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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the recent cultural shift in the representation of the Canadian 

Forces from a peacekeeper to a warrior. It explains this transformation by applying 

Actor-Network Theory to discursive policy inquiry in order to uncover a network of 

actors engaged in the production and circulation of cultural memory. This network has 

its roots in a period of crisis over the representations of the military, citizenship and 

memory that occurred during the late 1980s and early 1990s. Employing a case study of 

the Dominion Institute, a history advocacy organization, this dissertation examines how a 

"military-cultural memory network" has emerged as a central node. The urgency and the 

resources for this network emerged after the 1995 Quebec referendum. Several actors are 

tied into the web of associations: historians, citizenship groups, veterans, teachers, 

policymakers, the media, the cultural industry, the corporate community, politicians, 

philanthropic foundations, the military and many others. 

The core of this dissertation is an analysis of how the Dominion Institute has 

played a key role as both a practical network builder by drawing other actors together and 

as a purveyor of discourse guiding the content that results from these interactions. In 

sum, the creation of this network is a communicative act. Over the course of its 

development, the Institute has positioned Canada's warrior tradition as the primary lens 

for the construction of citizenship and the transmission of cultural memory. This 

strategic shift occurred in the context of September 11,2001 and it has allowed the group 

to expand its reaches into Canadian classrooms. Finally, official governmental 

representations of citizenship presented around Remembrance Day of2009 mark the 

ascendance of the network and the normalization of its discourse. 
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If my premises are correct, nationalism cannot provide the answer. Even if massive 
investments in flags, dignity, protectionism, and Canadian content of television managed 

to hold the country together a few more years, separatism would remain a recurrent 
phenomenon... In the world of tomorrow... the state—if it is not outdistanced by its 
rivals—will need political instruments which are sharper, stronger, and more finely 

controlled than anything based on mere emotionalism. 

~ Pierre Trudeau, Federalism, Nationalism arid Reason, 1964 
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INTRODUCTION: 
FROM PEACEKEEPING TO POLICING 

Ever since the Pearson-Trudeau era of the 1960s and 1970s, Canadians have 

defined themselves as an "unmilitary people" and their country as a "peaceable 

kingdom." The peacekeeper, whether represented as the iconic Mountie or the blue-

bereted UN observer, serves as the main symbol in this national dream-work. Unlike 

other nations that are defined by their exploits on the battlefield, Canada perceives itself 

with a non-militaristic lens and its influence abroad as a nation builder. This mythology 

is supported by a wealth of cultural texts and practices. As communicated in the popular 

series of Molson "I Am [Canadian]" commercials that were aired in movie theatres and 

that garnered greater exposure on television at the turn of the twenty-first century, 

peacekeeping is on par with the celebration of beer, hockey and multiculturalism in terms 

of the discourse by which civic identity is both constructed and imagined.1 However, this 

symbolic culture is not only brandished by marketers. 

The peacekeeping myth is also a dominant theme in the writings of academics and 

public intellectuals. Eva Mackey (2002) and Daniel Francis (1997), in their cultural 

analyses of Canadian mythologies, reconsider the place of aboriginals and the RCMP in 

the peacekeeping myth. They contrast this sanitized representation with the reality of a 

contested and often violent history. For Mackey, in her study of the celebrations 

surrounding the 125 th anniversary of Confederation, the image of the Mountie greeting an 

aboriginal chief is the launching point for a critique of the inherent contradictions that 

1 See Ira Wagman's "Wheat, Barley, Hops, Citizenship: Molson's 'I am [Canadian]'" 
(2002) for a detailed study of these commercials. 

1 



2 

mire official representations of the nation's "heritage of tolerance" (25). Examining the 

cultural influence of Pierre Berton's popular histories, Francis argues that the Mountie 

has been transformed into a symbol of a national predisposition to deference in the face 

of violence (30). In a similar vein, Michael Adams (2003) and John Ralston Saul (1997) 

counterpose Canada's amicable reputation against the militarism associated with the US. 

In his survey of national myths, Saul is quick to state that unlike Americans, Canadians 

have "shown no interest in classical representations of war" (143). For Adams (2003), 

based on his comparative demographic work, Americans tend to think of themselves in 

masculine terms as lone warriors who fight for peace and justice. Canadians, on the other 

hand, honour "feminine" attributes such as "compromise, harmony, and equality" (123). 

This peacekeeping narrative is so deeply engrained into public discourse that it 

even comprises a main element of the scholarship on Canadian military history and 

strategic studies. In the first official history published by the Department of National 

Defence's Directorate of History, C.P. Stacey begins (1955) with the succinct yet 

enduring phrase: "Canada is an unmilitary community. Warlike her people have often 

been forced to be; military they have never been" (3). This discourse can be traced from 

as early as George Stanley's Canada's Soldiers: The Military History of an Unmilitary 

People (1954) to as recently as Col. Bernard Horn's edited books The Canadian Way of 

War: Serving the National Interest (2006) and From the Outside Looking In: Media and 

Defence Analyst Perspectives on Canadian Leadership (2005). In these works, a wave of 

scholars, public figures and military experts consider the effect that this dominant 

discourse has had upon the Canadian Forces. Horn and Major General Lewis Mackenzie 

argue that this myth obscures Canada's unsung reputation as a warrior. According to 



3 

Mackenzie (2006), "[f]or the past century we have defined ourselves as a culture and 

society largely by our efforts at peace rather than war. Nevertheless, although not 

warlike or militaristic people, Canadians have earned a reputation as brave and capable 

soldiers" (7). Horn supports this claim with a historical study that traces this warrior 

culture back to the military tradition of Canada's aboriginal population. French colonists 

would in turn appropriate this approach in a strategy they labelled la petite guerre. At the 

root of this military strategy, which is said to continue to this day, is the belief that quick 

and violent attacks in small numbers and in conjunction with larger allies against enemy 

forces can be an effective strategy. Military historian Sean Maloney (2006) and CBC 

journalist Carol Off (2005) suggest that the peacekeeping symbolic culture has given 

Canadians a false perception of its military. Whereas Off blames this on the 

overemphasis of non-aggressive symbolism as epitomized by Ottawa's National 

Peacekeeping Monument, Maloney is more conspiratorial in his critique: "The imprecise 

and opportunistic use of the term peacekeeping by a variety of interests, including 

academics, media commentators, emergent non-governmental organizations, and 

elements within the Canadian government, was indicative of their own fuzzy thinking and 

their incomplete (perhaps wilful) lack of comprehension of Canadian history" (317). 

What is interesting about these works on Canada as a peacekeeper and Canadians 

as an unmilitary people is that, other than the studies by Adams and Saul, they all 

question the veracity of this dominant mythology. Nonetheless, there are two 

dramatically different interpretations of why this is the case. Whereas Francis and 

Mackey consider it as part of a hegemonic neo-liberal, progressivist discourse that 

attempts to unify a complex and unstable postmodern society, the military authors 
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suggest that it is rooted in the pervasive Trudeauian, humanistic viewpoint that does not 

consider English Canada's pre-1960s heritage. They suggest that it is within this earlier 

history that one can find stories of Canada as a nation with a unified population willing to 

send its soldiers to fight for Judeo-Christian values and Western causes. Ironically, this 

progressivist discourse is labelled inauthentic by both sides: either for using liberal 

language to regulate the politics of identity or for denying a conservatist vision. Despite 

this discrepancy in perspective, both view the peacekeeping myth as a constructed 

representation and the result of political expediencies. 

Francis (1997) states that the myth of the peaceable kingdom "has been said so 

often that it has become 'true'" (30). Paralleling Mackey's analysis, he argues that it 

exists in order to obscure the coercive power of the state. Likewise, Col. Horn (2005) is 

also aware that if a discourse is "repeated often enough or pervasively enough, perception 

becomes reality" (1). According to Maloney (2005), "Canadians are ceaselessly 

inundated with the ideology that Canada doesn't fight wars, that Canadians are 

peacekeepers and that combat is something others do for crass economic motives" (245). 

Nonetheless, he suggests that this sentiment is not based on fact, but a result of a national 

psyche that has been carefully constructed around discourses of post-colonial insecurity 

and anti-Americanism. He is sure to note what he sees as the absurdity of this 

representation: its peak in the 1990s came at a time when peacekeeping as a strategy was 

deemed ineffective and the involvement of the Canadian Forces in UN missions was at its 

lowest point. With this in mind, one is reminded of Harold Innis' (1951) reference to 

Hegel's description of Minerva's Owl. Innis notes that the pinnacle of a cultural regime 

comes at the decline of a social order. In this case, the renaissance of the representation 
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of Canada as a peacekeeper came at the twilight of this approach to military and foreign 

policy—when the Canadian Forces did not have the personnel or equipment to fulfil its 

international commitments and when those UN operations in which it did participate 

were mired in controversy. 

A SHIFT IN SYMBOLIC CULTURE 

One key site for discovering this re-emergence of a warrior mythology is located 

in the way in which the Canadian Forces represents itself to the public. For the military, 

the 1990s marked what Major-General Rick Hillier labelled a "decade of darkness." 

Although he was specifically referring to budgetary cuts, the 1990s witnessed major 

controversies as well as a defence policy led by Minister of Foreign Affairs Lloyd 

Axworthy that repositioned the military as a "soft power." In 1998, the effect of this 

decade of darkness on the morale of soldiers surfaced during an investigation by 

parliament's Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs 

(SCONDVA) into the quality of life of Canadian Forces' personnel. Although the 

primary focus was on issues of compensation, healthcare, housing and transition from 

military to civilian life, this committee's report revealed an underlying emotional 

concern: "...the feeling among military personnel that they had somehow been forgotten 

by the nation they had sworn to serve" (SCONDVA 1998). The report laid some of the 

blame on the Department of National Defence (DND) for not effectively communicating 

stories of accomplishment to the public. It also came at a time when the military was 
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asked to review its communication strategy by the Somalia Inquiry, which expressed 

concern about a culture of secrecy that pervaded the ranks.2 

This sense of abandonment began to wane in the late 1990s as the Canadian 

Forces took a more public role by helping out in the relief missions during the Saguenay 

River flood in 1996, the Red River flood in 1997, Eastern Canada's ice storm in 1998 and 

the infamous Toronto snowstorm in 1999. These events provided a convenient 

opportunity for the military to test its new approach to public relations. The 1998 ice 

storm, in particular, was a rare example of the military being depicted assisting Canadians 

in major urban centres around Ottawa and Montreal. Perhaps it was not a coincidence 

that the officer in charge of this mission, known as Operation Recuperation3, was Rick 

Hillier who was then a Brigadier-General. In contrast to the negative press still lingering 

from the Somalia Affair, he framed Operation Recuperation as a domestic example of all 

the good that the Canadian Forces contributes to foreign countries: "They've done it 

around the world these past years and now Canadians need assistance and (the soldiers) 

want to do it" (qtd. in Pugliese, The Ottawa Citizen, January 10,1998, A3). The images 

of soldiers helping out were credited for a rapid upsurge in public opinion. In less than a 

year after the ice storm, Pollara opinion-research found that 88% of Canadians had a 

favourable impression of the Canadian Forces (Ward, The Canadian Press, December 7, 

1998). However, it was only after the events of September 11, 2001 and the start of the 

2 The first step was the creation of a Chief of Public Affairs for DND in 1996 and the 
subsequent appointment of Larry Gordon to this position. With the perception that the 
military needed to appear more open and that the media would always focus on negative 
stories, Gordon designed a strategy, which was contained in a brief 1998 document 
entitled "Public Affairs Policy," that called for direct lines of communication with the 
public. 

This was the largest domestic military operation in Canada since the FLQ crisis in 1970. 
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mission in Afghanistan's Kandahar province in February of 2006 when the representation 

of a warrior culture became a dominant lens for depicting the military. 

Over the course of the war in Afghanistan, the military has made considerable 

steps to present itself as an important national institution that can not only contribute to 

humanitarian relief efforts but can also fight wars. Perhaps the most important figure in 

this effort was Rick Hillier—not just as a policymaker, but also as a symbol. After being 

appointed the Chief of the Defence Staff in 2005 by Prime Minister Paul Martin, Hillier 

took on a public persona as a fierce advocate for the military. He adeptly used the media 

to call on politicians to provide more funding and for Canada to be more aggressive in the 

global fight against terrorism. His crass language and bold demeanour made him an ideal 

spokesman in an era of media sound bites. In a press conference following the London 

subway bombings of July 2005, he set an early tone for his tenure as "Canada's top 

soldier" with his famous remark that terrorists were "detestable murderers and 

scumbags." However, his task was not just to inform Canadians about their enemy. 

Even more importantly, as he implied in this same media briefing, his task was to rebrand 

the military as a force that unabashedly uses violence to protect Canadians at home and 

abroad: "We're not the public service of Canada, we're not just another department. We 

are the Canadian Forces, and our job is to be able to kill people" (qtd. in Leblanc, 

The Globe and Mail, July 15, 2005, Al; emphasis added). Hillier's importance was to 

reverse the trend from the decade of darkness when the military was mired in crisis and 

its only public image was that of a peacekeeper. He provided a representation of the 

Canadian Forces that was immodest and that emphasized a warrior tradition. 
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Although his direct approach garnered many political enemies, especially 

amongst those who triumphed the peacekeeping myth, and although his uncomplicated 

view of geopolitics made him a divisive public figure, at the end of his tenure one thing 

was certain: he was commended by the national and international media for rehabilitating 

the status of the military and making soldiers feel proud again to serve.4 In his farewell 

news conference, he summed up his legacy by gleefully boasting that the Canadian 

Forces were "one of the big boys now" (qtd in Martin, National Post, April 16, 2008, 

Al). While it may be too soon to state whether he was indeed successful in giving back 

the military its teeth and making it a legitimate police force in the global fight against 

terror, he certainly gave the impression that this was case. According to The Economist, 

Hillier's most important legacy was not necessarily helping to secure more funding or 

administrating the Forces during a turbulent period, but for making "Canadians 

comfortable with fighting wars" (The Economist, July 26, 2008, p. 44; emphasis 

added). A society that once preferred only to speak about its military in an unmilitaristic 

way, if at all, had reconsidered its warrior culture. 

A key element in Hillier's repositioning of the Forces, which has gone unnoticed 

by journalists and academics, was the launch on February 6, 2006, appropriately timed to 

coincide with the beginning of the Kandahar mission, of Operation Connection. The 

objective of this public relations campaign was to increase the presence of the military 

within public spaces and at social gatherings. Perhaps influenced by his experience 

4 His memoir, A Soldier First: Bullets, Bureaucrats and the Politics of War (2009), was a 
bestseller and was particularly popular amongst military personnel and their families. The 
book's theme is that while soft power is an admirable military strategy, it hampered the 
Canadian Forces by not allowing it to retrieve the capacity to deploy effective, well-
trained and well-led hard power that is necessary in contemporary conflicts. 



during the 1998 ice storm, this initiative mobilized local regiments to play a prominent 

role in urban and rural community events: concerts, NHL games, charity dinners, fairs 

and even for no special reason, just as long as they are seen in public spaces. What made 

these displays of military personnel and equipment stand out from past efforts was that 

the intention was not simply to attract more recruits, but to achieve a symbolic objective 

of raising "the profile of the Canadian Forces in the minds of the Canadian public" 

(Brown, Army News, March 9, 2006). Drawing on Michael Billig's (1995) concept of 

banal nationalism, this campaign can be viewed as a shift from the intermittent displays 

of militarism to a concerted effort to make military symbols an endemic condition of the 

everyday life experience of Canadians. However, it is not military symbols in general 

that have pervaded public space; rather, it is the presentation of more aggressive forms 

such as tanks and armoured vehicles that provide the public with reminders or, using 

Billig's language, "continual flagging" that the military is no longer primarily engaged in 

peacemaking, but that it is now back in the profession of killing. What was once only 

seen on special occasions—soldiers in urban spaces aiding in disaster relief—is now an 

everyday feature of culture—vehicles parading in city squares and uniformed soldiers in 

public spaces.5 

5 Although this may seem like a strange point, there is a rumour, which I have confirmed 
is not true in talks with Col. Horn, that there was a memo sent to soldiers during the 
1990s asking them to avoid wearing their uniforms on buses, malls and other spaces. 
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Canadian Forces at Dundas Square, Toronto, ON (June 17, 2009\ 

THE MILITARIZATION OF CULTURAL MEMORY 

Hillier's emergence as a national icon is one of many recent examples in 

Canadian culture in which the military has become a more pervasive institution and 

represented by a hardened narrative. As noted, the context for this cultural shift is the 

escalation of Canada's role in Afghanistan with the start of the Kandahar mission in 

February of 2006. Other examples pointing to this transition include the "Fight Fear. 

Fight Distress. Fight Chaos. Fight with the Canadian Forces" recruitment commercials 

and a wave of programming about the military such as the CBC's Afghanada and 

Discovery Canada's Combat School. However, although one might expect a re-

emergence of the warrior myth in representations produced and closely associated with 

the Forces at a time of an increased combat role, another site to locate this hardened and 

unabashed militarism is in the realm of cultural memory. 
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It is easy to chart a general shift from the 1990s to the present in official 

memorials from an emphasis on peacekeeping to reminders of Canada's history as a 

nation of warriors. Ottawa, the nation's capital, serves as an important site to track this 

cultural trend. The only major military memorial constructed in the 1990s was the 

National Peacekeeping Monument, which was unveiled as part of the CANADA 125 

celebrations in 1992. Sponsored by DND and the National Capital Commission (NCC), 

this $2.8 million monument entitled Reconciliation, was designed to commemorate the 

90,000 Canadians who served on UN peacekeeping missions. As Prime Minister Brian 

Mulroney proudly boasted at the unveiling, it was meant to celebrate "the victory of a 

Canadian ideal: the creation of multi-national peacekeeping forces under the UN banner" 

(qtd. in Ottawa Citizen, October 9, 1992, Bl; emphasis in the original). According to 

Paul Gough (2002), this monument was part of an attempt by the state not only to join, 

but also to "control the rhetoric of peace" that dominated public discourse at that time 

(221). However, the turn of the century brought forth a renaissance of a hardened view 

of Canadian military history with the construction of several sites in Ottawa dedicated to 

commemorating military sacrifice (See Table 1). 
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Table 1 Ottawa's military memorial renaissance, 1999-2010 
1999 The Diefenbunker Museum was opened to the public to exhibit this 

former nuclear fallout shelter and to serve as Canada's Cold War Museum. 
2000 The National War Memorial underwent renovations to extend its space and 

reinforce its public significance with the addition of the Tomb of the 
Unknown Soldier. 

2001 The National Aboriginal Veterans Monument was installed at the front of 
Confederation Park. In the same year, the federal government designated 
Ottawa's Beachwood Cemetery as the National Military Cemetery. 

2003 The Korean War Monument was erected beside the Mackenzie King Bridge. 
2005 The opening of the new $140 million building on Lebreton Flats to house 

the Canadian War Museum. 
2006 The Valiants Memorial, which includes a number of statues of historical 

military heroes, was installed beside the National War Memorial 
2009 The completion of the Battle of Hong Kong Monument located along Sussex 

Drive across from the Lester Pearson Building 
2010 The announcement to mark the centennial of the Navy with a monument at 

Richmond's Landing by the Portage Bridge. 

What is interesting to note about this trend in memorial culture is that it predates 

the increased news reports of Canadian casualties associated with the Kandahar mission. 

In addition, it also suggests that the roots of this trend are much deeper than the election 

of a new governing party. At first blush, this might simply be a coincidence: the 

emphasis on the warrior myth in the memorialization of military history came at a time of 

the rise of what Tim Cook (2006) labels "militarized grey power" when WWII veterans 

were starting to assert themselves in acts of memorialization to make sure that their 

legacy of fighting for freedom will be transmitted to future generations.6 This influence 

by veterans on memorial culture just so happened to occur a few years before a new 

6 In 1995, the CBC's live broadcast of the 50th anniversary of VE Day provided a rare 
outpouring of public sentiment regarding Canada's military (Cook 2006: 235). The 
media, which was previously criticized for being indifferent to military history, rallied 
behind this memorial event. It was during this ceremony that Peter Mansbridge famously 
remarked, "there is no shortage of Canadian history. Our history is NOT dull. But we are 
dull-witted when it comes to learning about it" (qtd. in Miller 1997: 9). 
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generation of soldiers would also have to risk their lives on foreign soil. However, upon 

closer inspection there might be a connection between discourses about the contemporary 

role of the military and the way in which the military is memorialized. Perhaps a 

hardening of memorial military culture served as a forerunner to a more militaristic and 

aggressive representation of the contemporary Canadian Forces. 

According to Zygmunt Bauman (1982), "Remembered history is the logic which 

the actors inject into their strivings and which they employ to invest credibility into their 

hopes. In its after-life, history reincarnates as Utopia which guides, and is guided by, the 

struggles of the present" (1). In this case, the view of a warrior tradition connects with 

the desire by certain actors to reintroduce this narrative into the contemporary context. 

As Maloney (2006) states in his critique of the perpetuation of the peacekeeping 

mythology, the narrative of this historic role of the military "has been deployed by 

Utopian internationalist factions inside the Canadian government and their academic and 

cultural support structures" (297). This implies that a particular discourse does not 

emerge out of a vacuum, but from a group of actors who understand that the 

representation of the Canadian Forces in both the present and the past is as important as 

governmental policy, budgetary decisions and even success on the battlefield. If 

Maloney is correct in his claim that the peacekeeping myth existed because of the efforts 

of an organized faction that shared a liberal, "internationalist" ideology, then does this not 

also imply that the ascendance of a warrior tradition in Canadian cultural memory was 

the product of a competing group that holds a different worldview? 
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TRACKING THE MILITARY-CULTURAL MEMORY NETWORK 

This dissertation examines the shift from the representation of Canada as a 

peacekeeper to a warrior by focusing on the network involved in the production and 

circulation of military cultural memory—the forms, texts and practices that sustain the 

country's memory about its military past. The guiding hypothesis is that this change is 

paralleled by the rise of a community of actors engaged in the production and circulation 

of military memorial culture. This dissertation will answer four pertinent questions: 1) 

How has cultural memory been militarized? 2) Who is involved in this process? 3) What 

is the outcome of their efforts? 4) Why has cultural memory been militarized? 

In the first three chapters, I address the question of how memory becomes 

militarized. Here I argue that an analysis of the militarization of cultural memory must 

be understood from the perspective of a web of actors that share certain narratives 

regarding memory, the military and citizenship. Chapter 1 includes a literature review of 

these three topics. This review will emphasize the idea of networks as an important 

theme in some studies. In Chapter 2,1 discuss my theoretical lens that borrows from both 

Actor-Network Theory (ANT) and discursive policy inquiry. By noting the similarities 

of these two approaches, I propose that the cultural shift must be studied in terms of an 

emergence of a new policy regime whose development can be observed in light of Michel 

Callon's four steps of translations. I use ANT to identify and examine the many actors 

engaged in altering the discourse that guides this emergent policy regime. After this 

theoretical discussion, I detail the method that allows me not only to observe, but also to 

analyze and explain the realization and workings of this policy network. The emergence 

of this web of associations, which I label the "military-cultural memory network," does 
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not come out of nowhere. Instead, as I explain in Chapter 3, it must be viewed in the 

context of a period of crisis over the representation of memory, the military and 

citizenship. This period, which I position in the late 1980s and early 1990s, serves as a 

catalyst, bringing to the fore not only the actors that will comprise the network, but also 

the rationale for a public policy regime to rehabilitate the representation of the three 

entities. However, what is important to note is that during the period of crisis these 

remain distinct entities. It is only over time that they are patched together into a coherent 

discourse. In particular, while memory and citizenship converged in the immediate 

aftermath of this period of crisis, the military only enters the equation after the events of 

September 11, 2001 and the escalation of the war in Afghanistan. 

The core of this dissertation, Chapters 4-7, addresses the questions of who is 

involved in this network and what is its outcome. Originally structured simply as a case 

study of the role of one of many nodes within the network, the Dominion Institute, what 

follows is an argument that this actor should not simply be viewed as one of many 

players. Instead, I argue that it has become one of only a few obligatory passage points. 

Stirred by the near dissolution of the country during the 1995 Quebec Referendum and a 

general dismay over Canada's socio-political direction, the Dominion Institute was 

launched in 1997 by three then-recent university graduates to address the lack of civic 

ties amongst English-speaking Canadians. It was initially designed as a citizenship and 

history education think tank—a Toronto version of the Fraser Institute but with less of 

focus on economics and finance—to position traditional values onto the public policy 

agenda. However, this group would soon gain a reputation for its controversial polls on 

the nation's lack of historical and civic literacy, especially amongst youth, as well as a 
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lobbying group promoting a facts-based, nationalist approach to history education. Only 

after it turned to the topic of military memory with the launch of its "signature product," 

the Memory Project, did it emerge as a significant player within the school system and 

public culture. The pervasiveness of this group from its humble beginnings in 1996 to its 

celebrated merger with Historica in 2009 allows me to consider the role of several other 

actors. These include the military, veterans, historians, foundations, academics, 

policymakers, teachers, filmmakers, the cultural industry, corporate leaders and 

politicians. Although organized chronologically to chart the Institute's activities over the 

period under examination, each chapter reflects one of Michel Callon's four steps 

involved in the formation of networks: problematization (1996-1997), interessment 

(1997-2001), enrolment (2001-2008) and mobilization (2008). 

In Chapter 4,1 examine the Dominion Institute's emergence within the context of 

the crisis over the representation of citizenship and memory. The interpretation of these 

problems by the cofounders helped them not only to convince a key financial backer, the 

Donner Canadian Foundation, but also to assemble an epistemic community that included 

important figures from the highest echelons of academic, cultural, media, corporate and 

political circles. These experts would help the young cofounders identify a clear and 

manageable problem that would be effectively communicated to the public and potential 

allies. Furthermore, a major part of the communication of problematization was the role 

played by Rudyard Griffiths, the Institute's executive director, that Elizabeth Jelin (2003) 

labels a "memory entrepreneur." Griffiths adeptly brandished his youth and social capital 

to position his organization alongside more powerful actors. 
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Chapter 5 examines the use of polling as a means for drawing the interest of 

several potential actors in the proposed cultural memory network: politicians, corporate 

leaders, veterans, education policymakers and history education scholars. In its first few 

years of operation, the Dominion Institute commissioned polls as part of its lobbying 

efforts to bridge the challenges associated with the construction of citizenship and the 

transmission of memory that were identified during the period of crisis by drawing these 

actors together into an organized and cohesive network. As Frank Fischer (2003) argues, 

the statistics garnered from polls are an effective tool for both defining a problem and 

establishing a narrative for its solution. What is important to note about this early period 

is that military history was only a small portion of a general focus on formulating a 

national history education regime to improve civic identity and cultural literacy, 

especially amongst Canadian youth. 

As Chapter 6 reveals, the inability to reach Canadian youth due to the lack of 

interest by education policymakers and scholars led the Dominion Institute onto a new 

path. Moving away from a general concern over history and citizenship, military 

memory emerged as not only a new cause but also a convenient way to circumvent an 

obstruction in the cultural memory network. Simply put, the military became the primary 

lens for the construction of citizenship and the transmission of memory. After an 

important contribution by one member of its epistemic community, Toronto Star editor 

Richard Gwyn, and in the socio-political landscape following the events of September 11, 

2001, the launch of the Memory Project marked the beginning of a coherent discourse 

that merged the narratives of memory, the military and citizenship. I examine this project 

that brought veterans into classrooms according to Callon's concept of enrolment in 
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which all actors perform their defined identities and roles. It is over this critical juncture 

that the Institute moved from being known simply as an advocate for history and 

citizenship to a legitimate public educator and an authority over citizenship, the military 

and memory. In turn, it, too, was enrolled in a burgeoning network of advocates, led by 

the historians David Bercuson and Jack Granatstein, who sought to reposition the military 

as a prominent national institution. 

In Chapter 7,1 consider the release of Paul Gross' $20 million film Passchendaele 

in the fall of 2008 as an example of the mobilization of not only the Institute's network, 

but also its discourse. Although at first glance it appears to be a peripheral actor in the 

production and circulation of this prominent military cultural memory text, my research 

points to something much more significant. Rudyard Griffiths had called for a Canadian 

version of Saving Private Ryan since the release of that popular film in 1998. In less than 

ten years time, his organization, which once scratched and clawed for every penny of 

funding and every second of publicity, would become an obligatory passage point in the 

efforts to canonize an unsung moment of military bravery. This effort included a 

community of some of the wealthiest and most powerful representatives of the country's 

corporate, military, cultural, media, academic and political communities. A year after the 

film's release, the Institute's place within the network was secured after its "merger" with 

its once powerful competitor, Historica. 

Finally, I conclude by taking a step back from this case study of the Dominion 

Institute's role in a military-cultural memory network and consider the broader question 

of why Canadian cultural memory has been militarized. Something very odd occurred 

during the period under investigation in this dissertation. A project that I initially 
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expected to focus on memory and militarism eventually became an investigation into a 

shift in the conceptualization of Canadian citizenship. To explore this phenomenon, I 

connect two events that both take place on Remembrance Day of 2009: the release of 

Minister of Citizenship and Immigration Jason Kenney's revised citizenship guide and 

the appearance of Governor General Michaelle Jean in full military attire in front of 

Ottawa's National War Memorial. On the surface, they are not necessarily related to 

each other or the Dominion Institute. First, Jean's decision to wear a uniform that had 

not been adorned since Ray Hnatyshyn's tenure in the early 1990s was considered an 

expression of her respect for those who died in uniform while she served as Commander-

in-Chief of the Canadian Forces. Second, the prominent place of the military in this 

robust education guide with its focus on not only rights but also the responsibilities of 

citizenship was viewed as part of the Conservative government's hardened stance 

towards immigration and acculturation. However, both seemingly distinct events mark 

the normalization of the Dominion Institute's view of citizenship through a militaristic 

lens and the ascendance of its network. 

To return to the discussion about the peacekeeping myth at the beginning of this 

introduction, it is unlikely that a nationalistic cultural text such as the "I am Canadian" 

campaign would emphasize the same unmilitaristic discourse to express "Canadianness" 

if it was made today. Just as Rick Hillier has been credited by the national and 

international media for making Canadians "comfortable with fighting wars," this 

dissertation charts the vital role played by the Dominion Institute in a network that has 

made Canadians reconsider policing and a warrior narrative as components of their 

heritage and civic identity. Whether the population has taken on this new definition of 
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citizenship remains outside of my focus. However, by the end of this dissertation it is 

clear that official and even populist depictions of citizenship have changed by taking on a 

more militaristic discourse and thereby displacing the progressivist, postnationalist 

representations that arose in the Pearson-Trudeau era. 



CHAPTER 1: 

LITERATURE REVIEW: MEMORY, MILITARISM AND 
CITIZENSHIP 

This dissertation is anchored by an interest in (a) the emergence of cultural 

memory, (b) the militarization of culture and (c) the inculcation of cultural citizenship. 

All three subjects stem from diverse bodies of literature that take various theoretical and 

methodological approaches to culture. In this literature review, I avoid those works 

analyzing culture as a result of a top-down process that is associated with Theodore 

Adorno and Max Horkheimer's (1972) "culture industry" or Hans Magnus 

Enzensberger's (1974) "consciousness industry." Instead, I consider the works that focus 

on the complex and contested way culture emerges through the interaction of cooperating 

and competing social actors. This sociological view has been most cogently explicated in 

Pierre Bourdieu's political economy of symbolic power. His work perceives culture as a 

sports field {champ) in which different symbols offered by players compete for their 

place within society's limited system of signs. However, the aim of what he labelled 

"symbolic violence" is not simply to displace the symbols of competing players; rather, 

its intentions are more pedagogical with the ultimate objective of turning one group's 

"vision of the social world, and the principles of the division upon which it is based, into 

the official vision" (Bourdieu 1987: 13). In other words, the outcome of "symbolic 

violence" is not the defeat of other players, but the loss of their symbolic culture. As I 

explore in this chapter, what draws some of the literature on citizenship, memory and 

militarism together is a concern over how one representation or symbolic culture comes 

to dominate others. 

21 
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CULTURAL MEMORY 

Nearly every scholarly work examining collective memory1 begins by referencing 

Maurice Halbwachs. Generally, his work is credited for challenging the Freudian and 

Bergsonian view of memory as interiorized within the individual by describing memory 

as the result of socially construction (Coser, 1992).2 However, Halbwachs' work is 

limited due to its focus on oral communication as the primary conduit linking the past to 

the present. It was only in the 1980s that a new wave of scholars, led by Jan Assmann 

and Pierre Nora, began to consider the transmission of collective memory through 

material forms. Whereas Nora uses the term lieux de memoire (sites of memory) to 

differentiate from the traditional millieux de memoire (environment of memory) that 

Halbwachs studied, Assmann (2008) offers the term "cultural memory" to differentiate 

from Halbwachs' interest in communicative memory: 

Cultural memory is a kind of institution. It is exteriorized, objectified, and 
stored away in symbolic forms that, unlike the sounds of words or the 
sights of gestures, are stable and situation-transcendent... On the social 
level, with respect to groups and societies, the role of external symbols 
becomes even more important, because groups which, of course, do not 
"have" a memory tend to "make" themselves one by means of things 
meant as reminders such as monuments, museums, libraries, archives, and 
other mnemonic institutions (110-111). 

Aleida Assmann (2008), Jan's wife and colleague, extends this idea even further 

by noting that cultural memory can be categorized into two spheres: the canon and the 

1 Collective memory is also commonly referred to as group, social, national, community 
and public memory. 
2 Halbwachs' work on memory was published during the 1920s and 1930s. His life and 
promising academic career was prematurely ended during the events of the holocaust. 
Although he himself was not Jewish, he was arrested after he protested the murder of his 
Jewish mother and father-in-law. He was sent to Buchenwald concentration camp in 
1944. His work only translated to English some thirty years after his death and has since 
formed the basis of the burgeoning field of memory studies. 
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archive. Whereas the canon refers to the way in which a limited number of memories are 

actively circulated, the archive suggests that some symbols and cultural forms may 

remain dormant but still need to be stored. The question remains as to how something 

becomes a part of either the canon or the archive. Aleida Assmann can only respond by 

acknowledging a larger political process: "the selection for what criteria is to be 

remembered and circulated in the active cultural memory and what is to be merely stored 

are neither clear nor are they uncontested" (104). 

Understanding the politics of transmission is at the core of many studies into 

cultural memory (Appadurai 1981; Schudson 1992; Winter and Sivan 1999; Meyer 

2008). The underlying assumption of these works is described in Erik Meyer's (2008) 

suggestion to treat memory like any other political domain—a space that comprises 

"forces and counter-forces competing for hegemony of discourse and interpretative 

patterns" (176). Aijun Appadurai (1981) studies this hegemonic process by considering 

the past as a scarce cultural resource. In a case study of a dispute over the ownership of a 

Hindu temple, he observes how competing groups make claims as the legitimate carriers 

of cultural memory forms. In particular, he tries to understand why certain discourses 

seem to offer greater authority for social actors. Graham Carr (2005), despite not citing 

Appadurai, has a similar interest in his study of the public controversy surrounding The 

Valour and the Horror. Here he considers the rhetoric employed by competing groups 

who each claimed a stake in Canadian military memory. Carr identifies the key actors in 

this performance and evaluates the outcome of this debate based on each ones' ability to 

define themselves as legitimate authorities. He concludes that the debate was tilted in 

favour of historians by privileging their credentials and the language of expertise. 
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Whereas Appadurai is interested in the rhetoric employed by competing groups, 

Michael Schudson (1992), in his study of the Watergate scandal in American memory, 

combines cultural analysis with political economy. Schudson argues that memories do 

not die out because better interpretations of the past emerge, but because proponents of 

memories pass on and new generations grow up with other accounts: "the preservation of 

a memory of Watergate has in many respects been motivated by people deeply moved or 

hurt by Watergate who feel a commitment to one or another version of it that they want to 

see others accept" (56). These people with a vested interest in Watergate are organized 

into a memory industry with memory professionals (historians, politicians and educators). 

This analysis of the individuals who participate in the politics of memory forms 

the basis of Elizabeth Jelin's (2003) study of memory as labour: 

[M]eaning of the past is dynamic and is conveyed by social agents in 
confrontations with opposite interpretations, other meanings, or against 
oblivion and silence. Actors and activists "use" the past, bringing their 
understandings and interpretations about it into the public sphere of 
debate. Their intention is to establish/convince/transmit their narrative, so 
that other will accept it (26). 

Borrowing from the sociological work of Howard Becker on "moral entrepreneurs," she 

proposes the term "memory entrepreneurs" to describe individuals who seek recognition 

and legitimacy for a particular interpretation or discourse about the past. Although she 

focuses on memory entrepreneurs in Latin America, the suggestion that the production 

and circulation of memory requires energy and perseverance by a committed and 

competent individual can also apply to other contexts. 

In their theorization of the collective memory of war, Jay Winter and Emmanuel 

Sivan (1999) argue that the persistence of memory cannot simply be explained by the will 
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of the state or powerful elites. Rather, military memory is "the outcome of agency, as the 

product of individuals and groups who come together, not at the behest of the state or any 

of its subsidiary organizations, but because they have to speak out" (9). Not only is the 

memory of war a scarce resource, but also a non-renewable one. Therefore, cultural 

products and practices are created as a way to extend the shelf life of particular 

memories. However, these aids are only effective if they are actively used or participated 

with by the public. They perceive this process according to what Roger Bastide labels 

"networks of complementarity." Included in these networks are the state, elites, veterans, 

historians, businessmen, artists and descendants of those who have been affected by war. 

Although each may have their own motivation, no one group or, as they suggest by using 

the metaphor of the choir, "voice" is more important than another. What makes a group 

more prominent is not how close their voice is to the microphone (control over 

communication), but a result of their moral status as judged by others within the choir. In 

other words, similar to Appadurai and Carr's approach, the politics of the collective 

memory of war is tied to the ability of a group or person to demonstrate to the public that 

they should be a legitimate carrier of memory. 

This notion of a network is also a component of Peter Burke's understanding of 

memory. In his analysis of how different ethno-national groups use social memory in 

order to construct identity, Burke (1989) observes how the Northern Irish and the Poles 

re-enact and commemorate certain events in order to distinguish the "in" group from the 

"out." Drawing on Stanley Fish's concept of interpretative communities, he suggests that 

interpretative conflict points to the need to consider memory in lieu of the existence of 

different memory communities: "It is important to ask the question, who wants whom to 
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remember what, and why whose version of the past is recorded and preserved?" (107). 

Similar to Winter and Sivan, Burke envisions a scenario in which historians, politicians 

and citizens interact to rehearse the past and suppress inconvenient memories. 

In sum, the studies of cultural memory examined above point to a connection 

between discourse and the networks engaged in the politics of memory. Power is not 

entirely rooted in wealth or status; instead, the politics of memory stems from a 

communicative process whereby actors rely upon discourse to assert authority. For 

Appadurai, Carr and Jelin, discursive power explains how one group or memory 

entrepreneur gains legitimacy for their interpretation of the past. Likewise, Burke along 

with Winter and Sivan, consider discourse as the glue holding different memory networks 

and communities together. In sum, the literature suggests that the alliances and conflicts 

involved in creating and maintaining cultural memory rest on the politics of discourse. 

MILITARIZATION OF CULTURE 

Scholarly investigation into the militarization of culture comes out of a larger 

academic project examining the military-industrial complex. This project has its roots in 

the sociological studies of the role of elites within American society (Mills 1956; 

Lasswell 1941). However, as a body of scholarship, it presents a dichotomous 

understanding of the military-cultural complex and the process by which culture becomes 

militarized. In some cases the complex is used to describe a feature of the "social mind." 

In others, it is used to explain a productive process involving a wide arrangement of 

social actors. On one hand, the complex refers to a psychological illness of modern 

democratic, capitalist societies that are entirely structured around the objectives of 
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expansionism and organized violence (Aufderheide 1990; Marvin and Ingle 1996; 

Sturken 1997; Stahl 2009). Culture is a space for the sublimation of a militaristic social 

psychology as well as a tool that entrenches the values and norms of a militarized society. 

On the other, the complex refers to a set of relations within society (Robin 2001; Lenoir 

and Lowood 2003; Andersen 2006). In this approach, the term military-cultural complex 

does not refer to a general state of being that reveals itself within a particular society's 

culture; rather, it refers to the intricate and "complex" ways in which those who benefit 

from militarism engage in the process of cultural production and circulation. 

This specific view does not define the complex as a product of the social mind. 

Instead, it views the complex as the outcome of an elaborate web of associations that 

connect the military, the state, corporate elites and cultural institutions. For example, 

Tim Lenoir and Henry Lowood (2003) introduce the term "military-entertainment 

complex" in their account of the development of war game simulation technology. They 

investigate how changes to the US Department of Defense's research and development 

policy led to the spin off of many technologies for the video game industry. The 

military-entertainment complex is rooted in a shift of the military-industrial complex 

following the end of the Cold War so that "research not only served national defense but 

also that it ultimately benefited the commercial sector" (453). Therefore, it is necessary 

to view the militarization of culture not as a permanent social order emanating from the 

highest echelons of power, but as an amorphous set of mutually beneficial relations 

between a variety of actors that appear and disappear depending upon the context. 

Ron Robin (2001) also examines the process involved in the militarization of 

culture. He uses the term "military-intellectual complex" to describe the emergence of 
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behavioural sciences as part of a larger project by policymakers and military strategists to 

conceptualize the Cold War enemy. He traces this complex back to the policies and 

programs instituted by the U.S. Air Force's Human Resources Research Institute during 

the Korean War.3 This institute initiated visiting scholar positions, organized conferences 

and funded publications. All of this served to mediate the interaction between academics 

engaged in the nascent field of behavioural sciences (including university professors and 

researchers employed by the Rand Corporation) and military intelligence officers. Each 

party benefited in their own way from this arrangement. On one hand, the behavioural 

scientists were given the necessary funds and the proper institutional channels to garner 

legitimacy within the academy. On the other, the military used their research not only to 

create psycho-warfare campaigns, but also to support a larger worldview that was critical 

of the effects of communism on the human psyche and thus supportive of American 

expansionism. However, over time a number of areas of disagreement arose that 

challenged the stability of this mutual beneficial relationship. By the end of the 1960s, 

with a wave of disastrous events including the Vietnam War and the apparent failure to 

democratize the Third World, behavioural scientists began to question the main 

discursive framework, which was broadly labelled "modernization theory," which 

connected them to the expansionist policies of the Cold War (Robin 2001: 220). 

According to the approach interested in the process of the militarization of 

culture, power does not solely result from the effect that representations or cultural output 

3 As an interesting side note, this institute is where Wilbur Schramm, one of the father's 
of communication studies, developed many of his theories on media that would be 
integrated into the widely circulated Process and Effects of Mass (1954). See Christopher 
Simpson's Science of Coercion: Communication Research and Psychological Warfare, 
1945-1960 (1994) for a thorough account of the military roots of communication studies. 
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have on society. Rather, this scholarship suggests that power rests with the ability for 

some interested parties to create alliances. Contrary to the social mind approach, these 

scholars contextualize the military-cultural complex within a specific moment of time and 

national setting. With that said, one of its weakness is that it can become so narrow in its 

analysis that it obscures any understanding of how the militarization of culture fits within 

a general picture of society: Is the interaction of software designers and the US Army in 

the development of a video game really a sign of a larger trend towards a militarized 

culture? Clearly these two approaches complement one another by exploring different 

sides of the militarization of culture. Whereas one approach explains the rhetorical effect 

of militaristic cultural forms, the other explains how these forms are produced and 

eventually circulate as legitimate components of a society's public culture. Nonetheless, 

a key difference between the two is that the specific approach never assumes the 

militarization of culture. Instead, it attempts to explain militarization within a hegemonic 

process that includes a diverse yet interrelated web of actors. Just as easily as a network 

can emerge, so too can it disintegrate once, as was the case with Robin's military-

intellectual complex, the discourse loses its legitimacy. The militarization of culture may 

ultimately be about altering public discourse, but this first depends upon a discursive 

process of convincing cultural actors to join the military-cultural complex. In other 

words, it is a question of cultural policy before it is a concern for cultural study. 

CULTURAL CITIZENSHIP 

The notion that culture serves as the primary site for inculcating modes of 

behaviour, ways of seeing and systems of belief, lies at the core of scholarly 
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investigations into questions of cultural citizenship. According to Tony Bennett (1995), 

such work studies how cultural texts and practices serve as "strategies of governing 

aimed at producing a citizenry which, rather than needing to be externally and coercively 

directed, would increasingly monitor and regulate its own conduct" (8). Critical cultural 

policy scholars such as Toby Miller, Ian Hunter and Bennett have developed this field of 

research by drawing upon Michel Foucault's theory of "governmentality." This theory 

suggests that power is grounded in manifestations of truth and not in violence or legal 

authority (Gordon 1991: 7). Foucault's "art of government" opened up new questions in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s for scholars interested in the relationship between culture 

and liberal government (Bennett et al 2007). Perhaps the most important question was 

why governments sponsored and fostered culture in capitalist, democratic societies. The 

guiding assumption was that the state and those aligned with its interests use culture to 

inculcate citizens with values, attitudes and norms. 

Ian Hunter (1988) was the first to take this Foucaudian approach in his account of 

the emergence of literary education in England during the late nineteenth century. 

Although on the surface literary education seemed to have replaced a traditional, more 

coercive pedagogy in favour of one based on greater freedom and autonomy, its real 

intention was to provide a controlled space where the habits and dispositions of youth 

"could be moulded according to new social norms embodied in the 'moral observation' of 

the teacher" (41). Teaching youth how to value "good" literature and having educators 

supervise this process was a tactic to instill future generations of citizens with a sense of 

what he labels "ethical individualism." This concept suggests that culture is a carrier of 

ethical norms which individuals are taught and encouraged to internalize through 
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participation with texts and practices. Moreover, in addition to Foucault's influence, 

cultural citizenship is grounded in Hegel's concept of Sittlichkeit (ethical life/substance), 

which describes the ethical norms embodied in the customs and institutions of society 

(Inwood 1992: 92). As opposed to Kantian universalism or theories based on natural law, 

this concept positions the meanings and practices that guide everyday life within a set of 

norms rooted in institutions such as the family, the market and, ultimately, the state. 

However, ethical life is not something that is imposed on the individual. Instead, Hegel 

defines it as a synthesis between the objectivist norms of the state or another institution 

and the subjectivist freedom of the individual (Carritt 1935/1936:227). It is up to the 

individual to take on the responsibility of acting ethically; institutions may project norms, 

but the individual must act on his or her own volition. Hunter's key contribution was to 

stress that culture not only serves as a way to teach ethical norms, but also influences 

citizens to value and construct their identity in culture. Cultural citizenship involves a 

double movement whereby the self-policing function is dependent upon the inculcation of 

ethical individualism because this enables a process that is reproducible and congruent 

with the tenets of a liberal society—culture is not forced upon people, but actively sought 

out to fulfil deeply engrained needs and desires. 

Building on this work was Bennett's study of museums and Miller's 

conceptualization of cultural citizenship in the popular culture of contemporary Australia. 

For Bennett (1995), it was not a coincidence that the rise of liberalism as a mode of 

government was accompanied by the emergence of the modern museum. He claimed that 

the aesthetics of this institution such as exhibit design and selection, which were based on 

a Darwinian view of social progress, were instruments for instantiating governmental 
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power. What is important to note about this interpretation is that the museum does not 

simply substantiate power and a particular set of social relations. Instead, it is the source 

of this power. For Miller (1993), culture nurtures a sense of belonging through 

educational and other cultural regimes that are predicated on what he labels "ethical 

incompleteness." This concept describes a sense of inadequacy that "cultural subjects are 

encouraged to find in themselves and then remedy" (xii). Paralleling Hegel's notion of 

ethical life and Hunter's concept of ethical individualism, Miller claims that individuals 

are pulled towards culture through "determinate indeterminacy." On one hand, 

"indeterminacy" refers to a sense of incompleteness that seems innately embedded into 

the human psyche. On the other, "determinate" refers to the rich historical tradition and 

sense of greatness of the nation, which provides these incomplete individuals with a 

location to remedy their "indeterminacy." 

In a country notorious for its anxiety over its sense of civic identity, Canadian 

scholars who have taken up the question of cultural citizenship have focused on the 

relationship between culture and government in terms of national identity and attempts to 

build a coherent definition of citizenship. Zoe Druick (2007) skilfully connects the 

epistemological frameworks used by the state and social scientists to categorize and 

measure populations with the aesthetics that have guided NFB documentary films. 

Despite changes to film techniques, cultural shifts and the continual threat to funding, the 

NFB manages to fulfil its mandate as a "citizen-building technology" by representing the 

country through what she labels "government realism." This aesthetic depicts "typical 

yet anonymous people and places crafted into allegories of citizen and nation building" 

(Druick 2007: 98). In Gerald Kernerman's (2005) study of multiculturalism in Canada, 
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the coercive power of governmentality does not lie in the ability for elites or the state to 

shape particular views of multiculturalism; rather, the process of constitutional politics as 

a public performance acts as a technology of government by signalling ways in which 

groups and individuals should join the "national conversation." Ironically, the power of 

this process is not the ability to end the conversation by eventually leading to a final 

agreement on what it means to be Canadian in a multicultural state because he suggests 

that there is no overarching definition. This tendency marks a general trend in 

governmentality. According to Peter Miller an Nikolas Rose (1992), "[gjovernment is a 

congenitally failing operation: the sublime image of a perfect regulatory machine is 

internal to the mind of the programmers" (190). With this in mind, it is not surprising 

that in Kernerman's study, power rests with the perpetuation of an ongoing multicultural 

discussion. Although this discussion never reaches a final understanding and even comes 

close to an ultimate collapse, its power rests with the shared desire to reach a consensus. 

Foucault notes that power does not simply move in the direction from the top, 

with the sovereign or the head of the household displaying a proper way of living, down 

to his subjects or family; rather, it also includes the transmission of these displays from 

below with the subjects and family emulating the proper modes of behaviour. He states 

that the real power is found in this line of transmission stemming from below because it 

is in this space that the ruler must police the ruled and establish an economy—in the 

original Greek meaning of the word4—that assures the continuity of the ruling system 

(Foucault 1991: 92). However, in most critical cultural policy studies of 

governmentality, the attention is on this upwards line of power with detailed textual 

4 Economy is derived from the Greek word oeconomia, which means "household 
management." 



34 

readings of the manifestations and representations, yet with little attention paid to the 

system that ensures the emulation from below where goveramentality also operates. 

For example, Druick emphasizes the aesthetics and narratives of NFB films as 

tools for citizenship education in the age of liberal government. Nonetheless, she ignores 

the role of filmmakers as producers, community groups as distributors and the audiences 

that receive these texts. At the end of her study, she comes close to an analysis of this 

other layer of governmentality when she cites Elizabeth Anderson's question about the 

efficacy of the NFB's Studio D5: "Do images of diversity—what may be termed an 

aestheticized multiculturalism—substitute for the difficulties of actually working through 

and debating difference" (cited in Druick 2007: 177)? Although this claim is used to 

challenge the mobilization of feminist politics within the institutionalized aesthetics of 

government realism, it could also be read as a critique of the feminist filmmakers whose 

participation in this governmental project may have served to moderate and therefore 

abate their radical critique of patriarchy. Even the focus on the NFB as the primary site 

obscures the interesting and complex ways in which these films were distributed and 

displayed to the public through the involvement of community associations, schools and 

municipal governments. A broader approach would ascertain the rationale for these 

groups and artists to be involved and what they might have gained or lost. Perhaps this 

limited scope is a result of the interpretation of one of the most influential readings of 

Foucault's art of government: the work of Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller. 

5 Established in 1974, this was the world's first state-funded film studio dedicated to 
female filmmakers. See Gail Vanstone's D is For Daring: The Women Behind the Films 
of Studio D (2007) for a detailed history including an account of its famous founder and 
long-time director, Kathleen Shannon. 
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Rose and Miller (1992) suggest that governmentality scholars focus on the 

various forms that comprise "technologies of government:" 

We need to study the humble and mundane mechanisms by which 
authorities seek to instantiate government: techniques of notation, 
computation and calculation; procedures of examination and assessment; 
the invention of devices such as surveys and presentational forms such as 
tables; the standardisation of systems for training and the inculcation of 
habits; the inauguration of professional specialisms and vocabularies; 
building designs and architectural forms—the list is heterogeneous and in 
principle unlimited (200). 

As a result of this reading, the emphasis on the power of the form of these technologies of 

government has trumped any detailed investigation into the process of production and 

circulation. It is in this stage, however, that one can observe the other direction of power 

coming from below. With this in mind, the questions of how and why these technologies 

of government emerge are just important as what effect they have on culture and citizens. 

Interestingly, Rose and Miller are not silent on this issue. 

In the same section that they explain the power of technologies of government, 

they also consider the context in which these tools emerge. They do so by drawing upon 

Bruno Latour's ANT to argue that technologies of government must be viewed in terms 

of the networks that develop and incorporate them into the art of governing. However, 

despite this mention of ANT, it has yet to be taken up in the literature. As noted in my 

review of the work, studies into the question of cultural citizenship seem more interested 

in technologies such as museums, popular culture and state-run institutions. One 

explanation for this blind spot may come from the reflexive understanding of networks as 

emphasized in Rose and Miller's reading of ANT: "Rather than considering as the 

explanation of the success of authorities in composing a network of forces, Latour 
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proposes a view of power as an effect of such a composition" (201). Therefore, while 

providing useful insight into the context in which technologies of government emerge, 

they also allow an out for govemmentality scholars since the product or "effect" is 

inherently tied to the arrangement and disposition of the network that it came from. Why 

study the network when it is just a reflection of the technology? 



CHAPTER 2: 
CONCEPTUALIZING A MILITARY-CULTURAL MEMORY 

NETWORK 

As identified in the previous chapter, networks have become a useful way for 

explaining the process involved in the creation of cultural memory and the militarization 

of culture. Nonetheless, although Rose and Miller have raised its potential, this approach 

has yet to be taken up by cultural citizenship and critical cultural policy scholars. I 

suggested that this is due to an overemphasis on analyzing technologies of government as 

citizenship education devices. As a result, this scholarship lacks an understanding of both 

the milieu in which these devices emerge as legitimate tools and the context in which 

they operate. It misses Foucault's claim that government operates in two directions. 

Tied to his governmentality thesis is another concept developed earlier in his scholarship. 

In The Archaeology of Knowledge (1972), he uses the term "le loi de rarete" (scarcity 

principle) to explain that culture does not work in terms of plenitude (120). Even though 

anything can theoretically be said or written in liberal democracies, in practice this is not 

the case. According to Ann Rigney (2005), this principle should lie at the core of studies 

into cultural memory. She encourages scholars to develop tools that can explain how 

some interpretations or historical events become legitimate components of a society's 

cultural memory while others are forgotten or never mentioned. 

This project does not set out to address the media effect question of whether a 

representation has been internalized by the public nor will it provide a deep reading of 

cultural memory texts. The aim is to avoid some of the uncomplicated views of culture 

identified in the literature review. This includes the assumption that a militarized culture 

37 
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is simply the outcome of social sublimation (Marvin and Ingle 1996) and that cultural 

memory emerges to serve a larger socio-political purpose (Schwartz 1982). While these 

accounts provide theoretical rationales for why a symbolic culture exists, they do not 

offer empirical evidence of how one form or interpretation has come to dominate others. 

I do not discount the arguments that the militarization of Canadian culture and the rise of 

military memory are rooted in such phenomena as the emergence of Stephen Harper's 

Conservative government or the social effects of continual news reports on the public 

about military losses in Afghanistan. These assumptions may provide the logic for why 

this symbolic culture exists and what pedagogical purpose they serve. Nonetheless, they 

do not offer the evidence showing how a hardened view of the military has displaced the 

progressivist peacekeeping narrative. The challenge here is to construct a historical study 

that can explain this shift in symbolic culture. My focus then is not on media effects or 

political commentary, but on the act of representation. Drawing upon the lessons learned 

from my literature review, I consider what guides the act of representation through the 

concept of networks and the process of translation. 

In this chapter, I first explain my theoretical approach that uses Michel Callon's 

understanding of Actor-Network Theory (ANT) to construct a cultural policy study 

grounded in discursive policy inquiry. Discursive policy inquiry, which is associated 

with the work Frank Fischer, Maarten Hajer, Peter Haas and Dvora Yanow, considers the 

way in which discourse guides the policy process. This scholarship seems to fit well with 

Foucault's scarcity principle. Coming out of research in the area of environmental 

policy, discursive policy inquiry suggests that a certain policy regime emerges not simply 

because it includes the best science behind it. Instead, what makes one policy option 
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more widely accepted is the coalition of reputable actors who shape the way in which 

problems are discussed and interpreted (Fischer and Hajer 1999). Although it too is 

interested in discourse, ANT contributes by examining how communication is not just 

important during policy formation but also throughout its development from 

conceptualization to implementation. I note how Callon's concept of an "obligatory 

passage point" and his four steps of translation provide both a key entry point by focusing 

on one actor, the Dominion Institute, and an organized narrative for explaining the 

development of a network. In addition, I raise Pierre Bourdieu's concept of translations 

to buttress ANT's use of this same term. The next section details my methodology. This 

includes an account of how I gathered and analyzed the necessary data to explain the role 

of discourse in forging a "military-cultural memory network." I conclude by noting how 

I organized this analysis into a coherent historical narrative. 

THEORY 

Networks have recently become a useful way for scholars to think about social 

action. According to Darin Barney (2004), this perspective has superseded the "industrial 

society" conveived in Max Weber's work. Manuel Caste lis (1996), the Spanish 

sociologist, considers networks as an emergent historical trend: "a new social 

morphology of our societies, and the diffusion of networking logic substantially modifies 

the operation and outcomes in processes of production, experience, power and culture" 

(469). At its core, a network society is one in which nodes (people, groups and even non-

animate objects such as computers) are tied to others through a complex web of 

associations. While Castells has explored the extent of these ties in terms of global flows 
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regarding culture, the economy, politics and technology to explain how networks operate, 

Bruno Latour has led a community of sociologists interested in explaining how they form 

through what he labels Actor-Network Theory (ANT). 

The conceptualization of ANT came about from a critique of sociology's ability 

to explain society and social action. It began by engaging questions regarding the social 

implications of science and technology. ANT has since expanded into a larger theoretical 

project. According to Latour (1986), the problem with the traditional sociological 

approach is that it overemphasizes the product of social action and assumes its existence 

as the inevitable consequence of social forces. However, while this may have once been 

appropriate, it fails to capture the radical transformation of society from a state of unity 

and cohesion to diversity and contradiction. Simply put, ANT is not convinced that 

society is stable: "We are no longer sure about what 'we' means" (Latour 2005: 6). In 

this changed environment, the role of the sociologist is to explain what connects social 

agents together so that we can even speak about society. As a result, he encourages 

scholars to take a performative approach that does not view power as a cause of a 

particular social action. Instead, society is a consequence of "an intense activity of 

enrolling, convincing and enlisting" (271). Power is the ability to forge associations. 

Whereas the ostensive view focuses on the product as the key site for analysis, the 

performative view studies the process that leads to a social action or a product's 

emergence. In order to study this process, he suggests that a scholar begin by observing 

controversies. Although uncertainty and controversy tend to be passed over by traditional 

sociology as abnormalities, they are in fact significant social forces. Simply put, 

controversies provide the stimulus for the creation of social bonds. They produce the 
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problems that stimulate society into being by creating the need for associations. If you 

want to locate society, then begin by searching for controversy and uncertainty. If you 

want to explain the outcome or product of social action, then one must explain what 

connects social actors together. 

Power is not defined by wealth, status or might. These traditional terms only 

make sense when used or, in Latour's language, "performed" to create connections: 

What links us together? Is not answerable in principle, but in practice, 
every time someone raises it a new association is made that does indeed 
link us together. Society is not the referent of an ostensive definition 
discovered by social scientists... Rather it is performed through 
everyone's efforts to define it. Those who are powerful are not those who 
'hold' power in principle, but those who practically define or redefine 
what 'holds' everyone together (Latour 1986: 273; emphasis added). 

In other words, the basis of the network society rests upon discourse. Powerful actors are 

those that most effectively define the problems and solutions that form social 

arrangements with the end goal of mitigating controversy and uncertainty. While wealth, 

status and might may be tools, they are only worthy of attention when performed in a 

communicative process that draws one actor to another. This process is given the 

linguistic term of "translation." From this perspective, ANT is not all that different from 

Bourdieu's political economy of symbolic power since both are rooted in communicative 

interactions. Both consider how one actor or player wields various tools to try to 

convince others to take on a certain identity. Whereas Bourdieu views this process of 

converting various forms of economic, social, cultural and political capital into symbolic 

power as a contentious affair highlighted by his preference for sporting metaphors1, 

1 Perhaps Bourdieu's most famous saying is "la sociologie est un sport de combat" 
(society is a blood sport). 
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Latour's concern over associations leads to a less combative view with the use of terms 

such as a web or matrix to speak about the social world. Nonetheless, the objective of 

both is the same: to control and ultimately stipulate the discourse of others. 

Michel Callon (1986), a colleague of Latour's, further defines translation. He 

views it as a historical process occurring over four phases: (a) problematization, (b) 

interessement, (c) enrolment, and (d) mobilization.2 He tests this model in his study of 

the efforts of three scientists to regenerate the scallop population of St. Brieuc Bay. 

These steps are used to explain how one actor, referred to as the primum movens (the first 

actor), becomes an obligatory passage point. This occurs by (a) establishing a problem to 

be solved, (b) embedding procedures to make a solution mutually beneficial, (c) 

stabilizing the roles and relationships of other actors and (d) ensuring that representatives 

appropriately relay the right messages to their constituencies. Similar to Foucault's 

scarcity principle, the process of translation works by limiting language and displacing 

the autonomy of participating actors. It does this by making actors feel hindered unless 

they participate in the network and pass through the obligatory passage point. Callon 

concludes by stating that the outcome of a network is "to express in one's own language 

what others say and want, why they act in the way they do and how they associate with 

each other: it is to establish oneself as a spokesman" (223). Therefore, network building 

is primarily an act of communication. 

In the academic field of policy studies, networks and discourse have also become 

important ways for thinking about social action. Some scholars who broadly identify 

2 He uses the French words problematisation, interessement, enrolement, and 
mobilisation. Three of these terms translate well to English. However, the English words 
for "interessement do not seem as appropriate. The words "interest" or "incentive" have 
to many other connotations and do not capture Callon's meaning. 
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with what Frank Fischer (2003) labels "discursive policy inquiry" have challenged 

traditional approaches to policy studies for being overly empirical and avoiding questions 

of politics. Similar to Latour's performative view of society and my analysis of some 

research in the literature review, these scholars do not take for granted the emergence of 

particular texts or social actions. They perceive the formation of policy as rooted in the 

discourses that come to dominate the way in which society views a problem and its 

solution. This approach comes out of the work of a group of political scientists (Haas 

1989; Fischer 1991; Hajer 1993) interested in environmental policy. They argue that the 

failure of some recent measures, such as those proposed at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, 

was not a reflection of a lack of political will or public apathy. Instead, this lack of 

progress stemmed from a problem of communication and an inability to frame problems 

and solutions. This failure was due to the rise of a "discourse coalition" who determined 

the language of the debate and "pre-defined the direction in which solutions are to be 

sought" (Fischer and Hajer 1999: 4). 

Inspired by Murray Edelman's (1964) prescient work on political communication 

that points to a connection between politics and culture, discursive policy inquiry 

assumes that discourse does not merely reflect a socio-political reality. Language 

constitutes reality: "discursive power can determine the very fields of actions, including 

the tracks along which political action travels" (Fischer 2003: viii). Therefore, public 

policy is primarily a communicative process. From this perspective, policy takes place 

within a discourse community whereby competing groups struggle for power by 

proposing different "storylines." According to Martin Hajer (1995), a storyline acts as 

the engine behind policy communities because it generates: 
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[A] narrative that allows actors to draw upon various discursive categories 
to give meaning to specific social phenomena... The primary function of 
storylines is that they suggest unity in the bewildering variety of separate 
discursive component parts of a problem (56). 

What is important to note about these narratives is that they do not remain stagnant. 

Instead, as Fischer (2003) states in relating his understanding of policy to advertising 

within a post-industrial society, there is a free play of signifiers whereby symbols are in a 

constant state of flux making them difficult for citizens to master: "As symbols lose their 

moorings, marketers take advantage of this and manipulate them to other symbols" (59). 

A discursive policy analyst must be able to identify these shifts or what the postmodernist 

thinker Jean-Franfois Lyotard (1997) labels "language games" (127) 

Those who dominate public policy are not necessarily those who offer the best 

solutions. Rather, policy results from the efforts of actors who offer the best stories and 

thereby suppress alternative ways of thinking. These stories emerge out of "epistemic 

communities." According to Peter Haas (1992), the complexity and uncertainty of the 

policy process requires the participation of policymakers and advocates in a knowledge-

based network of experts. Communication amongst members within these communities 

(i.e. politicians, think tanks, media personalities and academics) causes a dynamic that 

results in "new patterns of behaviour" and the sharing of innovative solutions to policy 

problems (3). Moreover, discourse is constructed within a historical context. David 

Howarth (2002) states that discourse does not emerge out of a vacuum, but is grounded in 

"historically specific systems of meaning which form the identities of subjects and 

objects" (9). The task for a discursive policy scholar is then to show how stories are 

shaped by socio-political struggles that are historically grounded, how epistemic 
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communities socially construct them and how they provide meaning for social 

organization and interaction. 

Under this framework, power, much like the view of ANT and Bourdieu's 

political economy, rests upon effective communicative strategies. According to Fischer 

(2003), rhetoric and proper use of media can be the difference in shifting the course of 

public policy. It can lead to the ascension of a hegemonic discourse so that competing 

epistemic communities are expected to "position their contribution in terms of established 

categories" (88). The most convincing stories are often those that condense large 

amounts of factual information within easily understood value orientations and normative 

assumptions. One significant way in which this occurs is through numerical 

measurements such as polls, censuses and surveys. 

These statistical tools do not simply count something for the sake of knowledge. 

Instead, they also present a public policy issue and change the behavioural orientation of 

other actors. They are, as Bruce Curtis (2002) cogently argues, a way to create a 

population as means of "organizing social observation" (24). As part of the policy 

process, the statistics that they produce get tied into the storyline. Deborah Stone (1988) 

states that they crystallize the discursive context by presenting policy within a story of 

crisis or decline. In fact, the act of measuring is in itself powerful because it suggests 

something occurs often enough that it deserves being counted and taken seriously. 

Similar to Curtis' suspicious view of censuses in creating populations, she states that 

beyond describing the world, measurements are discursive artefacts: "just as poems and 

paintings are artefacts that people, collect, recite, display and respond to" (Stone 1998: 
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146). The objective then is to understand how they emerge and become important 

artefacts in the policy process. 

Similar to ANT, discursive policy inquiry perceives of power as rooted in the 

ability for some social actors to control the language of others. Nonetheless, there is one 

key difference between these theories. As implied by the revolutionary and often 

hyperbolic ways in which Latour refers to his theory, ANT offers a totalizing view of the 

social world. It is a universalistic explanation about the complete workings of society. In 

fact, what is defined as social is not limited to human actors. ANT also lends agency to 

non-human actors, ideas and even inanimate objects. Discursive policy inquiry, on the 

other hand, is much more narrow in scope. Its concern is with policy formation and the 

influence of human policy actors. This is not to suggest that ideas and objects do not 

have roles to play since communicative tools such as statistics are an element for 

analyzing discourse. 

In my conceptualization of a cultural shift in the representation of the Canadian 

Forces, the focus is on the act of representation. As suggested above, I will not assess the 

efficacy of certain cultural memory texts nor will I account for how the public is 

influenced by these representations. At the end of this research project, my goal is not to 

be able to answer whether Canadians have become militarized. Instead, I should be able 

to assess whether the country's cultural memory has become militarized and offer some 

explanation for how this has occurred. This discrepancy of objectives marks a key 

divide. A true ANT study of this cultural shift would have to account for the agency of 

memory forms as technologies of government and whether all actors anchor to the 

proposed network. Focusing on one area of military memory as the key site for inquiry 
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does not accurately reflect the totalizing view of ANT. It is because of this emphasis on 

the act of representation that I ground my study in discursive policy inquiry. However, as 

I will now explain, ANT can still be very useful. This project uses Callon's approach to 

ANT as a means of guiding and expanding my study of the policy behind the production 

and circulation of cultural memory forms that have marked a shift in Canada's symbolic 

culture. 

The most useful part of Callon's study is that it provides a historical lens for 

examining the formation of networks. Although discursive policy inquiry also 

emphasizes a historical view as implied by Fischer's (2003) reference to David 

Howarth's claim that discourse does not emerge out of a vacuum, it takes for granted the 

existence of discourse coalitions. The context of a discourse is certainly important. As I 

explore in the next chapter, the context for the cultural shift in the representation of the 

military is rooted in the late 1980s and early 1990s. I consider this period by drawing 

upon ANT's concern over controversies and moments of crisis as the key starting point 

for network formation. Crisis provides the impetus for actors to seek out associations in 

the first place. However, this context then leads to a historical process of network 

building and the formation of associations. A discourse coalition or an epistemic 

community does not simply exist because it is contextualized in a specific system of 

meaning. Instead, such communities or networks are in themselves historical entities. 

Callon's approach to ANT allows me to chart this historical process. It expands on 

discursive policy inquiry by not simply allowing me to view the course of network 

formation, but also to consider its effect on symbolic culture. 
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Callon's study of the attempt to restock the scallop population of St. Brieuc Bay 

includes four key actors: fishermen, scallops, three research scientists and the wider 

scientific community. However, the most important of these four are the three scientists. 

They are the ones who first propose a solution to the problem facing the diminishing 

scallop stock. Callon offers a case study of how this one group positions itself as an 

obligatory passage point by drawing these other actors together. The scientists achieve 

this status by convincing others to perform certain roles. From this perspective, the most 

important tool they wield is communication. In order for the network to work, all actors 

must loyally replicate the discourse proposed by the obligatory passage point. Similar to 

the assumption guiding discursive policy inquiry, power does not rest with the ability to 

propose the best answer but with the ability to control discourse surrounding a problem 

and its solution. The remainder of his study tracks this process along four phases: 

problematization, interessement, enrolment and mobilization. 

In my project on the shift in the representation of the Canadian Forces through a 

focus on cultural memory, I draw from Callon's case study approach and his four steps of 

translation. I was aware from the beginning that there would be a number of actors 

involved in the act of representing military cultural memory: filmmakers, cultural 

workers, veterans, the corporate community, the media, bureaucrats, politicians, teachers, 

and policymakers to name just a few. The extent of potential nodes on the network was 

intimidating. What initially attracted me to Callon's approach especially compared with 

other ANT scholars was his concept of an obligatory passage point. This provided a 

useful lens onto the network by allowing me to focus on the efforts of one instead of the 

multitude of nodes. It made for a feasible dissertation on a large and complex topic. The 
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challenge, however, was to ascertain the identity of this central intermediary. 

Admittedly, my selection of the Dominion Institute emerged out of a hunch I had from 

reading the media coverage of Paul Gross' film Passchendaele. 

The Dominion Institute seemed to have a mysterious role in this film. Although 

on the surface it was presented as playing the part of a public educator by designing the 

accompanying educational guide, this was only half of the story. Upon closer 

investigation, I realized it was not as simple as this arrangement. First, not only did it 

create this guide, but also it ensured its free distribution to schools across Canada by 

using a database of history teachers that it had collected over the course of its own 

educational activities. Second, it helped lay the groundwork for the film's reception and 

circulation with a letter writing contest that took place in schools and the release of two 

polls leading up to the film's box office opening. The more I delved into this 

organization, the more certain I was that it was not simply a history and civic education 

organization. It was also an advocacy group who drew coalitions together and found a 

role within these networks as a disseminator of discourse. 

The problem with Callon's approach is that in his study the obligatory passage 

point is the primum movens. The actor that starts the process of network building is also 

the one who becomes the obligatory passage point. This idea that an obligatory passage 

point has to be the first actor is not only theoretically problematic, but normatively it is 

also a difficult proposition considering the difficulty of locating a beginning to a network. 

Latour (2005) asserts that there is "no established component that can be used as an 

incontrovertible starting point" (29). From this perspective, Callon's method of 

beginning his study by noting the participation of three scientists at an academic 
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conference in Japan is rather simplistic. If I had to pick a starting point, I would raise the 

controversy and subsequent public debate over The Valour of the Horror. As I argue in a 

previous study (Fremeth 2010), this series highlighted the need for a more cooperative 

approach to the production and circulation of military memory. However, this event is 

problematic considering it predates the emergence of the Dominion Institute. This raises 

two important critiques of Callon's study. First, he limits the understanding of networks 

by equating the obligatory passage point with the primum movens. Second, he assumes 

that there is only one obligatory passage point. These critiques point to some general 

problems pervading Callon's approach. Although a focus on a single obligatory passage 

point allows for a convenient and feasible means of studying a web of associations, this 

belies Latour's (2003) conceptualization of networks as complex, interrelated and 

overlapping. In other words, actors may be engaged in a variety of networks and social 

action may be the outcome of more than one network. Limiting a study to a particular 

area misses peripheral networks and actors that might also play a key role. 

There is another key problem regarding both ANT and discursive policy inquiry. 

These theories do not consider the context in which actors emerge as legitimate social or 

policy forces. Although ANT describes how an actor can convince, enrol, enlist and 

mobilize other parts of the network, it neglects the political economic process by which 

such an actor must first garner authority as a legitimate player and the material resources 

necessary to create discourse. It is this blind spot that makes Pierre Bourdieu's concept 

of "symbolic power" a necessary counterweight. As discussed above, Bourdieu perceives 

the social world as a sports field in which different symbols offered by players compete 

for their place within society's limited system of signs. Once positioned upon this field, 
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players must translate their economic and political capital into cultural and symbolic 

capital in order to "legitimate [their] vision of the social world and of its divisions" 

(Bourdieu 1987: 13). At the same time, translation operates in many directions: cultural 

capital can translate into greater economic and political power thereby ensuring stability 

as a dominant player. Therefore, some consideration needs to be paid to questions of 

political economy: How is an actor able to garner the means to engage in the 

communicative process of forging associations? 

Despite being a problematic mode of inquiry for evaluating the entirety of the 

militarization of Canadian culture and the political economy behind the shift in symbolic 

culture, there is a key benefit from drawing upon Callon's approach. It offers a means to 

explain specific moments of militarization. In particular, I use it to track the historical 

process regarding the emergence of a discourse coalition engaged in public policy and to 

assess this network's influence upon the production and circulation of military memory. 

Appropriating this approach into a discursive policy study allows me to detail how the 

Dominion Institute has helped to bring others together. As much as this group seeks to 

alter what is represented and how memory is transmitted, it must first convince, interest, 

enrol and mobilize allies: politicians, government departments, the corporate community, 

the news media, philanthropic foundations, historians, teachers, education scholars, 

policymakers and youth. 

The construction of a network is achieved through the realm of discourse or what 

discursive policy inquiry label "storylines." Although discourse might come out of a 

historical context, this context is meaningless unless something is done by someone(s) 

with this system of meaning. This is what ANT calls a translation which Callon 
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organizes into four phases. Therefore, the network building process begins in the 

moment of problematization when a storyline is constructed through the efforts of the 

obligatory passage point. Memory studies scholars refer to such actors as memory 

entrepreneurs (Jelin 2003). However, drawing upon discursive policy inquiry, it is 

necessary to consider the construction of discourse within the context of the contributions 

by an epistemic community. As I track in my study, the obligatory passage point does 

not act alone. Members of the Dominion Institute's advisory council influence the 

proposed storyline. Second, a storyline is only effective if it interests the necessary actors 

needed to implement or, in my case, produce and circulate cultural memory. Discursive 

policy inquiry scholars must pay attention to the artefacts that serve as carriers of a 

storyline. It is here that their interest in statistics points me to the role that polling plays 

in the construction of the Dominion Institute's network. Moreover, a scholar must assess 

whether the discourse provides meaning for these necessary nodes. Third, once actors are 

convinced about the worthiness of a particular discourse, one must observe how each 

actor performs their role. This is a key element of ANT's performative view of society. 

As noted above, this view considers the traces produced by social actions and events. In 

my study, a network can only be said to exist if I can show how actors help to realize a 

storyline. Finally, Callon's approach to ANT suggests that a network's maturation point 

comes when other actors are fully committed to the logic of the network and its 

discourse. Here the position of the obligatory passage point is not contested. In fact, 

other actors are so deeply enmeshed into the web of association and the storyline that 

they comply without necessarily realizing the broader context of their actions. Discourse 

becomes normalized and the logic of the network becomes the dominant mode. 
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This approach to discursive policy inquiry through the lens of ANT leads to five 

questions that guide my dissertation's narrative: 

1) What is the historically grounded context of the Dominion Institute's network? 

2) How does the Dominion Institute construct its guiding storyline? 

3) How is discourse used to draw the interest of necessary allies? 

4) How do actors perform their roles and contribute to the network's realization? 

5) How does this dominate the process of memory production and circulation? 

However, there is a final question that comes out of my consideration of Bourdieu's 

political economy of symbolic power. Not only is it necessary to track how discourse 

causes translations, a scholar must also consider how the ability to communicate 

discourse comes out of a wider social, political and economic context: How does the 

obligatory passage point garner the means to engage in this communicative process of 

forging associations? In the next section, I address the methods taken to observe the 

Dominion Institute's network and analyze the information to answer these key questions. 

METHODOLGY 

This dissertation is grounded in a specific reading of discursive policy inquiry, 

Callon's approach to ANT and Bourdieu's political economy of symbolic power. To 

summarize, I view a shift in the representation of the Canadian Forces through a lens on 

cultural memory. This lens is calibrated by the assumption that a network of actors has 

influenced the act of representation. Power to represent operates by dominating the 

discourse guiding the formation and implementation of policy over Canada's symbolic 
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culture. From this perspective, discourse is viewed from two levels. Not only is 

discourse a key part of the process of network building and policy work, but this 

ultimately leads to the creation and circulation of discourse embedded in the 

representations of the military. The system of meaning behind this first level of discourse 

comes out of a historically grounded context of controversy and uncertainty. In turn, this 

period of crisis leads to a historical process with the development of a network engaged 

in altering the way in which symbolic culture is discussed and represented. All of this 

stems from the translations caused by an obligatory passage point: the Dominion 

Institute. These translations occur through four phases. However, the cultural capital 

necessary to cause a translation stems from the ability for this central node to translate 

economic, social and political forms of capital. The result of this network can then be 

gauged by looking at the second level of discourse—the ways and interpretations in 

which military memory is represented in symbolic culture. 

Considering my theoretical lens, it is clear that this project's methodology must 

focus on issues and sites of discourse. Moreover, it must consider both levels of 

discourse: discourse within the process of network formation and discourse located 

within the country's symbolic culture. With this in mind, my project moved along two 

paths. First, I had a general interest in Canada's symbolic culture regarding the military 

and its history. This direction raised two key questions: What are the cultural forms that 

are produced and circulated during the period under examination? What discourse about 

the military do these forms project? Second, I had a more specific focus on the role of 

the Dominion Institute in helping to create some of these cultural forms. This study of 

the Dominion Institute as a networker and discursive actor led me to consider several 
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questions: What is the historical context providing the system of meaning that 

underscores the emergence of the Dominion Institute? How does the Dominion Institute 

use this context to construct a "storyline" and shape the way in which other actors view a 

particular policy problem? Who are the actors that the Dominion Institute sees as 

necessary for its network? How do actors initially respond to this problematic? What 

tools are used to communicate discourse? Are actors interested in the solution to a policy 

problem? Do actors fulfill the roles and identities laid out in the Dominion Institute's 

proposed network? Finally, my last step was to draw these two directions together by 

assessing whether the paths met: Does the discourse of the Dominion Institute get 

reflected in popular and governmental representations of military memory? 

Tracking the Shift in Symbolic Culture 

My research project began with an analysis of the controversy surrounding The 

Valour and the Horror. This was based on a reading of both primary and secondary 

sources. First, I surveyed the academic literature on this topic produced by historians and 

communication scholars. In particular, the work of Graham Carr (2005; 2007) and David 

Taras (1995) helped me to conceptualize what lay at the root of this public debate. These 

scholars presented this controversy as the outcome of a series of disagreements over the 

act of transmitting cultural memory. This dispute included a number of actors: 

filmmakers, cultural workers, historians, veterans, politicians, government bureaucrats, 

the media and even enlisted military personnel. However, despite this accepted 

interpretation of the public debate and the Senate hearing, I wondered whether the 

discourse surrounding this disagreement revealed any points of consensus. I then 
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reviewed the report by the Senate's report, the CBC's ombudsman's report and 

newspaper coverage. In particular, I refined my media search with database queries that 

gathered the commentary of key actors: Cliff Chadderton from the War Amps, the 

McKenna brothers and historians David Bercuson and S.F. Wise. My review of this 

discourse revealed something rather interesting. As much as these actors took the 

opportunity to castigate the actions of the other side, they also expressed a shared 

sentiment over the urgency to remember and an awareness about the necessity to use 

popular forms to transmit military memory. In sum, these primary sources highlighted 

the potential for greater cooperation on future projects amongst historians, the media, the 

state, veterans, journalists and cultural workers. This led me to the hypothesis that guided 

the conceptualization of my project: What if the controversy over The Valour and the 

Horror led to a network approach to the production and circulation of military memory? 

In the view of ANT, this event may be the first trace of the emergence of a network to 

stabilize a crisis in the content and context of military memory. 

With The Valour and the Horror 1992 as the starting point, I then charted the 

symbolic culture regarding the memorialization of the military that followed this public 

controversy. I conducted this research through newspaper database queries with search 

terms aimed at revealing films, shows, monuments and other memorializing texts. I then 

broadened this search to all military cultural texts about both contemporary and historical 

topics. This survey highlighted the dearth of such texts in Canadian culture.3 However, 

it revealed an interesting trend (See Appendix A). There appeared to be a shift in a focus 

on texts that emphasized a peacekeeping narrative to a focus on a hardened, warrior 

3 This is an observation that Christopher Dornan (2010) has recently made in his own 
comparative survey of military texts in the US and Canada's entertainment industries. 
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symbolic culture. In addition, there also appeared to be less controversy and more 

cooperation amongst these one time competing groups. 

Two texts stood out from this survey. Both the CBC's coverage of the 1995 VE-

Day ceremony in France and Brian McKenna's 2007 CBC docudrama The Great War 

(2007) appeared to be apologies to veterans and military historians for their participation 

in The Valour and the Horror. However, what stood out from this survey was the 

observation that a shift in representation preceded political events such as the September 

11,2001 bombings and the escalation of Canada's role in Afghanistan in February of 

2006. A major turning point in this cultural trend was the transfer of the Tomb of the 

Unknown Soldier in 2000 from France to the steps of Ottawa's National War Memorial. 

Media coverage of this event reemphasized the narrative presented in the CBC's 

coverage of the 50th anniversary of VE-Day that Canada was not only a nation of 

peacekeepers, but also warriors. This event was also viewed as the result of the 

combined efforts of government, the military and the Royal Canadian Legion. Moreover, 

it sparked what appears to be a military memorial construction boon. 

This portion of my research project was not intended to be an exhaustive survey 

of military cultural memory forms since 1992. My newspaper queries only focused on 

federally supported cultural forms and those that were circulated nationally through the 

media and cultural industry. Nonetheless, it served an important role by fulfilling two 

functions. First, it provided evidence for my claim about a perceived shift in the 

representation of military memory and the military in general. Second, the chronology 

also offered a convincing document expressing the immense rate of activity in cultural 

production that began at the turn of the twenty-first century. It was quite clear that 
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something was occurring under the surface. These memorials, televisual depictions and 

other texts could not simply be explained as rare occurrences or the product of chance. 

Instead, they were part of a noticeable trend with a renaissance in representations of the 

nation as a warrior. The core of my research project would then focus on some of these 

cultural memory forms with respect to the network of actors engaged in production and 

circulation. Drawing upon my unique theoretical position, I approached these texts 

through a case study of the Dominion Institute as a discursive actor and an obligatory 

passage point. 

Tracking the Dominion Institute's Network 

As with the entry into The Valour and the Horror, I began my study into the 

Dominion Institute by looking at secondary sources. After searching university 

databases, I found very little academic literature on this organization. Even an expanded 

query including other Canadian history groups such as Historica and Canada's National 

History Society (CNHS) turned up few sources. Most of the results were the writings of 

historians and media scholars on Historical Heritage Minutes. This work analyzed these 

commercials from a governmentality or a historiographical perspective. The emphasis 

was on the texts and not the institution responsible for them or the context in which they 

emerged. As for the Dominion Institute, there was even less literature with nothing from 

the fields of communication or media studies. Historians (Wright 2000; Morton 2000; 

Beauchemin 2005) tended to focus on the Institute's history polls. This work is critical of 

the modernist view of history as a series of political events that these polls promote. 

Moreover, as Annie Beauchemin (2005) notes in a detailed analysis of the questions, 
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political history is often viewed as a series of military events: "plus de la moite des 

questions d'histoire politique traitent des plus grandes contributions militaries 

canadiennes" (266). Despite the belief that these polls were having an effect on public 

policy over cultural memory, this literature does not provide any evidence. Nevertehless, 

they are rather convinced in this belief. According to Desmond Morton (2000), the 

message of these polls had been received by the Prime Minister's Office. This is a claim 

that he does not support with anything more than anecdotal evidence. What I took from 

this literature review was an appreciation about the importance of the polls. These polls 

certainly struck a chord with progressivist historians who were concerned about their 

influence on cultural memory. 

This lack of information and evidence meant that I would have to do most of the 

legwork if I wanted to answer the questions that I posed about the Dominion Institute. 

The first site I turned to was newspaper coverage of this organization. Specifically, I 

entered the query term "Dominion Institute" into ProQuest database and refined my 

search to four newspapers: The Globe and Mail, (285 results), National Post (584 

results4), The Toronto Star (160 results), The Ottawa Citizen (314 results). I chose these 

newspapers in order to assess the coverage from three different media owners.5 In 

addition, I was interested in the coverage by a Toronto newspaper since this city is home 

to the Dominion Institute and by an Ottawa newspaper considering its more detailed 

4 This number is ballooned by the National Post's "On this day" series. This series is 
published once a week. It offers a brief synopsis of Canadian historical event and offers 
directions to learn at www.historica-dominion.ca. The series began after the merger 
between these two organizations in September of 2009. 
5 Technically, I looked at newspapers from four owners considering CanWest's purchase 
of the Southam chain (National Post) in 2000. 

http://www.historica-dominion.ca


coverage of the federal government. With hundreds of printed articles in four piles, I 

read through this coverage one newspaper at a time. 

The challenge at this point was to be very diligent and strategic in how I 

approached this dataset by reading for specific information to organize into categories.6 I 

noted what was being covered in the article: What are the events, objects, activities or 

actions? This information allowed me to put together a rough chronological account of 

the Dominion Institute. I entered this information into a chart (See Appendix B for a 

summary of this chart). Furthermore, it allowed me to establish a filing system with each 

event or action fitting into a specific category. With the more I read, I became more 

capable at categorizing this data into different topics: 1) polls; 2) newspaper series; 3) 

conferences; 4) televisiual projects; 5) history controversies; 6) other actors referring to 

the Dominion Institute; 7) lecture series; 8) public education projects; 9) lobbying 

campaigns and government relations; 10) publications; 11) stories about the Dominion 

Institute's cofounders and institutional issues. I was then able to file these articles under 

a specific label such as "7th Annual LaFontaine-Baldwin Lecture (March 10,2006)" and 

place them in the appropriate category. 

At the same time that I focused on general topics, I charted the names of 

individuals involved in the various events and activities. In addition, I noted what they 

did and what role they played in the Dominion Institute's projects. I added this 

information into the general chronology that I began in the last phase. Moreover, I also 

created another chart of these individuals' names, their occupations (e.g. novelist, McGill 

University historian, editor at The Toronto Star, etc.), any titles to their names (e.g. 

6 Admittedly, I did not know what these categories would be until I was well on my way 
through the reading. 



61 

Orders of Canada, military rank, etc.) and their connection to the Dominion Institute (e.g. 

wrote an essay for Great Canadian Questions series, member of the advisory council, 

delivered the 7th Annual LaFontaine-Baldwin Lecture, etc.). Much of this information 

was then used to create network maps that I refer to later on in this dissertation. This step 

allowed me to better appreciate the role of other actors and assess close allies of the 

Institute especially with some individuals who had multiple entries: Which politicians 

had close relations? Who was part of the epistemic community? What surprised me 

about the information gathered from this stage was the wide net of individuals who came 

up. It was not just people from one political party or sociopolitical philosophy who were 

represented in this network map. In addition, this focus on the names of individuals also 

highlighted the importance of Rudyard Griffith, the first executive director, to an account 

of the Dominion Institute. Almost every newspaper story positioned Griffiths as the 

primary spokesperson. 

My interest in the actors involved with the Dominion Institute also included 

associations, institutions and organizations. I noted the titles of these groups and the 

level of their involvement. For example, many of the polls and educational projects were 

co-sponsored by other organizations. As I did for my network mapping of individuals, I 

noted the name of the group, what it does and what its involvement is with a particular 

Dominion Institute activity. Some of this information was used to develop the diagrams 

found throughout this dissertation that provide visual evidence for the expansion of the 

network. However, what was really important from this stage was that much of this 

involvement from other organizations was financial. I was then able to keep track of the 

cost of the Institute's activities and key funding sources. It was clear that the money not 
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only came from the federal government, but also from philanthropic foundations, banks, 

newspapers, the cultural industry and other levels of government. 

As I read through these articles, I began to develop an understanding of the 

themes in which different activities were discussed by the media and by the comments of 

those quoted in the articles. It was at this point that I considered my theoretical lens 

regarding the storyline presented by the Institute. I then highlighted and categorized 

passages based upon certain themes that were starting to emerge: 1) youth and memory; 

2) Americanization of cultural memory; 3) the weaknesses of different actors; 4) the 

perceived roles of other actors; 5) the Dominion Institute as an interlocutor between 

actors; 6) the problems with progressivist, postmodernist approaches to education; 7) the 

importance of the military; 8) the link between history education and citizenship. This 

information was then added to the general chronology so that each activity included 

quotations and passages that highlighted key themes. For example, Griffiths presented 

the poor results of the Annual Remembrance Day Survey (November 11, 2005) as a 

failure of the social studies approach to history education and as a symptom of the lack of 

respect by the public for the military. Including full citation information in this chart 

allowed me to easily refer to articles in my expanding filing cabinet. However, I also 

noted the responses of other actors to the Dominion Institute's activities. This allowed 

me to gauge how the discourse and storyline resonated with different actors. 

It turned out that looking at a number of media outlets was an important decision. 

Different outlets did not always cover the same activities. In particular, polls were 

released on an exclusive embargo basis thereby limiting the coverage by all newspapers. 

Therefore, as I made my way through each of the four piles, I was able to not only 
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confirm the information, but I was also able add new entries. Upon completion of this 

phase, I was left with an organized filing system and an extremely useful document—my 

chart of the Dominion Institute's chronology. This document became a helpful reference 

throughout the rest of my project. Moreover, it provided a clearly laid out dataset that I 

could then analyze according to the Dominion Institute's development, the expansion of 

its network and the formation of its storyline. My first step was to see if there were any 

obvious trends: How could I start to make sense of the Dominion Institute as a historical 

entity? 

Although I would later expand on this analysis as my project developed, this 

initial step proved to be a critical juncture. It was clear that early on the Dominion 

Institute garnered minimal media coverage and was much more limited in its activities. 

However, by the early 2000s and increasing steadily throughout the decade, the 

Dominion Institute had a much more noticeable presence: media coverage expanded, 

more people were involved, financial contributions were coming in and more groups 

were helping out. I read my chronology to identify key events that seemed to be pivotal 

turning points with respect to other actors and the projected discourse. I plotted these 

developments onto two separate pages. It was at this point that I was able to perceive of a 

narrative regarding the Dominion Institute's development. 

In its first 3-4 years of operation, the Dominion Institute was primarily engaged in 

advocating for history education within schools and a concern over cultural literacy. The 

issue of national unity was on top of its agenda as the country had just come out of the 

crisis associated with the 1995 Quebec referendum. The emphasis was on using a facts-

based, national approach to history education to instill a strong civic identity. Although 
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military memory was on the agenda as implied by the Remembrance Day polls, it had a 

general concern over Canadians' lack of knowledge of the people and events that have 

made the country a great nation. It also did not do all that much in this earlier stage other 

than produce 2-3 polls per year. This appeared to change by the end of 2000 with the 

announcement of the launch of the Memory Project on November 8. What stood out 

about this entry in my chronological chart was both the cost of this activity at $1.5 

million, which far exceeded any previous project, and the variety of assisting groups 

(Royal Canadian Legion, Ontario's Seniors' Secretariat, TD Bank and Historica). 

However, this event did not lead to a total shift towards military topics. Instead, it 

sparked a wave of activity in a number of different areas: the involvement in federal 

elections by promoting youth voting, the production of media events such as the retrial of 

Louis Riel, the publication of historical themed books, the launch of the LaFontaine-

Baldwin lecture series and other noteworthy projects. Nonetheless, over the course of the 

decade, military-themed activities rapidly increased. 

By the years 2006,2007 and 2008, almost every other news story about the 

Dominion Institute was related to foreign policy, security or military issues. Not 

surprisingly, the discourse also shifted as the storyline now positioned military history as 

the primary concern. Events such as its participation in Paul Gross' Passchendaele and 

Citizenship and Immigration Minster Jason Kenney's revised citizenship education guide 

seemed to signal its expertise in the area of military memory. A key lesson from this 

initial attempt to build a narrative was the appreciation that the Dominion Institute's 

concern throughout its development rests upon its view of citizenship. It claimed to have 
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and all subsequent activities funnel through this objective. 

The next stages of my research project injected more primary sources into my 

dataset through interviews and gathering institutional documents. Accessing Canada's 

national catalogue AMICUS, I searched for texts produced by the Dominion Institute. I 

then ordered this material using interlibrary loans. This phase allowed me to retrieve a 

number of useful texts such as the Institute's many televisual projects, teacher education 

guides and governmental reports. The most important text was "Youth and History." 

This report was based upon the first national history quiz and included the data from this 

poll. Similar to my reading of the newspaper coverage, I picked out key themes 

emphasized in the discourse of this policy paper. Finding this report proved to be a 

critical step in how I thought of the Dominion Institute and its network. It made me 

aware that in addition to using forms of communication such as the news media and TV 

documentaries, the Institute engages in communication that occurs away from public 

scrutiny. In particular, as much as this group is interested in influencing the public, it is 

primarily concerned over how powerful actors such as the state respond to its message. 

On the Dominion Institute's website, I was able to locate more primary documents. The 

database of polling documents and press releases allowed me to fill in some missing 

information and add to my files. I read these documents to assess similarities and 

differences from the media's coverage. For the most part, journalists quoted passages 

word-for-word from the press release. Moreover, the storyline emphasized by the 

findings and the interpretation was reflected in media coverage. This appreciation of how 

discourse was not only constructed through tools such as polls but also reflected by the 
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news media was something I tried to observe in other actors. I searched the CBCA 

database and parliamentary proceedings to see if any references to the Dominion Institute 

turned up in the discourse of politicians, intellectuals, corporations and any other group. 

Although this returned a number of interesting responses such as a reference by Prime 

Minister Chretien to the polls, it was clear that I would have to seek out another site to 

compile this evidence. 

The most fruitful phase in my research project came during the interview process. 

Early on, I was aware that interviews would be necessary to construct a military-cultural 

memory network and assess the Dominion Institute's role. However, I needed to be 

strategic in my approach to this important phase. Interviews can be an endless process 

and securing meetings can be frustrating. I waited until after I put together a chronology 

so that I had a clear idea of the network and the Institute's development. Perhaps if there 

were more scholarly or even popular accounts of the organization, then I could have 

avoided this time consuming step. Nonetheless, in retrospect this primary research 

prepared me in a way that secondary sources could never have done: 1)1 had detailed yet 

organized documents to reference; 2) I was aware of key events, people and 

developments in the organization's history; 3) I knew the discourse that was projected to 

other actors. My task then was to secure meetings with individuals who played an 

important role in the Institute's development and those involved in the effort to influence 

military memory. I interviewed, either in person or over the phone, fifteen individuals: 

two historians, the current executive VP of the Historica-Dominion Institute, two 

cofounders of the Dominion Institute, a representative of the Royal Canadian Legion, two 

members of the Institute's advisory council, two board members of military-minded 
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organizations that have strategic relations with the Institute, two filmmakers, a history 

teacher, the chair of a philanthropic foundation and a publicist.7 However, I was unable 

to interview governmental representatives or individuals from competing history 

education groups. Whereas government officials did not respond to my requests, 

representatives of Historica and CNHS were not willing to participate in a study that 

focused on another organization. 

I designed interview questions depending upon the perspectives of different 

participants. Generally, I followed Dvora Yanow's (2000) advice for discursive policy 

scholars to conduct interviews that focus on the creation and interpretation of discourse 

by policy communities. She states, "transcripts themselves then become sources for 

further analysis" (31). However, at the same time, I used the interviews to confirm the 

information garnered in previous steps and to see if there were any nodes missing from 

my network map. For those directly connected to the Institute, I posed questions to 

assess the meaning they tried to embed into their discursive strategies and communicative 

tools. We discussed in detail the rationale behind the various themes in the discourse that 

I identified in my media analysis: What is the connection between citizenship and 

memory? Why is military memory more important than other forms? These and other 

questions did not usually lead to a larger philosophical discussion, but to specific 

examples and activities. For the cofounders who participated in my study, I questioned 

them about the context behind the Institute's emergence and the problem it sought to 

solve. This provided an interesting answer. The context emphasized in media coverage 

regarding the Quebec referendum was only a symptom of a larger sociopolitical malaise 

7 For a list of interviews see Appendix D. 
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affecting the nation's political and symbolic culture. I also asked questions to assess how 

the Institute viewed the role and identities of other actors such as historians, filmmakers, 

politicians, veterans, the media and the corporate community. Finally, a third set of 

questions focused on political economy issues. I wanted to learn how the Institute 

secured financial resources, how polls were conducted, how they garnered media 

attention and how they participated in the production and circulation of cultural memory. 

For those who were part of the Institute's network, my questions focused on how 

they were connected and how they interpreted the discourse of the Dominion Institute. I 

began by asking how they first learned about or were put in touch with the group. This 

revealed key social, political and economic links within the network that I could not have 

revealed through media analysis. All of these interviews focused on how they or their 

groups interpreted the meaning of the many polls. The remainder examined specific 

projects and the role of the Dominion Institute in helping to realize different activities. 

Since many participants were connected to Gross' Passchendaele project, this film's 

production and circulation was often a key topic. I was also interested in any points of 

disagreement amongst the actors. I found that many participants were rather candid and 

did not avoid controversial subjects. After each interview, I returned to my chronology to 

add or fix any important events. I also followed up on many leads. For example, some 

interviewees referred me to a newspaper or scholarly article they had written or read that 

influenced their thinking. However, I also double-checked information and comments. 

Whereas some participants exaggerated the truth, others offered insight to activities that 

did not appear in media coverage or in my newspaper search. 
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At the end of the interview process, I was left with (a) a more detailed 

chronology, (b) a better understanding of the logic behind the organization, (c) an 

appreciation for how it operates on a day-to-day basis and (d) the transcripts of 

conversations to assess how discourse is constructed and interpreted. I was also pointed 

in the direction of a number of additional primary sources. In particular, Jack Granatstein 

informed me that I could locate his files on the Dominion Institute in his fonds at York 

University's archive. This proved to be a valuable resource. It provided me a copy of the 

Institute's initial funding request that I was able to compare with a photocopy given to me 

by Rudyard Griffiths, his correspondence with Griffiths and a document of the strategic 

partnership between his military lobbying group and the Dominion Institute. Finally, the 

desire to track where the money behind the Institute's efforts led me to check the 

Canadian Revenue Agency's online records. Although these records did not contain 

details of who contributed, it provided a useful dataset to chart the organization's success 

in securing funding from government and through charitable donations. 

Observing the Dominion Institute's Influence on Symbolic Culture 

My project required one final phase of research. I still needed to address the 

question: Has the Dominion Institute's discourse been reflected in Canada's symbolic 

culture? Admittedly, a clue for answering this came to me earlier on in my project's 

development. While attending the Remembrance Day ceremony at the National War 

Memorial in 2009,1 was struck by two of the day's events. First, the release of a revised 

citizenship guide, Discover Canada: The Rights and Responsibilities of Citizenship, 

emphasizing military memory was presented as the outcome of consultation that included 
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the Dominion Institute and actors within its network. Second, the unrestrained projection 

by government officials of military symbolism reflected much of what lay at the core of 

the Institute's discourse. 

With respect to the revised guide, I was curious whether this edition did indeed 

offer a more militaristic tone than earlier ones. I went to the National Library and 

Archives to obtain copies of the previous Liberal authored guides produced under the 

Martin, Chretien and Trudeau governments. I then performed a comparative study by 

noting the number of times the military was referred to and how it was depicted. There 

was certainly a marked difference between these two editions. Trudeau's guide, in 

particular, was noticeably different. It was a foldable map of Canada that included a 

pictorial history and brief summary of key facts. The Liberal guides also contextualized 

their account of the Canadian Forces within the discourse of peacekeeping. Although I 

was unable to meet with officials at Citizenship and Immigration Canada and Minster 

Kenney's office, I learned that the person behind the revised guide was Kenney's policy 

advisor Dr. Chris Champion. My efforts to reach Champion proved unsuccessful. 

However, I did read his dissertation and other academic publications to assess his view of 

Canadian citizenship and Canada's symbolic culture. 

Complementing the release of Kenney's guide was what appeared to be a greater 

emphasis on evoking military symbols during the Remembrance Day ceremony. 

Although one might expect such representations in an event that includes the Canadian 

Forces and honours fallen soldiers, the image of Governor General Michaelle Jean and 

Prince Charles in uniform sparked great public and media interest. This appearance 

resulted in a number of articles and opinion pieces written in newspapers and on the 



Internet. People from across the political spectrum had much to say about Jean's decision 

to wear a military uniform. I tracked these articles and organized them into files based on 

the varying perspectives. I also did more research into the subject by compiling 

information about two earlier instances of Jean adorning her ceremonial military garb. In 

particular, I downloaded from the Governor General's website a speech she delivered at a 

naval ceremony in Halifax on June 27,2009. As opposed to her Remembrance Day 

comments that were rather brief, at this Halifax event she was much more forthcoming 

about why she was wearing the uniform. This speech provided a level of discourse that 

was not mentioned in newspaper articles and opinion pieces. 

Constructing the Historical Narrative 

As I made my way through these many research phases, I was conscious of the 

fact that I would eventually need to communicate my evidence of a network and my 

analysis of its discourse in an effective and coherent manner. My intent for this 

dissertation was not simply to present an account of the Dominion Institute and the 

activities of its network. Instead, I wanted to offer an argument that the shift in the way 

military memory is represented in symbolic culture is related to the efforts of this 

organization and its participation as an obligatory passage point in a military-cultural 

memory network. With this in mind, I considered the Institute's chronology in relation to 

the information I gathered from primary sources and interviews. It was at this point that a 

narrative capable of cogently communicating my argument began to emerge. Since I 

conceived of this narrative during the latter part of the interview phase, I was able to 

present it to some of the research participants to gauge their thoughts. 
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I charted an outline with three sections. First, I considered Howarth's claim that 

discourse is rooted in a historically grounded system of meaning and Latour's argument 

about the traces generated in moments of controversy. I then plotted the historical and 

discursive context of the Dominion Institute during the late 1980s and early 1990s. It 

turned out that this period was rich in controversy and uncertainty over how Canadians 

discussed the nation's symbolic culture. I approached this period by looking at the crises 

over the representation of the military, citizenship and memory. Morevoer, drawing upon 

my network map, I examined these crises by focusing on the connections to the three 

individuals who I know knew would later become key nodes: Richard Gwyn, David 

Bercuson and Jack Granatstein. Second, I incorporated Callon's four steps of translation 

to plot the development of the Dominion Institute's network. I selected key events, polls 

and documents to analyze these translations as historical periods: problematization (1996-

1997), interessement (1997-2001), enrolment (2001-2008) and mobilization (2008). 

Finally, I decided to end my study by reflecting upon the connection between the 

Dominion Institute and the events of Remembrance Day 2009. I analyzed Jean's gesture 

and Kenney's guide in relation to the discourse and context of the military-cultural 

memory network. 



CHAPTER 3: 
TRACES OF THE NETWORK: THE CRISES OVER THE 

REPRESENTATION OF THE MILITARY, HISTORY AND 
CITIZENSHIP, 1988-1995 

No matter what their scale and intensity, controversies are part and parcel of the 
very definition of the social bond. The question: 'What links us together?' is not 
answerable in principle, but in practice, every time someone raises it a new 
association is made that does indeed link us together. 

-Bruno Latour, "The Powers of Association"1 

Latour argues that traditional approaches to social science consider controversies 

as minor blips that do not accurately reflect a social order and can be eliminated with a 

better understanding of society. ANT, on the other hand, views such moments of crisis 

not as exceptions to the rule, but as a driving social force. These moments provide 

scholars with the traces of social action that are necessary to begin scholarly examination 

because they are what generate bonds and associations. Society is not something that 

exists to be discovered based on social aggregates such wealth, status, occupation, class, 

etc. Instead, Latour (1986) argues that society "is performed through everyone's efforts 

to define it" (273). He states that the organizing feature of this network society is that all 

social action emerges out of efforts to stabilize controversies and contradictions. The 

politics of this society ultimately exists in the realm of discourse—the act of both 

defining the social world and how others should operate within it. It is through language 

and symbols that draw actors together in order to lead society out of crisis and 

uncertainty. This view is paralleled by discursive policy inquiry that also locates the 

formation of discourse communities and their guiding storylines within a historical 

1 Latour 1986: 273. 
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context. As Fischer (2003) notes, policy debates are often framed within a language 

rooted in crisis or decline. With this in mind, I launch into my study of the development 

of Canada's military-cultural memory network and the role of the Dominion Institute by 

beginning with the period that precedes this phenomenon and the emergence of this 

institution. 

According to historian A.B. McKillop (2008), it was the 15 years between the mid 

1960s and early 1980s that marks the emergence and flowering of Canadian nationalism. 

Labelled the "Canadian moment," it was then "the country sloughed off the last traces of 

colonial inferiority and came to believe that all things were possible, whether in politics, 

the economy, or the realm of arts and culture" (xiii). This context frames his biography 

of a personality he positions as one of the most significant players in making this moment 

possible: Pierre Berton. During this period, which also corresponds with the dominance 

of Pearson and Trudeau's Liberal governments, Canada earned its reputation as a 

progressive, pluralistic and postnationalist country that is different from the modernist, 

militaristic societies of the US and Europe. This postcolonial, humanist spirit was 

embedded into all aspects of cultural, political and economic life. However, its decline, 

which also comes during the rise of Mulroney's Conservative government, began in the 

1980s with globalization, privatization and neoliberalization. 

In this chapter, I elaborate on McKillop's thesis by arguing that the twilight of the 

"Canadian moment" leads to a crisis in the representation of Canada to Canadians during 

the late 1980s and early 1990s. This general state of uncertainty results in a number of 

controversies over what were once dominant modes of representation and accepted 

narratives. Although I only examine this period from the perspective of a crisis in 



representing citizenship, memory and the military, I came across many examples 

regarding other realms such as sports, arts and the economy. However, I limit my 

analysis to the first three topics because they are the most relevant to my study of the 

Dominion Institute and the military-cultural memory network.2 This context is helpful 

for identifying the problematic that provides the rationale behind this group and its 

network; in addition, it also offers clues into the solutions proposed and an introduction 

to the individuals who will later hold significant positions within the Dominion Institute's 

epistemic community. In each section, I discuss a particular crisis and focus on the role 

of one actor that will later become an important node within the military cultural-memory 

network: (1) Richard Gwyn and the crisis over the postnationalist view of Canadian 

citizenship; (2) Jack Granatstein and the crisis over social history as a tool for educating 

Canadians about their past; (3) David Bercuson and the crisis over the representation of 

the Canadian Forces as a peacekeeper. 

The objective of this chapter is to set up the rest of the dissertation that presents 

the efforts of the Dominion Institute to patch together the tarnished discourse stemming 

from crises over citizenship, the military and memory. However, while these 

controversies allow for a discursive context and an introduction to actors that will later 

play a key role in the network, it was the biggest crisis of all, the near dissolution of the 

country with the 1995 Quebec referendum, which produces the emotional locus for the 

rehabilitation of the representation of the military, citizenship and public memory. In 

particular, I note how this political crisis influences Canada's corporate community and 

2 Nonetheless, I think a historian of this period may have a lot to add to my project. In 
particular, I suspect that the economic debate over free trade around the 1988 federal 
election and the recession of the early 1990s may contribute another level of discourse. 
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some federally minded associations to reconsider the dangers of a stagnant mode of 

representing Canada. Nonetheless, what is important to note about this historical context 

is that at the time these three particular crises were not directly connected. As I discuss in 

the rest of this dissertation, they are gradually patched together by individuals and groups 

such as the Dominion Institute who share the goal of presenting Canadians with a strong 

and coherent representation of their nation. Finally, I conclude by summarizing this 

period of crisis and considering it in relation to Louis Marin's theory of the double logic 

of the power of representation. The main argument here is that the attempt to rehabilitate 

the representation of Canada to Canadians is grounded in both a problem with content 

and institutional arrangements—what is represented and who is involved in the act of 

representation. 

THE CRISIS OF REPRESENTING CITIZENSHIP 

In her book The House of Difference: Cultural Politics and National Identity in 

Canada (2002), Eva Mackey examines the celebrations around Canada's 125th 

anniversary and the role of the CANADA 125 corporation that helped fund, publicize and 

organize commemorative events. She argues that this corporation, which she suggests 

represents the dominant forces within the country, was able to maintain a unified, 

hegemonic depiction despite offering representations of the nation as multicultural and 

diverse: "how 'tolerance' is mobilised to manage populations and also to create 

identities" (Mackey 2002: 5). According to Mackey, this narrative was a culmination of 

the official governmental ideology of multiculturalism. This ideology originated with the 

passage of Trudeau's Multiculturalism Act in 1971. Contrary to the modernist 



77 

conceptualization, this postmodernist view of citizenship celebrated difference and 

cultural pluralism. 

The mantra of this Trudeauian consensus over citizenship was summed up in the 

pithy axiom: unity in diversity. Jean-Franfois Lyotard's (1984) explained this 

understanding in his analysis of postmodern societies as being incredulous to the veracity 

and authority of metanarratives. According to the poet and scholar Robert Kroetsch 

(1989), Canada epitomizes such a society by eschewing the nostalgic longing for lost 

completeness: "In Canada we cannot for the world decide when we became a nation or 

what to call the day or days or, for that matter, years that might have been the originary 

moments. If we can't be united we can't be disunited. Our genealogy is postmodern" 

(27). However, despite the flowering of this postmodernist conception of citizenship 

with an event such as the Canada 125 celebrations in 1992, a wider lens on the late 1980s 

and early 1990s reveals cracks in this longstanding governmental policy that came to 

encompass a large part of the way in which the country perceived itself and was 

presented. 

On December 14, 1993, the Canadian Council of Christians and Jews3 released a 

poll conducted by Decima Research that identified a significant shift in Canadian values. 

It found that nearly 75% of respondents rejected "the notion of cultural diversity and 

think ethnic minorities should try harder to fit into mainstream society" (Jeffs, The 

Ottawa Citizen, December 14, 1993, A3). Support for the cultural mosaic had given way 

to the American melting pot. At the root of this reaction was a concern over the 

disappearance of traditional Canadian symbols and values. Specifically, the concern was 

Now known as the Canadian Centre for Diversity, this Toronto-based organization was 
founded in 1947 to help promote interfaith dialogue and inter-cultural discourse. 
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over how this loss will impact the country's future and the next generation. This poll 

emerged in the context of a series of controversial events that fuelled a burgeoning public 

debate over multiculturalism: (1) On November 29, 1993, a Longueuil municipal court 

judge, Justice Richard Alary, expelled a woman from his courtroom for wearing a hijab; 

(2) around the same time, a Scarborough mall instituted "Santas from Around the World" 

that upset many patrons who saw the traditional Christmas costume adorned by non-

Caucasians; (3) in February of 1994, the House of Commons passed a law removing 

references to Jesus Christ in its daily prayer; (4) around the same time, a Toronto judge, 

Justice H.C. Whealy, banned religious headgear during the trial of black activist Dudley 

Laws. However, the most infamous of these events came during a commemorative 

ceremony on Remembrance Day of 1993 in Surrey. It was at this event that a Canadian 

WWII veteran, Pritam Jauhal, was refused entrance to the main hall of a Royal Canadian 

Legion for wearing a Sikh turban. 

Although politicians and Legion officials at Dominion Command headquarters in 

Ottawa tried to mitigate the controversy by formally apologizing, the issue would not 

subside as other branches made similar stands. At stake was a by-law enacted in 1946 

banning hats within Legion halls out of respect for fallen comrades. While this regulation 

was rarely enforced in the past, it became a symbolic gesture for some Legion members 

to counter what they thought were problems with liberalized immigration, 

multiculturalism and political correctness (Hale 1995: 248). The issue split not only the 

public but also the Legion as members openly debated one another in front of the national 

media. In addition, it was conflated with a concurrent controversy facing the RCMP of 

whether Sikh officers could wear turbans on the job. As was evident in the discourse of 
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delegates at the Legion's national convention that voted down a proposal to allow 

religious headdresses, there was a growing sentiment by traditionalists that multicultural 

practices and immigrants were robbing so-called "heritage Canadians" of their Judeo-

Christian customs and values: 

I honestly feel that everybody in Canada is getting sick and tired of this 
human rights [issue]. Where are our human rights? We fought for this 
country? (qtd. in Bissoondath 1994: 47). 

They're trying to take the 'Christ' out of Christmas (qtd. in Hale 1995: 
250). 

This issue of religious headdresses, more than any other controversy of the time, 

provided the context for a series of best-selling books examining the state of 

multiculturalism in Canada. Neil Bissoondath, the award-winning novelist and short 

story author, wrote a bestselling non-fiction book entitled Selling Illusions: The Cult of 

Multiculturalism (1994). What made Bissoondath's critique of multiculturalism resonate 

with the public was the fact that he himself was an immigrant from Trinidad and Tobago. 

His problem was not with multiculturalism as a concept, but as it was practiced in 

Canada. He argued that this practice only entrenched social divisions by focusing on 

stereotypical ethnic groupings and thus diminishing the autonomy of the individual. He 

proposed a new vision of "Canadianness" that would fuse identity into a postmodernist 

conception where categories do not define individuals, but "where inherent differences 

and inherent similarities meld easily and where no one is alienated with hyphens" (224). 

Richard Gwyn, the journalist, newspaper editor, biographer of Pierre Trudeau and 

civil servant, also wrote a bestselling critique of multiculturalism with his book 

Nationalism Without Walls: The Unbearable Lightness of Being Canadian (1995). He, 
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however, was less optimistic than Bissoondath over whether diversity and 

postnationalism could ever work. For Gwyn, multiculturalism was simply a piece of a 

larger trend towards what Robert Fulford (1993) labelled a "postmodern dominion." At 

the root of this postmodemity lay (a) the end of a national economy with the dominance 

of globalization, (b) the demise of the Anglo-Franco biculturalism plus aboriginals 

consensus with the emergence of global immigration patterns and (c) the decentralization 

of a national character with the rise of "identity" communities. Whereas some Canadian 

intellectuals were celebrating this shift (Hutcheon 1988; Schecter 1993; Powe 1997; 

D'Haen 1998), Gwyn positioned himself in the camp of Fulford (1993) who, drawing on 

the nationalist arguments of the historians Innis, Creighton, Underhill and Lower, worried 

that this philosophy existed only in the realm of ideas. As a normative practice, such 

policies would prevent Canada from constructing a shared identity and common 

citizenship: "if the nation is there, then it must have a history, a set of symbols expressing 

nationhood, and a reason for existing. These items are, after all, standard equipment for 

nations" (109). In reality, Gwyn suggested that the diversity so deeply desired by 

postmodernist scholars was nothing more than "mono-culturalism" with different groups 

more interested in their own growth than in participating in a decentralized, flexible view 

of citizenship. Despite a difference in their prescriptive suggestions, both Gwyn and 

Bissoondath's commentaries resonated with a large spectrum of the public who sensed 

that multiculturalism had gone too far and that Canada needed to return to representations 

of citizenship and the nation that were rooted in a unified identity and common 

heritage—a continuation of pluralist, postnationalist and postmodernist cultural policy 

would lead to national suicide. 
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This concern over the postnationalist mode of representing Canadian citizenship 

was not just taken up by writers and journalists, but also by the state and government 

officials. On June 27, 1991, the Citizens' Forum on Canada's Future4, chaired by CRTC 

commissioner Keith Spicer, tabled its analysis, which was commonly referred to as the 

Spicer Report, to Parliament. This forum was established a year earlier by Prime 

Minister Mulroney in the wake of the failed Meech Lake Accord. Spicer was asked to 

lead a group of 11 other eminent5 Canadians to establish a dialogue that would assess 

what the public thought about Canada and its future. The forum was unique because, 

unlike a traditional royal commission, the commissioners went to public spaces and even 

to people's homes with a toll-free telephone line. Part of this consultation process 

included discussion kits used by specially trained moderators who led focus groups. In 

addition, the Canadian Federation of Teachers helped to conduct a separate Students' 

Forum6 to sensitize youth to the country's identity crisis and to ascertain the concerns of 

young people. In the end, the forum claimed to have heard from 400,000 Canadians and 

over 300,000 elementary and high school students. The information was then coded 

according to a 2,000 word key list and analysts prepared this information into broad 

categories for the commissioners: (a) major issues facing Canada, (b) Canadian identity 

4 There is very little scholarship written on the Spicer Report. Most of it was published in 
its immediate aftermath focusing on public policy issues (Abu-Laban and Stasiulus 
1992), but it has seemed to been forgotten as other inquiries and commissions have since 
arose. However, Jane Jenson and Susan Phillips (2001) provide an interesting discussion 
in their history of the institutions responsible for representing Canadian citizenship. 
5 Including Elsie Wayne, a Conservative politician from New Brunswick, Roger Tass6, 
an executive Vice President at Bell Canada, and other leaders from Canadian business, 
academics and politics. 
6 This national Students' Forum did not occur in Quebec since that province's teachers' 
union decided not to participate. 
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and values, (c) Quebec's place within Canada, (d) Aboriginal grievances, (e) cultural 

diversity, (f) the economy, and (g) the state of Canada's democratic political system. 

Although the motivation behind this forum was to better understand the challenge 

put forth by Quebec and Aboriginal leaders' unwillingness to cooperate over the Meech 

Lake Accord, Spicer suggested that the main finding was a growing scepticism by 

Canadians over the ability of their leaders and the state to steer the country in the right 

direction. In particular, the report questioned the failure of politicians to balance short-

term pragmatic decisions that would cut federal spending and open up the economy to 

increased investment with the important long-term objective of government regarding the 

inculcation of a common citizenship and a sense of national unity: 

We must also somehow reconcile two very different elements of nation-
building: the power of shared mythology or symbols, with the 
effectiveness of genuine, pragmatic programs. These are inevitably 
intertwined... We have to understand that the pragmatic demands of 
managing programs—closing a rural post office—can have symbolic 
consequences far more powerful than any effect on the bottom line. 
But we must also recognize that innovative, sensible programs that 
engage Canadians in accord with their values may be a key to 
effective nation-building... we must ensure that fundamental Canadian 
values are not jeopardized. They must be considered in planning from the 
start. Our consultations have made it clear: Canadians will no longer take 
matters on trust. They want to be persuaded that government initiatives 
will not cut across the values they cherish. Otherwise, we must wonder 
whether Canada will still be governable (Citizens' Forum on Canada's 
Future 1991a: 118; emphasis added). 

In other words, it acknowledged that the growing move towards political and economic 

liberalization was impacting the social and cultural spheres. Politicians did not appreciate 

the symbolic consequences of their actions. Closing federal institutions or the signing of 

the free trade agreement signalled a loss of state sovereignty and authority that revealed 

itself in the public's lack of faith in the political system. Despite having little immediate 
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impact and being criticized by some politicians and the public as a waste of taxpayers' 

money, the Spicer Report raised a number of discourses that would foreshadow 

arguments and approaches asserted by the Dominion Institute. 

Most importantly, the report positioned youth as the primary causality of this 

crisis of government in the age of neoliberalism. Although discussions about youth 

emerged as a minor theme in similar commissions7 on culture and identity, a concern 

over the ability to inculcate young Canadians with citizenship values and national identity 

was one of the dominant discourses of the Spicer Report. According to the report co-

released with the Canadian Teachers' Federation, youth were far more optimistic about 

the country's future than adults: "[Students] believe that Canada is a good place to live, 

safe, beautiful and peaceful" (Citizens' Forum on Canada's Future 1991b: 3). 

Nonetheless, despite this positive trend, the forum identified a growing ignorance on the 

part of youth with respect to their knowledge about their country and, in particular, its 

history. If left unchecked, future generations would not have the same cultural literacy 

needed to maintain the type of society that these young people so deeply cherished. In 

addition, it emphasized the need for immigrant youth to take specially designed heritage 

courses to learn Canadian history in order properly to "transition to their new land's 

culture and society" (Citizens' Forum on Canada's Future 1991a: 129). However, unlike 

the usual concerns over Canadian identity, concerns which are often tied to fears of 

Americanization, this report did not lay the blame on cultural imperialism. Instead, it was 

due to a lack of leadership by the federal government. 

7 See Book II of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1970) and the 
chapters on voluntary societies and the universities in the Royal Commission on National 
Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences (1951). 
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One argument that the commission was particularly adamant over was the claim 

that Ottawa forgot that governing also entailed the production and circulation of symbols. 

Whether or not Canada was really undergoing a deep social, political and economic crisis 

was secondary to the report's view that the perception of this needed to be countered. 

The representation of the nation could not be ignored and one key site to engage this 

image was through history education. However, the forum was well aware of the 

inherent challenges of a national curriculum considering how carefully the provinces 

guarded their constitutional authority over education. With this in mind, it suggested a 

new innovative approach whereby "the federal government should work with the private 

sector, the educational sector and the voluntary sector" (Citizens' Forum on Canada's 

Future 1991a: 130). How exactly this association would operate was not explained. 

Nonetheless, what seemed clear was that the traditional approach to cultural intervention 

with the creation of state funded agencies, which marked the Massey and Aird 

Commissions, and a postmodernist discourse emphasizing diversity were no longer 

viable approaches and narratives for inculcating citizenship. 

THE CRISIS OF REPRESENTING HISTORY 

The release of the Spicer Report was the first in a series of events during the 

1990s that raised the profile of history education as an important policy issue. It 

expressed a growing concern over the relationship between the lack of historical 

knowledge held by young Canadians and the future viability of the nation. The report 

was careful in how it framed this issue. Although it was evident that there was a problem 

with a regionalized approach having each province teach a different account of the past, 
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this early discussion was vague on questions of what content and methods should 

comprise a more robust, national curriculum. As Ken Osborne (2000) notes in his survey 

of past efforts to create a common national history curriculum, the process usually falls 

apart at the point of negotiation over what events, people and places should be taught and 

what should be left out. Likewise, it can be argued that consensus over the urgency of 

history also tends to diverge when the question of how to teach the past gets brought up 

at the negotiation table. From this perspective, the issue at stake was not whether 

historical knowledge was necessary to impart onto youth. All parties agreed that history 

was a necessary component in citizenship education. Instead, the problem surrounded 

conflicts over the type of identities and values that should guide the educational content. 

Is citizenship rooted in the nation or the province? Is citizenship about loyalty and 

continuing the traditions of the past or is it about active, critical-thinking agents who are 

willing to challenge the status quo? These questions marked a crisis over the discourse of 

the relationship between history and citizenship. 

At the core of this crisis lay two distinct ways of thinking about the social world 

with modernism on the one side and postmodernism on the other. In his book The 

Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge (1984), which was commissioned by 

Quebec's Conseil des Universites, Lyotard identified a clash between knowledge 

produced under a postmodern frame versus a modernist one. This conflict was observed 

in two areas: content and method. On one hand, the postmodernist era challenged the 

metanarratives of modernist thinking. It accomplished this by delegitimizing the 

credibility of an overarching, unifying grand narrative through the proliferation of petit 

recits (little narratives). Whereas a metanarrative claims universal authority with a 
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dominant idea forming the basis for a unified society, little narratives mark the 

contextualized and subjective nature of knowledge in a diverse and fragmented society. 

On the other, postmodernism offered a methodological critique of modernism's 

performative approach to science through what Lyotard labeled "paralogy". Whereas 

performativity refers to a view of knowledge as producing material results that make life 

more efficient and serves to buttress a society's underlying metanarrative, paralogy is not 

interested in efficiencies but in the anomalies and paradoxes of the social and physical 

world. In other words, it is not about finding ways to make knowledge fit into a single 

truth or worldview; rather, referring to fruitful, non-traditional modes of inquiry such as 

chaos theory and fractal mathematics, Lyotard (1984) states that the pursuit of knowledge 

under the postmodern condition is about locating the cracks or discontinuities in accepted 

truths and metanarratives (73). The crisis in representing Canada's past was thus both a 

problem of the content of what should make up history and the method of how it should 

be taught. 

During the 1990s, university departments and academic journals served as 

battlegrounds for this crisis: Should history be depicted and taught under the auspices of 

modernism or postmodernism? The first salvo came in the form of a speech and 

subsequent journal publication with Michael Bliss' 1991 Creighton Centennial Lecture 

entitled "Privatizing the Mind: The Sundering of Canadian History, the Sundering of 

Canada." This lecture summed up an opinion held by many prominent historians 

including Jack Granatstein, David Bercuson and Robert Bothwell. In the context of the 

constitutional wrangling and national soul-searching of the early 1990s, these historians 

connected the growing sentiment of the disintegration of Canada with the fragmentation 
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of history as a discipline (141). Bliss (1991) argued that the reason for these crises was 

that historians have neglected their roles as national storytellers by selfishly taking up 

narrow topics that marked the field of social history: 

[T]here has been a massive shift in historians' substantive interests, away 
from political and constitutional history and towards the exploration of the 
experiences of people in relationships flowing from such non-national 
connections as region, ethnicity, class, family, and gender. The situations 
of interest to historians now tend often towards the private and personal— 
states of mind, standards of living, conditions of health, family values, 
local hierarchies. This is so true it's become a cliche: political history has 
been out, social and personal history have been in (6). 

For Bliss, the metanarrative of Canada's nation building project that comprised the 

writing of great historians, such as Innis, Creighton and Underhill, was undermined by a 

focus on many little narratives. From this perspective, the public memory crisis was a 

result of a fragmented and specialized approach that made historical writing unreadable 

for the average citizen and irrelevant to public discourse. 

Jack Granatstein's Who Killed Canadian History? (1998), which sold over 20,000 

copies in its first printing, moved this debate out of the pages of scholarly journals and 

onto the editorial sections and even front pages of newspapers. Although the substance 

of this book was a more detailed account of Bliss' lecture, its popularity was due to its 

straightforward writing style and its obvious connections to newsworthy issues regarding 

the military, Americanization, multiculturalism, national unity and the perverse 

influences of the media. He associated various contemporary problems with the 

dominance of a social, progressive history approach that failed to offer Canadians a 

pantheon of heroes and a unified metanarrative. This resulted in a series of polls that 

showed the poor state of historical and cultural literacy in Canada, especially amongst 



88 

youth. In a manner that would bother those on the other side of the debate, Granatstein 

uncompromisingly positioned the promotion of political and military history as the only 

solution for the knowledge deficit, even though it was not just this type of history that 

young Canadians did not know. Arguing against Granatstein would then be viewed as 

support for ignorance: 

History is no panacea for our national ailments. But a nation cannot forget 
its past, obliterate it, subdivide it into micro-histories, alter it and bury it. 
Too often in the past half-century, Canadians seem to have done just that, 
and it is time to restore the past to its proper place in our national cultural 
consciousness, in our schools and universities, and in our public discourse 
(148; emphasis added). 

As Brian McKillop (1999) notes in one of the most cogent critiques of the book, 

the problem was neither the lament for a lack of public memory, which all historians 

would agree with, nor the notion that citizens need a set of symbols to cultivate national 

pride, which only a cynic would denigrate. Instead, the problem was Granatstein's 

simplistic view of the historian that equated citizenship with being a mouthpiece for the 

state and the historical method that was so dismissive of the new techniques and modes 

of inquiry stemming from social history and postmodernism. McKillop was on the side 

of those historians—including Robert Wright (2000), Bryan Palmer (1999), Desmond 

Morton (1998), Ken Osborne (2000) and Timothy Stanley (2000)—who believed that 

greater complexity and nuance were necessary for a changing society. Nonetheless, 

while he may have won over many readers of the Canadian Historical Review, it was 

Granatstein's line of reasoning that resonated with elites and politicians. Not only would 

Charles Bronfman and Red Wilson cite his book as a reason why they funded Historica, 

but his message was also heeded by politicians such as Sheila Copps and Jean Chretien 
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who soon asked Granatstein to serve as CEO of the Canadian War Museum. However, 

one group that was not as receptive was Canada's education community. 

Granatstein was unequivocal in his assessment of who was to blame for the poor 

state of public memory: (1) federal politicians who did not have the gall to take on the 

provinces' grip on education; (2) liberal-minded government bureaucrats who favoured 

multiculturalism over the formation of a shared national identity; (3) popular culture for 

Americanizing youth; (4) publicly funded cultural agencies that preferred to denigrate 

instead of honouring national heroes with texts such as The Valour and the Horror,; (5) 

social historians who made the field of history irrelevant; (6) educators, education 

policymakers and education scholars for placing trendy theories over the need to teach a 

common set of facts. It is this last group, who escaped previous indictments, that faced 

the brunt of his criticism. As suggested in McKillop's conclusion, Granatstein had a 

performative view of the pursuit of knowledge—one that emphasized a method that was 

tied to understanding and corroborating the past according to a larger nation building 

narrative. Similar to E.D. Hirsch's (1987) concept of cultural literacy8, Granatstein 

wanted every student to graduate with an awareness of the people, places and events that 

contributed to the making of Canada. Unfortunately, this modernist view had been 

abandoned by the policy that guided the teaching of history within the school system. 

In the mid 1990s, two major policy documents were released that marked the 

ascension of a paralogical approach: Ontario's Royal Commission on Learning's For the 

Love of Learning (1995) led by NDP campaign coordinator Gerald Caplan and Quebec's 

O 

A cultural literate person has "the basic information needed to thrive in the modern 
world" (Hirsch 1987: xiii). The effectiveness of Hirsch's rhetorical strategy was tied to 
the way in which cultural literacy was said to be the only way for disadvantaged children 
could escape impoverishment and become successful adults. 
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Ministry of Education's Learning from the Past: Report of the Task Force on the 

Teaching of History (1996) led by historian Jacques Lacoursiere. Both of these reports 

reflected the prevalent thinking of education scholars and policymakers that was 

grounded in Howard Gardner's cognitive theory.9 Along the lines of Lyotard's 

assessment of postmodern modes of inquiry, at the root of this pedagogy was a belief that 

economic and political life in the 21st century demanded a different skill set than that of 

the 20th century. To face the inevitable uncertainty and anxiety of a contemporary world 

in a constant state of flux, Gardener's research recommended that students must be 

equipped with critical-thinking skills and "multiple intelligences." With this in mind, 

education scholars and policymakers began to conceive of a learning style that would 

include self-directed study, collaborative research, content geared towards a pluralistic 

population and an emphasis on active thinking so that students could question the world 

around them instead of accepting the status quo. 

Despite these recommendations both policy reports faced much public scrutiny, 

especially in the media and by politicians. In Ontario, those on the political right attacked 

the NDP commissioned report. The Coalition for Education Reform criticized the report 

for not providing any ways to measure students' achievement in core curriculum subjects 

(O'Sullivan 1999: 319). This concern was picked up in a provincial election campaign as 

9 Gardner is a cognitive psychologist at Harvard's Graduate School of Education. His 
book Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple Intelligences (1983) had a significant 
impact on education scholarship and the development of curriculum across North 
America. He challenged the empirical IQ tests that guided education for much of the 
century by showing that they did not accurately assess the wide range of cognitive 
abilities necessary for education and social development. 
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Conservative leader Mike Harris positioned standardized testing on his platform.10 In 

Quebec, intellectual leaders of the sovereignty movement questioned the way in which 

cultural pluralism relegated "francophones to a secondary role in [Quebec's] own history 

and [Quebec's] own society" (Letoumeau 2004: 7). The problem with these reports was 

that they failed to communicate (a) the usefulness of a constructivist approach, (b) a 

prescriptive solution to some of the problems they identified and (c) a grading system 

that parents could easily understand. It was in this reactionary climate with political and 

media scrutiny over progressive, postmodernist approaches to education that 

contextualized Granatstein's critique. 

Drawing on the argumentative style developed in his co-authored work The Great 

Brain Robbery: Canada's Universities on the Road to Ruin (1984), Granatstein claimed 

that provincial ministries and regional boards of education have not simply neglected but, 

in fact, swindled a generation of students of their right to know Canadian history in 

favour of what he considered "holus-bolus" theories emanating from the ivory tower. It 

is here that his argument most clearly reflects Hirsch's rhetorical strategy of laying the 

blame not on teachers themselves, but on the faulty pedagogies of their leaders within 

faculties and boards of education. Similar to Hirsch, Granatstein implied that 

policymakers and scholars within these departments were using classrooms as 

laboratories to test unproven and irrelevant theories as part of a leftist political agenda of 

social engineering: 

The progressive theories of education they espouse are child-centred rather 
than knowledge-based. The aim is to teach problem solving and critical 
thinking, not content. Facts are unimportant and can always be looked up 

10 See R.D. Gidney's From Hope to Harris: The Reshaping of Ontario's Schools (1999) 
for a detailed study of the emergence and effect of Mike Harris' education policy. 
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on the Internet... The result is a generation of students who are totally 
ignorant of anything not beamed into their brains via TV, movies, comic 
books, and the Internet (Granatstein 1998: 14). 

For Granatstein, the shift towards this paralogical approach was not viewed as a 

way to teach youth how to respond to a new social order; rather, it was considered in lieu 

of a larger political agenda that was the cause of much of this disorder and uncertainty by 

hiding Canada's British, European and Judeo-Christian roots. Under this postmodern, 

progressive framework, it was not surprising that history was relegated to being a minor 

and non-compulsory feature of social sciences. The problem was clearly defined: of 

course young Canadians do not know history, our schools are intentionally "teaching 

ignorance." If Canada wanted to avoid political fragmentation and social instability, it 

must return to a modernist pedagogy based around the objective of instilling a common 

cultural capital. Nonetheless, education officials could not be trusted as their methods 

were out of touch with social problems and tied to airy intellectual meandering. Despite 

the animosity with which some education specialists responded, it was undeniable that 

the book challenged their legitimacy in the face of not only the public but also teachers. 

THE CRISIS OF REPRESENTING THE MILITARY 

Just as the flowering of the postmodernist view of citizenship with the Canada 

125 celebration had come in the midst of a crisis over cultural pluralism, so too was the 

ascendance of the peacekeeping representation contextualized by great challenges facing 

the Canadian Forces and its contributions to UN missions. The first event came in 

October of 1992 when Major-General Lewis Mackenzie was forced to resign his 

command of the peacekeeping operation in Sarajevo. He was reprimanded for making 
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the UN uncomfortable after he publicly criticized both the Bosnian Muslims and the 

Serbs for orchestrating acts to discredit and embarrass the other side. The second event 

came in the summer of 1993 when a video was leaked to the media showing the 

gruesome hazing rituals of the Canadian Airborne Regiment. The most horrific of these 

scenes was the image of a black soldier being paraded with a leash around his neck and 

the words "I Love KKK" written on his body. Third, from 1993 to 1996, a UN 

peacekeeping force, led by Canadian Major-General Romeo Dallaire, witnessed but could 

not stop the acts of genocide during Rwanda's civil war. Dallaire's international force 

was even rendered powerless after 10 Belgian peacekeepers were murdered. Fourth, in 

1994, Canadian peacekeepers responsible for protecting a Bosnian mental health hospital 

were accused of abusing patients. There were also reports that Canadian peacekeepers 

were engaging in sexual relations with Bosnian nurses and interpreters. However, the 

most significant incident, as David Bercuson (1996) aptly labelled it, came out of 

Canada's participation in the UN mission to Somalia from 1993 to 1994. 

In November of 1994 after a publication ban was lifted and photos of the beating 

of Shidane Arone were released, the Canadian public was presented with shocking 

reports of the murder of Somali civilians and a prisoner at the hands of members of the 

Airborne Regiment. This news sparked a public investigation led by Federal Court Judge 

Gilles Letourneau. Commonly referred to as the "Somalia Inquiry," this televised 

hearing and its subsequent report would lead to serious legal and political actions such as 

the resignations of Defence Minister David Collenette and Chief of the Defence Staff 

General Jean de Chastelain before the government prematurely shut it down as a federal 
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election was on the horizon.11 However, a less discussed outcome of the inquiry is that it 

also led to a symbolic crisis over the image of the Canadian Forces as a peacekeeper. 

This cultural challenge converged with discourses emerging from the other military 

controversies of the time. The Somalia Inquiry crystallized what appeared to be a 

discrepancy between the mythology surrounding the Canadian Forces and its reality. 

According to the commission's report, "[j]ust as the Somalia mission has caused an 

examination of the relationship between military and civil authority, so too has it afforded 

a review of the relationship between the military and Canadian society at large" 

(Commission of Inquiry into the Deployment of Canadian Forces to Somalia 1997: ES-

45). The review emphasized a growing belief held by those close to the military that an 

institution trained to fight wars is not necessarily suited to aid in non-violent conflict 

resolution. 

The central question focused on identity: Were Canadian soldiers humanitarians 

or warriors? In her interviews with soldiers, the anthropologist Donna Winslow (1995) 

found a contradiction between the missions of securing the region through aggressive 

tactics and the strategy of winning the "hearts and minds" of Somalis by providing aid 

and welfare: 

Empathy and aggression are inversely proportionate according to some 
studies. Combat soldiers are usually encouraged to hate "the enemy." This 
is a technique used to motivate them in combat. Empathy for the enemy is 
actively discouraged (251). 

11 See Peter Desbarats' Somalia Cover Up: A Commissioner's Journal (1997) for a 
detailed analysis written by one of the commissioners of some of the political motivations 
behind this decision. 
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A review of newspaper headlines of the articles about the Somalia Affair emphasizes this 

binary.12 For some academics, politicians and editorialists, the military needed to be 

recast as an organization exclusively designed for peacekeeping and nation building with 

its institutional culture reflecting this identity through better education, hiring practices 

and leadership.13 From this perspective, the decision to disband the Airborne Regiment 

in 1995 can be considered as a symbolic gesture to cleanse the military of its violent, 

warrior culture. However, for others, the problem was with peacekeeping as it was 

practiced through UN strategy. According to Major General Mackenzie, "[peacekeeping 

became an end unto itself and then we started to lose the warrior ethic. Soldiers became 

hesitant, asking themselves 'Do I fire? Don't I fire?"' (DePalma, Anthony, The New York 

Times, April 13, 1997). Mackenzie expressed a sentiment, which was evident in the 

submissions by military experts and foreign affairs strategists, that peacekeeping was not 

appropriate for the post-Cold War strategic environment. This new geopolitical climate 

was marked by ethnic conflicts, more aggressive warfare and increased terrorism. 

Therefore, the problem was not with the soldiers, but with the mission. 

By no means did the Somalia Inquiry settle the question of whether the Canadian 

Forces should be peacekeepers, warriors or both. However, it provided the urgency for 

politicians, the media, the public and the military to carefully consider what type of force 

should defend Canada's interests. As the inquiry stressed, "soldiers serve as a symbol of 

the national character" (Commission of Inquiry into the Deployment of Canadian Forces 

12 See Goddu, Jen, The Hamilton Spectator, August 12,1997, B3; Simone, Ross, The 
Kitchener Record, February 28, 1995, Dl. 
13 See Janice Gross Stein's Canada 21 Council and its influence on the 1994 White Paper 
on Defence that emphasized the importance of nation building, non-violent conflict 
resolution, foreign aid and other peaceful approaches to military and foreign policy 
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to Somalia 1997: ES-46). It concluded that the military let the country down when it 

failed to live up to its own values. Although the inquiry blamed this failure on a lack of 

professionalism throughout the ranks14, it was also due to a problem of political 

leadership and public communication. On one hand, politicians needed to provide a clear 

role for the Canadian Forces and pursue the appropriate measures to ensure that the 

military could accomplish this new mandate. On the other, considering that the inquiry 

was concerned with the cover up and the attempt to conceal documents by DND, the 

military needed to accept a more open relationship with the media and the public. 

However, there was an additional concern held by military supporters such as David 

Bercuson and military personnel such as Lewis Mackenzie. They believed that Canadian 

society was also to blame. As society changed in the era of the so-called "peace 

dividend" and as a result of the progressivist Trudeauian ideology that dominated the 

public's perception of foreign policy, the military was left behind without sufficient 

financial and public support. Exemplifying this trend was the newly elected Liberal 

government's decision in 1993 to cancel Prime Minster Mulroney's $5-billion purchase 

of EH-101 helicopters to replace the aging Sea King fleet. Although he would later 

receive much criticism for the expense the government was forced to pay as a result of 

this decision, at the time Chretien received great public support for questioning the need 

to purchase a "Cadillac" when the rest of the world was demilitarizing with the fall of 

Soviet Union.15 

14 This led to a number of subsequent commissions and reforms such as the Special 
Commission on the Restructuring of the Canadian Forces Reserves and a curriculum and 
governance review of the Royal Military College as well as general officer training. 
5 Interestingly, in 2006, military officers who reviewed the recommendation to purchase 

the Joint Strike Fighter to replace the aging CF-18 fleet were careful to note that these 
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This historical context and the immense popularity of the image of Canada as a 

peacemaker, which was celebrated with cultural symbols such as the Mountie and 

political figures such as Trudeau, made it difficult for the public to consider the fact that 

the purpose of a military is to fight wars. According to military supporters such as 

historian David Bercuson (1996), "unless Canadians begin to face this fact, they had 

better get used to the sort of thing they have been seeing from the military since the 

news of the Somalia murder first broke" (242; emphasis added). Bercuson realized 

that the crisis of representation over the Canadian Forces was not just due to a problem 

with the military, politicians and the media, but also the public. Just as the Canadian 

Forces needed to undergo a series of reforms, so too must the Canadian public also 

change the way that it views the military. Specifically, the public should no longer limit 

its view of the military as a peacekeeper. The public must also acknowledge this 

institution as a warrior. With this in mind, there is an interesting paradox that comes out 

of the debate over the controversial Somalia mission. Although it was agreed that the 

first step should be to reform the military and cleanse any excessive violent behaviour in 

the Reserves, officer corps and military colleges, the long-term strategy included the 

launch of a more active public communication campaign to position the use of deadly 

force and the need to acquire more aggressive weaponry as legitimate components for 

governmental policy. 

planes "should not be considered the 'Cadillac' solution for Canada" (qtd. in Pugliese, 
David, The Ottawa Citizen, June 21,2010, A1). 



98 

THE 1995 QUEBEC REFERENDUM 

During the fall of 1995, Canadian federalism came within approximately 54,000 

votes of disintegration. This marginal victory by the "Non" campaign in Quebec's 

second referendum on sovereignty has been thoroughly studied by scholars interested in 

political issues related to media coverage, constitutional law, economic effects and voting 

practices. Just as Michael Ornstein and H. Michael Stevenson (1981) noted about the 

previous 1980 referendum, the 1995 vote would set the Canadian political agenda for the 

remainder of the decade and well into the next with the news of the sponsorship scandal. 

From another angle, this event would also influence the national cultural agenda. As 

Lyle Dick (2009) argues, this traumatic national experience led to the loosening of the 

federal purse strings to fund cultural projects "to promote nationalistic or 'pan-Canadian' 

concerns" (9). However, while Dick is referring to its influence on the federal 

government, the referendum also marked a critical juncture for Canada's corporate 

community and nationally minded associations to reconsider their place in the cultural 

landscape. From this perspective, the unity crisis provided the impetus for these groups 

to engage in the construction of citizenship and not simply leave this task up to the 

federal government and state-funded cultural institutions. 

There was a sense during the referendum campaign that federal leaders were not 

capable of offering a clear message of why Quebec should remain within the federal 

system. As Robert Young (2006) notes, Prime Minister Jean Chretien took much of the 

blame for the near defeat. Chretien was attacked on all fronts by both the media and 

political opponents. Opposition leader Preston Manning castigated him for not taking a 

tougher stand against the province. Even figures within his own party questioned why he 
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was not trying to appease the demands for a distinct society. What seemed clear to all 

was that Chretien waited too long to get involved. It was only after the release of a poll 

predicting a No defeat released16 with just over a week left that he was forced to take a 

more prominent and compromising position. 

Although opinion differs on what ultimately turned the tide for the No side in the 

late stages of the campaign, it has become common to point to the large unity rally held at 

Place du Canada on October 27th (Conway 2006).17 The crowd of a reported 150,00018 

from all across the country was described by the news media as an uncharacteristic 

emotional display of Canadian nationalism. Taking the credit for this symbolic gesture 

were not federal politicians, but the many private citizens who took the time and expense 

to travel to Montreal, the voluntary groups and local associations that helped organize the 

logistics and, most importantly, Canada's corporate community. These groups secured 

travel incentives and funding for this public outpouring of national pride. 

In contrast to this perceived failure of federal politicians was a narrative regarding 

the essential role that corporate leaders and voluntary associations played in keeping the 

country together. The referendum campaign witnessed the creation of two organizations, 

Le Conseil du patronat du Quebec and the Quebec Business Council for Canada, by 

corporate leaders to support the long-standing efforts of the Council for Canadian Unity 

(CCU) that was started in the mid 1960s by Montreal lawyer T.R Anthony Malcom and 

mining tycoon Bruce Kippen to counter the nascent separatist movement. In 1995, the 

16 News of this poll led to the Canadian dollar falling almost a full cent to just under 73 
cents, which was the steepest single-day loss in three years, while stock prices suffered 
their biggest loss in six years (Beauchesne, The Ottawa Citizen, October 26, 1995, D7). 
17 This site was formerly known as Dominion Square. 
18 French media reported a much smaller number of 30,000. 
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CCU, which was then headed by Peter White19, played an important role funding polls 

including those that focused on the connections between separatism and problems with 

the economy. However, it was the Quebec Business Council, headed by Laurent 

Beaudoin of Bombardier, Raymond Cyr of Bell Canada and former UN ambassador Yves 

Fortier, who first proposed the idea of a unity rally (Johnston, The Montreal Gazette, 

October 26,1995, Al). With the support of Liberal Party riding associations and key 

figures such as Newfoundland MP Brian Tobin, it was able to lobby the country's 

transportation industry to provide cheap "Canadian Unity Fares" for thousands of 

expected participants.20 These fares and additional support from businesses allowed 

student associations, unions and community groups to quickly organize the massive wave 

of passengers. The necessity for this involvement by the corporate sector was not due to 

the unwillingness of the Liberal government; rather, federal politicians were weary of 

overstepping jurisdictional boundaries and even legal implications from violating 

Quebec's referendum laws. In fact, the Liberal Party's director of communication, 

Aurele Gervais, who reserved buses to transport people from Ottawa, was among nine 

other individuals and companies charged with violating election spending restrictions. 

Nonetheless, this inability of the state served as a wakeup call for many corporate leaders 

who were starting to connect neoliberal economic policies to a growing political 

19 The Chair of Hollinger Inc.. White has a deep involvement in the country's political 
and corporate communities: special assistant to Quebec Premier Daniel Johnson, a 
member of Mulroney's transition team, founding chair of the Public Policy Forum and 
VP of the Revelston Corp., Chair of UniMedia and VP of Argus Corp. as well as a 
director of the Fraser Institute. 
20 1) Canadian Airlines offered round-trip flights under 800 km for $99 and those over 
that limit for $199; 2) VIA Rail offered return train passage to Montreal at 60% discount; 
3) Greyhound Lines in Toronto and Voyageur in Ottawa increased the number of buses 
departing to Montreal. 


