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'a major aspect of Canadian foreign policy, collective security and )

‘ political history, spanned‘the existence and demise of the League

Prime Minister or Foreign Minister has ever done. K

" protect and advance Canada 8 status as an independent state at the

: |
international level his desire to minimize as much as possible Canada s

ST TP
P | . e

TN /

‘\‘;A“

international organizations, and aseesses the meaaure ‘of continuity in

SN '.‘ul

o his thought and policy'during his years as Secretary of State for -

f.External Affairs. His tenure In office, the lougest 4in Canadian )

- \

Nations and the condeption and birth of the United ﬁations. In\a/unique
n‘ \
way he vas able to make Canadian foreign policy reflect his ideas and

\ /

‘,‘attitudes towards two international organizatidns as\no other Canadian

I \\1 o
?\
There are three main themes. Mackenzie King 8! concern to

- (ﬁl

.
:

L~ . v-.

‘ obligations under a, collective security system, and his adaptation to

" the changes in international aﬂﬂairs caused by the Seeond Norld War.‘iw,f
| ~\' The Mad%enzie King Papers, the Archfves of the Department of .4;;]
_\External Affairs,ﬁand the Skelton Papers ‘are . used extensively.. Other
‘.documentary sources such as the debatea of the House of Commons, records ",
 of the League of Nations, and documents published by the Department of x

External Affairsware also used. A lengthy 1list of secondary sourcés. ia 2 "f"

included in the bibliography. - ..‘ L. o




'opponent of c'llective security.
3 1945 as to ali
“.inote that a number of changes in the: d rection of Canadian foreign .and 2.

'revolution. " But, again Granatsteij dea ] only ‘with a. portion of King 8

- Qforeign policy. . _.vi o R "* \

'. tx, ends with the outbreak of war An 1939. He argues that King 8 e f

J. L. Cranatq;ein and ‘R, Bothwell

£ reign policy :m "a Self-Evident :

While Granatstein does not. go 80 far

in his Canada's War The Politics of the Mackenzielxin: Government 1939- L

) himself with tho e istorians who argue tha@ King

. became a conver; ‘to. collective sec rity during World War II he does.

:ddfence policies occurred during th wa‘ which culminated inka diplomatic

b
i
o.

H. B, Neatby 8 latest volume on Mackenzie King, The Prism of o

Jrl"

L i
hee el
"] ,}"'

o policy waa one of "national unity," and that his’concept of Canada S
';Vand political leaderehip influenced his approach to foreignﬁpolicy
; by . . Lo el 91:%}

' and his role as Foreign Hiniater. D. G. Creightpn deals- with thé MU -

. ‘ ‘ .
period from 1939 to 1957 in his new volume, The Forked Road._ The P




s{f'.

" his thojé&t\jnj/pclicy throughout his years

i 1945-1948 is not a part of this study for. tw

{1opened,v.w1th the lapse of the thirtyfyear r%le, the-Mackenzie Ki

formulatiOn of Csnadien

In Defence of Csnada; a

'.foreign'policy in its ey

L
_of; . omestic and external circumitanc 8 on the'decision-naker, orv
mé} the ntellectual development of the dec sionemsker in response to
tne interaction of a number of diverse fac ors.
Mackenzie King 8 views on the\issue ‘'of col ctive security and
international or;enizations and assesses th degree\of continuity in

M
Ih 1945 'with the United Nations Conference dn

at/g;nrfrancisco. A detailed analysis of Ki

9

1945 and particularly after Louia St. Lauren

a2

This study is based in large measure\o archival sources

R
il v '
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‘Affairs material’prior to 1941 is, for the most part, found in the

. Studies, both™at the:University of Guelphrv

o

&

collection at the Public Archives of Canada has been opened to the public

up to the end of 1945.\\gieviously, only material to, the end of 193P

was available for\general use. The Archives of the gepartment of

: .o \\ . b,, ". a ’ ‘- .
_ External Affairs have also opened to the end of 1945, giving researchers

access to primary material on the years of the Second World War. External

O

b
-

.

.Skelton~Papers at the Public’Archives. The debates of the House of

.

Commonms, the published texts of debates and minutesrof committee meetingg. '

Jof the League of Nations, and the document series'on Canada's external

I

relations published by the Department of External Affairs have also been
n,‘- . \

|

f

' :
Many . times a year the staffs of the Public Archives and the

@

used extensively.

National Library gnide puzzled researchers through the wondrous world

_— .

of manuscripts, collectionsp and government a d institutional publications.
¢

This writer gratefully acknowledges their inv luable assistance. ﬂ G.

Blanchet Director of "the Historical Division of the Department of

External Affairs gave my requests:gersonal attention which I did no
expect “but: came ‘to: rely .upon heavily k The History D partment of th

University of Alberta provided financial assistance. :The manustript

waa read by Professors David Hall and John. Eagle,‘bo h of the Histo :

*

Department of the University of Alberta. Their obse ati%Fs -and comments
were valuablea Finally, I should like to‘gcknowledge \the sources of .
inspiration for this study, Profesaor DQ&id Murray of the Department

History, and Professor Robert Simmons of the Department of Political t

JiC.A.
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. 1‘ - \ .. . PROLOGUE

. . . ‘ . a ‘ AT
. ] s «\\. . ~ Yoo Ty

" The League of Nations was not axnew idea in 1919 rather %t

1\' “
_binding\arbitration and- mediation between sﬁ" “f and’
’ * f? - .‘ 2 ) - .
delay in international disputeg, of safeguards a. A~-_} 3 pad been
‘-? J.w N . W Ced
familiar subjects in international‘law. «The Cong Westphalia

. - Rl
. in 1645, the Congress of Vienna in lbl4ﬂx§hd the anc t of Europe of
‘the nineteenth century\w\re leagues of a kind in that they were

' concerned with the recognitién\of the sovereignty of the nation—state
and the maintenance of peace. Interna\ional co-operation was’ fostered
in the nineteenth century by the advent of various functional |
" ‘organizations like the Red Cross, the Universal Postal Union, the .

: Danube Commission, -and the World Meteorological Organization. The

' rules of war" were the’ product of the Geneva Conv ntion of 1864 and‘

the conferences at The Hague in 1899 and 1907

opinion supported peace movements paeifism jaé a hallmark of

'international socialism lv o // R
. \ - . : ~ ’ ;
The immediate origins of . the League of Nations can be traced
» .
in the development of both private and public schemes during the

'

Great War and in the negotiations ‘that took place at: the Paris o

J

,_Peace Conference.'5A "League to Enforce P ace appeared in the United
\.States and the "League of Nations Society" was founded in Britain,

~both in 1915 2 Lord obert Lccil Under—Secretary of State for .

.

'Foreign Affairs in both the Asquith and Lloyd George wartime '

oot



) AN ' I B
/administrations,.devoted himself to'the advocacy of post-war

organizational effort in the British Cabinet with the result that

Lord Balfour, the Foreign Secretary, established a committee to ..
bexamine the proposals for a League of»Nations and\to draft a‘practicable

»l‘scheme.3j In the United States,»President Wilson“gave public'EUpport.'

to the concept of a League of Nations as early as 1916 On January 8y

1918 as the last of his Fourteen Points Wildbn declared that ‘a

"%general association of nations must ‘be- formed under specific""””‘”“”T“*‘5““:’L

\
i o

‘ covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political
.: independence and territorial integrity to great and small states

‘alike: b Wilson and his close adviser, Coloneleouse, undertook the»‘

.-".1
y

preparation of the American blueprints for the proposed organization.g

”1£ A pamphlet written by General Jan Smuts, .the Defence Minister of South

S

_ Africa and one of its delegates to Paris in 1919 in late 1918 was an
5 : o .

tempt to popularize the concept of a League of NationsS and
L e
0 € .
according to Inis Qlaude Jr., was "the most significant example of .

governmental thinking about international organization submitted to the

i

; ’peace conference. 6."7A ' 1.":W-,"’f N A__} j”fjik,ifh.
' The'actual‘formulatiOn of7the Covenant of'the-League of Nations N

'was the work of a special committee established by the Paris Peace
;Conference, which began its sessions in January 1919 The Allies
, . / (‘

demonstrated their ipdifference to the League Commission by nominating

-

bl
vmembers of their delegations other than their chief delegates to it.

- Wilson sat on the Cmulission as the representative of the United fj

SLIN /

-"?ifStates, but Lord Robert Cecil and Jan Smuts were the British delegates,7. o

'

and France was represented by Leon Bourgeois. ThegAllies showed a

/' {

' willingness to permit minor states to participate in the drafting of
,the League 8 Covenant which was. in marked/contrast with their desire

feo e . . . . b
T R . » // - ’ . ’



to heep these states-out of he discussions on subject‘ like reparationé

\
wol

nd tHe disarmament of Germany. \But‘th lor agites did not have an

opportunity t make changes in- the Co enant. That was the preserVe of

the Great Powers.

\

A \
— Covenant.__For“him,_the primary purpose of the League was “to guarantegr

" the territorial integrity and political independence of the membqr-"‘
states particularly that of the small countries agéinst the aﬁbitions
of the\great.a The idea d 'iVed from his experience with the Pan—Américan

- - R
‘Union when, in 1916 he at empted to negotiate a pact with the Latin

~_;;};ﬁlerican republics containing mutual guarantees of political in'e

“

”l and territorial integrity.7’ Peace could be gu' anteed only by the '

-

collective action of nations against aggressors':i other words, ?~,igd

= . : Ao

through collective security.x )

:—preventing hopes of the League of Nations,

ris in February of . 1919 was the notion

Central to the L

as it ‘was. being built at

\ .
'that the peace—loving majority could coerce the wax-loving minority.

) The fundamental principle of the notion provided that an attack on - i . f'

any one state would be regarded as’ %n attack on all states.8 In the

\ - W

. context of Article XI of ‘the Covenant of the League war anywhere was .

i ‘e

‘,to be the concern pf everyqstate.‘:fi 3*Vif_ 'T‘_’ 'jfijxﬁ - i'{ ‘

Any war or threat of war, whether immediately fecting' R
, any of the members of the League or not, 1is hereby/geclared-" i

- ‘'a matter of concern’ to the whole League, "and the League - S
..« .8hall take any action that may be- deemed wise ﬁnd effectuali__,“ A
SRR 1 safeguard the peace of nations. e PR

~ .
. _,‘

& Neutrality and iaolationism, therefore, were \Ae antithesis of the conc pt,'

: since peace was’ said to be indivisible. E fry state thus had the ‘,\” ;;?"”

P A

°.



’-;=internationa1 tnterest was giVen priority. The truespational interest 1QT5 o

[ . - ) | . . :

‘ ‘ \ Tl . ) { e . ' .

4 0 . . .

\ . <, U . ' . o Al
, N . )

'7‘iresponsibili ty to join in‘a collective arrangamenthfor preventing,_or

A:.collective sanures fbr dsfeating, aggressive behaviour that threatened

the general peace. Neither the national interest non the general

~of 'a state was thought to be embodied in the collective interest of

maintaining international order."-'f

. of action or inaction in the most crucial of future situations._ They{

'_were required to aay in advance what they would do. They had to agree

‘ WThe nationvstate had to surrender its traditional control over the

. TN : '
o The "ideal“ concept of collective security depended upon a

\

L‘ A

\\\\\

‘=positive commitment by the great mass ‘of. states to the value of world;

Peace, t e indivisibility of peace required ld9alty to the world aQ«“A

community. States which constituted the system haﬂ to be willing to

'

A

'to discard ad hoc national judgements, and lock themselves into a

i

Ne of action from which they would not be permitted to stray

t‘>\ . T .
‘ elements of national pOWe%- and follow the orders of an internaﬁional

) \

)
e

5agency. e Co N AN .,@L[

;‘ ) L o . - S
L0 . oo « coon 3

"

:

1 . . K R - . L ,» “ : 3

i;}s For coastitutional democracies this implied the transfer of
: l‘\ . ﬂ

power to make vital decisions to an OUtside agency, a process which T

; was difficult to reconcile with the democratic principle ﬁhat people'

¢

have‘the right ﬂh=Change their minds thnough the constant operation .

. \ -';‘. r

of the mechanism of majority rule.\ It required the democratic
statesmen to foIlow policies the people may, in the circumstances, 3:
R —_— . 3 -

not approVe.\ For peoples and gOVernments it meant there must develop

- an- unprecedented degree of confidence in the judgem'nt and good will

of foreigners, since the discretionary authority removed from the

competepce of the state was added to. that of the intetnational —

T s e e

Ty

o accept commitments which would involve the sacrifice of their freedomwf“"

e



R ¥

‘sﬁccessfully operate. Article.V, for_example, stated:

organizetionj\‘Rurthermore, the basic requirement of collective

<

; security was that it function impartially - It recognizep neither

'traditional friendships nor deep-seated antagonisms; it permitted
no elliances with or sgeinst other states. Hembership in a collectiveﬁ

security system involved an alliance with nobody in particular and

everybody in general. Abo#e all else, every state had to be willing

to entrust its destiny to: collectixe security.lo
!

But the provisions of the ¢ovenant did not attempt Lo foster.

«

conditions Ain which this "ideal concept of collective security could

Exce t where otherwise expressly provided in this Covenant >
" or by the terms of the present Treaty, decisions at any
v meeting of the Assembly or of the Council shall require”
. the agreement of ajl Members of the League represented
. at the meeting. . o

~ The' principle,of unanimity enshrined the principle of the national

B .

sqvereigntyfof member-states within the Covenant. Although it was-

v

qLalified‘by theAprouision that "matters of}procedure" in both bodies

could be decided by e»majoritvaote, Article V left it to each member-

state to decide, whether or not to accept the obligations of the Covenant

in specific cases. Moreover, Article XII, which established that "any

L ]
1

e . . ) . X . & .
, dispute likely to lead to 4 rupture" between states would be submitted

L .. s . .
either to arbitration, judicial settlement or to inquiry by the

,Council, made it clear that the Covenant was not intended to outlaw |

war. - Indeed, by its terms it legalized, war under certain circumstsnces"_
4 p h '

.:.. : y ) ( .
. France saw collective security and the League of Nations as omne

PORY

- way to‘gdarantee its froptier with Germsny. At the Peace Conference
L N ﬂ . E

"Ffance was determined fo reduce Germany militarily and economically so .

that iticould no longer pose a serious threat to French security. The

P . .
v .

. scheme outlined by a special committee created By the French governmentf

s}

v

» .

Uisdmboda

——— A



1 [

to formulate a scheme for a viable international organiaation put most

of its emphasis on,sanctions of various kinds and stressed the need for
ghe League to have "at its disposal a military force supplied by the

various member States of sufficient strength" and to operate as an

4

_ effective body ?' Any measure of French disarmament, unaccompanied

¢

by guarantees of assistance, vould reduce French military superiority

over Germany and open the way for renewed German aggression. A strong

'international organizstion with clearly-defined executive powers . and

military force cOuld give France the assurance of instant help against

Qr-’

:QGerman aggression. But the French delegates on the League Commission“

’

were unable to convince the majority of'the Cbmmission 8 _delegates -

¢ . Co
9

.»of the. soundness of their point of . view. Nor were the French succeséh

2 ful in preventing the incorporation of the articles on disarmament

fnto the Covenant. To give the French some: satisfaction Cecil proposed

the establishmenn of a permanent commissiOn to advise the League
; Council .on. military, air and naval questions and on the execution of
. . . 0. ) ‘
. © 13 0 S S ‘
disarmament schemes; o o S v; } K S 0
) e e e s n . y .’, ) : ,
" To-the Frénch thereforg, the League as constructed at
. . X . A - r.’ .
‘ @
Versailles was too weak td guarantee France K froutiers agsinst future

- .
ER SN f

' {.aggression.‘ But it ‘was’ Hard ‘to. see’ how any sovereign member of the -
e .
:League, least of all France 1tse1f vould’haVe been willing to accept
in adyance the controis such clauses would have gptsiled Georges
.Clemenceau, the French.Premier, fought for mbre tangible help from
Wilson and Lloyd,George in the form of a guarantee treaty df. assiStance
from the United States and Grest‘Britain against Gérmany inethe event
. - N )

-

of future German aggression against France. The British and‘ﬂmerican 1'

»

leaders gave ‘Clefienceau their pledge in return for his renunciation.

- of French_CIaims to.the Rhineland.la But the United States failed;to

.
. .F
A

~



'./" ‘o

. " ratify the Treaty.of Versailles,_and the entire arrangement collapsed
since.Britishpparticipation had been made carefully conditional upon
~' american tatification of the peace‘treaty. |

. Wilson 8 position on collective .security,. particularly Article
X of the/Covenant, encountered opposition ﬁrom Cecil and the British

Dominions. Article X was the cornerstone of the entire collective

a3

The Members ‘of the League undertake to respect and ' \”
preserve as against external aggression the territorial

.. 1ntegrity and existing political independence of all
Members of the League. 1In case of any such aggression
or in case of any threat .or danger-of such aggression
the Council shall advise upon the means by which this
obligdtion shall be fulfilled.ld

security system..

\

It was the universal guarantee against aggression, Article X was to act,
as a deterrent. Although Wilson- placed great emphasis on the article,
its importance was more as a statement of principle than a legal

‘commitment.» Nor was it enforceable under the provisions of the

Covenant. No provision was included for sanctions; the sanctions of

Article XVI applied only to treaties broken under Articles XII, XIII,
" and XV. Also, the second sentence was so uorded as to ensure that

-

~-.concerted action under the. artitle would be practically impossible.
The unanimity rule would prevail since the parties to’ the dispute-

had the power,of veto if they sat on the Council, and the power of

!
‘

_the Council'wasnlimited to advising member-states what was. to' be done
‘to fulfill their obligations. Such advice could be ignored with

L .
impunity. Finally, Article X was modified to some extent by Article

.

- XIX "which provided for the reconsideration by members of the League

of Treaties ‘which have become i applicable."16

‘ﬁ The Canadian delegat 73was not willing to accept collective

csecurity and all’that it-implied. It would not agree to a systematic

.
- . —



"referred to."%g Doherty resumed the attack a month later in a

: memorandum he sent to Borden and thé other Canhdian delegates. Arguing

arrangement that would serye to confront would-be‘aggressors whoever
and Gherever with an overwhelming collection of coercing p wer
assembled by a mass of states. Nor did the delegstion accepi the

concept's assumpcux?of the moral clarity of any situation, the

assignability of guilt for the.threat to or breach of peace.18 \"
. . L : N
- o \ .
Canadian objections to Article X were emphatic from the. ’i
. . ; .

)

beginning. C. J. Doherty, the Minister of Justice, wrote a length

criticism of the drsft article to Cecil in January 1919 in which he

" insisted that "the obligation to guarantee boundaries . . . goes- far N

beyond what the members of.the Lesgue should be called upon to undertake

It should be restricted to the agreement to reapect the boundaries
. L} . . .

-

that Article X pledged every member of the League to preserve the
territorial status quo established at the Peace Conference, Doherty

declared that it would inyolve Canada, a young undevelopEd countrf, in

problems far from home in which it had no interest. The obligakiog in

ol -
LN . -

Article X was direct and absoluté, and League members were clearly

bound to military action.20 _ ' . o ' .
Sir Robert Borden, the Canadian Prime Minister ahreed with

boherty 8 position. In a detailed and powerful commentary on the

~ proposed CovEPant of the League dated March 13, 1919 which ,was

distributed to the members of the League Commission, Borden recommended

>

that Article X be deleted. He emphasized the unreasonableness of a

blanket declaration: ”fu“ R a .

(a) that all existing territorial delimitations are just
. and expedient, (b) - that they will continue indefinitely

-to be just and expedient; (c) that the Signatories will .

be responsible therefore . . . .. There may be national T //: .
aspirations to which the provisions of the Peace Treaty" - A
will not do justice and which cannot be—permanently Lo,

repressed : ,n ) . o

A



{

' The Canadian [rime Minister was unable to'secure British aid to have -

- -

" the article deleted in the League Commission. Doherty and Borden

raised the Questi.h'againion April 21 at a meeting of‘the ésitfsh

Empire delégates. Cecil defended itﬁlhe described it as "me?ely one ‘EST“/—\\

of the safeguardsf in the’zovenant, and reasTured the Canadians that

° /
‘Canada could not, under the Covenant be required to take part in any

Y

military expedition for heague purposes without its consent.zz- But .

i Cecil was not pleased with the article, either. Although the attehpt

at the Peace Confetence to have Article X struck out of the Covenant

- -was unsuccessful it was not abandoned A new effort was launched &

" by Doperty at the first meeting of the League Assemblﬁxin 1920, but L
- ' 23

was unsuccessful.,

f\\\\\\\\\ Apart from Article p, of- the proposed Covenant~of the League of *

Nations, in general Canadian interest in the major political

. ) A N
controversies at the Peace onference was minimal The delegationnwas

very 4nterested in the structure and functions of the new international

©

organization which the Conference was setting up and especially in\the

position Canada would have in<the organization. o | C L e

RN
.

‘ It involved her equality of status on international bodies,
! proposed commitments by the members that called for close
study, and was intended to include the United-Kingdom and
the United States, the two great gowers by whoééxpolicies
Canada was”always most affected. ‘ : \\\\ :

~.
—

The government wanted Canada to be a membgr of the new League\of\gations
8o as to preserve and continue the new international role the Dominion\\\\;'
‘had found for itself during the Great War. Separate memoership in the B
League was not a controversial subject at the Peace Conference., The
Dominions and Ingdia were accepted as original members of the League.25

The Dominions weﬁx thus able to- express their points of view directly

in the international gathering as far as it was possible for any small



'be'a permanent ‘member of

~for the Dominions, otherwise 1t would have meant that the Dominions

state, and at the same time exert direct influence upon One of\the‘majori

v

powvers. o oo . . ’\ ,
, . o . |
Eligibility for election to ‘a non-permanent seat on the!League

Council, though, was ano&ﬁif‘ﬂatter. If the "British Empire" &as to

Council, how was the "British Empine"‘

member on the. Counfil to be selected? Were the Dominions automatically
included as compon nt parts of the British Empire? Borden's answer to

the question was to press for the recognition'of separate membership'

were ihferior in status to all other League members, and would have

meant committing the‘;ominions to the world—wide responsibilities of

Great Britain for which they were not prepared if the “Briti’ﬁ‘ﬁmpire

sat on the. Council Borden pressed his view on the British'delegation,
and on the first of May, 1919, he discussed the@guestion with w°odrow
Wilson. ‘The President "enfirely agreed with the view that the

%y .
representatives of the Dominion were so eligible."(6 Borden was also N

to persuade Lloyd George to take the matter up officially with the

JUnited States ananrance. ‘His view was accepted but the Canadian Prime'

L

Minister wanted it in writing. He prepared-a memorandum to that'effect . ‘f

and had it signed by Clemenceau, Wilson, and Lloyd'éeorge on May 6,
1919, | S "

The question having been raised as to the méaniag
-Article IV of the League- of Nations Covenant, we have
been requested by Sir Robert Borden to state whether
we concur in his view, that upon the true ‘constriiction ~
. of the first and second paragraphs of that Article,-
representatives of the self-governing ‘Dominions of the
British Empire may be selected or named as members of _ .
the Council. We have no hesitation in expressing our )
entire concurrence in this view. . o '(%;

~

The general emphasis of the comments and. actions of the Dominion .

. leaders at the Peaceaggnference was upon preserving the long—cherished
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.

. any other area than it had formerly been to underwri

" the League of Nations, _opened on September 1.

&)

rights of individual decision. Bes{d:::;h:: was the notion of aﬂﬁeague
through which wars might be prevented by the provision of meQPs for
‘the peaceful settlement of disputes. Caﬁada accepted memb&rship in

the new international organization moreﬁfor 1he recog?iqion of‘its

Thiaamembership

[N

international atatus than a desire to save humani y

»? ..

JV .

g

~Dominion was ‘no more prepared to underwrite the secu ity of Europe or -

L]

the security
\

N
of the British Empire.?"8 It was hoped that‘the new Le;gue of Nations

- would provide general security while asking for only li%ited and

occasional assistance, leaving the Dominion.free‘to puréue socialland

economic policies so that' the problem8 of growth and change engendered

by the war could be solved in a self~ determined framework

A special session called by the Borden government in 1919

¢
’

to’ ratify the Treaty of Versailles which inclqged the,CoVenant. of

\

ere -was considerable'

. P <
wcriticism and discussion of the treaty even though its provisions

could not be altered by unilateral action of the Canadian government.

Parliament was not informed of the government S'opposition to

Article X of the. Covenant or of the C%Eadian delegation 8 efforts at -
- the Peace Conference to. have the article deleted. 29 In presenting
e treaty to the House of Commons for approval on the following day,

Borden made only.a passing reference to what had happened in .Paris.
. The Canadian delegates took exception both in fomm and .
-~ in substur cértain of its original provisions. "Qur =
views were s forth in a confidential memorandum which I
circulatgd to the members of the Commission who drafted
the Covenant and to the representatives of the five ‘great

11



P e _ .
Allied Powers. Many of .our objections were met in.the
revised draft; and as to the others we felt that

_important as we regarded them, they ought not to be . @,
accounted of moment in comparison with the supreme
purpose embodied in the Covenant.30 :

An explanation of the Canadian objections "to certain of. its provisions,

¥

particularly -thoge that-were rejected was not offered Parliament
would‘have to wait over*three years to find out vhat happened'at the
Peace Conference. - "“ ' L /

"t The Libenal opposition feared that League membership might give

Canada new‘international responsibilities, implicate it in European

pblitics, and prevail over the ultimate authority of tﬂe Canadian

»

Parliament. Unwilling to advocate rejection of membership in the

Leagug,.much of the Liberal criticism on the Covenant was isolationisti
in tone.31 However the debate confirmed the indications of the first

session of 1919 that the Liberals were not agreed amongst themselves

Ly

on the desirability of‘Canada s attempting to advance her status and

powers as a self—governing nation in the British Empire. D. D.

ar "

former Minister of”Ftnance were especially worried‘by ‘the discussion ‘
A
of autonomous Canadian status. McKenzie argued that Canada«was not

Rl

a nation "in the true sense of the term" but part of the British e
Empi're.32 Ernest Lapointe, a prominent Liberal K.?.ﬁfroszuebéc,

asked the government if Canada would life up to her obligations as a

& I

member of the League and applw sanctions against Great Britain if ‘the

» *

League was forced to invoke sanctions against it.33 On September 11, .
”.Fielding and Lapointe proposed an‘amendment to Borden's resolution:

In giving such approval, this House’ in no way assents
,to any impairment of the existing autonomous auathority of
“the Dominion, but “declares that the question of what part,
if any, the forces of Canada shall take in any war, actual :
or threatened, 1s one to be determined at all times as °

2

i

McKenzie, the temporary Liberal House leader, .and w. S. Fielding, a] a



J-House of

two.

4statusyof'Canadaxin his address to the House on March 16, 1920,'even

otcasion may require by the peogle of Canada through their
r presentative in Parliament.3

‘Althou h the Field ng amendment did not reject Canadian participation in

the Ledgue of Nations or directly conflict with the language of

Article X:qf the Ledgue Covenant, its intent was "clearly'to_minimiie

1

mitment on. the. part of Ganada to‘take action in opposition to

aggress{ n;"35

he Borden g vernment was forced to defend Article X before the

. \ :

ommons eveJ though the. Liberal proposal was. consistent with
™

o

the attitu e taken by|the Canadian delegation in Paris. But it\aaa\

also unwill ng to giv ‘full support to collective security. The

r

leadership‘o both the government ‘and the opposition sought to minimize
Canadian oblig tions, t ough each dwelt on slightly different terms,

while accepting anadian membership in the League.36 Fielding s

_amendment and Borden's resolution were brought.to a vote on September

11, 1919. There w s-no‘doubt'of'the outcome of the debate; the
. [N . . J .

37 e
Mackenzie King, the neuly elected leader of the Liberal Darty,

was notc a member of the House of Commons at’ the time of the debate.

Kiag was Qoncerned about the division within his party regarding the
*

Covenant of the League of Nations, and was particularly embarrassed

)

1byithe colonialism Qf'Fielding and McKenzie. The "LiberaI”‘speeches

of Rowell’ and A. L. Sifton on the government side did not make the
views of his .two chief supporters any easier to bear.38 He realized
that his- party would have ‘to move beyond Borden 8 policy of autonomy

or become reactionary in imperial relationships.( King dealt with the

13



A ' made subject to the approval of this Parliament, so long as

\ ’ ' L
ERY

. . L 1 .
though the subject was the treaty of peace with Bulgaria. He glorified

the position the Liberal party had taken in bringing Canada to the

status of a nation and declared that:

N

_‘l

' So long as, In the last analysis, all matters pertaining
to Canada in her external or inter-Imperial relations are

™~ no action can be taken of which the Parliament of Canada does
" .not have ample oppqrtunity to approve, we shall feel that to
all intents and purposes, we are a natioh in the true sense of

_ the word.
V

~~With one stroke, Mackenzie King repudiated McKenzie's poSition of the'

previous September and based his position on Flelding's amendment. It

was the first infiication of the "Parliament will decide" formula.
t»g" The new Liberal leader did exhibit some support for the League

of»NaFions. Mackenaie.King Vas insistent on Canadian participation in

League affairs as an indication of his‘countrylslnew international

status.l‘0 " A generalized support of the League, as an organization

seeking to prevent.war, fitted well with Kingfs desire of being

. identified with»creditable‘but non-controversial policx subjects.l His
public statements- about Canadafs contributipns were genérally
favourable_in tone, often self—conératulatory. ln private he wouldé

“on occasion, express a\sentimental and generalized support for the

.

League. "I am heart and soul for a League of Nations, impérfect as

the beginnings of its organizat%pn must necessarily be," he wrote to

Dr. R. C James in October 1919. R As R. M. Dawson points out, King's

*+

academic liberal background his zeal for, .peace, his interest in
social and humanitarian reform, and his experience in labour problems -

~should have predisposed him in favour of the League and of an active

role for Capnada in the intérnational'organization.42 He did notebelieve

in the use of force, either in domestic or internationdl affairs, but

in the rationality of man. Reason would prevail over force if the

14
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protagonists could discuss their problems in a calm and intelligent
| atmosphere. Conciliation, mediation, investigation and arbitration,
all to be found. in the provisions of the Covenant, constituted an ' 4

I\ ' S
"all but impregnable line of defence against international strife."43

S

Reason, with the aid of an enlightened Public Opinion, would triumph

o 44 a
over Force.

¢ .

' However, the Leader of the. Opposition had certain reservations' - @

‘ about the League, especially Article x as Bordén had King.objectedfn
‘to Article X and was opposed to any. attempt to get League members to
make hew policy- commitments ‘or to consider themselves firmly bound

by old ones-.l“5 ’Mackenzie King was;a pélitician~who.was'forced to deal
with‘the realities‘of the Canadian domestic situation and the,political‘_
implications of colleCtivebsecurit;. ‘The'general agﬁitude of
Canadians in the.postfvar period,was one of determinatiop not to . . o
become involved in another war. lnternationally-minded Canadians,':‘
such as ﬁ._w..R0well andnSenator'Raoul Dandurand, accepted in a
cvaéue'sort of way the need for all countries to meet together;for
the common good and for a discussion of common problems. ihey were
o : .4

willing to see Canada‘participate in the general discussions in the \
v - \

League Assembly, but they did not want' their country to become A ’ .
involved in European problems. The League of Nations was seen as
primarily a European institution with its headquarters located in the

heart of Europe, preoccupied largely with European problems. It .

was dominated by European statesmen operating in a’ realm of. affairs

3
H
N
'?.
3
e

in which Canadians had no*experience.l‘-6

S

There were other reasons. for King's opposition to collective -
security. ConStLtutionally, the theory of collective security strudk
~at the heart of King's Liberalism and nationalism. Under such a system

- ‘ i . 5
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the power to make vital decisions\on war and peace would be trapsferred

\\\

from the nation—state or self—governing-@eminion to an international - ‘\_ R {
agency. -Parliament would no longer control\the\gestiny of CanadaL‘
Opposed to imperial centralization of any kind Mﬁtkenzie King was‘
not about to make any concessions with regard to commitments or.
obligations to the new, League of Nations. In this respect King s .ok'
_ attitude toward collecnive security was not essentially different

'm.from that of his predecessor, sir Wilfrid Laurier,~toward imperial ' Ly
. : | -
defence.az King, 1like Laurier, saw Canada as-isolated from the worldw e

¥

and, 8o far as possible, concerned with its .own problems.; The two men

B
.

focused their attention on Status, njj?on the role of the Dominiqn“inggf'

_ , SR E s
the larger world..a8 L < A | / 0

It was mentioned above, thoughi that the League could not bind : SR

a member-state without its consent, .even if Article XVI which)

_contained the’ sanctions of the League ‘was invoked against an aggtéSSQr;

. @; ’ ’ ‘
A member—state which resorted to war in. violation of the Covenant "
-~ was "ipso facto deemed to have committed an act of war against all

other Members of the Leagueq ...... In. such a case all member—states were

immediately obliged to take diplomatic, financial and commercial

— e \

‘ter the Council could only

sanctions against the aggressor. There

LN, LT

frecommend"_to League members "what gffective military, nawal‘or'air"
" sanctions were ‘to be taken.49 Th Second Assembly hastily interpreted ;

" the "automatic' sanctions of the first paragraph of this article out'
of the vaenant.» Proposed ame ments were adopted which ensured that
iall sanctions under Article VI would be imposed gradually and
. partially under the guidance of the Council 50 ‘Even»withOut the

"interpretation" of 1921 each member-state had to decide for itself
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g of Nations in March 1920 | - _ s \

Washington. Senator Hehry Cabot Lodge, an-opponent of Wilson '8, kneWu

4

whether another re b ] of the Covenant.. »

o . : o

Thus Canada s sovereignty remained unfettered. " S
. ‘ o

{ing's opposi't;i_on .\‘;\ & s
: BN

\ Great Britainw

The other factor which:determined Mackenzie
to coliective<security was the Dominion's links’ wit

and the United States. He ‘was not will{:g to

. 9 s

League of NatiOns and at the same time" renounce the imperial

~

/

?onnection and Canada s friendship with the United States. King was

not willing to. jeopardize the,security of his country for the.sake of

v

an untested 1dea. He' had to deal with, reality, with the daily

1.

problems of gdverning a developing Canada and maintaining healthy
relatibnshwith its strongest neighbours and trading partners. The = . ,

nited States did not ?ﬁake the Dominion s position any easier by its

rejection of the Treaty of Versailles and the Covenant‘df the ‘Le gue
T ‘ i
The United States emerged from the Great War as ‘the strongést

Power, as was shown in the large role WOodrow Wilson had in the shaping
P

S >

of peace.. . But a wave of isolationism and disgust with Europe spread

over the country;tthere was' an almgstggverwhelming desire on the part

“of the American,people to return to the pre*war period of "normalcy.ﬁ

N

But ‘this feeling had little influence on the5course ofvevents in.

A

the Senate could not defeat the Covenant - and thus the Treaty ‘of

Versailles < on a straight vote. So he resorted to proposing

,‘reservations to the Covenant, which would have required the President

e te

' e
_to return to Europe for furth concessions-from Lloyd eorge and

Clemenceau,//Lodge said he would c0ntinue to add. reser ations until

'the Covenant was deeated. "Wilson's supporters ‘could not accept the

,‘ Senator s reServations and ‘on March 20, 1920 they defeated its

\ A . \
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: ratification. Irohically, the most important of the ignatbries of . T ;
. \ . . ‘ ' e DU v .
Versailles was the, only one that failed to ratify the treaty.SI‘ ]é';:‘,w b

/_ The Senate also refused to accept the tripartﬂte Anglo—French—

'3 "/ E ‘- A

American guarantee treaty ‘on which W1180n had persuaded Clemenceau to .
) ‘ ’ R *
rely. The French felt betrayed° a search for alternatives became in .

itself .an importdnt fbature of France's post—war policy. The British TR

government now viewed thgrLeague with less enthusiasm.. With the_
U 4 ’

absence of the United States from the League the British gbvernment..

. -

considered Article X unworkable and to be tacitly ignored 52 '
In order to understand Mackenzie King 8 approach ta. foreign
(,
policy it is necessaxy to understand his concept of government. While

all the basic concepts ‘of nineteenth century liberalism'can be found ?
in King‘s political philbsophy, he was incapable of making a coherent
“?':presentation ofqthem. When addressing the party faithful he often o
\made the effort and chose liberalism as his. topic \but.he rarely got;& fif f\o -

o My

Heyondé;ommoﬂplace and meaningless platitudes. .01 one occasion King

. . - - .
& Lo e

describéd liberalism as "the continuous releasing or unlocking of a
4 . ,','on . . -

great onward force P an energizing force, a vital orce, a force

tﬁat is forever serving mankind and it is a'force th t 1is ever '
1153

seeking and finding a wider outlet. But this is ndt to say that -d‘ ‘ o

Mackenzie King did not have a political philosophy.u He was an active~ o
) practitioner of the art~of government, and’behindihis decisions was a
set of ideas. .‘. o . »
| Mackenzie King did not seé‘government as’ having a dynamic
’role in society.S? He saw sgciety as a partnership in/yhich all its
~ members had common’ interests; government vas regarded by King as the

agent through which these intq;ests could be discovered and accepted. -

There was no hint of the government giving direction in any of its }, r. .

a . 3
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policies or putting on the mantle of leadership,during a crisis.
- "Government, in the last ‘analysis, 1§ organized opi_nion"55 and as

such had to be carefully nurtured. If his party &ﬁk sedhrely in

office and not menaced By politicsl dissatisfaction Mackenzie King

saw Tittle need for forward steps’. Lis decisions were . responseﬂ to &

‘political pressures but they were consistent vith King' s concept of
g

leadership and with his concept of a liberal society; e

—

'u \

King knew that a political party was the instrument of leader- ™

v

ship in a democracy. But he did not beliéve that the~job of a-: party

leader was to betome a passionate advocate of_new causes. Bold and

imaginatdive ventures were invaluable aids in the creation of opinion,
o T, e S

" but they Qere luxuries he could i1l afford. '"Leadership by consensus"
s .
was King's approach to party and national leadership. 6 The Liberal

pajly was a collection of underprivileged groups opposed to privilege

and vested interests, all regiomns, and all social classes. Comﬁbn

interests existed; if liberal policies could be found which furthered
!

' these common interests, then the problems would be solved.57 This .
bolicy of searching for the common integests led one newspgper editor
to comment during the 1921 general electionzl

. There 1is in King's programme something for everybody,
a policy for every local interest, a plank for every
. group, a promise for every individual. Having begun by
announcing one policy in the West and a reversal of that
policy in the East, he now offers both in the same breath.
‘He is at once a protectionist and a free trader, and an
advocate of a tariff for revenue and a champion of
" industry. He is all things to all men and all at the
‘same time. :

< But it was‘not alvays,easy to discover the liberal policy, and after -
it was discovered it was not always easy to convince the members ofﬂ
. Li\ .

all groups that this was the policy that they wanted. King assumed

" that all "liberally-minded men" could be persuaded to accept these
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policies onge they were ‘explained; only tact; patiente, and time were °,
_ ¥ e - . . o Y

neeged»to ease any tensions’ and make an agreement between these groups

: v L e . oLt

: possihle.sg, A cohpromise could alWays‘be'found through digtussion® .

To Kingi;™a compromise was»equivalent to reaching a consensus;
©

s
Ll

It Was. not anough for K&ng to reach a decision, he had to make

it the~policy of the Liberal party. The Cabinet had to be persuadeda

to accept his views, and then the caucus had to be persuaded to-
< . . : o «

accept ‘the vieqsiof the CabinetL In other words, MackenéieiKing

oo <
believed collective: responsibility was the essence of parliamentary
B - s
govermment. Thus there had to exist a sense of contributiOn on‘the
. - . \vt . N "»» . 4

part of every member of~the Cabinet. 60 Hackenzie King informed the

House of Commons in 1931 that cabinet government in the British

parliamentary system was based on the belief that the best Judgement
ST . . ' :

would be formed out of collective wisdoméaand would prevent the will

of any one individual from dominating a situation.61 ' ®

. - ‘-
His Ministers were entitled to know in advance any policy

King planned to announce, and they were a180 entitled to question that

a

policy and raisenobjections to it. But once King stated his under-

n .

standing of the consensus of the Cabinet there was no further . —

discussion. Collective responsibility did not mean collective
enthusiasm; either grudgingly or silently, King's colleagues had to

fgive their consent. When the announcement was made, each Minister

was expected to defend the policy for which he wasnjointly responsible.é2

: e ' (N
‘When the Liberals were in office the caucus was not utilized as a

sounding board to survey public opinion. Mackenzie King assumed that 1&,
any policy on which his colleagues agreed,represented the consensus of

liberally-minded men.6?‘\Decisions were reached in Cabinet and the

caucus was then persuadedﬂto accept the Cabinet's decisions. In the
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_realm of external affairs, King's policies were adopted, not always

because~his”colleagues were convinced by the sheer logic’of his

v

-

argument but, in many cases, becauge they had great confidence in his

N k)
i~

political judgement.§4
' His conception of socLety and foreign policy were integral

patta of Mackenzie King 8 political philosophy. While Industry and

. - * .

[ 4

. Humanity provides*an insight into King's career ds an industrial

‘felations consultant, it also shows how he vléwed the world. Nor

e’ .

did his-view of xhe world change appreciably until the ‘final years
2 s ) . -

K

'of his lffeﬁ King transposed his concept of indostrial relations to

thé political sphere; he saw Canadian society, and the world at large
for that matter as’ a partnership " He believed that harmony and .
social progress depended upon Canadians, and all men, recognizing

their mutual iﬂterests and agreeing upon policies which would promote

the common good.65 He was a man of deep faith in the essential unity

of society;-throughout his Inddstgyfand Humanity there is a strong
belief that society was, in reality, an organic whole. . The actions of
certain men, nations,fand institutions disrupted that unity and

released chaos upon the world. Unrest, to King, manifested itself

‘mot only in‘strikes and lockouts but also‘in world war. Vigorous,

impartial, and seieptific investigation.of grievanees and injustice

was the way to maintain harmony and promote social progress within

Canada amd amongst the natfbns of the world 66 He believed that
liberally-minded men were capable of seeing beyond their narrow

interests to the broader interests of the community and were prepared

' to make personal concessions and sacrifices to achieve the common

«

good. Reason; not force,'voold'resolve disputes.67 "This, for.King,_

was the basis ot party unity and even of national unity; it was an

1
I

i

\
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unquestioned article of faith underlying his government's policies -
on a varlety of political problems over the years.

Mackenzje King'accepted the orthodox political definition

of the nation-state: a political organization capable of acting

.without outside restraint in both domestic and international affairs.68

~

He also recognized that a state's general foreign policy strategy

was linked to the nature‘of its domestic attitudes and social‘and

“economic needs. In fact, Mackenzie Kingusawiforeign~policy as-almost

an'eatension‘of'domestic policy. ' S - : o

<

Foreign policy, I take it, is in large measure an
extension of domestic policy.’ It depends upon the
. balance of social and political forces, upon the
industrial organization, upon the racial aspirations,
upon the whole background of the people's life.69

Moreover, Mickenzie King recognized that it was not enough to be right

in principle in external affairs. A state must be able to make its -

[\
a

policy statements credible, "otherwise it 1s a paper mache gort of

business, only a mask." 1In the same set of personal notes on

- .

guidelines of foreign policy, King argued that it was not sufficient ’ o~

" for an individual whether he be Prime Minister or Minister of

Foreign Affairs, or both combined o to be knowledgeable or interested
in foreign affairs. Parliament and the whole people had to be -
concerned. 70‘ In practice, though he had his own view as to what

public opinion was at any .given moment. In the realm of foreign

) vaffairs King believed he knew what public opinion would be and felt

no need to consult his colleagues and followers in advance. His

vattitude was much the same toward Parliament° decision—making remained

in the hands of the government, and external affairs remained

“ Coe

Maekenzie King's private preserve.. He thus avoided as completely as

possible any meaningful discussion of foreign policy in the House of

o"



Commbns.71 - . ° ' .
i King's close ident{ficagion with the Liberal éar;y and his ‘ 'ﬁ
coﬁntry ﬁade him agutely aware of the ethnic and regional divisions
of Canada. He saw anada as a partnership between French and English
: : : ]
Cangdians with both partners benefiting from the federal unipn.7?
Canada and the Libgrai(ﬁarty had been split by the conscription
crisis of l917;,wﬁen'MAckenzie'King was elgcted leadef of the party
-in 1919 he wasg faced with the grdblem of re-uniting and re—buildiqg;;;:QWA_
Domestic and foreign policy refleéted his desire to avoidvaﬁfﬁhing
that might upfet the delicate répair work. For King ithis meént that
each méjbr‘ﬁational decision had to have the support, or at .least thé;
acquiescence,.of peopie from each cultural group and each geograbhical
.'region.73 Although lackihg'popularity, compromises on fdreigh policy
were the means éo achieve thé end of nacionaliunitj.' This way a
consensus could be rea;hed. By emphasizihg status and autondmy,v. ‘ : ‘.
both-within the British CommgnWealth aﬁ& the League of Nations,
y v

Mackenzie King was able to draw support from various sectors of the

Dominion. A foreign policy which proved unpopular in one éecto; of

-

‘Céﬁﬁ?& would aggravate already existing cultural or regional
jealousies, and at the same time thféaten‘King's hpld on the reins of
~ power by alignat;ng existing'or_pqtenfial political supp9r£}~
_‘A ;tate's geographic location affects its pefception of thé
e*ternal enyirohment.74‘ Asvwith the United States, the Gréat'War
' édversely.affédfedvCanadian attitudes towards European politics, -
statesmen, and ambitions. It fostered the convictidn that the Noxth
,Americaﬁ‘conﬁinent was‘fértunétely geographically removed frgm E&rope

or any other potential crisis spot and could remain aloof from any

future struggle. Canadians deliberately isolated themselves behind the

~
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barrier of the Atlantic OCean as a way of escaping commitments to either
the Briyish Commonwealth or the League of Nations.

/// Three* relatiVely young political leaders, Meighen; King, and
i ' \
T. /..Crerar, paraded themselves on the hustings during the 1921

e ection. Offici;lly faunched on September 1, the campaign was \
dé@igated by the themes‘of protection and conseription.75 ‘The League _l @
onNiiions mas not an iasue in the election: There had been no party
-divis nQ:fover the-LeaguetinAtheUHouse of Commons since the:special .

session September 1919. Moreover, the fate of a pro-League

President in the United States was a narning against making:political
capital out o Canada s membership ip the League.76 The returns showed.
ia country deeply divided; no party had been able to win a majority

The Conservatives were reduced to- fifty seats, withbthe Prime Minister
‘and nine of his Ministers su fering personal defeats. T. A. Crerar's
Progressives captured sixty—fiv seats.on the prairies and in Ontario.
TwoAIndependent Labour candidates'vere elected to the House as well. '
Mackenzie'Kiné.and the Liberals.nonlll7 seats with a member from almost

every province. But - the bulk of_his support cameffrom.Quebec where

. : f

the Liberals carried every seat. King was faced with the dual problem -
‘of remaining in office and rebuilding ‘the Liberal party on a national

basis. . For the first time in Confederation a minority‘government.sat :

in Ottawa. - '
B ~~ ‘



Chapter 1I

THE HIGH CONTRACTING PARTY

The Liberals emerged the victors from the 1921 general election

and took office under an adminiStration headéd'by Mackenzie King. .The

©

‘first question King had to deal with in connection with the League of

Nations was the composition of the Canadian delegation to the Third

LN

" Assembly. Writing to the new Prime Minister'in Febrnary 1922, sir ,

“Herbert Ames; the financial director offthe League of Nations, expressed -
. RN |

his pride in the League and what it had‘accomplished since its creation.

Ames hoped that the Dominion would send a strong delegation, either non-

\ . AN
. E

political or representative of. both sides of the House.
. L ) "

1f you yo r. Brime Minister, could arrange to lead the . ‘ i
delegation Mt wou. at once d great step and, 1if I may say .

so, would give you an opportunity that could not be excelled,
- of getting intq direct touch with international questions and -
world statesmen.

In a further letter Ames;again-urged'that Canada send a'd21egation.ﬁas

strong and as effective as Parliamentary and Ministerial exigencies will

a

" allow." There was no mention this. time of the Prime Minister leading

the delegation,obut the tone of the letter.was directedfatfinfluencing &

K]

Mackenzie King to come to Geneva.v2 Initially refusing to comment on

Ames 'fsuggestion, King informed him that he had no intention of going to
»Geneva in September.3v Instead W. S. Fielding, Ernest Lapointe, and

P. C. Larkinvwere sent. Fielding was the Minister of Finance and -senior |

member of the Cabinet Lapointe was the Minister of Marine and Fisheries,

- .

but more importantly he was_thelleading Quebec member in the Cabinet;"~

Larkin &as the newly appointed Canadian High-Commissioner.in»London;.
S
The Canadian delegation to the Third Assembly was therefore composed of

- ,
important members of the King administration wEo had opposed~commitments
. . r, /‘

[ \ o ‘ ] - . ) . . . . ,"‘A

—
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to” the Leagké.during the parliamentary seSsioh of September 1919% The

composition of the ''Canadian délegatioﬁ was thus indicative of the attitude

(39

' that would be takénibx the new go?ernment of the Dominion at Geneva.
\ : o .
The King government had inherited the unresolved problem of

\Article X. -Thé Borden and Meighen governments had.unsgcbessfully

’

attempted to have the article struck from the Covenant at Paris and at

the First and Second Asaembliés.é But Lapointe was hopeful that whoever
repfesented Canada at Geneva would succeed in this endeavour.5 The
Department of Extérnal Affairs, on the other,hand,'questioned the wisdom

of c0nti$uing-to press for deletion. In a memorandum to the Prime Minister

dated July 20, 1922, Loring C. Christie, the Départment's legal adviég;,

set out the record of goverhment action on Article X. The move to delete.
_ the Article had met with no succeés'and_Christie felt there was iittle

chance that it would Succeed; from ;hafnhe méde‘certain.recommendgtions on- -
the course thaé might be fdllowgd on the question by the~Canadian_
delegation going to the Third Assembly. He’di& ﬁot recommend that éggada :
shbuid go so far as@proposing fé strike out the obligation ;BArespec;

territorial integrity and the pbliticél independence of the Members of
. ‘ \ : ’ . ; ' |
the League. The Covenant procedure for League action under -Article X

was not as binding as was feared. In fact, e,

<
(2

the obligation on the part of any Member of the League to take
, active measures is not at all absolute, since the measures if
[ any to be taken by each Member can only be determined in the
s future when the occasion arises and as the result of ,
' consultation with the Member itself; for though the Council
"advises," yet under Articles 4 and 5 the Member in question
must be called to the Council, must be admitted to the ,
deliberations, and must be a consenting party before any .-
‘decision or advice affecting'it can bind it; that such R
- procedure is no more in derogation of the principle of state
~ sovereignty and parliamentary supremacy than is the ordinary
procedure of international conference. . ' o

His analysis, though, did not gé far enough. It was indicgted above that

N\

A
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\
. ' » _
Article X by itself could not."trigger" any action on the part of a
. member-state. In additiony action by a membeﬁ-state was . tied to Article
XVI, and here a vote either in the Council or Assembly did not commit it

to a decision; each member-state had to decide for itself if it was going

Lo
- - .

to make any commitment. : . . \\‘——/////—-

Christie maintained ‘that the experience of the League had altered
the problem confronting the government with regard to the merits of the
-'article and the proposal to delete it. The influence of controversy on

the article, and the fact that it would be interpreted and operated as
the situation demanded, meant that "the apprehensions‘voiced by the
opponents.of the Article will’never as a matter of practiﬁal politics
'be realized, even though‘the text may be open to the -construction they
fear." 1If the government"was stlll dissatisfied with the situ S .on | -~
Christie advised that it seek a minimum alteration of the text whic would.\' . :5
produce the desired result while retaining any value that Article X
possessed. In view<1fthe reluctance of nany Members.to undertake any
amendment to Article X, Christie felt nothing but a motion or proposal
lembodying a minimum alteration would have a chance of success in the
Assembly. He proposed that the article be altered by the insertion of
the word "concerned"'; it would take into consideration the geographical
position, the politicalpositinnat the moment, or other reaBOns which
might be fairly regarded as excluding Members from participating'in,_
L

League action in a particularsituation.6 : B ;

(

Copies of~the memorandum were sent to Fielding and Lapointe bv
Christie on July 20.7 It is. fairly certain that Mackenzie King discussed
it with Lapointe before the delegation went to Geneva. They were of the
same mind on the question; something had to be done about Article X.’ \

The memorandum set out past policy and analysed the reasons for its
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failure, it assessed foreign opinion and Article X, and it recommended

T
0

oo a course of action other than what had been“previously adopted and which

Christie felt had the only cé&nce for success. The Prime Minister and.
his colleagues were made aware that they would have to settle_for less

than what they wanted. Article X would remain, but they would try to

make it_ineffective.

When the Assembly convened in Q%ptember Lapointe madelthe new

government s proposal on Article X. At the meeting of the First Committee

‘ (Constitutional Questions) on September 14 Lapointe saiditmgf the
" Canadian government was convinced that it was impossible“gt tge‘moment to
————— _secure the deletion of Article X, . yé
He thought it desirable that the Committee on Amendments,
if it was unwilling to propose its delegation, should at
least make suggestions with regard to its modification, so 4£,/‘/
as to remove the misunderstandings to which its present T o
wording gave rise. ' 7
Moreover, the maintenance of Article 10. prevented
geveral States from adhering to the League of Nations.
It therefore appeared necessary, if it were not possible
entirely to eliminate this article, to amend it, with the
object of obviating any uncertainty as to its scope.
\/

He then proposed that the geographical and poiiticai c

umstances of each’

state be taken into account, and that duerweight given to the sovereign
. ~ - . R . .

authority of Parliament in the variouelme ér states of the League. But

adian government had not changed its

N

Lapointe made it clear that the

CcS.

attitude, just its tdi "All those who spoke at the meeting expressed .

T ¢

the/ggrmeﬁf/satisfaction that we were not pressing the Doherty motion

T

*« « + . There was really very little adverse criticism of our amendment,

but much heated criticism of the Doherty motion."lo

Fielding wrote to Mackenzie King before the Members had reacted

:to the new Canadian propoaal. In fact, opposition to the Canadian

. amendment was very strong. On September 11 Prince Arfa-ad-Dovleh of
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Persia told the First Committee that Persia would oppose any move to

o

ab:ogate\or améﬁd:Article X.-11 Initial comment on the Canadian proposal
showed a lack o{ consensus, but oppos;tion was still strong. The First
Committee, fgée; with the iﬁability Eb secure. unanimous agreemenf, once
again decide& to postpone the Canadian‘proposai, and so recommended
_~Eg/;he Asgembly. The full Assembly discussed the.report-of thekFirst R S
- Committee on Saturday, September'23.-‘M. Stfujcken,'the Rapportéu?;-
made the report: the Coﬁiittee had found no substance to the Canadian
demand to have Article X deieted. The new Canadian amendment replaced -
the p;pposal fo; the éntire deletion of’the.grcicle, On :his basis, |

L 4

the First Committee again'proposes that a careful and unhurried
examination should be madé before a decision is taken on the
fate of this article, and on the form in which it is to take
its place among the guarantees which the League of Nations can
secure to its Members in the interests of world peace and
justice. : ' .

Only the French and Canadian delegations spoke after the

e

position in: favour of the retention of Article X and opposition to:

-

Canadian amendment. He gave an éloqueﬁt défence of the article that
gave France soﬁg éecurity, denied there was any ambiguity in thé article,
and described it as "the pedimenﬁ of the great temple.bf-our intér—,

‘ H;"13- Fielding followed the.Frencﬁ delegate,
He defended the anadian position in térms somewhat different ffom those &
Lapﬁinte‘ﬁa used in the First Committee. 'Fielding denied tﬁét the.

\ .

delegation was seeking to eliminate Article X entirely,‘and

digassociated his gove;nmentvfrom the views expressed by Doherty ét a

the first two Assemblies. "I frankly say, I quite admit;that you -

~ cannot reasonably striKé’EﬁE’Article 10 entirely. I tﬁink the objections

wh{ch have been raised to the motion of my-illuétriqus predecessor. were




T

Yy

well founded . . . . We who represent Canada to—day . . . are not

~ asking jzhe Assembli7 to eliminate Article 10." He fully supported the’.

3

‘ contentiog;tﬁat Article X was unclear and that Canada only wanted it -

élarified.¥é
i

// Without further discussion the Assembly adopted the First

/

%émmittee s recommendation to adjourn the Canadian proposal for another

’/year.;s The division of opinion was more clearly drawn than before. As. ... .

the Canadian delegation.commented in its report:

© It did not appear that the proposal had found favour in
any quarter in the Assembly. It had, on the contrary, aroused

marked hostility. The French representatives wvere particularly o

strong in thelr objections to the elimination of the Article.

Many of the smaller nations too were {isposed to regard the

Article as a protection against aggression and naturally did
"~ not look with apprOVal on the proposal to strike it out.

I
' Canada re8ponded to these/reacti’ns by abandoning ‘a position clearly
i

unaeeeptaﬁle to international opinion. ' It no longer sought the deletion

.~of Article X, but sought an amendment which might have the effect of

minimizing the obligations of states, in general and states geographically

removed from the scene of potential conflict in particular.- Lapointe s

~

amendment to the First Committee was an attempt to implement the
recommendations in Christie's July memorandum Moreuver, it is not
possible that Lapointe, ‘a Minister of the Crown and a good Liberal ~would

or~know1edge and consent of

have acted in such a manner without/ the p

" the man who was both Prime Minister and Secr tary of State for External

Affairs. It would have been contrary to Mackenzie King s concept of - RN

ministerial responsibility, that each Minister was responsible for his
_department and all that occurred withinuit, and highly.uncharacteristicv

of King's developing relationship with Lapointe.. No major shift in

’

”__,ﬁtactics’fo'reach a policy objective could be made without|Mackenzie

N
\\

N

King authorizing it.

30
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A new impasse was reached."Thé Council of the League asked all -

A

mqmber goyernments to submit)opinions on the proposed Canadian amendment.

. In the autumn of 1922 the Prime Minister was'more concerned with\the~
Chanak affair and Canadian autonomy within the British Empire than with
the League of Nations 18, During the 1923 session of Parliament King -

" talked about "the unsettled conditions of the present" with respect to i
’.:‘

z.international affairs, ‘and about the,need "to establish “something ‘the -

AL

nature of a reasonable stability" but at no point in his remarks was

the League of Nations mentioned even in passing 19 Power s call for
~
/Canada ] withdrawal from the League ‘evoked no response from Mackenzie

'King.zo' In April 1923 King attended a lupcheon with Lord\Robert Cecil,

Sir Robert Borden, Arthur Meighen, Ernest Lapointe, and others. They

. discussed international and industrial disputes and the parallelbetween
' : -/
them, King's favourite compa on, but not the Canadian delegation's

: _ .
_ actions at Geneva the previous Séptember

I pointed out it was all pducation and as meri become-
‘educated in things nearestd;d their everyday lives they
wd apply them as a matter ©f course.to international
relations. - the great thing about the League of Nations,
it is teaching all countries a common language - usin &
language in broad sense, of like concepts and~ideas '

) The luncheon guests discussed nothing controversial, only an abstract idea
'which all seemed agreed upon. Cecil was impressed by the interest
Mackenzie King showed in the League and the League of Nations Union
Apparently the question of King s travelling to Geneva was discussed' v
like Ames, Cecil hoped the Prime Minister would go. "It is good to knqw

that you are seriously—thinking of‘coming to Geneva-in-September, and -

L I am convinced that, if you find it possible to-do so, you will not only ~§~

find it worthwhile but that you will be rendering a great service to

the League.' n22 I . ' o N



’ .

Opposed to advance commitments to military action under Axticle X
the Canadian government also opposed efforts at Geneva in the post—war
period to expand and strengthen the collective security provisions in

the Covenant. The unsettled state of European politics‘in 1923 saw .
3 ‘ Co el L '
renewed emphasis placed upon the need‘for collectiVe security. France -

was the principal state concerned with closing the "gaps" in the Covenant

o
v

r

_yielded the desired results; an effort was to be made to stabilize ‘the

'European situation through further League‘commitments.zé The first
. » \ : ' - o ~

’important move in this direction was the adoption of Resolution XIV

: regional basis.

’

5

by the Third Assembly asking'Hembersyto state their views on a-proposed
Treaty of MutualdGuarantee. The proposed -Treaty, the first comprehensive

‘effort to interrelate security,and'disarmament,'envisaged specific
guarantees of military assistance in case of attack being made on a’

v - L.
3 . [l
Pl

26 :

The Council was asked to secure the comments of Member governments

-

-'upodﬁthe principles of the Draft Treaty. Canada was the only member of

the British Commonwealth to express its views. Sir Joseph Pope, ‘the

Under—Secretary of State for External Affairs, sent a vague reply which

nore specific one.25‘ Lapointe gave the matter -

. »

prompted a request fon

some consideration apd wrote ta Mackenzie King on June 12, 1923,
advising that a new reply should'be sent. He wanted King to express

Bl

of"the Canadian government for a policy of

the strong.suppor
o

disarmament and its willingness.to consider any proposal which would, ™"

.

lead to that achievement, Buf military commitments,,in view of Canada's

[N
©h .

national conditions and geographical position, were ( out of the question.

Such obligation is intended to be limited in principle td
,those. countries situated in the same. part of the Globe.
Canada is a country situated in North America. She fa,.

. ) » ' - .

4

..since. neither alliaéges nor a punitive policy towards Cermany.had ff”,;”,_

BV
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also a natioh forming part of the British Empire. It seems
difficult to devise any scq‘ne which would reconcile these
two basic points. ' ty o
The Minister of Marine and‘fiéheries did not‘feel that Canadians would
be prepared tg ratify an agreement binding Canada "to help other nations,

under our present circumstances."26 Mackenzie King accépted Lapointe's

recommendations. Sir Joseph Pope's second communication to the .

’

> " , : ) .
‘Secretary-General of the League on the Draft Treaty employed much the

iy

same language used by Lapointe in his letter to the Prime Minister.

Canada rejected the Draft Treaty.
o N [

.v&n any case it seems very unlikely that the Canadian“people

/1n the present circumstances would be prepared to consent
to any agreement binding Canada to give assistance as
proposed to other nations and the Govermment, therefore,
does not see its way to a participation in the Treaty
of Mutual Guarantee.? : ' '

N At the same time the government ofwﬁéékenzie King was preparing

A

vwhat was to be iﬁp final move qgainsf Article X. Of those governments

_that had- replied to the Council's request for opinions on the proposed

amendment, most were strongly opposed. '"Tweniy-f;vg replies were
received from as many States and coﬁmunicated to your delégates. An

analysis of those replies, wﬂile.indicating a wide variety of opinion

.

as to the meaning of the attiélei clearly showed that a large majority
/ :

of the States were absolutely opposed to any change in the Artic¢le

. e e ."28 Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria were the only European states

which welcomed the Canadian amendment. The victors and all iﬁe new

-

St&ﬁgé, houever.‘uete hﬁytile to vhat they.regarded as a weakening of

the gehe;gl_guarantee. The reply"of the Polish govermment contained

someé interesting conclusions:
& :

aQ

It is tindisputable that the %6%enant of the League
-of Nations imposes upon its Members certain obligations
which® de facto constitute important restrictions upon

the exercise of their-sovereign rights . . . . The -

v 33



pursue the proposal for an amendment but accepted membership on a

'*recommendations, but would have to decide for thenselves if Article X

»

States which constitute the League of Nations would

probably have never' consented to all these Yestrictions

if they had not believed that they would find a

compensation and a makeweight in the mutual guarantee 9 3
+ of their territorial integrity and political independence.

The fifth answer favourable to the Canadian proposal was from Urugnay.

- - In his opening speech b:¥ore the First“Committee Sir Lomer Gouin,

«

King's Minister of Justice and Canada's First Delegate\to the Assembly.

recognized the amount of opposition to his country 8 proposal. Once

again, on September 12, 1923, the First Committee listened to the

background of the Canadian proposal, of Canada's attitude to Article

X and 1ts actions in the League against it. As Fielding had done the

previous year, Geuin based Canadals position on\Fielding's House of

Coummons amendment\%§;%9l9. Canada' was not notivated by any selfish ?
desire, Gouin told the Comnittee, and to prove his point heydrev upan \\\\
theuDominion's war record. Beneath his statements was the‘subtle hint \\\

[

. <
that since.Canada entered the war without any hope of territorial

aggrandizement, without any thought ofoaugmenting its prestige, at

 least this much’should be dome for it by its allies.30 Gouin did not B .

sub-committee which was to draw up an interpretative resolution dealing
with the question; raised by the Canadian proposal.

Ihe proposed interpretation‘was essentially the same as the
amendnent sponsored by Lapointe in 1922, since it recomnknded thatvtne
Council should take account*oflthe geographical situation and otner
special conditions in reconnending measures to be taken against an

aggressot. League members would give serious consideration to Council i sz.i

had been violated and if any measures, especially military, should be g

taken. If adopted the resolution would represent the opinion of the
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Asgembly regarding'the meaning of Article X. The language of the article
' -would remain unchanged, leaving 1t open to other interpretations. "But
the effect of the interpretation, once adopted, would only be to

weaken the League's security system.
.The proposed interpretative resolution, though weaker than

previous attempts, raised the same conflict between those seeking to f

Ll

maintain and those seeking to weaken the collective Security system.

-

Committee discussions in September showed that strong opposition still
existed on the part of states like France, Belgium, Finland, and Persia.
Some states favoured delaying the matter. . At this point Gouin made
another concession saying that his government would be satisfied with

a majority vote for the resolution. This would serve to show how other
League members interpreted the article.31 By accepting majority support
in the Assémbly for the resolution, even ifﬁit was defeated by any
negative votes, the Dominion was prepared-to settle for a "moral
victory." .

Further-discussion by the First Committee on September 19
resulted in both sides accepting a compromise solution on the wording
which would avoid” any appearance of weakening the legal or moral effect
of Article X. A majority of the Committee adopted the revised Canadian
resolution;32 M. Rolin, Rapporteur for the First Committee, presented

the report of the Committee on the Canadian propossl to the Assembly

- ‘on September 24,

It 1is in conformity with the spirit of Article 10 that,

in the event of the Council considering it to be its duty

to recommend the application of military measures in: .
consequence of an aggression or danger or threst of o o :
aggression, the Counci}l shall be bound to take account,’ T
‘more particularly of the geographical and of the specisl
conditions of each. State.

v It 18 for the constitutional authorities of each Member
to decide, in reference to the obligation of preserving

a4



the independence and.the integrity of the.territory of
membe®s, in what degree the Member is bound to assure
the execution of this obligation by employment of its z
military forces.

The recommendations made by the Council shall be -
regarded as being of the highest importance, and shall
be taken into consideration by all the Members of the
League with the desire to execute their engagements in
good faith. - ' ’

‘Rolin told the Assembly that the resolution was not an amendment but an
interpretative resolution; Regardless of the.success of the resolution,
once ' it was accepted by a majdrity of delegates it would have great
authority from a moral point of view and would "give the Canadian
delegation all it asked n33 ’ |

Sir Lomer Gouin addressed the Assembly the following day. With

his comments conciliatory in tone, Gouin told the delegates that the *
interpretative resolution contained no fundamental change in Article X.
and was accepted by all 1ega1 and League authorities. He requested

'"that those Members who did not like the resolution abstain from voting -
"in this way we should obtain  the authentic interpretation of which the
members of the Amendments Committee spoke in 1921. 36» The Canadian
delegate was followed by Prince Arfa of Persia who restated his country 8

'H‘opposition to ‘the Canadian proposal, stating unequivocally that Persia )
-w0uld be obliged to vote against the proposed interpretation.as' Several
delegates, including the French and the British,.voiced-their Support |
‘of the resolution. Panama‘was the only other country to voice itsA

. support. of the Persian!position. Gouin pressed for a vote, refusing to

‘let the Persian delegate communicate with-his governm'ent.\36 .

Of the fifty-two votes cast when the question was called at
the end of the debate on September 25, only a small majority of the

Members voted for the Canadian resolution. Twentyfnine votes were

= Ed
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cast for the resolution, but twenty—two states showed their opposition
by abstaining while only Persia actually cast a negative vote. All of °
sthie Commonwealth delegations and those ‘of all the major Powers in the
League voted ﬁor the resolution. 'The President of the Assembly declared

that the proposed resolution was neither adopted nor- rejected "because

L4

it cannot be argued that, in voting as it has done, the Assembly hasi .

pronounced in favour of the converse interpretation.',37

.

Canada 8 four—year struggle in the Assembly, as well as her

“

efforts in Paris at the Peace Conference, seemed to result in a rather {:::;;:”:w,;

i

meaningless vote.38 The Canadian delegation, though felt that its

-effofts had met with success, especially when the voting pattern was

analyzed. The resolution had been- effectively approved.- - In his letter -

ito Mackenzie King on October 1, 1923 Gouin wrote.

As you may have learned by the newspapers we _have finally Cilee el e R

4‘ﬂfsucceeded in: obtaining.a .pronouncement. .00 .our.. proposals

at‘jcbucerning Article L0.0f .the Covenant.. It.is true that

J'"'Persia voted against ‘the Interpretative Declaration, ‘but that SR

- fact In no way affects the question. We know now that the
: .. 4Great Powers and all the ‘Members of the 'Council shall
'"‘interpret that famous Article 10 in the sense of the

amendment proposed by our colleague, Mr. Lapointe. Even .
if Persia had voted with the 29.States who-declared : : .
themselves in favour of the Interpretative Declaration for '
which the- Society of Nations shall be indebted to Canada,
that Declaration would have no more force than it has now.,:

-39

In their official report on the'work.ot the Fourth Assembly, the Canadian
delegates expressed.a similar opinion. They felt that, under the
circumstances ‘a satisfactory answer had been given to the question.é? s
Canadian insistence that its interpretation had been accepted continued
through the years. Replying to the American invitation to become one

of the original parties to the Kellogg-Briand Pact, Mackenzie King wrote

C
. to the United States Hinister that "it was on the initiative of Canada

'that the FOurth'Assembly, with a single negative vote, accepted the .

37
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interpretative resolution."g;

The purpose of the.Canadian initiative at Gengva‘ha been to
weahen the force and effect ovarticle X. Initially, the.g a{‘was sought
by*advocating.the-deletion.of the article. The Liberal.éo ernmentf
convinced that such measures would.onlj fail, ‘took a less irect:
'apbioach hy first seeking an amendment and then an interpr tatien..

At hnth the Third and Fourth Assembliés the Canadian delegatien“
- emphasized the right of states to decide individually what -they nould :
do to oppdse.aggreasion.' Both Ottawa and Geneva recognized asxabsurd.»x

the claim that the meaning of Article X was unciear, and that only the

needed clarification was being sought. Regardless of the means to'be

B T R AL I TR

used, Canada's intention was to undermine as completely as possible the

essence .of Article X, the interdependence of states. . -

R The Canadian press was not really interested in the League ‘of

vzcnﬁatinna.or.internationaluaﬁfaira,‘which-was-ref;eetedfin;thggqm??Q@g?f{;}W.,

news coverage given and the editorial expression made byfthose papers
which either supported or opposed’thejLeague.. Very‘simply the Canadian
.‘press was more interested in domestic news. Coverage of affairs at

‘Geneva during the final disposition of the interpretative resolution

on’Article X in 1923 leavea no doubt of.the lack of interest in the

'League. "Both A.P. and-C.P.- carried the news in their cables but less T

Xhan half of the Canadian dailies gave it any space. .. Only the Montraal é---

. AR -\ .,..,-'-

Gazette made much editorial fuss over it."42 v : "‘»-”;“

The Draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee was resufrected ‘at the_':“
Fourth Assembiy as the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistanee; -Instead of
being endorsed. by. the Assembly it was sent to governments for comment .
. . . “ . -

At ‘no time did ‘Canada: participate L'i’z’if't':-l_i_ef’d;i:ge{xés‘iona- ‘teading to the

Treaty's preparation. Predictably, once subnitted'for comment , Mackenzie

38 :
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King rejected it, The Canadian reply was a restatement of the government's
arguments against anything resembling Article X together, with a defence

~ of Canadian parliamentary supremacy over the fnlfillment of obligations,

[

regardless of whether or not Canada had a representative on the Council

with a veto,43-'The British Empire stood united in its opposition to the

\

Treaty.
Little attention was paid to League matters in the House of -

~ Commons when itjresumed_sitting in 1924, . Mackenzie King-wasrmorev
K]

interested in the issues of Canadian autonomy, the Lausanne Treaty,

and imperial relations in general than. he was in discussing anything to
do with Geneva.é“_ Nor did the members of parliament press the government
on foreign policy. The'majority ofrbackbenchers‘neither had nor )
wanted-information on\Canada's role'in the‘League.‘ The Select Standing P
-Committee on Industrial and International Affairs, established by King
in 1924, never functioned in:its latter capacity.45 'In’the perfunctory

]

debates on the League estimatesbonly a handful of members from both
sides of the House partidipated on a regular hasis, and only J. S : ‘Q“
Woodsworth and Henri Bourassa ever discussed Canadian policy at Geneva.4
The cost of the League of Nations to the Canadian taxpayer was the only
.aspect of the League which interested those who sat in the House of
"Commons'A .

B
- The matter of Canada 8 representation at Geneva was a recurrent

topic, a source of irritation for Mackenzie King. Writing from London,

N W. Rowell urged him to attend the next mgpting of the Assembly. . ff'

vP"f

It would be a hing for Canada and a real help to ."i/
the Assembly. I appreciate the burdens and responsibilities. F
which you ‘ard.carrying but in my opinion the firm re- . oo

lishment of peace in Europe and the consequential o

oration of economic stability would do more to promote
the prosperity of the farmers of Canada and with that of
'all Canada than any possible measures of a domestic
character which you can devise.47

] . -
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King had no intention of leaving Canada to attend the upcoming meeting of
the League Assembly. He argued that his long absence in England in

3
1923 had prevented him from addressing "any portion of the Canadian

electorate during either the summer or fall months, and for thaz’matter,\

winter months as well." Faced with his responsibilities as party
leader, he could not g0 abroad since it "would be up to his colleagues
to represent Canada's interests as he had every confidence in them."[‘8 .

" The outcome of the Fourth;Assembly and the rejection of the Draft

Treaty of Mutual Assistance were not the final attemptg to strengthen

- the collective security system of the/Covenant. The British Labour

government the major factor dn the Treaty 8 rejection, felt some
responsibility for proposing an alternative means for settling the

' problem of French security.' At the Fifth Assembly Ramsay Macdonald
the Budtish Prime Minister, sponsoqu\a set of. elaborate proposals for
the maintenance of peace, a "Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of

International Disputes," known as the Genéva Protocol. In short, it

: capped the twin pillars of security and disarmament through compulsory

regort to arbitration. The Protocol placed primary emphasis upon’ the

: compulsory arbitration of all disputes not. setb@gd peacefully by other

-means, provided for military measures on a regional basis against any

/
- state resorting to war rather than arbitration, and would only come

-

-into effect when a disarmament conference adopted a general plan fai the

reduction of armaments. Aggression ‘would be the mere\fact of refusing }
to accept arbitration.49 However, the Protocol did nothing to- buttress
the powers of the League Council under Article XVI of the Covenant or

to make military sanctions obligatory. Thus it did not go as.far as

t .

the Draft'!reaty of Mutual Assistance in satisfying French demands for

[3

security. Bt the Geneva Protocol did maintain the' peace settlement of

+

-
o
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1919 and, in particular, its territorial arrangemehts. f\

In other words, the Protocol accentuated what was afterwards
attacked as one of the weaknesses of the Covenant: its

\ tendency to identify security with the maintenance of the
1919 settlemeﬁt, and its failure to provide adequate
machinery for the revision of the settlement.so

The Protocol was opened‘for signature when it was preéented to the Assembly

"~ on October~l, 1924. Europeén and South American delegation were very .
favourable to it; only the Canadian delegation expressed doubt and

hesitation. Senatof Raoul'Ddhﬁurahd,‘the Dominion's firé: Delegété,
assured the Asseﬁbly that Canada had studied the Protocol with s}mpﬁfhy

- and that the connection between the chief‘pillafs of .the Protocol, ﬁamely
arbitratioﬁ, gsecurity and digarmamént,fhad'long beenbaccepted and applied
in Canada. (fﬁe International Joint Commission was the North American ‘

approach to arbitration; anq the Canadian-American border of three
4

tﬁogsand miles was disarmed, The Assembly was told that the sacrifices

madé'durxng the war were evidence of Canada's loyalty to the League and
. 0 ) » ' |

its ideals. But the Canadian government was hesitant, even :elhEtant;

to commit itself to the Protocol.

The heavy sacrifices to which we agreed for. the
re-establishment of peace in Europe led us to reflect
on vhat the future might hold in store.

May I be permitted to add that in this Association -
of Mutual Insurance.against fire, the risks assumed by
different States are not equal. We live in a fire-proof’
house, far from inflammable materials. A vast ocean
separates us from Europe.-ol

The Canadian govérnment wasyunwilling #o becomé“directly involved in

guaranteeing territorial boundaries in Eu&ppe. It was "not thought

: - _ , , B A :
- expedient at the present time," Danduran#/declared, for Canada to sign

the Protocol.52 37'Q' - 0/

On his return to Canada Dandurand insisted that he "have a quiet

tal}" with the‘Prime Minister on the subject of the Protocol prior to

°



the Cabinet meeting.53 King's(respons.—uﬁs to invite the Senator and
g
0. D. Skelton, the Counsellor to the Under-Secretary of State for

External Affairs, to lunch on November 26, 1924, That same af ternoon
the Cabinet gave some‘consideration to the Geneva Protocol. But there
is no record of~e:Lher discussion, nor did King record in his diary
what position, if any, he took on it.sa

A Skelton and the Prime Minister had met in January 1922. Impressed
by Skelton 8 address on foreign policy to ‘the Canadian Club in Ottawali
‘King brought him into the Department of External Affairs in 1924 and on
Sir Joseph Pope 8 retiremsnt in February 1925 made .him Under-Secretsry.55
Skelton, formerly a professor of political science and Dean of Arts at
| Queen 8 University in Kingston, had a strong identification with the

Liberal party. Author of a laudatory biography of Sir Wilfrid Laurier,

he frequently wrote on the League of Nations in the Queen 8 Quarterly

during the early 1920's. He supported. the League as a primarily
conciliatory and/arbitral means of settling'disputes. As long as
sanctions were not used for imperialistic adventures he was not opposed
to their application: by willing nations.' Canada's part in’world affairs
had to be modest and intelligent, guided by the size of its population
and domestic concerns and by the fact that Canada was a young member

of the international community.56 But it appears that Skelton became
disillusioned with the League some time after’ the Manc urian ctisis,

for after that episods he felt that the League was no 1onger counte ing

the ambitions of any of the great powers. gTten and King he

views on foreign policy that were remarkab y similar. During the inteér-

ations were almost identical,

s

war period their views on the League of

but. they did not change in ste
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Six days after the Protocol was recommended to the governments

by the Assembly the Labodf*gOVernment in Britain was defeated in a genetsfﬂg

‘ election. The election at the end of October returned the Conservatives
"jtnder Stanley Baldwin to power, The Ceneva Protocoi was less to its
1ihing'than‘the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance had been to the Labourﬁ
goyernment. :But it hoped to make the Dominions appear responsible for -
~ the Protocoiss rejection by uniting the Empire tn therduestion. "We'
conceive,it to ‘be essential in regard to a problem of this magnitude
.the‘Empire should have a single policy and that such a policy can only ‘
be determined as a result of personal consultation between Ministers."
" Skelton, wary of. Downing Street, warned Mackenzie King of the danger-;%k/m
On December 28, 1924, King cabled his reply. He agreed on the desirability
of havin a similar attitude on the Protocol but he was against a single
Empire pol}cy and felt fhat holding an Imperial Conference thereon was
impracticgble. Parliament'was to reconvene in early Fébruary and this,
King argued,.made it impossible:for any Minister to leave Canada.

In other words, Mackenzie King refused'to be associated in any‘Vay‘sith

a British rejection of the Geneva Protocol. | | '

As the new year.arrived the King government was faced with a

‘Serious problem in its foreign poiicy: where did it stand on the

Geneva Protocol and why? In sn analysis of the Protocol dated January 8,
1925, Skelton repeated thewfamilisr‘contrast “in the angle from which
questions of armament and security are approached by a country like

Canada, fortunate in its comparative isolation and friendly neighbours,

and by many of the countries ot Europe, heirs to'canturies of feuds

and fears . . .'." Skelton described the Protocol as a "League'of

European Victors . . . , distinctly a Eurbpean affair. It would not

protect Canada an iota, It is designed to safeguard the territorial

43



gains’ of the winners in the world war . . . .“61 On the evening of

»”

Monday, February 2, 1925 Mackenzie King; Lapointe, Dandurand, Skelton,
v’ : '

and other colleagues.and advisers gathered at Laurier House to discuss

Skelton's memorandum and the Protocol. The discussion, which went on

into the early hours of  February 3, revolved around the issue of

applying economic sanctions against the United States. The obligations '

under the Protocol seemed heavier -than those in the Covenant. -Althoughnm

he had been instructed by his government to withhold Canada 8 signaturev

v

,to the Protocol at Geneva, Dandurand privately defended it against the

= : It ) X ‘ .
majority view in Ottawa.62 -But in view of possible problems with the

United States and "questions of domestic significance" the meeting

decided not to approve it.63‘

v , P
A week later Parliament.reconvened Although the goVernment :

had decided it could not support the Protocol there was not even a

passing reference to that. decision in the Speech from the Throne.
Arthur Meighen, the Leader of the~0pposition, queried the government

on its attitude toward the Protocol But: he alsozrgfused to make any

©

,comments on it except to say tha to the Present state of

conducting international relationa, it would be a grave step by Canada
to contribute its own view which would "virtually advise Great Britain
to underwrite the security of the world. nb4, In reply, King remarked

on the "means of correspondence" between,Otfg*a and London ‘and the fact -
'that the.opening of Parliament made it. impossible for members of ‘the
government to-he absent at this time. The House was told that the
governments of the Empire had not disposed of the matter in any. final
way, so no allusion had been made to the subject in tﬁe Speech from

the Throne. "The govermment," said King, "will make its position.known

atttheiright time, and»ample»opportunity will-be given to hon. members to

. \\

4
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discuss the protocol in all its hearings."65

In the meantime, the Geneva Protocol was referred to an

A
©

interdepartmental committee for review. Compo7ed of members from five

government departments under Skelton s chairmanship, the committee

\

made its report on March 2 1925. The report tecommended the rejection

’
L4

of the Protocol because "it wodld not be in the interests Jf Canada, of

the British Empire, or—of the League itself; to-adhere to the Protocol; - -

a

" and particularly to 1ts rigid provisions for the application of

economic and military sanctions in‘every future war." The fact that

the United States was neither a member of the League‘7 ‘6bu1d be a

i

party to the Protocol’'s obligations was another argument for~its
. ‘ i ‘

¢

rejection. Any'attempts to enforce the sanctions against the United
. i co

States would be disastrous for Canada. The committee“advised the

?

government that, in rejecting the Protocol, it should express its

Q~>willingness 'to accept.the'tompuisory jurisdiction of the Permanent

. Court of International Justice" and agree to participate in a

. ' . 6 . N . N } ‘ ' .
disarmament conference.6 King accepted these recommendations since

were in accord with the cohclusions he had arrived at early in
_ . , R arly

Londbn concluded there would be ."no objection to Mr. Chamberlain, in

statement to that effect."67 On March 8 Ottawa informed London that it

had no objection to Chambe;iain making such a general statement to'the

¢

~ Council, but it intended to send its own statement to the Secretaryz o

General.®® on the afternoon of March 7, the Cabinet had a long
. | - . “ . \ .

1

o

rse of the proceedings at the Councilgnext week, making a general '
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. - - . ,
discussion on foreign affairs. "All were agreed omn our keeping our

'}‘ ol &
separate identity in the League to the fore. w69 So, on March 9 1925,

Mackenzie King authorized the despatch of- a note stating Qanada 8. R

opposition to the Geneva Protocol without consulting the Cabinew

-

because, for him, his Ministers had reached a consensus aIlowing him to

70

.act. At no time was Parliament given a chance td decide. S

v

*

a
» L]

»f On March 12 three days. after Mackenzie King -8 communication to

v

‘the Secretary-General Parliament was belatedly given its mpportunity

a

to discuss the Geneva~Protocol. The Prime Minister presented to the..

4o

L "
House 6Y Commons a copy of the Protocol and a report of the League ;

'committees which had dealt with the' matter. The House wasralso informed

‘I’
of the statement béing made by the British to the Council With respect ’

F
to the pogition taken by the British government and the poPition of the
¢

: Dominions od the Protocol King also read the communicati n of March 9.)

.actions ‘and statements were not questioned Meighen 8 only request

. rgovernment when its rejection of theoProtocol would be diséussed_by( ;

<Ny
“
A

2

~

~.

' the'House.‘ King c0uld not give him an exact time, ‘ .

-

At no point in his address did Mackenzie King offer an exp}anation for

his failure to advise or consult Parliament. Strangely enpugh King Ry

i - V.

was that the documents pertaining to the discussion which 1ed to the’

-

i

Protocol be made available to the House. Woodsworth asked_k.the-,-~ - e
. 3 : .

o , N . . ) ) o . .
." .'

‘ Parliament never did diScuss the government 8 rejection of the

Protocol< for it was never raised for debate. The Geneva irotocol had
i

defined aggression, and affirmed thé concept of’collective security.‘

z,{
But the Canadian government was very. reluctant to endorse 4ny proposal
kl
which involved commi tments. to economic or ‘military sanctions. Moreover;

T~ 9 A | ’f V -

Mackenzie°King hoped that by avoiding a common Empire pol#qy%or voice

!

at. Geneva Canada s relations with the United States would}put “"us in

V- P . : .
e TR 7 N
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a position where we can render Br. Empire greater service by being an
intetpreter of each to /the/ other ni2 The greatest interest of

aCanada in the League of Nations continued to centre on its usefulness
in establishing an independent international status for the Dominion.
Formal questions of status at Geneva posed no problems though, since

Canada had been a full member of the League from its beginning. Specific

recognition of Canada's status, however, was welcomed and on two
occasions aqtively sought. ‘ o
3

In late March. 1925, Skilton wrote to Hackenzie King requesting

that he consider "the advisability'of some- gteps being:taken to sound out

‘
I

the possibility of a Canadian. representative being chosen’ as the
A‘Prasident of the Assenbly, at its next meeting. Skelton pointed outg

that'Sir Eric Drummond, the League's Seeretary—General, believed a

strong possibility'existed of a Canadian being chosen as President,

"with the strong support, of the British Empire and Fr&nch delegations.

l\~'HE concluded'

It 18 clear that for a good many years to come there
is no likelihood of Caniéida or any other Dominion being
accorded a place on the Council, eveén though their right
to be considered has been fornally acknowledged. This
being so, there is no better way. of indicating the-
distinct position of the Dominions in the Assembly than
by the choice of a Dominion representative as the
presiding offiter of the Assenbly. :

The’notation at the botto- of the letter, dated April- 18, recorded ,

a< 2

Hackenzie King's agreenent to the move and instructions to act
. ageordingly. 3 Tne office of the Preside:at Of the Asseably did not
'mean incrsasod involvs-ent on the parY of the holder's country in
League affairs sincs the President 8 functions and responsibilities were
.-uch like ‘those of the Speaker of the House of Commons. The office

posed no threat: to Canada‘or the governlant "of which !ackenzie King

47 <
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enlarga-ent. The Prime luniater' inf_orud Riddell that he was nov

was the head, so he endorsed Skelton's proposal.

The Under-Secretary then wrote to Walter Riddeil. tl’\e Canadian
Adviaory Officer in Geneva, requesting that he discuaa with Sir Eric
Drummond the poaaibility of Raoul Dandurand being elected President”

of' the Sixth Assembly.“ Skelton informed- the Prime Minister that the

,Se&retary-ceneral would give Dandurand “his hearty support" although

there oould be candidates from ﬁennark and ‘Yugoalavia. While in London

* Drummond had talked to Austen Chanbenlain, and the. latter -would support

N o s

Dandurand’s election.  Skelton concluded:

* There seens, then, h good prospect of the - Senator 8
election,, which would be a feather both in Canada’s cap
and in his own. At the same time, it is going to make
it>all the more important to have a strong representation,
if the Senator is to be in the chair and so unable to 75
take part in the general debates or committee meetings.

Thé selection of Dandnrat;d\ was agreed ta by Austen Chanberlain and

-Aristide Briand, the British and French Foreign Hinistera.76 - Riddell, \

in his report to Skelton on Dar{durand's :lnaugural speech 1n Septenber,
again put the enphasis on stm:ua.T7

Canada's el.ection to the Council of the League of Nations wae,;

. for Mackenzie King, another matter.- The question of Doninion repreaenta—

tion on the Council was closely linked with the Council 8 expanaion in

1926 as a result of Gemny 8 entry .into the League and its seating as

. @ Permanent ned:iar of the Council. The presence ‘of Gernany as a

»

& .- Y ’ ) . : .
Pertagzient member on the Council was obstructed by some member-states,
particularly Poland, Spain, and Braz:ll‘ Eventually the question of the

conpoaition of the Council was referred to a co-nttee, which proposed

that the nul:ber of non-pernanent seats be raiaad from six to nine.n\

Hackenzie King recognized the :anlicat:lons of the Counctl'
L 2

. 1
v
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convinced that the Council should be enlarged even by increasid;:EEg
number of elective members. for it "would make necessary consider
claims all groups including Dominions . .. ."79 Dandurand, -though,

defended the right of the Dominions to be elected to_the Council when

the subject was discussed by Sir Austen Chamberlain and representatives

from the Commonwealth during the proceedings of the Sixth Assembly and

during‘Assenbly meetings in March 1926 between the‘chsrno negotiations.

Commenting on the meeting in a letter to Skelton, Dsndurand wrote:

1 was precluded from explaining that Canada cannot -
accept to be found by all the decisions of the Council
and to be hampered in its action when these same matters
come before the Assembly. ,

' Moreover the jurisdiction of the Council is a very
wide one and Canada's Parliament will always insist on
interpretixﬁ; itself its owu obligations arising out of the
Covenant .8

Skelton had cove:ed4she same grsund in a memorandum in January 1925.81 ’

. The government was concerned that, in enlarging the Council, the
Dominions'. eligibility for membership would berdgnored. Sir'George
L. . g ‘ ,

Foster, the First Delegate tP_Ehe\Seventh Assembly, ﬁss instructed to

press his country's claim "4f representation from other c0untries make &=
‘it appear that: practically all the seats are to be'definitely assigned
tocvarious groups or areas, and the selection of any-ather State in »f
. future thus shut out."82 Foster addressed :he Assembly on Septembet 15
- and rsninded the delsgates of the Dominions' right to be elected to the
‘:,'Council. |
{ Ss far as my country and the oeser ers of sbe British- -
' ‘overseas countries are concerned, wel have not hitherto L
made and are not now making any claim for a seat on the ‘ .

Council of the League. But it is pertipent, and I think
~it'is right at this stage to say to this Assembly and’ to
the League itself, that we consider that we have equal. .
. rights to representation on the Council and otherwise with o
every gne of the fifty-six Members of the League of - 83 L {
Nstions. and that ve do not propose to wnive that right.
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The issue lay dormant until the spring of 1927. Lepointe began‘
. . a3 . -
to urge that Canada be a candidate for a non-permanent seat. He was,
Dandurand wrote to Skelton in May of that year,

most. positive as to the\necessity for Canada, playing

fully its role in the League as a full fledged nation.

‘He could not admit a faint-hearted and a limited

cooperation. He thought we should play the game and
thoroughly or else withdraw completely. He added that

our presence in the Council with our right of dissidence

and veto made for our protection while increasing our A
responsibility. He saw a great advantage in having ‘
Canada in the lime-light before the world as it would

affirm and settle our political status and give us -
considerable publicity.

The Prime Minister, on_the other hand; Was‘epprehensive aboug too much

[

Canadian.involvement in international affairs iﬁ Canada were elected

N .

to the Council. He would have-been very satisfied 1f the question had

i
|

been left alone, or an’acknowledgement made that the Dominions were’ .
eligible for election to the Council as Foster fhad pressed for the

previous summer. Mackenzie King's main concern on the issue was the

N

‘domestic political consequences. . :
- o
We are just as wise not to get too fer into European
politics (& entanglements) It wd mean French Canadian

‘representation & Canada's siding om the League against
England possibly, which wd raise a major pplitical issue
here. - If not likely to differ with Eng. hen no need
_for separate representation. Better avoid.mistakes

'

An active role in League affairs would aliena e political support !}om

various aections across the country. Given Quebec's attitude to the

Empire, the League, and external affairs in general and English - 5

Canada 8 reaction to it, King ‘was aware thet ‘Fregch Canadian

representing Canada on the League Council would only strengthen present
attitudes. Such representation on the Counc 1 vould weaken his support
*in Quebec since it would be regarded there increased involveuent,

and would be interpreted in English Canada i “a-surrender to_French
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‘Lapointe and Skelton began to pressure’ the Prime Hinister to agree to
JCene&a standing for election. The Irish wanted to knaw one.ﬁay or the .

- other so they could plan accordingly. From Geneva Lapointe sent a

51
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Canadian influence. Nor did the Prime Minister want to be put in a

position of potential oppositiou to British policy, with its political

consequences in Canada. A Council seat meant the acceptance of certain

" commitments., 86

' Initially, Skelton was of the .same opinion as hls chief; he

did not want Canada to become 1nv01ved in European affairs, even

for the sake of being "in the lime—light" and for \considerable publicity.

The work of the Council was almost exclusively European in ngturer'.There

was also a problem, as far as Skelton was concerned, of representation

'in Geneva by Canadian public men. A seat on the Council would require

a Minister to travel to Europe three or four times a year for three

3

years. “Such absences would not be good for the effectiveness of the
govermment and would blace too‘much pressure on the individual involved.
The Under-Secrethry, though, had not spoken:to Mackenzle King on the
subject for many months.87 Skelton's views began to changeﬂéver the

spring. He becameconcernedabout the eligibility of the Dominiona for

: election to the.Council{ If ‘the Dominions did uot press their claim

' for a seat on it there wouké)never»bé anothet oppoxtunity. They would -

be permenently excluded. Skelton'sewfno'hope, however, of the Irish
Free State successfully leading the ﬁay.‘ L . ; , y

If it were clear that the Irish Free State, which will
be a candidate if we do not, could be elected, there would
be something to be said for our standing aside for the
- present term, but it may be more doubtful whether in-view
of probable British opposition, they could obtain a seat.88

-

strongly worded telegram urging a favourable decis:l.on.89 In a

memorandum to his chief dated'July 13, 1927, Skelton argued in favour of |
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_ the move. .As a "dieipterested outsider" Canada could provide an
ohfeetive opin)on on Assuas hefore theMCouncil. More important was the"
"definite and crowning recognition of the distinct status of the . .
Dominionﬁ which the election would ensure while the veto Canada would |
pessess as a Council member.protected it against undue involvement.
There was aome difficulty in having a Minister represent Canada on the
Council for three years, but the problem was not insuperable Moreover.
a poeeible conflict between the French and British was not likely with S
Raymond Poincaré and Lord Curzon not di;ecting the foreign poliéy of
their respective countries. Skelton repeated the argument'against'
stereotyping the rotation of the Council's eeata, and felt that the
Irish candidature would not be succeseful becauee with the purder of '
Kevin o' Higgins the attention of the Dublin government would be '
distracted. Skelton concluded‘hie memorandum thusp

Mr. bLapointe adds a good deal of weight to the a/guments

of clinching Dopinion status and to Ehe preetige that would

attach to the Govermment . ... .
Under all the circumstances, I am inclined to think that

\we should go.in for election and-face ssy extra work and
'reaponaibilities that may be involvéd '

v

The situation was becoming critical; time was running out. Unless;

Ganada put forwatd its claim almost immediately, decisions .and moves

at Geneva would decide the‘issue.?l Lapointe added to the tension. Even

though he asked for an opportunity to discuss Council membership with

King before a final negative deciaion was reached, and Mackenzie King

>

‘ agreed to delay his decision until he apoke with Lapointe,92 the lattet
would not sall for Canada until the thirteenth or twventieth of August.93
Senator Dandurand-had a‘conversation,with King in Auguet;about‘the

“'coming meeting of the'Afsembly during‘which they discussed'the question

of a Council»aeat for Canada. -

G
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. Je lui représentai qu'au contraire le Cana t alors
en meilleure posture pour la surveillance de saes interéts;
que le Conseil devait &tre unanime pour réclamer de
‘¢ertaines nations des contributiohs en hommes et en argent.
lors d'un conflit qui, en vertu du Pacte, imposerait au
Conseil l'obligation 4’ agir contre un perturbateur de la
. paix 94 -4 Y

The Senator wrote to Lapointe, giving an account of the conversation.
Lapointe was also informed of the Irish message received on August 11.95
The Minister realized that there was no time left, a decision had to be
made. So his reply on August 12 reiterated his previous arguments in
‘favour of Canada standing for election to the Council He advised the
Prime_Minister to give the Irish government,that answer.96 Mackenzie
King was neither‘convinced the move.was wise nor was he willing to make'

‘the ‘decision so many people wanted. him to make But he would not differ

with Lapointe. "I think it is a mistake, as. being unnecessary, unduly

Ral

" pressing our individual gstatus as a nation, and inviting differences;

LY

" rbut a cleavage with Lapointe on a_matfer on which he feels deeply would

be more unfortunate in the !long run."?7 Reluctantly, “King accepted the .
majority view and authpgizedqthevCanadian delegation’ to announce Canada's

candidacy.98 - v o 4 | «

The balloting took place on September 25. Five definite -
candidates competed for the available three non-permanent seats on the

Council. Forty-niﬁe votes were cast, twventy-five constituting a

a4

majority,‘the ‘three highest taking seats. Canada won the third seat

with twenty-six votes. The Dominion received thevsolid vote of the

British Empire delegations, Northern and Central Europe, and other
‘votes. Skelton, for one, was pleased with Canada 8 election;gg“ The
Canadian delegates{\in their: .Teport on the Eighth Assembly, regarded the
selection of Canada as "a definite answer to the- doubts expreesed some

years ago as to whether all 7 members of the Commonwealth represented et

- X



in.the League could be full-fledged and.equal members.“loov

The election brought Ganada into direct contact with the
discussions on a general agreement'for the reduction of armamentsi As
a member of the Council, Canada was entitled to representation on the

Preparatory Commission for the proposed general disarmament conference.101

The Dominion: was also represented on a sub-committee on arbitration and

security. Walter Riddell, who sat on the Security Committee for Canada,

‘was instructed by Mackenzie King to emphasize the ' value /of/

conciliation and inVestigation as distinct from traditional arbitration."

4

Riddell was to reiterate Canada's opposition to sanctions. "Most
/

-

effective sanction whether in international or industrial disputes is
force of informed and focussed Jéiicwopinion."loz The irony of the.
statement lies in the very fact that Mackenzie King was unwilling to
keep. the public well informed The Prime Mini er. avoided as completely
as possible any meaningful discussion of eign policy in Parliament

and his very few public statements on the subject were little more than

empty rhetoric couched in cliches. The reality behind the "Parliament

will decide" formula was quite differentxfrom what the phrase'appeared

\

to mean.
Being on the Council though did not mean that Canada was

taking a greater interest in League affairs. On Msy 14 and 16, 1928,

as a member of the League Council or Assembly, was taking‘any action on

the Sino—Japanese situation. King refusedfto take any stand or make

any sort of - statement on government policy when he replied. He -held .

§ 3

Britain responsible for initiating League action and China reaponsible

for making "some. representations to the League of Nations." Mackenzie

King felt that Canadathad no special responsibility to take any action

\

Woodsworth tried to question ‘the Prime Minister on: whether the government,_

54
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while other nations did nothi\\ng.loé In other words, Canada would follow

the British lead.
In 1928 Mackenzie King made an important trip to Europe, a year
N

after Canada had been élected_to'the League Council and in time for

’ i

him to join with other national leaders in Paris for the signing of the
Kellogg-Briand Pact. The Pact repudiated a'war of aggression as an

instrument of national‘policy,_but_it did not outlaw war in any legal

To

sense. It recognized the right of self-defepnce as inherent in

\

international affairs and involved no interference with the obligations

assumed under the Covenant of the League, the Locarno agreements, or any

previous treaty. It was nothing but a declaration of intent without)

s \

an enforcing agency, "and sanctions were noticeably absent from the

Pact 8 approach to the solution of disputes.104 The fact that the

°

Pact was only a. verbal flourish" with no suggestion of sanctions,

.against those signatories who'ﬁroke their promise to renounce war made

it very attractive to Mackenzie King. But the Prime Minister's approval

.

. went deeper, It did not conflict "either in the letter or in the spirit"

with the League-Covenant. Moreover, he regarded it as the logical

consequence of Canada's efforts against collectlve Security, and

' specifically the outgrowth of the Dominion's success against Article'X.

Canada has always opposed any interpretation of the Covenant
which would involve the application.of these ganctions
‘automatically or by the decision of other states. It was

on the initiative of Canada that the Fourth Assembly, with

a single negative vote, accepted the interpretative

resolution . . . indicating that it 'is for the

constitutional authorities of each state to determine

in what degree it is bound to assure .the execytion of ,
the obligations of this/Article by employment of its military
forces.

King alsovrecognized that it was an attempt to drgw the United States
closer to international co-operation. 0> : o
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““The Prime Minister was very reluctant to address the Assembly
when he arrived in Geneva, but he did.so on the afternoon of September
7, 1928. The speech was an encore of what Lhe Assembly had endured from
previoﬁs Canadia?'delega;es. Mackenzié King spoke of the meeting of
natioﬁé, the influence of'public opinion, the importénce of the history

: : !
of Canadian-American relations to European affairs, the similarity of
the Rush-Bagot Agreement and the Kellogg-Briand Pact, and Canada's
“love of peace and friendlineés-to allbnétidns.

‘When I say that Canada is behind the League vf Nations

in its efforts to further and maintain internatioral peace,
» I speak for no party or class or section, I speak-for the
. whole of Canada. I speak equally for the whole of Canada
when 1 say that our experience leads us to favour, in so
far as Canadian questions are concerned, the reference to
arbitration of all international disputes of a judicial
or legal nature, and the settlement by methods of

conciliation or arbitration of all other differences that
may arise between Cahada and any other nation.

Thé‘spgech sounded nicé, but Mackenzie king‘spoke a great deal less thanm
the histofical étuth. TheAInternationﬁl Joint Commission, established
in 1909, was not, in practice, a means of solving all disputes between
neighbours‘as Cénadians suggééé;d_at ngevat C;nadians themselveé
rejected any such enlafgement of the Cdmmissioﬁ's-écope in 1923.
The record of Canadian-American relat%ons“was-scarcely*bne of peacéful
" friendship. v. | |
| On twovséparate occhsiogs soon after his réturn‘to Caﬁada,’King
spoké publicly on the League of Nations and its wofk. Both speeches
cont;ined the same seﬁtimenté which he had e*pfésséd‘in.Genéva, altered
on}f by'ﬁié q&mparing the object;;es and ideals of the League to the '
teachingé of,qﬁristiahity.;op . But his addréaées, aé thoselgt Genéva

"read by representatives of China, Netherlands and Sweden respectively,"

were nothing more than genéralities and platit:udes.109 :

\D

107. - -
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King tfeated the Leaéhe with indifference and neglect; his
address to the Assembly reflected it. He said nothing of importance.
He gave it verbéi su;pott because‘he'did not see iﬁ as a threat; the
inferpretative resd}ution-in'19£3 had séén ﬁo that. .The Prime Minister
h merely’engaged in t%e rhetdric of.support for che League of Nations and
glbried in what he described as its c9ntributions to worldfpeace. o~
onset of the Great Depression in 1929 brought an epd{to_Maékgnzie‘K;ng's
nineAyears of power. *Reac;ing to riéing unemployment, decreasing
‘prices, drought on the prairie, and go&ernmént inaction in the face of’
worsening economic conditions, the genera}-election of 1930 saw Canadians

replace‘Kingeqqd-t"ff"“w;bs with R;.B. Beﬁnett and the Conservative?{

-y

ieafs in Oﬁposition, but would be returned

x‘;#fﬂ

. to power on a

80

King,wouidfapeﬁdﬁi
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& Chapter III

THE DOGS ‘OF WAR

_ The fitst full-scale violation of the treaties on which the :
interwar security system rested occurred in the Far East. It was |
”followed in rapid succeSBiOn by the Gran Chaco War between Paraguay and

Bolivia, by Adolf Hitler 8 repudiation of the limitation on armaments
imposed on Germany by the‘Treaty of Versailles, by Italian aggression
against Ethiopia, and by -German violation of Versailles and Locarno
through the‘reoccupation of;the Rhineland. But, as farlas‘Canadians
wereigoncerned, Japan and éermany were far away. Canadians were Qpre
concerned with domestic\issues and the state 'of the economy; and
increasingly less'concerned with world'affairs. The econdmic impact

of the depression yas the major preoccupation of all Canadian governments

-

during the 1930's; the security aspects of foreign policy was treated

-
i

as a very subordinate matter.
Canada did not embark on a radically new foreign;policy under
- R.- B. -Bennett, the new CbnservatiVe Prime Minister inll§30, but continhed'l
- with the isolationist policy which had become entrenched since 1919.
bExcept for questions of tariffs and trade Bennett was not interested
in foreign policy. Like Mackenzie King, he’was not inclined to promote .
parliamentary discussion of foreign affairs.1 King readilyvseconded' .
Bennett 8 refusal to discuss external affairs.' In fact, King went 80
- far a8 to criticize Secretary of State C. H. Cahan for making a statement
invthe House on the address Can:n\had made at the special session of the
League Assembly when the Lytton Co ssion Report came before it. The’

Leader of the'Opposition did'notlwanflthevsubjectgdebated.z Mackenzie .

¢ : ) L N

- e . ; ) b . ) R '
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u‘recognize ¢he separation of Manchuria from China. -Japan, f mly in

1933, Hitler withdrew Germany from, both the League of Nations and the

59
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King had nothing to say about the Manchurian crisis. When the issue-

-was ralsed in the House he did not enter into the debate, made no

statements, asked no questions of the Prime Minister.3 Indirect
endorsement of the government's approach to the crisia was given .on
February 8, 1932, though when Mackenzie King declined ‘to _comment .on it

except to criticize the resort to force and emphasized the importance

of League machineryVandrﬁinternational‘public opinion" as .the means to e

settle %he dispute.4

. \

The Lytton Report condemned Japanese aggression and efused to

o

possession of Manchuria, gave its notice of withdrawal from League g

: membership in March 1932. 5’ A severe blow had been dealt to the shaky

structure of collective security.. Other events indicated a complete

ibreakdoWn of the international system. After coming to power in fanuary

Disarmament“ﬁonference. The Disarmament Conference adjourned in 1934

..a.

.its .two years of discussion ending without any agreements having been - S

reached.6 rf _ . ’ -
- ? A S -

The unqualified success of the challenge of a ‘major power

tagainst the collective security system seriously" threatened the credibility

of both the concept. and the .League of Nations. Mackenzie King was not -

jwilling td abandon the. League, though since Such a step‘"implied an - R

acceptance of the inevitability of a new war which hardly seemed ° : ‘ ' "

justified by a single major failure. 7, Late in 1934 the Liberal leader

‘publicly endorsed a Canadian initiative in applying economic sanctions.

A¥f\\‘3eiqre\the National Liberal Federation on December 12 1934 King

asserted that Liberals had to "become militant in our advocacy of those

policies which maytserVe to strengthen ‘the League in its work "oA policy
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”~.%made some rambling remarks about cellective security, economic appease—~.~

of economic sanctions would bring an end to war propaganda and witness

"\
.
L3N o

he certain dawn of worl%)peace,“ but it would require united action

$ .k

on the part of the great powers to pe wholly effective. Some country '

o

‘had to take the lead and that country was Canada. 1!his country shbuld

definitely declare not only that it will give no succor to any nation

which wan'tonly disturbs the world's peace, ut that it will provide w

neither -arms- nor foedstuffs nor - credits to such a nation. e b
King's support for economic sanctions through the League was h

probably influenced by domestic political considerations. First, it ‘

waulﬂ seem that Mackenzie King was directing his- commentq to those

0

'“Liberals, such as J. W. Dafoe of the Winnipeg,Free Press, who clung to

the League as the only hope for a peaceful world by posing qs a- man who P ;-}

0

was of the same mind and merited theirasupport. Second, it ‘was a

challenge to the Bennett goVernment. ThecConservatives, after King 8,

. ol

i . i
. speech would be’ damned if they_ did commit Canada in advance to .a policy
f

“  of economic sgnctions, and damned if they did not.

On Ap#i‘fFool's Day, 1935 King made his’ positioq,on external

.". {,f‘ '.:'" -~
| affairs even more ambiguous. In a spee to the House, Mackenzie King
e

AR
37 .'.rvv

ment, Canada 8. role in the League of Nations, the strength of Canada s . .

voice: in international affairs through the imperial connection, and,
e ,4 .

“the possibleladverse effects abroad of discussion on exter 1 affairs

by the Canadian Parliament.9 The Leader of the Opposition appeared to

P

offer something to the “isolationists," the "imperialists," the
9

collectivists,' and the’silent majority of Canadians, possibly with an ,

.. ‘@ . 0 : . -,

eye to the approaching general election. ‘But nothingfof sibstance was
s | & :

'offered. King 8 sttitude toward collective security hsd ﬁot changed.

I

- The l.eague was not to be an: effective instrl?nt to .maintain internatlonal

.
L .
| R
b - : ER

- . . -




peace and security through prior c&nicnent.. Camdian uovercignty wauld
vl .

ot be infringed. Ithead the Lecgue would be a mting place where
»

all nations could gathet and di-cuu incoucntly their problm and in

\\\'tlut ‘'way reach a compromise. A co-ptq-iu vould, of couru, be subject
8 - . & '
. to the dccision of Parlimnt.- :
\

N In thc summer, of 1935 Mackenzie King was cpprohennive about tbe
poscibility of a Europcm var arisina out of Iuly'l unacing attitude

toward Ethiopia. If the haxu.,.i-po-od sanctions cgun-tk Ita].y, (;cnadc
iight bc 1nvolved. He carefully ﬂoidad any comments reptding Ccn&dian

policy toward cconouic unctim and in general refrained from llkhg

. e ) “

thc crisis an issue in thc canpcign In his opening cupa:l.gn ctatmﬁt :
\1'

at London. Onurio. on An;u.t 15 King raised the 'question of E:hiopic

in, thc elcction for thc first time hy dcazing that Bennett had the right

' o
{‘ to co-ut Cmda to any policy until there was a new Parlincnt and a

\ X . . . )
w govcn-ent 1n ofﬂh uld/‘then be up to Ptrl:lnent' to decide.lo..
A . " ] ¢
At St. John ‘New Mck criticized the :lnadequacy of the’ -n-

Camdim delcgction to the Lccgue on the ground that none’ of its nnhnrc ' R

had lever sat in l’atlﬂ.u.nt or had any c:pcricncc of gavcrn-ent or of L
1 |

Y

mtomtional prdhln ~ At Quebec City on’ pte-bct 7 La?intc e "
umt.d "tlut in lybpinion no interest in ‘Ethioyia of any natut. - e

~ vhatever, - h vorth the 1life of q cinglc Canndinn citiz.n " e '/“ 0¢
.p ».

umlur‘bly opposod" to Cmd:lan pcrticipation 1n .nch a var. un,g\ _j.-'“' h

/

' dechrod that hc did not bcliwe Canndil‘p vould lupport l war inwlvi s,
‘econondc 1nteze.;.. ‘The party had no 5!f1c1.1 policy on the !thiopian
E sitution. On thc quution of economic unction. against Iuly iu thc B
- ‘avcnt o£ a crhi- in Aftica l:lng lnd Lupo:l.pto were s:l.hnt.j- |

- i" . ‘: . N v

)otcr- mz to,,pbo poll.l on Mouoday, Octobct u.*&ﬁd on tho

"\

i '~ folloving -oi'ning the. ?xtcnt of !lnckcnzic King's tgrnndon. vi.ctory.
B o A&W : - . - o, 'Jv,
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B eftet .ldnaett'qhdefat luving/ﬂeltet Riddell, Cuudien Advioory Ofﬁicer
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beceq- knovn. Bennett instructed the Canadian delegation at Geneva to

teke no further poeition on any Lugue matters until instructions were
o

teceived from the new govenment.l? The most immediate result of the ©
° .
October election, as fer as Canadian foreign policy decieion—-eking was -

concerned was to lme a vacuum at the political leyel at a critical
/

nouent.ll' Bennett continued in office on a cereteker basis but took no

O

policy initietivea unti]l Mackenzie King had forud hie cebinet and vas
reedy to assume office. L
'l'hree deyq efter the election, Thutedey. October 17, the real

N

business of cebinet-uking h,egan On that dey King had a conve:'nat:ioxﬁJ

with 1 Lapoiuéz Sbout cebinet posts. He decided to keep the External

L%
) e

.
Y

~

5 At the ou&et. I said to Lepointe I thought I had better
A’i’u tA etnel Affairs for a time at least, because of the
- var'yffession in EuTope. I might have added. also, because
af -ty g.'qiotmt treaty nagotiations, and the like. I could
j,iee ph‘t Lepb ute was ‘disappointed, as he had told me quite
fr Y, ‘when he spoke to me some months ago, that he would
' u&mcem Affairs, I realize, however, that English
cv B Caude would' not velcome his having control of
B srnal Affnire while vetris" on; seleg, be, himself, has not
o "atdod up for the League *tione as I think he should heve. o
having been President of ‘&he ‘Ottawa Society, and having been

its strongest advocate in ; also, that Dandurand,. who
- was President of the Aueﬂ:ly, would appear to be reedy to ;
forsake their /sic/ obligeti to the League. ‘ "

Inteteeting comments fro- the man'fn the highest : politicel office 4in the
Dc-inion vhordfid not like the Le
dhlike in the near future.

P

" of Hetione. and would ehov thet

L

'rbe new gover.nt took 'ffice on:October 23, ‘but decieione
cdntinued tobelldeinconeva / loverd Fetguoon, theClngdinnEigh
Go-iegionet 1a' London and du./ucdu'cm-, tM i-edietely

etGeneve uthe?edofthebemdehmionu_ ByOctoberH,*fourty

|

1 . N .
\t§ oo : K ‘ . T .
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~days before the King goverment took office, the first phase of the

Aeeegnbly"e work on sanctions had been completed. 'i'he Co-ordination ~
Coimittee and the Committee of Eighteen evolved five proposals on

eenc/tione to be submitted to fifty governlente w;lich had declered Italy

to be the eggreeeort the orohibition of export of arms and munitione

to Italy, the prohibition o} granting loans and credite,v tﬁe prohibition

of 'all inports from Italy, the prohibition of exporting certain p"'ducte

states so that the burden would be as feirly distributed as poeeih}:q,
__gﬁe text was. canuniceted_ to . nenber-etetee and repliee steti‘" '
~action they propoeed to take vere requested no leter than October Zé'h
The King goverment was thus confronted at the outeet with a “
criticel problen in external effeire on.which an immediate - decieion was |
required. -In reeponee ‘to the deterioreting eituation in Ethiopie' during

May and June Skelton had tnstructed Riddell, 4Caxmda'e reprelentetive on ’

the Comittee of Thirteen, on.July 8 and 23 to eupport econonic eenctions A

if the Leegue eh%m decide on their application. "*} v
.o In sub~-committee you ehould state . . . that in any = . S R
: contingency where it.is agreed that economic sanctions v ..

should be applied withholding key products and raw R
materials is one important method of applying them. - .
~ List of such key products and raw -steriele to be o
effective ehould be co-preheneive.

By . late Angust, though, the’ Under-Secretary oured an abetentiOniet
policy vhich he arsued in an Auguet 26 lne-orandun to Prinei!lin_ister/
Ben-ett. 'I'he inetructiom finelly eent to Geneve in éept;ber reflected_ ‘
Skelton s poeitionu nothing was to be sald 19° wo months later Skelton

: drev up a le-orendu on the problems fecing the new govermen} in

esternel etfeire end ui}tereted the poeition he ‘had teken in Anguet.

. He n-eriud the proponh for*unctim nede to date by the Leegue, -

Kl 4
Ly

-
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attacked‘the defects of the League, and e hasi;ed the‘danéera of the
situation.zof The document aréued the case against sanctions mdre
fervently than At argued the case in favour.
The day after he wrote thiawmamor dum Skelton saw Mackenrie
King about‘efternal affaira. In fact, it was the first time the two men
met after the election. Oyer lunch they discussed, at some length, the .
question of}aanctiona., The Committee of E ghteen had already recommended
an ;mbargo by all member-atates on arma sh pments and the shipment of
‘aelocted raw materialq to Italy, all impor 8 from Italy, and all
‘financial transactions with Italy. A deci ion on some of the proposals
vas"due by Octouhf"zs. Skelton warned the| Prime Hinister that to enforce
B economic aanctiona could involve Canada in‘a war, uhile to reject thgm -;
Lo deter aggraaaion. Later';”zﬁ

could undermine the afforts of the Leagua

that afternoon%the “ﬁf cabinet met to discuss the major quaatzqnl iq,
foreign affairs uhich Skelton had outlined; and Mackenzie :

opportunity to read the Undar—Secretary 8 Lamorandum.-'

‘5’1‘““* . .t
w.;,.‘ :

‘We had the first meeting of cabinet at 2:30 goday. I, #-{*h

had not time to read over the brief Skelton had prepared

for me on.the matter of sanctions until I got into : A
Council. I.took up this subject at once, and, ip the co e
course of discussion, read through thelstatement of the | = "

-case as Skelton had prepared it.a;

"*‘-{E3_3§56§£ty ‘of the cabinat favoured the lementation of the proposed | ’;
“ econnmlc aanctiona because "they.felt the * cesaity of atanding by League,

" in view of _our platform, from which there waa no escape . . . ." It

™

. yvua united in its oppoaigion to military atnctiona, but the ‘cabinet was

far from unanimoua on the queation -of the copa of economic aanctions

3
]
B
3

3

3

4

‘;The Prime Hinioter himaelf made a clear di?tinction betwaun economic and N

_ military sanctions, and noted - in his diary{that he‘vould go no farther

1 21 i;'f_‘

than economic aanctiona in view of the domestic gituationm, but he.had'v

- : ’ : ¥
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vy
"

Yet to decide_on how }sr he was nrepsred to go in implementing
economic sanctions. |

Mackenzie King recognized that the Ethiopian crisis hsd provoked
different responses. from English— snd French-Csnadisns, responses which
favourably disposed to the League, there was no deep attachment to the
concept of collective security. But 1if Britsin intervened ‘in Africa
on the side of internationsl justice then they would support League %\’/)2
action.’ French~Cansdians saw the debste—st Geneva. in terms ‘of- imperisl )
rivalry; a csse of Britain sttsnpting to -thwart Italisqyimperialistic ~1:r. ' ¥
ambitions in Africa.22 King recognized the difference and sensed danger.

The cabBinet discussed the genersl question of economic sanctions

on October 28. Underl}ing the discussion was the fear that "militsry

ssnctions" were the logicsl sm&”of "economic sanctions n23 The
during a discussion with.Lapointe'%n the wording of the ﬁressistatement s

Geneva., If the governnent*decided in faVour of militsry sanctions, ‘{'

-

Lspointe would resign 'at once"; if the government decided agains¢ a

[ o,
militsry sanctionsf 'and the question came to’ be one which we had to )
decidervg. . Ilsley snd .one or two others would resign " In other words,

if the 8overment did not decide sgainst nilitary sanctions of if @ B .

'econonic ssnctions mesnt psrticipation in militsry ssnctidns, the Libéral

i Wil T

’Canadi:sn opin}on. The sta;emt went "s little more in, the vay of
isution snd resezv;tion tﬁ]p the nsjority of .the cabinet would hsve g? o Ta

niikqd put which Lspointe regsrded as nost inpostsnt " Hackenzie King '
_\fi‘,-«-‘.f-r_«-‘ M . SR o : L
’iﬂ.§ﬁ+-‘}_ _ . o | ’ . ‘ .

Ce
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had reluctantly agreed to have Canada participate in the. proposed
economdc aanct!oua, but would in no way ,adopt a course of action that

would threaEen the domestic situation and Canadian unity.,z4

40 ’

. Riddell was informed that the Canadian government would comply

‘ »
with the sanctions propoaals,25 but anbther telegram sent to Geneva on

S RS

October 29 quoted the Prime Hinister s statement to the preas.26 "It

did not include instructions for Riddell regarding vhat 'position he waai%w
~nto—taka in the aeasign of -the COmmittee of Eighteen which resumed sitting

on OctOber 29. ‘Ydt ﬁiddell had sent repeated requeats emphasizing the '

urgent need for inatructiona.27
| . . . ; s ' ~. ' . -
In his press statement on October 29 Mackenzie,King announced

o

that Canada would adopt the recommended measures. He also reviewed the
' f/history of Canadian opposition to eanctiona. The proposals were accepted

on the condition that they were appliediwith "an earnest effort"‘and"

-

with wide support. ‘Acceptance in the present crisis did not create a = .,

precedant*forftﬁéffﬁture,'nor were economic.ganctions to be'taken as
“binding Canada to adopt military sanctions.28 The etatement _Bave the

impreaaion that it had been drafted in a mood of grudging acqpiescence

in that much of it was devoted to reviewing. the grievancee againat )

- .

collective security and sanctions -4 ’

_‘ - s &

- &

‘Riddell” interpreted the'rather azbiguous statement aavafcipkdnggb
. fby the new government withOut any reaerVations of the aancf&ona‘pnoposale
_.agreee upon‘by the Co—ordination Comnittee.- Thiqkattitude put the ..f . vil‘
Canadian Advieory Officer in conflict with External Affaire' opinion |
of the League and was adopted deapite the reservations contained in. the -
Prime l(:lnister 8 statement.29 It was not a. caee, though of Riddell - a .
.ainply faiiing to graap the aignificance of what his governnent was R

trying to aay. Riddell waa}an experienged diplomat, and'had been_
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i

independent decisione. Moreover. Riddelﬂ was more than familiar with
the views and attitudes of Mackenzie King and 0. D. Skelton. His
unauthorized propoeal“of oll sanctions at a meeting'of-the Committee
of Eighteen on November £, 1935, was nothing hut a vdolation of the
traditional role and responsibilities of a atate's’repreeentativeb

o

? ' Ottawa was guilty of not aending Riddell ‘the full text of the

‘press. statement but he miainterpreted its purpoae. What he recei"ﬂe

.

was intended for general information only, but was interpreted at

Geneva as inatructions.3o

In fact, inatructions were nof sent by the
new CanadianJgOVernment until November 2, aleven daya after it had
taken office.31 The new,government abandoned the Advieory of cer

while it formulated policy, but at’ the same time he was. guilty ‘f

inadequately informing the Department of External Affairs of the: 4

d!tions of the Canadian delegation on mattg;s such as the implicationa ,

of Canadian membership on the Committee of Eightedh 32
s ¢

S R ' ‘
'5% Ma“kenzie King firstrwagia of Rdddell's initiat&&e at Geneva

on November 2 when he read i “in the newepapenp -A brief atatement

>

of his action was sent by Riddell to Ottawa.34 King s reeponae was

-

immediate,zhut private. Government policy was to avoid all puhlic/ﬁ
P, <J

reference to Riddell'e action in the hope that it might disappear

quickly.p King checked with Skelton who told him that no instructions

had been sent to Riddell authorizing any action of the kind taken.

‘Instructions had been sent to Riddell within an hour after receiving

N ,hia yequast for them.‘ The Prime Minister, upon learning the facts

) from Skelton, drafted and deepatched a strong re?rimand' dt5

&l ‘have noted with much Surpriee from your brief'

etatement in /telegram No. 189, November 2/ and ‘more R T e

lengthy press . deapatchea that withOut authorization
) ' ' ‘\

67

-involved in League affairs since 1920. . He knew he had no right to make o

L

o
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*“You took the initiative in moving certain additional ' &
articles be added to list in Proposal No. 4. You must
of course realize that you are acting for the Government
of Canada and not for any other government, delegation or : g
committee. When you desire instructions on any proposal .
you should communicatg sufficiently in advance to give time
for consideration here. Every effort will be made to give
prompt instructions but in any case you should not take
action on any question of importance such as those recently _
considered without definite and positive instruct;ons. ' .

Riddellireplied by\relating the circumstances which had led him to a@t'as‘
he had done,36 but the Cabinet was "incensedfat,what,they_had read,of”
Canada's action, Which they regarded as wholly unwarranted. n37 King .
acklgwledged Riddell's explanation with an emphatic cable on November 7:

"I have noted your sxpghnation but must insist that position which you

took was not in my judgement in conformity with important factors in

r N

\
Canadian situation and notvwithin the scope of your authority.

i

hY

February 11, 1936, told the members that’ when the government became

lwsre of the Advisory Officer 5 proposal careful consideration was

igiven to.anzimmediate public repudiation of the gct. He declared.
o e it 'was only because we were most éx:::bot to take
any step which might possibly embarrass the situation in
Europe or; which'might appear to even remotely indicate an
exception on the‘part of Canada to what was being done by,
.other parts of the British empire, that we refrained from

taking any action of that kind. 39°

-

It msy seem thatMackenzieKing spoke to1¢he House wish tongu;kin cheek on '

the issue of- publicity, but in November 1935 he hoped that Riddell'
'initiative would be quickly forgotten in the onrush of other events,
espehially if Ottaw% remained silent. Such was not the case, though

g
The international press considered Riddell 8 proposal -as "the Canadian

proposal. The press repestedly credited Canada and the King government
with the authorship of the propossl and yith being in the vanguard in

support of sanctions.ao Almost four weeks after Riddell made his proposal

The Prime Minister, reviewing the Riddell sffair n the House or
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‘”'Riddel

o 1Y

Vincent Magsey, the new Canadian High Commissioner in London, sent a .
g r

despatch to Mackenzie King discussing British press opinion.

They are so commonly referred to in the press as the

'Canadian proposals' that this designation is on the way to
- being, if it has not already gctually been, accepted as
their appropriate description’: .

Additional references.could be quoted to indicate that
whatever may be the exact nature and status of theraction
taken at Geneva in this matter, the parentage of that action
is, in this country, ascribed to Canada.

’The'Can%gian govermment was unhappy”about this state of affairs
but for the monent it silently Supported Riddell. After getting the

new administration under way, Mackenzie King and Skelton spent most of

November in the United States visiting Washington and vacationing at-

Sea: Island, Georgia. In Ottawa, Lapointemwas left as the Acting

.t
’

Secretary of State for External Affairs and Laurent Beaudry as the Acting

Under—Secretary. During his visit to ‘Washington, King did‘discuss the

 situation in Geneva with President Roosevelt. Telling the Canadian

Prime Minister that the United States would seek to do all it could to
assist the League," Rooseyelt asked him "if /Riddell/ were not a ‘
Liberal." King 8 reply showed that he was atill strongly irritated.
f"I told him he was pretty much anything, I thdught, and had acted off
his own bat in regard to the suggestion re further prohibitionv, much
to the annoyance of myself and colleagues n42 |
‘The two vacationers did not escape the- presa references. Italy

regarded tﬁ!\Canadian proposal as a serious threat to its African , ﬁg

AN
expedition, warning of the consequences "not only to Italy, but‘to the

n43

whole world. On Novemben 23 Skelton instructed Beaudry to inform

wn

, though e may vote for proposal if it meets with approval other members

generally " King at fi;st considered refusing permiasion to vote but

i

L 4

"not to take any initiative in mskigg or advocating the proposal

69
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changed his‘decision "because of reported imminence of the discussion st

44

-
B
Geneva." Three days later Skelton told Beauigy to modify any '

3
instructions he ma? have sent to Riddell, so as to make it clear to

the Advisory Officer that he 2?é’not "to act at his own discretion or
__ uh5

pull any more of Mr. Anthony Eden's chestnuts out of the fire."
Lapointe was disturbed by headlines in the press continually ;!

N

referring to ''the Canadian proposal." Beaudry informed Skelton that‘the
' Acting Secretary was "wondering whether some course of action could be

adopted to counteract this effect."46

Skelton conferred with Mackenzie
King who was alarmed at the treatment of the proposal in the press.
| I took very strongly, with Skelton, the view that we
should not delay in making it known, through an interview
with the press by Lapointe, that the resolution was not
one of which our Govermment ‘had ary knowledge, nor with
respect to which Riddell had authority from the Government;
that it was a Committee resolution brought forward by
Riddell himself . . . . I take the position that our:
Govermment has been returned by the Canadian people, and
“thatwour duty, first and foremost, is to them, and where
it is our duty to take the steps which will prevent’
Canada from being drawn into war.

.

. .' \ N . 5
Skelton sent<a telegram to Beaudry along those lines after speaking with

-

King. Lapointe was to be interviewed by the | press; Massey was to be

ol

) informed of Riddell's initiative on November 2 and instructed to inform
£ £

i

the British government that Riddell had acted on his own and his proposal a

1

- did not have the - support of- the Canadian government 48 Beaudry, upon -

'recdiving Skelton 8 telegram, cabled back asking if King would consider

sending Dandurand to G;& 7a for‘the 'next meeting of League Committee

with special instructions to survey situation and prevent further
149

. cey S y
commitment. The Prime ﬁinister was opposed to the suggestion. It was
not necessary, and Mackenzie King was eager to have the French Canadian
~ members of his government appear in the situation ‘as little as

possihle



. of press’ comment, reporting ‘a marked cleavage of opinion O{} 4w4'>inte
;‘ .

» statement had not. goue unnot&ced in Europe A spokesman for Pierre ,

oil sanctions proposal, saying it "was of the highest international

<

The statempnt was drafted by .ointe and Beaudry and released
to-the press in time f blicat .{;_ December‘Z. Magsey had already
o ‘_‘_’ -
been sent his instruc -a d_Klddell was gent a resumé of the press

statement on December 1 with the order that ‘he was not to comment upon

it to anyone in GeneVa.Sz' Compared toaneaudry s Memor?ndum of November }

¢

29, which foresaw extreme consequences arising from the proposal for

;an oil embargo,53 Lapointe 8 press statement was. a- very quiet document.

The Acting Prime Minister denied thatCanada had taken the initiative

in extending the embargo upon exportation of key. materials to Italy and
declared that the opinion.expressed by Riddell a month earlier was his

own personal opinion and did not represent'tﬂe'views'Of the Canadian
. - : \ r
54 . ‘ '

government. \ v

g

. The repudiation announcement occasioned another series of Press

R

A

omments, both in Canada and overseas, on Canadian policy. External

‘Affairs and the League of Nations Society prepared their own summaries

"

“

71

statement. ‘&he French—Canadian press supported the government '8 action, é'

&hile the English—Canadian ‘pPress ranged from qualified approval to

"~ emphatic demand for a complete stdtement - of . the govegnment 8 position

R

on ‘the %ﬁtire matter of ecqnomic sanctions.s5 Despstches from Italy

B
o~

and France, onsDecember ?and 4 respectively, showed that Lapointe 8
B

Laval the Ftench Foreign Minister, supported Canada s repudiation of the

‘ significance at a moment when the peace of Europe hangs by a: thin th ead.'56

[
On December 'S5, Massey reported on ‘the immediate press reaction i Britain.

. In Rothermere and Beavarbrook papers opposin 8 nctio 8
Canadian statement given. great prominence and ef%;agaga
‘ inferences drawn claiming changes in Cansda s policy topards
Ir'E
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“'@of‘%ritein and France was. Officially released to the public on December S

In April 1936 it was shown that a League embargo ‘on oil would have

)

15

{ BN
. ' : ' \\ , ‘ :
sanctions . . . . Also reports are published in these and .
othe:mpapers from Geneva and Rome alleging that Canadian
statement has caused amazement in the former centre and
,great satisfaction in the latter 3 , ‘ :

[

Mackenzie King and Skelton returned - to Ottawa shortly after

. December 2. Disturbed by the attention given to his colleague 8

’

"statement, King met the press himself on December 6. ThF Prime Minister

said that his government 8 statement made reference only to the origin

PO

‘of the proposal not to its meIits.58 He was silent . on the subject of

what the Canadian govhrnment did think of the merits of the oil sanction.

U’

Some eight governments informed the League that they accepted the proposed

Toil embargo, Concerned with the Italian propaganda, the Secretary of

~ the Co-ordinating Commit'tee asked if a statement might be ‘made by

-

Ottawa.sg‘ Mackenzie King did not think it necessary to issue any further/

72

statements since his statement to the press on December 6 was sufficient60 ’

¥

The oil sanction caught the imagination of the world when proposed

" by Riddell on November 2. Deprived of their oil supply the Italians

would  have had to retreat, or at. least halt their invasion of Ethio ia.

3

small percentage of that country s total oil imports despttevits/ ise inv'
the 1934-1935 totals.él The Riddell affair was a highly embarrassin ;l
but not critical situation for Mackenzie King.. He firmly believed that,

3

through no fault of his own, his government had been unnecessarily .
exposed to sharp criticism at home and - abroad _The revelation of the
Hoare—Laval plan meant that the focus of world attention now shifted

Canadian policy was no longer the Tubject of major interest but that.

13, the Hoare—Laval plan effectively halted the extension of sanctions to

Bl .




- to regulate a European war and to say ‘what pther 'ountries are to do

a dangerous move. King was. appalled that the Dominion should "attempt

. . .’ . "‘
oil or'any other'item.62 ﬁanada was able to retire into the comfortable
- : ) .
obscurity 80 much desired by Mackenzie King. t poe *‘.g#\,# .
It all shows, I think, the absurdity of Canada, trying : .
to dedl in European or other world situations upon whicy .
' she will have no voice. I agree with Lapointe that the
League of Nations, as an agency for world peace, cannot ' i
contemplate. action which necessarily means .war; also, that s '
territorial concessions .to warring nations are not.a part
of the business of the League. It is clear to me that an o v
effort to control the welfare of individual nations by 2
- collective action of nations is going to be a next to
i impossible thing. It is better that their security be
effected by relations between individual states,®

‘The first session of the new Parliament did not meet until

February 1936. This‘was the“first opportunity that the members”had to. -

_disquss ornquestion government policy and action during the Ethiopian

.crisis.» The war was still in progress and: there was hope 1in ‘some o

» .
quarters that . the oil embargo would be ggposed.éa' On.February 10 and 11 .

the role of the Canadian government in the crisis was discussed in the

L]

House, the debate was confined to the Riddell affair. Bennett, now

o

' Leader of the Opposition, strongly criticized the government for taking

\

"action contrary to the rules’ Xf ‘the League and for repudiating the

c_ommitment "Can'ad'a made ‘when 1 joined the Iaeague.65 Mackenzie King ren

plied with a detailed account of' the incident He defended Lapointe 8’

.

NN
statement of December 2, claiming full responsibility for what*Lapointe

had done and: said because he had acted on King 8 instructions The\Prime D=

° \\ . 1 i

Minister also reilterated arguments used at his own Press conference on ‘”ng,‘

December 6. He even went 80 far as to take some credit‘for having\stopped

N




-sanctions was seriously considgred but rejected because of posaible

- . 90" c ! ;‘,‘\
X L ORERE

T L
Europe might haVe been a-flame to- dgy n66 But King woul{ n f
f- ‘;
; \ -) S
into a discussion of the merits of the oil sanctions proposal oo g

v »

Despite the efforts of T c. Douglas and J. S Woodsworth of the ‘

.

c.cC. F. and Agnes‘MacPhail of the U.F. 0. to force a debate on coll:%tive #

;’ . Tt

security, on the- general question'of sanctions, and on the League of

Nations, the government refused to make any comment. Silenpe would

_best serve the public interest. When Germhn soldiers marched into the

Rhineland  on March 7, a policy of watchful waiting was adopted by

Canada wit respect to the European situation. n67 King\advised one

Liberal member of Parliament to refrain from discussing the European .
s . ‘ ‘
situation with his constituents.68 On March 23 the Prime Minister

told the House. ‘ '- o " T .', 1 S
In the circumstances I think it would be in every way . e

preferable, having regard to the extremely critical nature .
‘of the negotiations and the fact that the situation k eps '
changing not only fvom day. to day but sometimes from B¥ar
to hour, for hon. members of this house to ﬁorbear, if they -
can see thelr way to'do so, from preferring any request . | i
which might provoke discussion in our country at thié“f!me :

The attitude of . the governmenm was to du nothing.69 The High

i,

Commissioner in Londop cabled Ottawa to urge sthe government to Aet. him‘
.ﬂ "‘ d
have its views on thebhhineilnd erisis. Mackenzie King was btrongly
! >

prosed to Massey 8. suggestion, replying that communication betweenw

Lgndon and Ottawa should be between Minis'rxf's, not throukb}éhe High

Commissioner.n_,)» 'b 1‘ L A: - ' S ‘Vt - ' "“_ - : -\
'”\L A . 7 | ,S“’ ,,‘ I S
~\. The government though was closely wptéhfng av&nEQ‘in Europe

RS 41 SN 5
and Ethiopia. A memorandum prepared in ExternaTﬂAffai ned the
t vy «»»q—,c’-w ‘:W

'“question of sancttons in advance of ﬁheauarcth‘ﬂéeting of the Committee

of Eighteen. Three possibilities, to press for it, to drop it

y», -

follow ‘the other Members, were presented. The memorandum'dismissed

. ”.37.

Y
the first possibility without d!mment. Canadian init!ktive in abendoning

2
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orgcnizetion.'_ Th Leegue failed beceuoe of Great Power rivelry and
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l @& L "
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W
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R ,S, btu& -of thé peace by.amy aggressorTi>it- has been stogtly PRI
_contended that 1f all nat{dns would undertake to make wdr ~ .° . ' ..,
upon_an aggreﬁgr. and carried out that, undkhking, &ar [
Wig ’&‘vguld npveg- r.. That may well be;. but unfortunately ° 4 IR
it is only a godhetical ergm&nt, it bears no relatioem = | e T
- ~+té the dctualities of today® It may be that eventyally o &. BRPEES
. ,'. . some- rule of l‘bfill be %_'stabliohed in the internat:i.onal B ad )
. .. ‘hs has been established in the natipgel field, or at - . - ' , .,
' leas,t.‘ in those-coun,c_ries vh‘ere'-‘ s .the free expreésion o e
® #1111 still pre ¢ .But clearl that time SR
> .and to pretend that it hak 1 only to Lo T .
+ diaililusionment and misdire?cted effort.. SR B S T

r'l'he Leagué lacked -an gverwhelming N:eporﬁetance of poier,'economic and
o nilitery, againetqeny poaeible aggressor or con;pinm:ion of aggr: ¥ re.

_Econbmic preesure mst be b‘xcked by emed force. The Leegue was not N
, un‘iversal in its membership aa aﬁticipated :I.n 1919. ‘Therecrmust be the

Rt TS "A R ~, - . . " ’Q
“ s -~ v B . v

A

. S .
O A S
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certainty, King said, that -the members will be ready to exercise force ;
’ 'Qﬁ .
~ when the occasion arises, regardless of where and if they have a direCt

¢

interest in the quarrel. 'l‘his condition did not exist. Primarily and

almo‘st purely concerned with Europeannnbroblems, the automatic commi*nts
. - . [) "
.’ o£ the. €ovenant of the League were almost useless due to tRe present }

3

stage of national development and would not be observed by ‘Members of the

[Rpa S -

League. "But that does no% mean that tberev is not a great part for the

iﬂ%emationﬂl war office, neither
P

leag,(e\to play. If it cannot, bec

an emphasize the constructive

_ side of its task."’>" - T I
A " : 2 4 ’ ~

* A lucid justification of Canadian policy at Geneva and a severe

o , indictment of the League of Nations, Hackenzie King 8 speech was: .

: ] o

eurprisingly well received by the House, by the preas, end by the Canscg)an

publie.t The debate following the Prime Hinister 8 apeech lasted over o " *,“’
three hourls‘.c Bennett made a pro—League s%atement similar inoaentiment * ,_'ﬁ': \,,

and atti“.gtude 4to ‘what Hacke‘nzie Ki"\ hqﬁ"aa : he f0und the ~League still wé, t

»

a usefu]@ place for discussior@and negnﬁ&tim.,? Woodsworth said ,’ v

"was generally in agreement with King, .but would 80 .a8" far as hgving :

A : :

' Canada firmly declare its neutrgiity in any* overseas t:onflir:t...77 o e s
' L I T
J:,. W Dafoe waspforemoat among the few critics. H:Ls June 30 editorial. ‘, ;"q *‘j
~ . PR N . SRS ~

w . . .

o,

."‘* %a‘f"bii‘gt‘ . * g . ; | . | . :" | 4‘6:‘ .‘ .

L

< "1 -Ever since the Manchurian episode the League has been- )
w dying from a mprtal wound - Direct consequences of thig
'demonatrati fhat collective security, the foundation~ A : 2
stone of th eague, was a sham were the failure of the :

R diaarmament conference; the Nazi defiance of. the League,
" ‘and the determination of Jtaly‘'to attack Ethiopia . ., . .-
,gNotwithatandihg Mr, King's comfortable wordssthe' other: °
day tise will show that, tahing the long ‘view, Canada had

a muich. eater interest in ‘collective security than, the

Governme ‘of this. country had any idea of when it fell

"

N ., indthche 8rand idea that the time had- comé to “‘put the

E Leasu&ut of.- ‘busineas.n“-: . e IR

N - R R ; Co
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R ; :
In a barragejof editor'iala in dune and July Dafoe argued that collective

Security was the "foundation—atone of ‘the League and that the Prima

'_ Miniater ﬁnd Canada, by rejecting this had repudiated the League.79 e

8.
-

Ny

. mae it SET e AL

b4

0' Council passed by t‘ Canaw mernment to implement all eponomi

< League ahould go about its business. KHe was alao anxious to learn what

he could about the Europ? ‘\criaia from di;:ect contact with European U, ‘
. ‘ ~

European situation not as a etruggle betweeh nations but as. a struggle “ -

v

Dafoe wodd make the same charge after King 8 speech to the League
Aasembly in September. But even he conceded. in private though, that the
League was already doomed and that the Prime Minister could not have

saved it. ’l‘hua Dafoe was advocating an impracticable defence of a
> ‘ '
dying League. Mackenzie King was not an editorial writer but a polittfhl N

leader so ‘he preferred to deacribe the League as it was, not as it
»

should.be. "in the hope that most Canadiana would then forego the
temptation to tilt at wiuﬁmilla."80 \ | T g ¢
' Govermment policy was set and nothing could change it. A :

.

-‘
@gram was sent to Genevaiicontaining the inatructioné for the - ﬁ‘ '
delegation to the iraaembly meeting of June and July. The Canadian

delegation was tp suppott any proposal for the removal of sant:tiona.81 : L

| v

On- July 15 the measures taken under Article XV1 were-ended. The N

following day the Secretary Geﬁéral Was advised that the Orders-in-

4 f‘ '

i

aanctionﬁ had been cancelled 'ag. ﬁcfro% 15th July l93)6."n8,.2 , ;

Mac{enzie King decided in' June to attery,l the September aession- ;‘w-d"
of 'the Aasembly.8A3' In deciding to go to Genevx it was ‘not King a-_" “‘-_.;‘ Tal
B S

]

'intention to put forward any Canadian proposal concernidg the ' reform"

o= : )

of the Covenant What he did want to do was make his preaence in Geneva T

felt»by ‘filely atating to the Aasembly4Canada 8 conception ,qf how the

“
3

N

stateamen. Writing o the Duke ‘of- Hom:roae sin Auguat King aaw the

o R . i .'-« . .
. . \,‘ o s, S o

- R T T
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between the powers of light and the powers of darkness. :
i It seems to me that there is no more misleading term than y\.,\ .
qé&’ that of "collective security.'" At bottom, the struggle R 2
' .8eems to be not so much between nations as between ] , : o
.conflicting ideas and ideals. The materialist world : :
with its belief in force is seeking to conquer the world's
spirit with its belief:'in invisible realities. It is an o
Yo appalling strug le, one which, sooner or later, will
A engulf mankind "
4 . v * .
-3
The two contending forces thesis was made. the theme of King 8 address at:
the';yl.‘eague of Nations Society dinner at the qAC}hat:eau Laurier on November , ) “ A v
¥ and the theme of a bgdcﬂst address on Arnistice Day.B..6 R
5. ) The Canadian delegation, composed of. Mackenzie King, Sena*‘ ' ’ ’#_,a
. O 8 : .

-Dandurand, Norman Rogers "Paul Martin, and, 0. D. Skelton, was in Geneva

o * |‘a \ 3

by September 19. N‘ot addressing the Assembly until Se&ﬂa@ér%% the ) . \ ! w’ i
¥ .‘.‘ . M :n \' - ‘," :

Primé Minister spem: his time before t:hen OYL writing his speech, R ‘v“" R
“ v \E . * - ¥ “; l
1istening to the speeches of ot‘her delemtes and holding lengghy o .ﬁ

"/ :

v K .(”\. 8 R
x discussions 'ondg:etnationaln affairﬁwith va’i'i.'ods dstatesmen. : But/ h‘e .,:l‘t-";',- e -j

A
) p . T
"*, . r ,e . ..:1\ ° L i

i Fias not%{impressed’ IR T LA o R
G ‘AIA Q"‘. h .o X .“ L 34 A i ' o . ";&?‘t_\ VA‘
nTo " One felt the absurdity of entrusting the affairs of S e T T
: “ope's country directl& or indirectly.to a aggt,egation : W T o
‘& 'f, of the k®nd whicli g sées in’ the Asgembly’ Halls - o 0 SN e

v .- ,Countries naxne;;ﬁ_b MK - dozens of Which one hapvseldom . R
Cw - ér never heard,, angd one of which hafe,any: reaflpower . e N
‘ - or would be of the'slightest use ’ Crigls. . T'dg - oo - S e
not wonder that (nitibns 1ike Japa ”Gemany and the o S
 United ‘States whith are really great powerful countries. e~
should prefer to “stay out of the League altogethe"r ‘and = . c A
manage their own affairs, rather than-have a lot of. s o~
countries intermingling in them.87 T
e The speech deliveted by Mackenzie King to the Assembly was a . S g
I + . - f*\j.
statement of general principles rather than of detailed proposals, o UE

N takingthe form of suggestions.;rather‘ 'thaniof a definite declaration

of policy. '1'o this extent King 8 address reflected ain conclusions :
: A .

reached hy the British government and commun:l.cated to Ottawa before '

Kingzdepar_,ted for _Gen ya,as The address began by contrasting the

[ . Ve

va . vl R ) RO ol . T - s
- N e o . \ . a :




t, or of duty, as a European State facing widely : e
. . % : 2

' would be unreasonable. 'l'he Domi-nion was not only' 5
“a o . :

conception of inter

'.‘»‘different conditions

r

v

questions of automatic obligations to the use. .
A %of force in int: rnational disputes. : The Canadian perspective was T

b:.' Tatr

,policiea, especially t '

also influenced ‘by its experience aga member of the League iteelf
v L,
14 tt —-' h
and tﬁat experieﬁce had "given rise 'to the conviction that "emph‘ésis‘
o, = n_ﬂ .P . 0{ i

. should be placed upon c%ncil&.ation r#’t”hﬁ'r than'?upon coercion.

P

fun‘apental prinéiples of the League, whié’h we‘re the"' pr@ervation of .
e ot - *a 11 -
the progg:essive 0 anization of éisnternational :;:o-operatioﬂ with

0‘ . - e . b,a\ b

§3~. ac llective system f'z.

4y B”ut éutqmatic comit&emﬁs to tﬁ'e use of A o

50&‘
L4

.

il N ;
& were not Segp as‘ a pr&cticaf; policy. W ','.‘y o ‘j‘ o o
} “o,‘ L Py N 9‘ - d o SN

4§ -
The ~fitne Ministér then ozutlin‘edo Canadian polfcy toward the Y N

' ey “‘3 . s . ¥ .
League in vievg“ of. ihe expe,ri’epéh of> thé Ethiopiag criaia. The policies S

v j‘-. _,uﬂ -& e e 5 .- '_‘

, oﬁ the Le&gue .&ad t‘b Y:o’nform ‘to realities, centemporary attitudes and

e N 2

-1 : w . '\"' ! "(-“
conditions, "without losing sigl;rg of the poseibili,ty of modifying those R

.

policiesas facts anddnational att\itudes change in‘the f\rcure.?;rl‘he

“ ?i:‘:: objectiVe to mal:e the'League succeedwwae to obéain "the??&niVersal o~

‘ ‘_ acceptanée« of . the prt\iples of the COVenant"‘ because ‘vacant seats in '
the Assemblyb served to only weaken ,"the chain of‘collective security."

N

_95,;' Mackenzie King told t,he Assembly he believed that the coercive and o~

U
punitive provisions of the Covenant had retarded the universality of

the League, by stressing the me_diation and conciﬂ'ation aSpects of the
Covenant w&wcan help to. ctransform the collective system from a hope 5a

1.,

2L

e 7
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AT

& ,~, media\\'tion at"‘"an early stage in disputes, and . agreed that unanimi;ty SN

L !‘* - »!

- 1east 'show a closer,' D:

"{original purpoSe of universality of membership" 'could be achieved L

82
, .- o | ) l
. S \ .

into a reality." Formal amendment of the Covenant was neither ppea‘ible
R & . w ! '
nor neCessary since the actions of Members speak louder' ‘than the text

. A L ‘x‘:“”\‘t '

of the Covenant. i . T e

;Fhe facts were, said mg, thaq many of tm pr'visions of’
|

Covenant ‘had ‘elther not been observed or applied incompletely.
v

had. not been reduce’ though Members were so pledged by Article VII
Article XVI, the underta“kings to appl.y sanctions were, in the early

. years of the League, recognized as unworkable, the pledge to revise

I ,

‘not applied .when conflict arOSe over Manchuria in Asja or dur:!ng th_
Chaco War in South America, they . failed in the Italo-Ethiopian crisis

because "of general unwillisgness u‘nder the conditions of the day to . f\; g

-

' ﬂ-l.) ™~ ST ) . . Co R
‘press force to its concl’\!l’sﬂbn : o ‘ ' C : ' E

Mackenzie Ki'ng" drew a number of conclusions from the‘record of
N . _ ' a .
the League of Nations. ’I‘he still-bor.n concept of collective security

arrangements which wou1d° at o I

G . # :
7“‘5» {:@“ »’;i-' | U4 )

might be replaced by re?»nal secur 2
reality by 1inking the obligatign.wi

‘ 4
a definite contingencyo‘ ;- direct interest. The Canadian gwernment-

v

"in ful,l sympathy" with sh{.fting thé emphasis to enquiry and © '-,,'

‘l

could not reasonably be required" in any effort by the Assembly or. the

'/

ey .
Council to effect conciliation.v But it would nol: agree to any proposal

which would transform Article XI wh,;l. h simply declared ‘the indivisibility

y

ey

”action of the Council alone." "> L

: s finai proposal "was that a' eonference be held* involving - S
‘a ) NI

i states both in and out of the -League ‘to” consider 'anew how best the \/. :

.89 - .-

. R )
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The Prime Minister was pleased_with his speech to the Assembly.
He doubted whether "a more unqualified statement of Canada's position . . .

lhaé7'been made at any time, in any place, than that made here‘at Geneva

-«

on Tuesday of this week.fgo - In a letter to Lord Tweedsmuir, the
Governor-General,’ King discussed the similarity of views of the British

and Canadian delegations on the question of sanctions. King had to

.

say what he did. "I believevpeople are coming.to see that the real
L . !’

¢ -

value and not aufficiently seeking t scover actualities and realities.
Actuality and‘reality meant - that colléctive security had failed. King

had not ignored the problems of reconciling the principle of collecuive
R.V '

-~

security with national self—interest._ His argument .in Canada and af J

w‘

Geneva had been that ‘the major Powers had not accepted the actﬁality of

~
N

Acollective security, which had been obvious §rom the beginning. But 80

—

' long as states, large and sm:;%, acted to protect their own interests, AR

they contributed to the inef ectiveness of _any attempt to implement the
u ”"'. .‘_‘ ‘A‘ @ .
o . L g L

March 1937 found Mackenzie King on his way to Washington for a

principle.‘."

fﬁmeet ng - ith President Roosevelt to discuss matters of mutual concern,

1;-jthe‘ Eu: pean situation in particular.- Prior‘to his. meeting with

" Hull on March 5 Hull did most of the talking which delighted King,

ARoosevelt King had a-long conversation with Secretary of State Cordell

\ ey -

T el G-

. of opinion. » Huﬁi expressed the opinion that the United States might

_ was to. fi?ﬂ a way of getting the major Powers together, the League

be brought into the League if ids name was changed and»the way-

:prepared meanwhile.“ King told him that he thought the important thing

S\ T e S

"-iorganization 'with some modification, might serve that end, ;:

/

~ -

}91

o

‘since it did not draw him into aﬂyf owﬁitments or "into any expression R

83

~t
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The Prime Minigter went directly to the White House after his o
: 3 ki .

a Jrterwdey with Cordell Hull Twice during the eveni'ng Mackenzie King

brought up the ques’tion of possible United States participation in

the ‘League in the evenWhe ‘Covenant. bei; .altered so as to eliminate

2 tions. Kingdﬁ‘f‘st raised the questionl inner:.

i ~t¢ A

gPU 1 asked the President a direct questi " to whether he o

M thought there was: -any possibility of the Unfited States C
coming into the Lquue to help in investigation of matters .
S+ of justice to different nations, if the League itself ’
.+ . . changed the. application of certain. principles of the . .
& Covenant. 1f, for example, Section 16 was eliminated.

-

Roosevelt replied that he coubd send a representatiVe to Ge‘heva to take

part in matters related to social and economic questions as long as " ;

"% the United: States was not bound by an advange commitment. The sanctions &
- obligatibns had to be out of the way. For King, - the important part of b '
, their discussion came when he proposed to Roosevelt(that the. Uhited-

States take the lead in those sgcial and economic questions Whiﬁb he.

. v-/
. believed were at the root of the present world conflict.g-z_ The Prime .
v/ ks - 2. . .
Minister left a copy of as nVe:rsation with the e

Ty of his »
ﬁ omised ‘

éthe,summary, was -not to be idel.tji,!‘ied

President, which/the Presid ould ‘carefully consider. . .

Collective security, as defi
with a relia ce upon force, but “"lies in’ the-senge of Social Jusdc,e

being secu ed through investfigation and exposure of social wrdngs and ‘

the power, of an organized public opinion founded upon same . _'_93 L .

- Pleased by his talks. with the President Mackenzie King wrote I S

Ve B ’

to the Governor-Genqral that he belieVeLd: '%hat, %* is ~every probabilit%(

~ of the President himself taking action of a. kind which will make clear |
: his desire_to ef.fect an appeasemW condition; in Eu‘ope by lendﬁg,~\
good offices t,oward that end."94/ King was confident that his friend e
._l"' | in the Wh'ite’l'!!ouse%ould save . ‘the world "from{internal an internationa]: e

.o PR
N &
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strife«. '95 R "o

.vI\ v,.

. I
the United States in a plan for universal vconomic appeasement through

T i o

nference to _be held in Geneva. gug 8 desperate hope for

;‘l d not blind him to the possibility of warw Conditions were -

&
steadily deteriorating, Aand all the Americans had to offer were ‘the

. "o ;
- " . preachings of economic appeasement and words of \good will. 96 . That was

not enough. - The- notion of economic appeasement died at the Imperial ’

Conference of 1937; military and foreign questions not economics, played

V
\ '

Q important parts in the agenda of the Conference. * o

\' “ ' ' t

‘4,' Mackenzie King delivered a statemertt on foreign affairs at. %“aﬂ
. secret session of the Principal Delegates to the | ﬁbnference on the
“w ;’ ¥ e

afternoon of May 21, Connnenting on British ffblicy only insofar as_he

~ S ¥
\it responsible for some lessening of tensipn in Eur0pe, King 8
er.v‘*'“ e,

-st_ateme_‘ dealt with questions of - foreign pol&?x sr theymaffected

. . 1 3
e - ..._...—-.v,_ .

-

_;.King restated the position he" had taken at Geneva th' Kevious autumn

B Autonﬁtic commitment”to the application of force was not a\gactical

: TR . ? L
' policy. “Canadian opinion was now ouerwhelmingly -hosf‘ile to the g.fa of

v ‘ .
‘ + the Lea yue as’ a coercive instrument. . S . A

Cre e
' The lack of universality, the failure of- members of the
League even o attempt to enforce the coercion provisions .
~~when the conflicg was: far- from Europe's: shotg y ‘the ‘faflure -
E to carry out the pledges of! disarmament, or. ‘at_t'empt' to =

'14"

During his stay in Washington Mackenzie King had hoped to involve_




' e LN -

apply article 19, make it imposaible to rega
10 or article 16 as‘having any real validity.a

This situation, according to the Canadian Prime Minister,l"should be ;

LY

frankly recognized 37

The foreign policies of .t e Dominiwns or Great Britain were not

-

Conference for Berlin where he met with various Nazi leaders and had

N -

an audience with Hitlen. Mesmerized by his host impressed by both

. 73
G8ring and von Neurath Mackenzie King was . more reassured about the |

"Y-European situation ‘than he had been before leaving Canada. He saw vl:.gfﬂ -

Hitler as an intense nationalist resentful of wrongs against Germany,g_9 ) o

and was confident the Germans were: not contemplating war in the west.loo
! A .
Unfortunately, King ry misperception of the Nazi leaders ‘was to prove..{f'
) v A : ‘ L ‘ ( . . v .(‘" N ”;‘,’v,

-tragic.' T R P ‘)’ R 'n: ",w-
el L e AN

Betwaen May 1937 and September*1939 there Jvere two discernible 2
i - T
., threads in Mackenzie King 8 foreign policy gﬁﬁgé finsg was an almost LA

K

: unshakeabl% faith :Ln the polj,cy of Neville Chamberlain.._ King was L
‘ y i ‘ R
"delighted" with the way’Chamberlain dealt w&th many of the prﬁhiems .';' ;'};jg

which confronted him’ after attaining office.lq; Canada was sfiedh as .

“ . ,;

Britain aequiesced to’ the German anmexatidn of Austﬁda in March 1938
Mackenzie King made every attempt to refraiﬁ from making any public -#jg%
statement, speeches in Parliament were avoided. But tbe announCement Ty

' 2 3 ' &, &
' of the settlement ‘at Munidh in.September 1938 forced King o, say sbmethiﬁggﬁ‘ s

: ¥ . : : r .
The Canadian Prime Minister publicly rejoiced with the announcement of ‘,'k'
’ PRI
/ -, B . :." .
the.agreement.l(-)2 The settlement seeméﬂ to conform to his ideas of '” e

PR .. \ i NTCRIPSRIRY

conciliation amd negotiation between national leaders, and because it ﬂﬁ¢‘p e
/o ‘ < a e

ugh, the Mhnich
T

e

' /appeared to promise peace. Six months later,l i

"~ ’.4\
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settlement lay in ruin};as German troops seized a rump Czechoslovakia
- . - b \ ~. - el .

Ca e o« . ) g - . o A v ;

and Europe‘prepared.for war. , o e -
The second thread of King's policy was to eliminate actton

through'the League'as a viahle policy alternative'for his government.
o

- .to refuse toﬂco-operate in. imperial defence, and to turn towards the
: b

‘_’;e “. o \,, . B
{United States for- security. In other words, Mackenzie King rejected : S
L . 1 S
' collective security abroad and attempted to substitute tegionalnsesurity.

'Privately, King expressed an ever-growing abhorrence for the League. vF" S .
. Sw o I N Ve i
To Lord Tweedsmuir, a. staunch supporter of Chamberlain 8 appeasement ’
' L
-policy, Mackenzie King freely expressed himself.
- -»:[ .. B I wish the League q@ tions could be gotten out of. the . . :;#,":
. way altogether. Every b ng I: ‘have “had ‘about the mischief s -
«\1]'.bein wrought .through, the intrigues of, that institution has S S
' fr_beeniﬁhlensified by what. L have seen and heard ‘while abroad RS v

".Tb have, inthe  hefirt of Eprope, aitinetitution which 24',’ o St

prqgends to" enforﬁe peace through its reliance: upon _force,, ‘- N L

‘;' is; -An itself a ourc% oi;potential danger.. . 3j' o ;/;-ﬁ’;/;,k/ .
. A\s. : . - . .

utThegproper role for the League was one of investigati.p mediation, .and B

II

the fbrmation of public opinion.loa: The League ‘was regponsible for "?‘ ,
S & o - = T e
the present situation, a second government trying to control BRI
e ‘,“ A o M _’a. E o

' King '8 perception of the nature andlpower ofﬁa-f7
:} thebLAague f Natiqns at this itical time did not blind himvto the
@ﬁ

o
amhitions and weaknesses oﬁ’izg member-states. His hostility to thef,
o ' l‘
'I_ League, and his distrust of Canadian initiatives, was reflected by Lo
S N e LT .
Canada;s represen tives at Geneva becoming silent and frustrated e

?pectators. Vingent‘Massey 8 experiince as Diﬁegate tq the Eigbteenth

,\-

i o > R g ot v ‘, - v .;\ L
ﬁ5 Assembly'was discouraging "g _ n«;_'u : BRI ‘, : S e,
| g R ‘ . . . S ST
. I+am increasingly conscious of. the futility of my existence S T
in Geneva.75w;g: In. fact I cannot ‘help féeling that 1 might T
/' ‘more appropriately hold a visitor 8 ticket-.u.'.'than a- .f;fq',<"-"f,f ,
.| delegate®s . .o W : v T T
o f' . The real. diffieulty 'ia the stateiof funk'in which ‘the T AT
e \ Govt. or rather the P.M. liyes vis a vis international : -
affaits ;,.~,}Q§n$,, Lo ,{ e o

, A
L :
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' . © 106, el
Successive- Canadian delegatione at Geneva had very little to do.” _
' '\.. S

on May 24, 1938 Mackeﬁzie King ettacked the League in & lengthy

A -\w

. speech 1in the Houee of Commone._ His Qole purpose waa to discredit'?
before the House as a policy option come the threat or ¢ V'.‘: ’ \

-

‘ the Leagu

a.,,

‘failure o/ Artﬂclee X and er? the 1ack of universal membershixf‘end

the Prime Jknister gieevowed.ﬁhy responsibil‘ty for whet had happened in

\ /
L . ¢«

i Genevanand to the~League over the years.f B S

Loy

~¢' It has been- Jileged by some strong advocates - ofgthé
. collective coercién theory in Canada*that Canada. is )
. Tesponsi le for.wrecking' this conception of the league. A
' That view| is part and parcel of the: exaggereted idea of S

. Canadé's 5 R - . S
. the reall . ds to’ thp attitud_s of other sta e that ><§§". .
o L underliesA he advocae&,oﬁ the 1 O‘per cent san 1ons . m_}}'. e
B dOCUrin ; k\ P N T : .
] " 2 % [ - . .YD . d ag o . [ B .
- Ehternational 'bligatioﬁs were to.be" abrogated~by national intereste. \»pt AP
) o - .— » .
Eachamember of he LeagUe had\its'ﬁwn intereste, its own views of the téﬁ'
V'League s intere ts, and its own approaeh?to thenﬂloblems of the League.;[ _ ~f

=;¢‘ ’ could have done . ery little to infleence the major

. : A
° : At‘3 the4.9»

pom.w? 'f’" o ’[ v—:;
‘ n, T

Imperial Conference the‘Caned?an delegation reﬁuned

x4

' Canadian unity.lqg\

e "’ B A
. ~;W€hen the question‘of p

o be postponed until the outbreak of W r. 5;.f:._iﬁ e

i ’u

if'fage the problem w}th théSBren gun e@ntrect,‘ ,:T”i_




1n defence producﬁion. and air training. which involved lilitary *

» co-op.rntion. The Canadian gqvon.cnt ﬂcntully‘ agreed to havc a private, ]

Canadian firm manufacture .Btcnl guns for the cni.i -9£ both countries,

' but’ each government signed separate contracts vith the manufacturer.
‘l'hctufon. Ottm could avoid the appetraneo of Ang.lo-Cmduu co~
opcution in defence production. 109 British propoulu for th‘ u:a:lning
of pilotl in Canada iuvolvod thc poutiul probl- o£ Just hov far the
Do-inion could co—opcutc vithout raising the spectre of co-itunt to
vhrtl.. co-opcutiou 1n some uc:ou of Canada. lhck.nzic King 1in Hly )
1938 told Sir Francis Floud, the British High Commissioner, and J. G. |
Weir, head of the British air ixQ-;on touring North America, that the
propoulc were po'litically unac’ccpublo. lllot until April of the following
yut did the two govmts tpch an agreement vborcby “the l.c.A.!"

} would integrate vith itl _owm training plm soms 50 Brithh p:uot- who
on co-plﬁtion of thcir traini.ng would enter the R.A.F. The programme

..110

‘ was to run' for three years.' . Britain and Cuudn were at m with

Gcmny before the first draft of Brituh personnel artivod in Camda
The tojoction of the Loaguo and s strong lnpcrul dcfcncc policy
as uin-nyn of Canndian security app.aud to be oubstitut.d by a move

L] -5

towvards some sort of regional ucuri:y an'angc.nt \d.th thé Unitcd

States. The subject of cout:lunul defence was discussed very tentatively

in 1938 by Canadian and hcricnn chiefs of . otaff. ' !hckanzic un.g qreed

.‘\

to t.luse l‘qtings and vas kcpt: informed of thc Qutco- of the ,,lttff
conversations held in the coutu of cho yur 111 Iooccvclt gave the
idea of contimnul dcfcncc a ma of pfnbucity in his tmch at .
Kingston in August 1938: "The Doninion of Cunda u pu‘t,'of ‘the

siscsihood of :h.‘nrizish n-pir;;' 1 give to you assurance that the
people of the Unit.d Statu w:l.ll not stand :LdIy by 1if daiution of

!

o
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Cansdian‘soil is threatened by any ocher empire." nll12 'Extetnsl Affsirs. Co
saw the speech as a reflection of the nstionsl self—interest -of the

United Statss‘ with the implied threst thsc the United States vould

defend Canada if the Dominion was unsble to do the job.‘113 Hscksnzic /
Kiug‘soughttto sllevists\these spprshehsisus two deys after Roosevelt's
. speech by asserting clesrly and specifically that Canada was respousible

for its own defence, but would nske Csnsds as ‘isluns Ero- sttsck or

possible invasion" to prevent ensny forces from sttscking the Uni:pd

States across Canadian tetnitory. The problens of continental S

Du

were discussed by the two leaders in Novsnber 1938 during one of
Mackenzie King s trips to Hsshington.lla However, King was not willing

)

to bind Canada to any "formal sgreensnt of regional’ security.
g .

The fact that the Prinb nister hdd turned his bsck on the
Lesgue and that he was following the Eutse chartéd by Neville Chamberlain
did not prevent some individusls in thernsl Affsirs fro- expressing-
their opinions and ideas on these subjects to the Under—Secretsry. In
December 1938. as the situation in Europe remained highly. unscsble in S

L
spite ‘of the Munich sgree-snt of tvo;sonchs earlier, Hu-e Wrong sent

ne-otsndun from Geneva slbodying some of his opinions on_ thnrposition o

)

of Canada in the light of events ptscediﬁx Munich and'subsequent

internstionsl dev:lpp-snts., o

~ The first thing Wrong recognissd was that sny govetn-ent in

~

Ottsws, in the present stste of Csnsdisn opinion, could not keep t@s
N Douinion out of a -sJot war, if Britain was involved. Ror vould the
British govern-ent enter a’ ‘war on the Eutopssu continent ' except on a .
.psrsnount issue. ngsrdlsss of vhsther or not a usr would hsve been

foughc as a League war undsr the Covsnsnt, if war had come over

"'Czechoslovskis it vould hsve, in Wrong's estilstion, made little



b ]

difﬁoronco‘to Conndian'opiniou. "Canada was 1anivod as a 1=ober of
tho Britieh Commonwealth and noc as a Ho-bor of tho Loasuo of Notiono.

Hrong uus bothored by a ctiticnl vodknool in his country's
.
oolf-govorn-onc: "so long as che most vita}\docision vhich‘cnn arise

i

in the life of a nation is not taken in-fact as well as in form by the

. , ' .
leaders of the Canadian people" then Canadian autonomy was unfulfilled.

Since 1919 the. most cohifoioht'ctond'in‘tho'fotoigo‘oolic§ of'socooooive -

Canadian govoru-ntn had been the_ limitation of political coulitnants.
| The Dominion hnd oppolod the sanctions articloo*in the Covonnnc. 1: ‘ |
did not vnnt to be involved in hostilities as a‘consequenco of ﬁny‘
decision taken by the Council of the League of thions under Article
XVI. but "no oanctiono will be-applied under ché Govennnt ‘except with
the full support of Great Britain. No var_will bq‘fought as s League
var.in:uhich Great Britain 1is not a participant. fhe patticioaﬁion-of‘
Groat Britain will almost certainly mean the patticipation of Canada."

| "tht then ohould be donc." Hrong llkqd, "to escape from the
dilo-nn that a policy of avoiding formal commitments has in fact left

Cannda otill deeply coulittod to the United Kingdom ". The ansver,. for

the Poxgnnont Dolcgato of Canada to the Aooo-bly of tbe Loague, ‘was bhe .

dovolop-ont lnd oxprcooion of a poottivo Canadian external policy. The
dangers of Loaguo --borshiv and with the- the influence of the
international organization, hnd dioappoarod. Buc thero vas still the

poooibility, Htong folt. tha Covonant would be iuvoked agoinat

v

those Sta:oo tognrdod as ootd\if_uur came within thctnoxt few

‘  »1oori The Permanent Doloanto odviood that, even though the League

-coui\\icnrcoly be used as an 1-portant element in foraign policy, in the
light,of't;;;Bt\gvonto Canadian interests would be best served by

. accepting the intotofitgtion that ‘sanctions.were -optional, rather than

~

e
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‘"by aaaerting that aanctiona had in practice beeén renovad from ha

Covenant. The exiatanca of. aanctiona could be naJd as a "casus toaderia

& situation covarad by the/’rovieiona of tha Covenant of the League,

rather than the'nemberahip in the Connouwaalth if Canada vas to go to

' : ‘ik\\
war in the futura. we s

Although one must admit, in the present state of both
‘Canadiaa opinion and of the League the presence of a~ = - .
gooddealoﬁ unreality in this ooaception. it seems, wiae .
to preserve the possibility ‘of the’ application of
sanctions ulder the Covenant, if only to provide a . .
legal means whereby Canada can enter under her own
steam, as it were, a war in which she would in any
case be involved as ‘a member of the Co-nonuealth.

- Canadian self-government uould be conpleta.lls ‘ R 'n. ”'&. .

1

Skelton’ underatood the idaaa and arguneueg enployed by Hrong.

a
He did not think that by taking deciaiona “on ver participation through
\
the agency of thn Leegub and as a Member of the League" Canada wbuld

) increaae the senblance of-independent action or ita»self regpect. Hrong 8
by . . N - .

Jproposal did not offer a solution. The Under-SgcretarY'a reply-waev\\

- «
. Cw ! {
: R )

atraightfogaard.
Such action would not fool any other country nor even
' ourselves. The plain fact is that if we go into any v ,
- European war it will be simply and solely on the grounds ' ac
of racial _sympathy with the United Kingdom. Why obscure - : :
this fact or try to dress it up with talk about -saving:

- democracy or our League obligationa? The sooner we face
the actual reality the better.ll6 . v v

a
a4

When war broke out in September 1939, Parliament was called.

. The Prina Hinieterqreviewed the causes leading to the outbreak of war
in Europe, inforning Parlianent that it was the policy of the governﬁfnt
to connit the ‘Dominion to Britain'a side in the new war.‘ At no. time
did uack;;;ie King make -any reference to Canada's obligations and res;

l ponsibilitiea as a Menber of the League of Nations. Oanada wdnt to war

.not tbrough its membership in the League, but through ite nenberahip

R
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in the British.Commonwealth."

its Bembership in the Leagua of Nalions and give it financial support

during the next six years.
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" The Dominion .Mld. tghough. maintain |
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The decieion to go to unr .had been made, the noney ellocnted,

a

) the recruiting ‘centres auanped. ?or the secoud tihe in a. generetion

" Canada was at wer.A " The Prine Hinister harbouted ‘some. hope thnt the - ""HV‘

[

holocaust could yet be everted. though there was no doubt in hiS'nind
'

that’ the highest stakes were'involved; Gernnny, a society "founded

- on fqrce, and beoed on neterialien." was. out to destroy Britain and '

»
~

‘France, countries beced on reason and . o . spirituel realities. nl

S

L i'_”_, His fenr for the future }ed Hackenzie King to offer Chamberlein

0.

' cusation and the free pley of reason’ hef‘died on" Septeuber 1, 19§9.u$,‘v‘,5

I

King of Belgiun. This co-littee uould subuit a. report ‘to the bellig-

Y

-

hia plan for peace in elrly October 1939. The" plan celled for an.

investigntion of the. European situation by neutrel countriee, in pertic-

'_ ular by the Precident of the United Stetes, the King of Italy aud the ‘. ‘Jfﬁ~

‘nrentl Hho wbre free to redect, enend or accept it' but untii a

decisi?n ‘on the report vas Inde an unconditional truce wpuld be in _ P !

. a

. effect.

e 1

This it will be observed is all in ‘the lines of our ‘ . e
Industrial -Disputes Act and also of L. of N. procedure, - T

" the theory being that it is a form of compulsory : e
consideratién not arbitration, per-itting opportunity - L P ,
. for. public. opinion ‘to be brought' to bear; also neutrals . - C .
Qe lufieting because interects eertnin to be afgected. , o ’“&f; B P

Hackenzie King, ladly cnough refusod tb belieVe that the tine for dic- St

"‘:

arrangod uith Skelton for themauggeltion to be sent. unofficially after ’g&&f

- 35
Wiy

speaking vith the pmmr-churu ebout it. He had Iit:tle hope of N |

the propoul being eccepted by Brite:l.n or l’rence, but. he felt he m T e
2 < < L el

to make the effort one’ ln-t ti-e et S

-8
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h French memorandum of October 23, 1939, ‘set forth the viewa of
- Paris in some detail on the queation of war aima. and ‘was communicated |
to the governmenta of the belligerent Dominiona. By November 2, after
. iving a great deal of very careful thought to his problem, Hackenzie
King had prepared his own lengthy memorandum containing the results of
hia,reflectiona. His memorandum on war aims e:preaaed the convictiona
~:°f a lifetime Formed during the early part of hia career aa a con-"
'ciliator of induatrial diaputea, these beliefs. had been confirmed by

,4twe1ve years' experience as Prime Hiniater. Indeed, there was a remark;5

able aimilarity ‘between the ideaa expreaaed in King 8. memorandum and

a

'thoae expreaaed 80 many yeara before in Induatry and Rumanitx, In both

7

rthere was a belief in the.rationality of mankind if left on its own,’a-‘ .

confidence in the power of inveetigation to’ expoae evil and to right

wrong, and a conviction that coercion only asgravatea a problem and
© makee a aettlement ‘more difficult. ) “‘j* ‘ .

A continued hostility to the idea of collectiwe aecurity was

expreaaed in King 8 memorendum of November 2. The League of Natione ;h\ B

had failed becauae of An attempt to contain a collective security system

Avithin the Covenant.‘ "If the League of Nationa had not placed ita '
reliance upon force, in, other words, aought §° identify collective

: aecurity with coercion, aanctiona, etc." there would have. been no war ~

- of any- -kind. The United States would have been a member of the ,_'5"':

organization from the beginning and there vould have been no occaaion f

. for the withdraval of Germany, Italy, and Japan from’ the League King
.believed that the aggreaaore hed been goaded into their' agzreaaiona. o

"1t was not becauae of their innately evil daaigna, ‘the’ injuaticea of .

"Veraaillea‘had been the main cause of the preoent conflict. o V_i.

Dot
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Collective security. based upgn coercjon’ and force had the
~ effect of making that/ which otherwise have been local wars,
" into world wars, but what is even worse thas’ that,
actually creating the conditions for world wars: by making
powerful, individual natiohs which wished to right what,
in.their minds, were national wrongs, prepare to take on all
the membership nations of the League in any war in which
they might become engaged. ‘ ™

Geneva should haVe been a forum for the formation of - worl-

All countries would have been represented at Geneva, and there would

.'have been the opportunity to prevent the outbreak,of war by conference ;

()

"between'repreeentative men of all nationa.' The 1ight of public

.~ . .

opinion "will destroy germs that darkneas helps to propsgate..3 Such o

tenaciously held views were mnot shattered by the outbreak of war, but L

during six years of: war hackenzie'King's views would be csutiously and
carefully woddfied. » A I

t

' With the outbreak of war thkenzie King was more. determined

Athan ever to keep external affairsrtightly in- his control. Public
‘statementa dealt ﬂith the war‘gffort at home, and abroad but not foreigni
policy; " In the Bouse of;Commons the Prime Minister was just as ailent.
‘Adeep }e pressure for a statement‘ :The'only time King mentioned thé‘ )
vLea ue of ﬁations wasg during a qugption of supply on Canada 8 con—-'

tributions to’ tbe League, the Internatignal Labour Organization, and

g

e
other international agencies. Support for the League, for collective .

~

security, and for a realistic foreign policy was often expreseed by ‘
backbenchera.4 In a statement on»the war, situation in February 1941
'the only reference Mackenzie King made’to the League was to say that
banada supported the economic, financial and humanitarian work of - the U
"fLeague which was being forced to operate in conditions of exceptional

-ifficulty. 5 The government did though, recognize the necessity of

R ternational body.""Until we have]boneety, justice and respect |

@

‘-lic opinion;

96
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for the plighted word7 no small nation can be neutral or secure. 6_
i~ - The deatruction of the Anglo-French alliance by the ehattering

apring campaign of 1940 upset the world balance of power. Britain -

~turned to the United Statee for aid and received fifty old American{?
destroyera. " But Wineton Churchill Chamberlain 8| successor, had to- ply -
'for this aid by leasing naval ‘and air baaee in the British West Indies ‘

and Newfoundlandgzor a period of ninety-nine yearjs.7 The turn of events
“in‘Europe compelled Mackenzie King to. look. to Canada 8 defencea. The

" Prime Minister and the President met at Ogdeneburg, Neu York in Auguet

1940 ana agreed on the formation of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence.

For Canada the agreement marked the firat real#zation of the altered. '

- power structure-of the world An endangered B itain wae unable to

guarantee Canada 8 safety, under the circumata ces it seemed wiae to

safeguard Canada by including it in ‘the American defenaive eyetem.

Yet the agreement had not been preceded by car ful planning or an - o .
;understanding of what waa involved. The aaeump ion of the legal equality

: of the partners and the principle of reciprocal obligation underlay the v
Ogdeneburg Agreement. Nevertheleee, Ca%ada waa tied militarily to the |

" United Statee.8 o o o fe “ o S o e
,}' . The Hyde Park Declaration of April 1941 was another recognition o
. of ;he importance of the United Statea to the Canadian war effort..

Despite varioue measures taken in ths first two yeare of the war,'

" Canada's balance of unua:?}e eterling grew while the drain of American

dollars gathered apeed)/lhe paaaage of Lend-Leaee in Harch 1941 did . i'- | %
nothing to reduce Ganada -] chronic ahortage of American currency, and =
'threatened to ahift large British ordere for raw: materials, food, -

armamenta to the United\Statee.’ Before the end of Harch arrangements

were made with London,whereby Ottaua agreed to finance Britiah purchasea



, Waahington and Hyde Park New ork "to pry a favourable agreement out
'?.4:‘ :J'\i,

each other with defence articles it waa beat fit ﬁ&i
v"rf

Declaration did not solve all of Canﬂda 8 financidl pif';béﬂ

v ' - "Y“.N

aolved in large part, the country s balance'bm Paymen:f? .

”:with the United States. It also tied Ganada“a omical}&, 48
oo .
Ogdensburg tied it militdrily, to the United Stat'ee.9 L —’f -

I

Officials in the Department of External Affairs saw the crucial

importance of the United States to the-Canadian and Britiah war .
'efforts, and recognized the 1arge shift An the balance of power. ln‘

a memorandum wbich was printed in the May 1941 issue of the Canadian
10

e

Journal of Economics and Political Science R A, -HacKay streaaed the

immense importance of the United Statea to any future‘world aettlement.
Regardleaa of the orientation of Canadian foreign policy after the _
.‘war, argued-MacKay, the-real success - in achieving stability dependedm~
on the United Statea "since ae in 1917-18 the disturbance or re—align-
»ment of ‘the balance of power ia in her hancls.'a'11 ‘ |
The vigoroua aupport g!ben to the idea of a new international
organization by individuala 4n External Affaira from 1941 onward can,:“.
‘in.part, be attributed to the dramatic change in the complexion and ,jgti
‘compoaition of the Department between 1941 and 1946. Until hia death B
~in January 1941, 0. D. Skelton had been the undiaputed master of the ‘
vDepartment though it was Mackenzie King who made policy deciaiona.}sz

Christie and Lapointe ‘also had departed from the acene, leaving the vay
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open for Norman Robertson, Lester Peerson, and Hume wrong, sll within

¢

B . .
v"\, . B . P I

fhe Department of External Affairs.3 All three were nationalists like

Skelton but yere less afraid of the prospect of "encountering wild

beasts in the jung~e qf power politics.? Pearson and Wrong had years

of diplbmatic experience at Geneva and London. They were. to be

I

responsible for conceiving and strongly adeCatingiﬁhe idea of

5 -

ﬁunctionalism - representstion in an. international_organizstion bai.sed--—-{-;,--»'-‘l-»---':'»'r-'=

on responsibility sccording to a stste 8 capacity in economic, social, i

' and military matters - both within their Deps:tment and with their

political chief.13 Robertson succeeded Skelton as UnderPSecretary for,”

the duration of tﬂﬁ war.- He did.not fuily occupy his predecessor s

place, either iipthe Prime Minister 8! confidence or in the administrative

TR

e -

soheme, but he quickly became King s most trusted advisor.lA.:{ff":" ‘

o current situation of Canad}an—American'relations.. A shift i,ithe

o

[

"its

‘:bec'

American peréeption of power had occurred., The Republic was now concetned

with global, not hemispheric, strategy.i Robertson suggested that

before the war the United Stetes believed it could save the world by

policy toward its neighbouts'u;. .7. The United States wss now

ng more direct and forceful in the methods of exerting—its

infl fence. T;ﬂ”f.iif:flifv"f*' ',,T.‘?:iffj’”?;l

The effect of this "new appreciation of the enormous f RSN
‘ strategic importance and strength of “the United States' .= o
. was a 'new sense of . ., . manifest'ﬁestiny"1 ‘and & .
.corresponding disposition to take decisions snd accept
. -responsibilfities. : This changeahf

* ';. ', encouraging from the standpoint” o the world in general

.-.-.‘but it does inply quite an portant modification mﬁff;

1e, by minding its own business, pursuing a fair and friendly '

attitude is very' j; T




. \'.‘

N

-of ‘thé special relationship in which Canada has hitherto

stood with regard to the United States.'

relative position among the fighting allies.

longer a principal partner in a small group of bolligerent,,,but a

secondary power in a wider association.%ss”i

_ The firat ‘time Mackenzie Kiy/drscussed the post-war world with ____'_"

’

The entry of the United States into the war greatly altered Canada'

The DominiOn vas no fj7f

..

another political 1e er was- dﬁring his visit to Washington in December
1942 Roosezelt/and King discussed, among other things, the future of
the European colonies i Asia, self—government in India, and the‘

‘"United Nations.", The President told King that he end Churchill had

s )

.

discussed the latter topic the previous December, agreeing that it was

} N

to ‘be an rganization of countries united in opposing aggression. The,~‘

Great Powers\bould provide protection with international police and aid f-'ﬁflf“

on the Great Powers to maintain international stability, reminded him S

P

of the significance of;ghe Rushjﬁagot Agreement and the International

Joint Commission ‘as’ international agreements hetwesn states of unequal

: in disarmament. Mackenzie King,*%oncerned with Roosevelt s~reliance

i

'\

power on subjects of common interest, namely disarmament and international

co—operation.A A basis of the international\police, suggested Mackenzie 7;?1;

e

King, might be the enforcement of decisionsoof the International Joint

Commission.]f6 Roosevelt s scheme did not:involVe any sort of collective

N

Powars~alone through an ihternational force.

o nei;her contribute to nor have any control over the force. At the

Early in the new year Mackenzie King receiVed a memorandum from\\'lf*“

prertson outlining ‘a discussion between wrong, Roberteon and Malcolm

./‘;
i

L

- security system, it envisaged world peace being maintained by the Great

The smaller powers would \_ - ,fi

ST

e ‘liﬁ C

;';;%f7“;

' momenteMackenzie King was‘ﬁilling to aocept the‘President 's scheme ;.f’, -5545
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lbi l.

to give an immediate warnins againa_t;‘ amda'a acceptance of a Fpur ’ ‘j i& .

. waer pattem for a 'pobat-*war organization. Aithough this wae" tha fitat o .
t:ime the qunt:lon had c‘ '--up in apecific .form, \Robertsgn advieed the L "i“ ' T
goxernment ot to reﬁtrﬁq(t tta response to‘ an obj‘ecf:idn "to economic A N

“international otganizatioha alone." He Went 3n to malce &he f;Lrét expl cit .

statement of what w’as eoon to be known a8’ the functiona’f qrinciple i.n T
i e USRS
a memorandmn he had drafted as a. poasible xyponse by Mackenzie King \ s
" to Macdonald. et > . /n/ RN n B L
:j . o .‘ '0‘ . // W - 1 e » X B r‘-» .o
St While experience between t:l(e wars has shown ‘the: great. w
K pract:l.cal diff:lculti/es’ of applying to membership dn v e e
-\ 1 internationalibodies ‘the legal corcept of. ‘equality of " L AR W
.f*'states., we /are/ confident. that no workable :Lnternational S LT
' j.'.‘_ey tem caii bé based on- the concéntration of Anfluencq
" "and ‘duthority wholly in bodies composed of. a‘few- gteat s
Cay A"po\Vers \to the exclusion of all the rest. It 19 not’ . . ; f‘ A
;o 'always “the largest powers that have. the greatést = = 7{' R A
-‘.Adeﬁtribution to make to the vfork of these bodies.or - .. . .y b
-greatest stake in. theit success. - Imc intdrnational L T

L, econ omic * organizationa such” as. uthe Rel:lef Administration b
T \repreSentagion on - such:bodies can often be determined.’ T A AT o
T -offa.-functional basis -and in -our view, this p.rinciple ERERUNCIR o 5
B = a‘nould be applied whenever 1t :l.a feas:l.b]:e. . L a L

‘:‘4

'l‘he pr:l.nciple d‘:t.d not meet with iqmnediata acceptance. Vaah:lngton—

:'Wae prepared to- see Cana&e serv-e on' the Comittee of Supplies of the - S

‘e"

o 1.Unit:e’d Nat:bo:xg Relief!g ’ 'Rehabiktation Akency but not on a d:l.recting ' f, Sy

.'comi tee. Ottawa. firmiy rejected this position ip a tough memorandtm n g :

T o ‘\*‘4_,/-18 o "
: ,-'-_‘to th Un:_l_ted States on }‘ebruary,. ,9,- 1943, Thi’s was followed by a _ RS
: ‘,- V.note to the representatives of cnm /ﬁe Soviet,Union, Gveat Br:!.tain, g '_ \\
and the United Sj:ates on February 26.( Canada would not participate & .
o] N
A
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Mackenzie King's'displeasure and misgiving at the wly.the

smaller countries in general, and Canada in particular, were bein§

i

passgd by and pasaed over .was clearly evident when he wrote to Leighton
.McCQrtn§, the Canadian Minister in Washington. ""As you know," wrote
'King, e are not satiafied with the place that has been accorded to

P - . |
Canadé_in sbmg'of the bodies set’ Lp'tor the direction of the wvar."

Macianiiéfking refused to bow to the Great Powers by dennnding that

c nada be represented on.those bodies in*vhich it hnd a special interest.
/"IWB cannot accept the idea that our relations can be -

A ~entrusted to the four larger Powers and we have advanced

\5}7 Jthe principle that representation on international bodies ¢ 3,,*
Ty :should depend on the extent of the contribution which ’
/7 leach country would be ‘éxpected to make for their work.

7° 'We intend to continue to press for the acceptance of
‘ ‘this principle and for Canadian representation on bodies
in which we have a special interest.

<

"Prior to ‘the visit of Anthony Eden. tbe British Foreign Secreury. to

Ottawa in April Wrong sent a memorandun'td the Under-Secretary on

Canadian views on the organizatidn.of the United Nations. In all .

aspénts of‘theforganization's wofk'nwrong'a advice”vas that Canada

[A

should stick to,this functional principle. If we can secure its

: general acceptance, it would permit the repreaentation of Canada on . ~
most of the bodies in which we are deeply interented."21
The Gpposition txi.d to preasure the 30v¢rn-ndt into a dcbatc
on Cannda s role in the United Nations organization during thn -onth
of March 22 John’ Diefenbaker vas the.-ont ptc-incnt member of thc
Opposition 1n-his attacks on the goverument. By reason of Canadn'
' new national and international poaition.aftct thc iar Dicfcnbakar ntguod
;that-she had to undertake greater responnibilitics in‘thc n¢u~wor1d

of international relationships. Ilolntionit- was no longcr f-aslbl.,

‘"for with’the air develop-.nt thnt has takcn placc‘auring thc past three

o

1102
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years Canada is on the air‘hfgh\uy- of thc-voﬂ‘d;"n On March ‘19. in
respoé;e to'a hunufiqn‘by Gordon Craydon} Mackenzie King quoted his

statement in the House of Hny 24, 1938, “and th- entire Balfour “
Declantion as thé objoctivu and foundations of suudhn external “4\'\
4

e

) policy.za He said nochins else about forcign poucy in gencrll or on
the United lla(:iono in parucuhr for auothcr four -onths. A

’ The functioml 1deu hnd suffer.d a severe utbnck ih the UNRRA'

-

exportcnce. 'l'hio cxpcrience. instead of influencing the govcrn.mt to ‘

: abandon the 1du udc it more deternined to pro-otc the idu all r.he

il

A hardnr in the future. chc‘forth letl-attcnti.on' would bi paid to the »

' .sutun of the smaller powers and more to the lt-tu. of Canada. 25

" Hrong s memorandum in March vas the curtina point for the development
of Canadian policy tovardl 1numt1ml ormization., and m follovcd

in July'with the crution of an mtordmrmcntal body, the Uorld.ng

‘Committee on Poot-ﬂoltiutm Problm 26 At the u- tin- the pttnciple

made. its fiut pubuc appearance Ln a sut.-nt by l'hchnztc Ung on

. cxtcml lfflitl anﬂ the \ur litmtion i& thc House on \!uly 9 1963. <

The Prun !unutciaﬁochtql that

On ‘the ona hand anthority in: intcmtto’nll affairl - -
.must not be concentrated mlmtv.ly 1in the largest . :
. powers. On the other, authority cannot be divided .-
cqual/l; a-on; ail. the thirty or more sovereign -u:u
- that/c ? _":ln unttoa nations, or all effective _
autMority wi ] uappnr. A pumber of new inter- \
! ¢ oms are.likely to be set up as a
result \of the wir. in the viev of the government,
' ' tations-6n thess bodies should
neither be restricted to the lmrgsst states mor L ‘
‘necessarily cxt’ndq to all states. Representstion ‘ s
should be determined on a functional basis-which wil1 = = - -
.. admit-to full mpmbership those countries, large or Lo P
¢ small, vhich bave the greatest contribntion to hh L .
to the particuut objoct in quutrion.” ' . ‘, -

Thc Dcmunat of xncml Affun vas dhqpoincod with t:hc o

uccption of ung s cut-ut by :hc press "1n thlt it hu fau.d to
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provoke the attention and useful discussion which ita importance

Ty
warranted." Unfortunately, the statement was poorly timed; the following
day's Fapera were devoted in nost part to news of the invasion of.Sicily;
And the Aperican press, apparently, gave it little space. But the
editorial comments were almost unanimously favourable. The functional
principle was lauded as "a new and wholly Canadian concept which hi;ht
contain the solution to a major post-war problem" by the Globe and Mail,

the Hontreal Gazette, and othera.28

Mackenzie King's trip to Washington in May 1943 was in many
‘reapects a repaat pcrformance of his visit aix‘montha earlier. He and

Roosavelt did not discuss matters;, ROanvelt lectured to King on his

ideas concerning the poat-uar international organization. The Preaident .
felt there should be a Suprene Council repreaenting all the United Nations
aid a "Hoderatot" whio would watch the different countries towensure

l Eq-pliance with all agreements made in connection with the peace.
- . R ) :

. Roosevelt played to King's vanity by suggesting that either Jan Sauts

29

or he could fill the position. Hinaton'éhurcpill was also in _

f'jwaahington in Hay 1943, and diacuaaed vith the Preaident and ‘various

: j advisera plana for the post-wvar aettlalant on Hay 22, the day after

'j,Hackenzie xing loft Washington. The two Allied.leadera did not includg,

the Canadian ?rine:niniater in thair.diacusaions.3o Houaver, before
King 8 departure, ‘the three 1eadara diacuaaed ian a vague manner the =

post-var.aettla-ant, Churchill brought out his idea of regional councils
. y _ . S
under a-world council, but stressed the importance of atrong American

participation in poat-var intarnational relationa and any organization

.established after the war. King vaa relativaly quiet during the

: P N ‘
N 31 X o 1y -
conversation.’ ! . . ) :

— .

It had become clear to Hackanziikxing,'though, that a strong
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possibilicy exiotcd of the Great Pdwers governing the post-ﬁhé vorli\
At the Quebec Conference that August\Churchill, Roosevelt, and King \\ 5

. . , \
discussed the orgnni;ition of the United Nations. King took advantage '

’ . L. '

of his role as host to tell his guests what he thought. \’,
« 1 did not believe the other United Nations would like - | \
it, and I knew the Dominions would resent it. We would \ .
not agree to a govermment of the world by the fz:g/noit \ \\
powerful powers . . . it was contrary to concep on for | ,

' vhich this war was being fought. - —
Churchill said he favoured having an Assembly of the member nations vhere

"they could talk all they liked."32

As far as Hackanzio King was
concerned that was not enough, and told Churchill as msuch on August 21
when the nriciaﬁaérine,uiniitnr met with the Canadian War Committee.
King reiterated earlier remarks, saying that thecpostqvat order vouldi
have to take account of the vicwt of each nation and  that the Dominions _
would wish individuality to be“respected 33 “ j
 On November 1, 1943, the Great Powers isoued from Hoscov their
declaration which embodied the United Staoos ptOPOIal. They recognized
and supported "the necessity of establishirg at the earlfiest practicable
date a general intcrnationnl organization, based on the principle of the
sovareign equality of hll pcaco-lovipg states, and ooen to'-a-bership
by all such States . . . for the maintenance of international peace and

security."?a

Tho Moscow Declaration, which was endorsed by the United
Statno Senate, committed che United States to a -ajot'role in establishing

. an internationnl security organization. This i-portant development made

e posaible for Canada to begin to chart a course in the poot-uat world.

A statement wvas given to the press by the Prime Minister's office vhen
’ was : - o

IS

word of the release reached Ottawa. In 1it, Mackenzie King velcomed the y
!oocoﬁibeclotation as a clear sign of the solidarity of the Great Powe;s,//

particplarly,io the eatablishoent of a general intetna;ional organization.
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The declaration bringa the assurapnce that the largest powers .
among the United Natiéns are plegged to a joint endeavour to .

devise in conpert with other countries effective means of
ending the blight of war and establishing freedom from fear
throughout ‘the world. The Canadian Government has been
" consulted about the terms of the Four Power Declaration
“and is fully in accdEd with its provisions.35

By the time of the Hoscog Declaration the Canadian government had -
decided on its policy-tovards a post-war international organization. An .
‘international agency was required; an effective system of colléctive
security vas needed if it was to aVOid the fate of the éhsgue of Nations.
On this point there was a wide difference of opinion betueen the Prime
Minister and his edvisors. ln King's view, an assembly of the.nations
vas needed, but it should not be like the League of Nations, whichihad
placed its reliance on force. "Blindly to return to that sort of
remedy is simply to hastan the day" for another world war. Rather, it
should place its trust in publicity, the efficacy of public opinion,‘
and the pacific settlement of disputes through impartial investigation.36
Hackenzie King rejected conpletely the concept of collective security.

The only alternativekto a general international organization was
a series of regional organizations Por the smaller Powers, regionalism
meant being dominaged by the Great Povers.e Churchill 8 version of
, regionalisa reguirgd\a‘unitary Commonwealth in which\breas\hritain
would play the leading role. . Opposition within the Depsrtnent\of External

Affairs to regionalism was set out - by Wrong in a memorandum writte;\oh\\\'

™~

August 7, 1943. Although a regionél‘system based on thé continental
land masses vould put Canads in the Anerican region, it "would’ also be
intimately concerned- th security in fhe European and Asiatic regions "

Regionalisn would also\tend to reinforce the isoiationist position in: the

s

United States. The war had shown, beyond ‘any doubt, "the truth of the
v /

doctrine that peace is indivisible in the modekg\!grld and; therefore,

\\‘__ﬂ\‘/ . ) -
: CTw T .
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thatgsecurity everywhere is the concern of all countries." Nor could

regi ns be identified with continente from a security point of view..

1
Y

Treating the North Atlantic area as a aecurity region rather than the
continents of the Western Hemiephare was more realistic. Wrong o

concluded that "w regional bodies ahould play a valuable part, it .

seems desirable that we [should support a world eyatem on which any
regional bodies would depond."¥ . N ,: - \
Mackenzie King 8 public reaction to regionalism and a unitary

Commonwealth was sparked by . a speech by Lord Halifax to a Board of

L9

Trade dinner in Toronto on January 24, 1944 Speaking without his own

government knowing his text, Halifax thought ic desirable and neceaaary
that the Commonwealth be cloeer together in fields of intereet common

to every part of it, such as,defence and foreignﬁﬁilicy, and that the’

38 . ’

Commonwealth must be the fourth Great Power.
One week after Halifax's apeech'in Toronto, hackenzie“xing made

.a‘lengthy address in the House. King tololthe Members that he was

unable to agree with the conception of the poet—war vorldﬁas outlined . o

.by Loxd Balifax and Field Harehal Smuts.‘ It ran counter to the apirit

of the Moscow Declaration, it has dangerous for Canada:

- ~ . What we must strive for is close cooperation among those

great states themselves, and all other like-minded . 0
countries. Behind the conception expressed by Lord -
Halifax and Field Marshal Smuts there lurks the -idea:

of inevitable rivalry between the great powers. Could

Canada, situated as she is geographically between

the United States and the Soviet Union, and at the

same time a member of the British Commonwealth for

one moment give eupport to such an idea? ‘ . e

His government would not.pureue a common policy with the other 3overn-e

/.

' ments of the Commnnweelth. The concept of regionalism.ran counter to

the eatablishment of effective Horld‘eecurity and vas therefore oppoaed

to the true intereeta of the COImonvealth itself.39



Hriting“fron Haahington, Pearaon'aunnarized the exiating atate
]

of Canadian policy. A deciaion had to be wmade, bdled on the hi:tory ot

? - of the paat ten- years, vhether there had been any cha%ge in the p:o}le-

. of Canada's poaition in the Counonvealth and Canada 8 position invany
. l L

widar international organization." 'A League of,yatio yaa uaeleaa 1f

.hgﬁtfb 1t lacked adequate proviaion for peaceful change "and p'lice actlon
. © . ° o
T againat the aggraaaor." Thia called for ‘a change:in the“Cﬁnadiﬁh ‘\*X

attitude toward any future equivalent to Articlea X and /

< a % -

international agreenent. For itaolf. wrote Pearaon, Canad ¥: ] poat-war
goala ahould be to infludhce Britioh and Anericah policy and aeek a "‘

meaningful role in a poat-war international organization. gy becoming

"the leader. among a group of - Statea which are important enough to be

=N

neceaaary to -the Big Four but not important enough to be accepted as one‘

of that quartet" Pearson felt ‘these goala could be achieved.40 But .. |

..'.

Pearson did not mention that Hackenzie King would have to completely

o

change his views. ?

The meeting of Connonwealth Rrime Miniaters held in London in
. - Hay 1944 gave Mackenzie King the opportunity to. aaaert the collective
’ e .

principle and to emphasize the need for the recognition of those countries

V NrR )

( ‘, capable of making aizable contributiona to the work of a general

~)
W

A&
@ international organization. At Chequera on Hay 7 Churchill outlined hia
'} ' plana for the poat-war organization.‘ He e&biaaged a Council compoeed'
of the four Great Powers vhich upuld have the authority and the

e by force.L»Other countriea would

a

reaponaibility to preserye

Churchill added, conttibuto according to their capabilitieai Mackenzie '

King took issue with Churchill on the role of the Grq;t Powera. Hhile

he falt it neceaaary for thoaﬁ%?owera to hava a. leading role becauae they

L}

vould be reaponaible for the 'tenance of peace, he did not want to

L 28
L, -
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see them controlling ‘the world. Nor was Mackenzie King willing to have

Canada represent Britain on an American regional’ council as euggeated
41 ‘ . . ‘ .

”

, by Churchill.

On May 9 the Canadian Prime Minister attended a meeting of the .

British Cabinet, the discussion of which centred on the post-was
. N / ‘ T

" eettlement. ‘Churchill stressed very atronglw/hie idea of regional
: councils;’and'a United»States~of Europe. ~Earlier in the“meeting Eden , l‘ e

'had put more emphasia on a central world organization and regional

‘councils evolving from them. King 'spoke out’ emphatically" againat the

~

L_regional concept. ‘He feared that regional cduncila would foster region-
- al, hence iaolationiat feelings, especially in the United Statea. If
there Were to’ be regional councila as well as ‘a world council King
felt the emphasis ought to be very strongly on- the World" Council and

4

anything done on the Regional Council ought beyond qq‘;tion to emanate
.from the. larger World Council.é? v '

“Two dayaﬁlater the Prime Minieteraldiscuesed the iasue of
1'representation on the world organieation. The formalyatatement Mackenzie

King read at thia meeting dealt directly with the’ Canadian attiEude

towarda the regional approach to internatioual organization. Acknowl-'

o edging the lead of the Great Powers in the World Council because of

i
their major responaibility for international security, King pointed

out that "the other and leaser powere",had to have a voive‘in the |
Assembly or be able to bring'their casea to the World'bOuncil and he;.
_heard by virtue of "the contributions they can make ‘to world eecurityv‘
'end prosperity. ' Repreeentation on the organs of‘the world Jrganiza—

~ tions should be allotted on the basis of the functional pripciplen
Although the responsibility of the four Great Powers ﬁor

maintaining political security must be recognized, .i\.
nevertheleas an effort ehould be made to ;ive the amaller

i b . . 3
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Powera a larger share in the direction of the many functional
organizations which will be set up, possibly upder the
direction of the World Council . . . . By recognition of
the” functional principle of representation, we can retain
 4~Power leadership in achieving security, but avoid too
* rigid adherence to the 4-Power principle, vwhich might
not be in the best interests of co-operative world order.
He approached the issue of regionalism cautiously, but Mackenzie King was
. blunt in his rejection of joint Empire.representation on world bodies:

v

‘ "Frankly, I do not think representation on the World‘Peace Council for
the,'British Commpnwealth and Empire as such is feasible or, really
desireable. Representation of the United Kingdom, on;the.other hand,
is indispensable." The suspicions“of foreign“countries'had to.be allayed
that the Commoéwealth was not & powerwbloc exploiting its own interests
"but a group of . like-minded nations whose close association has in the
past and may in the future form the most reliable element within the
framework of the world order. wé3’ Churchill said there were psrts of the :
statement which were opposed to his views. King's positionlwas,Buttressed
by Smuts, Fraser ef New Zealapd and Eden.- The‘meeting-yas, adeackenzie‘
King noted in his diary, a: defeat for Ghurchill's ideas on the post-vat

‘organization.ae Regionalism was not yet dead, but after this meeting
Churchill did.abandon his advocacy of the regional approach and of
regional‘councils. The British government put all its support on the - ;

<

global c0ncept of international security. .“. : -:

Almost five years” of war had not diminished Mackenzienxing s
antipathy to. the League of Nations. During a conversation with
Churchill on Hay 13 King said that he did not believe "there would
have been a war if the League of Nations had never existed The nationsv
would have prepared their alliance and not depanded upon ‘a mere facade o
Viththe U. S. out and all looking to Bngland. Churchill defended the
League,. claiming that if action had been taken when the Germans marched

T
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'.diasuaded from his opinion.45 ‘ . ’ '. -

‘organization. Starting Vith’the Moscow Declaration;;xing outlined part

y ; | _f Y
into the Rhineland, war would,never have broken out. King wés not/“

)
/7

During the summer of 1944 the Canadians continued to preaa their'

case on the British through whom they hoped to-influence the diecusaions

being held at Dumbarton 0aks.46 The CEhAdian government, in its August

2 communication with the Britiah government, felt that the position of

the secondary states in the new organization should receive apecial

attention. . = . . : iy

« « o the special place ‘accorded to the great powers

should not be extended beyond functions in which their

active collaboration is indispensable. If they are .
_given too large an authority and too extensive a right:

of individual veto the result may be that membership

will not be sufficiently responsible to secure the
participation of - important secondary states whose full
collaboration would be of the greatest value. ' ‘

Concern was also expressed over the extensiVe powers propoeed for the
Council and the wide scope given to the requirement of unanimity.47

At the Dumbarton Oaks meetings, though, the Great Povera were more e
Y

‘concerned with the powers and privileges they would poaseas in the

Security Council, The Canadian government repeated its oppoaition to
blocs voting for seats on the Council. Since the main function ‘of the:
Security Council was to be the prevegkiOn of war, the non—permanent

Membera had.to be able to make an effective contribution. Nothing else,//rA \\\\

' with Canada s record in the present war, was acceptable'

>

You will I am eure, appreciate how difficultnit would be
for Canada, after enlisging nearly one million persons in(
her armed forces and trebling her national debt in order

to assist in restoring peace, to accept a situation of =
parity in. thie.reapect with the Dominican Republic or’ -

" Salvador.

h Anxious ahout the diacuseionsiat Dumbarton Oaka,‘Mackenzie'King

- addréssed the House of Commopa“on-Angust 4 on the subject of post-war :



of the pattern of the post-war internationalwsociety. He'emphasiaed the'

3

“fact that the three Great Powers - Britain, the United States,_and the

peace-loving states and open to membership by all such states, large and "

Soviet Union - saw the necessity of establishing a general international
organization "based on the principle.of the sovereign’ equality of all

" ‘ ' ' L o e :
small, for‘the maintenance of peace and security." The 9rgani:ation of

o,

;peace after the war was over must not bring the- disillusionment that

\

came after 1919. He told the House that this. had been the chief subject

at the Primexuihisters meeting in London in May.‘ ' . L,

There was. o doubt that the war had profoundly changed thev

1.

’ Linternational situation. One seriﬁ7s’threat to future peace was, the

eyelopment of the "flying bomb" wHich was then nnly in its,infancy._ <

King pointed out it was therefore necessary to preserve a large

_superiority of power on the side of peace "from the hour of victory "

In ‘the organization of security the methods adopted should be
as effective. as possible, and should safeguard the interests of Canada.

If these conditions were met, the prsvisions would "commend themselves‘

to the Canadian people so that they qpn secure steaﬂy public support "

.powers as unreal "and even dangerous." There were the Great Powers, and

.use it for the mainte nce of.peace. The Prime Hinister proposed

that the functional inciple govern the election of ‘the non-permanent

members to the Counc 1, those who had the most to contribute to the

o

e

'l12
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‘maintenance of peace.

And finally, the Prime Minister warned against the danger of

R

-concentrating solely on security and overlooking international action »
and organization in other fields such ss social welfare, trade. technical‘
progress, transportation, and economic devleopment.. The general aim of
.the ‘new world organization, King said “must be to lessen nationalism and

o national rivalries. He then fired a parting shot against the Commonwealth ;
1

n

apeaking with a single voice or being permanently represented as such S

on the new Wbrld Council.49 ' . B ' B |

5

o . Not every Member of Parliament accepted the Prime Minister e

. August 4 address without criticism. Howard Green, a Progressive » - i .
.Conservative, thought the Commonwealth should be the fourth,fgwer on‘

. the Council,.otherwise Canada would be following the decisions of the

British government just as it had- done: before 1939. Nor did. Green '

believe that Mackenzie King had found a new and earnest belief in

collective security.sp -The Member 8 comments reflected his lack of

interest in and experience with foreign policy questions. His proposal
‘for a Commonwealth positign on the Council showed a certain lack of
- /

) awareness of the attitude of all -the Dominions. It also demonstrated
/ s .

Green s unfamiliarity with the history of the British Commonwealth and

:‘=the League Council. Nor did he offer any substitute ,for the functional .
3 i o . ) ‘ \ . v . . . z
principle. ' ¥ '

l

‘The significance of the August 4 speech was that Mackenzie ‘
- King 8 views on security and international organization were gradually

changing. This was partly a result of the influence of the views of

Robertson, Wrong, and Pearaon. The Pripe Minister himself though waa

aware of the changes occurring in the realm of international politics.» ‘
{- - .
s concern with the shspe of the postdwar world had been present time
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e and again in the discussions about financial aid f} Britain,‘the Combined

Boards,‘and-the United: Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency. These .

discussions had shown him that there had been a shift in the world'

“Ty © Co
power ‘from Europe and Britain~to the United States, that the United ‘ 7

.‘/, . PRI

: States had become aware of its- power, that it was now an active world

‘s

‘the organization of its Affairs if the main authority of the Council

: of peace and//ecurity since only they would be able to d it. But

* N \ °

Power, and that the world would never be - the same again. It-was-therefore

) - - ‘

neceasary ‘to” influence both British and American policy. snd seek a- “““~”~f~wei-“

: meaningful role in the post—war woild from which the interests of the

Dominion could be protected and furthered. _ For King, then, the way to’

achieve these goals was to participate in the activities of the post—war
organization from a positionthich reflected the degree of:influence

),

Canada cou1d°exert in international politics.‘

RooseVelt and Churchill met at Quebec City h 8e ond time during
. P

September 1944. Infprmed by WrOng on September 16, that ‘the Dumbarton .

Oaks meeting of the Great Powers was producing a plan giving the Council

vl
wide authority in the United Nations ‘and - the Great Powers possession

<, 3

of the veto_,51 Mackenzie King brought up the subject with the. two world ' ;

leaders ‘that same day. He told them the smalh.nations would strongly

object to the C;eat Powers appearing to seek to control the world in

.
v

was to tell the other Powers what” contributions they might have to make,ﬁx-»
"in carrying out Council decisions. In other words, King was arguing T .
against the exclusion of the smaller Powers from the’ Council. He R ‘}

was prepared to accept Great Power ré?ponsibility for th maintenance

the Prime Minister w uld not and could not accept the notion that the .

other Powers would do what they were told without first expressing their

opinions 52 Mackenzie King repeated his position in a personaI telegrem pe



\"of Nations had possessed" o
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" to Churchill on September 28 when He urged the. British leader to delay
. publication of ‘the' Dumbafton Oaks PrOPOBals,?3_ .- .o a ',i .

ca v '\' . . At

. At Dumbarton Oaks the Creat\Pdwers wete in agreement that the

P

e

Security Council should control the functions of, maintdining peace and,. o

t " -4

l that‘they wer entitled tg special status nn the Councii in view of -
QEL

their responsi licy for intefnationsl security. The latter point meant

. 5,
.

"germanent membership on- the\CounciITand a veto over Counéii.decisions.
nrL ,

But there was’ serious disagreement ‘on the question of whether~the veto
4 7

should apply in cases ihvolving One or more of the.permaneht membdrs

.

_themselves._ The problem was referred to the politicsl leadets for

+

decision. So the Dumbarton Oaks proposals were published on Oqtober 9

] h :

withnut\the section on the Security Qquncil voting procedure. But <
RN .
the proposal did show that‘the Great Powers were generally agreed in

‘r\

" their determination to dominate the proposecf orsanizati?n-- The

Assembly would be es§entia11y only a forum for- discussion whiie the

Security Gouncil would have greater powers than the Council of the League
i \'\\\Q\ o ™
i 5 ‘ .

Y ‘

Shortly after the publicationlof-thetprobosals’uackeniie King

‘v,;ssued a statement welcoming the measure of agreement reached and -

commended the proposals to "the careful and - earnest study" of the

Canadian people. He refrained from endorsing any proposal and avoided

o

the adoption of a position which would in any wayohamper the Canadian

“ »*

" representatives at an international conference, as Robertson hsd

advised.55 A seribus attempt was made to inform Canadians about the

7 : r
Dnmharton Oaks proposals. The Wartime Information Board produced :
thousands Qf descriptive pamphlets, newspapera, periodicala. discussion

groups

nd radio stations discusseq the proposals in an attempt to

‘ad information and arouse interes§;56 , | ,'V

D@ o
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nExternai Affairs had given a great deal of thought:to the Dumbarton

made at Yalta. The Prime Minister was told that Churchill did most of

.o
!

bl 1

.. The, government began exchanging views on thgﬁtlueprints for the

new organization with those countries where Canadian missions were

|

4establ£shed{57 Robertson informed his' chief that the Department of -

Oaks proposals, especially those, dealing with the Security Council.
o o -

I am inclined to recommend that we should make some

communication, to the great powers at any rate, before

the projected meeting between Messrs. Roosevelt, . j

Churchill and Stalin takes place.. In such a communi-

cation I think that we should follow the line that we 58

have already taken with,the British Govermment . . . ..

A

A . ) d
'The.Canadidh position on the selection of the non-permanent membérs of

the Security Council and the nowers of the Council over the Hember

3

Stai‘s was stated in a private message to‘the British one last time

before the formal Canadian position was made known. 9 A formal submission

_to the Great Powers was sent on January 12\ 1945, eontaining suggestions

for improving the effectiveness of the new international organization

©

‘but making no specific amendments to the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. . This

document stressed that Canada did not claim equal status with the Great
Powers, but sought recognition as a "middie power." It declsred'

' The Canadian: record in two worid wars, however, has revealed
‘both readiness to join in concerted action against aggression
‘and the possession of substantial military and industrial

" capacity ... . . ' -

fhe question, therefore, arises whether it is possible

within the framework of the general scheme, to devise means

of #ssociating more effectively with the work of the

Security Council states of the order of international

importance of Canada. 60 .

Early in March 1945 Mackenzie King visited Washington to see

. R o e . . ) o B
Roosevelt and be briefed on the Yalta Conference and the United States

-position on the United Nations. It does not appear that the President .

o

divulged much about the important discusiéions, decisions, and concessions

&
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’friendly time. Hackcnzlc King alked about the rule of tho Grcat Povera

. with’ rcgard to their control of Gor-any and Japan aftor tho wvar, but he

was told noth1n3.61

+ e

The most co-prchcnnivo and c:tendod parliamentary dcblte on

3 ) v

forcign policy since 1919 took place betuoon March 19 and March 28 1965,

on a motion by the Pri-e Hlnistcr that the Houoc ‘endorse acceptance by

the goveruﬁent of an invitation reccivod March 5 to attend,a.conferencc

R

at San Prancisco to drafe’ tho\chhrtcr of thc Untted nations. The

©

House was also asked to acc.pt thc principles set forth in the Dumbarton

. Oaks ptoposalp as a saqlifactory:basil“for'a,&iacuolion bn the charter,

%
-and to agree it was of vital 1-portancc to Canada that an effective

international orgauiqation for the naintcnance of peace should be
62 - ' ° - - ®

. The Prime Hiniotcr delivered his addreoo on the Spccch from the_

Throne on March 20. The govcrn-ent acccpced the invitation to the
confetence. King madé it cleat that the conference at- San Frahcisco

was not a peacc confcr:nca, 1t‘u0u1d not have anything to do Hith the

' preparatioq of the pcqos treaties, and would not di-cua‘ the terms vhich
the United Nations would 1-p0l¢ on Germany and Japan. It would deaz

o

only with the connéitutional g;a-nvork zf the future sociecy of nations.
T Thera follovod a summary of the negotiations and Ieetinga
leading up to thc ptcscnt from the Hoocov Conference in l9k3, the
lceting of - the Pri-n Hiniotcrt in le 1964 the diocunoions at Du-barton
Oaks, and the confcrnncc at !alta. .at thc -oot recent confetonce tbe
three greatest Povcrs hnd ochicvod’uaifiod propo.als ‘for the qhatacter

© of the world ucntity ormtution Hachnzh ung sav that as a

" "hopeful augury Without, the con;tnuio; unity among the great powers

» —— R - F

n
§ c e . . .
o
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~the talking, Stalin "had quite a sense of hu-qur, and all thrce had a -

a
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there would be little Jhope for enduring peace.' «
r 1
A great deal of attention was given by the Prime Minister to the

| purpose of“the upcoming conierence, which was to erect a firm and enduring

‘structure for the maintenance of peace. The great defect of the League .

of Nations, the absence of more than half of the Great Powers was to
'bebavdideds' King discussed the ‘framework and functions of each organ of

J“"‘

the new organization, comparing it with the League of Nations. The

social, economic, and humanitarian activities of the international
agencies already established and those being considered. were outlined.

//’“\Qut there were difficulties and objections. Although the

. v

organization must function eﬁfectﬁvely, King declared that it was also

important to safeguard Canadian interests. The.government objected to

the Great Powers in the Security Council possessing the veto, ‘but it

had to-be conceded\so that the Great- Powers would have "the will for

. ’

security. ' The participation of the Great Powers in the enforcement of

‘peace. was’ imperative, the main tasks rested with them so a price had to

be paid. However, King wanted the functional principle to be applied

-

as a method of selection for representation in the Security Council to” .

' those_s' less" than great but more than small .who could make an '
: efgectij:#jf;::;bugion to the maintenanbe of security. He also _ v
advocated the development ofaa procedure which would prevent states
not represented on the Security Council from being called on to under—

- take serious enforcement meaSures without havipg a voice in the Council's
e . - oL . ) ’ : ) .

-, . 4 $
: -

proceedings.

On this last stipulation the Prime Minister:noted that members e

‘'Wwene to negotiate the number and types of forces, facilities,‘and

£ . , .
assistance they were prepared to give the Security Council. The

agreements, which.would limit the military ald each member was ready to

-

- -
T -
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give.“of.}ts own volition," would need "soparate approval in accordance
virh rhe constitu;ionnl processes of each country. In Canada that would
mean approval by psrliansnt before such agreements were ratified."” The
House was assured by Hacksnzio King that rhe acceptance of the proposals
did not commit Canada

to send forces'boyond Canadian territory at the call of the

security council. If any such commitment were sought, it

.would be embodied in a later agreement, freely negotiated
- by the govermment of Canada, and coming into effect. only

‘after it had been approved by parliament.63

‘ Throughout the debate various politicians expressed hope and

optinisn'in ch; ability or theznllicd nntionn to ostablish's new League
of Nations to prevent var, of the ability of the Great Povers to work
rogechsr and in the abilicy of the new Lengue to avoid the nistakes
of . the League oro&ted ﬂf.Pnris in 1919. But thore was no illusion about
the future.  Gordon Gr;ydqn. chg Laaéor of the Opposition, reminded the
boiser L . . |

The eyes of the ordinary citizens of Canada or the
world must not be dazzled and blinded and diverted from !
the realities of the situation by any shining sunlight
that may emerge from San Francisco. The machinery for
world security will give no irrevocable guarantee that . o o
there will never be another war. o

Graydon was also careful to emphasize the importance of the British
_connection and insisted that "nothing done by this nation at the coningy

conference or eléé&here must endanger our close ties with the Britishv

Commonweslth and Emﬁire."64 B - o . | R ’

. Most of the nembers agreed with the‘;rime Hinister in the need L'n, ﬁ
for seeking satisfactory recognition of the status of ' important secondary | =
countries" iike Canada. - Therd were those»who feit that Canada, on‘ths
basis of its war record, should have a permanent seat on the Security

vbouncil.65 Others denounced the seeming subservience of the Dominion to ‘

N
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We strictly reserve to ourselves the- right to say that we
ouraelved shall decide whether we shall engage in afy war.
Then surely if we have no say in the decisions of the
security Council we are not gofing to have our armed forces
go abroad to fight at the behest of people whom we have

no contr:j and who do not repr sent us in any way whatsoever.

" the Sec \iﬁy Council. ASaskatcheFan member declared:

The_House_le er;of the Sociel Credit party, J. H. Blackmore, linked the

Bretton Woods Conference with the San Francisco Conference which, he ™

said, would place Canada "at the mercy of an alien-dominated international

pover;" .Yet he supported the resdlution. 67 T. L. Church, the outstanding

5

Tory imperialist, lamented what he considered)to be declining support

for the Britis Bnpire,68 while Howard Green reiterated his notion

\

. o ‘ S . ‘ :
that the BritiéP Commonwealth, rather than the United Kingdom, should

be permanently represented on the Security Council.%? . N .

The Con ervatiﬁe party, though, firmly repudiated isolationism
_ . | ' o S
‘and,‘through Johih Diefenbaker, accused Mackenzie King of speaking with

intentional obscdrity on the question of Canada's participation in the
enforcement of dekisions of the Security Council. Diefenbaker wondered
i . : : . )

if the Prime HiniLter's‘wprds were intended "in any way to offer a sop

to isolationism or little Canadianism of a minority in this country in

w70 -

order to secure support for the’resolution. The C.C.F. narty,-led

- by M. J. qudwell supported the reaolution and favoured Canada having

a’ larger role in the Security Council, but was critical of the sweeping

powers. of the Council. Broadening-the powers of theeAssembly to give
\
it the right to determine the armed contribution of any particular

nation vas favoured by the C. C.F. Coldwell also stressed the value of
the Ecgnonic and Social Council in dealing with the causes of war.71

-

Five independent members from Quebec objected to Canada joining the new

international organization. Conferences over the past‘qnarter—century
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had not "led to peace and F. Doriom, for one. saw no reason to believe

‘the San Frencisco Conference vould offer eny\better guarantee or results. e

"I believe that, not only does this conference fail to offer _better - “/\

. i \
expectations but because of its very organization, it cannot avoid
driving the world to anything but another war.' n12

Despite the amount of‘time’ena'norde devoted by'the'Houee of

 Commons on the upcoming San Francisco Conference, the debate did not

result in new arguments for or against Canada's participationiin.tﬁe

new United Nations. It was a foregone conclusion that the Dominion

S8
would send a delegation to the Conference and would’ join the organization.:

4

Nor did the debate produce a remedy for, increasing“Canade's modest

political powers or an expectation of checking thelcreatyPowers. Ie % o

did, however, result in' an almost unanimous resolution to uctt forL

increasing the scope of\{:: lesser Powers. The Prime Minister's .

revolution was passed on'March.28 by a vote of 102 to 5,73_

The officielbcenadian delegation to the San Francisco Conference

fwes'drawn from the three major parties and from both the House of

’Commons and the Senate. Its seven menbers were Hackenzie King, Louie//

St. Laurent, Hrs. Cora Ceeaelnen, Senator J. H. King, government
leader in the Senete,fcoxdon Greydon and Senator Lucfen Horeud of ‘the

Conservatives, and M. J. Coldwell of the C.C. F. A group of senior

: members of the Depertnent of Externel Affairs, which included Roberteon,
‘Hrong and Bearson,tgere alternate delegetee.74 .For a nunber‘Of reeeonn;

v however, the' officiel delegetes had very little to do- vith the conference..'

[

King, St. Laurent;” Graydon, and Coldwell were more concerned with the

st
general election than the conference, The Priﬁe Hinister 8 brief etey
at ‘San Francisco was, for him, a disillnsioning experienee.w

‘The diplomacy practiced by thevcenadien delegation‘durigg the
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conference. was one of discretion, of uaing_"our influence at the right

time and in the right way to get reaulta."z5

' The Lanadians nere~
therefore less conspicnoue than the Australians, led by herbert Evatt,
who took a much harder position on the veto in the Security Council, |
- The -Canadian delegation, with those of the 1esaer atatea. was confronted
with the harah realitiea‘of Great Poqer politice:_ it could’ accept the

Aaort of United-Nations on which the Creat Powera haddreachéd agreement,
“or it could face the poeaibility of no‘world‘security organization at
all, If the GreatfPowers abaolutely refuaed to yield on-a certain point,
;especially the veto,.the Canadian delegation would have to make‘the *
conceaaion.76‘ o _ s .

. On the afternooniof April 27, at the aecond plenary session of
the Conference, Hackenzie King outlined the deeign of ‘Canadian policy.
"The Canadian Delegation.conea to_thie Conference oith ope central
purpose in view. That purpose 1is to co—operate as completely as we
can with the delegationa of other nations in bringing into being, as
| soon as poaaible, a Charter oﬂ world eecurity. _ He rejected the thesis -

that power was to be excluaively concentrated in the hande of the Great

Powers, blnntly telling the Conference that it ahould not act on the

.assumption that it is." Otherwiae, ‘there was a danger of "the development

s

" of a new type of isolationisn, a feeling that the task of preeerving the -
peace could be left to the great powere. " The development of euch an

attitude would nake it difficult for the emaller powers to serve the .

new organization effectively.. The Canadian Prine Hinister aaaerted

that. his countrymen vere "firm in their reeolve to do Hhatever lies in
PN

TSRS

-

t /‘ by a tidal wave of aavagery and deapotism "77
/

Two veeka later the Prime Hiniater attended an afternoon meeting

N
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_of the Steering Committee dealing with the Security Council. There

was discussion on the means of securing consultation and representation
on the Council by the amall powers before they were aahed to join in
the enforcement ‘of Council decisions. A speech by a New ‘Zealand
delegate gave Magckenzie King the opportunity to state Canada s position .
‘before the Committee. As he nbted'in'his,diary that evening,~"1 was
tremendously relieved té have this opportunity.” ni8

The Committee discussion had shown that, as far as the Great

Powers were concerned a government not represented on the Security
Council might/be obliged to furniah military~korces without any
opportunity to contract out or even express its viewa. King was

etermined to prevent that idea from carrying for if it had, he would
have to return to Parliament with the news that it no longer had the
power to decide on‘ the most vital of national questions, despite vhat
he- had promised over the years.' The’following day. May 11, Hackenzie

@

King met with delegates from the other Dominions at Smuts' apartment in

o

" the Fairmont Hotel and tried to enlist their aupport for his position.

s

£ 'King told the grohp that if Canada had gone through‘the war without

/‘ o "
conecription "I could have had the Canadian H. of C. agree to any step"

o

which might have been proppsed in regard to the international organization.

But now ‘he did not see how it was possible to agree to any measures
"which meant the conscription of a nation's forces at the instance of

4 or 5 outside great powers.' The Canadian Parliament would‘heaitate\ '

 to accept a charter with such-a proviaion.' Canada was also concerned

with conceding the veto power to the Great Powera. With the United

Kingdom on the Council said King, Canada was protected but other

ncountries were’ not. Be seriously doubted whether "ratification for a

charter which took the atep that was being propoaed" was poaaible.

123
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"had impresaed'themqenough; though,<for.them to raise the question vith

‘of ‘the charter "in.the first instance." King argued it was essential

s | . .
s - ‘ u o 124

-
-
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-

4 t

.The Canadian governuent-had;to,yorkﬁitselﬁ into conceding it, but the

"significance of .the step would come as a shock to Parliament and

“)

"certainly tlxe/country."79 Later that night King made his appeal to

Eden and Lord Cranborne,’ the Secretary.of State for Dominion Affairs.:

But he doubted that he had made much of an impression on them.80 He -

(3

i

Edward Stettinius Jr., the American Secretary of State. Finally, on the
morning'of May 14, Mackenzie King saw Stettinius before he left San
Francisco for,the e}ectionﬂcampaign. -

" The proBlem, King told Stettiniua, vaa‘that of“draftingia
charter which would come into effect oncevthe'organizationvwaa‘vamed.

But little attention‘waa being paid to aecuring the necesésary approval

for‘the_Charter to contafn something which wouldsbe reassuring to the
analler‘powers while the approval of the charter was. being arranged.
Adamant'rhat Canada would do 'its share, King'firmly naintained_that‘

mandatory parliamentary approval‘of the empioyment of military forces

Ll

before supplying such forces would .be political suicide for his government.

Were I to tgke the line suggested even tentatively by
‘Hickerson /of thei¥.S. State Department/, it would at
~once be said in*our country that I was doing so to
appease those who were not.-anxious to fight and that

‘the country would become divided on the issue . . .

- /I/f the question became dn issue in any election &
‘the govt. were defeated, it would certainly prejudice
the chances of ratification of the charter in other
countries.

. For Stettinius the problem in meeting King 8 posttion was one of
N
over-representation on the Security Council. The Prime Hinister 8

a

solution to that was to have the Security Council determine and decide
if certain forces vere necessary on the baais of the advice of its

military advisera., If a country not on the Council was aaked to
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contribute forces, it would sit on the Security Council when voting took

¢
'

place. Mackenzie King also advised Stettinius that the Security Council
should take into consideration the area where the problem was oécurring
and the advisability of sending certain troops to that area{ﬂﬁny'being-

represented on the Security Council-and able to present its case, the
v - . ~

-

government could explain to the Canadian people why their forces~were :
being requested. King kept emphasizing that the absence from the '
Charter of any sort of consultation between the member governmdﬁts and'

the Security_Council,;which could”be pointed to when the meagbre*%as
i:,

before Parliament, would be a serious handicap forlhis government; having

something to deflate such criticism would be reas ur.ing.81 ‘ C

The Prime Minister's efforts achieved a/measure of'success.

In its final'version Article'44’of the Chart stated:

When the Security Council has decidéd to use. force it
shall, before calling upon a member no represented on it
to provide armed forces in fulfillmenf of the obligations
assumed under Article 43, invite tha Member, if the ‘Member .
. 80 desires, to participate in the decisions of the Security
. Council concerning the employment of contingents of that
‘Member's armed forces. .

A Member would be invited to partici ate in a decision of the Security

Council and have the right to vote, after the Security Council had

decided/to use force.~ Since the temporary members would sit on the

Council,one‘by one, they_alone could not alter the’ regular vote of the
Council. ‘Moreover, every member-state would remain obligated to .

contribute armed- forces in accordance with the final decision. Finally,

>

initiative was placed on the Member concernednto ask for the privilege
of temporary membership 83 It should be noted that Article 44 was not

& rejection of collective security, but a means of making the idea more -

acceptable to those who did not understand collective security.- The o

‘Security Council has never been able to take any military action on
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behalf of the United Nations, though, so the question of interpreting

o

Article 44 has never arisen.

The functional principle wasfincorporated into Article 23 which

-

stated: . . . _ -

The General Aasembly shall elect six other Members bf the United
Nations to be non-permanent members of the Security Council,

due regard being specially paid, in the first instance to the’
contribution of Members of the United Nations to the maintengnce
of international peace and security and to the other purposes
of the‘Organigztion, and also to equitable geographical
'distribution.

The criteria for the election of non-permanent Members were not meant to
be a rigid formula, but an indic‘tion of the considerations the General

Assembly was to take into account when voting. In the first election

 of the non-permanent members to the Security Council the functional

Lr [

principle and "geographical distribution vere neatly balanced Pearson
-\

was very disappointed with the outcome of the election. Mackenzie King,

' e

‘ on the other hand, was rather.pleased because it meant Canada wag not‘

immediately required to be "in the 1ime-1ight.?§5

- At "San Francisco Mackenzie King was not an enthusiastic

~internationalist 1ikevSt. Laurent-or»Pearson.' He was preoccupied with

' i

asserting Canada 8 sovereignty by attempting to check the powers of ‘the

-

Security Council. His disillusionment with the proceedings at the

-

conference Was the result of the pqlarization of the Great Powers, and

2

’

2
.

.was shated by many others. St. Laurent was more enthusiastic about the N

- SN

possibilities of the new organization than the—Prime Minister, And was;
more anxious to have Canada ‘do its full part to make the organization

effective. St. Laurent and Pearson were convinced of the importance of

-

putting teeth" in the United Natipns_hy_craating—aa_iaternatiOnal o

~

police force under its command. All three were agreed, though that the

organization had to_be truly intetnational in.character, and it was

-

o

(-.' .
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necesaary for all the Great Powers to. be members if the organization

.was to be’ effective.

L fhe Charter of the United Nationa,was presented to.the Canadian '
a - ! ) rd . : . .

Parliament in ‘October 1945L‘>The-warwin<Europe and Aaia‘waa over,dbut
it had ended in Asia with the American use of the at;i%c bomb. = The
ratification of the. Charter- by the United States- Senate\had“simplified
the problem of Canadian participation in the United&Nationa. The
breakdown of the London Conference of Foreign Hinisters in September
1945 almost eliminated the unity of the Great Powers on which the
Charter had been based. : Thus the parliamentary debate reflected a
- mood of uneasinese)and uncertainty about the future which was growing~
;in Canada, Since the Prime Minister was in Britain St. Laurent, the
Acting Secretary of State for External Affairs, preaented the'
government 8 afguments for ratifying the Charter on October 16, The
) Charter was not an ideal document but it was "a great improvement

186

.
on the Dumbarton Oaks proposals. The Charter of the United

Nations was, after. three days'. debate, uﬁanimously approved‘by

Parliameut. SR o o E \\§ v

~

g ' o _ ‘ - N
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Chapter V -

EPILOGUE

-concerned with membership as a~demonstrationaof its»emergenceﬂaS»an;r-
autonomous state. At the very beginning, however, Canadians were

disturbed about the obligations assumed. They accepted in principle
o
the idea of collective security but were reluctant _to. support policies

which would make the idea a reality. From 1919 to 1923 the Borden,-~
Meighen,‘and King governments sought to emasculate Article X of the
.Covenant. In subsequent years|Mackenzie King opposed attempts by other

states to strengjhen the collective security system, through the Draféﬁ
) ’ 4
Treaty of Mutual Guarantee, the Draft;Treaty of” Mutual Assgistance, and

BN

;‘ :

the Geneva Protocol. .-

The Abyssinian crisis of 1935 was met by the King government,

LY

elected to office during the crisis, with caution. The new gc'ernment

1

.._announced that the Dominion would cooperate 1in applying the proposed

economic sanctions, but warned that it did not recognize any commitment
binding Canada to adopt militanz\sanctiqns. ‘The unauthorized actionS"

of Walter Riddell on the Committee of Eighteen were disclaimed by the

' Canadian government. Throughout the crisis Mackenzie King was.acutely

aware of the dangers of -an active policy, to both _his cabinet ‘and to o

- 3

.his country. The oil sanction was ‘never applied and Italy won its "

. war«of conquest. ~At the League Assembly in'September 1936 the Canadian;

‘ °
L

Prime Minister disavowed the usefulness of collective Security. In "

© -

‘future,TCanada would makehno binding commitments for either economic or

¢ . “..".

~128

When Canada joined the League of Nations-in 1919, it was primarily

J"'“‘«‘—" ’



military sanctiong. It would act in accordance with exdsting
circumstances and with concrete information, not-in accordance with -
some, system or-out of passive obedience to the Covenant.k.

Although Canada, and Mackenzie King, had successfully evaded

N

binding security commitments which might drag goth into war,,nevertheless'

“the Dominion became in-September 1939 one of the.initial'participants e

in the Second World War. The war® shoved Canada fnto a world in which
the familiar pillars and signposts of interﬁﬁfmonal affairs had been
swept away. During the war the centres of power in theé world had shifted

[

from"Europe to the Soviet Union and the United States. The Canadian

government 8 concern with the shape of the post—war world was demonstrated

time and again in'dIscussions about financial aid to Britain, the
Combined Boards, and in the establishing of post-war international
agencies. Matkenzie"king recognized that, more than ever, it was

necessary to influence American and British policy. Otherwise, Canada d

was 1in danger of becoming a.vassal state dependent on the United States.1

-

Mackenzie King never seriously considered eliminating from the

realm of international affairs an agency where nations could meet to

o

discuss and attempt to amicably resolve differences. It was better to
talk than fight.. The‘failure of all attempts to avert war in 1938-1939

seems to have convinced the Prime Minister that a greater effort on

[~

the part of all nations was required to ensure peace. Each nation wonld

be expected to make a contribution to those international agencies which

: @
dealt with,the social economic,'and humanitarian aspects of post—war

'reconstruction,.and particuldrly in the area of international secmrity,;

&

for Mackenzie King~COuldpnot accept the notion of Great Power domipation
v R . M N . . i ‘.

of-the world as ‘the assurance of peace and security. In other words, he

», - . . . L e e

“t

» subscribed ‘to the "functionalpprincipleg" h w

’
o

A
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o

The functional principle was an attempe by {ndividuals in the
Department of External Affadrs’ to, find a ptagnltic theory to fit the. -

facts of the emerging power COnstellatlon and at the same’ ti-o ju‘zify

- a Canadian role in international nffairs._ Undor thc princlple oach

w

‘nation should have reaponsibility appropriato to its particular

‘ capacities. 1In the new’ United Nitioni this was aimed at the non-p-mnint

’,

seats of the~Security Council vhetlby preference would be gigen to the
|
so«célled middle povers, which were able to make some -ilitnry ‘

‘contribution to international security. over the small powers that did

not haye the military capabilities and so.-ight not act responsidbly.

~

._\‘

The functional principle was thus the C§p.¢1.£ veapon in the

‘atrnggle for“increased‘influcnce, a_struaglc vbich‘qould continue after

‘

’ \
the war. At the San Francisco Conference Mackenzie King vas mainly

concerned with the question of status and -1ni-izing Canada s obli;ation: .

utider the proposed Chartet. His_obf&ctive_vasdto ettabll.h Canada .. ;

right as a middle power to due considcration in‘tho ttructurn of the

United Nations, especially during the election of ‘members for the non-

permanent seats on the Security Council and . in the event of -1litary

sanctions being applied by .the Security Council. But Canada lcccptcd

!

the Chatter of the United Nations that came out of the, San Prancioco

\..._r

Copference without preseiqg too hard for special roco;ﬂition. .

It was clear to Mackenzie King, soon after the ond of tbe var

. and the éigning of the Charter,\that{the QQitgd lationl had little .

chance for sucgesa. ThePri-e Hiniltqf wvas oever1}y lhakon by the
uncovering of an extemsive Soviet e;pionago ri§3 in Canada dnting the
Gouzenko affair\.2 He was greatly alaé-.d at the Soviet“Bnion s o
encroachment in different parts of the vorld. pa:ticularly in Asia.

/
There.was no doubt in King's -ind that it intondod to dcvolop on ato-ic

2
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god and vould go to all lengths in’ doing so. ? vas appalled at the
\ prospect: “to try to fight a war with ato.ic bonbt is just too
.ppallln; a thought for vofdo.".“ Having no false hopes about the
continuation of the varu.- alliance bctvqcn Brlt.ain. the United States,
and thc Sovht Uoton. Macksnzie ung sav the Unltcd lhtiolu as a pawvn of
Lh. Great Powers, particularly :ho Soviet Union which u_sod it as a
.,'-sprlng-l;oard to develop propagands to serve its own ends, namely the
emasculation'of the world orftadﬁlth‘m and the lnt.ml division of t’he‘
Vestern vorld.‘ More than &cr. Aﬂnch\ozt.c_ King wanted Cansda to have
litele to do vllh\_t nev international security orgmt;;cion. But the
‘days of the policy of avoiding co-itn_-nt: and\tcly‘ing'on the "Parliament
will decide” foxl'-ula:\nrn gone. S L |
_ J
Catudlcn foreign policy up to 1939 was "vcry\\ cir\c\u-lpcc‘t. v.c‘t:
éauuou;_.' almost "'\ic_: ttiq point of thttf."sh lvi reflected Mackenzie
ung;l and 0. D. 'Siulton'n perception of ‘\t.hc tugulty of the Canadian
duality. The Prime Minister was couvlncod that an active foreign
poucy vould 1nvarubly ‘roduc. coutronny at ha.o and thus threaten
" the lnurul untty of the .country. lin; rocognhod that a nation's
‘forotp policy wvas. ouly as o!focuvo as its internal -ttcagth. Bg

tbcrcforc .ou;ht to buiid up do-uttc unity by follo\d.n; a pol:lcy qf

§bo canimmu. Tbc Second Uorld lglar < an;od the -uu of 1numtiom1
aﬂun\ and forced the upu deve want of nattmul unity in Cannd.
Avarq of these external and inu 1 dcvolopcm :ho Dcpart-cat of ‘ e

Extergal Affairs and thc Pri-. lunuur Wp{ a poucy vhich would

hd prapntic. but after 1965»Cn.dhn forct;a policy boc- mch

wmore active and adventurous. - : " ' > T | ‘
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