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Once again, we dedicate this book
to those very dear to our hearts:

Our daughters,
Colette and Jacqueline
and
our grandchildren,
Julien and Rachel Laurion,
Nicolas, Zoé, and Mark Traquair,
and
to the memory of
Pierre Elliott Trudeau,
a man who sought the Truth
for the Good of his people.





The true statesman is not one who gives orders to his fellow-citizens so much as he is one who devotes himself to their service.

—PIERRE ELLIOTT TRUDEAU,
Vrai, 1958
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Chapter 1
 [image: ]

IN SEARCH OF THE STATESMAN


For Canadians, the adoption of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms in 1982 marks the birth of modern-day Canada.

–JEAN-FRANÇOIS LISÉE,
La Presse, June 30, 2010*



WHAT, ANOTHER BOOK ON TRUDEAU? Haven’t there been enough already – and maybe even a few too many? What can we offer that is really new? The answer can be summed up in a few words: we are directing a ray of light on one particular aspect of his character. Instead of the usual wide-beam searchlight, covering long periods of Trudeau’s life in their many dimensions, we propose a more focused study, both of the period and of the perspective. We believe this will help to get a clearer view of a man still regarded as an enigma.

Trudeau the chameleon, many people believe, will always be an enigma. Indeed, journalists, biographers, and many Canadians have been and continue to be intrigued and puzzled by Trudeau. A witty comment about him conjures up the peculiar state of confusion writers find themselves in when they set out to describe him: “Someone is going to say some day, ‘Will the real Mr. Trudeau please stand up,’ and about fifty-eight people will rise.”1 Quoted first by his biographer George Radwanksi in 1978, this comment has often been repeated, as if to highlight the contradictory aspects of the man or to suggest some elusive quality that makes it practically impossible to figure him out.

We have been associated with Pierre Elliott Trudeau for nearly twenty years, first as friends over a decade, then for another ten years buried in his personal papers and publications: we could make similar comments, although we would interpret his many facets differently. Indeed, we could have written several different biographies of Trudeau.

We could have written a biography of Trudeau-the-athlete. Anecdotes abound on the subject. For example, we could have described the many canoe expeditions he undertook, starting at a young age, travelling up to a thousand miles in a single journey. He was an avid skier who leapt at the chance to hit the mountain trails; in his younger years, he won several medals for his prowess on skis, and he was still skiing in powder shortly before his death in 2000. He was fascinated by all manner of water sports: swimming, diving, water skiing, scuba diving – and he excelled in every one. He knew how to fly a plane and could fly solo; he loved zooming up hill and down dale on his famous Harley-Davidson; he hiked hundreds of kilometres on foot and climbed mountains. Trudeau could do vertical headstands and horizontal handstands, as photographs in several biographies attest. Once he became prime minister, frisky as ever in his fifties, he could easily shake off admirers and journalists alike by bounding up the steps in the Parliament Buildings four at a time. We could give many other examples.

Long-time friend Peter Green provides a less well known anecdote. When Trudeau was prime minister, he sometimes vacationed with his family at the Green home in Jamaica, a constable of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police always coming along for security reasons. One day Green brought a horse to the beach so the children could have fun riding. “Pierre asked the Mountie to give a demonstration for the boys. The poor guy had probably not ridden for years and stumbled around the beach on the long-suffering horse. Pierre, without saying a word, got on the horse bareback – in his swimming shorts – and gave a short demonstration of control and superb riding technique, much to the embarrassment of the Mountie.”2

We could have told many other juicy anecdotes along these lines, without exhausting all the sports at which Trudeau excelled. By the end of this biography of Trudeau-the-athlete, readers would likely conclude that he could have mastered these athletic feats only by devoting all his waking hours to sports and fitness. Obviously he could never have found time for serious business, so the real Trudeau must have been Trudeau-the-athlete, and his purportedly vast knowledge was only a thin veneer.

But we could just as easily have written a biography of Trudeau-the-scholar-with-a-passion-for-culture. An insatiable reader, he devoured novels, works of history and political philosophy, as well as poetry. He was endowed with a phenomenal memory, knew several opera librettos by heart, and could declaim whole poems impromptu, in French and English. He did the rounds of museums, theatres, concerts, and exhibitions. The people he met were often startled by his encyclopaedic knowledge, as the following example illustrates. He had only just become prime minister in 1968, when he was invited along with a host of celebrities to a party in New York thrown by the artists Joyce Wieland and Michael Snow, her husband. Trudeau was evidently in his element and seemed up to date on all the latest news of the New York cultural scene, from art-house movies to avant-garde dance and jazz. When Michael Snow introduced Milford Graves to him as “the greatest jazz drummer,” Trudeau instantly responded, to the amazement of his admiring audience, “And what do you make of Max Roach?”3

We could give many more examples highlighting his impressive knowledge of painting, sculpture, music, architecture, literature, and philosophy. And after reading these anecdotes about Trudeau-the-scholar-with-a-passion-for-culture, readers would be tempted to conclude that here, finally, was the real Trudeau. As if the man had spent his entire life reading, studying, and trekking through museums, historical sites, and theatres and could never have found time for any other activities, such as sports …

We could have chosen instead to write about Trudeau-the-daredevil-adventurer, who criss-crossed Asia with a backpack for nearly a year and had many thrilling adventures, including a few short stays in jail for vagrancy. He could just as easily travel in high style as put up with the shabbiest accommodations. He dined in the finest restaurants of Paris (Maxim’s, La Tour d’Argent, La Pérouse). But he also sometimes slept in run-down hotels, sharing a room with total strangers or even hungry bedbugs! Here was a man eager to witness everything first-hand, to live fully.

He was hungry for challenges. In 1948, while visiting Turkey, he decided to swim across the Bosphorus Strait, which marks the southern boundary of Europe and Asia: “It wasn’t that hard, but it was cold and had a bloody strong current.”4 In April 1960 at the age of forty-one, he decided to paddle a canoe with two companions from Miami to Cuba – quite a harebrained scheme. Fortunately the trio were rescued midway, when their canoe was on the point of sinking.5

One last example. On July 6, 1961, Trudeau was in Pamplona (the capital of Navarre in northern Spain) for the first day of the San Fermin festival. The city becomes one huge fiesta from July 6 to 14, attracting thousands of tourists from around the world. The main event of this festival is the Running of the Bulls (encierro): at 8 o’clock each morning from July 7 to 14, the bulls are let loose in the narrow streets and then run almost one kilometre to the bullring for the afternoon corrida or bullfight. Along the course, daring young participants run just ahead of the bulls. Accidents are common, due to the ferocious nature of bulls and the surge of the crowds. On July 6, Trudeau partied until three in the morning. The city was overrun with tourists, no hotel room was available, and he ended up sleeping on a bench. The following morning, he participated in the Running of the Bulls. Finding the experience electrifying, he came back for a repeat performance two days later.6 Here was a man with a lust for adventure, someone who lived life to the hilt during his many world travels. No doubt readers of this particular book would take Trudeau-the-daredevil-adventurer for the real Trudeau, as if he lacked the more serious qualities befitting a statesman.

But we could also have written about Trudeau-the-man-of-faith, a man intent on deepening his understanding of the Bible. He could quote Scripture from memory and occasionally correct people who had specialized knowledge of biblical exegesis. He almost never missed Sunday Mass, even when travelling, recited his daily prayers, sought out opportunities for meditation, often took part in retreats, and liked to join in spiritual experiences. He read the works of most major theologians and was perfectly at ease discussing their ideas. On January 25, 1956, he was granted an audience with Pope Pius XII. In 1976, Trudeau and his wife, Margaret, obtained a second audience with Pope Paul VI, and in 1980 he and his son Justin were received in a third audience by Pope John Paul II. Many people bear witness to this side of his personality in The Hidden Pierre Elliott Trudeau: The Faith Behind the Politics,7 as well as in the first chapter of Pierre.8

We could just as easily have written an account from the opposite point of view: Trudeau-the-heretic-and-even-the-atheist. He never hesitated to cross swords with several prelates of the French-Canadian church, telling them to mind their own business and sometimes showing them scant respect. As minister of justice, he articulated his famous credo “The state has no place in the bedrooms of the nation” and legalized acts condemned by the Pope, such as divorce or homosexuality between consenting adults. Some will say there must have been two men named Pierre Trudeau – one a devout Catholic and avid reader of the Bible, the other committing himself heart and soul to separating Church from State.

And then there was Trudeau-the-ladies-man … and they certainly loved him back. Here was a Valentino, a Don Juan, who sought the company of beautiful women, each of them more charming, intelligent, and cultivated than the next! He sometimes went out with a few women at a time, his relationships seeming like a game of musical chairs. For example, in the summer of 1964, he spent a lovely holiday in Italy with Carroll Guérin, travelling to Sardinia, scuba diving, having a blast. Then, on August 30, Carroll flew to Madrid. On the 31st, he phoned Madeleine Gobeil, who joined him in Vienna … and they continued travelling together. On September 21, she left for Paris by train, while he headed for Geneva, to revert to a more cerebral activity – attending the congress of the International Political Science Association.9 Clearly, Trudeau knew how to charm women. His voluminous correspondence with them is impressive – he wrote more than two hundred letters to Thérèse Gouin alone. He kept up a correspondence with most of these women, often long after the relationships were over. Undoubtedly, some will say, here was a man who loved nothing better than chasing skirts – especially ones worn by attractive females. Some might understandably be tempted to write an entire biography about Trudeau-the-ladies-man.

We could go on like this for some time – which just goes to show the difficulty facing biographers who try to account for every aspect of Trudeau’s personality. All the different men we have just described were actually facets of a single person. We believe that the complexity of his personality hides the essence of the man. Indeed, as we examine every detail in Trudeau’s life, it can be quite difficult to understand why he put his personal freedom and fun-filled life on hold, in order to manage the destiny of the country for sixteen years. The real questions are these: Why did Canadians and particularly the people of Quebec elect and reelect him over this period? Did they vote for the athlete, the adventurer, or the charmer? Of course not! And when he died, how can the massive and spontaneous outpouring of grief, right across the country, be explained, when he had been out of politics for over sixteen years?

Canadians did not elect a Valentino or an inveterate sportsman. They must have realized that here was a man offering them a unique vision of Canada. Which explains the visceral and excessive reactions even to this day. On December 6, 1999, the Montreal Gazette noted: “Loved, loathed, admired and despised.… Pierre Elliott Trudeau walked away from public life 15 years ago, but his lasting grip on the country remains firm: the former Prime Minister is the overwhelming winner of the Canadian Press survey to name the top Canadian newsmaker of the 20th Century.” On June 30, 2010, La Presse noted, citing an Angus Reid poll: “And the best Canadian Prime Minister since 1968 is … Pierre Elliott Trudeau, according to respondents in both Quebec and Canada.”

What did this man offer to Canadians? Leaving aside the more intriguing aspects of his personality, we have chosen to focus in the two volumes of our biography on two questions: What was the political thought and vision of Canada – including Quebec’s place within the federation – Trudeau brought to office when first elected in 1965? How was his political philosophy shaped from the day he left Quebec to 1965? To this end, in this book, we trace his education, the various environments in which he came to maturity, and the influences to which he was subjected. We mostly follow the evolution of his thought through his writings and speeches, many of which are found in his personal papers. We would like to thank the Trudeau estate’s literary executor, the Honourable Marc Lalonde, and Pierre Trudeau’s son Alexandre for their generosity in allowing us access to the papers.*

In our first volume, we followed Pierre Trudeau from kindergarten up to his departure for Harvard University. We discovered a man quite unlike the conventional portrayal: he was the perfect embodiment of what the French-Canadian elite of the time stood for. Through his Jesuit schooling, he enthusiastically adopted the values of Quebec’s clerical-nationalist milieu. During World War II, he rejected all war news as “English” propaganda and came out strongly against conscription for service overseas. The Bloc Populaire made anti-conscription the war-horse of its political platform. 10 In fact, the historian Eric Amyot has written, “in the summer of 1944, General de Gaulle’s representative Gabriel Bonneau described the Bloc Populaire as ‘practically fascistic.’ ”11 Yet Trudeau campaigned for this party until his departure for Harvard.

His intellectual mentors rejected democracy and liberalism, shared the ideas of the French far right, and approved the regimes of Pétain, Mussolini, and Franco. Trudeau himself had the greatest admiration for Charles Maurras. Despite Canadian war censorship, student newspapers such as Le Quartier Latin, to which he regularly contributed, never hesitated to ridicule the war and federal government policies.

On the other hand, from his earliest childhood he was brought up to believe that the elite had duties toward the people, just as he was taught there would one day come a great leader who would take the people to the promised land. He was a bright young man who took his responsibilities as a member of the elite very seriously. He knew that if he was to live up to the task ahead of him, he needed a top-notch education. He first got a law degree from the Université de Montréal, then, in autumn 1944, at the age of twenty-five, he left his upper-middle-class Outremont residence for Harvard University, to complete his education in economics and politics. That is where we left him, at the end of our first volume, Young Trudeau.
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On November 8, 1965, twenty-one years after his departure for Harvard, Trudeau won the riding of Mount Royal, as a Liberal member of Parliament. By now, he was a passionate defender of federalism and liberal democracy. Once installed as minister of justice, he made a name for himself drafting bills that conflicted with some traditional values of the Church. And once he became prime minister, he sought to establish the “Just Society”; he provided Canada with a charter defending the inalienable rights of the person; and he laid down multiculturalism as one of the founding values of the country. In short, Trudeau earned his place in history, but he adopted positions at odds with those he had championed in 1944.

What happened between 1944 and 1965? When and how did he make this 180-degree turn?

Oddly, biographies of Trudeau generally skip lightly over this period. All note the importance of his years of studies at Harvard, Paris, and London. But did he suddenly see the light, as is commonly believed, on arriving at Harvard, with a triumphant shout of “Eureka”? It is also generally known that in 1948–49, he travelled with a backpack across the Middle East and Asia. Many of his adventures are well known. Was this straightforward adventure travel? The decade of the 1950s is quickly summarized by most biographers, even though allusions are made to his writings in Cité libre. Stephen Clarkson and Christina McCall devote a few lines to this period: “He was involved in almost every important reformist cause that came up, but he developed a reputation as someone who might escape to Europe or Asia on some new odyssey whenever an organizational job turned tedious or a group’s fighting became emotionally demanding.”12 In short, Trudeau was interested in all the right causes but was unwilling to make commitments. He roamed abroad to avoid any serious work and any stressful situation.

But what form did his involvement take in all these “important reformist causes”? With regard to political involvement, the biographer George Radwanski mentions only Trudeau’s participation in the Rassemblement, then his attempt “to turn the Rassemblement into an active political coalition, the Union des forces démocratiques,” devoting no more than two paragraphs to the subject.13 The journalist Michel Vastel devotes many pages to these years. And what, he asks, “was Trudeau’s influence at the end of the 1950s?” According to Vastel, the answer was provided by the former publisher of Le Devoir: “ ‘Marginal,’ said Gérard Filion without hesitation.”14

John English too adheres to the view of the relative unimportance of the fifties. He writes: “In the fifties Trudeau often appeared to be aimless, if not dilettantish. The conservative nationalists with whom he had worked in the early forties … dismissed him as a ‘dandy,’ a rich unreliable playboy who made no serious contribution to the political scene. Even Pelletier became so frustrated by Trudeau’s eclectic ways and frequent journeys to exotic destinations that he inquired: ‘Pierre, isn’t it a disaster to be born rich?’ ”15 English continues, quoting the criticism by Thérèse Casgrain, who worked alongside Trudeau, as well as feedback from journalists who noted “his lack of perseverance and sustained focus”; he even quotes Duplessis, for whom Trudeau was “lazy, spoiled and subversive.” English adds that Trudeau himself seems to acknowledge he had wasted his time: “Deemed unreliable by some of his friends, lazy and ineffective by his enemies, Trudeau himself seemed to view the fifties later as a lost decade.”16

With this kind of reputation, Trudeau seemed out of place when he arrived on the federal scene in 1965. Many people thought he would not last. A year after Trudeau’s election as prime minister of Canada, a political opponent confidently predicted: “He’s an amateur, a dilettante, a carefree bachelor who is happiest when he travels the world. He will soon tire of his new responsibilities.”17 Conventional wisdom holds that in the 1950s, this rich father’s son was just a playboy whose sole interest was travel and other frivolous activities. He lacked perseverance, pursued no serious long-term goal, and shirked all responsibility.

We take the opposite view.

The conventional portrayal of Trudeau in the 1950s does not explain why and how he ended up rejecting the very values he had held up to 1944. Was this metamorphosis brought about by a few months and some classes at Harvard? Was his goal in life to wander around the world in search of adventure? And if he led the life of an idle dilettante in the 1950s, where did he learn the arts and crafts of statesmanship?

In this volume, we will examine the development of Trudeau’s political thought from the fall of 1944, when he left Montreal to study at Harvard, until November 8, 1965, when he was elected Liberal MP for Mount Royal. We will see that the conventional portrayal of Trudeau the dilettante does not stand up to the facts. In reality, the 1950s were anything but “wasted years.” Trudeau seemed to be everywhere at once. The mere act of drawing up a list of his intellectual activities and campaigns leaves us breathless, as we consider this statesman carefully preparing himself for office. To understand Trudeau’s political thought as it emerges on the federal scene in 1965, we will follow in his footsteps, starting with his arrival at Harvard University, which proved to be the first step in a long and gradual metamorphosis. We hope this book will help readers better understand how this son of Quebec became the father of Canada.

Get ready for the journey! Fasten your seat belts!


* Jean-François Lisée is a well-known nationalist and pro-independence journalist and author. He served as political adviser to two Parti Québécois premiers, Jacques Parizeau and Lucien Bouchard.

* All of these documents are to be found in Ottawa at Library and Archives Canada (LAC), MG26, the Rt. Hon. Pierre Elliott Trudeau Fonds, Series 02: Documents Before Political Career.




Chapter 2
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THE SHOCK OF HARVARD


I always have a hundred opportunities to feel like an imbecile compared to the damn students around here.

–PIERRE ELLIOTT TRUDEAU, 1945*



IN THE LAST DAYS OF OCTOBER 1944, Pierre Trudeau, now twenty-five years old, left Quebec to spend two years at Harvard University in Cambridge, Massachusetts. This was the first step of a journey that lasted several years and enabled him to enter an intellectual world whose existence he did not even suspect. In fact, he not only changed cities, countries, languages, institutions, and educational systems; we can say without much exaggeration that he also changed planets, given the enormous gap between the environment he had left and the one that now awaited him. In other words, to use Plato’s famous allegory, in reaching Harvard, Trudeau emerged from the cave in which he had grown up. He rushed out to discover the dazzling light of the sun, which he greeted with joy. But sometimes, when blinded by that same sunlight, he took refuge in the comfort of darkness. He also openly adopted attitudes and styles of thinking that were appropriate only back in the cave. He was thrown off balance and was now struggling within himself to reach a new equilibrium.

Let us note some of the adjustments that Trudeau had to make as he stepped off the train. First, he had to get used to life in the student residence. A year after his arrival, he still hadn’t. He expressed his frustration in a letter to his sweetheart, Thérèse Gouin. True, he said, a person should be flexible in life, but enough was enough. He was fed up with all the noise around him: his neighbours, blaring radios, people walking back and forth overhead, pianos below, elevators nearby, children in the street, garbage collection …1 Yet he needed to be free to concentrate, because he felt totally overwhelmed by the other students, whose erudition made him feel inadequate. He wrote in Memoirs: “Classmates and professors alike were at an astounding level of culture and erudition,”2 and as an example he mentioned that other students knew Roman law better than he did. However, he said, Roman law was not their specialty, whereas he had spent an entire year engrossed in it. He confided to his close friend, Roger Rolland: “I always have a hundred opportunities to feel like an imbecile compared to the damn students around here.”3 Catching up took a huge amount of effort. His classmates remember that he shut himself in his room in Perkins Hall, refusing to answer the door.4 Between the first and second sessions, he spent a few days skiing at Mount Washington, attended a few social gatherings, went swimming, wrote to many of his friends – his favourite activity5 – but he spent countless hours sitting at his desk. Summing up his life at Harvard, he admitted to Rolland: “The only thing I do here is study.”*

Another change: Trudeau was surrounded by veterans swarming all over the campus, who no doubt were happy to have saved civilization from Nazi barbarism. The soldiers had a privileged place in the student newspaper, the Service News.6 And for good reason. Of 85,756 alumni, 22,620 – or one in four – had gone to war. One in eighty-seven had died in battle.7 Great numbers of those returning from the war registered in various universities. Starting in 1944, the universities set up several committees to manage the flow.8 At Harvard, “1944–1945 was a year in which educators spoke more and more about ‘the veteran problem.’ ”9 In March 1946, nearly one freshman in two was a veteran, and administrators were concerned about a possible lack of space for non-veterans.10 In October 1946, only 7 per cent of students in the Faculty of Law were not veterans.11 Like many other Quebeckers, Trudeau had vigorously opposed the war and must have felt very much out of place.

His new professors bore little resemblance to the ones back home. At Harvard, most professors already were – or would become – leading experts on the world stage. They were often of European origin, some having fled the Nazi threat. The views they vigorously defended in one course were sometimes attacked, just as convincingly, in another. This dichotomy could undermine the self-assurance of students indoctrinated to believe in the monolithic nature of Truth and the Good.

How did Trudeau react to this new situation? The standard answer is that he felt liberated from the stifling climate that had oppressed him in Quebec, heaved a huge sigh of relief, and triumphantly posted a sign on his door announcing he was “Pierre Trudeau, Citizen of the World.” Most biographers see in this gesture the birth of a new man. By proclaiming that the world was now his country, Trudeau distanced himself from his French-Canadian origins. Thus, for example, in 2005, André Burelle, a former speech writer to Prime Minister Trudeau, saw this name tag as a sign of “community uprooting.” But, wrote Burelle, in wanting to “conceive of man without the community,” Trudeau discovered that “becoming a citizen of the world meant being a citizen of nowhere.”12 The image of the newly liberated Trudeau, proclaiming that he rejected his French-Canadian identity, has been repeated so often that it has become a cliché.

This interpretation was plausible as long as the Trudeau of our first volume remained unknown. But now that it has been established that the young man who arrived at Harvard was a nationalist, corporatist, and revolutionary who had wanted only two years previously to make Quebec an independent country, this transformation seems a little drastic, to say the least. Which is why we ask two questions: Did the sign on the door really exist? And if so, how should it be interpreted? We were intrigued by the fact that the best-known biographies take for granted that the sign on the door really existed, without providing the source of their information. We tried to track it down and believe we have found it. In a rarely quoted book, Trudeau Revealed by His Actions and Words, David Somerville writes: “In Trudeau’s second year, an associate from the Université de Montréal law faculty, Pierre Carignan, arrived at Harvard and looked him up. ‘I went to his room in a student dormitory there. On the door was written ‘Pierre Elliott Trudeau – Citizen of the World.’ ”13 So it is thanks to Carignan, quoted by Somerville, that we know about the sign on the door. How long did it remain posted on the door? Nobody knows. Carignan’s visit is nonetheless confirmed by Trudeau, who noted in his diary that the two met on Saturday, May 11, 1946, at 6 p.m.14

Hence the second question: Did Trudeau seek to renounce his French-Canadian origins? We shall let the facts speak for themselves. Throughout his stay, Trudeau continued to receive Le Quartier Latin, the Université de Montréal student newspaper, and he confided to Roger Rolland that he read it “with real pleasure.”15 He kept in touch with his old classmates. In another letter, he admitted: “I can say without hesitation that what has provided me with the most satisfaction during my stay at Harvard has been the letters of my friends. I know you so much better now, and I respect you so much more.”16 He also admitted often being homesick and longing to drop everything and return to Montreal. In almost all of his classes and in many lecture notes, he tried to apply his new knowledge to the French-Canadian situation. Whether in the form of lectures, articles, or notes, the many references to Quebec at Harvard continued in Paris, in London, and during his 1948–49 journey around the world. Throughout this book, we shall see that Trudeau considered himself first and foremost a French Canadian, and he was constantly concerned about the welfare of “his” people.

So why did Trudeau post the sign on his door? The answer does not lie in his papers, since he made no mention of it, but can be deduced from an analysis of the setting in which he found himself. October 24, 1945 marked the creation of the United Nations, at a time when Trudeau was studying at Harvard (its charter, however, was signed in June 1944). The world community was exhausted by war and now hoped that this new body would resolve conflicts through conciliation rather than by the force of arms. But from 1945 onwards, the deficiencies of the United Nations were already becoming obvious, and a movement of “world citizens” started up in many places. In 1948, nearly one million people declared themselves citizens of the world. The most famous case was that of the American pacifist and former Broadway actor Gary Davis. After serving in the United States Air Force during the Second World War, he publicly renounced his citizenship in Paris and proclaimed himself a “citizen of the world.”

From 1945 onwards, many people were convinced that only a worldwide federation made up of “world citizens” could put an end to war. Other people found the idea very naïve. The controversy reached the spires of Harvard. For example, in a lecture at the Student Federalist League, the 1939 Pulitzer Prize–winning literary critic Carl Clinton Van Doren promoted a “world government” that he considered more effective than the UN: “There will be no solution of the world problems until we abolish all national armies and navies,” he said.17 A letter to the editor in the Harvard students’ newspaper, the Crimson Daily, declared: “Wars and rumors of wars can be eliminated by nothing short of an international state with worldwide citizenship.* … Fans of world government do not claim it to be a panacea for all the world’s ills. They do claim … [that] government can prevent world war.”18

This issue appears in Trudeau’s lecture notes. For example, the section entitled “The Crisis of Western Civilization” in Dictatorship, Its History and Theory, by Alfred Cobban,19 inspired him to write: “Excellent section, drawing conclusions, etc.” And he noted the sentence “We must find a force stronger than nationalism (sense of super-nationalism) since that is the source of evil.” This feeling was reinforced when, during the session when Carignan visited him, he read The New Belief in the Common Man, by his professor Carl Joachim Friedrich, whom he greatly respected.20 He noted that the author was confident that “the common man will become a citizen of the world, in a system where nations will merely be pressure groups.”**

Others, such as his professor William Yandell Elliott, ridiculed this idea, which they characterized as naïve internationalism: “There are Cosmopolitans as well as Internationalists who demand a more inclusive ethical community than the nation-state. One may hear ‘Citizens of the world, unite!’*** preached with moral fervor, and a vehemence equalled only by the economic exhortation which has customarily been addressed to ‘Workers of the World.’ ”21 Of course, Elliott was referring ironically to the famous last sentence of Karl Marx’s Communist Manifesto: “Workers of the world, unite!” However, as we shall see shortly, Trudeau had a hard time with Professor Elliott. In the margins of an essay that Elliott had severely criticized, Trudeau wrote “Pooh to you, Elliott!”; “Poor, stupid Elliott!” etc. Was the sign on his door intended as a snub to his professor? Did he find the idea of being a “Citizen of the World” all the more attractive because Friedrich favoured it, and Elliott opposed it? Did he put the sign on his door after attending a debate on the subject? Perhaps … One fact remains: by proclaiming himself “Citizen of the World,” Trudeau was simply taking part in the debates that were current at the time.
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Trudeau registered each year for two of the three annual sessions at Harvard: the winter session from November to February, and the spring session from February to June. Each session included four classes, two in economics and two in political science. Like most French Canadians at the time, economics was not his forte. And he knew it. Indeed, as we noted in our first volume, he enrolled at Harvard on the advice of André Laurendeau, in order to catch up in this discipline. On the other hand, his passion for political science went back to his years at Collège Brébeuf. In 1942, his plan for revolution entailed a careful reading of an impressive amount of literature in this field. Moreover, it will be remembered that in his application for admission to Harvard, he expressed a burning desire to become a statesman. He must have felt far better equipped to tackle courses in political science than in economics.

But curiously enough, he got nothing but A’s in economics during his first two sessions, whereas he not only failed to get A’s in political science, but actually received the lowest grade of his lifetime: a B. How can this paradox be explained? In fact, on arriving at Harvard, Trudeau was fully aware of his shortcomings in economics. Since he was convinced of the importance of this discipline for the future of Quebec, he applied himself with intelligence and diligence, making up for his lack of knowledge and obtaining brilliant results. After leaving Harvard, he would often describe his profession as economist. (Oddly, once he became prime minister, he was often criticized for his lack of interest in economics, which was attributed to his imperfect understanding of this discipline.) But political science was another matter. Not only did he not start from scratch but he believed he had already mastered the fundamentals of this discipline. His ideological beliefs seemed to rest on solid foundations. He felt threatened by new ideas. Hence his internal struggle.

Most biographies note the great influence exerted on Trudeau by eminent professors such as Brüning, Leontief, and Schumpeter. But how have the authors determined who contributed significantly to his intellectual development? Until recently, decisive influences were deduced from the relative fame of his professors. The documents tell another story. Consider the often-cited case of Heinrich Brüning.22 This professor was chancellor of Germany from 1930 to 1932, before Franz von Papen and Adolf Hitler, and led a relentless struggle against Nazism. In May 1934, the utter rout of his political convictions had left him feeling harassed and exhausted, and risking his life, he crossed the border into the Netherlands, carrying a single suitcase. By 1937, he was teaching political science at Harvard. Since Trudeau mentioned Brüning in his memoirs, it is assumed that this most reliable eyewitness of Nazi barbarity taught our young student about this, based on first-hand experience. But was this really the case? In the fall of 1944, Trudeau attended Brüning’s course “Topics in International Organization,” in which the professor announced he would analyze a number of peace treaties. But Trudeau seems to have attended only the first class, taking just over a single page of notes.23 This course does not appear on his official transcript. How can it then be assumed that Brüning had a significant influence on Trudeau?

Let us take the case of Wassily Leontief. Biographers agree on the importance of this eminent professor in our student’s education. It is true that during his first year, 1944–45, Trudeau took two of Leontief’s courses entitled “Economic Theory,” in which he earned two A minuses. But some important facts should be remembered. When Trudeau took these courses, Leontief did not yet have the reputation he later enjoyed; he was not even a full professor, a status he acquired only in 1946. And it was not until 1948 – two years after Trudeau’s departure – that Leontief founded and directed the Harvard Economic Research Project, a laboratory devoted to quantitative methods where he undertook his most important research work. As for his famous work Input-Output Economics, he did not publish it until 1966, twenty years after Trudeau’s departure. This brilliant work earned him the Nobel Prize in Economics in 1973, by which time his former student was already prime minister of Canada! Was Trudeau impressed by this professor? We should let the facts speak for themselves. In 1993, when asked about his education at Harvard, he replied briefly: “I was learning about input-output from Leontief.”24 Whereas, in 1944–45, this theory could only be in its infancy. Trudeau’s lecture notes cover political economy in general and do not indicate any particular interest in this professor or his theory. In the absence of more detailed memories, could Trudeau simply have repeated a comment that was easy to make about this economist?

There remains the case of Joseph Schumpeter. According to most authors, this illustrious representative of the so-called Austrian school of economics and a pioneer of “monetarism” left his mark on Trudeau. For example, John English considers him “the professor who left the most indelible impression.”25 Was this really the case? Trudeau took Schumpeter’s course “Theory and Policy of Central Banking (European Experience)” and got an A. During the next session, he took “Topics in Economic Theory” with Gottfried Haberler, another great economist of the same Austrian school. This school was considered “right wing” and controversial because of its strict adherence to market principles, its criticism of various forms of state intervention, and the great importance it attached to monetary policy as an instrument of economic management. For all these reasons, it stood in opposition to Keynesian theory, which was considered mainstream economics at the time.

By the time Trudeau took Joseph Schumpeter’s course, this professor had already published Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy in 1942, a work that became a classic. In his famous paradoxical expression, he argued that the strength of capitalism lies in a continual process of “creative destruction,” which consists of replacing obsolete objects and modes of production with other, more technologically advanced objects and modes of production. It was on this process, he said, that the exceptional standard of living provided by the capitalist system depended, and the process flourished only in a social climate favouring free enterprise and the emergence of “entrepreneurs.” However, Schumpeter believed that President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal in the 1930s, with its slew of social security programs, stifled entrepreneurship and paved the way to socialism. Many colleagues at Harvard, by contrast, strongly supported these measures as well as the then very popular social theories of the British economist John Maynard Keynes, who advocated precisely this greater role for the state. Overall, Schumpeter was not appreciated by his colleagues, who considered him “idiosyncratic” and criticized his adherence to neoclassical theories, which were deemed outdated. Many colleagues disliked him on a personal level. Professor Carl Friedrich openly criticized him in class, accusing him, among other things, of using “loaded dice and name-calling.”26 Schumpeter did not have a reputation as a good teacher.27 And on top of it all, he seemed to sympathize with the now tragic plight of the Germans. Unfortunately for him, the Allies were still traumatized by their own suffering and were not moved by the pain of the Germans. Indeed, the only colleague to make any approving comment about him was Gottfried Haberler, who belonged to the same school of thought.

The few notes that Trudeau took during this course relate to the economic crisis of the 1930s. Schumpeter attributed the crisis to the decline of entrepreneurship and the way capitalists had lost confidence in the economic system that had served them so well.28 Nothing in his notes reveals any particular influence from this professor. Our suspicions are confirmed by his reaction to the two books he read as part of course work. He summarized a few ideas, all of them technical, from the first, Central Banks, by Sir Cecil Hermann Kisch and Winifred Adeline Elkin,29 without comment. As for the second, The Theory of Forward Exchange, by Paul Einzig,30 he wrote: “I skipped through a great part of it, but tried to grasp a few essentials here and there.” It is hard to imagine how these facts and such unenthusiastic notes can lead to the conclusion that this professor had a decisive influence on him. It is true that Schumpeter and Gottfried Haberler were the ones to initiate Trudeau to monetarism. (This proves, as John English has rightly noted, that Keynes did not reign supreme at Harvard.) But it seems an exaggeration to attribute to Schumpeter any decisive influence. In a 1993 interview, Trudeau said: “I was learning about capitalism, socialism, and democracy from Schumpeter.”31 Once again, Trudeau was not particularly impressed by this professor, and remembering nothing in particular about him, simply enunciated the title of Schumpeter’s famous book.
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Throughout his studies at Harvard, Trudeau had a total of five economics professors. If Leontief, Schumpeter, and Haberler do not appear to have made much of an impression on him, which professors did leave their mark? The other two, who are rarely mentioned: John Henry Williams and Alvin Harvey Hansen. We can start with Williams. At the time, this professor enjoyed an excellent reputation in American high finance. As an expert on banking systems and monetary policy, he served, among other things, as adviser to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York. During Trudeau’s first year at Harvard, he took two sequential courses entitled “Principles of Money and Banking,” in which he earned two A’s. The first course covered the subject from a theoretical angle, while the second examined the monetary policies of the time. Although the course readings were difficult, Trudeau devoured them with great interest. He took ten pages of notes on The Art of Central Banking, by an economist well known at the time, Ralph G. Hawthry. This book had been published in 1932 and was still a classic. He was delighted to read it: “Excellent book of destructive and constructive criticism. Penetrating, thorough, clear, somewhat repetitious but not boringly so, well written and well divided.… Realistic not utopian in its proposed reforms.”32 Professor Williams was open-minded and did not expose his students to a single school of thought. On the contrary. He wanted to make them aware of the diversity of theoretical approaches, as is illustrated by the exam question chosen by Trudeau: “From your readings, select for discussion one or two main trends in recent monetary thinking, citing leading authors and showing points of agreement and difference.”33 Trudeau answered the question by comparing the perspectives of John Maynard Keynes, Friedrich Hayek, and Knut Wicksell.

John Maynard Keynes is widely regarded as one of the greatest economists of the twentieth century, and his ideas remain among the most prominent in the realm of economic and social thought. His theories were long central to the economic policies of industrialized countries. They fell into disfavour and were considered outdated by followers of the monetarist school, but since the economic crisis of 2008, they have enjoyed renewed popularity. Today, many statesmen advocate major state intervention, along Keynesian lines, to counteract the harmful effects of the economic cycles of the capitalist system. Friedrich Hayek, the second economist chosen by Trudeau for his exam question, favoured minimal state intervention in a handful of areas. He was likely the best-known member of the “Austrian school” and had a great reputation. Some consider him one of the twentieth century’s most important economists and experts on political philosophy.34 In 1974, his monetarist theory earned him the Nobel Prize in Economics. It should be noted that when Trudeau got a grounding in economics, Hayek was not yet as well known as Keynes. The third economist was Knut Wicksell, from Sweden. Although less well known today than the first two, he was important in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He is acknowledged to have had a marked influence on Schumpeter, Hayek, Keynes, and many others. He called for active state intervention – a principle also defended by Keynes – while focusing on monetary policy – a principle defended by Hayek. What better example can be given than this exam question to illustrate the variety of economic perspectives to which Trudeau was exposed?

The young Trudeau had the opportunity of taking a second course with Williams, which he found even more fascinating than the first, since it focused entirely on the Bretton Woods Agreements.* It should be remembered that at the time, Germany had not yet surrendered. But its defeat was only a matter of time, and forty-four Allied nations met at Bretton Woods to draft the basis of the international post-war financial system, establish the foundation for global monetary policy, and promote the economic reconstruction of countries ravaged by war. Trudeau was thus at the heart of one of the most significant events of the twentieth century, and he studied it while it was taking place. In March 1945, when he wrote twelve pages of cramped notes, Congress was debating the ratification of these agreements. During class, Professor Williams described the meetings he attended in his capacity as adviser. He explained that the proposal submitted to Congress was a compromise between two plans: “The White Plan,” named after Harry Dexter White, head of the U.S. delegation, and “the Keynes Plan,” named after John Maynard Keynes, head of the British delegation. Williams mentioned a third proposal, submitted by Canada. But, he said, it was “hardly a plan, rather notes on the other two, especially on the White plan. But some good points.” True to his principles, Keynes proposed to promote economic growth and “extend at the international level the banking principles that were applied at the national level.”35 He asked for “investment assistance, both on the medium and long term, for countries whose development required external support.”36 For his part, White wanted to abolish protectionism and insisted on liberalizing trade. Among other things, they disagreed about the currency to serve as the international benchmark. Following negotiations, the United States guaranteed that the price of gold would be fixed at $35, which amounted to maintaining the gold standard. Consequently, the dollar became the new international currency. This system regulated world trade until 1971, when the U.S. government, under President Richard Nixon, decided to end the convertibility of dollars into gold, striking the final blow to the gold standard system.

Moreover, it was at Bretton Woods that the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank came into being, and that the United States emerged as the leading world power, both economically and politically. It can be argued that the era of globalization dated from this meeting. It was the dawn of a new era. And ongoing debates that were so important for the future of humanity were the bread and butter of the courses offered to Trudeau and other students by a highly competent teacher. Besides, it was thanks to Williams that the young Trudeau discovered the nature of the struggle between countries before and after the war. He saw the direct relationship between economics and politics. With regard to theory, this renowned expert introduced him to the three major currents of monetary policy; with regard to practice, the professor enabled him to witness the application of theoretical principles in international politics. How many professors can offer as much to their students? How many students are fortunate enough to live through this kind of experience?

When recalling this period in 1993, Trudeau said: “There was a wonderful teacher called Williams.”37 The same year, when asked whether he had been aware of what was happening nearby in Bretton Woods, he replied: “Yes. Particularly from my professor in money and banking, Williams, who was an adviser at Bretton Woods, and who was acquainting us very much with the discussions going on there, which were to lay the groundwork for at least the 30 years to come, let’s say from 1944 till Nixon, when they went off the gold standard.… As you know, these great institutions like the IMF [International Monetary Fund], the World Bank, and so on, they served immensely … in rebuilding Europe.”38 This is eloquent testimony, especially compared with the extremely rare remarks he made about Leontief and Schumpeter.
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The other teacher Trudeau particularly appreciated, Alvin Harvey Hansen, was an ardent apostle of Keynesian theory. In Full Recovery or Stagnation?, published in 1938, he explored the ways to reduce the harmful effects of economic crises, while criticizing Hayek and the monetarist school. His course “Economic Analysis and Public Policy” was devoted mainly to the post-war period: Could economic expansion generated by the war industry last? How were veterans to be reintegrated into the economy? What should be done if a new crisis erupted? The ten pages of notes Trudeau took in class, and the twenty others he drafted on related readings, reflect both his assessment of the course and his great interest in the Keynesian theories it presented. In 1993, Trudeau still remembered this professor’s ability: “I was learning about business cycles from Hansen, one of the great Keynes experts. Hansen was one of the experts of the business cycle.”39

It was during this course that Trudeau devoted special attention to Keynes’s masterwork, The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money, making extensive annotations in the margins of his personal copy.40 According to Keynes, it was quite possible in a capitalist system to significantly reduce unemployment and better distribute wealth without resorting to socialist methods. Full employment called for policies that required “a broad extension of the traditional functions of government.”41 By contrast, it should be recalled that so-called classical theory – as defended by Hayek, Schumpeter, and Haberler – rejected any state intervention in the economy. But Keynes did not advocate unbridled intervention: “Apart from the necessity of central controls to bring about an adjustment between the propensity to consume and the inducement to invest there is no more reason to socialize the economic life than there was before.”42 Keynes added this clarification: “It is not the ownership of the instruments of production which is important for the State to assume.”43 Trudeau wrote in the margin, perhaps with some relief: “Not communist!” Keynes also argued that in spreading wealth more equitably, both nationally and internationally, “the new system might be more favourable to peace than the old has been.”44

Clearly, the ideas developed by Keynes appealed strongly to the young Trudeau, who was passionately concerned about social justice and world peace. It should be noted that Keynes set his system within a capitalist, democratic, and liberal society. Although Trudeau was still neither a liberal nor a democrat, much less a proponent of capitalism, he found in Keynes a thinker whose ideals he shared and who proposed measures to improve the social order that were far superior to the corporatist wishful thinking he had been taught by professors in Quebec. In Paris, on March 18, 1947, he gave a presentation on unemployment as part of his studies at the Institut d’Études Politiques de Paris (commonly known as “Sciences Po”). He relied mainly on the theories of Keynes and noted in his diary, perhaps with a touch of pride, the word “Success.”45 On arriving at Harvard, Trudeau had noted with astonishment how little he knew about economics, but he left Harvard with an excellent grounding in this field. In 2005, the famous economist John Kenneth Galbraith wrote about him: “Of all the politicians I have encountered over a lifetime (and there have been many), there have been few – if any – economically more perceptive and given to affirmative policy than Pierre Trudeau.”46
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So much for the courses in economics. As we said earlier, when it came to political science, he faced challenges of a whole other order. Trudeau was confident that he knew a lot, and he was sure that his positions were based on sound principles. But his courses and readings flew in the face of what he held to be true. The views he believed he was defending rigorously, and which had earned him great admiration in Quebec, were no longer tenable. He felt destabilized and profoundly shaken but decided to seek the truth by systematically examining the philosophical, political, and moral principles that he had thought were self-evident.

The four first-year courses he took were taught by greatly accomplished professors: Charles Howard McIlwain, Merle Fainsod, Herman Finer, and William Yandell Elliott. We can start with Charles Howard McIlwain, who held a prestigious chair at Harvard and was also a great defender of liberal democracy. In 1940, even before the United States had entered the war, he had strongly denounced the Nazi and fascist threat in Constitutionalism Ancient and Modern: “Never in recorded history … has the individual been in greater danger from government than now.”47 In his course on the history of political ideas in the sixteenth century, he examined, among other things, the theory of divine right monarchy. Trudeau discovered, perhaps with some surprise, the bitter struggle waged by the papacy against monarchy, not so much in order to save souls as to control power. He wrote: “The Theory of Divine Right of Kings in England is of anti-papal origin.… Jesuits are regarded as par excellence the teachers of the doctrine of resistance [to the divine right of kings doctrine] because of their ardent support of papal claims.… The Divine Right of Kings was necessary to the political side of the Reformation … and it simply died when … politics were freed from theology.”48 Like his mentors, Trudeau had wanted to establish a theocratic regime in Quebec, but he now learned that the close relationship between Church and State affected the well-being of society. In eighteen pages of notes, he observed that the subordination of political power to ecclesiastical power was not conducive to tolerance. This idea led him to ask himself troubling questions. For example, asked McIlwain: What authority prevails, the authority of the believer or of the citizen? To this question, the professor explained, Catholics and Protestants gave different answers, reflecting the divisions within Christianity. Young Trudeau must have been puzzled by this issue. Was it possible that the duties of a good citizen could come into conflict with those of a good Catholic? McIlwain made a strong impression, as Trudeau noted in 1993: “And we had a great teacher, McIlwain, who was a professor of political history and I began to understand the roots of liberalism in a political sense.”49
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Merle Fainsod and Herman Finer jointly offered courses called “Dictatorship and Bureaucracy” and “Comparative Government,” which compared democratic and totalitarian political systems. Originally from Romania, Finer had long devoted his research to the study of government and public administration in European countries. He was a great defender of “Constitutionalism.”* His greatest and most monumental work was the 1,556-page, two-volume The Theory and Practice of Modern Government. This work was first published in 1932 and went through many editions until the late 1960s. Two ideas highlighted by Trudeau denote a change of perspective on his part. The first, written in French, reveals a budding democrat: “Why shout out against democracy in Quebec? It is the only system that allows us to have a different opinion from the government. We should use this freedom to choose better governments.” The second idea shows he was awakening to the benefits of liberal democracy: “Constitutionalism is a luxury; right; but now that we own it don’t spoil it.”50 These ideas pursued their course in Trudeau’s mind. In 1962, he told Peter Gzowski that his political philosophy was largely derived from “Constitutionalism.”51

Professor Fainsod, a notable expert on the Soviet Union, was adviser to President Roosevelt, first in 1936, then from 1941 to 1943. His major work, How Russia Is Ruled, became an indispensable reference in the field and underwent numerous editions after its initial publication in 1953.52 In his lectures, Fainsod examined the rise of the nation-state, nationalism, and new forms of dictatorship. He focused on socialism, but particularly on the Bolshevik revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat: these latter two subjects filled up half of Trudeau’s twenty-nine pages of notes. Fainsod not only familiarized his students with totalitarian regimes, he made them think about the political dimension of nationalism and got them to read, among others, Alfred Cobban’s 1939 work Dictatorship, Its History and Theory. Trudeau noted this was an “essay in political science showing how the evolution of political ideas especially since the XVIIth Century led logically up to the modern political world where dictatorship flourishes. It is a keen and logical analysis, with a meritorious effort to show the continuity that leads from one political trend to another.”53 In this book, Cobban opposed the Marxist view, according to which the French Revolution was characterized by the conquest of political power by the bourgeoisie. For him, the French Revolution marked instead the advent of a new ideology, nationalism, and of its use for political purposes. This nationalism, developed first of all by French revolutionaries, had become, over time, the ideological tool of choice for totalitarian regimes. Trudeau noted for the first time the possibility of a link between nationalism and totalitarianism: “The modern state has progressed from divine right of kings to the idea of popular sovereignty, from that to nationalism and from nationalism to totalitarianism.”54 He certainly found these ideas very interesting, but he remained convinced of the superiority of the French tradition: “There are a number of tedious repetitions and re-repetitions. But this seems to be the English way.…”

Fainsod shared Cobban’s view and said Robespierre’s rallying cry “Despotism of liberty against tyranny”55 paved the way for the Jacobin dictatorship. Safeguarding the nation was the revolution’s primary objective, and it justified all sacrifices. Nationalism took the place of Catholicism. And the Jacobins were new priests upholding a new Truth, who felt the duty to “spread its new doctrine with the sword.” From this sprang an aggressive nationalism based on a messianic ideal. The new dictators would not fail to appreciate the power of this new ideological tool. They would use it to manipulate public opinion. The French Revolution had failed, said Fainsod, but had nonetheless exerted a profound influence. Whereas dictatorships before the Revolution had imposed the will of a single man, modern dictatorships since then claimed to act on behalf of a collective whole, whether the nation or an exploited class. Modern dictatorships alleged that their plan reflected the popular will and tried to subordinate all human activity to the control of a single political party. Never in history, maintained the professor, not even in absolute monarchies, had such an objective been sought. Hence the designation of “totalitarian” regimes. Fainsod illustrated this phenomenon by explaining the evolution of the Soviet Union. Trudeau listened carefully, took careful note of the leading ideas, and saw nationalism with new eyes.

Last but not least: “Contemporary Political Theory” was offered by William Yandell Elliott, who taught political science at Harvard for over forty years and served as adviser to several presidents of the United States until the 1970s. Like the other professors already mentioned, Elliott (1896–1979) devoted his main writings to “Constitutionalism.” This is the last course we are mentioning, since it was in this course that Trudeau wrote his “Major Term Paper,” getting a B, and also revealed his true state of mind.

This course was mainly based on Elliott’s 1928 major work, The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics: Syndicalism, Fascism, and the Constitutional State. In this book, Elliott stood in radical opposition to the philosophers of the “pragmatic revolt in politics,” whom he said treated society like a machine whose operations could be studied scientifically. He accused them, among other things, of rejecting any universal moral standard. Elliott particularly criticized John Dewey, a professor at Columbia University: “Mr. Dewey … has no norms, and [he] claims that none are needed except those which arise as facts out of experience.”56 He maintained that not everything is derived from experience: universal norms do exist. He also defended the nation-state: “The existence of the state is the necessary condition of moral freedom for the individual, because without it he is delivered over to the rule of force.”57

One would have thought that Trudeau would sympathize with Elliott’s views. To start with, both accepted the principle of universal moral norms. Moreover, they both valued the nation-state. It will be remembered that in 1942, Trudeau was convinced that only an independent Quebec could guarantee the development of “human excellence of the community” and could be the “guardian of freedoms.”58 And yet, he had run-ins with his professor. How can this be explained? It is not impossible that a personality conflict was involved. However, there is no doubt that deep divisions separated professor and student. For example, both agreed on the importance of the nation-state, whereas for Elliott, only the “Constitutional State” – that is to say, a liberal and democratic society – ensured individual well-being. For Trudeau, on the other hand, only an authoritarian corporatist regime, led by a benevolent leader and nurtured by the moral values of the Church, could achieve this goal. A head-on collision was about to take place in the “Major Term Paper” called “A Theory of Political Violence.”

Trudeau’s fifty-nine-page typescript, the thirty pages of notes he took while researching the term paper, the corrections and comments of the professor, and Trudeau’s own reactions to these comments provide unique insights into his state of mind during his first year at Harvard.59 Moreover, additional insights are contained in the comments written in French by Louis Hartz, a doctoral student, the son of Russian immigrants who was the same age as Trudeau and had been Teaching Fellow at Harvard since his return in 1942 from a one-year trip around the world. (Could this trip have inspired Trudeau to make his own journey in 1948–49?) Hartz went on to have a brilliant career as a political scientist. Among his writings, The Liberal Tradition in America, published in 1955, brought him several major awards and remains a classic to this day.60 Trudeau was likely devastated by the grade he got and asked Hartz to read the term paper that had already been annotated by Elliott and provide his own comments.

Evidently Trudeau had thrown himself heart and soul into this term paper, which was written in English, a language he spoke fluently but did not write well and in which he had never studied before. He had carefully read a good thirty books and articles, drawing heavily on his previous readings and taking detailed notes. He defined the criteria he had used to develop his bibliography in an awkward style, which suggested frequent recourse to a dictionary: “To a paper of this sort, tending to co-ordinate in a new and personal scheme data and ideas of unlimited scope, can only be appended a bibliography which is absurdly long or absurdly short. I tried to solve the dilemma by marking with an asterisk those works which might have had a direct influence in the engendering of some of my ideas.” The works he had marked with an asterisk deserve closer attention. John Dewey, Elliott’s arch-enemy, got an asterisk for his article “Force and Coercion.”61 In addition, Trudeau deigned to include only one of his professor’s many works in the bibliography – The Pragmatic Revolt in Politics – just one work by the very professor who was grading his term paper. This choice was inevitable, since the course was based on this book. But Trudeau did not stoop to grant it an asterisk. Was this a provocation, a challenge, or a kind of intellectual frankness one does not often find in students?

Interestingly, Trudeau’s bibliography included most of the books he had read in 1942 with his friend Jean-Baptiste Boulanger, as part of their revolutionary activity.62 Also revisited were Jacques Maritain, André Tardieu, Robert Brasillach, Jean and Jérôme Tharaud, George Sorel, Robert Hunter, Curzio Malaparte, Robert Aron and Arnaud Dandieu, Leo Trotsky, Charles Maurras, Plato, Aristotle, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau, among others. These readings reminded him, perhaps with some nostalgia, of their revolutionary manifesto and he repeated almost word for word the manifesto’s language: “National Revolution: permanent struggle that strives for the excellence of the community. The ‘good’ is situated in time: one must strive for it without ceasing. A struggle limited by the end it seeks, of human excellence.”

Since Trudeau’s term paper purported to use John Dewey’s “scientific method,” it is perhaps useful to summarize some important aspects of the pragmatist philosophy. John Dewey (1859–1952) drew inspiration from Darwin’s theory of the evolution of species and maintained that thought is nothing other than the product of the evolution of a human function whose purpose is individual survival and community welfare. Philosophically, this “instrumental” interpretation of reason formed the crux of the disagreement between Elliott and Dewey. According to Dewey, philosophy should give up the search for absolute Reality and Truth – two fundamentals of the Western philosophical tradition – in order to study the concrete problems of social life: “Philosophy recovers itself when it ceases to be a device dealing with the problems of philosophers and becomes a method, cultivated by philosophers, for dealing with the problems of men.”63 In fact, Dewey argued, there is no “true” reality beyond that which is. The same holds for the concept of truth: “Truth denotes verified beliefs … which were the outcome of the best technique of inquiry available in some particular field.”64 For this reason, truth evolves with the progress of our knowledge. This viewpoint must have surprised Trudeau, whose whole education emphasized the permanence of the True and the Good.

Trudeau was fascinated by Dewey’s thesis that it is possible to undertake a “scientific” analysis of political concepts. He applied Dewey’s method to compare political concepts that seemed closely related: violence, power, force, coercion, obligation, etc. “In physics,” he wrote, “the mass is an inert body. It has no movement of its own; but when subjected to some force or power, it will follow the direction represented by the impelling vector.” Perfect reasoning for the inanimate world. But Trudeau applied it to politics: “Likewise in Politics, the mass of the people is an inert body with no will of its own. It obeys whatever force or power may be applied to it.” This logic, defended by Maurras and Trudeau’s other mentors, such as Abbé Groulx, was opposed to a fundamental principle of liberal thought, namely that the people are made up of autonomous individuals, who express their will within a political system governed by democratic laws. Trudeau was using Dewey’s pragmatist method to justify the view he had defended in 1942. The language was new, but the ideas were old. In fact, for Dewey, “democracy is not an alternative to other principles of associated life. It is the idea of community life itself.”65 Trudeau did not understand that Dewey’s reasoning was valid only in a democratic and liberal setting, but praised the whole article, which he found “short but very enlightening.”

Trudeau went on to draw a distinction between force and violence. To the question “When does force turn into violence?,” Dewey replies unequivocally: “Energy becomes violence when it defeats or frustrates purpose instead of executing or realizing it.”66 Violence is simply the misuse of force. Trudeau was won over by what he saw as a scientifically rigorous distinction between these two concepts: “This definition, terrible though it may be in its political implications, I accept implicitly because of its physical soundness.” Which led him to the following conclusion: “Thus terrorism, though it constitutes violence in regard to the life of the person being assassinated, does not constitute political violence if it is absolutely needed to attain the accepted political end of a given nation.” In other words, he believed that for the sake of the community one could condone the assassination of one or more individuals.

Pursuing his enquiry on the misuse of force, Trudeau compared terrorism and insurgency, providing a honeyed definition of terrorism: “Activity consisting in destroying the most harmful person in the government … in punishing the perpetrators of the notable cases of violence and arbitrariness on the part of government and the administration.”67 This led him to conclude that, “if assassinating the headman had the same effect as insurging against the whole ruling clique, then the use of insurrection would constitute violence.” In other words, when terrorism is more effective than insurrection, then it is insurrection, not terrorism, that constitutes an act of violence.

Trudeau openly demonstrated his admiration for Maurras, whose work, Si le coup de force est possible, got an asterisk in the bibliography. He wrote: “Nationalism will fight and win many more battles. At the beginning of the xxth Century, Charles Maurras gave it a new impulse, from which a great number of nationalist governments sprang.” In the margin, Elliott noted, with obvious irony: “Alone and unaided? What a man!” Stung to the quick, Trudeau retorted, “A better one than you, WY.” If words could kill.… Trudeau had not yet shaken off his old values, and shortly later in the term paper he denounced the corruption inherent in democratic regimes: “Our godly democracies … have their own private tools for corrupting politics: Graft, the bribery of voters, the corrupting of officials.” Farther on, he wrote: “If I were a democrat …” Clearly, he had not become one yet. In the margin, he added this thought: “Probably the reason I got a B.” He felt that Elliott, as a supporter of the “Constitutional State,” simply did not accept his criticism of democracy.

Trudeau agreed with Dewey that the exercise of political power ultimately requires the use of force. This raises an important question: When is the use of force morally acceptable? To Trudeau, citing Dewey, the answer was simple: “An immoral use of force is a stupid use.” He provided an example: “There is as much violence in using a sledge-hammer to sink a three-inch nail, as in using a violin to do the job.” Therefore, he said, in a good political system, “sovereigns are given exactly enough authority to govern well, but no more.” For their part, the governed agreed to obey, provided they were well governed. Quoting Charles Maurras in French, he showed that he wasn’t yet opposed to an autocratic regime: “Since we are bound to be governed, then it is only just that we be governed properly: What should it matter if we obey one individual, a hundred or a thousand?”

What power must a good government have? Trudeau wrote that in an ideal state the government “could only apply what little coercion is absolutely needed for the total good.” But how could one know whether coercion was excessive? To Trudeau, only two questions needed to be asked: Was the chosen action effective? Was it essential for achieving the objectives being sought? He developed his point of view by offering a few examples. Only one need be mentioned here: “Let us suppose for instance, that the sovereign makes a law that every thief shall be skinned alive. Then that law would be a violent one, for it clearly exceeds the measure of coercion required.” This case is uncontroversial: it is easy to agree on the excessive severity of the punishment. But if Trudeau refused to flay the thief alive, would he accept that the thief’s hand be cut off, a punishment meted out in some societies? What norm should be applied to determine whether a punishment is proportionate to the crime? This question was left hanging.

On several occasions, Louis Hartz detected ambiguity in Trudeau’s thinking about the relationship between the individual and society and asked for clarifications in the margin: “But say whether government can subject the individual to the community: yes or no?” Elsewhere he found that the reasoning stood up only “if one accepts the concept of ‘common good’ superior to the individual good.” Hartz was right: in this essay Trudeau actually gave primacy to the collectivity. Yet in 1991, Stephen Clarkson and Christina McCall wrote: “According to Louis Hartz, … Pierre was captivated by the basic premises of liberal political theory. The discovery that an impressive tradition of Western thought supported his instinctive and passionate individualism was tremendously exciting to this intellectual refugee from collectivist Quebec.”68 At the time, Clarkson and McCall had no reason to doubt the words of Hartz, who had died by then. This view corresponds to the image we all have of Trudeau. However, it goes against everything we have seen during his first year at Harvard.

Trudeau stated three criteria for the implementation of his theory of political violence. First, “The method shall be chosen that is best apportioned to the desired end.” Is lying, cheating, or acting unlawfully justified if these means are suitable for the achievement of objectives? Absolutely, Trudeau replied: “In my opinion, the best trick of all is to succeed in licking the opponent at his own game: for cheating is not wicked when the game is to cheat. A little more thought should be given to the taking of power by insidious infiltration or by indirect means.” It is no wonder that Louis Hartz exclaimed, probably in disbelief: “This boy is quite the Machiavellian.…” What mattered to Trudeau was effectiveness. This made him now doubt whether revolution was the best solution for Quebec. French Canadians, he said, would work miracles if they relied more on their economic and technical capacity: “Surely, revolution is a handy tool to show through one’s pocket, but a tool like the cooperative movement can be used even out in the open.” In other words, Trudeau said no to revolution, but not to the threat of revolution (as a practical weapon that would be kept in one’s pocket) since this remained a good means for advancing the cause of French Canadians. This brings to mind the “knife to the throat” strategy advocated by the political scientist Léon Dion.* Or to similar threats made by the separatist Parti Québécois.

So much for the first criterion: effectiveness. Now the second one: “That method shall be applied implacably” and, thirdly, “That method shall be subject to perfect control.” Clearly, no moral imperative entered the equation. Trudeau explained: “If a fight is unavoidable, strike hard and first. If a race has been singled out as the only plausible one in the circumstances, it is sheer stupidity to begin belly-aching over its illegality. The superstitious fear of illegality has made more than one great man tremble and spoiled his aim.” Accordingly, once the decision was taken, a good leader should not be burdened by ethics or legality. He should strike hard when necessary.

This led Trudeau to raise an ethical issue: “Is that to say that I believe truth to be relative? And that the strongest and most cunning force is always the most moral one? It would well seem so if I ended my paper here. I therefore urge you to recall to mind that the object of my paper was to treat of Politics, not of Ethics. I don’t, by a long shot, maintain that they are independent fields; as a matter of fact I strongly believe that Politics should be subordinated to ethics, but that is not what I tried to speak on.” He thus asserted unequivocally that he believed political action should comply with ethical choices. But he also knew that political compromises were inevitable, and the future unfathomable. So, he asked, what principles should guide the political actor who did not know in advance whether his decisions would have the desired effect, “since life will not wait for final solutions?”

His answer: “I can only suggest, in bringing this paper to an end, that [the statesman] must hierarchize values according to certain fundamentals inherent in human nature; and when confronted with a concrete political gesture, he can judge it accordingly to its place in the hierarchy.” Once these values were stated, the political actor should then prioritize his goals. He would draw up a list of the means at his disposal. Finally, having chosen the most effective means, he would apply them ruthlessly. After that, he could act with a completely clear conscience since he was “as sure as [was] humanly possible … that his acts [would] be absolutely non-violent.”

But Professor Elliott was still not satisfied. He wanted Trudeau to identify the core values he was referring to. He asked in the margin: “And what are they? Will any do?” Elliott did not seem to have noticed the argument that Trudeau advanced: “It is certain that there won’t be a unanimous opinion as to what fundamentals are inherent in human nature; and consequently, gains will be weighed differently by different individuals.” Although Trudeau was convinced of the existence of fundamental values, he had awakened to the fact that they were defined differently by different people and that a single moral code could therefore not apply. Where the political actor was concerned, Trudeau concluded that ultimately he was left to himself and should act according to his conscience: “Let every man break his bonds and free the gospel he has to teach. Truth fears no test.” And, quoting the Bible he knew so well, he concluded his term paper with the words “And by their fruit ye shall know them.”

Circumstances required Trudeau to play the role of the hypothetical political actor of his essay, but in real life. During the October Crisis of 1970, James Cross and Pierre Laporte were kidnapped by members of the Front de Libération du Québec (FLQ), a crowd of three thousand people demonstrated in the streets of Montreal chanting slogans supporting this illegal organization, prominent Quebec personalities such as René Lévesque and Claude Ryan called on the government to give in to terrorist demands, and fear spread through the population. Prime Minister Trudeau gave a brief interview to the CBC correspondent Tim Ralfe. When asked how far he would go in the use of force, he famously replied, “Just watch me.” And this reply has repeatedly been cited as proof of his arrogance and contempt for democracy. We share the view of Nino Ricci, in his book Extraordinary Canadians: Pierre Elliott Trudeau, that “Just watch me” “reads completely differently when seen in its entirety than it does in the provocative clip that it got reduced to by most of the media.”69

Actually, Tim Ralfe’s question corresponded precisely to the question Trudeau raised in his theory of political violence, namely, what criteria should a person holding political power (namely, himself) use, to act appropriately “since life won’t wait for final answers.” Following the logic developed in his essay at Harvard, he first identified his core values: respect for the rule of law, and protection of citizens. He told Ralfe, “There’s a lot of bleeding hearts around who just do not like to see people with helmets and guns. All I can say is go on and bleed. It’s more important to keep law and order in this society than to be worried about weak-kneed people who don’t like the looks of …”* (Trudeau did not finish his sentence). Second, he had to take stock of the means leading to his goal. When he spoke to Ralfe, this is what he was working on in Cabinet. Then, third, he would choose the most effective means to succeed and apply them ruthlessly. But these means depended on the circumstances, namely subsequent actions taken by the FLQ, the reaction of the population, the demands of the premier of Quebec and the mayor of Montreal, and other factors. How far would he go? He did not know. One has only to listen to the phrase “Just watch me” to realize that the tone of this reply implied neither a challenge nor a threat. When Trudeau gave this impromptu interview, he really did not know how far he would have to go. As a result, “Just watch me” amounted to “Watch me closely, and you will see.” All he could say was that he would use whatever means he deemed the most effective depending on the context, and he would apply these means ruthlessly. And like his hypothetical political actor, he would have a clear conscience, since he would be as sure as he could that he was acting appropriately. One can, of course, criticize the means he chose to resolve this crisis, but not the rigour of his logic.

All the effort Trudeau devoted to this essay resulted in a B that he attributed to an ideological conflict. Was that really the case? Could a personality conflict have been involved? Could Elliott have been annoyed by the fact that Trudeau, unlike other students, had not made the slightest concession in his paper to please his professor, as shown, for example, by the way he assigned asterisks in the bibliography? Or was the problem instead, as Elliott noted, that the essay “misses the systematic analysis and application of concept”? We prefer to let readers draw their own conclusions. Whether the grade was deserved or not, this essay signals a marked shift in Trudeau’s thought. Although he was still committed to many of his old beliefs, he had begun to assimilate one of the fundamental principles of liberal thought: the search for means of action that took into account the plurality of conceptions of good and truth.

[image: ]

At the end of his first year, Trudeau’s political views had not yet undergone much profound change, but significant progress can be noted. Although he still defended corporatism and authoritarianism, he began to see the benefits of “Constitutionalism” – to understand the value of the separation of Church and State, to awaken to the dangers of nationalism, and to apply pragmatism in politics. But above all, he began to open up to the political consequences of the plurality of moral systems. He was overcome by doubt. Were French Canadians on the wrong track altogether?

On April 13, 1945, he wrote to Roger Rolland: “The problem is that we French Canadians have no doctrine, that is to say, no common treasure of culture on which to draw, by which to reassure ourselves and in which to reimmerse ourselves. This is the essential point, and it is particularly to this that we must devote our human energies. This grounding is what we lack most: there is no soil in which our tree can take root, and we are at the mercy of all the winds that blow.” He realized that French Canadians were easily indoctrinated because they could draw on no tradition of rigorous thought, the way the English-speaking peoples could and whose qualities he was beginning to appreciate. Trudeau provided a brief sketch of his critique of Quebec culture in this letter, taking it up and eventually developing it further in many of his writings. This critique reached a sort of climax in 1956, in his monumental introduction to the collective work on the asbestos strike of 1949.70 The hundred pages he wrote, under the title “The Province of Quebec at the Time of the Strike,” was like shock treatment and led to a passionate outburst of reactions. We shall discuss it in due course.
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Doubt also overcame him where the war was concerned. Had he been wrong to oppose it? With the massive presence on campus of veterans, the study of totalitarian regimes as part of his course work, he couldn’t avoid the question. Moreover, in this extremely well-informed environment, like everyone else around him, he must have been following the major events then shaking the world. Let us mention a few. From February 4 to 11, 1945, Churchill, Roosevelt, and Stalin met at Yalta to develop a common strategy for the post-war period. On February 6, in France, Robert Brasillach, an author admired by Trudeau and much of the French-Canadian intelligentsia, was executed for collaboration. On February 13, the Royal Air Force bombed the city of Dresden, reducing it to a heap of rubble. On February 23, Americans raised the flag on Iwo Jima, Japan. On April 16, Allied forces liberated their first concentration camp at Buchenwald. On April 28, Mussolini, the leader of Fascist Italy, was executed along with his mistress, Clara Petacci. In a further humiliating gesture, their corpses were then strung up by their feet in a public square in Milan. And so ended the life of Il Duce – the man who had for so long nourished the fantasies of Quebec’s clerical-nationalist elite! (Trudeau’s reaction is not known. We do know, however, that he clipped and set aside a few newspaper articles on the subject.) On May 2, the Red Army entered Berlin. On May 4, Canadian troops liberated the Netherlands.71 On May 7, Germany surrendered unconditionally. The top leaders of a totalitarian regime that had once been considered invincible now committed suicide: between April 30 and May 23, Adolf Hitler, der Führer, and Heinrich Himmler, head of the SS and Gestapo, killed themselves. After murdering their six children, the propaganda minister, Joseph Goebbels, and his wife took their own lives. On August 6 and 9, 1945, by order of President Truman, atomic bombs sowed horror and devastation on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

One could easily extend the list of successive disasters that had profoundly shaken the planet since Trudeau arrived at Harvard. He was well informed and was now convinced that the Allied struggle was legitimate. Troubled by the position he had defended with such zeal in Quebec, he wrote to Roger Rolland on April 13, 1945: “One aspect of my thinking revolved around the question of whether I did the right thing in abstaining from this war. My reason approves a thousand times, but my heart does not give me peace. And I wonder whether we are always right to follow reason. And yet … And yet …”72 Yet Trudeau remained convinced that his opposition to conscription had been dictated by reason. This did not efface his guilt over not having fought alongside the Allies against barbarism.

This confusion was also evident in a letter addressed to Thérèse Gouin. He wondered whether he had been right to follow his conscience about the war. Besides, he added, was the true conscience rational, or was it intuitive instead?73 He judged his own past activities harshly and wondered if the great regret of his life would be that he had never turned his eyes away from works of dubious quality, while the greatest cataclysm of all time raged just ten hours away from his desk. Since Thérèse did not even understand what he meant by “the greatest cataclysm of all time,” she asked for an explanation. With hindsight, such ignorance seems bewildering. But we should remember that his girlfriend was back in Quebec. In the Quebec setting, which was Trudeau’s own context till his departure for Harvard, the disasters of war were shrouded in heavy silence. On May 25, 1945, Trudeau replied dryly: “P.S. The cataclysm? It was the war, the war, the war!”74 The way he repeated the word “war” and wrote it in block capitals gave the impression that he wanted to scream. The naïveté of Thérèse reminded him of his own blindness. No wonder he was irritated.

Would Trudeau find an answer to his questions? Not during his first year at Harvard. So, let us follow him during his second year. We shall focus particularly on the readings that marked him the most strongly and on the two courses he took with a recognized expert on totalitarianism and constitutionalism, Professor Carl Friedrich. This German-born author of an impressive number of scholarly works had been enjoying a brilliant career at Harvard since the 1930s. Friedrich was an excellent and politically committed teacher who actively helped Jewish professors, journalists, and other intellectuals flee Nazi Germany and other fascist countries. We shall begin with his courses.
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In “Planning – Theory, Organization, Method,” Trudeau deepened his knowledge of totalitarian regimes.75 Friedrich was very critical of Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, which he considered as two variants of totalitarianism. He abhorred the way they manipulated people’s minds, on the pretext that human beings could not act appropriately of their own accord. For him, this sort of manipulation was a product of the totalitarian mind. For this reason he believed that “Freud and [the] psychoanalytic school are very near to totalitarianism. [They suppose that] people do not know what they want.” Trudeau discovered that totalitarianism could reach beyond the political framework. Note that while he was becoming familiar with these aspects of totalitarianism, his girlfriend, Thérèse Gouin, was studying psychology at the Université de Montréal. Freud occupied a prominent place in her studies. We shall come to understand the importance of this detail in the next chapter.

The second course offered by Carl Friedrich, “Modern Political Thought,” examined the fledgling United Nations Charter, which entered into force on October 24, 1945. No better expert could have been chosen to address this subject. Friedrich’s reputation in this area was such that after the war, he participated in the drafting of the constitution of Germany as well as of the new state of Israel. So for the second time since Trudeau had settled at Harvard, he took a course rooted in contemporary news events and given by a leading expert in the field. Friedrich examined the UN Charter, article by article, in the light of conditions that Immanuel Kant had considered indispensable for establishing lasting world peace. He recalled, for example, that according to article 1 of Kant’s Project of Perpetual Peace, no secret treaty of peace could be held valid in which there was tacitly reserved matter for a future war. Now, he said, “in the meeting of foreign ministers these days, no agreement was reached because each asked himself the question: ‘How will this affect my ability in launching a war?’ ” The signatories therefore did not comply with article I. Friedrich then analyzed Kant’s “first definitive article,” stating that “you cannot have parties to a treaty of peace if they have not constitutional government,” that is to say, a government based on the rule of law. Whereas, Friedrich noted, referring to Soviet-type regimes, the Charter accepted such countries. After careful analysis, the professor concluded that the UN Charter did not encourage the establishment of world government as advocated by Kant. Could there be a more fascinating course for someone dreaming of peace? A course more rooted in current events? Or linking theory and practice more brilliantly?

We shall now examine Trudeau’s course readings. During his second year, they helped deepen his reflection on the issues that preoccupied him: the war, for example. We have just seen that his conscience was troubled once he discovered what was really at stake in the war. How could he resolve the matter? Well, by searching in his readings for arguments helping him understand whether it was right or wrong to have opposed conscription. Some scattered notes without complete references attest to his desire to pursue the truth. Referring to Friedrich, he noted: “Even if the declaration of war is the prerogative of the executive (Friedrich, p. 549), the executive is the magistrate of the people. Conscription: violation of individual rights.”76 Elsewhere, he noted that, according to Harold Laski, his future professor at the London School of Economics, the citizen had a moral duty to oppose the war and those who obeyed their government simply because it had declared war ceased to be human. He concluded: “The question is not whether it was right or wrong for French Canadians; the question was that they had this right (Lapointe, etc.) and that [the federal government] violated this, replacing legality by force. So obedience is no longer a duty.”

Now that he had found a valid argument in the works of authors he respected, he convinced himself once and for all that French Canadians had been tricked by their governments and were therefore right to oppose conscription. This was, and remained for him, the voice of reason. He would never acknowledge error or guilt in this respect. And like many French Canadians from Quebec, he would, whenever possible, avoid any discussion of this subject.

Evidence of this position, which he now considered firmly established, is found in his marginal reactions to The British Commonwealth at War, by William Yandell Elliott, which he read in February 1946. He examined with particular interest Chapters 5 and 6 on Canada. Where Ernest Lapointe’s promise was concerned – that there would be no conscription – he wrote in the margin that this promise had been betrayed. On the next page, reacting to the Liberal statement that members of that party would all resign if the pro-conscription premier of Quebec, Maurice Duplessis, were re-elected, he interjected: “Blackmail!” Elsewhere, he wrote, clearly in anger: “Quebec shut up!”

Another aspect of Trudeau’s attitude toward the war can be deduced from a review of a novel recommended by Friedrich in the course “Modern Political Thought.” The book was The Day of Reckoning, a novel by Max Radin published in 1943.77 It may seem strange at first that a professor of political science should suggest reading a book of fiction. But readers will quickly grasp the reason for this choice. The author, a Jew born in Poland in 1880 and living in the United States since the age of four, was considered “Berkeley’s wise and genial professor of law.” He had encyclopaedic knowledge in various fields and maintained active correspondence with scholars around the world. The Day of Reckoning, his only work of fiction, received rave reviews in law journals and other periodicals.78 Thanks to the magic of the Internet, we were able to lay our hands on this now rare book. And more than sixty years after its publication, we found it was still a powerful work.

This futuristic novel was set in Luxembourg in 1945, two years after its publication. Germany had been defeated, and seven defendants, including Adolf Hitler, Joseph Goebbels, Heinrich Himmler, Joachim von Ribbentrop, and Walter Funk were being brought to justice before a United Nations tribunal. How would we react to these men who were universally recognized as monsters? Radin developed his argument around two fundamental questions. First, what court was legally competent to judge these men? And second, “is such a procedure likely to satisfy the sense of justice of an outraged world?”79

Radin stated bluntly that “this is not a commission to determine war-guilt and to punish it.”80 The charge was much more down to earth: these men were accused of killing three people. The French citizen, Jacques Dubosque, was shot, along with other hostages, because a German officer had been shot by the Resistance. The Czechoslovak citizen, Ian Nepomuk Studicka, was hanged because he had made supposedly derogatory remarks about the Führer, and Joseph Kolinsky, a Russian prisoner of war, was killed with a bayonet because he was Jewish. All those attending the trial could not believe their ears. In accusing the seven monsters to have committed “three little puny murders of unimportant and insignificant persons,”81 they had the impression the court was mocking them. “The halls reverberated with loud and profanely derogatory criticism of the Court, of the procedure, of the trial in general, of the silly absurdity of singling out three minor murders to charge against this monstrous group of murderers. ‘Why not Lidice?’* ‘Why not Poland?’ ‘Four million Jews massacred in cold blood inside of six months!’ ” The outraged remarks of spectators in the public gallery allowed the author to recall the countless atrocities committed by the Nazis. It was clear that Radin voluntarily gave the impression that the accused had committed three common-law crimes, which would fall under the jurisprudence of the respective countries. But readers quickly realized that these crimes represented three typical cases: the execution of innocent hostages, the elimination of opponents of the cult of the Führer, and murder that was of a purely racist character.

Radin provided the defendants with an excellent lawyer who made his case with such force that one wondered if the court, in respecting the principles of the rule of law, would even be able to establish the criteria for convicting these individuals. Only toward the end of the book does Radin finally set out his own position in reporting the fictional verdict. First, he said that an international court, coming under the United Nations – which, we should remember, had still not yet seen the light of day! – was perfectly suited to judge these cases, provided it did not violate “the principles of reason and the sense of natural justice which we have inherited.”82 Second, he argued that, regardless of who was responsible for the war or who won or lost, we can judge these men by natural law, that is to say, according to a universal moral norm. Not everything is permitted, even in wartime, Radin argued passionately: “To kill an acknowledgedly innocent person except in the course of war or in self-defense is wrong, is so seriously wrong that the severest punishment would be morally justified on the basis of that inherited sense of natural justice.”83 The seven defendants were therefore sentenced to death. On the very last page, Radin wrote with a touch of black humour, showing that he was aware of the Nazi furnaces: “The Execution had been carried out by administering cyanide gas. Whether this had taken place in a lethal chamber or otherwise was not disclosed.”84

When Friedrich recommended this book for the winter session of 1946, the entire world was closely following the Nuremberg Trials, which had been underway since October 18, 1945. Among the defendants fictionally portrayed by Radin, two actually ended up on trial at Nuremberg – Joachim von Ribbentrop and Walter Funk. Trudeau read this novel during the trial. Once again, he was in a ringside seat: he could make the connection between this reading and one of the most significant events of contemporary history. Which is why his reaction seems so astonishing, to say the least. Over two pages of notes, he found in general that this was “a fairly stimulating book, easy reading.” He carefully summarized the arguments of the prosecutor and defence. But unlike the highly favourable reviews of law experts, he found the author’s legal arguments weak: “Far from realizing its goal of making the trials for war criminals seem justified, it raises a great many doubts – if not on humane grounds, surely on legal ones. I think that if the (hypothetical) accusation was of an individual crime – murder – the trial should have been before ordinary tribunals of the state where the crime was committed.” However, Radin had clearly shown that each case was actually the prototype of a crime “contrary to natural justice,” that is to say, a crime condemned by any civilization worthy of the name. Trudeau, however, stated categorically, “Before international court, you can only try international crimes, e.g.: who caused the war? But such a question can only be answered by history.”85 Surprisingly, the subtlety of Radin’s reasoning eluded Trudeau. In describing the murders as “normal” crimes, he relegated them to the same status as the murder of a woman by a jealous husband. He did not see that beyond their banal appearance, these crimes represented typical cases of the denial of human dignity. Trudeau’s comments raised troubling questions: If he maintained that an international court could prosecute only international crimes, such as “Who caused the war?,” did he deem the Nuremberg Tribunal to be illegitimate? How should those responsible for Nazi atrocities be treated? Did their crimes rank among the inevitable consequences of any war?
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In another of his readings, Trudeau discovered the true face of fascism. He was fascinated by Governments of Continental Europe by Thomson Shotwell,86 and took twenty-two pages of notes. He wrote: “Fascist totalitarianism in the economic sphere is expressed in Corporatism.… In practice, party henchmen hold all the jobs, and for life.” Whereas corporatism had previously been praised by his professors and the Church in Quebec, and whereas he had believed in it himself during his first year at Harvard, he now learned that it was none other than the economic arm of Nazi and fascist regimes. In July 1956, he wrote an article in Vrai with a provocative title: “When French Canadians Clamoured for a Mussolini.”87 In September of that year and in the same newspaper, he wrote: “Several years of social thought can practically be summed up in a single word: corporatism. It was enough that this word was uttered by the pope, and that les Anglais could hardly see any worth in it, for us to identify it as a universal panacea.”88

The books recommended or written by Professor Friedrich were particularly valuable for Trudeau’s thinking. For example, in Constitutional Government and Democracy, Friedrich emphasized the importance of the separation of powers in a liberal democracy.89 Was it in this reference work, which Trudeau found so fascinating, that he discovered the concept of counterweights, which was to prove an essential element of his political philosophy? Trudeau continued to maintain until the end of his life that “too much provincial power is bad; too little is bad. You have to look for counterweights all the time.”90

This book had more to inspire the young Trudeau. Friedrich argued that the main objective of “Constitutionalism” was protecting the dignity of the person “no matter how lowly. For if we ask what is the political function of a constitution, we find that the core objective is that of safeguarding each member of the political community.… The constitution is meant to protect the self.” That was already enough to interest Trudeau. But imagine his delight when he discovered that “Constitutionalism” was based on Christian values: “This preoccupation with the self, rooted in Christian beliefs, eventually gave rise to the notion of rights.… Hence the function of a constitution may also be said to be the defining and maintaining of human rights.”91 The value of a constitution in protecting the person, an idea he encountered in Friedrich’s classes and subsequently developed, would mark the thought of the future statesman. He fulfilled this ideal in 1982, by giving Canada a constitution enshrining a charter of rights and freedoms.

Friedrich made one more, and unexpected, contribution to the shaping of Trudeau’s mind by including in his recommended readings A Grammar of Politics, by Harold Laski, the famous professor at the London School of Economics (LSE). The influence Laski exerted on Trudeau has always been stressed, and rightly so. However, contrary to popular belief, it was not in England but at Harvard that Trudeau discovered this “absolutely outstanding mind.” He recalled in his Memoirs: “When I arrived in London I was already familiar with his many writings, most notably his Grammar of Politics, an encyclopaedic work that for some unknown reason no longer gets any attention.”92 In fact, Trudeau took seventeen pages of detailed notes on two of Laski’s works: his masterpiece, A Grammar of Politics, and The Foundation of Sovereignty and Other Essays. Here we provide only a brief overview of what Trudeau derived from his first contact with this thinker who was engaged in active politics – an ideal he himself had long pursued – and who eventually became his mentor.

Trudeau was baffled by what he read: “[Laski’s] position is not clear and you never know whether he will give precedence to the individual over the community, to the civil over the spiritual, or the reverse.”93 He further wrote, “One doesn’t know what to think.” Laski’s position was confusing for Trudeau because here was a Marxist who nonetheless upheld the primacy of the person. Trudeau did not yet know much about Marxist thought, which was characterized in Quebec as the work of Satan. But he appreciated the novelty of these ideas: whereas his professors at Harvard focused on the concepts of freedom, democracy, and constitutionalism, Laski, using a Marxist perspective, set liberty, as well as equality, as the founding principles of justice itself. Trudeau was surprised that on the basis of such a theory, and without recourse to religious imperatives, Laski ardently defended the person and his rights. These ideals appealed strongly to him: “[Laski] is trying to create a system from scratch in which human values will be safeguarded. The result is a highly complicated and not always realistic construct, which nonetheless shows an admirable concern for collective justice. For example, he finds that equality is necessary for justice: he seeks how it can be realized in practice.” Trudeau was fascinated. How ironic that he discovered this thinker, a Marxist activist who defended a socialist conception of justice, thanks to Friedrich, a conservative and anti-Marxist professor!
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On May 16, 1946, Trudeau successfully passed his “General Examination for PhD in Political Economy and Government.” But we uncovered no record of the choice of subject or thesis director. Was it because he was not interested in an academic career? Possibly, since in his application he said he wanted to become a statesman. And given this objective, he had undoubtedly received a thorough intellectual grounding. He had closely followed the restructuring of the post-war world, under outstanding professors. He became familiar with many schools of thought, both in economics and politics. He awoke to the potential dangers of political and social principles he held dear. Trudeau definitely emerged from his cave. A new man was gradually coming into being.
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Toward the end of his time at Harvard, Trudeau decided to pursue his studies. But where? And with whom? Well, at the London School of Economics (LSE), with none other than Laski. On February 7, 1946, he informed the LSE admissions committee that he intended to register for the 1946–47 academic year.94 On April 6, he sent his completed application to the dean of post-graduate students, while trying to land a scholarship. In June 1946, he learned that the Department of the Secretariat of the Province of Quebec had granted him a scholarship to study in England. But Trudeau did not go directly to London. He first spent a year in Paris. How can this change of program be explained? What happened is that shortly after sending his letter to the LSE, he learned that the French government provided a number of scholarships to Canadians. He found the prospect enchanting. In March, after obtaining all the information he needed, he made a formal request to René Messières, cultural attaché at the embassy of France in Canada. He wrote: “What shall I add except that I have always nourished the hope of going to France to complete my studies? You probably know the French Canadian well enough to know that this desire is quite common; but I trust that you will deign to find in my academic record evidence of my aptitude to truly benefit from my studies in France.” Trudeau hurried to fill out all the forms. He explained the importance of the scholarship to Charles Coderre, secretary-treasurer to the Bar of the Province of Quebec, from whom he requested a transcript: “Need I remind you that the interest of these scholarships is not solely financial? Indeed, at the present time, the active benevolence of the French state is almost a prerequisite for undertaking successful studies there.”

Trudeau needed letters of reference and wrote to Father Robert Llewelynn, student chaplain at the Université de Montréal. He confided to the priest that after two years at Harvard, “I would like to wrap it all up with a year of study and personal development in old France.… Harvard was amazing for exactly two years but no more than that. And it is with joy that I will spend the summer in Canada. I am just looking forward to reconnecting with friends and buddies from home. Autonomy is a discipline, but its riches are not inexhaustible.”95 What luck that his friend Roger was also planning to study in France. Trudeau was jubilant. On April 4, he replied: “Paris in September is for-r-r-r-midable. Your letter leaves me practically out of breath. Seeing you so determined has made me that much more eager to go.” They had to cancel the trip to Florida they had planned for the summer, in order to “be back early enough to prepare for the departure that really counts.” Instead, Trudeau proposed, “Have you thought of ‘Frontier College?’ It would be wonderful to spend a month with lumberjacks up North.” In a two-page letter on May 20, he wrote again about the intoxicating prospect of their stay in Paris, especially given that they both intended to take their motorcycles along. Trudeau could no longer contain his joy: “Besides, I am getting fed up with Harvard. My heart is in Paris. And son of a gun, I will follow my heart, for once.”

On July 24 he received a letter from the French embassy in Canada, confirming his scholarship of 50,000 francs for one year of study in Paris, and free tuition.96 On September 21, he sailed from New York. His head full of dreams and hope, he was heading for Paris, the Mecca of French Canadians of his generation. But before crossing the pond, he spent the summer in Quebec, recharging his batteries.


* Letter to Roger Rolland, December 9, 1945.

* Unless otherwise noted, in all quotations in this volume, italicized words are italicized or underlined in the original text.

* Our italics.

** Our italics.

*** Our italics.

* These agreements were named after the town in New Hampshire where they were signed, July 22, 1944.

* In the Anglo-American tradition, “constitutionalism” is synonymous with liberal democracy.

* Léon Dion (1922–1997), the well-known Quebec political scientist, was adviser to Quebec politicians of all stripes. In 1990, he was disappointed by the failure of the so-called Meech Lake constitutional accord and concluded that the only way to negotiate with English Canada was by holding “a knife to its throat.”

* Our italics.

* A Czechoslovakian village near Prague, tragically known for the massacre of June 10, 1942, during which the Germans killed all men over sixteen years of age, sending the rest of the population to concentration camps.
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