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Abstract: Examinin  advocacy for multiculturalism in the late 1960s and early 
1970s, this article challen es the idea that Indi enous peoples were not part of the dis-
cussions that led to the policy of multiculturalism. Instead, it demonstrates that their 
activism directly led to some inclusion in the early years of the Royal Commission on 
Bilin ualism and Biculturalism and that ethnic minorities took some tentative steps 
towards buildin  political alliances with them. However, the possibility of a less colo-
nial, more inclusive “syncretic multiculturalism” was dashed by the White Paper’s 
assault on Indi enous identities, which diverted Indi enous leaders’ en a ement with 
multicultural activists, and by the passive revolutionary outcome of a policy of “multi-
culturalism within a bilin ual framework,” which ori inally excluded, but then was 
quickly extended to include, Indi enous peoples. 

Keywords: Indigenous peoples, mul icul uralism, Pierre Ellio   Trudeau, poli i-
cal his ory, poli ics, Whi e Paper 

Résumé : En examinant le militantisme en faveur du multiculturalisme à la fin des 
années 1960 et au début des années 1970, l’article remet en question la notion que les 
peuples autochtones n’ont pas fait partie des discussions qui ont mené à la politique 
sur le multiculturalisme. Il montre plutôt que leur activisme a mené directement à 
une certaine inclusion dans les premières années de la Commission royale d’enquête 
sur le bilin uisme et le biculturalisme et que des minorités ethniques ont pris des mesu-
res provisoires pour créer une alliance politique avec eux. Cependant, la possibilité 
d’un « multiculturalisme syncrétique » moins colonial, plus inclusif, a été anéantie 
par l’attaque du livre blanc sur les identités autochtones, ce qui a dévié l’en a ement 
des leaders autochtones envers les militants multiculturels, et par le résultat passive-
ment révolutionnaire d’une politique de « multiculturalisme dans un cadre bilin ue », 
lequel excluait initialement les peuples autochtones, avant d’être rapidement étendu 
pour les inclure. 
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introd ction 

Canada’s official policy of “mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework,” 
announced in 1971, was  he federal governmen ’s response  o  he Final Report of 
 he Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Bicul uralism (RCBB), specifically 
Book IV – released in 1969 – which deal  wi h “o her e hnic groups.”1 Al hough 
s udies of  he policy are legion,2 few have ques ioned wha   he rela ionship is, if 
any, be ween  he policy of mul icul uralism and Indigenous peoples.3 Ins ead, 
 hese  wo his ories have mos  of en been  rea ed separa ely.4 The no able excep-
 ion is Eve Haque’s s udy, which  horoughly documen s bo h Indigenous peo-
ples’ and e hnic minori ies’ in erven ions in  he RCBB. I  demons ra es “how 
Indigenous groups’ claims were even ually se  aside and o her e hnic groups’ 
demands were mu ed, all culmina ing in  he commissions’ final repor ,” which 
did no  consider Indigenous peoples and rejec ed  he no ion of mul icul ural-
ism. Al hough Prime Minis er Pierre Trudeau wen  beyond – and even agains  – 
 he recommenda ions con ained in  ha  final repor ,  he mul icul uralism he 
announced was “a res ric ed and limi ed no ion”  ha  “submerged compe ing 
visions of  he concep .” Mos  broadly, Haque argues  ha   he RCBB’s policy ou -
comes resul ed in  he ins alla ion of “a racial order of difference and belonging 
 hrough language in  he ongoing projec  of whi e se  ler na ion-building.”5 

Unlike Haque’s work, which emphasizes  he se  ler colonial na ure of  he 
RCBB, Valérie Lapoin e-Gagnon’s French-language s udy focuses on how  he 
commission represen ed  he possibili y of Quebec a  aining special s a us. In 
Panser le Canada, Lapoin e-Gagnon draws upon  he Greek  erm “kairos,” which 
refers  o  he righ  momen  or  he oppor une  ime  o do some hing  o ensure 
 ha  i  will have a meaningful impac . Drawing parallels wi h John Kingdon’s 
idea of a “policy window,”6 Lapoin e-Gagnon refers  o kairos as  he momen  

1 Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Bicul uralism (RCBB), Report of the Royal 
Commission on Bilin ualism and Biculturalism, Book IV: The Cultural Contribution of 
Other Ethnic Groups (O  awa: Queen’s Prin er, 1969) (RCBB, Final Report, Book IV). 

2 A Google Scholar search for “‘mul icul uralism’ and ‘Canada’” re urns abou  
242,000 resul s. 

3 For one excep ion, see David Bruce MacDonald, “Reforming Mul icul uralism in a 
Bi-Na ional Socie y: Aboriginal Peoples and  he Search for Tru h and Reconcilia ion 
in Canada,” Canadian Journal of Sociolo y 39, no. 1 (2014): 65–86. 

4 See, for ins ance, Will Kymlicka, “E hnocul ural Diversi y in a Liberal S a e: Making 
Sense of  he Canadian Model(s),” in Belon in : Diversity, Reco nition, and Shared Citi-
zenship in Canada, ed. Kei h Ban ing, Thomas J. Courchene and F. Leslie Seidle (Mon-
 real: Ins i u e for Research on Public Policy, 2007), 39, 41. For  he bes  shor  his ory of 
 he policy of mul icul uralism, see Kenne h McRober s, Misconceivin  Canada: The 
Stru  le for National Unity, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Oxford Universi y Press, 2019), ch. 5. 

5 Eve Haque, Multiculturalism within a Bilin ual Framework: Lan ua e, Race, and 
Belon in  in Canada (Toron o: Universi y of Toron o Press, 2012), 4–5, 6, 236. 

6 John W. Kingdon, A endas, Alternatives, and Public Policies, 2nd ed. (New York: 
Longman, 1984; reprin ed 2010). 
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when i  is possible for an idea  o become public policy. In  his case, wha  she 
calls  he “Laurendeau-Dun on momen ” was one when new linguis ic policy as 
well as cons i u ional compromises for Quebec could have been nego ia ed, 
 hough  he window closed before i s fulles  resul s could be realized.7 While i  is 
no  a focus, Lapoin e-Gagnon’s s udy also acknowledges  ha  Indigenous peo-
ples were consul ed and  hen abandoned by  he commissioners.8 

The idea  ha  Indigenous peoples were no  par  of  he discussions  ha  led  o 
 he policy of mul icul uralism, or  ha   heir only involvemen  was a shor -lived 
and unsuccessful engagemen  wi h  he RCBB, is challenged by an examina ion 
of  he broader push for mul icul uralism  ha  occurred ou side  he confines of 
 he commission’s public hearings. Conferences held  o promo e  he idea of 
mul icul uralism, as opposed  o bicul uralism, demons ra e  ha  e hnic minori-
 ies  ook  en a ive s eps  owards building poli ical alliances wi h Indigenous peo-
ples. This ar icle  herefore argues  ha   he kairos momen  here may have been a 
 ruly revolu ionary one, in which a new mul icul ural concep ion of Canada 
could have been imagined and brough  abou . Jus  beyond  he horizon of lin-
guis ic or cons i u ional changes narrowly concerned wi h Quebec lay a more 
radical concep ion of “syncre ic mul icul uralism”  ha  embraced mul ilingual-
ism and affirmed  he sui  eneris righ s of Indigenous peoples.9 

Of course, e hnic minori ies were s ill defining mul icul uralism and had 
 heir own in ernal divisions, and Indigenous leaders also had varying ideas of 
 heir involvemen  in, and  he desired ou comes from,  he RCBB. Bu   here was 
a window in which  hese discussions could have resul ed in concre e changes, 
 hough  his window was ul ima ely closed by  wo decisions. Firs ,  he assaul  
on Indigenous iden i ies represen ed by  he 1969 Whi e Paper, which diver ed 
Indigenous engagemen  from  he RCBB and hindered  he building of alliances 
wi h e hnic minori ies. And, second,  he passive revolu ionary ou come of a pol-
icy of “mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework,” which in  he shor   ime 
be ween i s design and announcemen  shif ed from excluding Indigenous peo-
ples  o considering  hem “one of  he cul ural minori y groups”  ha  i  would 

10cover. 

indigeno s peoples, “other ethnic gro ps,” and the rcbb 

The RCBB “was  he child of  he Quie  Revolu ion,” which began around 1960 
wi h  he crumbling of Quebec’s conserva ive poli ical order and  he unleashing 
of  he forces of moderniza ion, seculariza ion, and na ionalism.11 One of  he 

7 Valérie Lapoin e-Gagnon, Panser le Canada: Une histoire intellectuelle de la commis-
sion Laurendeau-Dunton (Mon real: Édi ions du Boréal, 2018), 12, 31–8. 

8 Ibid., 188–90, 366–7. 
9 On syncre ic mul icul uralism, see MacDonald, “Reforming Mul icul uralism.” 
10 “‘Indians and Eskimos would qualify as one of  he cul ural minori ies,’ [MP Rober  

S anbury] said.” Quo ed in Terence Moore, “O  awa  o Help Minori ies Learn Lan-
guages,” Montreal Star, 9 Oc ober 1971, 14. 

11 Lisa Schrenk, “Direc ed Cul ural Change and Imagined Communi ies: The Royal 
Commission on Bilingualism and Bicul uralism Encoun ers  he Language Ques-
 ion in On ario, 1964–1967” (MA  hesis, Queen’s Universi y, 1993), 2. 
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more prominen  voices in  he resul ing deba es abou  Quebec’s place in Canada 
was  ha  of André Laurendeau,  he edi or of Le Devoir. In 1962, Laurendeau 
wro e an edi orial calling for  he crea ion of a royal commission on bilingual-
ism.12 The Progressive Conserva ive governmen  of Prime Minis er John Die-
fenbaker rejec ed  he idea, bu  when Les er Pearson led  he Liberal Par y  o 
power  he following year, he approved  he crea ion of  he RCBB, which was  o 
be co-chaired by Laurendeau and Arnold Davidson Dun on. Es ablished in July 
1963,  he RCBB was ins ruc ed  o 

inquire in o and repor  upon  he exis ing s a e of bilingualism and bicul uralism in 
Canada and  o recommend wha  s eps should be  aken  o develop  he Canadian Confed-
era ion on  he basis of an equal par nership be ween  he  wo founding races,  aking in o 
accoun   he con ribu ion made by  he o her e hnic groups  o  he cul ural enrichmen  of 
Canada and  he measures  ha  should be  aken  o safeguard  ha  con ribu ion.13 

In an impor an  bu  overlooked mas er’s  hesis, Lisa Schrenk convincingly 
argues  ha   he RCBB was an example of “officially direc ed cul ural change, 
which sough   o make Canadians accep  dualis ic concep ions of  heir imagined 
communi y, in order  o safeguard  he s abili y of  he federal s a e.” In o her 
words, ra her  han  rying  o de ermine if Canada was bilingual and bicul ural, 
 he commission was a  emp ing  o impar   o Canadians a new, common-sense 
unders anding of  heir coun ry as fundamen ally bilingual and bicul ural.14 

Despi e  his narrow and rigid frame, some groups, including various Indigenous 
peoples and organiza ions as well as numerous Ukrainian Canadian individuals 
and organiza ions, forcefully coun ered wi h rival concep ions of Canada.15 A  
 he mos  basic level,  he official policy of mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual fra-
mework was  herefore  he resul  of  he federal governmen ’s compromise 
be ween, on  he one hand,  he recommenda ions of  he RCBB, which opera ed 
from  he logic  ha   here were  wo “dominan ” and official cul ures in Canada 
(English and French) and, on  he o her,  he advocacy of various minori y e hno-
cul ural groups in Canada, who rejec ed bicul uralism and argued for a more 
expansive defini ion of  he na ion, which  hey of en described using  he  erm 
“mul icul uralism.” 

Indigenous peoples were comple ely absen  from  he RCBB’s  erms of refer-
ence as  hey were no  considered a “founding race” or an “o her e hnic group,” 
bo h of whom had represen a ion ( he la  er by Commissioners J.B. Rudnyckyj, 
a Ukrainian Canadian linguis , and Paul Wyczynski, a Polish-born French 

12 André Laurendeau, “Pour une enquê e sur le bilinguisme,” Le Devoir, 20 January 
1962, 4. 

13 RCBB, A Preliminary Report of the Royal Commission on Bilin ualism and Bicultural-
ism (O  awa: Queen’s Prin er, 1965), 21. 

14 Schrenk, “Direc ed Cul ural Change,” 26. 
15 Bohdan Bociurkiw “The Federal Policy of Mul icul uralism and  he Ukrainian-

Canadian Communi y,” in Ukrainian Canadians, Multiculturalism, and Separatism: 
An Assessment, ed. Manoly Lupul (Edmon on: Universi y of Alber a Press for  he 
Canadian Ins i u e of Ukrainian S udies, 1978), 105; 124, n. 16. 
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language scholar).16 The lack of an Indigenous commissioner was highligh ed 
by E hel Bran  Mon ure, a Mohawk woman from  he Six Na ions reserve, who 
described herself as a “one-woman crusade  o reverse over four cen uries of pro-
paganda” abou  Indigenous peoples.17 Mon ure appeared as a represen a ive of 
 he Na ional Indian Council of Canada (NIC) and was  he only Indigenous per-
son  o address  he RCBB’s preliminary hearings, held on 7–8 November 1963 in 
O  awa. The press remarked on her respec able appearance (“mink ha  and 
beige dress”) and her demeanour (“she  rembled”; “she shook visibly”; “her 
voice [was] shaking wi h ei her nervousness or emo ion”), while judging hers  o 
be “easily  he shor es  and mos  effec ive” of all  he for y-six submissions pre-
sen ed  ha  day:18 

Mr. Presiden , gen lemen. I represen   he Na ional Indian Council of Canada. We respec -
fully submi   ha  Canada is a  ri-lingual coun ry. Our imprin  is indelibly on  his land. 
Through  he years we have added a  leas   he colour. We were  old a   he firs  hearing of 
 his Commission we would [no ] be invi ed  o be a par  of i ,  ha  we would no  be asked 
for represen a ion. We feel un il we are  aking our full share a  all levels we are in many 
ways a was ed people. We ask for your friendly considera ion of  his reques . Indians pos-
sess a cul ure qui e dis inc  from  he bicul uralism of French Canadians  hrough which is 
woven a pa  ern of Canadian righ s.19 

Af er  hese remarks, which las ed less  han a minu e, a “ ense,” “dea hly” silence 
se  led before i  was broken by “prolonged,” “loud,” and “rousing” applause – 
 he only presen a ion  o be so received.20 In  hose few shor  lines, Mon ure had 

16 See Thomas M. Prymak, “The Royal Commission and Rudnyckyj’s Mission: The 
Forging of Official Mul icul uralism in Canada, 1963–71,” University of Toronto 
Quarterly 88, no. 1 (2019): 43–63; Lee Blanding, “Re-branding Canada: The Origins 
of Canadian Mul icul uralism Policy, 1945–1974” (PhD diss., Universi y of Vic oria, 
2013), 98–9. 

17 Quo ed in Graham Fraser, ed., The Fate of Canada: F.R. Scott’s Journal of the Royal 
Commission on Bilin ualism and Biculturalism, 1963–1971 (Mon real and Kings on: 
McGill-Queen’s Universi y Press, 2021), 269, n. 33. 

18 “Indian Asks Bicul uralism Commi  ee ‘Wha  Abou  Us?’ – Whi es Applaud,” 
Brantford Expositor, 8 November 1963, 13 (“ rembled”); Phyllis Wilson, “Commis-
sion Hears Trus eeship Plan for Capi al (and Mayor),” Ottawa Citizen, 8 November 
1963, 13 (“mink”); Jack Cahill, “Wha  Abou  Us? 5 Million Ask,” Vancouver Sun, 8 
November 1963, 6 (“shook”; “voice”; “effec ive”). 

19 RCBB, Preliminary Report, 144; also quo ed in Haque, Multiculturalism, 70. On E hel 
Bran  Mon ure’s life, see Cecelia Morgan, “Performing for ‘Imperial Eyes’: Bernice 
Lof  and E hel Bran  Mon ure, On ario, 1930s–60s,” in Contact Zones: Abori inal and 
Settler Women in Canada’s Colonial Past, ed. Myra Ru herdale and Ka ie Pickles 
(Vancouver: UBC Press, 2004), 67–89. On  he Na ional Indian Council of Canada, 
see Ree  a Humalajoki, “‘We Canno  Go wi hou  a Na ional Organiza ion Any 
Longer’: The S ruggle  o Build Uni y in Canada’s Na ional Indian Council, 1961– 
1968,” British Journal of Canadian Studies 35, no. 2 (2023): 165–87. 

20 RCBB, Preliminary Report, 145; “Going Whose Way?” Brantford Expositor, 12 Novem-
ber 1963, 4 (“less  han a minu e”); Cahill, “Wha  Abou  Us,” 6 (“dea hly”; “loud”); 
Wilson, “Commission Hears Trus eeship Plan,” 13 (“prolonged”); Max McMahon, 
“Bicul ural Inquiry Under Way wi h Wide Range of Views,” Montreal Star, 8 
November 1963, 25 (“rousing”); see also Fraser, Fate of Canada, 22. 
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fig re 1 “He jus  found ou  bicul uralism doesn’  mean be ween Eskimo and whi e man.” 
Source: Saskatoon Star Phoenix, 17 December 1963, 13 (image provided by Newspapers.com 

and reproduced wi h permission from  he family of  he ar is , Ed Sebes yen). 

poin ed ou   ha   he  erms of reference did no  make sense: even considering all 
Indigenous languages as one group, Canada was obviously no  jus  bilingual 
bu   ri-lingual and no  jus  bicul ural ei her as Indigenous peoples had  heir 
own cul ure or cul ures. On  op of  his diversi y,  hey  oo shared common 
“Canadian righ s,” ye   hey had no  been gran ed represen a ion on  he commis-
sion i self. 

Mon ure’s presen a ion garnered posi ive press a  en ion and  riggered 
changes a   he RCBB. Jean-Louis Gagnon recalled  ha  his fellow commis-
sioners were “embarrassed”  ha   he  erms of reference made no men ion of 
Indigenous peoples.21 So, in December, and drawing on a working paper pre-
pared by one of  he commission’s s udy groups, Laurendeau made a public 
s a emen  clarifying, among o her  hings,  ha   he “Commission recognizes 
clearly  ha  i  has a du y  o give special a  en ion  o  he problems of  he Eskimo 
and  he Indian in our presen  world.”22 The press welcomed  his addi ion while 
cri iquing i  as an apparen  “af er hough ,” wi h an accompanying poli ical car-
 oon driving  he poin  home (see Figure 1).23 Indigenous peoples “were for 
years  he forgo  en peoples of Canada and never more forgo  en  han in  he pre-
sen  anxie y over na ional uni y,” ano her ar icle remarked.24 

21 Quo ed in Lapoin e-Gagnon, Panser le Canada, 189 (“les commissaires . . . se sen ai-
en  gênés que le manda  ne fî  aucune men ion des peoples aborigènes”). 

22 See RCBB, Preliminary Report, 183–7. 
23 “Recognizing Mul icul uralism,” Star-Phoenix, 17 December 1963, 13. 
24 “Firs  Canadians’ Viewpoin s,” Ottawa Journal, 28 December 1963, 6. 

http://Newspapers.com
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Once  he preliminary hearings concluded,  he commissioners me  wi h pro-
vincial premiers from January  o March 1964 and  hen under ook a series of 
regional mee ings from March  o June of  he same year. One of  hese mee ings 
was held in Sudbury where  he omission of Indigenous peoples wi hin  he 
RCBB’s manda e of duali y was powerfully challenged. S ella Kinoshameg, an 
Anishinaabe woman who  augh  in  he region, began her presen a ion en irely 
in Anishinaabemowin: “Earphones which had been blaring ou  English and 
French dialogues  hrough a simul aneous  ransla ion sys em . . . became dead 
silen .” Kinoshameg paused and  hen asked in English: “Where are  he in er-
pre ers?” She con inued: “No one can  ransla e my words, and ye  our language 
was  he firs  language heard on  his soil. Our cul ure was  he cul ure which 
exis ed in  his land when  he coun ry was founded.” She con inued  o cri ique 
his orical commemora ion as well as  he educa ion sys em  ha  forced Indigen-
ous children  o learn English, has ening assimila ion. “I don’  wan   o be assimi-
la ed,” she said, “I don’  wan   o be on  he English or  he French side. I am an 
Indian and I wan   o preserve my cul ure.”25 

Like Mon ure, Kinoshameg’s remarks were gree ed wi h applause and made 
a clear impac  on  he commissioners, who quo ed her remarks ( hough a  ribu -
ing  hem merely  o an “Indian woman” in Sudbury) in  heir Preliminary Report.26 

The commissioners also wen  on  o mee  wi h members of  he “Indian Advisory 
Commi  ee” of  he On ario Depar men  of Public Welfare, including several Firs  
Na ions chiefs. By June, Commissioner Frank Sco   had become concerned 
 ha   hey had no  heard from Inui  peoples and argued  ha   he commissioners 
should go  o  hem since  hey likely could no  appear before  he public 
hearings.27 Sco   and Gagnon subsequen ly made a “ our of  he Eas ern Arc ic” 
where  hey engaged “Eskimo Communi y Councils, governmen  officials, and 
missionaries.”28 

During  he  our, a RCBB spokesperson s a ed  ha  “ he commission [had] 
widened  he horizons of i s massive inves iga ion in response  o public 
demand.” According  o  he press, af er  he regional hearings, which heard  es i-
mony  ha  Indigenous peoples faced more serious problems  han o her groups, 
“ he consensus was  ha  Indians and Eskimos have been largely ignored un il 
now, and  ha   he bicul ural commission would be an appropria e vehicle  o 
reverse  he  rend.” The commission declared  ha  i  would mee  wi h various 

25 “Teacher Wan s Indian Language Preserved,” North Bay Nu  et, 26 March 1964, 5; 
Susan Dex er, “Coun  Us Ou  on Bicul uralism View of Indians,” Toronto Star, 26 
March 1964, 8. 

26 Ronald Lebel, “Tempers Flare on Bicul uralism,” Brantford Expositor, 26 March 
1964, 12; see also “Whi her Champlain wi hou   he Indian,” Sudbury Star, 26 March 
1964, 1; RCBB, Preliminary Report, 49–50. Kinoshameg la er worked for  he Depar -
men  of Indian and Nor hern Affairs (DIAND) bu  never s opped  eaching, offering 
courses in Anishinaabemowin a   he Universi y of Sudbury in 1971; an award in her 
honour is given by Lauren ian Universi y (h  ps://lauren ian.ca/facul ies/ar s/our-
 ricul ural-manda e). See her obi uary in  he Manitoulin Expositor, 2 Augus  1973, 
h  ps://si es.roo sweb.com/õnmani o/obi uary/Ki-Ky.h ml. 

27 Fraser, Fate of Canada, 65; see also 85, 87–8, 95. 
28 RCBB, Preliminary Report, 49–50. 

https://laurentian.ca/faculties/arts/our-tricultural-mandate
https://laurentian.ca/faculties/arts/our-tricultural-mandate
https://sites.rootsweb.com/&otilde;nmanito/obituary/Ki-Ky.html
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Indigenous leaders and communi ies, survey exis ing research, and commis-
sion new s udies  o fill  he gaps.29 In shor ,  hrough  heir direc  in erven ion, 
Indigenous peoples were added  o  he agenda of a commission originally cre-
a ed wi hou  any manda e  o consider  hem. 

The RCBB’s summary of  he regional mee ings was released as a Preliminary 
Report in 1965. In i ,  he commissioners remarked  ha   hey “found grea  sympa-
 hy in ‘whi e’ audiences for  he pligh  in which Canada’s  wo indigenous peoples 
[sic] find  hemselves. . . . We were impressed by  his unanimi y of views.” How-
ever,  hey a  ribu ed  his “pligh ”  o “ he relen less march of Nor h American 
indus ry and  echnology . . . in o  erri ories once exclusively  heir own.” In o her 
words,  he ques ion was less one of Indigenous peoples’ place in Canada and 
more of how  o ease  he consequences of  he inevi able march of moderni y, for 
whom no one – no  even a single coun ry (no e  he shif  from Canada  o Nor h 
America) – could be blamed. As for Indigenous peoples’ claims  o language 
righ s, Haque demons ra es  ha   hey were “presen ed as fragmen ed and incon-
sis en .” Ins ead of recognizing  ha  Indigenous peoples represen ed one of  he 
“s ronges  possible challenges  o  he dualism of  he founding races,”  he com-
missioners ins ead consis en ly placed  hem on  he periphery by emphasizing 
 ha   hey were “in a posi ion apar .”30 

Once  he regional mee ings concluded,  he public hearings began. Four een 
sessions, each las ing be ween one  o four days, were held in  en major ci ies 
be ween March and December 1965. These hearings consis ed of  he presen a-
 ion and discussion of some of  he 404 briefs submi  ed by individuals or organi-
za ions, including several Indigenous people and organiza ions.31 Unfor una ely, 
due  o poli ical s ruggles wi hin  he organiza ion,  he NIC did no  submi  a brief 
as i  had originally in ended. Kahn-Tine a Horn, Richard Pine, and o hers were 
challenging  he leadership of i s direc or, Odawa educa or Wilfrid Pelle ier or Bai-
bomsey. Horn and Pine argued  ha   he organiza ion was “con rolled by non-
Indians,” and  hey sough   o es ablish a new body  o “represen   he Indian 
people.”32 Horn, a Mohawk woman from Kahnawake, would ins ead submi  her 
own brief, as would John Curo  e, also from Kahnawake.33 

29 Ronald Lebel, “Indians, Eskimos on  he Bicul ural Agenda,” Red Deer Advocate, 12 
Sep ember 1964, 5; see also Frank G. Vallee, “Indians and Eskimos of Canada: An 
Overview of S udies of Relevance  o  he Royal Commission on Bilingualism and 
Bicul uralism,” 2 vols. (n.p., Sep ember 1966); Haque, Multiculturalism, 124–5. 

30 RCBB, Preliminary Report, 50 (“pligh ”), 128 (“apar ”); Haque, Multiculturalism, 
79–82. 

31 RCBB, Report of the Royal Commission on Bilin ualism and Biculturalism, Book I: The 
Official Lan ua es (O  awa: Queen’s Prin er, 1967), xv–xvi (RCBB, Final Report, Book 
I). Priva e mee ings were also held wi h individuals and groups who did no  wan   o 
make public s a emen s. 

32 Quo ed in Haque, Multiculturalism, 120; see also Humalajoki, “We Canno  Go.” Iro-
nically, one of  he only organiza ions  o represen  Indigenous peoples before  he 
RCBB was indeed con rolled mainly by non-Indigenous peoples:  he Indian-Eskimo 
Associa ion of Canada (IEAC), whose membership was only one- hird Indigenous. 
IEAC, “Brief  o  he RCBB,” May 1965, p. 1, file 750–541, vol. 57, series 80, RG33, 
Library and Archives Canada (LAC). 

33 Haque, Multiculturalism, 120–1. 
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In Haque’s analysis,  hese and o her rela ed briefs revealed cer ain “pa  erns 
of resis ance  o  he hierarchy presen ed in  he commission’s  erms of refer-
ence.” Namely,  hey resis ed argumen s based on  he idea of  he fragmen a ion 
of Indigenous languages, emphasized  ha  Indigenous peoples were mul icul-
 ural, argued  ha   heir claims for cul ural preserva ion were no  privileges bu  
ra her  rea y righ s, and “challenged  he founding-races model of  he  erms of 
reference direc ly.”34 Horn’s brief, for example, argued  ha  “we Indians are 
no  aliens, no  ci izens, bu  are  he Firs  People of Nor h America,  he legal pro-
prie ors of  his con inen .” She con inued: “The phrase ‘founding race’ can refer 
only  o Indians who have been here beyond memory.”35 

The brief from John Curo  e, chairman of  he “Caughnawaga Defence Com-
mi  ee,” explici ly engaged wi h  he idea of mul icul uralism. Like Horn, Curo  e 
argued  ha  “‘ he founding races’ were  he Indians, and  he o hers could be 
called  he ‘invading races,’ or  he ‘second coming races’ or wha ever fi s!” In 
place of bicul uralism, he proposed a form of mul icul uralism bu  one  ha  was 
unlike wha   he o her e hnic groups had been proposing. Curo  e sugges ed 
 ha , if  he argumen  for “equal par nership” did no  rely on equali y of numbers, 
 hen “‘Equali y’ of groups which are so uneven in numbers should also include 
Indians and bring i  in o ‘mul i’ ins ead of ‘bi.’” In o her words,  here were Eng-
lish, French, and a mul iplici y of Indigenous cul ures as well.36 

The commissioners did no  know how  o respond  o  hese challenges. 
According  o a diary kep  by Frank Sco  , during a March 1966 mee ing, when 
discussing 

o her e hnic groups . . .  he ques ion arose, wha  shall we do wi h  he Indians and  he 
Eskimos? Are  hey jus  ano her e hnic group? Mos  Commissioners fel   ha  wi hin our 
 erms of reference,  hey were no  in  he same posi ion as  he new Canadians. Then where 
would we place  hem? Gagnon said we mus  speak abou   he Eskimos and  he Indians, 
o herwise we would look ridiculous  o  he Canadian public. I said we migh  have  o make 
some commen  abou   hem, bu  we would make ourselves even more ridiculous if we 
a  emp ed  o pre end we knew any hing abou   he si ua ion. We had no research on i , 
and Gagnon’s and my li  le  ouris   rip  o Baffin Island could scarcely coun  as research.37 

In a mee ing held a few mon hs la er, Commissioners Rudnyckyj and Wyczynski 
had pushed for recogni ion of “na ive” languages in  he Cons i u ion. Sco  , in his 
own words, “s rongly opposed  he idea, saying  ha   here was no meaning  o  he 
word ‘na ive’ and  ha  in any case, we should no  clu  er up  he Cons i u ion wi h 
such de ail. I am afraid I may have offended  heir suscep ibili ies somewha .” 
Whe her cynically or accura ely, he also resis ed because he “suspec [ed]  ha  

34 Ibid., 127. 
35 Kahn-Tine a Horn, “Brief  o  he RCBB,” March 1965, file 740–292, vol. 47, series 80, 

RG33, LAC; see also Haque, Multiculturalism, 120–1. 
36 Caughnawaga Defence Commi  ee, “Brief  o  he RCBB,” March 1965, pp. 2–4, file 

740–289, vol. 47, series 80, RG33, LAC; see also Haque, Multiculturalism, 121–3. 
37 Quo ed in Fraser, Fate of Canada, 145. (Frank Sco  ’s accoun  is accura e in  ha , 

while  he RCBB had commissioned research on Indigenous peoples,  he  wo-
volume repor  was no  comple ed un il Sep ember 1966.) 
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behind  he proposal is  he idea  ha  af er  he accep ance of Indian and Eskimo lan-
guages as ‘na ive’  hey saw  he accep ance of Ukrainian in  he same ca egory.”38 

In  he end,  he commissioners decided  o make “some commen ,” as Sco   
sugges ed, bu   hey ul ima ely chose  o exclude Indigenous peoples as being ou -
side  heir scope. In Book I of  heir Final Report (on  he “Official Languages”), 
published in 1967,  he commissioners now clarified  ha   hey would no  exam-
ine “ he ques ion of  he Indians and  he Eskimos.” The jus ifica ion was  ha  
 hey were no  in  he  erms of reference and could no  logically be included in 
ei her of  he  wo ca egories. No doub  referencing  he Hawthorn Report,  he firs  
par  of which had been comple ed in 1966,  hey added  ha  i  was clearly no  
 he governmen ’s in en ion  o have  he RCBB “under ake long s udies on  he 
righ ful s a us of  he Indians and Eskimos wi hin  he Canadian Confedera ion; 
o her bodies . . . have been en rus ed wi h  he research required for  he making 
of governmen  policy.” Their final,  epid sugges ion was  ha   he federal govern-
men , working wi h  he provinces, should  ake s eps  o assis   he survival of “ he 
Eskimo language and  he mos  common Indian dialec s.”39 

The ul ima e exclusion of Indigenous peoples from  he RCBB’s Final Report 
wen  largely unremarked upon. As Gagnon pu  i , “ here was no one  o com-
plain abou  i , excep  perhaps  hose involved. Wi h  he help of illi eracy,  his 
omission caused li  le noise.”40 Indeed, al hough  he press covered  he release 
of Book I of  he Final Report, few made any men ion of  he omission, despi e 
early s ories sugges ing  ha  i  would recommend “a be  er deal” for Indigenous 
peoples.41 The Montreal Gazette was  he excep ion, running a fiercely cri ical 
s ory  ha  argued  ha   he commission had excluded Indigenous people on  ech-
nical grounds,  ha  i  was glad  o do so, and  ha  while  he repor  advised  ha   he 
federal governmen  should help preserve  heir cul ures,  he commission i self 
had “op ed ou ” of helping.42 

Indigenous peoples were no   he only ones  o con es   he RCBB’s  erms of 
reference. Some of  he “o her e hnic groups” also pro es ed  he no ion of bicul-
 uralism, arguing ins ead for mul icul uralism. Though, a   his  ime,  here was 
no agreemen  on wha  “mul icul uralism” did or should mean,  he invoca ion of 

38 Quo ed in ibid., 157. Jaroslav-Bohdan Rudnyckyj, in a “Separa e S a emen ” 
included in Book I (155–69), proposed  ha  any language o her  han English or 
French used by 10 percen  or more of  he popula ion of a given adminis ra ive dis-
 ric  be gran ed  he s a us of a regional language. 

39 RCBB, Preliminary Report, 187; RCBB, Final Report, Book I, xxvi–xvii; see also 
Haque, Multiculturalism, 151–2, 117–19; Hugh Alan Cairns, S uar  Marshall Jamie-
son, and Kenne h M. Lysyk, A Survey of the Contemporary Indians of Canada: Eco-
nomic, Political, Educational Needs and Policies, vol. 1, ed. Harry Ber ram Haw horn 
(O  awa: Indian Affairs Branch, Oc ober 1966), h  ps://publica ions.gc.ca/ 
collec ions/collec ion_2014/aadnc-aandc/R32-1267-1-1-eng.pdf. 

40 Quo ed in Laplan e-Gagnon, Panser le Canada, 190 (“il ne se  rouva personna pour 
s’en plaindre, excep ion fai e peu -ê re des in éressés. L’analphabe isme aidan , 
ce  e omission fi  peu de brui ”). 

41 See, for ins ance, “Bi-Bi Repor  Due Tuesday,” Times Colonist, 4 December 1967, 1. 
42 “Indians, Eskimos Excluded from Commission’s Repor ,” Montreal Gazette, 6 

December 1967, 9. 

https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2014/aadnc-aandc/R32-1267-1-1-eng.pdf
https://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2014/aadnc-aandc/R32-1267-1-1-eng.pdf
https://www.utpjournals.press/loi/chr


Indigenous Peoples and Official Mul icul uralism 67 

 his  erm by some groups of en accompanied  he demand for minori y lan-
guage righ s and  he righ   o be acknowledged as equal alongside  he English 
and French as so-called founding “races.”43 In o her words, some individuals 
and groups accep ed  he RCBB’s division be ween “founding races” and “o her 
e hnic groups” bu  sough   o move from  he la  er  o  he former group, si  ing 
alongside  he English and  he French (and perhaps, by ex ension, some o her, 
more recen ly arrived, se  ler groups). As a Mr Belash argued before  he RCBB, 
“Canadian Ukrainian ci izens feel  ha   hey are  oo a founding race since  o a 
large ex en  i  was  he Ukrainians  ha  did  he work of building  he railways, and 
i  was  he Ukrainians who founded  hese se  lemen s in  he mos  inaccessible 
par s of wes ern Canada. Our ances ors did no  move in o nea ly ploughed 
prairie bu  opened up  he backwoods.”44 Similarly, a brief from  he Ukrainian 
Self-Reliance League of Canada argued  ha   he “pioneers of Ukrainian origin 
who broke  he virgin prairies, cleared  he bush, buil   he roads, worked  he 
mines, were unques ionable ‘founders’ in  heir own righ .”45 

O hers, however, sough   o collapse  he dis inc ions be ween “founding 
races” and “o her e hnic groups.” As Isydore Hlynka, of  he Ukrainian Canadian 
Commi  ee (UCC), argued,  his dis inc ion cons i u ed “a division of Canadian 
ci izens in o  wo ca egories . . . firs  and second class ci izens.” He made i  clear 
 ha   he UCC rejec ed any a  emp   o “recognize or  o imply  he superiori y of 
one group of Canadians over ano her, whe her i  be on  he basis of  heir e hnic 
origin,  heir cul ure, or  he so-called prior his oric righ , because  his means a 
re urn  o a colonial s a us from which i  has  aken so long  o emerge.”46 

Al hough non-French, non-Bri ish e hnic groups were included in  he  erms 
of reference,  heir advocacy led  he RCBB  o  ake  hem more seriously  han i  
o herwise migh  have. In 1966,  he commissioners bela edly decided  o devo e a 
volume of  heir final repor   o  he “con ribu ion made by  he o her e hnic groups 
 o  he cul ural enrichmen  of Canada,” a phrase  hey had no  ye  defined. Jean 
Burne , a research associa e employed  o assis  wi h  he prepara ion of Book IV, 
cau ions  ha   he wri ers of  he resul ing volume were limi ed by  he  erms of 
reference,  he s a emen s affirming duali y made in previous volumes of  he 
repor , and  he commission’s previous s a emen s abou   he rela ionship be -
ween language, socie y, and cul ure.47 In  he end,  he commissioners rejec ed 
 he “mul icul uralism”  ha  some groups proposed and s uck wi h bicul uralism, 
arguing in Book IV  ha  “we mus  no  overlook Canada’s cul ural diversi y, keep-
ing in mind  ha   here are  wo dominan  cul ures,  he French and  he English.”48 

43 Haque, Multiculturalism, 94. 
44 Quo ed in RCBB, Preliminary Report, 219. This was probably Borislaw Nicholas 

Bilash, a prominen  Ukrainian Canadian educa or. 
45 Quo ed in Haque, Multiculturalism, 108. 
46 Quo ed in ibid., 57. 
47 Jean Burne , “Taking in o Accoun   he O her E hnic Groups and  he Royal Com-

mission on Bilingualism and Bicul uralism,” in Multiculturalism and Inter roup 
Relations, ed. James S. Frideres (New York: Greenwood Press, 1989), 9–17. 

48 RCBB, Final Report, Book IV, 12–13. 
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Even before Book IV,  he “o her e hnic groups” had been pu  ing pressure on 
 he governmen   o move beyond bicul uralism, bu  when i  was released in 1969 
and rejec ed  hese calls,  hey redoubled  heir effor s. Those who had been arguing 
agains   he hierarchy of  he  erms of reference soon adop ed an addi ional s ra -
egy. In seeking  o bols er  heir demands for cul ural equali y,  hey a  emp ed  o 
draw Indigenous peoples in o  heir movemen  for mul icul uralism, presen ing 
 hem as ye  ano her oppressed e hnic group in need of more recogni ion and 
righ s. However, af er some ini ial par icipa ion, Indigenous peoples did no  con-
 inue wi h  heir advocacy for mul icul uralism as  hey were engaged in a more 
pressing ba  le agains   he federal governmen ’s assimila ionis  Whi e Paper. 

the white paper and backlash 

Throughou   he 1960s,  he public paid grea er a  en ion  o  he problems facing 
Indigenous peoples, due  o bo h  he broader con ex  of decoloniza ion move-
men s globally as well as domes ic even s. Increasingly, many Canadians came 
 o see  hese problems as s emming from  he pa ernalis ic (mis)managemen  
of Indigenous affairs by  he Depar men  of Indian and Nor hern Affairs 
(DIAND).49 Bu  DIAND had decided  ha   he solu ion  o Indigenous peoples’ 
socio-economic problems, and  heir own repu a ional issues, was a revision of 
 he Indian Ac . Qui e bela edly,  he depar men  also decided  o consul  wi h 
Indigenous represen a ives in eigh een ci ies across Canada.50 However, as 
 hese consul a ions con inued, civil servan s and poli icians deba ed  he bes  
course of ac ion behind closed doors in O  awa. In o her words, ins ead of wai -
ing for  he consul a ion period  o end before formula ing policy changes,  he 
governmen  worked behind  he scenes  o revise policies wi hou   he involve-
men  of Indigenous peoples. 

Once Pierre Ellio   Trudeau came  o power in 1968, any fu ure course of 
ac ion had  o align wi h his liberal vision and i s focus on  he individual.51 So i  
was  ha , al hough  ensions were running high be ween civil servan s who were 
spli  on wha  was  he bes  rou e  o  ake, Trudeau’s Cabine  approved as a policy 
objec ive  he “full non-discrimina ory par icipa ion” of Indigenous peoples 
in Canadian socie y.52 The governmen ’s liberal defini ion of equali y mean  
sameness, leading policy-makers  o conceive of discrimina ion as having bo h 

49 On  his period, see Sally M. Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy: The Hidden 
A enda, 1968–7  (Toron o: Universi y of Toron o Press, 1981), ch. 1; J.R. Miller, Sky-
scrapers Hide the Heavens: A History of Native-Newcomer Relations in Canada, 4 h ed. 
(Toron o: Universi y of Toron o Press, 2018), 328–35; bo h of which should be read 
in conjunc ion wi h Sarah Nickel, “Reconsidering 1969: The White Paper and  he 
Making of  he Modern Indigenous Righ s Movemen ,” Canadian Historical Review 
100, no. 2 (2019): 223–38; see also Ree  a Humalajoki, “‘A Program of Pacifica ion’?: 
Federal Funding and Indigenous Poli ical Organizing in Canada, 1968–71,” Cana-
dian Historical Review 104, no. 4 (2023): 494–518. 

50 Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 49, 60–5. 
51 On which, see ibid., 55; Paul Li  , Trudeaumania (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2016), ch. 

8; McRober s, Misconceivin  Canada, ch. 5. 
52 Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 114; see also 132. 
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“nega ive” and “posi ive” forms: nega ive discrimina ion involved  he wi hhold-
ing of righ s, for example, while posi ive discrimina ion consis ed of any differ-
en  or special  rea men . Civil servan s  hus came  o agree  ha   he bes  solu ion 
was  he elimina ion of so-called “special s a us” for Indigenous peoples –  ha  is, 
 he aboli ion of  he Indian Ac ,  rea ies, and s a us, all  hings  ha  were seen as 
“discrimina ory.” 

DIAND  herefore drew up a memorandum for Cabine   ha  ou lined how 
 his migh  be done. No ably, i  did no  include any plans for fur her consul a ion 
wi h Indigenous peoples nor, for  ha  ma  er, wi h  he provinces, which would 
assume responsibili y for Indigenous peoples as priva e ci izens. Even ually, 
Cabine  decided  o propose  his plan in a “whi e paper,” an increasingly popular 
forma   ha  could be used ei her  o announce comple ed policies or  o provide a 
basis for fur her consul a ion wi h  hose individuals affec ed. The resul  was  he 
Statement of the Government of Canada on Indian Policy, 1969.53 Commonly 
referred  o simply as  he Whi e Paper,  his policy documen  was gree ed wi h 
shock and dismay by Indigenous leaders. Li  le wonder – in April 1969, DIAND 
held  he final consul a ion mee ing, a  which  ime Indigenous delega es, includ-
ing George Manuel,  old Minis er of Indian Affairs Jean Chré ien  ha   heir 
priori ies were  he recogni ion of  rea ies and  he obliga ions  hey crea ed;  he 
recogni ion of  heir righ s;  he reconcilia ion of pas  injus ices, par icularly 
 hose concerning hun ing; and  he resolu ion of ou s anding lands claims. 
Fur her,  hey argued  ha   hese i ems had  o be addressed before any meaning-
ful consul a ion on amendmen s  o  he Indian Ac  could be under aken. 

Ye , merely  wo mon hs la er,  hey were flown  o O  awa where  hey heard of 
 he governmen ’s in en ion no   o amend  he Indian Ac  bu , ra her,  o abolish i  
along wi h all “special righ s” –  ha  is, “Aboriginal righ s.” Firs  Na ions dele-
ga es immedia ely called an emergency mee ing, and  he nex  day issued a press 
release under  he aegis of  he Na ional Indian Bro herhood, a “ empered bu  
firm repudia ion of  he Whi e Paper.”54 I  was signed by Wal er Die er,  he orga-
niza ion’s chief, David Courchene,  he vice-presiden , and regional direc ors Phi-
lip Paul and Wilber Nadjiwan, who was also presiden  of  he Union of On ario 
Indians, as well as by leaders of o her regional and na ional organiza ions, 
including Pe er Dubois, Andrew Deslisle, John Snow, Lawrence S evenson, Jack 
Pe e, and Ma  hew Bellegarde.55 

The federal governmen  ini ially dug in. In a speech given in Vancouver in 
Augus , Trudeau expressed his belief in  he need for assimila ion and his 
unwillingness  o address pas  injus ices  hrough any o her means. Trea ies in 
modern socie y were “inconceivable,” equali y before  he law was a “mus ,” and 

53 Statement of the Government of Canada on Indian Policy, 1969 (O  awa: Indian and 
Nor hern Affairs Canada, 1969), h  ps://publica ions.gc.ca/si e/eng/9.700112/ 
publica ion.h ml, ci ed in Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 166; see also 176. 

54 Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 147–48, 169, 173. 
55 Na ional Indian Bro herhood, Statement on the “New Indian Policy,” 26 June 1969, 

6–7, h  ps://digi al.scaa.sk.ca/ourlegacy/solr?query=ID%3A24989&s ar =0&rows= 
10&mode=view&pos=0&page=6. 

https://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/9.700112/publication.html
https://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/9.700112/publication.html
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Indigenous peoples “should become Canadians as all o her Canadians.”56 

Despi e  hese argumen s, cri icism of  he Whi e Paper con inued  o moun . In 
November, Harold Cardinal, head of  he Alber a Indian Associa ion, published 
a book en i led The Unjust Society, and,  he following year,  he associa ion 
draf ed a posi ion paper en i led “Ci izens Plus.”57 This documen  was revised 
and expanded by  he Na ional Indian Bro herhood and submi  ed as  heir offi-
cial response  o  he Whi e Paper. Coming subsequen ly  o be known as  he “Red 
Paper,”  his documen  was presen ed  o Trudeau in a mee ing of  he full Cabi-
ne  in June 1970. His response was impromp u, emo ional, and sincere. Tru-
deau acknowledged  ha  some of  heir s a emen s had been “naïve,” informed 
by “ he prejudices of small ‘l’ liberals and whi e men a   ha  who  hough   ha  
equali y mean   he same laws for everybody.” He ended by promising fur her 
dialogue, wi h no rush, and  old  he assembled Indigenous represen a ives  ha  
 he governmen  would no  “force any solu ion on you, because we are no  look-
ing for any par icular solu ion.58 These remarks surprised and inspired  he Indi-
genous leaders presen  and conversely dismayed senior DIAND officials, who 
s ill hoped  he assimila ionis  policy could be implemen ed. The abandonmen  
of  he Whi e Paper represen ed “ he firs  major poli ical vic ory for  he Indian 
movemen .” 59 

Ye   he figh  was far from over. O her Indigenous organiza ions prepared 
 heir own responses  o  he Whi e Paper, including  he Union of Bri ish Colum-
bia Indian Chiefs’ A Declaration of Indian Ri hts: The B.C. Position Paper in 1970 
and  he Mani oba Indian Bro herhood’s Wahbun : Our Tomorrows in 1971.60 As 
Andrew Gemmell argues, Indigenous ac ivis s in Canada were no , a   ha   ime, 
par  of  he broader Lef is  movemen s commonly associa ed wi h  he 1960s. 

56 Pierre Ellio  Trudeau, “Remarks on Indian Aboriginal and Trea y Righ s, Par  of a 
Speech Given Augus  8 h, 1969, in Vancouver, Bri ish Columbia,” h  ps://ipor al. 
usask.ca/record/18228. See also  he press coverage  ha  recorded revealing 
unscrip ed commen s: “Trudeau Gives Indians Ca egorical ‘No,’” The Province 
[Vancouver], 11 Augus  1969, 7; “You Can Have Every hing – If You Pay for I ,” Van-
couver Sun, 14 Augus  1969, 6. 

57 Harold Cardinal, The Unjust Society: The Tra edy of Canada’s Indians (Edmon on, 
AB: M.G. Hur ig, 1969). 

58 Citizens Plus: A Presentation by the Indian Chiefs of Alberta to Ri ht Honourable P.E. 
Trudeau, Prime Minister and Government of Canada, June 197  (Edmon on, AB: 
Indian Associa ion of Alber a, 1970); “S a emen  by  he Prime Minis er a  a Mee ing 
wi h  he Indian Associa ion of Alber a and  he Na ional Indian Bro herhood, 
O  awa,” 4 June 1970, h  ps://publica ions.gc.ca/collec ions/collec ion_2018/aanc-
inac/R5-598-1970-eng.pdf. 

59 Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 185–7. 
60 Union of BC Indian Chiefs, A Declaration of Indian Ri hts: The BC Indian Position 

Paper (Vancouver: Union of BC Indian Chiefs, 17 November 1970), h  ps:// 
d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfron .ne /ubcic/pages/1440/a  achmen s/original/1484861419/ 
3_1970_11_17_Declara ionOfIndianRigh sTheBCIndianPosi ionPaper_web_sm.pdf? 
1484861419; Indian Tribes of Mani oba, Wahbun : Our Tomorrows (Winnipeg: Mani-
 oba Indian Bro herhood, 1971), h  ps://scoinc.mb.ca/wp-con en /uploads/2021/08/ 
WahOurTom1971-wcag.pdf. 
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https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ubcic/pages/1440/attachments/original/1484861419/3_1970_11_17_DeclarationOfIndianRightsTheBCIndianPositionPaper_web_sm.pdf?1484861419
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Ra her, “ heir firs -order concerns were . . .  rea y righ s, land claims, and Abori-
ginal  i le.”61 This focus s emmed from  he fac   ha  no  only had  hese issues 
never ye  been adequa ely addressed by  he Canadian s a e bu  also  ha   hese 
righ s had been direc ly  hrea ened by  he federal governmen ’s assimila ionis  
policy. The Whi e Paper all bu  ensured  ha  Indigenous advocacy would remain 
focused on  hese founda ional righ s, disrup ing fur her involvemen  wi h  he 
RCBB and rela ed advocacy. 

mobilizing for m ltic lt ralism 

Jus  as Indigenous peoples were mobilizing  o pro es   he Whi e Paper,  hey 
were also being invi ed  o par icipa e in  he nascen  mul icul uralism move-
men . Led by Ukrainian Canadians, i  aimed  o promp   he federal governmen  
 o abandon  he “bicul uralism” of  he RCBB and ins ead adop  mul icul ural-
ism. The movemen ’s s ra egy of a  emp ing  o build a pan-e hnic “ hird force,” 
including Indigenous peoples, can be clearly seen in  he series of conferences 
 ha   ook place in  he la e 1960s and early 1970s, all of which undoub edly con-
 ribu ed  o  he crea ion of  he policy of mul icul uralism. 

One of  he firs  such even s was  he Thinkers’ Conference on Cul ural Righ s, 
which was held on 13–15 December 1968 and spearheaded by Paul Yuyzk,  he 
firs  Canadian sena or of Ukrainian descen  and an ou spoken advoca e for mul-
 icul uralism. Illus ra ing  his new s ra egy, Clive von Cardinal, who worked a  
 he Research Cen re for Canadian E hnic S udies a   he Universi y of Calgary 
(himself of Anglo-German paren age), argued  ha   he so-called “ hird elemen ” 
( he non-Bri ish, non-French group) included “ he au och honous Indian and 
Eskimo popula ions as well as  he millions of Canadians of various e hnic origins 
who are nei her s ric ly French nor English in  heir cul ural backgrounds.”62 Bu  
 he conference proved  ha   he inclusion of Indigenous peoples as par  of  he 
 hird elemen  was an uneasy fi  and also revealed  ha   he priori ies of many 
Euro-Canadian organiza ions lay wi h  heir own groups’ s ruggles and  ha   hey 
were unaware of  he differen  se  of challenges facing Indigenous peoples. 

Yuyzk provided an incredibly  one-deaf opening speech, providing as i  did a 
survey of  he so-called “ hird force” in Canada  hrough a his orical overview of 
immigra ion  o Canada, wi h hardly any discussion of i s effec s on Indigenous 
peoples. Indeed, his opening line was a bare asser ion of  he s andard se  ler 
colonial a  i ude  owards Indigenous peoples: “Over a hundred years ago,  he 
Fa hers of Canadian Confedera ion  hough  mainly in  erms of English French 

61 Andrew Gemmell, “Defending Indigenous Righ s agains   he Jus  Socie y,” in 1968 
in Canada: A Year and Its Le acies, ed. Michael K. Hawes, Andrew C. Holman, and 
Chris opher Kirkey (O  awa: Universi y of O  awa Press, 2021), 170. 

62 Clive H. Cardinal, “The Third Elemen  as a Cul ural Balance in  he Canadian Iden-
 i y,” in Canadian Cultural Ri hts Concern . . . A Conference to Study Canada’s Multi-
cultural Patterns in the Sixties: December 13, 14, 15, 1968–Toronto, ed. Canadian 
Cul ural Righ s Commi  ee (O  awa: Canadian Cul ural Righ s Commi  ee, [1968]), 
102. 
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rela ions, al hough  here was  he Indian problem,” he remarked, adding  ha  
now (in  he 1960s) leaders had  o  hink in “broader  erms.” He did no  devo e 
any significan  a  en ion  o Indigenous peoples in  he remainder of  he speech, 
 hough in  he few ins ances where he did men ion  hem,  hey were presen ed as 
one e hnic group among many.63 

Al hough Yuzyk’s speech preda ed  he release of  he Whi e Paper and subse-
quen  pro es , while  he RCBB was underway, Indigenous pro es s were already 
making headlines in  he mains ream media, such as a four-hundred-person 
march in Kenora.64 I  was perhaps  his early ac ivism  ha  led Yuzyk  o propose 
compromise as  he way forward: “We are wi nessing a more mili an  a  i ude on 
 he par  of our Indians, . . . who resen   he pa ernalism of  he es ablishmen  and 
desire con rol over  heir own affairs and a be  er deal as ci izens.” However, he 
posi ioned  heir s ruggles as analogous  o  hose of o her minori y groups as he 
immedia ely shif ed  o speaking of how “various Canadian e hnic groups wan  
a be  er share in all aspec s of Canadian life.” His cheery conclusion –  ha  
none of  he issues facing Canada “was so formidable  ha  i  canno  be solved by 
compromise” – can also be read as objec ing  o  he “mili ancy”  ha  he had men-
 ioned. A pa h of non-violen  compromise leading  o cons i u ional reform was, 
he sugges ed, “ he Canadian Solu ion.”65 

Bu  if Yuzyk’s audience ini ially accep ed  his vision of Confedera ion as a 
beneficial compac  for all, one  ha  merely needed recas ing,  hey were soon chal-
lenged by a differen  view. The sole Indigenous speaker a   he conference was 
Omer Pe ers,  hen serving as presiden  of bo h  he Indian-Eskimo Associa ion of 
Canada and  he Union of On ario Indians.66 He opened wi h a play on  he 
RCBB’s reference  o English and French as  he  wo founding races. “Indians and 
Eskimos,” he said, can “claim  o be unques ionably  he  wo founding racial 
groups of  he Canadian Na ion.” Despi e  his honorable posi ion,  hey have faced 
hardship and discrimina ion “far beyond  ha  of any o her e hnic group in  he 
Canadian mosaic of people.” Pe ers  hus sugges ed  ha  Indigenous peoples had 
an incon rover ible claim on  he Canadian na ion,  ha   hey were “Canada’s Firs  
Ci izens,” and  ha , as such,  hey simply could no  be considered jus  ano her 
e hnic group. He  hen provided a series of s ark s a is ics abou  economic s a us, 
heal h, housing, educa ion, and employmen  and closed wi h four sugges ions 
for how curren  injus ices could be elimina ed. None of  hese deal  wi h so-called 
cul ural righ s ( he focus of  he conference) bu  ins ead focused on  rea y righ s 
and a  aining increased au onomy, in par  by being freed from  he bureaucracy 
of DIAND.67 

63 Paul Yuzyk, “The Emerging New Force in  he Emerging New Canada,” in Canadian 
Cul ural Righ s Commi  ee, Canadian Cultural Ri hts Concern, 10. 

64 Haque, Multiculturalism, 126; Sco   Ru herford, Canada’s Other Red Scare: Indi en-
ous Protest and Colonial Encounters durin  the Global Sixties (Mon real and Kings on: 
McGill-Queen’s Universi y Press, 2020). 

65 Yuzyk, “Emerging New Force,” 12. 
66 Omer Pe ers, “Canada’s Indians and Eskimos and Human Righ s,” in Canadian 

Cul ural Righ s Commi  ee, Canadian Cultural Ri hts Concern, 40. 
67 Pe ers, “Canada’s Indians,” 32–40. 
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Non-Indigenous par icipan s deal  in differen  ways wi h  he growing reali-
za ion  ha  Indigenous concerns differed from  heir own, as  he s ruc ure and 
subs ance of  heir discussions and recommenda ions make clear. Some singled 
 hem ou  for separa e  rea men , o hers lumped  hem in as one among many, 
while s ill o hers sugges ed  ha  Indigenous peoples ough   o form a uni ed 
fron  for  he purposes of lobbying.68 This  ension, be ween  he proposal  ha  
Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples presen  a uni ed fron  and  he growing 
recogni ion  ha   heir s ruggles were differen , persis ed un il  he end of  he con-
ference. When  he convenors presen ed  heir resolu ions,  hey separa ed (Eur-
opean) cul ural groups and Indigenous peoples.69 This was  he las  conference 
 o fea ure Indigenous represen a ives:  he release of  he Whi e Paper  he follow-
ing year would draw  hem in o a s ruggle agains  i s assimila ory proposals, end-
ing  his nascen  a  emp  a  alliance. 

A second conference, en i led Canada: Mul icul ural, was ini ia ed by s u-
den s a   he Universi y of Toron o and held on 7–8 Augus  1970. Here again, 
organizers had invi ed one represen a ive from an Indigenous organiza ion, 
Tobasonakwu  Kinew, known  hen as Pe er Kelly, of  he Union of On ario 
Indians.70 Al hough Kinew did no  a  end,  here were a handful of references  o 
Indigenous peoples  hroughou   he conference. For ins ance, Member of Parlia-
men  Rober  S anbury closed his speech by arguing  ha  each of  he cul ural 
groups were Canadian and “i s frui s belong  o us all” and  ha   he resul  of  his 
flourishing diversi y was  he cons ruc ion of a singular “Canadian charac er.” 
He  hen asked, rhe orically: “Is Shevchenko  he exclusive proper y of Ukrainians 
or does he belong  o  he world? Is Pauline Johnson’s poe ry a legacy of jus   he 
Indian or  he Canadian? Does no  Monique Leyrac evoke in Toron o as much as 
in Mon real a communal sense of joie-de-vivre?” Here,  hrough  he invoca ion of 
a Mohawk poe , Indigenous ar s and cul ure were posi ioned as bo h Indigenous 
and Canadian, and Indigenous peoples were presen ed as simply ano her Cana-
dian cul ural group, jus  like Ukrainian Canadians or French Canadians.71 

In sum, non-Indigenous mul icul uralism advoca es occasionally considered 
Indigenous peoples in  he broader plans  hey were making. However, in so 
doing,  hey implici ly posi ioned  hem as merely one cul ural group among 
many. Bo h  he argumen s and possessive language used reinforced  his conclu-
sion, and  here were no Indigenous represen a ives presen   o push back agains  
i , nor did any of  he non-Indigenous par icipan s objec . Al hough some non-
Indigenous a  endees were aware of  he similari ies be ween  heir goals and 
 hose of Indigenous peoples when i  came  o language and cul ure,  here was a 
profound ignorance of  he very real differences. 

A  hird conference was held shor ly af erwards. Organized by a “mul i-e hnic 
commi  ee of Edmon on” and en i led Mul icul uralism for Canada,  his even  

68 Canadian Cul ural Righ s Commi  ee, Canadian Cultural Ri hts Concern, 50–31. 
69 Ibid, n.p. (“Resolu ions”) and n.p. (“Resolu ions regarding Indians and Eskimos”). 
70 See “Program,” in Canada: Multicultural (Toron o: Ci izenship Branch, Depar men  

of Provincial Secre ary and Ci izenship, Governmen  of On ario, [1970?]), iv. 
71 Rober  S anbury, “The Na ure of Ci izenship in a Mul icul ural Socie y,” in Canada: 

Multicultural, 9; “Ques ion Period – Number 1,” Canada: Multicultural, 10. 
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was held a   he Universi y of Alber a on 28–29 Augus  1970. I  opened wi h 
Yuzyk giving  he same speech he had a   he 1968 Thinkers’ Conference, wi h 
some addi ional concluding remarks added,  hus se  ing  he se  ler  one for  he 
remainder of  he conference. From  he published proceedings, i  appears  ha  
 he conveners of  his conference invi ed Indigenous par icipan s,  hough none 
a  ended.72 Perhaps as a resul , no  one of  he final recommenda ions specifi-
cally referred  o Indigenous peoples. However, due perhaps  o  he individual 
speakers chosen or  o ongoing media coverage in  he wake of  he disas rous 
Whi e Paper, some of  he passing references  o Indigenous peoples during  his 
conference – par icularly,  hose on  he grea er discrimina ion  hey faced – 
served  o underscore how  heir si ua ion was in fac  differen .73 

The one prominen  excep ion  o  he rela ive silence on Indigenous peoples 
was a speech given by Abraham J. Arnold of  he Canadian Jewish Congress, 
who cri icized  he organizers for no  foregrounding Indigenous peoples and  he 
problems  hey faced: 

When considering  he posi ion of  he various e hnic or cul ural groups in Canada I 
believe  ha  we mus  begin wi h  he na ive peoples. This seminar has been reminded of 
 he absence of proper represen a ion from  his group. I  is no  enough  o say  ha   hey 
were invi ed. As Canadians we mus  all be concerned wi h  he problems of  he na ive 
peoples. The  endency  o separa e  hem from us has exis ed for far  oo long. Whenever 
we are reminded abou   he na ive peoples we express grea  sympa hy for  heir posi ion 
bu   he preponderan   endency is s ill  o forge  or overlook  hem. This is exac ly wha   he 
B. and B. Commission did in relega ing  hem  o a foo no e in Book IV. . . . In my view  he 
si ua ion of  he na ive peoples is  he priori y problem of in er-group rela ions in Canada 
 oday. All cri icisms or complain s of o her minori y groups  ake second place  o  he diffi-
cul ies of  he na ive peoples. Never heless in  his si ua ion we again seem  o be following 
 he example of  he B. and B. Commission of which we are so s rongly cri ical in o her 
respec s.74 

However,  hese were also his only remarks on  he subjec , excep  in his conclu-
sion when he informed a  endees  ha   here would be Indigenous par icipan s a  
 he upcoming Mani oba Mosaic Congress. Unfor una ely,  his did no  prove  o 
be  he case. 

The Mani oba Mosaic Congress was organized and par ly funded by  he 
Dominion-Provincial Cul ural Rela ions Secre aria  of  he Mani oba provincial 
governmen , wi h addi ional funding provided by  he federal governmen . I  
was held in Winnipeg on 13–17 Oc ober 1970 wi h  he express purpose of 

72 One par icipan  from  he IEAC, Peggy Robbins, a  ended. See “Conference Par ici-
pan s,” in Multiculturalism for Canada: Report of a Conference Held at the University of 
Alberta, Edmonton, Au ust 28–−29, 197  ([Edmon on?]: s.n., [1970?]), 78. 

73 See, for ins ance, Kei h Henders, “Presen  Human Righ s Legisla ion in  he Pro-
vince of Alber a and I s Implemen a ion,” in Multiculturalism for Canada, 60–3. 

74 A.J. Arnold, “How Far Do We Go wi h Mul i-Cul uralism?” in Multiculturalism for 
Canada, 24–5. Arnold was  he execu ive direc or of  he Canadian Jewish Congress’s 
Wes ern Division. 
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discussing Book IV of  he RCBB’s Final Report.75 Indigenous peoples were no  
 he subjec  of much discussion  hroughou   he even , despi e  he obvious rele-
vance of many of  he issues discussed, such as non-English French bilingual-
ism. Indeed,  he primary division wi hin  he conference was be ween  hose 
people, like keyno e speaker Wa son Kirkconnell, who wan ed  o preserve cul-
 ural heri age and  he e hnic eli es who wan ed  o promo e cul ural and linguis-
 ic righ s (fully half of  he resolu ions passed during  he conference were 
concerned wi h language). However, Indigenous peoples were no  explici ly 
named in any of  he resolu ions. One reason for  his is perhaps due  o  he con-
ference’s s ruc ure. The planners made i  clear  ha  i  was “no   he purpose of 
Congress  o deal wi h group or individual problems bu   he general issue of 
mul icul uralism and pluralism.”76 Fur her,  hey had no  secured any Indigen-
ous represen a ives  o speak bu  only high-ranking civil servan s: Ar hur Laing, 
minis er of DIAND, and A.G. Leslie,  he superin enden .77 

Laing’s speech was excep ionally revisionis . In i , he argued  ha  “ he essen-
 ial respec  of each o her’s na ural pride in  he collec ive pas  and in separa e cul-
 ures and  radi ions is a par  of Canada’s heri age.” He con inued: “I  is essen ial 
for Indian people  o re ain  heir cul ural heri age and we are for una e in Canada 
 o live in a land which for many years has been commi  ed  o a blending of so 
many kinds of people ra her  han  o a mel ing of  he many in o one cul ural pa -
 ern.” Ye  he also argued  ha  Indigenous cul ures had “decay[ed],”  hough he 
did no  lis  any reasons. Laing  hus comple ely erased  he Canadian govern-
men ’s cen ury-long a  emp   o assimila e Indigenous peoples and ins ead 
wro e a new his ory in which no  only had Canada been pluralis  for “many 
years,” bu   he federal governmen  had also been  he sole par y responsible for 
preserving and rebuilding Indigenous cul ures in Canada, which had inexplic-
ably been diminished over  ime  o  he poin  where in erven ion was necessary. 
In fac , he la er shif ed  he blame on o “many of  he bands” who had “allowed 
 his par  of  heir heri age [ he ar s]  o lapse.” As for  he rela ionship be ween 
Indigenous peoples and cul ural pluralism, Laing employed  he  apes ry me a-
phor, remarking  ha   he federal governmen  was “preserving  he brigh  colours 
of  apes ry which  he Indian and Eskimo cul ures have con ribu ed.” However, 

75 “Groundwork Laid for Cul ural Mosaic Mee ,” 3 April 1970, h  ps://news.gov.mb. 
ca/news/archives/1970/04/1970-04-03-groundwork_laid_for_cul ural_mosaic_ 
mee .pdf. 

76 Report of the Manitoba Mosaic, October 13–17, 197  (Winnipeg: n.pub., n.d.), 17. On 
Wa son Kirkconnell, see Daniel R. Meis er, “Anglo-Canadian Fu uri ies: Wa son 
Kirkconnell, Scien ific Racism, and Cul ural Pluralism in In erwar Canada,” Settler 
Colonial Studies 10, no. 2 (2020): 234–56; Daniel R. Meis er, The Racial Mosaic: A 
Pre-History of Canadian Multiculturalism (Mon real and Kings on: McGill-Queen’s 
Universi y Press, 2021); Daniel R. Meis er, “Whi eness in Canada: His ory, 
Archives, His oriography,” Canadian Historical Review 105, no. 1 (2024): 74–95. 

77 So i  was  ha  Arnold repea ed his cri icism  ha  i  was “no  enough  o say  ha   hey 
were invi ed.” A.J. Arnold, “How Far Do We Go wi h Mul i-Cul uralism?” in Report 
of the Manitoba Mosaic, 90. The “Lis  of Par icipan s” reveals  ha  Ahab Spence and 
Isaac Beaulieu,  wo influen ial members of  he Mani oba Indian Bro herhood, 
a  ended bu  did no  give speeches (242–72). 
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much like  he folk-cul ure focus of cul ural pluralism (which was ascendan  in 
Canadian socie y in  he 1930s and increasingly adop ed by  he federal govern-
men  in  he 1940s), DIAND largely concen ra ed on encouraging  he produc-
 ion of ar  (in par  because of i s economic po en ial),  hough Laing also 
men ioned a plan  o publish a pic orial his ory of Indigenous peoples for use in 
public schools.78 

In summary, a   he Mani oba Mosaic Congress, some par icipan s did no  
consider Indigenous groups; o hers saw only a limi ed space for  hem in pluralis  
programs; and DIAND represen a ives declared  heir in en ion  o include Indi-
genous peoples in  he  apes ry of  he fu ure bu  were disingenuous abou   he 
pas , specifically  he federal governmen ’s assaul  on Indigenous languages and 
cul ures. No clear consensus had emerged. However, some  rends did develop 
across  his series of conferences. Organizers ini ially made effor s  o include 
Indigenous represen a ives. When  hose represen a ives were presen ,  hey 
pushed back agains   he argumen   ha  Indigenous peoples were merely one cul-
 ural group among many and  ha   heir concerns were analogous  o  hose of Eur-
opean Canadian minori y groups. The par icipan s reac ed in mixed ways  o  his 
message: some resis ed, while o hers displayed sympa hy. The conference orga-
nizers had difficul ies in securing a  endance from Indigenous groups,  he lea-
dership of which was of en in flux during  his period and whose members were 
o herwise focused on comba  ing  he assimila ory proposals of  he Whi e Paper. 
As such, subsequen  conferences failed  o include Indigenous represen a ives, 
and, even ually, organizers ins ead sough  ou  DIAND speakers who brough  
wi h  hem an en irely differen , and inaccura e, message. 

m ltic lt ralism from above 

Prime Minis er Pierre Ellio   Trudeau did no  come  o office in 1968 in ending 
 o enac  a policy of mul icul uralism. Ra her,  he original aims of his cul ural 
policy in 1969 hewed closely  o  he vision of  he RCBB, albei  wi h some inclu-
sion of Indigenous peoples: “To s imula e  he  wo founding cul ures and  o in e-
gra e  he original con ribu ion of  he na ive peoples and New Canadians, [and] 
 o develop and promo e bilingualism.”79 Of course, when Book IV was publicly 
released in April 1970,  he federal governmen  had  o craf  an official response. 
And, since bilingualism had been enshrined wi h  he passage of  he 1969 Offi-
cial Languages Ac ,  he federal governmen ’s response  o ques ions concerning 
official cul ures would have  o be placed in a bilingual framework. 

The governmen ’s approach  o craf ing a policy response  o Book IV resem-
bles in several respec s  he processes  ha  led  o  he Whi e Paper. Perhaps mos  
no ably (given his  rea men  in  he li era ure on mul icul uralism), Trudeau 
did no  ac ually spearhead  he effor  bu , ra her, recognizing i s impor ance, 
assigned  he  ask  o  wo Cabine  minis ers: Gérard Pelle ier, who was secre ary 

78 Meis er, Racial Mosaic; Ar hur Laing, “Cul ural Iden i y of  he Indian and Eskimo 
People,” in Report of the Manitoba Mosaic, 116–18. 

79 Quo ed in Ryan Edwardson, Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood 
(Toron o: Universi y of Toron o Press, 2008), 195 
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of s a e, and Rober  S anbury, a minis er wi hou  a por folio who was responsible 
for ci izenship.80 Addi ionally,  he governmen  remained publicly commi  ed 
 o consul a ion as befi  ing Trudeau’s s a ed commi men   o par icipa ory 
democracy. In April 1970, S anbury sugges ed a series of consul a ions wi h 
e hnic groups on Book IV and, over  he following year, he and Pelle ier me  
priva ely wi h e hnic leaders, organized a series of public mee ings on Book 
IV, and a  ended conferences, including  hose described above. In  he mean-
 ime,  he Ci izenship Branch of  he Depar men  of  he Secre ary of S a e 
formed i s own  ask force  o consul  e hnic groups abou   he governmen ’s ci i-
zenship objec ives (i  also provided funding for mos  of  he aforemen ioned 
conferences). 

On 13 July 1971, Pelle ier and S anbury submi  ed  o  he Cabine  Commi  ee 
on Science, Cul ure, and Informa ion  heir join ly signed memorandum on  he 
federal governmen ’s response  o Book IV, which proposed a policy of “mul i-
cul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework.”81 The Whi e Paper had ignored Indi-
genous peoples’ wishes as expressed during  he consul a ion period and had in 
fac  advoca ed some hing an i he ical. However,  his memo ou lining  he policy 
of mul icul uralism showed considera ion of  he feedback received from e hno-
cul ural communi ies,  heir organiza ions, and  heir leaders and, as such, repre-
sen ed a compromise be ween  heir demands and  he conclusion of Book IV, 
which rejec ed calls for mul icul uralism. For example, in an appendix,  he 
memo lis ed all  he consul a ion effor s under aken, provided an analysis of  he 
issues as discussed in  he “e hnic press,” and even lis ed some poin s of con en-
 ion raised  hroughou   he period of consul a ion. I  also reproduced in full  he 
resolu ions passed by  he “Mani oba Mosaic Congress.”82 

The federal governmen ’s aversion  o group righ s, however, had no  dissi-
pa ed. Even  he people wi h  he power  o “break  he na ion” were no  gran ed 
such righ s by  he s a e: demands for French language righ s resul ed in an Offi-
cial Languages Ac , which no ably “recognized  he language righ s of  he indivi-
dual as opposed  o  he collec ivi y,” s emming from Trudeau’s vision for  he 
coun ry in which French Canadians would feel welcome anywhere  hey wen  in 
Canada, no  jus  in Quebec.83 When i  came  o demands for group righ s from 
 hose perceived as having less poli ical power,  he governmen  would again 
respond in  he form of individual righ s. Al hough i  promised suppor   o all cul-
 ures,  he measures  ha   he federal governmen  proposed largely cen red on indi-
viduals: removing barriers  ha  “people of e hnic origin” faced  o par icipa ing in 

80 On  he  wo minis ers, see Bernard Os ry, The Cultural Connection: An Essay on Cul-
ture and Government Policy in Canada (Toron o: McClelland & S ewar , 1978), 115; 
Blanding, “Re-Branding Canada,” 234–5. 

81 Al hough signed by  he  wo cabine  minis ers,  he memorandum had been devel-
oped and wri  en by s aff a   he Ci izenship Branch of  he Depar men  of  he Secre-
 ary of S a e. 

82 “Memorandum  o Cabine  – Canada: The Mul icul ural Socie y,” 13 July 1971, Cabi-
ne  Documen  no. 864–71, Appendix B, 26–9, file 864/71, vol. 6394, RG2, LAC. 

83 Weaver, Makin  Canadian Indian Policy, 55. 
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socie y, promo ing in erchanges be ween cul ural groups, and assis ing immi-
gran s  o learn a  leas  one official language.84 

When  hey  ransformed  his policy recommenda ion in o a speech for Tru-
deau  o give,  he speech wri ers made  he emphasis on individual righ s much 
more explici : “The individual’s freedom would be hampered if he were locked 
for life wi hin a par icular cul ural compar men  by  he acciden  of bir h or lan-
guage.” The speech’s overall  hrus  was  ha   he policy ensured  ha  individuals 
had  he abili y  o choose  o main ain  heir e hnic iden i y or no . The abili y  o 
make  his choice was wha  Trudeau called  he “cul ural freedom of Canadians.”85 

As  he conclusion pu  i , mul icul uralism was “basically  he conscious suppor  of 
individual freedom of choice. We are free  o be ourselves.”86 Those who draf ed 
 he policy explici ly sides epped one con en ious issue al oge her:  he ques ion of 
Indigenous peoples’ place in Canadian socie y. The au hors of  he memo merely 
echoed  he RCBB, s a ing: “The  erms of reference of  he Royal Commission 
made no men ion of Indians and Eskimos. . . . For  his reason,  hey are excluded 
from  his proposal.”87 This was seemingly uncon roversial as  here is no evidence 
 o sugges   ha   his decision was con es ed in Cabine  when  he proposal for a pol-
icy of “mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework” was discussed.88 

Despi e  his absence of discussion, i  is clear  ha   he same underlying beliefs 
 ha  had led  o  he Whi e Paper shaped  he craf ing of  he policy of mul icul ural-
ism. The Whi e Paper opera ed from  he assump ion  ha  Indigenous peoples 
would be happy  o become Canadian ci izens and  ha   he loss of a  leas  some 
languages and cul ures was inevi able. So  oo did  he federal governmen  assume 
 ha  some e hnic groups’ cul ures and languages would fade away.89 The subse-
quen  policy of mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework  herefore empha-
sized  ha   he governmen  would be concerned wi h suppor ing only  he “viable 
cul ures of Canada.” If cul ural groups wan ed federal assis ance,  hey had  o 
have “demons ra ed a desire and effor   o con inue  o develop, a capaci y  o grow 
and con ribu e  o Canada, as well as a clear need for assis ance.”90 The policy-

84 See “Summary,” in “Memorandum  o Cabine  – Canada: The Mul icul ural 
Socie y,” 13 July 1971, n.p. The s range implica ion  ha  some people had no “e hnic 
origin” was excised from  he resul ing speech and s a emen , which s a ed unequi-
vocally  ha  “everyone . . . has an ‘e hnic’ background.” House of Commons Debates, 8 
Oc ober 1971, 8580. 

85 House of Commons Debates, 8 Oc ober 1971, 8545 (“hampered”), 8581. 
86 House of Commons Debates, 8 Oc ober 1971, 8545 (“cul ural freedom”), 8546 (“be 

ourselves”). 
87 “Memorandum  o Cabine  – Canada: The Mul icul ural Socie y, Summary,” 2. 
88 “Cabine  Conclusions,” 23 Sep ember 1971, 6–8, vol. 63, RG2 A-5-a, LAC, h  p:// 

cen ral.bac-lac.gc.ca/.redirec ?app=cabcon&id=3041&lang=eng. 
89 See Rober  S anbury, “No es for Remarks  o  he In erna ional Symposium on Lan-

guages and Cul ures in Mul i-E hnic Socie y,” 22 May 1971, reprin ed in Sounds 
Canadian: Lan ua es and Cultures in Multi-Ethnic Society, ed. Paul Migus (Toron o: 
Pe er Mar in Associa es for  he Canadian E hnic S udies Associa ion, 1975), 232. 

90 “Memorandum  o Cabine  – Canada: The Mul icul ural Socie y, Summary,” n.p. 
(“viable”); “Record of Cabine  Decision,” 29 Sep ember 1971, 1 (“demons ra ed”;  his 
documen  is included wi h “Memorandum  o Cabine  – Canada: The Mul icul ural 
Socie y”). 

http://central.bac-lac.gc.ca/.redirect?app=cabcon&amp;id=3041&amp;lang=eng
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makers  herefore assumed  ha   he gradual disappearance of some cul ures was 
inevi able and  ha , in par ,  his would be due  o individuals choosing no   o main-
 ain  heir e hnic iden i ies. Given  he backlash  ha   he Whi e Paper had genera ed, 
however,  he governmen  was a  pains  o denounce any assimila ory in en ions.91 

Despi e  he exclusion of Indigenous peoples from  he July 1971 memoran-
dum, af er i  was  ransformed in o a policy announcemen  several mon hs la er, 
i  included Indigenous peoples. Trudeau’s speech  o  he House of Commons on 
8 Oc ober 1971 declared: “I  was  he view of  he royal commission, shared by  he 
governmen  and, I am sure, by all Canadians,  ha   here canno  be one cul ural 
policy for Canadians of Bri ish and French origin, ano her for  he original peo-
ples[,] and ye  a  hird for all o hers.”92 When discussing  he prac ical implica ions 
of  he policy, however, he posi ioned Indigenous peoples as simply ano her cul-
 ural group,  hough he also sugges ed  ha  mul icul uralism was primarily direc-
 ed a  o her cul ural groups  ha  had no  ye  received subs an ial governmen  
funding (as had Canadians of English, French, or Indigenous descen ).93 Ye  if 
 hey were no  in ended  o be  he primary beneficiaries, poli icians affirmed  ha  
Indigenous peoples were  o be included in  he policy. In an in erview given af er 
 he announcemen , Pelle ier, who had formerly signed off on a memo  ha  expli-
ci ly excluded Indigenous peoples from considera ion, now s a ed ou righ   ha , 
in  he policy of mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework, “Indians and 
Eskimos would qualify as one of  he cul ural minori ies.”94 So i  was  ha , 
al hough  he policy had been craf ed wi hou  any considera ion of Indigenous 
peoples,  he governmen  had ra her awkwardly included  hem a   he las  minu e. 

Perhaps given  he a  en ion  ha  had recen ly been genera ed by  he disas-
 rous Whi e Paper, early scep ics poin ed  o  he governmen ’s failures in Indi-
genous policy  o cas  doub  on how effec ive  he policy of mul icul uralism 
would be.95 Bu  any considera ion of  he place occupied by Indigenous peoples 
quickly disappeared as Trudeau headed  o Mani oba  o promo e mul icul ural-
ism. In  he announcemen  and elabora ion of  he policy he made only a day 
la er  o  he Ukrainian Canadian communi y in wes ern Canada, who had been 
 he mos  vocal advoca es of such a policy,  he prime minis er echoed  he se  ler 
colonial logic of  heir claim  o “founding race” s a us. Delivering his speech  o 
 he UCC, Trudeau opened by praising  he Ukrainians’ role in  he coloniza ion 
of wes ern Canada, remarking  ha  viewing Winnipeg from  he air as he arrived 
from O  awa led him  o wish  ha   he “earlies  se  lers could re urn and see how 
 heir dreams have come  rue a  housandfold.”96 

91 See “Press Conference Prior  o Conference Opening,” in Canada: Multicultural, 
4–5; “Assimila ion Idea Rejec ed by Pelle ier,” Leader Post [Regina], 14 Oc ober 1970, 
9; Report of Manitoba Mosaic, 229; S anbury, “No es for Remarks,” 232. 

92 House of Commons Debates, 8 Oc ober 1971, 8545. 
93 House of Commons Debates, 8 Oc ober 1971, 8545–6. 
94 Moore, “O  awa  o Help Minori ies Learn Languages,” 14. 
95 House of Commons Debates, 8 Oc ober 1971, 8546–7. 
96 Handwri  en addi ion  o “No es for Remarks by  he Prime Minis er  o  he Ukrai-

nian-Canadian Congress, Winnipeg, Mani oba,” 9 Oc ober 1971, folder 3, vol. 66, 
Pierre Ellio   Trudeau Fonds, O11, MG26, LAC. 
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concl sion 

Wri ing in 2017, his orian Joan Sangs er argued  ha  scholars have perhaps 
been  oo quick  o dismiss pas  poli ical alliances be ween non-Indigenous and 
Indigenous peoples. Though  hey may have embodied con radic ory mo iva-
 ions, she argues, such alliances s ill require in ensive his orical scru iny  ha  
will resul  in a more complex narra ive.97 In  his case, al hough  he “o her e hnic 
groups” may have s ruggled  o fully unders and  he challenges facing Indigen-
ous peoples and  he ways in which  heir si ua ions were differen ,  heir desire  o 
build an alliance and  heir willingness  o figh  for addi ional righ s for Indigen-
ous peoples should no  be ignored. 

Canadian leaders of non-Bri ish, non-French, European descen , like Paul 
Yuzyk, Jaroslav-Bohdan Rudnyckyj, and Clive von Cardinal, were doub less work-
ing firs   o ob ain recogni ion and addi ional righ s, including linguis ic ones, for 
 heir own communi ies. However, in  he figh   o ob ain  hese righ s, some (like 
Cardinal) ac ively  ried  o build bridges wi h Indigenous peoples, some of whom 
(like Omer Pe ers) were willing  o engage in  he effor . Al hough  he firs  s ep 
was for Indigenous leaders like Pe ers  o educa e non-Indigenous audiences on 
 he challenges facing Indigenous peoples, and how  hey differed from e hnic 
minori ies,  his never heless represen ed a mul icul ural momen , a kairos 
momen  in which a more durable poli ical alliance could have been formed. 
However,  he release of  he Whi e Paper in 1969 slammed shu   his narrowly 
cracked window: Indigenous leadership necessarily diver ed from engaging wi h 
 he RCBB  o comba  ing  his direc   hrea   o “Aboriginal” and  rea y righ s. 

The policy of mul icul uralism wi hin a bilingual framework announced by 
Trudeau in 1971 was a far cry from wha   he “o her e hnic groups” had pro-
mo ed: in shor ,  he policy was a passive revolu ion. His orian Ian McKay, when 
applying  his Gramscian concep   o Canadian his ory, explains  ha  a passive 
revolu ion refers  o a means of s a e main enance by which changes are brough  
abou  from  he  op down and are designed  o incorpora e some subal ern 
demands in order  o avoid more radical measures.98 This s ra egy can be seen in 
how  he RCBB and  he federal governmen  handled  he challenges from Indi-
genous peoples and  he represen a ives of “o her e hnic groups.” 

Ra her  han  ake seriously  he objec ions  ha  Indigenous peoples like John 
Curo  e, Kahn-Tine a Horn, S ella Kinoshameg, E hel Bran  Mon ure, and 
o hers raised  o  he RCBB’s  erms of reference,  he RCBB chose ins ead  o side-
s ep  hem. Ins ead of exploring  he possibili y of a mul icul ural and mul ilin-
gual s a e, like  he one proposed by  he Ukrainian Canadian and Indigenous 
ac ivis s,  he Trudeau governmen  appropria ed  he  erm and placed mul icul-
 uralism wi hin a narrow, colonial, English French bilingual framework. Ins ead 
of a subs an ive commi men   o funding various e hnocul ural groups,  he 

97 Joan Sangs er, “Confron ing Our Colonial Pas : Reassessing Poli ical Alliances over 
Canada’s Twen ie h Cen ury,” Journal of the Canadian Historical Association 28, no. 
1 (2017): 2. 

98 Ian G. McKay, “The Canadian Passive Revolu ion, 1840–1950,” Capital & Class 34, 
no. 3 (2010): 363–4. 
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governmen  provided an ex remely modes  budge  while emphasizing “self-
help.” Ins ead of concre e legisla ion,  he governmen  merely announced a pol-
icy,  he direc ion of which would largely fall  o  he Ci izenship Branch, a small 
sec ion of  he Depar men  of  he Secre ary of S a e. The Ci izenship Branch, in 
 urn, arguably rebranded exis ing effor s ins ead of craf ing an en irely new pro-
gram.99 And even  hough mul icul uralism had no  ye  been fully defined by i s 
proponen s,  he federal governmen ’s co-op ing of  he  erm served  o delimi  i s 
possibili ies.100 The policy’s funding, more easily a  ainable by cen ralized, well-
organized e hnic groups wi h experience wri ing gran  applica ions, also served 
 o exacerba e divisions be ween e hnic groups. Meanwhile, a  emp s  o reorien  
 he policy in order  o address discrimina ion and assis  groups who were racia-
lized as non-whi e were me  wi h fierce opposi ion by some of  he groups  ha  
firs  advoca ed for  he crea ion of  he policy. The kairos momen  had passed,  he 
policy window was firmly closed and locked, and syncre ic mul icul uralism 
remained in a realm of freedom.101 
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