schooling:
we recommend that the teaching of languages other than English and
French, and cultural subjects related to them, be incorporated as options
in the public elementary school programme, where there is sufficient
demand for such classes (Book IV, 1969, p. 141).

Here, non-official languages and related cultural subjects were recommended in the
elementary school programme, but it could be only as "options", and only when there is
"sufficient" demand with "sufficient" never defined.
The next recommendation dealt with the teaching of official languages to immigrant
children. As the report stated, this was a federal responsibility and a necessary part of the
integration process:
The teaching ofthe appropriate official language is part ofthe process of
integrating immigrant children into Canadian society as a whole: they are
becoming Canadians and part oftheir education for citizenship is language
education. The benefits of immigration and of linguistic diversity accrue to
Canadian society at large. Therefore, the federal government as the
government of the country as a whole, rather than provincial or local
governments, should be responsible for providing the funds required for the
teaching ofEnglish or French to children entering the public school system
without adequate knowledge of either ofthe official languages (Book IV,
1969, p. 143).
Here, the focus had shifted from non-official language preservation to official language
instruction in schools for non-official language speakers. Official language knowledge was
identified with the process of integration, emphasizing the role of official language learning
as a substantive measure ofintegration into one ofthe founding groups. As well, official
language knowledge was stated to be part of "their education for citizenship" echoing the
idea from the introduction to Book IV that full exercise of citizenship rights implied
integration - that is official language knowledge - into either ofthe two official language
communities. This was deemed to be a federal responsibility because the benefits of
immigration and "linguistic diversity" accrued to the country as a whole. Therefore,
recommendation four suggested the provision ofofficial language instruction in the public
school system to children who had inadequate knowledge ofthe required official language
(Book IV, 1969, p. 143).
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The next recommendation was specific to the teaching of languages other than
English and French in secondary schools. There was a vacillation in the report between
characterizing other ethnic languages as "ancestral" and "modern" languages. Here in the
discussion about language instruction at the secondary school level, the turn is towards
characterizing non-official languages as modern languages:
A total of five modern languages other than French and English are authorized
and taught in public high schools in Canada: German, Spanish, Italian,
Russian, and Ukrainian. But no modern language is taught to anything like
the same extent as French in the English-language high schools of Canada or
English in the French language high schools. Latin is the language second to
French in many provinces.... Only German, and in the three Prairie Provinces,
Ukrainian, can be said to have sizable enrolments. German owes its position
in part to the number and long history of the German cultural group in Canada
and in part to its status as a world language. The teaching of Ukrainian in the
Prairie Provinces is clearly the result of the presence of large numbers of
people of Ukrainian ethnic origin, many of them with a strong interest in
maintaining their ancestral language. Spanish, Italian and Russian all have
some place in high school curricula as world languages (Book IV, 1969, p.
144).
Characterizing the non-official languages taught in high school as "modem" languages
restricted the set of languages taught to European languages which were then all, save
Ukrainian, deemed to be "world languages". Here, "modem" languages were folded into a
broad definition of European languages (which included Russian and Ukrainian in the
Canadian context), which could mean the exclusion of languages that did not fit into this
classification from support and preservation. However, the report did make mention of
"widening the range of modem languages offered in the high schools", but it remained to be
seen how this Eurocentric restriction of "modem" languages would affect the types of
languages that were to be offered. This discussion gave rise to recommendation 5, which
suggested an advanced and wider range of options in languages other than English and
French be provided in public high schools.
There was an extensive discussion about private ethnic schools. Understanding the
mandate of most of these schools to be ethnic language and cultural preservation, the
Commission researchers conducted a survey of 20 cultural groups on ethnic education (Book
IV, 1969, p. 149). Both part-time and full-time schools were considered in this research. The
report detailed the persistence of these schools and the variety of their programs as well as
the extensive requests for support made by other ethnic groups during the inquiry who saw
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private ethnic schools, both part-time and full-time as crucial for linguistic and cultural
preservation. However, the report made no recommendations regarding private ethnic
schools because it concluded that it could not provide support for these schools for various
reasons:
We have considered with care the proposal made in briefs that public financial
support should be provided for these schools but reject it because there are
serious difficulties. These include the present heavy demands on all our
educational resources .... Our research and analysis lead us to conclude that
even with some public aid, the smaller cultural groups could not afford to
support a separate network of full-time schools.... There is also the danger
that the public school system would suffer in many communities if several
cultural groups were to set up their own schools supported by taxes; the size
of the constituency supporting the public schools would be reduced while at
the same time the new full-time schools would not have open enrolment .... As
with part-time ethnic schools, local arrangements seem the most appropriate
form of support. Private ethnic schools should receive the same treatment
from provincial educational authorities as other private schools. We have no
recommendations to make concerning these schools although we feel it
important to record the part they play in the maintenance of the languages and
cultures of those of other than British or French ethnic origin (Book IV, 1969,
p. 159).
A host of reasons were given not to provide public financial support to private schools. Also,
the rationale that smaller cultural groups could not develop a network of full-time separate
schools without presumably extensive public financial support assumed that this is what
these groups were seeking and was part of the rationale to overturn support for even part time
individual private ethnic schools. The conclusion that these schools should rely instead on
local arrangements relegated support for these schools back to the private realm, and putting
support for private ethnic schools on par with other private schools negated the special role
played by these schools in maintaining "the languages and cultures" of other ethnic groups.
In the next section of this chapter on Education, the teaching of modem languages at
Colleges and Universities was considered. Commission research showed that in 1965-1966,
27 different languages other than English and French were taught in the universities (Book
IV, 1969, p. 159). However not all languages spoken by other ethnic groups were taught, and
"No university or college taught any of the Eskimo tongues, and of the native Indian
languages only Cree was offered as a subject for linguistic analysis, at the University of
Alberta" (Book IV, 1969, p. 160). At the post-secondary level of education, support for the
teaching of non-official languages was couched as advantageous for the country, echoing the
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earlier recasting ofnon-official languages as useful resources. Clearly native languages,
other than as objects oflinguistic analysis did not fit this criteria.Two concrete
recommendations emerged from this discussion,the first was that universities accept a
broader range of modem languages for standing ofcredit(BookIV,1969,p. 161). The
second recommendation was related to the development ofArea Studies programs:
When a university or college offers courses in languages other than the two
official languages,it may do so as part of an area ofstudy programme. Such
programmes consist ofcourses and research projects all related to a clearly
defined area of the world,and emphasizing not only languages but also other
fields in the humanities,and social sciences,such as anthropology,economics,
geography,history,linguistics,literature,philosophy,political science,and
sociology. The area under study may be a specific country or a region. There
appears to be little relationship between the areas ofthe world singled out for
study at Canadian universities and the areas from which large numbers ofthe
Canadian population ofother than British or French origin have originally
come from. The programmes are generally not specifically concerned with
the maintenance of the linguistic and cultural heritage ofthose represented in
our population(BookIV,1969,p.163).
The post-secondary area studies programs included non-official language instruction;
however,these programs were comprehensive studies ofparticular regions or countries ofthe
world within the larger context ofthe social sciences and humanities courses,rather than
programs concerned with the maintenance ofCanada's non-official linguistic and cultural
heritage.In fact there was little correspondence between the various areas ofstudy and the
ethnic composition ofthe Canadian population.In the report,the two main area studies foci
discussed were the Soviet and Eastern European Studies,and the Far and Other Eastern
Studies. Therefore,the more "exotic" languages, furthest distant from the "core" Germanic
and Romance languages,were folded into the scientizing and objectivizing gaze of"area
studies" where linguistic and cultural preservation ofother ethnic groups was not a concern.
In effect,two distinct groups oflanguage instruction at the post-secondary level were
evident. The first were the "modem" languages,whose justification lay in their
characterization as "modem" and therefore useful linguistic resources. The second group as
the languages embedded within area studies programmes,where they were interesting mainly
as objects of"scientific" inquiry. A possible third category would be Aboriginal languages,
significant as a group through their pointed absence,and therefore not visible at the post
secondary level either for linguistic or cultural preservation reasons nor,except for Cree,
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objects of "scientific" interest and inquiry. This discussion gave rise to the final
recommendation of this chapter, recommendation number 7, which suggested the expansion
of the scope of area studies.
This chapter ended with a very brief overview of adult education. The focus here was
on the programs run by other ethnic organizations for their adult community members for
"maintaining the cultural heritage of these groups" (Book IV, 1969, p. 168). The
Commission did not undertake any survey of these programs, hence, there was little beyond
cursory description of some programs and groups, and no recommendations to be made.
However, in the previous chapter on the economic structure, where the focus was on the
occupational participation of other ethnic groups, language barriers for adult immigrants
were also addressed. The chapter highlighted the importance of official language competency
for participation in Canadian life.
Lack of fluency in at least one of the official languages of Canada is obviously
a barrier to participation in Canadian life, and one which is first felt in the
economic sphere. Since Canada receives immigrants from many countries
where neither English nor French is the language of daily life, they are
inevitably handicapped by this lack and it is essential that we attempt to
minimize this handicap by making available facilities for learning the official
languages of the country. Such facilities should be available both to young
people in conjunction with their education and to adults in conjunction with
their work (Book IV, 1969, p. 65).
Integration of non-official language speaking children through official language education
was addressed through recommendation 4 in the chapter on Education discussed above.
Here, the concern was with facilitating official language learning for adults for occupational
integration. In both cases the need for official language competency for integration was made
clear. Also, official language competency was required for "full participation" and
"citizenship" in Canadian life; thus, echoing earlier statements that full citizenship rights had
be exercised as integrated members of official language communities. The role of provincial,
municipal and other private agencies in providing official language training to immigrants
was described, and the Federal contribution was detailed:
The federal government enters into agreements with the provinces to
reimburse them for the expense of language textbooks used by adult
immigrants in programmes of language instruction, and for half the teaching
costs of citizenship instruction (including English and French) for adult
immigrants (Book IV, 1969, p. 65).
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Thus, in the case ofofficial language instruction for adult immigrants, the federal
government provided concrete support. As well, recommendations were made in Volume II
(Education) ofthe final report to establish a Language Research Council whose activities
related to second-language teaching in Canada would be a resource for adult immigrant
official language instruction. Therefore, there was a marked difference in the support
provided for official language instruction, both for children and immigrants who did not
speak the official languages, and for adult ethnic languages. In the case ofthe former,
financial help was provided and structural help was recommended, but for the latter, nothing
was provided or recommended.

The Media of Communication and the Arts and Letters
The final two chapters ofthis section were on the Media and on the Arts and Letters
ofother ethnic groups. The first chapter discussed the role ofthe media "as the two-way
communication between a group and society at large", and as "communication within a
cultural group" (Book IV, 1969, p. 172). The latter discussion draws solely upon
Commission research on the Ethnic Press. The discussion in this chapter deals mainly with
other ethnic group access to and representation within different forms ofmedia giving rise to
recommendations on expanding broadcast regulations to accommodate other ethnic groups
and their languages. Therefore, a series ofsix recommendations regarding the CRTC, CBC
and NFB are suggested by the report and all ofthem seek to expand the role and participation
ofother ethnic groups in the various media. However, no recommendations were made
specifically in relation to the Ethnic Press.
The next chapter was about the Arts and Letters as it pertained to other ethnic groups.
The chapter began by recalling the delineation of"the contribution ofother ethnic groups" in
the blue pages of Book I. The first ofthese was the contribution ofsettlement or "carrying
civilization into the thinly populated areas" (Book I, 1967, p. 16). The second was the
traditional knowledge and skills which contributed to the "cultural diversity" ofthe nation,
and the final was the narrower, "humanistic" cultural contribution of other ethnic groups, as

described in the previous chapter in the thesis, Chapter 5. It was this latter narrower sense of
cultural contribution which this chapter had as its focus; "In this chapter we discuss the
contribution ofthose whose origin is neither British nor French in the domains ofliterature,
music, the performing arts, and the visual arts in Canada" (Book IV, 1969, p. 198). The
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chapter then continued in a descriptive fashion, outlining the myriad "humanistic" cultural
contributions of various major ethnic groups, and ending with three recommendations. The
first recommendation suggested an expansion in funding to federal, provincial and municipal
agencies so they could extend support to foster the arts and letters of other ethnic cultural
groups (Book IV, 1969, p. 220). The second recommendation suggested direct federal
funding for the Folk Arts Council and the last recommendation, number 16, suggested that
adequate space, funding and facilities be provided to the Museum of Man to "carry out its
projects regarding the history, social organizations, and folk arts of cultural groups other than
the British and French" (Book IV, 1969, p. 222). These last two chapters of Book IV, which
had as their focus the narrower humanistic definition of cultural contribution, gave rise to
nine of the sixteen final recommendations in Book IV. These nine recommendations focused
only on expanding other ethnic group's access to and support for the media and the arts and
letters. Of the five recommendations pertaining to education, one of them explicitly targeted
official language education for children, two suggested the support for non-official language
education but only as "options", and the remaining two addressed post-secondary language
institutions, where language instruction was not geared to the preservation of other ethnic
group languages or cultures. Only the first two recommendations directly addressed the
fundamental rights of other ethnic group members, by suggesting legislation against different
forms of discrimination be enacted, and that there be equality in the conditions of citizenship
and full political participation. Therefore, the main focus of these recommendations was not
to address the problem of fundamental rights for other ethnic groups, as only two
recommendations did this, but rather to expand access to a narrowly defined notion of
cultural support, and some anemic support for non-official languages. Book IV of the final
report ended with a listing in full of all these recommendations (Book IV, 1969, p. 228-230).
Responses to Book IV - The other ethnic groups
As outlined by Ashforth (1990), the responses to the publication of the various
volumes of the final report ushered in the persuasive phase of the inquiry. As the
authoritative summation and enunciation of the Commissions findings and positions, the
publication of the final reports symbolized an invitation to public discussion or dialogue
between State and society (p. 7). Although an extension of the State, the Commission was
also constructed as independent through the appointment of various representative
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Commissioners and its arms length relationship to the government (ibid). Thus, the federal
government, the press and other ethnic groups in particular, as a subset of the general public,
all entered into dialogue with the final report, and discussion with each other. This was
exemplified in the responses to Book IV of the final report. The symbolic dimension of this
public discussion also helped to construct the neutrality of the State (Ashforth, 1990) giving
the emerging policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework its persuasive force.
The publication of Book IV of the final report provoked great interest from other
ethnic groups and a series of varied responses - conferences, newspaper articles and so on revived the issue of multiculturalism which Book IV of the report had once and for all
dismissed from consideration in the royal commission. The myriad responses to the
recommendations of Book IV from other ethnic groups although not uniform, did mean that
some response from the federal government was also required.
The groundwork for a response from the other ethnic groups was being laid long
before the publication of Book IV. On March 3rd, 1964, Senator Yuzyk, also called "the
father of multiculturalism", made the "multicultural fact" the focus of his Maiden Speech in
the Senate. As articles from the ethnic press attest, Senator Yuzyk was considered to be "An
eloquent speaker for the 'third force "' (Kirschbaum, 1965) and a "Defender of
Multiculturalism" (Kirschbaum, 1964). This was also the time of the public hearings for the
inquiry so the issues of the "third element" among others were prominent in the government
and public domain.
Using strategies by now familiar from inquiry submissions by other ethnic groups,
Yuzyk began the substance of his maiden speech with reference to the population statistics
pointing in particular to the historical proportional decline in the British population and the
rapid increase in other ethnic groups. Factoring in the geographic distribution of the various
other ethnic populations, and drawing on the claims of history, Yuzyk was able to make the
point that the "third element" existed as an actual demographic fact:
They fully accepted the laws of Canada, brought civilization to vast areas

hitherto uninhabited, greatly aided the expansion of Canadian economy and
prosperity, loyally and fully participated in the Canadian armed forces of the
two world wars, and conscientiously performed their duties as citizens in
every respect, even through there were some discrimination against them for
quite a long time. The third element ethnic groups, now numbering
approximately five million persons, are co-builders of the West and other
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parts of Canada, along with the British and French Canadians, and are just as
permanent a part of the Canadian scene (Ukrainian Voice, 1964, p. 8).
Demographic force and the historical claims of settlement and sacrifice in the cause of
nationbuilding were common strategies to build claims for recognition. Yuzyk's strategies
for inclusion were transparently about expanding the white settler category to gain inclusion,
and even as he invoked equality for the "third element" through the Canadian Bill of Rights,
he restricted its purview in his quest for common ground with the "founding groups";
"Fundamentally, we are a Christian and a democratic nation" (Ukrainian Voice, 1964, p. 16).
Therefore, all Yuzyk's assertions that "Canada has become multicultural in fact" and that
there is a "principle of 'unity in diversity "' in Canada were within this exclusionary and
colonial white settler field (Ukrainian Voice, 1964, p. 21). At this early point in the inquiry,
in light of the reference to the "fact of multiculturalism" in the Commission's own working
paper, Yuzyk's speech contained an optimistic reference to the royal commission, "At this
stage, I would like to state it is gratifying to learn that the Royal Commission on
Bilingualism and Biculturalism has recognized the potentiality and vitality of
multiculturalism" (ibid). In his speech, Yuzyk suggested his formulation for this
multicultural inclusion of other ethnic groups:
Canada should accept and guarantee the principle of the partnership of all
peoples who have contributed to her development and progress. As the
founding peoples of our country, the British and the French should be
regarded as the senior partners whose special rights include the recognition of
English and French as the official languages in accordance with the British
North America Act; Canadians would have a choice but not a compulsion, of
one of the other languages as the means of instruction in our schools. The
third element ethnic or cultural groups should receive the status of co-partners,
who would be guaranteed the right to perpetuate their mother tongues and
cultures, which should be offered as optional subjects in the public and high
school systems and the separate schools of the provinces, and the universities,
wherever there would be sufficient number of students to warrant the
maintenance of such classes.... The teaching of languages should commence
at the grade one level, when children learn without much effort (ibid, p. 17).
Yuzyk's suggestions installed a modified hierarchy of founding and other ethnic groups, and
foreshadowed the final recommendations of Book IV. The key difference was Yuzyk's desire
for the recognition of co-partnership for "third element" groups, no matter how exclusionary
the terrain of partnership was for those who did not and could not pass into his expanded
definition of white settler "co-partner".
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As coverage in the ethnic press showed, Yuzyk's advocacy, through talks and
presentations in various informal community and official government contexts, on behalfof
the third element continued throughout the duration ofthe inquiry. There were a variety of
conferences dealing with the various issues ofother ethnic groups and one ofYuzyk's
biggest initiatives on behalfofmulticulturalism in this time was his organization ofthe
Thinker's Conference during the summer of1968. As the memorandum ofMay 7th, 1968
sent from Peter C. Findlay to all the Commissioners attested this conference was ofinterest
to the Commission. The memo, with Yuzyk's press release ofthe conference attached, stated
that this conference would address the "relevance and the relationship ofthis country's
distinctive minority cultures to Canadian society as a whole and in part to Canada's
multicultural heritage and its development ofa new Constitution" (Findley, 1968). As the
press release states, the motto ofthe meeting may have well been: 'We too, have contributed
- to every aspect ofCanadian life"' (Yuzyk, 1968). The press release went on to state that
the purpose ofthe conference was as a place where the "third element" could be heard on
"social and cultural issues ofnational concern" (ibid, p. 1) and offer recommendations on the
"ethnic groups ofCanada" (ibid, p. 2). At the Multiculturalism for Canada conference held
later in Edmonton in 1970, Yuzyk also mentioned that the exclusion ofother ethnic groups
from the Federal-Provincial Conference on constitutional reform in February 1968 as well as
the "indefinite postponement" ofthe tabling ofBook IV, "which was to have been released in
the spring of1967, caused considerable concern" among the "third element", and led to his
"initiative to call the Thinkers' Conference ofethnic and cultural groups in Canadian society
and to make it possible for these groups to make their views known to the Government, the
Parliament and the Canadian people" (Report ofthe conference, 1970). Sponsorship for this
conference was sought from private and public sources and the Royal Commission endorsed
"the idea ofthe conference and offered cooperation" (ibid, p. 3).
On December 13-15, 1968, the Thinker's Conference on Cultural Rights, subtitled "A
Conference to Study Canada's Multicultural Patterns in the Sixties" was held in Toronto.

Presentations and panels featured a range of people including journalists, such as Claude
Ryan, university professors, politicians such as Bill Davis, representatives from various
cultural institutions such as the ROM and the Indian-Eskimo Association, as well as
Commissioner Royce Frith. The topics covered included Striking a Balance in the Canadian
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Cultural Pattern, and, Public Policy and the Preservation ofMulticultural Traditions among
others. The conference was sponsored by a range of institutions including, the Canadian
Citizenship Branch, the Canadian Folk Arts Council, The Canadian Council of Christian and
Jews as well as the Canadian Ethnic Press Federation. As Leon Kossar, Conference
Chairman and Executive Chairman of the Canadian Folk Arts Council, wrote in the
conference summary preface, "some 150 delegates and 50 observers, representing 20
linguistic backgrounds, gathered to discuss papers by prominent Canadians" (Canadian
Cultural Rights Committee, 1968). In his conference summary, Kossar evoked the spirit of
the era within which the conference took place; in the time between the publication of Book
I, and the waiting by other ethnic groups for the publication of Book IV:
In the final months of the sixties, Canadians have been studying their national
make-up, - the linguistic and cultural foundations of their land - further
dramatized by official implementations of reports of the Royal Commission
on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, and the current desperate search for a
made-in-Canada constitution. And John Q. Man-In-The-Middle is the
Canadian of Non-French, Non-Anglo-Saxon origin who nevertheless feels the
same concerns as his Francophone or Anglophone neighbour about the current
cultural stance Canada assumes at home and abroad (ibid).
In this statement, Kossar captured the overwhelming sense that this was the time where the
"national make-up" or the "linguistic and cultural foundations of the land" were being
redrawn through the royal commission. The desperate search for a "made-in-Canada
constitution", although foreshadowing the long road to eventual repatriation, seemed a lot
closer at this time since the convening of the Federal-Provincial Conference on constitutional
reform in February 1968 (Report of the conference, 1970). However, it was the evocation of
the "non-French, Non-Anglo-Saxon" John Q. Man-in-the-Middle, which best revealed the
concerns of conference goers; that is, other ethnic group members were the same as their
Anglo-Saxon and French "neighbours" in that they had the same concerns about cultural
positioning and recognition. These concerns were best represented in the six major
resolutions which came out of the conference which demonstrate the existence of "a third
mainstream of thought in current Canadian affairs, a stream representing nearly one-third of
Canadians whose backgrounds are neither English nor French" (Report of the conference,
1970). However, the identification of this "third" element or "third" force was a controversial
issue during the conference, and Kossar pointed to this in his preface:
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Significant, also, was the fact that the various societies and individuals at the
conference were hyper-careful to point out that the conference "should in no
way be considered a formation ofa third political force - but rather the
expressions ofa serious concern by those citizens making up the third element
ofCanada's population in the cultural development ofCanada" (ibid).
This concern with not just the name but also the political significance of a discretely
identifiable "third element" was a contentious issue on many fronts. For the Commission,
this was a threat to the dominance ofthe two official groups; therefore, the Commission had
repeatedly repudiated it as an existing political force. Now, within the other ethnic groups,
there was also some concern with the idea ofa third "political" force as opposed to a non
British and non-French element concerned with the "cultural" issues ofthe other ethnic
groups.
The conference ended with six resolutions specific to other ethnic groups as well as
"Four resolutions regarding Indians and Eskimos". These six resolutions covered a wide
range ofissues including the continuation ofthe work ofthe Canadian Cultural Rights
Committee with a view to establishing a representative and advisory body to the federal
government in "the interests ofCanada's ethnic groups to ensure their full participation in the
cultural development ofCanada" (ibid). Also the conference called for the expansion ofthe
Canadian Folk Arts Council, and the expansion ofrepresentation within the national media
such as the CBC and NFB, as well as development through national grants "to support the
research and development ofstandardized history texts for the schools" (no page numbers,
ibid). The conference resolution also urged the expansion oflanguage courses and teaching
for all cultural groups and their recognition as credit subjects "to the matriculation level", as
well as a strong resolution about multiculturalism:
Whereas the Conference supports the efforts ofthe Federal and Provincial
governments in formulating a viable Canadian constitution and the
Conference unequivocally rejects the concept ofbiculturalism and seeks
official recognition ofthe multicultural character ofCanada (ibid).
This resolution was very strongly stated, with a clear rejection ofbiculturalism, and a fervent
push for multiculturalism. Although the bulk ofthe resolutions were specific to cultural
representation, there were the two concrete calls for language support and some type of
official, presumably constitutional, recognition ofmulticulturalism.
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The resolutions, made at the conference with respect to "Indians and Eskimos", began
with a strong statement against the historical and present treatment of Aboriginal groups in
Canada:
This Conference deplores strongly the repressive and discriminatory policies
of the Federal and Provincial governments towards the Indian and Eskimo
population of Canada, in view of which these indigenous peoples are seriously
lagging behind in social, cultural, economic and political attainments (ibid).
In contrast to the other ethnic groups, the resolutions here moved clearly beyond just the
"cultural" and representative realm to cover economic, political and discriminatory issues.
The subsequent three resolutions had a wider focus, calling for the governments to institute
programs to deal with the socio-economic gaps, amend exclusionary school curricula, censor
discriminatory film portrayals of "Indians and Eskimos as savage and inferior people", and
involve Aboriginal communities in "all stages of planning and policy formulation" (ibid).
These resolutions were made even though Book I had already been published where the
Commission had categorically stated that they would not deal with any issues related to
Aboriginal groups.
These conference resolutions were sent out by Yuzyk to various Provincial Ministers
as well as the Prime Minister's office, and the conference was also covered in the main
stream media. Headlines from newspapers across the country reflected the Conference
resolutions rejecting biculturalism and favouring multiculturalism, giving rise to such
headlines as "Ethnics Attack Biculturalism" in the Toronto Telegram, "Third Canadian Force
Just Can't Be Ignored" in the Welland-Port Colbome Tribune, and "2 Cultures 'too few' for
Canada" (Report of the conference, 1970) among others. Except for the rejection of
biculturalism and the adoption of multiculturalism, the resolutions specific to other ethnic
groups were to a large extent taken up by the recommendations of Book IV, but the four
resolutions regarding the Aboriginal groups were never mentioned in the any of the final
reports.
After the publication of Book IV of the final report and its tabling in the House of

Commons on April 15th, 1970, and before Trudeau's announcement of a policy of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework in October of 1971, there were two
conferences held to provide a forum for public opinions and analysis of Book IV. The first
of these was called Canada: Multicultural, held August 7th and 8th, 1970 at Hart House,
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University of Toronto (Canada: Multicultural, 1970), and the second conference was the
Multiculturalism for Canada conference, held in Edmonton at the University of Alberta on
August 28 and 29, 1970 (Report of the conference, 1970). The content of both conferences
were quite similar, except in the second conference, Yuzyk gave an extensive opening
speech. This conference, sponsored by the Citizenship Branch of the Department of the
Secretary of State, the University of Alberta Student's Union and the Ukrainian Students'
Club at the University of Alberta was billed as a community-university conference,
"designed to provide a forum for a statement of opinions and analysis of Book IV of the
report" (ibid).
In his opening speech at the Multiculturalism for Canada conference in Edmonton,
Yuzyk responded to the content of Book IV. He discussed the rejection of the "idea of the
Canadian mosaic, multiculturalism, ethnicity and then 'third force' or 'third element "' in
Book IV and also by other ethnic groups; "There are many sceptics not only in the British
and French groups but also in the other ethnic groups who believe that a united voice and
action of the Third element is impossible and even undesirable" (ibid, p. 4). Yuzyk
repudiates this position, and spoke of its concrete and long term existence to date through the
Canadian Ethnic Press Federation (founded in 1940) and through the Canadian Folk Arts
Council, among other groups and institutions. He also mentioned that the notion of a "third
element" had even been suggested as "a sort of cement that can serve to bind the two
founding peoples" (ibid, p. 4). However, it was his strong rejection of biculturalism, as
promulgated in Book IV, which was echoed in the various presentations in both conferences.
Commenting on the final reports' advocacy for the integration of other ethnic groups into one
of the bi-cultures, Yuzyk located the contradiction of integration:
The Commission does not reject the "melting pot theory", and in adhering to
biculturalism actually advocates the "two melting-pots" or the "double
melting pot" theory, advising other ethnic groups to "integrate", but they
really mean to assimilate them into one of the two pots. Obviously, the
commission has totally disregarded the numerous briefs that were submitted
by the organizations of the ethnic groups. In my opinion, and I am sure it is
the opinion of a large segment of the Canadian population, the premise and
basic concept of the Canadian nation that is adhered to by the Bilingual and
Bicultural Commission is wrong, as bicultural policies contradict the
principles of equality and justice. Nevertheless, the recommendations
regarding the preservation and safeguarding of ethnic cultures are practical
and satisfactory, as far as they go, providing positive proof that
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multiculturalism is a fact ofCanadian life, the very basis of''unity in
continuing diversity" (ibid, p. 14).
This was a strong rejection ofbiculturalism as it was advanced in Book IV. Biculturalism
was seen as contradicting the principles ofequality and justice and a betrayal ofthe
numerous other ethnic group submissions to the inquiry hearings. However, Yuzyk was
more positive about Book IV's recommendations going so far as to state that they do provide
positive proofthat "multiculturalism is a fact ofCanadian life".
Yuzyk's negative view ofbiculturalism was quite consistently reflected in the
presentations and comments ofmost other participants in both conferences. For example,
conference presenter Sab Roncucci, founder ofthe Dante Alighieri Cultural Society, stated,
"I like to compare the fourth volume ofthe B. & B. Commission to a watermelon: - a lot of
water and seeds, but very poor nourishment" (ibid, p. 18). He clarified his metaphor, "I am
referring ofcourse to the term 'biculturalism "' (ibid). Another presenting group, The
Ukrainian Canadian University Students' Union, gave detailed analysis ofBook IV and
found it sorely lacking. They began their presentation by pointing to the funding disparity
between official language groups and others:
This year the Federal Government has allocated fifty million dollars for
French language and culture development outside the province ofQuebec.
For all other minorities combined in all ofCanada, the budget is forty
thousand. There are eight hundred fifty thousand French speaking Canadians
outside Quebec. In comparison there are two and one halfmillion Canadians
who have native language fluency in languages other than French and English
and who are capable ofdeveloping culture in those languages. The point is not
that French minorities outside Quebec are receiving too much, but that ethnic
groups have been short changed (ibid, p. 30).
The gross disparity in funding was another common concern for many members ofthe
"cultural groups" and, as it will tum out, for politicians too. Comparing spending for French
language minorities to that for other ethnic groups demonstrated the government's skewed
funding priorities to date.
In their analysis, The Ukrainian Canadian University Students' Union compared
Book IV to the previous three volumes published to date, and also found it lacking:
We do not regard it as a definitive work by any stretch ofimagination ....
Books One, Two and Three ofthe Report, when dealing with French-English
relations, were highly specific in nature, their recommendations numerous and
factual. Book Four is mainly a study ofthe past history ofethnic groups. Very
rarely is the future mentioned (ibid, p. 32).
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The rooting ofother ethnic groups in the past was consistent with the volume's dominant
framing ofother ethnic languages and cultures as "ancestral" and "traditional". Unlike
Yuzyk who, although displeased with the notion ofbiculturalism was satisfied overall with
the recommendations ofBook IV, the Ukrainian Canadian University Students' Union,
recognizing these recommendations as the very backbone ofbiculturalism, were not. They
began their analysis ofthe recommendations by identifying recommendations 1 and 2,
dealing with human rights and equal citizenship rights, as very important but also long
overdue:
we are not about to congratulate the Commission for suggesting something
that is rightfully ours to begin with. That Canada still discriminates in its
citizenship requirements, and in housing and employment and that
fundamental civil liberties are denied to some is despicable. Let us however,
not confuse common decency for enlightenment (ibid, p. 32).
As the most substantive ofthe recommendations coming out ofBook IV, the Ukrainian
Canadian University Students' Union identified the rights contained in these two
recommendations as basic historical deficits long overdue for remedy and not as benefits on
par with those for other official groups. The recommendations dealing with education for
other ethnic groups were seen as inadequate when compared to those for official language
groups. The Union linked language back to cultural preservation and survival for other ethnic
groups:
Time and time again, the Royal Commission emphasized the key to the
development ofthe French culture in Canada is the French language. This
statement ofprinciple for the Commission is a truism which must also apply
to the development ofmulticulturalism. Every ethnic group in Canada which
wishes to develop its culture must also develop its own language. Without
language development in all facets, no minority culture can exist (ibid, p. 33).
Here, the Ukrainian Canadian University Students' Union recognized the contradictory
relationship between language and culture for other ethnic and founding groups, and
demanded support for non-official languages which was similar to that provided to maintain
the vitality ofofficial languages. Thus, the Union went on to suggest more comprehensive
recommendations regarding other ethnic language support which were comparable to those
provided for French, and also outlined the need for a "mechanism for implementation" as
currently there were none (ibid). The recommendations for the expansion ofaccess and
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representation for other ethnic groups within larger media organizations such as the CBC,
NFB and so on, were also deemed inadequate:
These types of recommendations remind one of a 19th century laissez-faire
concept of legislation. We not only want the impediments to our activity
removed, we want to be helped in our assertions. We would like to have seen
a recommendation which would argue for the establishment of a department
of CBC to deal with developing programmes in minority languages (ibid, p.
33).
Therefore, even though recommendations which addressed the humanistic aspects of cultural
representation and access were the majority in Book IV, they were still seen as inadequate
due to their "laissez-faire" approach to policy. Overall, the Union had very little support for
the recommendations as they were currently configured.
As well as providing a critique of Book IV's recommendations, the Ukrainian
Canadian University Students' Union did give a list of what their demands were. These
included a comprehensive education program, participatory democracy, community
development programs, expansion of relevant government programs and departments, among
others. These demands were more "political" in nature, reflecting the criticism that unlike the
other volumes of the final report, "The Fourth Volume of the B & B Commission deals with
questions of culture rather than with politics" (Costa, 1970). Mr. Costa of the Federation of
Italian Clubs and Associations, presenting at the Canada: Multicultural conference at Hart
House, argued that this was the reason why "the ethnic minorities have not been able to rally
behind real and concrete issues the way the French in this country have", since, "The French
question in this county, despite attempts to describe it otherwise in terms of language and
culture, is basically political" (Costa, 1970, p. 17-18). This was also why Book IV had not
"caused a debate equal to the healthy controversy that originated from the publication of the
first three volumes" and why the "mass media, too, has been almost completely absent from
any kind of debate" (ibid). This understanding that Book IV of the final report was more
"cultural" than "political" was a recurring theme in both conferences, and pointed to the
meagerness of concrete policies, legislations and funding for other ethnic groups.
The responses of other ethnic groups although pretty well united in its resistance
against biculturalism and its support for multiculturalism were not completely united on all
fronts. While some, such as Yuzyk, were relatively content with the recommendations of
Book IV, others found them meager and too "cultural", pushing instead for a more "political"
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and substantive set ofrecommendations and funding commitments. Related to this, was the
controversy over the actual existence ofa "third force" or "third element" and ifso, whether
this a grouping was a "political" or "cultural" force. However, all these responses would be
subsumed into Pierre Trudeau's response to Book IV, more than a year hence, where he
would announce a new policy ofmulticulturalism within a bilingual framework.
Responses to Book IV - the Federal Government's Response
Book IV ofthe final report was published October 23rd 1969, and tabled in the House
ofCommons April 15th, 1970, but an official federal government response was not made
until almost a year and halflater in the House ofCommons. Even though the Royal
Commission came into existence under the auspices ofPearson, it would be Trudeau, Prime
Minister since August of 1968, who would become associated with the fruits ofthe
Commission, first by overseeing the institution ofthe Official Languages Act and then by
responding to Book IV ofthe final report. On the morning ofOctober 8th, 1971, under the
gaze ofa visiting dignitary in the Speaker's Gallery, the Honourable Tun Abdul Razak,
Prime Minister ofMalaysia, Trudeau made his famous and oft cited speech announcing the
implementation ofa policy ofmulticulturalism within a bilingual framework (DHC, October
8, 1971, p. 8545).
Trudeau began his announcement in the House by stating that the government had
accepted all the recommendations contained in Book IV which were "directed to federal
departments and agencies" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8545). The rationale for this
acceptance laid the groundwork for multiculturalism:
It was the view ofthe royal commission, shared by the government and, I am
sure, by all Canadians, that there cannot be one cultural policy for Canadians
ofBritish and French origin, another for the original peoples and yet a third
for all others. For although there are two official languages, there is no
official culture, nor does any ethnic group take precedence over any other. No
citizen or group ofcitizens is other than Canadian, and all should be treated
fairly. The royal commission was guided by the beliefthat adherence to one's
ethnic group is influenced not so much by one's origin or mother tongue as by

one's sense ofbelonging to the group, and by what the commission calls the
group's "collective will to exist". The government shares this belief(ibid).

Trudeau's comments reprised the contradiction oflanguage and culture developed in Book I
ofthe final report, which maintained the hierarchy offounding races on the terrain of
language and culture. In the final report, the Commission declared that they advocated a
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position which supported the hegemony ofFrench and English bilingualism and
biculturalism. In the passage above, Trudeau elided the Commission's position on
biculturalism, and used the strategy where all groups were homogenized as "Canadian"; in
his words, "No citizen or group ofcitizens is other than Canadian". Trudeau drew upon
arguments made in the final report that culture was not so much about origin or mother
tongue as it was about "one's sense ofbelonging to the group" or the "collective will to
exist" (Book IV, 1969, p. 7). However, in the final reports, this formulation was
contradictorily applied only to the other ethnic groups and was not the case for the two
official linguistic communities for whom the report stated, "the life oftwo cultures implies in
principle the life ofthe two languages" (Book I, 1967, p. xxxviii). This was the foundation
ofthe bilingual and bicultural formula ofCommission's final reports. Thus, although
Trudeau seemed to overturn the implicit hierarchy ofbiculturalism by stating that ethnicity or
"mother tongue" was not a central feature ofcultural identity, since we were all "Canadians",
by maintaining that there were "two official languages", he was again recalling the same
cultural contradiction ofBook I in order to sustain the dominance ofthe two founding
groups. Thus, even as Trudeau disavowed the hierarchy ofbiculturalism, he smuggled it back
in by maintaining that there were two official languages. Trudeau identified the various
groups using the same divisions ofthe population as in the inquiry; the British and French,
the Aboriginal or "original peoples", and "all others". The homogenization of"other ethnic
groups" as "all others" resurrected the "third element" or "third force" categorization the
Commission worked so hard to dispel. In the next part ofhis speech, Trudeau outlined his
formulation ofthe most suitable framework for national unity:
The individual's freedom would be hampered ifhe were locked for life within
a particular cultural compartment by the accident ofbirth or language. It is
vital, therefore, that every Canadian, whatever his ethnic origin, be given a
chance to learn at least one ofthe two languages in which his country
conducts its official business and its politics. A policy ofmulticulturalism
within a bilingual framework commends itselfto the government as the most
suitable means of assuring the cultural freedom of Canadians. Such a policy

should help to break down discriminatory attitudes and cultural jealousies.
National unity ifit is to mean anything in the deeply personal sense, must be
founded on the confidence in one's own individual identity; out ofthis can
grow respect for that ofothers and a willingness to share ideas, attitudes and
assumptions. A vigorous policy ofmulticulturalism will help create this
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initial confidence. It can form the base of a society which is based on fair
play for all (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8545).
In this passage, the organization of the sentences suggested that Trudeau placed emphasis on
the individual freedom to learn one of the two official languages. This statement putatively
encompassed "every Canadian, whatever his ethnic origin"; that is, official language
minorities and other ethnic groups. However, substantively it addressed the other ethnic
groups because, although Trudeau did not mention the word integration in his speech, the
"cultural freedom" he was espousing was the "individual freedom" for members of other
ethnic groups to integrate into one of the two official language communities. This echoed the
final report's assertion that other ethnic groups were at "liberty" to integrate, particularly if
they wanted to enjoy and exercise full political citizenship rights. For Trudeau, it was a
policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework which could ensure this design of
"cultural freedom" and ultimately national unity.
Where Trudeau seemed to depart significantly from the final report was in his
emphasis that national unity could be founded on "individual identity''. If the final report
foregrounded collective rights of the two official languages communities as essential for
national unity, here Trudeau foregrounded individual rights as the basis of national unity.
This emphasis on individual rights and freedoms would come to be associated with Trudeau
as part of his political legacy, particularly as exemplified through the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms; however, Trudeau was also very much in support of the collective notion of two
official language communities, something that would also be prominently entrenched and
safeguarded as collective rights in the Charter. In effect, the individualization of identity and
rights, couched as freedoms, were specific here only to the other ethnic groups in contrast to
the collective claims of "bilingualism". Thus, the individualization of other ethnic identity,
in contrast to the official language collectivities, effectively dispersed any collectively based
"third force" or "third element" claims once and for all.
How then to reconcile these contradictions in Trudeau's declaration of a policy of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework? It became clearer when understood as a
speech that in fact addressed only the other ethnic groups. For example, the particular
definition of culture drawn upon which stated that one's mother tongue or origin did not
matter could only be applied to other ethnic groups, otherwise there would be no policy of
bilingualism. As well, the emphasis on learning an official language for the "cultural
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freedom" of integration, as had been outlined in Book IV, could only be relevant to the other
ethnic groups. Also, couching these rights as individual rights could only apply to other
ethnic groups since by now the English and French-speaking communities have had their
collective status as official language communities recognized through the passage of the
Official Languages Act in 1969; a process overseen by Trudeau. Given that Trudeau's speech
was a response to Book IV and therefore necessarily an engagement with the concepts and
substance of the final report, all his comments and statements had to be framed and
understood within the context of the Commission's report. Hence, it emerged that although
his formulation was purportedly addressing "all Canadians", in fact the substantive elements
of his speech were addressed to other ethnic groups. As well, named as "original peoples"
but conspicuous in the pointed absence of their unique claims were the Aboriginal groups.
Again, this reflected the required erasure of Aboriginal groups from the final report but also
their token inclusion and collapse into the rhetorically necessary but empty signification of
"all Canadians". In the wake of Trudeau's White Paper (1969) to repeal the Indian Act,
Trudeau's rhetorical flourish fit into the federal assimilative logic which individualized all
Aboriginal people as "Canadian" in order to counter their historical collective claims.
There are many theories as to why Trudeau suggested a policy of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework. The main theories suggest that Trudeau, despite his delay in
responding to Book IV of the report, had to eventually respond to the ongoing lobbying and
submissions from active elements in the "third element" or of other ethnic groups (Wayland,
1997; Ng, 1995). Trudeau's eventual formulation was seen as perfect for reconciling
Anglophone and Francophone dualism with increasing ethnocultural pluralism (Lupul,
1982), and this policy was intended to persuade "non-English and non-French Canadians to
accept official bilingualism" (Knowles, 1997). A common political motive given for
Trudeau's policy was the need for the Liberals to expand their waning traditional support
base in Quebec - especially with the creation of the Parti Quebecois - into Western Canada
and the ethnic minority populations (Wayland, 1997). Isajiw (1983) gave a larger political

context for Trudeau's policy, stating that in the aftermath of the "FLQ crisis" of October
1970, multiculturalism within a bilingual framework was the best compromise for "social
integration":
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It is obvious that after the October events, after the War Measures Act and the
aftermath that followed, to insist on a policy of both bilingualism and
biculturalism would have meant playing into the hands of the separatists and
would only have invited more trouble. Yet to retain bilingualism and to drop
any reference to culture in a government policy, after the B and B report had
placed so much importance on it, would have been tantamount to an implicit
recognition of Anglo-uniculturalism, a position that could backfire, since it
would not have been welcomed by the separatists, or the other ethnic groups,
or the Trudeau group itself and the elite it represented. Thus, "bilingualism
and multiculturalism," or "multiculturalism within a bilingual framework,"
under the circumstances, was a good way out of the political dilemma.
Pressure from the Ukrainians and others was timely, but the political issues
were not related to them. The principle itself is a good one for a policy of
social integration...(Isajiw, 1983).
Isajiw argued that a policy of both bilingualism and biculturalism would be "playing into the
hands of separatists"; however, it would pander to Anglo-uniculturalism to drop culture
altogether, particularly given the central role of culture in the final report and the political
cost of dropping "culture" in the aftermath of this very expensive Commission's findings.
The very pro-federalist political elite which Trudeau represented not only needed to strongly
repress the challenges of the Quebec Separatists presented to his national level of power, but
also needed a way to balance the political agendas of the different groups. As Isajiw stated, it
was not then directly the pressure from other ethnic, particularly the Ukrainian, groups which
drove the establishment of the policy, but rather the need for a "policy of social integration"
(lsajiw, 1983, p. 114). This was social integration for the purposes of maintaining national
unity, with national unity the overriding goal for both the Commission and Trudeau (Ng,
1997).
In the interests of national unity Trudeau had to tread a fine line in his response to
Book IV, particularly given that his delay in responding to the report has already been noted
and remarked upon by prominent members of the other ethnic communities (Report of the
Edmonton conference, 1968). In the interests of his strong federalist desire for national
unity, Trudeau's proposal for "social integration" had to balance Quebec's complex demands
against the assumptions of dominance by the British, yet also counter the persistent
centrifugal tug of other ethnic groups. It was the underpinning of legislation and funding
which gave Trudeau's policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework its
materiality. Trudeau outlined the specific details of this policy in his announcement, but gave
more detail in the policy paper which he tabled in the House at the same time as his speech.
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In the House, Trudeau made clear that this support was directed towards what the final report
defined as the "narrow" humanistic cultural contributions of other ethnic groups:
In the past, substantial public support has been given largely to the arts and
cultural institutions of English speaking Canada. More recently and largely
with the help of the royal commission's earlier recommendations in Volumes
I-III, there has been a conscious effort on the government's part to correct any
bias against the French language and culture. In the last few months the
government has taken steps to provide funds to support cultural educational
centres for native people. The policy I am announcing today accepts the
contention of the other cultural communities that they, too, are essential
elements in Canada and deserve government assistance in order to contribute
to regional and national life in ways that derive from their heritage yet are
distinctively Canadian (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8545-8546).
Trudeau began by stating this expansion of public support to the arts and cultural institutions
was ordered from English speaking Canada through to the French language and culture and
recently to "cultural educational centres for native people" and ultimately to "other cultural
communities". In delineating the spread of this public support in this way, Trudeau elided
gross inequities in levels of support, both financial and legislative. First, by admission, there
was clear hegemony of public support for English speaking arts and cultural institution.
However, there was also an elision of the levels of support recommended between the French
community and Aboriginal and ethnic groups. That is, the substantive array of
recommendations regarding legislation, support and funding for language, education and
work outlined so far in three volumes of the final report for French language communities,
versus that for the remaining two communities. Echoing the metaphor for integration, the
contribution of "other cultural communities" although "deriving from their heritage" is to be
directed towards enhancing "regional and national life" in a way that is "distinctively
Canadian".
The policy paper, entitled Federal Government's Response to Book IV of the Report
of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, (Debates House of Commons,
October 8th, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 5) was tabled in the House of Commons by the Prime
Minister during his announcement and detailed the four ways in which the government
would provide support to other ethnic groups and included individual responses to each
recommendation in Book IV. The policy paper began with a general response to Book IV. In
this general response the government debunked two misconceptions of cultural diversity.
The first of these addressed the issue of cultural identity and national allegiance:
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The sense ofidentity developed by each citizen as a unique individual is
distinct from his national allegiance. There is no reason to suppose that a
citizen who identifies himselfwith pride as a Chinese-Canadian, who is
deeply involved in the cultural activities ofthe Chinese community in Canada,
will be less loyal or concerned with Canadian matters than a citizen of
Scottish origin who takes part in a bagpipe band or a highland dancing group.
Cultural identity is not the same thing as allegiance to a country. Each ofus is
born into a particular family with a distinct heritage: that is, everyone -
French, English, Italian and Slav included -- has an "ethnic" background ....
Ethnic loyalties need not, and usually do not, detract from wider loyalties to
community and country. Canadian identity will not be undermined by
multiculturalism. Indeed, we believe that cultural pluralism is the very
essence of Canadian identity. Every ethnic group has the right to preserve and
develop its own culture and values within the Canadian context. To say we
have two official languages is not to say we have two official cultures, and no
particular culture is more "official" than another. A policy ofmulticulturalism
must be a policy for all Canadians (ibid, p. 4).
In this general response, the government debunked the critique that cultural identity was
incommensurate with national allegiance; however, the strategy was to equate the cultural
activities ofthe Chinese community with that ofthe Scot who plays in a "bagpipe band" or
dances the highland fling. In this way, the argument that everyone had an ethnic background
could be made irrespective ofthe differential levels ofpublic support for members of"other
cultural communities" and or those who were members of"official language communities".
That is, in this definition ofcultural identity, everyone could have an ethnic background and
the right to "preserve and develop its own culture and values"; however, for those whose
ethnic background coincided with that ofthe two "official languages communities", there
would be an array of institutional and legislative protections completely unlike those for
Aboriginal and other ethnic groups, even though as the paper postulated, "A policy of
multiculturalism must be a policy for all Canadians". National allegiance, separated from
this individualized and private "cultural identity" was equated with being "Canadian". The
clear separation ofofficial language from official culture here is underscored with the
reiteration ofTrudeau's earlier formulation in the House, "To say we have two official
languages is not to say we have two official cultures, and no particular culture is more
'official' than another". The repetition ofthis phrase underlined its centrality to the new
formulation Trudeau was advancing through this policy, which was a clear repudiation ofthe
bilingualism and biculturalism formula advanced by the Commission, outlined explicitly here
as the second myth about cultural diversity:

282
The distinction between language and culture has never been clearly defined.
The very name of the Royal Commission whose recommendations we now
seek to implement tends to indicate that bilingualism and biculturalism are
indivisible. But, biculturalism does not properly describe our society;
multiculturalism is more accurate. The Official Languages Act designated
two languages, English and French, as the official languages of Canada for the
purposes of all the institutions of the Parliament and Government of Canada;
no reference was made to cultures, and this Act does not impinge upon the
role of all languages as instruments of the various Canadian cultures. Nor, on
the other hand, should the recognition of the cultural values of many
languages weaken the position of Canada's two official languages. Their use
by all of the citizens of Canada will continue to be promoted and encouraged
(ibid, p. 4).
The passage began with the statement that the distinction between language and culture had
never been clearly defined, this despite the Herculean efforts of the Commission to outline
just that in the final report. Nevertheless, this must be the excuse furnished to justify
overturning the Commission's assertion that bilingualism and biculturalism were indivisible.
Once this had been affirmed, Trudeau could assert his policy of multiculturalism within a
bilingual framework, where there were cultural rights for all, and language rights for some.
The Official Languages Act, the scaffolding of legislation which supported English and
French language rights, was separated completely from culture as "no reference was made to
cultures". Through this stated dissociation, it was possible to maintain that the Official
Languages Act "does not impinge upon the role of all languages as instruments of the various
Canadian cultures", even if there was a distinction in levels of support and substantive
recognition between official languages and these other languages. This disparity in support
had to be maintained in order to clearly signal that the recognition of only the "cultural
value" of these other languages will in no way "weaken the position of Canada's two official
languages". The closing sentence again rhetorically engulfed all "citizens of Canada" eliding
differences in support between the various groups of citizens.
In his quest for national unity, Trudeau had modified the presentation of bilingualism
and biculturalism as advanced by the Commission in the final report. At first,
multiculturalism seemed at odds with biculturalism, but the Commission itself provided an
opening for Trudeau's formulation by arguing on the one hand the close association of
language and culture for official language groups through collective language rights, and on
the other by narrowing the definition culture to the point of dissociation from language in the
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case of other ethnic groups where no collective rights to language were supported. The
Commission had done the work of identifying language as the concrete element of culture;
therefore, Trudeau could now officially repudiate biculturalism, since it was a superfluous
signifier alongside bilingualism, in favour of multiculturalism. Multiculturalism, which in
the interests of national unity was ostensibly addressed to "all Canadians", was specific to
other ethnic groups in its address of individual rights and freedoms, but actually guaranteed
no collective rights or claims. The "safeguards" which multiculturalism provided were only
for the narrower humanistic cultural contributions and integration of other ethnic groups as
was the case in the recommendations of Book IV. This was because Trudeau based his
Policy Objectives in the Federal Sphere (Part B) and Programmes ofImplementation (Part

C), as outlined in the policy paper, on the recommendations of Book IV. Therefore,
materially nothing much had changed in Trudeau's much lauded shift from biculturalism and
bilingualism to multiculturalism within a bilingual framework, and the differentiation
between cultural groups and official language groups was still embedded in a contradictory
notion of culture which turned on language.
The substantive "safeguards", based on the recommendations of Book IV, which
multiculturalism provided were outlined in Part B, Objectives in the Federal Sphere, and Part
C, Programmes ofImplementation, of the policy paper. Trudeau's four main policy
objectives were outlined in his speech in the House and, with small changes, again in the
policy paper but with additional explanation. The first policy was with respect to "support
for all cultures" and again addressed to the situation of"all of Canada's cultures":
First, resources permitting, the government will seek to assist all Canadian
cultural groups that have demonstrated a desire and effort to continue to
develop a capacity to grow and contribute to Canada, and a clear need for
assistance, the small and weak groups no less than the strong and highly
organized (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546).
In this policy objective, the federal government's support was directed ostensibly towards all
Canadian cultural groups. However, from the explanatory text in the policy paper, it was
clear that in fact this support was mainly directed towards other ethnic groups, as "the two
largest cultures, in areas where they exist in minority situation, are already supported under
the aegis of the government's official languages programmes", and, "New programmes are
proposed to give support to minority cultural groups" (Debates House of Commons, October
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8th, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 5). This support was not without conditions as outlined in the
policy paper:
The special role of the government will be to support and encourage those
cultures and cultural groups which Canadians wish to preserve.... However,
the government cannot and should not take upon itself the responsibility for
the continued viability of all ethnic groups. The objective of our policy is the
cultural survival and development of ethnic groups to the degree that a given
group exhibits a desire for this. Government aid to cultural groups must
proceed on the basis of aid to self-effort (ibid, p. 5).
Reading the policy objective in tandem with the policy paper explanation, it became clear
that federal support was not for the "continued viability of all ethnic groups" but rather only
to the degree that there was a "demonstrated" desire and "self-effort" on the part of the group
to "develop a capacity to grow and contribute to Canada" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546;
DHC, October 8, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 5). There was also the added requirement that
there had to be a demonstration of this "desire", presumably judged on the degree of self
effort made by each cultural group, however this was to be measured.
The second policy objective was for the government "to assist members of all cultural
groups to overcome cultural barriers to full participation in Canadian society" (DHC,
October 8, 1971, p. 8546). The key here was that this was assistance to overcome "cultural
barriers" to participation; hence, problems with discrimination were not included under this
objective since this was dealt with elsewhere through the law; "The law can and will protect
individuals form overt discrimination" (Debates House of Commons, October 8th, 1971,
Sessional Paper, p. 5). Rather, here the focus was on fostering "confidence in one's
individual cultural identity" through "Histories, films and museum exhibits showing the great
contributions of Canada's various cultural groups" (ibid). Again, this was reminiscent of the
emphasis on safeguarding the narrow humanistic cultural elements of other ethnic groups as
outlined in Book IV recommendations.
The third policy objective was the federal government's "promotion of creative
encounters and interchange among all Canadian cultural groups in the interest of national
unity" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546). As detailed in the policy paper, these programs
were "designed to encourage cultural groups to share their heritage with all other
Canadians ...to make us all aware of our cultural diversity" (Debates House of Commons,
October 8th, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 5). This cultural diversity would be the more
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narrowly defined cultural realm of the arts and letters through "displays of the performing
and visual arts" among other related programs (ibid). The policy paper stated categorically,
"the government has made it very clear that it does not plan on aiding individual groups to
cut themselves off from the rest of the society" (ibid). Hence, government support for
"ethnic groups" through multiculturalism was only to the extent that it contributed to
presenting larger Canadian society as culturally diverse, and not in allowing individual
"ethnic groups" to become self sufficient.
The final policy objective reprised the recommendations of Book IV in its support for
official languages; "The Government will continue to assist immigrants to acquire at least
one of Canada's official languages in order to become full participants in Canadian society"
(DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546). Here, in the instance where there was some concrete
language support extended, it was only for the official languages, and only for the purposes
of immigrant integration into "Canadian society". As the policy paper explained, "new
arrivals in Canada require additional help to adjust to Canadian life, and to participate fully in
the economic and social life of Canada"; thus, full economic and social participation, defined
and structured as it is through the official languages, can only happen when newcomers are
integrated through their mastery of an official language (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 6).
Part C, Programmes ofImplementation, of the policy paper outlined the six specific
programs through which the policy objectives of multiculturalism would be implemented,
with most of them to be administered through the Citizenship Branch of the Department of
the Secretary of State (ibid). Some of these programs included the Multicultural Grants
program, the Ethnic Histories program, the Canadian Ethnic Studies program and the
programs of the Federal Cultural Agencies. These Federal Cultural Agencies were the ones
that were identified in the recommendations of Book IV, such as the National Museum of
Man, the National Film Board, the National Library and the Public Archives and, as in the
recommendations of Book IV, the goal was to have these agencies expand access and
representation of other ethnic groups. In addition to these four program, with their narrower
humanistic cultural focus, there was also the usual program for the Teaching of Official
Languages, and finally the Culture Development program. This last program, as it was
described in the policy paper, was the only one directed towards some support for non
official languages:
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A Culture Development Programme will be instituted to produce much
needed data on the precise relationship of language to cultural development.
It will provide essential information on the extent and nature of the demands
of individual cultural groups for language retention and cultural
development.... The programme has been designed to produce results in one
year. The data will serve as an information base for some of the other
programmes and for future long range planning by the Citizenship Branch, the
cultural agencies, and other government departments. The government is
initiating steps to help provide textbooks for non-official language teaching,
since Book IV of the Royal Commission's Report found there are almost no
textbooks suitable for teaching a third language to children living in Canada.
The acquisition of the ancestral language is an important part of the process of
developing a cultural identity, and the federal government proposes to discuss
this with the provinces to find a mutually satisfactory way to meet some of the
costs of preparation and production of third language textbooks or audio
visual aids for language teaching. Although the Commission made no formal
recommendation regarding the ethnic press...the Cultural Development
Programme will also undertake a study of the ethnic press and other media
which could be better utilized to carry essential information to those persons
who use languages other than English or French (Debates House of
Commons, October 8, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 7-8).
This program was unique from all the others in that it concretely addressed the issue of non
official language retention, acknowledging that acquisition of what were still termed
"ancestral" languages was crucial for cultural identity. This program was in a formative
phase, with a planned one year data gathering process for as of yet unspecified long term
government programs. Another program would be the development of textbooks and audio
visual aids for non-official language teaching; however, this was also in its formative phase
with the need to develop this program in consultation and partnership with the provinces.
Finally, there was also an acknowledgement that there was a role for the ethnic press in
carrying "essential" information to people who "use languages other than English and
French", but the only commitment for now was for further study to better utilize this
resource. As the only concrete recommendations regarding non-official language
preservation for policy implementation, these were as anemic as those proposed in the
recommendations of Book IV, but again, Trudeau had to balance his concrete support for
non-official languages against the various forces working against national unity.
In the last part of the policy paper, Trudeau responded to the 16 recommendations of
Book IV. In his speech in the House, Trudeau had already in principle "accepted all those
recommendations of the Royal Commission...directed to federal departments and agencies"
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(DHC, October 8, 1971, Sessional Paper, p. 8545). The majority of these recommendations
were the ones which fell under the rubric of the narrowly defined humanistic cultural
contributions of other ethnic groups and had been addressed through the policy objectives
and their implementation in Part B and C of the policy paper. Book IV's second
recommendation for equal conditions of citizenship and political participation had already
been addressed through impending amendments of the Citizenship Act and the recent
passage of The Canada Elections Act (proclaimed April 12, 1971) (DHC, October 8, 1971,
Sessional Paper, p. 12). The three recommendations regarding elementary and secondary
education were all deemed provincial government responsibilities although the federal
government was committed to further study through the Cultural Development Programme
of non-official language support and "approves in principle aid towards the teaching of
official languages to children of immigrants, and will be discussing it with the provinces"
(ibid). The two recommendations regarding postsecondary education were considered to be
"primarily a matter for consideration by the academic institutions", and therefore presumably
removed from the purview and influence of the government (DHC, October 8, 1971,
Sessional Paper, p. 13). Finally, recommendation one, which addressed the issue of
discrimination directly, was deemed to be "directed primarily to the provinces but the federal
government has the whole question of human rights under consideration" (DHC, October 8,
1971, p. 12). Overall, the federal government's responses to the already inadequate
recommendations of Book IV did nothing to strengthen the support they provided to other
ethnic groups.
In his speech in the House, Trudeau specified the department responsible for the
implementation of these recommendations; "Responsibility for implementing these
recommendations has been assigned to the Citizenship Branch of the Department of the
Secretary of State, the agency now responsible for matters affecting the social integration of
immigrants and the cultural activities of all ethnic groups" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546).
By allocating the task of implementing these recommendations to the government branch and

agency already dealing with the integration of immigrants and the "cultural activities of all
ethnic groups", Trudeau made it clear that multiculturalism was an issue pertaining only to
the "social integration" of other ethnic groups in the construction of national unity. As Ng
(1995) stated, placing the implementation of multiculturalism under the Citizenship Branch
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"is in accordance with separating 'culture' from political and economic matters:
multiculturalism comes under the jurisdiction of this department rather than the Department
of Employment and Immigration, for instance, which deals with immigrants as labour and
economic matter" (p. 44-45).
Trudeau ended his speech by recapping the importance of the individual freedom of
choice:
In conclusion, I wish to emphasize the view of the government that a policy of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework is basically the conscious
support of individual freedom of choice. We are free to be ourselves. But this
cannot be left to chance. It must be fostered and pursued actively. If freedom
of choice is in danger for some ethnic groups, it is in danger for all. It is the
policy of this government to eliminate any such danger and to "safeguard" this
freedom (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546).
At the end of his speech, Trudeau reiterated his earlier statement, conflating his policy of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework with "individual freedom of choice" for all.
As Ng (1995) stated, in this section of the speech Trudeau "restates rhetorically the basis for
Canadian democracy" (p. 45). Democratic choice as the exercise of individual freedom was
the centrepiece of Trudeau's statement, but as analysis of Trudeau's speech has shown, the
freedom "to be ourselves" was actually the ongoing pursuit of "conscious support", or active
legislation and funding for the management of difference in achieving a balance for national
unity. The "safeguards" to these freedoms were materialized through a set of policies,
legislations and funding priorities which delineated concretely the hierarchy of difference
and belonging in Trudeau's formulation of national unity, regardless of his rhetorical strategy
that putatively addressed multiculturalism to "all Canadians".
After Trudeau made his speech and tabled the policy paper in the House, other
members of the House responded. Stanfield, leader of the opposition, began by
congratulating the Prime Minister on his statement, but then quickly switched into French to
emphasize the importance of the two official groups; "I wish to state immediately, Mr.
Speaker, that the emphasis we have given to multiculturalism in no way constitutes an attack
on the basic duality of our country" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8546). Having established
the hierarchy of his support, Stanfield can now go on in English to wax rhapsodic about "the
importance of the rights of other cultural groups" and how this recognition was long overdue:
it is a fact that the fourth volume of the B and B report has been available
since early 1970, and I say in all sincerity that the failure of the government to
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endorse these principles earlier has created some suspicion, some doubts, in
the minds of the members of these other cultural groups about the importance
the government of Canada has attached to them (DHC, October 8, 1971, p.
8546).
Stanfield's mention of the government's delay in responding to Book IV revealed not only a
criticism of the government by his party but also the extent and vociferousness of the other
ethnic group's demands for a response since the tabling of this volume of the final report.
Stanfield also pointed to the disparities in funding, using for comparison the government's
policies on Aboriginal groups:
I must say that if the effectiveness of the government's action in encouraging
the cultural self-fulfillment of the native peoples of Canada can be taken as
any kind of indication of what the practice will be in this broader field, apart
from the statement of principles, then there is not a great deal of hope for the
various non-French and non-British ethnic groups within Canada.... When the
Prime Minister uses a phrase such as "within available funds" we must keep
in mind the importance of a balance here. There is no indication whatsoever
in the Prime Minister's statement this morning that there will be any
substantial implementation. I fully agree that a good deal of money must be
expended for the encouragement of the development of bilingualism in this
country, but I do not think that members of other cultural groups with other
cultural traditions are at all happy with the relatively pitiful amounts that have
been allocated to this other aspect of the diversity about which the Prime
Minister spoke this morning, multiculturalism (DHC, October 8, 1971, p.
8547).
Drawing upon the failures on the part of the government with respect to ensuring "cultural
self-fulfillment" of Aboriginal groups, Stanfield issued a warning regarding the
implementation multiculturalism policies and warned about the disparity in funding for the
array of programs supporting bilingualism and the relative paucity of financial support for
multiculturalism. This critique was also taken up by David Lewis, who in response to
Trudeau's speech stated, "The statement of principles will be a mockery and a betrayal of
high ideals and objectives unless collectively we provide the funds to make the principles
meaningful in the lives of minorities in Canada" (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8548). Lewis,
like Stanfield, began his speech with support for the Prime Minister's announcement, and
then also switched into French in order to establish the hierarchy of his support:
I have often said that one of the most striking wealth of our country is the fact
that is has been founded by two distinctive groups having two distinctive
languages well known throughout the world. However, another wealth is also
important, since we find in Canada some representatives from all the cultures
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in the world. To all Canadians, whatever their ethnic origin, I say that they
must be proud ofthose two enriching aspects ofour country (DHC, October 8,
1971, p. 8547).
In this statement, made in French and ostensibly directed to the French speaking members of
the House, Lewis acknowledged, as did Stanfield, the "basic duality" ofthe country even as
he recognized the other cultures. The hierarchy between other cultures and the "basic
duality" was reinscribed with the final reminder that all Canadians, regardless oftheir "ethnic
origin", had to be proud ofthese two aspects ofthe country. Both Stanfield and Lewis were
mindful ofthe delicate politics which required that they frame overt statements ofsupport for
multiculturalism within the context oftheir primary support for bilingualism.
The final person to address Trudeau's announcement was Caouette of
Temiscamingue who, once having given his approval ofthe new policy, tackled the
confusion arising from Trudeau's statement that although "there are two official languages,
there is no official culture":
Mr. Speaker, ifthere is no official culture in Canada, I do not see how we
could succeed in really becoming a nation while we would be endowed with
only few cultures unable to get on among themselves or at war with one
another. I am positive that we have in Canada a culture peculiar to us.... We
have our own Canadian culture. We have our own history. Our traditions and
customs may differ from one area or ethnic group to another. However, ifwe
cannot change an Englishman into a Frenchman, or vice versa, we can
nonetheless make good Canadians out of members ofall ethnic groups in
Canada. Ukrainians, Italians and Germans must be able to attain self
fulfilment in Canada (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8548).
For Caouette, the lack ofofficial culture heralded balkanization and fragmentation and he
asserted that there was in fact an official Canadian culture for everyone within which
"members ofall ethnic groups" could become "good Canadians". However, this view of
culture was substantiated only in Caouette's statement that "We have our own history",
which as the hearings demonstrated was not at all the case. In fact it was upon the various
histories ofdifferent groups that the hierarchy ofbilingualism and biculturalism, now recast
as multiculturalism, emerged. Caouette ended by translating his previous statement above
made in French into English, revealing again the common fear ofthe balkanization and
fragmentation on both sides ofthe English-French divide which would increasingly emerge
in response to multiculturalism:
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What I said in French was that we do not want to have in Canada a little
France, a little England, a little Italy or a little Russia. We want in Canada a
great country for all the people of Canada, for all the ethnic groups in our
country. Through that channel we will achieve unity and we will reinforce
our position in the whole world (DHC, October 8, 1971, p. 8548).
This was a common criticism leveled at multiculturalism which first emerged in the inquiry
during the public hearings when multiculturalism was being debated by various groups.
However, for Trudeau's specific strategy of national unity, this fear could not be placated
with recourse to one official culture as suggested by Caouette; therefore, claims of
fragmentation and balkanization would continue to be a counter-discourse to
multiculturalism.
With the publication of Book IV of the final report, responses came from other ethnic
groups, the media and the federal government. In particular, the response from other ethnic
groups, although not completely uniform, was relatively consistent in its resistance to
biculturalism and interest in multiculturalism. In the House of Commons, having considered
myriad tensions and interests as well as the overriding objective of national unity, Trudeau's
response to Book IV of the final report was an announcement of multiculturalism within a
bilingual framework. As Kallen (1982) states, this formulation relegated "minority ethnic
Canadians" collective rights, such as language, to the "private sphere" and provided no
guarantees of institutional support "through which a living ethnic-Canadian culture could be
constantly revitalized" (Kallen, 1982, p. 56). Therefore, although Trudeau did finally
advance the highly sought after notion of multiculturalism, it was a highly specified and
limited understanding of multiculturalism, quite unlike the fluid and heterogeneous ideas of
multiculturalism which were in circulation during the public hearings.
Conclusion
In Book IV of the final report, important developments for locating other ethnic
groups in the Commission's model of the white settler bi-nation were made which would
resonate in federal policies and discourses long after. Key among these was the redefinition
of other ethnic groups as cultural groups, foregrounding culture over language; thus,
recapitulating the contradictory operation of language and culture in the location of other
ethnic groups in relation to the two founding groups. The paucity of existing and
recommended legislation and support for non-official languages in the final reports relegated
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non-official language preservation to the private sphere, despite the celebration of "linguistic
variety" as the substantive and unidirectional cultural contribution of other ethnic groups to
the two dominant linguistic communities. With integration identified both as the key element
in cultural contribution, and also as the social theory of choice to account for and locate other
ethnic groups in relation to official linguistic communities, official language competency
became the measure of integration and therefore a significant focus of the Commission's
recommendations. In Book IV, integration was decisively separated from assimilation by
linking it to acculturation, a process that required the adjustment of immigrant behaviour to
the norms of the two official language communities. In this way, integration gave rise to the
rhetoric of diversity or ''unity in diversity" where cultural groups are at "liberty" to integrate
into Anglophone and Francophone societies, which they had to do in order to enjoy full
citizenship rights, while paradoxically they remained the heterogeneous "diverse" and
centrifugal elements within these "fundamental dualities". Ease of integration was also
defined along a cultural and racial continuum of difference relative to the cultural and racial
proximity of other ethnic groups to the "normal" pole of the "North American cultural base".
Thus, the increasingly narrowed and specified definition of integration, as was elaborated in
Book IV, served to maintain the white settler bilingual and bicultural hegemony. Book IV
also repudiated the historical and demographic claims to collectivity which were made by
other ethnic groups during the hearings. In the report, the history of immigration in Canada
as was tracked through ambiguous census data and bolstered through the excision of
Aboriginal groups from the final report, dispersed the arrival of other ethnic groups as
"immigrants"; thus, undercutting their claim to being a cohesive third force, while the arrival
of the homogenized British and French "colonizers" was naturalized as the originary moment
from which Canadian nation building commenced, reinscribing their numerical and cultural
dominance.
Only two recommendations in the report addressed issues of discrimination and equal
citizenship and political rights. However, in the report, although immigration and the shifts

in population composition it engendered were linked to different forms of discrimination in
Canadian society, a historical emphasis in this discussion purported the gradual amelioration
of racism and prejudice, and by placing discrimination along a historical continuum as
something that was experience and practiced at some point by every group, British
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dominance was elided. The recommendations regarding the safeguarding ofother ethnic
languages were addressed mainly through institutional education. At all levels ofeducation,
non-official language preservation was marginalized through the paucity ofrecommended
legislative support due to the stated concern that maintenance ofnon-official languages must
not compromise the hegemony ofbilingualism and biculturalism. The Commission had to
balance support for non-official languages against weakening the federal government's
material and symbolic support for both official languages and cultures. What support it did
advocate required ethnic languages to be commodified through a "Eurocentric" notion of
"modem" languages into modem and cosmopolitan linguistic commodities. However the
disparity in support between official and non-official languages thrust the main task ofnon
official language preservation back into the private realm ofother ethnic groups, and
reasserted the dominance ofofficial bilingualism. Also, the Commission had to balance non
official language preservation support against the need for increasing official language
competence in immigrants and their children, as official language competence was deemed to
be a measure ofintegration.
The rest ofthe recommendations, the majority, were about increasing other ethnic
representation, access and support to the more narrowly defined humanistic cultural arenas
such as media and the arts and letters in Canada. Thus, Book IV ofthe final report, through
the specification ofintegration and an anemic set ofrecommendations for cultural
preservation, advanced white settler bicultural and bilingual hegemony as the new model for
national unity. With the publication ofthe final report, responses from other ethnic groups
and the federal government emerged. Other ethnic groups, who had heterogeneous responses
and recommendations for book IV, were relatively uniform in their aversion to the bicultural
hegemony ofthe report and their desire for multiculturalism. Despite the delay in making an
official response to Book IV, Trudeau's announcement ofa policy ofmulticulturalism within
a bilingual framework addressed the concerns ofother ethnic groups regarding biculturalism.
However, the formulation of multiculturalism that emerged from Trudeau's speech and was

detailed in the policy paper was a restricted and limited notion of multiculturalism which in
the main reprised the exclusions ofbiculturalism by largely adopting the recommendations of
Book IV. Thus, Trudeau's version ofmulticulturalism submerged competing visions of
multiculturalism in order to sustain a hegemonic interpretation ofthe terms ofreference and
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allow the report to authoritatively advocate a dominant position for a bilingualism and
biculturalism. Although this policy was putatively addressed to "all Canadians", in substance
it was directed towards the social integration of other ethnic groups into the official language
communities. Trudeau also couched these rights as individualized freedoms, forever
neutralizing the possibility of collective claims made on behalf of a collective "third force",
even as "bilingualism" maintained the recognition of collective official language rights. The
universal address of Trudeau's policy was underpinned by the vast disparity in recommended
policies, legislations and funding levels between official language communities and other
ethnic groups.
Trudeau's announcement of a policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual
framework had to balance myriad forces and tensions in the government's overriding interest
in national unity. This included facilitating the social integration of other ethnic groups and
acknowledging their wishes, while also not being seen as undercutting Quebec's demands
and official language minorities' concerns, all against the backdrop of a historically assumed
British dominance. The need to balance these concerns were specific to this era; post Quiet
revolution, an escalation in demands for civil rights, and increasing awareness of Aboriginal
claims. The resulting formulation for national unity was a white settler bilingual and
bicultural hegemony, which entrenched a racialized hierarchical framework of difference and
belonging articulated on the terrain of language and culture as multiculturalism within a
bilingual framework. This formulation for nation building, established through the work of
the royal commission has come to define the parameters of the contemporary Canadian
nation state, and official state multiculturalism in Canada remains deeply embedded within a
bilingual framework. This policy is the reification of the contradictory notion of culture
mobilized to allow collective language rights for official language groups only, justified
through the purported openness of language and the "freedom" of other ethnic groups to
integrate, substantively through official language competence, even as they remain the
heterogeneous and peripheral elements within these "fundamental dualities".

Chapter 7:
Conclusion

The animating vignette for this thesis was Parizeau's comments on the night of the
1995 referendum in Quebec which ultimately led to his resignation. The ensuing
genealogical project was to try and understand how language had become an acceptable site
for the articulation of exclusion when race and ethnicity could no longer comfortably do so in
the present. This thesis has demonstrated that the liberal paradox of racist differentiation
Goldberg (1993) identifies at the heart of universal identity finds its counterpart in the
mobilization of language in contemporary multicultural nation building. A racial hierarchy is
embedded through a contradiction of culture in the proxy of language, thus foreclosing its
openness even as racial differentiation is disavowed and the possibility of language as
universal community is declared. This is organized through the policy of multiculturalism
within a bilingual framework.
Introduction
The policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework emerged directly out of
the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism. This Commission was struck at a
particular historical juncture when a confluence of many factors meant that Canada had to
rearticulate its formulation for nation building and belonging. Ashforth's (1990) description
of commissions of inquiry as attempts to systematize the principles underlying policy and as
characterized by statements expressed in language observing the rules of "objective"
knowledge or facts was exemplified in this inquiry, as the heterogeneity of submissions from
the "public" was constructed through the Commission's interpretative and organizational
practices into the textual reality of the final reports. Some key moves during the course of
the inquiry included the construction of a singular "crisis" between the two founding groups
to support the embedded hierarchy within the terms of reference, despite myriad petitions
from other ethnic groups during the preliminary hearings. With the publication of the
Preliminary Report, the public hearings began and other ethnic groups pushed for a shift
from bi to multi - cultural belonging, albeit what was a yet unspecified notion of
multiculturalism. With the expansion of the research program, expertise was rallied to confer
legitimacy on Commission findings, and a rationale began to emerge for excluding
Aboriginal groups from the inquiry. Also, the basis of the inquiry was starting to shift from
295
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race and ethnicity to the terrain oflanguage and culture. With the publication ofBook I ofthe
final report, many ofthese shifts were realized and Aboriginal groups were decisively
removed from the purview ofthe inquiry, and a contradictory mechanism whereby culture
and language would operate to reinscribe the now disavowed racial and ethnic hierarchy of
the original terms ofreference was put into place. As well, it became clear that delineating
the precise workings ofan "equal partnership" required the Other; that is the Aboriginal and
ethnic others. With the publication ofBook IV, integration emerged as the means through
which other ethnic groups would be peripherally located in relation to the fundamental
dualities, and a series ofrecommendations which concretized this unequal relation was
entrenched as Trudeau adopted them for a new limited notion ofmulticulturalism, this time
within a bilingual framework.
The Commission made all these key moves during the inquiry in order to develop a
new ''unisonant" formulation for nation building, one which could preserve white settler
hegemony as at the same time it disavowed its racialized exclusions. For the Commission,
the answer lay in the model ofa bilingual and bicultural nation, and the entrenchment of
asymmetrical collective language rights through a contradictory operation oflanguage and
culture. This disparity was justified by the purported openness oflanguage to the integration
ofother ethnic groups into the official language collectives. The workings ofthis
contradictory mechanism were hammered out for the first time in the paradigmatic blue
pages ofBook I where definitions at the federal level ofkey terms - among them language,
culture, bilingualism, ethnicity - were laid out for the first time. For example, Blodgett (1990)
states that the Book I can be read as the "discursive origin for the discussion ofethnicity in
Canada" (p. 15). As Porter (1969) stated, determining the limits ofthese key terms was a
challenging endeavour:
Book I, The Official Languages, is preceded by a General Introduction printed
on blue paper, which discusses the key words ofthe terms ofreference ofthe
Commission. These blue pages contain, in the English language at least, some
of the most elegant sophistry about culture, language, society, and other
concepts ofimportance to sociologists and anthropologists.... The blue pages
are important because they generate a mythology ofculture which goes far
beyond any scientific understanding or use ofthe word. This condition
detracts greatly from the convincing case the Commission makes for
bilingualism, because their arguments become obscured by ideological,
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contradictory, and often nonsensical statements about culture, cultural
identity, cultural heritage, cultural equality and so forth (p. 112).
Porter's comments pointed to the sophistries that comprised the discussion of the key words
in the blue pages and that were required to put this contradiction into place. Porter also made
the important point that these blue pages were able, for the first time at a national level, to
generate a new mythology about culture in Canada; to set out a story of belonging that could
be couched in linguistic and cultural terms while the effects were organized along racial and
ethnic lines. Therefore, it is through the royal commission that a new mythology of national
belonging appears, one with this contradiction lodged at its core, and one which could
ostensibly claim to be a pluralist and open nation; a nation which was multicultural within a
bilingual framework. In this chapter, I will discuss the legacy of this national mythology,
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework, in the present; how durable this formulation
is and how it is contemporaneously naturalized in the understanding of everyday life in a
putatively pluralist and open society. I will also trace the link between the emergence of this
national formulation and concurrent changes to immigration policy to understand
contemporary manifestations of the racial ordering of "immigrant" others. Kymlicka's liberal
theory of multicultural citizenship and the Charter of Rights and Freedoms will be examined
as examples of the Commission's legacy in the present, and finally the implications of the
thesis findings for a new way to think through questions of nation building and belonging in
language policy and planning will be considered.
Language, Race and Multicultural Nationalism
Balibar (1991) discusses the relationship between language, race and nation in order
to unpack the purported openness of linguistic community in the monolingual hegemony of
France. As a classic example of modem nation building, Balibar asserts that the community
instituted by the nation state is always a 'fictive ethnicity' against a background of
universalistic representation (p. 96). However, this invites the question, if national identity is
based on a 'fictive ethnicity, "How can ethnicity be produced?" and in particular, "how can it
be produced in such a way that it does not appear as fiction, but as the most natural of

origins?" (ibid). For Balibar, the answer lies in the complementarity between language and
race which roots the idea that that the national character is immanent in the people. As he
explains, "They constitute two ways of rooting historical populations in a fact of 'nature' (the
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diversity oflanguages and the diversity ofraces appearing predestined), but also two ways of
giving a meaning to their continued existence, oftranscending its contingency" (Balibar,
1991, p. 97). He continues that it is crucial that the national language should "appear to be
the very element ofthe life ofa people", and that all linguistic practices should feed into a
single "love ofthe language" which is the "mother tongue", as this mother tongue is "the
ideal ofa common origin projected back beyond learning processes and specialist forms of
usage and which, by that very fact, becomes the metaphor for the love fellow nationals feel
for one another" (ibid).
The complement to this is that the language community is not enough to produce
ethnicity, because by its very definition, linguistic construction ofidentity is open (Balibar,
1991, p. 98). That is, although mother tongue cannot be chosen, it is still possible to "learn"
languages and "tum oneselfinto a different kind ofbearer ofdiscourse" (ibid). Balibar
summarizes about linguistic communities, "Ideally, it 'assimilates' anyone, but holds no one"
(Balibar, 1991, p. 99). Thus, for language to be tied down to what he calls "the frontiers ofa
particular people", it needs an extra degree ofparticularity or principle ofclosure and
exclusion, which is that ofbeing part ofa common race (ibid). This is what Balibar refers to
as a second-degree fiction, which although a fiction, derives a material effectiveness from the
everyday practices and relations structuring the life ofindividuals. Thus, the language
community creates equality only by "naturalizing" the social inequality oflinguistic
practices, but the race community dissolves social inequalities in an ambivalent "similarity"
by ethnicizing the social difference into a division between the "genuinely" and "falsely"
national (Balibar, 1991, p. 100).
Balibar provides a cogent analysis ofhow race forecloses the openness oflinguistic
community in the construction ofthe modem nation state. However, in Canada, the nation
building project cannot draw upon a uniform history oforigins to organize the demarcation
of"genuine" and "false" national or "us" and "them". Thus, race necessarily operates
differently, in this case through the contradiction oflanguage and culture, in order to
foreclose the purportedly open linguistic communities ofthe nation. Lee (2003) discusses the
tension multiculturalism, or the politics ofdiversity, introduces into the inherent dialectic of
''us" and "them" which is embedded in modernist notions ofnationalism. She states:
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nationalism consistently requires some clear demarcation of ''us" in
distinction from "them". Multiculturalism, on the other hand, purports a
discourse that requires "them" continually to become part of "us", as defined
by the dominant culture tolerating and choosing to accept, or not, other
cultures [italics in original] (Lee, 2003, p. 111).
As this thesis has explored, engineering how "them" would become a part of ''us" within the
dominant framework of bilingualism and biculturalism was a central outcome of the royal
commission, and organized ultimately through the Multiculturalism Policy (1971) and
Official Languages Act (1969). Lee (2003) does not see multiculturalism as opposed to
standard models of nationalism as much as she sees it as an extension:
For newer, more pluralistic societies that do not find their basis for legitimacy
in historical continuity, however, challenges also abound. A multicultural
society must deal with the realities that recent growth generated by large
scale, economic-driven migration presents. They must also respond to what is
now perceived by many members of the imagined community as an
essentially pluralistic history (p. 111).
In the present, this relatively recent construction of multicultural nationalism, dating back
now about 35 years, is a naturalized "essentially pluralistic history" of Canada, which can
incorporate the continuous and contemporary advent of economically driven migration into a
similar historically continuity, without disrupting the embedded contradiction which
maintains the racialized hierarchy of belonging. As Lee (2003) explicates, in multicultural
notions of nation building, "direct calls to respect and acknowledge ethnic diversity in a
single nation still position a particular group as possessing the power to make such a choice"
(p. 112). Yet, the powerful appeal of this model lies in the fact that regardless, "the invention
of multicultural tradition is one that diverse members can all and equally commit themselves
to" (ibid). Thus, in the present, multicultural nationalism has a powerful discursive force as
an inclusive and equitable model of nation building. However, in Canada, the full
formulation is multiculturalism within a bilingual framework, yet in the present, these
elements have to a large extent been sheared apart in current political discourses.
Bilingualism has come to signify almost exclusively, at least at the federal level, questions
about Quebec nationalism and anxieties about separation. And multiculturalism has become,
at least in English dominant Canada, a discourse about the inclusion and exclusion of
racialized Others while it also ingrains the "essentially pluralist history" required to maintain
the national mythology of a pluralistic society. Even though the limitations on inclusion
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organized through the contradictory operation oflanguage and culture still continue to
function in the present despite their discursive separation, it is vital that the two elements
remain discursively interconnected ifthe white settler foundations ofthe nation are to be
evident. As Kirtz (1996) states, "The 'bilingual framework' continues to determine the
boundaries ofthe debate over national identity, boundaries beyond which multiculturalism
cannot travel and within which ethnic identity must effect its limited transformations" (p.
20). Therefore, it is bilingualism, as the instantiation ofcollective language rights for some,
that functions in tandem with multiculturalism as a limiting agent by foreclosing the
purported openness ofthe official linguistic communities ofthe nation.
The appeal oflanguage to construct a putatively open community should not be
underestimated. As Linke (2003) states in her analysis oflinguistic purism and nation
building in Germany:
This formative power oflinguistic systems, which provides centralized
regimes with the capacity to absorb and assimilate a diversity ofsubjects,
seems to exhibit a democratic propensity. But such a making ofnationals is
inherently coercive: through the medium oflanguage, and its strategic
deployment in citizenship and immigration politics ... (p. 156).
Although substantively different from German nationalism, Canadian multicultural
nationalism is also based on the purported "democratic propensity" oflanguage, and the
inherent coercion oflanguage as it is deployed through citizenship and immigration in
Germany finds its counterpart in Canada as well. Specifically, the emergence of
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework in the late 1960's and early 1970's was more
that just a new discourse ofnational mythology; it also was a formulation for national unity
that subsequently established a particular system for the racial ordering of"immigrant"
others. That is, during the course ofthe royal commission, while white settler national
belonging was being rearticulated on the terrain oflanguage and culture, parallel changes
were taking place in Canadian immigration policy, which was also moving away from
explicitly stated racial preferences. These changes to immigration policy, which began in
1962, meant that by the late 1960's and early 1970's, radical changes were occurring in the
number and source ofimmigrants coming to Canada. Thus, by the time Trudeau was
responding to the recommendations ofBook IV in 1971, concerns about the balance between
the founding dualities had to be considered, as the increasing numbers ofimmigrants was
seen as one ofthe main demographic threats to national unity. In addition, as overt racial
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preferences for articulating national unity and immigration policy were being jettisoned, the
racial composition of the immigrant population began to shift dramatically. In this way,
critical changes which were taking place in immigration policy were linked to the system of
racial ordering installed through the policy of multiculturalism in a bilingual framework. In
the next section, the emergence of this link will be traced through an overview of the changes
which were taking place in Canadian immigration policy concurrently with the royal
comm1ss10n.
Multiculturalism and Immigration
Jean Burnet, who played a significant role in the production of Book IV, stated that
multiculturalism was "framed under pressure from and in regard to the aims of Canadians
who had come, or whose ancestors had come, from Europe", these being the "cultural
groups" of the inquiry (Burnet, 1978, p. 109). However, during the course of the inquiry
there was a crucial shift in the category "cultural groups" which would have lasting
implications for the organization and management of racial difference in Canada and link it
with immigration into the present. At the beginning of 1962, the same year as Laurendeau's
pivotal editorial in Le Devoir and just a year before the Royal Commission was announced,
critical changes were occurring in Canadian immigration policy. These changes, announced
in the House of Commons on January 19th, 1962 by then Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration, Ellen Fairclough, detailed the changes in immigration regulations which
foregrounded "education, training and skills as the main condition of admissibility regardless
of the country of origin of the applicant" (DHC, January 19, 1962, p. 9). This announcement
marked the pivotal shift from away from Prime Minister Mackenzie King's post World War
II official formulation of immigration policy based on racial and geographical exclusions. As
Hawkins (1988) stated, Mackenzie King's statement on immigration policy of May 1947,
"served as the official formulation of Canadian immigration policy until 1962" (Hawkins,
1988, p. 91). Taylor (1991), also stated that Canadian immigration law "from 1885 until
1962, was explicitly racist in wording and intent: non-white, non-European immigration was
openly discouraged and/or prohibited" (p. 2). This history of racial exclusion was built on
such policies as the "single continuous journey" provision, the Chinese Immigration Act and
its subsequent revisions, a variety of "all-purpose exclusion provisions" outlined in the 1906
Act, and, when these exclusions failed, the government could make a proclamation to
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"prohibit the landing in Canada of any specified class of immigrants" (cited in Taylor, 1991,
p. 2).
In 1947, the Chinese immigration Act was repealed, the "single continuous journey"
clause was removed from the Immigration Act and Mackenzie King made his famous
statement on immigration which was to inform immigration policy until 1962 (Hawkins,
1988). He began his speech in the House on May 1st, 1947, with a short policy statement on
immigration:
The policy of the government is to foster the growth of the population of
Canada by the encouragement of immigration. The government will seek by
legislation, regulation, and vigorous administration, to ensure the careful
selection and permanent settlement of such numbers of immigrants as can
advantageously be absorbed in our national economy (DHC, May 1, 1947, p.
2644).
Here, amendments to the immigration policy were focused on the advantageous economic
absorption of carefully selected immigrants. This concern with "absorption" would later be
couched in the language of"integration" and pointed to the government's awareness of the
economic importance of immigration to nation building. In his speech, King articulated the
new organization of racial exclusions:
With regard to the selection of immigrants, much had been said about
discrimination. I wish to make it quite clear that Canada is perfectly within
her rights in selecting the persons whom we regard as desirable future
citizens. It is not a "fundamental human right" of any alien to enter Canada.
It is a privilege. It is a matter of domestic policy. Immigration is a subject to
the control of the parliament of Canada. This does not mean, however, that
we should not seek to remove from our legislation what may appear to be
objectionable discrimination. One of the features of our legislation to which
strong objection had been taken on the ground of discrimination is the Chinese
Immigration Act. This act seems to place persons from one particular country
in an inferior category. The government had already initiated action for the
repeal of that statute.... The East Indians legally resident in Canada are British
subjects who have resided here for many years. They are therefore Canadian
citizens. As such, their wives and unmarried children under 18 are
admissible. With regard to the Japanese, I stated, on August 4, 1944, at which
time we were at war with Japan, that the government felt that in the years after
the war the immigration of the Japanese should not be permitted. This is the
present view and policy of the government. (DHC, May 1, 1947, p. 2646).
Although King repealed the specific discriminatory exclusions regarding Chinese and East
Indian immigration, he did so within a framework which asserted the authority of the
Canadian government to maintain exclusionary principles in immigration, by formulating it
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as a "privilege" and question of domestic policy as opposed to a "fundamental human right".
It was the assertion of this exclusionary principle which also allowed the government to
maintain the prohibition on Japanese immigration. The primary concern here was that this
post war repeal of legislation specific to Asians would not result in an increase in their
immigration:
There will, I am sure, be general agreement with the view that the people of
Canada do not wish, as a result of mass immigration, to make a fundamental
alteration in the character of our population. Large-scale immigration from the
orient would change the fundamental composition of the Canadian population.
Any considerable oriental immigration would, moreover, be certain to give
rise to social and economic problems of a character that might lead to serious
difficulties in the field of international relations. The government, therefore,
had no thought of making any change in immigration regulations which would
have consequences of that kind. I wish to state quite definitely that, apart
from the repeal of the Chinese Immigration Act, and the revocation of order in
council P.C. 1378 of June 17, 1931, regarding naturalization, the government
had no intention of removing the existing regulations respecting Asiatic
immigration unless and until alternative measures of effective control have
been worked out (DHC, May 1, 1947, p. 2646).
King's post war changes to immigration legislation, although repealing the most notorious of
Canada's exclusionary immigration legislations, was clearly not meant in any way to
concretely alter the type of immigrants which were coming to Canada. In particular, the fears
that "Asiatic" immigration would give rise to "social and economic problems" remained as
did all other regulations allowing for the continued racial exclusion of immigrants. Hawkins
also specified that "Asiatic" was broadly construed, and that "in the minds of the Canadian
Liberal government in 1947, Asia meant almost everything in the Eastern Hemisphere
outside Europe"; therefore, it was possible that "by excluding Asian and, by association and
extension, Africans also (except white South Africans), Canada was prepared to accept only
one kind of immigrant from the Eastern Hemisphere - the European immigrant" (Hawkins,
1988, p. 94-95).
The Immigration Act passed in 1952, which came into force June 1st, 1953, emerged
in the wake of King's speech and reflected the racial fears and exclusions he outlined in
1947. Although the Japanese had been removed from the list of enemy aliens by then and
Germans were placed back on the same basis as other European immigrants, very limited
annual quotas on Indian (150), Pakistani (100), and Ceylonese (50) immigrants were
enforced; quotas which remained in place until 1962 (ibid). The exclusions outlined in the
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Immigration Act of1952, gave the Governor-in-Council all-embracing powers to prohibit or
limit the admission ofpersons by reason of:
1. Nationality, citizenship, ethnic group, occupation, class, or geographical
area or origin;
2. Peculiar customs, habits, modes oflife, or methods ofholding property;
3. Unsuitability having regard to the climatic, economic, social, industrial,
educational, labour, health, or other conditions ofrequirements existing
temporarily or otherwise, in Canada or in the area ofcountry from or through
which such persons come to Canada; or
4. Probable inability to become readily assimilated or to assume the duties and
responsibilities ofCanadian citizenship within a reasonable time after
admission (Hawkins, 1988, p. 102).
These bases for the limitation ofadmission ofimmigrants meant that King's desire to have
no alteration to the "fundamental character" or composition ofthe Canadian population could
be maintained. With the strong demand for labour in the primary industries and in the
professional and skilled occupations immigration rates began to increase in the late l 950's
(Hawkins, 1988, p. 99). Hawkins also mentioned that by the late fifties, a strong conviction
about the benefits ofimmigration was growing among "the younger post-war recruits" to the
public service (ibid, p. 72). With the decline in the supply ofimmigrants from Europe, a
memorandum emerged from the Department ofCitizenship and Immigration in 1960 which
stated the necessity for revision and long term planning ofthe existing immigration policy
and that the "need for immigration and its economic advantages should be clearly explained
to the Canadian public" (ibid, p. 75). This set the groundwork for a series ofrevisions
culminating in 1961 with the a decision to "proceed with a complete overhaul and revision of
the immigration regulations as it was felt that they embodied the kind ofdiscrimination
which came most frequently under attack" (Hawkins, 1988, p. 105). These gave rise to the
changes in immigration regulations as outlined by Ellen Fairclough in the House of
Commons on January 19th, 1962.
Hawkins (1988) described in detail the background to this critical shift in the
immigration regulations:
First... there was a need to remove the stigma ofracial discrimination from
Canada's immigration policy, a central feature ofit however much this might
be denied by members ofthe current administration. Secondly, it was felt to
be essential to stress quality migration in view ofCanada's increasing need for
skilled manpower and the high prevailing rates ofunemployment, particularly
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among the unskilled, not to mention the Department ofLabour's pressure on
these issues. Thirdly, there was the evident need for more stable immigration
programming. Finally there was a strong feeling with the Department [of
Citizenship and Immigration] that something must be done about the
sponsored movement (p. 128).
The need for more control over immigration, particularly given the shifts in global migration
patterns during this period and the pressures ofthe domestic economy meant that Canada
needed to adopt a more expansionist position to immigration but also exercise a different
kind ofcontrol over the type ofimmigrant admitted. Definitely with the rise in
unemployment rates, particularly among certain levels ofworkers, the decline in European
immigration and the increasing stigma ofovert racial discrimination, the time was ripe for a
new set ofimmigration regulations which emphasized skills and education. However, this
was not the only pressure for changing the immigration regulations and an internal
departmental memorandum dated three weeks before the announcement ofthe new
immigration regulations stated that the prime objective ofthe proposed revisions were to
"eliminate all discrimination based on colour, race or creed" (ibid, p. 130). The fears that
this would unleash an influx ofrelatives from the "coloured parts ofthe world" remained
strong as the memo clarified, "This means that, ifwe continue to allow Greeks, Poles,
Italians, Portuguese and other Europeans to bring in the wide range ofrelatives presently
admissible, we will have to do the same for Japanese, Chinese, Indians, Pakistanis, Africans,
persons from the Arab world, the West Indies and so forth" (ibid). Thus, in the end, despite
overturning the overtly discriminatory immigration regulations, there was a remaining
discriminatory clause inserted at a very late stage as an extra precaution again a flood ofnon
European relatives (Hawkins, 1988, p. 131). As Troper outlined, the retention ofracial
restrictions for family reunification was necessary in order to "assuage public concern,
particularly in British Columbia, about any sudden influx ofdependent Chinese or South
Asians" (Troper, 1993, p. 266). Fairclough gave the government's historically based
rationale for the continuation ofthis policy in her parliamentary announcement, "The reasons
for the continuation ofthis special provision are essentially historical, based on the
immigration patterns and policies that have been established over many years" (DHC,
January 19, 1962, p. 9). She also argued that these policies could only be equalized across all
immigrant groups by introducing restrictions and withdrawing privileges "which have been
enjoyed for many years by close relatives and sponsors from European and western
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hemisphere countries" (ibid). This final overtly discriminatory clause would remain until
1966, when the white paper on immigration would finally be tabled. Fairclough went on to
state, "the general effect of section 31, taken as a whole is to benefit the position of nationals
of all countries, without weakening the positions of any", which meant that Asian and
African immigrants should overlook this final discriminatory clause as overall they were
benefiting from these immigration changes, and immigrants from the "European and western
hemisphere" would not have to suffer any rollback in their sponsorship privileges just to
bring them on par with everyone else (DHC, January 19, 1962, p. 10). Fairclough also
outlined that the chief beneficiaries of changing the basis of admissibility to education,
training and skills would be the Asians, Africans, nationals of the Middle Eastern countries
as well as persons from the Central and Latin American countries including the West Indies
(ibid).
If immigrants from "the coloured parts of the world" were now to be the chief
beneficiaries of these changes to immigration legislation, then it was due to the confluence of
many factors including declining numbers of immigrants from Europe, the economic and
labour impetus for more skilled workers, and need for the Canadian government to show that
it had moved away from racist immigration policies. Knowles (1997) writes that the new
regulations introduced by Fairclough were "foreshadowed by the Bill of Rights that John
Diefenbaker presented to proudly in 1960", and since the bill rejected discrimination on the
basis of race, colour, national origin and religion, the government could no longer justify
their exclusionary immigration policies on the basis on race or national origin (p. 152).
Wayland (1997) adds that the racist provisions of Canada's immigration policy "hampered
the country's role in the United Nations and in the multiracial Commonwealth" (p. 44), and it
was clear that if the country wanted to retain any international credibility it would have to
change these policies. As Troper (1993) summarized, the motivation to change from the
overtly racist immigration policies was "less to court non-white immigration than it was to
improve Canada's international image and bring immigration legislation in line with

domestic human rights policy more generally (p. 266).
King's exclusionary policies had ensured that between 1947 and 1961, only 9.6% of
the people admitted to Canada as permanent settlers were from outside of Western Europe,
the United States and Australasia (Satzewich, 1989). With Fairclough's changes and the
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lifting of racial restrictions, immigration numbers began to increase with the comparatively
sharpest increases occurring in immigration from Asia (Hawkins, 1988). Between 1962 and
1966, various moves were made to develop a new Immigration Act. Among these, the most
significant was the announcement in late 1965 that the new Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration was to be Jean Marchand - until now a Commissioner for the Royal
Commission of Bilingualism and Biculturalism - and also that a new Department of
Immigration was to be established; the Department of Manpower and Immigration (Hawkins,
1988, p. 151). This new department would be responsible for immigration and many of the
services from the existing Department of Labour. As Marchand argued, immigration had to
be related to the needs of the labour market and with both immigration and human resources
under one portfolio, programs could be designed to achieve optimum economic growth
(Hawkins, 1988, p. 158). The White Paper on Immigration, tabled in the House of Commons
October 14th, 1966, was another of the significant step taken towards the development of a
new Immigration Act.
The White Paper on Immigration was a long awaited document tabled in order to
assist in public discussion in and out of Parliament on the principles and policies which the
Government believed should be embodied in new immigration legislation (Department of
Manpower and Immigration, 1966, p. 5). The White Paper was significant in that it
articulated in general terms the new framework for immigration now that it had moved away
from explicit racial criteria. A discernible shift was the current emphasis on the economic
importance of immigration as opposed the pre-1962 focus on maintaining the "fundamental
character" of the nation through immigration:
Immigration has made a major contribution to the national objectives of
maintaining a high rate of population and economic growth and thus of
strengthening our position of independence and our ability to follow a course
of friendly co-operation with like-minded countries of the world. Without a
substantial continuing flow of immigrants, it is doubtful that we could sustain
a high rate of economic growth and the associated cultural development which
are essential to the maintenance and development of our national identity
beside the economic and cultural pulls of our neighbour to the South. To
remain of positive value, however, immigration policy must be consistent with
national economic policy in general and with national manpower and social
policies in particular, and it must be related to the conditions of national and
international life in 1966 and the years ahead, rather than to past events. The
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desire of families to be together is important... (Department of Manpower and
Immigration, 1966, p. 7).
The development of national identity and international stature was important, in particular, to
counter the pull of"our neighbour to the South". The emphasis in this White Paper was on
the future and not the past; thus, signalling the end of an era of overt exclusionary
immigration policies and the more modem imperatives of economic growth and international
position. However, the end of overt racist immigration regulations did not mean an open door
policy on immigration or an end to the selection of immigrants:
Canada is an under-populated country by most standards of measurement. It
must appear almost barren to people to many of the countries of Africa and
Asia with their teeming millions, and indeed some of the densely populated
countries elsewhere. Many Canadians are attracted to the theory that to fill up
our empty spaces as rapidly as possible with any and all immigrants willing to
cast their lot with us would serve not only the humanitarian purpose of
helping to redress the world's population imbalance but also the national
economic goal of providing an enlarged market for domestic production....
Some people conclude that we should open our doors wide to a very large
flow of immigrants.... The fact, however, is that economic conditions have
changed. We do not have a frontier open to new agricultural settlement. Our
people are moving off the land, not on to it. We are not a country of virgin
lands and forests waiting to be settled by anyone with a strong back and a
venturesome spirit. Despite its low population density, Canada had become a
highly complex industrialized and urbanized society. And such a society is
increasingly demanding of the quality of its workforce. If those entering the
work force, whether native born ofimmigrants, do not have the ability and
training to do the kinds ofjobs available, they will be burdens rather than
assets. Today, Canada's expanding industrial economy offers most of its
employment opportunities to those with education, training, skills
(Department of Manpower and Immigration, 1966, p. 8).
Here, the Malthusian conceptions of population distribution constructed Canada as a "barren"
nation to the "teeming millions" of Africa and Asia. However, immigration could not be
used for the "humanitarian" redress of the "world's population imbalance", since the
economic conditions of the nation had changed, and unskilled labour with a "strong back",
useful in the past for the settlement of the "virgin" lands and forests, was not as necessary in
an increasingly industrializing and urbanizing society. Current economic conditions and
needs required immigrants who would be economic "assets" with their education, training
and skill. In this way, although the explicitly racial exclusions of immigration policy had
been lifted, a different set of selection criteria - education, training, skills - had been set in its
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place. Thus, similarly to King's anxieties about "Asiatic" immigration, an influx of
immigrants from the "teeming millions" of Asia and Africa into the "barren" and "empty
spaces" of the nation was still a concern, but now a new set of selection criteria would
control this movement.
Developing alongside the anxieties about this newly broadened range of immigrants
from various parts of the world was an increasing concern about national security in the
white paper. In the past, inadmissible classes had included "mentally or physically defective
and diseased persons" as well as a variety of the "criminal" classes. However, drawing on
scientific knowledge and medical advances, the white paper took a progressive and more
open approach to the former previously prohibited class of immigrants, and stated about the
latter, "The grounds for refusing admission to criminals, on the other hand, need to be
broadened" (Department of Manpower and Immigration, 1966, p. 25). Concerns with
national security were based on reasons which sound contemporary even today, signaling the
durability of these anxieties:
International crime is so organized today that the leaders frequently escape
conviction or even detection for the crimes they instigate and profit from.
Moreover, Canada is altogether a convenient place of refuge for criminals of
all kinds who find it prudent to avoid the law enforcement agencies in their
own countries. It seems essential, therefore, to include in the prohibited
classes the person who is known or suspected on reasonable grounds to be
associated with criminals or who is a fugitive from justice, even through not
actually convicted of any specific crime .... In the world as it is, however,
there is an ever present threat to national security from extremists who are
favourably inclined towards acting as the paid agents of unfriendly countries.
Real security risks may not tum up very often among persons seeking
admission to Canada, but there must be legal provision for their exclusion
when they are discovered (Department of Manpower and Immigration, 1966,
p. 25).
Based upon these and other related apprehensions about national security, the white paper
developed an extensive set of rules and regulations for selection, control, deportation,
security screening and appeals, as well as a detailed list of classes of persons prohibited from
immigration (Department of Manpower and Immigration, 1966, p. 26).
According to Hawkins, the major objective of the white paper was to develop "a
reasonable control over the sponsored movement", given the worry over opening up to a
large influx of unskilled sponsored relatives particularly from the "coloured parts of the
world"; therefore, a large portion of the white paper was devoted to the development of a
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complex formulation to achieve this goal (Hawkins, 1988, p. 160). The white paper sought to
eliminate the final overtly discriminatory clause regarding sponsorship of relatives which had
not been overturned in the immigration regulations of 1962. In this quest, the white paper
developed a complicated formula for sponsorship with the most significant change being that
only immigrants who became Canadian citizens after 5 years could sponsor relatives. The
various complications of the new sponsorship formula in the white paper was rejected by the
Special Joint Committee and meant the Department had to rethink admission categories all
over again (Hawkins, 1988, p. 162). This led to the eventual organization of three different
categories for admission - independent applicants, sponsored dependents and nominated
relatives - and the establishment of a point system for immigrant selection. By October 1st,
1967, the new immigration regulations went into effect, which according to the Minister
would be universally applied, increase recognition of family relationships and be more
closely attuned to Canada's economic needs. Thus, a set of immigration regulations, which
for the first time were not couched in overtly discriminatory regulations, was in place and a
whole new mode of modem nation building was underway.
These dramatic changes to the immigration policy were taken up at length in the
mainstream media. Headlines proclaimed the end of race based immigration policies,
"Welcome to all races" (Farquharson, 1966), "Immigration Policy Eased" and "Geographical
Qualifications Dropped; Selectivity Remains" (Wilson, 1966). Although overall most articles
were positive about the elimination of race and geographically based restrictions, there were
many concerns over the sponsorship criteria and the new selection criteria. Many editorials
pointed out that the sponsorship criteria and the selection criteria as outlined in the white
paper were explicitly targeting Italian immigrants, particularly in the way these criteria were
discussed in the white paper. Douglas Fischer and Harry Crowe, in their article entitled,
"That White Paper is anti-Italian", in the Telegram of October 19th, 1966, stated that
"There's no doubt that the intended victim of the Liberal Government's new immigration
policy is the Italian immigrant" (Fischer & Crowe, 1966). As their proof, they cited
statements made in the white paper; "The majority of sponsored have been drawn from
southern Europe, primarily as a result of the influx of immigrants from the under-developed
rural parts of this region in the early post-war years, the strong family relationships in those
areas, and the economic pressures to emigrate from them" (Department of Manpower and
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Immigration, 1966, p. 11). Thus, the association of the mainly unskilled and uneducated
sponsored category was associated with the Italian and "southern European" communities.
Even the "independent" immigrants from this part of the world were also considered to be
part of the "uneducated and unskilled" labour pool which the white paper was trying to move
away from; "we have to be on guard against admitting large numbers, or greatly fluctuating
numbers, of uneducated and unskilled immigrants" (Department of Manpower and
Immigration, 1966, p. 13). However, although the selection criteria specifically named
"southern European" immigration and sponsorship as a concern, articles in the media also
point to the colour bias these selection criteria entrench. As Lubor J. Zink stated in his
columns, "The True North White and Free?" (Zink, 1966) and "A Hollow Equality" (Zink,
1966), the white paper was designed to ensure that "Canada will remain a white man's
country while creating the impression that all forms of racial discrimination had been
eliminated from our immigration practices" (Zink, 1966). Lubor went on to clarify that the
barrier lay in the new selection criteria, "These qualifying requirements (which raise the
minimum educational level by one grade) guarantee that the trickle of colored immigrants to
Canada will remain negligible, for no colored country can compete with Europe in general
availability of high school education" (ibid). This was echoed in the Ottawa Journal which
states, "The surging millions of Asian and Africa who might want to immigrate lack the
skills modem society demands", and therefore, "The bars against them are therefore as
effective as they were in 1947 ..." (Door to immigrants, 1966). A letter to the editor stated
that in fact there was no dearth of "skilled" Asians to apply for immigration; rather, there was
a backlog of applications as a result of the limited capacity for screening the applications in
New Dehli (Mannil, 1965). This claim was borne out to some extent as in 1965, there were
only three Canadian immigration offices abroad in all of Asia compared to the 15 in Northern
Europe, the 5 in Southern Europe and the 7 in the United Kingdom and Ireland (Parai, 1974).
These significant changes to the immigration regulations began to reveal changes in
the numbers of various immigration source countries. Specifically, from 1962 to 1970, there

was a steady increase in immigration numbers from Asian, African, South and Central
American countries; whereas, after a peak in immigration numbers in 1967, European
immigration numbers began to decline significantly (Hawkins, 1988, p. 57). Perhaps most
telling was the shift in top immigration source countries from 1967 on. In 1967 Britain and

312
Italy were the top two immigration source countries at 62,420 and 30,055 respectively and by
1970, their numbers had dropped dramatically to 26,497 and 8,533 respectively, while Asian
immigration numbers had increased approximately seven fold from 3,912 in 1963 to 23,319
in 1969 (Hawkins, 1988, p. 56-57).
During the course of the Royal Commission, major changes were also occurring in
Canadian immigration policy. A decrease in European immigration numbers, changes in the
domestic economic and labour situation, and international pressure all meant a shift away
from an overtly racialized immigration policy. However, similar fears of being overrun by
the "teeming millions" from the less desirable and "coloured parts of the world" also
remained, but now selection and sponsorship criteria, increased attention to national security
issues, as well as inequities in the distribution of Canadian Immigration Offices served to
limit this type of immigration. Inevitably though, the changes to immigration policy began to
result in a change in source countries and the distribution of immigration numbers. This
signaled a fundamental shift in who came to inhabit the "cultural group" category in the
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework formulation. Burnet (1978) traces this shift in
relation to multiculturalism:
The policy of multiculturalism was framed under pressures from and in regard
to the aims of Canadians who had come, or whose ancestors had come, from
Europe. To the eye they were similar, and, although in the past they had been
subjected to discrimination, by the 1960s and the 1970s the concern of their
spokesmen was with boundary maintenance, and with language as an
important ethnic marker. But since 1967 a considerable portion of the
immigrant stream had come from the West Indies, Asia, and Africa. It had
been composed of people visibly different from the majority of Canadians.
Boundaries between particular South Asian or East Asian groups may be hard
to maintain, but boundaries between South or East Asians and Europeans have
physical markers (p. 109).
Multiculturalism emerged within the framework of pressures from other ethnic groups which,
as Brunet suggests, were mainly those groups who had come or whose ancestors had come
from Europe. She makes the important point that by the 1960s and 1970s, language had
became the most salient marker of ethnic identity for this group, while during this period a
more visibly marked, or racialized, group of immigrants was beginning to arrive in
increasing numbers to Canada. Lupul (1983) divided these two groups into the "white
ethnics" and the "real minorities". He described the "white ethnics" as ''undistinguished in
external appearance and therefore socially invisible", whose main concerns were therefore
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"language and cultural retention and development"; whereas, the "real minorities" were the
"visible peoples whose facial features prevent assimilation" (Lupul, 1983, p. 104). The
strategy to gain recognition for the other ethnic groups or the "white ethnics", as exemplified
in the arguments ofRudnykyj's separate statement and Yuzyk's speeches, was to argue for
inclusion into the white settler category alongside the "founding" groups. However, this
strategy was forever out of reach for the "real minorities" as the visibility of their
racialization thwarted any such possibility. Thus, "cultural groups" came increasingly to
signify a racialized category as the "white ethnics", who were the original other ethnic
groups

around which multiculturalism was initially framed, slowly assimilated into the

"white settler" category and became "socially invisible". This genealogical link between
multiculturalism within a bilingual framework and immigration policy has meant that in the
present, racialized "immigrant" labour can arrive into an established racial order, an ordering
probably best articulated in the current writings of Will Kymlicka.
Multiculturalism and Liberal Theory

Will Kymlicka's theory of multicultural citizenship is an attempt to develop a liberal
theory of pluralism based on distinguishing between what he terms national minorities, and
other minority ethnic groups, a distinction reminiscent of the divisions in the original terms
of reference from the royal commission. It is instructive to examine Kymlicka's work not
only because his framework has become a dominant and ubiquitous model for multicultural
citizenship and nation building, but also because it reveals the durability of the racial
ordering the formulation of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework originally
established. Kymlicka makes a distinction between what he terms "national minorities" - in
Canada, these are the English, French and a monolithic Aboriginal grouping - who are
"distinct and potentially self-governing societies incorporated into a larger state", and "ethnic
minorities", who are "immigrants who have left their national community to enter another
society" (Kymlicka, 1995). The key distinction is that national minorities at the time of their
incorporation, constituted an "ongoing societal culture" and may have or had rights regarding
language and land use" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 79); whereas, ethnic minorities came
"voluntarily", are not "nations" and do not occupy homelands since they are scattered
throughout the nation-space. These distinctions are based on rationales which closely recall
the Commission's own reasons for eventually conferring collective language rights on
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founding groups only, and he even disavows that these are racial distinctions, and that rather
they are based on cultural groups; "In talking about national minorities, therefore, I am not
talking about racial or descent groups, but about cultural groups" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 23).
For immigrants, their distinctiveness is "manifested primarily in their family lives and in
voluntary associations, and is not inconsistent with institutional integration" since "they still
participate within the dominant institutions of the dominant culture(s) and speak the
dominant language(s)" (ibid, p. 14). In fact, "immigrants (except the elderly)[ ...] in Canada,
must learn either of the two official languages" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 14-15). As Kymlicka
states, "the commitment to ensuring a common language has been a constant feature of the
history of immigration policy" (ibid). Again, this logic closely recapitulates the narrow logic
of integration which emerged to locate other ethnic groups in relation to the founding
dualities in Book IV.
Kymlicka does admit that there are "hard cases" which do not fit into either category,
examples, being African-Americans, Hutterites, and refugees among others. However, based
on his main group divisions, Kymlicka has no problem articulating a well-planned hierarchy
of "group-differentiated citizenship" rights. He also gives language as an example of this
group

differentiated right, stating that "The real issue in evaluating language rights is why

they are group specific - that is, why francophones should be able to demand court
proceedings or education in their mother tongue at public expense when Greek- or Swahili
speakers - cannot" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 46). For Kymlicka, it is clear that language rights
are a major component of the national rights for the French Canadians and since immigrant
groups

are not national minorities, they should not have similar language rights (Kymlicka,

1995, p. 46). Overall, this hierarchy of rights is presented as a tidy and neat formula. For
example, in response to the common charge that at one time even the dominant "national
minorities" immigrated to the New World, Kymlicka differentiates between them as colonists
and present day migrants. As he states, "There was a fundamentally different set of
expectations accompanying colonization and immigration - the former resulted from a
deliberate policy aimed at the systematic recreation of an entire society in a new land; the
latter resulted from individual and familial choices to leave their society and join another
existing society" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 95). Therefore, the contradiction of collective
language rights for some - the national minorities - is premised here on a differentiation in
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migration history similar to the claims ofprior history which were mobilized during the
Commission. Also, immigration as a choice, a discourse which emerged during the public
hearings, is a central rationale throughout Kymlicka's theory. This theme of"choice" is the
prime justificatory principle for Kymlicka in his gross differentiation ofrights between
"national minorities" and "immigrants", "After all, most immigrants (as distinct from
refugees) choose to leave their own culture" and "They have uprooted themselves, and they
know when they come that their success, and that oftheir children, depends on integrating
into the institutions ofEnglish-speaking society" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 96). This notion of
"choice" also allows Kymlicka to make statements in relation to the right to live and work in
their own culture, "immigration is one way ofwaiving one's right" and, "In deciding to
uproot themselves, immigrants voluntarily relinquish some ofthe rights that go along with
their original national membership" (ibid). Therefore, he is careful to outline that with
respect to the policies designed to accommodate immigrant cultural difference, "all ofthese
measures take the form ofadapting the institutions and practices ofthe mainstream society so
as to accommodate ethnic differences, not ofsetting up a separate societal culture based on
the immigrants' mother tongue" (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 97). In Kymlicka's theory, the
foundations ofthe white settler bi- nation, in his words the "societal culture", are a given and
the racial ordering they entrench remains unexamined.
A host ofcogent critiques have been made addressing Kymlicka's theories; critiques
which address the depth ofhistorical amnesia upon which his theory ofliberal toleration and
inclusion is founded (Padolsky, 2000; Razack, 1998), and critiques ofthe form ofliberalism
he adopts as well as the philosophical and theoretical underpinnings ofhis work (Parekh,
1997; Young, 1997; Choudhry, 2002). Kymlicka's theory ofmulticultural citizenship is the
current manifestation ofthe multiculturalism within a bilingual framework formulation,
preserving the rationales for the hierarchy ofrights which emerged through the royal
commission, even as there is acknowledgement ofgroup based claims for Aboriginals, albeit
as a homogenized

and unspecified grouping which erases their heterogeneous and distinctive

historical and material claims. The influence ofKymlicka's theory ofmulticultural
nationalism is widespread, debated and used across disciplines to address questions of
language, society and nation building (see May, 2001). As language is a key marker of
levels ofrights and citizenship in his theorizing, there is also an increasing engagement with
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his ideas in the area oflanguage rights (see Patten, 2001). Kymlicka acknowledges that
"group-differentiated citizenship rights" are a central element ofhis theory. In so doing, he
makes explicit the contradiction which is embedded at the core ofmulticulturalism within a
bilingual framework; that is, the extension ofgroup rights only to national minorities while
ethnic minorities have the standard guarantees of"freedoms" and choices, or individual
rights. Kymlicka's justification is built on historical claims and demographic rationales
similar to those mobilized in the royal commission, making the genealogical link explicit.
Based on Kymlicka's rationales, group-differentiated citizenship rights are posited as a
rational solution to the dilemma ofconstructing the "unisonant" multicultural nation, yet this
also elides the disparity in citizenship between the two groupings.
Mouffe (2001) argues that the liberal logic is a "logic ofthe assertion ofrights", and
she draws on Arendt's notion ofthe "right to have rights" to argue that it is only "through
being a democratic citizen" that it is possible to have the full exercise ofhuman rights (p.
107). Therefore, the entrenchment ofgroup differentiated citizenship rights, predicated on a
particular reading ofnational history, makes the assumption ofequal citizenship for all
members ofthe polity impossible. Yet, this is precisely the formulation Kymlicka advances
in his theory. However, in the present, Kymlicka's theory ofmulticultural citizenship
although widespread is still just a theory, since the fiction that all members ofthe polity are
equal as citizens remains enshrined in the Canadian Charter ofRights and Freedoms.
Multiculturalism and Language Rights in the Charter
In his article which analyzes Trudeau's campaign speeches and various government
documents from the late 1960's, Vipond (1996) traces the logic ofTrudeau's entrenchment
oflanguage rights in the Charter as a way ofensuring citizenship as rights and citizenship as
belonging. Vipond shows that Trudeau's logic for the entrenchment oflanguage and
individual rights was based on his argument that minority language rights were both a
fundamental individual right and the foundation to creating a deep sense ofbelonging
(Vipond, 1996, p. 186). Therefore, it was possible to support the constitutional protection of
individual rights and the constitutional protection oflanguage rights, for in Trudeau's logic
they were cut from the same cloth, since, as he argued, bilingualism was one ofthe
"fundamental liberties which make us feel proud ofbeing Canadian" (Vipond, 1996, p. 183).
In this way, Vipond (1996) states, language rights could be explained and defended under
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both rubrics ofcitizenship, that is as rights and as belonging, since "Trudeau spoke of
minority language rights both as fundamental individual rights and as the foundation for
creating a deep sense ofbelonging, and he moved seamlessly between them as if, by finding
an element common to both ideas ofcitizenship, he could somehow fuse them" (p. 186).
Vipond (1996) draws on Tuohy's notion of"institutional ambivalence" to argue that putting
language rights first was Trudeau's way ofreconciling the tension between these two notions
ofcitizenship, as rights and as belonging. And putting them in the Charter in such a way that
he could harness other rights but not language rights to the override provision ofSection 33,
the notwithstanding clause, was Trudeau's way ofinstitutionalizing this ambivalance (p. 186187).
Meyerhoff (1993-1994) examines the legacy ofthis "institutional ambivalence" by
considering language rights in the Charter against multicultural rights, as outlined in section
27 ofthe Charter. In his analysis, he argues that the collective rights oflinguistic dualism
which are entrenched through the language rights ofthe Charter, result in a disparity between
ethnic minorities and official language minorities with respect to the rights and status each
enjoy (Meyerhoff, 1993-1994, p. 918). His detailed analysis reveals that section 27 has
almost never been interpreted to contain any collective rights at all and that "case law
suggests that section 27 is not treated as a substantive provision", rather it is at best, "merely
an interpretive provision with little impact on other rights" (ibid, p. 953). However, the value
in Meyerhoff's analysis is that he shows how language rights constrain the definition of
multiculturalism in the Charter, thus signaling the genealogical connection ofthese Charter
provisions to the royal commission and in particular Trudeau's inauguration ofa limited and
specified definition ofmulticulturalism through the Multiculturalism Policy (1971). Also, he
states:
The Charter structure reflects the influence linguistic dualism ... has had on
shaping multiculturalism and language rights. The upshot oflinguistic
dualism, as legislation, policy and the Charter exhibit, is a disparity between
the rights and status - as to language and culture - afforded official language

minorities compared to ethnic minorities (ibid, p. 961).

Meyerhoff (1993-1994) concludes that linguistic dualism has meant both a narrow definition
ofmulticulturalism and also the installation ofa disparity ofrights and status for official
language and official minorities compared to ethnic languages and ethnic minorities (p. 962).
Thus, Meyerhoff shows how disparity oflanguage rights has an effect ofracial ordering.
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Also, the implications ofthis relation ofrights are clear; there is an inconsistency in the
stated egalitarian definition ofmulticulturalism, there is an entrenchment ofcultural
inequality, and these inconsistencies suggest linguistic assimilation, all ofwhich are
antithetical to the cultural equality and pluralism the multicultural provision purports to
promote (ibid, p. 967-969).
Meyerhoff begins with the legal inconsistencies that the Charter has promulgated in
the present to arrive back at the contradiction oflanguage and culture the royal commission
had set into place to organize a hierarchy ofbelonging, or in Kymlicka's terms, "group
differentiated citizenship" rights. Therefore, in the present the Commission's original
formulation ofmulticulturalism within a bilingual framework has proved durable and speaks
to the powerful national mythology it instantiated as legal decisions have quite consistently
kept it in place into the present. As Meyerhoff (1993-1994) and Vipond (1996) conclude,
language rights as envisioned and entrenched by Trudeau first in the Official Languages Act
(1969), next in the Multiculturalism Policy (1971), and eventually as "institutional
ambivalence" in the Charter, did not provide the platform for national unity he had hoped for.
Meyerhoff (1993-1994) has called Canada's model oflanguage rights and multiculturalism,
premised upon linguistic dualism and a narrow definition ofmulticulturalism, as "a weak
reed for nation building" and national unity (p. 973). This question ofmaintaining national
unity is the recurrent conundrum which drives the reworking and reiteration offormulations
for belonging, with multiculturalism in a bilingual framework, as shown in its various present
reinscriptions, as the most durable ofall. This presents the question ofhow to script national
unity in a multicultural milieu without establishing a hierarchical relation ofrights, without
short-circuiting full citizenship rights through a contradiction between language and culture,
and without putting into place a racial order? This question has resonance for all States which
have to contend with addressing minority rights without reverting to an explicitly racial and
ethnic form ofnationalism. As a "proxy for other issues that resist resolution on its own
terms" (Haphrem, 2002, p. 65), language has been the recurring basis for trying to answer

these complex questions (see Balibar, 1991), and therefore these questions are increasingly
being taken up in the field oflanguage policy and planning.
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Language Planning and Policy
An important implication ofthe research in this thesis is to determine what potential
the field oflanguage planning and policy may have for answering the complex questions of
equitable multicultural nation building. Wright (2004) explains that language planning first
appeared as an area ofinquiry in the "age of nationalism" in the 18th and 19th century, but in
its contemporary incarnation as an extension ofapplied linguistics, language policy and
planning emerged as an academic subject after World War II, when the language needs of
newly decolonized "nations" renewed interest in the philosophy and strategies ofnation
building (p. 8). Therefore, the centrality of language to questions ofnation building has a
long history, and Wright interprets language policy and planning broadly as a "discipline that
enquires into all aspects ofthe language arrangements ofall human societies" (Wright, 2004,
p. 12-13). Since then, this field has evolved significantly and in many directions. The
multiplicity ofmodels and theories oflanguage planning means that it can be difficult to
assess which may be the best suited to addressing the complex questions ofmulticultural
inclusion.
One lens through which to assess the various models in the field is through Ricento' s
framework, which divides language planning and policy research over the last 40 years into
three historical phases, the first being the era ofdecolonisation, modernization, structuralism,
and pragmatism. The second phase is the era that acknowledges the failure ofmodernization,
begins to advance a critical sociolinguistics perspective and considers issues ofaccess. He
calls the final phase the 'New World Order' and issues such as postmodernism and linguistic
rights characterize this latest era (Ricento, 2000, p. 196). The evolution oflanguage planning
and policy through these phases has meant that a stable definition ofthe field has been
elusive since the imperatives ofeach era give meaning and shape to the area ofinquiry.
The Beginnings ofLanguage Planning and Policy
The beginnings ofthe field oflanguage planning and policy are firmly entrenched in
Ricento's first phase, where decolonisation meant the need to enlist the expertise oflinguists

in the project ofmodernization. This era was driven by the imperatives ofmodernizing
languages and as such was viewed by practitioners as non-political, technical, and pragmatic
in its goals (Ricento, 2000, p. 198). Goals oflanguage planning in this era were most often
associated with a desire for unification, democratization, modernization and language was
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viewed as a resource subject to planning, abstracted from their sociohistorical and ecological
contexts.
Several origins ofthe area now known as language planning and policy have been
advanced, but the strongest claim comes from Einar Haugen, who claims to have launched
the term language planning in 1958, and described it as "the activity ofpreparing a normative
orthography, grammar and dictionary for the guidance ofwriters and speakers in a non
homogenous speech community" (Haugen, 1959). Haugen states that this name was selected
with the idea that it would be one aspect ofa much-used modem term social planning as he
felt that language was a social institution and one ofthe chiefinstruments ofsocial life
(Haugen, 1987). Since then, the term has evolved and been modified to an extensive degree.
David Crystal describes language planning and policy development as simply
involving "the creation and implementation ofofficial policy about how the languages and
linguistic varieties ofa country are to be used" (Crystal, 1987, p. 364). This definition is
embedded in the bureaucratic nature ofthe origins oflanguage planning when it was seen as
a mere subset ofthe larger work ofstate and nation planning. As such, language is an
inanimate and discreet object to be planned, organized and compartmentalized. Rudnyckyj
consulted Haugen's expertise during the research phase ofthe inquiry and therefore this
approach to language planning and policy found some resonance with the Commission.
Status and Corpus Planning ofLanguage
Views oflanguage as an aspect ofsocial planning, an extension ofstate planning and
thus an object to be organized, gave rise to a binary classification oflanguage planning
activities, based on whether the changes affected primarily linguistic structure or linguistic
use (Crystal, 1987, p. 364). Status planning refers to the changes proposed in the way a
language or language variety was to be used in society that resulted in altering its status
(ibid). On the other hand, corpus planning refers to the changes that were introduced into the
structure ofa language or language variety. Such changes include spelling, pronunciation,
grammar or vocabulary. In this type of language planning, first there is the selection of the

language or language variety, the codification (and in some cases the modernization) ofthe
selected variety, then the implementation ofthe variety (mainly through education, but also
media and state usage), and finally further development or elaboration ofthe variety. In this
phase oflanguage planning, status and corpus planning are seen as ideologically neutral
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separate activities. This mechanistic approach to language planning was quite influential in
planning language policies for "new" nations after decolonisation, but could end up imposing
colonial languages or majority languages as a solution to linguistic diversity.
"Who Plans What for Whom and How?"
A move away from thinking oflanguage planning as merely status and corpus
planning for the discreet object oflanguage was the next step. Cooper (1989), attempted to
introduce a level ofcomplexity into the language planning exercise by asking the general
question: "Who plans what for whom and how?" which is a question leading to myriad other
subquestions (Cooper, 1989, p. 31). Cooper believes that by asking these questions, a more
nuanced exploration ofthe field could be obtained. For example, he asked who the actors
were in the language planning activity; that is, who was seeking to make the changes.
Answers could include the elite or counter-elites among others. Another question may have
been who are the targets ofthis activity? This could include individuals, specific
communities, organizations, among others. Another question Cooper asked was what are the
changes hoped for through these language planning activities? Are they overt, that is,
language related behaviours, or latent, that is, non language related behaviour changes that
may be linked to satisfaction ofother interests (Cooper, 1989). Further questions included
under what conditions, through what means, and to what effect or end were these changes to
be instituted. By asking these questions, Cooper sought to make the field oflanguage
planning and policy development more complex; nonetheless, the impetus ofthis model still
centered a structured, pragmatic approach which failed to capture the complexities ofsocial
contexts.
Ecological Variables of Language Planning
Although Cooper's questions were an evolution on the more simple model ofstatus
and corpus planning, Haarman (1990), suggested the need move beyond and consider the
"living conditions ofspeech communities in their natural environment"; that is, the
ecological setting of a language (Haarman, 1990, p. 108). In particular, he stressed the

importance ofthe relation between a given community and its language, especially in terms
ofits symbolic value for ethnic identification. Thus, he advocated an ecological approach to
the study oflanguages and language planning since ecological factors were themselves a
potential source oflanguage variation. The importance ofthe language ecology or context
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within which language was planned was determined by looking at the ecological variables
that affected ingroup and outgroup communication of ethnic groups as collective bodies.
Haarman's theory advanced an extensive and detailed list of ecological variables within
which the work of language planning was embedded and accounted for the importance of
social context. Haarman's list may have seemed extensive and long, but it was an important
precursor to subsequent evolutions in the theory of language planning, particularly as the
links between language as a discreet entity to be planned and the social contexts within
which this planning took place were further elaborated. However, this was still an additive
model, with the need to consider a series of variables, which could not capture the
complexities of power and ideology in nation building.
A Historical and Structural Approach to Language Planning

Although Haarman's ecological variables accounted for the role of the State in
language planning, it was not a comprehensive structured approach. Instead, it was what
Tollefson (1991) calls the neo-classic approach which emphasized constraints on individual
decision making. The theory of language planning and policy that Tollefson argues for, a
historical structural approach, is one that is clearly in Ricento's second phase where the
technocratic failure of modernization is acknowledged and issues of access are critiqued from
a critical sociolinguistic perspective. Tollefson states that the historical structural approach
he advocates, "offers greater opportunity for explaining language behaviour and for resolving
language problems facing individuals" (Tollefson, 1991, p. 32). He claims that to date, the
main focus on language acquisition research (a key part of the language implementation
phase of language planning) has been located in the individual. That is, successful learning
has been researched in terms of learner variables such as motivation, attitude and so on, all of
which locate success or lack of success within the individual learner. Therefore, he states,
"factors affecting language learning and language use are presumed to be those that vary
from individual to individual" (ibid). He goes on to state that these are premises that insulate
the language planner from accounting for anything that is "external" to the planning process.

Things that may be thought of as external to the planning process include asking questions
about what are appropriate policies, how does one judge whether or not a language planning
activity has been successful or failed, among others. In particular, Tollefson (1991) states the
neo-classical approach fails answer three critical questions:
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1. How do language communities form and how do they come to invest their
language/s with varying degrees of value?
2. Why do some groups learn languages easily, perhaps losing their native language
altogether, while other groups cling tenaciously to their mother tongue despite
enormous pressure to change?
3. What are the mechanisms by which changes in language structure and language
use take place, and how does this language-planning process affect those
mechanisms (p. 29)?
Tollefson (1991) posits that a historical structural approach to language planning which seeks
the origins of constraints on planning, the sources of the costs and benefits of individuals'
choices, and the social, political, and economic factors which constrain or impel changes in
language structure and language use is the model that will be able to answer the questions
above. Specifically, within the historical structural approach, language policy is viewed as
one mechanism by which the interests of dominant socio-political groups are maintained, but
also where seeds of transformation are developed (Tollefson, 1991, p. 35). Thus, the main
goal of a historical structural language planning and policy based research is to examine the
historical basis of policies and to make explicit the mechanisms by which policy decisions
serve or undermine particular political and economic interests. Language planning
institutions are seen as inseparable from the political economy and are no different from the
other class based structures (ibid). The important distinction that Tollefson makes in his
theory of language planning and policy is that he sees it as a macro-social process - instead of
a series of micro-social processes - where the primary goal of research and analysis is to
discover the historical and structural pressures that lead to particular policies and plans which
in tum serve to constrain individual choice (ibid). Thus, Tollefson's approach to language
planning and policy introduces consideration of the historical process as inseparable from
structural issues, thereby ensuring a critical consideration of macro-structural issues which
organize nation building. However, the importance of micro-social processes, particularly as
they are germane to the situation of minority groups, may be elided in such a model.
Symbolic Capital and Language Planning

Bourdieu's work on language as symbolic capital is similar to Tollefson's historical
structural tum and has theoretical implications for the field of language planning as well.
Bourdieu (1976) replaces the notion of linguistic competence with that of symbolic capital
and claims that linguistic competence becomes the condition and sign of competence in the
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sense of a right to speech; that is, the right to power through speech. Like Tollefson,
Bourdieu makes the connection between the social condition of production/reproduction and
the value placed on a variety of language. He states that the domination of one language in
the linguistic marketplace allows it to become the norm against which the prices of other
modes of expression and linguistic competencies are defined (Bourdieu, 1976, p. 653). He
also makes the important point that "speech always owes a major part of its value to the
value of the person who utters it", which means that, "the structure of the symbolic power
relation is never defined solely by the structure of the specifically linguistic competencies in
play and the specifically linguistic dimension of linguistic productions cannot be
autonomized" (ibid). That is, the evaluation of competence takes into account the
relationship between the speaker's social properties and the specifically linguistic properties
of his/her discourse. Bourdieu's theory of language as symbolic and embodied capital
creates an important entry point for future elaborations of language planning and policy
theory, which unpack the social location of individuals along race and gender lines, although
it does not directly do so alone, and therefore cannot capture these important complexities of
minority issues in nation building fully.
Language Planning as Discourse

Jan Blommeart is a sociolinguist who approaches language planning as a discourse on
language in its own right. This shift from structural issues of capital and market signals an
entry into Ricento's final phase of language planning and policy history; the 'New World
Order' characterized by a tum to more postmodern ways of thinking in this field. Blommeart
states that discursive images and presuppositions about language are rarely spelt out
explicitly and are taken for granted by most linguists and language planners. Furthermore,
these presuppositions function as the basis from which the theorizing and the practice of
language planning activities begin (Blommeart, 1996). Therefore, these discourses represent
the historical and ideological levels of theory used by the language planners. Blommeart
bases his theoretical analysis on the work ofTeun van Djik who has done extensive work on

critical discourse analysis. Using several principles of analyzing discourse - be it verbal,
textual, media - van Djik has developed a method of Critical Discourse Analysis that seeks
to reveal the ideological underpinnings of the discourse in question (van Djik, 1993). This is
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the mainstay ofBlommeart's approach to scrutinizing the dominant discourses oflanguage
planning and policy development.
Some ofthe dominant discourses that Blommeart (1996) identifies are the efficiency
assumption, the "improvement" or modernization assumption, and the integration
assumption. The efficiency discourse is primarily about how too many languages can only
hamper the business and management ofthe State. Thus, the drive will then naturally be to
streamline the number oflanguages in order to ensure "efficient" management ofthe State
and its resources. The second discourse on "improvement" or modernization ofthe State's
languages is predicated on a linear model ofwhat is a modem and productive language, as
well as the underlying assumption that language such as English are modem and others
unlike are not. The discourse on integration is based on a notion that too many languages are
a barrier to national unity and that having as few national/official languages as possible can
lead to State unity (Blommeart, 1996). Identification ofthese dominant discourses is an
important first step to de-centering what has to date in the literature been a very Western
centred discussion about language planning, an orientation that has prevailed even during
discussion of language planning in "non-Western" contexts.
Blommeart's (1996) solution for the destabilizing ofthese dominant discourses is to
emphasize the link between language planning and socio-political developments; that is, to
stress the importance ofseeing language planning as a political endeavour. Therefore, any
attempt to neutralize or ignore the political-ideological aspects oflanguage planning and
policy development will render the activity counterproductive and incomplete. As
Blommeart concludes, "whenever we indulge in 'language' planning, we should be aware of
the fact that we indulge in political linguistics" (Blommeart, 1996, p. 21). Unpacking
language planning and policy as a discourse in its own right with political and ideological
effects is a critical first step in understanding how minority issues are to be considered in
nation building.
Language Planning and Linguistic Rights

The shift to linguistic rights that characterizes the third phase in the historical
evolution oflanguage planning and policy is exemplified nowhere better than in the seminal
work ofTove Skutnabb-Kangas and Robert Phillipson. They define linguistic rights as the
right to identify with and have educational and public services in the mother tongue ofthe
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individual within the nation state. They define mother tongue as the language/s one has
learned first and identifies with (Phillipson et al, 1995). The second part of linguistic rights
is the right to learn an official language in the country of residence, in its standard form
(ibid). These notions of linguistic rights as human rights are their starting point for doing the
work of language planning and policy development.
They identify two main approaches to language planning and policy development,
which are the Diffusion ofEnglish paradigm and the Ecology ofLanguage paradigm
(Phillpson et al, 1995). Features of the Diffusion of English paradigm include capitalism,
science and technology, modernization, monolingualism, ideological globalization,
transnationalism, Americanization and linguistic and cultural media imperialism (ibid). The
ecology of Language paradigm includes a human rights perspective, equality in
communication, multilingualism, maintenance of language and cultures, protection of
national sovereignties and promotion of foreign language education (ibid). They describe
these paradigms as being endpoints on a continuum, and language planning and policy
development shifts the political or educational ground from one end to another. Thus,
language planning and policy is a broad, overarching term for decisions on rights and access
to languages and the roles and functions of particular language and varieties of language in a
given polity. Although the goal of an equitable multicultural nation building model would
seem to require an extension of language rights to all, this is an impracticable solution to a
complex problem which will be discussed in further detail below.
Language Planning as Cultural Politics

Alistair Pennycook critiques the utopic impulse to a modernist universalism that is
embedded in the discourse of linguistic rights and discusses language planning and policy
development as an activity that is located within larger social and political frameworks. His
work in this area is squarely in Ricento's 'New World Order', as it draws heavily on
postmodern and postcolonial theories. He argues that to date the dominant paradigm for
language planning theory has been one where language is generally understood as an

objective system that can either be given to or withheld from people. Thus, language
planners have aimed to solve language problems by applying supposedly neutral, technical
and rational approaches to the fundamentally cultural and political questions that surround
language (Pennycook, 1996). What Pennycook advocates is an understanding of language
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planning and policy as "an exploration ofthe complex theoretical relationship between
language, discourse, ideology and social organization" (Pennycook, 1996, p. 135).
By using Malaysia and Hong Kong as case studies, Pennycook tries to show how the
project ofcolonization is inexorably bound up within the project oflanguage planning. As a
first step to decolonising language planning, he attempts to unravel the historical specificities
within these contexts to show how the language policies were developed to advance colonial
interests. He identifies two discourses, Anglicism and Orientalism, as two sides ofthe same
colonialism coin which were used in various sites ofcolonization (Pennycook, 1996). In the
discourse ofAnglicism, language planning involves advocating for the teaching ofEnglish;
whereas, the discourse ofOrientalism champions the teaching oflocal vernaculars.
Nonetheless, both discourses serve to ultimately advance the project ofdomination, as
Anglicism promotes English at the expense oflocal languages resulting in language loss, and
Orientalism promotes the teaching oflocal vernaculars (usually in substandard educational
settings) leaving indigenous populations marginalized from the language ofpower, which is
English (Pennycook, 1996).
Pennycook advocates a model that considers language planning as a complex
dynamic ofeconomics, politics and culture. Furthermore, he argues for a critical
understanding oflanguage planning as a discursive (and political) practice ifit is not to
remain the tool oflanguage rulers (Pennycook, 1996). The importance of this, Pennycook
reminds us, is that "it is not enough to simply juxtapose a liberal multiculturalism (possibly a
descendant ofOrientalism) with a rapacious, conservative pro-English stance (Anglicism) in
terms ofthe language ideologies that each seems to espouse. Rather, what such politics
promote or deny must be looked at within the broader social, political and economic
structures and ideologies that they support (Pennycook, 1996, p. 151). Pennycook's critical
approach to questions oflanguage planning and policy, one which unravels the inequities
which liberal multiculturalism installs, is also critical in determining how multicultural nation
building and questions of minority inclusion can be organized.

Transnationalism and Language Planning and Policy

One ofthe more recent approaches to language planning and policy in this 'New
World Order' phase, that draws on postmodern and postcolonial theories, has been that
advanced by Naz Rasool who sees national language policy as akin to Foucault's concept of
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"regimes oftruth" (Rasool, 2000). She explains, "The adoption ofa common language is
seen, generally, as providing an important means by which discrete groups ofpeople living
within the confines ofthe nation-state can be integrated into a common cultural value
system" (Rasool, 2000, p. 386). As a result, "legitimised in national policy, common
languages are culturally validated through mass communication and educational practices
and processes, and other administrative mechanisms". Therefore, similar to Pennycook,
Rasool sees language planning as intrinsically embedded in power relations. However,
Rasool gives a much more complex reading by considering the role oftransnationalism,
migration and diasporic populations in her analysis oflanguage policies. For example, she
argues that it is not possible to think about Hispanic linguistic rights in the California without
also considering NAFTA (Rasool, 1998). She points to the fracture ofnation states through
transmigrations that is creating new sets ofsocial relations that go beyond the nation state.
As a result, Rasool argues, it is not possible to think oflanguage rights in terms ofthe nation
state anymore. She asks, "Can we remain rooted within paradigms that frame language
issues to the exclusion ofthe materiality ofchanges within the global cultural economy"?
(Rasool, 2000, p. 98). She also asks important questions about how to frame language issues
in relation to unequal global development and consequent increasing migratory flows.
However, although employing a postcolonial and transnational analysis oflanguage planning
and policy, Rasool still returns to Phillipson's modernist idea oflinguistic rights for minority
groups.
Rasool's transnational model oflanguage planning and policy is useful in that it
highlights the importance ofthinking beyond the borders ofthe nation state and considering
transnational effects on language issues. This is an important consideration as transborder
migration and capital flows escalate and increase the presence and visibility of"minority"
groups in various nation states across the globe. However, the reversion to linguistic rights as
a remedy for issues ofminority inclusion recalls the limitations ofthe "linguistic human
rights"

framework.
Linguistic Rights?

Given that the contradiction, which locates other ethnic groups in a marginal relation
to the founding dualities, is based on the instantiation ofcollective language rights for the
latter and not for the former, it would seem appropriate to argue for equal collective language
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rights for ethnic groups in the Canadian context. However, this raises the problems of
implementation and maintenance of such a language policy, ensuring that this solution
remains impracticable and therefore remote. The idea of equal language rights for all groups
as a formula for engineering an equitable model of multicultural nation building is not only
impracticable but also ushers in some important critiques of rights remedies overall. As
Stroud (2001) states:
A rights perspective for all practical purposes assumes a specific
understanding of language, identity and group rights. This is one whereby
languages are commonly projected to be in a "monovalent" relationship to
identity as markers of ethnicity, and as indexically tied to the emotions and
social values supposedly attached to the ethnicity. Furthermore, identity is
viewed as something fixed, a permanent feature of Self (p. 347).
Therefore, language rights can only operate through a fixed notions of identity, thereby,
overlooking the fluidity and hybridity, particularly across time, of such things as ethnic
identity. The implications for this are that a focus on language issues specific to particular
identified "groups" runs the risk of homogenizing ethnolinguistic varieties and perhaps
facilitating ethnolinguistic division or marginalization. Another problem which arises out of
rights remedies is that legislating to the advantage of one group over another may just set into
place other marginalizations, and also foster the "misrecognition" of preferential treatment of
particular groups as ''unjust", too costly or exploited (Stroud, 2001, p. 346). Therefore, if a
language policy of equal language rights is not necessarily the best way to formulate an
equitable notion of multicultural nation building, then what is?

Some Preliminary Considerations
As I stated earlier, these are complex questions for which there probably are no
simple formulas or easy models, pace Kymlicka, if exclusions are to be avoided. Perhaps
trying to think through the conundrum of national unity and minority rights in a putatively
multicultural state requires a questioning of some of the fundamental bases of organizing
national inclusion. The preliminary consideration then probably has to be about the
boundaries which construct any notion of inclusion; whether these are national boundaries or
cultural boundaries (Clifford, 1988). Perhaps Derrida's radical rethinking of hospitality is an
entry point into this consideration.
Derrida (2000) differentiates between a conditional hospitality and an unconditional
hospitality, stating that conditional hospitality is the welcoming of the other within the limits

330
ofthe law and whereby the host remains the master ofthe home and retains his authority.
Yegenoglu (2003) draws a parallel between this model ofhospitality and multiculturalism,
stating:
the place from which multiculturalist tolerance welcomes the particularity of
the other, fortified by codifications such as affirmative action and other legal
measures, is what precisely enables the disavowed and inverted self
referentiality ofracist hospitality which by emptying the host's position from
any positive content asserts its superiority and sovereignty (p. 10).
This is what Yegenoglu calls the inherent paradox ofmulticulturalism's conditional and
lawful welcoming ofthe other as guest, best exemplified as immigration laws. Thus, the
multicultural figure is the limit figure "which brings into crisis the clear distinction between
what is inside and what is outside", the figure that marks cultural and national boundaries
(Yegenoglu, 2003, p. 11).
Unconditional hospitality on the other hand is the ethics, not law, ofhospitality,
where hospitality is infinite and cannot be limited; that is regulated by political or juridical
practices ofa nation (Derrida, 2000). Therefore, unconditional hospitality is a reversal, an
"interruption ofa full possession ofa place called home", and as Yegenoglu states, therefore,
"the question ofhospitality cannot be reduced to a multiculturalist tolerance, for there is no
longer a question oflimiting, restricting, or regulating tolerance ofthe other" (Yegenoglu,
2003, p. 20). Between these two limits ofhospitality, the conditional and the unconditional,
is an aporia where the impossibility ofhospitality lies. However, this is a productive
impossibility, as the principle ofunconditionality is the driving force behind the possibility of
a revision ofthe law ofhospitality:
As Derrida notes, the law is perfectible and there is progress to be performed
on the law that will improve the conditions ofhospitality. The condition of
laws on immigration has to be improved without claiming that unconditional
law should become an official policy. The very desire for unconditional
hospitality is what regulated the improvement ofthe laws ofhospitality
(Yegenoglu, 2003, p. 22).
In this way, the driving force ofthe impossibility ofunconditional hospitality forces the
boundaries ofnation and culture, or immigration laws and multicultural tolerance, even
though these boundaries can likely never be jettisoned. Therefore, unconditional hospitality,
as the demand for the immediate transformation ofpresent conditions ofhospitality and as a
way to push the transformation ofthe regulations which produce the boundaries ofnation and
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culture is another way to approach the conundrum of national unity and multicultural nation
building. The implications of Derrida's rethinking of hospitality need to be applied to the
field of language policy and planning as a way to push for radical transformation of the
current theoretical limits of language and nation building.
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Appendix I: The Terms of Reference
P.C. 1963-1106
Certified to be a true copy of a Minute of a Meeting of the Committee of the Privy
Council approved by His Excellency the Governor General on the 19th July, 1963.
The Committee of the Privy Council, on the recommendation of the Right
Honourable L.B. Pearson, the Prime Minister, advise that
Andre Laurendeau 12 , Montreal, P.Q.
Davidson Dunton, Ottawa, Ont.
Rev. Clement Cormier, Moncton, N.B.
Royce Frith, Toronto, Ont.
Jean-Louis Gagnon, Montreal, P.Q.
Mrs. Stanley Laing, Calgary, Alta.

Jean Marchand 13, Quebec City, P.Q.
Jaroslav Bodhan Rudnyckyj, Winnipeg, Man.
Frank Scott, Montreal, P.Q.
Paul Wyczynski, Ottawa, Ont.
be appointed Commissioners under Part I of the Inquiries Act to inquire into and report upon
the existing state of bilingualism and biculturalism in Canada and to recommend what steps
should be taken to develop the Canadian Confederation on the basis of an equal partnership
between the two founding races, taking into account the contribution made by the other
ethnic groups to the cultural enrichment of Canada and the measures that should be taken to
safeguard that contribution; and in particular
1. to report upon the situation and practice of bilingualism within all branches and
agencies of the federal administration - including Crown corporations - and in their
communications with the public and to make recommendations designed to ensure that
bilingual and basically bicultural character of the federal administration;
12

Andre Laurendeau died on June 1, 1968. On October 8, 1968, Jean-Louis Gagnon was appointed Co
Chairman and Andre Raynauld was appointed a member of the Commission.
13

The resignation of Jean Marchand from the Commission was accepted on September 21, 1965. On
November 22 of that year Paul Lacoste, formerly one of the Co-Secretaries of the Commission, was appointed
to fill the vacancy created by M. Marchand's resignation. On May 1, 1966 Prof. Gilles Lalande of the
University of Montreal was appointed Co-Secretary.

350

351
2. to report on the role of public and private organizations including the mass
communications media, in promoting bilingualism, better cultural relations and a more
widespread appreciation of the basically bicultural character of our country and of the
subsequent contribution made by the other cultures; and to recommend what should be done
to improve that role; and
3. having regard to the fact that constitutional jurisdiction over education is vested in
the provinces, to discuss with the provincial governments the opportunities available to
Canadians to learn the English and French languages and to recommend what could be done
to enable Canadians to become bilingual.
The Committee further advise:
(a) that the Commissioners be authorized to exercise all the powers conferred upon
them by section 11 of the Inquiries Act and be assisted to the fullest extent by Government
departments and agencies;
(b) that the Commissioners adopt such procedures and methods as they may from
time to time deem expedient for the proper conduct of the inquiry and sit at such times and at
such places as they may decide form time to time;
(c) that the Commissioners be authorized to engage the services of such counsel, staff
and technical advisers as they may require at rates of remuneration and reimbursement to be
approved by the Treasury Board;
(d) that the Commissioners report to the Governor in Council with all reasonable
despatch, and file with the Dominion Archivist the papers and records of the Commission as
soon as reasonably may be after the conclusion of the inquiry.
(e) that Andre Laurendeau and Davidson Dunton be co-Chairmen of the Commission
and that Andre Laurendeau be Chief Executive Officer thereof.

R.G. Robertson

Clerk of the Privy Council
(Book IV, 1969, p. 235-236).

