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the entities that are subject to examination are nebulous and intangible. Any exact and sci- 101
entific way of measuring the force and impact of ideas, farthermore, has Yet to be devised,
and the question must always arise as to the connection between ideas and the motives of
those active men of power who made the criycial dedisions. Yet when all this is said our
understanding of Canadian history would be Darrow indeed i we left out of account the
climate of opinion in which the battle between imperialism and ant-imperialism togk
place. In the accounts of the Boer War crisis or the naval debate, for ¢xample, one invarj-
imperiafist pressare from English Canada” for this or that
policy; vet one often comes away with the impression that we are told a good deal more
about how extreme positions were accommodated or compromised at the centre than we
learn about the exiremes themselves. If we want to understand what imperialism and
nationzlism meant we must look to those who were the €xponents and interpreters of
these beltefs and try 1o grasp what these convictions meant to them. Only by doing so can
we appreciate why their opposition was so fundamental and why Canadian historians are
still divided as to the meaning of imperiatisin as 2 factor in Canadian history.
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Canadians, and the economice and sodal relations between rich and poor in an industrial
and capitalist sodciety,

The reception that Bourassa’s contemporaries gave his ideas was enhanced by
Bourassa’s formidable forensic talent and massive personality. Many saw Bourassa as a
sreat orator who skillfully articuiated the aspirations of his French-Canadian audiences.
Bourassa’s power as a writer is striking even today. On the one hand, with very few excep-
tions, he used meticulously documented facts to appeal 10 reason (see his Pampiilets Grear
Britatw and Canada and Que Devons-Nous & | "Angleterre?); on the other, by always giving his
ideas an ethica] basis, he arcused moral passion. To Bourassa a policy was always either
merally right or morally wrong.

Bourassa had unuspal polideal gifts: forcefut personality, keen intellect, eloquence.
When he first entered Parliament, some believed that he would succeed Laurier as the

reluctant suppoerters and a positive distaste for exercising power. “T am of such a ternpera-
ment that I never feef like being a whip,” he commented. “I have enocugh trouble in keep-
ing myself in line: T have no desire 1o keep others in line, "1 He had little or no tolerance
for other Ppeople’s opinions. He was totzaily unable to compromise. This made him hopeless
as a politidan but superb as 3 critic. Because he had no need 1o cope with political reali-
ties, his proposals were straightforward, clear, consistent with one another. and suffused
with moral rectitude. .

Although Bourassa accepted the parliamentary system, he believed that party leaders,
rTupted

Co! by their love of power, too often sacrificed prindiple te keep themselves in office;

complicated: not only were they under British rule, but they also lived with Anglo-
Canadians, more numerous than they, in the same Confederation. But Bourassa was able
o reconcile his patriotism to French Canada with a genuine loyalty to Canada, a British
Dominion, because he was a cultural narionalist, He wished French Canada to have a cul-
ture separate from that of English Canada, but not to be 4 sovereign state of its own. Thus
he was both a French-Canadian nationalist and a Canadian nationalist at the same time.
Bourassa desired amity between English and French Canadians, He wished to see an
Anglo-French Canadian nation, one in which each group would keep its own culture but
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imperial Defence

The turn of the <century saw the heyday of the imperialist mﬁe.mEmE in England. 0Of the
many causes of this complex phencmenon, we are concemed with only one: the growing
vulnerability of the Empire to powerful rivals. Faced with botendal threats, Imperial
defence planners turmed to the Dominions for help. They wished the Dominions to con-
tribute to a system of imperial defence controlled centrally in London. But colonial politi-
cians saw things differently, Previously, a colony had been responsible only for its own
defence while Great Britain protected the rest of the Empire. Now a centralized defence
would mean that the colonies were contributing large amouns of money to further poli-
cies over which they had no conirol,

Canadjan politicians stood firm in defence of their military autonomy. At the Imperial

prindipies of colonjal self-government.”3 In 1904 his government placed all Canadian mil-
ttary affairs under the command of a Militia Counei] which itself was under the direct con-
trol of the Canadian Minister of Militia. Then in 1907, Canada helped to persuade the
British General Staff (o agree that Dominion officers whom it trained would be responsi-
ble to their own Cabinet ministers and not to British officials; this implied that the princ-

contingent overseas jf necessary.

The government’s defence policy, however, aroused passionate tontroversy on twg
occasions: once in 1899 over the sending of troops to South Africa, and then again in
1910 over its decision 0 found a Canadian navy. At first Laurier did not believe that
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As a response to the “dreadnought” crisis which had blown up i 1909 over the possi-
bility of the German fleet catching up to the British, Laurier proposed forming a small navy
which the Cabinet could turn over 1o the Admiralty if it though: pecessary. Bourassa and
his supporters opposed the Naval Bill, arguing that it would comumit Canada to every
British war. Many Anglo-Canadians, however, objected to Laurier's proposal for exactly
the opposite reasans; it gave the Cabinet the altemmative of not sending the navy and thus
undermined the principle of “One King, One Fleet, One Flag.” But in Quebec Bourassa’s
attack on Laurier’s federal naval policy was so popular that candidates whem he support-
ed int the 1911 federal election won siXteen seats from the Liberals. This loss of Quebec
suppert conndbuted to the defeat of the Laurier government and the election of a
Conservative administration headed by Robert Borden.

Although Canada was automatically commitied to war in 1914, there was almost unan-
imous sentiment for participation. This did not, however, end the speculation over impe-
rial relations. It was clear that as a consequence of their taking part in the War, the
Dominions would demand a voice in imperial foreign policy: and denial of this claim
would result in the shatrering of the Empire. This was the thesis of a baok by Lionel Curtis,
the leader of a group of thoughtful imperialist-minded people devoted to building impexi-
al unity through the exchange of information and propaganda. But it was not only these
intellectuals of the Round Table (the name of a quarterly founded by Curtis in which he
expounded his ideas) who were concerned with the fate of the Empire. Even while lead-
ing the Canadian war effort, Prime Minister Borden found the question important enough
to help set up in London an Imperial War Conference, composed of overseas prime min-
isters and British cabinet ministers, to chart the future of the Empire,

Bourassa and the British Connection

The roots of Bourassa’s disagreement with Laurjer over imperial defence lay in their dif-

fering concepis of the British Empire. To Laurier, the British Empire represented liberty -

and justice:* to Bourassa, all empires, including the British, were “hateful,” and stood in
the way of “liberty and inteliectual and moral progress.” Bourassa believed that the Empire
imposed serious constraints on the life of nationalities, preventing them from achieving
the destiny thar God had plattned for them; thus it was necessary to choose between
“British ideals and British domination.”5

Bourassa was convinced that the aim of British imperialists was to assure the military,
commercial, and intellectual supremacy of the Anglo-Saxon race. Since this could be
achieved only by force, the British were led to demand military aid from the Dominions.
To ensure that this help was forthcoming, Imperialists like Joseph Chamberlain, the British
Colonial Secretary, and Lord Grey, the Governor General of Canada, were plotting to rev-
olutionize imperial defence relations so that Great Britain would continue to control for-
eign policy but would be able 1o commit the colonies, including Canada, to her wars—
hence the danger of Laurier accepting the premise that when Great Britain was at war
Canada was at war.® Canada, Bourassa insisted, could go to war only by its own consent
and not by some Imperial act. This reaction was anti-imperialist, not pacifist, He was ready
to agree to Canada’s going to war, but only if she were directly attacked or if her vital inter-
€315 were in jeopardy.

Laurier’s decision to send troops 1o South Africa had raised in Bourassa’s mind the
question of Canadian responsibilities in British wars. What made Laurier’s action: even
more reprehensible to Bourassa was that Laurier had knowingly violated the existing law.
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future wars. The noumwasmbnnm would be very grave for Canada: “If we send 2000 and
spend Mm,ooﬂo_wo 0 mmruﬁ W nations, dggregating a population of 250,000 souls, how
many men shall we send and how man millions shait : irst
power, a coalition of powers?"7 ¥ we expend to fighe a first class
Bourassa was going too far to daim that a precedent had been set, €ven though he
offered s proof the EQ that Chamberlain regarded the Canadian action as such
Influential bbmﬁo-nm.bmapmdm believed thar although Capada hag Sent troops to fight Em.
Boers, she had not given up .Em right to choose whether she woulg €rigage in British wars
or not. d.ﬁw supported Laurier when he rejected Chamberlain‘s plea to Canada to accept

, like the
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that was the main barrier to Anglo-Canadians and French Canadians cooperating o build
a nation and therefore this loyalty must be opposed.,

French Cultural Rights

Responding to the demands of settlers, the Laurer government decided to form two
new Western provinces. Written into the Autonomy Bill of 1905 was the legal framework
for a school system that many people, including Clifford Sifton, the Minister of the
Interior, believed substituted denomirational for what should have been public schools. A
public uproar arose: spme regarded it as an artack on the autonomy of the new provinces:

government, not by religious Institutions. Catholics were free o set up a separate school
in districts where they were a minerity: however, since they clustered together, they were
usually the majority in their district and thus were compelled to attend public schools. In
1905 there were only nine Catholic “separate” schools in the Northwest, French Canadians
were granted two other concessions in the new provinces. They were allowed religious
instruction for a half-hour after half-past-three, and could have a primary course in the
French language if they desired ir.

In 1912 the separate school question was briefly revived in the West when the territo-
ry of Keewatin was Joined to Manitoba. A demand arose that one of the conditons of
annexation would be the guarantee of the territory’s right 1o separate schools. But Robert
Borden, then prime minister, made 1o provision for such rights in his annexation bill and
public interest soon petered our.
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of 1910 opposition to this arrangement arose in Onzario: Canadian nationalists were con-
vinced that a common Canadian consdousness could not be created unless English were
the common language.? Orangemen feared thar the spread of French would undermine
the Anglo-Saxon characrer of the province and so injure the Empire; Irish Cathoiics
believed that the identification of separate schools with French would prejudice their
schools receiving public grants. What these three groups had in common was g conviction

In Septemaber 1910 ar the Eucharistic Congress in Moentreal, Archbishop Boume of
Westminister sparked public debate by declaring that if the Catholic Church wished to
make progress in Canada, it ought to be mdm:mr.mvmmgm. Bourassa’s rebuttal came i his
most celebrated speech, Religion, Langue, Nationalité. The excitement aroused by this clash
led the French-Canadian press to reveal the details of 3 well-kept secret: that Bishop
Michael Francis Fallon, the Bishop of London, hag undertaken to eliminate French in the
Catholic schools of his diocese on the grounds that students were learning neither English

had “hitherto” been g subject of study, instruction in the French language for no more
than one hour each day might be provided. (Many French Canadians, including Laurier,
took this to mean that French would be prohibited in all future schools.) Any school which
did not comply with Regulation 17 would no longer be entitled to public funds.
Although the govermment claimed to pe interested only in improving the quality of the
English spoken by Franco-Ontarians, the majority of French Canadians saw Regulation 17
as a prelude to the complete removal of French from Ontario schools. Franco-Ontarian
teachers in the Ottawa Valley refused 10 comply with the Regulation and their students
walked out of schoals, In 1915 some 150 schools outside of Ottawa refused to accept the
Regulation and gave up the provincial grant. In Ottawa itself the majority of the Separate
School Board defied the Department of Education, The government responded by appoint-
ing a commission 1o take over its duties, Meanwhile important Quebee personalities,
including Church dignitaries, led a campaign to raise fands for “les blessés d"Ontarig,” The

schools in Ontario. Significantly, Bourassa was silentt on the encydical, A month later, the
Privy Councit in London established the basis for a compromise by ruling that Regulation
17 was legal, but the commission which had taken over the duties of the Separate School
Board was nor.
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legislature, “T ask myself if the German regime might not be favourably compared with the
Boches of Ontaric.”1¢ On their side, Anglo-Onrarians continued to support Reguiation 17
because they wished Ontario to be exclusively English. Many of them believed that the

war effort. Either Regulation 17 or the war would have strained relations between the
English and Frencii: the conjunction of the two exacerbated hostility to a level of biter-
ness hitherto unknown berween the two peoples.

Bourassa and Biculturalism

Bourassa became the most prominent spokesinan of French-Canadian resentment. Deeply
convinced that Catholics should control the schools their ¢hildren attended to ensure the

culture, If they meekly accepted that it had 1o legal rights in English Canada, on what
basis would they oppose the application of this false principle to Quebec itself?
For Bourassa, faith and language were inextricably unijted. He vehemently rejected the

an English image: it was the natura] right of everyone to speak his maternal tongue; to use
the Church as an insoument of assimilation would be “odious,” There were other practi-
cal reasons for the Church to reject the argument: English-speaking Catholics themselves
were open to the sodial influences of Protestant and free-thinking North Americans, while
Apostasy was rare among Prench Canadians, whose language served as a barrier to hereti-
cal influences.

Bat such Catholic and racial values, although acceptable to significant segments of
French-Canadian opinion, made little impression in English Canada where the majority
was Protestant. Yet French-Canadian culture could only survive outside Quebec if Anglo-
Canadians accepted cultural duality. To persuade them, Bourassa advanced two main
Propositions: the Constitusion was based on the principle of cultural duality and the
Canadian confederation could not survive unless such biculturalism was accepted by
English Canada. These arguments were not mere debating tricks with Bourassa; he
believed them with total sincerity.

Bourassa viewed Confederation as the result of an agreement berween Fnglish and
French to accept the equal rights of each culture throughout the Dominion. The Fathers of

would have been made clear 1o all immigrants that the West was Anglo-French.

In the first years after Confederation, maintained Bourassa, the federal government
affirmed the bicultural nature of the country by the Manitoba At of 1870 and the North West
Territories Bill of 1875, each of which accepted French as one of the official languages
and established a denominational school system. But in 1890, Ottawa had permitted the
territorial government of the northwest 10 extinguish the legal status of French. Two years
later, the school system began to be modified unti] jn 1901 it was, in fact, a state school
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perior in authority to that of the Northwest Territories, Bourassa
considered them illegal, By accepting the Siftan amendment in 1905, the government
legitimized these iilegal school ordinances and ratified the limitations of the tights of
Western French Canadians 1o schools of their owmn,

The biculturg) compact implied the right not only to separate schools but also 1o instruc-
tion in French. By giving both French and English official status in Parliament, the Fathers
: had made it clear that they wished both languages 1o coexdst everywhere in public life: in
; church, in court, and in governmenr, These rights would be meaningless i the English
provinces prevented French-Canadian childrey from acquiring a perfect knowledge of
their own language.

Bourassa also insisted that cultural duality was necessary if Confederation were to last.
The materialist ethos of the United States was Penetrating Canada; the unchecked conge-
quence of the invasion of such values would lead 1o the slow absorption of Canada into
the United States. The greatest barrier 1o “I'américanisme~13 was French Canada, because
being Catholic, it rejected materialisim and the Amercan way of life. But if French
Canadians continued to be humiliated, they would no longer resist Americanization, for
they could see no advantage to remaining British.

Refusal to accept cultura) duality threatened Confederation in Yet another way, French
Canadians would never fee] that Canada was their homeland unless their culture was free
to develop. Thus national unity was conditioned on cultural duality. The alternative was
constant instability and crisis, Confederation, Bourassa maintained, would not survive
without the reciprocal respect of the rights of the two races.

majority to force their language on the minority.

Then too there Were some practical advantages to French,

O:mman the m:%mmw.ﬁnmﬁ.dw world French was usefy] in commerce and diplomacy.
Zo_..m Important, it was the language of cultivated minds, When Canada had developed
Z&_amuzm 1o appreciate art and literature, claimed Bourassa, it would mym 1o French as
an instrument of communication with the best of European civilization.
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Bourassa’s claim that Confederation was baseg on a bicultural pact js debatable. True,
the Fathers had recognized the separateness of the French Canadjans of Lower Canada:
the predeminately French-Canadian province would still contro] its French Catholic
schools, and French wouid be an official language in the federal Parliament and courts,
Such measures would enable French Canadians in Quebec both to develop their own cul-
ture and take part in the pubiic life of the new Dominion. But on the other hand, the

However, Bourassa’s proposition that Confederation would not survive withour cultur-
al duality has been accepted by a large number of m:mmmv.%nmf.bm Canadians. Many feel
guilty about the shabby treatment given to French ourside of Quebec, More importans,
many believe such cyltural equality Recessary if Quebec is to remain in Confederation.

Conscription

As the war wenr on, it became clear that there Was a great difference of opinion between

for the right of small nations 0 live, but in fact the great powers were smashing up the
small nationalities, He followed the lead of Pope Benedict XV in calling for an end to the
war, for a negodated Peace in which neither side would emerge solely victorious. Since he
believed that there was no real Canadian interes; involved in the war, he was logically

comsistent to claim that those who opposed conscription were the most parriotic
Canadians; and that if French Canadians adopted this stand, i was because they were very
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What his critics cbject 1o, howeve » Is not Bourassa’s program but the onsequence of
hus determination to pPromote it. In 1917, by attacking Laurier, he helped bring the “more
Imperialist of the two national partes©15 1o Power. And singe many of the Quebec mem-

Quebec.!6 BEyvep with the number of seats the Nationalists did win, they would have
formed an important force within the Conservative Bovernment had Bourassa accepted a
Cabinet position. But he Was not prepared to undertake the tough responsibility of politi-
cal leadership, -

only what they would agree (o do.

Many who are sympathetic with Laurier fail to see that even if he was right to contend
thar satisfacrory relations between English and French must be founded op the possible
rather than the ideal, it does nog mean that left 1o himself he would have found the right
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point of compromise, Laurier's most significant actiop for Canadian unity was to reject
conscription and refuse 1o join the Union coalition. This left the Way open for the preser-
vation of the Libera} party as an effective forum for the reconciliation of English and
French in the Postwar decade in Canada. But, as Professor Ramsay Cook has argued,
Lauriers primary motive for these actions was his fear of handing Quebec over to
Bourassa.l7 Becayuse Bourassa would not comprormise, Laurier was unable to compromise;
it was the tension between the eritic and the politician that determined the fare of the
Liberal parry.

Bourassa did a great deal to tum Canadiag public opinien against any form of central-
ization of imperial foreign policy and defence, His greatest accomplishment, however, was
1o convince succeeding generations of French Canadians thar their language ought to have
the same rights as the English language. Thus he, more than any other individual, was
responsible for making his dictum that Canada could enly survive as g bicultural country
much truer now than when he first enunciated it at the marn of the century.
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