
Framing Immigration: Photography, Data
Infrastructures, and Canada’s Immigration
Act of 1976 at Fifty
As the Immigration Act of 1976 approaches its fiftieth anniversary, it
invites renewed examination through historical approaches that have
expanded considerably since the time of its passage. For many years,
scholars have interpreted the Act as a major turning point in the
modernization of Canadian immigration policy. This body of work
emphasizes the introduction of formal planning mechanisms, the
articulation of national immigration objectives, and the consolidation of a
shift toward selection practices that were presented as non
discriminatory. Within this traditional historiography, the Act appears as a
rational and technocratic reform that professionalized immigration
governance and aligned Canada with emerging humanitarian norms.1

1. See Ninette Kelley and Michael Trebilcock, The Making of the Mosaic: A History of 
Canadian Immigration Policy (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998); Freda 
Hawkins, Canada and Immigration: Public Policy and Public Concern (Montreal & 
Kingston: McGill‑Queen’s University Press, 1988); Valerie Knowles, Strangers at Our 
Gates: Canadian Immigration and Immigration Policy, 1540–2007 (Toronto: Dundurn, 
2007); Gerald E. Dirks, Canada’s Refugee Policy: Indifference or Opportunism?
 (Montreal: McGill‑Queen’s University Press, 1977); Triadafilos Triadafilopoulos, 
Becoming Multicultural: Immigration and the Politics of Membership in Canada and 
Germany (Vancouver: UBC Press, 2012).

This article proposes a different interpretive frame. Drawing on insights
from visual history, particularly Martha Langford’s argument that
photographic practices shape cultural memory and that images are never
neutral (see A History of Photography in Canada (McGill‑Queen’s
University Press, 2025)), it suggests that immigration law can be
understood as a representational system that operates in ways similar to
visual media. Langford’s work demonstrates that images are produced
through choices about what to record, how to frame it, and how to
circulate it. These decisions do not simply document reality. They
construct it. This insight offers a productive analogue for examining the
tools, categories, and classificatory practices that structure immigration
legislation, including the specific administrative and data infrastructures,

https://www.mqup.ca/Books/A/A-History-of-Photography-in-Canada-Volume-1


including redesigned application forms, centralized registries, personal
information banks, sponsorship records, and statutory reporting practices
that accompanied its modernization such as new data systems, registries,
and reporting practices. Like photographic technologies, these systems
determine what information is captured, how it is organized, and how it is
made legible to the state. This analogy underscores how immigration law,
like photographic practice, produces legibility through selective capture,
structured framing, and controlled circulation.

Applying this perspective to the Immigration Act of 1976 shifts attention
from administrative modernization to the representational work
performed by the state. The Act did more than reorganize bureaucratic
procedures or codify policy objectives, it made certain values and
categories legible in law. Through the criteria it established, the
categories it formalized, the data infrastructures it relied upon, and the
forms of belonging it legitimized, the Act participated in the construction
of an official image of the Canadian nation. It defined who could and who
could not enter the national frame and on what terms, shaping the
contours of national membership with the same deliberation that a
photographer brings to the composition of an image. These
representational choices circulated through annual plans, parliamentary
debates, public statistics, and international commitments, giving the Act’s
image of Canada a durable public presence.

Reconsidering the Act through this lens underscores its role as an
instrument of national self definition. Rather than treating the legislation
as a neutral administrative response to demographic or economic
pressures, this approach highlights the ways in which immigration policy
functions as a representational technology that selects, frames, and
circulates particular visions of the national community. This perspective
opens new avenues for understanding the evolution of Canadian
immigration policy in the late twentieth century and invites further
engagement with methodological approaches that foreground the cultural,
epistemic, and visual dimensions of statecraft.

Immigration officials had already begun this representational work a
decade earlier with the introduction of the 1967 points system, itself an
outgrowth of the White Paper on Immigration that Minister Marchand
tabled in Parliament the year before and the Immigration Regulations,
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Order-in-Council PC 1962-86 that eliminated overt racial discrimination
from Canadian immigration policy. Designed to replace long‑standing
racial preferences with a formalized and ostensibly neutral method of
selection, the points system (see Immigration Regulations, Order-in
Council PC 1967-1616) marked a significant shift in how the state
imagined and organized potential membership. It translated the idea of
the desirable immigrant into data by reducing it to measurable attributes
such as education, occupation, language ability, and adaptability. This
translation depended on new administrative capacities and emerging
data‑collection systems that enabled officials to quantify personal
characteristics, standardize assessments, and track both sponsorship and
applicants across categories in ways earlier regimes could not. These
systems did more than streamline processing. By determining what
information and data mattered, how it was categorized, how it was
reported, and how it circulated within the bureaucracy, they shaped the
very terms through which immigrant desirability could be imagined.2

2. From Report of the Interdepartmental Committee on Computer-Assisted Immigration 
Processing System Appendix 3, May 16, 1983: The system must capture all overseas 
immigrant, visitor, and returning‑resident cases; store all case‑processing data in an 
electronic file accessible to authorized post staff; and make all program‑analysis data 
elements available online to NCR users, including any additional elements shown to be 
necessary.

Although presented as an administrative improvement, the points system
functioned as a representational tool in its own right. It signalled a move
toward a universalist and technocratic vision of belonging, one that
sought legitimacy through transparency and objectivity while still
reflecting the priorities and assumptions of its designers. These
developments laid the conceptual and infrastructural groundwork for the 
Immigration Act of 1976, which would expand and codify this
representational logic within a comprehensive statutory framework.

The broader intellectual and policy climate of the period reinforces this
shift. As Northern Sparks: Innovation, Technology Policy, and the Arts in
Canada (MIT Press, 2022) demonstrates, the years following Canada’s
Centennial and Expo 67 in Montreal were marked by a national
preoccupation with technological modernity, state‑supported innovation,
and new modes of cultural self‑representation. Governments
experimented with planning tools, information infrastructures, and cultural
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programs as ways of articulating a modern Canadian identity. This
environment shaped immigration policy as well. Officials operated within a
political culture that increasingly valued technocratic solutions,
measurable outcomes, and the capacity to project a coherent image of
Canada to both domestic and international audiences. The points system
and the statutory framework that followed emerged from this moment,
one in which technology, policy, and national self‑imagination were
understood as mutually reinforcing.

The Immigration Act of 1976 should be understood as part of this same
national project. It extended the technocratic, future‑oriented ethos that
characterized Canada’s post‑Expo 67 moment and embedded it within a
comprehensive statutory framework. By formalizing systems of selection,
planning, and long‑term demographic management, the Act positioned
immigration as a central instrument through which the state could
articulate and project an image of Canada’s future. Its emphasis on
objectives, categories, data, and coordinated planning reflected a broader
belief that national identity could be shaped through administrative
design and supported by emerging data infrastructures. In this sense, the
Act functioned not only as legislation but as a representational statement
about the kind of country Canada intended to become.

For immigrants to Canada prior to 1967 it was the “admissible” class that
defined the selection criteria. The three admissible classes were the 
Ethnic Preference Class, the Relative Class, and Independents, workers in
occupations for which they were selected. The first group included British,
French, United States and Commonwealth citizens from self governing
dominions. These immigrants faced no barrier to entry save sufficient
funds. The second group was relatives and included brothers and sisters
and “immediate family” such as children and parents. There were no
restrictions on this class until 1967 save for health and character
requirements. The third group, workers, were selected by immigration
officers for work in primary industry and many were chosen in
consultation with the Colonization Division of the Canadian National and
Canadian Pacific Railways just as workers were brought to Canada in
earlier years by other corporate entities to exploit Canadian resources and
build infrastructure projects. The 1962 Immigration Act did outline certain
guidelines for the immigration of this third group of migrants. These



included age, language proficiency, means of support, job prospects, and
personal qualities such as suitability and resourcefulness. These were,
however, factors that bore on the selection decision rather than selection
standards.

The 1966 White Paper on Immigration, tabled in October of that year, was
the first step toward the “points system”. The White Paper asked the
question: “what measure of selection and control are required to
distinguish between the two categories [Independent economic
immigrants and relatives] fairly and effectively?”3 The issue for the
government of the day was how to effectively maximize the qualitative
aspects of the immigration flow noting that the sponsored immigration led
to the entry of many persons without the characteristics desired by the
state.4 The White Paper continued that unsponsored immigrants should
be admitted on the basis of education or occupational qualifications,
personal history, and their employment record. The White Paper also
acknowledged that the definition of “dependents” and “extended family”
were necessary but suggested that those members of the extended family
should have to meet minimal selection standards.

3 White Paper on Immigration, 1966. Page 6.

4 “One skilled immigrant comes to Canada and quickly establishes himself. Very soon, 
he can sponsor the immigration of his brothers and sisters and his wife’s brother and 
sisters. They do not have to meet any standards of education or skills. They bring their 
wives and husbands… and so on… All this movement can take place without being 
related in ay way to the qualifications that the people concerned are going to need in 
order to hold a steady and productive place in the labour force of the future Canadian 
economy.”

The 1967 points system marked a profound reorientation in how Canada
approached the selection of newcomers.5 It replaced a regime built on
racial preference and discretionary judgment with a model that claimed to
operate through universal criteria. Instead of asking who applicants were
in cultural or civilizational terms, officials now evaluated what applicants
could offer according to a set of measurable attributes. Education,
occupation, language ability, and adaptability became quantifiable
indicators that could be compared across individuals who might otherwise
have been treated as fundamentally different. This shift introduced a new
logic of classification, one that treated migration as a problem of sorting,



weighting, and ranking rather than one of preserving a particular national
character.

5 See McCormick, Michael, unpublished internal CIC documentation Operational 
Documentation: A Review of the CAIPS System, 2015.

The points system remained an administrative innovation without a
legislative philosophy to sustain it. It operated as a modern classificatory
tool layered onto a legal framework built for an earlier, discretionary era
of immigration governance. Its universalist aspirations lacked statutory
grounding: nothing in law explained why its criteria mattered, how they
should be interpreted, or what broader vision of society they served. As a
result, the system introduced a new way of imagining prospective
members but without the conceptual or legislative foundation needed to
stabilize or evolve that vision.

Its emergence was also a response to mounting pressures that made the
discretionary regime increasingly untenable. Critics highlighted opaque
and inconsistent decision making, and early administrative appeals
revealed starkly divergent outcomes for similar applicants with little
justification. These discrepancies exposed the fragility of a system
dependent on broad, largely un-reviewable discretion and underscored
the need for a more coherent, legally anchored approach to selection.

International human rights norms were shifting in ways that made racial
preference increasingly indefensible. Canada’s commitments under
emerging conventions, and its desire to present itself as a modern
rights‑respecting state, placed growing pressure on policymakers to
abandon selection practices that could not withstand legal or diplomatic
scrutiny. The points system offered a temporary reconciliation: by
formalizing criteria and presenting them as neutral and universal, officials
sought to insulate decisions from charges of arbitrariness while aligning
Canadian practices with evolving expectations at home and abroad.

Its introduction, however, immediately exposed a deeper tension within
immigration law. The points system promised consistency and
transparency, yet it operated within a statute that still granted officers
broad discretionary authority. Undefined notions of suitability, character,
or national interest continued to shape decisions, allowing subjective
judgments to override the very criteria the system was designed to



standardize. The result was a regime in which modern classificatory
techniques coexisted uneasily with an older discretionary logic.

Beginning in 1952, immigration administration adopted new coding
practices that translated applicants into standardized administrative
representations, establishing the classificatory logic that later data
systems would amplify. The Department of Citizenship and Immigration
created the first automated record system with the coding strip along the
bottom of the Landing Record (IMM1000) that recorded limited tombstone
information and the details of the landing. A copy of that form was then
microfilmed and the data from the coding strip was stored on punch
cards. An alphabetical name index was produced on microfilm so that
images of the landing documents could be reported on and retrieved. This
punch card system was in place until 1967 when new Regulations were
proclaimed and a new Landed Immigrant Data System(LIDS) was installed.
Two years later the Non-Immigration Data System (NIDS) was deployed to
produce a “Lookout Book” for use both overseas and a Canadian ports of
entry.

By 1972 there were multiple computerized systems in place. The 
Immigrant Data System Overseas (IDSO) and the Immigrant Data System
Canada (IDSC) were in place to monitor trends in migration to Canada and
from around the world. In 1976, when a new Immigration Act was written
for proclamation in 1978, these four batch systems were re-designed to
support the new Act and its Regulations. These systems were installed in
April, 1978 along with a re-designed Enforcement Information Index to
replace the old Lookout System. And while the RCMP re-activated the 
Computerized On-Line Immigration Lookout System (COILS) for the
Edmonton Commonwealth Games, it was clear that by 1979 new data
systems were required. The Enforcement Data System (EDS) and the Field
Operating Support system (FOSS I)6 were installed. The final “piece of the
puzzle” was put in place in 1983 with the introduction of the Computer-
Assisted Immigration Processing System (CAIPS)7 overseas module, which
coordinated and integrated the computerization initiatives then underway
in Employment and Immigration Canada and External Affairs to support
the management and delivery of Canada’s immigration program abroad.8

6 FOSS was a consolidation of all names and identifying data fed weekly by the 
following systems: Enforcement Information Index (EII) to quickly identify inadmissible 



persons ; Enforcement Data System (EDS) for those within the Enforcement process 
and all persons deported since 1973 ; Landing Records in LIDS from 1973 ; and VIDS 
for Visitor’s Records for all persons with valid status within the past 120 days including 
permit holders.

7 Internal program documentation described the system as an online environment 
designed to store all data elements required for routine case processing and for 
program monitoring within the National Capital Region. It specified that electronic case 
files should contain every data element needed by officers at posts, that these same 
elements should be accessible online to users in Ottawa for analysis, and that 
additional elements not required for case processing could be included when justified 
by program needs. Appendix C, CAIPS: A Conceptual Model, Report of the 
Interdepartmental Committee on a Computer-Assisted Immigration Processing System. 
May 16, 1983.

8 “The first substantive result of the CAIPS process was the identification of the major 
goals and objectives of both Departments in the development of a computer-assisted 
processing system.” Ibid. pg.5.

Data is produced through deliberate acts of selection and definition. Each
variable represents a decision about how to divide the world into units
that can be recorded and processed, turning complex human attributes
into stable, repeatable categories. These definitions do not simply
describe reality; they shape it by determining what can be captured,
retrieved, and analyzed. Once established, variables become durable
components of administrative and scientific systems, carrying forward the
assumptions and priorities embedded at the moment of their creation.
Early coding practices made these dynamics visible by revealing both the
power and the limits of administrative representation, exposing structural
tensions that later data systems would amplify.

This logical mismatch produced a hybrid system: applicants could be
ranked with apparent precision using data variables, but officers retained
the power to admit or exclude for reasons outside the measurable
attributes the system privileged. Selection was caught between two
philosophies (i.e. technocratic rationality and discretionary authority)
making clear that administrative tools alone could not transform the
regime. A statutory foundation was required if the new logic of
classification was to function as more than an overlay on an unreformed
legal structure.



Political pressures reinforced the need for a fundamental shift in
immigration governance. Under Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson and later
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau, Canada increasingly sought to present
itself as a modern, rights‑respecting state. Selection practices that lacked
transparency or produced unequal outcomes became difficult to defend,
especially as international human rights instruments and the expectations
of newly independent states placed Canada under scrutiny. Immigration
Minister Jean Marchand, who had already initiated reforms through the 
1966 White Paper, recognized that racial preference was no longer legally
or diplomatically tenable. The points system offered a temporary
administrative solution, but it could not resolve the deeper contradiction
between a technocratic approach to selection and a legal framework
rooted in an earlier discretionary era.

Demographic demands, geopolitical shifts, and evolving normative
expectations made clear that incremental adjustments were insufficient.
Postwar labour shortages turned immigration into a central instrument of
economic planning, and decolonization reshaped global migration flows in
ways the old regime could not accommodate. Senior officials within the
Department of Manpower and Immigration, responding to both domestic
criticism and international pressure, concluded that a comprehensive
statutory overhaul was necessary to align Canada’s immigration system
with its economic needs, its international commitments, and its emerging
self‑image as a pluralist, rights‑based society.

Official multiculturalism, announced by Prime Minister Trudeau in 1971,
anticipated many of the principles that Section 3 of the Immigration Act,
1976 would later articulate. It presented Canada as a plural, rights-
respecting, and future-oriented society, but remained a policy declaration
rather than a statutory commitment. The Immigration Act, 1976 gave
legislative expression to this evolving vision by establishing explicit
objectives for immigration policy, including economic development,
demographic growth, family reunification, and humanitarian protection.9
 In doing so, Section 3 did more than affirm Canada’s changing national
identity: it provided the legal framework through which these objectives
could be translated into administrative practice. By making the purposes
of immigration explicit, the Act also made them increasingly measurable,
laying the foundation for governing immigration through planning,
categorization, and, ultimately, data.
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9 Canada, Immigration Act, 1976, S.C. 1976–77, c. 52, s. 3: set out the statutory 
objectives of Canadian immigration policy, marking the first time immigration was 
governed through an explicit statement of legislative purposes. Section 3 identified 
multiple, co-existing aims, including demographic and economic development, family 
reunification, and humanitarian protection of refugees and persons in need of 
resettlement. It also required that immigration be administered in a manner consistent 
with Canadian social and cultural values, and that selection and admission decisions be 
guided by these stated objectives. In doing so, it provided the legal framework through 
which immigration could be planned, evaluated, and justified as a measurable coherent 
national policy rather than a series of discrete admission decisions.

The articulation of immigration objectives in Section 3 completed the
representational shift initiated by the points system. Where the points
system converted desirable immigrant qualities into measurable
attributes, Section 3 converted the state’s assumptions about
membership into explicit statutory purposes. It elevated norms such as
merit, universality, humanitarian responsibility, and family obligation from
implicit administrative practice to formal statements of national intent. In
doing so, it made visible the representational work immigration
governance had always performed: defining not only who could enter but
the values through which the national community understood itself.

The Act extended the representational logic first articulated by the points
system by embedding distinct immigrant classes directly into statute.
Whereas the points system translated desirability into measurable
economic attributes, the Trudeau government’s 1976 framework,
introduced by Immigration Minister Bud Cullen, organized admission
through legally recognized categories including economic, family, and
refugee classes. These statutory categories became the foundation of an
expanding statistical infrastructure. 

The creation of a refugee class gave legal expression to a humanitarian
identity the points system could not capture. Claims rooted in persecution
or urgent protection needs cannot be reduced to points for education or
language. By recognizing refugees10 as a distinct category, the Act
acknowledged that some admissions arise from moral and legal duties
rather than assessments of economic utility. This signalled that Canada
accepted responsibilities under international protection norms and that
humanitarian commitments formed part of its national self presentation.



10 In 1969 Canada acceded to both the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of 
Refugees and the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees.

The Act reinforced its humanitarian commitments through the Designated
Classes11, which allowed Canada to admit groups facing collective danger
including war, civil conflict, or mass displacement even when individuals
could not meet the evidentiary standards of Convention refugee status.
These classes enabled rapid responses to global crises and recognized
forms of vulnerability that did not fit individualized legal definitions. They
projected an image of Canada as a state willing to act flexibly and
generously when international events demanded it.

11 Canada, Immigration Regulations under the Immigration Act, 1976 s. 6(2), provided 
for humanitarian “designated classes” later including the Indochinese Designated Class
 (1978) (covering persons who left Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia after 30 April 1975), 
the Latin American Political Prisoners and Oppressed Persons Designated Class (1978), 
and the Eastern European Self-Exiled Persons Designated Class (1978). These classes 
were introduced as part of the regulatory package implementing the Act under Minister 
Bud Cullen and were designed to facilitate resettlement without requiring individual 
Convention refugee determinations.

The elevation of family reunification moderated the narrowly economic
logic of the points system. Where the latter reduced desirability to
measurable human capital, the family class reasserted kinship and social
bonds as legitimate grounds for admission. By making family reunification
a statutory objective, the Act signalled that membership could not be
defined solely in terms of market utility, recognizing kinship, dependency,
and social reproduction as ends in themselves and marking a normative
shift in the immigration apparatus.

As a central policy aim, family reunification projected a vision of Canada
as a socially cohesive, settlement-oriented polity. Family ties were framed
as investments in stability, community formation, and intergenerational
continuity rather than incidental outcomes of migration. In practice, this
privileged admissions associated with durable attachments to place and
the reproduction of domestic life. The representational effect was to
recast immigration not as a mechanism for short-term labour supply but
as a process of long-term social incorporation.

Taken together, these classes defined both the boundaries and the
character of the national community. Economic rules projected a vision of



Canada as strategically selective and economically oriented. Family rules
projected a vision of Canada as socially cohesive and committed to
domestic stability. Refugee rules projected a vision of Canada as a rights
respecting and humanitarian actor. The statutory coexistence of these
visions produced a composite image of membership that was more
complex and more explicitly normative than the pre 1967 regime.

Finally, by naming and organizing these categories in law, the Act made
the values governing inclusion legible to both the public and the
bureaucracy. The expansion of selection logic into multiple admission
classes did not merely diversify pathways to entry; it institutionalized
competing rationalities within the immigration apparatus and reshaped
how the state classified and represented prospective immigrants. Once
these categories were established in law and administrative practice, they
also became increasingly amenable to statistical observation and
longitudinal analysis. The legal architecture of immigration thus laid the
foundation for a growing infrastructure of administrative and survey data
through which immigrant populations could be measured, compared, and
evaluated over time.

Over subsequent decades, datasets such as the Longitudinal Immigration
Database (IMDB), together with broader administrative and labour market
data, transformed immigrant populations into objects of economic
measurement. Other linked datasets with an important immigration
component include the Census of Population, Labour Force Survey (LFS), 
Canadian Income Survey (CIS), Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics
(SLID) (historical), Longitudinal Administrative Databank (LAD), General
Social Survey (GSS), and the Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS).
Together, these datasets greatly expanded the state’s capacity to
monitor, analyze, and govern immigration by incorporating immigrant
status and related variables into an increasingly broad array of statistical
and administrative data systems. Immigration thus became measurable
not only through dedicated immigration records but across population,
labour-market, income, social, and health datasets, enabling increasingly
sophisticated forms of statistical analysis and administrative governance.

Mandatory annual immigration planning extended the predictive logic of
the points system from individual selection to population management.
Planning translated micro-level assessments into national targets,
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requiring officials to forecast demographic needs, allocate admissions
across classes, and treat immigration as a variable to be modelled,
anticipated, and adjusted. In doing so, it scaled the technocratic logic of
selection to the level of the nation.

�� Photo by Me of the Peace Tower and the East Block of
Parliament

Planning was also a representational practice. Annual immigration levels
projected an image of Canada’s future population, labour force, and
settlement patterns. By assigning numerical priorities across categories,
planners effectively composed a vision of the nation to come, balancing
economic demand, family formation, and humanitarian commitments
within an idealized demographic model. Technocratic confidence in the
1970s federal state fuelled expanded data collection, refined
classifications, and mandatory planning cycles. These tools strengthened
immigration policy’s representational power: planning meant defining the
nation’s desired future and mobilizing the Federal bureaucracy to achieve
it.

Mandatory planning and annual levels completed the 1967 system’s
evolution by embedding immigration within the federal planning
apparatus. Selection was no longer limited to evaluating individual
applicants; it also involved setting numerical targets that sought to align
immigration with projected demographic and labour market needs. The
1976 Act transformed the 1967 experiment into a coherent national



project. By codifying objectives, classes, planning requirements, and
procedural safeguards, it projected Canada as humanitarian, planned,
multicultural, and rights‑oriented. Its representational commitments were
quickly enacted through the large‑scale resettlement of Southeast Asian
refugees.

The Act converted administrative practice into statutory identity. It
articulated national purposes, defined refugees as a distinct class, and
institutionalized planning and reporting requirements that rendered
immigration legible as public policy. Section 3 anchored selection
instruments in declared measurable objectives, completing the shift from
ad hoc innovation to a national governance framework. Its enduring
significance lies in its representational capacity. By naming objectives,
enumerating classes, and formalizing planning procedures, the Act
produced a stable image of Canada as economically prudent, family-
centred, humanitarian, and legally fair. This framework shaped both
political discourse and policy practice, including refugee resettlement
initiatives that demonstrated how legal recognition and administrative
capacity could translate national self-description into material action.

The legacy of the 1976 Act endures because it transformed how
immigration could be represented and governed. Through new statutory
categories, administrative procedures, and information infrastructures, it
made immigrant populations increasingly legible to the state. Like
photographic practice, these systems did not simply record reality; they
selected, framed, and organized it. The Southeast Asian resettlement
program demonstrated how this new representational framework could
align administrative capacity with humanitarian ambition, projecting
Canada as a modern, compassionate nation and an active participant on
the world stage.



�� Photo by Me – The main hall of the Museum of History in
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