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. . RESUME

The purpose of ﬁhisfthesis is ﬁo sﬁowlhow atomic policy was
formulated in Canada from 1942 to i948. Factors which helped
determine this procésé were Mackenzie King's personal attitudes
on Canadian—Américan, Anglo—Canadién énd Anglo-American rela-
tioss, as well as_his taciturn feiaﬁionship with the
Départment‘of Extergél Aéfairs. |

Since £he PrimelMinistef chose to exclude Department of
Ekternal Affairs offiéialé ffom wartime atomic policy formula-
tion, the responsibility for'mgnagihg”Cana@a's atomic program
during this period-devolved almost entirely to the Minister of
Munitions and Supply, C. D. Howe, aﬁa the acting Presiden£ of
+he National Research Council, C. J. Mackenzie.

Problems in the Anglo-Rﬁérican-Canadian atomic partner-’
ship arose when Great Britain and the United States couid not
- agree on'the_%eVel of coliaboration that was required for the
successful fruition of the atomic project. - Howe and Mackenzie
‘worked to resolve this 1mpasse, hoping that a mutually satis-
factory solutlon to the Anglo-Amerlcan dispute might foster
szgnlflcant industrial benefits for Canada. Once the British

and Amerlcans worked out thelir dlfferences, Howe and MackenZLe

—————— -
. .
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. ’ L ] . . :
oversaw the growth of a domestic atomic research and develop-

’ . . 1 P .
‘ment program. ' : .- . e

-
@

The end of the war and the use of ‘the atomic bomb agalnst
Japanh marked the entrance of off1c1als from the Department of
External Affalrs into the atomic discussions. The profe551onai
diplomats encouotered difficulty understanding thé nature of -
the atomic relationship and therefore foond it necesséry to

L4

‘regularly seek the counsel of those who had admlnlstered
Canada's atomlc affairs durlné the war. As a result, Howe and
MackenZLe contlnued to direct Canada s atomic policy in the

postwar period long after representatlves from the Department

of Exto:gal Affairs had.officially assumed this responsibility.

-
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ENTRODUCTION

William Lyon Mackenzie King was Canada'‘'s Prime Minister for

twenty-two years. Sometimes overlooked is the fact that he

-

was also Canada S Minister of External Affairs for twenty

-

years. If Canadlans have forgotten this second role it is
/

thréugh no-fault of Mackenzie King. On the contrary, he left
to Canadians a permanent reminder of how he wished 4 be re-

-

membered. In the hallway leading to the“House of_Commans %? o
Ottawa there hangs a haunting'portraitﬁﬁf the former leader.

The soft light and long.shadpws capture the ipnér‘tompleﬁities

and péculiarities that lay beneath the public facade of th?s

unique politician. ‘Indeed, the subject was thrilled with the
arﬁist's interpre;aiion and commentea to a friend shortly af- -

ter its completion iﬁ 6ctbber 1945 that "the paiﬁting is en-
tirely in keeping with m§ own feelings as to_how I should wish
to be remembered by alL;who have known or may never have seen

me nl

Mackenzie King had‘made it clear that he wanted to be
portrayed and remembéfed as the international diplomat, as the—
personal interpreter between the leaders of Great Britain ané
the United States, and most importantly, as Canada's Minister

1
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" lem was atomic energy.

St —
-

of External Affairs. To convey this impression K;hé held in

his hand‘while sitting for the _ portrait severel secret letters
' AT :

" between himself and Prime Minister Attlee and copies of commun-

'

lcatlons between the latter and Presmdent Truman (the off1c1al

red seal of 10 Downlng Street is clearly VleEie in the paint-

'lng). Klng was very particular about which documents to use,

v

for he wanted to be remembéied not only as a diplomat, but a

dipiomat-of-the‘first order.. He therefore selected a-greup-of

top secrét papers with-which to associate himself and which

represented, in-his opinion, "the largést problem that'hes yet

faced the wqud;“z. For. the Canadiat'?rime Miﬁieter that preb-
. , \

‘Canada would become involved in the wartime atomic energyv .
project in 1942.when Great Britain,'in‘co;sultation with the
United States,‘would decide to move part of her atomic energ&
research team to Cenada. While earlier Americen approaches
towerds cooperation. had beee rebuffed by the British, 'by the
spring of 1942 the latter would appreciate the significant ad-
vances made by the AQSricens and that a pooling of Anglo-
American resources.might therefore'facilitete earlier produc-
tion of en ato%ic bomb.for use, if necéssary, in the war.

An early British lead in heavy water development, which )
was originally intended to be one of the ﬁethods for use in the
productjon of weapons grade uranium, would be short-lived how-
ever, d by 1942 the Americans would contend that the British

had little to offer to a joint atomic program. A compromise’

would be reached whereby the British would agree to relocate

i



their heavy water team in Canada under the sc1ent1 ic leader—
Shlp of Professor Hans _Halban, a French emlgre who/ was consid-

ered to be an expert in heavy water technology., lthpugh the

level of cooperation with the Amerlcans would neyer equal
< /
L

British expectations, the establishment of a joint Anglo-
Canadian atemic research team in Montreal in the autumn of
1942 would nevertheless provide, Canada with a‘unique opportun-
ity to participate in the most important scientific endeavour
of the Second World War.

British optlmlsm for fruitful Anglo—Amerlcansatomlc col—

laboration would be sobered in January, 1943 when James B. §%

o
l""

Conant, one of Presi@ent Roosevelt's chief scientific adyieer's,
'prepared'a memQrandum outlining’the‘degree to which scientific
and technical interchange was. to be restricted tetweeﬁ thei ’
-Amerlcan ‘and Anglo-Canadlan groups. Conant's ﬁemo woula be
based,on the principle that interchange should occur only if
the recipient of the }nformation could make use of it before .
the war was over. The American belief that the Anglo-Canadian
team in Montreal cou;énnot fulfill this requirement would re-
sult in sharply reducing the flow of scientific ihfermation
and material from the United States te Montreal.

| Negotiations among British, American and Canadian offic-
ials-would lead to the signing by Roosevelt and Churchill of
the secret Quebec Agreement on atemic energy in August, 1943

that would establish a Combined Policy Cemmittee(CPC) to over-

see atomic collaboration between the two countries. "Though

-
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not an official sigﬁatory the Quebec Aéreemént; Canada

would be given representatqon'on the CPC because of her scien- -

"' tific and material contribution to the Montreal project and also

her position as an important source of uranium. Furthermore,

.2 Combined Development Trust (CDT) qn‘whigh Canada would also

be represented would be established in June, 1944.  Reporting

to the CPC, the CDT's role would be to survey and secure all
! ° .

known sources of uranium and thorium throughout t?gfworld.

Once more however, the degree of collaboration as anticipated

By the British would never be achieved, and the stormy atomic

trelétionship would continue to sour Anglo;American relations

A

-

throughout the war. o ' \\é
st

After the successful completlon of the Los Alomos te

\

. and the use of the atomlc bomb agalnst Japen, Truman, Attlee

3

and King-wodld meet in Washington to discuss the future of
atomic energy. A public declaration of the three 1eaders on
November 15, 1345 would call for the establlshment of a Unlted

Natlons Atomlc Energy- Comm1551on to. make recommendatlons for

.the international dontrol of atomic energy, while in a

seperate and secret agreement the folIowing'éey the same three
leaders would re-affirm their desire for 'full and effective
cooperation"in'the field of* atomic éesearch emphasizing that
the CPC and the CDT should be contlnued in a 'suitable form.'

4

Important related factors, such as the Gouzenko spy

-

'revelatlons and the widening Soviet-American rift would enter:

into the atomic eguation, and much to the chagrin of Britiéh

u
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atomic policy makers, ‘postwar atomic collaboration with the

Uniﬁea States would prove no léss restrictive than it had been

during the war. With the éuccessful completion @f the > experi-
mental)heaqy water pro;ect at Chalk Rlver, Canadian atomic
off1c1als, notably C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackenzie, would prefer
- to remain dgtached from Anglo-Amerlcan quarrellﬁgr secure in
the knowledge that they had at least assured ‘for their. country
a promlnent place in the portentous atomic age..fNaturally the
long end tortuous atomic relationship would leave bitter mem-
~ories oﬁ both sides of.the Atlanégc and inspire mueh historical
debate, mostly however, emong Britisgtand American hisporians.
. . Several historians have studied Canada's involvementiin
atomic energv development during and 1mmed1atelv follow1ng the
Second World War. Both James Eayrs -and John W. Holmes have
cursorily discusged Canada's participapion in the tripartite

atomic relationship, while Wilfrid Eggleston's Canada's

Nuclear Story is an adequate if uncritical recouﬁting of this
country's scientific contripupions to the atomic energy pro-
ject.3 Judith Lougheed's provocative thesis suggests that
Canada's postwar position on the international control of
atomic energv was predetermined by her wartime atomic rela-
tionship with Great Britain and the United States. Finally,
Brian Villa has examined the truly significanﬁ'efforts of

C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackeheie in directing Canada's early in-

volvement in the atomic prOJect although he, like the others,

-

has 1gnored the fact that Mackenzle King retained ultlmate
-~ 27
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. The purpose of this study is to £fill this void.

- ‘ Lo . 6

authority in atomic matters.4 Indeed, all of these 1nvest1-

/

fgatlcns, while acknowledging King"* S reluctance to deal with

'atomlc issues, fail to explain why he chose to exclude his

own department's officials while delegacing so much authority
to Howe and Mackenzie. .

Any attempt to understand Mackenzie Kiﬂg's attitude -
towards atomic‘energy must begin with an e#ploration of " the
decision-making process that would determine the nature of
Canada'e atomic foreign policy during this pericd; The hist-
orians mentioned above have meticulously described the degree
to ﬁhich Howe and Mackenzie administered Canada's atomic pol-.
icy during the war, yvet thev have ﬁoi attempted to answer the
ultimately more significant question of why this was the case.

uiAs C. D. Howe noted in an article for the Montreal

Standard. shortly after the war, "it was only under the impera-

tive needs of war that Canada as a nation began to play a

. major role" in the development of atomic energy.5 John Holmes

has identified three main reasons for Canada's inclusion in
the atomic project. She possessed a substantial reserve of
the essential natural resource, uranium; she had enormous
space and provided sanctuary for experiment in a world at war;
and she had the nucleus of an industrial and technological
capacity.6 Canada however, possessed another asset that.wegg"
less tangible but no less important to her atomic partners.
As Villa states, "another reason for Britain's interest in

Canadian participation was some appreciation of the closeness



of the Canadian-American relatienshig and the possibility that
Americans would be more'receptive if things were said.by -
Canadians.“7 American offmc;als held a similar v1ew of
Canadian representation. Vannevar Bush head of the, Offlce

of Scientific Research and Development in Washington and chief
sc1ent1f1c administrator of the Amerlcan atomic energy preject,
noted that "it might be rather helpful in various ways to have
the Canadlans sitting in on the plcture. S Bush probably
sensed that negotlatlons w1th the BrltlSh mlght ‘be made easier
1f he could use his Canadlan counterparts as lntermedlarles,‘

a procedure whlch, as we,  shall see, he utlllzed during the
war. It appears therefore-that Canada's unidde'posiﬁion.ﬁis— '

a-vis Great Britain and the United States was a major factor

in determining her participation in the atomic energy project.

o

‘Canada'f role as mediator between the two great E?glish
speaking democracies was nothing new. Vincent Massey recalled
that ‘as Canadian-Minister in Washington durinq:the 1920s "I
did not take long tdé find that Canada had a rather spesial
although unobtrusive role to play...as an occasional intermed--
iary between Great Britain and the United S_tates."9 in effect,
Massey performed almost twenty vears earlier the_eame-role that
C. D. Howe andé C. J. Mackenzie would assume ih the tripartite
atomic relationship during. the war.

Mackenzie King also saw himeelf as an interpreter ie
Anglo-American relations. He relished-the-opp0rtunity to

associate himself with the two great Allied leaders of the

Second World War, Winston Churchill and Franklin Roosevelt.



Ta
Though-he valued-his role as an interpreter, the Prime
'Minister never participated in Anglo-American strategy summits

unleés asked to do so, which was not very often. As a result

Canada's role at wartime conferences was often one of subserv-
fence, and when Churchill and Roosevelt chose to meet behind
closed ddors, Mackenzie Ring seemed content to provide- the
whiskey anq soda.10 |
The frime Minister's unassertive demeanor ifritated many
of his associates, especially ﬁhq§e within the Department of
External Affairs. Yet cautioﬁs aiéipmacy suited Mackenzie
King who believed that the youngéi épd more vocal officials
in hés department wpul& lead anada into difficult interna-
tional-commitments&f‘King tﬁekefore emerged as a very secre-
tive diplomat who sought %o maintain complete control over
-his country's foreign polic&. C?nsultation and delibefation
were anathéma to the Prime Minisﬁer, and Canada's role in.
atomic energy development would be a secret he would be will-

ing to share with very few people.

The completion of his portrait in October 1945 provided

Mackenzie King with more time for official business in London. "

He had croééed the Atlantic¢ in order to.discuss apomic policy
with Prime Minister Attlee, and more specifically, .the embar-
raésing Gouzenko spy revelations. It was a heavylbprden for
the P:ime Minister, yet'it was one he~cho$e-to'bea: on his
own. When his Under-Secretary of State for Externéi-Affairs,
Norman Robertson, suggested that King cogsuit wi;h his cabineF

colleagues on the Gouzenko affair King rejected the advicez-
hY ) . -

RN
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T told him [Robertson] I thought it would-pe inad-
visable to be in haste about having my colleagues
know anything that they do nbt already know!. That
I would have to take the decision myself. - They
would have to trust me as they have in the .past and
I knew would be prepared to do. I can see in )
Robertson always a tendency to get things into the
hands of the permanent officials rather than to

" leave them. to the judgement of the govt. That is
all right enough but the two have to be kept in
balance. I do not propose to yield my own judgement
to any man living. I have not been given the place
- I occupy at the head of the country without the
people trusting my judgement in their interests in
these matters.ll

_Indeed} Mackeniie King seldom vielded his judgement on any
political matter, and never on international issues. On
atomic energy policy.he Vould prove no less secretive and in-
transigent. |

There are three basic ways of apéroaching the study of
Canada's involvement in the development of atomic energy.
The first method involves an examination_of the intrfnsic
issues associated with this subject and the policies aéopted
by the decision-makers. This provides a substantive analysis‘
or content study of the area under in%estigation. A second
approach identifies the options available to the decision-
makers in the broadest possible context and describes how the
range and nature of the oftions ultimately aetermine.the posi-
tion taken by the responsible officials. Finally, a third
type of study examines the interaction of specific personali-
ties on the previous fwo érocesses and illustrates how the
attitudes of the individuals involved, in combination with the

related bureaucratic structures, affect and shape the final

policy. The present investigation centres on the latter of

et p
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these three approaches} focﬁesing on the way staffing shapedt
pollcy, thh howéVer, some smdeward glances at the other two.
Theqflrst chapter desdrlbes how Mackenzie Klng S tac;turn
relatlonshlp-wlth~the Departmeng of External Affairs deter-
ﬁined the environment of atomie energy poliey formulation-in

Canada. The fellowing two sections examine the mediating

‘efforts of C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackenzie while managing

Canada's wartime atomic program in the face of continuous
Anglo-American quarreling, while chapter four illustrates the
difficulties encountered by uninformed External Affairs offi-

cials who assumed in 1945 the responsibility of artlculatlng

: Canada s postwar atomic pollcy. Finally, chapter five. fol-

lows the tripartite atomic relationship through 1947 and shows.

how Canadian officials, assured by the success of their own
atomic project at Chalk River, chose to remain detached from

the acrimecnious postwar Anglo-American atomic dispute.
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“ ' MACKENZIE KING AND DEA:
THE ATOMIC ENERGY POLICY—MAKING ENVIRONMENT

A thorough understanding of Canadian atomic energy policy
from 1942 to 1948 ﬂ;cessitates not only an examinatiﬁh'bf
Macken?ie King's attitudes on Anglo4Can$ﬁian, Canadi;n4 ' '\
American and Anglo-American relationsf but also a study of his
uneasy relationship with the Department of Exterﬂal Affaifs
(DEa). The Pri&e Minister coveted his position as £he sole
director of Canadian foreign policy and as he approached the
age of seventy he grew ever more distfustful of his counselors.
No group of advisers attracted more suspicion than the senior
officials in his own department. .

On international and many other key issues Mackenzie King
had consulted almost exclﬁsively in the prewar period with his
most tfusted conf;dant,lo. D. Skelton, an academic he had

lured into public service in 1925 to become Canada's first

Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs.l Under

B,
LS

Skelton's guidance DEA had assumed increased responsibilities;
these new respénsibilities had not included ﬁowever, the ™
férmﬁlation of Canadian foreign policy.

Skelton seemed to accept his a&visory role, but the young

S
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intellects he had selectively recruited to the’ department, |
hen like Norman'hoberteon, Lester PeafSon anaiﬁume Wrong,
were not so easzly placated.2 These future mandarins antici-
pated a more part1c1patory role for Canada in the rapidly
changing international forum that was far different from the
one ehviSioned by theif‘ag;ng Prime Minister. They however,
would ﬁe frustrated.by Mackenzie King's personal diplomacy so
that the yodng men ﬁhe would evehtually succeed him in.the
formuiation and directiom—of-Canada's pestwar foreign policy
would be excluded from important wartime secrets that would
markedly affect Canada's international status in the postwar
era. Not the least‘signifiEant of these 'secrets' was g
Canada's.role in the development of atodmic enefgy.

.The atomie issue arcse after there had emerged during
the 1nterwar pEIlOd a profound shift in Canada's relations
with her two closest partners. . At the Imperial Conference of
1923 Mackenzie King had made it clear that henceforth Canada
intended "to pursue an independent foreign policy in.matters
which she considered exclusively her own business."3 This
unequivocal declaration of autonomy, coupled with expanding
economic ties to the United Stetes, signified an irreversible
trend in Canada's international orientation.4 Canada increas-
ingly found herself awkwardly torn between historical allegi-
ance and geographic reality.
Mackenzie King's personal attituées toward Great Britain

were, typically, rather amblguous, "despite his suspicions of

British arlstocracy and his égnulne dlstaste for honours and
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.aistinctions iﬂ the dominiens,.he was, neither anti—British

nor antl-monarchy.’s/ In fact, (fhe was..:a V1ctor1an Canadlan
from Ontarlo, whose lnherﬁteé\values were Brltlsh, and who.
admired Brltlsh ways, coveted BrltlSh approval and was.
devoted to the British conhectlon. nb. But the Prime Minister
did not allow his. persconal preferences, however strangel to
influence his official pdlicy on 'the mother country.’ He.‘
caueiouely strove "to end the de facto diblomatic unity of .
the Empire'so'that Canada would not be lumped in with British
positions in foreign policy.“7 A conteﬁporaiy‘career diplomat
récounted King's handgeoff policy toward Great Britain:

‘

Beware of consulfations with Britain on foreign

policy; do not,attempt to influence British policy

by commenting on it; above all do not get involyved

in a ‘common foreign policy for the British Empire; <;N

the less the Canadian government comments on X
X British policy, the less Canada is committed to it;

the more the Canadian government comments, the more

Canada is committed....® '

. This policy reflected not only the Prime Minister‘s reluctance
to accept the notion of a unified Commonwealth fereign‘policy
but also his ardent isolationism, a belief which many senior
DEA officials dié not share.

Canada's prewar relations witb the United States on the
other hand were enhanced through the personal rappoxrt which
Mackenzie King enjoyed with President koosevelt. Although
Xing may have exaggerated the cordiality of the relationship,
it appears that the American leader was cognisant .of the
repercussions of a general European war and valued therefore

the friendship of one "who might be useful as a Commonwealth

AT



_dramatic testimony of his success....

12
leader.ﬁ? ‘The Prlme Mlnlster s personal tles with Canada s
southern nelghbour ran deeper however. Graduate studles at
Harvard and the Universrky of Chicago, and'later employment
as -an “industrial relatlons consultant with the Rockefeller
Foundatlon had earned Klng a spec1al niche in the Amerlcan
establishment. Indeed, "no-other Canadian prlme-mlnlster had
ever possessed the connections with American big business and
big money that King came to haive...."‘-LO |

As Hitler's demands for German aggrandizement in Europe

grew louder the United States gradually increased her inter-

- est.in Canada's defence. Speakigg to Queen's University stu-

dents in 1938 Roosevelt stated that Americans would not
'stand idly by' if Canada was threatened by a foreigh power.
Two vears later, with Canada already offic%ally at war with
Nazi'Germany, he and Mackenzie King signed the Ogdensburg
Agreement which committed the two countries to cooperative
continental security and establiEhed the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence. The signing of the Hyde park Agreement the
followrng year further commltted the United States to the
defence not only of Canada, but also of Great Britain. The .
seeds had now been sown for a more tanéible wartime alliance.
The Ogdensburg and Hyde Park Agreements were high-water
marks in Canadian-American relations but for Mackenzie King

they also represented a personal achievement. It had been

'his goal to draw the United States and Great Britain into a

closer relationship and the two agreements "provided...almost

w1l the Prime Minister’
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no doubt belieﬁed his'bersonal'relaﬁionship with Roosevelt had
not been an insi%nificant factor.*? Others agreeﬁ. Arnold
Heeney, Clerk of the Privy Council, believed Kiﬁg "was acﬁﬁely

- sensitive to 'the kinds of difficulties like‘ly to characterize

: dlrect encounters between the Unlted States and Great Brltaln,
and.“.dld much by personal lnterventlon to avomd and reduce

nl3

frlctlon. The American Secretary of State;;Fordell Hull

agreed, noting moreover-that Anglo—Amerlcan ré€lations during
--  this period were “immeasurably aidedwby...c ada through>the'
masterly leadership and eincere friendshig of...Mackenzie

N ) King."‘l4 The Prime Minister eeeﬁed to bgrfulfilling his
‘mission as an interpreter . of Angle—émerican relations.

B If Xing. enjoyed 2 warm frlendshlp with the American

President his relations with Great Brltaln s wartime leader

b

were not quite as cordial, probably because Winston Churchill

represented all of the Imperial Tory traditions for which the

Canadian Prime Minister held such distaste. Nevertheless as
i he came to know him better King acquired a sincere admiration

of Churchill, though their relationship was never as close nor
| -

L as casual as the one he cultivated with Roose\{elt.15

T King'e close association with the leaders of the two
great English speaking democracies not only amplified his

! international stature but also strengthened his popularity
with the Canadian elecﬁorate. Never a formidable heroie‘
leader himself, with heither.Rooseveltian charisma nor
Churchillian resolution, King believed a ckose and visible

relationship with his two counterparts would enhance his

b
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publlc lmage.;6 Indeéd, King considered’ his association _

with Roosevelt and Churchlll "was a weapou’whlch, ﬁiﬁproperly
7

-used, would win him a general elegtlon anytime."

is un- -

paralleled'sudcess at the polls during this perioed Would seem

to conflrm this notion.

>

The voung intellectuals in the Department of External

Affairs were not enamoured however, with Mackenzie King's !

with the Canadian public.

" private diplomacy and were even less concerned about his image

canada, they believed, was ready:tQ,

play a more prominent role in the world, and they saw the non-

interventionist policies of their Prime Minister as a detriment

to achieving this end. As a result they felt frustrated and

grew disillusioned and cvnical about their role as foreign

poiicy advisers. Tired of doing the ﬁick and shovel work of

diplomacy, Hume Wrong severat times contemplated leaving "the

18

service of my singularly stupid gove:nment." For Wrorng and

hlS assoc1ates, the Department of External affairs was not

fulfllllng its true purpose as a centre of policy formulation.

Although 0. D. S}elton had been Mackenzie King's closest

adviser on international guestions during the period between

the two world wars it was

the Prime Minister himself who had

continued to shape and direct Canada's foreign policy.

Skelton's main responsibility had been overseeing the expansion

of the Department of External Affairs-and. a testament to his

. L)
success was his discriminate recruitment of several "of the \\

ablest young men then available.

untimely death in January

wl9

—

But the Under-Secretary's

1941 left the department in the hands |

v



‘'worth and potential.”

of th€ learned youné scholars he had brought into the realm of

professional diplomacy.

. ‘ ) .
A changé in DEA's policy-making responsibilities now
seemed possible, for Skelton's heirs "were younger men, less

troubledvby the shibboleth phrases of the past, more certain

of their abilities, and more confident of their country's .
20 Moreover, "as the young liberals of
their dav they dismissed hidebound torvism with its automatic

Il21

response to British concerns. They held the_belief that

. the time had come for Canada to be more independently assertive,

in world affairs. None held this belief more strongly than the
three ;fficials who would emerge in the Second World War as

DEA's most-articulate spokesmen: Norman Robertson, Hume Wrong

and Lester Pearson. Ail were Oxford educated and admirers of

ok

-

-the British propensity for empire -building, vet each was aware

. . *
that Great Britain's preferred position in the  international

community was rapidly eroding and that Canada would have to re-
examine her place ?s‘theefa of largé;y unguestioned "
Commonwealth solidarity was coming to an end.

After Skelton's death Mackenzie King chose Norman
Robertson to succeed as Canada‘'s new Under—Sécretary'of State
for External Affairs. Robertsoﬁ had been Skelton's understudy
for six years and the Prime Minister “"trusted him implicitly."22
Furthermore, he possessed "encyvclopedic knowledge and a fund of
wisdom, but also compassion and the humility of'trué greatness:
he was the thinker for the department."23

If Robertson was a superior intellect the same could not
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be said of hlS admlnlstratlve abllltles. For these heArelied
heav;ly upon ‘his Associate Under—Secretary, Hume Wrong. -The.
latter had been perturbed when King had overlooked hlm as
Skelﬁon‘s replacement and he bore a degree of resentment to-
wards Robertson for é-period of time. The two soon learped to.
wotk'harmonibuely however, and a lasting friendshi} evolved E
between "them. Wrong's-cold efficiencf, the trademark of a
"polished technician and a supremely organized ﬁen,“.made up
for his spperior's administrative inadequacies.24 He 1lived up

to his personal adage that "members of the Canadian Eéreign

Service. do not feel—they think."25

*Eike Wrong, Lester Pearson had been upset by King‘e
selection of Norman Robertson as the new Under-Secretary.' He
"had wanted, and expected, Skelton's poeition, and Had he been
in Ottawa...he would have succeeded as underseeretary."?6
Unfo;tunately for Pearson, he was posted in London at the time
of Skelteﬁ:s death and did not return to Canada until after
Robertson's appointﬁent. But Peafsén's disappointment soon
evaporated and as the war continued he increasingly provided
evidence of his valuable diplomatie skill. In Ottawa and
later as Canada's representative in Washington he emerged as
"essentially the diplomat, the one to give express;on to...ehe
policies of the department end to ensure that they were

accepted.“27 '

Pearson, Robertson and Wrong were all aware that the war
mlght rapidly accelerate Canada's emergence as a strOng middle

power. In the first years of the conflict they worked to
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erase the vestiges of King'é isolationism by making "national-
ism equal involvement. In effect, nationalism now marched
hand in hand with internationalism."28 But American and
_British recognition'of Canaaa's substantial wartime effort
would not be automatic and Pearson, for one, understood the
problems of communicating with his country's two closest
partners; "He could easily be enraged with British arrogance,

nl9

snobbery, condeécension.... On the other hand, "he could

equally be offendeg by American charactefistics that did not
| 30

CBis

4

patience and affable nature-would often be tested during the

appeal to him——brashness, crudeness, insensitivity.

war.

Hume Wrong also perceived the unigque probleﬁs that
Canadian diplomats would encounter in their efforts to be
more assertive and noted in February 1942 -that the recent
attack on Pe;rl.Harbour also had significant ramifications
for Canada. He informed Pearson that "with the entry of the
Uﬁited States into the war we are not as well placed to
influence the conduct of the war as we were when the United
States was neutral.... Now we become only a junior member
of the-partnership.“31 DEA officials grudgingly accepted
this turn of events but there remained throughout the war a
residue of bitterness, an unfortunate development which did
not escape the careful scrutiny of American State Department
officials in Washington. One departmental report noted for

example, that "since Pearl Harbor the limelight of North

American endeavor has definitely shifted on to the United
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States, and Canada feels slighted and pushed ihto the back-

32

ground, " The increased insulation of the Anglo-American

alliance woﬁld make it even more difficult for Canadian (
.diplomats to convince their American and British counterparts
that Canada had interests Qnd expectations of her own.

DEA officials were faced'dur;ng-the war with exclusion
from important combined (U.S.-U.K.) war 5oards mainly because
"both the British and the Americans prefefred to have Britain

w33

represent the Cqmmonwealth on the boards. But Canada also

suffered fiom inadequate representatiop in Washipgton.and
London. Firééhand expeiience ih these two. capitals had shown
Pearson and Wrong that Mackenzie King.held ﬁight rein onr his
represéntatives abreoad and rarely used their services for
conduits of official Cahadian external policy, a procedure
which hindered the maturation of.the department, not to
mention.the detrimental effect it had upon the morale of
senior‘DEA officers whose duties more often included tedious
clerical work rather than strategic policy formulation.
According to Wropg,‘“;t was horrifying to be sent to meetings
and Eonferences with instructions to 'Say nothing and do

. ‘lll34

nothing.... Since the tone of King's directives to the

—
Washington Legation and the High Commission in London did not
change when Canada entered the Qar, and since his coht;bl\oqer
policy was tight as ever, the fift between himself and the
'young men in his department widened considerably..

Mackenzie King's desire to play very close to the chest

with regard to Anglo-Canadian and Canadian-American relations
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was reflected in his appointments to the Head of the Legation
in Washington énd the High Commissioner's Offiée in London.

In the spring of l§4l‘he sent to Washington as Canada's
official representative Léighton McCarthy, a man inexperienced
in diplomacy but perhaps more iméortantly, "an elderly
[Liberal] Toronto lawver wﬁo was friendly with President

35

Roosevelt." Hume Wrong, who was second in command in

¢ .
Washington, was not impressed with King's new appointee:
"Leighton is very little use as a Minister. BHe's a nite chap

but too ignorant and too old to learn. A foolish appointment.

The British retire their diplomaté at 60; we appoint-ours at
36 . 4

-

71"
By the end of 1941 Wrong's paEience with McCarthy was
dwindling.  In his view, the lack of Anglo~-American consulta-
tion with Canadian officials in Washington derived "from the
hard but established fact that Mr. McCarthy will take no
initiative whatever in any.direction except at the instigation
of myself.”3’ Wrong therefore took it upon himself to deal
with Bfitish and Américan officials on the future political
coordination of the war effort, emphasizing "that Canada
would not be satisfied to be gonsulted via London on matters
of high strategic importancg..?i"BB
The inefficiency of_the Washington Legation also worried
certain. American officials who were becoming aware that | N
successful continental defence coordination would necessitate
closer commuﬁication with the Canadian Goverﬁment. In March

1942 the Zmerican Minister in Ottawa, J. Pierrepont Moffat,
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expressed to Norman Robertson his goyernﬁenf‘s desire that "it
might be possible to develop a closer and more intimate
_relationsh;p between the Legation and the State Departmeﬁt:

than that now existing.“39

In reésponse to Canadian complaints l
that the United -States often ignored Canada'‘'s role in the war
effort, Moffat countered ;hat Canada's‘intentions were.'out of
mind! because her represeﬁtative in the American capital was
Tout of sight'.40

The reclusive McCarthy-wag clearly uncomfortable in
Wgshington, ané in the spring of 1942 he confided to Wrong
that he-did no believe he could "last a second vear" as
‘Minister.4l McCarthy subsequently appealed to the Prime
Minister to relieve him of his duties, but Mackenzie King
privately approved of his représentative‘s unobtrusive style,
possibly because it suited his own hands-off external |
policies.42 The last thlng he probablv wanted was a high
profile Canadian spokesman in Washlngton.

As it turned out, McCarthv retained his position in )
Washington until 1945 while Wrong, unable to work with the
Minister,-returned teo Ottawa in 1942 to assist Robertson as
Associate Under-Secretary of-State for External Affairs.
Pearson assumed the vacant position at the Legation-and‘soon

. discovered that Wrong's reports had been only too -accurate.
In October 1944 he lnformed Robertson that American off1c1als
were concerned that they "rarely saw McCarthy either at “the
[State] Department or at the Embassy."43 With such a

withdrawn representative in Washington, Mackenzie King's
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singular control over Canadian-Amefican relations was in
little jeopardy;

The wartime Canadian representative in London, if more
visible than Leighton McCarthy, was nevertheless just as
ineffective at expressing official Canadian external policy.
As others have noted, "while [Vincent] Massey was prominent
and sometimes infiuentiaiﬁ he was not trusted by his érime
minister who viewed him, correctly, as Anglophilic in the
extreme."4{‘ Furthermore, King believed that Massey "was
rather too close to the makers of British p&licy——even, it

»

might be, too colonial-minded and Yoo easily impressed by
the majesty of imperial spléndour,"45 Hence, "Massey was
strictly ordered to abstain from any guesture that might
give credence to Cafiadian participation in a common imperial
policy."46 _.. |

Even ;n the absence of specific directives from Ottawa
Mackenzie King éast his ominous shadow across the Atlantic.

"The disembodied presence of the Prime Minister brooded .
over us," Charles Ritchie later recalled. Furthermore, "it
was not a benevolent influence. In the £lesh he was
thousands of miies away, but he needed no modern bugging
devices to detect the slightest guaver of disloyalty.to his
persén or +his policies."47 However, the lack of guidance
effectively gagged the High Commissioner at official confer-
ences in London. Concerning an August 1939 meeting of

Commonwealth representatives to discuss the volatile Polish

situation, Ritchie observed that...
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- [Massey] had no role to play and no idea what he
would do if he had such a -xole. He is as undetided
~as I am as to what is the proper line for the ' v
Canadian Government to take. He put the pros and
cons to me without any idea of ‘interpreting
them....48 . C

As was the case with Leighton McCarthy in Washiﬁgton, but for

different reasons, Vincent Masgey emerged as a silent wartime

‘Canadian representative in London, and similarly his ineffec-

tiveness suited Mackenzie King.

What arises from an examination of King's personal

attitudes towards his representatives in London and Washington

is the clear image of a Prime Minister who "worked in a
situation where all effective decision-making power was

concentrated in his own hands....“49

Meoreover, "the govern?
ment's willingness and ability to convey its thoughts on
external policy was dependent entirely on the prime minister
whomalone could express the views of the adﬁinistration. If
he didn't, no one else could."50 As a result, "neither the
High Commissioner in Liondon nor the minister in Washington
was a very vital functionary in King's eyes, and he gave them

little work to'do."51

The Prime Minister tended.-to look upon
their offices as nothing more than 'decorative post-boxes'.52
One suspects that important ?ritish and American officials
may have shared his viewpoint.

Thus during the prewar years there surfaced in the
expanding Department of Exfernal Affairs a small group of

young intellectuals. with cormmon backgrounds and similar

visions who might significantly affect the future direction
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cﬁf&anadian.foreiqn poliéy but who could do little about ﬁhe
bresent. Canada's significant contribution to the Allied
war effort would strengthen the hands of senior DEA officials
who would endeavour to push for a more prominent position N
for Canada in the postwar_warld, but their secretive Prime"
Minister was on his guard. He realized that after the war
Canada would no longer be able to remain totally aloof from
“the world's probléms, and feared that the internationaligts
like Pearson might lead Canada into troublesome world
responsibilities. Though Mackenzie King recognized the
intellectual potential.of the most‘sen;or advisers in his
dgpartment, he refused to share any part of the international
s
limelightaand chose to keep them in the dark as much as
possible. Similarly, his singular diplomacy was reflected
in his appointments of an elderly and reclusive Minister to
Waéhington,_and a capable but ostracized High Commissioner to
represent Canada in.London.

The outbreak of the war did not alter the Prime
Minister's personal attitude towards senior officials in the
Department of External Affairs. Rather, the untimely death
of Mackenzie King's long time confidant, 0. D. Skelton,
caused the Minister of External Affair;'to grow even more
~ secretive, much to the chagrin of Lester Pearson, Hume Wrong
and Norman Robertson, all of whom desired to play a more

active role in the formulation of Canadian foreign policy.

As the war progressed however, .and Canada's contributions to
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the Allied victory increased, atomic energy would emerge as an

international card that the Prime ginis;er would indeed hold
very close to hié chest. |

When tHe atomic energy issue did arise, Mackenzie King
would turn to C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackenzie. These were ém-
bitious men, but their ambitions were clegrly economic and

scilentific, unlike the broader ambitions’ of the voung men in

External Affairs. Howe was an .American expatriate who had re-

ceived his engipeering degree from the.Mas;achusetts Institute-
of Technologv and who later taught at Dalhousie University be-
fore successfullv enterlng pOllthS in the 1930s. ‘Recognizing
Howe s innate genlus for mobilizing Canada's resources for war,
King appointed him Minister of Mpnitions and Supply in 1940.53
Like Howe, C. J. Mackenzie was also a graduate of a prom-
inent American educational institution, Harvard University. He

was appointed in 1939 as acting president of the National

" Research Council when General A. G. L. McNaughton was recalled

to active military service. As Mackenzie would later observe,
he and other Canadian scientists who would become involved in
the atomic project realizedlthat "the release of nuclear energy’
-..would open up prospects for peacetime applications of much
more hopeful significaﬂce than the destruction wrought by

bombs."54

In other words he, like Howe, was interested in the
industrial benefits which might be derived from atomic energy,
not in producing atomic weapons. The Prime Minister knew which
direction Howe and Mackenzie would steer Canada's atomic energy

program énd would therefore feel secure in letting them handle

his country's atomic negotiations.

-
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THE MANAGEMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY POLICY 1942-1943

- | The Japanese- attack on Pearl Harbour in Decenber 1941 served

as the catalvst for nascent Amerlcan war industries whose
immense productive capabllltles the European Allres had long

appreciated. Peacetlme factories were geared to the productlon

=

N of vital weaponry and increased government funding augmented

- every area of militaryv research and development. In particular,

soon after the United States entered the war atomic research in
that country began to far outstrip similar studies that were
being carried on in Great Britain.l By the summer of 1942 it
became apparent to British officials that Great Britain could
no longer finance atomic research on her own and therefore ad-
vocated a joint program with the United States. Sir John =
Anderson, head administrator of the.British.atomic project, ad-

vised Churchill accordingly.

We must...face the fact that the pioneer work done in
this country is a dwindling asset and that, unless we
“capitalise it quickly, we shall be rapidly out- .
strlpped We now have a real contribution to make to
a 'merger'. Soon we shall have little or none.

Churchill agreed, and in 2ugust Anderscon informed American
officials of the British desire for increased Anglo-American

collaboration in the field of atomic endrgy development.3

ol ‘ 29
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_As seen.earlier}.Canéda was drawn into the atomic project
for a variety of reasons, one of whiéh waé her unigue relation-
ship with Great Britain and the Udited States. Inclusion in
this adventurous undertaking provided Canada with a significant
opportgnity to capitalize on her relationship as a '1inéhpin; o ;
vis—-a-vis Great Britainrand thé United States in the most im- |
portant’Anglo—Américan wartime endeavour. Canadian officials
would soon d;séoéer however, that this added responsibility

“~ha

did not come without inherent vicissitudes, for from its very

. !

-

concéption thé';ﬁ%mic 'partnership' was f;aught with -inconsisten-
ciés and miéuﬂé;fgéandings on both sides of the Atlaﬁtic. As one
senior.Canadian.ﬁilitary official remar#ed:' "Differences of

' geographiéal position, environment and hisﬁory create differ-
ences in values and even where identity of purpose‘exists,

-~

~differences as to the method may be adopted."4 Nowhere was

thié more evidént“gé§n in the area of Anglo-American atomic
research, and Canada would coften find it difficult to please
béth of her atomic'partners. |

Canadian involvegent in the.atomic'project did not encoﬁ-
pass, at least in ité formative period, consultation with or
particiﬁation by representatives from the'Departmeht of External -
Affairs. Though atomic collaboration required the measured
application'of-subtle diplomacy, an area in which top DEA
officials 1ike Norman Robertson, Hume Wrong and Lester Pearson
were well experienced, Mackenzie Xing chose to delegate atomic
responsibilities to twg men whose educational background and

experience had ill.prepared them for the intricacies of



.31
diplomatic negotiation.. Clgafly, "not the least remarkable
aspect of thisrstory was the fact that Canada's 'diplomacy’
was conducted by non—diplomats.."5 It does seem rather unusual,
at least in retrospect, that C. D. Howe, the Minister of -
Munitions and Supply, and C. J. Mackenzie, the acting.Director
of the National Research Council, emerged as Canada's prihcipal
policy formulators in an area thaf would significantly change
Canada's international position in the postwar world. But
King wanted to maintain complete control over the international
side of atomic enexrgy and_was content to leave the day-to-day
operations in the hands of his subordinates. Moreover, as
Arnold Heeney observed, "King recognized [Howe] as uniguely
equipped to develop the iﬁdustﬁj of war ané gave him free
rein."6 In atomic energy development this was clearly the case.
As a result the 'non-diplomats' assumed the difficult task of
asserting an independent.Canadian atomic policy without offend-
ing either one, Or worse both, of Canada's closést allies.

Maintaining a nonpartisan position would prove most diffi-
cult however, for as we shall see, the Canadian officials would
often be drawn into Anglo-American disputes in which they 1it-
tle desired to intervene and which were caused, with one not-
able exception, through no fault of their own mismanagement.
Howe and Mackenzie would often be pressured, especially by
~certain members of the'British group, to take sides, but the
 canadians would try to avoid ‘high-level disputes as long as
Dominion interests could be protected without such interven-—

tion. More than once however, the mediating efforts of

fd
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Mackenzie, whose numerous trips to London, Washington and New
York precursed the era of 'shuttle diplomacy', would moderaﬁe
attitudes on both sides when it.appearéd hotter heads might
prevail, and Anglo-American céoperation might be jeopardized.

The wartime atomic relationship between Great Britain and

~the United States was always a testy one. That both countries

frequently questioned the sincerity of each other's motives
suggests that an ingrained aﬁtipathy precluded amicable collab-
orative eﬁforts. The British themselves were not oblivious to
thié problem. A report prepared by W. A. Akers, Director of
Tube Alioyé, noted “"there was a general feeling prevalent in
America that the British always got the best of any deal..“7
Akers' observation was not altogéther untrue, é§ evidenped by
American Vice-President Wallace's sta£eﬁent QSHCgrning atom;c
collaboration tha£ the "British are trying to play their cus-
tomary role of getting more than they are entitled tg."s
Unfortunately, this latent animosity pervaded wartime atomic
discussions. ‘
canadian-American relations seem to have been much more
harmonious, perhaps because Canadian participation presented
no real threat to American dominance of the atomic project.
Canadian officials were eager moreover, to remain on friendly
terms with the Americans, for effective collaboration could
only benefit the future of any Canadian postwar industrial
ambitions in the field of atomic energy. Howe and Mackenzie

realized "that the national interest lay in keeping on as good

terms as possible with the céuntri that was going to set the
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pace.“9 By 1942 it was evident the United States was that
country. ' .

Although Howe and Mackenzie ﬁaintained friendly relations
with their American counterparts there nevertheless existed on .
the Canadian side a distinct awareness that the channels of
communication between the various people in Canada and the
United States "while very pleasant, [were] rather vague."10
-This ambiguity ocgasiondlly fostered misunderstanding, bu£ for
the most part Canadian-American discussions flowed smoothly,
due in no small part to thé fact that “séientist administrators,
like Vannevar Bush, were alsg influencing much of American
policy.“ll In fact, Mackenzie considered Bush and his assist-
éﬁt James B. Conant extremely competen£ and believed that
together they made “é grand team.“12 |

If the Canadian-American relationship was amicable, the
same could not always be said about Anglo-Canadian cooperation.
All too often the reluctance of British authorities to treat
the Canadians as equals hindered fruitful discussion. Invariit
ably, certain British officials exhibited "a tenaency to look
"on Canada as a Commonwealth territory and somewhat, therefore,
at their disposal.“13

Sir John Anderson, Lord President Ef the Council and the
cabinet minister resp0nSible for Great Britain's atomic pro-
gram, most clearly exemplified this anachronistic.attitude
towards Canada. His vituperative accusations and pretentious

magnaﬁimity often served only to harden the resclve of Howe

and Mackenzie who.found little in common with someone whose

-
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views seemed to reflect an ignorance of the fact that Canada's.
relationship with Great Britain had changed since the era of
Victoria's Empire. Indeed, as one oObserver noted, "with his .
pin-stripe trousers, wing collar and gold watch-chain, his heavy
face, carefully weighed words and air of a slightly sad blood-
hound, he appeared to come from the age of the war before last."14
After meeting Anderson for the first time Mackenzie noted:

He is the type who sees only the good of England--
people who don't act as good colonists must be
actuated by sinister motives--

He is the type of Englishman who ‘makes me a

good North American. The common people of England
are simply marvelous--some of the rulers are asses.

15

The Americans also found the Lord President antipathetical.
Vannevar Bush described him as one "whose diploqﬁcy is usually
ove’r-clever."16 Clearly, Anderson's personaliﬁy dié not lend
itseif fo favourable negotiations.with either the Canadians or
the Americans.

This animosity did not extend to all Britons involved
with the atomic project however. Mackenzie believed that
Akers, for example, was "absolutely first rate."l7. He also
highly respected the British High Commissioner to Canada,
Malcolm MacDonald, and truly appreciated his participation in
atomic discussions. Arncld Heeney would later write that
"his [MacDonald's] term in Ottawa was notably successful in
the“development and maintenance of a relationship tha£ was not
without serious difficulties at that tﬁme," and surely not the
least of these was the tenuous atomic relationship.18 Never-
theless, "so long as there was...an assumption of ultimate

authority in London, there was bound to be trouble."19 As we
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Shall see, the British presumption.that they'could depend upon
Canadian support in disputes with the Aﬁericans served oﬁiy to
foster_iil feeliﬁgs between the two Commonwealth 'partners'
when that support was not forthcoming.

Official Canadian participation in wartime atomic energy
development began in June 1942 when a British delegation headed
by Malcolm MacDonald urged Mackenzie King to have the Canadian °
Government take.oﬁer control of Eldorado Gold'Mines Limited,
the compény which owned the rich uranium deposits on Great Bear
Lake. fherPrime Minister referred the Béitish emissaries to
Howe and Mackenzie.20 Howe subsequently stated that the pro-
posed takeover of £ldorado was not bnly feasible, but also
" assured the British representatives that his personal friend-
ship with the president of the company, Gilbert Labine, would
considerabiy facilitate such a transfer. Malcolm MacDonald,
evidently pleased with the minister's acéémnpdating posture
found it difficult to hide his exhuberancé. "Howe expressed
willingness to do anything we wanted," he promptly.repgrted to
Tondon. "Immediate Canadian Government control of output and
price is easily possible under the existing powers."21
The High Commissioner's confidence was unfortunately to prove
premature.

C. D. Howe was, according to one of his former colleagues,
"a man who wanted to get things done with the least amount of

talk." 22

This characteristic led Howe, and Canada, into prob-
lems in atomic energy matters. That the minister was an

extremely capable administrator is without doubt; his
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industrious spirit and persisient determination was an example
for all Canadians tc¢ follow during the war. At times hoWever;_
the trust and confidence that he showed in other people's ad-
ministrative capabilities'placed him in awkward positions.

One such incident involved the Eldorado takeover. Howe's per-
sonal friendship with Gilbert Labine proved as much a handicap
as an aid in the incipient uramium supplies dispute between
Great Britain and the United States. The minister had exhib-
ifed considerable confidence.in his friehd, but he was soon
to learn thaf "trust and friendship are not_invariably the
firmest foundations on which to build international relation-
ships fraught with possible conflicts of interest."?> The
sloppy handling of the Eldorado problem would tarniéh Howe's
reputation in London and cause British officials to question
the sincerity of Canada's commitments to Anglo-Canadian coop-
eration. -
Malcolm MacDonald's report that 'immediate'® acquisition
of Eldorado’s assets was 'easily possible' was based on Howe's
false assumption that Labine actually owned or controlled the
vast majority of stock in the ‘company. This was not the case
however, and the ensuiné protracted Eldoradq takeovér did not
endear Howe to the authorities in London whose confidence in
the minister diminished in wview of the unexpected delay. In
fact, it wéuld be eighteen months after the original approaches
by MacDonald before the Canadian Government finally expropri-

_ated Eldorado.24

‘Gilbert Labine's operation of Eldorado soon caused more

-
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embarrassment for Howé.‘iOn 12 June, 1942, Sir John Anderson had
‘ instructedAMacDonald that it was imperatiwve that the United |
States Government be informed before any definitive action was
taken tdwardg seeking Canadian governmental expropriation -of
Eldorado. 1In his telegram to the High Commissioner he stated
the "Americans would no doubt require some assurances that con-
trol would not be used to deprive them of their fair share of'
output. We are prepared, so far as we are concerned, to‘give
some such assurances.“25 Anderson need not have been troubled
about American priorities, for unknown to him the United States
Government, through U.S. Army gontracts totalling 350 tons, had
already gained control of Eldorado's uranium oxide production
caéabilities at the Port Hope, Ontario refinery.

Needless to say, British apprehension developed when Fhey
learned that-their original request for twenty tons of refined
" uranium oxide would have to be postponed so that Labine could
. first fulfil his contractual obligations to the Americans. In
:November the British were making approaches to Howe and
Mackenzie in order to ascertain the nature and extent of the

U.S. Army contracts with Eldorado. By this time Great Britain
had committed itself to the transfer of its heavy water re-

search project to a laboratory in Montreal and British author-
ities were anxious that this team receive the reguired amount
of uranium oxide to allow full-scale research and development.
Despite their knowledge of the U.S. Army contracts however,

. "the British beiieved the Americans yould ensure that the raw

material needs of the Anglo-Canadian research team in Montreal



4 - A e L e = Pk + e W oy e o d g ol b rEk e Bt TR W Bl s e
j — A ime M - VE bemL Ln C o e o R e T e s R e e v b et A L S— S o S e .

‘38
were met."26 Authoritigs in Montreal and.London were soon to
be disappointed. '

An American contract with another éanédian cbmpany would
unfortunately further impede effective progress at the Montreal
laboratory. In the summer of 1942 American officials had |
entered into agreement with the Consolidated Mining and
‘Smelting Company at\Trail, British Columbia for the production
of heavy water, known as an efficient moderator for use in
atomic research.27 Although it §pemed that complete American
control of heavy water supplies was certain, in September
Akers'expressed to Sif John Anderson his confidence "that we
shall be able to...secure the heavy water produced at Trail. s
Akers based his prediction on views expressed earlier to him
by James Conant and other American scientists‘to the effect
that heavy water development should bg left to Dr. Hans
Halban's team in Montreal, "provided work was being carried
out by his éroup on a reasonable scale on the North American

Continent."29 An October meeting of Tube Alloys officials

in London agreed on the utmost importance of obtaining firm
assurances from the American Government "to the effect that
Dr. Halban's team would be accorded high priority" with
respect to the ;cquisition of heavy water.30 Such official
assurancés had not yet been given.

C. J; Mackenzie recognized early the importance of
guaranteed heavy water procuremént from the United States.
After meeting with British officials in late October he noted

-

that "no one seems to take this difficulty seriously but -
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ﬁ&sélf. I think that'that‘agreement is the only major diffi-
culty."}l Heavf water supply was not the only problem, but
Mackenzie was right when ﬂe suggested it was a maior one, fo
the future of the Anglo-Canadian effort in Montreal depended
on it. He stressed this fact to Vannevar Bush and James
Conant when he travelled to‘Washington in November to discuss
the future of the Montreal project. Mackenzie told Conant

L]

"quite frankly" that Canadian involvement in the pgéject
would be minimal until heavy water supplies could be secured.32
Despiﬁe his efforts however, the Americans still refused to
guarantee the supply of.heavy water for the Anglo-Canadian
team in Montreal.33

- The diffiéulties encountered by Howe and Mackenzie in
their attempts to secure from the United States aééquate sup-
plies of uranium oxidg and heavy water were merely symptoms of
the larger and ultimately more significant problem of recon-
ciling British intransigence with American cutbacks‘in scien-
tific and technical collaboration. Akers' assistant, M. W.
Perrin, had predicted in the spring of 1942 that very soon the
Americans would "completely outstrip us in ideas, research and’
application of nuclear energy and that then, quite rightly,
they will see ﬁé\afason for our butting in.n34

By the autumn, Akers had come to view the U.S. Army take-

over of the American atomic project as detrimental to effec-
tive collaboration. He noted in a letter to Mackenzie that\
"the incursion of the Army into this project has enormously

restricted the activity and freedom of O.S.R.D."35 A few
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weeks later he observed, somewhat inaqcurately, that "Bush énd
Conant have réally been run right out of ‘everything except
pure laboratory work so that I am really wasting.my time talk-
ing with them about most of the work.“ssi Conant had apparently
expressea previously to Akers his disenchantment with the re-
strictive measures that the Army was élaciﬁg on the project
but lamented "that as the Army- [was] payving the piper, it
[was] not unreasonable for them to try to call the tung."37
British authorities subsequently let their American counter--
parts know that they would not be able to accept the restric-
w38

General Leslie R. Groves, the U.S. Army administrator
re§ponsibie for the American atomic project, drew most of the
British condemnation. His zeal for secrecy was viewed by many

in London as fanatical but his fears were shared by other

American officials. Conant for example, informed Mackenzie

" that he too felt there was "a danger in having too many people

from the United Kingdom running arcund the United States on

38 . ) . . . .
" Mackenzie however, remained unconvinced

the same project.
of the necessity of such 'stringent and obstructionist restric-
tions.'40

On 29 December, Vannevar Bush informed Mackenzie "that
the programme for co-operative work as between Canada, the
United Kingdom and the United States, had been finally approved
and he was very pleased about it:"41 Mackenzie wés somewhat

\
less enthused, for he had learned not to set one's hopes too

high. His initial apprehension was confirmed when Conant



‘memo as a manifestation of "the somewhat high-handed and ex-—

41
phoned him four days later to say that a forthcoming letter
concerning the interchange impasse "might'sound-more harsh

nd2 Here was a clear examplé of how

than was really intended.
the Americans endeavoured to use Mackenzie as a.bﬁffef between
themselves ’nd the British. By letting him inform Akefs and
MacDonald of the nature cf, the American plan for 'cooperation'
they relieved themselves of an unpleasant task, at the same
time shifting this embarragsing responsibility, some might say
unfairly, to C. J. Maékenzié.43 London was not unaware:that
Washington might use Ottawa as a medium, for Akers and
MacDonald both hounded Mackemzie in the first days of January
hoping to hear word of the American proposal.

. British reacti%p to the Conant Memo of January 7, 1943
which restricted the flow of information between the Américan
and Anglo-Canadian teams was both swift and predictable.
MacDonald, for one, believed it répresented an attempt by the

Americans to establish a monopoly in both the military and in-

dustrial applications of atomic energy.44 He regarded the

1]

" clusive policy being adopted by some senior officers of the

United States Army who are now in charge of these matters in

the States."45

He and Akers immediately attempted to solicit
the support of Mackenzie, whdm they knew was well respected by
Conant and Bush. They first tried to convince him to send a

highly critical letter of protest, written by Akers, to Conant.
Mackenzie adamantly refused to do so,-stating that both Conant

\
and Bush would easily recognize that the sentiments expressed
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46 ' MacDonald then asked

in the draft were those of Akers.
Mackenzie, whom he regafded as "very wise and heipful about
these things," to travé; to Washington where he could "[take]
advantage of his intimate, persénal friendship with Conént.:.
land] talk with the latter to endeavour to discover what is
behind all this apparent lack of co-operative spirit, and
where responsibility for it lieé-"” Clearly, British authori-

ties believed the Americans were more disposed to frank dis-

cussions with Mackenzie than thev were towards anyone from

- -

Great Britain.
For his part, Mackenzie was less sympathetic towards

Great Britain's position than the British officials thought he

should be. Had thev been reading his diarv they would have been

confirmed in their suspicions; after meeting with MacDonald and

Akers to discuss the Conant Memo Mackenzie noted:

- I am not at all sure that their views are right and
I am guite sure that there are other factors in the
picture which have not been disclosed. I can't help
feeling the United Kingdom group emphasizes the im-
portance. of their contribution as compared with “the
Bmericans and, this attitude has been one of the real
shortcomings Ef British diplomacy all through the
war.

C. D. Howe concurred with this appraisal, for when he met with

Mackenzie to discuss the latter's impending trip'to Washington

he expressed his view that if the British "had left the negoti-

ations to us we could probably have handled it more satisfac-

torily."49_ He cautioned moreover, that Canada "should not get

into any high power disagreement as between the U.K. and the

U.S.," an attitude which Mackenzie King would surely have ap-

proved.so Mackenzie would find it difficult however, to remain

-

.



L]

neutral. - ~
Mackenzie's subsequent discussions in Washington with
Conant and Bush on 18 January served only to strengthen his

conv;ctzon that the Amerlcan restrictions on 1nterchange were

not as severe as the Brltlsh would have him belleve. He per—_

-

ceived and understood thelr reluctance to share technlcal know-

how with the Montreal team since it could hardly be called an
'Anglo-Saxon' group and many of its top scientists were

European emigres from several countries. Conant and Bush "felt

"there was no guarantee that the varlous nat;onals——French,

L
Austrian, Russian, Czechoslovakian, German, Italisn etc., could
’ ?
be guaranteed for any length of time.“51 Moreover, Mackenzie

correctly discerned that General Groves was not acting alone,

"but that the ultimate decision to segregate and limit exchange
was the unanimous decision of the high*policy body," of which

52 Mackenzie

Conant and Bush were highly influeﬁtial_members.
described his discussions as’ipleasant-and:pzofitable'uandﬁLeft
+he American capital convinced that there was ‘a great deal: to
be said' for the American position. = Such opiﬁion would ndt go
over well in London.

Upon‘his return to Ottawa, Mackenzie duly informed the
ngh Commissioner and Akers of the American reasons for their
steadfast posture on restricting interchange. As expected, the
news pleased neither of the British officials who felt the
American restrictions weré tvery unfair."s4 MacDonald. subse—

qﬁently reported to London the details of Mackenzie's discus-

sions with Conant and Bush, particularly noting that American.
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reticence-épparently derived from fears that postwar security

problems might result from the disseminating of atomic know-how
L

" to various countries through the numerous foreigners which were ..
b 3
on the AnglYo-Canadian team.55 MacDonald further observed that,

contréry to what he had earlier believed, General Groves was

not solely responsible for the interchange cutback. Rather,
Mackenzie's trip to Washington revealed that this decision had

originated at the highest echelon, éhe American Policy-
Commitfee.sa

The increasingiy serious consequences of American polidy
were now prompting still firmer réspénses ih London. Sir John
Andersoﬂ_subsequently advocated that the Anglo-Canadian team

in Montreal adopt a policy of restricted interchange similar

to that of the Americans. Akers however, did not agree. In

his opinion,

-

Our best chance of convincing Americans of advantages
of complete interchange is to get this working wher-
ever there is a definite request for it to be done,
from their side, by people who can assert that, with-
out such exchange, guickest realization of full-scale
[atomic] plants will be jeopardized.57

This line of thought wagfnot welcomed in London however, and
it was becoming evident to those . involved ih atomic matters

that anyvone who did not fully support-the policies advocated
.by Sir John .Anderson, whether it was Howe, Mackenzie or even
Akers, were viewed in Great Britain as detrimental'to the fu{ 'j
ture success of British atomic energy development. Such seem-

ing perfidy did not sit well at Whitehall. 1Indeed, some mem-

bers of the British [Tube Alloys] Technical Committee believed

b B
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that Akers, "owing to his long absence [from Londonl, is get- =

wo8

ting rather out of touch with developments herxe. The

cOmmittee[;:Eordingly recommended to Anderson that Akers return

to Great Britain, if even for only a short period of time, soO

that he could reacquaint himseIf-with the lcorrect'tBritish

attitude on American interchange restrictioné.sg-

" Anderson refused to vield any ground to the Americans
despité the fact that some of his advisers privately admitted

that "any withdrawal of co-operation on our part is likely to

prejudice our efforts to clear the position with the Americans."60

However, after discussing the interchange impasse with
Churchill's personal adviser, Lord Cherwell, Anderson concluded

. the British team "should continue to give the impression of not

[

withholding information from the Americans...but, at the same

‘tng, should be careful not to give away any important secrets

untgl the position has been clarified."61 ‘Anderson stubbornly

maintained his position, even after the chief scientist at the

Montreal laboratory, Hans Halban, advocated acceptance of the

terms set forth in the Conant Memo.62

] L4
Perhaps the Lord President's resolve was buoyed by his
ill-conceived conviction that negotiations at the Prime

MiﬁiSterial and Presidential level would end the c-iispute.63
This became apparent when he ‘informed MacDonaid that Roosevelt
and Churchill haé& discussed the nature and extent of coopera-
tion in the atomic energy project while at Casablanca and
there were "some grounds for hoping that the President will...

issue instructions to the effect that collaboration...should
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be re-established onia basis of full reciprocity."64 Upon
hearing from Malcolm MacDonald of the possible breakthrough at
the Casqblanca Cénference Mackenzie displayved far less opti- o
mism.65 His reluctance to show similar faith in 'high-level’
discussions refiected a keener understanding of how atomic
policy was formulated in the United States, a précess which
few in London seemed to comprehend nearly as well:

An opportunity soon arose however, to reverse the British
_ position.on renezed collaboration. While in New York in
February Mackenzie had been approached by Conant who requested‘
fhat Halbgn be allowed to meet with Haro%d Urey and Enrico
Fermi of the American atomic project  to discuss éuestioné the
latter two had concerning the Frenchman's original heavy water
research. Mackenzie welcomed the idea and-aésured Cconant that

"66

"it would be guite easy to do. After securing Ealban's

consent he informed MacDonald who agreed "that it was a very

favourable break."67

Mackenzie-be}ieved the request for
Halban's advice represented "an attempt on the part of thel
scientific personnel to break down the rigid instfuctions
which the Army have imposed on co—operation."68 The High
Commissioner duly informed Anderson of the American approach
and reiterated Mackenzie's belief that the request indicated
"a softening of the American attitude regarding.co—operation."sg-
The staging of such a meeting could.possibly initiate a rap-
prochement between BritiSh and American guthorities.

Unfortunately, Sir John Anderson did not share these

sentiments and ordered MacDonald to cancel Halban's trip on

¥ I
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the grounds that‘it would weaken Churchill's position "by giv-
ing further yéluable information [to the Americans] before
sétisfactory coﬁditions for co-operation and exchange of infor-
70

mation on. a basis of full‘reciprocity have .been restored."

The High Commissioner subsequently instructed Halban to call

"

off his meeting with Urey and Fermi. Halban's immediate

appeal to Anderson for reconsideration met with no éuccess.71

In fact, Anderson indicated that Halban should not only cancel

- his trip, but that MacDonald should specifically inform the

Americans that Conant's memo of 7 January was the reason for
the decision.72 Clearly, Anderson wanted to leﬁ_the Americans
know exactly where he stood on the iﬁterchange dispute.
Needless to say, such obstructive behaviour did not im-
press Mackenzie, who called Anderson's move "a very unwise
one."73 MacDonald had earlier informed London that Mackenzie
would be 'very disappointed' with the decision, but this came
ﬁs no shock to Sir John wﬁo had come to see Mackenzie's views -
as uhduly attuned to the American position.74 He predicted
"that Mackenzie will lend himself to fhis blatent attempt by
Conant to divide oufselves and the Canadians in this matter."75
Mackenzie's fears were well founded however. After
MacDonald informed thé Americans that Halban would not be
allowed to confer with Urey and Fermi in New York Conant sug-
gested to Bush that the American heavy water prggect proceed
independently of the group headed by Halban in Montreé.l.76
As Anderson had suspected, and hoped, the absence of Halban's

. . - 77
advice slowed down American progress in heavy water research.
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ﬁis tactic'oniy increased however, American irritation with
the British position. Conant let MacDonald know in clear
language thét American officials wefe upset with their counter-
parts in London but "that everyone understood that Tthe] de-
cision had not been macde By the Canadian Government but by
London."78

. Clearly, Anderson's cancelling of Halban's conference
with the American scientists ‘exacerbated the acrimonious situ-
ation. The Lord President's ‘'over-clever diplomacy' led
Conant to suggest that the "whole conﬁroversy might never had

N
arisen if the negotiations had been in the hands of British

scientists comparéble to [Bush]."79

Deadlock haé now set in
however. The faint hope that an early solution could be found
to the interchange impasse was extinguished by the cance}latiop
of Halban's trip to New York. |

As the summer of 1943 épprbached, the problem of uranium
and heavy water supplies remained unresoived, the American
restrictive policy on interchange continued to be a contentious
issue, and Canadian officials found themselves enmeshed in the
acrimonious Angfb—American dispute, the unfavourable position
which C. D. Howe had sought to avoid. Department of External
Affairs officials might have welcomed the opportunity to act
as peacemakers, but Canada's professional diplomats were still
ignorant of their country's involvement in étomic energy devel-
opment. The animosity which pervaded Anglo-American atomic
discussions at this time suggested it would be a busy summer

.

indeed for Canada's 'non-diplomats’.
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THE TRAVAILS OF ATOMIC MEDIATION, 1943-1945

When C. D. Ho&e.expressed to C. J. Mackenzie in January, 1943,
his fears,that Canéda might be dragged into high level atomic
disputéslbetweeﬁ the United States and Great Britain he had
exposed his personal aversion to diplomatic mediatien. If Canada
was to emerge merely as a referee in the atomic relationship
he wanted no part of it.1 External Affairs offiqials might
have viewed this matter differently, but as yet they were not
involved. It would be two more vears before anydne from DEA
confronted theé atomic issue. Consequently, with the profesgional
diplomats as vet still out of the ﬁicture, Mackenzie King
detached from the intricacies of the relationship, and Howe
reluctant to take part personally in tedious arbitration,‘the
responsibility for representing Canada devolved almost entirely
to C. J. Mackenzie.

As seen in the previous chapter; Macken;ie's early
efforts to bring Great Britain and the United States together
in a mutually beneficial ‘and cooperative agreement met with
little success. However, when-éthers might have become dis-
couraged and .abandoned conciliatory endeavours, he appears
never to have relinquished his desire to maintain diécussiOn

54
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between atomic officials in London and Washingéon. Speaking
of the difficult negotiations durlng 1943, even the official
.British histoxy has noted that Macken21e "had been verv helpful
in smoothing relations at the working level and he, (Dr. James]
ghadwick and Conant all got on well together.“2 Mackenzig's
role in the atomic relationship cannot be overestimated, for
his position between the American and_Britishlofficials p;é-
" vided a buffer for inflamatory statements w£ich otherwise
would have had a sobering effect upon any future Anglo-American
collaboration not only in the field of atomic energy, but also
in other areas of cooperative research andtdevelopment.

Tﬁe future of atomic collaboration did not locok promising
in the spring of 1943, especially after Sir John Anderson had
prevented Hans Halban from travelling t¢ New York to consult
with Harold Urey and‘Enrlco Fermi of the Amerlcan prOJect.
Officials on both 51des of the Atlantic hardened their resolve
not to give any ground to the other side. By the first few
days of April atomic advisers in Great Britain were already
contemplating the ramifications of a complete breakdown in
cooperative atomic research and development.3 Clearly, the
probability of continued Anglo-American coliaboration seemed
further away than ever.

On 1 April, Malcolm MacDonald indicated'té Sir John
Anderson his reluctant agreement with the decision to suspend
scientific interchangés with the Americans until the atomic
collaboration qﬁestion was re‘solved.4 He also expressed his

concern that Harry Hopkins, President Roosevelt's personal

-
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adviser and confidant, might not be yorking as hard as was
necessary towards a solution to the impasse.5 Furthermore, he
i noted that he and Macké%zie had discussed the sitvation and
they both favoured goiné to Washington to "sort cut the-probh
lem and if nééessary to urge [Hopk:'.ns]'can.“-6 When the High
} ‘ Commissioner formally requested permission to travel to the
American Capital he also asked tha# Mackenzie accompany him.:®
! He was quite';pécific iﬁ;describing the reasons for the latter
| suggestion. |
This would help greatly in keeping him [Mackenzie]
well dlsposed to our present line of policy, in
assuring him that we are d01ng evervthlng we can
to resolve the deadlock, and in satlsfv1ng him that
-we are treating Canada as a full partner in this
whole matter. Moreover, his own contribution in
// these discussions is always helpful and constructive.’
Undoubtedly MacDenald wvalued the counsel of Mackenzie,'who‘
might be privy to certain American information and opinion
that people like Conan%’and Bush would othe?wise be reluctant
to_share with British authorities. The British were clearly
| anxious to benefit as much as they could from Mackenzié's
[ - - 'friendship' with the American atomic policy—makers.
MacDonald's proﬁosed mission to Washington with Mackenzie
L | never materialized but the latter ai& make the trip by himself
towards the end of April. During this visit Conant and Bush
informed Mackenzie that the deteriorating situation was dﬁe to
‘the British refusal to accept the American position on scienti-
fié interéﬁange as outlined in the Conant Memo.8 The American

administrators also reiterated "that...the restriction regard-

ing passing of information had their full support and the

P
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'supporé of the scientific committees and was not ‘just a whim

8

of the Army." Fuithermore, they considered the British pro-

testations uhjustified and believed that 2Akers, for one, "did

not appfeciate really the limitatidns and viewpoints which had

10

takgn place." Finally, Conant and Bush confirmed Mackenzie's

1 " . co . < . s
expressed belief that British attempts to have the restrictions™

réscindquthrough intervehtion at the Presidential level were
fruitless. M;Ekqn;ie found l;ttle to disputé with the
Americans and returned to Ottawa satisfied that the :estrictive
measures were not as intolerable as he haé earlier believed.ll
Bush.happily reported to Harry Hopkins tbat ﬁackgnzie agreed
"entirely thét our décisién is reasonablé, and I believe that
he will urgé the British to withdraw theilr obfiéctions."l2

| Upoﬁ his return to Ottawa Mackenzie began'greparations

for a trip to Great Britain to discuss the atomic impasse with

British authorities in London. He.duly apprised Howe of his

~discussions in Washington and together they considered what

effect his findings would  have on hi$ mission across the
Atlantic. Howe agreed with Mackenzie's suggestion that they
should apply as much pressure as possible on Sir John Anderson
in én effort to have him acqﬁiescg to thg American proposals
for restricted interghaﬁge as-stipuleted in Conant's January
Y N
memo.13 Furthermore, the minister, who by this time was
growing guite pérturbed Qith the self-righteous attitude of
certain British efficials, advised Mackensie £o inform Sir
John "that unless they would permit usﬁ?o hand%e the entire

negotiations from this end that he would not feel like °

4
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supportlng the project any further. With these instructions
in- hand Mackenzle headed across the Atlantic where attltudes
were not nearly so compliant.
Mackenzle s meetlng with Sir John Anderson in Mav provided
some explosive moments as nelther 51de pulled punches. But to

suggest, as others have, that the meetlng was totallv unsuc-

T

cessful is to 1gnore the true purpose of mediatory dlscuss;on. .'

interchange and dlssemlnatlon "of contrasting information.and
'o};:im'_on.:LS For although the meeting obviously fostered .ill
will between Mackenzie and Anderson, both acéuired a more com-
plete understandlng of each other's: 9051tlon. 'Maékenzie, for
1nstance, told Anderson flatly that "he [Anderson] dld not
understand‘the U.s. posxtlon or feellng——that they were as

wl6

sure of +heir cause as he-was [of hisl. Furthermore, he

assured Sir John that the Canadian Government "would certainly

not support a team in Canada to compete with the U.S.", and
advised him that "his action in stopoing Dr. Halban's visit
was allenatlng the only good friends we had in the U. s: 17
During an informal discussion.later in his visit Mackenzie
informed RAkers that there was no hope of convincing the
Amerdeans‘to‘modify the restrictions advocated in the Conant
‘Memo.ls Hence, Mackenzie's May mission to Great Britain was
not as fruitless as some would have us believe. Rather, the
British authorities gained valuable lnformatlon about the
steadfastness of the American position and the.unW1lllngness
of the Canadlans to part1c1pate in any rival atomlc project

-

s -
that would jeopardlze their relatlonshlp with the Unlted
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States. . The discussions also confirmed the British fears that
Canédé would side with fhe_United States if it Game down to
choosing sides. Commonwealth sol}darityrwas evidently of
lesser impért to Mackenzie and Howe-whén the:future'of,atomic~

energy development was involved. As for Mackenzie, after meet-
~

iﬁg Sir John Anderson face to face he realized now more than

ever before ;hat recbnciliation of the two parties would not

be an easy task.

."At the same time Mackenzie had certainly not endeared him-
.selftto many fop British officials. This animosity unfortun-
atély pfecluded these same officials from accepting reasoned
advice from Canada.that might have.ameliorated their position
vis-3&-vis the. United States. For instance, on several occa- -
sions Mackenzme argued against attempting to override the top
admlnlstratlve offmczals 1n the United States by maklng dlrect
‘approacheS'to Roosevelt through Churchill. Mackenzie contended
that such manoeuvering served only to alienate the likes of
Groves, Cog;nt and Bush, and he informed Akers of this opinionm
while J'.n']:,o;';don.]"9 Akers shortly thereafter went to Canada
unde; thg impression that Rdosevelt and Churchill had "fixed
‘everything up...and that negotiations would be opened up."20
Such was not the case however, and Mackenzie was qulck to note

that "it looks like Casablanca all over, again—the usual prom-
21 '

*-. ises giVven but nothing happening.” Malcolm MacDonald, for

one, was cognizant of Mackenzie's keen awareness of the situa-
tion and in July informed Anderson accordingly.

Based on their experience in other cases, the
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- canadians definitly think that the President will
not attempt to force any change in the present
American attitude on this matter if there is stiff
opposition from-senior military or okher officials.
We believe such oppgosition has_i cased steadily
over recent months. ' :

Unfortunately, Sir John Anderson and others chose to ig-

nore such advice and continued to support efforts by'Chu:chill

-

+o have Roosevelt reverse the American posiEion on restricted

interchange. Their confidence was perhaps unduly buoyved by

.

the promises issued by Roosevelt during his May talks with

‘Churchill in Washi‘ngton.23

Sadly, the British had apparently
not vet understood that Roosevelt's‘prdmiSes were no iron-clad
guarantee of results. Ba;ely a month after the Prime Minister's
_mission to the Ameriéan Capital Vannevaf Bush édvised Ro&sevelt
th;t ;we miéht.as well sit tight on British relations, since
our [atomic] program is not suffering for any lack of inter- g
change.“24 Rogsevelt, according to Bush, agreed. -

To his credit howéver, Anderson did begin to perceive the
B

nuances of American administrative operations when no substan-
tial agreement evolved from Churchill's May talks with

Roosevelt. In a message to MacDonald on 2 July Anderson con-

T

cluded that the President was encountering obstacles "in. secur-

ing implementation of his promise andé that this-necessarily
precludes indepéndent éppraach to those-who are creating the
obstacies.“25 .Those who were 'creating the obstacles', the
.pglicy makers like Conant and Buéh, were- resentful of the
'British approdches to Rﬁsg\velt behind their backs,26 The

British officials_throughout is period had failed to under-

stand that, with respect to atoml nergy policy, Roosevelt

i
'

i



- L . . ' 61
did:not constantly exercise direct infiuence in the United
States as Churchill did in Great Britain. Mackenzie on the
other hand had fﬁlly comprehended the power exergi;ed by .
Conant, Bush and Groves, vet the British officials, partly out
of pe;;onal animosity and partly as a result of their own mis-
conceptions bn how American policﬁ was formulated, had callous-
ly disregarcded his astute observaé&oné. In@eé&, it was not
until Churchill mhet with Bush and Secietary of War Henry-Li
Stiméon in July and'disclaimed any British interest in the
postwar commercial éspects of atomic energy that the road to
rengwed collaboration was cleared.27

.Mackenzie was not .ignorant of his unpopularity among sev-
eral of the top level atomic officials in Great Britain. He
confide@g;o his diary in Julyv.-that ﬂi-am not so sure tﬁat my
connection with radiocology will'make me persona grata with some
pecople in England, particularlyv with Sir John Anderson,

Cherwell and Chu:chill...."28

Moreover, Mackenzie was con-
cerned that the British authorities might see him as a causal
factor in the c¢ollaboration breakdown.29 Such fears were not
merely evidence of chronic paranoia, but were well fbﬁnded.

As the official British historian has noted, Sir John concluded
tﬁé% "since Mackenzie was not wholeheartedly in favour of the

British policy he seemed to be againét it."30

And Lord
Cherwell .went so far as to sugéest that Churchill approach.
Mackenzie King to have Mackenzie assigned elseﬁhere "which
would remove him from the field of T lloys without putting

him in a position where he could do us haég\in other matters;"Bl

<
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This rather imperioﬁé suggestion showed the degree to which
some British policy makers in Greét Britain were totally mis-
guided. Those officials closer to the difficult negotiations
in North America, people like MacDonald'and %kers, clearly
valued Mackenzie's presence. Obviocusly, those who resided in
Londeon's ;vory towers were not ‘as appreciative.

Restricted inte;change w;s not thé only factor which Més
causing strain between Great Britain and the United States. |
As Qiscus ed earlier, éhe.origingl British request for‘twenty
tons of uranium oxide héd‘had to be postp0nea so that Gilbert
‘Labine could fulfill Eldorado's contractugl obligations” to the
U.Ss. Army.32 By the spring of 1943 however, the scientific
team aséeébled in Montreal was -anxious to commence operation
but still had not received any uraﬁium oxide. When, on‘7 April,

Malcolm MacDonald requested through Howe that Labine supply

the Anglo-Canadian team with the

riginal oxrder of twenty tons
the Eldorado president replied that he weculd not be able to
accommodate this or any future ders because he had, without
consultation with Howe, fufther "contracted to sell {to the
U.s. Aryy] the entife output of the Eldorado mine for the fore-
seeable fuj:ure."33 . N '

This revelation astounded'the British.who felt Howe had
.betrayed 'them. Indeed, the minister had been rather vagug.in
‘his discussions ‘'with Labine. , &s a résult, "what slight glim-
mering [Labiﬁe] had received af Howe's general policy in the

matter of selling uranium ore had led him to th}nk_,a

that it was a policy of America'firét."34' Morgkver, it was
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later reveaied that Labine had allowed his assistant, Carl B.
F{ench, to secure$he controversial aéreements with the U.S.r
Army.  The postwa:'governmental.repo;t on Eldorado's operations.
concluded tﬁat "responsibility for secret negotiations wiﬁh

-

the U.S. Government and U.S. Army...should never have been
allocated to one who was merely_the secretary of the company."35
In any case Howe's failﬁre-to counsel Labine créated an atmos- '
phere of ambiguity which allowed the U.S. Army to gain control
of Eldorado's production, a deve10pment which undérstandably
angered London and caused embarréssment in Ottawa.

A British memorandum_prepareé iﬂ May illustrated how thg
uragium supplie; issue had placed the‘%pglb—Canadian project-
in Montreal in Jjeopardy.

The fact that the U.S. Government has ordered from

Eldorado a guantity of oxide which will exhaust their

stocks and two vears' production of the mine, neans

that, intentionally or otherwise, they have prevented

the U:K. and anadian vaernmentg frgg obtaining-any

supplies of this essentlal material.

Shortly hereafter Mackenzie was also drawn into the Eldorado
Contracts dispute. On 14 June he met with Howe, Labine and
two U.S. Army Engineers to discuss the proposed American con-
“tracts for 500 tons of uranium concentrate and oxide from the
)Port Hope refinery. At this meeting Howe "suggested th;t he
would agree to the contraét providing a clause was inserted
stating that the Qgeds of. the United Kingdom would be protect-

ed.“37 It was too late for such bartering now however; the

U.S.,Army seemed unwilling to compromise their positiOn.38
Mackenzie, who had not been fully informed of Eldorade's con-

tractual obligations, observed after the meeting that it was

-
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‘"a very sti;ky subject."'39 Just how sticky he would soon dis-
. cover. |

_The following dax_Mackenzie apprised Akers and MacDonald
of the Eldorado situation and noted that "the supply of uran- ‘ w?
ium is in a véry confused position aﬁd we are not at all sure
what contracts Labine has, how much the Americans have tied up,
and whether or not there will be any available éo us_if we go
on our own.“40 A week iater Mackenzie, accompanied by Akers
and MacDonald, visiﬁed Howe but this meeting also resolved
nothing. Mackenzie lamented: “We all feel thét we must get
the correct information and it has become apparent that no one

n4l

of us knows the complete story. Again on 30 June he noted

that confusion prevailed and it seemed "very difficult to get
the exact information."42
akers duly informed London that the uranium supplie§
issue was "still most confused owing to the lack of any defin-
ite knowledge by Howe or Mackenzie of [the] Eldorado production
programme or of contracts actually signed."43 Neédless to say,
British officials such as Sir John Anderson were not very.
pleased, despite the fact that MacDonald had informed them of
Howe's effort to secure guarantees from the Americans with re-
gérd to uranium oxide allocation. In fact, rather than accept
the U.S. Army contracts forthright Howe had prbppsed that_"he
should allocate the Eldorado production as it [became] avail-
able according to.the advice given to him by Mackenzie....“44

Their earlier experience with Canadian 'assurances' caused

officials in London to view with some degree of cynicism
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Howe's sincere efforts. Winston Churchill's remark that Howe
had sold the British Empire down the river infuriated the min-
ister. Mackenzie observed that his colleague was 'fed up' with

. : . 4
such a suggestion "which of course is all nonsense." >

A Mag¢Donald reported to Anderson that Howe was "very over tired

and harassed" and euphemistically described his mood as

'difficult’.® Clearly, at this juncture flared tempers

Fa

threatened the future of the -Anglo-Canadian project.
Once again Mackenzie met with American cfficials in effort
to resolve the uranium supplies situation. As he candidly ob-

served "we were in a mess and needed their help."47 Mackenzie

-

informed General Groveﬁgrhat “contracts with private firms in
Canada, " euch as the one between the U.S. Army and Eldorado,

"could ea51lv be broken although [the General] also knew that
we would never dream of interfering with such a contract. w48
Groves replied that a release of the requested uranium oxide
to the Anglo-Caﬁadian.team might embarrass the American pro-
gram and suggested the material might be acquired by increasing
the output of the Eldorado refinery. Mackenzie agreed to look
into such a possibility end'came away from the meeting "very
well satisfied that [the Americans] would do anything they
could to help us out and.more than ever convinced that had we
Canadians been doing the negotiating from the start the pic-
ture would not have gotten bogged down the way it has."%?

Upon his return to Ottawa Mackenzie informed MacDonald

that chances of an "effective alleviation'of &he Eldorado

position" were slim.°° The High Commissioner duly relaved

ES



- ..j ———— . ———— o — s P S e e e e - % W R . st e A it kA el e % 4 s e s o
- JE

66
this information to Sir John Anderson. . Three days later Akers
and MacDonald ex@ressed to Mackenzie their concern that Gilbert
Labine might be arranging further contracts with the Ufg, Army
and that Howe, who had just left for_a brief holiday, should
be infor@ed so that he could dissuade Labine from doihg SO.
Mackenzié replied that such action was both unnecessary and
unwise since Howe, whose patience with the British was by this
time atean end, "would tell [MacDonald] to go to hell and take
his whole crowd back to England“ which would have resulted in

w1 MacDonald and

"a general break up in Canada in radiolegy.
Akers accordingly demurred. The uranium supplies issue remained

in limbo, but Mackenzie's mediation had once meore helped to-

o

‘prevent a complete breakdown in Anglo-Canadian collaboration.

By July Mackenzie had emerged as the prime spokesman for
Canadian ;nterests in the atomic project. Howe had less to
offer to‘the negotiations now as he had been alienated from
the British because of the Eldorado bungling. Mackenzie King
had remained aloof ffom the atomic dispute throughout the
early month;\of 1943. He only learhed of the Anglo-American
acrimony in May when Loré Cherwell, at Churchill's suggestion,
met with the Canadian Prime Minister in Washington and gave
the British side to the story. ZXing listened syvmpathetically

but offered no assistance to the British cause; he was still

confident in Howe and Mackenzie's ability to safegquard

"Canadian interqets. In fact, as Mackenzie later recalled, "I

”

never once had an official conference with the Prime Minister.

All of my dealings were through C. D. [Howe].“52

C—-
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- - Though Mackenzie's role as an intexmediary had been.im—
portant, it was not until Churchill had assured Bush and.
Stimson that the British desire for collaboration was not
merely an interest in the postwar induétrial applicatiOns*of
atomic energy that an Anglo—Amefican agreement seémed possible.
Roosevelt's July directive that Bush- should "renew, in an in-
_clusive manner, theAfull exchange of infarmation with the

British Government regarding tube allovs," also expidited the
54 '

o~

negotiations. Anderson travelled

Shortly thereafter Sir John
to the United States to work out the specifics of a cooperative

agreement.
*

Mackenzie first saw firm jindications that the protraiged
atomic dispute might be terminated when he visited Washington
in early August. There he met, among others, Sir John
Anderson who in Mackenzie's opinion was "not as rigid as he
was in London" and appeared "willing to compromise."55 Conant

- confirmed Mackenzie's optimism when he stated that "things
Qere going to break," although he cautioned ﬁhat’any renewed
collaboration would not be "wide open."5§ In fact, Conant

perscnally believed, although he did not indicate it to

Mackenzie, fhat "complete interchange with the British...[was]
a mistake."57 Nevertheless, when Anderson visited Ottawa
after leaving Washington he informed Dr. Halban and the other
ﬁead scientists of the Mbntreal laboratory "that cooperation

58 Evident-

[was] going to be renewed in the immediate future."
ly scome form of agreemént was imminent. .

“The secret accord signed by Roosevelt and Churchill at

53
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Quebec on August 19, 1943, officially committed the United
States and Great Britain to renewed cooperation in the field
of atomic research and development. The agreement provided,
among other things, for the creaﬁion of a Combined Policy
Committee [CPC] to oversee and apprové all Anglo-American sci-
entific and technical interchange.* Although not an official

signatory to the agreement, Canada was nevertheless granted

representation Qﬁ the CPC, along with the British and Americans

because, as the official British historian has noted, "the
British felt that the Canadians’ contributions to the project
would be so substantial that some way must be found of associ-

ating them with the project at the highest level.“59

The .
British motives for suggesting official Canadian participation
were not totall& unselfish however. Aslsir John Anderson noted
at the time; "this degree of recognition of the Canadian inter-
est should ensure that thé British work on [atomic energyi
will not be held up through anv lack ¢of interest or energy on,

the part of the Canadian Government."60

The CPC was to be composed of six members; three from the

United States, two from Great Britain, and one from.Canada 61

Mack?nzie King, on 'Churchill's suggestion, nominated C. D.
Howe as the Canadian representétive and he was duly apPointed.
Others have suggested thé Quebec Agreement signified an end to
the bitter quarrelling.oi the previous seven months.62 Such

7 -
was not the case however. The laudable intentions expressed

within the tranguil sanctum of the Citadel would never fully

materialize.
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The signing of the Quebec Agreement did not end
Mackenzie's role as an intermediary. On tﬁe contrary, by the
beginning ef September, before the CPC had even had a chance
to meet, Dr. James Chadwick, who had replaced Akers as the
technical adviser to the British meﬁbers of the CPC, was urging
Mackenzie to set up a meeting with Conant and Bush to discues

6 ' .
3 Moreover, Mackenzie was ap-

specific areas of interchange.
pointeg/as the Canadian representative on the CPC technical
eub-coﬁmittee established to oversee the degree and flow of
interchange. The first meeting of tﬂ&s suchommittee in
September "quickly became an Angleo-American confrontation over
whether what the Americans now proposed to release was suffici-

ently adequate and generous.“64

Needless to say it all sounded
guite familiar +to the Canadian representative. From his recent
experiences in atomic negotiations_Mackenzie realized that per-
sonal relationships would be an important factor in determining
whether a, gutually satisfactory arrangement could be engineered.
He noted: /

...the success of the collaboration and exchange of

information will depend entirely on Chadwick and

Groves. If they can get afong well and establish a

mutual. confidence, which think they will, the

matter will go. If they disagree the matter will be

bogged down until the war is over.
At the subsequent technical sub-committee meetings Mackenzie was
.content to sit back and let the two major parties argue things
out. His type of informal diplomacy was more effective during
a2 lunch break or out on the golf course, not in the stuffy

confines of a boardroom.

If Mackenzie was not prominent at formal discussions .Howe

-
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was even léés roal, for he attended very éew megtings of the
CPC.. In fact, when Sir John Anderson had originaiiy advised
the apgointment of Howe to the CPC, he had expressed his
"doubt whether, if Mr. Howe were aﬁpointed a member of the .
Combined Policy Committee, he wogld often attend méetings.“6§ f
In' the course of discussions in September coﬁcerning.ﬁhe prd—
posed structure and operations of the CPC, Howe apparently
told a British officigl...

...that he was completely satisfied with the position .

of Canada and, if he were unable to come to Policy

Committee meetings, would be quite content to leave

the Canadian side of agv gquestion in .the hands of
the British delegates. 7 '

If Howe .did indeed make such a statement, and there seems no

reason to doubt the veracity of the British official's report,’
then his gﬁestu;e did nog augur well for the future when
Canadian DEA officials endeavoured to exhibit a more independ-
ent posture on the CPC. The minister's failure to attend CPC
meetings may have contributed moreover, to the recurring

S,

AmericTh impression that Canadian interests were being looked
after by the Britisﬁ representatives on the Committee.68

The fact that notices ©of CPC meetings were communicated
to Howe through the British secretary (Canada did not have a
secretary to‘the CPC) and Malcolm MacDonald raises the question
of why Howe had to depend on British channéls of communication
when he might have utilized the offices of Canadian diplomatic
officials, such as Lester Pearson, already stationed at the

Canadian Legation in Washington. Mackenzie Xing provides the

answer; his secretive diplomacy ruled out such a possibility.-
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Later, DEA officdials would be drawn into the atomic negotiations

and because there was a capable staff at Washington Canadian
| N

.attendance at CPC meetings became more consistent.- If Canada

could have utilized earlier her own channels of communication
she would have avoided her dependence on the British for inform-
ation concerning CPC meetings, a procedure which sexved only

to strengthen in the minds of the Americans the false impreséion

’ -

. . 1 .
that the British and Canadian positions were one and the game.

While the British were most anxious for a quicksreturﬁ.tb

) . . Nl ;
complete freedom of interchange the Americans were inclined to

] /
proceed cautiously. When Akers' advance _ rds’ increased

cooperation were rebuffed by Vannevar Bush.Shortly after the

signing of the Quebec Agreement, the British official com-

4

. . ~ .
plained that "if this really represents~§§9 official American

view bn co-operation, I do not see that we have advanced much."69

fhis reaction would not have surprised Conant who believed that

the renewal of interchange as outlined in the Quebec Agreement

t

was "tantamount to an acceptance by the British of our original

offer...."?o

\
A British memorandum prepared in Septenber suggested the

American reluctance to fully cooperate "was largely due to the
fact that they had put an enormous amount of money and effort

7L Mackenzie also recognized the large

iﬂto this project...."”
expenditures that the Americans had made and noted the American
progran wés "one hundred times greater" than any possible
British effort, and the Americans could in any case "get along

if necessary without the U.K., while the U.K. [could] do
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nothing without the U.S."72 In this respect the British appeared

c0mpletely dependent upon the benevolence of the Amerlcan ne-

gotlators. But Macken21e, however impressed with, the immensity

of the American effort, fully lntended to defend Anglo-Canadlan

-

1nterestsz
As .the negotiations dragged on toward Christmas the sci-
entists at the Montreal . laboratory grew increasingly impatiept.

An exasperated Macken21e predicted that unless afflrmatlve

~action was taken soon the laboratory would have to be shut

" down. 73 /He suggested that if the Amerlcans rellnqulshed "the

entire. %eavy water project to the Anglo—Canadlan team “then

-

the scheme would make sense and we would flt into the general

wid

plcture in an effectlve wav. Flnallv, at the Februarv 17,

> 1Y

'1944 CPC meeting Chadwick off1c1ally proposed thatka large

heavy water pilot plant.he-built in Canada. Almost two months

later, and after the Anericans had weighed all considerations,

" the CPC approved the recommendation 'to procedd immediately’

with the donstruction of the plant. Moreover, heavy water and -

uranium supplies Wwere finally guaranteed.75 According to

. . . v, . . L.
Mackenzie, Canada now had "a unique opportunity to become. inti-
mately involved in a project...which may revolutionize the '
,futur'e'world.“76 -

shortly thereafter Dr. J. D. Cockcroft was dispatched by

" S8ir John Anderscn to assume dlrectorshlp of the heavy water </’/\

project'.77 'A site for the plant wasdghosen at Chalk Rlver,

'
.

Montreal, a subsidiary of Canadian Induggries Limited, to é;i;- //,/'

-

€
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‘design and construct, in coﬂsul#ation with the National Research
Council the heavy water pilot pfoject.78‘ Meckenzie travelied
to Chicago. in June to work out details of cooperatlon whereupon
General Groves agreed to supply Uspecific requlred materlals

for the heavy water project at.Chalk,Rlver.79 of the success-

- -

ful discussions in Chicago Mackenzie observed that both he and

Chadwick felt that for the first time they had "everything on

the rails sg far as the negotiations [were] concerned.",80

Chagwick's greatest difficulty, Mackenzie believed, was "to

try to keep Sir John Anderson on the ralls.“s;

They woﬁld
again discover in the not tog distant future this task was

easier said than done.
Problems'involving'the-aetiqns of Anderson emerged agailn
in November 1944 when ‘he allowed Hans Halban to visit his

former colleague,_\/gfessor Joliot-Curie in emancipated France.

The SEftuS of the French nationals, 1nclud1ng Halban, at the
[ 4

Montreal laboratory had always been a stlcky problem. Halban
\ .
had never been popular with Macken21e, and Chadwick had COn-

fessed on an earller occasion his apprehension about having the

laboratory being "run by a group of foreign refugees.“82

Americans also were not very happy about the cosmopolitan makeup

The

of the 'AngloCanadian' team. General Groves, who had "no

J

confidence whatsoever" in Halban, had been unwﬁ%&%ng to support

the heevy water project unless Cockeroft could replace the

Frenchman. as director of the plant.83 Groves was concerned,

understandably se, that France might undﬁl§ profit from Halbaﬁ’s

knowledge acquired while head of the atomic ‘project in Canada.

)
Ay
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Although Anderson had consulted with American Ambassador
‘Winant concernlng Halban's v1smt to France, the Amerlcan rep-

resentatgve in London, desplte Qelng privy to several previous
gtoﬁic discussions, clearly did not posse;s "the authority, hpf.
the‘knowledge,'to decide wheéther Halban should go to Pafis or
whether information he was. to give to JOllOt was objectionable

w84

or not. To make matters worse, one of the condltlons under

which Groves had approved the-viéit of Halban to London ‘was that
under no circumstances should he be allowed to visit‘France_.85

Needless to saerener;l,Groﬁes was somewhat perturbed when
he learned gf Ha%ban;s-unSCheduled detqur through Parié. He
informed Mackénzie of his displeasure W::Lth the devéloplya when
+he two met in Montreal in early December, and."claimed this
breach ﬁight‘seriously interfere .with the‘?lowlof informgfion
té the Montreal Labora_tory."86 When'Mackehzié %old Howe on
" .20 December of Groves'.complaints the minister "went 9ff the -
déep end immediately"” and phoned_éhe British High Commissioner
to ﬁake an éppointment fdr that afte‘rnoon.87 fbnce agalin Howe
and Mackenzie wénﬁ?fofced to arbitrate‘in.a dispute between
the United States and Great Britain;

MacDonald conveyed Anderson's defence whichbstressed £hat
- the placement of extreime restrictions on the Frehch scientists
on the team, or as he pﬁt it, to treat them like 'prigonefs',
would only serve to strengthen their desire to quickly disas-
_socma%e themselvegxfrom the Anglo-Canadlan progect as soon as

possible after the war 1in order .to 1n1t1ate their own program.88

Anderson also endeavoured to use Howe as a buffer.between himself

4



» [Howe]l in an embarrassing position vis-a-vis the Americans.

5.

-

and the Americans, for he instructed the High Commissioner to

apprise -the minister of the British attitude towards the French

scientists...

...and suggest to Howe that he should tell General
Groves that he is not fully au courant with what has
been going on, and that as he e understands that the
whole French problem is at present under discussion :
between the United States authorities and myself the
best course would seem to be for General Groves ‘to
- take the matter up with me.

-This request -unfairly placed Howe in a rather uncompro-

~mising position, as it represented a blatent ‘attempt on the

part of Anderson to have the minister perform a task he found
too unsavory to perform himself.  In a pointed note to

MacDonald Howe complained:

I am placed in a most difficult position in matters
of this kind. We are receiving a great deal of
highly confidential information from the United
States, on my personal assurance that all necessary
secrecy will be preserved. In giving the assurance,
I had understood that the staff in Montrealr was sub-
ject to my direction. I was not informed that
Halban had left Montreal for the United Kingdom nor
that he had gone to France. Had I known of his in-
tention in this regard, I would certainly have raised
a vigorous protest.

~

"From the above it appears Anderson's suggestion that Groves

had overreacted did not fall upon very sympathetic ears in "~

Canada and that his attempt to use Howe as a conduit of un-

popular British policy served only to increase the acrimony -

between the minister and British officials. MacDonald, perhaps
caught in the middle as much as Howe,.apologized, stating that

he deeply regretﬁed fthét,any action of [his] should have blaced
g w91

Such apblogies were small consclation to Howe, who did not -

*
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want to become as unpopular in the United States as he was in
certain circles in Great Britain.

When‘Mackenzie travelled to_the'United States in January,

. 1945, ‘he noted that "the Halban affair had created deep resent-—.

92

ment in Washington." Indeed, the following month Vannevar

Bush informed the British Ambassador in Washington, Lord Halifax,

that he "disapproved of the manner in which...Sir John Anderson

93

seemed to be ¢tontrolling matters from a distance." Bush

believed moreover, the entire French national problem "was danger- -

ous to good Anglo-American relationships..._.."g4

As a result of ;he-Halbén affair subsequent discussiSns
among Howe, Mackenzie and MacDonald led to the drafting of a
D9 - _
memorandum to guide future movements of ﬁersonnel at the Montreal
1aboratory.95. In March, ﬁackenzie went to WashingEon to present

this proposal to the CPC. Accompanied by Chadwick, he met with

General Groves before the official meeting whereupon the General

_accepted “without question' Mackenzie's memorandum concerning

the French ﬁétiénaléiin”Montreal.gs The CPC duly approved the

guidelines. MacKenzie had once again'spccessfully‘diffﬁsed a
volatile situation that had endangered the future of Anglo-

: . 97
American cooperation.

Such were the travails of\conciliatory
diplomacy. ‘ . 3
The first three years of the atomic relationship had been

difficult ones for everyone concerned. C. D. Howe and C.iJ},

v
o

Mackenzie had sought to protect Canada's vital interests in the
pioneering project with little guidance from Mackenzie King and

none .from Canada's professional diplomats. But with the end of

-
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Ehe war in sight, thoughts were turned‘to the postwar relation-
ship aﬁong the atomic‘co;laborators. This shift in emphasis
required the expertise gf‘those well-éttuned to the nuances of
'Commonwealth solidarity' and ‘continentalism'. . In short, the
inciusion Ef officials from Canada's Department oﬁ External
Affairs in atomic discussions now became essential; their time

had arrived.
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. "asked.Conant to see Chadwick as one scient¥st to the other."
Conant apparently appreciated Mackenzie orming ‘hin of the
nature of Chadwick's and Akers' approachés. See Mackenzie
Diary, October 9, 1943.-

64anrs, In Defence of Canada, I I,'p. 272. See also,
"Minutes of the Meeting of the Sub-Cogmmittee of the Combined
Policy Committee"-First Meeting,. NRC(Files, Vol. 284.

65

Mackenzie Diary, September 12, 1943.

66Anderson to Churchill, August 10,-1943, C.O.

67Akers memorandum entitled "Negotiations with the
Americans after the signing of the Quebeéc Agreement," September
I3, 1943, NRC Files, Vol. 283. As Holmes has suggested, "Howe
regarded the CPC as a bilateral body with a ‘Canadian specialist
looking after particular Canadian interests. Ottawa asked no

more questions and gave no advice." See The Shaping of Peace,
"I, p. 202. :

68Howe missed the first three CPC meetings; September 8,
1943, December 17, 1943, and February 17, 1944. Hardly a
commendable truancy record.
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69 xers to Perrin, August 21, 1943, C.O., CAB 126/164..
70conant to Bush, August.G,‘1943, ngrison-Bundy‘Files.
7}Akers' memorandum entitled "Negotiations with the
Americans after the signing of the Quebe&t Agreement,” September
13, 1943, NRC Files, Vol. 283. o

?2Mackenzie Diary, . September 19, 1943. Also quoted in
Eavrs, If Defence of Canada, III, p. 264.

73

Mackegzie Diary, December 8, 1943.

741pi4.

-_75Minutes of CPC meeting held on April 13, 1944, point 4,

Howe Papers, Vol.- l4. See also, Mackenzie Diary, April 13,
1944.

Ey zjmackenzie to Howe, April 10, 1944, Howe Papers, Vol. 14.

7,See.Howe to Anderson, April 14, 1944, NRC Files, Vol.
284. See also, Mackenzie Diary, April 19, 1944."

7BSEe Howe to G. W. Buggett, President of Defence .
Industries Limited, May 29, 1944; Huggett to Howe, May 31,
1944;: and Howe to Huggett, June 2, 1944, Howe Papers, Vol. 1l4.

79The 'specific Tegquired materials’ were irradiated §iugs
of uranium. See Mackenzie Diary, June 8, 1944.

801pia. .
8lipid. | ¢

821pid., August 27, 1943.

83Groves +o Stimson, December 24, 1944, Harrison-Bundy
Files; Mackenzie Diary, December 8, 1843. :

_ 84Gowing, Britain and Atomic Energv, p. 294. Moreover,

Halban had given his solemn word to Anderson that he would say
nothing whatever to Joliot-Curie about the military aspects of ’
the project. See Anderson to Churchill, November 17, 1944,
C.C. ' . :

.. o L4 .

5See Blok's "Note For Recqxd," November 22, 1944, C.O.
LY
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Mackenzie Diary, Decembet 6, 1944. .
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- 90Howe'to MacDonald, becember 23, 1944, Howe Papers,
Vol. 13. ‘

91MacDonald to Howe, [no date],_Howé Papers, Vol. 13.

92Mackenz:.e Dlarv, January 8 1945.

?3push e Conant, February 13, 1945, Bush~Conant
Correspondence. -
o %npsa.

95See Mackenzie Diaryy, January 17; 18, .19 and March 5,
1945. : - ‘

96

Ibid., March 8, 194S. According to the terms of the
memorandum, Dr. Halban was to terminate his association with
the Montreal project on April 1, 1945, after which time he .

: would go to the United States where he would work on scientif-
- ic research in an American university until January 1, 1946.

- : 97Howe s role in the Halban affair was not however, in-
significant. After ‘the March CPC meeting Chadwick told
Mackenzie that "until Mr. Howe took the matter into the meet-
ing it was potentially a very difficult situation.™® See
Mackenzie Diary, March 8, 1945. _ o
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; . A NEW ENVIRONMENT
| L

" . - b4 -
{ " As early as February, 1944, the higher echelon in the

Department of External Affairs had begun to contemplate
Canada's waxing reéponsibiIitiés. Lester Pearson's letter of
.l" ~ . that month to Norman Robertson noted the opportunity for

' ) \‘\Fanada to assume 'middle power' leadership. .
»E Canada is achieving, I think, a very considerable
: position as a leader, if not the leader, among a
group of States which are important enough to be
necessary to the Big Four but not important. enough
- to be accepted as one of that quartet.
-..There is, I think, an opportunity for Canada, if
A T -we desire to take it, to become the leader of this >
.| group- This might be not only desirable in itself,
- but also would supply a useful corrective to those
i ] who think that we should exercise no influence
i co except within_the confines of the British
Commonwealth.

-

{ . .That Pearson made this comment in 1944 suggests that his as—n

: _Pirations for Canada would be buoyed‘by the revelation eight-

F

) een months later of his country's role in the development of .’

atonmic energy. .

-

hg docﬁmenteé in the.tw5 previoﬁs chapters Canada's in-

[ volvement in atomic enefgy.collaboration necessitated top--
level 'diplqmatic'negotiétidns' wiéh the reBresentatives of

.LA * two great powers who did not always see eye to eve, a probléh
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whiech C. D. Hdwe and C. J. Mackenzie had painfully learned -to

appreciate.2 During discussions with Ggéeral Groves in July,

1945 Howe. learned that. the use of art atomic bomb by the United

States againét Japar® was imminent.3 The successful fruition

of the atomic bomb §}oject would mean that those countries who
had been party to its dévelopmeptwmﬂd soon Dbe subjected to a
severe scrutinization by the non-atomic nations of the world.
Mackenzie Kingl's gtatement'to the p;éss Shortly aéter the
annihilation of Hiroshiﬁa.noted\that "this new extension of
man's power will préfoundly affect international relations."?
Hardly a Profound statement in itself, but nevertheless sig-b
nificant because it reﬁlected the beginning of a réappraisai
of the atomic question. Hereafter the internatiﬁnal impliéa—
tions of atomié‘ﬁ?ezgg would. necessitate -the involvement of
tge bright voung mandarins who‘inhabited the offices of the

East Block. -

. : . -
As the war drewto a close{&t became- apparent to those

- responsible for the management of Canada's atomic program,

notably Howe and Mackenzie, that the Department’of External

Affairs would shoulder the duty of formulaﬁing postwar atomic

policy. To evaluate whether DEA was sufficiently prepared to
assume this new and difficult task necessitates a backward
look_at the department's evélution}iﬁ the years when Howe and
Mackéhzig'were handling atomic affairs. .

When the Canadian Government declared war in 1939 the
Depaétmént of External Affairé was denied 'war department_

status', meaning that it did not qualify for the benefits
. B . : -
. 5

(s
ol
o
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.conferred on "a unlt engagea exclusmvely in war work." nd .As a

result, “the Department had to scramble for what was left over
_after the. war departments had liberally helped themselves" to
the available supplies and accommodation.se_Furthermcre, the
Treasury Board froze all promotiens, salary raises and reclas-
sifications.7' These restrictions were to handicap-DEA‘offici—
als throughout the war vears who would freguently complain
that their effectiveﬁess was hindered by structural diso;gani-
zation and ungualified personnel.

As we have already noted, Mackenzie Xing appéinted Norman
Robertson in January, 1941 to succeed O. D. Skelton as Canada s
. Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs. The_Pr;me
.Minister considered Robertson an able successor: "With the
exception of Skelton, he has the finest sense of duty of any
man I have ever known. He will not accept the word of another,
but verifies eve;Ything'by himselﬁ, if there is ?he slightest‘
possibility of error."® The new Under-Secretary was éoﬁewhat
apprehensive uéon assuming his new positioﬁ, and confided to
his parents that "...my own iﬁability te organize my own work
‘is an ominous note for a department desperately in need of
- erganizetion."

Lester Pearson also realized the necessity of structurel
redrganization. When he returned to Ottawa in 1941 after a
postlng in London "he found the Department still in 'a hive of
unorganlzed act1v1ty 1u10 Pearson shortly thereafter prepared

a memorandum for Robertson in Whlch he cutlined the dlfflcul--

ties within DEA



Since the outbreak of the war there has been a net
gain of only four ameng the senior staff in Ottawa,
the majority of whom are now consumed in part or in
whole by special war work. The net gain among jun-
ior officers is only four and three of these are-
still too junior to undertake any substantial re-
sponsibility.l_l

Changes were clearly requirgd if the department was to‘success?
fuily assumé increased reSPSﬁSibilities during and after the
war. Robertson finally persuaded a reiuctant Mackenzie King
to aqggétlmpdeét organizational changes in July, 1941 whereﬁy
the originai tén divisions weEe transformed into ten sections
administered by four divisions. Each division was to be headed
by a separate Under-Secretary and Legal Advisor.12
Although'these structural and administrative changes mod-
erately improved the day to aay'operations of the department,
they failed to\solve what several officials belieéed was DEA's
main'problem, thé absence of a minister solely responsible for
External Affairé. Mackenzie King, as we have already noted,
officially held this position, but he was often far too busy
with other goveriment'and domestic political matters to devote
sufficient time and effort to the dépaqtment. His reluctance
to regularly consult with departmentél officials "most cer-
tainly distorted and detracted from the normal -functions of a
wl3

foreign office. The problem troubled Pearson, who lamented

in Jénuary, 1942, that he remained "somewhat discouraged by
the political difficulties in the way of translating...views
into action. If only we had a minister of our ownl"14 Final-

ly, a few months later T. A. Stone, First Secretary at the

Canadian Legation in Washington, complained to Robertson that
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' the state of disorganization which existed in Ottawa and the
. * ' .

Legation had become unabceptable.ls

Clearly, the 1941 reor-
ganization of the department had not had its desired effecﬁ.
| " Little was dpﬁe tﬁ_alleviéte the‘prﬁblem and‘éxterna;
Affairs was forced to carry 6n as Best it could. .The desires
expressed by senior DEA officials for organizational change
did not subside however. A memorandum written in February,
1943 by Hume Wrong suggestéd departﬁental offiéials were still
guite unhappy with DEA's structural framework. .

The administrative organization has not been expanded
or adjusted to balané¢e the increase in the Depart-
ment's size and responsibilities and the growth in
the number of Missions abroad. It retains the same
framework and methods that were adopted when the
officers of the Department and of the Missions abroad

could be counted on the fingers of both hands.l6
Charles Ritchie iater recalled that during the ﬁar policy was
formulated "on a hand-to-mouth bas;s out of an overworked
official by a tired politician with only half his mind on the
subject."17 Despite the obvious-need for changes, these would
have to wait until January, 1945, when Hume Wrong conducted
another structural reorganization. One historian has stated
that the latter changes "reflected new wartime responsibili-
ties."18 It seems rathef inaccurate however, to term Canada's
wartime responsibilities in 1945 as 'new'.'.By that time the
war was drawing to an eﬂa and Canada had been engaged in the
sfruggle for over five years. The timing of Wrong's 'wértime'
changes serves merely to underscore thelextent to‘which they

were long overdue. In the meantime DEA had remained essenti-

ally leaderless and seriously disorganized.
r

L]
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Although organizational deficiencies continued to hamper
operaﬁions‘within thg deparpmentt-officials were ngverthelesé
able to formulate policy which reflected a shréyd perception

of Canada's changing role in world affairs. DEA officials

were well aware of the grdwing difficulties Canada, faced as

' she emerged during the war as a.'linchpin' between the United

States and Great Britain. The professional diplomats now began

to appreciate problems similar to those encountered by Howe
and Mackenzie in the atomic relationship, but Mackenzie King's
secretive demeanor still prevented their"barticipation in any
tripartite atomic discussions during the war.

As American ipvolvement in‘the war increased'Normaﬂ
Robertson complained that “the United States service_depart-l

ments have...been slow and ‘reluctant to recognize the inde-
19

" pendent status of the countries of the Commonwealth." Hume

Wrong concurred, adding that "the misunderstanding of intra-
Commonwealth relations which persists among the Governments
and peoples of foreign countries is a complicating element in
our external relatior‘xs.’;20 In Wrgng's view the Commonwealth
was not an alliance, as the United States sometimes apparently
believed, "but a system whereby a group of states, in closer
consultation with each other than any other group of'staies,
pursues generally similar objectives.“21
To some extent Canada ‘had only herself to blame if other
countries, especially the United States, perceived her as an’

appendage of Great Britain. For example, when world leaders

and‘d}plomats, including the President of the United States,

R > ' | -. mﬁ,.ﬁm..-_...-..z__. i S
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aﬁtended a Parliament Hill ceremény in Augusﬁ, 1943, the Peace
Tower fiew not a distinctly Canadiah flag, but the Union Jack,
" and above the President's stand the Briﬁish flag occupied_the
place of honour. Canadian Royalisté would surely have over-
loocked such an ;ncident, but a senior Canadian diplomat asked
Hume Wfong: "How can we expect [foreign representativé51 io
_undefstand that the placing of the flag is supposed to be a
symbol of vestigial servitude unrelated to this year of grace
1943?“22 DEA's Escott Reid possibly provided the mos£ accurate
description of the situation:

The problem is not merely'one~of Ottawa and
. Washington. It is also one of Ottawa and London.
Washington is unlikely to take Ottawa seriously
unless London takes Ottawa seriously.... - So far as

the direction of the war is concerned, Ottawa has
been content to be the capital of a colony.23

Reid's suggestion that Washington would take Ottawa seri-
ously only when London took Ottawa seriously seems to have
been close to the truth. For .example, when Lester Pearson en-
deavoured in Jahuary, 1945 to discuss with the American
Secretary of State Canada's position on various international
organizations the latter interrupted:

You people in Canada really have nothing to worry

about in these things; you are in a sense part of us

and you are also part of the British Empire. You

are really very for%unate because you have such good

and strong friends. 4
This evidence of benevolent paternalism confirmed an earlier
observation of Pearson's that "United States understanding of
Canada's status and stature in the world in general, and the

British Empire in particular, is certainly confused....."25
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That a similar colonial attitude existed among many British
diplomats and politicians made it only more difficult for
Canadian DEA officials to‘exﬁress independent opinions in the

. course of discussions among the three countries. O0f Canada's

unigue relationship with Great_Britain and the United States,

Pearson noted:
If we don't exercise care, our rolé of 'interpreter'
will result in bringing the United States and the
United Kingdom together, but in such a way that we
£ind ourselves uncomfortably squeezed in between.26
Clearlyv, DER officials viewed with some trepidation the

diffipultiés encountered when endeavouring to assert Canada's

position to the Americans and British. As already noted, the

problems of which the professional diplomats complained paral-.

lelled those experienced by Howe .and Macken;ie.thioughout the
atomic eﬁergy discussions. Mackenzie coulé certainly attest,
for inétance, to Pearson's concern that Canada's interpretive
role could sometimes leave her uncomfortably squeezed between
Great Britain #and the United States.27 The war's end meant
however,.that Pearson would sdon be priwy to the postwar atom-
ic negoﬁiations.

Not until the atomic bomb was used against Japan did. any-
one at External Affairs learn of Canada's role in its develop~

ment. Incredibly, in the three years that Canada had been

A
associated with the atomic project King and Howe had remained

the only senior government officials to know of its existence?

Not once during this period did either of these two, or

Mackenzie, involve their diplomatic representatives in London

-
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or wWashington.. Contrarily the British, and to a lesser extent

.the Americans, utilized their diplomatic channels in the

4,

cqurse‘of atomic négqtiations.~ Aé'discussed eafligr,'MQ;gp;m
MacDonald often'pro§ided valuable information for those
British officials responsible for policy formulation in Léndon;

Such was not the case however, for any ©f the 9gnxu}an
diplomats. 'Due to Mackenzie Kihg s secretlve dlplokicv the
news “of Canadlan part1c1patlon in atomlc energv devd&opment
came as much of a surprise to them as it’ did to the general "
public¢. Thus after August 1945 it was an ill- 1nformed uq\\f—
staffed and poorly organized Department-of External Affairs
which inherited from Howe and Mackenzie the difficult task of
representing Can;dian interests in‘atomic energy discussions
with Great Britain and the United States.

As early as 1943 DEA had begun to examine postwar prob-

lems that Canada would face.zs However, the revelation of

Canadian involvement in atomic energy development introduced a

.new issue which they had not considered when formulating post-

war po;icy. Less than two ﬁeeks after the destruction of
Hiroshima Hume Wfong'and Norman Robert§5n, in an effort to
£il1l +his void, adviseé the Prime Minister that the department'
"should attempt as a matter of some-urgency.to arrive at a
carefgi appreciation of the results of.this tremendous dis-~
covery as.soon as pogs?ble."Bo queftson believed; not sur-
prisingly, that the first Step toward acquiring the essential

information on Canadian involvement in the atomic project was

to contact C. J. Mackenzie.
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Shoitlf thereafter Charles Ritchie authored a report
which strongly advocated the establishient within DEA. of a
special committee to examine the atomic energy issue with“parj
ticular regard to "the question of the future control of the
~ atomic bomb and of its bearing on Cana@a;s,foreign-policy.“3l
In October Hume Wrong recommended to.the Speciai Committee of
the Cabinet.on Defence Questions that a "small official com-
mittee" be established "for the formulatién of recommenda-

tions."32

Throughout this same period Lester Pearson also ad-
vocated the esﬁablishment of an atomic advisory committee,
-hoting to Robertson that in September the United States
Foreign Relations Cgmmittge had appointed a special sub-
committee to confer with President Truman on the question of

controlling the_bomb‘.33

Even the Canadian Ampbassador to
France observed that'the French Government had "taken steps
to set up a special Commission for the study of atomic
energy."34

» All of these reports principally discussed the position
Canada should take with regard to the global control of the
atomic. bomb and reflected the professional diplomats' concerns
for the international rémifications of atomic energy prolifera-
tion. “But their exhaustive research and lengthy memoranda did
not reveal an adeguate understanding of the one offic¢ial mani-
festationlof Canada's wartime atomic relationship with Great
Britain and the United States: the Combined Policy Committee.

DEA's initial ignorance of CPC operations would prevent

Canada's professional diplomats from expressing authoritative

'}
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. debate in the United States on atomic energy.
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policies at Committee meetings.

' During September and October of 1945 Pearson communicated

.

‘regularly with DEA officials in Ottawa concerning the growing

3 . .
3 His various

memoranda dealt primarily with the broad international impli-

cations of atomic energy rather than Canada's special rela-

‘tionship with Great Britain and the United States in the bomb

project. This was perhéps understaﬁdable since Pearson had
oniy recently become awére of the CPC's existence. His ignor-
ance of ﬁhe CPC.spon caused him embirrassment'however, for his
uncertainty of Canada's role iﬁ thejCommittee could not be .
disguised when it met on 13 Oétober.'

In fact, the confusion became appareﬁ£ when it.-came time

to decide who would represent éanada. C. D..ﬁbwe was.somewhat.
miffed when Hume'Wrong suggesﬁéd to him that éearson accompany
George Bateman, Canada's member on the Combinéd Development
Trust[CDT], to the October CPC meeting.36 Howe wryly remarked
that the occasiqn_reﬁresented "the entry‘of diplomacy into;
atomic bomb diécussions.“37 Bateman seemed even more ﬁpset
that Howe was apparently being ungraciously shunted to the
sideline. He insisted the minister clearly should, have attend-
ed the CPC meeting since he, "as the\Canadian.ﬁembe; of the
[Combined] Policy Committee...who is'thoroughiy familiar with
the wholg matter and who can best speak with authority, can

best present the Canadian viewpoint."38

. Certainly Howe had
much more knowledge ©f the CPC than did Pearson. Evidently

however, the DEA officialé“inmattawa who now assumed the

3
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respoasibility ef_formulatiné Canada's atomic policy, notably
:Robertson and Wrong, believed Canadian interests would be‘bet-
ter served on the CPC if one of their own represented Canada
at its meetings. Bateﬁap remained unconvinced, especially
after witnessing Pearson's embarrassing performance at the
October CPC meeting: "It may be desirable that the diplomats
should enter into the bomb discussions but I do not think that
a matter of such importance should be left entlrelv in thelr
w39

Bateman's reservatlons were not totallv unfounded, fer
Pearson's attendance at the meeting proved little more than}
educational. . Only two days before .the scheduled ﬁeeting it
,had become\apparent to Pearson that he was not as well informed
as he should have been. Wlthout knowing the facts he suggested
Athat the upcoming meeting would provide a perfect opportunity
to push for a more independent status for Canada on the CPC.
Roger Makins,. the British Joint Secretary to the CPC, was
obliged.to“ieform him that the issue was at that very time
being discussed by Mackenzie King with top British officials
in London.40 This revelation evidently perplexed Pearson and
he seemed resigned to allow the British representative to
argue for a more clearly defined status for Canada on the CPC.41

AOnly two days earlier_Pearson had strongly advocated that
Canada's role in the CPC should be redefined in order to “"ade-
quately reflect"” her position.42 Yet when asked to comment at
. the meeting Pearscn inexplicably stated that as far as he knew

"the terms of Canada's membership on the Committee in the past
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-had been satlsfactory. This response'completely contra-

'ln 1942, and served to cloud Canada's atomic pollCV on the eve

nd3

dicted Pearson's expressed observatlons of the prevxous two

~ days and furthermore must have puzzled both the American and

British representatives who were not unaware of his feelings..44

éearson added only that he would take up the matter with His

! >~

government. Hls apparent. reluctance to state his earller

opinion served merely to undermine both hls credlbllltv as an

assertive diplomat and his expressed desire to secure for

Canada a more prominent poeition on the CPC. A o
If Pearson was ineecisive_as Canada's representative to

the CPC in Washington, his 'advisers' in Ottawa were no less

vacillating. Hume Wrong for example, agreed with Pearson

A

that Canada's positioh on the CPC should be enhanced but could

[

only advise "that further action...should await the views of
the Prime Minister" who was still in London.45 This incident
clearly exemplified the difficulties of a department'without a

mlnlster, a problem about which Pearson himself had complalned

]

of the Washington Conference of Truman, Atlee and King. More-
over, it underscored the extent to which Mactenzie King still
controlled Canada's atomic policy.

Immediately after and probably as & result of Pearson's
inauspicious debut at the Oetober CPC meeting Hume Wrong noted
to the Special Committee of the Cabinet on Defence Questions
that "policy affecting atomic energy would soon reguire serious
w46

decision in the international and probably domestic fields.

Furthermore, since Canadian participation in international
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atemic enexgy discussions seemed probable, he advised. that

‘consideration be giﬁen to Canada's position on the CPC "and

revision of its terms of reference."47 Wrong's knowledge of

atomic matteﬁg was however, no better than Pearson's, and in an

effort to rectify this problem he sent to C. J. Mackenzie a

questionnaire which he' had drafted with the assistance of

"Arnold Heeney.48 Wrong hoped that. Mackenzie's answers would

provide "guidance in considering the political prdblems which

w43 The questiOnnaire indicetea_as clearly as

[were] arising.
anythlng could how Mackenzie King's exclusion of DEA fromA
atomic discussions during the war had left officials unpre-

pared to deal with' crucial questlons.so-

In hle response to the questlonnalre Mackenzle noted that
Cenada was in a very strong position vis-a-vis Great Britain
Iae the latter possessed no atomic energy plant and the ﬁeavy
water pilot plant-nearing_completion at Chalk River represented
the only atomic project in the entire British Comﬁonﬁealth.
Furthermore, .Mackenzie expressed support for the plan advocated
by some Brltlsh officials that Canada should become the atomic
energy research-centre tor the Commonwealth. With respect to
the United States .however, while the Americans valued Canada's
present and potential uranium supplies, he believed they could
have nevertheless completed the bomb project with the uranium
which they had acquired from the Belgian Congo.51 Mackenzie
conciuded that a new tripartite agreement should be drafted

Yin whieh Canada's place would be more definitely stated, and

in which the actual authority of the Combined Policy Committee
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would be more clearly defined.f‘52
Shortly after the recéption_of Méckenzie‘s informative
memo DEA officials began to prepare for the conference of
Truman, Atlee and King that was scheduled for the middle of
Novéﬁber in Washigton. -Tﬁe purpose of this summit meeting was

to prepare a communlque that would inform the other nations of

the world of the atomic triad's plan for the 1nternatlona1

‘control of atomic energy. Moreover, the three leaders planneﬁ

e

to. discuss a recommitment to collaboration as outlined in the
secret August 1943 Quebec Agreement. :
g Q g T

As the date of the Washington discussions quickly

approached the higher echelon of DEA found themselves scram-

bling for all available information on Canada's rolé in the
developmen£ of atomic energy. The Mackeﬁzie memo had substan-
tially increased thei% knowledge-of the matter, but the issue
was still far from crystal clear. On 3 November Wrong confes- -
sed to Pearson that depértmental officials in Ottawa had done
"very little...in preparation for the Waéhingtdn taiks on

||53

atomic problems. He quickly added however, that these same

officials had "not been encouraged to do anything at all.“s4
Norman Robertson, in London witﬁ‘the Prime ﬁinister,.noticed
Kiﬁg's reluctance to discuss the atomic issue.55 That

Mackenzie King did not encourage effective policy formulation
within DEA suggests that he was anxious. that his personal

policy on atomic energy nof be altered by the yvoung internation-

alists in the department.

Although DEA officials were given little, if any,

.
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gnidance from their Prime Minisﬁer,.they neverthelees_etoempted
to'formulete their own policy from the avdilable infornation;'
on atomic energy development durlng the war. With regard to
lnternatlonal control Pearson: observed that the American ad—

ministration's whole pollcy was based on the premlse that the

-~

56

Because the United States was so far ahead of Canada and ‘Great

Britain in the developmental stage of atomic energy, the memo-

, randa-circulating_witpin.bBA necessarily reflected an American

dominance in the atomic relationship. Not overlooked was the
faot thatVCanada’s participation in the project would attract
more attention froﬁ her powerful southern neighbourf Charles
Ritcnie observed that "while it has always been true that the
United étates could not' look with indifference on any major
development of Canedian foreign'éolicy, this will be much more

the case in the future.™

The British also seemed to recognize the strong position

of the United States, but they looked at American ascendancy

more in relation to the negative effect it might have on the

- future of atomic collaboration rather than on the possibility

of effective international control. Leading up to the
Novembef discussions in Washington British officials were ex-
pressing fears that their American counterparts were planning
to arone for a cessation to collabonation on tne grounds that
the .end of the war nullified the articles of the 1943 Quebec
Agreement.ss. Their apprehension was to prove well founded.

J

Immediately prior to the Washington Conference Pearson
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prepared a memorandum for Mackenzie King in which he stated
“thé.atomic bomb representéd,'irohically, "the greatest oppor-
' w59 ' ‘ '

tunity to realize world peace. Not that this could be-

achiéved by what seemed to be the Ameriééq plan of "merely...
sié&ing.on the Bomb' as a self—appdinted 'sacred trustee'."60
Rather, Pearson believed the solution to the problgﬁ lay in a
compromise "on the broadest possible in%ernaﬁidnal basis."61
Regardless of their good intentions,.Pearsoﬁ's.hopes for inter-
| nationai control of;atomi; energy were never to matgrialize,
for as he well knew, the Soviet Unidn and the United States
were alreaay engaéed in an atomic arms_raég. J
Evidence to this effect'héé becggé?%ii\Foo~gppaﬁent to
DEA officials in September when@the§ Qere infarméd that an em-
.. ployee of the Soviet Embassy in Ottaﬁa} Igor-Gouzenko, héd de-
fg#ted. His testi¥mony, supported by documentation, revealed -
" the existence of clanéeétine Soviet spy ring in Canada which
had infiltraféd various levels of the Anglo-Canadian atomid
.project. Robertson and Wrong convéyed the news on G'Septemﬁer
to a startleq Mackenzie King who -said "it was liké a‘bomb on

top of everything else....“62

A few weeks later King sailed for Great Britain, but not
before seeing President Truman in Washington. As the Prime
Minister noted:.

My decision to see the President before leaving for *
Europe was the outcome of my feeling that we owed it

to the U.S. as well as to the U.K. to let those high-

est in authority in these two countries to know all

that we possessed in the way of information regarding
R{ussian] E(spionagel.63 ;
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: Truman llstened intently to King, but appeared not to be overly

surprised by the story.64 In London Prime Mlnlster Attlee was
somewhat more upset and wanted to make immediate arrests, but

Truman *had urged cautlon. Further discussion among the three

‘leaders the following month in Washington resulted in a time-

table for arresting ‘the incriminated individuals.65 St ' .

.The Gouzenko revelations embarrassed Canadian officials

immeasurably at precisely the period when they were advocating

ah increased_role for Canada in the atomic relationship. The
evidence of a spy ring operating under the noees of;the_
Canadian Government seriously damaged the hopes for renewed
collaboration with the Americans. Perhaps mbre importahtly,
it placed Macken21e King in a very uncompromlslng position as he
sailed back across the Atlantic. If he had been rather silent
at wartime conferences at Quebec, the Gouzenko Affalr would
cause him to be even more taciturn ih Washington.

November 11, 1945 saw the leaders.of the three 'atomic

nations' assembled in the American capital for the Armistice

’ceremonies. Lester Pearson found the observance that day par-

ticularly memorable.

I had not missed-an Armistice Day silence since 1919,

but never had the two minutes seemed so long, sO

pregnant with meaning, so tive of memories, or

so challenging to a _renewed@ andmore resolute search

for a better world. '
With respect to the imminent discussiRns among Truman, Attlee
and King, he remarked that "never before had there been meet-
ings of such import, with the fate of .man and his world as the

agenda." 67 But Pearson was less than 1mpressed with what the

Bl
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" thrée leaders had to say on board the presidential yacht .

Seguoia‘that-afternoon. He described their talks as discur-. -

sive, unfocussed and "unrelated to any specific plan of ‘action,
. \

~or any concrete proposai.'"68 Indeed, one of the British offic-

ials later recalled that "the meeting was hastily convened and

69 >

ill-prepared, and was in fact rather a shambles." Even
Vannevar Bush described the conference as one that was "some-

what chaotic due to lack of preparation and lack of organiza-

w0

tion in carrying it on. However, two more days of deliber-

ation resulted in a tripartite deciargtion which called for
the establishment under the United Nations Organization of a

special Atomic Energy Commission .to study -the prospects of

international atomic energy control.
A separate,and secret agreement signed by the three lead-

ers on 16 November stated that the Combined Policy Committee

and the Combined Development Trust "should be continued in a

71

suitable form." However C. J. Mackenzie, who along with

Howe had been asked by King to attend the Washington discus-

sions, refused to sign the redraft of the agreement which out-

lined the responsibilities of the CPC and the cpr. /2 His im-

pression of the new arrangement was unequivocal:.

As far as Canada was concerned, it was a one-sided
bargain that gave all our uranium away and dié not
provide much assurance of cooperation for our lab-
oratories. It seemed to me that the only thing the
British gave was what belonged to Canada.73

The Canadian contingent returned to Ottawa with the

' guestion of Canada's role in the CPC and CDT still unresolved.

On 17 November the Prime Minister reported to the Cabinet on
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.the discussipns held in wWashington, and following repofts by
Howe and ﬁackenzie, the Cabinet approved the Washington'
Declaration "and agree& that arrangements for the development
and control of atomic energ} within Canada were problemé for
further coﬁsideration w74 That the Cabinet dia not mention
the control of atomic energy outs;de Canada s borders was not
necessarily an oversmght. Rather, its members more likely be—
lieved £He international-aspect of .atomic energy would be bet-
ter analysed within the Ptime'Ministerfs own Depagﬁment,
"External Affairs. Indeed, the next few months would prove
hectic for King's coﬁnselo:é in the East Block.

The summer of 1945 had w1tnessed the efforts of DEA
offmc;als to comprehend the complex atomic energy issue. Be-
leaguered by structural and administrative deficiencies during
the war, they also had to contend with a secretive Prime
Minister who seemed reluctant to relinquish any of his respon-
sibilities as Canadé's ubiquitous international representative}
Instead of confiding in experienced diplomaps iike'Robertson
or Wrong, King chose to let Howe and Mackenzie formulate
Canada's atomic policy during the war. |

Some critics of Mackenzie King might argue that he
handled Canada's atomic card rather carelessly. This was not
necessarilf true. Perhaps King reélized'that Canada might
benefit more by assuming a passive role in the atomic rela;ion-
ship than by agitating the United States in préssing for strin-
gent postwar international control or by:embracing the British

claim for increased scientific and industrial collaboration in
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the field of atomic energy. The Prime Minister most likely'
feared that the inc;usion'of strong nationalists like Pearson

and Wrong in wartime atomic discussions would have jeopardized

-this passive posture. If Canada's atomic policy was already

determined by the end of the war, it was not by the hand of

Howe or Mackenzie, but rather by a Prime Minister who coveted

his highly visible conciliatory position in the Atlantic

‘Triangle.
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'"FPULL AND EFFECTIVE COOPERATION':

THE PROBLEMS OF INTERPRETATION 1945-1948

?

"It is a mess. No one Seems to have'thought the thing would

work out as it has. So I am the heir to a hell of a mess."

' Such was President Truman's descgiption of the problems pre-

sented by the secret atomic energy agreement signed by
Rooseyelt and Churchill at Quebec in August 1943.l The uneasy
period following the Truman-Atlee-King Washington Declaration
of November 15, 1945 would witness the efforts of British
officials +0 secure from their American counterparts a more
liberal interpretation of *full and effective cooperation' in
the area of atomic energy development. The superficial Anglo-
American goodwill whiqh'had pervaded the atémic_discussions in
the American.capitaliwould soon deteriorate into an acrimonious
dispute over whether the United States was honouring her com-
mitment to atomic energy collaboration with her wartime part-
ners.

Nor would Canada be spared invoLvément in the protracted
atomic quarreling which gohtinued to sour Anglo-American rela-
tions in the postwar era. Once again €anadian officials would

be asked to take sides in a dispute which threatened to

111
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fracture the tenuous postwar Anglo—Americaﬁ'accord at a timg
when éoviet divisions appgared, to some western leaders at
least, poised for further action in Eu;opé.z Once again_
Canédian atomic policy-makers would face.the familiar ang dif--
ficult choice of either embracing the cause of one of her
aﬁomic partners, thereby risking continued cooperation with
the othér, or assuming 5 calculated_neutrality, which surely
would .anger both. Iﬁ the postwaf period bEA officials would
continue their efforts to formulate a consistent Canadian

atomic policy which would not only maintain Canada's special

wartime relationship with Great Britain and the United States,

‘but also.reflect her increased international responsibilities.

The attainment of such a pélicy would prove impractical.
After the November, fEZS Washington discussiong DEA
officials continued to familiariée\fhemselves with Canada‘s:
wartime atomic energy partnership.w%th Great Britain and the

United States. Their job was not an easy one. AsS one
historian has noted, "it was hard for them toc get the feel
of it, very hard even to find out the facts about Canadian |
participation."3 Despite this récurring problem Ndrman\
Robertson advised C. D. Howe 1in late November, 1945 that’
Lester Pearson should accompany him to the forthcoming CPC
meeting since it would probably inclﬁ@e a discussion on the
establishment of an Atomic Energy Commission under the
United Nations Organization.% Realizing that.sueh interna-
tional gquestions lay outside his area of expertise.and

perhaps also anxious to free himself from a responsibility
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that had often proved unsavory dufing the war,-tﬂé minister -
duly asked Pearson to represent him in Washin’gton.5

Howe's decision to leave the atomic negotiations to
Pearson was regretable, for at its 4'December meeting the CPC
discussionslconcerned not only international problems but )
~also the regtructuring of the‘Combined Devélopment‘Txust,
an issue about which DEA officials were still quite confused.
Because Pearson lacked sufficient background knowledge of "
CbT operations he floundered in his attempt at preseﬁting af\
cohérent éanadian position. His uncertainty was not totally
' inexcusable however, for Howe had instfuctéd him to emphasize
Canada's éesire to maintain sovereignty éver her uranium and
thorium deposits:as well as her commitment to refrain from
any official memSership in the CDT that would entail any -
further financial éontribution.6 Georgé Bateman, Canada's
représentative on the CDT, suggested however, that "it would
be difficult to %rité ourselves into the CPC and out of the

CDT."7

.
The meeting was marked moreover by a tedious discussion
of Bateman's official status in the CDT.' Howe had apparently
understoéd that Bateman had been appointed as a representativé
of Greét Britain while the latter believed he represented

8 FPurther discussion failed to resolve

Canada in the %rust.
this apparent discrepaﬂcy and Pearson ascgrtaiﬁed from the
nature of the meeting‘that the CPC was "not’iikely to.extend .
its activities as widely as I, for one, had expected."9 |

Furthermore, Pearson's skeptical.attitude toward Canada's
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junior positien on the'body led him to suggest, basedihy his .

own admission 'on very sketchy knowledge of its orlglns and

activities, that Canada relinguish her membership in the CPC.IQ

N

Otherwise he predlcted, "as a junior thlrd_party in thlS

Committee, Canada may be dragged along in dlrectlons where we

might not desire to go but over which we would have little.
control."'l The latter observation reflected Pearson's
nationalistic desire for a more pgohounced voice in atomic
energy matters, a status which Mackenzie King nevef seeme to
have desired dhring the war. o .
Following the 4 December meeting Pearson repeatedly

petitioned his superiors in Ottawa for epecific policy

- decisions to guide him in discussions with the sub-committee

which the CPC had commissioned to draft an agreement ‘redefin-
ing the authority of the CPC and CD'I‘.12 The responses which
he received f;om the East Block provided him-with only minimal
counsel however, for it soon became apparent that DEA hfficials
were still quite confused with the atomic relationship. Norman
Robertson, the only departmental official who conferred with
the Prime Minister on atomic energy matters, admitted after
reviewing Howe's éPC and CDT files that "the situation still
remains rather cemplicated."13 The difficulties which DEA
encountered in grasping the complex atomic energy problem
continually fofced them to seek the advice of Howe who guided
them in policy formulation. The minister clarified'for

example, Bateman's membership on the CDT as a Canadian, not a

British representative, but noted that Canada had never
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‘specifiéally asked for re?fesentation on the Trust.14 Howe

continued therefore, ;b play-an important role in atomic energy

policy formulation even after DEA had officially assumed the
responsibility.
On 14 December, Hume Wrong met with Robertson, Bateman,

Arnold Heeney and C. J. Mackenzie in an effort to devise a

L}

policy with which to guide Pearson at the CPC sub—committee-j 

meeting scheduled for that dav in Washington. After a length§
discussion Wrong instructed Pearson "not to press for a.
position whiéh.would be equivalent to our 'dontracting out’
from thé CDT so long as our speéial relationshipjwith it was

15

spelled out." The directive seemed simple enough, but

Pearéon's.subsequent_report of the meetihg‘suggested he re-
guired much more information than‘bttawa had provided. After
obéerving that Geheral Groves was "an energetic administrator
with...some suspicion of diplomats énd all 'unpractical'
pecple" Peérson fevegled his unfamiliarity with the issues

at hand.
I really had very little to go on in respect to the
Canadian attitude. I was not even certain whether
the amendments proposed by Mr. Howe...were to be
maintained, though I gathered from Hume [Wrong]
this morning that this was not to be the case. I
was further handicapped at this meeting by not hav-
ing a copy of the original [Quebec] Agréement and
Declaration of Trust or a copy of the minutes of
the last meeting....16

Pearson went on to'sFate that Canada's unofficial
relationship with the CDT had been satisfactory but both
Groves and the British spokesman Makins expressed their desire

that Canada become an official signatory to the revised CDT.

[~}
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Moreover, "Groves addéd that he had alwayé és;umed that |
Bateman was already a member of the Trust for Canada and that
all that was regquired was an alteration of Ehe new Agreement
to make that membership as Qalid in theory as it was in ptac—
tice.'f17 Importantly, the British and American members of the
sub-committee accepted the‘érinciple that Canada's signing of
the new Declaration of Trust would not obligate'her to any new
financial éommitments. Pearson concluded his report by éx—
pressing his desire that very shortly Canada's "policy in re-
spect of this matter will be somewhat more definite than it ié
at present.“l8

To Pearson's request for fur@her guidance DEA officials
could offer very little. ﬁume Wron%, in a subtle indication
of who retained'ulfiﬁate authority for atomic policy formulé—
tion, explained that both_Howe and the Prime Minister were
away from Ottawa. Furthermore, he confessed that remarkably,
no one in DEA had as vet seen, let alone had a chance to study,

either the original Quebec Agreement or the Declaration of

Trust.lg Wrong frankly admitted that his information was 'not

. very helpful', but added it was the best he could manage under

the circumstances.20 Norman Robertson could only suggest that
Pearson return to Ottawa with th€§fevised drafts of agreement
so that Howe énd King could study them before they were to be
presented to the CPC for final approval.21 However Pearson,
who had the unenviable task of stating Canada's rather ambigu-
ous position to the British and American representatives in

Washingten, was not so easily placated. Eager to avoid any
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further embarrass;ng situations llke his 14 December meetlng
with Groves and Makins, he relterated the necess;ty of a clear.
pollcy dec151on 'as_soon as p0551b1e. 122

The lnablllty of Robertson and Wrong to provide Pearson

with more prec1se policy guldellnes in December 1845 revealed

& e e R b 7

the extent to which Xing, Howe and Mackenz;e continued to di-
rect Canada‘s atomic relationship with Great Britain and the -
United Srates in the immediate postwar period. Although DEA
officials enthusiastically undertook the question of”inrernaf'
tional control, with respect to the CPC and CDT they continued
to depend uﬁon the counsel of those who had guided Cana&a‘s'
-aromgc energy program during the war years.

The CPC did not meet again until February-1946 which )
afforded Pearson the opportunity to consult with Mackenzie
King in Ottawa. After discussing the issﬁe with the Prime
Minister Pearson concluded that fnotwithstanding earlier
doubts on the subject," Canadian i@terestS'lé§\in retention of

23

official membership in the CPC and CDT. Evidently Mackenzie

King had dissuaded Pearson from:his previous opinion of the
two atomic bodies.24 The Prime Minister, according'to Arnold
Heeney, was not necessarily more apprised however, of the
CPC's operations than was his subor@inare. Shortly after
King's meeting with Pearson, Howe described to the full Cabi-
net the background and nature of Canada's relationship with
the CPC and CDT, aﬁter which Heeney commented that "apart from
- Mr. Howe, none of the Ministers kincluding the Prime Minister)

has any clear understanding of what is involved."25 In view
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of'Kiné?s sgéretive demeanor however, one'suspects that he was
'more knowledgeable of atomic matters than his principal éecre—
tary;éave him credit fqr.

The problem which Heeney articulated did not go uﬁnoticed
by Normﬁn Robertsoq,.who was also .aware that Canada's repre-
sentative to the CPC in Waéhinéton was experiencing difficulty
expressing a consistent Canadian position. To relieve the
pressure 6n Pearson the Under-Secretary of State asked Howe
,td attend the scheduled—February meeting of the CPC.26 The
minister replied however, that other commitments made it im-
possible for him to travel to Washington but added fhat Pearson
"should have no‘difficdlty in dealing with the subjects which
will comé before the meeting.“27 Pearson was not guite so
éonfidént, but he nevertheless infdrmed Robertson that he
felt gqualified, "with guidance from Ottawa," to state Canada's
position on the revisethPC and CDT agreements.28 The acri-
monious discussions at "the subseguent meeting in Washington
lwould cause the Ambassadof to revaluate however, his kno&ledge
of atomic .energy matters.-

The 15 Februarf CPC meeting accentuated the growing rifﬁ
in the tfipartite atomic ;eiéﬁionship. British expectations
of continued collaboration with the Americans had been @ealt
ta se&ere blow by the public revelation of the Soviet spy ring
in Canada. The Gouzenko affair had confirmed the fears ex-
pressed by General Groves who had never advécated 'full and

effective interchange' as a basis for cooperation with' Great’

Britain and Canada. He duly communicated his apprehension to
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American Secretary of State James Byrnes, the-newly appointed

CPC chalrman.29 Byrnes, whose Irish forebearance had not

always endeared him to the British, concurred with the General,

noting also that the possible publlcatlon of the secret tri-
partite atomic energy agreements (as was requlred under Article

102 of the UN Charter) might jeopardize the ongoing efforts to

secure an agree ent fok international control.30 Moreover,
1d not only draw into question the sin-
cerity of the atomic nations, but also provide evidence of
embarrassing duplicity, a potential propaganda issue tne.
Sov1et Unlon would surely not fail to ewp101t.3l
The American Congress aiso remalned 1gnorant of the
atomic relationship, and to the few government offrcrals who
knew of its-existence, the Quebec Agreement "hecame increas-
lngly a source of acute embarrassment.,'32 ‘when the American
public became aware of the 'Canadlan spy ring', their President
hardened. his p051t10n on atomic energy matters. Indeed, "under
the glare-oﬁ headllnes Truman no longer took the casual
attitude he had adopted in September when Mackenzie King had
informed him of the séy‘ring."33' The Gouzenko affair destroyed
Canada's credibility as a guarantor of secrecy and served only

+o confirm American suspicions of the non-Anglo-Saxon compo-

sition of the Montreal labratory scientists. In light of the

"nefarious” Soviet behaviour ané the American reaction to it, the

_ British would find it increasingly difficult te achieve more

liberal interchange with the-American aton}c energy project.

Another factor which contributed to the ill feeling at

4
4
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the February céc meeting was -‘Pearson's revelation to the
British ébat "the withdrawél from Canada of British scientists
-.,airécting the Chalk River project" would effectively ferm—.
inate the 'partnership' betweeﬁ Canada and Great Bfitain.B4 -
Hoée had only been made aware on the eve of the CPC meeting éf
the official British decision to recall Dr,lJohn Coc?croft to
Great Britain, and the minister immediately conveyed the
Canadian response to his represeqtative in Washingtoﬁ.BS Both
Ho&e and Mackenzie reacted negatively to what they considered
a breach of earl%er assurances given them to the effect that
the British would do nothing to jeopardize the development of
Chalk River after the war.36

The British were now anxious however, to revitalize their

own atomic program in Great Britain and believed that Cockcroft

was the only man capable of running the projec_t.37 As early

as March 1945 James Chadwick had foreseen the diffi&ulties
that might arise if Great Britain tried to maintain a strong
postwar atomic team in Canada while simultaneously endeavouring
to develop her own dome§tic program. He feared that "the
birth-pangs of...postwar co-operation may be severe," and
emphasized that Great Britain "must have sufficient staff to
run our U.K. [Atomic] Establishment properly."38 But Howe and
Mackenzie believed that Cockcroft's return to Great Britain |
would substantially slow down progress ét-chalk River and
therefore felt justified in assuming that Anglo-Canadian coop-
eration was at an end.

Lester Pearson undertook at the Feruary CPC meeting the

difficult task of presenting to British officials the unpopular
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Canadian.position about which his knowledge was-minimql._ His
report of the meeting revealed not only a growing Anglo- |
American split ovér the in£erchange iSSueL but alsc British
puzzlement and shock over theACanadégn intentioh to abrogaﬁe
her 'official' atomic partnership with Greaf Britain. During
an informal digcussion with the British représentatives before

-

the meeting Pearson noted that Chadwick and Makins were visibly
upset with the Canadian position and did not understand what *
his reference to aﬁy formal relationship was all about. At

this pointrPearson was forced to discontinue the discussion as
he "had no knowlédge of either the minutes of previous CPC
meetings or of any such partnership arrangements.“39 In a re-
strained but obvious plea for guidance from Ottawa Pearson re-—
vealed a latent frustration with his calamitous prédicament in
Washington.

I would appreciate some enlightenment on the details

of this matter which would enable me to support the

statement which we make.... I have only a superfic-

ial knowledge of this apparent difference of opinion

between the United Kingdom and Canadian authorities,

and if I am to continue to participate in discussions

here it would be helpful if I were given the full

- background.40 .
It seems Pearson's earlier assertion that he could adequately
represent Canada at CPC meetings was premature.

Two factors finally convinced DEA officials in Ottawa of
the necessity for a new machinery soley responsible for atomic
policy formulation.  First, Pearson's irresolute atomic diplo-
macy in Washington was illustrating all too clearly the ambiva-

-

lence of Cahadian atomic policy; secondly, General A. G. L.



!

gty |

:

——

ol

S

-

122
McNaughton, the recently appointed Canadiah'delegate‘to the

United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, would also soon re-

‘quire guidance with respect to Canada's position on interna-

tional atomic energy control. In March 1846 Arnold Heeney
suggested tﬁat Canada follow the lead of Great Briéain and the
United States who had already. established advisory-committees
to deal with the atomic questlon.4l The Cabinet subsequéhtly
approved the establishment of the AdvxsorV'Panel on Atocmic
Energy, a decision that was long overdue. The new body in-
cluded representétives from the Departments of National Defence,
Reconstruction and Supply and External Affairs, as well as
Mackenzie from ﬁhe NRC and General McNaughton.42 A£ long last
an official éroup existed in Canada specifically charged with
the formuiation of atomic energy policy.

If the february CPC meetiﬁg had been acrimonious, the
discussions which occurred exactly two months later served
only to further crystallize the differences between Great
Britain and the United Stétes. Knowing that the dialogue
would probably involve the CDT's future role in allocating
uranium supplies, Howe instructed Pearson and Bateman to safe-
guard Canada's special relationship with the Trust.

While we would like tp have the Trust buy our

surplus material, the price for an agreement to do

so is too high if to obtain it we must surrender
all Canadian control of the output.43

The meeting on 15 April guickly deteriorated however, into an
Anglo-American debate over the collaboration issue, and Bateman

correctly perceived the crux of the dispute.
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The real.pressure behind the British desire to have"
a firm agreement and a definition of ‘'full and effec-
tive cooperation' lies in the fact that they are de-
signing a [nuclear] plant and need a good deal of
information from the U.S. on engineering design,
construction and operation.44
Bateman concluded that since botﬁ sides appeared.firmly en-
trenched it seemed unlikely that a solution satisfactory to
Great Britain was possible.45 Indeed, the severity of the im-
passe would preclude any further collaboration éiscussions at
CPC meetings until February 1947.46
If the CPC meefings in the spring of 1946 accomplished
little, they at least indicated that events in Canada and the
United States were alienating Great Britain-from her North
Américan atomic 'par%ners'. Shortly after the April meeting
Howe gloated that Canada would "always find a market for her
ﬁranium regardless of the Trust;“ and refusgd to furnish Great
Brité&n with technical plans of the Chalk River plant because
of secrecy guarantees he had given the Americans.47 Almost
certainly the embarrassment which Professor Halban's visit to
France in 1944 had caused him along with the more recent
Gouzenko revelations inflﬁenced the minister's decision. More-
over, Howe was probably eager to express Canadian disapproval
with the British decision to recall Dr. Cockcroft to.Great
Britain. Privately however, Howe was not totally dissatisf?ed
with‘the move,.for the British administrator's departure would
cause the Chalk River project to become "a wholly Canadian
48

project under Canadian direction.” C. J. Mackenzie agreed,

noting that Chalk River could now progress as "a strictly
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Canadian enterprisé."49 The successful Canadian atomic prog-
ram for which Howe and Mackenzie had hoped during the war now-

seemed possible, 6nly at the expense however, of Anglo-

-Canadian solidarity.

The official British historian called the wﬁole Cockcroft
matter "a sorfy business;~badly‘handled,_but even ﬂow the
British had not learned their lesson about the need for the
fullest poséible éonsultation with Cénada.“50 Perhaps Canadian

officials would have been more accommodating to their British

counterparts if the latter had expressed more interest in dev-

eloping a joint Commonwealth atomic energy program in Canada.51

Mackenzie, for example, certainly advocated such a plan, as did

Groves and most American officials, but once the British decided

" to proceed with their own full scale project in Great Britain,

Canadians became more reluctant to embrace British causes that

" would in any way jeopardize their relationship with the:United

States.52 When it came down to choosing sides, Canada preferred

to ally herself with the partner who looked to be the leader

in future atomic energy development. Canadian officials were

o

not prepared to risk the future of their own program to save a

sinking ship.

Nevertheless, requests for Canadian support continued to “~——

arrive from across the Atlantic. Immediately foihowing the
April 1946 CPC meeting Prime Minister Attlee solicited Mackenzie
King's bérsonal support in the Anglo-American impasse.53 The

Canadian Prime Minister did intervene, but only-with a non-

committal statement that was typical of the Delphic utterances
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which had become familjar to all Canadian politicians. Even
American officials characterized King "as a 'past master of
evasion' and one who had elevated 'compromise' to the status

of an art form.“54

King informed tie Americans that his under-
standing of 'full and effective cooPgratiog' in the field of
atomic energy was "indicated ﬁy the fact that the Canadian
authorities, both during the war and in the postwar period

...[had] provided the United States authorities with full in-
' w55 |

formation é; all Canadian activities in this field.
Significan£ly,lhe did not explicitly suéges? thét the Americans
should do likewise, but only offered the Canadian procedure

as an example which the Unitgd State§ might or might not want
to follow. Such ambivalent support did not please the British.

Meanwhile DEA officials in Ottawa continued their efforts

to formulate policy from files which still failed "to give a

~complete and consistent picture of the‘complex problems in-

volved.“56 A recbmmendation of the Advisory Panel on Atomic

Energy reflected /the ambivalence of Canada's atomic policy at

i

this time. Iﬁ aavised that Canada "should nof actively advo-
cate the éonclusion of new Agreements," which in effectxmeant
that she should not forcefully support the British in their
attempts to increase American scientific and industrial cooper-
ation. The panel noted hbwever, that Canada should not object

"to a revision of the -arrangements provided its terms did not

w37

prejudice Canadian interests. Hence Canada assumed a famil-

.

iar 'hands-off' posture, content to let the British and the

Americans work out their differences between themselves. - With
, .
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‘regard to the cooperation dispute, perhaps C. D. Howe most

cogently articulated his country's position: "Canada should -

n>8 Canadién officials would

not be involved in this argument.
endeavour to follow the minister's advice. :

If British officials were unhaﬁﬁy with the Canadian_
posit;§§ they were even ﬁore displeased with the apparent recal-
citraﬁce_of the Americans. On 5 March, 1946 Deéﬁ-Acheson told
British représent&tives in Washington that "it was guite im-
péssible to fuifill the'obligatidn'of £he Groves-Anderson

arrangement.“sg"

The Under-Secretarf of State tqld them more-
over, that "they must just resign themsélvés to the fact that,
although we_méde the agreement, we simply could not carrg/it
out; that things like that happen in the Government of the U.S.
due to the loose way things are handled:“so Understandably,

the British were unimpressed with this reasoning. They believed

that General Groves had committed the United States to renewed

e

information exchange in the memorandum éigned by himself and

Sir John Anderson in Washington the previous Novémbe;.Sl

An important factor contributing to.the American posiEion
on postwar atomic cooperation with the British was the relat-
ionship of the President . to the American Congress. Under the
Constitution the President was obligated to inform Congress of

signed agreements between himself and other heads of state.

Moreover, the Atomic Energy Act which Truman signed on 1 August

1946 required the United States Atomic Energy Commission (USAEC)
to keep the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in-

formed on all aspects of the atomic energy project, including
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the specific nature of the tripartite relationship Qith Great
Britaiﬁ r—,md,Canada.62 |
Even if Truman had been disposed to cooperation Qith the

British he would have been constrained by Congress where most _ 1

of the elected representatives "felt a kind of panic at the

thouéht'of.§haring the supposed secret of the bomb with any
nation."63 Truman was not unaware .6f the prevailing mood and
"took pains ﬂot to venture bevond what Congresé would appro?é."64
Moreover, the President's chief military advisexrs ceonsidered

it “impgrativg that [éhe U.S.] Government should, in so far as
practicablé and -for as long as éoésible, withheld the seérgts

of the'atomic bomb from all other natiohs."65 Hence hilitary
and congressional forces contributed to Truman's position.

The Gouzenko. affair also significantly affected the Con- ?
gressional debate on the establishment of the USAEC. Indeed,’
"the revelation strengthened the hands of conservatives who
were insisting that tpe'military have a role in atomic energy.“66
The President was-now more than ever obliged to mollify his
conservative critics.aﬂd therefore felt compelled to guell any
runours of- renewed collaborationfwith the British. in any event,
Truman believed he had little choice and noteg to his diary:

It wés not possible for me to make any statement on

atomic policy to Great Britain until the Congress

had acted. But, in any case, it was already apparent

that, whatever bill the Congress passed, it would

seriously hamper and restrict our cooperation with

the British in the atomic field.67
This news would not be met with enthusiastip.Great Britain.

As.stated earlier, the April 15 CPC meeting had failed to

resolve the Anglo~American impasse. British reaction had
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been both swift and predictable; “within twenty-four hours
Prime Minister Attlee had dispatched a protest to President

Truman."68

The latter's‘responsé'was just as predictable; hé
informed Atlee that he never would have signéd the Washington
Agreement if he had known that by doing so he committed the
United States to supplving Great Britain with'informétiOn re-
quired to build an atomic energy plant.69 Hereafter the
Americans hardened their resolve anqhgrew more reluctant to
compromise, while the British only became moré frustrated.

By Jahuary 1947 Rogér Makins, British represghtative on
the CDT, had learned from the USAEC thag the Atomic Energy
Act forbade ﬁhe.kind of partnership outlined in the Quebec
Agreement. Shortly after he received this informagion Makins
expressed to Dean aAcheson Loﬁdon's view that the Americans
seemed accomoda£ing in raw materials cooperatibn where they
had much to gain but seemed to shy awa&\from scientific inter-
change whiéh.would benefit Great B.T:ita.in.-i0 After his frank
discussion with Mékins Acheson wrote to David Lilienthal,
head of the USAEC, and Secretary of State-Georgé Marshall that
~action was "urgently needed.“71 —

The deteriorating Anglo-2merican relationship did not go
unnoticed by Acheson's Canadian counterpart. "Towards the end
of January Lester Peérson, now back in Ottawa as Under-

Secretary of State for External Affairs, informed Hume Wrong,
recently appointed Ambassadof to Washington, "that some early
decision would have to be feached as to the future of the

Quebec Agreement."72 It would be another year however, before
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such a dec1510n would be achleved.

In May 1947 Dean Acheson revealed for the flrst time to :
the Congressional Joint Committee on Atbmic‘Energy the exist-
. ence of the Quebec Agreement. Senators Vandenberg and H%cken- l' a
loopet "were shocked and enraged"” with the clause which 1
prevented the United States from using the bomb without first ‘

receiving consent from Great Britain.j3 But the USAEC was
growing concerned about future éupplies of uranium. In its
view, "without the stocks in Britain, without that Congo
production allocated to Great Britain, the American ptoduction
plants could operate only at a fraction of full capacity.“74
Hence in November the American members of the CPC, George
Marshall, James Forrestal and David Lilienthal began to con-
sider the possibility of exchanging certain §%e§i£ied infor-
mation for the accumulated excess British and C;nadian stocks
of uranium.75 Although such cooperation seemed to contradict
the Atomic Energy Act the USAEC'S general catnsel‘Herbert S..

Marks, suggested the Act could be circumvented "if it could be

'\‘_‘.

shown that exchanging information with the British advanced

American Security."76

The guestion of American security had acquired a new
meaning in the postwar period. As a Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCS) study observed in March 1946, the Second World War had
"demonstrated conclu51vely that the defence of a nation, lf it
w?7

is to be effective, must begin beyond its frontiers.

Furthermore:

The further away from our own vital areas we can

‘s
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- hold ‘our enemy through the possession of advanced
bases and the bettex organized the nation is to
resist, ‘withstand and counteract an enemy employ-
ing the atomic bomb, the greater our chances of
surviving s?gcessfully an attack by atomic
weapons.... : :

The JCS report reflected an earlier Canadian observation
that "without Britain and the Dominions the United States
has no bastions for defence or bridgeheads for attack

against any potential enemy."79

American policyv-makers

did not want to risk the loss of such 'bastions' énd
'bridgeheads' as a result of continued atomic collaboration
quarellingQ

Conseqguently, on S December Vannevar Bush informed .
the Joint Congressiénal Committee on Atomic Energy that the
security of the United States could be eﬁhanced "by
appropriate interchange with the British in fields where
we are both working" but emphasized that information would
not be interchanged in areas where the United States alone
was working.so With the subsequént approval of the Joint
Committee the Americans were now prepared toc provide the
British with certaiﬁ information in exchange for guaranteed
future uranium supplies.

In late August Canadian officials had learned the
Americans were anxious to reopeﬁ collaboration diécussions.81
As Arnold Heeney noted, the American-expressed intention
to renew tripartite arrangements precipitated in DEA "one of
those minor bursts of activity which seem to characterize the

. . . . . 82
course of our consideration of atomic questions.” Ee
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informed Pearson that "things [seemed] to be moving rather

rapidly toward an invitation to‘tripartite discussions....'“83

 Heeney's coufideﬁce was well founded. While attending meetings

in Washington in November, C. J. Mackenzie observed that

- American lntran51gence had apparently evaporated and "1t was

obvious that all the [Atomic Energy] Commission from Lilienthal

. . . n84
down were most anxious to cooperate in every wav...." .

Three
weeks later George Kennan of the U.S. State Department informed
Hume Wrong that the United States was indeed now willing to
discuss a ieworking of the wartime Quebec Agreement.

In preparation for the scheduled 10 December CPC meeting'
Maekenzie and Howe agreed they wOuid have to ‘play it by ear’,
while Arnold Heenev cautioned Hume Wrong to retaim Canada's
special status in any geetructured CDT.SS' Canadian interest in
the discussions lay, aecordiﬂg +o Heeneyv, "in the possibility
that they may result in really useful information being made

available to Canada and to the United Kingdom.“86

Canadian
representatives would not however, bargain aggressively for
extended information excﬁange if by doing so they risked
antagonizing the Americans. '

s Because of the portentous nature of the December CPC
discussions Canada was well represented, as were also Great -

Britain and the United States. %’

DEA officials had prepared
for the meeting, but Wrong still felt it necessary "for some-
one fdlly conversant with the current status of atomic gquestions

in Canada to come {to Washington] for the meeting sufficiently'

ot P
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in advance to prime [T. A.i'Stope and myself 6n'the issues.."88
AS a result, Mackgnéie tr&felled #6 £he'American capital where
he "was impressed by the substantial change in [the American]
attitude.“89

At the 10 December.meeting the CPC représentatives agreed
to create-two sub-comﬁitteés tolformulate proposals for infor-
mation exchange and raw material allocation.90 After several
days of negotiations all parties agreed to abrogate the Quebec
Agreement and Hfde Park 'Aide Memoire' and replace them with
a new memorandum of understandiﬂg that would be entered into
the minutes of the CPC. Under the terms of the new agreement
all Congo production of uranium ore (including Great Britain's
" share) as well as excess ore stockpiled in Great Britain would
go to the United States while the latter would supply Gﬁeat
Britain with atomie information in nine specified areas.91
Furthermore, the Unifed States would no longer be obligated to
aéquire Great Britain's consent before using atomic weapons.

Mackenzie King, who had been kept fully apprised of the
December atomic discussicons, sent Heeney to Washington in the
new year to ensure that his directives were followed.’? On
7 January, 1943, five vears to the day after the infamous
Conant memorandum restricting interchange, representatives of
Canada, Great Britain and the United States signed a ‘modus
vivendi' which appeared to terminate the vears of animosity
that had existed among the three atomic 'partners'. One of the

American negotiators recorded in his journal that "the long

year of uncertainty about British-American relations was ended
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93 Unfortﬁnately, the 'new chapter'

would prove nd less acrimonious than the previous one. .
Pollowing the signing of the modus vivendi the flow of
useful information to the B;itish incfeased oniy marginallg,
if at all. When an'Americgh\scientiﬁic mission to Great |
Britain in June 1948 revealed that the British were going
ahead with full-scale bomb production many USAEC officials
became opposed to continued cooperation with Great Britain.94
President Truman also grew wary, insisting to the héad of the
USAEC "that we‘eertainly must try to see fhét the British do
not have information witﬁ which to build...atomic weapons in

w95

England because they might be captured. The nationalistic

Coldivar mentality which now pervaded Conéress also c:used the
President to be less than enthusiastic about sending atomic
'secfetg' across the Atlantiq: As a resul;, any possibility
for renewed cooperation soon.diminished and the period followd
ing the January 1948 modus vivendi left the British, in the
words of the American éecretary of State, "with a sense of
ha§ing been ungenercusly, if not unfairly treated."96

Canadian officials might still have had a mediating role
to play, but the success of their own atomic program erased
any taﬁéible reason to support the British case for increased
collaboration. Furthermore, perhaps both British and Canadian
officials realized that coéperatibn with the Americans was a
lost cause and that Canadian intervention could do little to

change this fact. As a result, the modus vivendi was allowed

to lapse at the end of 1949, and with it the ambiguous legacy
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of the Combined Policy Committee.

" As we have séeﬁ, the 'mess' which Harry Trumaﬁ ﬁad inher- -
ited in 1945 Qas not his‘alone: Canadian officials faced éimi—_
;ar problems of their oﬁn‘followiﬁg the Truman—Aﬁlee—King dis-
cussions in Washington. The Department of External Affairs
assumed the difficult task of formulatiné atomic policy from
unfamiliar, diverse and often non-existent files.97 As a re—
sult, the inexperienced and ill-informed Lester Pearson was
often given little guidance from his superiors in Ottawa and
Canada's postwar represenﬁative on the CPC was often placed in
an awkward and embarrassing position, while Canadian atomic
policy emerged as haphazard and oscilating.

By 1947 DEA 6fficials, ;hrough the establishment of the
‘Advisory Panel on Atomic Energy, had marginally augmented
theirlknowledge of atomic matters, although CPC records were
still "pretty incomplete" and difficult to locate.98 By that
_time however, the CPC had lost much of its raison d'etre as
‘Great Britain and the United States retrenched into intransi-
gence. The modus vivendi of January 1948 proved merely patch-
work surgery on a serious injury to postwar Angio-American re-
lations, and as the British and Americans continued to disagrge,
Canadians preferred to remain detached, secure in the knowledge
of their own successful atomic project at Chalk River. They

had had their £ill of Anglo~American 'cooperation'.

\
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CONCLUSION : )

Canada's atamic energy policy from 1942 to 1948 was moreﬂkhan
anything else an expression of Mackenzie King's personal con-
viction that Canadian interests were best served by remaining
detached ﬁrom volatile international issues that might divide
public opiniop in the country. His isolationist tendencies -
also contrasted with the internationalist ideals of the young
intellectuals in the Depertment of External Affeirs, and led
one frustrated official to complain that “en mattefe of high
policy in the realm of foreigh affairs Canada does not make
decisions; it has decisions forced on it. We take a positive
pleasure ;n trying not to influence to course of history."l
Mackenzie King seems to have been aware of this ideologiéel gap".
between -himself and his department, fof_he chose to exciude
DEA officials;from wartime a?pﬁic energy polity formuletion.

" The Prime Minister v1ewéd atomic energy more in terms of
its p0551ble contrlbutlons to Canada's lndustrlal development
rather than as a dlplomatlc ace with which to bargaln for a
more pronounced v01ce for Canada in international affairs. As

a result, he gave C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackenzie 'free rein'

142
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t© manage Canéda's day-to-déy atomic affairs duriné the war,
while retaining-however, ultimate authoritﬁ in determining his \
country's ove;al;.atomic pol;py.. King knew that Howe and
‘Mackenzie's in£erests lay in developing a successfui_domestic
atomic program, not in entangling Canada in.complex interna- ) ¢
- ticnal responéibilities, thus explaining why the Prime Minister
felt it unnecessary to regularly consult with the two officials
who conducted Canada's #?oﬁic negotiat%gné dgring this period.

In the‘spring of 1942 Howe and Mackenzié.were thrust into
éhe realm of atomic dipldmacy with little experience in inter-
national bargaining, and though 'non-diplomats', they neverthe-
less strove to defend Canadian interests in‘the vexatious -
atomic relationship. Difficulties arose however, when British
officials began to perceive that Canadian interests &id not
always coincide with those of Great Britain, and that Common-
wealth sqlidarity Qas nbt inevitably a guarantee of Canadian
suppert in atomic disputes with the United States.

Neithér did the personal acrimony which existed between -
certain British officials, especially Sir John Andergon, and
their Canadian counterparts, promote an amicable Anglo-Canadian
atomic partnership. In fact, when Lord Portal visited Canada
in May 1946 to confer with Canadian officials, Mackenzie - %
noted that he (Portal) was ™the only Englishman in top admin-’
istration echelon of atomic energy thaF_I have felt we could
get along with.“z‘ Anderson and Lord Cherwe%l's mistfust of

Howe and Mackenzie was not totally unfounded, especially in

light of the Eldorado bungling. One suspects however, that



144

Howe and Mackenzie's personal detestation for the seemingly

imperious attitude of some atomic policy—makérs in London
would have in any event hindered'friendly Anglo-Canadian ne-
gotiations.3
The éanadian—American atomic partnership seems to have

operated‘much more effectively, due no doubﬁ to the fact that
General Gréveé'believed the Canadian-American connection was’
mﬁch more important to the future of the American atomic pro-
gram than the Anglo-American p_artne;:ship.4 Not only was

Canada a potential principal supplier of uranium, but American

.séientific administrators also came to value the Chalk River.

pilot project as an important source of information in heavy
water technology.5 ‘

Howe and Mackenzile also seem to have established a more
comfortﬁble raéport with the personalitie§ at the administrative
level of the American atomic program than with those who di-
rected Great Britain's atomic policy f£0m Whitehall. This
Anglo-Canadian rift widened when British officials abandoned
the idea of permanently locating theif atomic project in
Canada.' In fact, "Cockcroft and some of the scientists may
have seen the possibilitie; cf a joint enterprise, but no one
in London seemed to have grasped that vision."6 Henée, Howe
and Mackenzie viewed Cockcroft's recall to Great Britain in
the spring of 1946 as an opportunity for Chalk River to emerge
as. a truly independent Canadian project.

The Chalk River project haé partially resulted from Great

Britain's desire to relocate part of her atomic program
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beyond the range of Germaﬁ bombers and near the exﬁandiné o
atomic research and de&elopment in the United Staﬁeé. Other
factors were involved however. . There'existea~an awareness on
both sidés of gﬁe Atlantic that the Canadians mighg be useful

' o
as intermediaries  in any Anglo-American atomic disputes that

might arise.7 when difficulties did develop, it was often

Mackepzie who-surfacgd as a peacemaker, an.awkward role which
did noﬁ endear.him to many British atomic officials in London
who thought that Canadian support should have been-more forth-
coming.

The August 1943 Quebec Agreement represented an effort to’
resolve the atomic impasse between Great Britain and the United

States. But the secret accord, couched in ambiguous language

' and known onlv to select highranking officials in each country,

did not spell an end to the Anglo-Am@rican‘guarreling. -As one
British official later remarked, "perhaps part of the explana-
tion of this bizarre episode in inﬁer-allied relations lies in
the imprecise nature of the agreements_and undertaking entered

-

into by thé President and the Prime Minister and the unusual
chgracter and secrécy of their di5cussions."8 |

Canadian DER officials could certainly attest to the
veracity of the latter observation, for they learned of '
Canada's involvement in the atomic project only after the igno-
minious destrﬁction of Hiroshima. 1In the months that followed
they endeavoured to apprise themselves of a complex relation-
ship in which their country's role had not been minor. As we

.

have seen, they found it difficult to get the complete facts on

St
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Canadien participation, and Lester Pearson ﬁas consequently
’\pla;ed in an awkward .position at CPC meetings- in Washington.

Nevertheless, DEA.officials prepared numerous and detailed
memoranda on atonic energy for the November 1945 summit meeting
of Truman, Attlee and King. Though Pearson and Wreng may have.
desired that Canada play a more prominent role in the discus-
sions, their Prime Minister was less enthusiastic.. The recent
Gouzenko revelations hadlcaused Mackenzie King extreme embar-—
rassment,'and as he sailed for the United States in November
he noted that the atomic discussions.would profoundly affect
his future, somethin&rhe ‘had never seughtland did not envy'.9

After the tripartite Washington Declaration on Atomic
Energv DEA officials assumed increased responsibility for
formulating atomic policy in Canada, but more often than not
they were obliged to seek the guidance of Howe, Mackenzie or
King. The earlier exclusion of Canada's professional diplo-
mats from atomic negd!?ations expressed itself in their later
inaﬁility to effectively formulate atomic policy in certain
areas. As a result, Howe and Mackenzie continued to personally
direct Canada's atomic relationship with Great Britain and the
United States long after DEA had officially acqui&ed the re-
sponsibility of atomic policy-making. Had DEA officials been
brought into the picture at an earlier date this problém might
have been avoided, but Mackenzie King's secretive demeanor hed
prevented this from occurring.

Many in the Department of External Affairs recognized the

necessity of an official government body solely responsible.foro
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the formulatibn of atomic energy policy in Canada. The estab- n
lishment of the Adviéory Panel on Atomic Energy in March 1946
was a step in the right direction, but at least one of its
members was unconvinced of its effectiveness.lo Indeed, by | i
the summer of 1947, atomic energy pélicy formulation remained
for many DEA officials "a very complicated matter.“ll Conse-
guently, it was once again Howe and Mackenzie whd/determined : ¥
Canada's position at the December 1947 Washington negotiations %
which resulted in the January 1948 modus vivendi. ' 3

By 1948 Canada's position in the atomic relatlonshlp had
become more manifest than it had been during the war. Though
Canada's contribution to éhe project bad not been insignificant,
she had not-been an official signatory to any of the wartime -
atomic. agreements between Roosevelt and Churchill. After the
war however, Canada received official recognition as. an 'atomic .
power' when Mackenzie King added his signature to those of
fruman and Attlee when the three leaders signed the November,
1945 Washington Declaration on Atomic Energy. Under the
guidance of C. D. Howe and C. J. Mackenzie Canada had emerged
as a world leader in the development of heavy water technalogy,
an important achievement which held great possibilities fof;the
country's postwar industrial expansion. .

To Churchill's charge that Howe had sold the British .
Empire down.;he river it can be argued that while the Americans |
had considered terminating all atomic collaboration with the

British, they never seriously contemplated taking similar action |

against the ‘Canadians.  Certainly Conant's brusque manner with
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+he British as contrasted with his solicitous correspondence
with the Canadians éuggests as much.- Selling the British
Empire down the river in th;svéontéxt would have meant allowing
the United States to cutkéff Great Britain from the atomic pro-
ject entirely. This, which might easily have come to pasé,.was
certainly spposed with considerable effort by Howe and
Mackenzie, who, to this eﬁtent at least,{were working for
British interests as wéll as Canadian. DEA offiéigls may have
attempted to steer Canada on a more negtral course vis-a-vis
Great Britain and .the United States in atomic matters, but such
posturing would merely have jeopardized Canada's participation
in the heavy water project by antagopizing the Americans. It
is in this éense tha£ Canada may'have been fortunate that her
atomic negotiations were handled by 'non-diplomats’® during this
pericd.

Mackenzie King was in%eed, to use-Escott Reid's phrase, a .
diplomat who took 'a positive pleasure in trying not to influ-
ence the course of history.'f‘The Prime Minister's awareness
that his diplomatic advisers thoﬁght_differently resulted in
their exciusion from atomic energy discussions until after the
. war. His taciturn relationshipx with his own departmeﬂt was
not evidence of an insouciant Minister of External Affairs
ﬁowever, but rather of a leader who wanted to maintain tight

) - »
control over his country's atomic energy policy.”

A young —jurnalist once painted Mackenzie King as "a man
A

A
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who conceals rathe£ than exposeé what he is seeking to accom-
plish.“-]f2 The Prime Minister approved of the description;
just as he approved of Frank Salisbury's :evealing port;ait
whicp now hangs in the Parliament Buildings in Ottawa. If
King wished to be remembered as the.skillful diplomat who
personally ushered Canadé into the atomic era, he ﬁeed nat have”
worried. He felt more assured however; when Salisbury had
applied the final few strokes. After viewing the artist's
completed work for the first time King was more than pleased.

" I now feel that under God's Providence, guidance and
direction, part of the final chapter has been written,
literally, in letters of gold. Of all the physical

experiences of my life, this has been the greatest....
The portrait is now painted. The record is now there.
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