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Abstract 
 
The Canadianization movement emerged in the late 1960s and early 1970s from Canadian 
universities and has been treated as a brief moment in the historiography of Canada’s 1960s, post-
secondary education in Canada and broader Americanization of Canadian society. The historical 
figureheads of the movement, Robin Mathews and James Steele, advocated for the hiring of 
Canadian faculty and increased Canadian content in universities across Canada. When a broader 
lens is used to view the Canadianization movement, it becomes apparent that the movement was 
the beginning of efforts to develop Canadian Studies as an interdisciplinary project in Canadian 
universities. Canadianizing efforts examined course content, curricula and personnel (including 
faculty, graduate students, and administrators) in order to foster a unique Canadian identity through 
the promotion of Canadian education. These studies were the origins of a number of Canadian 
university hiring policies and practices in place today. The Canadianization movement needs to be 
considered a broader movement–both chronologically and outside the involvement of Mathews 
and Steele–because, when it is expanded to encompass other organizations and reports that 
supported explicit Canadianization goals, such as the Canadian Association of University Teachers 
(CAUT), the Committee for an Independent Canada, the Symons’s Report, and David Cameron’s 
Taking Stock, the movement’s importance to Canadian education and Canadian identity becomes 
readily apparent. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction  

 
“Canada has asserted its nationalism by looking for it”1 – Alf Chaiton and Neil McDonald 

 

The Canadianization movement which began in earnest in the late 1960s at the peak of the 

new nationalist movement that was sweeping English-Canada, marks the beginning of efforts to 

foster Canadian Studies programs and challenge the influx of American academics to Canadian 

universities. Accordingly, the movement productively serves as a case study through which 

historians can better understand how Canadian academics and their institutions created and 

reinforced broader notions of Canadian identity. Jeffrey Cormier, a sociologist who has studied 

the Canadianization movement, describes it as an attempt “to resist the growing strength of foreign, 

often American influences on Canadian culture and at the same time a movement to encourage, 

nurture, support and foster, an indigenous Canadian culture.”2 More broadly, the term 

Canadianization can apply to both people and places, “to Canadianize something meant to 

transform it by making it more Canadian….[W]hen applied to places such as a university, it meant 

ensuring that a majority of Canadians were working there and producing scholarship that was 

defined as Canadian.”3 In their examination of higher education in Canada, historians Paul Stortz 

and E. Lisa Panayotidis claim, “Professors offer a window through which the history of higher 

education in Canada can be intimately studied.”4 Through an examination of the Canadianization 

                                                
1 Alf Chaiton and Neil McDonald, Canadian Schools and Canadian Identity, (Toronto: Gage Educational Pub., 
1977), 2.  
2 Jeffrey Cormier, The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, 2nd ed. (Buffalo; Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 2014), 8.  
3 Ibid.   
4 Paul Storz and E. Lisa Panayotidis, “‘Have you Ever Looked into a Professor’s Soul?’ Historical Constructions of 
the Professoriate in Canada,” in Historical Identities: The Professoriate in Canada, edited by E. Lisa Panayotidis 
and Paul James Stortz, (Toronto, Ontario: University of Toronto Press 2006), 7.  
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movement that emerged within Canadian universities in the late 1960s and early 1970s I will 

illustrate how Canadian identity and Canadian studies were shaped, particularly in respect to the 

concern about the increasing number of foreign professors teaching in Canada, and the lack of 

Canadian studies courses and Canadian content in university curricula.  

I begin by placing the Canadianization movement in the larger social-cultural context of 

the late 1960s and early 1970s. The 1960s in Canada are the subject of an emerging body of 

literature that includes, most notably, work by historians such as Bryan Palmer, Stuart Henderson, 

Lara Campbell, Ian Milligan and Sean Mills.5 Yet the Canadianization movement is often 

overlooked, or only briefly acknowledged, and treated as an afterthought to other movements and 

social changes that are accorded more prominent status in the historiography. The 1960s are 

primarily remembered in Canada for the emergence of the New Left, second-wave feminism, the 

legalization of homosexuality, large-scale student protests, the birth of environmentalism, the 

Quiet Revolution, separatism in Quebec, the New Democratic Party’s Waffle Movement, and 

increased fears about American dominance of the Canadian economy. Lara Campbell and 

Dominique Clément’s Debating Dissent: Canada and the Sixties describes the 1960s as “the 

fulcrum for transformations in politics, social life, culture, and the economy; but these 

transformations often originated in an earlier period and, in almost every case, continued into the 

1970s.”6 This model can easily be applied to the Canadianization movement. Following the Second 

World War, and with exponential intensity in the 1960s when baby boomers came of age, Canadian 

universities expanded rapidly to accommodate increasing student enrollment by hiring large 

                                                
5 See Bryan D. Palmer’s Canada’s 1960s: The Ironies of Identity in a Rebellious Era, Stuart Henderson’s Making 
the Scene: Yorkville and Hip Toronto in the 1960s, Lara Campbell’s and Dominique Clément’s Debating Dissent: 
Canada and the Sixties, Ian Milligan’s Rebel Youth: 1960s Labour Unrest, Young Workers, and New Leftists in 
English Canada, Sean Mills’ The Empire Within: Postcolonial Thought and Political Activism in Sixties Montreal. 
6 Lara Campbell and Dominique Clément, “Introduction: Time, Age, Myth: Towards a History of the Sixties,” in 
Debating Dissent: Canada and the Sixties, edited by Lara Campbell, Dominique Clément, and Gregory S. Kealy, 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2012), 15.  
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numbers of foreign faculty.7 This trend continued into the late 1960s before new nationalists 

expressed concern about the Americanization of the Canadian university due to the number of 

foreign, often American, professors teaching and researching in Canada.  

The 1960s in Canada were also marked by concern about the production and ability to 

maintain a unique Canadian identity in a period of increasing continentalism and globalization. 

Ryan Edwardson, a historian of Canada’s 1960s, describes the phenomenon of the new nationalism 

of the era as “not only nation-building but nation-reclaiming;” noting that, “turning inwards 

offered a means of consolidating nationhood in a time of American imperialism.”8 A number of 

the social movements in the 1960s, including the new nationalist movement developed during what 

Edwardson has called “a period of destabilization and overwhelming presence of Americanization 

across a variety of Canadian institutions.”9 From 1960 to 1973 fifteen major provincial 

commissions were established to study the state of Canadian education. These often resulted in 

recommendations calling for sweeping and costly changes.10 The new nationalist leaders of the 

Canadianization movement were concerned about the quality of Canadian education and echoed 

concerns about Americanization being expressed across the country.  

To illustrate the rapid expansion of Canadian universities consider that in the 1954-1955 

academic year, there were 68,000 university students registered in Canadian post-secondary 

                                                
7 Over a 14-year period from 1954 to 1968 there was a 135% increase in student enrolment at universities in Canada. 
When comparing the 1960s and the 1970s the annual number of faculty hired at universities across Canada increased 
by an overall 68%. Grantatstein, Yankee Go Home?:Canadians and Anti-Americanism, (Toronto: HarperCollins, 
1996),197; Ryan Edwardson, Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood, (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press ,2008), 169. 
8 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 16.  
9 Ibid., 137.  
10 J. Donald Wilson, “From the Swinging Sixties to the Sobering Seventies,” in Precepts, Policy and Process: 
Perspectives on Contemporary Canadian Education, edited by Donald Wilson and Hugh A. Stevenson, (London, 
Ontario: Alexander, Blake Associates, 1977), 21.  
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institutions.11 In 1967-1968 there were 261,000 students,12 indicating a 400% increase in student 

enrolment over fourteen years. In order to support this rapid increase in student enrolment, new 

universities opened and established universities expanded their campuses. At the same time, they 

increased faculty complements in existing departments, new programs were created and course 

offerings expanded. This hiring of new faculty occurred at a rapid rate to match the increase in 

student enrolment. According to Edwardson the number of full-time faculty teaching in Canadian 

universities increased from 7,760 in the 1960s to 24,612 in the 1970s, an increase of over 16,000 

full-time faculty members over a ten-year period.13 Canada drew on resources from the larger pools 

of professors and graduate students from the United States in order to meet the demand. This led 

to the adaptation of U.S. course materials, curricula and administrators into the Canadian system. 

In a related development Canadian cultural nationalists in the 1960s and 1970s were also 

concerned about increasing numbers of non-Canadians working in Canadian cultural institutions 

such as art galleries, and museums.14 Many Canadians saw universities in particular as important 

institutions of national definition, and feared this growing Americanization of the Canadian 

academy was a key component to the broader process of Americanization of Canada. This fear 

that Canada was doomed to be a branch plant in the U.S. intellectual industry featured chiefly in 

discourse about Canadian nationalism in the mid-twentieth century.  

 

Robin Mathews and James Steele  

                                                
11 Granatstein, Yankee Go Home?, 197.  
12 Ibid. 
13 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 169. We can assume that part-time positions were also rapidly expanding; 
however, the exact statistics and rate of increase have not been calculated.  
14 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 7.  
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The Canadianization movement has been so named because the concerns expressed by 

nationalists were posed as reflecting pan-Canadian concerns regardless of whether the evidence or 

concern was exclusively expressed about local issues. The origin of the Canadianization movement 

is largely associated with Robin Mathews who in 1968 was an English Professor at Carleton 

University, and his colleague James Steele.15 In the late 1960s Mathews began voicing concerns 

about what he referred to as the de-Canadianization of Canadian universities. The movement’s 

outbreak in Ontario was not accidental. It reflected that the majority of Canada’s universities from 

the 1960s to the 1970s were located in Ontario.16 Mathews attributes the national span of the 

Canadianization movement to the proximity of Carleton University to the Parliament of Canada 

and the U.S.A. Embassy in Ottawa.17 While the geographic location of the Canadianization 

movement certainly played a role in the pan-national approach of the movement, the widespread 

concern about issues of Americanization across cultural institutions in Canada most likely 

contributed to the nationalist nature of Canadianization as it related to post-secondary education 

in Canada.  

The Canadianization movement is a point of controversy in the continuing discussions 

about an individual’s positionality and ability to study and teach subject matter that is outside their 

first-hand cultural or lived experience. In Canada there is a lingering perception that Canadian 

universities are inferior to foreign institutions, particularly to American and British universities. 

                                                
15 Robin Mathews completed his undergraduate degree at the University of British Columbia and an MA at Ohio 
State University. James Steele was born in London, Ontario and completed his BA and MA at the University of 
Toronto. Both were considered radical academics prior to the Canadianization movement, Steele for his involvement 
with Vietnam War protests and Mathews who resigned his full-time tenure track position at the University of 
Alberta in support of two faculty members who were denied tenure. Both men were full-time professors in Carleton 
University’s English Department when they began advocating for Canadianization. See Cormier, The 
Canadianization Movement, 22.  
16 The geography of Canada played a significant role in terms of which areas experienced higher degrees of de-
Canadianization. Central and Western Canada experienced much more Americanization of faculty than Eastern 
Canada and Quebec, presumably due to their respective historical connections to England and France.  
17 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, (Vancouver: Northland Publications, 2014), 129.  
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Prior to the 1960s it was common practice for Canadian academics to travel to Europe or the United 

States for graduate studies, in part due to the lack of established graduate programs in Canada and 

the belief that high quality higher education could not be achieved domestically. Canadian 

universities were slow to develop graduate programs and were even slower to advertise them as 

being on par with their American and British counterparts.18 In 1971 John Harney explained that 

this Canadian phenomena was present then: “How often have we been enjoined to avoid 

nationalism in favour of internationalism, how rarely have we perceived that this internationalism 

was merely the nationalism of another country, that of the United States of America.”19 The term 

‘colonial-mindedness’ illustrates this perception. According to historian Ramsay Cook it 

“manifests itself in the belief that others can always do things better than we can and therefore that 

we Canadians should either copy the initiatives of others, or let them do our tasks for us.”20 

Mathews and Steele also used the term ‘colonial-minded’ in reference to the opponents of the 

Canadianization movement who did not think Canadian content needed to be a significant part of 

education in Canada.21  

Responses to dissemination of my research on the Canadianization movement make clear 

that this is still a highly fraught topic. The suggestion that any relationship might exist between 

nationality and academic quality and competence is highly controversial. Many, nonetheless, still 

consider the superiority of institutions of higher learning based largely on country of origin. 

Whether this stems from the same issues and attitudes that spawned the Canadianization movement 

                                                
18 This trend is not only a concern of the past, as many brand-conscious Canadian academics still travel abroad for 
higher education even though Canada has a number of highly regarded graduate programs. Terminology such as 
“The Harvard of the North” is still applied to some Canadian universities, reinforcing this Canadian inferiority 
complex. 
19 John Harney, “Canadian Studies and National Consciousness,” in Nationalism and the Universities, edited by 
Eugene Rostow, (Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein Lectures, 1971), 47. 
20 Ramsay Cook, Canada, Quebec, and the Uses of Nationalism, (Toronto: McClelland & Stewart, 1986), 138.  
21 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 4.  
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or from more deeply rooted notions of Canadian inferiority is unclear to me, but I have no doubt 

that the Canadianization movement still sparks strong emotions and opinions for many people.  

Acknowledging that this is a highly controversial subject for which the citizenship data is 

far from conclusive, I argue here that the nationality of faculty affected course offerings throughout 

the 1960s and 1970s at Canadian universities due to the overwhelming foreign composition of 

faculty. Given the realities of the situation today, I do not argue that Canadian citizenship should 

be a requirement for teaching, researching, or that it is a pre-requisite for interest in Canadian 

studies and Canadian subject matter. In the 1960s Canadian Studies was not a well-established 

discipline with only a handful of schools offering Canadian Studies programs or were teaching 

Canadian subject matter in courses across the disciplines.22 I believe that the establishment of a 

national interest in studying Canada and the formation of Canadian Studies as an inter-disciplinary 

project required a critical mass of Canadian and Canadian-trained faculty. Who else would make 

Canada their object of study, if not Canadians? Due to the geographic proximity of Canada to an 

internationally influential nation – a global hegemon at that – and the large number of Americans 

immigrating to Canada at the time,23 Canada struggled to develop Canadian Studies as a discipline 

of research and study, as well as incorporate Canadian studies material into traditional 

disciplines.24  

                                                
22 Some disciplines tended to teach more Canadian material than others for a variety of reasons such as the 
availability of material and the tradition of the discipline. Mathews advocated for English departments to focus more 
on English language literature than British literature. This thesis will focus heavily on the social sciences and the 
humanities because they were seen as the disciplines most likely to incorporate Canadian material and have an effect 
on the development of Canadian identity.  
23 See David Churchill, “Draft Resisters, Left Nationalism, and the Politics of Anti-Imperialism,” Canadian 
Historical Review 93, 2 (2012):227-260 and David Churchill, “American Expatriates and the Building of Alternative 
Social Space in Toronto, 1965-1977,” Urban History Review (Fall 2010), 39 (1): 31-44. 
24 Canadian Studies refers to the interdisciplinary project of establishing programs and recognizes a discipline 
dedicated to studying the Canadian experience. Canadian studies refer to material and content about Canada that can 
be taught in any discipline (such as History, Political Science, Art History, etc.). Both Canadian Studies and 
Canadian studies were important issues for the new nationalist movement of the 1960s and 1970s in Canada.  
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It is significant that Mathews and Steele were not the first, nor the last to recognize the 

importance of Canadian Studies in Canada. I recognize and applaud those scholars who have 

researched and actively incorporated Canadian material into their teaching and personal research 

since the establishment of Canadian universities.25 Mathews and Steele were not the first 

professors to labour against the currents of Americanization. Other academics had warned of the 

effects that foreign influence on a variety of Canadian cultural institutions would have on Canadian 

identity.26 Mathews did not blame individuals for intentionally hindering the development of 

Canadian Studies and Canadian content: “the failure is not simply one of carelessness or 

disorganization. It is to some extent an effect of psychological Americanization.”27 There were 

many other Canadian scholars immersed in the new nationalist project. The individual efforts and 

foreword thinking research agendas of many scholars were relevant to the development of 

Canadian Studies as a discipline. These individuals may not have identified as Canadian 

nationalists or active protectors of Canadian identity but there is much to be said about higher 

education and the reproduction of national identity.28  

 

Canadian Nationalism  

                                                
25 See works by Donald Creighton’s The Empire of the St. Lawrence, (Toronto: Macmillan, 1923) and H.A. Innis’ A 
History of the Canadian Pacific Railway, (Toronto: Macmillan, 1956). It is important to note that there were many 
other educators, at all grade levels and across all disciplines, aside from these well-known Canadian historians who 
sought to teach students about Canadian themes and topics.  
26 See Jonathan Vance, A History of Canadian Culture,” Don Mills, Ontario: Oxford University Press, 2009, Paul 
Litt, “Muses, The Masses, and the Massey Commission,” Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992, and Donald 
Creighton, “Takeover,” Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1978.  
27 James Steele and Robin Mathews, “The Universities: Takeover of the Mind,” in Close the 49th Parallel, etc.: The 
Americanization of Canada, edited by Ian Lumsden (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,1970), 176.  
28 See Carl Berger’s The Writing of Canadian History: Aspects of English-Canadian Historical Writing 1900-1970, 
George Grant’s Lament for a Nation, Walter Gordon’s A Choice for Canada: Independence or Colonial Status, 
Sylvia Bashevkin’s True Patriot Love: The Politics of Canadian Nationalism, and Stephen Azzi’s Walter Gordon 
and the Rise of Canadian Nationalism, among others have demonstrated the importance of national study in Canada. 
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The Canadianization movement drew on conceptualizations of Canadian identity and 

Canadian nationalism in advocating for the necessity of a uniquely Canadian educational 

experience. To provide a working definition, nationalism is a devotion people give to their nation, 

to their national interests and ideals, and to their nation-states.29 Benedict Anderson’s Imagined 

Communities presents the nation as a political community and nationalism as a construction, an 

imagined community that unifies the vast population of a country.  “It is imagined,” according to 

Anderson, “because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-

members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their 

communion.”30 Canadian nationalism in the 1960s and 1970s can be largely explained as a civic 

nationalism, due to the lack of cultural and linguistic homogeny amongst the Canadian population. 

Historian Sylvia Bashevkin has used a model of pan-Canadianism to attempt to define the 

complicated concept of Canadian nationalism. To Bashevkin, the concept of nationalism stems 

from a model of national consciousness that is based on in-group versus out-group loyalties: 

 According to this view, nationalism is grounded in the distinction between 
members of an in-group and their loyalty to a preferably sovereign or self-
determining political union which is representative of that in-group, on the one 
hand, and members of an out-group who hold loyalties to any number of other 
sovereign or dependent units, on the other.31  

 
This model is clearly applicable to the anti-Americanism element that is often a crucial component 

of the Canadian sense of nation. Simply put, to many Canadians they are Canadian because they 

are not Americans. Mathews’ positive brand of nationalism attempted to break this model, in 

                                                
29 George Tomkins, “Canadian Education and the Development of a National Consciousness: Historical and 
Contemporary Perspectives,” in Canadian Schools and Canadian Identity, edited by Alf Chaiton and Neil 
McDonald, (Toronto: Gage Educational Pub, 1977), 7. Nation-state as defined as the geographic and political 
territory.  
30 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of  
 Nationalism, (London: Verso, 1983), 6.  
31 Sylvia Bashevkin, True Patriot Love: The Politics of Canadian Nationalism, (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 
1991), 4.  
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portraying Canadian nationalism as pro-Canadian instead of anti-American. This was a 

complicated task that Mathews did not accomplish, because of the inherent in-group/out-group 

component of Canadian identity but also because of Mathews’ use of rhetoric that promoted anti-

American themes. In accordance with Baskevkin’s pan-Canadian nationalism, Canada exists as 

the in-group, while the United States is the out-group. Therefore, Canada can define itself as one 

collective identity as part of one group that is clearly distinct from another group.  

Canada has arguably always existed as a colonial state, first as a colony of Britain and 

France consumed by loyalties to the imperial parents, and later in all but name to the United States, 

as America became the dominant imperial force in North America, and beyond in the “new world 

order” that emerged from the Second World War.32 Harold Innis’ now famous observation that 

“Canada moved from colony to nation to colony,” exemplifies a once dominant understanding of 

Canadian history and national loyalties.33 In 1986 historian Ramsay Cook argued, that from the 

Declaration of Independence to present day, “the United States was a society that had negated 

history and looked to the future; Canada was a society that had evolved from history and took its 

self-image from the past.”34 Canadian history contains references to Canada as backwards looking 

and thus focused on the past – longing for closer ties with Great Britain and to France and reluctant 

to stand on its own. Ryan Edwardson notes child-like narratives of an English Canada born at 

Confederation but still dependent on Mother Britain, only reaching maturity at Vimy Ridge, and 

going out into the world alone after the Second World War, are a “simplification and even 

                                                
32 The term new world order refers to the liberal international consensus that emerged at the end of the Second 
World War. Woodrow Wilson designed, “a world that would be safe for both democracy and Anglo-American 
prosperity.” See Nicholas Cull, “Selling Peace: The Origins, Promotion, and Fate of the Anglo-American New 
Order During the Second World War,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 7 no. 1 (1996): 1-28 and Srdjan Vucetic, The 
Anglosphere: A Genealogy of a Racialized Identity in International Relations, (Stanford, California: Stanford 
University Press, 2011).  
33 Harold A. Innis, Mary Quayle Innis, and Matthew Dominic Evenden, Essays in Canadian Economic History, 
(Toronto, Ontario; London; Buffalo;: University of Toronto Press, 2017), 405.  
34 Cook, Canada, Quebec, and the Uses of Nationalism, 163.  
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fictionalization” of Canada as a post-colonial project.35 There is also an alternative narrative that 

opposes this evolutionary ‘colony-to-nation-colony’ thesis of Canada, which is the anti-colonial 

Canadian narrative: that Canada has actively mirrored the image of the United States yet was held 

back by sentimental attachments to Great Britain. This movement from Canada as a colony of 

Great Britain to one molding itself to, or being molded in, the American image exemplifies how 

themes of Americanization and decolonization are often in conflict with each other in discussions 

of Canadian nationalism and have profoundly shaped Canadian identity.36 

Canadian identity has been contested throughout Canadian history, intersecting with 

themes of anti-Americanism and anti-imperialism. Robin Mathews claimed Canadian nationalism 

“has to do with our very survival beside the most powerful imperialist nation in history.”37 This 

statement is indicative of how Mathews categorized his motivations and involvement with the 

Canadianization movement; he was an anti-imperialist not a Canadian nationalist.38 The nature of 

the relations between Canada and the United States is such that explosions of Canadian resentment 

will occur periodically. Bashevkin notes that this experience is not limited to Canada,  

With the perception that culture in a global sense has become more Americanized, 
more standardized, and less open to contributions that are not American in origin 
and sensibility has come a view that Canada’s historic predicament is analogous to 
the rest of the contemporary world.39 

 

                                                
35 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 6.  
36 See Terry Morely, Canadian Nationalism and Canadian-American Relations, (Toronto: Student Union for Peace 
Action, 1966); J.L. Granatstein, How Britain’s Weakness Forced Canada into the Arms of the United States, 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1989); George Grant, Lament for a Nation: The Defeat of Canadian 
Nationalism, (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1989).  
37 Robin Mathews, Canadian Identity: Major Forces Shaping the Life of a People, (Ottawa: Steel Rail, 1988).  
38 Misao Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization: Investigating the Legacy of ‘Seventies 
Nationalism’ in the Robin Mathews Fonds,” Studies in Canadian Literature-Etudes En Litterature Canadienne 41 
no. 1 (2016): 31.  
39 Bashevkin, True Patriot Love, 187.  
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The intimacy of the relations of the two populations and the disparity of power between the two 

countries make it inevitable that American indifference and power will provoke Canadian 

resentment from time to time.40 As José Igartua suggests, “representations of national identify are 

also fluid. They are always articulated in a specific context, and as the context changes, so does 

the emphasis on the components of national identity that need to be represented.”41 The 

positionality, nationality and reactionary nature of individuals during the Canadianization 

movement reveal various understandings of Canadian nationalism and Canadian identity. Debates 

about Canadian nationalism and the presence of anti-American sentiment in articulating the need 

to protect Canadian society and identity are constant themes in Canadian nationalism and the 

history of higher education in Canada.  

 

New Nationalism  

Both the Canadianization movement and the new nationalist movement expressed concern 

about the Americanization of elements of Canadian society. Historian Stephen Azzi has referred 

to Walter Gordon as the father of the new nationalism movement, a term first used in the late 1960s 

to describe feelings of distress over American influence in Canada.42 Edwardson describes the rise 

of the new nationalist movement as emerging in 1965,  

One has to look at 1965 as the starting point of a new model of pan-Canadian 
nationalism, the so-called new nationalism, and a moment of Canadianization in 
which a new generation of intelligentsia turned to culture as a means of imprinting 
a sense of nationhood in a time of crisis.43  
 

                                                
40 W. L. Morton, The Canadian Identity, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1965), 82.  
41 José Eduardo Igartua, The Other Quiet Revolution: National Identities in English Canada, 1945-71, (Vancouver; 
Toronto: UBC Press, 2006), 8.  
42 Stephen Azzi, Walter Gordon and the Rise of Canadian Nationalism, (Montreal: McGill-Queen's University 
Press, 2014), 167.  
43 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 136.  
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Gordon focused on issues of trade and American economic investment in Canada. Although he 

seldom spoke of Canadian or American culture, his focus on American foreign ownership in 

Canada spurred other leading Canadian nationalists to consider the impact of economic domination 

in the cultural sphere as critical to the definition of Canadian identity and the emergence of 

widespread anti-Americanism. Through effective rhetoric and media support Gordon harnessed 

Canada’s growing disenchantment with the United States into a broader movement which sought 

to limit American foreign investment in Canadian industry.44 Also in 1965, George Grant 

published his now-famous Lament for a Nation, which Edwardson claims began the “so-called 

English Canadian new nationalism.”45 Grant considered the difficult tensions between Canadian 

loyalties and the enticement, or perhaps necessity, of economic continentalism. In doing so he 

attacked continentalism and the aggressive American liberal ideology of resource exploitation, as 

well as “Conservative weakness” and the loss of a British-Canadian national identity in Canada.46 

According to Edwardson, Grant “was of a generation fighting to maintain the British connection 

as the way of protecting Canada from American encroachment, and, as the fierce national flag and 

anthem debates showed, he was not alone.”47 Grant argued that Americanization of Canadian 

society did not simply happen because America was invading Canadian society in the midst of 

concerted resistance, but because Canadians were leaving the door ajar to let them in. The betrayal 

of Canadians who supported continentalism threatened a uniquely Canadian future.48 Similar 

                                                
44 Azzi, Walter Gordon and the Rise of Canadian Nationalism, 193.  
45 Ryan Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom’: English-Canadian ‘New Nationalism’ 
and Americanization,’” Journal of Canadian Studies 37, no. 4 (2002): 133. 
46 George Grant, Lament for a Nation: The Defeat of Canadian Nationalism, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 
1965). Grant believed the emergence of liberalism and Marxism as dominant political ideologies made conservative 
a worthwhile political philosophy. Grant would argue that liberalism came to dominant Canadian political thought 
because ‘Conservative weakness’ failed to steer Canada away from increased continentalism.  
47 Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom,’” 133. 
48 Grant, Lament for a Nation, 41. Grant identified the Toronto and Montreal corporate elite as the anti-nationalists 
who actively encouraged closer ties with the United States. Therefore, continentalists destroyed the Canadian 
experiment of forming a society more conservative than the United States. 
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arguments were expressed by Robin Mathews who claimed Canadian ‘colonial mindedness’ was 

inviting foreign domination of Canadian universities. New nationalists wanted to limit American 

economic invasion of Canada and cancel military-strategic alliances such as the North American 

Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).49 

Economic analyses of the Canadian economy were significant to the new nationalist movement 

because of the inherent structure of the capitalist system; economic dominance goes hand-in-hand 

with cultural and social dominance.50  

The key point I make here is that the Canadianization movement did not take place in a 

vacuum. Rather, it was part of a broader upsurge in English-Canadian nationalism. The 1960s 

witnessed an explosion of nationalist sentiments. At the end of the Second World War nationalism 

was viewed by many as a conservative, reactionary and often negative expression that created a 

slippery slope to fascism due to the nationalist nature of the aggressors in that conflict. By the 

1960s nationalism had come full-circle and was viewed in the Canadian context as a progressive 

and reformative force to be embraced.51 Canadians embraced the introduction of the Canadian Bill 

of Rights (1960), the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1963), the new 

Canadian flag (1964), the Montreal Expo (1967) and the celebration of Canada’s centennial in 

1967. The 1960s featured an emphasis on Canadian cultural sovereignty, although it could be 

argued that cultural concerns took a back seat to the continued economic concerns about 

continentalism and fears of American annexation. The new nationalist impulse of the 1960s built 

upon a long tradition of Canadian critiques of the U.S. and was fueled by American involvement 

                                                
49 Stephen Azzi, “The Nationalist Movement in English Canada,” in Debating Dissent: Canada and the Sixties, 
edited by Gregory S. Kealey, Lara Campbell, Dominique Clément, (Ontario: University of Toronto Press, 2012), 
226. 
50 See the Gordon Commission (1957), the Watkins Report (1968), the Wahn Report (1970), the Gray Report (1970) 
and Kari Levitt’s Silent Surrender (1970) which focused on the increasing American economic dominance of 
Canada.  
51 Cook, Canada, Quebec, and the Uses of Nationalism, 185. 
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in the conflicts in Southeast Asia, domestic race riots and political scandal.52 “American liberalism 

self-destructed” in the eyes of many Canadians; the American dream turned into the American 

nightmare.53 This heightened awareness of the flaws of the United States and the crimes it 

committed in the 1960s and 1970s is a necessary part of the context that helps historians writing a 

half century later understand the circumstances surrounding the Canadianization movement in 

Canada. The English-Canadian new nationalist movement reveals Canadian discontent with a 

specifically American form of liberalism, reflecting the consciousness of anti-Americanism within 

Canadian nationalist movements. 

In the 1960s, the new nationalist movement emerged at the intersection of postwar 

concerns about cultural nationalism, increased continentalism, and broader concerns about 

English-Canadian sovereignty.54 Therefore, a more precise definition of “new nationalism” would 

be “English-Canadian new nationalism.” Stephen Azzi has argued that Canadian nationalists did 

not think of themselves as English-Canadian nationalists because their imagined community was 

a political, territorial one, not a cultural or linguistic one.55 Historian Philip Resnick claims that 

English-speaking Canada does not define its national identity as easily as Quebec, due to lack of 

common origin, history, or language.56 English-Canada defines its collective identity as a political 

state, a physical territory that leads to the erasure of French nationalism from large portions of the 

Canadian nationalist movements. The Americanization occurring at Anglophone universities was 

                                                
52 In reference to the assumed heightened morality of Canadians, in comparison to the United States. This national 
myth was further entrenched during America’s involvement in the Vietnam War as the public became aware of the 
atrocities committed during the conflict.  
53 Azzi, “The Nationalist Movement in English Canada,” 215. 
54 The term continentalism is used in reference to the relationship between Canada and the United States, ignoring 
the presence of Mexico as part of the North American continent. It is a homogenizing term that can be used to imply 
the political, economic and social amalgamation of these two countries.    
55 Azzi, “The Nationalist Movement in English Canada,” 214. 
56 Philip Resnick, The Land of Cain: Class and Nationalism in English Canada, 1945-1975, (Vancouver, B. C: New 
 Star Books, 1977), 19.  
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not occurring at nearly the same rate in Francophone universities, which had the highest ratios of 

Canadian to foreign faculty due to the prominence of the French-language in Quebec. The 

Canadianization movement, like the English-Canada new nationalist movement, originated in 

Ontario, which is often the model for Anglophone-Canada, but it is important to note that 

sympathies and support for specific Canadian concerns were expressed across the country. 

English-Canadian nationalists included French-Canadians in their vision of Canada without 

considering the unique cultural and historical issues that complicate a pan-Canadian nationalism. 

French-Canada was not immune to the growing Americanization of Canada and took efforts to 

protect their unique culture from the socioeconomic threat of Americanization.57 Although the 

leaders of the Canadianization movement largely focused on English-Canada, Robin Mathews 

advocated for the inclusion of Quebec in his vision of Canadian studies in Canada.58  

 

Anti-Americanization  

The Canadianization movement acts as a case study through which broader themes of 

Canadian nationalism and anti-American sentiment can be examined. There is a long history in 

Canada of initiatives aimed at protecting Canada from continental absorption by the United States, 

the dominant cultural force in North America. As Mel van Elteren defines it, Americanization,  

is deliberately defined very broadly, that is, as a process in which economic, 
technological, political, social, cultural and/or sociopsychological influences 
emanating from America or Americans impinge on values, norms, belief systems, 
mentalities, habits, rules, technologies, practices, institutions and behaviors of non-
Americans.59  

                                                
57 See David Maren, “‘Plus que jamais nécessaires’: Cultural Relations, Nationalism and the State in the Canada 
Québec-France Triangle, 1945–1960,” Journal of the Canadian Historical Association / Revue de la Société 
historique du Canada, vol. 19, no. 1, (2008), 279-305. 
58 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, Decolonialism,” 38. Mathews believed knowledge of Canada required 
students to learn both official languages. He advocated for a degree requirement for PhD students that would require 
candidates to do research in both French and English.   
59 Mel van Elteren, Americanism and Americanization: A Critical History of Domestic and Global Influence, 
(Jefferson, N.C: McFarland & Co., 2006), 103.  
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The most commonly invoked example of cultural protectionism is the Royal Commission on 

National Development in the Arts, Letters and Sciences, more commonly known as the Massey 

Commission. The Massey Commission, which held hearings across Canada between 1949 and 

1951, was chaired by Vincent Massey and exemplified Canadian concerns of Americanization. 

The report produced by the Commission advocated for increased federal funding for a wide range 

of activities in order to preserve and promote a unique Canadian culture.60 The Massey 

Commission guaranteed the continuation of federal funding to Canadian universities, as well as 

the creation of The National Library of Canada to advance the prestige of Canadian education. The 

Massey Commission also recommended the creation of the Canada Council for the 

Encouragement of the Arts, Letters, Humanities and Social Sciences (1957) in order to provide 

scholarships to individuals engaged in studying arts and letters and to subsidize artists and their 

institutions in Canada and abroad. Resnick argued that despite the position of the Massey 

Commissioners and the politicians who mandated the investigation, other segments of Canadian 

society resented specific aspects of American cultural or economic domination, while still 

accepting a subordinate, neo-colonial role within the American empire.61 Canada was, and still is 

inescapably in American peripheries and is affected by the cultural output from the center of the 

influential nation. 

The terms anti-American, pro-Canadian and anti-imperialist appear throughout the 

historiography of Canadian nationalism and the Canadianization movement in particular. All three 

terms address a desire for Canadian detachment from American influence, however collectively 

they express a wide range of analysis and ways to promote Canadian sovereignty. Anti-American 

                                                
60 See Paul Litt, Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992).  
61 Resnick, The Land of Cain, 19. 
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is the most complicated of these terms and it has been used inconsistently, both positively and 

negatively, and in different social and cultural settings. Edwardson argues that anti-Americanism 

has been expressed in Canadian popular culture as an inherent part of Canadian survivalist instinct, 

with Margaret Atwood’s Survival as his prime example.62 He claims “the mere existence of the 

United States was deemed a threat to Canadian livelihood, social fabric and to the ability of its 

institutions to maintain a sovereign and distinctive state.”63 However, anti-Americanism has also 

been interpreted as an overreaction in both American and Canadian popular culture. Anti-

Americanism, reflecting an inherently negative conception of the United States, contradicts the 

stereotypical characterization of Canadians as nice, polite people and also angers a number of 

people who associate success and globalization with Americanization and therefore do not see 

American encroachment as negative. There are a variety of ways Canadians interact with 

Americanization, which illustrates both the complexity of the relationship between these two 

countries, and the large American component of Canadian identity. 

The two most significant works in the historiography of the Canadianization movement are 

Jeffrey Cormier’s The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success (2004) and 

Ryan Edwardson’s Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood (2008). The former 

has the distinction of being the most significant book in the historiography of the Canadianization 

movement because it is the only full-length book dedicated to an examination of the 

Canadianization movement; however, it also takes a narrow approach to both the length and 

breadth of the movement. Cormier, as a sociologist, focuses almost exclusively on the Canadian 

                                                
62 Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam out of the Peaceable Kingdom,’”139; Margaret Atwood, Survival: A Thematic 
Guide to Canadian Literature, (Toronto, M&S, 2004), 36. Atwood’s Survival: A Thematic Guide to Canadian 
Literature argues that literature is central to the formation of Canadian identity. Canada is portrayed as the victim, 
dominated by British and American literature. She claims Canadian cultural literature, novels, plays, poems, 
artwork, etc. use survivalism as the distinguishing theme of Canadian literature.  
63 Ibid., 140.  
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Sociology and Anthropology Association and its participation in the Canadianization movement. 

Cormier identifies the Canadianization movement as a social movement and provides necessary 

context for further historical study of the emergence of new nationalism in Canada. Edwardson, in 

contrast, defines three periods of Canadianization in Canadian history: Masseyism, new 

nationalism, and cultural industrialism. Although only 2.5 pages of this publication address the 

Canadianization movement in terms of its emergence at Canadian universities, and this treatment 

is limited to the very specific involvement of Mathews and Steele, Edwardson nonetheless 

provides an excellent framework for any study of Canadian nationalism and cultural institutions. 

Edwardson places the specific Canadianization movement at Canadian universities into the 

broader history of Canadian cultural institutions. The historiography of this movement is very 

limited, and more work urgently needs to be done to examine Canadianization. This fact is 

exemplified by the significance such a small contribution–Edwardson’s 2.5 pages–can make to the 

study of the late 1960s and early 1970s Canadianization movement. There is a specific deficit of 

examination and analysis of the movements to Canadianize Canadian universities.  

The Canadianization movement is often portrayed as emerging in the late 1960s and 

dissipating by the mid-1970s. I argue that the Canadianization movement should be considered a 

longer movement that, even in some cases, continues to this day as many still advocate for the 

inclusion of Canadian studies content and material throughout the education system in Canada. 

The Canadianization movement sparked widespread concern and controversy over the state of 

Canadian studies in universities. The two most significant reports to emerge on the subject were 

To Know Ourselves: The Report of the Commission on Canadian Studies (1972), (also referred to 

as the Symons Report after its lead T.H.B. Symons), and David Cameron’s Taking Stock: 

Canadian Studies in the Nineties (1996). The Symons Report is still considered the most extensive 
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study on the state of Canadian studies education to have been conducted in Canada. Taking Stock 

reviewed the state of Canadian studies 15 years after the publication of the Symons Report to 

attempt to gauge any changes in the quality and quantity of Canadian Studies courses at Canadian 

universities. Both reports acknowledged the significant growth in Canadian studies since the early 

1960s, however Canadian studies remained, and continues to remain, marginalized at a number of 

Canadian post-secondary institutions and, as I recognize a number have ceased to exist. By 

examining these reports in detail, as well as the reaction to them and implementation of their 

numerous recommendations and those of more recent examinations of the state of Canadian 

studies, I will consider how these reports contribute to ongoing efforts to Canadianize university 

education.   

 

Conclusion 

An ever-growing body of literature is devoted to examining the 1960s in Canada, yet the 

Canadianization movement remains an understudied phenomenon. This thesis will deploy the 

Canadianization movement as a case study through which to elucidate key trends and 

developments in English-Canadian new nationalism, Canadian identity formation, and the 

establishment and continuation of Canadian Studies. The leaders of the Canadianization movement 

addressed questions about nationality and who was most suited, or perhaps most capable of 

teaching and researching Canadian issues. Although it was not until the 1990s that scholarship 

emerged on racialized and discriminatory practices at Canadian universities, these issues remain 

underacknowledged and understudied in the post-war period during the expansion of Canadian 

universities. As Frances Henry and Carol Tator stated in their extensive examination of modern 

race relations at Canadian universities, Canadian universities overwhelmingly foster a white 
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Anglocentric and Eurocentric culture that is reflected in course curricula, course offerings, and the 

faculty hired.64 Although important to the development of Canadian Studies as a discipline, efforts 

to Canadianize Canadian universities in the late 1960s into the 1990s overwhelmingly focused on 

hiring Canadian scholars while perpetuating the systemic exclusion of individuals belonging to 

minority groups.  Essentially, in advocating for a reshaping of Canadian education to be more 

“Canadian,” the definition of “Canadian” was overwhelmingly limited to the hiring of and 

increasing teaching material deemed relevant by white settler men. Edwardson has stated that 

“national good is equated with public good when in fact it often entrenches class and economic 

interests benefiting a minority.”65 In direct reference to the leaders of the Canadianization 

movement Edwardson notes, “that these individuals sought to retool the machinery of 

Canadianization, [it] then, should come as no surprise: they envisioned a national project in line 

with their class interests and took upon themselves the responsibility of acting on the supposed 

behalf of their fellow citizens.”66 Building on Edwardson’s analysis, I argue here that gender, 

sexuality and race should be considered when one considers the “Canada” that was promoted in 

“Canadianization.”  

For this project I will focus on the Canadianization movement in terms of its relation to 

Americanization and the English-Canadian new nationalist movement. Further research on this 

subject is needed to examine the role of the media and student activism within the broader 

Canadianization movement, as well as the intersections between Canadianization and 

                                                
64 Frances Henry and Carol Tator, Racism in the Canadian University: Demanding Social Justice, Inclusion, and 
Equity, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009) with reference to the Queen’s University Principal’s Advisory 
Committee on Race Relations, “Towards Diversity and Equity at Queen’s: A Strategy for Change,” February 28, 
1991 and Dr. Henry’s, “Systemic Racism Towards Faculty of Colour and Aboriginal Faculty at Queen’s University: 
Report on the 2003 Study, “Understanding the Experiences of Visible Minority and Aboriginal Faculty Members at 
Queen’s University,” April 2004.  
65 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 24.  
66 Ibid., 139.  
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discriminatory hiring practices at Canadian universities. In regards to the Canadianization 

movement, historian Ramsay Cook stated,  

Whatever side one took in the controversy over foreign professors in our 
universities, it is difficult to escape two conclusions. First, the situation was one of 
our own making, and it was made for reasons that appeared good, or at least 
necessary, at the time. Second, what has happened in our universities illustrates, in 
microcosm, a process that has taken place in many segments of Canadian society. 
The desire to keep up with our affluent neighbour, combined with the unwillingness 
or inability to pay the price, has meant increasing dependence on the United States. 
There is, after all, no such thing as a free lunch.67 

 
Chapter Two examines the emergence of the Canadianization movement led by Carleton 

University’s Robin Mathews and James Steele–professors who most clearly articulated the perils 

of foreign domination of the Canadian academy and as a result proposed what were controversial 

solutions to the problem. Chapter Three examines the backlash against Mathews and Steele. 

Additionally, a number of local and national organizations were involved in attempts to study and 

foster Canadian academic protectionism. By covering these activities in depth, I investigate and 

challenge the common misconception that the lack of Canadian faculty and Canadian content in 

Canadian universities was simply an obsession of two isolated scholars at Carleton University. In 

Chapter Four, the legacy of the Canadianization movement from the 1970s to the 1990s is 

examined to advance understanding of the links between the Canadianization movement and the 

development of Canadian Studies as a discipline. Finally, an Epilogue addresses the recent state 

of Canadian Studies in Canada and race relations that have replaced extensive discussions about 

nationality in the 2010s. I also examine questions about current conceptions of Canadian identity  

pertaining to the continued hierarchy of university education which often considers Canadian 

universities inferiority to American and British institutions. It is my hope that by examining 

Mathews’ and Steele’s efforts in collaboration with those of other organizations such as the 

                                                
67 Cook, Canada, Quebec, and the Uses of Nationalism, 140.  
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Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology 

Association (CSAA) and the Committee for an Independent Canada I will make apparent how the 

discussion and debate that emerged from the Canadianization movement contributed to the 

establishment of Canadian Studies as an academic discipline and the unique experiences of 

Canadian universities and academics throughout the second half of the twentieth century. 
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Chapter Two  

Robin Mathews and James Steele 
“For me, the Canadianization movement was a search for an authentic voice – not someone 

else’s, not borrowed, but one that emanates from deep within my own soul”1 – John R. Hofley 
 

The origins of the Canadianization movement are widely associated with Robin Mathews 

and James Steele due to their attempts to redress the lack of Canadian educational content and 

faculty at Carleton University in the late 1960s. As English professors in a department 

predominately comprised of American faculty, Mathews and Steele witnessed the process of 

Americanization that was taking place in university departments across Canada. Mathews and 

Steele argued that the rapid influx of American scholars was detrimental to Canadian universities 

and to Canada as a country. In their December 1968 appeal to the executive of the Carleton 

University Academic Staff Association (CUASA), Mathews and Steele stated, “it is evident that 

if this trend continues for much longer the net effect will be such that the Canadian academic will 

become a proper specimen for cultural anthropologists – from abroad!”2 Mathews and Steele 

foresaw Canadian universities becoming satellite campuses or branch plants of American 

universities. Mathews and Steele accused those who explained the large number of American 

professors in Canadian universities by claiming they were better qualified than their Canadian 

counterparts of having a “colonial mentality.” This they claimed was a major obstruction not only 

to Canadian universities but also to broader Canadian society. “The Canadian colonial mentality 

infects and debilitates all activities and institutions…without exception.”3 Their concerns about 

the presence of Canadian colonialism – or dependency – illustrates how the Canadianization 

                                                
1 John R. Hofley, “Canadianization: A Journey Completed?” in Fragile Truths: Twenty-Five Years of Sociology and 
Anthropology in Canada, edited by W. Carroll, L Christiansen-Ruffamn, et al., (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 
1992), 103.  
2 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, 1.  
3 Ibid., 4.  
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movement was embedded in broader Canadian nationalist concerns. Mathews critiqued academics 

who opposed the Canadianization movement of being agents of this colonial mentality, actively 

discriminating against Canadians without acknowledging their actions for what they were. “So 

deeply is the condition of colonialism embedded in the consciousness of colonials they often deny 

its existence.”4 During this era of global decolonization, Canadian nationalists expressed fears that 

Canada was missing its opportunity to detach itself from the influence of the United States. These 

concerns illustrate the degree to which the United States was considered an imperialist force 

presiding over Canadian lives and intellectual content.  

Mathews and Steele summarized their evidence and position on issues of Canadianization 

in their 1969 publication, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, which included the five motions 

they put forward for consideration by the CUASA (Appendix A). Although a verbatim report of 

the December 11th 1968 CUASA general meeting does not exist, Mathews and Steele have 

recreated the opinions expressed at the meeting with published documents representing both those 

who voiced opposition to and those who supported their motions.5  Three out of their five motions 

dealt specifically with the hiring of Canadians, while the other two motions advocated for the 

gathering of accurate citizenship data in order to better understand the situation faced by Canadian 

universities. The most controversial of these motions was their suggestion that Carleton University 

mandate each department to guarantee that a minimum two-thirds of its full-time positions were 

filled by Canadian citizens.6 In the case that this minimum could not be maintained, Mathews and 

                                                
4 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 4. 
5 It is important to note that although Mathews and Steele received permission from individuals for the re-publication 
of statements made in favour and against Canadianization, there will naturally be bias in how these arguments are 
presented for readers in The Struggle for Canadian Universities. This book is not solely a recount of Mathews’ and 
Steele’s involvement in the Canadianization movement; it is intended to convince people of the seriousness of 
Canadianization in order to harness support for their arguments publically and within the academic community.  
6 Robin Mathews and James Steele, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A on de-Canadianization and five motions,” reprinted 
in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 19.  
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Steele suggested that each department be made to demonstrate that it had “actively sought to obtain 

applications from well-qualified Canadians by advertising for at least one month in three Canadian 

publications” and had sent “notice of the vacancy to every Canadian university.”7 Mathews and 

Steele also requested that Canadian citizenship be made a necessary qualification for appointments 

to administrative positions in order to ensure a continued Canadian influence over academic 

governance.  

The motions that addressed the gathering of citizenship information were motivated by the 

necessity for further study of the de-Canadianization of Canadian universities. They also revealed 

the lack of concrete information about de-Canadianization available to support Mathews’ and 

Steele’s concerns. This lack of information undermined the strength of their position and caused 

many academics to question whether immediate change to hiring policies was truly needed to 

Canadianize universities. The motions calling for an examination of faculty citizenship suggested 

that CUASA lobby the Office of the President at Carleton University and the Canadian Association 

of University Teachers (CAUT) to gather and maintain information about the nationality of faculty 

in Canada. The President and Executive of the CUASA were reluctant to address Mathews’ and 

Steele’s concerns and tried to evade discussions until the following year, and until after the January 

faculty recruitment period. Mathews and Steele appealed, claiming that time was of the essence in 

saving Canadian nationalism.8 It was only because of the determination of Mathews and Steele 

that the information for this meeting was circulated and their motions considered in December 

1968. “We shall, of course, be bringing our resolutions before the meeting of the Association…if 

there is not time to consider them then, we shall bring them to every meeting of the association 

                                                
7 Mathews and Steele, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A on de-Canadianization and five motions,” 19. 
8 Americanization is often understood as a rapid process that needs to be addressed immediately, giving the 
impression that Canadian sovereignty could be dissolved overnight. 
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thereafter until they are considered.”9 When the CUASA met to discuss and vote on Mathews’ and 

Steele’s Canadianization motions, all five motions were considered as a package, which 

represented an intentional disregard for the unique issues each motion addressed.  The motions 

were resoundingly defeated by a vote of 130 against and only 5 in support.10   

The defeat of these motions tells one story of the CUASA’s reluctance to consider the 

protection of academic positions for Canadian citizens, as well its reluctance to determine if a 

foreign takeover was taking place. However, an examination of the debate and discussion 

surrounding the motions is equally as important to our understanding of the motivations of 

individuals who opposed these motions. Mathews has argued that the issue of de-Canadianization 

did not suddenly appear in 1968 and as such the information presented to the CUASA should not 

have been a surprise to the board members. With hindsight Mathews has reflected on the reaction 

to his 1968 concerns about de-Canadianization: “When we broached the subject to our colleagues 

at Carleton we found ourselves laboring against a current that had gathered strength and was 

moving ever more swiftly towards, as we see it, the submergence of the Canadian university as a 

Canadian institution.”11 In opposition to Mathews’ and Steele’s motions, a petition was circulated 

to members prior to the December CUASA meeting. This petition is significant because it 

illustrates one of the most controversial issues of Canadianization: nationality versus academic 

competence. Additionally, it exemplifies the reactionary objection to Mathews’ and Steele’s 

motions, as well as a misunderstanding of the Ontario Human Rights Code. The petition was 

distributed by two Carleton University sociology professors, Bruce McFarlane and Dennis Forcese 

following the circulation of the five motions. It stated:  

                                                
9 Robin Mathews and James Steele, “Memorandum to all members of C.U.A.S.A from Mathews and Steele, December 
1, 1968,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 23.  
10 Jon Ruddy, "The Americans Who Voted with Their Feet," Maclean’s, (March 1969), 27.  
11 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, 1.  
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The undersigned support the principle of an academic community of excellence, 
dependent upon criteria of professional and academic performance, and not criteria 
of race, gender, nationality, or any like basis. Specifically, we unequivocally reject 
the notion that there be a quota on appointments of Americans, or any other foreign 
nationals, to Canadian universities.12  

 
This petition was sent to 27 departments at Carleton University, of which 11 responded with 100% 

of the department having signed in support.13 Of the four departments which did not have 

unanimity, 78.8% of the faculty membership signed the petition, which indicates that 

approximately 183/408 (45%) of Carleton University faculty signed this petition.14 The motions 

themselves as well as the petition opposing them gained significant coverage in major media 

outlets, such as The Canadian Press, the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, and The Globe and 

Mail which were all in attendance at the CUASA meeting to report on the “citizenship question.”15 

Professor McFarlane was the most vocal opponent to Mathews’ and Steele’s Canadianization 

proposition at Carleton University. In a comment to Time magazine about the upcoming CUASA 

December 11th general meeting and the motions that would be presented by Mathews and Steele, 

McFarlane stated, “I hope we can club these people to death when it comes up at the meeting.”16 

He also referred to the motions as “the most reactionary documents… [he had] read since the 

Weimar Republic.”17 Such statements indicate the degree to which certain individuals deeply, and 

even violently, opposed quotas based on nationality and discussions about the prioritization of 

                                                
12 Bruce McFarlane and Denis Forcese, “Petition Circulated by Professors McFarlane and Forcese,” reprinted in The 
Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 23.  
13 The departments who signed the petition with 100% membership at the time of signing are as follows: Art, 
Accounting, Classics, Chemistry, German, Economics, Public Law, Geography, Psychology, Russian and Spanish. 
Robin Mathews and James Steele, “Memorandum on the McFarlane-Forcese petition by Mathews and Steele,” 
reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 25-26.  
14 It is unlikely that all 408 faculty members saw the petition.  
15 C.U.A.S.A. “Extract from the minutes of the C.U.A.S.A. general meeting, December 11, 1968,” reprinted in The 
Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 35.  
16 James Steele, “Letter in The Globe and Mail from Steele, written January 2, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for 
Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 38.  
17 Ibid. McFarlane was a Canadian citizen born in Montreal in 1921.  
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nationality over academic competence. To a certain extent, McFarlane’s statements also represent 

a desire to portray Mathews and Steele –and anyone who supported or contemplated the validity 

of their arguments – as malicious by advocating for national quotas on foreign academics.  

Along with this petition, Professor McFarlane also circulated a brochure published by the 

Ontario Human Rights Commission, arguing that Mathews’ and Steele’s motions were a clear 

violation of the Ontario Human Rights Code. The brochure stated that it was unlawful for an 

employer to enquire as to the citizenship status or nationality of a job applicant. However, 

Professor McFarlane overlooked how the Ontario Human Rights Code specifically exempts all 

non-profit religious, charitable, and educational institutions from conforming to these hiring 

requirements. Additionally, Mathews argued that the Ontario Government asked all job applicants 

to state their citizenship as it was a matter of legal status and therefore public knowledge.18 The 

reasoning was that universities, as cultural institutions which were supported by government 

funding, should follow similar hiring policies as the government to ensure they provided maximum 

benefits for the Canadian public. Therefore, maximum benefit would include the employment of 

Canadian citizens. However, as a result of these misinterpretations of the brochure, the President 

of the CUASA announced that since the motions contradicted the Human Rights Code, they should 

not be considered at the meeting. This position was not supported by a majority of the members 

present, therefore Mathews’ and Steele’s motions were presented and discussed. “Moved and 

seconded (Professors Chakrabarti and Neatby) that in view of the fact that these motions 

contravened the Ontario Human Rights Code, these should not be presented at the meeting 

(defeated).”19 Steele made the argument on numerous occasions that although the Human Rights 

                                                
18 Mathews and Steele, “Memorandum to the members of C.U.A.S.A. from Mathews and Steele, December 17, 1968,” 
reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 37.  
19 C.U.A.S.A., “Extract from the minutes of the C.U.A.S.A general meeting, December 11, 1968,” 35.  
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Code would not be violated by nationality quotas, the legal rights of the university to represent the 

national interest were being infringed upon:  

Because of the legislation, administrative and judicial powers delegated to 
universities, failure to maintain such a majority and to employ Canadian citizens as 
administrative officers could (and should) be considered an infringement of the 
basic civil rights of the Canadian public to be governed by members of their own 
community.20 
 

Although imposing quotas to limit foreign academics teaching in Canadian universities was legal, 

it was seen to be so unethical and misguided that many individuals were led to believe it was, or 

indeed should be, illegal.  

Further criticism of Mathews’ and Steele’s motions arose during the CUASA meeting 

when James Gripton, an Associate Professor at Carleton’s School of Social Work, presented a 

Memorandum claiming Mathews and Steele had not defined the problem of increasing 

Americanization in enough detail for it to be understood or considered. Gripton believed these 

motions could jeopardize Carleton’s standing in the academic community and “give 

encouragement to those outside the universities who wish to introduce other irrelevant and 

objectionable criteria to policy on academic appointments.”21 Professor Gripton therefore urged 

the members of CUASA to vote against these motions in order to avoid weakening academic 

freedom and the academic standing of Carleton University. In A Struggle for Canadian 

Universities Mathews published a letter he sent to Professor Gripton after the meeting in which he 

stated: “it is difficult for us to reconcile this sort of criticism with your opposition to our fourth 

and fifth motions, which are essentially requests for further information and study.”22 This letter 

                                                
20 James Steele, “Letter to The Globe and Mail from Steele, June 9, 1969, unpublished,” reprinted in The Struggle for 
Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 131.  
21 James Gripton, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A. from Professor Gripton, December 10, 1968,” reprinted in The 
Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 30. Professor Gripton was a Canadian 
citizen, born in Toronto in 1921.  
22 Robin Mathews and James Steele, “Reply to Professor Gripton by Mathews and Steele,” reprinted in The Struggle 
for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 33.  
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illustrates perhaps the most interesting thing about the faculty deliberation of these motions: the 

lack of desire to study the nationality of faculty. Instead of choosing to be the first institution to 

gather data and explore an aspect of Canadian academia and instead of becoming a leader in areas 

of teaching and research as it related to nationality, the members of the CUASA chose to remain 

indifferent to an important aspect of Canadian university education.    

Members of the CUASA were concerned that by reserving a specific number of positions 

for Canadian citizens Carleton would be viewed as chauvinistic and opposed to hiring faculty 

based solely on academic competence.23 Given the discussion at the CUASA, particularly 

regarding the widely read petition and motion that claimed Mathews’ and Steele’s suggestions 

contravened the Ontario Human Rights Code, a number of the members may have indeed 

interpreted Mathews’ and Steele’s motions as advocating for discrimination as defined by the 

Ontario Human Rights Code. Regardless of how some of their colleagues interpreted their 

arguments, Mathews and Steele were not calling for an elimination of foreign faculty; they openly 

supported the inclusion of foreign scholars in Canadian universities. Mathews and Steele disagreed 

with the British and American practice of employing only a few foreign professors, citing a report 

that claimed 97% of university teachers in the United Kingdom received their first degree in the 

UK.24 Mathews and Steele argued that foreign scholars were an integral part of Canada’s academic 

community, and they stressed the necessity of continued international scholarship to ensure 

Canadian contributions to international disciplines. “It is our hope that foreign scholars in Canada 

will be concerned about the survival of a Canadian academic community at this critical time.”25 

                                                
23 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities. It appears the executive did not think there were 
enough qualified Canadians to fill the number of available positions at Canadian universities, especially considering 
the large number that would become available if the two-thirds policy suggestion was implemented.  
24 Ibid., 2. Location of first degree received is used in place of citizenship data when such information was unavailable, 
or more commonly was not known. 
25 Ibid.  
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Mathews and Steele were also careful to avoid accusing foreign professors of harming the quality 

of Canadian education, but the underlining significance of their argument was that the quantity of 

foreign professors – and of American professors in particular – was negatively affecting a 

Canadian education.26 “It was feared that having so many foreign faculty working in such a 

sensitive institution as a university – where scores of young people went to be socialized into the 

dominant cultural values of society – would only lead to serious long-term problems for the 

cultural identity of the nation.”27 Numerous individuals who heard Mathews’ and Steele’s 

arguments interpreted them as inherently anti-foreigner, most often as anti-American. In an 

academic climate where there were large numbers of foreign scholars in a relatively small and 

close-knit national university community many people felt that to suggest foreign scholars were 

not beneficial to Canadian universities was a personal attack on themselves or their colleagues. 

Professor Macpherson clearly represents this position:   

Let me be blunt. I do not see how I, or any reader of your policy statements, can 
accept your protestation that you share my concern that there should be “no 
discrimination against foreign scholars within Canada.” What else is the meaning 
of your proposal that two-thirds of the full-time places in every department of every 
Canadian university should be reserved to Canadian citizens?28 

This understanding of Mathews’ and Steele’s motions exemplify the stark differences between the 

pro-Canadian and anti-American understanding of the Canadianization movement. Considering 

these opposing opinions the Canadianization movement reveals broader issues of defining 

Canadian identity, which is often done in the negative; we are Canadian because we are not 

American.  

                                                
26 The assumption being that non-Canadians were not teaching or researching Canadian content due to the large 
number of foreign scholars and therefore foreign orientation of departments.  
27 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, 7.  
28 C.B. Macpherson, “Letter in reply to Steele from Professor Macpherson, August 16, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle 
for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 121.  
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Throughout the Canadianization movement many questions and debates were raised about 

whether citizenship affected priorities of research and willingness to be involved in a scholarly 

way with the advancement of Canadian research and Canadian Studies as an inter-disciplinary 

project. Mathews’ and Steele’s motions, although dismissed at Carleton, were discussed at many 

other institutions across the country. As Cormier observed, “a trans-Canada network soon 

developed with Steele and Mathews relaying information and support to individuals struggling for 

Canadianization in institutions throughout Canada.”29 Professor Marya Hardman from the 

University of British Columbia wrote to the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada 

(AUCC) to inquire whether they were willing to consider the issues raised by Mathews and Steele. 

She rightfully assumed the executive members of the AUCC had heard of the contentious Carleton 

discussions and the Executive Director Dr. Andrews replied to her in February 1969 claiming, 

“The Board first deplored the appearance of xenophobia which has crept into the discussion of the 

matter, and recognized the very great contributions which have been made to Canadian universities 

and colleges by foreigners of all kinds, including Americans.”30 Like a bad game of telephone tag, 

Mathews’ and Steele’s motions were twisted by opponents and took on a starkly anti-foreign, 

particularly anti-American tone that quickly garnered them more opponents than supporters.  

Mathews and Steele believed that nationality affected one’s ability and/or desire to teach 

certain concepts and subjects. They argued that research does not exist on its own, but rather is 

“carried out by particular men, in particular places, at particular times, about particular problems 

and in the context of particular communities.”31 This appears to have clouded the deliberation of 

                                                
29 Jeffrey Cormier, “The Canadianization Movement in Context,” The Canadian Journal of Sociology/ Cahiers 
Canadiens de Sociologie 30 No. 3 (2005): 353.  
30 G.C. Andrew, “Letter to Miss Marya Hardman from Dr. Andrew, February 4, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for 
Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 60-61.  
31 Mathews and Steele, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A on de-Canadianization and five motions,” 18. This also furthers 
the argument that Mathews and Steele were not concerned about the biases of gender, race, or class in their attempts 
to “Canadianize” faculty at Canadian universities.  
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the CUASA members, as Professor Gualtieri of Carleton University was quoted in a Carleton 

student newspaper article,  

from the comments of some of the resolutions’ most scathing critics, we may infer 
that their opposition was in large measure generated by a sense of outrage at the 
threat to their self-understanding as academic members of a university.…It is 
astonishing to discover persons who still cling to this innocent faith in the complete 
objectivity of scholarship.32 
 

However, those in support of broad international approaches to academic disciplines rather than a 

focus on national study also made a strong case for their approach to this controversial question. 

As Professor Gustin so eloquently put it, “frightened talk about ‘national character’ is simply 

muddle-headed hocus-pocus that confuses academic disciplines with the phenomena they study.”33 

Professor Gustin argued, “Canadians should be grateful rather than distressed that academics from 

other parts of the globe have chosen to grace us is evidence not only of Canada’s attractiveness as 

a home, but also of the coming-of-age of Canadian academia.”34 This was a position that while not 

vocally supported by a majority of faculty, most likely featured predominately in how individuals 

understood the international position of Canadian universities. If one considered all knowledge 

and therefore all university subjects to exist as part of a broader traditional academy, then all 

subjects should be taught the same at all universities regardless of the nationality of the faculty or 

the location of the university.  

On the spectrum of pro-Canadian to pro-foreigner, Mathews and Steele mark the extreme 

of the pro-Canadian sentiment; however, it is also important to acknowledge the extreme pro-

foreigner position. Professor R.J. Doyle from the University of Windsor published a letter in The 

                                                
32 Antonia Roberto Gualtieri, “Academic Objectivity and the De-Canadianization of the University,” reprinted in The 
Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 57. This article was originally 
published in the Carleton Student Newspaper and the May 1969 issue of Canadian University and College.  
33 Bernard H. Gustin, “Letter in The Globe and Mail, May 30, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian 
Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 124.  
34 Ibid.  
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Globe and Mail on June 28th 1969 in which he claimed scholars from other countries were not 

harmful to Canadian universities, but rather “their influx will have the same civilizing and 

stimulating influence upon our country as did the migration of Middle-European scholars into the 

United States in the Thirties.”35 He extended this belief outside of the realm of academia, claiming 

the influence of foreign scholars benefitted Canadian society genetically: 

I cannot help but point to an important biological benefit associated with this 
migration which may, in the long run, be its most important effect. Intelligence 
(along with many other similarly desirable characteristics) is hereditary. The 
‘genetic pool’ of this nation, then, is undergoing a massive infusion of a variety of 
highly desirable genes whose impact will continue for many generations.36  

 

The starkly different opinions of Mathews, Steele and Professor Doyle illustrate the range of 

approaches individuals took to understanding and justifying the immigration of American scholars 

to Canada and their influence on Canadian universities. 

 

Advertising and Hiring Procedures     

There are a number of similarities between the current “Canadians first” hiring policies 

that were enacted in 1981 and the concerns expressed by Mathews and Steele in terms of the 

increasing Americanization of Canadian university faculty. During the emergence of the 

Canadianization movement there was strong pushback against Mathews and Steele for their 

arguments which were deemed problematic and discriminatory. Less than two decades later, 

however, the federal government sided with Mathews and Steele to a degree, and implemented 

protectionist policies for hiring Canadian academics in Canada. But how did Canadian universities 

arrive at a point where a minority of Canadian citizens were teaching and researching in Canadian 

                                                
35 R.J. Doyle, “Letter to The Globe and Mail from Professor Doyle, published June 28, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle 
for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 136. 
36 Ibid.   
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universities? After the Second World War with the rapid expansion of post-secondary institutions 

in Canada university teachers were hired from institutions with a far greater number of graduate 

programs, mostly in the United States. By the 1960s Canada had established a number of 

successful graduate programs, yet the normal practice was still for students to attend schools in the 

United States or Britain for higher degrees. By the 1960s this was an academic tradition, not a 

necessity particularly for Arts and Humanities programs which had the highest numbers of 

graduate training programs in Canada at this time. 

Debate surrounding the necessity of foreign hires due to a lack of qualified Canadian 

applicants has complicated our understanding of the Canadianization movement. Jean Cottam has 

argued that by the late 1960s it was no longer a necessity to hire foreign scholars due to a lack of 

qualified Canadians, yet this explanation for hiring was still being employed. In 1970-71 75.1% 

of new permanent positions out of a total of 1,808 positions in Canadian universities, were granted 

to non-Canadians, even though there was a clear shortage of suitable jobs for Canadian graduates.37 

The Committee for an Independent Canada supported the necessity of hiring foreign academics in 

the 1950s and early 1960s but by the early 1970s it condemned the continuation of such a practice. 

“A decade ago there was a shortage of graduate-trained Canadians; today there is a surplus of 

Canadian talent and consequently no need to continue these hiring practices.”38 The Montreal 

Committee on the De-Canadianization of Universities argued in their examination of 

Canadianization issues, published in The Waterloo Report, that foreign hires were never a 

necessity and that Canadian intellectual protectionism should ensure the employment of the most 

                                                
37 Kazimiera Janina Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind? (Toronto: Gall Publications, 
1974), 6.  
38 Research and Policy Staff, “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities,” in Getting It Back: A Program for 
Canadian Independence, edited by Abraham Rotstein, Gary Lax and the Committee for an Independent Canada,  
(Toronto: Clarke, Irwin, 1974), 194.  
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qualified Canadian scholars, regardless of whether they were the best qualified in a pool of 

candidates that included international talent. The Waterloo Report also determined, “Ideological 

predispositions, loyalties to other countries, attitudes of contempt or indifference to Canada may 

have a great deal more to do with present hiring patterns bringing in a flood of non-Canadians than 

the much mythologized ‘shortage’ of qualified Canadians.”39 This debate about whether foreign 

hires were at one point necessary and whether they continued to be essential was applied to the 

period from the post-war period into the 1980s as illustrated by Cameron’s Taking Stock:  

It remains difficult to fathom why Canadian universities found it necessary to 
fill more than a fifth of their vacancies during the latter part of the 1980s with 
foreign academics – at a time when the total number of vacant positions was 
relatively small, the production of qualified graduates from our universities was 
high, and the competition of Canadians seeking faculty appointments was fierce.40 

 
Cameron highlights a key argument against the continued justification to hire foreign 

academics at a time when Canadian scholars were available. It is significant to note that 

the size of the applicant pool, due to the population disparity between the two countries 

was rarely discussed.  

This polarizing debate is unlikely to produce any definite answers due to the lack of hard 

data that can be applied and the variety of viewpoints surrounding the equally controversial 

nationality versus academic competence debate. Mathews also made the important distinction in 

1969 that there was only a shortage of highly qualified Canadians in certain academic disciplines, 

which adds to the complexity of this debate due to the individual experiences each discipline 

encountered when considering these hiring issues.41 For some disciplines there may have been 

                                                
39 Cyril Byrne, Ken MacKinnon, Robin Mathews and the Canadian Liberation Movement.  The Waterloo Report, 
(Toronto: New Canada Press Ltd. 1971), 7.  
40 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, (Montreal: Association for Canadian Studies, 1996), 
58.  
41 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, 3.  
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many qualified Canadian candidates to fill vacant faculty positions, but for other less established 

graduate programs in the early 1960s, foreign hires may have been necessary to train the next 

generation of Canadian scholars. As that statement from Cameron demonstrates, whatever the 

initial justification for foreign hires, by the 1980s there were certainly enough Canadian candidates 

to fulfill the faculty needs of Canadian universities. 

Mathews and Steele claimed that the lack of Canadians in academic posts was due to a 

poor hiring and advertising system for academic positions. The “grape-vine” or “Old-boy” hiring 

system refers to a pattern of hiring practice that was prominent in many institutions whereby people 

with control or influence over hiring procedures showed favouritism towards their friends and 

previous colleagues. In a climate where the majority of departments were comprised of non-

Canadians, this often meant that a non-Canadian citizen was selected for the position. This hiring 

tradition reflects negative implications for the hiring of women and minority groups in Canada. 

The Committee for an Independent Canada was among a number of organizations and individuals 

that identified this old boy hiring network as a major obstacle for the hiring of qualified 

Canadians.42 Robin Mathews refers to this practice of hiring as,  

discrimination against highly qualified Canadians…many, many foreign academics 
of questionable excellence joined the Canadian university community through 
the influence of same-country nationals on ‘loaded’ hiring committees and through 
the ‘old boy network’ where excellent friendship was more important than excellent 
academic performance.43  
 

This hiring system was not explicitly intended to disadvantage Canadians but due to the number 

of non-Canadian academics, or Canadians who were educated outside of Canada sitting on hiring 

committees who overwhelmingly hired people of similar educational background, a snowball 

                                                
42 Research and Policy Staff, “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities,” 194. 
43 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 42.  
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effect was created that led to the concerns about de-Canadianization expressed by Mathews and 

Steele.  

The practice of “old boy” hiring was not the only reason Canadians were at a disadvantage 

in the hiring pool according to Canadian nationalists; the lack of Canadian advertising was another 

significant issue. The Committee for an Independent Canada found through extensive study that 

hiring advertisements for faculty positions in Canadian universities appeared more often in the 

New York Review of Books than in the Canadian Forum.44 A report in the Canadian Forum in June 

1972 stated that only one third of advertised positions in physics were advertised in Canada from 

1971 to 1972.45 James Steele estimated the number of advertised positions in Canada across all 

disciplines to be even lower than a third, claiming that less than a quarter of new positions were 

advertised in Canada.46 “A decade ago there was a shortage of graduate-trained Canadians; today 

there is a surplus of Canadian talent and consequently no need to continue these hiring practices.”47 

University Affairs was another publication that could have been utilized by departments to make 

vacant positions known to Canadian academics, yet few departments took advantage of this 

voluntary advertising method.48 Jean Cottam both studied and experienced the bias of academic 

hiring as she accused a number of departments such as the Department of History at the University 

of Toronto’s Scarborough College of only advertising vacant positions outside of 

Canada.49 Although statistics do not exist, we can assume that the majority of these advertisements 

took place in American publications due to proximity and the high regard American educated 

scholars were granted at Canadian universities.  

                                                
44 Research and Policy Staff, “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities,” 194. 
45 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 18.  
46 James Steele, “Article by Steele in the Toronto Daily Star, June 18, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian 
Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 65.   
47 Research and Policy Staff, “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities,” 194. 
48 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 18. 
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Two important organizations for ensuring the fair treatment of academics in Canada, The 

Associations of Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC) and the Canadian Association of 

University Teachers (CAUT), both agreed that consistent job advertising was important, yet 

according to James Steele, neither took the initiative to ensure that positions would be advertised 

in Canada on a consistent and mandatory basis.50 It is difficult to determine why a department 

would not utilize all advertising options available to them to increase the number of potential 

candidates for a vacant position in order to find the most qualified individual. Mathews and Steele 

explained that, “Some chairmen just cannot be bothered. Others, in newer universities, may feel 

that advertising is a confession of weakness; while still others, in older universities, may think they 

should be above that sort of thing.”51 Mathews and Steele were alluding to their belief that the old 

boy hiring network was such an engrained practice that those who posted academic positions for 

their departments believed it was a sign of weakness to do so. It was a perceived weakness in that 

they felt that it revealed that they personally did not have a large enough network from which to 

gather talent and in the case of new universities that they did not have the stature to attract faculty 

to their institution.  

In 1973 the Chairman of the Anthropology Department at the University of Western 

Ontario was hired from the United States without the position being advertised in Canada. When 

complaints were made about this lack of advertising, an advertisement appeared in the April issue 

of University Affairs, after the closing date for applications had already passed.52 As Catherine 

Gidney has stated, “many universities had no formal policies regarding procedures for hiring or 

firing faculty members, on tenure (appointment without a term limitation), or on academic freedom 
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51 Ibid.  
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(the right to intellectual work free from interference).”53 Cottam believes she was personally 

effected by the old boy hiring system and describes a situation where her application was rejected 

and the job was given to an American without a PhD.54 Having completed a doctorate Cottam was 

arguably more qualified for the position even though a doctorate was not a requirement for 

employment at that time. It is important to note that this example cannot be corroborated without 

a full understanding of the decisions of the hiring committee and any potential personal 

relationships those individuals had to the man who was hired. Although Cottam did not state 

suspicion of sexism, it is noteworthy that nationality was not the only difference between these 

two candidates. The overarching issue of the old boy hiring system was not a lack of qualified 

Canadians for academic posts, but the lack of well-connected Canadians to these larger networks 

of American professors from more established universities.  

On March 15th 1969 Mathews and Steele presented a brief to the Rowat-Hurtubise 

Commission on Relations Between Universities and Governments,55 which proposed legislation 

that would ensure consistent and fair advertising in Canada for all available university positions. 

On July 14th 1969 the Minister of Manpower and Immigration, Allan J. MacEachen was asked in 

the House of Commons whether any measures were being taken or contemplated that would assist 

Canadian graduates of Canadian universities in obtaining information about employment 

opportunities in Canada. MacEachen responded, “Mr. Speaker, we are not contemplating any 
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additional measures to improve the information in this field.”56 Evidently, the members of the 

Carleton University Academic Staff Association – which rejected Mathews’ and Steele’s motions 

– were not alone in their reluctance to consider taking action against de-Canadianization of 

Canadian universities. Up until the 1980s no legislation was enacted that addressed the process of 

hiring or advertising academic positions in Ontario, yet there were many indications that voluntary 

advertising on behalf of individual departments was not reaching Canadian candidates. The lack 

of advertising meant that the system failed to notify Canadians of available positions, which 

reinforced the old boy hiring system.  

 

Statistics Used  

Ernest Sirluck believed that the polarization of the Canadianization movement and the 

emotional response it created was due to the vast inadequacies of the statistical evidence available 

at the time.57 Statistics were one of the most contentious issues surrounding, and arguably 

consuming the Canadianization movement. In The Struggle for Canadian Universities, Mathews 

and Steele supported their de-Canadianization arguments by examining a report produced by Max 

Von Zur-Muehlen on behalf of the Economic Council of Canada. This report used the 1968-69 

Arts and Science calendars of fifteen Canadian universities to examine where faculty members in 

these departments obtained their first degree.58 From this study, it was determined that 51% of the 

faculty examined obtained their first degree outside of Canada.59 This method of using the 

                                                
56 Canada, The House of Commons Debates, 14 July 1969. Reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited 
by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 70.  
57 Ernest Sirluck, “The Neutrality of the University: Institution and Discipline,” in Nationalism and the University, 
edited by Eugene Rostow, (Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein Lectures, 1971), 80. Professor Sirluck was an 
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Library.  
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McMaster, Waterloo, Western Ontario, Laurentian, York, Calgary, Manitoba, British Columbia, Victoria.  
59 Mathews and Steele, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A. on de-Canadianization, and five motions,”16.   
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nationality of first degree to indicate citizenship was contested because it misrepresented Canadian 

faculty who earned their first degree abroad, as well as foreign faculty who earned their first degree 

in Canada. The lack of citizenship information made it necessary to employ other means of 

analyzing the nationality of Canadian university teachers. The lack of information including the 

one-third of faculty members from the study mentioned above for whom no degree was listed 

caused a number of assumptions to be made. Mathews and Steele assumed that of the group who 

had not disclosed the location of their first degree, a greater quantity of foreign faculty would be 

found because listing a first degree or its equivalent was not as common in Europe as in Canada.60 

Statistics Canada was also entangled in this debate about the nationality of Canadian educators. In 

1971-72 Statistics Canada estimated the cross-Canada proportion of Canadians teaching in 

universities to be 63.4%.61 Cottam claims Statistics Canada’s estimates under-reported the number 

of non-Canadians because like Mathews and Steele, she assumed that among the non-reporting 

academic departments, there would likely be a significant proportion of foreign nationals.62 

Therefore, if Cottam is correct in this assumption, these estimates are much lower than if 

citizenship information of all academics had been collected. Given the 63.4% estimate presented 

by Statistics Canada many scholars dismissed the concerns of the Canadianization movement 

because they believed this study proved Canadians were well represented among university 

faculty. Sirluck stated, “Since we now know that Canadian citizens in fact constitute almost two-

thirds of the faculty and are four times as numerous as the next largest group, we can hardly 

question that they are the dominant component.”63 These numbers seem to indicate that a majority, 
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even it only marginally, of academics teaching in Canadian universities were Canadian citizens, 

which provided some individuals ammunition to dismiss the arguments forwarded by Canadian 

nationalists as overreactions in regards to the nationality of Canadian faculty.   

Mathews and Steele supported their assumptions that Canadians were in fact the minority 

of faculty as best they could with other statistical data. An internal investigation at Simon Fraser 

University found that 68% of faculty were not Canadian citizens.64 Although Carleton University 

had a higher-than-average ratio of Canadian to foreign faculty, Mathews and Steele claimed 

evidence suggested that no more than 62% of Carleton faculty were Canadian citizens.65 Another 

example of the controversial interpretation of the limited data that was available is illustrated by 

Mathews’ and Steele’s use of immigration data made available by the Department of Manpower 

and Immigration. These statistics indicated that between 1966 and 1967 3,396 professors 

immigrated to Canada, as self-identified on their registration forms. Between 1965 and 1966 the 

number of professors employed in Canadian colleges and universities increased by 4,716.66 

Mathews and Steele interpreted this data as indicating that non-Canadians filled approximately 

72% of academic positions.67 In an article published in the Toronto Daily Star Professor Safarian 

opposed Mathews’ and Steele’s use of statistics, claiming they were inaccurately using data to 

support their arguments. “As far as I can determine, no accurate data exists on the nationality of 

Canadian university teachers.”68 Professor Safarian listed a number of reasons that the 72% 

determined by Mathews and Steele should be considered inflated.  The crux of his argument was 

that the self-declaration of immigrants as to their previous profession was not an indication that 
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they were hired in the same profession in Canada. To achieve that 72% Mathews and Steele 

assumed that all 3,396 immigrating professors had taken jobs as professors in Canada. However, 

I believe that estimate to be conservative because immigration numbers do not consider the large 

population of foreign graduate students enrolled in Canadian universities, who would subsequently 

have been hired in Canada during that period.69  

In Mathews’ rebuttal to Professor Safarian he invoked the research of Professor Louis 

Parai, “the leading Canadian authority on the matter,” and explains that he 

assumes an absolutely perfect correlation between declared intention and 
employment throughout his book Immigration and Emigration of Professional and 
Skilled Manpower During the Post-War Period, Special Study No. 1, Economic 
Council of Canada (June, 1965) pages 95-7.70  

 
I suggest a more conservative estimate; if we were to use a 75% correlation in the place of 

Mathews’ and Steele’s “absolutely perfect correlation” we would find that the number of non-

Canadians hired to have been 54% of the total faculty hires during that period. Therefore, it is more 

than likely that even if Mathews’ and Steele’s 72% estimate was too high, this number still 

indicates that a majority of vacant positions in universities and colleges were filled by non-

Canadians. Professor Safarian concluded his article in the Toronto Daily Star, “May I conclude by 

saying that I appreciate there are other and more crucial questions involved than the accuracy of 

                                                
69 The nationality of graduate students was also a significant concern for the supporters of the Canadianization 
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the Federal Government in Support of Research in Canadian Universities, (Ottawa: Queen’s Printer, 1969), 200. 
Cottam’s Canadian Universities: American Takover of the Mind? also supports this 50% estimate of foreign 
graduate students in Canada. The Canadian Association of Graduate Schools determined in 1970-71 that 71% of 
graduate students were Canadian citizens and another 18% were landed immigrants. Placing the estimate of foreign 
graduate students at 11%. See Eugene Rostow, Nationalism and the University, (Toronto: York University Frank 
Gerstein Lectures, 1971), 85. Without concrete statistics, estimates are often in conflict with each other, which casts 
doubt on the severity of the issue.  
70 James Steele, “A Reply from Steele to a Letter to the Toronto Daily Star from Professor Safarian in reply to Steele, 
written May 14, 1969, unpublished,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews 
and James Steele, 95. 
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the statistics,” yet he failed to mention these questions as he utilized his entire article to refute the 

statistics. This is a perfect example of how the Canadianization movement was often stalled and 

significant degrees of doubt cast upon the arguments forwarded by Mathews and Steele due to the 

debate and opposition of specific statistical details. “The great Canadian demand for more and 

more statistics, for greater and greater sophistication in data collection, is almost always our own 

regular methodology for avoiding thought and action.”71 The big picture debate, whether there 

were more foreign than Canadian professors in Canadian universities was not engaged with; 

instead issues of statistics, exact numbers and hard proof were considered more important than the 

lived experience that many scholars could attest to.  

 

Canadian Identity and Post-Secondary Institutions 

 Historian Jeffrey Cormier has studied Mathews’ and Steele’s involvement with the 

Canadianization movement, claiming that “in most of his speeches Mathews focused on three 

themes: concern for Canadian education, US control of Canadian cultural institutions and a unique 

Canadian sense of national self-respect.”72 As we have seen, Mathews and Steele expressed 

concern for Canadian education and American control of universities through their analysis of 

American faculty and the lack of Canadian studies courses and research. The Canadian sense of 

national self-respect is a difficult concept to define. Mathews and Steele defined national self-

respect in universities as having a substantial Canadian area of study and research regarding 

uniquely Canadian issues. “We have a responsibility to ourselves and to the Canadian community 

to do better. For if we do not train and employ Canadians and they continue to be a diminishing 

                                                
71 Terry Morley, Canadian Nationalism and Canadian-American Relations, (Toronto: Student Union for Peace 
Action, 1966), 5.  
72 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 47.  
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proportion of Canadian university faculties, then both the short-term and long-term effects will be 

most serious.”73 These short-term effects were realized in the 1960s with the lack of Canadian 

studies courses and Canadian academics teaching in Canadian universities. Mathews and Steele 

saw both the university and Canadian identity as being under attack by the growing de-

Canadianization of post-secondary institutions: “It is not melodramatic to say that one of the most 

important centres of national definition will be sapped of its relevance and will lose contact in 

almost every meaningful cultural way with the rest of the nation.”74 The complicated history of 

Canada as a post-colonial project influenced by both Britain and the United States largely shaped 

the rhetoric used to discuss both the Canadianization movement and Canadian nationalism. 

Mathews and Steele, according to Ryan Edwardson, “engaged in a pro-Canadian discourse, which 

allowed one to deal with the problems of Americanization without specifically targeting the United 

States.”75 Although Mathews and Steele are often only associated with the university 

Canadianization movement, they were also significant to the broader Canadian nationalist 

movement. Mathews and Steele were pioneers of Canadian protectionism and were significant to 

efforts to develop Canadian studies and redefine a uniquely Canadian identity.    

 

Conclusion 

In a letter to The Globe and Mail James Steele discussed the December 11th CUASA 

meeting, “From where I sat, it seemed evident that the faculty did not give serious consideration 

either to the problem or to a remedy, neither of which can really be separated from the other.”76 

                                                
73 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, 3.  
74 Ibid. 
75 Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom,’”141.  
76 James Steele, “Letter in The Globe and Mail from Steele, written January 2, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for 
Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 42.   
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The decision to vote on the five motions Mathews and Steele proposed as if they were one 

homogenous request was detrimental to the Canadianization movement both in terms of potential 

action that could have been taken to address de-Canadianization and the conversation about 

Canadianization that was desperately needed. The CUASA clearly indicated that they did not 

consider de-Canadianization a problem in Canadian universities and determined there was no need 

to study or discuss the possibility further. Mathews and Steele were publicly accused of being 

reactionary, discriminatory and anti-American due to their decision to speak openly about a threat 

to Canadian universities and to Canadian identity. They labelled their concerns as pro-Canadian 

but those concerns were interpreted as meaning anti-American. “Canadian universities are 

becoming Americanized in direct relation to the number of US citizens present, the number of 

Canadians absent, and the increasing influence of Americanization in other sectors of Canadian 

life.”77 To Mathews and Steele, however, the issue was not the large number of American faculty 

in university departments, but rather the lack of Canadian faculty to encourage the study of 

Canadian content. The broader picture that Mathews and Steele were painting about the de-

Canadianization of university faculty and content was viewed with suspicion as individuals 

focused on pieces of their argument, rather than what it indicated in its entirety. 

The lack of transparency in the form of public advertisements for vacant positions, the “old 

boy” hiring system and the controversial use of statistics were all issues that sparked debate about 

arguments forwarded by Canadianization supporters. The issue of statistics is particularly 

indicative of the arguments against the Canadianization movement; methodology was discussed 

in more detail than the significance of the results or movement itself. Instead of reacting to statistics 

with realization that a majority of hires were not Canadian citizens, critics argued about whether 

                                                
77 Mathews and Steele, “The Universities: Takeover of the Mind,” 176.  



 

49 
 

the percentage of foreign hires was 72%, 70%, 63%, or other similar proportions. The precise 

numbers are largely irrelevant to the overall picture – almost all commentators agreed that non-

Canadian scholars were filling a majority of vacant positions in Canadian universities. The 

Canadianization movement acts as a case study for Canadian identity and the role Americanization 

is perceived to play in shaping Canada’s ability to define itself. Canadian universities are 

significant to the study of Canadian identity and its reproduction. If the university is employing 

more foreign scholars who do not research or teach Canadian issues and conduct Canadian 

research, then a uniquely Canadian identity is unlikely to be reproduced and understood by 

students attending those institutions.  
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Chapter Three 

Backlash and Debate Surrounding Canadianization 
“Taking a stand is so regularly condemned as “over-reaction” that academics seem to have a 

chronic predisposition to sit down.”1 – Desmond Morton 

 

Although there was widespread opposition to a number of Mathews’ and Steele’s 

arguments, there was also significant concern about the need to protect Canadian universities and 

Canadian culture from foreign dominance. Mathews and Steele received a significant amount of 

criticism for the Canadianization motions they presented at the CUASA’s December 1968 meeting 

(Appendix A), as well as for their advocacy for the hiring of Canadian citizens. The duo were 

accused of racism, xenophobia, and all manner of discriminatory behavior in advocating for the 

Canadianization of Canadian university faculty. Other academics, media, and members of the 

public disagreed with their arguments to reserve a specific number of positions for Canadian 

academics, as well as their contention that Canadian faculty were in the minority among university 

faculty. The majority of these accusations were based on misunderstandings and assumptions 

regarding the anti-American tinge to the pro-Canadian arguments forwarded by Mathews and 

Steele. Mathews and Steele were identifying the shift from British influence to American 

influence, arguing that this transition was leading to American dominance of Canadian 

universities.  

As the previous discussion on statistics illustrates, the lack of conclusive evidence caused 

a great deal of skepticism about Mathews’ and Steele’s arguments. They are often portrayed in the 

historical narrative as alone in “blowing the whistle” on what they referred to as the de-

                                                
1 Desmond Morton, “Canadian Universities and Colleges: After the Power Trip, Priorities,” in Precepts, Policy and 
Process: Perspectives on Contemporary Canadian Education, edited by Donald Wilson and Hugh A. Stevenson, 
(London, Ontario: Alexander, Blake Associates, 1977), 190.  
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Canadianization of Canadian universities, however there were other significant individuals and 

organizations advocating for Canadianization.2 This chapter will trace the main line of critiques 

leveled at Mathews and Steele. I will focus on the criticism of Mathews particularly because of his 

efforts throughout his career to record and reflect on his experiences with the Canadianization 

movement. Cormier also discusses the impact the personalities of these two men had on their 

individual roles in the Canadianization movement and this shaped the criticism. According to 

Cormier: “Mathew’s personal style of activism was passionate, dramatic, and publicity-seeking. 

Steele’s was much more reserved and analytical.”3 Cormier also claims Mathews was 

“charismatic, passionate and confrontational” while Steele was “soft-spoken, reserved, and 

factual.”4 Both men were instrumental in the emergence and widespread attention that was drawn 

to the Canadianization movement and both bore the brunt of criticism as a result of their leadership 

roles.  

The backlash from the academic community brought to the foreground difficult questions 

about the relationship between academic competence and nationality. These questions continue to 

shape discussions about positionality and scholars’ ability to research and teach certain topics. 

Organizations such as the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Association (CSAA), the 

Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT) and the Committee for an Independent 

Canada addressed the Canadianization movement with varying degrees of support and 

condemnation for the concerns expressed by Mathews and Steele. The Canadianization movement 

also forced these organizations to consider issues related to the availability of Canadian content 

and the development of multi-disciplinary Canadian Studies. In Chapter Four I will examine how 

                                                
2 The term de-Canadianization is problematic as it implies that Canada at one point had uniquely Canadian 
institutions of higher learning. 
3 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 23.  
4 Ibid.  
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a number of Mathews’ and Steele’s proposals for Canadianization have since been implemented 

and now guide hiring practices in Canadian universities. I will also examine how they have 

contributed to the widespread inclusion of Canadian content in university curricula. It is 

interesting, given the current acceptance of their ideas regarding protectionism that Mathews and 

Steele were critiqued in both academic and popular discourses during the emergence of the 

Canadianization movement. I am challenging this critique by examining the backlash against the 

Canadianization movement5 in order to reveal why Mathews and Steele have effectively been 

erased from the narratives of Canadian studies movement and of the development of current 

university policies and practices.  

 

Academic Backlash  

Responses to Mathews’ and Steele’s concerns about Canadian universities within the 

academic community ranged from mild support for their motions to malicious criticism. In 

Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood, Edwardson suggests that “Robin 

Mathews certainly knew something about criticism; perhaps no other new nationalist was as much 

a target of venomous condemnation as Mathews.”6 Mathews’ and Steele’s position regarding 

Canadianization as well as their careers and research were publically condemned by a number of 

academics and in the media. Edwardson outlines the range of response that reached Mathews and 

Steele directly: “letters of both support and condemnation, from mild to extreme, made their way 

to Mathews and Steele.”7 Mathews has reprinted a number of these letters in The Struggle for 

Canadian Universities as well as in his 2014 publication The Canadianization Struggle: A History 

                                                
5 Supporters of the Canadianization movement have also been called Canadianizers, a term Mathews used in his 
2014 publication The Canadianization Struggle: A History.  
6 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 150.  
7 Ibid., 168.  
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where he outlines prominent criticism that emerged during the early days of Canadianization 

activism.  

The interpretation and exaggeration of Mathews’ and Steele’s motions in the late 1960s led 

a number of people to assume that they were advocating for currently employed American 

professors to be replaced by Canadian professors. Mathews and Steele did not advocate for the 

removal of current professors, however their detractors misunderstood their arguments to be 

maliciously anti-American and suggested that they were personally targeting foreign professors 

teaching at Canadian universities. Mathews and Steele opened the memorandum which circulated 

in preview of the five motions they would present at the December CUASA 1968 meeting with 

the statement that “foreign scholars are always welcome in Canadian universities.”8 In a letter from 

Mathews to Steele, Mathews claimed “all kinds of people are to blame: Canadians and non-

Canadians. I’m not interested in blame or past mistakes. They take too much time and energy. 

There is enough ahead to take all one’s energy.”9 Mathews and Steele were concerned with hiring 

practices and policies because they believed increased hiring of Canadians would rectify the 

problem of increasing Americanization. By intentionally focusing on new hires, these suggestions 

would seem less threatening to foreign academics who were already teaching in Canada, however 

that is not how these opinions were perceived.  

Mathews and Steele chose to advocate for the prioritization of future Canadian hires, which 

would slowly shift the scale of foreign to domestic scholars in Canadian institutions in favour of 

Canadian citizens. Blair Neatby however, claimed on a trans-Canada broadcast that, “At Carleton 

University it was suggested that the number of American professors be restricted. Fortunately, the 

suggestion was flatly rejected.” In a letter to Neatby regarding the statement, Mathews emphasized 

                                                
8 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 24.  
9 Ibid., 40.  
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that U.S. citizens were not mentioned in the five motions. Instead, the motions “were based wholly 

upon the Canadian problem and the Canadian diminishment… the problem is essentially about 

Canadian hired, Canadian available, Canadian scholarship, the Canadian student, Canadians 

trained, the Canadian sense of community.”10  In reference to the Canadianization movement a 

representative from the University of Waterloo claimed “the absurdity of this [the book The 

Struggle for Canadian Universities] is absolutely breathtaking” and called The Struggle for 

Canadian Universities “a witch-hunt in the worst McCarthy tradition.”11 The “witch-hunt” most 

likely referred to the two-thirds quota suggested by Mathews and Steele and the assumption that 

they were advocating for the rooting out of American academics in a manner reminiscent of the 

way suspected communists were targeted during the McCarthy era. It is ironic that this individual 

chose to use an American phenomenon to describe a situation in Canada while arguing that 

Americanization was not an issue in Canada.  

Edwardson further articulates the debate surrounding the proposed quota system that would 

limit the number of foreign scholars teaching in Canadian universities: “Quotas were the most 

controversial of possibilities, yet they also offered the best means of making sure that Canadian 

content was… taught in universities… and that Canadians were placed in positions of authority in 

cultural institutions.”12 Canadians were not strangers to cultural protectionism quotas in the late 

1960s. In 1955 the Royal Commission on Broadcasting determined that establishing a minimum 

quota of Canadian television and radio content was necessary to ensure Canadians were not 

consuming large quantities of American programming.13 In 1959 the Board of Broadcast 

                                                
10 Mathews, “Letter to Professor Macpherson from Mathews asking for a statement of CAUT policy, February 2, 
1969,” 107.  
11 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 168.  These statements were published in the University of Waterloo school 
newspaper, The Chevron. Edwardson claims The Struggle for Canadian Universities received a lot of attention at 
the University of Waterloo because of “the high level of American faculty members.”  
12 Ibid., 161. 
13 Ibid., 14.  
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Governors established the first Canadian content quotas to shield Canadians from the 

overwhelming consumption of American cultural content by including the Commonwealth and 

France as “Canadian content” in order to offset American programming.14 By the 1960s, well 

before the emergence of the Canadianization movement in 1968 at Carleton University, the 

Canadian government had examined and decided that Canadian identity and culture were 

threatened by American content. However, “content” was limited to television and radio 

broadcasting and was not extended into other significant cultural institutions–to arguably the most 

significant cultural institution that reaches all Canadians–education. Students at all grade levels 

were protected from overconsumption of American content at home through broadcasting 

mediums but were still consuming large quantities of American content at school through 

textbooks, curriculum, and in some cases, teachers whose training had focused on American 

content and social, cultural and political contexts. In 1970, Robin Mathews urged the government 

to take action: “Why has no curriculum survey been done? One of the outstanding areas of de-

Canadianization is in curriculum. Why was nothing done to show the trend towards de-

Canadianization? Why was no examination of textbooks made?”15 Although Mathews and Steele 

were not the first to suggest a protectionist quota on a cultural institution in Canada, the situation 

was viewed in a very different, overwhelmingly negative light because they were advocating for a 

quota of people, not just content. Due to the large number of Americans teaching in Canada, this 

made the Canadianization movement seem like a personal attack on these American professors.   

                                                
14 See G. Stuart Adam, “Broadcasting and Canadian Culture: A Commentary,” in The Beaver Bites Back?: 
American Popular Culture in Canada, edited by David H. Flaherty and Frank E. Manning, (Montreal; Kingston: 
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1993). Edwardson, Canadian Content, 89.  
15 Robin Mathews, “Why was nothing done to show de-Canadianziation of curriculums?” The Globe and Mail (26 
June 1970): 7.  
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There was an overwhelming negative response to the suggestion of reserving a specific 

number of positions for Canadians, but as many scholars have noted, Canada was unique in 

comparison to other countries in not having citizenship requirements for academic posts. In 1975 

Jean Cottam acknowledged that, “in the United States, as well as in European countries, citizenship 

is usually mandatory for long-term academic posts; not so in Canada.”16 Although employment 

equity17 in terms of restrictions on the quantity of foreign academics within universities was 

common practice in the United States, France, Italy, and Japan – in Canada this proposal was 

attacked by Mathews’ and Steele’s opponents as a “slippery slope to fascism.”18 This reluctance 

to adopt protectionist policies similar to those of other countries was likely linked to the Canadian 

inferiority complex as discussed in Chapter One. Many Canadians found it difficult to see their 

higher education system as on par with foreign models and therefore felt reliant on foreign-

educated professors.  

Many prominent individuals took strong stances against the suggestion to implement a 

quota of foreign academics, including William G. Davis the Ontario Minister of Education from 

1962 and also Minister of University Affairs by 1964, and Ontario Premier from 1971 to 1978. 

Such well-placed opposition likely explains, at least partially, the lack of government involvement 

in issues of Canadianization during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Due to Mathews’ consistent 

advocacy for government intervention to ensure the Canadianization of Canadian universities, the 

Committee of University Presidents reported on the percentage of Canadian faculty in Ontario in 

June 1970. The study found that of the 8,000 faculty in Ontario, the percentage of Canadians in 

                                                
16 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 16.  
17 Employment equity is in reference to employment protection that would guarantee a minimum majority of 
domestic scholars.  
18 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 170. In the post-WWII era, restrictions imposed by governments were contentious 
in light of the actions of the Nazi state in Germany. The argument this quote refers to is that by enforcing a faculty 
citizenship requirement it would lead to other regulations, such as race, gender, religion, etc. descending into a 
fascist state.   
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each department ranged from 78% to 48%.19 The average for social science departments was 55% 

Canadian faculty.  Tim Reid, a Liberal MPP demanded a Canadian/American breakdown of these 

numbers in order to determine if an American takeover of individual departments was taking place. 

York University compiled a study, gathering citizenship data on their faculty. John Saywell recalls 

that after the data was collected, “Canadians and Americans alike – vehemently argued that 

publication of the data, particularly citizenship, was an infringement of academic freedom and a 

violation of the Human Rights Code.”20 This adds another dimension to the lack of accurate 

statistics available to support or oppose the Canadianization movement. Opposition to both the 

gathering and publishing of the little data that was available at individual universities significantly 

delayed the ability of both Federal and Provincial governments to take action in support of the 

Canadianization movement.  

 In his 2014 publication, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, Mathews outlines the 

impact his leading role in the Canadianization movement had on his career. In 1985 the English 

Department at Simon Fraser University (SFU) in British Columbia refused to approve an academic 

faculty exchange involving Mathews because the Chair of the Department, Jerry Zaslov – who 

happened to be American – disagreed with Mathews expressed opinions.21 Mathews claims, “Jerry 

Zaslov, wrote [in a violation of academic freedom] to Mathews that many in the English 

Department didn’t want to give him a place to utter his ideas about literary and cultural nationalism 

                                                
19 John Saywell, Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 1960-1973, (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 2008) 106.  
20 Ibid., 107. The data was later released without disclosing names and the citizenship at birth of faculty at York 
University. Of the 136 new appointments at York in 1969-70, 42.8% were Canadian citizens, 31.2% were American, 
11% British and 14% other. 65/136 new faculty received their senior graduate degree in the United States while only 
29 were Canadian-educated for their highest degree. Foreign-educated scholars, particularly American-educated 
scholars were also detrimental to the Canadianization movement due to their lack of formal study of Canada, 
making them less likely to teach and research Canadian content.  
21 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 13.  
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because those Department members disagreed with the ideas.”22 Mathews believes this was 

directly tied to his advocacy for the Canadianization movement. A number of Canadian authors 

supported Mathews, such as Pauline Jewett, Margaret Fulton, and Margaret Atwood. The 

Canadian Association of University Teachers deemed SFU in violation of policies supporting 

academic freedom, however even with the ruling and support for Mathews, the faculty exchange 

was not approved. Around the same time, the President of SFU, William Saywell issued a 

statement saying he would not allow Mathews on his campus and urged other schools to follow 

suit.23 Due to the quantity of negative reactions to Mathews both personally and because he was 

so closely associated with the Canadianization movement, it is likely that Mathews is correct in 

believing this rejection from SFU was the result of his substantial advocacy for Canadianization.    

Mathews also faced resistance to the advancement of his career at Carleton following the 

December 11th 1968 CUASA meeting.24 At Sir George William University in Montreal 

(incorporated with Loyola College in 1974 to become Concordia University) Mathews believes a 

hiring committee rejected him because someone on the hiring committee, “was outraged at his 

Canadianization opinions.”25 During the peak of the Canadianization movement Michael Oliver, 

the President of Carleton University, asked Mathews to stop including “Carleton University” with 

his signature.26 This was part of Oliver’s plan to distance the university from Mathews and his 

very polarizing opinions on Canadianization. In a letter to Mathews and another Canadianizer, 

Oliver wrote, “I would like to make the request through this letter to you personally to refrain, in 

                                                
22 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 13. 
23 Dr. Saywell was President of SFU from 1983-1993.  
24 Most of what is known about the career resistance and personal correspondence with these opponents of Mathews 
can be found in letters exchanged and then published by Mathews in his collective works. Little is known about the 
experiences of James Steele who has not published extensively about his experiences with the Canadianization 
movement.  
25 Professor Neatby, “C.B.C. Broadcast by Professor Neatby, January 2, 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for 
Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 43.  
26 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 130.  
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future, from identifying yourselves as professors of Carleton University in matters of public 

controversy.”27 Some years later, when Mathews was eligible for promotion to Associate Professor 

at Carleton, the committee refused to deliberate or vote on his career advancement.28 Mathews 

believes this was a direct result of his Canadianization advocacy however, a full investigation of 

these allegations is outside the scope of this study. This example is perhaps indicative of how 

Mathews’ academic status suffered because of his involvement with the Canadianization 

movement. Not only did people choose to reject his predictions and convictions regarding 

Canadianization, many personally associated Mathews with anti-Americanism. It is worth nothing 

that those who did not teach Canadian material nor study Canada, especially those who were not 

Canadian citizens, may have felt personally attacked by these suggestions that foreign scholars 

were harmful to Canadian academic development.  

Another incident that demonstrates the continued controversy surrounding Mathews and 

Steele can be found in the 2002 official history of Carleton University, Creating Carleton: The 

Shaping of a University.29 One of the authors, H. Blair Neatby who later became the History 

Department Chair at Carleton and the president of the Canadian Historical Association wrote, 

Mathews was a relentless controversialist who defended his causes with moral 
fervour and attacked with virulence anybody who did not agree with him. He went 
beyond the argument that the best candidates were not always hired and argued that 
foreign professors, whatever their qualifications, were a threat to the cultural role 
of the university.30 
 

Mathews has referred to this account as “veiled slander” and outlined how the Canadianization 

movement was not only downplayed by Carleton University’s official narrative but was falsely 

                                                
27 The Robin Mathews Papers [MG 31 D190] The National Archives of Canada in Cormier, “The Canadianization 
Movement in Context,” 366.  
28 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 130.  
29 Blair Neatby and Donald C. McEown, Creating Carleton: The Shaping of a University, (Montreal, Quebec: 
McGill-Queen's University Press, 2002), 160. 
30 Ibid., 160-161. 
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represented on numerous occasions to portray Mathews as reactionary and villainous. Mathews 

refers to this published account of his and Steele’s involvement with the Canadianization 

movement as a “wholesale attack on Mathews and Steele.”31 Mathews accused Neatby and 

McEown of making a number of errors, such as footnoting The Struggle for Canadian Universities 

incorrectly and misquoting his words. In his reflection on the Canadianization movement, 

Mathews claims “Let there be no mistake. The ‘errors’ made by the two writers would rate a failing 

grade in a first year History paper… they would be judged by almost all reasonable people to have 

been acting out of malice and vindictiveness.”32  It is important to note that Neatby and Mathews 

had clashed on the Canadianization movement since its inception at the December 11th 1968 

CUASA meeting at Carleton University. At the meeting Neatby had seconded a motion to 

immediately reject Mathews’ and Steele’s motions on the grounds that they contravened the 

Ontario Human Rights Code.  

In my reading of Creating Carleton, malice does not appear to influence this recounting of 

Mathews’ and Steele’s motions at the 1968 CUASA meeting. It is however, an oversimplification 

of the arguments and work that Mathews and Steele did on behalf of the Canadianization 

movement. A problematic lens was applied to the movement which took a strictly anti-American 

approach, therefore painting Mathews and Steele as explicitly anti-American. Creating Carleton 

claims Mathews’ and Steele’s opinions were discarded because, “their intemperate denunciation 

of Americans…was interpreted as a threat to high academic standards, because it seemed to mean 

denying appointments to American candidates even if they had the best academic qualifications.”33 

Mathews and Steele were expressly pro-Canadian and framed their arguments consciously to avoid 

                                                
31 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 16.  
32 Ibid.  
33 Neatby and McEown, Creating Carleton, 161.  
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taking a strong anti-American stance. Mathews considers this characterization of his 

Canadianization efforts as demeaning to his work, “For decades to come, students and others 

interested in Carleton University will read the falsehoods written into the history of Carleton 

University – Creating Carleton – and James Steele and I will be misreported and insulted…into 

the future.”34 This particular reiteration of the Canadianization movement is significant because it 

displays the ongoing debates regarding the anti-American component of the Canadianization 

movement and how those interpretations cast supporters of Canadianization in an unfriendly, 

negative light. 

A number of other attempts to explain the Canadianization movement also dismiss 

Mathews and Steele or frame their opinions so as to undermine the significance of their arguments. 

In his 2004 publication The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, 

Cormier refers to Mathews’ claims of systematic discrimination against Canadian professors as 

“actively manufacturing a sense of grievance.”35 Mathews dedicates an entire chapter, titled “A 

Problem of Scholarship,” in his 2014 reflection on the Canadianization movement to discussing 

Cormier’s contention. Cormier’s examination of the Canadianization movement is the only 

published narrative of the movement other than those published by Mathews himself. Mathews 

summarizes his critique of Cormier’s research as, “In simple terms, professor Cormier uses 

descriptive language about the two men – especially Mathews – that is insulting and demeaning.”36 

Mathews goes beyond identifying a number of problems with Cormier’s study and addresses what 

he has deemed a long list of falsehoods and slander from numerous sources in order to demonstrate 

the “almost maniac response” to issues of Canadianization, which can be said to represent the 

                                                
34 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 17.  
35 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 48-49. 
36 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 85.  
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response to Canadianization both in the late 1960s and throughout the historiography.37 Bryan 

Palmer also highlights a number of issues with Cormier’s examination of the Canadianization 

movement. Palmer claims that Cormier misrepresents the movement by placing Mathews in the 

position of social movement leader, “Mathews was on the outside as much as the inside of 

anything….Mathews existed as a somewhat extreme voice within a more diffuse and often quite 

diverse nationalist social movement.”38Although Mathews was significant to the Canadianization 

movement, his approach as well as his arguments made him a divisive figure among the numerous 

individuals and organizations advocating for Canadianization. As was the case in Creating 

Carleton, Cormier does not account for the long nature of the Canadianization movement. For 

Mathews, the movement spanned his whole career, yet Canadianization along with Mathews’ and 

Steele’s continued advocacy is often ignored after the early 1970s. The published record of the 

Canadianization movement has been shaped by Mathews’ biased recounts of the movement, as 

well as Cormier’s attempt to treat a complex, multi-faceted movement by only discussing two 

people and one organization in detail.  

Many accusations that presumed the Canadianization movement involved malicious 

intentions were lobbied at Mathews and Steele. Mathews claims “there was likely an ideological 

purpose in the repeated claim by the anti-Canadianists that Canadianists were extremists, racists, 

anti-semites, or mere anti-Americans.”39 Mathews was openly accused of being racist and anti-

Semitic on a live CBC interview with Barbara Frum and Warren Davis, after which historian John 

T. Saywell claimed, “Mathews clearly toned down his rhetoric.”40 Without a verbatim report of 

                                                
37 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 20.  
38 Bryan Palmer, review of The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, by Jeffrey Cormier, 
Pacific Historical Review, Berkeley: University of California Press, Vol. 75, Iss. 2, (May 2006), 370.  
39 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 23.  
40 Saywell, Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 95.  
Mathews also refers to this interview in his 2014 recollection, claiming that at the end of a taped interview with 
CBC a comment was added without Mathews’ and Steele’s knowledge that claimed “an editorial comment to the 
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this interview, and because so much of the documentation of the emergence of this movement was 

written by Robin Mathews, it is difficult to determine if there was any truth to these accusations. 

The incident on the CBC needs to be investigated further, along with the significant role media 

played in expanding discussions of Canadianization across Canada.  

Professor Misao Dean, an English Professor at the University of Victoria who specializes 

in Canadian literature claims that Mathews was instrumental in advocating for the introduction of 

Canadian course offerings in the field of Canadian literature. Dean has examined the language of 

the Canadianization movement, particularly of Mathews’ approach to framing Canadianization as 

de-colonization. Mathews advocated for the decolonization of curricula, meaning a movement 

away from relying on British and American literatures in teaching students in Canada.  In her 2016 

article Dean stated, “the most persistent criticism of Mathews and his allies was that they were 

racist.”41 Dean uses this as an example of white fragility, claiming that these accusations were 

lobbied against Mathews and other new nationalists by mostly white American men employed in 

Canadian universities.42 Dean notes that Mathews’ personality often shaped his interactions with 

both supporters and opponents of Canadianization: “A supporter would call him a gadfly, but his 

detractors said things that were much worse, both behind his back and to his face.”43 Cormier also 

examined accusations made about Mathews regarding racism and ethnocentrism, as well as “Nazi 

                                                
effect that Canada didn’t want the kind of discrimination that Mathews and Steele advocated…implying ugly 
things” (Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 49). Another live debate ensued where Mathews was 
accusation of discrimination, and he believes not allowed to defend himself. Afterwards Mathews claims he wrote to 
CBC headquarters and Warren Davis was taken off air for a week as punishment for the personal insults he flung at 
Mathews in attempts to defame him. Cormier also compiled a list of accusations Warren Davis and Barbara Frum 
aimed towards Mathews over the course of these three interviews in March and April of 1969. Mathews was 
accused of “discrimination that was distasteful to Canadians,” condemned as “racist” and “anti-Semitic” (Cormier, 
The Canadianization Movement, 38).  
41 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 40.  
42 Ibid.  
43 Ibid.  
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tactics.”44 Dean attempts to identify the origins of these aggressive accusations claiming, “that 

nationalist attempts to define a monolithic, collectivist, literary tradition (however inclusive of 

French-Canadians) not only gave short shrift to aesthetics but excluded minority groups, and so 

were by definition racist.”45 Mathews was advocating for Canadian citizens to be considered first 

for vacant positions, which would be to the detriment of foreign academics. Mathews also invoked 

a definition of Canadians based solely on citizenship but did not acknowledge the issue of 

representation of minority groups under the umbrella of ‘Canadian.’  

These attempts to label Mathews as discriminatory, whether towards Canadians or foreign 

academics, can be further explained by examining how he saw his role in the Canadianization 

movement. In his 2014 reflections on the Canadianization movement, Mathews explained the 

accusations of racism that surrounded movement were instinctive reactions to suggestions of 

resisting U.S. imperialism: “To resist U.S. imperialism seemed to some U.S. people to be so 

astonishing it had to be a kind of racism.”46 Mathews saw himself not as a cultural nationalist but 

as an anti-imperialist who advocated for the decolonialization of Canadian curricula. Dean makes 

an important point about who Mathews clearly saw as the colonized and who was missing from 

his narrative of Canadianization,   

Mathews was unable, or unwilling, to think through those colonial histories in terms 
of race… His inability to grow beyond this view, and to accept the nation’s role in 
the extinguishing of Indigenous sovereignties and peoples, make his academic 
writing seem sadly dated, and of little use to those who continue to see the nation 
as a valid category for analysis and pedagogy.47 

 

                                                
44 Cormier, Canadian Content, 128.  
45 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 41.  
46 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 10.  
47 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 43.  
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Dean approached her study of the Canadianization movement by examining English-Canadian 

literature and its intersection with ‘Seventies Nationalism.’48 This 2016 article, “Canadianization, 

Colonialism, and Decolonization,” represents recent attempts and discussions to decolonize 

curricula and course offerings as well as provide a more encompassing educational experience that 

acknowledges and includes First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples in Canadian studies. In the 

context of the sixties and seventies nationalist movements in English-Canada, Mathews was using 

decolonialization to refer largely to the influence of American and British content and professors 

teaching in Canadian universities. Mathews and the Canadianization movement promoted the 

hiring of Canadian professors, who were overwhelmingly white settler men. Mathews has denied 

any trace of xenophobic or racist motives behind the Canadianization movement, however there 

was also little to no discussion about who was included in the terms “Canadian studies” and 

“Canadian professors.”  

Negative reactions to suggestions of de-Canadianization ranged from localized expressions 

of opposition to national security concerns that resulted in the surveillance of individuals and 

organizations involved, or suspected of involvement, by the police. Steven Hewitt’s book Spying 

101: The RCMP’s Secret Activities at Canadian Universities, 1917-1997 includes examples of 

Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) informants on university campuses who monitored 

events and individuals who advocated for the Canadianization of universities and other cultural 

institutions. RCMP informants surveilled activities that promoted the Canadianization movement, 

such as a teach-in attended by Robin Mathews at the University of Alberta in November 1969.49 

                                                
48 Dean describes nationalists of the seventies as advocating for the use of national literature as a tool in the struggle 
against multi-national capitalism, “a way to unite the opposition to globalization, and to argue for the rights of wage 
workers and women.” Therefore, seventies nationalism contained traces of anti-colonialism and anti-capitalist 
movements.  
49 Steven Hewitt, Spying 101: The RCMP’s Secret Activities at Canadian Universities, 1917-1997, (Buffalo; 
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002), 135.  
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As a leader of the Canadianization movement Mathews only spoke at universities when he was 

invited by student organizations because university administrations or faculty associations did not 

want to draw attention to these controversial movements.50 During the late 1960s and early 1970s 

RCMP surveillance on universities campuses was a highly contentious issue, justified because of 

the supposed influential nature of university students.51 In March 1970 the RCMP attended the 

“Americanization of Canada Teach-In” at the University of Toronto due to concern about the 

affiliation between the movement and the “radical” Waffle fraction of the New Democratic Party 

who had sponsored the event.52 This association of the Canadianization movement with radicalism 

and extremism that could endanger the state was obviously an overreaction given what we know 

today about the movement. I include this example of RCMP surveillance to illustrate the hysteria 

wrought by Mathews’ and Steele’s expressions of de-Canadianization and by their proposals for 

nationality quotas.53 It is worth noting that the RCMP investigated a number of aspects of 

university life and intellectual discussions in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The Canadian 

Association of University Teachers, which did not overtly support the Canadianization movement, 

was involved in other issues shaping universities such as defining academic freedom, collective 

bargaining for members and government lobbying. For its hardline approach to gaining increased 

autonomy for professors the RCMP considered membership in the CAUT to be evidence of 

radicalism and monitored people involved often without their knowledge.54 That fine line between 

                                                
50 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 58.  
51 Canada’s Cold War domestic security framework focused on the surveillance and identification of subversive or 
potentially dangerous individuals working within the Canadian state. As sites of academic freedom and freedom of 
speech, universities were thought to be particularly vulnerable to espionage. Canadian youth were believed to be 
most vulnerable to indoctrination due in part to their age and the increased radicalism of student protest in the 1960s 
into the 1970s across North America.  
52 Hewitt, Spying 101, 135. 
53 It is quite interesting to note that Canadianism is not a word. Given the common use of Americanism is it perhaps 
not reading too much into one word to see this as evidence of a lack of concern for a unique Canadian identity or 
influence over social and cultural institutions.  
54 Hewitt, Spying 101, 124.  
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pro-Canadian and anti-American terminology was extremely important to people in positions of 

authority, with anti-American being often associated with radicalism and therefore, according to 

the RCMP a concern to national security.  

The Canadianization movement has been criticized as only representing the concerns of 

the Canadian cultural and intellectual elite. However, when the Canadianization movement is 

placed into the broader historical context it becomes obvious how applicable issues of 

Canadianization at universities were. In the 1974 publication Canadian Universities: American 

Takeover of the Mind, Cottam argued that all Canadians should be concerned about the 

Americanization of Canadian universities, if not for cultural than for economic reasons. According 

to Cottam,  “the Canadian taxpayer is paying people to discriminate against Canadian youth and 

the possibility of the flowering of Canadian talent in the future.”55 Cottam argued that it cost 

taxpayers $50,000 to $100,000 to educate a PhD student in Canada. By not employing these 

Canadian-educated students the tax revenue spent was, according to Cottam, a waste of an 

investment.56 This example invoked tax dollars to illustrate that it would be to the economic and 

nationalist advantage of Canada to hire Canadian-educated faculty to teach in Canadian 

universities. Cottam was also concerned about the nationality of graduate students, arguing that 

large numbers of foreign graduate students in Canadian universities were not contributing to the 

reproduction of a Canadian education. “I understand that a large proportion –50%– of our doctoral 

students are non-Canadians, and many of them are from the United States. I am concerned that 

qualified Canadian students are thus being denied access to our graduate education, while less 

                                                
55 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 3.  
56 Ibid., 14. This argument lacks an acknowledgement of class divisions; a university education was still largely 
limited to children of upper-class families. It is also significant to note that underemployment of PhD recipients was 
also a concern and would have greatly inflated this loss on investment that Cottam is describing.  
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qualified foreigners take their place.”57 This was an assumption that a number of critics relied on 

in their attempts to dismiss the Canadianization movement. Cottam was alluding to the idea that 

American scholars were deemed more important by graduate admission authorities than Canadian 

candidates, even if the Canadian candidates were more qualified. More research into the 

motivations of individual departments and Graduate Chairs is needed in order to understand if 

there was such a large proportion of foreign graduate students, and if so, to determine what the 

motivations were behind admissions policies.  

 

Nationality vs. Academic Competence  

The main barrier preventing acceptance of Mathews’ and Steele’s Canadianization 

arguments was the traditional liberal ideology that knowledge is intrinsically international and 

cannot be confined and culturally determined by individual nation-states. Therefore, the argument 

follows, nationality of teachers was irrelevant to the quality of Canadian education. In examining 

the emergence of nationalism at universities, historian Eugene Rostow argued for the necessity of 

internationalism at institutions of higher learning in order to ensure advancement of international 

disciplines:  

If the university is to serve the nation well, its moral and intellectual perspectives 
should continue to be international. A purely national university, confined in its 
personnel and in its outlook, becomes the victim of the state, narrow, parochial, 
inward turning, and ultimately sterile. In the grand manner, the university should 
be the yeast of the nation, a source of its moral and intellectual leadership, and a 

                                                
57 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 32. Throughout the Canadianization movement 
the term ‘Canadian’ faculty is used to refer to both individuals with Canadian citizenship and/or individuals who 
were educated in Canada. Large numbers of foreign graduate students in Canadian universities complicated the 
Canadian v. non-Canadian approach to this movement, because having been educated in Canada it was argued that 
foreign graduate students were more suitable for teaching and researching in Canada than Canadian citizens who 
were educated in foreign universities. There is no conclusive end to this debate and often throughout the 
Canadianization movement these two definitions of Canadian are compressed into one ambiguous meaning.  
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force for humanity and reason within it. To be such a university, it must retain, 
and deepen, its links to the wider world.58 

 
This quotation positions universities at the centre of national definition, “the yeast of the nation,” 

yet argues that universities must be inherently international in scope. Professor Gustin from the 

University of Chicago perhaps summed up this argument best in an article in The Globe and Mail 

in May 1969 where he claimed fears of Americanization of Canadian universities were not rational 

concerns “Unlike folk songs and apple strudel, knowledge has no national character.”59  

Ian McKay’s essential publication, “The Liberal Order Framework: A Prospectus for a 

Reconnaissance of Canadian History,” emphasizes points of resistance throughout Canadian 

history as key moments in the development of Canadian liberalism.  In order to maintain order in 

a liberal state, all individuals must be allotted the same freedoms and equal treatment by 

government. McKay forwarded a new approach to the study of Canadian history by combining 

social and cultural theory with traditional political and economic histories.60 He also addressed the 

necessity of national study:  

And why have a field of Canadian history if even the most powerful and far-
reaching methodologies often treat Canada as a ‘stage’ on which relatively 
universal processes and formations interact? If Canada is more or less just a vacant 
lot, one more (relatively minor) place where class, gender, race, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, and so on, interact – as they do everywhere else on the planet – why 
not go to where the action really is, to the United States, to Europe, or ‘global’ 
analyses? What, besides narrow horizons, arbitrary and dated disciplinary 
boundaries, or sheer timidity, would hold us to this ‘vacant lot’?61  
 

In order to develop broad-ranging Canadian histories, the unique Canadian experience needs to be 

considered. If Canada is viewed as this vacant lot on which to apply universal processes, as McKay 

                                                
58 Eugene Rostow, “Are Universities National Institutions?” in Nationalism and the University, edited by Eugene 
Rostow, (Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein Lectures, 1971), 17.  
59 Professor Gustin, “Letter in The Globe and Mail, May 20th 1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian 
Universities edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 110.  
60 Ian McKay, “The Liberal Order Framework: A Prospectus for a Reconnaissance of Canadian History,” The 
Canadian Historical Review 81 no. 4 (2000): 621.   
61 Ibid., 618.  
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suggests it has been, then the unique Canadian experience is disregarded. As discussed in Chapter 

Two, Mathews and Steele argued that research was “carried out by particular men, in particular 

places, at particular times, about particular problems and in the context of particular 

communities.”62 Internationalism has become even more prominent, and indeed necessary in 

Canadian universities since the 1960s, with the growth of transnational and globalization 

scholarship. However, there has also been an increase in Canadian studies material, which has 

allowed both schools of thought–nationalism and internationalism–to exist at Canadian 

universities.  

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, many academics believed Mathews’ and Steele’s 

proposals to increase Canadian studies materials and Canadian faculty would decrease the 

standards of education in Canada. By isolating Canadian universities from international 

intellectual traditions, Canadian students would not receive a high quality education and the 

reputation of Canadian universities would suffer. This was not the intention of the leaders of the 

Canadianization movement, who argued not for the overthrow of traditional disciplines and subject 

matter but for the inclusion of Canadian content in those disciplines in order to shape students’ 

understanding of Canada’s place in the world. This widespread belief that universities could not 

be both national and international in scape was an incredibly limited opinion of the university as 

an institution of higher learning. As has been proven by the development of Canadian Studies 

programs, the 1981 implementation of the Canadians first hiring policy and Canadas’s strong 

international reputation – universities are more than capable of teaching both national and 

international content.  

                                                
62 Mathews and Steele, “Memorandum to C.U.A.S.A on de-Canadianization and five motions,” 18. 
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As discussed in Chapter One, there is a long history of Canadians accepting the idea that 

American and British institutions provide a superior education in comparison to Canadian 

institutions. The dominant ideology followed that for Canadian institutions to compete they needed 

to mirror the practices and draw from the strengths of these foreign systems. Mathews and Steele 

asserted that the universal notion of knowledge invited Canadians to consider U.S. information as 

non-nationalistic, cosmopolitan and as a product of U.S. manifest destiny.63 They critiqued this 

concept of the university as a space uninfluenced by nationalism, arguing that academics were 

hiding behind idealistic notions of academic freedom and not the lived reality that universities are 

located in countries which influenced them greatly. However, from a more modern standpoint, it 

becomes obvious that a major flaw in Mathews’ and Steele’s argument was the idea that the 

nationality of scholars determined their individual areas of research and teaching, which is often 

not the case. Jack Granatstein discredited Mathews’ and Steele’s assumption by referring to a study 

at the University of Toronto in 1969 that found there was no correlation between Canadian 

professors and Canadian content.64 Robert Page expressed concern similar to Mathews and Steele 

that if internationalism was prioritized over domestic study, establishing Canadian Studies as a 

discipline would be practically impossible, “Some foreign input is healthy and essential for a 

vigorous intellectual climate. The Canadian difficulty, however, lies in the size of the influx and 

the extent to which it emanates mainly from one country, the United States.”65 Page also argued 

that a laissez-faire approach to importing academics and ideas would lead to “continental 

uniformity, not international excellence; there would be a continuing flood from the United States 

                                                
63 Mathews and Steele, “The Universities Takeover of the Mind,” 175. Canadians were arguably buying into the 
idea of American intellectualism as being superior and destined to supersede Canadian scholars and institutions.  
64 Granatstein, Yankee Go Home?, 205.  
65 Robert Page, “Canadian Studies: The Current Dilemma,” in Getting It Back: A Program for Canadian 
Independence, edited by Abraham Rotstein, Gary Lax and the Committee for an Independent Canada, (Toronto: 
Clarke, Irwin, 1974), 183.  
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and a small trickle from other sources.”66 Page’s fears seem likely if only in the Canadian context 

given what we know about the historic tendency of Canadians to assume the academic superiority 

of foreign academics and institutions. Page’s concerns also align with Mathews’ and Steele’s 

arguments that a majority of professors in Canada were American citizens, a contested assumption 

which as Chapter Two discussed was not supported by statistical evidence. Canadianization 

consisted of two issues, the lack of Canadian Studies programs and the lack of inclusion of 

Canadian studies content in traditional disciplines. Supporters of the Canadianization movement 

advocated for both, however there was not a widespread consensus as to whether the influence of 

foreign professors was detrimental to Canadian education.  

Mathews and Steele argued that Canadians were best suited for the tasks of researching 

and developing courses that would enhance knowledge of Canada and Canadian studies. Mathews 

wanted to increase the proportion of Canadian citizens teaching and researching across all 

academic disciplines in order to develop a unique Canadian intellectual tradition. “I believe it is 

just as important to employ Canadians in non-Canadian fields, as it is to foster Canadian studies. 

To survive, we must see the outside world through our own eyes!”67 Mathews and Steele did not 

receive a landslide of support due to these controversial disagreements regarding whether 

nationality or academic competence should be the main criteria for hiring in Canadian universities. 

Ideally, a combination of both could have been reached due to the number of highly qualified 

Canadian candidates however, this polarizing debate cast significant doubt on the rationality and 

potential consequences of Canadian protectionism.  

 Proponents of the Canadianization movement portrayed the issue of de-Canadianization of 

university faculty as a nation-wide concern. Although there were scholars and university 

                                                
66 Page, “Canadian Studies: The Current Dilemma,”178.  
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administrators across Canada who were concerned about the prospect of a foreign takeover, each 

geographic region of Canada had different experiences with Canadianization. Individual 

departments had unique compositions of faculty and therefore there were vastly different 

perspectives based on evidence in support or denial of the necessity of the Canadianization 

movement. One of the most common distinctions was that universities that had actively maintained 

close ties to Canada’s British heritage, mostly located in Eastern Canada, did not experience 

Americanization to the same extent.  Malcolm MacLeod has argued, “Overwhelmingly large 

cohorts of American appointments did not appear at Memorial chiefly because of the strong British 

connections which Newfoundland and its university maintained.”68 Queen’s University is another 

such example, hovering around 70% Canadian faculty throughout the 1960s.69 On the opposite 

end of the spectrum, Western universities tended to have higher numbers of U.S. faculty with a 

minority of Canadian professors. The University of Alberta determined that 60.8% of their full-

time faculty in 1961-62 were Canadian, but by 1968-69, that number had dropped to 47.2%.70 

Central Canada was experiencing Americanization of faculty at an alarmingly quick rate due to 

the concentration of post-secondary institutions in Ontario. Ontario was experiencing more 

Americanization than Eastern Canada, as illustrated by the University of Waterloo which estimated 

that at least half of their full-professors were American, which in combination with other foreign 

faculty left Canadian professors in the minority.71 Quebec, as briefly discussed in Chapter One, 

                                                
68 Malcolm MacLeod, “Crossroads Campus: Faculty Development at Memorial University of Newfoundland, 1950-
1972,” in Historical Identities: The Professoriate in Canada, edited by Euthalia Lisa Panayotidis and Paul James 
Stortz, (Toronto, Ontario: University of Toronto Press, 2006), 147.  
69 Ibid., 148.  
70 Byrne, MacKinnon, Mathews and the Canadian Liberation Movement, The Waterloo Report, 1. This is not meant 
to infer that all foreign faculty at the University of Alberta were America, however other statistics indicate that 
likely a majority of these foreign professors were American. 
71 James Steele and Robin Mathews, “The Universities: Takeover of the Mind,” in Close the 49th Parallel, etc.: The 
Americanization of Canada, edited by Ian Lumsden, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1970), 171. The 
University of Waterloo found that the Departments of Economics, English, Fine Arts, History, Philosophy, Political 
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experienced the lowest rates of Americanization in the country. Mathews and Steele as well as 

Jean Cottam and other supporters of the Canadianization movement quickly identified how the 

low rates of Americanization in Quebec would skew attempts to produce a national ratio of 

Canadian to non-Canadian professors, “Since French-language institutions employ many more 

Canadian citizens than English-language institutions do, average figures are misleading as to the 

true proportion of Canadians teaching in English-language institutions in Canada as a whole.”72 

Therefore, Cottam estimated that the percentage of Canadian faculty in English-language 

institutions would significantly lower than projected estimates, due to the higher percentage of 

Canadian professors at French-language institutions which were included in nation-wide 

estimates. This further complicates the controversy around use and interpretation of statistics that 

has muddled the understanding of the Canadianization movement.  

 

Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Association (CSAA)   

 The Canadianization movement has been defined as a social movement by sociologist 

Jeffrey Cormier,   

a group of two or more people who share a common sentiment and set of actions 
aimed at changing social relations (a social system or a social institution) …. [The 
Canadianization movement] was a social movement in the sense that it was 
composed of charismatic social movement leaders, public, political and media 
supporters, and determined activists, all lobbying, protesting, and organizing for 
change73 
 

Cormier claims that a social movement spectrum existed with Mathews and Steele at one end of 

the spectrum, acting individually as ‘movement entrepreneurs.’ At the opposite end of the 

                                                
Science, Psychology, and Sociology/Anthropology all had American chairmen and only a minority of full-professors 
were Canadian, while at least half were US citizens.  
72 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 13.   
73 Jeffrey Cormier, “Nationalism, Activism, and the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Community, 1967-
1985,” The American Sociologist 33 no.1 (2002), 16.		
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spectrum was the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Association (CSAA), a hierarchically-

structured organization that pursued an agenda of Canadianization in the mid-1970s. Cormier 

addressed the benefits and drawbacks to a formally organized movement and the individualist 

approach of Mathews and Steele. Not encumbered by formal organization, like the CSAA, 

Mathews and Steele were able to speak openly about their opinions and positions on key issues of 

Canadianization without the administrative processes of voting, forming committees, formulating 

positions and being held accountable to a membership group. The CSAA only met twice a year 

and its members had limited time to discuss positions and opinions with the large membership 

base. According to Cormier, the CSAA initially adopted a “neutral almost sanitized policy on an 

extremely emotional topic.”74 However, given the large number of members, there were likely a 

wide range of opinions about Canadianization which would make it difficult to formulate a 

unifying position on such a controversial subject. It is significant to note a couple of 

recommendations formulated by the CSAA. In 1972 the CSAA’s subcommittee recommended 

department-head positions be held exclusively by Canadian citizens, and more radically, that 75% 

of each department’s graduate student population be comprised of Canadian citizens.75 However, 

the CSAA did not have the ability to enforce these measures. They were merely policy suggestions 

to be considered by individual universities and by the Canadian government. The CSAA position 

is interesting because in some ways the involvement of large democratic organizations in efforts 

to draw attention to the de-Canadianization of Canadian universities legitimized concerns raised 

                                                
74 Cormier, “The Canadianization Movement in Context,” 365.  
75 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 169. I say more radically because as we know Mathews and Steele advocated for 
a minimum of two-thirds Canadian faculty in each university department. They did not address potential quotas on 
the nationality of graduate students, however we can assume that if they believed 66% Canadian faculty was 
adequate for Canadianizing the department, then they would apply a similar number to the number of graduate 
students.  
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by Mathews and Steele who were often dismissed as two fanatics isolated from the mainstream 

views of academia.   

In comparison to the CSAA, which focused exclusively on the state of Sociology and 

Anthropology departments in Canada, Mathews and Steele were able to connect the ideological 

currents of their Canadianization goals into broader ideological and social movements, amplifying 

their message and reaching a wider public audience. Mathews and Steele found common cause 

with the concern in Canada about the increasing American economic and cultural influence in 

Canada, Canadian nationalism and growing concern about Canadian education at all grade levels.76 

Cormier claims, Mathews “and Steele invested an enormous amount of time and energy traveling 

across Canada, giving public addresses, conducting television and radio interviews, participating 

in teach-ins, seminars and conferences, in an effort to publicize the issue of Canadianization.”77 

Jack Granatstein even proclaims that Mathews and Steele the most successful Canadian 

nationalists since the Laurier era.78 It is because of their prominent public profile that Mathews 

and Steele are still considered the focal point of the Canadianization movement of post-secondary 

institutions in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Although this freedom from accountability allowed 

them to take a more direct, arguably radical approach to Canadianization. Cormier argues that 

Mathews and Steele failed to create a national Canadianization organization and that this hindered 

the success they were able to achieve,  

Why did the Canadianization movement fail to build a national organization? 
Certainly at least part of the problem was that it relied almost entirely on Mathews 
and Steele and the abilities as entrepreneurs to push the movement forward. It is 
ironic that the two individuals who were best positioned to accomplish the task of 
building a strong organization were also the ones responsible for its failure.79 
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77 Cormier, “The Canadianization Movement in Context,” 353.  
78 Granatstein, Yankee Go Home!, 216.  
79 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 84.  



 

77 
 

  

In his 2014 publication Mathews critiqued Cormier’s stance on the role he and Steele should have 

taken to promote Canadianization. “Professor Cormier didn’t note that the organization already 

existed – The Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT), but it was in the hands of the 

anti-Canadianization forces.”80 Mathews states that the CAUT was ineffective because in his 

opinion, their membership likely reflected the broader de-Canadianization of university faculty, 

implying that a large proportion of the members were not Canadians and therefore had no personal 

stake in the Canadianization movement. Additionally, those who were Canadian likely feared 

injury to their career advancement if they spoke out against their colleagues. Cormier appears to 

have overlooked the CAUT in his efforts to impose a binary organizational structure of the 

movement entrepreneurs and formal organizations onto the Canadianization movement. 

  

Canadian Association of University Teachers (CAUT)  

 The role of the Canadian Association of University Teachers in the Canadianization 

movement has only been given a cursory examination by historians regarding the Canadianization 

movement. The CAUT was created in 1951 and by 1958 had 11,700 members and local branches 

at nearly every Canadian university.81 This membership represented approximately 78% of 

Canadian university teachers.82 Although citizenship composition data for CAUT membership is 

not available, it is likely that the composition of the CAUT mirrored that of individual departments 

in terms of their ratio of foreign to domestic scholars.83 Although evidence does not exist, a pattern 

                                                
80 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 63. 
81 Although exact numbers are not available, we can assume that CAUT continued to grow in membership as the 
number of faculty expanded, maintaining approximately an 80% membership by the late 1960s and early 1970s when 
discussions of Canadianization were predominant.  
82 This estimate is based off the number of recipients of the CAUT’s publication Bulletin throughout the 1950s. 
Gidney, “The Canadian Association of University Teachers and the Rise of Faculty Power,” 70.  
83 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 61. 
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emerges in examining the Canadianization movement; foreign academics were the majority of 

those who opposed or even denied issues of de-Canadianization. Catherine Gidney has described 

the role of the CAUT. “In the 1950s and 1960s CAUT leaders worked to expand the role of faculty 

within their institutions and to legitimize the right of faculty to speak without repercussions on 

issues affecting the university and society.”84 Many historians have characterized the CAUT as 

being interested primarily in financial issues such as salaries and pensions, therefore suggesting 

that de-Canadianization was not a primary concern of this organization.85 By the 1960s its role had 

expanded into advocating for unifying structure and consistent treatment of professors by 

university administrations across the country. Gidney claims the CAUT was cautious in the 1950s 

and 1960s, by not taking strong positions on controversial issues, yet they were fundamental in 

reshaping the role of faculty within universities.86 This fundamental reshaping needs to be 

investigated further in order to understand how Canadianization featured in the CAUT’s agenda.   

 The CAUT acted diplomatically by both publicly supporting and opposing aspects of the 

Canadianization movement, effectively accomplishing very little. Mathews claims CAUT was a 

follower, not a leader on issues of Canadianization, implying that as an organization which 

advocated for Canadian professors, it should have taken a more active role. On May 22nd 1969 

Mathews staged a protest outside of a CAUT executive meeting at the Park Plaza Hotel in Toronto, 

with a sign that stated, “The CAUT Discriminates Against CANADIANS.”87 In a letter to C.B. 

Macpherson, a Political Science Professor at the University of Toronto and the President of the 

CAUT during the 1968-1969 academic year, Mathews urged the CAUT to become involved: “I 

declare that C.A.U.T. ought to become interested, ought to declare a policy, ought to make a public 

                                                
84 Gidney, “The Canadian Association of University Teachers and the Rise of Faculty Power,” 74.  
85 Ibid., 78. 
86 Ibid., 70.  
87 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 41.  
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position clear, in terms of Canadian needs, Canadian scholars, Canadian students, and Canadian 

history and culture.”88 He asked if the CAUT considered de-Canadianization a problem and if it 

intended to implement a strategy to combat it. In the reply Macpherson noted that the CAUT 

“would be prepared to take a strong stand if it could be shown that there is, as a result of the present 

proportion of non-Canadians in positions of influence in the universities, discrimination against 

Canadians when appointments are being made.”89 Mathews and Steele argued that more accurate 

statistical information was needed in order to make that case, and that CAUT as an organization 

that represented the interests of university teachers in Canada, should be the one to gather that 

statistical data.90 This resulted in a kind of standoff between the CAUT, who wanted proof of de-

Canadianization before acting, and the leaders of the Canadianization movement who wanted 

CAUT to investigate the situation. An in depth study of the motivations and reluctance of the 

CAUT to involve itself with issues of Canadianization would surely reveal a complicated history 

that requires its own full-length investigation. Once again, the issue of accurate statistics and the 

variety of interpretations of the statistical evidence available featured predominantly in the 

hesitation of organizations and individuals to support the movement.  

On June 27th 1969, a month after Mathews’ demonstration in front of the Park Plaza Hotel 

in Toronto, the CAUT released a statement about Canadianization to the press. This statement 

reiterated a position that had previously been vocalized in letters and statements from the 

organization’s President:  

The principal criterion to be used in engaging a professor must continue to be his 
competence in the broad sense of his capacity to carry out the functions for which 
he was engaged. Competence thus includes not only his promise and ability as 

                                                
88 Mathews, “Letter to Professor Macpherson from Mathews asking for a statement of C.A.U.T. policy, February 2, 
1969,” reprinted in The Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 108.  
89 C.B. Macpherson, “Letter in reply to Mathews from Professor Macpherson, March 7, 1969,” reprinted in The 
Struggle for Canadian Universities, edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 110.  
90 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 26.  
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teacher and scholar but also those qualities which affect his performance within the 
Canadian university community. In areas where a familiarity with things Canadian 
is important, as for example in Canadian history or government or literature, than 
competence requires that knowledge. Such knowledge is not confined to Canadian 
citizens, although it may require residence and study in Canada. From this 
viewpoint, the Chairman of a department (of History, for instance, or French, 
English, etc.) who is unsympathetic or indifferent to the development of Canadian 
studies is clearly incompetent regardless of his academic qualifications, his 
citizenship, or national origin.91  
 

In response to this statement, a report published by the Montreal Committee on the De-

Canadianization called The Waterloo Report92 asked the CAUT to take action and declare 

individual Chairmen incompetent if departments were lacking Canadian Studies material, “We 

recommend CAUT undertake studies consistent with their statement on ‘Canadianization’ and 

publically declare incompetence wherever they find it present in Canadian universities according 

to their own definition quoted above.”93 The issue with investigating and collecting evidence on 

the alleged discrimination against Canadian scholars was that it would involve the Chairmen 

admitting they were actively not hiring Canadian candidates, because they were Canadian. Instead 

one could claim it was because of some other criteria that a foreign candidate had been selected 

instead of a Canadian. Cormier notes that one of the most significant reasons that the CAUT did 

not conduct a systematic study of faculty in Canada is, “from the outset it [the CAUT] did not 

seem to be interested in acting on the issue of Canadianization.”94 Although the CAUT supported 

the removal of Chairmen who were not supporting the development of Canadian studies, no 

Chairmen could conclusively be found guilty of doing so. The CAUT issued statements supporting 

the Canadianization movement but as the saying goes, actions speak louder than words. The 

                                                
91 Byrne, MacKinnon, Mathews and the Canadian Liberation Movement, The Waterloo Report, 15-16.  
92 The Montreal Committee on the De-Canadianization was an organization formed at the Emergency Symposium 
on the Americanization of Canadian Universities in May 1969. The Committee formed a number of subgroups to 
study aspects of de-Canadianization but was not overly active nor successful in drawing support to their cause.  
93 Byrne, MacKinnon, Mathews and the Canadian Liberation Movement, The Waterloo Report, 16. During this period 
all Department Chairs were men, hence the terminology Chairmen.  
94 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 41.  
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National Committee for Canadianization of Canadian Universities (NCCCU) at a two-day 

symposium in May 1971 produced several motions to lobby the government to censure 

organizations like the CAUT for their inaction on Canadianization.95   

Mathews and Steele were not alone in their dissatisfaction with the CAUT’s response to 

de-Canadianization. In a letter to The Globe and Mail Professor Gualtieri accused the CAUT of 

avoiding issues of de-Canadianization,  

it is hard to avoid the conclusion that Canadian Association of University Teacher 
officials, rather than preoccupying themselves with the problem brought to light 
by Professors James Steele and Dan Mathews [sic], are engaged in justifying 
themselves against the implication that they slumbered while a highly 
questionable situation developed in the Canadian university.96 
 

The CAUT did not actively oppose the existence of the grapevine or old-boy hiring system and 

was hesitant to implement a mandatory advertisement system for academic jobs in Canada. These 

are the types of issues that an organization advocating for academic freedom should have been 

interested in for the sake of Canadian professors. The CAUT stated that they disagreed with 

Mathews’ and Steele’s recommendations about imposing nationality quotas, 

C.A.U.T. is opposed to any system of quotas of formal regulations which would 
require that some fixed proportion of faculty or of new appointees be Canadian 
citizens, or which would reduce or restrict the status and rights of non-Canadian 
faculty members. The potential damage to individuals and to institutions of any 
enforceable quota regulations far outweighs any possible benefits.97  
 

Further proof of unwillingness to acknowledge and rectify these matters was CAUT’s opposition 

to government implementation of rules or regulations involving university hiring. The executive 

                                                
95 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 83. The NCCCU was created in December 1970 and according to 
Jeffrey Cormier, was not overly successful at advocating for Canadianization, “despite good intentions, almost none 
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96 Antonia R. Gualtieri, “Letter in The Globe and Mail from Professor Gualtieri, published June 19, 1969,” reprinted 
in The Struggle for Canadian Universities edited by Robin Mathews and James Steele, 130.  
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of the CAUT both verbally supported and condemned aspects of the Canadianization movement 

and policies suggested by Mathews and Steele. In letters exchanged between James Steele and 

Professor Macpherson, it was clear that the CAUT was struggling to balance their positionality as 

representative of all professors in Canada, and as representing Canadian professors. The issue of 

statistics is especially significant in this case as the CAUT refused to take action without definitive 

proof of discrimination against Canadians, yet they also did not investigate the issues thoroughly, 

which would have required the compilation of statistical evidence.   

Mathews and Steele were also not the only individuals advocating for protectionism of 

Canadian post-secondary education. Suggestions of faculty quotas were rejected by some 

individuals and organizations as discriminatory efforts, yet encouraged by other groups.98 Of those 

individuals and organizations which advocated for a nationality quota system, there was no 

consensus on how to apply such a policy and rectify the current lack of Canadian faculty. Jean 

Cottam advocated for a moratorium on all foreign hiring, arguing that vacant positions should 

remain empty until a qualified Canadian was found.99 Cottam believed this was necessary because 

preferential hiring as a policy of Canadianization would not work, since every appointment of a 

foreign scholar could be justified in terms of other criteria chosen to fit the foreign candidate’s 

credentials. In 1970 the Graduate Students’ Union at the University of Toronto published Who 

Needs the PhD? in which they reiterated Mathews’ and Steele’s call for policy to enforce a 

minimum of two-thirds Canadian faculty within each department. In addition, Who Needs a PhD? 

suggested that of the one-third foreign scholars within any department, no foreign nationality 

                                                
98 Two separate movements, the Canadianization Liberation Movement and the 85% Canadian Quota Campaign 
wanted a Canadian faculty quota of a minimum 85% of each department. Their implementation strategy was to 
withhold public funds from post-secondary institutions until they complied with the quota for Canadian employment. 
Edwardson, Canadian Content, 175.  
99 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 35.  
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should be allowed to exceed 20%.100 This provision was clearly intended to limit American 

academics teaching in Canadian universities, as Americans were believed to be the major block of 

foreign faculty within a number of departments across Canada. Other groups such as the New Left 

Caucus advocated for more radical solutions to the de-Canadianization of universities. The New 

Left Caucus supported the overthrow of capitalism and imperialism entirely. They wanted a 

university-wide revolution that included citizenship quotas and an increase in socialist education 

content.101 Although this alternative solution appears more radical, Mathews and Steele still 

received the brunt of the criticism aimed at the Canadianization movement from both within the 

academy and broader society. Although it seems there was a significant amount of organizational 

interest and support for efforts to Canadianize the university, the lack of unified goals combined 

with the range of organizations and individual activists sent conflicting messages about what the 

Canadianization movement was advocating for.  

 

Committee for an Independent Canada  

The Committee for an Independent Canada was launched in 1970 with a number of goals 

intended to appeal broadly to Canadians. Their Statement of Purpose encouraged government 

protection of Canadian political and economic interests, autonomy for trade unions, policies aimed 

at limiting pollution and the increase of Canadian content in educational curriculum and the 

Canadian media.102 The Committee for an Independent Canada recognized the need to lobby both 

provincial and the federal government to address the issues of Canadianization “The aim is to 

create a greater awareness among Canadians of their present situation, in the hope that a more 

                                                
100 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 172. This was intended to limit the number of American professors, as they were 
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101 Ibid.   
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84 
 

informed public opinion will make its influence felt on the programs and decisions of the federal 

and provincial governments.”103 The widespread support for issues raised by the Committee for 

an Independent Canada is evidenced by the 170,000 signatures gathered on a nation-wide petition 

that urged the government to safeguard Canadian textbook and media content by creating an 

agency to supervise foreign cultural influence. In 1974 the Committee for an Independent Canada 

in collaboration with Abraham Rotstein and Gary Lax published Getting it Back: A Program for 

Canadian Independence which claimed the purpose of the Committee was to “create a greater 

awareness among Canadians of their present situation, in the hope that a more informed public 

opinion will make its influence felt on the programs and decisions of the federal and provincial 

governments.”104 This Committee contributed to the literature on the de-Canadianization of 

Canadian universities stating its belief that “this cultural educational field constitutes the first line 

of defence for Canadian independence, and concerned Canadians must lobby all levels of 

government for an improved and expanded Canadian Studies program.”105 The Committee both 

aligned and distanced itself from the positions of other key individuals and organizations publically 

addressing issues of Canadianization.  

Getting it Back includes an extensive study by Robert Page who examined the 1972-73 

course calendars of four departments (English Literature, History, Political Science and Sociology) 

at twenty-one English-speaking universities. At least one university from each province was 

selected.106 Page determined that the minimum standard of Canadian course content that should 

be found in the course calendars of these institutions was 15% of the total course offerings for 

                                                
103 Abraham Rotstein, Gary Lax and the Committee for an Independent Canada, “Introduction,” in Getting it Back: 
A Program for Canadian Independence, (Toronto: Clarke, Irwin, 1974), xiv. The federal government was 
responsible for immigration and labour policies while provincial governments exercised power over educational 
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106 See Appendix B for the full list of universities.  
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History and Political Science Departments and 9% for English and Sociology.107 Page 

acknowledged that many people would consider these figures too low, but notes that many 

universities failed to meet these conservative standards. Only 24% (five out of twenty-one) of the 

universities met these minimum standard, which Page claimed is a significant improvement since 

1970 but more efforts were needed to add Canadian curriculum to departments across Canada. The 

university with the lowest Canadian content in those four disciplines was Simon Fraser University, 

with only 6% Canadian content. Trent was the first university to establish a Canadian Studies 

program in 1986 which is a reflection of their long term dedication to developing Canadian 

Studies.108 This commitment correlates with Trent’s 23% Canadian content as determined by 

Page’s study in 1972. Page attempted to explain why Canadian studies material was neglected at 

a majority of the schools he investigated. Page claimed, “the academic attitudes of the faculty have 

hindered Canadian courses, since they view Canadian efforts as poor colonial imitations of the 

metropolitan literature.”109 He goes further to describe opposition to the development of Canadian 

studies programs as a “national disgrace.”110 This report quite plainly draws on arguments from 

the Canadianization movement, focusing on Canadian educational content. Page’s systematic 

study supports the suspicions of Mathews and Steele about the lack of Canadian studies content 

being taught to Canadian students and mirrors their call for a systematic study of curriculum in 

Canada. 

Getting it Back deals specifically with faculty citizenship and demonstrates both an 

alignment with, and rejection of, Mathews’ and Steele’s position on nationality of faculty. The 

                                                
107 Page, “Canadian Studies: The Current Dilemma,” 183.  
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article “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities” unlike the other articles was not written by 

one or two people but instead is authored by “Research and Policy Staff.” This decision was likely 

also intended to avoid the backlash and often personal attack experienced by those who publicly 

stated their support for Canadianization. The Research and Policy Staff attributed the lack of 

Canadian Studies programs to the high proportions of foreign nationals teaching in Canadian 

universities, particularly noting the predominance of Americans in Humanities and Social Science 

disciplines: “It will be impossible to strengthen the Canadian identity without greater Canadian 

input into teaching and curriculum in these areas.”111 Research compiled by Statistics Canada and 

the Economic Council of Canada titled “Salaries and Qualifications for teachers in universities and 

colleges” showed that of the 4,038 appointments to universities in Canada in 1970, only 55.06% 

went to Canadian citizens.112 In citing this research, Getting it Back aligned itself with arguments 

made by Mathews and Steele, namely that Canadian academics were vastly underrepresented in 

Canadian universities. However, where their arguments differed significantly is with the rejection 

of Mathews’ and Steele’s proposed solution to de-Canadianization by imposing citizenship quotas 

for individual departments. Getting it Back believed quotas based on nationality had no place in 

Canadian universities, 

In the search for an effective policy, we must be careful to avoid a blind anti-
American posture which would foster a mood of anti-intellectualism in Canadian 
universities. The values we seek for Canadian society must not be destroyed by 
intellectual purges. If Canadian universities are to remain vital and exciting 
institutions, they must continue to welcome those teachers and scholars from 
abroad who possess expertise unavailable in Canada and who would enrich and 
enliven the intellectual climate of our universities. Consequently, this paper rejects 
a policy of legislated or arbitrary quotas for Canadian faculty or any attempt to 
force out foreign faculty that are already here.113 
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Getting it Back stated that although its authors opposed quotas and wanted to maintain the high 

quantity of foreign personal teaching in Canadian universities, they suggested that tenured 

appointments should require Canadian citizenship and foreign hires should be limited to short-

term contracts of a maximum three years.114 “We would also urge (but not require) all existing 

foreign professors to consider taking out Canadian citizenship, as a tangible expression of such a 

commitment (a tenured appointment).”115 This solution appears to contradict earlier sentiments in 

this report which claimed that Canadian courses were inadequately taught due to the foreign 

education of those teaching in Canada.116 Getting it Back advocated for foreign faculty to apply 

for Canadian citizenship, yet there is no indication that this would contribute to the development 

of Canadian studies material. This raises questions as to whether the issue being discussed 

surrounding the Canadianization movement was primarily about citizenship or about the education 

academics had received that had prepared them for teaching and researching uniquely Canadian 

issues and fostering a Canadian Studies discipline. Although citizenship was found to have no 

effect on one’s ability to research or teach subject matter, the question of superiority of education 

remained controversial. With competitive job markets and the branding of universities as large 

corporations who compete for students and prestigious media rankings domestically and 

internationally, the mass marketing of education has resulted in a return to questions about which 

universities provide the best education Canada has to offer.  

 

Conclusion  

 Mathews and Steele were not the only individuals who advocated for the Canadianization 

of Canadian post-secondary institutions. Other institutions, such as the CSAA and the CAUT 
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allowed individuals to join the movement in a way that was less publically scrutinized and perhaps 

less damaging to their careers. Each organization and individual involved in advocating for aspects 

of Canadianization approached the question with unique goals or strategies they believed to be 

most effective to improving Canadian education. Mathews and Steele were concerned with the 

number of foreign faculty teaching in Canadian universities and were accused of being xenophobic 

and discriminatory due to their attempts to implement quotas or other measures to increase the 

number of Canadian faculty. Other organizations may have agreed with the need to increase 

Canadian faculty but realized that influencing Canadian content might be a more agreeable method 

to establishing Canadian studies content and curricula in Canadian universities. There were 

barriers to the acceptance of the Canadianization movement, especially surrounding the presumed 

harm Americanization was doing to Canadian education. In an environment where a significant 

number of professors were not Canadian, it is likely that an overwhelming number of professors 

would not react kindly to suggestions that there were too many foreign scholars teaching in 

Canada. Doing so would seem to suggest that they, or their colleagues, had done something 

harmful or ethically wrong in accepting a position in a Canadian university. Of course, this was 

not the fault of an individual but of a systematic belief within Canadian universities that foreign 

professors were the best educators universities could hire. However, the perception of foreign 

faculty as harmful to Canadian education cast a negative light over the entire movement. 

The CAUT, CSAA, and Montreal Committee on De-Canadianization are some examples 

of groups that tried to organize in various ways for the advancement of Canadian studies. Other 

groups such as the National Committee for Canadianization of Canadian Universities (NCCCU) 

and the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC) also functioned as platforms 

for investigating the de-Canadianization of Canadian universities, yet very little immediate action 
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was taken, which largely left Mathews and Steele to lead the movement and also to fend off its 

critics. Although the CAUT did not have the authority or resources to impose its policies, it made 

recommendations to individual associations and universities. Unlike a number of the organizations 

involved in studying and advocating for Canadian universities in the 1960s, the CAUT continues 

to operate and address issues of Canadianization. According to the CAUT Council website on 

Canadianization, their members approved a document titled “Current Nationality related Hiring 

Procedures” in November 2005. This document (Appendix C) outlines three important 

Canadianization policies that continue to be advocated for by the CAUT: consistent domestic 

advertising of all job vacancies, an appointments review committee to ensure active effort to reach 

qualified Canadians/permanent residences for advertised positions and: 

Canadian and permanent resident applicants must be considered first.  Positions are 
only to be offered to foreign candidates if there are no qualified Canadian citizens 
or permanent residents applicants. Departments/faculties seeking to make 
appointments of international candidates must satisfy the appointments review 
committee of the justification for such decisions before an offer can be made.117 
 

This development from widespread criticism to widespread support for the protection of Canadian 

faculty illustrates the traction Canadianization efforts gained moving into the late 1980s and early 

1990s. The Canadianization movement needs to be considered over the long term because when 

analyzed in the context of the late 1960s and early 1970s context it appears little was accomplished 

outside of debate and controversy amongst those opposed to and in support of the movement. The 

term ‘Canadianization movement’ has been widely used to refer solely to the hiring of Canadian 

faculty as advocated by Mathews and Steele, the historical figureheads of the movement, yet the 

Canadianization movement needs to be considered in a broader context. Rather than being seen as 

a fleeting moment in the new nationalist movement, concern for Canadian education and Canadian 
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Studies originated with the late 1960s and early 1970s Canadianization movement. Canadianizing 

efforts to foster a unique Canadian education by examining course content, curricula and personnel 

(including faculty, graduate students, and administrators) were the origins of a number of Canadian 

university hiring policies and practices in place today.  
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Chapter Four 

Canadianization and Canadian Studies 
“The university takeover was also a cultural takeover, and a cultural takeover invariably meant a 

political takeover.” – Jeffrey Cormier1 

 

In order to understand the importance of the Canadianization movement, and the legacy of 

how the movement benefited Canadian academic training, research and teaching from the late 

1960s to the early 1990s needs to be examined. The importance of civics education has been widely 

recognized with the expansion of public education over the last century. Governments have 

realized the importance of cultivating public memory of the past in order to shape present identity. 

The lasting effects of the Canadianization movement are demonstrated through increased 

institutional concern throughout the 1970s and 1980s about Canadian educational content both 

domestically and internationally. The two most significant reports which examine the state of 

Canadian education, The Symons’ Report in 1972 and Taking Stock in 1996, illustrate the 

continued advocacy and attempts to develop Canadian Studies as a discipline. It has been 45 years 

since the Symons Report was published and 26 years since Cameron’s Taking Stock. In order to 

understand the legacy of the Canadianization movement I will discuss how much has changed 

since the publication of these reports.  

In 1968 a report titled What Culture What Heritage?: A Study of Civic Education in Canada 

was published as a collaborative effort between the National History Project and the Ontario 

Institute for Studies in Education directed by A.B. Hodgetts. George Tomkins has referred to this 

study as the birth of the formal Canadian Studies movement, “It was a pioneer study of political 
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socialization in the classroom based on firsthand observation.”2 This study used interviews, 

questionnaires, student essays, curricula documents, course outlines, textbooks and examinations 

of 951 primary and secondary school classrooms in all provinces in Canada to study the state of 

Canadian history, social studies and civics education.3 As such, it was “the largest and most 

comprehensive study ever made of the teaching of any subject area in Canadian schools.”4 This 

report claimed that Canadian history was “a bland…dry-as-dust chronological story of 

uninterrupted political and economic progress.”5 Hodgetts leveled similar critiques at civics 

education and drew parallels to the state of university education. “Teachers cannot be expected to 

do a very good job when they enter the profession without adequate preparation [to teach Canadian 

studies].”6 This statement illustrates the direct link between Hodgetts’ findings and the 

Canadianization movement. In order to address the lack of university Canadian Studies, efforts 

needed to be made at all educational levels in order to teach students and teachers about the 

significance of national study. What Culture What Heritage “powerfully demonstrated that 

students had little knowledge of Canada.”7 Cameron’s Taking Stock referred to the study as a 

wakeup call to educators and policy makers who needed to give substantial attention to Canadian 

education.8 What Culture What Heritage was published by the Canadian Studies Foundation 

(CSF), whose mandate was “to identify and develop new approaches in education that will provide 

young Canadians with a better understanding of themselves and others as Canadians.”9 In 1986 

                                                
2 George S. Tomkins, A Common Countenance: Stability and Change in the Canadian Curriculum, (Vancouver, 
BC: Pacific Educational Press, 2008), 299.  
3 The Northwest Territories, Nunavut and the Yukon were not represented in this study. The author uses the term 
‘Canadian studies’ to refer to the combination of those three subject areas.  
4 Tomkins, A Common Countenance: Stability and Change in the Canadian Curriculum, 298.  
5 Alfred Birnie Hodgetts, What Culture? What Heritage? A Study of Civic Education in Canada, (Toronto: Ontario 
Institute for Studies in Education, 1968), 115.  
6 Hodgetts, What Culture? What Heritage? A Study of Civic Education in Canada, 118.  
7 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 122. 
8 Ibid., 21.  
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CSF stated it had accomplished its objectives and ceased operations. Cameron identified a lack of 

available funding as the likely reason the CSF was required to cease operations.  

The loss of the CSF was regrettable, both because of the importance of the work it 
was seeking to accomplish and because of what its disappearance symbolized; 
namely, the waning of the energy and enthusiasm of a generation of people devoted 
to elevating Canada in the country’s school curricula. In fact, it seems clear that by 
any conventional standard its very worthwhile objectives had not been fully 
accomplished.10 

 
 

1970s 

The 1970s witnessed an explosion of desire to know more about Canadian education due 

to the concerns about Americanization and the continued advocacy for Canadianization by 

Mathews, Steele and other new nationalists. Themes of concern for a uniquely Canadian education 

continued to be coupled with societal concerns about American domination of cultural and 

economic sectors of Canadian society. In the forward to Jean Cottam’s Canadian Universities: 

American Takeover of the Mind? published in 1974, Robin Mathews states:  

the takeover of universities by non-Canadians, especially U.S. people, 
continues…The takeover means that Canadians of excellence are not being trained, 
are not being encouraged, are not being hired. It means Canadian materials are not 
being made accessible to Canadian students in anything like the way they should 
be.11 
 

This was a widely held concern by individuals and organizations such as the Association of 

Universities and Colleges of Canada which commissioned T.H.B. Symons in 1972 to report on 

teaching and research across Canadian educational institutions.12 The report, titled To Know 

Ourselves–more commonly referred to as the Symons Report–examined Canadian content within 

                                                
10 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 123.  
11 Robin Mathews, Foreword to Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, (Toronto: Gall 
Publications, 1974), 3.  
12 T.H.B. Symons was the founding President of Trent University. He was also the Chairman of the Ontario Human 
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universities, government agencies, professional associations, publishing and archives. This 360-

page report illustrated the correlation between the quantity and quality of Canadian studies content 

in Canadian post-secondary schools and the formation and continuation of a sovereign Canadian 

identity. The Symons Report acknowledged the contested nature of Canadian identity, but claimed 

that no matter one’s definition of Canadian identity, the university was a site for studying and 

continuing this nationalist debate. “Some believe that the nature of the Canadian identity is not 

known and that it is the principle purpose of Canadian studies to discover it and then encourage 

it.”13 The Symons Report’s arguments about the importance of Canadian educational content were 

not limited to post-secondary institutions but were more broadly considered a key aspect of civic 

education at all institutions and grade levels. “The Canadian identity, whether known or not, is 

threatened by certain forces, be they forces of imperialism, continentalism, regionalism, 

centralization, federalism, or whatever.”14 The Symons Report reflected the support Canadians 

have always expressed for the inclusion of civics education in elementary and secondary schools 

as a patriotic duty to learn about the history and values of the nation in order to secure the 

continuation of both a sovereign nation and a nationalist identity. 

Concerns about Canadian education reflect societal concerns about Canadian sovereignty 

and the inherent anti-Americanism embedded in Canadian identity. To Know Ourselves 

acknowledges this theme, 

Often those who start by expressing concern about Canadian studies finish it by 
voicing alarm about Canadian sovereignty. They wish to enlist Canadian studies in 
a campaign to protect what they perceive to be a fragile and threatened political, 
economic, cultural or academic sovereignty.15 
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This notion of Canadian Studies programs acting as a defence mechanism during a time of heighted 

concern about encroaching Americanization featured prominently in the Canadianization 

movement with Canadian Studies being viewed as a barrier to increasing Americanization in both 

the academy and broader society. However, Symons did not view the discipline of Canadian 

Studies “as a tool to be used in the arsenal of Canadianization.”16 Edwardson explains that Symons 

did not want to confuse nationalism and education: “I think we must take care to make sure that 

they are not turned into an exercise in flag-waving.”17 The primary goal of the Symons Report was 

to study “the number and content of courses offered at the undergraduate and graduate levels in 

the various fields of study relevant to Canada.”18 The Symons Report called for instating course 

curriculum reviews as well as examination of attitudes towards Canada within academic 

disciplines at all Canadian universities.19 The report also urged universities, individual scholars, 

governments and organizations to enhance the study of subjects and issues pertaining to Canada. 

Symons also recommended that Statistics Canada work in collaboration with other agencies, such 

as the Canada Council to compile and maintain data on the state of Canadian studies.20  In regards 

to the Symons Report, Ryan Edwardson has stated, “not surprisingly, the commission found that 

Canadian universities lagged behind others in dealing with areas of education, research, and 

knowledge of national interest and needs.”21  

This report was published less than five years after Mathews and Steele raised concerns 

about de-Canadianization and served as another step in studying and acknowledging the state of 

                                                
16 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 171. 
17 Ibid.  
18 Symons, To Know Ourselves, 16. The Committee received over 1,000 briefs, held hearings at over 40 universities 
and met with representatives from over 2000 academics societies and educational organizations. Therefore, the 
Commission consulted over 10,000 people in compiling this extensive report.  
19 Ibid.  
20 The Report recommends the gathering of statistics related to academic disciplines, student enrolment, faculty 
numbers and qualifications, as well as course offerings, research agendas and funding.  
21 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 171.  
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Canadian education. “The Commission has noted with concern the extent to which the curriculum 

of Canadian universities is being shaped by the teaching interests and research priorities of the 

academic communities of other countries, particular the United States.”22 In 1976 Robin Mathews 

critiqued the report as being “weak and for failing to offer measures strong enough to address 

systemic problems.”23 The report offered little in terms of concrete solutions or results but made a 

number of suggestions for further examination and development of Canadian education. The 

Symons Report was important for expanding the conversation about what a uniquely Canadian 

education should be and broadened the scope of Canadianization concerns expressed by Mathews 

and Steele who focused almost entirely on who was teaching in Canadian universities, whereas the 

Symons Report focused more heavily on what was being taught.  It is clear from these two reports, 

What Culture What Heritage? and the Symons Report that education was widely recognized as 

important to the continuation of Canadian studies and identity. By the mid-1970s Canadian 

educators and policy makers realized that education in Canada did not include enough Canadian 

content and therefore was failing to educate students in a national sense. Consequently, action 

needed to be taken to enrich curricula and educational goals across all grade levels and subject 

areas, something these studies lacked the power to implement.  

 

1980s 

The 1980s were a transformative period that witnessed a shift in support for the 

development of Canadian studies across Canada. In 1980, James E. Page published a follow-up 

report to the Symons Report, Reflections on the Symons Report: The State of Canadian Studies in 

1980: A Report. Page’s report indicated that Canadian Studies departments and programs had 

                                                
22 Symons, To Know Ourselves, 132. 
23 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 171. 
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developed in large part due to the work of the Symons Commission, yet “the paper concludes that 

there is still much to be done to make Canadian studies healthy, despite the remarkable response 

to the recommendations in To Know Ourselves. Canadian studies will continue to develop only if 

we make a commitment to know and to understand Canada.”24 Page investigated 48 universities 

and determined that 29 had formal Canadian Studies programs, with an additional three programs 

in the planning stage.25 Page determined that the Symons Report continued to exert substantial 

influence on post-secondary curricula and university policy, however not all the recommendations 

had been implemented uniformly at universities across Canada. Page found that in some cases the 

discussion surrounding Canadian Studies had not transpired into concrete action, “there are some 

serious problems in Canadian Studies which have to be addressed, and there are a number of 

universities which either ignore the need for studies of this kind, or worse still, simply pay it lip 

service.”26 There were still no doctoral programs in Canadian Studies in Canada and no Canadian 

Studies programs in French-language universities in Québec.27  

The early 1980s continued to witness the outpouring of monetary support for investigating 

and understanding the current state of Canadian education in Canada. The National Program of 

Support for Canadian Studies received $1.5 million in 1979, which was increased to $3.8 million 

in 1981.28 According to the National Library of Canada, which recorded the number of graduate 

theses produced, the total number of completed MAs and PhDs increased by 64% from 1981 to 

1988.29 However, only about 10% of the recorded theses in both years contained “significant 

                                                
24 James E. Page, Reflections on the Symons Report: The State of Canadian Studies in 1980: A Report, (Ottawa: 
Department of the Secretary of State of Canada, 1980), vii.  
25 Ibid., 128.  
26 Ibid.  
27 Ibid., 128-129. The limitation to this argument is that it does not acknowledge individuals who received a PhD 
that contained Canadian content in another discipline, such as history, political science, etc.  
28 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 237 
29 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 56.  
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Canadian content,” as determined by the National Library, indicating that although the number of 

graduate students was rapidly increasing, Canadian content remained a small portion of the 

research produced.30 Although funding was being made available and new programs were 

developing, graduate student interest was not being harnessed.   

By the mid-1980s support and concern for Canadian content in higher education began to 

decline. This is likely related to the influx of globalization scholarship that seemed at odds with 

the previous model of nationalist concern for narrowly defined Canadian Studies. In 1984 the 

budget of the Canadian Heritage’s Canadian Studies department was $3.1 million, but by 1987 it 

was reduced to $2 million, and finally to $1.45 million in 1992 prior to restructuring.31 The 

constantly decreasing budget illustrates the waning concern surrounding Canadian protectionism 

of intellectual institutions. The focus shifted to exporting Canadian curriculum and scholars to 

establish Canadian Studies as a discipline abroad, and focused less on the effects of foreign imports 

on Canadian institutions.32 In some ways, the 1970s witnessed an outpouring of concern for 

various aspects of Canadianization, while the 1980s saw that progress slowly receding regarding 

Canadian Studies efforts in Canadian universities.  

	
1990s 

In 1996 the Department of the Secretary of State commissioned David Cameron, a 

Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, to examine the quality and quantity of 

Canadian Studies in Canadian universities. “The study was conceived to be a broad-gauge review 

                                                
30 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 56.  
31 Association for Canadian Studies, Directory to Canadian/Quebec/Regional Studies in Canada/Répertoire des 
études Canadiennes/Québécoises/Régionales au Canada, Ottawa: Association for Canadian Studies, 1984-1989.  
32 In 1981 The International Council for Canadian Studies (ICCS) was established to exchange information about 
programs and Canadian educational associations outside of Canada. By 1992 the ICCS was comprised of over 20 
countries. In the 1980s government funding agencies began to reduce funding for Canadianization efforts significantly, 
reflecting the decrease in concern about the protection of Canadian education. Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian 
Studies in the Nineties, 121.  
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of the field as it exists 15 years or so after the release of To Know Ourselves, the first volume of 

the Symons Commission on Canadian Studies.”33 From this investigation, which included 

questionnaires and interviews, Cameron published Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties. 

Questionnaires were sent to all Canadian Studies programs listed in the Directory of the 

Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, enquiring as to the state of these programs in 

terms of the number of faculty, students, and the overall objective of the program.34 The top two 

objectives indicated by individual departments were, “to foster research into interdisciplinary 

topics in Canadian studies; and to prepare students to become informed citizens.”35 Cameron 

examined each university’s course offerings and classified their Canadian content as “significant,” 

“partial,” or “none” based on the ratio of Canadian to non-Canadian course titles and descriptions. 

In order to qualify as having significant or partial Canadian content the listing would have to 

mention “the New World, North American, Canada or a Canadian region, province or city.”36 By 

combining the number of courses with Canadian content with an examination of course enrolment, 

graduate thesis proposals, and the nationality of faculty, Cameron evaluated the overall success of 

individual programs. 

From this study Cameron concluded that a number of Canadian Studies programs had 

developed into strong academic units in numerous Canadian universities as well as internationally. 

By 1987 over 35 domestic universities offered Canadian Studies programs, indicating the 

continuation of concern about Canadian educational content.37 Taking Stock also determined that 

                                                
33 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 2.  
34 Ibid., 73. 81 questionnaires were sent to individual programs and while only 37 were completed and returned the 
information from this study is indicative of the broader state of Canadian Studies in Canada in the early 1990s. 
35 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 73.  
36 Ibid., 51. The terms Native and Aboriginal were assumed to indicate Canadian content unless the course 
description reference Native peoples of another country. Only undergraduate courses were included in this survey. 
37 Association for Canadian Studies. Directory to Canadian/Quebec/Regional Studies in Canada/ Répertoire des 
études Canadiennes/Québécoises/Régionales au Canada. Ottawa: Association for Canadian Studies, 1984-1989.  
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in universities where Canadian Studies programs were weak it was due to their marginalization at 

the university, in terms of the lack of faculty and university advocates for the programs, financial 

constraints, and virtually non-existent student enrolment.38 Although there were a number of 

Canadian Studies programs, there was often little student engagement with the programs, which 

further marginalized these programs at universities. “16 of the 24 Canadian studies programs that 

replied reported having fewer than a dozen students….programs that have existed for 10, 15 or 20 

years.”39 Cameron also examined the integration of Canadian Studies into new interdisciplinary 

fields such as Native Studies, Women’s Studies and Environmental Studies.40 Cameron found that 

Quebec’s francophone universities had the lowest quantity–and by his standards quality–of 

Canadian content and educational materials.41 In the 1980s the Quebec Education Board had 

developed “Quebec Studies” as an interdisciplinary field which Cameron urged to adopt more 

“Canadian themes.”42  

David Cameron’s 1996 Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties examined the 

citizenship of faculty teaching in Canadian universities, concluding that throughout the 1980s into 

the 1990s university enrolment had continued to increase due to the increase in numbers of women 

pursuing higher education. The report indicated that between 1980 and 1990 the percentage of 

university faculty increased 10.7%, and due to the mass hiring of professors in the 1960s had 

caused the faculty rank distribution to become top heavy.43 Throughout the 1970s, as noted by 

Thomas H.B. Symons’ and James E. Page’s Some Questions of Balance: Human Resources, 

                                                
38 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 88-89. In 1990-91 Canadian Studies programs at 
Carleton had 33 students, Ottawa 30 students, Simon Frasier 90+ students, Trent 50 students.  
39 Ibid., 91.  
40 Native Studies are now more commonly referred to as Indigenous or Aboriginal Studies 
41 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 37. 
42 By “Canadian themes” Cameron was referring to “English-Canadian” history and contemporary issues.  
43 There were 33,229 university faculty in 1980 and 36,782 in 1990. 29% of faculty were full professors in 1980, 
while 36% held the same rank in 1990. Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 57.  
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Higher Education and Canadian Studies, the percentage of Canadian citizens increased overall 

among faculty in Canadian universities but remained quite low among new faculty.44 Indicating 

that the increase in Canadian faculty was a result of landed immigrants acquiring Canadian 

citizenship. Cameron noted that not much had changed since the publication of Volume III of the 

Symon’s Report, Some Questions of Balance,  

Making comparisons to other countries, such as Britain, the United States and 
France, where 90 to 100 percent of university teachers are citizens of the respective 
country, the authors questioned why Canada, with a mature university system, 
seemed incapable of meeting its university human resources with its own people.45 

 

Taking Stock determined that in 1985-86 the percentage of full-time university teachers with 

Canadian citizenship reached 80%, and was maintained at over 80% for four consecutive years.46 

Seventeen years after the publication of The Struggle for Canadian Universities, the percentage of 

Canadian professors teaching in Canadian universities surpassed Mathews’ and Steele’s stated 

goals of reserving 2/3 (66%) of positions for Canadian citizens. According to the 1996 Canadian 

Census, less than 70% of Americans who immigrated to Canada during the 1980s became 

Canadian citizens.47 This is perhaps an indication of the continued efforts of the Canadianization 

movement in advocating for immigrants to become Canadian citizens as an expressed commitment 

to their country of residency. We do not know how many American professors applied for 

                                                
44 T.H.B Symons and James E. Page, Some Questions of Balance: Human Resources, Higher Education and 
Canadian Studies, (The Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, 1984), 55.  
45 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 57.  
46 Ibid., 58. See Appendix D for geographic breakdown of full-time university teachers with Canadian Citizenship, 
1984 to 1990. 
47 Kim Matthews and Vic Satzewich, “The invisible Transnationals? Americans in Canada,” in Transnational 
identities and practices in Canada eds. Lloyd L Wong, Vic Satzewich (University of British Columbia Press, 2006) 
168. The authors note that, “It is ironic that one of the immigrant groups that has historically been preferred within 
the Canadian immigration system is also among the least likely to take out Canadian citizenship.” The rates from the 
late 1990s, show that only 16% of eligible American immigrants had applied for Canadian citizenship. This is 
perhaps the result of declining concern regarding Americanization and the implementation of a Canadian first hiring 
policy which was believed be sufficient protection for Canadian academic posts.  
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Canadian citizenship, but as Cameron notes this could be related to an increase of Canadian 

professors in Canadian universities. Although the ratio of Canadian to non-Canadian faculty in 

Canadian universities was improving, it continued to lag behind foreign universities in terms of 

the percentage of domestic scholars employed in their particular countries. 

Taking Stock also analyzed a number of organizations involved in advocating for Canadian 

Studies education. Some of these organizations included the Association for Canadian Studies 

(1973), the International Council for Canadian Studies (1981), and the Journal of Canadian 

Studies (1966). The Report claimed,  

It is clear that a field of academic enquiry is strengthened and enriched by the 
existence of appropriate organizations and agencies of support. They can perform 
a number of vital functions, among them: to provide an intellectual home for 
scholars working in the field; to foster study and research in the given area of 
enquiry; to provide a forum for the exchange of information and ideas; to represent 
the interests and needs of the field to governments and the public at large; to provide 
resources to the field in support of its activities.48  

 
By 1996 both the Association for Canadian Studies and the International Council for Canadian 

Studies had expanded into important resources and advocates for Canadian Studies. Cameron 

noted, the Journal of Canadian Studies “has become an unparalleled forum for writing about the 

Canadian experience in the humanities, social sciences and the arts.”49  

These continued concerns and examinations of Canadian education reveal the legacy of 

Canadian nationalist concerns as they pertain to education. In comparing the Symon’s Report to 

Cameron’s Taking Stock the rise and fall of Canadian Studies becomes more apparent. In 1973 the 

Symons Report identified twelve formally designated Canadian Studies programs at colleges in 

Canada. Taking Stock, 19 years later, found thirteen Canadian Studies program even though 50 

                                                
48 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 119.  
49 Ibid., 121.  
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additional institutions had opened since 1973.50 Perhaps more significant than this numerical 

comparison is that of the twelve Canadian Studies programs identified in the Symons’ Report, only 

four remained in operation in 1992 as identified by Cameron’s study. The vast majority of 

Canadian Studies programs from the early 1970s did not endure to the early 1990s. The mere 

establishment of Canadian Studies programs was clearly not enough to ensure them a permanent 

place in universities. As Cameron indicated in the 1996 survey, of the 129 colleges to have 

completed the survey, 109 had never had a Canadian Studies program.51 In 1991 there was also a 

lack of Canadian Studies graduate programs, with only one MA program in Canadian Studies 

available at Carleton and no corresponding PhD program at any institution.52 The establishment of 

new programs faced so many barriers that the majority of colleges and a number of universities 

forewent the effort at all. This lack of engagement with Canadian Studies at the college level 

complicates our binary association of nationalism and education, if only university students require 

a Canadian education in order to reproduce national identity. An integrated study of the 

development of Canadian Studies in both colleges and universities in Canada still needs to be 

conducted in order to understand the movement from grassroots to mandated Canadian studies in 

Canadian post-secondary institutions.  

 

2000s 

Although Symons’ and Cameron’s examinations of Canadian education are the two most 

significant explorations of Canadian Studies in Canada, it is worth noting the distance their studies 

now have from the present situation. Canadian Studies as a discipline has experienced highs and 

                                                
50 Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 104.  
51 Ibid., 105. In 1992 the total number of colleges in Canada was 197.  
52 Ibid., 73. The report does note that both Carleton and the University of Ottawa were considering establishing a 
Canadian Studies PhD program.  
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lows in terms of student, professor, administration, and government engagement and support. 

Many of the warnings expressed by Symons and Cameron about the future of Canadian Studies 

still remain concerns well into the 2000s. If we consider the Journal of Canadian Studies’ 

Millennium Project which examined the accomplishments of Canadian Studies from the 

establishment of the journal in 1966 to the year 2000, it becomes clear that the specific threats 

facing Canadian Studies have changed, but the possible erasure and marginalization of the 

discipline has remained a constant concern. During the 1960s and early 1970s efforts were 

underway to establish Canadian Studies as a formal interdisciplinary program in Canadian 

universities.  

According to Robert M. Campbell’s introduction to the millennium examination of 

Canadian Studies, there were three components to Canadian Studies that needed to be considered 

as efforts to foster Canadian Studies continued into the 2000s,  

First, Canadian Studies must address the question of where ‘Canada’ fits – 
politically, economically, culturally, psychically – in the new world spawned by 
technological change and globalization. Second, … Canadian Studies must ask the 
ultimate question: is there a need for a national project? Or can Canadian Studies 
examine – or even contribute to the construction of – a Canada that represents some 
sort of multiple experience comprising a series of nations and experiences? Third, 
Canadian Studies must demonstrate to the world that there is a Canadian experience 
that is worth reporting, while drawing on others’ experience to demonstrate its 
distinctiveness and importance.53 
 

Priorities for funding allocation at both the government and university level have made Canadian 

Studies departments, programs and activities marginal at most universities. In his reflection on the 

state of Canadian Studies in 2000, T.H.B. Symons stated, “Despite its apparent strength at a few 

universities, Canadian Studies is still a tentative area of study that continues to fend off marginal 

status at many of the universities where it exists, and it is still not a recognized subject on the 

                                                
53 Robert M. Campbell, “Canadian Studies at the Millennium: The Journey Continues,” Journal of Canadian 
Studies--Revue d Etudes Canadiennes 35 no. 1 (2000): 10.  



 

105 
 

curriculum of most of the universities of Canada.”54 Canadian Studies as a formal program, as well 

as the incorporation of Canadian studies material at the post-secondary level was slowly integrated 

in Canadian universities from the early 1970s into the 2000s. Questions about Canadian Studies 

and Canadian identity are still not integrated into university curricula in a significant quantity that 

would ensure a widespread desire to further these areas of research.  

 

Canadian First Policy  

Canadian Studies along with job advertising and university hiring procedures have changed 

drastically since Mathews and Steele drew attention to their shortcomings in 1968. As of April 

1977 colleges and universities in Canada were required to advertise vacant positions in Canada, 

but this did very little in terms of increasing Canadian appointments since there were no regulations 

requiring departments to interview Canadian candidates.55 Between 1977 and 1978 the number of 

Canadians appointed at domestic universities increased by only 3.9%.56 In 1981 the federal 

government implemented a policy to ensure Canadian candidates were receiving equal 

opportunities for employment in Canadian academic positions. That policy, referred to as the 

‘Canadians first policy’ established a two-tiered system of advertising which required departments 

to advertise vacant positions first in Canada to only Canadian citizens and landed immigrants, then 

if no suitable Canadian applied the departments were allowed to advertise and recruit abroad.57 

This policy ensured that Canadian candidates had the opportunity to apply and be considered 

before foreign candidates. 

                                                
54 T.H.B. Symons, “The State of Canadian Studies at the Year 2000: Some Observations,” Journal of Canadian 
Studies, 35 no.1 (2000): 28.  
55 Edwardson, Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood, 216.  
56 Ibid.   
57 Cormier, “Nationalism, Activism, and the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Community, 1967-1985,” 23.  
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A department may, after following these steps, eventually decide to hire a non-
Canadian. If it does, it is required to demonstrate, with full documentation and to a 
special Canadian immigration commission, that a suitable Canadian candidate was 
not available.58 
 

As Jeffrey Cormier has acknowledged, this added level of bureaucracy ensured departments were 

really committed to hiring non-Canadians.59 In March 2002 a change to this ‘Canadian first’ hiring 

policy eliminated the two-tier advertising requirement, allowing for international and domestic 

advertising to take place simultaneously.60 The CAUT Bulletin published a comment from Claire 

Morris, a representative of Human Resources Development Canada, in which she stated “we have 

decided to eliminate the two-tier policy for advertising… However, Canadians and permanent 

residents who meet the qualifications for a position must be given priority for appointment.”61 The 

hiring policy remains unchanged and still in effect across Canadian universities today. According 

to the Government of Canada’s website, the regulations and procedures for hiring a foreign 

academic is as follows, 

Before a degree-granting educational institution can hire a foreign academic for a position in 
Canada, it must: Advertise vacant positions in Canada; Make sure any vacant position 
advertised abroad is also advertised simultaneously in Canada; Advertise for a reasonable 
length of time (about a month) to allow broad exposure of the vacancy to Canadians and 
permanent residents; Demonstrate that the advertising medium used – web, print or electronic 
– is effective in attracting appropriate candidates for the position; Include in the advertisement 
this statement: “All qualified candidates are encouraged to apply; however Canadians and 
permanent residents will be given priority;” Meet all conditions of applicable collective 
agreements; Be prepared to fill a yearly summary report on recruitment practices for Canadian 
academics and results62 

 
Debates are ongoing about how effective this policy is for Canadianizing universities, and 

whether it should be abolished in this age of globalization and transnational scholarship. In 2001 

                                                
58 Cormier, “Nationalism, Activism, and the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Community, 1967-1985,” 23. 
59 Ibid.  
60 Canadian Association of University Teachers, “Feds affirm ‘Canadian first’ hiring policy,” CAUT Bulletin, March 
2002.  
61 CAUT, “Feds affirm ‘Canadian first’ hiring policy,” CAUT Bulletin, March 2002.  
62 Government of Canada, “Hire a Foreign Academic: Recruitment and Advertisement,” Accessed: 16 October 
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Jeffrey Simpson, a well-known Canadian journalist, published an article in The Globe and Mail, 

“Today’s Lesson: Ditch the Canada-only Prof Policy” in which he claimed Canada was not 

producing enough doctoral students to cover the number of professors likely to retire between 2001 

and 2011.63 Due to this reasoning, the AUCC wanted a less restrictive hiring policy, because they 

anticipated that foreign hires would be necessary to fulfill Canada’s work force needs. As the title 

of the article reveals, Simpson also believed it would be necessary for the federal government to 

retract the Canadians first policy to fill these vacancies. “Canadian universities need whatever 

flexibility they can find to recruit the best, be they Canadian or not.”64 These suggestions were at 

odds with the CAUT, which as representative of the interests of Canadian professors was strongly 

against any changes in hiring policy that could lead to less Canadian professors being hired in 

Canada. A number of people, such as Howard J. Levine responded to Simpson’s article with stories 

of their personal experience, illustrating how for the majority of Canadians who attended 

university in the 1970s the Canadianization movement was a lived experience that they were quite 

conscious of at the time.  

Jeffrey Simpson’s column brought back vivid memories of a political-science 
lecture I will never forget. It happened in the late 1960s, when I was an 
undergraduate at the University of Waterloo. Back then, the rapid expansion of 
higher education across the country saw many academics arriving from outside 
Canada, especially the U.S. and Britain. The course was on the Political and 
Governmental Structure of the Soviet Union, and the professor was from New 
Jersey. That day, the topic was Soviet radio, television and print media. The 
influence of Pravda as the national newspaper was described and the history of its 
evolution was detailed. Any questions, asked the prof. Yes, I said. Could you 
compare the importance of Pravda to The Globe and Mail? His response: “What's 
The Globe and Mail?” – Howard J. Levine, Toronto65 

 

                                                
63 Simpson indicated that Canada would need to hire 30,000 new professors before 2011 to maintain the number of 
professors teaching in Canada.  
64 Jeffery Simpson, “Today’s Lesson: Ditch the Canada-Only Prof Policy: The Nation,” The Globe and Mail (13 
June 2001): A15.  
65 Howard J. Levine, “Canadian Brains,” The Globe and Mail, (18 June 2001): A16.  
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Although the Canadianization movement sparked controversial emotions and opinions about the 

issue of academic competence and nationality, individuals who reflect on the concerns expressed 

in the late 1960s and early 1970s, like Howard J. Levine, tend to acknowledge that Canadian 

content and Canadian professors were indeed lacking in Canadian universities. Furthermore, this 

is evident by government policies that have changed to support the Canadianization of Canadian 

universities.  

 

Conclusion  

Although Mathews and Steele cannot be credited with single-handedly establishing 

Canadian Studies programs and rectifying the increasing Americanization of faculty teaching in 

Canadian universities, they have wrongfully been marginalized in the narrative of Canada’s 1960s, 

the establishment of Canadian Studies and the Canadian narrative of Americanization. Formal 

studies of the state of Canadian education are important not only because of the depth of their 

results but also because their very formation indicates the desire to understand how Canada is 

incorporated into researching and teaching agendas. In 1996 David Cameron found that since the 

publication of the Symons Report, “no person interviewed expressed the opinion that there was 

less Canadian content in the disciplines than a decade and a half ago.”66 Cameron also determined 

that there was more Canadian content in traditional disciplines when there was a Canadian Studies 

program in operation.67 These findings both display the importance of the Symons Report and the 

establishment of Canadian Studies programs to efforts to increase Canadian studies content at 

universities. To Know Ourselves and What Culture What Heritage demonstrated the need to 

establish Canadian Studies as a discipline and educate students in a way that engaged with the 
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Canadian experience. What Culture What Heritage identified “Lack of teaching skill and a basic 

knowledge of Canadian content by teachers was a prime cause, in Hodgetts’ view, of the parlous 

state of the field.”68 In order for teachers to have this knowledge of Canada they first needed to 

receive a Canadian education during their own professional training. This stems back to the lack 

of Canadian content and Canadian Studies being incorporated at the post-secondary level in 

Canada.  

This push for Canadianization was not limited to the late 1960s, but rather is a concern that 

has manifested itself throughout the history of Canadian post-secondary education. The number of 

examinations of Canadian education in the 1970s expanded the discussion of Canadianization and 

led to the establishment of protectionist hiring policies and efforts to develop Canadian Studies. 

The disbandment of the Canadian Studies Foundation in 1986 represents the shift that took place 

as concern for Canadian Studies receded in the late 1980s. Although a number of well publicized 

and important examinations of Canadian studies took place, little change materialized in 

educational institutions short of the acknowledgement that Canadian studies was lacking inclusion 

at all grade levels. Taking Stock mirrors the controversial argument forwarded earlier in the 

historiography by Mathews and Steele, that Canada was producing a significant number of 

qualified Canadian graduates, however there was still a perceived need to hire from the United 

States. As Cameron stated “all available domestic sources of talent should be exploited to the 

full.”69 Almost thirty years had passed between the publication of The Struggle for Canadian 

Universities and Taking Stock, yet their recommendations for increased Canadianization of 

Canadian universities were similar in many ways. Mathews and Steele were perhaps twenty years 

ahead of their time and for that they were dismissed and criticized as radical and xenophobic. It 
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should not be overlooked that one of the greatest achievements of the efforts to Canadianize 

universities is that by the 1990s Canadian Studies had developed into a legitimate discipline that 

included the widespread belief that Canadian studies–and Canadian professors–had a place in 

academic departments.   
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Chapter Five 

Conclusion 
“the failure of Canadianization foretells the failure of decolonization”1– Misao Dean 

 
The Canadianization movement can be seen as both an utter failure and a great success. 

When evaluating the initial success of the Canadianization movement, in terms of its ability to 

prove that an American takeover of Canadian universities was taking place and, to rectify this 

problem, it is difficult to consider this movement an immediate success in the 1970s. As Ryan 

Edwardson has noted, regarding the broader English-Canadian new-nationalist movement, 

“English-Canadian nationalism failed to end the process of Americanization and reclaim Canadian 

sovereignty.”2 The Canadianization movement adopted a pan-Canadian approach by presenting 

the Americanization of Canadian universities as a nation-wide concern. However, in reality the 

Canadianization movement did not include French-Canada and focused to a large degree only on 

the issues specific to central Canada. For these reasons many scholars, including Edwardson, have 

noted that the Canadianization movement failed to secure pan-Canadian support which limited the 

success of the movement.3 Concern about the percentage of Canadian professors in Canada 

universities illustrates a broader theme of Canadian identity: deference to other countries–mainly 

the United States and Britain–as being inherently superior to Canadian education and Canadian 

institutions. In discussing efforts to reverse the Americanization of Canadian universities and of 

broader Canadian society, Mathews believed Canada had failed: “The failure is not simply one of 

carelessness or disorganization. It is to some extent an effect of psychological Americanization.”4 

                                                
1 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 43.  
2 Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom,’” 144.  
3 Ibid. 
4 Steele and Mathews, “The Universities: Takeover of the Mind,” 176. 



 

112 
 

In a number of ways, that statement can be applied to the Canadianization movement as a whole. 

From the onset of the movement, debate and controversy surrounded Canadianizers who advocated 

for Canadian cultural protectionism. Individual hiring committees had not intended to discriminate 

against Canadian scholars, however it is likely that entire departments never considered Canadian 

scholars due to the tradition of looking elsewhere for highly qualified talent. The perception that 

Canada needed to hire foreign scholars because of the lack of qualified Canadians lingered from 

the 1950s, prior to the establishment of many Canadian graduate programs. This perceived need 

to hire foreign scholars to educate the next generation of Canadian academics continued into the 

late 1960s and early 1970s when there were qualified Canadian academics who were overlooked 

for vacant positions due to the persisting belief in the superiority of foreign scholars and of the 

institutions that educated them.  

Mathews and Steele heavily advocated for Canadianization from the late 1960s into the 

1970s. Jeffery Cormier, the author of the only full-length examination of the Canadianization 

movement, The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival and Success, considers 

Mathews’ and Steele’s efforts unsuccessful because they failed to develop a national organization, 

which Cormier argued was a prerequisite for successful social movements:  “The inability of the 

Canadianization leaders to establish a coherent, well-organized organizational base, led to a 

congruent incapacity to maintain their mobilizing efforts over the long-term.”5 Due to this 

organizational failure, Cormier claims Mathews’ and Steele’s influence in discussions surrounding 

Canadianization disappeared by 1972.6 Cormier refers to two attempts to build a lasting foundation 

for the movement–the Montreal Committee on De-Canadianization and the National Committee 

                                                
5 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 80.  
6 Ibid., 86.  
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for Canadianization of Canadian Universities–which he argues, were also unsuccessful.7 These 

two organizations, with the exception of a handful of reports such as the Montreal Committee’s 

Waterloo Report, functioned as Canadianization brainstorming sessions rather than concrete 

mobilizations for Canadianization. As Mathews and Steele and these aforementioned 

organizations and committees failed to create and maintain a national organization that took 

immediate and meaningful action to Canadianize universities, Cormier argues the movement failed 

to enact real change towards Canadianization.   

Cormier suggests that Mathews’ and Steele’s only success was in how their ideas were 

picked up by more influential groups like the CSAA, stating that, “there is evidence that in the end 

their efforts paid off: the Canadianization action frame resonated well with certain constituencies, 

including the media, politicians, and the general public.”8 Cormier seems to contradict himself by 

claiming that Mathews’ and Steele’s segment of the Canadianization movement ended in 1972 

when they failed to establish a national organization to lobby government officials, yet in 1981 the 

federal government passed the Canadian first hiring legislation. If Mathews and Steele ceased to 

be relevant after 1972, who pressed for government legislation? Cormier argues that the CSAA 

and other similar organizations, which he does not discuss in his book, took up the mantle of 

Canadianization after Mathews and Steele in this very straightforward timeline of activism. 

However, members of the CSAA were in constant contact with Mathews and Steele, often writing 

to the duo to ask advice and thank them for their inspirational role in the movement.9 This solidifies 

Mathews’ and Steele’s continued involvement in addressing issues of Canadianization in Canadian 

universities. Cormier forces the complex, divisive Canadianization movement into a model of 

                                                
7 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 80.  
8 Ibid., 35.  
9 Ibid., 103.  
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‘grassroots to institutional social movement’ that does not accurately represent the wide range of 

activity taking place in the late 1960s and throughout the 1970s. Cormier identifies the grassroots 

movement led by Mathews and Steele, complete with a “charismatic, media-savvy leader” as 

unsuccessful in Canadianizing universities, yet identifies the CSAA as successful when both these 

groups were at times working together and towards the same goals.10 Although the organizational 

support for Canadianization was certainly important to the overall success of achieving 

government protectionism, one should consider Mathews, Steele and other organizational efforts 

as part of the same movement, rather than separate attempts at Canadianization.  

I have argued that like the long-1960s view, the Canadianization movement needs to be 

considered a more expansive and encompassing movement than it is typically. When the 

movement is expanded from “short” history of the late 1960s and early 1970s, to instead 

encompass other organizations and reports that supported Canadianization such as the Canadian 

Association of University Teachers (CAUT), the Committee for an Independent Canada, the 

Symons’s Report, and David Cameron’s Taking Stock the success of the movement becomes more 

apparent. Mathews acknowledges that given the overwhelming opposition to the emergence of the 

movement at Carleton University in December 1968 the Canadianization movement was not an 

immediate success. Rather, it required time for arguments to be investigated by a number of 

individuals and organizations before university administrations and governments were willing to 

lend their support. Mathews reflects on the emergence of the movement:  

Professor Neatby and those like-minded won that battle [referring to December 11 
1968 meeting at Carleton] … but they did not win the war. Everything Mathews 
and Steele and their supporters put forward at the meeting was overwhelmingly 
defeated. But, after that, the tide turned and significant steps were eventually taken 
by government to alleviate the situation.11 

                                                
10 These goals being the increase of Canadian academics teaching in Canadian universities, and increase in Canadian 
Studies programs and an infusion of Canadian studies content into traditional disciplines.  
11 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 16.  
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If not for the continued dedication of Mathews and Steele to addressing the de-Canadianization of 

Canadian universities, the resounding defeat of their motions at the December 11th 1968 CUASA 

meeting could have stopped the Canadianization movement before it even began.  

 A significant detriment to the possibility of widespread support for the Canadianization 

movement was the lack of statistical evidence regarding the nationality of university professors 

employed in Canadian universities. Almost every study that was conducted found widely different 

results which complicated people’s willingness to support a movement to limit foreign scholars 

teaching in Canadian universities, since the foreign to domestic scholar ratio was not readily and 

accurately available. Estimates varied widely not only at different universities but also in different 

departments in the same university. Mathews and Steele estimated that 72% of all faculty were 

non-Canadians using immigration documentation from the late 1960s and early 1970s. The 

Committee of University Presidents reported in 1970 that the percentage of Canadian faculty in 

departments across Canada ranged from 78% to 48%.12 Jean Cottam estimated the cross-Canada 

number of Canadians teaching in Sociology and Anthropology to be 40% and the number of 

Americans to be 38.5%.13 The number of Americans in individual departments was as important 

as knowing the number of Canadians owing to the close association of Americanization with the 

emergence of the Canadianization movement. Nevertheless, how are we to attribute credibility to 

these estimates without a detailed description and subsequent understanding of how they were 

calculated?  More often than not, the process of calculation was not fully explained; instead 

estimates were thrown into the mess of statistics that were of little use to Canadianizers. The defeat 

                                                
12 Saywell, Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 106. The average for social science 
departments was 55% Canadian faculty.  
13 Cottam, Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?, 14. 
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of motions four and five at the December 11th 1968 CUASA meeting, regarding the collection of 

citizenship data of Canadian faculty (Appendix A) and the refusal of the Canadian Association of 

University Teachers (CAUT) to gather that same information were the two most significant set-

backs to the Canadianization movement. Had conclusive proof been available that showed 

Canadian faculty were the minority of faculty in departments across Canada, I believe there could 

have been widespread support and immediate action to rectify the situation.  

Other authors, like Neatby and McEown, were reluctant to attribute any success to 

Mathews and Steele. This recounting of the Canadianization movement in Creating Carleton, 

portrayed the movement as lacking widespread support due to the exaggerated anti-American 

position of Mathews and Steele. In a footnote, the authors acknowledged that the Canadianization 

movement was not just the ramblings of two men, but instead had a positive impact on Canadian 

universities: “Mathews’s campaign had some effect. The federal government eventually required 

Canadian universities to give consideration to Canadian citizens for academic appointments before 

considering foreign candidates. The controversy subsided with the slow rate of university growth 

in the 1970s.”14 Many accounts of the Canadianization movement seem reluctant to consider the 

1981 Canadians-first hiring policy as an outcome of the Canadianization movement. This is likely 

due to the close association of Mathews and Steele to this movement, both of whom were less 

vocal in representing Canadianization efforts by the end of the 1970s.  

John Hofley sees the Canadianization movement as fraught with missed opportunities. He 

claims the movement lost all momentum by 1981-82 when the lack of available faculty positions 

caused the hiring aspect of the Canadianization movement to become dormant.15 He claims, “we 

began the Canadianization journey in the late 1960s, a journey that had two components: hiring 

                                                
14 Neatby and McEown, Creating Carleton: The Shaping of a University, 227.  
15 Hofley, “Canadianization: A Journey Completed?,” 113. 
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Canadians and developing a knowledge base on Canada that would somehow forge a Canadian 

identity or a sense of nationhood.”16 By failing to develop a unique Canadian university 

environment, by failing to give graduate students knowledge of both official languages and by 

adopting the American model of post-secondary training, the attempt to Canadianize universities 

can only be viewed as a failure. With his limited definition of success, Hofley views the 

Canadianization movement largely as a failed opportunity to stem the Americanizing tides of 

Canadian universities. In regards to the two objectives, Robin Mathews stated “there is no certainty 

that either of those goals have been achieved.”17  

Two significant government policies that supported the hiring of Canadian professors were 

enacted by federal legislation in 1977 and 1981. In 1977 colleges and universities in Canada were 

required, for the first time, to advertise all vacant faculty positions in Canada. This announcement 

came after a number of organizations and leaders of the Canadianization movement had advocated 

for the necessity of mandatory advertisement policies, due to the lack of voluntary domestic 

advertising prior to April 1977. As was argued in Chapter Four, this policy was not overly effective 

at increasing the number of Canadian citizens appointed to new positions. In 1981 legislation was 

enacted that required all departments in Canadian universities to advertise vacant positions in 

Canada to only Canadian citizens and landed immigrants before carrying out any recruitment 

efforts abroad. Furthermore, departments were only allowed to hire a non-Canadian if they were 

able to demonstrate to a Canadian immigration commission that they attempted to find a suitable 

Canadian candidate but that none were available. The Canadians first hiring policy is still in place 

today, which according to the CAUT website, requires departments at all degree-granting 

institutions in Canada to compile a yearly summary of their recruitment practices, including the 

                                                
16 Hofley, “Canadianization: A Journey Completed?,” 113.  
17 Mathews, The Canadianization Struggle: A History, 1.  
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process and results of any search they have conducted. These studies are a step towards the 

necessary compilation of data on Canadian university teachers that is required in order to further 

our understanding of both who is teaching in Canadian universities and the Canadian mentality 

towards hiring Canadian academics.  

 

Mathews and Steele  

 Historians acknowledge the influential role Mathews and Steele played in starting the 

Canadianization movement at Carleton University, but they fail to recognize that their involvement 

spurred a larger nationalist inquiry into the state of Canadian educational content. As John Saywell 

acknowledged, “despite their resounding defeat at Carleton, Mathews and Steele had, in fact, 

triggered a debate that for several years was to involve students, facilities, senates, and the 

governments of Ontario and Canada.”18 Mathews and Steele focused on the de-Canadianization of 

faculty and course content, and they combined concerns about the lack of Canadian influence in 

what was being taught and who was teaching it. Mathews’ continued involvement is demonstrated 

by the number of publications he has wrote after the 1970s that evaluated and built on the 

foundation of the Canadianization movement.19  

Mathews faced a significant amount of professional and personal criticism for his position 

on Canadianization and to his credit, he never shied away from these attacks. After being sealed 

for 25 years, the Robin Mathews Fonds opened in 2014 at the Library and Archives Canada. Misao 

Dean claims the documents were sealed because Mathews,  

                                                
18 Saywell, Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 92.  
19 The majority of Mathews publications, whether explicitly about the Canadianization movement or his poetry and 
plays overwhelmingly feature prominent pro-Canadian themes. A sample of these extensive publications include: 
The Struggle for Canadian Universities (1969), Canadian Literature: Surrender or Revolution (1978), 
Canadian Identity: Major Forces Shaping the Life of a People (1988), Treason of the Intellectuals: English-Canada 
in the Post-Modern Period (1995), Being Canadian in Dirty Imperialist Times (2000), Notable poetry includes: This 
Time, This Place, (1965), The Cold Fist (1969), The Death of Socialism and Other Poems (1995).  
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was famous for conducting highly personalized arguments with fellow scholars, 
writers, and activists, many of them friends and former friends, and the letters 
contain accusations of betrayal and evidence of personal pettiness as well as heroic 
energy, strength, and intellectual struggle.20  
 

Mathews has been labelled as aggressive by a number of individuals associated with the movement 

and throughout the historiography, which Cormier notes was a factor in how Mathews was treated 

by his fellow academics and onlookers of the movement: “Mathews was vilified in the media; he 

was branded an anti-American, a racist, a McCarthyite, a fascist, and a parochial nationalist.”21 At 

times it is difficult to determine if opponents of the Canadianization movement were anti-

Canadianization or anti-Mathews due to the close association of two. It appears at times that the 

emphasis of the critics were personal attacks of Mathews’ opinions and suggestions than it was 

about the issues of Canadianization. Although Mathews was a polarizing figure, the information 

and evidence he provided should not have been disregarded because of who was presenting it. 

Mathews is not often credited as being instrumental to the long-Canadianization movement, 

perhaps because we now take for granted Canadian protectionism, the establishment of Canadian 

Studies disciplines and our present acceptance of interdisciplinary research. Dean claims,  

Mathews’s career provides a model (perhaps a cautionary tale) for the 
contemporary political activist within the university, whose successes are often 
dismissed as part of the ordinary, or even inevitable, evolution of the discipline, 
and whose failures are often misinterpreted by subsequent generations.22 

 
Although Mathews and Steele attempted to portray themselves as pro-Canadian instead of anti-

American, a number of Mathews’ speeches, and particularly his poetry, betrays his anti-American 

opinions.23 The York University weekly newspaper, the Excalibur printed an excerpt of a speech 

                                                
20 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 28.  
21 Cormier, The Canadianization Movement, 63.  
22 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization,” 28. 
23 Most notably Mathews’ Being Canadian in Dirty Imperialist Times (2000) contains a number of starkly anti-
American political poems such as “Living with Yankee Imperialism,” “The Barbarians,” “In the Colony,” and “The 
U.S. President Stops by Canadian Woods on a Snowy Evening.”  
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given by Mathews on 29 January 1970 which clearly displayed his anti-imperialist approach to 

issues of Canadianization,  

Unless a distinct policy of repatriation [presumably of the university not of 
Canadians teaching in the United States!] begins now the culture will go as the 
economy has and Canada will be finished. Canada will suffer de facto integration 
with the United States. The branch-plant manager will be succeeded by the U.S. 
bulldozer and the small arms salesman. Violence will become as Canadian as the 
maple leaf. U.S. chauvinism, militarism, racism, cultural aggressiveness, political 
simple-mindedness, materialism and violent imperialism will take up residence in 
Canada.24 

 
Mathews attempted to position himself as an anti-imperialist and pro-Canadian, but the inherent 

nature of both these concepts in the Canadian content, as well as Mathews radical predisposition, 

cast anti-Americanism as fundamental to the Canadianization movement.  

 
Canadian Identity  

Canadian identity is a complex concept, with regional tensions around linguistic and 

cultural differences that have been shaped by outside influences that effect Canadian self-

perceptions. The complexities of the Canadianization movement add depth to our understanding 

of how education and national identity are perceived as mutually susceptible to foreign influences. 

Debates about Canadian nationalism and the presence of anti-American sentiment in articulating 

the need for protection of Canadian society and identity are constant themes in the histories of 

Canadian nationalism and education. Anti-Americanism was attacked by some and championed 

by others which is indicative of Canada’s relationship with its southern neighbor. Canadians have 

embraced American models of education yet remain skeptical of becoming Americanized. Pro-

Canadian discourse was deemed more acceptable by academics regardless of alignment with the 

                                                
24 Robin Mathews, speech printed in Excalibur York University newspaper, 29 January 1970. Reprinted in John 
Saywell, Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 1960-1973, (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 2008), 95. Bracketed section in original.  
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Canadianization movement, whereas anti-Americanism received an overwhelming negative 

response. Terminology played a large part in these debates, with the interpretation of pro-

Canadianism as meaning anti-Americanism.  This conflation speaks volumes about how Canada 

as a nation chose to shape its identity based on its relations with the United States. By placing the 

Canadianization movement into the social and cultural context of the English Canadian new 

nationalism it is possible to expand our understanding of the history of education and its 

significance to the continuation of a unique Canadian identity. As Edwardson states, “while its 

political impact was negligible, the new nationalism was successful as a cultural and social 

movement, raising interest and awareness in Canadiana while providing English Canadians with a 

greater sense of national identity.”25 

 

Canadian Studies  

 In terms of the effects the Canadianization movement had on Canadian Studies, attributing 

success or failure to the movement becomes even more complicated. Ian Angus’ 2012 article “Here 

and Now: A New Rationale for Canadian Studies,” identified the issues with evaluating the 

successes of Canadian Studies because a great deal has changed since the discipline was initially 

established in the 1970s: “Something has changed since the initial rationale for Canadian Studies 

was put in place in the 1970s. There is not much clarity, and certainly no agreement, on what has 

changed nor how it has changed, but the fact of change is almost beyond question.”26 Canadian 

Studies has achieved success in the sense that it is now a recognized complex and rich discipline 

in the universities that have continued efforts to foster Canadian Studies. The Canadianization 

                                                
25 Edwardson, “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom,’” 145.  
26 Ian Angus, “Here and Now: A New Rationale for Canadian Studies,” Canadian Studies: Past, Present, Praxis. 
Edited by Jane Koustas and Christl Verduyn, (Halifax: Fernwood Pub, 2012), 161. 
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movement argued that Canada was worth studying in dedicated Canadian Studies programs and 

also needed to be integrated widely into established disciplines. As the Symons Report noted, 

“given the country’s rich human and physical resources, Canada has an obligation, both to herself 

and to others, to become more self-reliant in meeting her own needs for qualified personnel.”27 In 

hindsight is it obvious that the initial definition of Canadian Studies was limited to a white, settler 

model of Canadian history and educational content. Angus notes the inability to study the 

multitude of Canadian identities as observed through the presence of colonialism throughout 

Canadian history: “perhaps the most pervasive critique of Canadian Studies is that it has been 

focused on a unifying, homogenizing concept of the nation that has entailed a consequent blindness 

to division and systematic inequality within Canada.”28 What is perhaps even more perplexing is 

the growth of interdisciplinary research, which was arguably the foundation of the discipline of 

Canadian Studies, yet Canadian Studies remains negligible in this era of interdisciplinary research. 

Mihaela Vieru proposes that this negative reaction to the continuation of Canadian Studies, “is 

contradictory not only to current academic discourses, which encourage interdisciplinarity, as an 

appropriate mode of inquiry into dynamic, multiple and intersectional social realities, but also to 

the fact that most academically well-positioned disciplines are now becoming increasingly 

interdisciplinary, too.”29 Canadian Studies remains marginalized at a number of Canadian 

universities and in some ways has come into itself with the growth of interdisciplinary research 

but has simultaneously been viewed as too narrow a discipline given the prominence of 

transnational and globalization scholarship. 

                                                
27 Symons, To Know Ourselves, 6.  
28 Angus, “Here and Now: A New Rationale for Canadian Studies,” 168.  
29 Mihaela Vieru, “Doing Canadian Studies: The Conundrum of Interdisciplinary: Reflections on Scholarship and 
Institutional Development,” in Canadian Studies: Past, Present, Praxis, edited by Jane Koustas and Christl 
Verduyn, (Halifax: Fernwood Pub, 2012), 208.  
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The Canadianization movement was significant to the formation of Canadian Studies, but 

this initial definition and justification of establishing such a discipline–to know ourselves– has now 

become dated. In order to continue to contribute significantly to Canadian scholarship and to 

maintain and convince our own students and society of its value and of the quality education 

available in Canada, Canadian universities need to re-evaluate who is teaching and what is being 

taught. I advocate for the continuation of the Canadian first hiring policy, however there is pressing 

need to diversify Canadian faculty. The composition of Canadian faculty needs to reflect the 

student population and therefore reflect the ethnic and racial diversity of Canada. In some ways, 

the Canadianization movement is ongoing as Indigenous and marginalized Canadians remain 

underrepresented at Canadian universities. Due to the systematic exclusion of Canadians in the 

Canadianization movement, I argue that Canadianization is no longer a valuable term to describe 

the need to increase Canadian representation in Canadian universities. We need new language that 

does not exclude women, Indigenous, Métis and Inuit people, as well as people of colour in order 

to dispel the legacy that concern for faculty representation in Canadian universities has been 

limited to the advancement of white, settler men.  

This thesis demonstrates the need and demand to know more. A number of the debates 

surrounding Canadianization, hiring policies and the development of Canadian Studies circle 

endlessly around the fact that we as Canadians do not know who is teaching in post-secondary 

institutions in Canada. A study conducted in 2005 found that since the 1980s there has been a 

steady decline in the number of professors hired who have received their doctoral degrees from a 

Canadian University. In 2005 the percentage returned to the same as it was in 1970s–between 40% 

and 50% of new faculty hires in the Social Sciences, Sciences and Humanities.30 This data suggests 

                                                
30 Yves Gingras, “Globalization By-Product? The End of the Canadianization Movement,” University Affairs 
Ottawa, Vol 51 Issue 10 (December 2010), 38. 
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that Canadian PhDs are disadvantaged on hiring committees at Canadian universities, a subject 

that urgently needs to be studied and understood in order to avoid devaluing Canadian education. 

From The Struggle for Canadian Universities (1969) to Frances Henry’s Equity Myth (2017) 

similar questions about who is teaching, who should be teaching, and who is represented in 

Canadian universities remain unanswered and highly contentious. Canadians need to shake this 

mentality of inferiority to foreign institutions, but in order to do so they need to be informed about 

the current situation in Canada and encouraged to pursue higher education in Canadian 

universities.  
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Chapter Six 
 

Epilogue 
 

“Canadians are involved in a race against time to preserve their heritage and to acquire the 

knowledge needed to follow their own path. It is not a race we are presently winning.”  

– T.H.B. Symons1  

 

Efforts to foster Canadian Studies programs and interest in studying Canada at both the 

undergraduate and graduate level continue to pose a challenge. English Professor Misao Dean’s 

2016 publication “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization” illustrates the ongoing 

struggle to foster Canadian Studies in Canada. In 2016 Canadian literature continued to represent 

only 8-10% of course offerings in English departments across Canada. Robin Mathews claims this 

is an indication that the struggle to Canadianize English departments, to alter their desire to study 

British literature and not English-language literature was a failure of the Canadianization 

movement. Dean notes the percentage of Canadian courses offered by Canadian English 

departments has remained static at 10% for over 20 years.2 The experience of one department 

cannot dictate the success or failure of the Canadianization movement, but it is telling of the 

continued mentality of deference to traditional British and American disciplines.  

When comparing the history of the Canadianization movement and the development of 

Canadian Studies from the 1960s to present day another illuminating fact is the continued lack of 

concrete data on who is teaching in Canadian universities. Many equity-seeking groups such as 

the CAUT equity review published in 2017 openly address these facts. “While we know 

anecdotally that many equity-seeking groups remain seriously underrepresented in Canadian 

                                                
1 Symons, “The State of Canadian Studies at the Year 2000,” 51.  
2 Dean, “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonialization: Investigating the Legacy of ‘Seventies Nationalism’ 
in the Robin Mathews Fonds,”27.  
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colleges and universities, the lack of consistent and reliable data makes it very difficult to 

determine the full extent of this problem.”3 This example highlights the continued concern about 

who is teaching in Canadian universities. The ongoing problem posed by sparse statistical data 

about the nationality of professors from the 1960s and by current equity seeking groups makes it 

increasingly difficult to understand how a problem can possibly be solved without being fully 

quantified and examined.  

Bryan Palmer’s 2017 article, “Canadian Studies at the Crossroads, Again!” highlights 

issues that continue to effect both the discipline of Canadian Studies and the inclusion of Canadian 

content in Canada. Palmer highlights the outpouring of support for Canadian studies after the 

publication of To Know Ourselves in 1978. “As its work proceeded in the mid-to late 1970s, the 

Commission on Canadian Studies met with the practical response of a government still able and 

willing to fund self-knowledge.”4 Palmer claims that by the 1990s interest in Canadian Studies had 

declined significantly and has not recovered since. He discusses the continual decrease of 

university support for Canadian Studies, with departments being downgraded to programs and 

individual programs becoming obsolete,  

Declining support for the study of Canada within departments in which Canadian 
content was once thought not only central but invaluable; of university 
administrations questioning the worth of Canadian content, unless it can garner the 
support of donors and an influx of cash.5 
 

Palmer explains that Canadian Studies is not considered a priority by funding agencies, universities 

and governments because Canadian Studies is so interdisciplinary. Canadian Studies is simply 

perceived as doing what all other departments are doing–or should be doing. This gives way to 

                                                
3 Frances Henry, Carl James, Peter S. Li, Audrey Kobayashi, et al. The Equity Myth: Racialization and Indigeneity 
at Canadian Universities, (Toronto; Vancouver: UBC Press, 2017), 6.  
4 Bryan Palmer, “Canadian Studies at the Crossroads, Again!,” Journal of Canadian Studies/Revue d'Études 
Canadiennes 51 no 1 (2017): 19.  
5 Ibid., 11. 
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arguments that Canadian Studies as a discipline no longer serves a purpose as more Canadian 

studies content and materials are readily available for use in all disciplines.  

In 2000 Symons published an article, “The State of Canadian Studies at the Year 2000: 

Some Observations,” in the Journal of Canadian Studies Millennium Project. This article 

examined the accomplishments of Canadian Studies which claimed the state of Canadian Studies 

in 2000 was “far from satisfactory and far from secure.”6 This statement continues to be true in 

2018 where it appears little has changed, for better or worse, with the state of Canadian Studies in 

Canada. “At best, Canadian Studies as an organized field of study is in holding mode, and if it is 

in only a holding mode in this period of fast and great change, then it is in decline.”7 The 

organizations which Symons identified as supporting the study of Canada, include the National 

Library and National Archives, Statistics Canada, and the Association for Canadian Studies. These 

organizations play important roles in both supporting university Canadian Studies programs and 

continuing the process of researching Canadian subjects.  

 Conversations about Canadianization have persisted throughout Canadian history and have 

been applied to all areas of Canadian society. In the 1960s there were concerns expressed about 

the Americanization of Canadian cultural institutions. Like issues surrounding Canadian Studies 

and university faculty these conversations persist and divide the opinions of Canadians on issues 

of Canadianization. An article published by Kate Taylor in The Globe and Mail on February 2nd 

2018, “The Outsiders Who Got in: Why Sought-After Arts Positions in the Country are Going to 

Non-Canadians,” acknowledged a recent trend at Canadian art institutions of high level executive 

positions, which Taylor refers to as “top jobs” being filled by international candidates. This claim 

was made following the appointment of Julian Cox, a well-known British photographer as Chief 

                                                
6 Symons, “The State of Canadian Studies at the Year 2000,” 28.  
7 Ibid. 
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Curator of the Art Gallery of Ontario, “a place best known for its collection of classic Canadian 

art.”8 This hiring decision mirrors a similar situation in June 1972 when an American–Richard J. 

Wattenmaker–was hired as the Chief Curator of the Art Gallery of Ontario, which led to nationalist 

groups rallying against the hiring of Wattenmaker by protesting in the streets.9 Wattenmaker was 

made a symbol by nationalist groups who protested the Americanization of a number of Canadian 

cultural institutions such as the Ontario College of Art and Artscanada magazine but nonetheless 

he held his position until June 1978.10 The more recent hiring of Cox did not lead to protests, but 

nonetheless Canadians took note of the presence of a non-Canadian in an important Canadian 

cultural institution.  

Taylor notes that in the past two and half years a number of Canadian cultural institutions, 

such as the Royal Ontario Museum, Luminato, the McMichael Canadian Art Collection and Shaw 

Festival have hired British or American management.11 It is quite likely that this trend is tied to 

Canadian insecurity about experience and ability to put Canadians in these important positions. 

Gail Lord, an international museum consultant was quoted in the article as saying, “I am in favour 

of internationalism at the highest level…We are a multicultural society so we welcome people 

from around the world, [but] I don't know another country that has such a high proportion of non-

citizens, not even landed immigrants, in these jobs.”12 Lord makes a very important point that is 

applicable to hiring at universities, one can favour internationalism yet still realize the importance 

of national protectionism.   

                                                
8 Kate Taylor, “The outsiders who got in: why sought-after arts positions in the country are going to non-Canadians,” 
The Globe and Mail (2 February 2018). 
9 Edwardson, Canadian Content, 166.  
10 Ibid. Art Gallery of Ontario, “Curator/Director/Chief Curator Fact Sheet,” http://www.ago.net/curator-director-
chief-curator.  
11 Taylor, “The outsiders who got in: why sought-after arts positions in the country are going to non-Canadians,” R1.  
12 Ibid.  
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In 2004 these concerns about increased foreign influence over Canadian cultural 

institutions erupted over the hiring of composers to teach at universities in Canada. In an article in 

the CAUT Bulletin, “James Turk, executive director of CAUT, says he’s concerned that 

distinguished Canadian composers had been effectively deemed unqualified for the position.”13 

This article exposes both McGill University and the University of British Columbia’s school of 

music for having hired foreign composers over a number of internationally recognized Canadian 

candidates.14 Nichole Anderson Bergerson president of Business for the Arts thinks hiring boards 

discount Canadians, “It's an insecurity: We feel we have to hire from abroad,” she said.15 These 

eruptions of concern over non-Canadian hires can be seen throughout the history of Canadian post-

secondary institutions, however the initial Canadianization movement–particularly in its Steele 

and Mathews early days–is often portrayed as a brief overreaction to hiring policies in Canadian 

universities. Considering that more than 50 years have elapsed since the emergence of the 

Canadianization movement, Canadian cultural institutions still have a tendency to value foreign 

talent over Canadians and there is still a reaction against the trend, which indicates that the 

Canadianization movement is still ongoing. Bergerson asked, “How do we change that 

perception?” I would like to forward the argument that we need to start with the education system. 

We need to investigate and invigorate the study of Canada at all grade levels and across all 

disciplines. Educating with the purpose of producing good Canadian citizens is no longer good 

enough; we need to produce citizens who value and recognize the importance of a Canadian 

education.  

                                                
13 Canadian Association of University Teachers, “Universities Ignore Hiring Policy,” CAUT Bulletin, June 2004.   
14 Three at McGill University and one at the University of British Columbia.  
15 Taylor, “The outsiders who got in: why sought-after arts positions in the country are going to non-Canadians,” R1.  
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Canada has arguably come full-circle from not producing enough PhDs to fill vacant 

teaching and researching positions, to according to some sources, producing too many PhDs. In 

December 2010 a highly contested article was published in The Economist, “The Disposable 

Academic: Why Doing a PhD is Often a Waste of Time.” This article illustrated the recent state of 

hiring prospects for doctoral recipients seeking full-time employment as professors in Canadian 

universities. In 2007 4,800 doctorate degrees were conferred in Canada, however during the same 

year only 2,616 full-time professors were hired by Canadian universities.16 To some, these job 

prospects indicate that Canadian universities are accepting too many doctoral students which leads 

to the unemployment or underemployed of large numbers of PhD recipients post-graduation, if all 

doctoral candidates are pursuing academic jobs. Melonie Fullick identifies the major flaw of that 

prominent argument. “Debates about the ideal number of PhDs tend to be framed in terms of the 

academic job market, more specifically the demand for tenure-track professors at universities, 

because of the assumption that the PhD is intended primarily for those who want a career in 

academe.”17 Canada is only producing too many PhDs if a limited lens is applied to the career 

prospects of an individual with a doctoral degree.  

In the 1980s, as David Cameron’s Taking Stock determined, some departments were still 

operating under the assumption that Canadian universities were not producing enough qualified 

Canadians for teaching in Canadian universities. Cameron demonstrated that overwhelmingly, that 

was not the case; over the course of approximately 40 years, a significant change in perspective 

has taken place. In 2001 The Globe and Mail published an article that claimed: 

In Canada, the prestige of an American or British degree far exceeds the status of a 
doctorate granted by a Canadian institution. A quick glance at departmental faculty 

                                                
16 “The Disposable Academic: Why doing a PhD is often a waste of time,” The Economist, (16 Dec 2010).  
17 Melonie Fullick, “Who will hire all the PhDs? Not Canada's Universities,” The Globe and Mail, (12 April 2013) 
updated March 26th 2017. 
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lists shows Canadian schools grossly underrepresented. If our schools are not 
producing top-calibre academics, we need to address the underlying problems.18 
 

From not enough qualified Canadians, to too many Canadians, the university job market has never 

been particularly kind to Canadian candidates. I argue this is an issue of mentality, and lack of 

appreciation for our own universities and the quality education and training they provide. As 

Melonie Fullick stated so succinctly, “Canada is only ‘producing too many PhDs’ if every student 

is being encouraged to pursue an academic career and nothing else.”19 Nationality should be utterly 

unimportant when judging the merits of job applicants and scholars, however in a situation when 

Canadian collective mentality inhibits the ability of some to see Canadians institutions as on par 

with foreign universities and institutions, a degree of Canadian protectionism is required. 

                                                
18 Brad Jenkins, “PhD in Insecurity,” The Globe and Mail, (June 2001).  
19 Fullick, “Who will hire all the PhDs? Not Canada's Universities,” 2017.  
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Appendix 
 
A) Canadianization Motions, 11 December 1968 CUASA Meeting1  
 

1. Be it moved that the Carleton University Academic Staff Association obtain an assurance 
from the President that in making new appointments, it will be the general policy of the 
University to employ enough Canadians to ensure that Canadians remain, or become, a 
clear two-thirds majority of full-time faculty members in each Department.  

2. Be it further moved that, if at any time in any Department, it should be deemed necessary 
to fall below this desired minimum, the burden of responsibility shall rest upon the 
Department concerned to demonstrate to the University that, before recommending the 
appointment of a non-Canadian, it has actively sought to obtain applications from well-
qualified Canadians by advertising for at least one month in at least three Canadian 
publications (in addition to the A.U.C.C.’s “Supplement” to University Affairs and the 
C.A.U.T. Bulletin) and by sending notice of the vacancy to every Canadian university 
which offers graduate training in the discipline of that Department.  

3. Be it further moved that, after September 1, 1969, Canadian citizenship be made a 
necessary qualification for all new appointments to administrative positions from 
chairmanships to the chancellorship inclusive.  

4. Be it further moved that the Carleton University Academic Staff Association request the 
Office of the President to ascertain, and maintain a record of, the citizenship of the 
Carleton faculty.  

5. Be it further moved that the Carleton University Staff Association request the Canadian 
Association of University Teachers to obtain information about the citizenship 
composition of Canadian faculties and consider the formulation of a national policy with 
respect to this matter. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1 Mathews and Steele, The Struggle for Canadian Universities, 19-20.  
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B) Getting It Back: Percentage of Canadian Curriculum2  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
2 Page, “Canadian Studies: The Current Dilemma,”, 191.The data is a direct reproduction from Getting it Back. 
Formatting has been altered for clarity. 
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C) CAUT Website: Current Nationality Related Hiring Procedures3 
 
Canadianization 

1. All job vacancies at Canadian universities and colleges must be made known to 
Canadians and permanent residents through advertisements in the CAUT Bulletin and 
University Affairs and/or their associated websites, as well as any other sources as 
appropriate. 

2. Each university or college should have an appointments review committee, appointed 
jointly by the academic staff association and the administration, with a clear majority of 
faculty members on it. The committee is to advise the president on all appointments; 
evaluating whether each vacancy was adequately advertised in Canada, the qualifications 
listed were reasonable, the selection procedures were fair, and an active effort was made 
to recruit Canadians and permanent residents. 

3. Canadian and permanent resident applicants must be considered first.  Positions are only 
to be offered to foreign candidates if there are no qualified Canadian citizens or 
permanent residents applicants. Departments/faculties seeking to make appointments of 
international candidates must satisfy the appointments review committee of the 
justification for such decisions before an offer can be made. 
  
Approved by the CAUT Council, November 2005; 
editorial revisions, February 2010 and February 2015. 

D) Faculty Citizenship4  

 

                                                
3 Canadian Association of University Teachers, “Canadianization: Policy Statement on Canadianization,” November 
2005, https://www.caut.ca/about-us/caut-policy/lists/caut-policy-statements/policy-statement-on-canadianization. 
4 Teachers in Universities: 1989-90 (Statistics Canada, Cat. #81-241 Annual, November 1992), 14. Reprinted in 
Cameron, Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties, 58.  



 

135 
 

Bibliography 
 

Adam, G. Stuart. “Broadcasting and Canadian Culture: A Commentary.” In The Beaver Bites 
Back?: American Popular Culture in Canada. Edited by David H. Flaherty and Frank E. 
Manning, 75-87. Montreal; Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1993. 

 
Anderson, Benedict. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of  

 Nationalism. London: Verso, 1983. 
 
Angus, Ian. “Here and Now: A New Rationale for Canadian Studies.” In Canadian Studies: Past, 

Present, Praxis. Edited by Jane Koustas and Christl Verduyn, 161-178. Halifax: Fernwood 
Pub, 2012. 

 
Art Gallery of Ontario. “Curator/Director/Chief Curator Fact Sheet.” http://www.ago.net/curator-

director-chief-curator. Accessed: March 2nd 2018.  
 
Association for Canadian Studies. Directory to Canadian/Quebec/Regional Studies in Canada/ 

Répertoire des études Canadiennes/Québécoises/Régionales au Canada. Ottawa: 
Association for Canadian Studies, 1984-1989.  

 
Atwood, Margaret. Survival: A Thematic Guide to Canadian Literature. Toronto: M&S, 2004. 
 
Azzi, Stephen. “The Nationalist Movement in English Canada.” In Debating Dissent: Canada and 

the Sixties. Edited by Gregory S. Kealey, Lara Campbell, Dominique Clément, 213-230. 
Ontario: University of Toronto Press, 2012.  

 
Azzi, Stephen. Walter Gordon and the Rise of Canadian Nationalism. Montreal: McGill-Queen's 

University Press, 1999. 
 
Bashevkin, Sylvia. True Patriot Love: The Politics of Canadian Nationalism. Toronto: Oxford 

University Press, 1991. 
 
Byrne, Cyril, Ken MacKinnon, Robin Mathews and the Canadian Liberation Movement.  The 

Waterloo Report. Toronto: New Canada Press Ltd., 1971. 
 
Cameron, David. Taking Stock: Canadian Studies in the Nineties. Montreal: Association for 

Canadian Studies, 1996. 
 
Campbell, Lara and Dominique Clément. “Introduction: Time, Age, Myth: Towards a History of 

the Sixties.” In Debating Dissent: Canada and the Sixties. Edited by Lara Campbell, 
Dominique Clément, and Gregory S. Kealy, 3-36. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
2012. 

 
Campbell, Robert M. “Canadian Studies at the Millennium: The Journey Continues.” Journal of 

Canadian Studies--Revue d'Études Canadiennes 35 No. 1 (2000): 10. 
 



 

136 
 

Canadian Association of University Teachers. “Canadianization: Policy Statement on 
Canadianization.” November 2005. https://www.caut.ca/about-us/caut-policy/lists/caut-
policy-statements/policy-statement-on-canadianization. 

 
Canadian Association of University Teachers. “Feds affirm ‘Canadian first’ hiring policy.” 

CAUT Bulletin. March 2002. 
 
Canadian Association of University Teachers. Handbook of Policy Statements, Guidelines and 

Model Clauses. Ottawa: CAUT, 1971.   
 
Canadian Association of University Teachers. “Universities Ignore Hiring Policy.” CAUT 

Bulletin. (June 2004): A1, A11.  
 
Chaiton, Alf and Neil McDonald. Canadian Schools and Canadian Identity. Toronto: Gage 

Educational Pub., 1977. 
 
Cook, Ramsay. Canada, Quebec, and the Uses of Nationalism. Toronto: McClelland & Stewart, 

1986. 
 
Cormier, Jeffrey. The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, 2nd ed. 

Buffalo; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004.  
 
Cormier, Jeffrey. “The Canadianization Movement in Context.” The Canadian Journal of 

Sociology/ Cahiers Canadiens de Sociologie 30 No. 3 (2005): 351-70. 
 
Cormier, Jeffrey. “Nationalism, Activism, and the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology 

Community, 1967-1985.” The American Sociologist 33 No. 1 (2002): 12-26.  
 
Cottam, Kazimiera Janina. Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?. Toronto: 

Gall Publications, 1974. 
 
Cull, Nicholas J. “Selling Peace: The Origins, Promotion and Fate of the Anglo-American New 

Order during the Second World War.” Diplomacy & Statecraft 7 No. 1 (1996):1-28.  
 
Dean, Misao. “Canadianization, Colonialism, and Decolonization: Investigating the Legacy of 

“Seventies Nationalism” in the Robin Mathews Fonds.” Studies in Canadian Literature-
Etudes En Littérature Canadienne 41 No. 1 (2016): 27-48. 

 
“The Disposable Academic: Why doing a PhD is often a waste of time.” The Economist. (16 Dec 

2010). Accessed 17 February 2018: http://www.economist.com/node/17723223. 
 
Edwardson, Ryan. Canadian Content: Culture and the Quest for Nationhood. Toronto: 

University of Toronto Press, 2008. 
 



 

137 
 

Edwardson, Ryan. “‘Kicking Uncle Sam Out of the Peaceable Kingdom’: English-Canadian 
‘New Nationalism’ and Americanization.” Journal of Canadian Studies 37, No. 4 (2003): 
131-152. 

 
Fullick, Melonie. “Who will hire all the PhDs? Not Canada's Universities.” The Globe and Mail. 

Original 12 April 2013. Updated March 26 2017. 
 
Gingras, Yves, “Globalization By-Product? The End of the Canadianization Movement,” 

University Affairs. Ottawa, Vol 51 Issue 10 (December 2010): 38-39. 
 
Government of Canada. “Hire a Foreign Academic: Recruitment and Advertisement. Accessed: 

16 October 2017. https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-
development/services/foreign-workers/academic.html. 

 
Granatstein, J.L. How Britain’s Weakness Forced Canada into the Arms of the United States. 

Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1989. 
 
Granatstein, J.L. Yankee Go Home?: Canadians and Anti-Americanism. 1st ed. Toronto: 

HarperCollins, 1996. 
 
Grant, George. Lament for a Nation: The Defeat of Canadian Nationalism. Ottawa: Carleton 

University Press, 1989. 
 
Gidney, Catherine. “The Canadian Association of University Teachers and the Rise of Faculty 

Power, 1951-1970.” In Debating Dissent: Canada and the Sixties. Edited by Lara 
Campbell, Dominique Clément, and Gregory S. Kealy, 67-80. Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 2012.  

 
Harney, John. “Canadian Studies and National Consciousness.” In Nationalism and the 

Universities. Edited by Eugene Rostow, 29-52. Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein 
Lectures, 1971.  

 
Henry, Frances and Carol Tator. Racism in the Canadian University: Demanding Social Justice, 

Inclusion, and Equity. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009. 
 
Hewitt, Steven. Spying 101: The RCMP's Secret Activities at Canadian Universities, 1917-1997. 

Buffalo; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002. 
 
Hodgetts, Alfred Birnie. What Culture? What Heritage? A Study of Civic Education in Canada. 

Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, 1968.  
 
Hofley, John R. “Canadianization: A Journey Completed?” In Fragile Truths: Twenty-Five 

Years of Sociology and Anthropology in Canada. Edited by W. Carroll, L Christiansen-
Ruffamn, et al. 103-121. Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1992. 

 
 



 

138 
 

Igartua, José Eduardo. The Other Quiet Revolution: National Identities in English Canada, 1945-
71. Vancouver; Toronto: UBC Press, 2006.  

 
Innis, Harold A., Mary Quayle Innis, and Matthew Dominic Evenden. Essays in Canadian 

Economic History. Toronto, Ontario; London; Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 2017. 
 
Jenkins, Brad. “PhD in Insecurity,” The Globe and Mail, (June 2001): A16.  
 
Levine, Howard J. “Canadian Brains.” The Globe and Mail, (18 June 2001): A16.  
 
Litt, Paul. Muses, the Masses, and the Massey Commission. Toronto: University of Toronto 

Press, 1992.  
 
MacLeod, Malcolm. “Crossroads Campus: Faculty Development at Memorial University of 

Newfoundland, 1950-1972.” In Historical Identities: The Professoriate in Canada. Edited 
by Euthalia Lisa Panayotidis and Paul James Stortz, 131-157. Toronto, Ontario: University 
of Toronto Press, 2006. 

 
Maren, David. “‘Plus que jamais nécessaires’: Cultural Relations, Nationalism and the State in 

the Canada Québec-France Triangle, 1945–1960.” Journal of the Canadian Historical 
Association / Revue de la Société historique du Canada. Vol. 19, No. 1, (2008), 279-305. 

 
Mathews, Robin. Canadian Identity: Major Forces Shaping the Life of a People. Ottawa: Steel 

Rail, 1988. 
 
Mathews, Robin and James Steele. The Struggle for Canadian Universities. Toronto: New Press, 

1969. Various reprinted media articles and personal letters sent and received by the 
authors.  

 
Mathews, Robin. The Canadianization Struggle: A History. Vancouver: Northland Publications, 

2014.  
 
Mathews, Robin. Foreword to Canadian Universities: American Takeover of the Mind?. 

Toronto: Gall Publications, 1974. 
 
Mathews, Robin and James Steele. “The Universities: Takeover of the Mind.” In Close the 49th 

Parallel, etc.: The Americanization of Canada. Edited by Ian Lumsden, 169-178. Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1970.  

 
Mathews, Robin. “Why was nothing done to show de-Canadianziation of curriculums?” The 

Globe and Mail. (26 June 1970): 7. 
 
McKay, Ian. “The Liberal Order Framework: A Prospectus for a Reconnaissance of Canadian 

History.” The Canadian Historical Review 81 No. 4 (2000): 616-645.  
 



 

139 
 

Morley, Terry. Canadian Nationalism and Canadian-American Relations. Toronto: Student 
Union for Peace Action, 1966. 

 
Morton, Desmond. “Canadian Universities and Colleges: After the Power Trip, Priorities.” In 

Precepts, Policy and Process: Perspectives on Contemporary Canadian Education. Edited 
by Donald Wilson and Hugh A. Stevenson, 177-190. London, Ontario: Alexander, Blake 
Associates, 1977.  

 
Morton, W.L.  The Canadian Identity. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1965.  
 
Neatby, Blair and Donald C. McEown. Creating Carleton: The Shaping of a University. 

Montreal, Quebec: McGill-Queen's University Press, 2002. 
 
Page, James E. Reflections on the Symons Report: The State of Canadian Studies in 1980: A 

Report. Ottawa: Department of the Secretary of State of Canada, 1981.  
 
Page, Robert. “Canadian Studies: The Current Dilemma.” In Getting It Back: A Program for 

Canadian Independence. Edited by Abraham Rotstein, Gary Lax and the Committee for an 
Independent Canada, 175-191. Toronto: Clarke, Irwin, 1974.  

 
Palmer, Bryan D. “Canadian Studies at the Crossroads, Again.” Journal of Canadian 

Studies/Revue d'Études Canadiennes 51 No. 1 (2017): 10-36. 
 
Palmer, Bryan. Review of The Canadianization Movement: Emergence, Survival, and Success, 

by Jeffrey Cormier. Pacific Historical Review. Berkeley: University of California Press, 
Vol. 75, Issue 2, (May 2006): 369-371.   

 
Research and Policy Staff. “Faculty Citizenship in Canadian Universities.” In Getting It Back: A 

Program for Canadian Independence. Edited by Abraham Rotstein, Gary Lax and the 
Committee for an Independent Canada, 192-200. Toronto: Clarke, Irwin, 1974.  

 
Resnick, Philip. The Land of Cain: Class and Nationalism in English Canada, 1945-1975. 

Vancouver, B.C.: New Star Books, 1977. 
  
Rostow, Eugene. Nationalism and the University. Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein 

Lectures, 1971. 
 
Ruddy, Jon. “The Americans Who Voted with Their Feet.” Maclean’s. (March 1969): 27.  
 
Saywell, John.  Someone to Teach Them: York and the Great University Explosion, 1960-1973. 

Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008. 
 
Simpson, Jeffrey. “Today’s Lesson: Ditch the Canada-Only Prof Policy: The Nation.” The Globe 

and Mail (13 June 2001), A15. 
 



 

140 
 

Sirluck, Ernest. “The Neutrality of the University: Institution and Discipline.” In Nationalism 
and the University. Toronto: York University Frank Gerstein Lectures, 1971. 

 
Storz, Paul and E. Lisa Panayotidis. “‘Have you Ever Looked into a Professor’s Soul?’ Historical 

Constructions of the Professoriate in Canada.” In Historical Identities: The Professoriate 
in Canada. Edited by Euthalia Lisa Panayotidis and Paul James Stortz, 3-27. Toronto, 
Ontario: University of Toronto Press, 2006.  

 
Symons, T.H.B. To Know Ourselves: The Report of the Commission on Canadian Studies. Vol I 

and II. Toronto: Book and Periodical Development Council and Commission on Canadian 
Studies, The Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, 1978.  

 
Symons, T.H.B and James E. Page. Some Questions of Balance: Human Resources, Higher 

Education and Canadian Studies. The Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, 
1984.  

 
Symons, T.H.B. “The State of Canadian Studies at the Year 2000: Some Observations.” Journal 

of Canadian Studies/Revue d'Études Canadiennes 35 no 1 (2000): 27. 
 
Taylor, Kate. “The outsiders who got in: why sought-after arts positions in the country are going 

to non-Canadians.” The Globe and Mail (2 February 2018): R1.  
 
Tomkins, George. “Canadian Education and the Development of a National Consciousness: 

Historical and Contemporary Perspectives.” In Canadian Schools and Canadian Identity. 
Edited by Alf Chaiton a Neil McDonald, 6-37. Toronto: Gage Educational Pub, 1977.  

 
Tomkins, George S. A Common Countenance: Stability and Change in the Canadian 

Curriculum. Vancouver, BC: Pacific Educational Press, 2008. 
 
Trent University, Canadian Studies & Indigenous Studies. Accessed: 16 February 2018. 

https://www.trentu.ca/canadianstudiesma/ 
 
Van Elteren, Mel. Americanism and Americanization: A Critical History of Domestic and Global 

Influence. Jefferson, N.C: McFarland & Co., 2006. 
 
Vieru, Mihaela. “Doing Canadian Studies: The Conundrum of Interdisciplinary: Reflections on 

Scholarship and Institutional Development.” In Canadian Studies: Past, Present, Praxis. 
Edited by Jane Koustas and Christl Verduyn, 207-223. Halifax: Fernwood Pub, 2012. 

 
Vucetic, Srdjan. The Anglosphere: A Genealogy of a Racialized Identity in International 

Relations. Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2011.  
 
Wilson, J. Donald. “From the Swinging Sixties to the Sobering Seventies.” In Precepts, Policy 

and Process: Perspectives on Contemporary Canadian Education. Edited by Donald 
Wilson and Hugh A. Stevenson, 21-36. London, Ontario: Alexander, Blake Associates, 
1977.  


