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ABSTRACT

Henri Bourassa, 1868-1952, was a Canadian politician and journalist.

He was a Member of Parliament from 1896-1904 and from 1926-35 and editor

ofLe Devoir, the Montreal daily he founded in 1910, from 1910-32. As

a Canadian Nationalist, he attacked closer imperial ties between Britain

and Canada and fought restrictions on the use of the ~~ench language through

out the Dominion, in the two decades prior to World War I. Both these

struggles climaxed during the war. Imperialism in Canada reached its

zenith in 1917 with the adoption of conscription and the institution of

the Victory Loan campaign. The fight for. French language rights cli.maxed

in Ontario in 1915-16. As well as criticizing imperialism and French

language restrictions, Bourassa pointed out the problems Canada would

face unless she ended her war effort. He wanted his country to be inde

pendent and neutral in North America. As the war progressed, he realized

that the conflict in Europe was destroying Christian civilization. Only

the adoption of Pope Benedict XV's peace proposals by the belligerents

could prevent this development. Canada also had to follow Christian prin

ciples if she WDS to reconstruct herself from-the destruction she had

suffered during the war. Only these principles could combat the imperi

alism and materialism that had caused the conflict. By the end of the

war, Bourassa was placing less emphasis on Nationalism, more on Christianity.
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ClIAPT~R I

T-JTRDDUCTION

C.?nada in the first two decades of the twentieth century faced the

evils of industrialization and urbanization. The new and expanding in

dustrial enterprises carried in their wake seasonal employment, poor work

in?, conditions, and labour exploitation. They also caused the accumu

lation of millions of canadians in overcrowded and unsanitary dwellings

in the cities. When a recession in one business or the industry as a

whole occurred, thousands of these people were thrown on the private and

public dole, straining them both. Aggravating these problems were large

numbers of recently-arrived immigrants, who fell victim to this system.

Such a situation gave rise to reformers, such as J. S. Woodsworthl

and Henri Bourassa, \oTho were concerned~Jith economic and social conditions.

In 1909 Woodsworth wrote strangers within our gates, dec~Jing the fact

that becau~e her immigration policy was not selective Canada was receiving

the criminal and lazy classes of Europe. By.19ll, when he wrote!:ty neighbor,

he had broadened his outlook to see that those suffering from socio-eco

nomic problems "!tIere the vict.iJns ofa system that emphasized individua.l

success. The solution \fas twofold: 'to alleviate that suffering through

social l,rork and to prevent it by instilling the new ideal of the social

gospel, based on Christian brotherhood, throughout society.2 Bourassa

also believed that Christian principles had a social function, advocating

their use in the business world to prevent the abuses of capitalism.3

One result of that proposal would be an improvement in the lot or the

Horkers. Another, less obVious, would be the survival of the French Canadians.
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For him, Catholicism, the religiono! these people, was the only true

Christianity. In Quebec, Protestant English Canadians and English-speaking

Americans dominated business • Tempering it with Catholic principles would

reduce the·grip of the Anglo-Saxons and hence lessen the degree of French

assimilation to the English. He sought the same two results when he called

for the establishment of' Catholic trade unions in his province. A union

would improve workers' conditions, while Catholicism would preserve their

French-Canadian heritage and prevent their absorption into a nonsectarian

American international.4 Immigration also worried Bourassa, for the in

coming Central and Southeastern Europeans upset the country's French-Fnglish

balance, upon which his concept ot Confederation was based. Furthennore,

they posed a threat to Canada. French Canadians put her interests first;

English Canadians often put Britain's first; the immigrants were sure

to put their homelands' interests ahead or their a~opted eount~'s. In

stead of bringing thousands of foreigners into the Dominion, the govem

ment should promote French-Canadian eolonization of the west,thus pre

serving the country's duality and independent existence.' He believed

that the best settler for the West·would be the Canadian citizen, from

Eastern canag.a or repatriated from the United states, who had settled

the. older parts of ··Canada.6

To the desire·toimprove society through the application of Christian

principles, which he shared with men like Woodsworth, Bourassa added a

concern for the survival of French Canada' s traditions and language, a

goal that reflected· his heritage and upbringing. Born in 1868 in Montreal,

he was raised, upon the early death of his mother, by his aunt, Ezilda

Papineau. His primar.y education ended in 1882 at ,Plateau School in Montreal.
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But his political career had begun earlier, with the Riel affair,

the key to his political debut. Riel's execution stirred him to partic

ipate in politics. A Liberal, he supported Honore Mercier, Quebec's Liberal

leader, during these years.13 Profiting ~ French-Canadian nationalism,

aroused by Riel's hanging, Mercier formed a National government in Quebec

in 1887 and, as premierJ kept alive the racial confiict between English

and French by means of the Jesuits' Estates Act, which, by appointing

the Pope to distribute funds to Catholic claimants in Quebec, provoked

cries of "No Poperyl" in Ontario. In the 18905 the confiict centred on

minority rights in the West, specifically public support for denominational

schools in Manitoba. Associated with this dispute was the use of French

as a language of instruction. Bourassa was concerned with the latter

issue, for he believed in the equality of French and English everywhere

in the country. After his election to Parliament in 1896 he was sent

with Israel Tarte, Laurier's Minister of Public Works, to Manitoba to

reach a compromise with provincial authorities •

. Before his first term as a Member of Parliament expired, Bourassa

became involved with the issue most closely connected to his name: im

perialism. In 1899 Britain called on her colonies for aid in a war against

the Boers in South Africa. Prime Minister Laurier, not wanting to become

involved in the "vortex of militarism", yet wishing to please English

Canadians desirous of supporting the mother country, compromised by sending

volunteers that England would maintain. Thus there would be no precedent

for Canada sending troops to future British wars. Bourassa denounced

such reasoning, for, as he saw it, the precedent was the established fact;

Canada was to support all Britain's wars. He opposed such a state of



affairs because he felt that his country had no role in the formulation

of the policy that led up to those wars or how they were conducted. He

was against taxation l-1ithout representation. A more important reason

for his opposition was his belief that Canada should go to war only for

her own, not England's, mterests.14

By" 1900 he had become involved with the two issues that were to mark

his prominence in the Dominion: French-English relations and imperialism.

Anglo-Saxon racial superiority had contributed to the growth of both im

perial feeling and English nativism. But imperialism 'WaS not solely racism:

it involved the belief of many Canadians that their country would achieve

greatness on~ through closer association with Britain.
15

Bourassa re-

jected this idea for his type of na.tionalism believed Canada liOUld be

great on her own.16 Furthermore, he saw closer imperial ties as an attack

on Confederation. Its authors had recognized the Dominion's duty to de

fend only its Oim territory. Canadian participation in any British war

outside of Canadian territory was thus a breach of the constitution.17

Since imperialism was leading Canada to take part in British wars, it

was a threat to the Dominion. As for nativism, Bourassa saw it primarily

18as a further attempt to destroy Confederation, the Anglo-French compact.

English Canadians were leading this attack, for they believed that Canada

as a British nation must be English. Bourassa lmew that his. country as

a Dritish nation was Anglo-French.19 Thus to preserve the Dominion, he

fought for French language rights and against imperialism. These were

the stands of the French Canadians as well. For Bourassa the French-canadian

position wa.s the Canadian one, for the French Canadians knew what the

country's true interests were. He ·took it upon himself to educate the
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remainder of Canadians in these interests. His means were the political

and journalistic platforms.

His political career began early and encompassed all three levels

of government. At twenty-one he had become mayor. of Nontebe11o. He 1-1aS

a federal member 1896-l90h and 1926-3.5, and a member of the Quebec Assembly

190L-08. As well as speaking in these par1iarnentarybodies, he spoke

to the public, for he believed they should know the issues. To further

this aim he Has a journalist, an occupation that began for him in Nontebello

,-when he editedL' Interpr~te and continued when, as a provincial politician,

he cot:ltributed articles to the independent Nationalist daily, La Nationaliste"

founded in 1904 by Olivar Asse1in. 20 In 1910 Bourassa founded his own

. jndependentNationalist newspaper, LeDevoir, which he directed and ed

ited until 1932.21

Since he wanted to educate people" he explained every problem at great

length, exploring each argument, its good points and bad, before stating

his Olm opinion and why it was best. This manner of arguing left him

open to being. accused of "playing with fire", 22 seemingly advocating a

policy in contradiction with his earlier statements. He never did. He

explored all possibilities fully, forcing his audience to read·his speeches

and editorials carefully in order to ascertain his argument. Yet the

subjects he ';Ijas dealing with were emotion~l, not given to reasoned dis-

courses that his impassioned opponents would not read. His dialogues

could have been simpler, stating only his policy. Then he might not have

been misunderstood. However, since he appealed to reason in his argUments,

he had to Shov,TWhy it supported his stand and not those of others. Thus

his discourses became complex and open to varying interpretations.
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Their other characteristic Has their crusading spirit, for Bourassa

was not only a commentator but an advocate. His nev1spaper" for example,

had a social and political program for Quebec and canada.
23

In order

to win acceptance of' that pro~:ram, he often resorted to exaggeration and

misrepresentation. This trait,vlhen added to the passion his policies

aroused among his opponents" resulted in the fol101-ring statements:

And so he goes on, this preacher of discord and strife, this
snarling Ananias, seeking to stir up rebellion in the hearts of

I his French-Canadian readers by making it appear that everything
is wrong, everything Vile, everything corrupt-nothing honest,
nothing sincere" nothing 'tlJ'orthy. '

And this is the man to Hhom we are asked to give a 'courte
ous hearing I-this fomentor of strife" this breeder of rebellion,
this hater of all things British" this cowardly misrepresenter of
facts- this jouma1isticsnake in the grass. 24

Thus Bourassa, the man of reason, contributed to national discord.

But his policy was national unity, a fact few people rea1izedtn the pe

riod 1896-1918. After the stress and tension of the war had passed, Canada

be'gan to reflect. Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, a former Hinister of Justice

in Laurier's government, stated, in a letter to Le Devoir's editor in

1920" that the journalist I s policy during the ,,(ar might prove to have

been thevJisest one. 25 No one can presume to judge absolutel,y. The dis-

cussion that fo1101'15 attempts to determ:ine Bourassa's significance for

the times.

Why· Vlor1~ War .I1 During .~hat period the emphasis in his thought

changed" because he had failed to prevent the climax of the French-English

conflict and imperialism in Canada and because the war had marked the

collapse of 11Iestem ciVilization. Bourassa's solace, his Roman Catholic

faith, became his new cure for the old sufferings that remained and the

new ones that appeared after 1918.



CHAPTER II

CANADA FIRST

Imperialism dominated the early years ot Bourassa's public life.

His first pamphlet, Grande Bretag;t;1e .et Canada in 1902, dealt with this

issue, exploring the relations between Canada and Britain arising from

the former's participation in the latter's war against the Boers in South

Africa, 1899-1902. The French Canadian defined English imperialism as

colonial contributions in men and money, but above all men, to the mother

country's wars. The danger or war was increasing because the jingoist

policies of Britain's leaders ylere bringing her Empire into intense ri

valry with i ts competitors. Faced 't,rith the likelihood of confiict, England

was seeking to strengthen herself, by increasing the size of her army

and navy. Her own population did not supply enough volunteers, and con

scription would be resisted by her workers, following theirtradit10n

of voluntary enlistment. Ne1ther would it be accepted bY the colonies,

unwilling to pay forced tribute. But they might give their men freely,

if an imperial sentiment could be developed among them. IfEhgland wants

soldiers and sailors; to induce the colonials to furnish them, she will

employ all the possible forces of attraction", such as commercial reci

procity or political representation. These forces were doing their job.

Imperialism was growing in Canada, due to public indifference nurtured

by partynewspapers,str~otparty discipline, and the absence ofa non

partisan educated class concerning itself with political issues.l

Bourassa saw his role as that of a disinterested citizen battling

the wrong of imperialism. But he was not disinterested. He advocated

8



9

the preservation· of the status quo, colonialism, although he would reject

the colonial label. He wanted to see the development of a national con

sciousness that would result in canada's problems being solved on the

basis of mutual respect between her two races and exclusive duty to the

country. In Canada there were no victors or vanquished, only two allies,

neither of whom had the right to ask the other to assume new polltical

links with either of the mother countries. Was she then to be independent?

No. Since her people were not yet suffieiently united for that step,

she would eontinue as a self-governing part of the British Empire. If

imperialism triumphed there would be a violent backlash when Englishmen

and canadians compared notes; for the latter thought of the issue in eco

nomic terms, the former, in milita~ ones. The reaction would lead the

Dominion to independence. Bourassa saw a difference, however, between

the independence of a strong and united people and· that of a disunited

one, which would quickly be absorbed by the powerful United states. What

he wanted was "that between the old English frigate that threatens to

sink and the American corsair that is preparing to collect its waifs,

we manoeuvre our boat with care and steadfastness in order that it does

not become swallowed up in the abyss of one or carried away in the wake

of the other tl •
2 His policy 1'Tas independence in the future, but for the

time being the status quo, which meant opposition to imperialism.

In 19lL he appeared to have dropped the second half of this policy

when he supported Canadian participation in Britain I s war in Europe. On

September 8 in Le Devoir he argued that canada had no moral or constitu

tional obligation or interest that would involve her in the war. If she

was independent she would be secure and at peace, since her territory
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was not exposed to attack from any of the belligerents. She was at war

only because she was a British colony. Since the mother country had de

clared war, for its own interests and without consulting its colonies,

its duty was to defend them, not vice versa. Yet as an embryonic nation,

a human community, the Dominion could not remain indifferent to the European

conflict. As an Anglo-French nation, tied to England and France by a

thousand ethnic, social, intellectual, and economic links, it had a vital

interest in the survival of these nations and the maintenance of their

prestige, power, and freedom of action. Canada's duty was to contribute

to the triumph and above all the endurance of the combined efforts of

Britain and France. To make her contribution useful, she must take a

look at the real situation, render an exact account of what she could

do, and assure her internal security before she undertook an effort she

might not be able to sustain for the duration of the conflict.3

This was support for Canadian participation in the war and hence

support for British imperialism--that is, Canadian contributions to the

mother countryts war. In 1899 Bourassa had opposed the Dominion's involve

ment in Britain's war in South Africa, yet in 191LI he supported such in

volvement in Britain ts vlarin F..'urope. ~'1hy in the latter year did he sup

port the imperialism he had been fighting for fifteen years? Perhaps

because of a conflict between his nationalist and religious thought. In

a pastoral letter of September 23, 1914, the hierarchy of Quebec acquiesced

in the sending of troops overseas.4 Bourassa wrote Archbishop Bruch6si

of Montreal, asking him if the letter was to be considered a directive.

No, replied the churchman, you are free to speak and write as you wish.5..

Two yea.rs later the journalist wrote that the pastoral letter was not
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a dogmatic teaching.6 But had he tried to follow it? In May 1916, in

a letter to a Monseigneur Gauthier of Montreal, he stated that he had

tried to maintain a position in 1914 loyal to the principles he had de

fended for fifteen years, Nationalism, but one that would not place La Devoir

in opposition to the hierarchy.7 This inner confiict does not explain

his inconsistency. The hierarchy drew up its pastoral letter two weeks

after the appearance of the article in which Bourassa supported partic

ipation. He may have guessed the clergy's attitude, but to make sure

he could have waited until the twenty-third, even at the risk of leaVing

his readers dangling.

There is another more plausible reason for his attitude: he wanted

to aid the land of his ancestors, France. In that country when the war

broke out, he was impressed by the way Frenchmen put aside their individ- .

ual differences for the national good. Believing that perhaps Canadians

could act the s arne way, he returned home to support the "national II war

effort.8 As it became imperialist, he turned against it. Jules Foumier,9

a former Nationalist colleague, found three faults with Bourassa's stand.

First, it assumed that. the character of the war effort had ohanged from

national to imperial. Fournier knew that it had been imperial from the

first day of the war. Bourassa had deceived himself by belieVing that

it had been national. Secondly, the stand of the editor of La Devoir

assumed that he opposed only the imperial character of the war, when in

fact he opposed all wars. As pointed out below,lO he did believe that

Canada could always be at peace. Thirdly, the stand assumed that there

were two periods in Bourassa I s thought, one when he was for and one against

participation. Fournier knelt! that there was only one, when the editor



12

of Le Devoir Has for and against: for in appearance, against thoroughly.

and furiously.ll Fournier could not explain that inconsistency. The

explanation is that Bourassa let his emotional love for France temporarily

overcome the anti-imperial stand he had adopted since 1899.

But as a man of reason he could never admit to being swayed by emo

tion. Thus he deluded himself into believing that his country's partic

ipation was in its national interest. Such a belief ignored the growth

of imperial sentiment in Canada and the remarks of the leaders of her

federal parties, Sir Wilfrid Laurier and Prime Minister Borden, in the

Special War Session of Parliament on August 19, 1914, that Canada supported

Britain in her fight.12

.Ey Ootober Bourassa had overcome his temporar,y aberration of September

and had returned to his policy of opposition to imperialism, which meant

opposition to his country's participation in the l'1ar. On October 20,

in an article significantly entitled "Tout pour l' Empire, Hien pour Ie

Canada", he denounced the Dominion's leaders for not taking measures proper

to support the count~ls war effort and for allowing profiteers to spec

ulate on the equipping of troops and the organization of "Patriotic Funds".l)

A week later, he expressed fear for his country's future because of the

appeal made to French Canadians to enlist in order to aid their "second

mother country", France. It that country and Britain became enemies after

the present war, Ganadawould be split by racial strife. This argument

assumed that both English and French Canadians would put their EuroPean

ancestral lands ahead of their own. He believed they would,' for they

were responding to recruiting that emphasized those nations, not Canada.lh

On October 31· .he censured the Dominion's leaders for not organizing the
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economy in order to increase production, reduce suffering, and limit spec

ulation.lS Two speeches by Conservative ministers in November confirmed

Bourassa in his belief that his country's war effort had become imperial.

Speaking in Toronto, Borden stated that canada would send as many troops

as needed to save the Empire • For La Devoir t s editor this was imperialism,

a coromitJaent of unlimited Canadian manpower to Britam t s war effort.

In TN'innipeg, Solicitor-General Meighen 'Vlent further by declaring that

16the government was ready to bankrupt the country to save the Empire.

Reports of the speech in the b\"o Winnipeg dailies of the time make no

reference to usave the Empire ll • 17 For Bourassa this phrase was implied,

because the war was not in Canada's direct interest, only Britain's. The

Dominion had an inter.est in helping the Allies endure, but this fell far

short of bankrupting itself.

In 1915 in Que devons-nous aI'Angleterre? he explained why he op

posed participation. If Canada had looked only at her own interests in

19lu she -YJould not hav~ actively involved herself in the liar. However,

she could not stand idly by watching Britain and France sUffer; she had

to help them endure, prOVided their action was just and not a threat to

lJorld peace. France \'1ould never act as a menace; England would and did.

In his country, the Fhglish 't-Tere destroying the French and Catholic civ-

ilizat;ion. Canada should have declared that her intervention was national,

in her own interest, and that she would support Britain and France as

long as her interests and theirs coincided. This had not been done. Under

the party truce, or, more correctly, the hypocritical complicity of blind

and corrupt politicians, British imperialism had triumphed in the Dominion.

Using various pretexts, such as love of France, the imperialists had per-
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suaded French Canadians to serve England and recognize in fact the obli

gation they had al\oJays denied: to participate in all the mother country's

wars. The national tradition of no participation in imperial wars had

been reversed. For the sacrifice of her soldiers :in Britainls war, Canada

would receive nothing, no territorial gains like South Africa or Australia.18

She would become further indebted, cut off from English finances needed

in Britain, and forced to turn, at the risk of annexation, to the United

states for help in reconstruction. By sacrificing herself for England

in the war, Canada had sold her soul and the salvation of her children.

Her only hope was that the next generation would repair the errors of

the present one and return her to her national traditions.19

The imperialists had used the war as a means of attaining their goal:

the involvement of the c.olonies in all the mother country' sconflicts.

Under their influence, Canadals intervention took on disastrous propor

tions for her national security and economic equilibrium, treasonable

acts according to Bourassa. 20 The countryls economy was already in a

shaky condition because of excessive spending and borrowing :in recent

years. Even before the war a recession had set in; the war aggravated

it.2l Bourassa feared that a heavy war effort would ruin the economy. 22

He wanted canadians to· concern themselves with their countryt s internal

problems. Instead of contributing to the Red Cross, Belgian Relief, and

the Patriotic Fund, they ~hould help their own poor and unemployed. 23

.As well as a numerous, ardent, and disciplined arnw to fight the war,

there should be one to fight mise~.24 Unfortunately, Canada's leaders

did not think in these terms, as others did. The French formed a National

Committeeof politicians· and lead:ing c1tizenswhose cry was "Forward a1tizens 1II •
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They organized Vlork for the old, women, the young, and wounded soldiers.

After taking a census of factories, they organized the unemployed to work

:in the empty ones. In England Lord Milner called for agricultural mobi-

lization in order to increase the countryls food supply and hence avoid

starvation. 25 Haste prevailed in Canada. She would not be able to sus-

tain her vJar effort until steps were taken to stimulate economic produc-

tion, accelerate money circulation, and diminish unemployment and misery.

These steps 1-1ere necessary as a means not only of giving work and bread

to the population, but also of helping France, Belgium, and Britain en-

dure. Victory would go to the nations able to feed their armies and pop

ulations the longest. 26

Le Devoirls editor felt that if the Borden government was sincere

in its desire to aid the Allies , it must take over, temporarily at least

and lolithout compensation, the unused lands granted to the Canadian Pacific
\

Railway, the Canadian Northern Railway,. the Hudson's Bay Company, and

any others. It must then put the unemployed on these lands and provide

them Hith the equipment, animals, and seed necessary to farm. The resulting

rise in agricultural production would prevent an increase in prices for

consumers the following year. The number of unemployed would drop, easing

the strain on municipal welfare budgets and private charity, and removing

a potential source of revolution. stagnant industries, such as construc-

tion and transportation, would be stimulated" further reducing unemploy-

mente nAnd the ultimate and permanent result? These ten or fifteen thou-

sand new farms established on the open prairie, loTill they not return a

hundredfold the temporary sacrifices made by the state? Will not that

be the true national colonisation, more useful than the immigration of
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foreign settlers practised at great expense for fourteen years?n27 This

argument's biggest flroi was its presumption that unemployed city-dwellers

would want to go back to the land and would make good farmers. The truth

was the opposite.

The significance of the above was that Bourassa was equating socio

economic problems and the war effort. Temperance groups used the spirit

of sacrifice prevailing in Canada during the war to gain acceptance of'

prohibition. He was appealing to a similar spirit, that of doing one's

best. Canada's best policy lias to develop herself economically, as a

means of benefiting herself and helping the Allies. The journalist found

a supporter in Finance Ministerl.oJhite, who called for increased agricul

tural and industrial production. The French Canadian found in this call

an anS1'Jerto Heighen' s bankruptcy policy and hoped White could win his

colleagues over. 28

By February 13, 1915, he knew the Financel-1inister had not. The

Canadian debt was rising and by 1916 would be double its pre-war amount.

In two years Canada, because of her participation in the European con

flict, would assume a debt equal to that accumulated over the last half

century to build the country. ''\-1e see what it costs to 'become a part

of a great Empire lt' • In order to avoid insolvency, White announced the

postponement of all new public works for the duration of the war. Since

the situation probably would remain critical for a long time after the

war, there would be little government action to develop the economy. In

canada artific~allinks, such as railt'l1'ays, were needed to tie the coun

try together, because geography did not favour east-west unity. Since

these links might not be expanded, one of the effects of Canadian partic-
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ipation in the quarrel overseas could be the rupture of Confederation.

The saviours of the Empire \V'ould thus be the destroyers of their own coun

try.29 Bourassa was being unfair. No one in 19J.4 could have predicted

the length or the cost of the i-Tar, but since Canada had promised to do

her utmost she had to bear the cost, which by 1915 was proving to be heavy.

The imperialists had not caused this development; the war had. Further

more, although the financial situation was becoming critical, steps could

and would be taken to meet it, some in the very budget speech he was crit-

icizing.

Continuing to pass judgment on that speech, the journalist stated

that, since money Ha.S the sinew of war, most nations at war had raised

taxes. Poor but extravagant Canada, who had been on a spree for the last

twenty years, urgently needed to follow their lead. She faced a loss

in her tariff revenues &~d the sudden drying-up of her sources of credit

in Britain. To repay her debts and meet the formidable cost of her mil-

itary expenses, '1;'100 million annually, she had added $190 million to her

bUdget. In order to meet an increased deficit, the Minister of Finance

proposed new loans that would place the burden on future generations for

whose individual and political liberty the present one waS fighting. Bourassa

believed that such a proposal was without conscience; the minister should

raise taxes instead. White disagreed, arguing that, because the war was

causing disarra.,v in the country's finances, the time was inopportune.

The French Canadian found this excuse weak, for the disorder would worsen

as the war continued. The minister lV'as proposing loans only because the

imperialists, who controlied the government, did not want naive Canadians

to realize the cost of imperial solidarity.30 Bourassa was repeating
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his belief that Canada '\vas at war because of the imperial revolution.

Tn fact, the :iJnperialists did not control the government and the budget

renected, not imperialism, but the conservative financial beliefs of

its author, Thomas lihite. The editor of Le Devoir refused to believe

that the Canadian government, like all governments, expecting a short

1var, did not want to threaten the country's financial and economic sta

bility through radical measures. 31 He blamed the imperial conspiracy,

not the government's inherent conservatism, for its unwillingness to tax

. Canadians directly for the war.

On March 11 he returned to his criticism of the war effort from an

economic standpoint. He was upset that in order to help Bntain the Canadian

Parliament had sent troops overseas and sacrificed the Dominion's present

and f'utu:re economic well-being. Both parties were guilty of supporting

these policies. 32 Instead of sending more soldiers to the slaughter,

Canada should keep her men at home to produce the· goods English workers,

in conflict with their government, would not produce .33 Bourassa felt

he had found support for his economic arguments in Lloyd George's call

for more workers and increased production to strengthen the English war

effort. 3h Not exactly. Britain's Ninister of Hunitions was reacting

to the military situation in Europe, where 1915 disclosed that guns and

shells more than men determined Victory. The French Canadian was not

reacting to military problems, but advocat:ing a policy in his country's

"national" interest. Prime N:inister Borden, whom 1916 persuaded the

Allied governments to purchase goods in quantity from Canada,implemented

Bourassa's policy. Thereafter until the war's end Canadian industry boomed. J5
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But whatever the government did, Bourassa was not satisfied. For

example, in his 1916 budget speech White proposed new taxes on industrial

and commercial profits, the beginning of taxes on revenue. One would

expect that the journalist would welcome this proposal, for he had called

for increased taxes in 1915.36 Yet he continued to criticize, stating

that if the present administration continued the Dominion's exaggerated

participation, within two years all revenue would be taxed. The minister

was confiscating profits by making his new taxes retroactive to August 3,

191h. Commerce, industry, all sources of revenue, and savings were in

danger of being placed at the whim of Parliament.37 A year and a half

later, when the minister introduced the income tax, which earlier he had

refused to do, Bourassa attacked him for somersaulting. The proposal

was, however, in line with the French Canadian's earlier argument that

the war should be paid for through direct taxation. 1A]hite could accuse

his critic of somersaulting in his criticism. Bourassa was so thoroughly

against the war effort that he was beginning to use confiict:ing and un

reasonable arguments. Witness his reasoning for the introduction of the

income tax: not only to meet the expenses of raising additional troops,

but also to succour the profiteers.38 Nothing was further from 11Jhite' s

mind; he introduced this measure because of the demands to conscript wealth

as well as manpower.39

Bourassa's economic argument lI1aS a strong one, but it was always

secondary to the political one of whether Canada had any obligation to

help England. He used the former stand as a means of strengthening the

latter. If he could show that Canadian economic interests were best served

qy a moderate war effort, he might win support for reducing the degree
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of his country's involvement. He was unsucces~ful; the war effort remained

heavy, for the government WDS committed to participation. He was not.

He believed the war was a British one that the Dominion had no direct

interest in. When he put Canadian interests first, h~ waS advocating

no involvement. When the government put Canadian interests first, it

was. undertaking intense participation. Bourassa failed to understand

the latter viewpoint, for he believed that his alone was right.

He saw no constitutional or moral reason for Canada to participate

in Britain's war, for "Great Britain, solely responsible for her foreign

policy, is solely obliged to carry the burden [of that policy]. Canada,

devoid of all authority and even national existence outside of her ter

ritory, is not obliged to participate in the defense of the Empire, ex

cept to assure the security of her own territory". These were the prin

ciples on which the Fathers of Confederation had based the constitution

and on which Anglo-Canadian relations since 1867 had developed. The Dominion

should not contribute to the defense of the Empire beyond its own shores

because Canadians exercised authority over themselves only on their own

territory. In all foreign affairs, including declaration of war, they

had less power than an ordinary Englishman, who could at least vote his

approval or disapproval of the policy of Britain's Foreign Secretary,

Sir Edward Grey. But when the war ended canadians could not; they could

only return to their colonial pasture and bless the peace, or curse it.hO

Bourassa Hanted recognition of Canada as a nation before he would

consider involvement in the war. Sir Robert Borden, on the other hand,

used participation as a means to recognition. In a letter to Acting Canadian

High Commissioner Sir George Perley in London on January h, 1916, the
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Prime Minister complained about the lack of consultation between Britain

and the Dominions on war policy. Canada would not tolerate putting four

to five hundred thousand men in the field and receiving no more consid-

eration than if they were toy automata. Since the war Was being waged

by the Empire, there must be consultation; otherwise the situation would

be reconsidered.4l Borden may have been hinting at -a reduetion in the

Canadian contribution, but, if so, he never went through with it. That

he did not was due to the cooperation between the Dominions and Britain

that began in 1917 at the Imperial War Conference, where "Great Britain

presided, but the Dominions met her on equal tems", and was continued

in 1918 with the Committee of Dominion Prime Ministers.42 At the 1919

Peace Conference, Canada's Prime Minister, considering it intolerable

that .the Dominions, who had numbered their dead in the hundreds of thou

sands, would have a .voice only through England, demanded and received

a separate seat for his country.h3 Borden used participation as a means

of acquiring consultation and intemational- status for Canada. Bourassa

wanted the status first, but the Prime Min1sterw8s more pragmatic. He

understood that his country had to show the W'orldthat it was fit to be

a nation. Bourassa believed that Canada had nothing to prove; she was

already a nation. Since she was, she could be isolated and neutral in

North America, free from the problems of Europe.

The editor of La Devoir voiced this feeling of isolation and neutrality

many times, once in 1913 in Imperial Relations, where he stated that the

United states was Canada's only possible enemy. Since the British fleet,

the mother country's strongest weapon, could not prevent American aggres

sion across the border into Canada, he felt that his count~ should not
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fight any British battles elsewhere. laL In fact, England had protected

her colony many times, during the Wars of American Independence and 1812

for example. Bourassa called that help self-interest, for Britain had

been responsible for those conflicts with the United states. If she had

been independent, Canada never would have become involved in those wars.

She would have been permanently at peace, for he saw no possible conflict

between his country and its southern neighbour.u5 As for Canadian-American

relations, the two countries shared many things, one of which was the

IvTonroe Doctrine, "a declaration of the right and determination of all

free communities in America to govern themselves unhampered by the dom

ination or pressure of European nations--with due regard of course for

eXisting rights". For this reason, Canada should support the doctrine

as strenuously as the United states. Furthermore, "if it is to endure,

it must carry as a reciprocal consequence the abstention of American

nations from interference in the affairs of Europe, except for the pro

tection of their citizens and the safeguard of their interests". In

other words, Canada as an American nation must be neutral in European

affairs and Europe in hers. Of course, in North America the United States

must not try to force her will on Canada. If the southern nation prac

tised fair arbitration vIith the northern one, the latter wouldvTork with

the former in the cause of international arbitration, not directly, but

indirectly as an example of nations living peacefully side by side, free

from the crushing burden of armament races.L6 · A rather naive proposition,

this argument ignored American· expansionism, a problem Bourassa noticed

and argued forcibly against during the war in a context different from

imperialism.47 Consistency was not his strong point.
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His isolationist tendencies are further explained by his attitude

towRrd the Great FovJers: by 191'), after his temporary aberration of September

19lh, he detested them all. The Allies were not fighting for Christianity,

for the Pope was neutral.48 Neither were they defending the rights of

small nationalities, for as imperialist Powers they had trodden on many

peoples. They were not fighting to preserve the sanctity of treaties

either. They broke them just as readily a,s the Gennans, for Great Power

diplomacyl>Tas based on immorality, opportunism, and hypocrisy. They did

not stand for liberty and democracy against tyranny and absolutism, for

the descendants of the English were tyrannizing the French Canadians in

~lanitoba andOntario.49 He saw no difference between the belligerents

and hoped that no one would win the war, for Uno race, no nation ha.s the

right to claim world supremacy".50

Thus Bourassa opposed Canadian participation in the war between the

imperialist Great Powers. For its o,.,m good, his country should get out

of that war and retreat into North America, especially if one accepted

the imperialists 1 Rr~ument that unless Canada supported Britain and France,

Germany ....vould triumph in Europe and turn her attention to the fuminion.

That presupposed the Gennanswould defeat the British fleet that lay be

bveen them and America and would find Canada an appealing conquest. Given

these presumptions, canadians should fortify their shores and strengthen

their defenses instead of squander.ing men and money in Europe. 51 Bourassa

was no military strategist, for he ignored one of the lessons of war:

to divide one's forces in the face of the ene~ invites defeat. He also

ignored the character of World War I. It was the first of the world wars,

those that involve many countries. It was also the first of the total
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wars, those that involve all of a country's resources. Canada could not

remain neutral or limit her war effort; neither could the United states;

neither could the world's Great Powers nor most of its Medium ones. As

a member of the world's greatest Empire and considering her resources,

albeit small population, Canada ranked as a Medium Power. Even if she

had been independent, she would have been drawn into the war. But Bourassa

believed that independence would secure the neutrality and isolation he

sought for his country.

As early as 1902 he said that independence was the basis for solving

Canada's national problems. However,it was unacceptable until thecoun

try's internal Peace was secured, a state of affairs that would not occur

until itstwc> races concluded an entente. This goal would be achieved

when the canadian people forced their leaders to adopt truly Canadian

policies that both the English and the French could support. 52 He had

argued himself into a circle: national policies would not be adopted

until independence was achieved and independence would not ocCUr until

Canada's leaders adopted national policies. He was essentially arguing

for the status· quo: colonialism, with no responsibilities. By 1911 he

no longer advocated this status for the situation had changed; in the

form of its proposed navy the Dominion was paying tribute to Britain.

The mother country would use the navy in wars it- decided on through a

foreign policy it conceived and executed, subject to the approval of the

Parliament of the United Kingdom. Canadians had no voice there and hence

no ~lay of expressing their approval or disapproval of any war in which

they would be participants. If British authorities would share power

with the colonials, the French-Canadian journalist would accept the opinion
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of thcCanad-i an majority if it decided in favour of imperial partnership.

I·jh:tt h:ind of :1 ~~t'1tement ,,,,as this from the champion of anti-imperialism?

A lop;ical one f~iven his belief in "no taxation without representation11_

th:1t i~3, no contributions vJithout control of their use. His one impor

tant qualification was that true imperial partnership, lIthe·magic formula ll ,

be found first. 53 He \'V'as taking the wind out of the sails of his oppo

nents by seemingly advocating taxation for representation, except that

he opposed all proposed methods of representation and thus any taxation.

He was placing the burden on the supporters of imperial partnership to

come up with a method acceptable to him. The pressure l\Tas on them to

design policies, leaving him free to criticize.

T-fis attitude becomes clearer in Independence or Imperial Partnership,

:U1 anSioJer to Lionel Curtis I The Project of the Commonwealth, the imper

ialist argument. Bourassa found five points of agreementbetHeen the

~,r ationalistsand Curtis. First, Canada was a sovereign state, a nation

independent by right, though not in fact. Secondly, the monarch of the

United E:inr~dom could not demand and eypect Canadian military aid without

the consent of the elected rer·resentatives of the Canadian people • Thirdly,

c~:ch Dominion had the ri··'ht to proclaim its independence and remain neu

tral in Clny British \-Jar. Fourthly, since Britain alone had complete con

trol over international affairs, she alone Has obliged to support the

burden of war. Lastly, since the participation of the colonies in the

'Har ·~Jas a radical change in the traditions of British government, some

constitutional change was inevitable, the present status of the colonies

being intolerable. The choices were independence or imperial partnership,

of which the Nationalists favoured the former because it was consistent

with the principles of self-government. 5L
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Canada, as an independent nation, would face three perils: economic

rivalries, internecine strife, and external aggressions. Completely in

dependent, she would face less danger from them all. Economically, Canadians

would devote themselves to their own country, not Britain. D>urassa was

speaking of Canadian economic tribute to the mother country, which, fol

lowing his definition of 1Jnper1alism, Canadian participation in the con

flict overseas was. If Canada was independent, she would no longer be

paying this tribute-that is, be in the war. This was his neutrality

argument once again. As for internecine strife, without Britain to look

to for dU8ious protection, Canadians would be forced to come to an under

standing with one another. "So long as. the majority of Canadians have

two countries, one here and one in Europe, national unity will remain

a myth and a constant source of internecine quarrels". 55 In other words,

nationalunity would develop in an independent - Canada. The problem of

his country's future status now had become of extreme importance for Bourassa.

In 1902 he had stated that independence would not occur untilCanadats

leaders adopted national policies.56 B,y 1916 they obviously had not,

for they were sacrificing the Dominion in an imperial war, a sacrifice

so distressing to him that he called for independence. In 1902 he had

opposed this step because of the immediate and exclusive proximity of

the United states,S7 a situation still present in 1916. But imperialism

had not been an accomplished fact at the turn of the century; by the mid

dle of the war it was. Independence, the only policy Bourassa advocated

despite his flirtations lJith imperial partnership and annexation to the

United states, was his answer to the imperial revolution. He felt that

entanglement pith Britain was ruining Canada, as he stated when he dea.lt
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with the third peril facing her as an independent nation, external aggres-

sions. Her only possible enemy was the United states. No longer tied

to Britain, Canada would be free of Anglo-American quarrels and free to

deal with her neighbour on her own. The two American nations would peace-

fully arrive at a settlement of all their disputes and be an example to
. 58

the vlorid of peace-loving nations. Perhaps. TNhat, as art independent

nation, canada would be was neutral, isolated in North America. By the

second year of the war, convinced that his country's war effort was irn-

perialist, Bourassa was advocating the independence he had up until that

time held out as the best solution in the future.

But he still insisted on flirting with imperial partnership, s~ing

that if Canadians would not accept independence, they should not remain

in their present state of servitude, but become true and equal partners

with Britain. He had previously rejected this solution and he rejected

it again by telling those, mainly the French Canadians, who would rather

have the status quo than imperial federation, that "if Imperial partner

ship is untrue to its promises , it will soon break asunder". 59 If he

judged its truth, it would break up, paving the way for independence.

Preferring the status. quo of colonialism with no responsibilities,

Bourassa fought imperialism until its triumph forced him to advocate in-

dependence, which, he felt, entailed very few responsibilities. He based

these policies on his conception of Canada :in the "Vlorld: an American

nation that could live peacefully in isolation. She could devote all

her attention to her internal problems, one of the most important being

the restrictions on French language rights. SUch restrictions were "Trang,

for the French Canadians were the only true Canadians, the ones \-Tho put
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the country's interest first. The stronger these people were, the more

Canadi.an the Dominion l\l'ould be. Bourassa fought for the preservation

and extension of the rights of the French Canadians, as he had fought

against imperialism, in the interests of Canada.



CHAPTER III

CANADIAN DUALITY

Henri Bourassa believed that Canada was an Anglo-French nation. Her

leaders had recognized this characteristic in 1867 when they instituted

confederation, an Anglo-French compact. French Canadians were the coun

try1a pioneers; they had overcoDlenature to build a colony that had re

sisted attacks trom Indians, Englishmen, Americans, and Frenchmen. They

had protected it from the exactions ot French intendants and the despotism

of English govemors. Furthermore, they had proclaimed the principles

of' political autonomy. and civil liberty that guided present Canadian so

cietY"~ "In a word, we sowed here the seeds ot wery1ihing that constitutes

a nation-. To maintain the nation, the treaty ot 1867 had to be preserved

and applied where it was being broken, in the West. This region aust

become part ot canada, not through the building ottranscontinental sys

tems of exchange, but by planting there a branch of the old French-Canadian

tree and providing an atmosphere in which it could nourish. This tree

had resisted all assaults on the st. Lawrence; it would also endure prai

rie storms, ensur1ng the future and unity of the,. country. Since the French

Canadians had discovered the West and first civili~ed it, they deserved

the same rights there that the Engli$hProtestant minority in Quebec had.1

Behind these specific arguments was Bourassa's belief that the French

Canadians were the only true Canadians, the minoritY' who putCanadals

interests first, tor the English Canadians were· still more concerned with

the lIOther count17.2 Canada would survive only if' her French element

was strong enough throughout the land to show the other ethnic groups

29
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the way. If the French Canadians were excluded from the Trlest, that re

gion and the country would suffer. The editor of Le Devoir was thus pro

jecting a French-English country l-1here the two races would enjoy equal

privileges. But hiS quest for equality rested basically on a moral ar

gument: that, because the French Canadians had done this for Canada,

they deserved that. Could his people be given a privileged position in

the count~ because of their contributions to it in an earlier period?

No; the past could not be allowed to run the present. His argument had

strength only as part of a larger one, that the French Canadians were

. numerous enough throughout the land to deserve their privileges. But

to Bourassa., numbers did not matter. What wa.s important was the Brttish

North America Act, which, according to him, had as its primary raison

d t~tre an end to the secular conflict between the English and French in

canada. It was thus an Anglo-French compact. To the argument that the

French language was guaranteed only-in Quebec, by Article 133, he replied

that this article, by recognizing French and English as the official lan

guages of the Canadian Parliament, the Quebec Legislature, the federal

administration, and f"ederalcourts, made them the official ones or Canada.

Every taxpayer, no matter where he went in the Dominion, had the right

to use French in federal courts or·when dealing with the public service.

True, but this right was not inalienable, guaranteed in perpetuity by

the constitution" for constitutions can be amended as the times change.

He believed otherwise, demanding that .this right had to be kept ·alive

by theuse.of French as a language ot instruction in all Canadian' schools.

According to Article 93, each provineedetennined its educational program,

't·rith guarantees for denominational minorities. For Bourassa this meant
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the right of the French Catholic minorities in the Eriglish provinces to

establish separate, French-speaking schools. But the French Canadians'

right to French language instruction rested on a larger and more solid

base: the spirit of duality of the British North America Act. Since

the federal government served the general interests of the country, pro

vincial jurisdiction, limited by the constitution, could not be exercised

in opposition to its powers. Any provincial law that It-ited the rights

citizens had as taxpayers of Canada was an abuse of and contrary to Confederation.

Restrictions on the French language by certain provinces were injurious

to the French Canadians and thus a violation of the federal pact. If

the courts decided in favour of these restrictions, they would prove that

they interpreted the 1a1'1 not according to its living spirit, but to its

dead letter, giving French Canadians reason to believe that Confederation

was a pitfall of infamy.)

Bourassa was convinced that dualityhad been recognized by the coun

t~ls leaders in 1867 and confirmed since then, especially by Sir John

A. Macdonald. In 1890, when speaking in the House of Commons on D'Alton

NcGarthy, sresolution calling for linguistic unity in Canada and the ab

olition of French as an official language in the Northwest Territories,

the Prime Minister said that the Dominion had "a constitution now under

which all British subjects are in a position of absolute equality, haVing

equal rights of every kind-of language, of religion, of property and

of person. There is no paramount race in this country, there is no con

quered race in thiscountry;v.le are all British subjects, and those who

are not English are none the less British subjects on that account".

Hacdonaldwas not supporting the compact theory, but advocating compromise
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on the question of minority rights.4 The Fathers of Confederation were

not the fathers of duality, but the French-canadian journalist believed

they ,-rereand he continually harked back to their spirit when trying to

rollback the English nativist tide prior to and during World War I. Yet

if he could see the agreement of 1867 as an Anglo-French compact, others

could see it as a recognition of English dominance in the country." Out-

side of Quebec, French language and school rights existed only in limited

form in the other three provinces of the new Dominion, Ontario, New Brunswick,

and Nova Scotia. \,lhen the NorthwestTerritories ;were acquired, supporters

of the French claim there, and hence throughout the country, found sup

port in the Manitoba Act of 1870 and the Northwest Territories Act of

1875 which guaranteed French language and school rights. Opponents found

backing in the fact that British Columbia and Prince Edward Island had

entered COnfederation without the bilingual-bicultural question being

raised.5 As practised, the Confederation agreement resulted in an English-

French stand-off: unilingual English provinces and bilingual French-English

ones, a state of affairs short of Bourassa's dream of Anglo-French equality

throughout the Dominion. What seemed to be oceurringwas the granting

of French rights proportional to the strength of French influence in the

province under consideration l 8.: question of numbers. When their share

of the total population decreased, as in the west after 1810, their in-

fiuence declined and their priVileges disappeared. Yet in one province,

Ontario, their school rights were taken awa:y as "their numbers, both ab-
. . 6

solutely and proportionately, increased. The French canadians bitterly

opposed this action, ro~ it they were restricted in the teaching of French,

future generations would lose their ability to speak this language and

hence their culture, becoming easy Victims of English-Canadian assimilation.
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The editor' of Le Devoir definitely did not want that. In response

to Archbishop Bourne of Westminster, who, at the 'l\fenty-First Eucharistic

Congress in 1-1ontreal in 1910, called for the Catholic Church in Canada

to become more English in order to win over the majorityotthe country's

people, Bourassa claimed the right or the French Canadians to speak French

in the Church, although he by no means' wanted it, to be solely French in

Canada. But he didf'eel that his people had a providential role in North

aerica, to be an example of' the type' of' state .,' catholic ecclesiastics

wanted, tor Quebec was the only part or the continent where the social,

religious, and political conditions approached those the Church found

desirable.7 His audience enthusiastical11r9sponded to his defense of

French-Canadian right8,Abbe Groulxteeling that Bourassa had spoken for

apeople.8 "He had,ror he was at his best when hef'ought for the rights

of the Frenchmtnorit7, as he did over the Ontario Bilingual Schools Issue.

This .controversy began in 1912' when ,the province1s'Department of

Education issued an instruction, known <as Regulation 17, restricting the

use of French as a language o:f'>instruction in its bilingual schools in

favour of English, in order that those schools and their pupils would

become more eff'icientand, of' course, Ehglish.,9French Canadians, fearing

the "lossot their culture ittheiX"language use was limited,becaae ac

tive :In opposing this regulation throught~e French-canadian Educational

Association of Ontario, which ~uras8a npported.10

During World War I, he tied the schools probl_ to French-Canadian

participation in the war. He called tor public support to aid the Franco

Ontarian minority, IIIOre ,oppressed than the French by the Pru.ssians in

Alsace-Lorraine. The "Prnssians" ot Ontario could not be allOWed to es-
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tablish in Canada, under the flag and mstitutions of Britain, that which

his people were being urged to fight overseas: tyranny.11 The French

Canadians were fighting for the same thing in Ontario as the French and

British were in Europe, the triumph of oppressed nationalities.12 This

was exactlY'"hat English Canadians could not understand. J. Castell Hopkins,

editor of the Canadian Annual Review, realized that the French loved their

language, but felt that the Ontario Department of Education was doing

a good job in providing for "adequate English education ll 1-rith "adequate

provision ll for French. l3 J. S. Willison, former editor of the Toronto

Globe, believed that French Canadians should learn English in order to

t1have equal advantage and opportunity in connnercial and industrial pur

suits, in the services of the state, and in all activities and offices

where F.hgIish is requiredU • After English, French should be a preferred

language.14 Both men advocated the use of English first since the major-

i ty in the country-spoke this language, but they 1-Tere willing to see French

used, in a secondary role. Bourassa feared such a ranking. If the BU

periority of the English lanf.:;uage over French was accepted, it l"as only

a matter of time before all French-speaking Canadians would become English

speaking, lose their French language and culture, and cease to be a dis

tinctive group. The Ontario Schools Issue was only another battle in

the war French Canadians had waged since the Conquest for la survivance.

uDo not forget that the·· conservation of the language, the cultivation

of the lanr;uage, the battle for the language, are together the fight for

national existence. If we let the cuItivation of the language weaken

among us, if lie let public and priyate use of the language diminish, 1,'e

undermine at its base the work of the French civilization erected by three

centuries of effort and sacrifice tt •
15
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LeDevoir's editor felt that the ensdes of the French language and

civilization in Canada were not on17 the Anglo-Saxons, but above all the

French Canadians, who, blinded and debased by three hundred years of 00

lonialservitude, were surrendering their rights. For example, the Alberta

Legislature, on March 30, 1915, unanimously passed a resolution opposing

bilingual instruction in the province's schools. Two French Canadians,

Gariepy and Lessard, voted for the motion, subject to existing l.s, which

guaranteed French language instrnctlon. This saae process had occurred

in Ontario. French Canadians there had supported a school poliC7 opposing

bilingual schools, provided that the existing stipulation that Frenoh

be a language of instruction was not interfered with .16 Then the7 stood

helplessly by a8 the :English majority used this vote to l1llit that mstruc

tion. The saedevelopment would occur in Alberta.l ? In Saskatchewan,

a priaary' course in French could be taught inachool atter regular hours,

provided it 'was paid for by the pupils' parents, who had ·to pay \regular

school· taxes: dwell. A proposal by. the Scott GovernJllent .in May 1915

to .. pay· for the course out of •provincial funds was withdrawn after Fng11sh

Canadians, trom Saskatchewan and Manitoba, criticized it as an attempt

to extend bUingualism.l8 Bourassa. was disgusted vith thewq his people

had accepted these attacks ontheirpnvUeges. lithe,. allowed the mi

norities in Ontario, Alberta, and Sf,skatchewan to becrushe~, the tumor

the other French-speaking llinoritiee in Canada would follow. 1n order

topreser'Tethe foundation or Confederation, Anglo-Frenchequalit7, Quebec

had to take uP, .the detense··.·or·French rights throughout the count%'1'e It

she tailed to do so,. the talse principle of the Anglo-Saxons that linguistic

unity was necessary tor national unity would triumph, leaving her without



)6

a solid argument when they would try to make the federal administration

and then herunilingually English. This was a~ready happening. Even

in Montreal, service in French was unavailable at federal offices. In

appearance, to herself and others, Canada 't"JaS becoming Ehglish.19

The attack on French rights and privileges had become stronger in

recent years due to the federalgovernment 1 s immigration policy, which,

by favouring unlimited foreign entry into the Dominion, had resulted in

the present wartime detention of aliens, Germans and Austrians, and mas

sive unemployment in the cities among foreigners, Italians and Russians.

Realizing the dangers of this policy, the politicians and public men of

the 11est had met it by Prussian and American methods-that is, forced

assimilation. canada was losing her Anglo-French character, due to the

influX of foreign innnigrants and the practice of·· anglicization. If English

Canadians had remained loyal to the spirit of 1867 and accepted the co

operation of French Canadians to preserve the countrJl S b~lingual bicul

turBl character, the assimilation of the foreigners would have been easier.

The rnglish refused that cooperation and, bjrtreating the French as in

ferior citizens, destroyed the Confederation pact and forced the French

Canadians to join with the newcomers to resist Anglo-Saxon assimilation. 20

The nativists in the West and Ontario were trying to reduce French to

the rank of an alien-by implication, .second class-language and make

English the Dominion 1s .only official language, all in the name of national

unity. SUch unity was not ensured by linguistic oneness, as Belgium and

Switzerland, demonstrated. There would be national unity only when English

Canadians understood what French Canadians already knew, that Confederation

had been born in an aura ofrruitful alliance between the two races and

would die unless they respected each others' rights. 2l
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La Devoir's editor believed that Canada was an Anglo-French nation

whose traditions were British. He feared for these characteristics if

the government permitted aliens to enter the country in unlimited numbers.

Since their only purpose in coming to this country was to make money,

these immigrants would fall under the influence of the Dominion's larger,

wealthier, and independent neighbour, the United States. Here lay the

threat. If Canada's leaders let the aliens enter in unlimited numbers,

they would soon swamp the English and French Canadians, who were loyal

to British traditions, and would turn the country over to the Americans.

Instead of aliens-eastern and southeastern Europeans-, Cana.da should

bring in the best fanners of France, Belgium, and Britain, "the countries

of EUrope that are akin to us in temperament, in feeling, in religion,

in national traditions". 22 The French and English in Canada could easily

assimilate the latter category of immigrants and thus preserve the Dominion t s

bilingual bicultural character. Therei.'ould be no "foreign" element in

the country. F3y 1915 it was apparent that the immigration policy had

not been· changed to :Bourassa's satisfaction; large· numbers of aliens had

entered can~da and were destroying her duality and British traditions.

English and French Canadians had to join together to preserve these fea

tures.

But why should Canada retain the French half of her character? Be

cause it was ca barrier to Americanization, was Bourassa's answer. This

influence had been growing in Canada because of the similcarity in language

betw'een English Canada. and the United states and the northern nation's

reliance on American finances during the war. Britain, being absorbed

overseas, could not offset this influence. Only the French Canadians,
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who spoke a different language and had different traditions and ideals

from the Americans, could resist Americanization. However, their resist

ance would be successful only as long as their rights were maintained

throughout the country.23 Yet any alien group, which spoke a different

language and had different beliefs from the Americans, could make the

same claim. Furthennore, English Canadians were not as slavishly American

as the French-canadian journalist found them. Loyalists had left the

republican United states for the stability of a British colony after the

American TlinT of Independence, and English Canadians, for a century and

a half, had lived under British rule, absorbing British ideals. Twice

they had rejected closer ties to their neighbour, in the elections of

18?1 and 1911. Economically, the English in Canada had been drawing closer

to the United states, but so had the French, Quebec as well as Ontario

haVing looked ,to New York for loans. Bourassa refused to consider that

English Canadians could resist Americanization as well as French Canadians,

for he believed the latter were the only true Canadians, the only ones

who could repel the American, as well as the imperial, threat to Canada.

Externally, French would be important for his country, useful not only

as a language of commerce but as one of diplornacy as the Dominion came

into contact ~'lith non"'English-speaking nations. Finally, French was the

language of ciVilization. One day Canada would give the world not only

its Wheat, railway ties, and soldiers, but also its civilization, one

that would owe much to :F'rench influence, provided this influence was not

destroyed in the interval. 24

Bourassa made good points, since French was an international language

and one of· civilization, as vlere English, German, and Spanish. There
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were enough members of the first three language groups in the country

to merit its people learning those languages. The joumalistwould dis

agree, arguing that all Canadians should learn French and English, and

only these two tongues should have official recognition and special rights,

for Canada was Anglo-French. Frenchmen had come to this northern land

first; for over three hundred years their descendants had been on its

soil. Englishmen had come later but their descendants had been here for

over one hundred and fifty years. For the latter period of time the two

groups had cooperated in building the country, this cooperation forming

the basis for his clam that Canada was ·Anglo-Frenoh. It was a good olaim,

considering that these two racial groups were the largest ones in the

oountry. They were, in comparison with other races,its pioneers. It

had taken:fonn under their direction, although other immigrants had been

and still were needed to fill out its shape. Canada was as he had described

her, but man uneven balance, the French being ooncentratedin Quebec.

From a broad national viewpoint the Dominion was Anglo-French, but from

a narrow regional one it was not, being English, French, German, and Ukrainian.

From the latter viewpoint, special rights given to one language group

had to be given to all or else alin~a franca had to be adopted. That

would be English, the language most commonly spoken. French Canadians

lost out in the West because there had not been enough.of them there to

keep the area English-French. Bourassa had realized the problem and had

tried to persuade federal authorities to encourage French and Belgian

immigration. ~t as Asselin found in ·1912, the Canadian govemment pro-

vided little encouragement to Frenchmen and Belgians who wanted to coma

to Canada. 2S As for the migration of French Canadians from Quebec, it
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went not to the prairies but to the industrial centres of New England. 26

The vvest thus received little new French blood, and Bourassa's belief

in duality won no acceptance there because of his people's numerical in-

feriority.

It also was rejected in Ontario, whose school dispute was the focus

of the racial' conflict in the country up to 1917. In August 1914 there

appeared to be no clash as the French and English joined together to cheer

Canada's participation.27 It was a measure of the division caused by

the schools issue that by the end of the year the racial split had reap

peared. In December, the "Association Gatholique de la Jeunesse Canadienne

fran9aisen organized a, fund to aid the "blesses d I Ontario". Bourassa

supported this action for by it French Canadians could divert their money

from funds designed to aid European refugees to a fund to fight for the

French language and civilization in Ontario, a much more worthy cause. 28

French Canada was now extremely concerned with the schools issue, Cardinal

Begin of Quebec City saying, in 1915, that French Canadians had the right

to speak their own language, because it was the guardian of their Roman

Catholic faith and the instrument of their culture, and that the French

of Quebec were under an obligation to assist their brethren in their sis

ter province of Ontario. That same year the Quebec Legislature passed

a resolution stating that it hoped the division in Ontario could be settled

amicablywlth regard for the rights and priVileges ot the minority. In

1916 it passed a bill authorizing municlpalitiesto contribute "'up to

tiveper cent of gross revenue to :f'unds opened by corporations or persons

tor public subscription tor patriotic, national or school purposes within

the province or e1sewhere lt, • 29 In other words, government aid for the

Franco-Ontarians.
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That same year the dispute was brought into the national spotlight

when Liberal member Emest Lapointe introduced, on May 9, the following

resolution in the House of ComDlOns:

That this House, especially in this time ot universal sacrifices
and anxiety, ,when all energies should be cottcentrated on the winning
of the war, would, while fully recognizing the principle ot provin
cial rights and the necessity ot evert child being given a thorough
knowledge of English education, respectfull,. suggest to the Legislative
Ass_bly of the province ot Ontario the wisdom ot Jna1dng it clear
that the privilege ot the children of French parentage ot being taught
in their mother tongue be not interfered with. 30

The vote three da;rs later was 107 to 60 aga1llst.31

Bourassa telt that the debate on the resolution had two salutary

effects. First, it gave the Ontario Schools Issue national prominence.

Secondly, it torced.the English-Canadian press, previously conspiring

to keep the· issue under wraps, to publicize the tacts ot the dispute and

the arguments ot the French minority_ Unfortunately, the debate had taken

place among politicians, who, while pretending toworlc for the country's

advantage, were working for their party's. The Liberals were trying to

win back support in Quebec and rega.:1n .·the·political momentUJll there fro.

Premier Qouin, whose Liberal-dominated Assembly had been active in sup

port of the Franco-ontarians since 1915. nxe Conservatives were trying

topleaee theOrangebloe and pose asthedet.ders ot the Inglish prov

inces that had given them power. But that was w117 parties ex:isted,to

debase everything they touched by restricting it to their interests and

paltryam.bition.. As for the resolution, LeDevoir'.s editortelt that

it had twointril'lsic weaknesses. First,itlaeked practical application,

since the two parties opposed the remedy ot the French...canadian Educational

Association, disallowance. Secondly, it was linked by' Laurier, its architect,
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to the con.f'llct overseas, ''when all energies should be conoentrated on

the winning. of the warn. Bourassa wanted. the school dispute and support

for the war kept separate. Since the resolution made no reference to

Man!toba, where the recently-elected Liberal aovernment had 81Iended the·

SchoolAet to put an end to bilingual teaching, the Conservatives could

aocuse the Liberals or playing politics, trying to embarrass the Conservative

administration of Ontario. For Bourassa, suoh an argument was not a good

enough reason to reject the resolution. Parliament had the right to in

tervene in both Manitoba and Ontario. Its duty was more imperious in

the western province, where the teach:lng of French was gnaranteed by the

Laurier-Greenway Agreement of 1896. If the Leader of the Opposition and

his partisans let the opportunity ot dealing with Manitoba pass, the Consenatives

could treat the motion as a farce. But doing that would not modifY the

situationinODtario or change the essential value 01 the Lapointe Resolution.

Borden could also reproach theopposition tor having .allowed the period

during which the Ontario legislation could be disallowed to pass. This

would be a valid criticiSJI it the motion demanded disallowance, but the

Liberals had abandoned this solid proposal, preferring to present asim-

pIe remon~trance to the provincial government, an action that had the

same value,scope, and. efficacy·betoreor atter' the expiration of the

date,fordisallowanoe. The ministers' prfncipalobjection, that Parliament

had no jurisdiction over the provincial issue, was refuted by- their de-

cision to tollow. the Speaker in allowing it to be debated. Bysuggesting

the minority appeal to the Government 01 Ontario, thetederal government,

which knew that that had already been done, was .insuIting· the Franco-Qntarians.32
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Bourassa was unhaPPY' that the representatives ot the nation, who,

tor wo years, had inundated the people with appeals to be moved by the

fate of the small nationalities of Europe, had not seized the ocoasion

to affirm the right of the French minority in Canada to live its life

as much as the Belgians, serbs, or Poles. The Lapointe Resolution, in

spite or its gaps, weaknesses, and unfortunate digressions, involved an

element ot justice and truth. It deserved the support of all those who

pretended to be the guardians of national traditions and the champions

of rtghtand liberty_ The aotion was a public and solemn testimony of

sympathy by the count17ls representatives for the French Canadians of

Ontario, who were detending French civilization against the stupid and

cunning hatred of the "Hans" of Toronto. Casgrain, Blondin, Patenaude,

Forget, Lesperance, Descatties, Girard, Chabot, and Robidoux, who voted

against the resolution, earned· disgrace in the eyes of their French-Canadian

compatriots· and· scom from ~glish-Canadian ·Tories. But the politicians'

.vote did not matter. (Above them and their contortions, the great battle

would continue until final triumph. 33

Another sign of the French Canadians' lack of faith in the federal

administration was the resignation of Senator Landry, the President of

the French-canadian Educational·.. Association of .Ontar+o, as Speaker of

the Senate on JUne 2• Borden brushed aside the resignation as un1Jlpor

tant, tor the Senator's teDlperaJllent had .not been suited to "the dignified

dischargeot his duties".34 Le Devoir's editor felt that Landr;r'sact

was not only a protest against the iniquity of the Qntariogovemment, and

the cowardly inaction otthe federal one, but a rallying cry. By' his

resignation, the Senator had fortified all those who were fighting for
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At Hall on June 2" he urged, as he had all year, a COJIIJIlercial boycott

ot Ontario tims that retused to recognize the French language in their

dealings. He also asked his compatriots to patronize exclusively French

Canadian banks and commercial institutions, as long as Ontario refused

to recognize the just rights ot the French JIlinori ty.36 The year betore

he had advocated a sitnllar patronage, ba.t from a positive standpoint,

to develop a cult 8JlOng his people tor their language• .37 Now he was rec

ommending it as a chastisement for the lYlglish Canadians of Ontario. In

19l1J, before the war's outbreak, when speaking of the attitude of the

English Canadians in Montreal of being a closed, anti-French community,

he had stated that a1though some French Canadians demanded retaliation,

he was against it, for one wrong never right8danother.38 Now he vas

advocating retaliation, a sign, at least in his case, that the wartime

dispute over French language rights had replaced moderation b7extremism.

Arter the Lapointe Resolution the controverBy'· .shifted to .. the courts ,

Ontario defending Regulation 17. The .case was eventually carried to the

Judicial Cc.ai.ttee of the Privy .CouncU, a course Bourassa supported be

cause he believed that the CouncU, .. by. ruling on the regulation, could

decide whether Confederation was epactof honour.39 . Forh1a the school

issue was the national one, whether French and !hglishwereto be equal.

On NOVeDlber 2, 1916, the Committee ruled Regulation 17 intra vires. Earlier,

Pope Benedict IV had issued COMmisso divinituswhich counselled modera-

tion on the school issue. Both events helped to calm the agitation over

this dispute.La
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canadian enlistments and conscription replaced the quarrel over language

rights in Ontario. For English Canadians, the quarrel was an unwarranted

infringement by Quebec in what was an Ontario matter. Furthermore, the

French Canadians appeared more concerned with language rights than with

the war effort, a concern their declining enlistments reflected. The

French, on the other hand, felt little desire to fight overseas for what

was being destroyed at home. If the war was a national effort, why were

they being treated as second class citizens in Canada? The problem of

slow French-Canadian enlistments was' overshadol'Ted by the schools issue

until the summer of 1916, when the need for reinforcements and a short-

age of labour for industry and agriculture became "urgent and serious

considerations". To coordinate manpower requirements, the federal gov

1,1emment set up a National Service Board.· This step was the first one

on the road to conscription and the crisis that enveloped the count~

the following year. The racial split of 1914-16 over Ontario schools

became a chasm in 1917 over conscription.42

Even during the period of conflict in Ontario, to which he contributed

"Hith his tirades on behalf of the Franco-Ontarians, Bourassa never lost

faith in Canada. In reply to a letter of the time advocat:ing separatism

for Quebec, he stated that it was an undesirable solution for two reasons.

First, it would leave his province isolated in North America. Secondly,

the French Canadians outside Quebec would be abandoned, at the mercy of

the overwhelming English majority in the rest of the Dominion. He was

confident that as the intolerant and barbaric English of hurope had civ

ilized thernselves, so would the Fhglish of Canada)+3 Tn other words,
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Confederation would continue and, as soon as the English Canadians became

civil, 'Hould improve. Unfortunately for Bourassa's hopes, the:t continued

in 1917 to be the "Boches" of Canada.



CRAPl'ER IV

PARTY GOVElIIMENT AND CONSCRIPTION

Conscription was the second and final round in the French-English

confiict during the war. For Bourassa it also involved the question or

party government, since, as he saw it, federal parties had forced this

measure on the country. He had always been suspicious of political par

ties,. ever since he had first run tor federal oftice, in 1896, as Liberal

candidate tor Labelle. Then he had put two conditions on his candidacy:

that, it elected, he would vote following his convictions, not his party,

and that, instead of using party funds, he would pay his own electoral

expenses in order that his convictions could not be compromised.1 Three

years later he placed his beliefs above his party loyalty, resigning his

seat in protest against the Laurier Government's decision to send troops

to South Africa. He-elected, he continued to oppose involvement for the

duration of the D:>er war, advocating in March 1900 a plebiscite on par

ticipation.2 Since parties compromised their principles, the people should

directly decide all important national problems.

But it politicians could be corrupted so could the people. There

was a need for an impartial group of men who would enlighten the public

to make the proper choice. SUch a group was the Nationalist League, formed

June 2,,1903, by Olivar Asselin, Omer Heroux, and Armand Lavergne. It

had three major policies:

For Canada, in its relations with England, the largest measure of
political, commercial and military autonomy compatible with the
maintenance of the colonial tie.
For Canadian provinces, in their relation with the federal power,
the largest measure of autono1'l17 compatible with the maintenance
of the federal tie.

47
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For all of' Confederation, the adoption of a policy or exelusivel;y
ecanoJlie and ·1nteUectual development.3

Bourassa,though nota member of the organization, was its guiding light.

EssentiallY' concerned with public education, it advocated its policies

through the newspaper LeNationaliste, founded by" Asselin in 1904. The

Isague wished to· educate people on the ·important questions of the dq

in order that public opinion would swa:y the politicians to adopt better

policies. It was theoreticallY' nonpartisan, bat with its platform of'

specit:l.cretonas and its unofficial leader, one of French Canada's leading

orators and public men, it developed into a semi-political part,.. In

1908, Bourassa, ·Lav$rgne, and. others· were· elected to the Quebec Assembly

as independent Nationalist members, working in close cooperation with

theConaervatiYe Opposition· against the Liberal Govemrnent.4 Four months

atter hisvicto17, on October 2, Bourassa spoke at the MonUment National

in Montreal, where· he called for public spirit to replace that ot parties

in order that Quebec could progress economically, morally, and intellec

tually. The new spirit would develop through the establishment ot clubs

that would "work to pttrif)'. opinion, to create·8o new· political mentality-If

and through the founding of a. dail;ynewspaper in lIontreal. Thisltas Le Devoir,

founded in Janua17 1910 with Le Nationalisteas its weeklY'edition.'

Then_paper .had a political and social program. Federal~, it

advocated Canadian autonomr under· the· British crown, respeot for minor

ities) and bllingnalism.Provincially, the call was for honestadminls

tration and a good return for the sale of Quebec's national domain, her

natural resources. La De"loir's social prograwasmore important, for

here· B:>urassa's philosophy' appeared. The dailY was to work to teach French

Canadians to love and practise their national duties,such.as conservation
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of the faith and attachment to the soU. Secondly, it was to form a lead

ing elass to guide the people and furnish them with trustees, picked be- .

cause of their social principles, their integrity and impartiality, the

strength of their character, and their intellectual competence, to look

after the people IS interests. Thirdly, the paper was to combat the ve-

nality, unresponsiveness, and cowardice of parties, so that public service

would become accessible to honourable and impartial men. Fourthly, it

was to create and sustain a strong and free public opinion that would

assure the independence of magistrates, the incorruptibility of politicians,

and the integrlty of popular suffrage.6

Thus I.e Devoir attempted to educate the people so that they could

decide on. important matters and elect incorruptible men to political of-

fice. In 1910 its editor called for a plebiscite on the Laurier aovemment 1 s

proposal to establish a Oanadian navy that in times of emergency could

be turned over to Britain. In the 1911 federal election, Bourassa and

the Nationalists worked with the Conservatives in Quebec to defeat the

imperialist Liberals,only to have the more imperial Conserva.tives take

powernationally.7 ]n this election the conservatives and Nationalists

reached a. tacit agreement not to run candidates in the same constituency,

thus avoiding three-cornered fights. The Liberals won 38 seats in the

province, the Autonomists, as the Nationalists were known, 27.8 Bourassa

did not run. once in Parliament, the Autonomists fell under the infiuence

and control of the government, ,prompting Le Devoir- s editor to call them

traitors.9Qnce again power co rrupted. Clearly for him the only hope

was to redouble his efforts. During World 'War I, the conscription issue

proVided him an opportunity to do so.
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COnscription was the culmination ofrecruitingin canada. When the

war broke out, &lglish-bomand native-hom Canadians of English ancestry

volunteered in the largest numbers, French Canadians the fewest. lO Since

Britain, not Canada, was directly threatElled, Englishmen and Ehg1ish Canadians

enlisted to defend their motherland. But as BOurassa pointed out, French

Canadians' only homeland was Canada. A direct threat to their country

would bring a hearty response from them as it had in 1715 and 1812, but

an· indirect threat would not.ll This argument had a degree of truth, but

so did Senator Raoul .Dandurand' S that French Canadians were a pacific peo

p1e.12 Whatever the reasons for their initial reluctance, itwas·strength

ened by government actions • The chief recruitingofficer in Quebec.was

an English-Canadian Protestant clergyman, hardly. the man to stir French

Canadian Roman C&tholiestoenlist. French Canadians were given minor

posts in the Canadian war effort, directed from an ·English standpoint ·by

the Minister of Militia, Sam Hughes, who did not send the highest ranking

French~Canadianofficer, General Lessard, to Europe with the First Division.

Furthermore, Hughes was .reluctant to grant· requests for French-Canadian

units, fonning the 22ndFrench-Canadian Battalion on September 22, 1914,

only atterthe governmenthad.received greatpresBurefrom leading French

Canadians.1 3 Three further Frencp.-Canadian battalions,theL1st, 57th,

and 69th, were raised in 19l5.What military pride developed· among the

French in Canada by the raising of these formations was destroyed by the

government IS :refusal to allow· French canadians in the 13th and 14th Battalions

to transfer to the 22nd, the only French-canadian unit at the front, and

by its policy of taking drafts from the 41st· and 57th to re·inforce English

canadianunits.14 A feeling arose in Quebec that the Dominion I s war effort
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about enlisting.

ay 1916 enthusiasm throughout Canada for the war was fading. That

summer the Prime Minister became worried about the country's manpower

needs for war and industrial purposes. ]a October he established the

National Service Board to coord:inate these requirements and in January

1917 it undertook a national registration of manpower. R. B. Bennett,

the Board's Director-G«leral, and Borden toured the Dominion in December

1916 .to stimulate recruiting and urge men to regis tar .16 Many in Quebec

suspected this registration of being the pre1iJninary to conscription,

as it turned out to be.l ? In 1917 the Prime Minister went to England

for the meeting of the Imperial War cabinet. He also visited the troops

in Franoe, where he oonc1uded that voluntary enlistments 1n Canada were

not keeping pace with casualties· in Europe. Conscription was the answer.

On May 18 in the House otCommons he announced selective conscription,

repudiating any suggestion that the Dominion was introducing the measure

at Britain's request, instead emphasizing the need for reinforcements.18

In a series of articles from Ma1 23 to June 6 in Le Devoir, later

published in pamphlet form as COnscription, Bourassa criticized the gov

ernment·s polic,.. He stated that he had been proven right. For eighteen

years he had tought imperiallsm,which had reached its peak in conscrip

tion: oolonial manpower forced to fight Britain's war. He advocated

calm opposition, such as the signing of the petition of "La 'Ligue patriotique

des interfts canadians" against the measure, while warning against dem

onstrations, for French Canadians were the true defenders of order and

the constitution.19



52

His opposition centred on his belief that Canada had done enough.

In proportion to population, she had contributed more men and money to

the war than Britain and France had or than the United states would be

able to. She had reached her capacity to pay for destruction, being faced

with bankruptcy, an event that would shake the credit of the Empire.

Canadian industry and agriculture were suffering manpower deficiencies,

resulting in high prices to consumers and shortages. Apolicy. of selec

tive conscription instituted at the beginning of the war would have al

leviated this labour problem, but now any measure of conscription or vol

untary enlistment would onlyaggravateit. To increase her agricultural

production, and thus help Britain and France avoid starvation, Canada

should stop sending troops to Europe. 20

He called for the conscription of capital and industry if that of

manpower was to be accepted, warning big business of the post..;,war social

r-evolution if it refused to sacrifice itself as the people were doing.

This was a good argument, one that Finance Minister 1fuite echoed when

he introduced the Income Tax and Business War Profits Tax later that year. 2l

Bourassa also opposed conscription because of its harmful effects on for

eign immigration. While never in favour of this immigration, he noted

that it would be necessary after <the war to replace Canadians lost in

battle and to stimulate indUstries facing bankruptcy. If Canada followed

the United states in·adoptingconscription, after the war refugees fleeing

a militarized Europe would not come to these two nations but go to South

America. 22 They might, however, as they did, flee a devastated Europe

for an untouched North America.
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. He also examined conscription in terms of French-English relations

in the country. He telt that French. Canadians were the true Canadians

who had no loyalty but that to C&nadaand who recognized their obligation

to defend their country when attacked, but lett external detense to Britain.

AS long as the English and French in the Dominion had accepted this doe

trine, there had been no dispute between. them on the nature and extent

of their common and respective obligations toward Britain and the l!)npire.

But heavy immigration :from Britain that had changed the physical, intel

lectual, and moral characteristics of the English Canadians, and imper

ial propaganda had destroyed this people's exclusively Canadian patriot

ism. Among them, the idea of a single homeland, Canada, had disappeared,

but it would retumin the post-war reaction.23 Bourassa was taking a

st~d otmoral correctness, that French Canadians were do1ngwhat was

right for' the coUntry, Fnglish •Canadians what was wrong. Considering

that he' spoke for the minority in the land,· be had to take .this position,

for his people were not numerous enough to impose their Will.

But. they had to· be united or the English Canadians would overwhelm

them. Thus he stated that two million French canadians were opposed !!!.

masse to conscription. Speaking for this group, he demanded the drafting

otBritish slackers in Canada and an end to the enlistment policy that

was turning the country-over'to thetoreignelements, the Germans and

Slavs, prohibitedf'rom fighting because theY' were enemy aliens. It the

gove~entwas going' to exempt Mennonites, Quakers, and Doukhobors 'from

conscription on religious 'grounds, it should exempt. French Canadians on

moral ones , .•. that of, not fighting except in Canada rs defense. For the

government .andman;y other Oanadians··the war was in her defense, although
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the battles were in Europe. For Bourassa the war, any war, was in his

country's defense only when the battles were on its territory. He proph

esied revolution if the federal administration did not exempt French Canadians

f'romthe measure, a statement that contradicted his earlier one that his

people were the defenders of order. But they were also the defenders

of the constitution, which they would·.fight tor against the SJhall mmor-

i ty ot. Engl~sh-canadian imperialists who were leading the country away

from its national interests. The editor of L8 Devoir believed that most

English Canadians opposed conscription, but only a .referendum could make

their opposition known. He was confident that French Canadians would

accept a majority vote for conscription, but he was certain that English

and· French opposition would combine to defeat the proposal. What he wanted

to avoid was its approval by a parliamentary majority, under the control

of English-Canadian. imperialists, that did not represent the thinking

or Canadians. SUch an action would split the Dominion racially, the gov

erning Ehglish canadians versus the defenders of Canada I s true interests,

the French ·.Camdians. "Popular consultation is the only safety valve

that wUl allow us to avoid a dangerous explosion11.24

Bourassa then dealt with what he considered to be the Prime Minister's

about-face on conscription. QnJanuary 11, 1916, Borden had stated his

govemment's decision not to introduce this measure, but a year and a

halflatar it Was doing so. According to his critic, three factors had

changed .. his .nd.nd: the renewal of submarine warfare by the Germans, the

Russian Revolution, and the entry at the United States. The U-boat threat

ened Britain with starvation, unless it or its bases in Belgium could

be destroyed. Canada's bestcontribut:l.on would be to stop sending troops
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overseas and retain her manpower at home to increase agricultural produc-

tion and build the ships necessary to combat the submarine threat. Bourassa

had a good point, for no quick victory could be expected on the stalemated

Western Front. The only way to fight the U-boat was at sea in convoys

that would be bringing Britain her needs. This solution required ships,

which he proposed his country build, although he did not say anything about

sailors. It also required agricultural goods, which he proposed his coun-

try produce, although, since most of the crops were already in for the

year, this suggestion was good only for future years. The Russian Revolution,

the next factor, had been proclaimed a signal service by Lloyd George.

How could Borden then pretend that this service had to be paid for by

the sacrifice of additional Canadians? Since the revolution had been

hailed as a victo~ for the Allies--they were now all democracies--Germany

would be defeated. The French-Canadian journalist was carried away by

the rhetoric, for there was still a Gennan army to defeat, a task that

required soldiers. The final factor, American intervention, justified

the end of sending Canadian troops to Europe because the richer and more

populous United states could support conscription better than Canada.

As well, the Dominion was in need of a rest, having bled itself white

for three years. It also needed its men at home to relieve a labour short-

age that, just before the American entry, it had attempted to ease by

calling for seventy thousand agricultural workers from its southern neigh

bour. 25 He was correct: Canada had done enough and the United states

would be able to provide the margin for Allied victory in 1918. However,

if conscription had not been adopted, the Canadian~ Corps, of which

the country was so proud, might have withered. 26 It did not, but in 1917
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out theconscriptsplqing an important role. Given the increasing dis

crepancy between casualties and· enlistments, the Corps might have become

ineffective if the war had lasted longer. Since Canada had decided to

participate, she undertook the responsibility of doing heruimost, including

introducing conscription, to ensure victory.

Bourassa felt otherwise, believing that because the United States

had intervened, Canada's duty was to. keep her men at home in order to

increase agricultural production and produce ships to supply the Allies.

Unfortunately, the AJIler~can,act1on had 'caused Borden to do an about-face

on conscription. Fearing that her own draft-dodgers and those·o! Britain

on her territory would flee north onoeshe adopted conscription, the United

states had pressured her neighbour into the same policy, thus saving her

self' the expense or patrolling her own borders. It was not to'eave de

mocracyand civilization,or to .aid Britain' and France, or to support her

own war errort,but to act as police for the American government that

Canada had adopted conscription. 27 Such reasoning indicated the extent

to which Bourassa was prepared ··.to go tovUity canada I s leaders in order

to end the country I s war erfort. AJIlerican pressure, as well as that or

the other Allies, had been important in the Dominion's decision, for with

out conscription she would not be following their lead in.ooritributmg

as much·· as possible to the War effort. A more important factor was the

Prime Minister! s belief thatonly.by this measure could the Canadian Corps

be kept at full strength. Thus he introduced the Militaxy Service Bill

into Parliament on June 11. ; Two months later, August 29, it became law.
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Quebec was outraged by the measure, feeling betrayed as Archbishop

/ 28Bruchesi of Montreal stated. Anti-conscription meetings attracted large

crowds in June, JUly, and August, culminating in riots in Montreal on

August 29 and 30.29 On August 9, the home of Hugh Graham,owner of the

pro-conscription Hontreal ~, was dynamited. Those responsible divulged

plans to kill others who supported the measure.3D La Devoir's editor

cautioned against such acts in his "Stariles Violences" article of August

11, warning the people not to follow demagogues who stirred them to vio-

lence, for that would result in more violence and martial law. French

Canadians had two enemies: those who lulled them to sleep and those who

incited them to riot. The former had led the people to servility; the

latter were tryj,ng to lead the people away from the consequences of the

former's policy through violence. Thus servility had resulted in vio-

lence, for the French Canadians, disillusioned with those who had led

them to give up their rights, had turned to disorder. TheNationalists

had fought· the first abuse in order to denounce the second. Speaking

for them, .Bourassa stated that the only way to combat conscription was

to rouse public opinion to prevent the measure's adoption. If it became

law, the only way to fight it would be by electing the largest possible

number of anti-eonscription candidates.3l Those counselling violence

were criminals who were lead:ing the young into crime, bringing reprisals

on innocent crowds, and placing civil liberties :in danger. These agita-

tors were the enemies of the French-Canadian race. Most Quebeckers were

not helping them, but to those who were he stated that violence would

bring English-Canadian retaliation and the destruction of the hope for

a French-English accord, an abominable task that no French Canadian had

the right to serve.32
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The stonn in Quebec calmed in September as Canadian attention was

diverted to the. federal election, finally announced for December 17, to

be· tought over the Military Service. Act and the war eftort. Bourassa

welcomed the election as an end to the government's abuse of power. In

his pamphlet on conscription, he had stated that the Prime Minister was

trying to impose the measure on the countr,y through a party coalition

and another extension ot the life of Parliament.33 The French Canadian

teared that such action would result in the establishment of an oligarchy

based on the m1litar,r. British democracy would disappear in Canada, tor

its basic principle was that ultillatecontro1 lies with the people. Vot

ing conscription without their consent in a referendum would be a viola

tion of this principle. He compared government to a board ot directors.

Both had the length and extent ot their powers set and could, in extra

ordinar,y circumstances, take exceptional measures, subject to later ap

proval from the people they were ·responaible to. The tille was overdue

for the Borden Govemment to put its record to the canadian people for

approval. In·· the election the people would vote on a number of issues:

conscription, the govemment.s record, popularity oltha local candidate.

Thus a vote tor the government party would not necessarily be one tor

the Military Service Aot. A plebiscite had to be held separately on this

measure so that the people could deeidedirectly tor or against it.34

TheprobleJll withthis proposal was that conscription was Dot a single

issue, being bound Up with participation in the war and the goverruaent' s

directionol the war eftort. The election was a wartime one; conscrip

tionwas a wartime problem. The two could not be .separated.3S
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Two parties contested the election, the Unionist coalition of Conservatives

and English-Canadian .Liberals .from the West and Ontario opposing Laurier' l!

Liberals. The result was a foregone conclusion for the government had

used its power to raJD through Parliament the Military voters' Act, passed

August 29, and the War-time Elections A.ct, passed september 6. '!'he tor-

mer, concerning 'Voting among the troops overseas, provided that they could

Tote! tor individual candidates or tor the goverl)1llent, opposition, or an-

other party.. The Liberalaobjected, for the soldiers would naturally vote

tor the government that maintained them. The latter act enfranchised

women, but only· those who were relatives ot soldiers overseas. Disenfran

chised werenatura11zedCanad1ans bom in en8J17 "nations and those born

before 1902 in German-speaking countries. the women would naturally vote

tor the government· in order to ease· the pressure on their husbands and

brothers, while the disentranchisedwere. mainly.Western Canadians who

had ,voted Liberal'· in'previous elections.)6

:Ek>rden used Meighen1s argument··to'defend both'aots. Under the Military

Voters'Act, it the voter could identify the electoral 'district he had

resided, in tor at least four months immediately prior to his8nlistment,

his vote would .be applied :in that district. If he could not remember

that" distrietbut' could remember any ,other where he .had resided, his .vote

would be app1iedthere. It he could not remember any district, .. ,his vote

would be applied where h8ple~8ed. Since it would be impossible for a

military voter to know the naesot individualcandidatesJ it was provided

that he could vote Govemaent, Opposition, Independent, or Labour. Women

re1ativesofso1diers were enfranchised:in order to replace those soldiers

who would be unable to vote, who were tighting in Allied amies" who were
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dead, who were prisoners of war, and who, being overseas, were unable

to influence other canadians. Disenfranchisement was enacted because

the recent arrivals in canada could not be expected to have separated

themselves from the sympathies of their home countries. They had been

excluded from enlistment and "being unable under that policy to render

the highest service to the state, it was only just that they should not

be called upon todetennine by their vote the direction of a war in which

their kinsmen were fighting in the eneuty' armies".37

Bourassa did not believe this argument. For him the war-time, or

as he called it, the Mad-time, Elections Act created a double social rev-

olution. Passed without reason, judgment, or simple common sense, it

established a priVileged m1lita~ caste, of soldiers and their female

relatives, and was the stepping stone to general female suffrage. Any-

one guilty of disobeying the Military Service Act would be denied the

right to vote, even if his crime was refusing to answer the questions

of a conscription agent. By contrast, all the female relatives of a sol

dier could vote, be he a murderer or a thief.38 The enfranchisement of

women was wrong, for they were above polltics.39

Next he criticized the disenfranchisement of enemy aliens. Not only

did they lose the vote, but so did those people naturalized less than

fourteen years ago J whose maternal tongue was that of an enemy country,

even if they were born citizens of a country today allied to England.

This double exclusion included naturalized Gennans, Jews from the Central

Powers, all second-generation German-Americans, Italians from Trieste

and the Austrian littoral, German Swiss and Alsatiens, Poles, Galicians,

and Danes bomGerman or Austrian subjects. "Emigres who had come from
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countries the Allies were pretending to tree tromthe yoke of Prussian

militarism lost the vote. "See the confidence the saviour8 of the 'op-

pressed nationalities'· accord to ··their ·protegesn• By this act Canada

was becoming as oppressive as oe:nnany. Most or the immigrants had cotne
I

to the Dominion at the urgingot government agents who had painted the

land as one of peace, liberty, and equality. These people had beoome

British subjects and Canadian citizens and had aided in the building of
I

the country. Yet with one hand the govemment'gavethe vote· to the sol-

diers, a group of nomads who would never return horne, and with the other

tore up the. naturalization papers it hadgrant~d to canada's adopted sons,

forcing them to return to Europe to fight or to live here as outcasts.40

He was using the argument that the . government was mistreating the people

it had·.1Dvited, even· though he never·· cared for .them. He had argUed pre

viouslythat the .foreigners swelled the ranks of, the unem.ployed, becoming

a drain on the country. Th~ir imprisonment during the waras'security

risks ·symbolized the failure of. their immigration. As well, they···had

upset the·· French-English balance in canada.4l Bourassa was.·being misleading

when h~ feigned concern tor the losso! the immigrants' rights. What

did concern h:im was bydisen£ranchisingthese people, the government had

a8sured1tsre~election. a distastetul result.42

He did not want either party elected, for there was nothing to choose

between them. Both the Prime Ministera.nd the Leader ot the Opposition

SUpported the War to the utmost, to the$Xhaustion o/canada's natural

resources, to the bleeding ot the country white. The only difference

was in technique, Borden forcing his policy on the country, Laurier seeking

to persuade 'the people to sacrifice themselves. Both wanted national

suicid~in>theinterestsofforeign nations.43



62

Bourassa had obviously learned something from the last federal elec

tion in which he had worked to defeat Laurier, only to have the more im

perialist Borden take power. ]n 1917 he would choose the lesser of two

eVils, the Liberal leader. On October 31 Le Devoir's editor called the

Unionist coalition the first-born bastard of English imperialism and American

plutocracy. The Prime Minister was not working to win the war; he was

delivering the countr.y to English and American manipulators.44 Bourassa

had fused his anti-imperialism and his economic tlnd social thought. Tn

1902 he had stated that iJnperialism and IIlove of money" threatened the

French Canadians. These threats were separate ones until the coalition

brought them together.4S To meet this double threat the journalist turned

to Laurier, the only man who could rally sincere Canadians to defend the

national inheritance, if he met two conditions: to speak bluntly and

to put the safety of the nation above the interests of hia party.h6

The next two days Le Devoir's editor discussed the Liberal leader's

election platform, agreeing with the politician on the right of the people

to be consulted at least once· every five years, on his call for the re

peal of the Canadian Northern legiSlation,47 on his denunciation. of the

new electoral act, on his call for restricting war profits, and on his

proposals to ease. the high cost of living. Yet Laurier stUl Bupported

a heavy war effort. This was wrong, for the effort was leading the coun

try to exhaustion, bankruptcy, and national suicide. Bourassa was pleased

that the Liberal leader had promised a referendum on conscription but

was displeased that he had not committed himself to repeal, for while

the Liberals, if elected, made arrangements for a plebiscite the Military

Service Act would continue to be enforced.48 There were still differences

between the politician's platfonn and the journalist'sairns.
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But. Bourassa was not going to commit his error of 1911, helping to

install the greater of two evils in office. Although Laurier I s policy

was bad,Bordenls lfaBWOrse. Therefore, he wo~ld support the fonner,

as he mooe clear in an article on NoveJIber 12 entitled "Pas de lutte a
trois" • There "iter8 to be no Nationa1istcand~~tes,ror running them

would risk dividing the opposition vote, allowing the coalition candidate

to win. Instead, support vasto be given to Liberal candidates in order

to d~£eat thegove:mment, the immediate and urgent aim. This8upport

for the Liberals did not mean that the Nation~lists would be. tied to that

party any more than they had been to the Conservatives after 1911, for

they had been, were, and would' remain 1ndependetlt.49 In his last pre-
!

election article,Bourassa exhorted his readers to vote, not for the best

man, but against conscription' andthegovemment.$O
• . . _. - _..• - _.- '._ - - ... ' .... "... - - I

What'is significant about his stand during the election campaign

was' his belief that opposition to participation and conscription was right

not only .f'o<rQuebec but tor Canada. This attitude was obvious in his

post-election comments. The Unionist victory was ffrst of allan approval

of thecoalitioncab:inet and its direction ot the war, but not of the

Military service Act, .' for people. could approve.continued participation

short of national bankruptcy. Yes, but on theothet- hand some people

could not see participa.tion without conscription. Secondl1, Quebec and

French Canadians were not isolated by the result, tor opposition to the

Unionist Government was directly proportional .. to onels degree of devotion

to Canada. This degree was highest in Quebec and lowest in the west and

Ontario.51 True Canadians were not represented' by the present adminis-

tration.· The majority was in the wrong.
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But it ruled, thus raising the question of how Quebec should act

toward it. She should stand aloof because there could be no reconcili

ation between French canada and the Unionist Government, for the Prime

Minister and his colleagues had deliberately appealed to ultra-British

sentiment in order to win re-election. The, could not now escape the

consequences of this action. A national accord could not be re-established

end French Canadians could not actively participate in the government

of the nation until the day the so-called government of union disappeared,

or until a new party or group launched itself on the course of true and

sane national traditions. No true French Canadian would work with Borden.

Although he would probably be able to find some Quebec ministers, they

would not represent the French Canadians. 52 The journalist was correct.

The only three Unionist members elected £rom Quebec were English canadians:

C. C. Ballantyne in st. Lawrence-st. George, C. J. Doherty in ste. Anne,

and Sir Herbert Alnes in st. Antoine. Only one French-Canadian Unionist,

Dr. J .L. Chabot of Ottawa, was elected.53 Bourassa called on French

Canadians not to allow themselves to be seduced by promises of shared

power into agreeing to cooperate with the Anglo-Canadians, for this pol

icy, followed for so many years, had resulted in a spirit ot greed and

servility among his people • one of the benetits of the election might

be to release them from the yoke of political patronage. At any rate,

Quebec's members should not tie themselves to any govemment or party

until they obtained an association honourable to themselves and hence

the French-Canadian people and the country. More than ever French Canadians

had to be the champions ot justice, truth, and the "realn Canadian inter

ests.54 There could be no working with English Canada until it realized

its mistake.
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From the Ellglish-Canac11an point of view themistakew8S Quebec's.

The dq after the election, J.W. Datoe, editor of the Manitoba Free Press,

proola1med in his paper that the results had saved Canada "from shame,

trom national futility, from treachery to her Allies, trom treason to

the holiest cause for which Jlenhad ever tought, and died ll • In a letter

to a Quebec Liberal that same day he blamed the racial· division in the

country on that province. Only-she could change the situation.,5 "Chubby"

Power, elected as a Liberal member from Quebec for the first t:lJne in 1917,

stated that the aftermath of the election was $n English-Canadian attack,

through newspapers and politicians, on his province and its People.56
I

One would .expect that anti-conscription riots in that province :in

March .and AprU 1918 would strengthen. the English-Canadian belief that

Quebeckers were slackers. The riots eu1JIlinated'in Quebec CltyonApril 1,

when four civilians werekUled, at least thirty-1:;wo wounded, and fifty-

eight arrested.57 Appealsfrom leading citizens and·· the Church to restore

order and .the declaration of·martia1 law on Apr:Ll.4 ·prevented further

outbreaks.58 Nextday' Bourassa' cautioned against further violence as

a means or combatting conscription or the war policies or the two federal

parties, ... for .such action would bring. measUres ·of suppression· from the

government.59 The attermathot theserlots was.not the further isolation

or Quebec;, but a realization that <opposition to the government's cOIl8crip

tionpolieywasnot· confined to that province. Farmers, for example,

were angered by.an order-in-council. cancelling exemptions, granted the

previousaut~J to their sons. Another probl_ the federaladministra

tionfaced in 1918 was challenges. to its practice of governing by order-

in-council. This procedure was used to grant and revoke exemptions tmder
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the Military Service Act, to declare martial law in Quebec C1ty, and to

impose censorship on war news. On July 20, in a case involving conscrip

tion exemptions, the SUpreme Court ot Canada upheld the order-in-council

method of governing.60

This opposition to the Unionist Government made Quebec appear less

isolated than she had been at the time of the tederal election. Another

reason for this development was the almost total absence of comment from

Bourassa. In the public spotlight for the previous three and a half years

of war, he dropped out in 1918, leaVing Quebec rs anti-war forces leader

less. They became less vocal in their criticism of the government, allowing

the complaints of others, such as the fanners, to be heard.

One reason for Bourassa rs silence was the imposition of oensorship

on war news in April 1918. From the beginning of the war, he had adopted

as an absolute rule the divulging of no information on Canadian troop

movements that would have endangered the life of a single canadian. He

believed that everyone had the right to decide for himself whether the

government1s war policy was good or bad and to discover the differences

between Canada I sinterests and those of her allies. The federal admin

istrationbelieved otherwise, feeling that the time had come to prohibit

the freedom of opinion that would create divergent attitudes toward the

war. La Devoir had no choice but to submit to the authorities r total

ban on war news.6l Accordingly, he wrote only five more articles before

the war ended, two on the armistice, one on post-war colonization, one

a welcome to the new papal delegate to canada, and one on people who dropped

outo! society.62 He published only one more pamphlet before the war r S

end, that a collection of his wart:i:rne articles on the Pope's proposals
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tor pea~e,·Le Pape, arbitre del. pau, and gave ·only' two public speeches,

both. at the Monument National 1nMontreal and both on catholicism, "La

Langue, gardienne de 1a tol" on November 20,~d "Le Canada apostollque"

on December 5.63

Fro11l19l4-18 Bourassa unsuccesstully.tought against· imperialism,

restrictions on theuseot the French language, conscription, and the

policies ot the country's public leaders. He ,had seen imperialism tri

umph with the adoption of conscription, French language rights eroded,

andeanada sacrifice herself for Britain. His· country had not accepted

his policies, and his nationalism, still Canadian' in scope, had beoome

French-canadian1n practice.



CHAPTER V

A SRJKESMAN FOR QUEBEC

Did Bourassa speak for his province during the war? Yes, if one

accepts the connnents of its leaders as representative of its people. Quebec,

like him, demanded justice for the Franco-Ontarian minority, was unwilling

to support the war overseas, and opposed conscription and the Unionist

government. She did not however adopt all his alternatives. Many of

her people agreed with the editor of Le Devoir on the ills, but not the

remedies.

Olivar Asselin, a former Nationalist colleague of Bourassa, believed

that although Canada had no duty to participate in the conflict, ahe should

voluntarily support the Allies, after putting her own defenses in order. l

She should fight for British institutions, better than German ones, and

for France, because the French in Canada could retain their ethnic char

acteristics only by remaininG close to their mother country. To the claim

that the duty of the French Canadians was to fight for their language at

home, in Ontario, he replied that they would triumph there only when they

were rehabilitated in their own eyes, a process that would occur if they

fought for civilization, the rights of the weak, and the freedom of the

world, without being obligated to and without hope of recompense. 2 To

put his words into practice, he raised the 163rd French-Canadian Battalion

for service, a unit that failed to fill its complement and was broken up

for reinforcements. Asselin reached' France, where, at a meeting of the

Canadian section of the Comite France-Ame'rigue, he stated that his country

should have adopted conscription at the beginning of the war, because

68
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it was a better system than the ruinous and inequitable one of voluntary

enlistment.3 Bourassa would agree on the need to. put the country I s de

fenses in order and adopt selective conscription, until Canada's war ef

fort became eo burdensome that it had to be ended. He would strongly

disagree that French Canadians should regenerate themselves in France,

for they could do that :In their own country, provided they fought all

tyranny here J such as the language restrictions in Ontario schools. The

difference between the two men waS that Asselin had a love of adventure,

which led him to fight in Europe,4 while Bourassa was inward-looking,

a man whose attention was fooused on his homeland.

There was a similar division between Le Devoir's editor and his re

mote cousin" Captain Talbot Papineau of the 22nd Battalion. In a letter

to the former, the latter called for support of the war effort for a nUDl-

ber of reasons. First, Canada was being bom as a nation during the struggle

in Europe. Secondly, her nationality was British and if Britain went

under it would not survive. Thirdly. French Canada had a duty to repay

English-Canadian generosity and not split the D>minion by refusing to

fight. Fourthly, New France had tof'ight for Old France and French civ

ilization. Fifthly, Canada had to take part in the conflict because it

was a fight for the· freedom· of thewor1d. In conclusion, the soldier

stated that French and English Canadians were dying side ~ side in Europe,

cementing there the foundation of a true canadian nation, an ideal :in

whiohall Canadians should share.S

Bourassa stated that the letter was a hoax. As for its claims, he

ignored them" preferring to deliver his own views on the war. Although

he had supported Canada's free and independent participation in 1914,
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he was now against involvement, as a result of two developments. Enlist

ment was no longer voluntary; it was carried on through blackmail and

intimidation. Secondly, the imperialists had taken advantage of the emo

tion caused by the war to advance their doctrine of imperial solidarity,

to the point where the Dominion fs participation was no longer national,

but imperial. Furthemore, he believed that Fllrope was the Vict:lJti or

her own mistake, that or subndtt:ing to the imperialists in England, France,

Gennany, and Russia who had led the people to the slaughter in order to

increase their own Ifreapmgs of cursed goldn• The journalist hated all

imperialism and felt that his country shOUld not bind herself to the fate

ot the Old World or any Empire. As for the number of men under arms,

he stated that enlistment varied in inverse proportion to people Is close

ness to the soil and the traditional patriotism arising therefrom. In

decreasing numbers, volunteers came .from English-bom, English Canadians,

and French Canadians. The West supplied more recruits than Ontario, which

supplied·more than Quebec. Urban dwellers enlisted in·greater numbers

than farmers, showing that military s8rV'ice was more repugnant to rural

than urban populations. The French-canadian people, who had the largest

percentage of fanners of the etlmic groups, and who had been in the coun

try the longest, thus volunteered in the fewest numbers. By' refusing

to fight for other countries, they-were expressing true Canadian patri

otism. The Nationalists, the spokesmen of the French Canadians J remained

loyal. to the spirit·of Canada, whUe the politicians of both federal par

ties, who had sold out to the imperialists, betrayed the country. The

jingoist claim that the Nationalists were hindering recruiting in Quebec

because ot restrictions on the use of the French language in Ontario and
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Manitoba was nonsense. The two problems were separate: one was dOllles-

tic, the other inte:mational, concemingMglo-Canadian relations. Lan

guage instruction should be carried on in the spirit of Confederation.

Participation in the war should be lillited to the agreements concluded

half a century ago by Britain and Canada, that the latter defend only

her own territory. The bilingual schools issue gave French Canadians

one more reason not to go overseas, for it was hypooritical to speak of

defending minorities abroad while oppressing them at home. In conclusion,
1

Bourassa made his only-reference to Papineau, stating that the soldier,

because he Was pertcan by·birthand training,' was unqualified to judge

French-Canadian attitudes.6

Yet one man who was French canadian by birth and training echoed

the capta:in' s call for support of the war' effort. In 1917, inL' Appel

aux annes'et 1a rePonse canadienne-franyaise,Ferdinand Roy, a lawyer,

took a stand in favour of conscription, although he was not pleased with

the conduct of the war effort. He believed' that. French-Canadian enthu-

siaam for the war had been eroded by English-C,anadfan persecution--denia1

of promotion to French-()madian officers, restrictions on the French lan

guagein ontario, a Protestant clergyman "'asdirector of recruiting in

a Catholic and French province. Canadalspoliticians not onl:r ratified

these measures, but went beyond them, pushing the country toward bankruptcy

. to save theEDlpire. only one man spoke out: Henri Bourassa. But he

too made an error. He looked on the war as England's alone and ignored

his country's duty to help defend Britain and France against German bru

tality. Canada Should fight to defend her ciVilization, culture, patri

mony, and liberties. The French Canadians, wishing to rid themselves
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of other parties and leaders, followed Bourassa who, losing his w., in

the iog,llisled them further. They did not respond to the call to arms.

Together these mistakes and errors had led to a house divided into two

racial groups over the present war measure, oonscription. Freneh Canadians

should support this measure, to prove that they had oonsel"'V'ed the primor-

dial virtues oi dignity and courage. They should accept the fait accompli

beoause it would be law and involved honourable obligations that no man

or people could shirk without reproach.7

Rt>y also dealt with the arguments of Bourassa, who had stated, in

1914, that Canada had a duty to contribute as much as she could to the

endurance of Britain and France. She should provide .for her security,

examine her condition, and decide what aid she could offer. The lawyer

felt that these were wise counsels, but the govemment,aided by an ap

proving opposition, had w8stedthe lX>minionts men and money. Despite

the mistakes, the time was not opportune to critioize the oountry's meth-

ods, for the war was oontinuing. Furthermore, oonscription was not a

step toward national suicide. The present generation lived and thrived

through the sacrifices of previous ones and if, to prevent external op-

pression, it suffered bloodshed for freedom, the blood of its children

would be purer. Regenerated, with its soul intact, the French-Canadian

nation would regain its vitality.8

The joumalist would reply that future generations would benefit

if the present one developed a canadian identity, a goal that would be

aohieved if the French-Canadian policy of placing the interests of Canada

$ead of those or any other country, such as Britain or France, was fol

lowed. As for their soul, French Canadians would preserve that· by fighting
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for their rights in their homeland J not overseas. A1though both men agreed

that the state of affairs in their country was tar from ideal, RoT felt

that such a situation should not deter French Canadians trom participating

in the war, while Bourassa believed that whatever the situation no Canadians

should become involved in the conflict.

ManY' of the arguments of the editor of Le Devoir were echoed in the

debate of the Legislative Assembly of Quebec on the resolution introduced

by J. N. Francoeur, a Liberal· member, in January 1918. The motion stated:

"That this House is of opinion that the Province of Quebec would be dis

posed to accept the breaking of the Confederation Pact of 1867 if, in the

the other provinces, it is believed that she is an obstacle to the union,

progress and development of Canada" • Its author explained that he was

presenting the resolution as a protest, not against the Unionist Victory

in .the recenttederalelection, but against the msults , slanders, and

lies to which his province had been subjected during the campaign. He

feared that the English Canadians were destroying Confederation, the pact

between the tw<;> races, by their attacks on the French Canadians, who I1re

mained Canadians before everything". This was Bourassa' s argument. French

Canadians were canadians first who had always remained loyal to the spirit

ot Confederation, theAng1o-Frenchpact,that the English Canadians, under

the spel10t imperialism, were t~g to destroy. The two men disagreed

on the solution to the widening racial split. The politician wanted to

live and let .live, with his people ·going their own.way, following their

own tastes, developing their own province and through it the country,

preserving their language, faith, traditions, and laws. In order to build

the Canadian nat~on, all etmic groups should be granted recognition of
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their liberty, language, faith, and traditions. The joum.alist wanted

an Anglo-French nation, where all people would share the same sentiments,

those of the French Canadians, the true Canadians. Francoeur concluded

by calling for an end to the struggle in canada that was negating the

principles her soldiers were fighting for in France: liberty, civiliza

tion, respect of treaties, and the independence and autonomy of all na

tions. Canadians had to be worthy of their sacrifice.9 Slaughter would

be Bourassa's tem, for he belieV'ed that the troops were fighting, not

for justice, but for world domination.

The debate continued with Conservative member Arthur Sauve stating

his opposition to conscription, for it would paralyze Canada's productive

capacity and ruin her economic organization. His country could help the

Allies more by increasing its output to meet their demands.IO This state

ment repeated Bourassa I s call for the sending of food, not men, overseas.

Anthanase David, a Liberal, further echoed the beliefs of the editor of

18 Devoir. Since Quebec had been established by providential will, it·

would be a sin for her to sacrifice her development and traditions in

the war. Imperialism had to be combatted because it prevented the growth

of a Canadian mentality and despoiled the world. David was concerned

with his province's future greatness, which he would not jeopardize for

the present needs of England and France.ll Bourassa was not debating

in the Assembly, but his spirt t .was there.

One member who found that spirit objectionable was L. A. D. Cannon,

a Liberal. He stated that Quebec had been senior partner in Confederation

until 1911,when Laurier's defeat signalled her slackening influence at

ottawa, a diminishing of other provinces' respect for her, and a diminution
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of her citizens' rights. These developments had coincided with the Nationalist

caJlpaign that had· turned her citizens inward. When the war broke out

and England and Franoe united to save civilization, Bourassa and his friends

agitated against them, almost to the point of supporting Gennany. English

Canadians, reading' his pamphlets, felt that Quebec was disloyal, an al...

legation she denied. In the climate ot rising emotion, extremism generated

more extremism, and the moderates, the Liberal ,party, suffered. Quebec's

infiuence at ottawa declined because she refused toe1ect any French-speaking

government supporters.12 To this argument Bourassa would reply that his

province •would hav~ been the senior "partner in .Confederation except that

its leaders had.,.bartered away' its right for the twenty years prior .to

1911. Nationalism was an attempt to restore these rights and to show

all canadians that their country was bilingual and bicultural. Britain

and France were not£ighting for civilization but for control of the world,

not one of Canada's goals. The extremism was all on the English-Canadian

side, a continuation of the pre-wardrive toward ~perialism and nativism.

Having no member irithe Conservative government was not an embarrassment,

but a credit to Quebec, for that administration was imperialist. His

province was remaining true toC8nadaby refusing to cooperate with Ottawa.

Even .Gannon could not refrain from repeating some oftha arguments

ofLe Devoir's editor. Thepol1tieianfelt that Quebec would never leave

Confederation because she was its centre. She would not IIsink under a

wave of· insults" by late arrivals who did not lmow how to apply the con"';

stitution and treat French Canadians as equals. "We have the right and

the duty to remain at the head of Contederation and we must see that the

other provinces know .it tt • French Canadians would expand throughout the
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Dominion, developing Quebec I s economy, colonizing·Northem. Ontario, swarming

into the west, always setting the example of tolerance and justice to

minorities, following the constitution_ His province had a providential

miss ion in North Alnerica, to play there the role of France in :&1rope,

that of being I.the Catholic nation par excellence spread:lng abroad the

reign of the beautiful and the truen •13 Bourassats beliet that French

Canada was the defender ot the treatY' of 1867 and had a providential role

had been seconded by another French Canadian. Another of his stands,

that Quebec must remain part or Canada in order to protect the French

Canadians outside her borders, was repeated by Premier Gouin.ll.!

The joumalist commented that the motion was a desperate proposal,

for it contemplated a unilateral declaration of independence for. his prov

ince. Such action would result in an attack from English Canada to pre

serve the Domirtion. His paper declared that the resolution had never

been takenserioualy.l'

Throughout the debate, which ended without a vote, the ideaaof the

editor of Le Devoir were echoed. The members agreed with the journalist

on Quebec'a defense of the constitution, her role in North America, and

her suffering at the hands of English"'!C&nadian extremists during the war.

So did Roy- They differed with Bourassa on the need to continue the war

effort. Quebec had voted overwhelminglY' against the extension of this

etrort, through conscription, in 1917. But there was a difference between

wishing ·to stop and wishing to retreat, his stand. The proVince was op

posed to the war effort, its burden and mismanagement but not to taking

partin the conflict. He opposed any participation, no matter how well

organized. Canada's interest was not in the war, but in her own development.
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Thus he rejected Asselin's argument that the Dominion should tight for

Britain and France and Papineau's that the countI7' s future greatness

was ensured by its sacrifice overseas. Fighting abroad would not cure

canada' B .ills or make her abetter country; only fighting the problems

at home would. Their declining enlistments and growing concern over the

Ontario schools issue in 191$ and 1916 showed that French Canadians agreed

with Bourassa that their colUltry's concerns had to be dealt with before

anY' other country's, but not that Canada should get out of the war. In

his earliest days in public life he believed that his dutY' was to expose

the problems and educate the people in the ir solutions .16 During the

war, he was at his best when he expressed Quebec I s concerns, but her peo

ple did not always accept his proposals to ease these worries.

As well as engaging his province's public men, Bourassa had to deal

with its leading spiritual body', the Roman Catholic Church, and its spokes

men. One Buchman was the Abbe d'Amours, editor ot the semi-official

organ of the Archbishop of Quebec,L'Action Catholique,who, in a series

of articles from June to September 1916 in La Presse, criticized the stand

of the editor of La Devoir. The Nationalist doctrine that preached com

plete Bovereigntytor Canada was dangerous, for it would lead to the

return of the pagan theory of race, by which every stranger was an enemy.

Nationalism would divide peoples and provoke rivalries. As practised

in Canada by Bourassa it had divided French and English, by-pretending

thatitsanti-Brltish. stand wa.sthat of.all French Ganadians. These peo

pIe had to tumtromnationalism to patriottsrn, the love of lapatrie,

a geographic, etlmic,and legal entity. Since Canada was a British col

ony and the majority of her people English, patriotism was also British.
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The rights of the French Canadians could be safeguarded only by accepting

these facts and not angering the English-Canadian majority.17

In reply, Bourassa stated that following the Popels last letter to

the Canadian bishops" to avoid weakening the unity of the Church by in

ternal quarrels, he would not engage in debate with the clergyman. He

would comment on his actions however. D' Amours, knowing that his own

opinion meant nothing and would be disapproved of by most of Quebec's

clergy, pretended that his ideas were sanctioned by the Church. Antic

ipating the silence that charity and prudence would force on his superiors,

he made it appear as if they supported him. Since, in faot, they did

not, his action was soandalous. Bourassa Is advice to himself and others

was not to accentuate the scandal by displaying it in broad daylight.

Speaking to the clergyman's ecclesiastical superiors, pointing out his

use of the Church to serve the interests of a political party and cause,

would result in sufficient punishment, especially considering that the

party, the Tories, and the cause, the war, were both on the fringe of

the national tradition. The editor of La Devoir believed that his con

~ictions would withstand the poisonous assaults of the curate.18

In 1917, another clergyman,·· Hermas Lalande, writing under the name

of Jean Vindex, wrote Halte-la npatriote", in which he SllpportedBourassa' s

Nationalist policy of independence for Canada and an end to her war ef

fort against DIAmours 'of' subservience to Britain.19 The dispute between

the two priests might have reflected a division in the Church between

the pro-war attitude of the hierarchy and the anti-war, prO-Bourassa stance

of the lower clergy,20 exoept that since 1915 Church superiors had been

drawing closer to the Nationalist leader. In 1914 the bishops of Quebec
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issued a pastoral letter in favour of the country's participation in the

war, a stand they reiterated the following year. In a speech in Montreal

on December 8, 1915, Archbishop Bruchesi of that city thanked French Canadians

for understanding their duty and taking part in the war. Yet 1915 was

also the year the hierarchy took an active interest in the Ontario schools

dispute. In a letter to B:rochesl, published January 9, Cardinal Begin

of Quebec City stated that French Canadians had the right to speak: their

language throughout Canada. In 1916, the bishops, while continuing to

support the war effort, petitioned the federal government to redress the

grievances of the Ontario minority.21 The hierarcny thus differed with

Bourassa on the question of participation, but agreed with him on the

problem in Ontario'. It adopted part of his stand on the war, in 1917.

Bruchesi, an opponent of conscription since the war's outbreak, felt be

trayed when the government proposed this measure. He joined with Le Devoir's

editor to advocate reasonable, non-violent opposition to the Military

Service B1l1. 22 Although the bishops did not adopt a policY' against the

war effort, they 't1Tere upset by' its increasing burden. The last year of

the conflict saw the Bourassa-hierarchy rapproohment grow stronger, pri

marily because of the journalist's support throughout the war for the

Pope's peace proposals. La Pape, arbitre de la paix.. a collection of

Bourassa's wartime editorials on these efforts, was published that year

and favourably received by all bishops.23 He published it not only to

exalt the Pope's teachings, but to prove to the Church authorities that

the French Canadians were devoted children ot the Pontiff and that the

Nationalists were the most ardent detenders otthe Papacy. 24 Bourassa' s

Catholicism had emerged as a major characteristic of his public lite.
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By 1918 Quebec had accepted the greater part otBourassats opinions.

She was opposed to the management ot the war effort, but did not go to

his extreme of .oppos:lng participation, and agreed with him .on the right

of the Franco-ontarians to speak French. There was disagreement, however,

over the means of putting the province rslt1ishes :Into practice. Most of

Quebects leading public figures advocated compromise with the rest of

Canada. Bourassa opposed this policY', for he believed that his province

represented true Canadian interests and that there could be no dealing

with the other prov:lnces until they admitted their mistakes. Such a stand

contributed to French-Ehglish confrontation, a state of affairs Quebec

wished to avoid. Bourassa did not fully represent his province. He ex

pressed Quebec's feelings and desires J but she did not accept his means

of satisfying them.



CHAPrER VI

THE FUTURE AND CHRISTIANITY

For Henri Bourassa, Canada's exaggerated participation in the war

oompromised her future; she would be economically disorganized, under

the sway of the United States, and militaristic. His solution to these

problems was independence, which for him meant an end to involvement in

the con.flict. At the same time, he adtfflcated peace based on the Pope's

proposals, an urging that became more intense as the slaughter dragged

on, leading the world into barbarism. All countries faced this future,

even Canada, unless they adopted the Christian principles as set forth

by God's authority on earth.

The Dominion faced disaster because it had accepted a disproportion

ately heavy share of the war's burden. Before the oonflict, it had been

one of the worldlsmos"t indebted nations, a state of affairs satisfactory

as long as its economy boomed, allowing it to raise new loans to pay oft

old ones. The country surrered because of the war, for the general dis

order in the tinancial world made loans ditticult to obtain. Added to

this, the "saviours of the !mpire" had _de Canada 1nt~rvene to a ridic

ulously burdensome extreme, threatening her with bankrttptcy. Her direct

war debt would be over a billion dollars, while her indirect one would

be larger because of public and private contributions to the Patriotic

Fund, the Red Crossjandother charities. Her only compensation would

be French and Russian purchases of munitions tram her industry• Fi'lglish

expend.1tures would be offset by' the purchaseot transport, equipment,

and arms from British industry tor Canadian soldiers in Britain. War

81
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industries in the Dominion were ephemeral, not compensating tor the im

mobilization or capital that would only slowly re-establish the pennanent

industry paralyzed by the war. Essential public works-railways, canals,

ports-had been delayed, perhaps never to be built. The East-West dis

pute had been aggravated, to worsen after the war as the free trade West

would battle the protectionist East over the likely increase in the pro

teotive tariff to meet the war debt.1 He was partially correct. There

was confliot, not so much between East and west a8 between manufacturer

and fanner. In November 1918, the Canadian Council of Agriculture, meeting

in Winnipeg, adopted the "New National Policy", one of the planks of which

was tariff reduction. Two years later the National Progressive Party

emerged as the focus for the farmers' political action. 2 The war also

embittered raee relations in canada, for the English Canadians had fallen

under the spell of imperialism. Extemally, this meant a heavy contri

bution to the military confiict) internally, it meant strenuous efforts

at anglicization, in the West and Ontario. The stronger Ehgland emerged

from the war, the vainer the imperialists in Canada would be, and the

more brutal and tyrannical their racial intolerance would be.3

The solution to these problems was to end the war, not for all the

belligerents-for in 1916 narrow Ganadianism took precedence in his thought

over universal Christianity-but for the Dominion. It had to declare

its independence. No longer tied to Britain, Canada would not be involved

in any of the mother country1 s numerous disputes, such as the present

conflict in. Europe.b

Independence would also lessen the three principal internal discords:

the rivalry between French and English Canadians, the diversity of races,
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and the East-~i"est dispute. As long as Ehglish Canadians had two homelands,

Britain and Canada, there would exist an incurable misunderstanding be

tween them and the French Canadians, who had only one homeland, Canada.

In case of armed conflict between England and France, the Dominion faced

civil war, for :English Canadians would be stirred to strike down the French

wherever they found them, even in Canada. Once the imperial link was

broken, Ehglish and French Canadians, forced to concentrate their atten

tion, effort, and work on their common homeland, would see that they shared

more interests than they suspected and had less reason to be suspicious

of one another.' Bourassa refused to believe that a national feeling

had been developing on the battlefields of Europe, a belief' expressed

by J. ~·l. Dafoe in Over the Canadian Battlefields in 1919 and by Captain

Talbot Papineau in his letter to Le Devoir's editor in 1916.6 As for

the argument that the French-Canadian minority had been protected by the

British tie, Bourassa stated that whatever rights his people had they

had acqUired through their m~ efforts. The Judicial Committee of the

Privy Council had sometimes favoured, sometimes opposed French-Canadian

claims. l4hatever its decis ion, experience had sho'\-m that French rights

had "been guaranteed only as far as the English-canadian majority had been

willing to, accept.7 He was not sanctioning majority rule, pointing out

only that Canadian problems had alw~sbeen dealt with by Canadians. As

stated before, he felt that the French Canadians were the only true Canadians

and that through education and persuasion the English Canadians would

become the same. !?Then that happened, French and ~nglish would live peace

fully together in the country as they had at the time of Confederation.

The imperial revolution had diverted Canada from her path of internal
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co-existence; only independence would bring her back to it. Unable to

depend on England and forced to live together on their own, the two races

would find solutions to their problems and support one another for their

common good. Since imperialism and nativism went hand in hand, the elim

ination of the fonner would mean the extinction of the latter. The anti

French hatred, the principal barrier to national unity, would be reduced

to insignificance. Discontent, prejudice, and confiict would remain,

but all nations had these problems. Tied to Britain Canada had more. 8

Accepting the Dominion as their only homeland was not only best for

English and French Canadians, but for the immigrants. The most certain

way to ass1Jn.ilate them, divided as they were by language, religion, and

race, was to concentrate their attention on a unique object: the great

ness, prosperity, andwell-be:1ngof their country of adoption. Coloniali811

wae an obstacle to patriotism and national pride, not only tor the native

bom but also for the new-coMers. Independence would remove this barrier.

But this solution would not solve the East-West antagonism, based as it

was on .economic and geographic problems• At least independence would

not aggravate these problems as imperialism had done.9 In the long run

Bourassa was right. Canadians did concentrate their attention on Canada.

But to adopt his policy of an immediate declaration of independence dur:1ng

the war would have thrown the country into chaos, tor the majority of

1ts people were not ready-for this step. In time they became ready', marking

him as a man ahead ot the times.

The politicians' solution to the economic disorder caused qy the

war was to advocate an :intensive post-war imm.igration. After promising

to send five hundred thousand Canadians overseas to serve Britain, they
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turned to foreign lands to make good the deficit in the ranks of the na

tion. 1Nhilethey made Canadians, through threats and intimidation, believe

it was their duty to sacrifice their lives for Britain, France, and Russia,

the politicians invited foreigners as replacements, promising them that

they would never have· to take up anns, not even in the defense of Canada.

Colonial servitude did not suffice to explain this aberration, but polit

ical selt-interest did. To hide the consequences of the count~ls par

ticipation from its people, the politicians would resort to immigration

to create an artificial prosperity. This policy would also satisfy the

voracious appetities of the speculators and the transportation companies.

Thetmmigration would however fail to create the prosperity necessa~

to fill the enomous void in the Ibminion t s finances caused by its mas

sive expenses for war and the exodus of Europe,an capital.10 An example

of the politicians' action was the government's advertisement in the United

states for agricultural workers'to combat a labour shortage in the Canadian

agricultural sector. To attract them the government waS exempting them

from military service. If the country were attacked in the near future)

it would be defenseless; thousands of canadians would have been killed

in the EDropean butchery and their foreign replaoementswould have been

exempted from bearing arms.ll

The politicians were also betraying Canada to the Americans. Cul

turally,. ,Americanization had been going on for years and would continue

as long as English canadians, not realizing that the French oulture was

the greatest obstacle to the Americans, oontinued their attack on the

Frenoh. language. Economically, Americanization had .rown during the war

as Canada, finding the British market closed, turned to the United States
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tor loans. The greater canada's war etfort, the greater her debt, and

the greater her dependence on the AJnencans. Her financial reliance on

the United states would be permanent, for in the post-war period Britain

would not retum to supply the DoJa:1nion' s capital needs, channelling her

finances instead into her own and EUrope's reconstruction.12 Besides,

the United states would not easily give up her title as her neighbour's

creditor. If' canada's credit rating was poor, the Americans would be

unable to find takers for her debts) if it was good, they would retuse

to give up their rights on these debts. Either way- the United states

would hold the Dominion's. public and private debts. Once the war ended

canada would tum from wartime to peacetime manufacture, need:1ng new cap-

ital to finance her operations. Americans would supply this, but, unlike

the Fnglish, they would follow their capital, sending theirmanagerl and

teclmicians north to watch over their investments. The American innuence

would further increase because of the Dominion's desire to attract large

numbers of ::J.Jnm1grants arter the war. Most ot these people would come

tram the United states. This development posed a threat to canada's in

dependent existence since American colonists had be~ traditionally agents

of 'American expansionism, as the history of New Mexioo I s and Texas' entry

into the Union demonstrated.13

Bourassa believed that the entry otthe United states into the war,

in April 1917, would increase the forces of attraction, already almost

irresistible, that the stronger American nation exerted on the weaker

Canadian one. The latter's links to Britain were artificial, no matter

how strong and beneficial they had been. A simple accident, the fall

of the monarchy, a defeat of British anns, a quarrel over money, would
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break these ties. 1rJhether Canada was quarreling or agreeing with the

United states, the two countries would remain neighbours, sole neighbours.

If war broke out between them, the northern nation would be quickly ab

sorbed. If their relations stayed friendly, if above all they developed

into a vlartime alliance, the danger for canada would be even greater,

because it would be less visible and more insidious. The threat would

grow because her political and social leaders, preoccupied by their sym

pathy for England and France, did not worry about the permanent dangers

menacing their country .llt He underestimated the ties between his coun

try and Britain, over one hundred and fifty years old and not likely to

be broken by a "simple accident". They were not artificial but real,

for the Dominion had preViously looked to the mother country for defense

and capital. Furthermore, Canada had contacts not only with the United

states, but with Japan and ~-lestern Europe as vTell. Bourassa ignored these

links for he was a North American isolationist.

Economically,the consequences of American entry-for Canada were

severe. After the war, the two nations would face a recession caused

by their intensive war efforts. The northern country would suffer more

because it was the weaker P~ier economically and had bled itself white

for three more years·· than its neighbour. The more the Americans aided

Canada in destroying Europe, the less they would be able to aid her re

construction. The United states would need all her manpower for war and

reconstruction purposes, thusreduc1ng, perhaps ending, thefiow of her

people north. The Dominion, needing inm1igrants to replace its losses

and stimulate i tspost-war economy, would seek them :in lhrope .15 Europeans

would not come to a North America militarized by the adoption of conscription
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in its two largest countries. They would seek refuge from war and mil

itarism in South America. He was wrong: European immigrants came to

Canada in great numbers after the war. They ned militarism and devas

tation in their homelands to find neither in the Dominion.

Bourassa also believed that the more his country borrowed from its

neighbour to finanoe the war, the less would its industry be able to bor

row to finanoereoonstruotion. The post-war deorease in agrioultural

and primary production in the United states, caused by labour shortages,

would inorease the cost of foodstuffs and neoessities in Canada. To meet

this development, the government would have to take measures to prevent

monopoly control by distributors and ~astage by consumers, and set max

imum and minimum prices .16 Such actions, he felt, l..rere revolutionary,

for they would establish state socialism and mark the triumph of German

philosophy, for socialism was a German product.I7 Government action to

re~llate the economy was hardly eqUivalent to state socialism, especially

if the measures were only for the war's duration. Furthermore, socialism

was not a Ge~an but an international doctrine. ~nlat Le Devoir's editor

\vas trying to do by equating state action with German Philosophy was to

ShO'to1 thef'utility of v.Tar: the Allies might triumph over German arms but

"Germanism l1 would triumph over them. As for the revolutionary aspect of

of state socialism, he felt that the government should interfere in socio

economic matte~s only if the economy.s leaders did not follow Christian

moral principles. Even then, social problems should beclealt 'VoTithby

individuals or private organizations.18

Thus Canada, because of her involvement in the European confiict,

~las being rapidly Ame rican:lzed • For Bourassa this should not have been
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an unsatisfacto~ development, for he had repeatedly stated that his coun

tlj" was a North American nation. since the Dominion could not defend

itself against the United states, not even with the aid of other Powers,

it should establish an entente with its neighbour in its own interest.19

The war had brought about this tie, 1n fact but not in name. Yet the

joumalist preached the American threat to his country, seemingly contra

dicting himself. He was not, f'orhe was using both arguments to attack

Canada's participation in the war. First, if she was an American nation

she had no interest in Phrope1s affairs and thus could be neutral in Europe's

wars. Seoondly,the imperialists had imposed such a heavy war burden

on her that she had had to tum to the United states tor help~ at the

risk of her independent existence. Not at war, she would not have had

to tum south and her being would have been secure.

Canadians could resist the American threat in two ways. First, they

should extend the French language and culture throughout the country.

Secondl,.., they should subsoribe to national loans, as they had during

the war, to raise .the capital they needed to develop their country and

repay their debts to the AJrlericans. 20

As well as meeting this threat, Canadians had to face another because

of their involvement in the war: militarism. Bound hyno obligation

or treaty', Canada had thrown herself into the "vortex ofkropean mili

tarism", becoming marked as a be1l1cosenation. For this indulgence she

would continue to pay, large post-war military expenses being necessary

to ward of~ vengeful oountries • Socially, a mllitaryolass above the

law had been created. None or the military rioters at Valcartier,Quebec

City, ottawa, Toronto, and Calgary ha.d been punished. Military service
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hAd become the key to soc:tal success. Soldiering had become the most

honourable state for an honest man, for, although he might have no par

ticular ability, it opened all doors to him. It had become the most ad

vantageous for the dissolute as well, because it assured him impunity

for his crimes. The best service one could render his country, that which

brought him the greatest honour and reward, whatever his character, was

to take up arms. The social order was becoming demoralized because of

the raising of villainous and amoral soldiers to high standing. Since

thisi development had come about because of the need to save the Empire,

and in Quebec to save France, Canadians were being led to believe that

sacrifice for foreign nations counted for more than service to Canada.

By plunging her into war, the imperialists had caused the anti-social

and anti-national doctrine of militarism to develop. Yet no country at

war could avoid becoming militaristic. The danger was if the country

continued this way after the war, a future Bourassa predicted for Canada.

She would be obliged to participate in all Britain's wars and polic~ ac

tions. British imperialists, after defeating the Germans, would set them

selves up as the rulers of the world with Canadians as their soldiers. 2l

To stimulate recruiting in the country, Canadian officials had prom

ised pensions, indemnities, free land, and privileged positions in pub-

lic and private administration to men who enlisted. Such promises had

made the military, in the eyes of the public and the soldiers themselves,

a privileged class. To meet the cost of these promises taxes would have

to be increased. This step would not be the only drain on the country.

Soldiers, after years in the trenches, would have lost their ties to their

farmlands and would not return there, especially after having been promised
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, a better lite elsewhere. .lgriCl11tural production wouldthul sutter. AI'

tor thetavoured poeitiou, once the war was over industry, facing aD

end to war orders, heav,otaxes, and abundant labour, would not_ant to

fulfill thisproJIlise. No manutacturerwould~lace skilled workers 1>7

UDskilledTet8rana. The 80cial order·and econOlllic equUibrium wouldtorce

the state to retain a multitude ot soldiers unsuited tor 8D.7 other pro

tession but soldiering. Militarism, in the fOrla otgovermlent reeponai-
, 22.i '·

b1l1t,.tor veterans, was in canada to s1;q. OOntr&r1' to Bourassa' s

beliets, not all soldiers were .unskUled and their sk111s would be .in

demand after the war. Furthermore,as he had !stated betore,23 the Dominion

would· need 11am:l.gration to replace. her 108ses, soaething over halt a aU..

lion returning demobUisedsoldiers could do. He vas·' so conVinced that

his country would remain mUitar1sticunless itquickl,.'obanged its pol

icies that he used confiicting UgumentIJ ..'to prove hi. point.

Accordingtoh:lJt, the enttT ot the united states into the war 81181lred

the permanency of 'militariSlll in. Canada··tor two reasons. ·P'1rst, ·the south

em nation, . which had !nstituted .• conscriptlon, would toree its neighbour

to· 'adopt the same JIleasure. S$condly, .. .AJnerioan participation' had reaul.ted

in an AnglO-AJlerican entente. It it continued atter the war, C'Anada would

be pressured intofortif7i,ng her·weatem ~ coaat against Japan, an .b1erican

rival in the Pac'itic region. The Americans would not pemit their neigh

bour to be used asasprmg'boardfor a Japanese attack on the United state••

If the entente did not continue, the AmencanswouldstUl want their

desires met, accomplishing them at canada's expense if this count~ re

.fUsed to: grant thfllD.'l'o prc>tect itseli, the northem nation vouldhave

to am against its .neighbour. Whatever the statue ot tlteAnglo-American
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entente, Canada would remain militarized, either.for or against the Americans.

This argument assumed that the Dominion would remain a British colony,

a pawn to be used b,. Britain in her game with the United States. Bourassa

felt that England, "to strike a good bargainn with the Americans, would

allow them. to pillage her colony or Americanize it cOllpletel,..24 If she

was independent, Canada could avoid being used this wq.

In Hier, AUjourd'hui, Demain in 1916 he stated that his country was

a North Amerioan nation that could re17 on the Monroe Doctrine for pro-

taction. Canada should proclaim her adherence to it, not as an act of

8ubn1ssion to the United States, but asa recognition that the doctrine

was AJI'lerican in the continental sense of the word. It should also be

broadened into a Canadian-American defensive entente that would protect

the two countries from foreign aggression. Since the United States would

not want to defend Britain as well, Canada must be independent or completel,.

autonomous, free to proclaim her neutrality in any' British war. To pro

tect herseltagainst the renewal of imperialist ··ferYour in .her neighbour

and foreign aggression, she should conclude defensive ententes with the

countries of South America, thus establishing a pax americana among all

the American nations. SUch a system. would also strengthen hope for- peace

in the world, much better than the famous balance ot military power among

the European nations that had resulted 1n the massive bloodshed and sav

age hatred of the present var. 25

Canada had a role to play in the resolution of this eonfiict. It

was to make sure that no nation was forced to accept a settlement that

would raise a desire tor revenge. In other words, she should act as an

impartial arbitrator. To do this, she would have to clam the right to
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participate, directl7· or lndirect17, in· the deliberations leading to the

settl_ent· of the world's affairs. Even more 1Japortant was that all na

tionsadopt • new lIoralcode, Itrengt~b7practical sanctions,26 that

would restrain the hatred of peoples 8Ild destroy the ·1Dtemal strength

of the agents of war. SUch measu"s had to betaken the d", -.tter the

war ended, before peoplE! forgot its horrors and _dneas. The best hopes

for peace were intemational arbitration,di8antament or at least a con

8id~rable reduetion in armaments, immunity otmaritime cOIlDlerce .from at

tack and seizure, complete publicatiQn of all treaties, the dismantling

otsecret alliances, and in parliamenta1'1'countrj;.es the annulment of all

agreements concluded Without the approval of the representatives. of· the

people. To those who argued that "such· a elyst. had been tried at The

Hague International Peace conterenceaim 1899 mid 1907 anel had taUed,

BOurassa .. replied that on the contraJ'7 it wu theqstem'ot· alliances,

balance of power, secret .diploucy, and l$rge arll8Jl8Ilts, all necessary

in the words. of the militarists to "usurethe peace of the world", that

had tailed. 27, lhtemat10nal arbitration. was a ·good proposal, but if it .

failed to resolve a dispute war might result. TO guard against this pos

sibility, countriesa1"llled themselves, sometimes to the point ot looking

tor an opPortunity to use their militarymachines. Thectrele was vicious t

peace-lOVing natlons,fearingconquest bY' war-loving. ones,. armed themselves

"to the teetbttand .became war-loving.

Bourassa feltthat his count17, if it .united its etforts with those

ottha Un!ted states. and .the South American rePlblics, could exercise

a considerable pressure on BritUn and, through her, the other European

nations to adopt anew code.ofintemat1onal law. By herself, Canada
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could do many things if she wented to work for right, justice, peace,

liberty, the emancipation of peoples, and genuine progress in the world.

She must pronounce herself in favour ot international arbitration tor

all disputes and state that she would not take part in an,.. war· unless

serious arbitration between England and her enemies was rejected by the

latter. The Dominion should demand immunity of maritime commerce from

seizure and refuse to cooperate in any naval policy as long as the British

government refused to work with the American one to introduce this reform.

canada should remain neutral in any war the mother. country found itself'

in because of' its treaties, secret conventions, or vague ententes, that

had not been discussed or voted on bY' the Canadian Parliament. Imperial

cooperation should be refused as long as Britam retused to support ar

mament reduction among the Great Powers. If disarmament was accepted

and :instituted by Europe's Powers, the United states, and Japan, the Canadian

government should adhere to the agreement without reservation. Above

all, the Dominion must reaffirm its right to neutrality in any war not

threatening its territo17. The French-canadianjoumalist was primarily

concerned with Anglo-Canadian relations, for he felt that if canada fol

lowed his outline she would render a real service to England, that of

curing the mother count17 of the ruinous vertigo of imperialiSll. This

role was Ilobler, as well as more glorious, productive, civiliZed, and

Christian than that ot tumishing soldiers to England and France. For

Canada, the benetits of his policy would be twofold: materiall;r, she

would not have to spend great amounts for her defense, and morally, she

would be pursuing an ideal ot peace, justice, order, and true liberty.28

His proposals involved no responsibility for the Dominion. It would have
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only one entente, a defensive one with the nations of North and South

America, and would take no part in arrrwars unless its territory was at

tacked. But as stated a'bove, he believed that his eountry was threatened

by no nation and heneecould always beatpeace.29 '1'hus its American

defensive alliance waS unnecessary. Canada's stand in favour or arbitra

tion would be useless unless it was backed up by awUlingnes8 to enforce

it. The League of Nations died in the 19)Os when it failed to back up

its policy of collective security. International cooperation would lead

to peace it the Powers were prepared to take practical steps to preserve

peace. Bourassa supported the cooperation but not the enforcement, his

stand being similar to that of Canada on Article I of the League in the

1920s.)0

He would allow his country tause its influence as a belligerent

to work for a just peace. Before the Imperial War Conference in 1917,

L8 Devoir's editor advised the Prime Minister that in order to justity

the direction he had given the country for the last two and a half years

and to be pardoned by his contemporaries for the large sacrifices he had

imposed on the country", he had a duty to insist that the representatives

ot the Empire at the peace oonference advocate the adoption of the prin

ciples their countries had fought tor in the war: the destruction of

militarism and the restoration of the rights of oppressed peoples. Not

only Germany, but the Allies as well, must be subjected to these princi

ples.)1

All of the above proposals were not certain of success. Only the

return of Christian principles to mankind, through the Pope , s teachings,

could guarantee peace, according to Bourassa. Raised and educated as
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tor the French-Canadian race.~2Le .Devoir had been tounded in order to

educate the. French Canadians in .their Christian duties and to show them

that Roman Catholici. was a toree tor social and educational good.33 One

would expect that its editor would also find his religion useful in the

cause ot·peace.

Early in the war, he said that he hoped that one ot the outcomes

of the conflict would be the restoration ot the kingdom ot Christ over

peoples and nations. Later, when cotmllenting on the death ot Pope PiW!f I

and the election ot Benedict IV to sucoeed hill, .Bourassa stated that al

though nations 'would come ·and ·go,. the··Chu.rch .would remain. linalterable,

continu:fng "to enlighten the world, to··save···souls, ·toprepare the king

d()m ot God ll .J.4 He was referring to the Roman catholic Church, headed

by' ··the Pope. It was the only ~iversal one. Never ··had it .. been the· Church

of an epoch, a land, a race, or a nation. Throughout the' ages , it had

tought witho'llt .respit~ to detend its independence against the .tyranny

ot rulers and its Catholicism against theprejudioes of peoples. Ithad

recognized all groups, respected and .protected .them equally, the victo

rious and vanquished,· strong andwealt, rich and poor. Tn all times and

in alloountries, the Church had recognized the traditions, languages,

and national aspirations otitsfollowers. It had adapted its hierarchy,

parish organisations,rites, and disoipltneto their needs. Whether in

America, Asia, or Europe, under Pius Xor st. Pierre, yesterday or today,

the catholic, apostolic, and Roman Church had been and was universal,

the. servant of no race. Thus in canada, tying its cause to that of the

French language ·and race would. be an. error. Equally absurd and
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odious would be making the Church an agent of' Anglo-Saxon assimilation. 3,
catholicism was all-embracing, a f'aith for all mankind.

att not everyone practised this religion. In America, the work ot

converting the disbelievers tell to the French Canadians, who, as mission

aries had done as much as possible tor the Church. Their greatest 88"-

ice had been and was to be an obstacle to the recurring attempts to tum

the Catholic apostolate into the instrumentaf a race or the ann of dom

ination ot a governaent. 36 Bourassa was mistaken. The history of the

Church in America had been that of converting heathens into Catholics

and. thus supporters of' the Catholic cololl7 of New France against the Protestant

English colonies surrounding her. After the Conquest, the Church was

the agent of survival for the French Canad1aDs. Catholicism in Canada

became identified with the French•.37 But Bourassa believed that it was

a taith that'couldunit8 everyone, an urgent necessity in time of war.

Thus he supported the Pope's attempts to end the armed confiict.

On August 3, 1915, he comented on Benedict XV's statement of July' 28

that peace could be based sole~ on the just aspirations of all peoples

and respect by' nations tor the rights and dignity of others. Only the

Pope could make and implement such a proposal, for he alone possessed

the moral authority above the passions. interests, and ambitions or the

peoples who were fighting for world domination. He could mediate among

them, provided they knew their true interests. The Powers ignored his

appeal. preferring to ask tor his blessing on their arms, IDlch to Bourassa's

distaste. The joumallst felt that the Pope's voice had been the only

one to callout during the orgy of blood to proclaim that the war was

infamous and useless and to tell kings and their subjeots to end the terrible
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slaughter. For· Le D8Yoir'a editor,the war marked the collapae or the

political system basedontheralse goodness or men, conceited diplomacy,

the thirst for conquest, and the· pagan cult or gold and brutal torce.

Perhaps,once the ruins ot human folly were heaped up, themero1 of God

would guide society in reoonstruet:lng itselt along Christian lines. Peo

ple would stop trying to tyrannize one an.other. There was a difference

however between wanting the war's end and achieving it.Oiven the pre

vailingbelie'r in late nineteenth and early twentieth century-Europe that

nations struggled tor power and survival, the confiict would end only

with the defeatot one side by the other. Bourassa's hopes tor a Christian

world that" he believed more desirable' than the triumph of Oermanscien-
. .

tific militarism, British mercantlleimperialism. French revolutionlU7

democracy, or savage· and perfidious SlavicJl\Ysticism,38 were rejected

by the real one.

He continued to have taiththat the Popels teachings would torm the

basis of a true, just, Christian, and lasting peace. For haVing tailed

to reconstruct their society on Christian linea, the Romans had tallen

to barbarians. "For having belittled the Pontiff and, through their quar

rels, allowed the Turk to invade, the Christian princes had let a cancer

penetrate Europe. It the Ellropeannations remained deatto the warnings

of Benedict ' XV, ',the masses, roused from their torpor. by the blood7 ora

of the leaders who oppressed them, might shake oft their milita17,and

economic:JQkesand take retribution on thebuming ruins of civilization.39

Bourassa was conjuring up the spectres of heathen conquest and, social

.revolution to scare the Poversintomaldng, a. peace that would last.
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Another man who agreed on the need to end the oonfi1ot in such a

manner as to avoid another was the American President, Woodrow Wilson.

On December 18, 1916, he addressed a note to the Central and Entente Powers,

requesting the terms on which they would make peace. Bourassa found this

act usetul, since it might lead to a peace conterence. Wilson had taken

the attitude of the Pope, the only one that corresponded to the needs

of the world and offered the warring nations the opportunity to end the

war honourably before their total exhaustion. The President paraphrased

Benedict XV once more, in his January 22, 1917, "Peace without Victory"

speech to the American Senate. The French-Canadian journalist believed

that Wilson was a virtuous man who, although he might beoome involved

in the confliot, would remainfaithtul to his maxims of ·peace. The Pope

would remain upright -on the luminous sunmits from. where he could oontinue

to teaohthe world the lessons of duty, justioe,and charity, without

which there would be no real peace. Once the war ended, the President

would add his weight to that of the world's highest moral authority to

establish a just and durable settlement, one that would profit all par

ties, recognize the rightful aspirations of all peoples, give liberty

to all oppressed nations, and rid the world of all unbearable pretensions

and arrogant and unjust dominations.40

Once the United states entered the war, Bourassa worried that Wilson

might not be able to remain faithfUl to his aim of peace without victo~.

If the so-called "Christiann nations of Phrope had the good sense to ac

cept the Pope as arbitrator of their mad and devastating quarrels, jus

tice and reason might regain their place in the world. If, a8 events

indicated, the American President separated the nations of Europe and
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prevented "the suicide ot Christian cinlizationll ,41 therevould be rea

.on to tear that peace woald be ·bought at the price ot a glittering vic

tory· tor revolution. . It the United .States led the Allies to aJailit&r7

solution of the war, she Jlightbe tempted to persuade other Dations, un

der threat ot arlled actiOD, to adopt her d8llOcratic S78temand principles.

She would betollowing the examples ofreYolutiona1"1' France and Victorian

England, who had tostered revolution in other lands in order to spread

their ideas there. SUch action, once started, wu ditficult to stoPJ

the wor1dtaced disorder.42

Le I)8Yoir' 8 edttortound in Wilson's repl,.. to the Pope IS "Note to

Headeot state at War" ot August I, 1917, a call to revolution. Benedict XV

had urged an end to the war based on theetatus quo ante bellum, disar

mament, and international arbitrat:l.on.43 Bourassa felt that little.ould

come of the appeal because most governaents, :tied tothe.insatiable greed

that .had 'launched the war and to those who profited by itS continuation,

would keep their people hypnotized so that the exploiters of human blood

could continue to· lead· them to the slaughter. The duplicit;y would not

go on torever,for ,soon the masses would see that no anitary success could

compensate them tor their additionalsacrificea. Thq would rise up in

a bloody and revengeful revolt, unless the nations' leaders accepted the

Pope IS· proposa1e.TheAJDerican President rejectedtheJl and sought to

foment· revolution in Ge:nnany by' appealing to her people to overthrow their

masters. Benedict XV, taithtul to Christ's doctrine and the practice

olthe Church, did not glorify or condemn any torm of gove~nt, unlike

Wilson, who was more concerned witheausing ·upheaval in Germatlythan in

closing the gaping wounds of humanity.44 No, he wanted the latter, as
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soon as possible. Believing the Gennan people to have suftered at the

hands ot their leaders, who had led them to war, he called tor the free

damot all peoples and a representative German leadership.h, Since the

military in Germany, the ruling group, still believed it could win the

con.tlict, his appeal was a good one. It oftered an opportunity to do

away with this war-lOVing govermllent and make peace. Bourassa's criti-

ciam ot the JJUerican leader tor being adverse to human suffering was un-

fair.

Blt understandable, given the journalist's belief that a just and

durable peace could not come about through the victory of either side.

In a letter to Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, he stated that he appeared anti

English because he. refused to admit that the crilaes of the' Germans erased

those of the Ehglish, French, Russians, and Americans,and because he did

not let the threat of Germany's domination of the world by its arms ob-

scure that of Britain's by its gold. Each day confirmed his conviction

that the Pope was right in wishing •that the combatants pardon their re-

ciprocal crimes, renounce their particular ambitions, and retreat to their

respective spheres. Bourassa continued to reel "that the best way to

respond to the ideas of the Pope, was to present and develop them in the

cathalia, that is, the universal, sense and not to narrw them to the

lIleasure at the passions, rancours, or ambitions ot one or the other of

the nations at warlt'.46

In August 1911 the President or the United states had subordinated

Benedict's proposals to the AJuerican interest, but the following year,

in his "Fourteen Poin:ts lf and "Four Principles of Peace" speeches, he re

turned to the Pope's teachings, to suggest self-determination ot peoples
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and an end to annexation by' conquest. The joumaliat was ple.sed .that

Wnson had co.· baok into .the Pontitt'atold, tormore.·than ~ver the world

needed to tollow GOd l 8 ·authority on earth, not only to end themaS8acre

and re-establish harmony' between nations, bllt to prevent the conflict

developing in each .country- between the executioners and victims, the prof

iteers and martyrs, the satisif'ed and hung1'7. The people had to tum

to Benedict XV, for he remained· above the clash ot arms. It thq did

not, thq would tall under the yoke .ot intemationalism Without religion,

morals, or direction.47 In other words, Christian civilization might

perish.

Since the war was a cooperat1ve crime by the belligerent Powers,

only an iJIlpartialman, the Pope, could separate 1ihsnandestablish the

conditions tor a lastmgsettlement.For all men he was the surest and

most dismterested guide, the guardian ot public right, the key to the

entrance totb.e ... society-of' nations. Believing that true peace would not

cometrom the victory or one. or theotherot the coalitions, Bourassa

telt, like Benedict XV, that the rights and aspirations.ot all peoples

had to be considered. OOnvinced that it wastalse to believe .that the

confiict could be terminated only by the violence ot arJI8, Le DeToir' 8

editor .opposed ·those who urged unliJIited wartare,. to the annihilation

of the 8n81ft1'.He als~ believed that in order to achi8ft a just anddu

rable peace, the settlement ·DIUstnot profit .one.partJ', 1;ntt all. There

fore,. each. belligerent .had to sacrifice sOille selt-respect and particular

interests and notake· exaggerated and •. iJapossible demands, ... aaeanadaIS

partners had done. Forced to battle an almost 1II1iversal eurrentot in

tense chauvinism, he had :indicated the contradictions between thepr1nc1ples
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the Allied leaders wished to impose on the central Powers and their ap

plication in their own lands and Canada, a reference most likely to the

Ontario Bilingual Schools Issue. He was aware that because of his stand

he was accused of being pro-German, LB disloyal toBritain, and indifferent

to France. These were unjust accusations, especially ....lhen they came from

those who exploited the religious faith and the sympathy toward France

of the French Canadians for the benefit of Anglo-Saxon and Protestant

imperialism.49 Much to BouraSsa's disgust, Canada had taken part in the

war. As a participant, she faced the same evils other belligerents did:

heavy loss of men, economic strain. Only the restoration of Christian

principles to all the nations at war could save them from a future of

tyranny, jingoism, and lust atter gold.

This was the substance of his Armistice Day editorial. He stated

that at the present hour one certitude remained, the omnipotence of God.

Governments and peoples had to implore from Him the light, courage, strength,

and endurance necessary to restore order from the chaos of moral and ma

terial ruin caused by the foolish passions· of man. If peace was inspired

by the convictions of the Pope,expressed·to a lesser extent by President

Wilson, it would truly be just and durable. Christians had a duty to

pray, to thank· God for having silenced the murderous voice of cannons ,

that is, the voice of pride, hatred, and brutal and blind force. God

must be asked to make the callo£ humility, repentance, reason enlightened

by faith, and true social charity louder than all others and to illuminate

the conscience of the masses and the spirit of governments. During the

war, the theories of div:ine right of kings and sovereignty of peoples

had been heard • Hopefully, peace would recall to fallen monarchs and
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and chastised races God's unlimited rights. Only in the re-establishment

of these rights would leaders find the basis of their authority and peo

ple the secret of true liberty.50 La Devoir's editor believed that the

world would become better if it followed the Christian principles of broth

erhood and humility. Unfortunately, men vlould interpret these principles

differently. Furthermore, not all men were Christian. Some universal

system was needed, however, or wars would continue.

For Bourassa, World War I had been such a terrible disaster that

he found solace in his Roman Catholic faith, vrhich would save his coun

try and humanity. The conflict had brought together all that he detested:

imperialism, militarism, materialism. Only the puri~ing aspects of his

religion could combat these evils. He became less a Canadian nationalist,

more an apostle of Christ.



CHAPTER VII

CO ~J CLUS ION

World War I was of such magnitude that tremendous strains were im

posed on peoples and nations.- Revolution and collapse of empires spread

throughout Europe in the last years of the war and the immediate post-

war period. Canada, insulated in North America,escaped the worst of

these shocks. She still suffered, racial tension, class conflict, and

regional disunity combining to make her four years of participation a

heavy trial. Bourassa believed that his country's problems and the world's

were caused by the yoke of imperialism. As well as continuing to fight

this evil at home, he realized that an intemational attack must be made

against it. Such an offensive would not be launched by the Great Powers,

for they were the imperialists. It eould be led only·by a disinterested

universal party, the Pope, God's authority on earth. Christianity took

the prominent place in the thoughto£ the editor of Le Devoir. He never

despaired :fn the face of either his own country's particular problems

or mank:fnd's suffering during the war.

He believed· that the infamous God of Gold, the idol of the pagan

world, had caused this confiict.Race hatred, thirst for conquest, and

even the legitimate claas of peoples were only the ins truments by which

prey:fngintemational high financiers served their own interests in hurling

nations against one another. caused by' the lust for gold, the war was

supported by itspower.1 To hide these facts and to ensure popular sup

port, cupidity WaS resorted to, reaching its zenith in the Unionist gov

ernment. Borden was misleading the public when he pretended that his

administration had to be re-elected in order to win the war. To hear
105
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him speak, one assumed that QerDlSXl7was waging war on canada alone. The

truth was that any additional troops the Dominion ooald send would not

attect the future course of events. Neither Pngland nor France needed

more soldiers, but the profiteers needed more deaths in order to make

more money. The govemment was bankrupt:1ng Oanada to save Britain, by

swelling the national debt, squandering millions to organize an army more

costly than that of any other country, multiplying the number of sinecures

and parasites, disorganizing the productive energies of the country, let

ting the cost of .liVing rise so as to wipe out the wage increases of workers

and make indigents of them, re:f'u.sing to take steps to l:1Ait the monstrous

gains of profiteers, and allowing the British government .to ruin Canadian

oredit by inundating the AJIlerican market with Oanadian notes. To all

this squandering, the Pr:1me Minister had added the millions wasted on
. 2

the canadian Northern.

To pay for its gluttony, the government was making an appeal to the

savings of canadiansJ instead of reducing its own appetite. This Victory

Loan was a bluff. There could be no victor,- in the face of Russia IS com

plete collapse, Italyls disaster,3 France's mutinies. The truth was that

the Borden administration, facing an immediate deficit of three hundred

million dollars and the refusal of its creditors to supply-its needs,

found in the savings of the population its onl,.··recourse. In every coun-

try, the people were sutfering under the burden of expenses and debts

accumulated by' their government. The ensies facing each nation were

not external, but internal: the profiteers, monopolists, venal politi

cians, false patriots J parasites, and exploiters, who devoured the sub

stance of the population and, by stirring up the fire of its hatreds,
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rancours, and. prejudices, led· it to. rain and butqheZ7. To suPp17 the

JIlOnq tor war was to favour this· work of d8stracti011. There were Yictory'

loans everywhere, but the only Victory th...,.aesa.~was' that ot the de

stroyers of peoples and speculators on natioD&1 bankruptcies. It, in

each country,thecit1zenadecided to dry. Up the sources ot cndittor

death, the war would end iDaed1ate17. The Viotory Loan, a forced loan,

was, like conscription, "the unavoidable conseq1let1ceotthe unlimited

war ettort". To support this effort it was neces8aJ.7 to take men by torce,

when not enough were tound to volunteer tor suicide, and money by force,

when .not enough benevolent lenders were tound.to maintain the dance at

death ot IIlillions.4 Thus the Victo17 Loan was the senith ot imperialism,

tol;J.owmg Bol.'lr&ssa's' detinition ot it in 19021 forced colonial contri

butions in men and money to Britain' swars.S

Clearly, 80llething n. vaeneeoed to tight. this ev11 which, in spite

01' his st:ruggle against its1nce 1899, had grown. to-maturit71nCanada.

His panacea w~ the same one forth.world'a suttering: Christianity.

His country and the other belligerents were under the yoke 01' imperialism,

the gree~ lust tor gold, that had caused the most horrendous otall wars.

Man was .seeking only. material gain; be.· had.forgotten .his .moral and spir

itual advancement. Theresult'had·been· World. War. I.:. ·Christianity, through

the universal Roman Catholic ChUrch, c~ld.,re8toretomanwh8.t he was

missing. The war would end and. a· bet-·te:r· world would:be.. created. Bourassa

was not seeking retuge from theproblem.sofmank1nd in Catholici8lll, but

their solution.

For example, in 1919 and .1920 he fought .. renetled. proposals •. tor an

imperial neet. It. one.was created, it would be a continuation of English
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imperialism and a triumph tor its cult of gold. The French Canadian hated

the British frenzy ot pride and greed that threatened the peace of the

world. The only way to combat it was through Christian charity, which

would repress the evil of imperialism while developing good.6

In 1920 the editor of Le Devoir outlined his paper I s future course,

to concern itself less with politics and more with social and religious

questions. It would continue to fight imper:l.alisll, t_miam, destroyers

of the social order, and Canada's internal and external enemies, but all

these battles would be subordinated to nthe unique and constant convic-

tion to serve God". :a>urassa'is desire was to increase the number ot peo-

pIe who realized that their society and institution. must tollow His I_B

and designs.7 The journalist was upset that people fUlfilled their duties

to God, the Church, and the Pope pa~siveI7, accepting religious teachings

but not practising them, in etfect denying them. All French Oanadians

and Catholics hadcommitted this sin ot denial during the war, when Benedict XV' s

voice had been the only one to try to quell the tu.ry of the massacre and

make humanity heed the calls of faith and reason. If these people were

offered another occasion to show their faith in the Papacy and their love

tor the Pope, they should remember that he was not only the infallible

guardian of dogma and ethics, but in human affairs more enlightened than

men of state, stronger than any soldier, and more disinterested than the

men of finance who managed the politicians and made war. Bourassa wished

that all Catholics, by their faith, prayers, words, and acts would hasten

the day when the Pontiff's social authority would be exercised once again,

useful, pacifying, and enlightening, on a world restored .and.ade-better

by the unity of belief in order and liberty.6
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As before,9 he saw :In journalism the means to educate the people.

In 1922, in a pamphlet si~ificantly entitled La presse catholique et nationale,

he stated that canada and the world, threatened by man' s pursuit of ma-

terial gain, could be saved by ChristianitYe The passion for gold, all

powerful at the moment , was the most dishonourable yoke mankind had ever

borne. It had caused the war, ruined the peace, plunged the world :into

its present disarray, weakened the forces of moral and even material re

construction, and prepared the way for revolution. In French Canada, '.

the pursuit of gold, bus:iness, was the most active agent of Anglo-Saxon

and Protestant values and a measure of the hold that materialism without

faith, ideals, or homeland had. To battle the :infiuence of this passion,

Le Devoir, in its role as propagator of Catholic truth, the Christian

social order, and sound French-canadian traditions, denounced it. Reli-

gion was universal, patriotism particular toa country. A nation had

to have both to be good, for without the latter it was on17 a religious

society, without the former barbaric. To save mankind, patriotism had

to be governed by the rules ot faith, morals, and reason that guided in

dividuals and societies .10 The war had revealed the true evil, materi-

alism, and the means to fight it, Christianity. Fortified bythisknowl-

edge, Bourassa continued the struggle.

The othersigniticant trend in his ~hought during the war was that

he never lost faith in Canada. Inglish-French confiict reached a seri

ous degree because of the Ontario schools issue and French Canada I s weak

war effort. The strife resulted in the presentation of a resolution of

separatism in the Quebec Assembly in January 1918. Bourassa felt that

such a step should not be considered, for it would bring down all of English



110

Canada's wrath on his province.11 His main reason for refusing to con

sider separatism was his belief that the French Canadians were the only

true Canadians, the ones who put Canada's interests first. The country

would remain Canadian only if its French element was strong. This was

t-Thy he fought for French language rights in all the provinces. He could

not separate Canada and the French Canadians, as a letter he wrote eleven

days after the Unionist Victory indicates. He was convinced that when

the "'Tar ended there would be scissions in that party, particularly between

the ~est and Ontario.12 There would also be a reaction against imperi

alism and militarism. The duty of the French Canadians was to be patient

and dignified, conserving their strength for the day when they would find

English-Canadian allies, more Canadian than English, ready to support

(~uebec in restoring the base of the Canadian nationality.13 Thus, French

Canada was Canada.

Yet if Quebec withdrew unto herself, following his advice, there

would be no force in the country to make English Canadians Canadian, un

less they were already. This was the problem: both races believed they

were acting in the national interest. Compromise was necessaryir the

nation was to be united. To French Canadians, accepting all English canada's

proposals was tantamount to assimilation. The opposite was true for English

and other Canadians,who had cultures and languages they wished to pre

serve. For them, Bourassa's position was unbearable. They believed that

he "'1anted the French language and culture to predominate in the country.

If this happened, Canada would become solely French, a state of ~ffairs

as unacceptable to the non-French Canadians as English would be to the

French Canadians.
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Thus his intransigent stand contribUted to racial division in the

Dominion. It also contributed to the origins of the post-war Laurentian

school- of thought in Quebec. If she followed his advice and went into

isolation, what was to prevent her remaining in that state? Only her

Willingness to join with the progressive elements in English' Canada, was

his answer. If there was no such inclination, Quebec would remain iso

lated, in a condition responsive to Groulx I s doctrine of Laurentianism.

Thus, Bourassa I s thought could lead a Quebecker to a point from where he

could come. under the influence ot separatism. This does not mean that

the editor of La Devoir advocated separatism. Only once did he mention

it as a possibility. At a banquet in Quebec City on December 21, 1921,

celebrating Armand Lavergne's victory in the federal election two weeks

earlier, Bourassa stated that Confederation would -probably break up one

day.14 His pessimism resulted from a total disillusionment'with parlia

mentary democracy as practised in Canada. During the 1917 election he

had supported the Liberals as the lesser of two evils. He adopted the

same position in Quebec during the 1921 federal election.15 Both times

he had no enthusiasm for -the Liberals and in the latter year he had none

for Canada I s parliamentary system. In 1920 he stated that the war had

shown the complete failure of this system as an effective form of govern

ment.16 The joy displayed at the banquet for the victo~ of Lavergne,

elected as a Liberal, may have stirred Bourassa to speak hastily. This

assumption is supported by his later reference to his "ill-considered

improvisation".l7 That it was. Throughout his career he fought English

Canadian nativists and French-Canadian separatists, both of whom threatened

his dream of a bilingual, bicultural Canada. His one moment of disillu

sionment with Confederation cannot negate his lifetime of support for it.
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His Canadian nationalism never showed more olearly than during World

War I when" despite the strains the confiict imposed on her" he never

. lost faith in Canada. The war also brought to the fore his belief that

the Roman Catholic Church could make the world a better place. The clash

of arms only-strengthened the faith :in his country and Christianity that

D:>urassa always had. He had become four years older in body, but not

:in mind.
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