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Introduction

Since his death in April, 1941, Loring Christie has been a
much talked about but little understood figure in Canadian
history. Most frequently, Christie has been portrayed by
historians as a brilliant but erratic individual whose views
changed between 1913 and 1941 from being those of a champion of
imperial federation to those of an advocate of an independent,
isolated Canada. Along the way his views on foreign policy are
reputed to have done a complete about face —-- changing from
ardent support for a common imperial foreign policy to bitter
truculent advocacy of a neutralist, isolationist external policy
for Canada.

Christie is generally seen by historians to have been the
power behind the throne in external policy matters during the
pPrime ministerships of both Sir Robert Borden and Arthur Meighen,
and to have been purged from the civil service in 1923 by
Mackenzie King's policy of more or less malign neglect predicated
on a belief that Christie's long association with the Tories had
made his advice unfit to guide foreign policy in the Liberal
era. Upon returning to the Department of External Affairs in
September, 1935 -- after a heretofore largely unexamined 12-year
absence spent working for Sir James Dunn's investment banking
house in London, the Hydro-Electric Power Commission of Ontario,
and the Beauharnois Power, Heat and Light Company in Montreal --
Christie traditionally is described as an intensely anglophobic

and isolationist policy adviser who is disillusioned with the



post-war world, fairly reeking with cynicism, but shed of his
former imperialistic inclinations and therefore acceptable to
Mackenzie King. Christie then completes his career as Canada's
Minister to the United States, dying of a heart ailment in a New
York City hospital in April, 1941.

The factual side of Christie's life —- the dates, names,
events, and places -- has been covered fairly accurately, if in a
somewhat sketchy manner, by historians to date. The intellectual
aspects of Christie's career, however, have been treated in a
much less rigorous and satisfactory manner. The story thus far
told about Christie's apparently radical transition from
centralizing imperialist to neutralist isolationist is
excessively one-dimensional, and constitutes a superficial and
inaccurate analysis of the substance and consistency of his
thought. Neither imperialism nor isolationism was ever the
dominant characteristic of Christie's attitude toward or writings
about Canadian external policy. The fact that Christie's thought
and career are not understandable through the use of these two
simplistic and diametrically opposed labels likewise makes
suspect -- and, indeed, unnecessary -- earlier gpeculations and
judgments that he was in some way psychologically erratic,
strange, or, more colloquially, even slightly unhinged.

Among the dominant and interwoven characteristics of
Christie's thought between 1913 and 1941 the most important are a
belief in the central importance of the constitution to Canada's
development and survival as a nation, a faith in the value of

applying the tenets of American pProgressivism to the governing
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process in Canada, and a growing knowledge of and affection for
Canada as a nation. Followed through the course of his career,
these inter-related themes reveal a sensitive and at times a
passionate man whose concerns focused on facilitating the
survival of his country as a state distinct from either of its
more powerful North Atlantic neighbors. In a large number of
cogently and persuasively -- if, at infrequent intervals, naively
-- argued letters, notes; and memoranda, Christie sought to
explain various situations in the domestic and external realms
threatening Canadian survival, review the options open to the
country in seeking solutions, account for the rational and
irrational influences impinging on those situations and options,
and offer suggestions as to what method of procedure might best
serve the national interest, which he came after the Great War to
increasingly define as the maintenance of national unity. The
issues addressed by Christie were not limited to foreign policy
concerns; indeed, after 1923 subjects that covered a spectrum
running from the regional economic inequalities caused by
Canada's tariff System through the need to maintain control of
Canadian resources in Canadian hands to the desirability of

abandoning laissez-faire in favor of direct government action to

combat the Great Depression were often of as much or more concern
to him as were such foreign policy items as the Locarno Pact, the
Statute of Westminster, or Ramsay Macdonald's policy toward the
Dominions. The federal-provincial balance of power interested
Christie as much as did the Anglo-Canadian and Canadian-American

relationships, and he can be only superficially understood if
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note is not taken of the catholicity of his interests when it
came to the affairs of Canada.

It probably is not surprising that as a product of the
Harvard Law School -- and an editor-in-chief of the school's
prestigious law review -- Christie should display in his writings
a consistently legalistic turn of mind. Throughout his career
Christie believed that Canada's future, both as a sovereign
international entity and as a cohesive nation-state must be based
upon the system of federalism established by the provisions of
the British North America Act. Ironically, his educational
experience in the United States and his activities as an attorney
for the United States Department of Justice gave Christie his
first working experience with federalism and it seems likely that
this contact with the American variant of this system of
government, through its stress on establishing a dominant central
government at the expense of some of the prerogatives of the
several state governments, slowed his ability to appreciate the
more approximately equal role of the federal and provincial
governments in the Canadian system. 1In any event, Christie's
reverence for the British North America Act and the federal
Ssystem of government it created led him to believe that a more or
less absolute fidelity to the constitution was the soundest basis
upon which to build the nation.

For Christie, however, the constitution clearly was not an
inhibiting instrument of government designed to enshrine the

political, social, and economic status quo in Canada. It was,

rather, a framework that could and should be altered so as to

iv



meet the changing needs of the Canadian nation and society. His
emphasis, after the early 1920s, on the need for a Canadian
constitutional convention to amend the British North America Act
in a manner explicitly establishing the right of Canadians to
control both external and domestic affairs bears witness to his
belief that the constitution lay at the very heart of the
nation's affairs. Likewise, Christie's later rejection of both
isolationism and neutralism as foreign policy options for Canada
in the 1930s, because he belijieved that neither was a valid policy
under the existing constitution, lends even more elogquent
testimony to his belief that the British North America Act was
not only the foundation upon which the nation was built but the
glue upon which national unity ultimately depended.

Christie never believed that full responsible government --
which he defined as complete control over both domestic and
external affairs -- would come about through a process of
Whiggish inevitability. Indeed, Christie the lawyer believed
that human experience and its application to the legal structure
of society, rather than God's grand preordained design, permitted
society to adapt and survive in an unpredictable world. He
argued relentlessly after the mid 1920s that Canadians could only
secure the right to exercise full responsible government through
a deliberate, non-partisan exertion of their will -- in the forum
provided by a constitutional convention -- aimed at that very
goal. That he could never persuade, argue, or cajole prominent
Canadians into adopting such a belief as their own, and, in turn,

taking the case to the Canadian public, did not in the least



deter his faith in the necessity of taking such constitutional
action or in the benefits to the nation that would accrue from
it. 1Indeed, the depth of his belief in the centrality of the
constitution to the nation's continuing existence is shown by his
insistence on following to the letter the requirements which he
believed arose out of it. He argued in the late 1930s, for
example, that because the constitution had not been amended
formally after the Great War vis-a-vis the questions of war and
peace, Canada, as in 1914, would go to war automatically if the
United Kingdom went to war. For Christie, such a course of
action was clearly preferable to risking perhaps fatal damage to
national unity by ignoring standing constitutional requirements.
The tenets of American progessivism were also a pervasive
and enduring influence on Christie's thought and attitudes. 1In
many ways, Christie came to the United States in 1906 to attend
law school from a country that had, since 1867, been practising
some of the principles and procedures destined to become the
stock-in-trade of American progressives. The British North
America Act's stated purpose of establishing "peace, order, and
good government," for example, is as good a thumbnail sketch of
progressive aims as any available. Likewise, in the age of Sir
John A. Macdonald Canada had, under the aegis of the National
Policy, indulged in the type of government-directed national
planning and nation-building projects that latter-day
progressives in the United States would champion. Macdonald's
concern to shunt the complaints and animosities of the working

class into peaceful and politically acceptable channels through
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the imposition of rudimentary laws to permit labor organizations
likewise anticipated the progressives' overriding concern to
divert potential social radicalism into the political

- mainstream. Macdonald's unparalleled ability to craft
compromises between conflicting and/or competing interests in
society, as well as to accommodate the changes in society caused
by industrialization and urbanization without violence, would
also have qualified him -- in goal and method if not in ideology
-— as a politician of the progressive type. 1In addition, the
optimism and faith in the inevitability of progress with which
Sir Wilfrsd Laurier embellished his own flexible and pragmatic
approach to Canadian politics were also essential components of
American progressivism.

Christie, then, came to the United States from a country
that might justifiably be termed -- at least in terms of
accepting a central, directing role for the state in society --
pre-progressive in nature. He fitted not only comfortably but
enthusiastically into the heyday of American progressivism that
surrounded Theodore Roosevelt's "Bull Moose" presidential
campaign of 1912. Through his association with such men as
Herbert Croly, Walter Lippmann, and, most importantly, Felix
Frankfurter, Christie gained access to the mainstream of American
progressive thought and adopted as his own many of the
Ccharacteristic attitudes -- such as a dread of social disorder,
an acceptance of the indispensible role of the state in national
development, an abiding respect for the ability of highly

educated and non-partisan experts and a faith in their capacity
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for crafting a more equitable society and a more efficient
government, a predisposition to support arbitration and oppose
military force in the resolution of international disputes, and a
craving for strong, charismatic, and innovative political
leadership -- that were intellectual mainstays of the era and
which thereafter would dominate his thought and writings
regarding domestic economic and political issues in Canada as
well as its foreign policy concerns. It is also worth noting
that several of Christie's major personal associations during his
Progressive-Era residence in the United States were lawyers and
judges -- among them Frankfurter, Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.,
Henry Stimson, Louis Brandeis -- who complemented and
strengthened Christie's belief that society could be made more
united and equitable by adapting the legal system to meet the
changes caused by modernization. Thus the particular brand of
progressivism with which Christie had the most intimate and
lasting contact -- he maintained friendships with these four men
after his return to Canada -- tended to reinforce his legal
education and legalistic bent of mind.

The final dominant theme of Christie's thought between 1913
and 1941 was an ever-growing appreciation fér the complexity and
fragility of the Canadian nation. From the date on which he took
up his duties as Legal Adviser in the Department of External
Affairs in April, 1913 until his death in 1941, Christie's sense
of nationalism -- that is, his concern for the survival of Canada
as a distinct and cohesive nation-state in North America,

independent from both Great Britain and the United States -- grew
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as his involvement in many diverse aspects of the country's
internal and external affairs broadened.

From being a minor component of his thought in 1913 which
focused on the use of theoretical notions of international law to
define Canada's status as a member of the British Empire and,
after the Great War, as a fledgling state in the international
political system, Christie's sense of nationalism came, by thé
1930s, to dominate his attitudes. Experience in dealing with
instituting conscription in 1917 had driven home to him the
potentially lethal quality of French-English confrontations, and,
more importantly, the divisiveness inherent in pursuing foreign
policy goals not recognized by most Canadians as being in their
own and the country's interest. A sojourn in Britain between
1923 and 1926 taught him that British foreign policy could and
would look only after British national interests, goals with
which Canadian interests were often incompatible. Posts with the
Hydro-Electric Power Commission of Ontario and the Beauharnois
Heat, Power and Light Company afforded a thorough-going lesson in
the difficult, sometimes acrimonious nature of federal-provincial
relations, as well as the great variety in and complexity of the
relationship between Canada and the United States. Witnessing
the ravages caused by'the Great Depression from a vantage point
in the industrially and financially powerful provinces of Ontario
and Quebec confirmed and reinforced his Maritimer's concern over
the potentially disrupting quality of the regional economic
disparities inherent in confederation. Finally, dealing with the

United States from both public and private positions inculcated a
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realization of that country's growing, almost unlimited political
and economic power and a corresponding wariness of what that
growth might mean for Canada's survival in North America. The
wide range of Christie's personal experience led him to a deep
appreciation for the sometimes stark differences in the
political, economic, and social interests of Canada's several
linguistic groups and regions, an appreciation that bred in him a
practice of analyzing foreign policy issues with a steady eye
toward the impact each would have on the primary national
interest of maintaining an always fragile, and sometimes brittle,
national unity.

What follows, then, is an attempt to present a full portrait
of Loring Christie's life and work by tracing the dominant themes
of his thought over the course of nearly thirty years. Given the
nature of his profession the bulk of the study is devoted to
issues traditionally consigned to the field of foreign policy.
Christie, however, seldom examined such issues without an eye
toward their potential influence on the political development and
social life of Canada. When Christie's efforts to relate the
events of the external realm to those of the internal, and vice
versa, are examined, an individual of great sensitivity,
complexity, and, at times, passion is revealed. It is hoped that
this study may serve to acquaint the reader with that individual
and, at the same time, give pause for reconsideration to those
who have previously offered a somewhat harsher and a certainly

too simplistic view of his life and thought.
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Chapter I: Background and Early Experiences, 1885-1913

Loring Cheney Christie was born in Amherst, Nova Scotia on
21 January 1885, the the son of James Alexander Christie and
Evelyn Read Christie. Christie's family was of Scottish and
English descent, although both of his parents were native Nova
Scotians. His grandfather had emigrated from Scotland and
settled at Pictou, Nova Scotia and his mother was of United
Empire Loyalist stock. His family was involved in the
manufacture of furniture and coffins and was active in the
affairs of the Baptist Church.?! Christie lived with his family
in Amherst during the school year and apparently spent the months
of his summer vacations in the surrounding countryside. He would
later recall that one of the things upon which "my nostalgias,
the occasional times I weaken into pictures of the halcyon days"
centered were "boyhood days on my uncle's and grandfather's farm
and lumber woods where I pulled my weight as a farmhand and a
woodsman in all the things they do and learn but still had
privileges for all the simple unalloyed, unthinking delights of
the countryside, the seaside and forest...."? As was probably to
be expected on the basis of their ethnic background and
loyalties, the Christies easily identified with things British
but resented the colonial snobbery they detected in the cities of
the Maritimes. This was particularly true of Halifax which
Christie once told a friend his family always referred to as "The
Garrison".3 Throughout his life Christie would exhibit an

affinity for Canada's rural areas, especially those of the



Maritimes and the Gatineau Hills outside Ottawa, and an aversion

4 Paradoxally‘he

for such urban areas as Montreal and Toronto.
seems to have thrived in such American urban centers as New York

and Washington, D.C.5

After completion of grammar school, Christie's education
took him to the Amherst Academy and subsequently to Acadia
University. He produced an excellent academic record at Acadia,
captained the hockey team, was the university's tennis champion,
and graduated in the spring of 1905 with an honors B.A. in

6

mathematics. During his summer vacations from Acadia Christie

served as an assistant editor on the staff of the Amherst Daily

News. After graduation from Acadia, Christie worked for a year
with the Bank of Nova Scotia in Amherst and then applied for
admission to the Harvard Law School early in 1906. He was
accepted and began classes in September.

Before addressing Christie's years at Harvard some mention
must be made of an essay which he wrote while at Acadia and which
was published in the university's student newspaper -- the
Atheneum -- in May, 1904. The essay deals with the Russo-
Japanese War, which had started in Febrauary, 1904, and it is
primarily notable because in it Christie manifests several
characteristics which were to remain a part of the intellectual
paraphernalia he would bring to the subject of international
affairs throughout his career. The first involves a belief in
the inherent superiority of western civilization over that of the
east. "And not only have the Aryan nations been successful in

maintaining their European integrity," Christie wrote,



But more than that, they have been able to reverse the
current, so that the tide of conquest which once ran to
the west, having reached the full, is now flowing

back. Chained to themselves by absurd superstitions,
naturally apathetic in a tropical climate, and unable to
cope with strong Western ambition, the yellow races have
been in every case to date been trampled under foot
until the only reasonable outlook for Asia seems to be
that it will become, bit by7bit, but the fief of some
European or American power.

One would hesitate to describe this belief as outright racism,
but it is clear, both in this and later instances, that Christie
often brought this opinion to bear when focusing upon an east-
west issue.®

The second characteristic attitude demonstrated by Christie

in this essay involves his predilection to view world affairs in

the clear, cold light of realpolitik. 1In "The Situation in the

Orient", Christie discusses imperialism as it was practiced by
the nations of Europe generally and by Russia in particular.
Present in this discussion was not a single note of
sentimentality, romanticism, obligation, or resignation at having
to pick-up the "white man's burden". "Having once gained
recognition as a factor in the world's politics," Christie's
analysis of Russian imperialism began,

The subsequent policy of the Slavic nation (Russia) has
been one of continuous expansion. She has become a
strong exponent of the imperialistic idea in every sense
of the word. Slowly but surely, interrupted at times
perhaps, but never turned aside from their main purpose,
Russian soldiers, and, more important still, Russian
merchants and promoters have advanced across the Asian
continent. ...

The process is simple. Of course, the first step is to
choose the victim, and this is usually well done.
Russian capital is brought into the country, Russian
railroads are built and Russian banks and industries are
established, so that, in a few years the whole country
is dominated by her influence. These strong interests



in the territory having once been created and developed
to a considerable extent, it is a natural consequence
that they will have to be protected by their own
government. Accordingly permission is obtained, or if
not granted, is taken, to place troops at certain
strategic points, which, we may be very certain, are
well chosen. Thenceforward, on the slightest pretext
more troops are poured in, and it only becomes a matter
of time when Russian absorgtion of the territory in
consideration is complete.
For Christie, European and Russian imperialism was simply a
matter of money and power, the goal of the operation was material
and territorial gain and the vehicles through which they were
attained were those of political influence and intrigue and/or
military power. Christie was never to lose this capacity to
produce chillingly realistic analyses of international affairs.t0
Christie enjoyed a very successful career at the Harvard Law
School, achieving both excellent grades and a leading position on

the prestigious editorial board of the Harvard Law Review. 1In

Christie's time, as in the present day, the Harvard Law School
prided itself upon its ability to select only the finest
individuals from among its many applicants. The members of the
editorial board of the Review were, therefore, the cream of a
very exemplary crop. Christie served as an associate editor in
1907-1908 and as editor-in-chief, certainly the most coveted of
all positions available to the students of the School, in 1908-
1909. He apparently was a popular choice for the top post as
even one of the individuals who he had defeated in the election
told his parents that "he is the one I would have chosen."1l1
While the post of editor-in-chief was a prestigious one, it also
involved a good deal of work. 1In addition to his legal studies,

Christie was responsible for assigning topics for associate



editors to write upon, arranging for book reviews and articles
from the faculty, procuring essays from prominent legal scholars
and judges from outside the School, and bringing all of these

12 Christie graduated

components together in time to go to press.
from Harvard in the spring of 1909 with an LL.B. degree.13

After graduation Christie visited several of the leading law
firms in Toronto and Montreal but was unable to secure a
position. He returned to Amherst and began the process of
articling with an attorney named T.S. Rogers.14 Before
completing the necessary requirements for entry to the bar in
Nova Scotia, however, Christie decided to return to the United
States. 1In the late summer of 1909 Christie accepted a position
with the New York City firm of Winthrop and Stimson. 1> It was
while working with this firm that Christie first met Felix
Frankfurter.l® Frankfurter had recently returned to private
practice with one of the firm's partners, Henry L. Stimson, after
the latter's resignation as the United States Attorney for the

17 Christie also formed a 1asting

southern district of New York.
friendship with Stimson at this time.18

Before completing a year with Winthrop and Stimson, Christie
resigned and went to Washington, D.C. where he gained employment
as an attorney in the United States Department of Justice at an
annual salary of twenty-five hundred dollars.19 Christie had
attended the Harvard Law School with the son of George
Wickersham, who was at this time the Attorney-General of the

United States in President Taft's administration, and apparently

this connection was very important in his acgquiring a position in



the Justice Department. It appears that Wickersham's son told
his father of Christie and his abilities and, in turn, the
Attorney-General offered Christie a post without his ever having
applied for it. Wickersham's only stipulation was that Christie
begin the process of becoming a naturalized American citizen.
Christie complied and made the initial declarations of

intent.20

He was promoted in 1911, becoming an assistant to the
Solicitor-General of the United States,21 a post he held until he
left the American civil service in 1913. Christie also served as
the chairman of the "Joint Board of Selection" for civil service
applicants for the position of attorney in the Justice Department
in 1911 and 1912.22

Christie's activites during his employment in the Department
of Justice seem to have run the gamut of what would be normally
expected of a junior attorney; his tasks increased in complexity
as he gained in experience. Among his assignments during the
year he spent in the office of the Attorney-General was one that
amounted to a routine compilation of the "Recent utterances of
the Supreme Court bearing on the extent of the appellate
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court under the Constitution and Acts
of Congress."23 Another of his efforts involved the preparation
of an answer for a question asked by the War Department. An act
passed by Congress in June 1910 had authorized the War Department
to maintain only one road to each National Cemetary in the United
States. The National Cemetary in Cairo, Illinois had three roads
leading to it and the War Department was asking if it was free to

decide which of the three was to be maintained. Christie wrote



that he doubted that the Congress meant to leave the choice to
the War Department and assigned responsibility for the dilemma to
the vague and ambiguous wording of the statute. He recommended
that "the War Department should await, or secure, a more e#plicit
direction from Congress before it may proceed to the formal
abandonment" of the two roads in question.24

A final example of Christie's work for the Attorney-General
focuses upon the preparation of a brief in which he recommends
the federal prosecution of the Railway Educational Association
for falsely advertising a training course in which it
"guaranteed" to find positions for those individuals who enrolled
and completed the course. Christie wrote that the "method of the
Association as outlined in the case ... was quite admirably
calculated to deceive the unwary." He found that 6nce the
enrollee had submitted the application fee of five dollars the
Association altered its pledge from a formal guarantee to a
simple promise to "recommend" its graduates to various
railroads. 1In recommending prosecution, Christie concluded that
"this shifting of ground by which the applicant is induced to pay
his money and sign an agreement obviously to the disadvantage of
the applicant, is so well designed to leave him without any
redress whatever that I find it difficult to view the scheme in
such a way as to distinguish the state of mind of the officers of
the Association from that of conscious fraud."2>

In these three productions for the Attorney-General,
Christie manifested attitudes which would govern his work for the

remainder of his career. 1In whatever field of work he would



later be involved in, Christie was always a stickler for
gathering together the most recent and creditable materials
pertaining to the subject under consideration. 26 Secondly, he
consistently urged, especially when he was in government service,
that legislation, state papers and, indeed, all government
publications say exactly, and only, what they were intended to
say and to say that in the most precise manner possible.27
Thirdly, Christie always argued for directness and frankness in
both popular and governmental publications. He maintained that
anything else either misled the public or aroused in them
unjustified and generally unattainable expectations.28
Christie's career-long concern for the accuracy of facts and
statements, the precision of language, and the simplicity and
frankness of presentation was the product of his academic
training and early professional experience. He was, in sum, a
lawyer, first, last, and always.

During the years in which he worked in the office of the
Solicitor General, Christie prepared several briefs addressing
the question of whose interests were paramount in the use of
navigable waters, those of the several states or those of the
federal government. In a memorandum written in February, 1912,
Christie argued that in all cases the jurisdiction of the federal
government over navigable waters was complete and that its
decisions.on matters pertaining thereto were quite simply final.

It is thus a fundamental misnomer to speak of the States
as having a "property"” in the water, and then to argue
that the National Government has nothing but a mere
casement against the state, and nothing at all to do

“with water power. The truth is that one must speak, not
of "property in the water”, but of its right to



continued flow in the stream. Concededly each state has
an interest in the continued flow; but it is equally
true that the United States has an interest in the flow
of the stream -~ an interest, moreover, which is
paramount to any the several states may have. The right

of navigation, when exercised, is supreme and overrides
all others. The needs of navigation must control, and
it is for the Federal Government to say what these needs
are. This involved a discretion as to where navigable
works should be built, the disposal of the surplus water
So created, and the method of financing the
enterprise. 1In such matters, in the language ofzghe
Supreme Court, "there can be no divided empire”,
In a second memorandum on the same subject, Christie argued just
as bluntly that "the regulation of the use of the water in
navigable rivers is an incident of the power over navigation and
that, the latter being Clearly in the Congress, the Congress may
in the exercise of the former impose what conditions it will on
its permission for the erection of any structure in a navigable
stream."30 In both of these memoranda Christie demonstrates a
firm personal belief in the paramountcy of federal interests in
regard to the regulation of navigable waters. These expositions
on navigation give only a slight indication of the passionate
belief he was to gradually develop in the efficacy of a federal
system based upon a central government endowed with powers
sufficient to administer to the needs of the nation as a whole.S3%t
Probably on a par with the importance of the professional
experience he acquired in Washington was the experience Christie
gathered in the sphere of his non-professional activities.
Christie came to Washington during the high tide of the
progressive movement in the United States and quickly became

involved professionally, politically, and socially with the

coterie of young civil servants and professionals who were to



form the cadre of Theodore Roosevelt's "Bull Moose" revolt which
split the Republican Party in 1912. This group of young men had
been intellectually reared on Roosevelt's "Square Deal", a
program featured as its centerpiece an active and powerful
central government dominated by its executive branch.
Roosevelt's policies, and probably to a greater extent his
dynamic personality, attracted able and well-educated young men
to government service in numbers which would not be approached
again until his cousin ascended to the presidency. Although
coming from different regions of the country and diverse
educational backgrounds these young civil servants shared a
common belief in the worthiness of a career in the public
service. Felix Frankfurter, who had met and befriended Christie
while they were both employed by Winthrop and Stimson in New York
and who now labored as a legal adviser in the War Department's
Bureau of Insular Affairs, recorded in his diary a conversation
he had with Christie on the topic of a career in the public
service.
Had a good talk with Christie about our line of work.
Shared experience that our friends think us damned fools
but agreed that there is going to be increasing
opportunity for public work and that the ordinary
practice {of la@? is spiritless without real service and
mainly impelled by money-making. If you like it, all
righF -- but it dgesn't begin to sagisfy a fraction of
the interest public work calls for.
Between his work within the government and his social and
political activities outside of it, Christie formed, during his
three years in Washington, a web of friendships, acquaintances,

and contacts which would provide him with ready access to the

upper levels of both the federal bureaucracy and east coast
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opinion-makers for the remainder of his 1life. During his
Washington years, Christie resided in a house at 1727 Nineteenth
Street which was owned by Robert G. Valentine, Commissioner of
Indian Affairs in the Taft administration, and which "served as a
kind of commune for young men in government."33 A good many of
Christie's most important friendships and contacts were to
develop from the social activities that took place in Valentine's
home. 1In addition to Christie and Valentine, the other permanent
residents of the house included Felix Frankfurter, Winifred
Denison, Christie's immediate superior in the Justice Department,
and Lord Eustace Percy, a member of the staff of the British
ambassador in Washington. Walter Lippmann's most recent
biographer has noted that the "resident bachelors hired a
housekeeper, gave continuous parties, and invited everyone who
was famous, important or interesting. They argued about politics
and took themselves so seriously that Justice Holmes, a frequent
visitor, dubbed the place the 'House of Truth'."34 Valentine's
home apparently hummed with activity and was one of the leading
intellectual salons of the era in Washington.
"The House of Truth" bubbled with heated political
debates and endless discussions about the law, art,
journalism, European diplomacy, and the relative merits
of socialism versus liberalism. 1Its good wine, pretty
girls, and intense conversation attracted an eclectic
band of politicians, bureaucrats, judges, writers, and
philosophers, many of them already celebrated within
their fields and those who aspired to be so. Gretzon
Borglum, the sculptor, came and drew a sketch of his
proposed monument in the Black Hills. Arthur Willert,
the Washington correspondent for the London Times,
became a regular dinner guest, in addition to such
lawyers as Stanley King, the future president of Amherst
College, and the courtly John Lord O'Brien. They also

entertained Justice Horace Lurton, who politely told
Frankfurter that he mixed drinks better than he argued
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cases. From New York, Learned Hand sent his friend,
Herbert Croly, an architect turned political theorist,
whose 1909 book, The Promise of American Life, formed
the basis of Roosevelt's New Nationalism and raised the
ideals of many young men and women with its blistering
attack upon America's aimless commercialism. With Croly
Came a younger man. Walter Lippmann, who had absorbed
both Marx and Freud, and who was then writing two of the
most remarkable books of the era -~ Preface to Politics
and Drift and Mastery - the latter a ringing affirmation
of Roosevelt's policies and a plea fgg expanding the
role of experts in American society.

In addition to the individuals mentioned above, Christie also met
and formed lasting friendships with Louis Brandeis, Harold Laski,
and Philip Kerr, later Lord Lothian, under the roof 6f the "House
of Truth".

One of the major topics of conversation at the "House of
Truth"™ in the years between 1910 and 1912 focused upon the
animosity which its inhabitants harbored toward Taft's
administration and policies. Taft had neither Roosevelt's
personal flair nor his desire to aggrandize power for the
executive and, as a result, the atmosphere in Washington grew
unusually quiet and tame in comparison to the tumultuous and
exhilarating years of the tenure of the hero of San Juan Hill.
Taft also appeared to be backing away from Roosevelt's trust-
busting legacy -- although in truth Taft's administration
undertook more anti-trust suits than had Rossevelt's -- and after
the Pinchot-Ballinger controversy he seemed to be squarely in the
hands and camp of what the later Roosevelt would term the
"economic royalists". Robert Valentine had been a fervent
supporter and admirer of Theodore Roosevelt and, when Taft
appeared to be reversing the policies of the Square Deal, he

became one of the leaders of an incipient anti-Taft revolt within
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the adminis-tration.36

Christie agreed with much of the criticism of Taft but he
was not among those who favored a split within the Republican
Party in 1912. Michael E. Parrish has written that during the
years in which Christie and Frankfurter attended the Harvard Law
School the student was expected not only to learn the law but
also to absorb an "essential social conservatism, good manners
and intellectual snobbery."37 Christie absorbed a full share of
all these things, he was always known for his personal charm and
he never suffered fools gladly, but he drank especially deeply of
the social conservatism. 1In the political realm this
conservatism expressed itself in an abiding belief in the
desirability of a two-party system. Christie attended the
Republican National Convention in Chicago in 1912, indeed, he may
have been a delegate, and although he was attracted by
Roosevelt's past accomplishments and agenda of future plans, he
did not favor the creation of a third-party if Roosevelt failed
to win the Republican nomination. "I have but a moment before
the afternoon session begins," he wrote Frankfurter from Chicago.

It may be the fateful session. If they shove the
credentials committee report through -- and they
evidently intend to -- I don't see anything but a bolt
unless we are ready to compromise pretty far. But what
is there in that? It will simply mean that we think it
worth while trying to prolong the life of a political
hybrid. I don't see why it is. Why not try to clear
the air now -- today? I don't think we have to look far
among our own acquaintances to see that it's got to come
before long. It may, and the big chance is, of course,
it will -- mean defeat but that's not a fundamental
thing. Though on that there's one thing I seem to feel:
I don't know how a defeated T.R. would act, and even if

he didn't act, it may be hard to see the clear air for
the dust that would surely be kicked up in the scramble
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of kicking him. But I'd chance that.38

Christie was ready to brook dissent within the Party, but
once a majority decision had been reached, and in the case of
1912 the acceptance of the credentials committeee report would
constitute such a decision, he clearly favored a solidifying of
party lines rather than a split. This predilection for the two-
party system would remain a fixed facet of his political thinking
throughout his career. Christie would always identify third-
parties with a tendency to disrupt and disorder the community 39
and would attribute to them an inability to govern because of the
internal dissensions generated by the diversity of the elements
that generally form a third-party, a general lack of governing
experience and ability, and with a penchant for expounding an
insincere and unattainable, and therfore a dangerous, brand of
radicalism. 40

It appears that shortly before the 1912 Republican
Convention, Christie had begun to become somewhat disenchanted
with his residence in the United States. He had never initially
intended to leave Canada after graduation from law school, but
the indifferent receptions which greeted his applications in
Toronto and Montreal had angered him and he left for New York
more or less in a fit of pique. While living in Washington
Christie became close friends with two members of the British
Embassy's staff, Lord Eustace Percy and A. Mitchell Innes. To
these two men Christie apparently related his post-graduation
experiences in Canada and also made it clear that he eventually

wished to return to Canada on a permanent basis. Acting on the
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information, Innes wrote on behalf of himself and Percy to Robert
L. Borden, then Canada's prime minister, requesting some
assistance in securing a position for Christie in Canada.

If possible, should much like to interest you in a young
Canadian lawyer, who is in the Department of Justice
here. He was the most brilliant graduate of his year in
the Harvard Law School, and went to Toronto to try to
get into a lawyer's office. But Canadians are evidently
very English, for, far from showing any eagerness to
take him, they greeted him with British coldness, and
he, much nettled, went to New York, where he had no
difficulty in getting good offices.

Now that his anger at the coolness of his
compatriots has spent itself, he does not at all want to
become a Yankee and would, so Percy tells me, much like
to return to Canada. His name is Christie and is from
New Brunswick [sic), and in my opinion is one of the two
cleverest young men in Washington and is a particular
friend of mine and Percy's.

I should be very sorry to see him abandon his
British nationality and write to ask if it would be
possible for you to help him in the way of letters to a
few of the leading lawyers in Toronto and Montreal.
Once he got a footing, he would do well, of that I am
sure. He is thought of highly by all who know him, and
is worth a little help. 1 resent seeing our clever
young men leave thiir own country, where there are so
many opportunites.,

Borden was indeed interested in Christie and wrote to Innes
requesting his age, the date of his admittance to the bar and
what type of work he had been doing in the Justice Department.

"I fear that I am not very much in touch with the openings in
private practice...," Borden added. '"However, we require the
services of lawyers in several of the public Departments and we
might be able to give Mr. Christie an opportunity in the Canadian
Government service."42 Innes quickly responded with the required

information43 and Borden then proceeded to schedule an interview

with Christie for late December, 1912 in New York. "I had a
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short interview with Mr. Christie in New York on Monday last,"
Borden informed Innes shortly thereafter,
and was very favorably impressed. It is quite possible
that we may be able to offer him something in Canada in
the early future. It occurs to me that possibly he may
be a naturalized American citizen. I forgot to make
enquiry into this. Perhaps you could give me the
information. There has been some trouble created in the
Housg of Common24respecting such appointments to our
Public Service.
Innes replied that "Christie is still a British subject. All he
did on entering the U.S. service was to make preliminary
declaration of intention to naturalise, but he has taken no
further step and does not wish to do so."45 This information
apparently settled any qualms Borden may have had and shortly
afterward he offered Christie the post of legal adviser in the
Department of External Affairs.%® christie accepted the offer,
resigned his position in the Justice Department,47 and left for
Ottawa at the end of March, 1913.

Just what sort of a man was Borden bringing into the
Department of External Affairs in 19132 It seems safe to say
that Loring Christie was a mature, if somewhat peripatetic,
twenty-eight year old individual who had made the most of his
educational and early préfessional experiences. After earning an
honors degree in mathematics at Acadia, Christie proceeded to the
Harvard Law School where he was the recipient of what was
probably the best legal education then available in North
America. The Harvard experience blended the logical approach of
the.mathematician with its own pragmatic approach to the law to

produce in Christie a mind that was incisive, coolly analytical,

pervasively legalistic, and largely dispassionate. Throughout
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his career, both in private business and government service, his
work would be consistently marked by these characteristics. This
is not to say that Christie was not a passionate man for, as
Frankfurter noted early on in their friendship, he has a "deeply
emotional side". He did, however, have the ability to almost
entirely isolate his emotions and thereby prevent them from
infringing upon his other calculations. The elements of
Christie's approach to whatever business was at hand would always
produce a paradoxical response in his colleagues, an admiration
for an obviously lucid and penetrating intelligence and a certain
exasperation and even anger with a mind apparently unwilling,
although clearly not unable, to take into account the emotional
and irrational aspects of various situations.%?

Borden was also getting an individual who had been
considerably influenced by American progressivism. While never a
radical reformer like those who followed Eugene V. Debs or helped
Theodore Roosevelt fracture the Republican Party, Christie was as
one with those progressives who looked upon society as a complex
machine and themselves as the expert technicians whose duty it
was to adjust of/fepair the machine as needed. As it did in many
other progressi?es, this view of society and the expert's place
in it produced in Christie both a sophistication and an
idealism. The progressives shared a sophisticated and, they
liked to think, a scientific analysis of society and how it
operated and an idealistic faith that suitably trained
specialists would be able to disinterestedly perfect the

mechanism. The idealist in Christie, the part of him, for
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example, that believed in the inherent value of a career in the
public service and which would later cause him to regret bitterly
not having enlisted in 1914, was never the dominant part of his
personality, but it was, for a time, unquestionably active. The
sophistication he derived from his contact with progressivism
would endure; he would always view the affairs of men and those
of the world and its nations in a quasi-scientific, almost
mechanical manner. Christie's residue of progressive idealism
would, however, largely disappear, along with that of many other
progressives, as a consequence of the events of the Great War and
the period of peacemaking that followed it.

Christie also shared to some extent the progressgives'
propensity for tinkering and experimenting with society, but he
was not willing to endorse and, in fact, did not ever see a need
for a social revolution. Revolution or violent, uncontrolled
change of any sort was always anathema to Christie. He was never
sympathetic to the left-wing of American progressivism, to those
individuals who, like John Reed and Max Eastman, found society's
salvation in the writings of Marx and Freud, reveled in the
uncompromisingly iconoclastic and free thinking atmosphere of
Greenwich Village, supported the direct action techniques of the
Wobbliés, and took their intellectual sustenance from the
Masses. One of his colleagues in the Department of External
Affairs would later remark that Christie's politics actually
bordered on republicanism.48 This judgment certainly is far wide
of the mark. Christie may have been a democrat, although even

this conclusion must qualified, but his political attitudes never
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approached the level of republicanism. He was always more
comfortable with and confident in the Canadian and British
parliamentary systems of responsible government than he was with
the congressional system of the United States. Christie's
progressivism was, therefore, largely tempered by his political
conservatism and he was much closer intellectually to those
progressives like Croly, Lippmann, and Frankfurter who theorized
about the future of federalism and sought to adjust American

society to the modern age in the pages of the New Republic.

Christie was a staunch federalist who fervently believed in the
necessity of a powerful central government and a two-party
political system. For Christie progressivism was based upon the
spirit of accommodation, of finding a workable procedure with
which to resolve the unavoidable conflicts between the tenets of

traditional society and the substantive changes being wrought by

industrialization and urbanization.>9

As for the background one would think necessary for the post
of legal adviser on foreign affairs, Borden was getting in
Christie an individual with practically no formal training or
experience in the field of diplomacy and international law.
There is virtually no evidence, aside from his student essay at
Acadia, to suggest that Christie had done any serious or
sustained thinking before 1913 in regard to Canada's external
relations or her status as a distinct international entity.
Although certainly conscious of Canadélbeing a British nation and
an integral part of the Empire, which was, in view of his

family's background, a realization he hardly could have avoided,
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Christie seems not to have put pen to paper on the subject.
Likewise, he also seems to have had very little to say about the
foreign relations of the United States. In view of his scanty
credentials in the area of international relations, the question
arises as to what prompted Borden to bring Christie into the
Department of External Affairs? Aside from an attractive
personality and an excellent academic record, it seems reasonable
to assume that Christie's experience in the United States
Government was the factor that most interested the Prime
Minister, who was also the Secretary of State for External
Affairs. Christie had been intimately involved in the day-to-day
operations of the American government and it must have occurred
to Borden that this experience might prove invaluable in the
conduct of Canada's myriad relations with the United States. As
has been shown above, Christie, in the course of his three year
stay in the United States, developed a wide network of contacts
among important and prominent individuals both in and out of
government. Christie's easy and surefooted familiarity with the
federal bureaucracy, important American editors and journalists,
and leading figures of New York's legal community must surely
have impressed Borden as a potential asset upon which the
fledgling Department of External Affairs could not afford to turn
its back. Borden did not; Christie returned to Canada and took
up his duties as legal adviser in the Department on 15 April

1913.51
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Chapter I: Notes

l.) J.L. Granatstein. The Ottawa Men. The Civil Service
Mandaring, 1935-1957. Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1981,
p.64. It is exceedingly difficult to accurately pin down
Christie's attitude toward religion. It seems very doubtful
whether he ever fully shared his family's enthusiasm for or
devotion to the Baptist Church. 1In 1913 he expressed his
admiration and "fascination" for a book in which the author
presented "a pitiless indictment . . . of evangelical religions
or religion in a violent form." At the same time, however,
Christie seems to have maintained a belief in Christianity and,
in particular, a belief in the positive results which might
accrue from an application of Christian principles to the conduct
of political and societal relations. In a December, 1916 letter
to Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Harold Laski railed against the
editorial policy of the New Republic in regard to World wWar

One. The journal's position, Laski wrote, "sounds like a
methodist tract on the 'cruciality of the cross'. I don't
believe in introducing Christian endeavor into politics. I can
imagine how this would irritate Eustace Percy or Loring Christie
-- and I who know they mean well have to cover up my frowns with
a yawn." While hardly a conclusive document, Laski's letter
seems to indicate that Christie, in 1916, was not adverse to
applying Christian principles to the conduct of international
relations and politics. Perhaps the most that can be said in
regard to Christie's attitude toward religion is that he tended
to see Christianity as being inextricably involved in the
construction and maintenance of a democratic society. Throughout
his adult life Christie placed a special value upon a speech made
by Mr. Justice Holmes in February, 1886. Christie frequently
referred to the speech, entitled "The Puritan™, as something that
"has always struck me as a thing of great power and eloquence."
He intermittently sent copies of it to many of his friends and
correspondents, including Lord Lothian, Arthur Meighen, and Sir
Robert Borden. 1In this speech Holmes clearly delineated the
important part he saw for Christianity in the development of a
democratic society and Christie apparently fully shared the
Justice's view in this regard. The relevant portions of the
speech follow below.

"Two hundred and fifty years ago a few devout men
founded the First Church of Cambridge. While they
lived, I doubt not, hundreds as good as they fell under
Fairfax at Marston Moor, or under Cromwell at Naseby, or
lived and died quietly in England and were forgotten,
Yet is only the monuments of those founders were mythic
bronzes, such as stand upon the Common and the Delta, -
if they were only the lichened slated in yonder
churchyard - how much greater are they now than they
were in their life! Time, the purifier, has burned away
what was particular to them and individual, and has left
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only the type of courage, constancy, devotion, - the
august figure of the Puritan.

Time still burns. Perhaps the type of the Puritan
must pass away, as that of the Crusader has done. But
the founders of this parish are commemorated, not in
bronze or in alabaster but in living monuments. One is
Harvard College. The other is mightier still. These
men and their fellows planted a Congretional Church,
from which grew a democratic state. They planted
something even mightier than institutions, whether they
knew it of not, they planted the democratic spirit in
the heart of man. It is to them we owe the deepest
cause we have to love our country, -- that instinct,
that spark that makes the American unable to meet his
fellow man otherwise than simply as a man, hand to hand
and foot to foot, wrestling naked on the sand. When the
citizens of Cambridge forget that they too tread a
sacred soil, that Massachusetts also has its traditions,
which grow more venerable and inspiring as they fade, --
when Harvard College is no longer dedicated to the
truth, and America to democratic freedom -- then
perhaps, but not till then, will the blood of the
martyrs be swallowed in the sand, and the Puritan have
lived in vain. Until that time he will grow greater,
even after he has vanished from our view.

The political children of Thomas Shepard we surely
are, we are not all his spiritual children. ... But even
if we are not all of us the spiritual children of Thomas
Shepard, even if our mode of expressing our wonder, our
awful fear, our abiding trust in face of life and death
and the unfathomable world has changed, yet at this day,
we New Englanders are still livened with the Puritan
ferment. Our doctrines may have changed, but the cold
Puritan passion is still there. And of many a man who
now hears me, whether a member of this church of not, it
may be said, as it was said of Thomas Shepard by Cotton
Mather, "So the character of his daily conversation was
a trembling walk with God."

See Library of Congress, Felix Frankfurter Papers, Container 43,
L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 6 October 1913; Harold J.
Laski to Oliver Wendell Holmes, 16 December 1916 in M.D. Howe
(ed.). Holmes-Laski Letters. The Correspondence of Mr. Justice
Holmes and Harlod J. Laski, 1916-1935, Volume 1I. Cambridge,
Massechusetts: Harvard University Press, 1953, p.43; Public
Archives of Canada (hereafter PAC), MG 30 E44, L.C. Christie
Papers, Volume 26, Folder 106, pp. 23958-23964, L.C. Christie to
Lord Lothian, 20 October 1936, a copy of Holmes's speech is
included with this letter.

2.) Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 11 November 1938.
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3.) See A.R.M. Lower, "Loring Christie and the Genesis of the
Washington Conference," Canadian Historical Review, XLVII, 1
(March, 1966), p. 40.

4.) Christie particularly disliked Toronto, telling Frankfurter
at one point "I loathe Toronto and all its ways." See Library of
Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C. Christie to
Felix Frankfurter, 11 May 1928.

5.) Christie was especially fond of New York City, noting that
it affords "rest and change and relaxation because it has that
quality of indifference to the individual that nature has". L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfuter, 11 November 1938, op. cit.

6.) Throughout his life Christie always moved easily and
effectively among Americans and their institutions. Professor
Lower attributes Christie's early development of a capacity to
always feel at home in the United States to the influence of
Acadia University's "strong American affiliations". TLower
apparently hits the nail on the head in regard to significant
American influences at Acadia as Christie himself testified late
in his life. 1In a letter discussing a luncheon he had attended
with John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Christie noted that it had been a
pleasure to meet and speak with Mr. Rockefeller and remarked that
the Rockefeller name was very "well known to my college in Nova
Scotia - Acadia - ...." See A.R.M. Lower, "Loring Christie and
the Genesis of the Washington Conference", op. cit., p. 40 and
Harvard University, Baker Library, Winthrop Aldrich Papers, L.C.
Christie to Winthrop Ladrich, 23 December 1939.

7.) L.C. Christie, "The Situation in the Orient," Acadia
Atheneum, XXX, 7 (May,1904), p. 257.

8.) In a later example of this attitude, Christie may have
crossed the line between prejudice and racism. While working
with the editorial board of the Round Table in 1925, Christie
offered the following opinion after reading an article on Asian
immigration which was being considered for publication in the
journal. "Individual Asiatics who go to the Dominions or to
America," Christie wrote, "really go because they prefer to be
parasites upon Western civilization and upon the Western economic
system. They prefer that to building up the regions at their own
doors but I know of no reason why their preference should be
encouraged." PAC, Newton W. Rowell Papers, MG 27 II D13, Volume
l, Folder 2, p. 115., L.C. Christie to John Dove, 16 October
1925,

9.) L.C. Christie, "The Situation in the Orient", op. cit., pp.
257-258.

10.) The following portion of a cable written by Christie from

the Canadian Legation in Washington in early 1940 on the general
subject of the Far Eastern conflict, but with particular
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reference to United States policy in the region, amply
demonstrates the continuity of his capacity for assessing the
development of international affairs in a coldly realistic and
dispassionate manner. "It seems to me most difficult," he told
Mackenzie King,

"to see any basis for expecting anything in the nature
of a stable 'settlement' in the Far East any more than
in Europe. The disorder seems far from having spent
itself, and no one can forecast the time when any
comprehensive negotiation between the various parties
concerned may be practicable, whether upon the regional
problem between Japan and China, to say nothing of
Russia, or upon the relationships between this region
and the Western Powers. The [United Stateg] State
Department will continue to think strictly in terms of
what United States interests in the Far East require.
They have their economic interests -- their trading and
investment position, the 'open door', 'equality of
opportunity', and so on. Their political interests they
conceive as best served by the maintenance of a certain
balance as between the existing Powers in that region —--
Japan, China, and Russia -- and it would not be in their
interest that any one of these should dominate one of
the others. Their fleet is concentrated in the Pacific,
but they have to keep the Atlantic in mind, and
presumably this is a factor they have to weigh. On the
other hand, the succession of Japanese Cabinets, the
prolonged gestation of the new 'puppet' Chinese
Government -- I do not recall how many dates have been
announced -- and other signs seem to suggest that the
Japanese are somehwat baffled and not sure of what they
are doing. So far as Japanese relations with the United
States are concerned, these will continue to 'depend on
future developments', as the formula goes, and it will,
I believe, be left to the Japanese to keep on trying
with initiatives and proposals. The United States are
now in a position where they can conveniently treat
their economic as well as political relations with the
Japanese on a day-to-day basis. However long the
process, the United States feel they can afford to wait
it out. ©No one can say to what lengths this may lead,
but what underlies their present posture toward the Far
East represents a long historic line which they could
hardly sell out or voluntarily surrender. There may
arise some divergences between the United States and the
United Kingdom since the circumstances of their
respective interests are not in all respects similar.
The British on occasion may be inclined or obliged to
discuss the possibility of yielding some ground as in
the Tientsin case; whereas, the United States advisers
feel that, as they put it, they 'do not have to'. But
any serious or critical divergence in this field between
the two seems unlikely. As you have indicated in the
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end of your depatch under reference, it would appear
that British interests in the Far East may profit by the
United States attitude, and it is difficult to believe
that British interests would be served by such a
recognition of Japanese claims as in effect might bring
the British into a serious conflict with what are
conceived to be the interests of the United States."

See PAC, RG 25 Gl, Department of External Affairs Papers
(hereafter DEA Papers), Volume 1755, File 804 - XV, Canadian
Minister in the United States to the Secretary of State for
External Affairs, No. 353, 17 February 1940.

11.) 1In a letter to his parents dated 18 March 1908, Austin
Wakeman Scott, who was to become a member of the faculty and
ultimately something of an institution at the Law School, wrote,
"This afternoon likewise another event took place, namely the
election of the President of the Review Board for next year. I
was a 'prominent candidate' for the office but was defeated. The
vote was I believe at one time a tie. There were two other
candidates, but one I think did not count for he was not
recommended by the heads of departments who alone are familiar
with our work. A Canadian by the name of Christie got the job.
I think he will do very well. He is the one I would have
chosen." Austin W. Scott, Letters From a Law Student to his
Family, 1906-1908. Cambridge, Massechusetts: Harvard Law School,
1974, p. 58.

12.) 1If the letters in Learned Hand's papers are any indication
of Christie's usual experience in arranging for articles for the
Review from sources outside the School, it can be safely assumed
that he had his hands full in this direction. The letters
indicate that Christie had to charm, cajole, prompt and show more
than a little deference to the always volatile Hand in the
process of securing an essay from him on the commodities clause
of the Constitution. It probably was to be expected that judges,
lawyers, and legal scholars would manifest some dissatisfaction,
if not resentment, toward editorial advice being offered by an
editor who was, after all, still a student. See Harvard Law
School Library, Learned Hand Papers, Box 3, File 1, L.C. Christie
to Learned Hand, 6 December 1908, 10 December 1908, 7 January
1909, and 14 January 1909.

13.) Christie graduated from the Law School with a rather hard-
nosed and coldly realistic approach to the law. 1In his legal
attitudes Christie could be accurately depicted as an advocate of
the position expressed by Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., in an 1897
speech entitled "The Path of the Law". After graduation Christie
continued to solidify his Holmesian inclinations, in fact
becoming something of a disciple of the Justice. "Holmes is the
only one I have heard," Christie wrote, "who achieves that
absolutely impartial tone, the glacially scientific and judicial
attitude, as if to say, 'True, this is my opinion and I of course
believe in it, but what the hell has that got to do with it; it's



the law and there's no use getting worked up about it, and
besides it doesn't matter a damn whether you believe it or
not.'" Christie was not given to hero-worship in any guise;
Holmes was one of the few men he regarded as such. See Library
of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C. Christie to
Felix Frankfurter, 25 February 1911, and for Holmes's speech see
Ray Ginger (ed.), American Social Thought. New York: Hill and
Wang, 1961, pp. 55-74.

It is interesting to note that, in what must have been a
unique occurance among the Harvard Law School's class of 1909,
Christie did not find it convenient to enter the bar in either
the United States or Canada until August, 1936. At that time he
was called to the bar in Nova Scotia. See Library of Congress,
Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C. Christie to Felix
Frankfurter, 5 December 1936.

14.) ©PAC, MG 26 H, R.L. Borden Papers, Reel C-2140, p. 8283,
A.M. Innes to R.L. Borden, 9 June 1912.

15.) ©L.C. Christie to Winthrop Aldrich, 18 December 1938, op.
cit. See the vita Christie enclosed with this letter.

16.) J.L. Granatstein, The Ottawa Men, op. cit., p. 64.

17.) For information regarding Stimson's firm and his
association with Frankfurter see Michael E. Parrish. TFelix
Frankfurter and dis Times. The Reform Years. New York: The Free
Press, 1982, pp. 25-35.

18.) Christie's friendship with Stimson lasted until the
former's death in April, 1941. At the time Christie was
attempting to secure a position with the Canadian government in
1913, Stimson was one of the individuals he listed as a reference
on his application to the Canadian Civil Service Commission.
Responding to a letter of thanks from Christie, Stimson wrote,
"It gave me great pleasure to answer the inquiries of the Civil
Service Commission and I sincerely hope, both for your sake and
for the Government whose service you are entering, that your
obtain the position you are seeking.” See Yale University
Library, Henry L. Stimson Papers, Box 40, L.C. Christie to H.L.
Stimson, 3 July 1913, and Ibid., H.L. Stimson to L.C. Christie, 8
July 1913,

19.) J.L. Granatstein, The Ottawa Men, op. cit., p. 64.

20.) For the scattered pieces of this story see Queen's
University Archives, Collection 2167, John A. Stevenson Papers,
Box 1, Folder 4, Stevenson's manuscript autobiography, and PAC,
MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-2140, A.M. Innes to R.L. Borden, 9
June 1912,

21.) L.C. Christie to Winthrop Aldrich, 18 December 1938, and
attached vitae, op. cit.
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22.) For the announcement of Christie's appointment to this
position see PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 19, File 61,
p. 18015.

23.) United States National Archives (hereafter USNA), Justice
Department Papers, 72868-21, L. C. Christie, Memorandum for the
Attorney-General, 2 February 1911.

24.) 1Ibid., 153694~1, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for Mr. Denison,
November, 1910.

25.) 1Ibid., 156634-11, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the
Attorney-General, 1 May 1911.

26.) Christie's own papers and those of the organizations for
which he worked are replete with compilations he prepared. See,
for example, the compilation and analysis of the correspondence
which had passed between the United States and Canada on the
subject of the St. Lawrence Seaway project he prepared in the
spring of 1928 for the Hydro-Electric Power Commission of Ontario
and the Ontario Government. He was then working for the chairman
of Ontario Hydro. The correspondence had been published by both
governments on 17 April 1928. At that time the Government of
Ontario was about to begin discussions with Ottawa and the
Government of Quebec in regard to the ownership of the water
power that was expected to become available as a result of the
development of the St. Lawrence waterway. Christie's paper can
be found in Public Archives of Ontario, G.H. Ferguson Papers,
Vol. MU 1020, Series 3 and 4, Box 4, C.A. Magrath to G.H.
Ferguson, 10 May 1928.

27.) Fearing that a fractious public debate might develop in
Canada over the subject of the Spanish Civil War, Christie
prepared a memorandum in which he urged the government to make a
public statement in regard to the conflict if it appeared that
the debate was "likely to become significant and bothersome",
The statement he drafted was simply and precisely phrased and
laid out Canada's position in a clear and unmistakable manner.
The crux of the statement noted that, "It never has been the
custom of Canadian Governments to take actions or countenance
activites in Canada having the character of political
intervention in the domestic affairs of other states -- a rule
which has been observed whether those affairs were in a state of
order or disorder...." 1In this statement Christie said only what
he felt was necessary and he said it precisely. See PAC, RG 25
Gl, DEA Papers, Volume 1801, File 631-A-1, L.C. Christie, Re
Spanish Conflict, 22 September 1936.

28.) After considering a portion of Ray Stannard Baker's work on
Woodrow Wilson at the Paris Peace Conference in which the system
of mandates was discussed, Christie had some harsh words for
Baker's inexact, misleading and inflammatory language. " Red-hot
controversy' is good journalese, " he wrote, "but poor stuff on
which to feed the public if you want to form helpful and friendly
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feelings toward peoples of another country who are, I dare swear,
on the whole decent folk and willing to be friendly and helpful
whenever a workable proposal is put before them." Library of
Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, IL.C. Christie to
Felix Frankfurter, 11 February 1920.

29.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 19, File 61, p.
17522, L.C. Christie, Memorandum as to the Federal Government's
Exclusive Power of Control over Water Power incidentally created
by Public Works owned and operated by the United States, 15
February 1912.

30.) Ibid., p. 17497, L.C. Christie, The Regulation of the Use
of Navigable Streams for Water Power, no date, but almost
certainly early 1912.

3l.) It is interesting to note that toward the end of the second
memorandum mentioned here, Christie gives an early indication of
his later willingness to give the federal government the benefit
of the doubt in so far as actions he considered to be in the
national interest were concerned. Although he is speaking here
on the subjects of navigation and water power, one can detect a
clear hint of his fierce opposition to and hatred for any court
action or decision that meddled with federal powers and thereby
reduced the ability of the central government to govern
effectively. "All this simply shows," he wrote, "that the
subjects of navigation and the incidental uses of these rivers
are so inextricably interwoven that it is impossible to be sure
that the regulation proposed is invalid. And it is a trite maxim
of Constitutional law that the only concern of the courts is with
the reasonableness of the determination of Congress -- whether
there can be found any possible relation between the means and
the end to which Congress may direct its acts; for only when it
is clear and beyond a doubt that Congress has overstepped the
limits of its powers may the courts declare its acts void."
Christie's interest in federalism also provided one of the
touchstones upon which his friendship with Frankfurter was
grounded. "Among other common intellectual interests," Max
Freedman has written, "they {Qhristie and Frankfurter) shared a
profound concern with the history and problems of federalism as a
System of government." For the above see Ibid., pp. 17513-17514,
and Max Freedman (ed.) Roosevelt and Frankfurter. Their
Correspondence, 1928-1945. Boston: Little, Brown and Company,

1967, p. 595.

32.) Joseph P. Lash (ed.). From the Diaries of Felix
Frankfurter. New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1975, p. 114,
diary entry for 29 October 1911. 1In the same entry Frankfurter
offered a capsule but very accurate estimate of his friend's
personality. "Christie is an attractive fellow with a fine
mind;" he wrote, "still rather restless. He seems to have a deep
emotional side which is not always adminstered to."

33.) Ronald Steel. Walter Lippmann and the American Century.
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Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1981, p. 121.

34.)

Ibid. 1In his memoirs, Sir Arthur Willert, then resident

correspondent for the the London Times in Washington, provides
the following evocative description of the atmosphere pervading
the "House of Truth," and, in so doing, gives a good sense of the
high quality political education that Christie derived from
living there.

"We (Willert is speaking of himself and his wife)
were happy and lucky, too, in our social relationships.
The hospitality of many houses remains gratefully in my
mind. 1In some of them education mingled with social
pleasures. This was particularly the case in the
bachelor establishment Felix Frankfurter presided over.
... It was called the House of Truth and was a small
house in an obscure red-brick street with a large room
built into the back garden. 1In that room the company
ate, drank, and talked into the small hours of the
morning. We were very often there. Felix relates in
his book (of memoirs) how F. [Willert's wifé] tried in
vain to persuade him to bring more method into his
housekeeping. But if the housekeeping was haphazard the
talk was good. It was predominantly that of questing
youth at a time when the country was seething with
problems, social, economic, and political. It opened to
me a window upon the American scene other than those
through which I had been attempting to view it. ...

Most of its participants were liberal or radical in
outlook. Herbert Croly, who founded the New Republic
after writing the Promise of American Life, Walter
Lippmann, already known, like Croly, as the precocious
author of forward-looking, thought-provoking books --
both of whom I probably first met and learned to like in
that back room, with its table at the near end and sofas
beyond by the windows.

It was in the House of Truth that Eustace Percy
lived for a time to escape the diplomatic round and
learn about America. All passing visitors thought
likely to contribute something were invited to its
parties. I recall among them Lowes Dickinson and Harold
Laski as representatives of British radicalism and John
Galsworthy of British conservatism. One of its members
was the Canadian, Loring Christie, then I think doing
something for some branch of the American government but
soon to join the Canadian Foreign Service and destined
years later to rise to be his country's ambassador (sic)
in Washington, where he died. He was well up to the
average of the House of Truth for brains, and raised its
average for good looks."

See Sir Arthur Willert. Washington and Other Memories. Boston:
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Houghton Mifflin Comapny, 1972, Pp. 64-65,

35.) Michael E. Parrish, Felix Frankfurter and His Times. The
Reform Years, p. 52. Christie also appears to have become

acquainted with a soon-to-be prominent Canadian at the House of
Truth when he and Vincent Massey spent Christmas week their in
1913. See Claude Bissel. The Young Vincent Massey. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1981, pp. 132-133. ‘

36.) Michael E. Parrish, Felix Frankfurter and His Times. The
Reform Years, op. cit., p. 51.

37.) 1Ibid., p. 20.

38.) Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 20 June 1912.

39.) 1Ibid., Christie noted in this letter that his fears
regarding a defeated Theodore Roosevelt were "colored by what I
saw of him last night (sticking his head out the window to a
raving mob below)...." Professor Robert Wiebe has characterized
the Progressive Era in the United States as a "search for order"
and there certainly was a strong strain of this in Christie's
ideas and attitudes. Christie favored a two-party system because
he believed that such a system produced a stable and orderly
political climate. In times of serious political, social, and
economic distress, say during the conscription crisis of 1917 or
in the depression-ravaged Canada of the 1930s, Christie's
thinking moved not in the direction of a third-party but rather
toward a single party system of national government. "Just now I
am preaching National Government for Canada, -- i.e. a
coalition.," he wrote in 1935. "We're in a mess. The chances of
getting a union of some steady forces before the election (which
must come this summer of fall) are thin:  Willie King thinks he's
the man of the hour alone; but people are fools to wait till
chaos gets worse and more unmanageable. " See Library of
Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C. Christie to
Felix Frankfurter, 4 June 1935.

40.) 1In a 1924 letter to Frankfurter from London, Christie
neatly summarized his dislike for and fear of third-parties in
the midst of a scathing denunciation of Ramsay Macdonald's first
Labour Government.

"We are now indulging in the frivolity of a third
general election within 2 years. Such abuse of
flexibility is fantastic. More and more people are
seeing this, and as they are unlikely to change the
constitution, they will have to face the fact that the
only other cure is to get back to the two-party
system....

Their ({Labour'g) calculation is in the long run to
destroy the Liberal Party. Prehaps it's sound. I

30



wonder if Labour is itself as yet a sufficiently close
knit affair to undertake such an operation. Baldwin the
other day in a meeting blurted out one of his
speculations to the effect that Ramsay really got his
dissolution because of the burden of internal
dissensions in his party was so great that he took the
plunge partly in despair, partly with the idea of
pulling them together by his declaration of war.

There's no doubt of the internal differences: one lot
with Snowdon and Haldane at their head have been at odds
with Macdonald's actions on practically every major
issue of the year. I will believe that Liberalism in
this country is dead when I see the corpse and not
before.

I would have been content, in spite of their
incompetency, to let Ramsay and his Gov't go on another
year or so, but now that they have invited the issue, my
vote goes against them.... I am not very well informed
on their activities on domestic matters in England; but
I would start with an objection to people who make such
wild promises as they did last year nor can I support
their manifesto of this year. I think it wholly unwise
in the present economic crisis of this country to talk
of vast schemes of nationalization. I understand they
regard it mainly as talk and are prepared in the end to
abandon many of their projects as the German socialist
have done; but I don't believe that the minds of men in
such a position can tackle the job a Government here has
to tackle."

See Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 20 October 1924,

41.) ©PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-2140, pp. 8277-8278.

A. Mitchell Innes to R.L. Borden, 22 May 1912. 1It is quite
possible that Innes struck a responsive chord in Borden with the
last sentence of his letter. As Professor Brown has shown,
Borden himself-had felt compelled to leave Canada early in his
career in ordeer 'to find satisfactory employment. Borden's 1873
destination was Matawan, New Jersey and a teaching position. See
R.C. Brown. Robert Laird Borden. A Biography. Volume I: 1854-
1914. Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1975, pp. 9-12.

42.) PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-2140, p. 8281, R.L.
Borden to A. Mitchell Innes, 28 May 1912.

43.) 1Ibid., pp. 8288-8289, A. Mitchell Innes to R.L. Borden, 9
June 1912.

44.) 1Ibid., p. 8343, R.L. Borden to A. Mitchell Innes, 3 January
1913.

45.) 1Ibid., p. 8344, A. Mitchell Innes to R.L. Borden, 4
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January 1913.

46.) It seems unlikely that the position of legal adviser in the
Department of External Affairs was the one that Borden originally
had in mind for Christie. 1In his answer to Innes's first letter,
Borden intimated that he was looking for someone with experience
in drafting statutes. Innes responded that Christie had
virtually no experience in this regard. It was apparently not
until the New York interview that Borden broached to Christie the
possibility of bringing him into his own office in External
Affairs. When Innes learned of this idea he wrote to Borden
saying that "my impression is that if you take him into your own
office, you would find him of the greatest value to you. He is
the sort of fellow you can trust to do his work without
supervision, and to carry through a job on his own
responsibility. He would not always be coming to you for advice
and guidance." In this light, it may be that the recommendations
of Innes and Percy along with the interview Borden conducted had
as much to do with Christie's getting the post as did his
technical expertise. See R.L. Borden to A. Mitchell Innes, 28
May 1912, op. cit.; A. Mitchell Innes to R.L. Borden, 9 June
1912, op. cit.; and, PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-2140,
pp. 8340-8341, A. Mitchell Innes to R.L. Borden, 2 January 1913.

47.) While Christie's career in Washington was not quite the
stuff that legends are made of, it did have a certain specialness
to it. "Christie's career, I suppose, is unique in the history
of the U.S.," Felix Frankfurter recalled toward the end of his
life, "because he was for a period Acting Solicitor General,
though a Canadian citizen...." See Harlan B. Phillips, (ed.).
Felix Frankfurter Reminisces. New York: Reynal and Company,
1960, pp. 105-106.

48.) PAC, MG 30 El148, John Read Papers, Volume 10, Interview of
John Read, undated.

49.) Major General H.D.G. Crerar provides an estimate of
Christie's mind which reflects this mixture of respect and
contempt. "I have seen quite a lot of Christie." Crerar wrote in
1936, "I admire his brain, but his reasoning is cold and his
conclusions, on such matters as I know about, always seem to
ignore the human factors such as sentiment." See PAC, MG 30
E157, H.D.G. Crerar Papers, Volume 10, Folder - Liasion 2, File-
M. Pope, H.D.G. Crerar to Lt. Col. M. Pope, 11l April 1936.

50.) It is interesting to specultate that Christie's
progressivism may have been another factor which attracted
Borden. 1In a speech delivered on 20 August 1907, Borden had
delineated a program for the Conservative Party which came to be
known as the "Halifax Platform". 1In several respects the planks
of this platform closely parallel many of those concerns which
were closest to the hearts of American progressives. 1Included in
the platform were calls for civil service reform, centering
around the principle of advancement on merit, electoral reforms,
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rural free mail delivery and a public utilities commission to
regulate the rates of telegraph, railroad and telephone
companies. Professor R.C Brown has also pointed out that while
they did not find their way into the platform, Borden personally
believed in such progressive precepts as the election of senators
and the principle of government ownership. Pervading this
program was what Professor John English has described as "a
willingness to widen the compass of state action". Borden, like
Christie, was an ardent federalist who believed in the necessity
of a central government equipped with powers sufficient to
effectively govern the nation. Professor English has also noted
that Borden believed that modern government would not be
administered by politicians but rather "by men with vision and
detachment" men with what Borden himself called "moral
earnestness". Certainly Borden's concern for and belief in the
role of the non-partisan expert in modern government was very
much in step with the position supported by Christie and his
brethren at the New Republic. Whether Borden was a progressive
in the American sense is a question which is open to further
debate. What seems clear, however, is that there were numerous
points at which Borden's progressive ideas, as they were
expressed in the "Halifax Platform" and in the reforms the
Conservatives proposed after they came to power in 1911, touched
upon those of Christie and that this series of contacts probably
made for a considerable meeting of minds between the two men.
For Borden's progressivism and the substance of the "Halifax
Platform" see R.C. Brown, Robert Laird Borden. A Biography,
Volume I, op. cit., pp. 129-135, and John English. The Decline of

Politics. The Conservatives and the Party System, 1901-1920.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977, pp. 45 and 163. For
an excellent, short analysis of the Progressive Era in Canada see
J.L. Granatstein, et. al., Twentieth Century Canada. Toronto:
McGraw-Hill Ryerson, Limited, 1983, pp. 71-74.

51.) Christie's appointment, without examination, was approved
by the Civil Service Commission on 18 March 1913. On that date,
Commissioner Adam Shortt advised Borden that the Commission had
decided that "in view of his educational qualifications and
special experience, and in view of his personal characteristics
to which you referred, Mr. Christie is evidently admirably suited
for the position to which it is proposed to appoint him." The
Commission also approves a salary of $3,000 per year, $200 above
the standard for other civil service posts equivalent to
Christie's. See PAC. RG 32 C2, Civil Service Commission Papers,
Volume 310-311, File 1184, Adam Shortt to R.L. Borden, 18 March
1913.
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Chapter II: 1Initial Years in the Department of External Affairs,
1913-1916.

A number of historians have speculated about Loring
Christie's rapid rise to a position of influence in the
Department of External Affairs. Colonel C.P. Stacy has noted
that Christie was "very good on paper" and that he was therefore
"well-equipped to turn Borden's firm but general notions on
policy into pungent, closely argued memoranda."l Professor S.F.
Wise has said that Borden came to lean heavily on Christie's
"incisive intelligence;" Professor J.L. Granatstein has
concurred, adding that Borden valued his Legal Advisor's opinion
not only because it was sound, but, also, because it had a "Tory
cast to it."2

As Professor R.C. Brown has indicated, the Canadian civil
service was quite small at this time and had virtually no
responsibility for policy initiation or implementation. Given
this situation, and the fact that he was entering a government
department that was barely four years old, Christie more or less
filled a bureaucratic vacuum and his abilities and ambitions
insured his rapid advancement, especially as the burdén of
administering the Canadian war effort weighed ever more heavily
on Borden after 1914.3 Professor Gaddis Smith accurately summed-
up the consensus when he wrote that Christie was the Prime
Minister's "general right hand man on external affairs" and was,
by himself, "Borden's Foreign Office."4

Along with these factors, Christie's rapid advancement also

was due in part to the close personal relationship he quickly
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developed with Sir Robert Borden. 1In addition to sharing
sympathies for the intellectual and political currents of the
Progressive Era and a common educational background in the law,
it seems likely that something resembling a teacher-student, if
not a father-and-son, relationship developed between Christie and
the childless Borden. Even before Christie had arrived in
Ottawa, A. Mitchell Innes had written to Borden that the young
Nova Scotian was very impressed with him and that "in him
{Christié] you have a devoted follower.">

That Borden reciprocated this affection became evident
shortly after Christie had taken up his duties. Just after his
arrival in Ottawa, Christie was taken ill and confined to the
hospital for a period. 1In a letter to Felix Frankfurter written
during his convalescence, Christie indicated that his
relationship with the Prime Minister was already a close one. "I
tell you to give you a sidelight on hiﬁ," Christie wrote, "that
Mr. Borden called every morning the first week and then sent a
telegram home (?o Christie's parents in Amherst, Nova Scotié]
after each call."® 1t seems likely that Borden considered
Christie a friend as well as an adviser and that this regard
probably aided Christie's adjustment to his new employment.7

Christie's personal friendship with Borden may have eased
his entry into both government and social circles in Ottawa, but
it was ultimately his talents that allowed him to make the most
of the opportunities he encountered. Although he apparently had
done little systematic thinking or writing on the subject of

international affairs before arriving in Ottawa, the
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circumstances of his employment and the state of Canadian,
imperial, and international affairs forced Christie to act
quickly to rectify this deficiency.8 During ensuing years
Christie addressed himself to questions that would concern him
for the remainder of his career, questions involving such matters
as the formulation of an external policy adequate to meet the
needs and insure the security of the Canadian nation, the nature
and organization of the British Empire and Canada's proper role
and place in it, and the relationship of the United States to
Canada and to the Empire. In addition, Christie's view of the
causes of the Great War, and his slowly changing reactions to it,
evolved in this period and these judgments would likewise color,
and, at times jaundice, his perceptions and attitudes on politics
and diplomacy for the rest of his life. 1In sum, the period
between 1913 and 1916 was for Christie both a practical learning
experience and an opportunity to develop and hone his talents and
attitudes.

* % % % *  k k %

Christie's arrival in Ottawa roughly coincided with the
final stages of the controversy that had resulted from the
introduction of the Conservative government's Naval Bill of
1912. During a visit to London early in that year, Borden had
decided that the "emergency" British authorities claimed the
Empire was facing as a consequence of the rise of German naval
power was genuine. Since he judged that there was no time to
Ccreate, equip, man, and train an independent Canadian naval

force, Borden decided that the most effective response for the
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Dominion to make would be to immediately contribute an amount of
cash sufficient --a figure set at $35 million -- to fund the
construction of three battleships, or "dreadnaughts," for the

9 After a fierce battle in the House of Commons

Royal Navy.
Borden's plan was passed on 5 May 1913, only to be thrown out by
the Liberal-dominated Senate on 29 May 1913. Borden then adopted
a policy whereby he intended to introduce legislation at a later
date that would provide money to pay for ships already under
construction in British dockyards. Although nothing ever came of
this latter plan -- and, indeed, no Canadian contribution for
Royal Navy construction was ever made —-- Christie, in December
1913, prepared a memorandum for the prime minister in which he
supported Borden's plan and declared that "the immediate
expenditure of this money will do more than anything to shore up
the imperial structure...."10

In the memorandum, Christie argued that there was much more
at stake than simply a matter of assisting the Royal Navy to
become a more effective fighting force. The issue involved
nofhing less than a step on the road toward deciding Canada's
future as a sovereign nation. Christie wrote that Canadians
"must sooner or later assume control over foreign policy (i.e.
over the issues of peace and war) no less effective than that now
exercised by the people of Britain or by the U.S.A." The naval
contribution would signify, according to Christie, which path
Canada would travel toward nationhood, whether toward closer

association with the Empire or independence from it.+l "phe vast

majority [pf Canadian%]," Christie wrote, " do not grasp the
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reality of these alternatives, neither of which is palatable, nor
do they understand that it is impossible to evade one or the
The proposed Canadian contribution<¥3 would therefore
both aid Imperial defense and "prolong the time in which the
ultimate relations of Canada to the Empire can be studied."l4

Christie argued that, given the time necessary for study and
reflection on the dilemma posed by the imperial naval crisis, the
great majority of Canadians, "Liberals as well as Conservatives,"
would decide that they desired to maintain their status as
British subjects. "If once they [ﬁanadiané] grasp the fact that
it will become lost to them," Christie wrote, "unless they assume
in time a full and equal responsibility for the maintenance of
the Empire they will choose organic union with all the sacrifices
it involves."1d

Theorizing that the proposed contribution would help ease
European tensions by establishing a better balance between the
British and German fleets -- thereby eliminating the crisis
atmosphere and ailowing Canadians time for reflection -- Christie
proposed to Borden a course of action that seems to reflect the
progressive attitudes he had brought with him from the United
States. A prominent aspect of American Progressive thought
during Christie's residence in Washington involved a belief,
perhaps even a faith, in the ability of highly-trained, non-
partisan experts to rid the operations of society of their
imperfections and uncertainties and thereafter maintain it in
efficient running order. Christie viewed the problem of nuturing

a consensus of opinion among his countrymen regarding Canada's
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future national status as just the sort of issue that required
expert, non-partisan attention and coordination. "The greatest
need," Christie told the Prime Minister,

therefore is a calm dispassionate atmosphere and

sufficient time for reflection, during which the work of

educating public opinion may be carried on. The object

of public policy should therefore be to keep this

ultimate issue from becoming a party gquestion and also

to secure the Empire from destruction during the time

necessary for enabling the electorate to grasp the

issues at stake. To secure this atmospg%re and this

time should be the objective of policy.
Warning against the involvement of party politics in the
question, Christie advised Borden that the situation required
Cooperation between the Conservatives and the Liberals of a type
designed "to lay some foundation now such as may enable Canadian
party leaders in time to come to settle the fate of the Empire by
such a conjunction as enabled Macdonald and Brown to settle the
fate of the Dominion." Finding public opinion "badly in want of
a lead," on the naval issue, Christie urged Borden -- in tones
which conjure up images of Theodore Roosevelt's "battling for the
Lord" in 1912 -- to undertake a "heroic effort to 1lift the whole
question out of the public arena" and thereby provide for "a
Canadian as opposed to a party settlement."l7

* %k k % * % * %k % %
The calm atmosphere Christie sought for careful and

prolonged reflection on Canada's place in the Imperial order

18 Eight months after he had

never had a chance to develop.
drafted the memorandum on the naval question, Canada entered
World War One at the side of Great Britain and the other

dominions. That Christie would support the British declaration
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of war was really a foregone conclusion, and, typically, his
reaction to the war was not an impulsive rallying to the colors
but rather one that brought his legal education and progressive
proclivities to bear.

Christie's analysis of the causes of the war found that
Germany was culpable legally and morally for initiating the
conflict. 1In the first place, Christie wrote, Berlin had
deliberately violated the Anglo-German treaty guaranteeing
Belgian neutrality. Secondly, the Kaiser's government also
refused Sir Edward Grey's offer of his services for mediation and
arbitration, perhaps the most popular of the Progressive Era's
diplomatic innovations and one that United States President
William Howard Taft had pursued vigorously during Christie's
stint in Washington. Finally, because he refused to believe that
in the progressive age in which he lived, an era supposedly
dominated by reason and rationality, the nations of Europe could
have deliberately chosen warfare as the method of resolving their
quarrels, Christie concluded that Europe had been plunged into
conflict by the actions of an immoral, reckless, and anti-
democratic German "military autocracy" headed by the Kaiser.19
He believed that the German peoples' view of their nation's
rightful place in the world order was a "great one," like that of
the British peoples, in fact, and that it was only as a result of
the chauvinistic ambitions of their military leaders that Germany
had become a "great soul gone wrong."20

During the first stages of the conflict, Christie's view of

the Empire and its organization took on something of what
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Professor Bothwell has referred to as the "mystical side of the

n2l In the spring of 1915, Christie

Round Table Movement.
described to Conservative Member of Parliament C.A. Magrath his
concern that unless Great Britain and the self-governing
dominions "deliberately join their destinies, the thing that is
the British Commonwealth is, like all aspiratidns that are merely
of the lip and not of the heart convinced to the point of effort
and sacrifice, destined ultimately to fade slowly out into the
pale irony of the void.'" He argued that the dominions were
growing and that their participation in the Great War would
unavoidably hasten this maturation process and that as each
dominion developed a more sophisticated national consciousness
their local preoccupations would come to predominate. As a
result, Christie wrote, there would occur a "corresponding
subordination of common interests and aims" which would make
imperial cooperation much more difficult. The dangers of
separation engendered by the war had another, more positive
dimension, however. Christie said that the war would force the
British peoples to pause, consider their future, and demonstrate
"the crying need of coming together." 1In Canada's case, at
least, Christie wrote, an "organic union" between Great Britain
and the self—governing dominions offered "a destiny finer than
any of our narrower dreams."22

This was about as far, however, that Christie's "mystical
side" went and, after having had his say about Canada's "dreams"
he turned to examine the situation with a more realistic eye.23

Failure to achieve some form of closer union would not only be a
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faltering of spirit, Christie wrote, but it also would amount to
"nothing short of a crass failure of imperial statesmanship." He
argued that new, clear, and definite constitutional arrangements
for the Empire were clearly needed and that they could not wait

until the conclusion of hostilities. 1In the Round Table,

Christie argued that an imperial conference should be convened
during 1915 to plan for postwar imperial organization. The
mechanism of the imperial conference was the most legitimate
method of addressing the task because it was an approach that
fell within the traditional parameters of the British
constitutional system and would, Christie felt, therefore carry
the most weight in the eyes of the British peoples.

... the imperial conference is the natural medium for
direct consultation between Governments upon the larger
questions raised by the war and the settlement.... The
Conference would naturally discard all ceremony,
postpone all but urgent business, and confine itself to
the single matter of the war and the coming

settlement. It would thus make possible, with the
maximum of effect and in the minimum of time, just such
an exchange of views as took place between the Foreign
Secretary and Dominion Ministers in 1911, at a moment
when close undestanding between the Governments of the
Empire is more important than ever before. Dominion
Ministers, who testified so warmly to the value of the
departure four years ago, have even stronger reason now
for deciding to share the mind of the British Government
and for enabling it to share their own. Less than ever
before can the British Government afford to be without
the fullest possible understanding of Dominion views.
Nothing else will ensure the unity of the British world,
not merely in the struggle -- there is no fear in regard
to that -- but in the far more critical period when at
last diplomacy begins to supersede the clash of arms.

It is then that our future responsibilities for an
unknown period of years will be suddenly defined; it is
then that our position in the world, individually and
collectively, will be made clear; it is then that our
future relizions with each other will be marred or
confirmed.

In addition to drafting formal constitutional arrangements,
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the conference also would facilitate the taking of decisions
regarding the disposition of the territories taken from Germany
during the war, intra-Imperial trade agreements, and immigration
regulations within the Empire. Christie was adamantly opposed to
territorial acquistions by members of the Empire. The Empire
wants no territory, he wrote, dismissing Australian and South
African desires out of hand. He viewed such acquistions as
simply the taking of "spoils" which would be seen by the rest of
the world as a stark "piece of cynicism" and which would have the
effect of turning "this war on our part into a war of
aggfession.25

Christie's writings on imperial affairs in the 1913-1916
period are clearly the work of an individual who favors close
imperial cooperation, but they fall a bit short of being the
labor of an out-and-out imperial federationist. In his doctoral
thesis, Professor Bothwell designates Christie's sense of
nationalism as being of a "sentimental" variety having "little
connection with life in his own country.“26 In sum, Bothwell
suggests that Christie's imperial faith probably was stronger
than his sense of nationalism.

Quite to the contrary, however, Christie's work and ideas in
the period under consideration here seem to have been shaped less
by emotionalism and sentiment than by his pragmatic legal
education and his propensity to view political affairs, both
domestic and foreign, through lenses filtered by a sense of

realpolitik. It seems, therefore, more plausible to suggest that

Christie's attitude toward developing Canada's individual status
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as a distinct nation within the Empire was that of a practical
nationalist. Quite simply, Christie favored Canada doing what it
could do, and do well, within the imperial framework, and letting
the rest await a more auspicious moment. 1In this period,
Christie surmised correctly that Canada had neither the national
will, the experience, nor the material wherewithal to survive
alone as a nation, and so judged that the Empire was the vehicle
through which, at least for the time being, Canada could most
fully realize her aspirations as a nation. Christie, in short,
seems to have manifested a realistic rather than a sentimental
strain of nationalism.27

Although fully supporting the spirit and ultimate goal of
the Imperial war effort, Christie was not uncritical about the
manner in which Britain conducted it in the early stages of the
war. In particular, he urged the adjustment of imperial policy
so as to make allo&ances for the interests and sensibilities of
the United States. Professor Bothwell has suggested that the
idea of Canada serving as an intermediary between London and
Washington became for Christie "the foundation of an
international role for Canada -- a mediating part that could

compensate for the limitations that Canadian life imposed."28

The result of Christie's exertions in this direction, Bothwell
maintains, was at best an "attempt to insért a Canadian bit part
into the high drama of transatlantic collaboration and was an
attempt to transform too many peoples frames of reference. There

was no obvious reason to accept Canadian interference."??

Once again, however, exception can, and should, be taken to

44



Professor Bothwell's interpretation. The argument can be made
that Christie's view of what Canada's role in Anglo~-American
relations could and should be, may have been somewhat less
grandiose than that suggested by Bothwell. Given his education
and professional experience in the United States it seems
reasonable to conclude that Christie might merely have perceived
a functional part that Canada could play effectively in bettering
relations between its two North Atlantic partners.30 In January
and February, 1916, for example, Christie visited Washington and
New York, partly on vacation and partly on government business.
During his stay in the American capital, Christie met on several
occasions with British Ambassador Sir Cecil Spring-Rice and, as a
consequence of these conversations, he came away believing that
he had found a way in which Canada could assist in calming the
then troubled Anglo-American relationship.

The crux of Christie's talks with Spring-Rice involved the
Ambassador's fears that anti-British sentiment was growing in the
United States as a consequence of Britain's use of her sea power
to blockade Germany and halt neutral ships on the high seas for
search and seizure operations. Spring-Rice realized that self-
righteous outrage was the standard American reaction to the
strict application of British sea power in wartime, but he feared
that in this particular instance the result of the unconditional
pursuance of the economic war might be a complete ban on the
export of munitions from the United States. Since Great Britain
and France were the major customers of America's munition-makers,

a full embargo would threaten to cripple the Allied war effort.
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The Ambassador felt that the American people and their
congressional representatives did not appreciate the fact that
Britain was involved in a "war-to-the-death" against a foe that
was inherently "evil." Spring-Rice believed that the Foreign
Office should undertake a publicity campaign in the United States
to acquaint the American citizenry with the rectitude of Great
Britain's "moral position" in the war.3%t

Christie's reaction to the ambassador's attitude probably
amounted to a knowing shudder. He told Spring-Rice, and later
Sir Robert Borden, that on the basis of his personal contacts
with several members of the House of Representatives there were
almost certainly more congressmen in favor of an embargo than
there had been only a few months earlier. He felt, however, that
the attitude of the Congress was not representative of that of
the country as a whole, and, indeed, the apparently anti-British
attitude of the House probably was not even representative of the
entire federal government.

Christie told Spring-Rice that he had spoken with Henry L.
Stimson and that Stimson had indicated that he "couldn't believe
that anything like an embargo was possible." Stimson also had
said that he and others in the government had little objection to
the actions of the Royal Navy and that, as further evidence of
the country's sympathy for the Allied cause, there was growing
support for conscription in the United States. Stimson further
intimated that President Wilson was coming around to a pro-
conscription viewpoint.32 wo buttress Stimson's opinions,

Christie suggested to Spring-Rice that the business and banking
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interests in the United States that facilitated Allied purchases
of war materials were clearly opposed to an embargo that could
only hurt them financially. Lastly, Christie argued there was
even a chance that all of the noise about such a course of action
was possibly nothing more than the historic tendency of American
politicians to give a twist to the lion's tail during the
presidential election year then in progress.33
Christie went on to explain to Spring-Rice that he recently

had attended a dinner in New York City with the editorial board

of the New Republic. He reported that the focus of the dinner's

discussion was an attempt by the editors to settle on a candidate
they could all agree to support against President Wilson in the
upcoming election. The editors, Christie explained, had failed
utterly in this task and he believed that their failure was
symptomatic of the general state of public opinion in the United
States, i.e., that "unity was in abeyance" in the United States
and this could not help but affect the manner in which American
foreign policy was conducted. 1In short, Christie told Springé
Rice, America was entrapped by a "sprawling uncertainty of
opinion," particularly in the western states, and that London's
strict sense of legalistic rectitude in publicly justifying its
contraband control policies, together with its angry criticism of
American responses to those exercises, was undercutting the
ability of anglophiles in the United States to short-circuit
anti-British measures’and sentiment and appeal to the basically
sympathetic but largely undecided populace.34

Christie also told Spring-Rice that although American public
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opinion was in a state of flux, the pressure of the Royal Navy's
operations against neutral shipping were not, in and of
themselves, enough to push it into a wholeheartedly anti-British
reaction. 1In fact, the current consensus of opinion seemed to
indicate that the population of the United States generally would
object to an embargo because it would amount to, in effect if not
in fact, a de facto alliance with the Central Powers. Christie
maintained that so long as American public opinion was unsettled,
the Allies generally, and Britain's Foreign Office in particular,
should refrain from "preaching" to the Americans. Pro-embargo
spokesmen, Christie speculated, might be able to convince a large
segment of American opinion that such foreign rhetoric was a
direct attempt to manipulate domestic politics in the United
States. This might, Christie warned, just provide the until-
then-missing lever with which to pry Congress into initiating an
embargo -- an action that was most unlikely in the absence of
solid evidence of direct foreign interference.3

On his return to Ottawa, Christie detailed his converations
with Spring-Rice and others in the United States for Borden.
Christie said that from these discussions he felt that there was
a distinct possibility of very strained relations developing in
fairly short order between the United States and Great Britain.
The Royal Navy's economic blockade was at the center of the
problem, Christie told the prime minister, and while the danger
of a rupture was not imminent, the blockade was quite possibily
laying "the seeds of possible vexatious difficulties in the

future." Christie also warned Borden that the harsh British
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criticism of the American reaction to the blockade "is beginning
to hurt, and it is cutting most deeply into those who have the
least to say about it -- those who are most wholeheartedly for
us."36

Christie also told Borden that his talks with Herbert Croly,

editor-in-chief of the New Republic, and other of the journal's

editors, had brought him to the conclusion that there was a
current of opinion in the United States that believed that Canada
might be able to aid in ameliorating tensions between Washington

and London. Christie said that the New Republic editors had

stressed to him their belief that it was crucial for the world to
enter the postwar era with the United States having a "solid
understanding with the British Empire" and that Canada "is
destined to prove more and more the great mediator" in the Anglo-
American relationship.37

Given this perception, Christie outlined a course of action
that he thought might be helpful in smoothing currently ruffled
transatlantic feathers. Christie recommended that Borden suggest
to the British government that they arrange for Sir Edward Grey
to deliver a speech indicating that Britain, after the war, would
be eager to confer with all neutral nations and hold discussions
aimed at reaching an understanding on the disruptive influence of
employing sea power to prevent contraband trade on neutral
shipping in wartime. Grey, Christie claimed, was very "popular
and well-trusted" in the United States and that therefore a well-
intentioned, fair-minded speech probably would go far toward

preventing further slippage of American public opinion in the
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direction of support for an embargo. As he had earlier told
Spring-Rice, Christie advised Borden that public opinion in the
United States "was the most intelligent element in American life"
and that it was, at the present time, travelling a sound pro-
Allied path. 1In its present confused state, Christie believed
that American public opinion should be given a lead -- similar to
the one he had suggested Borden give to the Canadian public
during the naval controversy in 1913 -- so as to help it shed its
"traditional fetish of isolation" and a helpful speech by Grey
might just turn the trick.38

Borden apparently never found an opportune moment to
approach either Whitehall or Grey with his Legal Adviser's
suggestion. Nevertheless, Christie's recommendation hardly was
an indication that he was, in Professor Bothwell's words,
attempting "to insert a l@anadiaﬁ] bit part into the high drama
of transatlantic collaboration."32 1In the two memoranda
resulting from his visits to New York and Washington in early
1916, Christie clearly described a legitimate Anglo-American
problem he had encountered; a problem that was called to his
attention by both the British Embassy and from sources within and
outside the United States government. 1In additioq, the course of
action he proposed to resolve the difficulty, an approach by
Borden to the British government or Sir Edward Grey, was
certainly within the realm of Canada's capabilities -- both in
his own eyes and those of influential and knowledgeable
Americans. The part that Christie played in this matter also

seems to suggest that Professor Bothwell overestimates his
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unquestioning and uncritical support for British policies.40
Christie obviously was very critical of the excessively
legalistic and sermonizing path that Spring-Rice and the Foreign
Office appeared ready to follow in early 1916, as he was of any
- suggestions that Britain might undertake a propaganda campaign in
the United States aimed at building public support for the Allied
cause. The mediative effort he proposed for Sir Edward Grey was
one that might have been legitimately expected to aid the Allied
cause and one which might also have been recognized as a
peculiarly "Canadian" policy initiative.
kkk *k kk%k

In the years between 1913 and 1916, Christie also was called
on by Borden to offer a good deal of advice regarding Canada's
relations with the United States. 1Indeed, as Professor Bothwell
has correctly noted, the prime minister allowed Christie to
"utilize his American connections, suggesting first a personal
and then an institutional role."4l Fortunately, Christie and
Borden were very much like-minded in regard to the Canadian-
American relationship. As Professor Gaddis Smith has pointed
out, Sir Robert was never enamored of "tweaking Uncle Sam's
whiskers," a practice that had long been a stock-in-trade for
many Conservative politicians in Ccanada.?? Both Borden and
Christie fully understood Washington's predicament in appearing
to take one side or the other in the Great War and neither man
ever showed any public resentment or made any public criticism of
America's prolonged neutrality.43 In addition, both men were

anxious to demonstrate to officials in the United States that

51



Canada was not "the diplomatic puppet of Great Britain."?%4

As early as 1913, Christie had made an effort to persuade
Borden to play a bit of a mediating role between Great Britain
and the United States -- a role very much like the one he urged
the prime minister to play with Sir Edward Grey over Britain's
conduct of the economic war. During a visit to New York in June
1913, A. Mitchell Innes brought to Christie's attention a problem
posed by the irate British reaction to the imposition by the
United States of tolls on foreign shipping passing through the
Panama Canal. Innes did not feel that the British Foreign Office
fully understood the nature of the problem it was preparing to
complain about and that a possible Anglo-American controversy
might result from this lack of understanding. The crux of the
problem, for London, was that the United states was planning to
award an exemption from the tolls for its own merchant marine.
Foreign Office officials claimed that this discriminatory
practice was in violation of earlier Anglo-American agreements on
the use of the canal and they were considering referring the
matter to the International Court of Justice at The Hague for
arbitration.4>

In Innes's opinion, there was no way to prevent the
exemptions planned by the United States for even if they could be
proven illegal Washington would simply offer its own merchant
marine some other form of subsidy -- a practice which the Foreign
Office itself already had decided would be legal -- and so the
overall effect would thereby remain the same. In this light,

trying to force an arbitration would in the end not only be
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pointless, but would surely offend the United States and possibly
lead the Senate to refuse to give its advice and consent to the
Anglo-American general arbitration treaty when it next came up
for renewal. For this reason, Innes urged Christie to suggest to
Prime Minister Borden that he broach the topic with British
officials since, Innes noted, Borden "understands the Americans
and the Foreign Office does not." Christie accepted his friend's
suggestion and told Borden in a memorandum that in his view the
matter was a "question of whether the 'high moral' attitude of
the Foreign Office is higher than the one of real friendship
(with the United States) proposed."46 Again, Borden apparently
never found an occasion to implement the suggestion but that
failure does not negate the fact that Christie's proposal was
timely, practical, and well within the limited scope of Canada's
external capabilities.

kkk * k%%

In addition to being a problem in imperial affairs,
Canadian-American relations, and domestic Canadian politics, the
Great War presented a personal challenge to Christie's view of
the world and his moral outlook. Regarding the war itself,
Professor Bothwell has written that "the important criteria for
Christie was moralistic: his use of rhetoric once again showed a
commitment to morality over reality -- 'worthy' and 'loftier' not
to mention 'worthiest',"47 Although it can hardly be denied that
Christie viewed the war in terms that were often emotional and
heavily weighted with moral considerations, the key to his

position is more than just a romantic attachment to a virtuous
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and righteously ascendant Allied cause. It involves also the
troubling sense of intellectual unease he experienced as the war
seemed to increasingly ipvalidate many of the tenets of his
progressive faith, and the abiding sense of resentment and
personal humiliation he felt over his failure to participate with
the Canadian forces overseas.

Christie was a thorough-going product of the Progressive Era
in North America and had imbibed deeply of the era's spirit of
moral rectitude. Specifically, he believed fully in the Era's
stringent emphasis on the moral importance of adequately
performing one's duty. Christie apparently was desperately
unhappy and embarrassed -- ashamed, perhaps, might not be too
strong an adjective -- at his inability to participate militarily
in the conflict, his failure "to be allowed to find the Soldier's
Faith ...."48 "This thing [ihe waE] crowds everything else to
one side," he wrote to Frankfurter in September 1914 and,
although the prime minister has assured him that it was his clear
responsibility to remain at his post in the Department, he added
that "it isn't a pleasant thing to be staying here."49 Six
months later he wrote to the same correspondent that he still
could not decide finally whether to enlist or abide by Borden's
wishes and remain in Ottawa.50 Christie's personal dilemma
extended into the third year of the war and in the fall of 1916
he again wrote to Frankfurter that, while he was adhering to

Borden's decision, he did "not know the words to tell you how I

hate my job."Sl

Christie's intense disappointment over not being able to get
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to the fighting in France may be one reason he developed such an
emotionally charged and highly patriotic response to the war. He
came to believe that a complete and final victory was the only
acceptable outcome for the war and that "one feels in himself and
in the air the temper that makes peace (gqua peace) talk so much
impertinent twaddle."52 Christie constantly railed against the

arguments in favor of an "inconclusive peace" being made by his

former colleagues in the pages of the New Republic.

I see the New Republic is urging the merits of an
inconclusive fight. It may not be fantastic but it
sounds so. If it means an actual prophecy of what the
actual outcome is to be I am afraid we disagree. 1If it
means at a certain point short of an attainable victory
we should deliberately desist because of an intellectual
calculation as to the various effects on the German mind
of the various alternative outcomes, it isn't merely a
voice crying in the wilderness; it's intellectualising a
situation that doesn't admit of that process at all. On
all sides and in all sorts of ways one hears from the
trenches that on the part of the men there it would
involve a complete mental overturn to enable them to
conceive any outcome short of recognized victory. And
that I know correctly describes the feeling here and I'm
certain it does in England and the other Dominionsg —-
and in France. There would be an instant and effective
resentment manifested towards any statesman who
attempted to dally with anything elgg. I know my
resentment would be instant enough.

Damning noncombatants like himself, Christie said that the world
would be "saved by love and sacrifice -- not by science and

thought" as advocated by the New Republic.54 The soldiers,

Christie believed, were showing the way for all to follow, "the
simple clear cut solution of the chap in khaki," and that and
only that, and not the "irrelevant partisan displays" of
politicians, or the "twaddle" of theorists, would save the

world.55
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The war also stamped a new reverse side on the coin of
Christie's progressive beliefs. The war caused the first
faltering of his faith in the ability of an educated, non-
partisan elite to conduct, govern, and improve the operations of
society. His disagreements with former associates at the New
Republic throughout the war years provides ample evidence of this
disillusionment. The pre-war progressive had certainly undergone
some sort of transformation when he could write in February 1915
that the issue of the war could only "be settled by faith in
blood‘and sacrifice and suffering in quietude as well as in
heroic blood.">®

kkk % %i%k

Between 1913 and 1916 Christie carved an important niche for
himself in the inner circle of Borden's government. Because of
his education and professional background, he was able to
undertake many of the tasks he was hired to perform immediately
upon his arrival in Ottawa with little or no training. 1In
addition, the pressure of developing events -- the aftermath of
the Naval Bill controversy, the start of the Great War, and the
manifold problems of coping with a neutral America —-- quickly
rectified any deficiencies Christie might have had in his
knowledge of the workings of international politics and, although
to a much lesser extent, domestic politics as well. Lastly, and
perhaps most importantly, Christie's close personal relationship
with Borden provided him with the opportunity to work very close
to the center of power and to learn to be comfortable and self-

confident in that environment.®’/ At the end of 1916, therefore,
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Christie was well prepared to assist Borden in his forthcoming
efforts to build a stronger international identity for Canada

within the confines of the British Empire.
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Washington during 1910-1913, but Christie probably could only be
counted among the leaders of the Movement between the publication
of his first article in the Round Table in March, 1915 and his
parting company with the journal's editorial board in the spring
of 1926. See Carroll Quigley, "The Round Table Groups in Canada,
1908-1938," Canadian Historical Review, XLIII, 3,
(September,1962), pp. 205-244. TFor Christie's first Round

Table article see (Loring Christie and Eustace Percy,) "The
Dominions and the Settlement. A Plea for Conference," Round
Table, No. 12, (March, 1915), pPp. 325-344. For Christie's less
than amicable departure from the Round Table's editorial board
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see PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 26, Folder 106, pp.
23751~-23763, Loring Christie to Philip Kerr, 14 March 1926 and
PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 264, Folder 59, pp. 148319-
148321, Philip Kerr to Loring Christie, 22 March 19256.
Christie's last formal discussions with the Round Table group
appear to have taken place while he was in England for the
Imperial Conference of 1937. During that event he and other
prominent Round Tablers spent a weekend of conversation at
Blickling, Lord Lothian's country home., EREarlier Christie had
also sent Lothian, in May, 1935, a copy of the address he had
made at the Canadian Institute of International Affairs annual
meeting in Kingston, Ontario. In the covering letter, Christie
said he would not mind if Lothian circulated the address among
members of the Round Table or the Royal Institute of
International Affairs for comment and debate. Lothian
distributed it to the Round Table's editors. See L.C. Christie to
Lord Lothian, 30 May 1935, op. cit., and Edinburgh, Scottish
Record Office, GD 40/17/300, Lothian to L.C. Christie, 28 June
1935,

22,) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 3, pp.
1198-1209, L.C. Christie to C.A. Magrath, 1 March 1915. Although
Christie did not define what he meant by "organic union," it is
very doubtful that he had any scheme in mind that would have
submerged Canadian nationality within a more centralized or
federated imperial structure. Professor Kendle's description of
the dominant sentiment of dominion Round Tablers toward closer
imperial cooperation can also be taken as a good estimation of
the position from which Christie was approaching the imperial
problem in the first years of the Great War.

"One important point should be made about the
dominion members of the Round Table Movement, especially
the Canadians; most of them, while committed to the pan-
Britannic ideal, were deeply concerned with the status
of the dominions. All had a strong belief in the role
Great Britain could play in the world, but even more
they realized that the dominions had to be given the
opportunity to voice their opinions in the inner
councils of the Empire. ... it would be wrong to assume
that the dominion members of the movement were arrogant
imperialists interested in nothing but the strengthened
power and unity of the race."

The sentiment and outlook described here by Professor Kendle were
those that Christie would later bring to bear in the Canadian
contribution to the drafting of Resolution IX of the Imperial War
Conference of 1917. See John Kendle. The Round Table Movement
and Imperial Union. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1975,

pp. 103-104.

23.) During the naval debate Christie also had tempered his
discussion of the Empire's future and Canada's place in it with a
realistic assessment of the immediate cause of the crisis. "The
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real emergency," he wrote, "arises out of the fact that till
recently Britain was the only industrialized and really wealthy
country in Europe. Europe has now become industrialized,
especially Germany, and the financial superiority of Britain is
fast vanishing, and with it her ability to maintain the margin of
safety. The naval emergency is a pressure steadily increasing
and more rapidly than the British power to resist it." See PAC,
MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 126, pp.67877-67879, L.C.
Christie. Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 10 December 1913.

24.) See PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 3,
pp. 1198-1209, L.C. Christie to C.A. Magrath, 1 March 1915 and
(L.C. Christie and Eustace Percy), "The Dominions and the
Settlement. A Plea for Conference," Round Table, No. 12, (March,
1915), pp. 341-342. Christie and Percy went on to stress that
the mechanism rather than its formal name was what was

important. "What is essential, therefore," they wrote, "is that
direct personal consultation should be provided for some time
this year, before peace negotiations are entered upon. If this
be done, it matters little in what particular month Ministers
meet, or whether this meeting be regarded as a formal meeting of
the Imperial Conference. The Imperial Conference is now the
established method of inter-Imperial deliberation, and it is
usually better to use the established routine than to depart from
it; but the principle of direct consultation is the vital thing,
and the name is of no consequence provided that it stands for a
personal exchange of views before peace is negotiated.” 1In
Stressing the value of the Imperial Conference as an institution
that had legitimacy in the eyes of the British peoples, Christie
was returning to a position he had taken during the Naval Bill
controversy in 1913. At that time Christie had told Borden that
whether the future naval defence of the Empire was to be handled
by an Imperial navy or by the Royal Navy and the individual
navies of the four self-governing dominions was a question "which
ought to be thoroughly discussed in the Imperial Conference
before committing action is taken." See Ibid., pp. 341-342 and
PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 126, p. 67878, L.C. Christie,
Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 10 December 1913.

25.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 3, pp.
1198-1209, L.C. Christie to C.A. Magrath, 1 March 1915. 1In
regard to captured territories, Christie also told Magrath that,
speaking realistically, the Empire might prove ungovernable if it
was augmented by large territorial acquisitions. The desires of
the Australians and the South Africans, desires he described as
bordering on "obsessions," Christie wrote, "must inevitably cut
Squarely across the course dictated by broader Imperial
interests. Great Britain -- the British Commonwealth, if you
like -- from its own immediate viewpoint does not want more
territory: it has in all conscience burden and responsibility
enough already." See Ibid.

26.) Robert Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit., p.
5.
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27.) In the 1913-1916 period Christie's "sense of nation"
surfaced again and again in the documents he wrote and the
opinions he offered on both domestic and international
relations. On the whole, both were aimed at strengthening
Canada's central government so as to enable it to successfully
promote the development of the nation and to protect its
viability as an entity in the international arena. Christie's
arguments were based on the concept of parliamentary supremacy
which he saw as the primary factor allowing Ottawa to control
national development. 1In reésponse to an article by Professor
James Mavor in the Financial Post for 15 July 1916 in which he
argued that the legislature of Ontario could not change an

agreement earlier concluded with private sector companies for the

development of power at Niagara Falls, Christie argued that such
a finding ran counter to British constitutional practice.

"In other words it is simply and baldly contended
lﬁy Mavoi] that a government of legislature in Canada
has the power, by agreement with private interests,

irrevocably to bind itself and its successors to refrain
from the exercise of undoubtedly what could otherwise be

assumed as a governmental function and what indeed, by
reason of changing conditions, became a governmental
duty imposed by clear considerations of public policy.

At this time and stage in development of British
institutions and conceptions of state, such a case
merely needs to be stated to show its impossible
character. It might as well be suggested that the

Government of Canada, through a clause in the Charter of

the Canadian Pacific Railway Company, could tie the
hands of itself and its successors in such a way that
there could be no Government-owned or operated railway
in Canada."

Viewing parliamentary supremacy as an irrevocable facet of
British constitutionalism, Christie went on to assert that the
federal parliament was supreme over those of the provinces in
those areas defined as its exclusive venue by the British North
America Act. What was more, he argued, "a question prima facie

falling within one of the enumerated powers of the Provincial
Governments may and frequently does ... have another aspect
touching the relations between the Dominion and a foreign

nation." When this occurred, Christie wrote, the federal concern

became paramount.

"The real truth behind the form is that the
question is then in fact of vital concern to the
Dominion -- nothing more so -- however much it may seem
to the Provincial officers a merely local affair. That

being so, the spirit of the British North America Act as

well as the public interest would be best served by
admitting that the Dominion Government has a
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jurisdiction in the case. ... So far, it is true, no
great crises of this sort have arisen; possibly the
matter is a question of emphasis rather than anything
else; but from the view point of the future relations
with foreign nations it is submitted that the emphasis
should be in the direction here indicated and not in
that of a blank non possumus.”

Christie's views in the period are undeviatingly those of a
centralist and a nationalist and to imagine that he would have
been willing to submerge Canada's individual identity within an
"imperial federation" seems somewhat far-fetched.

Likewise, Christie also was cognizant of the threat posed by
the proximity and economic, political, and cultural power of the
United States to the survival of the Canadian nation. In this
regard, Christie, in a memorandum he prepared for Borden in 1916,
foreshadowed some of the arguments made by more recent Canadian
nationalists. "Canada has to depend," he wrote,

"to a very large extent upon American agencies for her
foreign and Imperial news. It may be putting it too
strongly to say that the Associated Press, for instance
Colours its cables, but it is certainly true to say that
in its selection of matter to be cabled it is the
business of the A.P. to think of the American public and
there must often be, all unconsciously perhaps, a
Certain tendency to write and phrase what is cabled with
an eye to its effect on the peculiar American public.
The result is, so far as Canada is concerned, that much
is omitted in which we would be greatly interested,
while what is included is written from a viewpoint in
which we are not heartily concerned. This has been
frequently noticeable during the war....

In short, it may not be going too far to say that a
policy of east and west news is as vitally important to
the national welfare and spirit of the Dominion as the
policy of 'east and west' trade; and a similar principle
would hold true for the whole British Commonwealth."

For the above see PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Reel C-3877,
p. 1841, L.C. Christie, Memorandum on "An Act Requesting the
Public Development of Water Power in the Vicinity of Niagara
Falls," Ont. Stat., 6 George V, c. 20, 1 August 1916; PAC, MG 26
H, Borden Papers, Reel C-4242, pp. 27233-27234, L.C. Christie,
Memorandum, 11 March 1916; and, Ibid., Reel C-4359, pp. 86606-
86607, L.C. Christie, A Suggestion for the Imperial Conference,

10 January 1916,

28.) Robert Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit.,
p.59. '

29.) 1Ibid., p.62.
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30.) Christie indeed seem to have considered a quiet and behind-
the-scenes role for Canada in Anglo-American affairs; one which
would come into play in instances where Canada's greater
experience in coping with American sensitivities might smooth the
course of the North Atlantic relationship. Such was the case in
early 1915 when Christie suggested to Borden that Canada might
help to temper British press criticism of the American response
to London's conduct of the economic side of the war. "A section
of the English press,” Christie wrote,

"notably the Northcliffe papers, have taken a very
provocative attitude over the American Note and policy
in the matter of search and seizure, etc. It seems
foolhardy and not very nice business. If anything is
calculated to cause trouble it is just such an

attitude. The Americans -- in a sense like the Germans
—— are over truculent in foreign relations; they are --
like the Germans -- a comparatively new member of the
family and perhaps apt to be sensitive in thinking their
voice is not seriously enough listened to. It cannot do
the slightest good to meet them on their own level; it
might do vast harm. And we are most likely to retain
our own self-respect if we go ahead with our programme
with as little talking as possible -- our moral position
will take care of itself, and in its own good time their
moral position will work out its own results.

I have broken loose at this length because I think
that Canada might well speak a remonstrance to the
Engish papers referred to -- we understand the States
better and we are at least equally interested in the
matter...."

Christie's suggestion in this instance seems well within the
realm of feasibility and smacks not at all of the grandiose. See

PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 3, p. 1171,
L.C. Christie to R.L. Borden, 26 January 1915.

31.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 5, pp.
1741-1747, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister,
January, 1916.

32.) 1Ibid.

33.) 1Ibid

34,) 1Ibid.

35.) 1Ibid.

36.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 5, pp.
1726-1729, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 27
January 1916.
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37.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 5, pp.
1741-1747, L.C. Christie, Memorandum, January, 1916.

38.) Ibid. 1In making this suggestion to Borden, Christie was
not urging special considerations for or concessions to the
United States; indeed, he warned the Prime Minister that the
Allies should steadfastly resist such a course of action.
"Nothing should be done, it is assumed," Christie wrote,

"to make the Americans think they are to have some sort
of voice, irresponsible but influential, in terms of
peace and the future generally. Nothing should be done

- to pander to what seems to be their appetite for dealing
in mere words that carry with them a very rudimentary
sense of responsibility. Germany has taken this course
with them, and so far with success, but it will do no
good in the end. It probably would be dificult enough
to meet the case and at the same time guard us against
committing ourselves to vital concerns. It would have
to be coupled with a clear intimation to the United
States that they must be prepared to confer, if at all,
only with.a complete sense of responsibility for the
result and its enforcement. They would have to
understand that they must accept some responsibility for
the preservation in the world of conditions under which
people can live securely and fully."

See PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 5, p. 1727,
L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 27 January

1916.

39.) Robert Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit., p.
62.

40.) 1Ibid., p.53.

41.) 1Ibid., p.56. After his return from Washington in early
February, 1916, Christie had the opportunity to repay Stimson for
the information the latter had given him on American attitudes
toward the war. At Stimson's request, Christie forwarded him
from Ottawa information on the "Australian Universal Military
Training Act" and the debate over conscription that had occurred
in the Australian parliament. Christie's receptivity to
Stimson's request probably helped to solidify for Canada a fairly
high level channel of information with the foreign policy
community in the United States -- a channel which became possible
in the first place because of Christie's professional and
personal relationships with Stimson. For the correspondence on
this matter see Yale University Library, H.L. Stimson Papers, Box
54, L.C. Christie to H.L. Stimson, 4 February 1916; H.L Stimson
to L.C. Christie, 7 February 1916; H.L. Stimson to L.C. Christie,
21 Pebruary 1916; L.C. Christie to H.L. Stimson, 24 February
1916; and, H.L. Stimson to L.C. Christie, 26 February 1916.
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42.) Gaddis Smith, "Canadian External Affairs During World War
One," op. cit., pp. 50-51.

43.) 1In several letters to Felix Frankfurter and Oliver Wendell
Holmes, Jr. early in 1915, Christie indicated that he had, at
times, been aggravated by President Wilson's public assertions
that the war had nothing to do with the United States but added
that he "knew" that there was a difference between what the
president publicly said, for political purposes, and what he
personally believed. "I suppose you hear from people," Christie
wrote,

"about what the U.S. should or should not do. My
silence -- if you have thought about it at all -- has
not been dishonest. I have heard from people that the
Administration has not inspired great sympathy. I do
not know clearly what else they could have done. I know
enough of the States I think to understand some forces
that are at work and are making for the Administration
an enormously difficult task; I think I understand the
Head of the Administration Qwilsoﬁ) well enough to weigh
what he has said at times =-- to take him personally into
consideration for instance when he speaks of 'a war with
which we have nothing to do, whose causes cannot touch
us'... and discount that by looking at the fact that you
have something to do with the war -- are profoundly
moved by it -- are human like the rest of us —-- have
given, so many of you, such splendid voice to what in it
has moved you ...."

In March, Christie wrote to Justice Holmes in the same vein.

"And will you let me wish your country well in the
perplexities that are being thrust on it. It seems an
utterly thankless business being in your predicament.
Heaven knows you must be anxious enough to find the
right thing to do and say, and yet we all of us, who are
professing that we are so devoted to the right thing
that no sacrifice is enough for it, seem to have no
patience with your anxiety for it. It seems you have to
be for us and nothing else. Well I can only wish you
well and hope that if we are to learn anything from it
all, you too may -- I do not see how one friend could
dare say more to another and I think what more has been
said in some quarters will be regretted.... And I do
know that the private voice of your country has said
that you may have something to do with it. I have faith
that you will make a good guess at the way out."

See Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43,
L.C.Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 22 February and Harvard Law
School Library, Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr. Papers, Box 41, File
12, L.C. Christie to 0.W. Holmes, Jr., 6 March 1915.
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44.) Gaddis Smith, "Canadian External Affairs During World War
One," op. cit., p.51.

45.) ©PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 231-232, pt. 2, File
2037 (2) (A), pp. 129499-129505, L.C. Christie, Memo on the
Panama Canal Tolls, 12 June 1913,

46.) 1Ibid.

47.) Robert Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit., pp.
59-61. In what should have been a golden opportunity to give
full vent to the "criteria" Professor Bothwell describes,
Christie was curiously muted and instead chose to let the deed he
was writing of speak for itself. 1In Sir Robert Borden's Papers
there is an item dated 28 December 1916 that is entitled "Press
Release" and which apparently was prepared by Christie, although
his name is nowhere on it. The piece discusses the sinking of
the Lusitania and the German reaction to it in an understated but
quite effective fashion.

"A replica of the iron coin or medal struck and
distributed in Germany to commemorate the sinking of the
Lusitania has been received in Ottawa. 1In spite of the
strenuous care taken to prevent any of these infamous
medals leaving Germany one at last recently reached
England and a private committee was formed to
manufacture and distribute exact replicas. Any profits
resulting from the sale will be handed to the Red Cross.

The medal has been struck in Germany with the
object of keeping alive in German hearts the
recollection of the glorious achievement of the German
Navy in deliberately destroying an unarmed passenger
ship, together with 1,198 non-combatants, men, women,
and children.

On the obverse, under the legend "No Contraband"
(Keine Bannware), there is a representation of the
Lusitania sinking. The designer has put in guns and
aeroplanes, which (as was certified by United States
Government officials after inspection) the Lusitania did
not carry, but has conveniently omitted to put in the
women and children, which the world knows she did carry.

On the reverse, under the legend "Business above
all" (Geschaft Uber Alles), the figure of death sits at
the booking offices of the Cunard Line and gives out
tickets to passengers who refuse to attend the warning
against submarines given by a German. The picture
apparently seeks to propound the theory that if a
murderer warns his victims of his intention, the guilt
of the crime will rest with the victim, not with the
murderer.
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The Lusitania, it will be recalled, was sunk on May
5th, 1915. A typical comment in German newspapers was
that in the Kolnische Volkszeitung of May 10th, 1915,
which said "With joyful pride we contemplate the latest
deed of our Navy."

When Christie fails to give full rein to his "moralistic
criteria"™ in the foregoing example, perhaps it was because his
view was a bit more complex than Professor Bothwell has
suggested. See PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-4230, P.
15187, (L.C. Christie?), Press Release, 28 December 1916.

48.) L.C. Christie to O0.W. Holmes, Jr, 6 March 1915, op. cit.

49.) Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 10 September 1914. 1In a letter to
Frankfurter, Christie's fiancee also testified to his intense
dissatisfaction with being left behind. "It has been disturbing
Loring deeply," Jane Armstrong wrote, "to think that he stays
while others go, and I know in many ways it is harder for him to
remain here, but I begin to hope he is less troubled now. To
those who know and appreciate his work, his duty is very plain
and I believe he feels that himself now and is comforted." See
Ibid., Jane Armstrong to Felix Frankfurter, 15 Novemeber 1914.

50.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 3 May 1915.

51.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 6 November
1916. Christie's personal torment was no doubt sharpened by the
death of his wife's brother in France in the fall of 1916. See
Ibid.

52.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 3 May 1915.

53.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 21 December
1915.

54.) 1Ibid.
55.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 10 April 1914.

56.) 1Ibid., L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 22 February
1915. sShortly after writing this letter, Christie told Magrath
that the Commonwealth would not develop as the result of
employing political theory, but, rather, for the Commomwealth
"the price of progress and liberty and peaceful decent living --
to put our aims no higher -- is sacrifice." Christie wrote that
"unless somehow with these things in our hearts we can come
together willing to make the mutual sacrifices and surrenders
needed for the greater end -~ unless somehow we can find such
strength the futue holds nothing but ever growing frictions,
conflicting necessities, and estranging sympathies ending all to
surely in disillusionment and separation." See L.C. Christie to

C.A. Magrath, 1 March 1915, op. cit.
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57.) 1In this regard, Professor Lower has written, "I remember
particularly how he ([Christie} impressed me as being at home in
the great world. He might be Mr. Meighen's subordinate, but his
letters to him began 'My Dear Meighen.' ‘'This fellow Roosevelt,'
he once said to me, 'has been back-seat driving all over the
world.' This quality of independent, objective appraisal,
without respect to personal magnitudes, was one of his major
traits. 1It, and the clear-sighted, wide-ranging world view which
it informed, was seldom found in Canada in those days." See
A.R.M. Lower, "Loring Christie and the Genesis of the Washington
Conference, 1921-1922, op. cit., pp. 40-41.
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Chapter III: Taking Advantage of the Wartime Opportunity:
Acquiring International Status, 1917-1920

Colonel C.P. Stacey has written that a major theme of Loring
Christie's life and career involved a "struggle to find some
institutional solution for the Canadian dilemma" of ill-defined
nationality -- that is, to find some means through which Canada
could clearly, and in precise legal terms, define her status as
an independent international entity.l Although Christie placed
great stock on the need to formally revise the Anglo-Canadian
constitutional relationship, his efforts are misunderstood if
they are seen as a one-dimensional quest toward a single,
culminating act, such as the "formal act of separation" or
"constitutional convention or conference" mentioned by Colonel
Stacey'2 Christie did not believe that coqstitutional change in
itself was enough to provide Canada with unique international
status. Gradual increases in the country's diplomatic
representation abroad and active participation in international
organizations were, for example, indispensable, status-enhancing
complements to constitutional change. Colonel Stacey's
identification of the legalistic nature of Christie's approach to
resolving the "Canadian dilemma" is accurate, but it is only one
aspect of his approach to the problem. Christie's "struggle,” in
other words, was indeed a striving toward a well-defined legal
solution to the problem of status, but it was also a process of
working with the world as it was and trying to move Canada along
a path that had, of necessity, to be largely of its own making.

During the period between 1917 and Arthur Meighen's
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assumption of the prime ministership on 10 July 1920, Christie
worked toward gaining recognition for Canadian sovereignty by
seeking roles for Canada which provided the highest possible
level of international exposure and which were emblematic of a
nation responsible for the conduct of its own external affairs.
In this on-going effort, international organizations were of
crucial importance. Three of these organizations were
particularly useful to Christie's plans for advancing Canada's
national interests. First, Christie sought to achieve enhanced
autonomy for Canada within the imperial framework. Progress in
this direction would be marked most clearly by the formalization
—-- under thé auspices of an imperial constitutional conference --
of the constitutional advances recognized by Resolution IX of the
Imperial War Conference of 1917. Second, Christie believed that
in the immediate postwar years the League of Nations could
provide Canada with a much-needed international arena in which to
undertake its first external activities outside of the imperial
context. Third, and perhaps most important, Christie sought to
establish for Canada a diplomatic relationship with the United
States. Such a relationship with the Americans, he believed,
would give Ottawa a bigger role in the imperial system -- i.e.,
as an interlocuter between London and Washington -- and, at the
same time, would gain international recognition for Canada's
autonomy and allow Ottawa to secure unfettered control over its
most extensive and important set of bilateral relations. As will
be seen, Christie's program was an innovative effort designed to

enhance and institutionalize Canada's status as, in the words of
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one of his more famous memorandums, an "international person.“3

Grounds for Asserting Status: Military Effort and Legal Precedent

The question of Canada's status within the imperial system
was, of coursé, the matter of most immediate concern to Christie
in this period because it was within the framework of the Empire
that Canada would have to establish its unique international
identity before it could make any claim on the attention and
respect of the other nations of the world. He believed that one
of the major ways in which Canada could carve out this enhanced
status within the Empire was by making an immense military
contribution to the Allied war effort. During the conscription
election in December, 1917, for example, Christie argued that a
victory for the Unionist Party would once and for all insure the
continuation of Canada's massive military role in the war and
thereby help to validate its claim to a distinct international
identity. Christie saw the election of 1917 as a conscious move
toward national maturity, one that, even though it threatened
French-English unity in Canada, was necessary because "principles
were more vital than unity" and only full national support on
"the supreme, fundamental issue of conscription" would permit the
government to follow "the just national ideal and duty of active,
vigorous prosecution of the war."4

In support of the Unionist position, Christie apparently
wrote an editorial essay -~ which was published unsigned in the

Montreal Gazette -- justifying the resort to conscription. The

article was a blunt\assertion that to oppose the sending of
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forces, and the establishment of the system of conscription that

was necessary to maintain them, was to deny Canadian nationality

and to reject the vision of the Canadian nation with which "the

fathers of Confederation framed our constitution."

In essence, of course, the Canadian who advances the
contention {that the Government cannot send troops abroad]

is

engaged in nothing less than the degradation of our national
status. Whatever designs he might have for the future, his

action at present constitutes a shameful and undignified

abasement. The real effect of the contention is to relegate

Canada to the mere status of a subordinate colony, or
dependent possession having no individuality, no will or
power apart from that of its master or owner, no national
consciousness, no concern with the outside world, no
reponsibility, and consequently having neither reason for
self-respect nor claim to the respect of others.

Canada is not a colony; she is mistress of her own
destiny. Canada is not a possession; the Canadian people
no one else are the owners of Canada, with all the powers
disposition which that conception involves. Canada has a

and
of

separate individuality, a will and a power of her own, a self

respecting national consciousness -- all manifested in a

determination to recognize and shoulder her responsibility in
the affairs of the world as a member of the family of nations

that constitute the British Commonwealth. >

In addition to the part played by the Canadian forces in

the

overall Imperial war effort and their resulting contribution to

Canada's evolving international status, Christie saw Canada's war

effort as an opportunity to wrest some degree of miltary control

away from Britain and to begin building a military organization

oriented toward the defense requirements of Canada. Christie

felt that the naval service was a particular case in point and

argued that wartime experiences had demonstrated the necessity of

establishing a more uniquely Canadian navy. "It is a striking
fact," Christie wrote Jjust before the end of the war,
that throughout the whole discussion of the question of a

Canadian coastal patrol there is nothing to show that the
naval staff in Ottawa ever once had a policy or opinion.
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Whenever anything serious was afoot the opinion of the
Admiralty was sought and followed; and it seems never to have
occurred to the naval staff here to subject the Admiralty
opinion to any test or examination. This in turn lends
significance to two other impressions that stand out from the
correspondence: (l.) that successive senior naval officers
stationed by the Admiralty at Halifax seemed always to be in
advance of the Admiralty opinion as to the measures necessary
for our local defense, and (2.) that the Admiralty
consistently discouraged every impulse on the part of the
Canadian Government to undertake here the construction of
naval craft, such as light cruisers, destroyers, and 6
submarines, for use in either Canadian waters or elsewhere.
Christie went on to say that Canada's naval service was in need
of a "radical reorganization" which should be aimed at
establishing in Ottawa "a naval staff of the most capable and
experienced naval men available" so that the "Government should
have immediate access to naval advisers in whom it may feel
confidence." For Christie, the British Admiralty was simply "too
far away from the Canadian Government" and therefore it was
incumbent upon Ottawa to "fortify the policy of a distinctive
Canadian Navy."7
In sum, Canada's military involvement in the Great War was
for Christie an indispensable component of its development toward
sovereignty. In the first instance, the sheer size and cost of
the contribution forced the directors of British policy, however
reluctantly, to afford Ottawa's views some notice within: their
deliberations. Secondly, the experience of raising, equipping,
training, and maintaining Canada's armed forces at home and
abroad provided the occasion for the creation of a bureaucratic
organization and expertise aimed directly at dealing with foreign

nations that had not existed in Canada before the war.8 For

Christie, the military effort was an essential prerequisite -- an

75



anteing up, as it were -- to get Ottawa to the diplomatic tables
at London, and eventually to those at the postwar peace
conference, where additional recognition of Canada's unique
international status might be obtained.

If a massive military contribution paved the way for the
recognition of Canada's unique international status, Christie did
not believe that it was enough, in and of itself, to resolve the
question of status in its favor permanently. During the 1917~
1920 period, Christie appears to have seen his job as Legal
Adviser as being one which complemented Canada's war effort in a
two-fold manner First, it was up to him to draft a strong legal
brief establishing the possibility and desirability of developing
Canada's national status within the imperial system upon which
Prime Minister Borden could base his firm but sometimes vague
notions in that direction. Second, after creating this legal
justification for his superiors, it was incumbent on him to
assist -- and sometimes to lead and/or push -- them to make the
legal potential an actuality by participating in international
affairs and institutions at the highest level and to the most
effective extent possible. 1In the period between 1917 and 1920
Christie concentrated on making Canada's presence felt and
recognized in the proceedings of the Imperial War Conference, the
Imperial War Cabinet, the British Empire Delegation to the Paris
Peace Conference, and the League of Nations. He also pushed
relentlessly after the war for the establishment of formal
diplomatic relations with the United States.

Underlying Christie's basic legal argument in favor of
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status was his belief that by the time the Great War began Canada
already had developed all of the attributes of a sovereign state,
but that they remained lgtent because Ottawa had never chosen to
assert them. 1In his opinion, all that remained to be done to
make these latent properties real was to exercise that right of
legation by sending a Canadian diplomatic envoy to a foreign
power. Christie maintained that much of Canada's problem in
regard to having its unique international status recognized
resulted from the arcane definitions of the word "sovereign" that
had been formulated by the various authorities on international
law. He argued that despite these complex definitions there was
"no magic in the word sovereign or, if there is, there is no
inherent reason why a portion of the wand may not be waved over
Canada if such a proceeding would help to save the

proprieties."? Leaving the formalities aside, Christie said
that, in essence, sovereignty was Canada's for the taking.

As E:he international law scholar L.F.L.] Oppenheim
says, on the point whether part-Sovereign member-3tates of a
Federal State have the right of Legation, "It is the
constitution of the Federal State which regulates the
point." The British Commonwealth may not accurately be
described as a "Federal State"; though indeed in some
respects it seems to be approaching more closely to
Oppenheim's description of what he calls "Confederated
States", that is, a linking of a number of full-sovereign
States for the maintenance of their external and internal
independence -- an analogy, be it noted, which makes the case
for the right of Legation on the part of the member States
even stronger. But in any case it is unnecessary to settle
exactly what the British Commonwealth is; the status of the
members of it and the question as to their right of legation
is purely a matter of internal arrangements among
themselves. It is enough to say that there is abundant
precedent ... and that there is no objection on the ground of
international legal principle to the recognition of Canada as
having the right of legation. This would doubtless imply, as
Oppenheim suggests, that Canada has become, "in some respects
a sovereign State," and by this he presumably means what he
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calls a "part-sovereign State."

Clearly, "if we look at the matter as it really stands",
under British constitutional law or convention, Canada has
grown beyond the status of a Colonial State as Oppenheim
defines it. Today the Governor does not have the veto, nor
is it true constitutionally as to Canada that "the Parliament
of the mother-country could withdraw self-government from its
Colonial States and legislate directly for them." The
Dominion in reality quite satisfies the tests for a partial
character of International Person: and she would assume the
outward form of such an International Person by the act on
her part of sending a diplomatic envoy to a foreign State.

As already seen there is no international question involved
in the decision whether Canada should assume such a status;
it is purely a matter of constitutional development within
the British Commonwealth. It is not until Canada takes such
a step that International Law is concerned with her; once she
has taken it she becomes a part-Sovereign State and an
International person for some purposes. There would be no
iack18f precedent in International Law for dealing with

er. :

Christie believed that Resolution IX of the Imperial War
Conference of 1917 had given the Dominions' autonomy sufficient
recognition -- at least until a formal constitutional conference
could be covened to codify wartime developments -- and that the
necessary "act" mentioned in his above exposition on the right of
legation was fulfilled, in part, by Canada's participation in the
Paris Peace Conference.ll 1n a long memorandum for Borden,
Christie reiterated his belief that for "a good many years Canada
has been in a position, should the occasion warrant it or should
she so desire, to affirm herself definitely as an international

nl2 He noted that before the war Canada had not

person or entity.
been lacking in "direct international relationships" but that

they had been mostly economic in nature and their "political or
constitutional implications had not been expressly defined."13
Canada's participation in the Paris Peace Conference, however,

was not an activity that was similarly lacking in specifc
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implications and importance. "The settlement of the results of
the war," Christie wrote,

provided the first occasion on which Canada became conscious
that she was directly and vitally concerned in a world
political conference. The occasion was met and Canada
through her representatives has definitely declared herself
as in some degree an international person. Representatives
of the Canadian Government sat at the peace table with those
of other countries; they presented their full powers and
signed in the same way; Canada becomes a member of the League
of Nations and the International Labour Organization on the
same footing as the others. 1In all this the Dominion has
appeared directly, in person not through another; in
everything that met the eye, in the method in which they
appeared and entered into relationships, contractual or
otherwise, in fact in all their functioning, the Canadian
representatives were nearly indistinguishable from the other
international representatives present. All of this is
unmistakable evidenii of a new position in the world
definitely assumed.

In sum, then, by the conclusion of the Paris Peace Conference,
Christie was arguing that Canada was well on the way to
establishing itself as an autonomous member of the international
community15 and he was eager to push that process to completion

as quickly as prudence permitted.

Sorting Out Imperial Relations: The Case for a Postwar

Constitutional Conference

Christie continued to envision Canada as part of the Empire,
indeed as an integral part of the imperial system, but there is
virtually no indication, outside of his sporadic sentimental and
moralizing moments, that he pictured the Canadian role as
anything even remotely resembling participation in an imperial
federation. Quite to the contrary, Christie's attitudes toward
Canada's participation in the League of Nations and the conduct

of its bilateral relations with the United States seem to
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indicate that his thinking was directed much more toward
strengthening the individual identity of the Canadian nation
rather than toward the federation of the Empire. Christie wrote
of the Empire and Canada's place in it as a process of national
development whereby the new constitutional relationships between
Britain and the Dominions -- together with the distinct
international status of each Dominion —- that had emerged as a
consequence of the war would be defined and made intelligible to
the world.

What this Cihe new status of Canada and the other
Dominions after Paris) will ultimately mean in its relation
to the British Commonwealth lies in the realm of
speculation. But as it stands at present the British
Commonwealth has clearly become before the world something
different from what it was. For our own purposes we had
regarded ourselves as made up of distinct political units;
but we had not made that clear in our relations with
others. Now we have done so; the Dominions have asserted a
sovereign status of some sort and for some purposes have
entered the Family of Nations. There were at Paris, and will
be, anomalies; but the history of international law and
custom is itself full of anomalies; it is also not without
material for guidance in considering what may be done with
such an International Person, or combination of International
Persons, however unprecedented, as the British Commonwealth
has now definitely resolved itself into. ... The development
has proceeded in the direction contemplated by the Resolution
on the Constitution of the Empire [that is, Resolution 1X)
agreed to by the Imperial War Conference, 1917; it remains
for the special Imperial Conference contemplated therein to
deal with whatever further readjustments of the
constitutional relationships of the Empire are necessary; and
to suggest "effective arrangements for continuous
consultation in all important matters of common Imperial
concern, and for such necessary concerted action, founded on
consultation, as the several Governments may determine."l

The Resolution to which Christie referred was the most
important formal development in imperial affairs that had
occurred during the war years. Resolution IX of the Imperial War

Conference of 1917 bore witness to the conferees judgment
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that the adjustment of the constitutional relations of the
component parts of the Empire is too important and intricate
a subject to deal with during the war, and that it should
form the subject of a special Imperial Conference to be
summoned as soon as possible after the cessation of
hostilities. ’

They deem it their duty, however, to place on record
their view that any such readjustment while preserving all
existing powers of self-government and complete control of
domestic affairs, should be based upon a full recognition of
the Dominions as autonomous nations of the British
Commonwealth, and India as an important portion of the same,
should recognize the right of the Dominions and India to an
adequate voice in foreign policy and foreign relations, and
should provide effective arrangements for continuous
consultation in all important matters of common Imperial
concern, and for such necessary concerted action, foundid on
consultation, as the several Governments may determine. 7

As has been noted, Christie considered that the autonomy of
the Dominions had been a given even before Resolution IX was
issued, but he was certainly pleased to have it reaffirmed
formally by the Imperial Conference. The more important part of.
the resolution for Christie was its recognition of the need for
an imperial constitutional conference. Such a conference,
Christie thought, was needed to institutionalize the developments
that had occurred in the imperial system during the war and to
formulate methods and perhaps a minimal amount of machinery to
facilitate "continuous consultation in all important matters of
common Imperial;concern «ss+" Christie had long seen the
desirability of such a conference but also had thought that
wartime exigencies precluded its meeting during the conflict.

"It would be equally absurd to suggest," he had written with
Eustace Percy in 1915,

that in this time of abnormal strain the Imperial Conference

should meet to discuss any of the larger problems of Imperial

partnership, such as naval co-operation or the control of
foreign affairs, or a change in the constitutional relations

81



or machinery. It is quite true that the circumstances of the
war have thrown new light upon the Imperial system as it
stands; and probably the consciousness of this fact is
responsible for the idea, put forward here and there, that
the Imperial Conference should make haste to take the
experience of war to heart. Well meant as the suggestion may
be, it is clearly a mistaken one. Whether our machinery be
perfect or not, it is at present set at racing speed. It
will be time enough tolgverhaul it when the strain is relaxed
and peace is attained.

In Christie's view the war had provided what probably would
be an opportunity of only brief duration for codifying and
institutionalizing the constitutional changes that had occurred
both before and during the war. He felt that the war had created
an atmosphere in which the Dominions -- because of their massive
commitments to the Empire's war effort -- and Great Britain --
because of its dire need for the men, money, and materials the
Dominions were providing —-- were both focused on imperial
concerns and had shunted aside, at least for the moment, matters
of a purely local or national concern. For Christie the
momentary absence of narrowly focused concerns in Britain and the
Dominions was the key to insuring that the wartime developments
in the Dominions' status and in imperial relations generally were
made permanent by integrating them into the constitution. To do
this, however, speed was of the essence once the war was over.
Christie feared that the end of hostilities would eliminate the
sense of danger and urgency -- and with it the receptivity toward
suggestions and plans for imperial co-operation and united action
-- that had been generated by the demands of the war and that, as
a consequence, Britain and the Dominions would lapse back into a

near-exclusive focus on the local interests that had

characterized the prewar era,l? "During the war there was plenty
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of actual immediate business," Christie wrote to George Wrong in

late 1919,
These were matters for the executive branch of the different
Governments of the Empire; responsibility was continuously
pressing on the ministers; the necessity for joint action was
easily apparent. So that once the responsible heads {@f
government) got together in person agreement was easy; and
since they were the responsible heads action followed as a
matter of course,

I wonder whether in peace anything like this will
obtain. There certainly will be foreign business and there
ought to be more economic business. I have a feeling,
though, that people are going to be recklessly abigrbed in
domestic business and impatient of anything else.

Christie's foreboding turned out to be well placed and after
the Armistice local affairs again began to predominate in the
United Kingdom and the Dominions. Even as early as the Paris
Peace Conference Christie felt that the members of the Empire
were being "swept on by currents" that they did not really
control and were "inevitably converging on that - what? Haven or
a sunken reef?"2l Christie said that he himself was not sure of
the destination but -- after the tumultuous years of "the Peace
Conference and the Cinternationai] Labour Conference and the
Yankee mess C?merica's failure to join the Leagué)" -= he was
sure that the Empire needed some order imposed upon it through

the codification of the changes wrought by the war and its

aftermath.22 "Well, I am surer than ever ...," he told Philip

Kerr,

that we've got to tie the British Empire together as tightly
as we can. There has been enough talk in the Dominions about
their status etc. -- I don't mean it wasn't necessary; it
probably was; but it has served its purpose, and it's now
time to begin thinking like human beings, who live in a world
where power and prestige still count. It's Canada's only
escape from the unlovely miasma that's drifting up from the

south.23
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Although Christie continued to view a constitutional
conference as being essential to the longterm welfare of the
Empire throughout the 1917-1920 period, he realized that interest
in the project was waning in both Britain and the Dominions.
Despite the obvious need for such a conference, he wrote to his
friend George Brebner in the office of the South African prime
minister that the Pacific Dominions seemed particularly
uninterested. "But neither Dominion," he noted,

seemed to have much interest at all in the constitutional
question on the problem of our status; the New Zealand debate
consumed part of an afternoon and evening without any copies
of the [yersailleé] treaty being available, while in
Australia the discussion centered around the Pacific islands
and the claim that (Australian Prime Minister) Mr. (W.M_]
Hughes had saved his country by incorpoEiting in the Peace
Treaty the policy of "White Australia."
Christie slowly came to resign himself to the reality that no
early conference was possible. He never abandoned his belief,
however, that it was, in the long run, the only way in which to
insure the survival of the imperial system. "I gather there is
no likelihood that the Conference can come this year [192@],“
Christie concluded. "But I'm afraid we'll get recklessly
absorbed in domestic affairs as to become more and more impatient
of ‘anything else, and I'd like to see something doing to keep the
subject alive.“25

Christie believed that the Empire could be made into a
effective international organization and considered a cooperative
and consultative imperial foreign policy a realizable goal, but

only after a constitutional conference had statutorily

regularized the de facto constitutional changes that had occurred
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during the war. He was not, however, prepared to see Canada sit
by idly and wait for such a convention to convene and do its
work. Participation in the affairs and the subsidiary
organizations of the League of Nations and completing the
formalization of diplomatic relations with the United States
presented Canada with other opportunities to build upon and
enhance its wartime gains in status by further developing its
international personality -- in the eyes of Canadians as well as
those of the world generally -- and Christie was eager for Ottawa
to take up the challenge. By the time he again considered the
plausibility of a constitutional conference -- in the period
preceding the Imperial Conference of 1921 -- the opportunity for
codifying wartime changes was fast slipping away and Canada was,
in Christie's view, developing with increasing rapidity away from
an imperial future in terms of both national self-consciousness

and the dictates of its national interests.

Seizing an Opportunity: Canada and the League of Nations

Christie had few illusions about the League of Nations.
Indeed, he probably valued it more as a forum in which Canada
could strive for international recognition of its status as a
nation, than as an organization likely to impose order and
stability on a chaotic world. 1In the 1917-1920 period, Christie
viewed Canada's membership in the League as a complement rather
than as an alternative to its association with the British
Empire. As has been noted, Christie quickly became frustrated

with the unwillingness of Britain and the Dominions to regularize
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their constitutional relationships and, while he was not yet
ready to judge the postwar imperial system unworkable, he clearly
responded to the Empire's inaction in this regard by beginning to
cast about for other, more effective means through which Canada's
international personality could be expressed. In this light, he
believed that the League presented Ottawa with an opportunity to
get in on the ground floor of a new international organization
that -- unlike the Empire -- did not appear to be hamstrung by
hoary tradition, unwritten agreements, and dated attitudes. The
League, in other words, offered Canada a chance to demonstate its
individuality to the satisfaction of many of the world's nations
and Christie recommended that the opportunity be exploited fully.
For Christie, the League of Nations was created quite simply
because it was a political necessity to do so. "The principal
Allied Governments have pledged themselves to it," he wrote, "and
moreover, in view of public opinion in Europe it is inconceivable
as a matter of practical politics that the Allied Statesman
should come out of the Peace Conference without a League of
Nations in their portfolios."26 From its inception, therefore,
Christie appears to have seen the League solely as a political
instrument that was not a supra-national organization for
enforcing the Versailles settlement through coercion, but rather
was a method of diplomacy by conference designed "to prevent, or
rather to diminish, the occasions for war...."27 He believed
that the League should divide the international problems with
which it was concerned into two categories, justiciable and non-

justiciable. The justiciable matters were a "minor matter for
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which provision already exists in the shape of the Hague Tribunal
and the now large number of arbitration treaties." Christie felt
that all of these organizations should be placed under the
control of the League and should be made to follow some of the
patterns and policies =-- such as physically visiting the sites of
various disputes -- established by the International Joint
Commission in North America.Z28

The other, or non-justiciable, category of disputes Christie
believed should be addressed and settled by the Council, the
League's main body. He argued that this group should be composed
of "the Prime Ministers of the Member States or their fully
empowered delegates." He felt that in the organizing of the
League this provision -- together with one requiring all League
decisions to be unanimous -- was the "most vital point of all"
and that without it "there can be no successful League of
Nations." Christie believed that the experiences of the Supreme
War Council and the Imperial War Cabinet during the late war had
proven that only the heads of government could handle the non-
justiciable matters effectively.29 With the full participation
of these responsible political leaders, Christie argued, the
members of the League should agree "to go to war with any state
who refused to admit a dispute to the investigation of the League
in either of its branches [justiciable of non—justiciablé}" but
that there should bé no agreement to enforce an award or report
of the League by resort to warlike measures.30

For Christie then, the League of Nations was an experiment

in conference diplomacy that grew out of the wartime experiences
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of the Allied governments and the governments of the Empire. He
was convinced that no such approach to international relations
could work effectively unless the responsible, elected heads of
government or their representatives were directly and
continuously involved. 1In this respect, he saw great
similarities between the League and the Empire in that both
required continuous consultation among the members at the highest
political levels in order to insure their viability and
survival. 1In this vein, Christie wrote that although the League
had been designed to prevent wars "it can be scarcely said that
that object is fulfilled by a machine that is only set in motion
after the occasion has actually arisen or begun to arise."
Continuous consultation -- "a definite agreement that the body
should automatically convene at stated periods" -- and the
involvement of political leaders accountable to their electorates
were for Christie essential to the success and survival of both
the League and the Empire.3l There was no magic involved in the
League, it was only a highly visible political experiment that
might or might not function better than prewar international
political organizations and arrangements.32 "The League of
Nations can only be understood," Christie wrote,
by keeping steadily in mind its distinctly political
character. That is really the first and indispensable
condition for understanding. The Covenant is nothing if not
almost purely the embodiment of a political arrangement. It
is almost exclusively concerned with matters of a highly
political character; its organs will always be composed of
men of political status -- the responsible political members
of the League; its meaning and operation will be determined
by these men according to the way in which public opinion at
any given time moves them. It rests on public opinion. 1It

will operate as a political not a judicial instrument. No
rigid clear cut groove can be predicted. If public opinion
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is apprehensive about the Coveg@nt this means that public
opinion fears its own motives.

Because the League was in essence a political experiment, it
was a good arena for Canada to attempt to further develop its
international identity. Christie saw a logical progression in
the development of Canada's international status from its growth
within the imperial system before and during the war, to its
attendance at the Paris Peace Conference and signature of the
Versailles Treaty, and, finally, to full membership in the League
of Nations. Because of this pattern of development, Christie,
when a question arose in the late summer of 1919 as to whether
Canada and the other Dominions could sit on the Council of the
League, saw no need to construct a technical argument grounded in
international law to defend the Dominions' rights in this
regard. He felt that a simple review of recent events would
serve to show that Canada and the other Dominions had achieved an
unquestionable right to membership based upon the series of
political decisions and events in which they had played a full
part in their own right. For Christie separate status at the
Paris Peace Conference necessarily entitled Canada to a separate
status in the League and therefore eligibility to sit on the
Council.

Certainly there could have been no delusions. The
organization of the League was obviously closely modeled on
that of the Paris Conference.... Now the Dominions had been
admitted to the Peace Conference separately on the same terms
as smaller Powers. This meant that they appeared in the
Plenary Sessions as a matter of course, and in the Council of
Ten when questions affecting them arose. Of course there
could be no recession from that position when it came to the
organization of the League. So from the outset no one from

the League of Nations Commission or elsewhere ever questioned
that the Dominions should be in the Assembly always and in

89



the Council of the League whenever their interests were
specially affected. Then a new factor was grafted on to the
Council, something that was hoped to improve the Concil of
Ten method. The small Powers were to be given a permanent
voice in the Council of the League. TFour of them were to be
selected by the Assembly to send representatives to the
Council. It constitutes a curious monstrosity, but
nevertheless it is at least a nominal advance in the status
of the smaller Powers. Now since the Peace Conference had
always up until that point been governed by the principle
that the Dominions were to be regarded and treated as small
Powers, it follows that the Dominions must be regarded as
partaking of whatever advantages there might be in this
further step. ...

How could there be any doubt; we have accepted the same
responsibilities as other members; we must be accorded an
equal status. The League is a poltical rather than a legal
arrangement, and the meaning of the Covenant can only be
understood in that light. The point in question, if anyone
ever raises it, will be settled by men of political status,
thinking and acting as they did at the Peace Conference, on
broad considerations of high policy, not in legalistic
technigilities, on which alone can the point in question be
based. ¢

Having argued that Canada must proceed on the basis that the
status it had attained at Paris and in the League was now
unquestionable and, more importantly, irrevocable, Christie also
stressed the importance of the League as a forum in which Canada
could continue to develop her international personality. During
preparations for the first session of the League's Assembly in
the summer of 1920, for example, Christie urged Prime Minister
Arthur Meighen -- who had assumed the prime ministership on 10
July of that year upon Borden's retirement -- to send the
largest possible delegation to represent Canada. Such a
delegation, he maintained, would take full advantage of the
representation to which Canada was entitled under the provisions

of the Covenant, would burnish the League's "send off," and would

increase international recognition of Canada's growing presence
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in the world community. "Canada, like other Members of the

League," Christie told Meighen,
is entitled to three Representatives. It would seem
desirable at the First Meeting of the Assembly that Canada
should be represented by the full number. In the first place
this will strengthen the general impression of the League in
the sense of giving it a good send off. Moreover it will
indicate Canada's intention of doing all that may be
reasonably done to support the League and its methods.
Finally, since the United States is not yet in the League,
Canada will be the most important member represented at the
Assembly from the North American Continent, and, indeed, from
the Western Hemisphere; and there is accordingly a special
case for a strong Canadian representation at this Meeting.
These conditions may appear to be somewhat intangible; but it
is submitted that particularly at this stage of the League's
existence the imponderable elements are of the greatest
importance in any estimation of the future prosp§gts of the
League and in any effort to further its chances.

Although cloaked as "intangibles" and in terms of helping
the League, Christie's arguments nevertheless all were aimed at
the same goal, namely, to increase and refine Canada's status as
a unique international entity. First, as has already been seen,
Christie thought of the League as a theater in which Canada could
enhance her international role, and, therefore, if the League got
off to a good start it would necessarily be a better place in
which to develop. Second, a full delegation would not only
indicate Canada's desire to help make the League work but also
would serve notice that Ottawa intended to take consistent and
complete advantage of the rights due to Canada under the
provisions of the Covenant. Finally, albeit with rather subdued
prose, Christie explained to Meighen what a superb opportunity
the Assembly was for Canada to appear in a major world forum
without the overwhelming and eclipsing presenbe of the United

States. Christie wanted the Americans in the League -- and
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believed that it would not remain viable for long without their

36 __ but saw no reason to forego the

active participation
opportunity of getting out from under the shadow which the power
and wealth of the United States cast over the entire Western
Hemisphere and, in doing so, nurture the world's recognition of
Canada as a distinct nation on the North American continent.

In sum, then, Christie saw the League as an instrument for
both validating and expanding the international status Canada had
secured as a consequence of its participation in the military and
diplomatic events of the Great War and the postwar period of
peacemaking. After attending the first meeting of the League's
Assembly in the fall of 1920, Christie returned to Ottawa pleased
with the part Canada had played at Geneva and mildly surprised
with how well the League appeared to have worked as an
organization. "The Assembly, simply as a machine," he told Sir
Robert Borden, "has worked better I think than I had
expected."37 Nevertheless, Christie's positive impression of the
League's opening session was dampened a bit by what he saw as its
excessive and unnecessary concentration on matters of a
predominantly European nature.

The effort to set up a number of other technical
organisations ... involving further annual conferences,
permanent commissions and secretariats, brought into high
relief a difficulty and a divergence that seems certain to
arise again and again in the future, and it seems to me very
serious and baffling. Europe is ready and anxious to set up
all kinds of bodies of this sort. Her countries are sick and
sore and tired and afraid, and perhaps for that reason ready
to huddle together for comfort and relief. And these
proposed machines are to be centered in Europe. On the other
hand the other world, especially the New World and more
especially North Americans, doesn't feel the need. And is it

possible to expect North America to join cheerfully in shows
run at such a distance where it is so difficult to keep in
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touch with them, especially when North America feels that the
seat o§ power is moving west if it has not already definitely
8

moved.
Christie's hesitation and self-professed bafflement on what he
regarded as the League's pronounced Euro-centrism did not
immediately turn him against the Geneva experiment. "It goes,"
he told Borden, and what it produces "depends on what people want

n39 In late 1920, it was providing a good

it to produce.
opportunity for Canada to develop its international personality
and for that reason -- but perhaps for few others —-- Christie

supported it.40

Keystone of Status: Representation in the United States

"I have a fortnight's complete leisure now," Harold Laski
wrote to O.W. Holmes, Jr. early in 1917, "while the students
prove the value of the examination system. Next week I go to
Ottawa to comfort Loring Christie whom each presidential note

ndl Christie's unhappiness with

sends into a more abysmal gloom.
the United sStates was at times palpable during the Great War and
the making of the peace. Christie often was exasperated and not
infrequently infuriated by America's delay in entering the war
and by what he considered to be its selfish and arrogant conduct
during the period of peacemaking. At times, he was led to
despair of the nation and its ineffective leadership; he was
especially distressed over the lack of leadership being shown by

such men of his own generation as his former colleagues at the

New Republic. Nevertheless, Christie considered the United

States to be the vital agent for stability and progress in the
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postwar world. Moreover, because of its pivotal role in world
affairs, he saw the United States as an important tool with which
Canada could more fully develop her international personality.
Christie believed that the United States had waited too long
to get into the war and that it had never really understood the
questions -- either moral or political -~ that were involved in
it. He felt that Woodrow Wilson had so excessively cloaked
America's war effort in a tone of high moral superiority that it
appeared to many foreigners -- friends and foes alike —-— that the
United States was trying to dominate the world stage with its
view of things to the point of the excluding the opinions of
others. In October, 1918, for example, Christie had a heated
argument with Walter Lippmann and Herbert Croly of the New
Republic over his description of the United States as a power
bent on domination. "Then there's the little affair of the use
of the word 'domination' (ﬁn his argument with Lippmann and
Croli]," he wrote to Frankfurter.
I confess that I was somewhat bewildered and felt at cross
purposes. I shall merely refer to two slogans - "the world
must be made safe for democracy" and "prohibition" - I need
not tell you there is no sneer in this; they hold the field
in Canada too; but if what's behind them isn't a dominating
spirit and §nten§, and with much ru?hlessness{ thza I am
sadly deficient in the use of the King's English,
In the same letter, he told Frankfurter that he had "struck to
hurt" at the attitudes expressed by their mutual friends but had
not meant to defame the "nation (save the mark!)."43
Christie basically considered the United States an immature

power and therefore believed that other nations -- and in

particular Britain and the Dominions -- would have to exhibit
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great patience in dealing, In the aftermath of the Paris Peace
Conference and the Senaté(battle over reservations to and the
ratification of the Versailles Treaty, Christie attributed
American petulance to the fact that Washington had not been able
to get its own way. "Of course their [ﬁhe United Stateé] initial
mistake that has caused all the trouble and made them look
ridicuiously like a spoiled child," he told Philip Kerr, "was
their delay in coming into the war. Given their late entry, the
character of their contribution and their conception of
themselves, it was almost inevitable that the Peace Conference
should strike them as it has done."%4 The metaphor of the
spoiled but slowly maturing child appeared again and again in
Christie's writings on the United States in this period and on
most occasions he simply would prescribe more patience as the
longterm remedy. At times, however, patiénce wore thin,
especially if American truculence was focused on the gains in
status that the Dominions had secured during and after the war.
For example, during the Senate's acrimonious debate over
ratification -~ a discussion that was marked by repeated
objections to individual membership for each Dominion in the
League -- Christie exclaimed that "I am bound to say that I
cannot understand why the United States should be so keen to slap
the Dominions in particular; for apparently the country is behind
the Senate in a reservation of this sort. If it goes through it
will, I fear, leave a sting for many years."45 In the same vein,
Christie later complained that the Americans looked with

"suspicion on the somewhat prominent part that Canada took at the
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[International] Labour Conference @t Washington in the fall of
191§)"46 and maintained that "the very frigid atmosphere
Washington has succeeded in throwing about the Conference bids
fair to do more harm than can be balanced by any possible
concrete results...."47

Nevertheless, Christie continued to see the United States as
vital to Canada in three distinct ways. First, because the
United States was its closest and most powerful neighbor Canada
had, as a matter of necessity, to get along with the Americans.
This was a strong argument in favor of Ottawa gaining full
control over its relations with the United States.48 Secondly,
as noted above, Christie viewed the continued involvement of the
United States in world affairs as being essential for keeping the
peace, making the League of Nations an effective organization,
and for strengthening the security of the Commonwealth through
close collaboration with London and the Dominions in
international affairs.?%9 Third, Christie continued to see a
legitimate role for Canada in facilitating the growth and
maintenance of amicable Anglo-American relations.?® 1In the
period presently under consideration.then, Christie saw Ottawa's
relations with Washington as a means of augmenting Canada's
status as a fully recognizable international entity. Through its
war effort Canada had gained some voice in imperial affairs and
had won the right to attend the the Paris Peace Conference. At
the Conference it had attained full membership in the League of
Nations and its various organizations and commissions, such as

the International Labor Organization. All of these steps toward
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status, Christie believed, would be topped off by establishing a
distinct Canadian diplomatic presence in Washington. Once this
presence was arranged and formally recognized by the United
States government, the recognition of the validity of Ottawa's
claim to a distinct international status would be accomplished in
practical political terms and no longer need to rely almost
solely on the basis of legal argument and activities at the new
Geneva forum.>1

For Christie, therefore, the sending of a Canadian
diplomatic representative to the United States was a culminating
step on the road to a distinct international personality upon
which Canada had embarked in 1867 and which had been greatly
accelerated by its participation in the Great War. In December,
1918, Christie had urged Borden to go slow on the matter of
permanent representation at Washington because Canada's
attendance at the Paris Peace Conference made "adequate
discussion" with all concerned groups in Ottawa impossible.>2
More importantly, Christie wrote, "there are other reasons for
delay connected with relations between the Britannic Commonwealth
and the United States during the peace negotiations and also
possibly with the proposed Constitutional Conference after the
war."23 For the time being, therefore, the "present machinery of
the [?anadian WaE} Mission in Washington can be simply retained
as it is."94

Once the Peace Conference was concluded and the position of
Dominions as individual states in the League was recognized as a

result of their invitations to membership being "on the same
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platter as that held out to full blown States," however, Christie
began pursuing the issue of formal diplomatic representation in
the United States with vigor.>2> By early August, 1919, for
example, he had seized on the mishandling of a Canadian-American
matter by the British Embassy in Washington to argue the case for
establishing a permanent Canadian diplomatic presence at the
earliest possible date. The incident involved a prolonged delay
by the Governor General's Office and the Embassy in Washington in
delivering to the United States State Department a Minute of
Council -- dated 11 March 1919 -- commenting on a Canadian-
American fishing conference that had met earlier in the spring.
Christie used the lapse to argue that it was illustrative of "two

evils" in the way the country's external relations were currently
being conducted:

(a.) The evil of divided control between the Governor
General's Office and the Department of External Affairs.
This evil might to some extent be remedied by making it a
rule that Minutes of Council intended for transmission to
other Governments should go from the Privy Council Office to
the Department of External Affairs, and this Department
should then pass them on to the Governor General's Office
with the necessary advice as to what should be done with
them.

(b.)The lack of adequate Canadian diplomatic
representation at Washington. The Canadian War Mission at
Washington has been admirable for its purpose; but it was not
intended to handle such cases, and in its present form and
status it could not efficiently handle them.

The fisheries miscue was a small one, but it was, for Christie,

indicative of the problems posed by the lack of adequate external
affairs machinery in general and of representation in Washington
in particular -- if such a mistake was possible on a small matter

might it not likewise be possible on matters of considerably more

importance? As a solution to this sort of mix-up, Christie
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argued for the the further expansion and professionalization of
the Department of External Affairs®’ and the establishment of
Canada's own diplomatic agent in the United States.

Throughout the remainder of 1919 and all of 1920, Christie
was concerned continuously with the question of Canadian
representation in Washington. Before Ottawa approached the
British government on the matter, Christie outlined for Borden
the elements he thought to be essential in the process of
providing for a diplomatic agent in the United States. It was of
primary importance, according to Christie, to give the Canadian
diplomatic representative a high enough rank to insure that he
would be recognized by the American government -- and the
diplomatic corps resident in Washington -- as a representative
who was "a diplomatic agent accredited to the President of the
United States" and who was "appointed by and [@ouléj be directly
responsible to the Government of Canada.">3 1In order to insure
that Canada's representative would not be seen as a subordinate
to or an agent of the British Ambassador in Washington, Christie
argued that he should be given the title "Envoy Extraordinary and
Minister Plenipotentiary."

He should have this title in full, not merely the
personal rank of Minister Plenipotentiary (Minister
Plenipotentiary en titre) on the analogy to the Counselors
[earlier in this memorandum Christie had noted that some of
the British Embassy's Counsel had the personal rank of
Minister Plenipotentiari}; for in contradistinction to them
he will in fact be an envoy; i.e., with representative
capacity. He will be the actual representative of a distinct
government, of a distinct political unit under the British
Crown, and he will receive credentials as such. He will be
an agent of a Member of the League of Nations. 1In the
Assembly and the Council of the League there will be in

respect of their rank and capacity no difference between the
representatives of the Dominions and those of other Powers.
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It would be an anomaly géthout any practical justification to
make a difference here.

For this same reason, Christie objected to suggestions that the
Canadian representative in Washington be titled "High
Commissioner," maintaining the title "in itself has no diplomatic
meaning" and, more importantly, because it "has usually been
confined to offices in British territory or under British
jurisdiction or protectorate." He cited, in particular, such
recent British usage of the title as "H.M. High Commissioner in
Egypt, in South Africa (after the Boer war) , {and) in the Pacific
Islands."%0

Finally, Christie did his best to portray the whole process
of establishing Canadian representation in Washington as not
being out of step with the general pattern of the development of
imperial relations during and after the war. He described the
sending of a Canadian envoy to the United States as being, in
fact, one of the most effective methods possible for insuring
that the development of intra-Empire relationships would continue
in as smooth a manner as possible. "To appoint a Canadian
Minister," he wrote,

does not mean the break up of the Empire as has been

suggested. Quite the contrary. There is nothing startlingly

novel about the proposal; history -- recent history -- is not

without analagous cases. The proposal accords with the

political realities of the position; that is its true

justiﬁicatiqn and.why6it is the sort of thing to prevent (an

imperial) disruption.
Indeed, Christie proposed that the Order in Council appointing a
Canadian Minister should note clearly that

(W)} ith the object of promoting the most complete co-operation

and unity of purpose, effective arrangements, to be agreed
upon between the Canadian Minister and His Majesty's
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Ambassador, shall be made for continuous consultation in all
important matters of common concern and for such necessary
concer ted ggtion, founded on consultation, as they may
determine.

Always conscious that distinct Canadian representation in
Washington offered both promise and danger to the imperial
System, Christie nonetheless wanted to press ahead with the
project quickly and to use it as a means of gaining as much
recognition as possible for Canada's increasing international
status. He accepted the political desirability and expediency of
securing London's concurrence at every step,63 and yet he
consistently advised Borden to resist London's attempts -- both
subtle and forthright ~- to maintain British control over the
proposed Canadian diplomatic agent.

On 3 October, 1919 Ottawa despatched a telegram to Lord
Milner, the Colonial Secretary, suggesting that a Canadian
Minister to Washington be appointed by the King on the
recommendation of the Government of Canada.®? 1In his reply,
Milner attempted to put a fairly short leash on the proposed
Canadian Minister and in effect negate much of his
distinctiveness by making him clearly subordinate to the British
Ambassador in Washington.65 The difference between Ottawa's
suggestion and Milner's response, Christie wrote,

is that the first proposal treats Canada rather definitely as
a separate State for diplomatic purposes; while the second,
recognising that there should be a distinctive Canadian
representative, at the same time treats the British Empire as
a unity for diplomatic purposes and weaves the proposed new
Canadian diplomatic service, so to speak, into the fabric of
the present diplomatic service of the Empire. (In effect
there would seem to result a new Empire diplomatic

service.) Under the first the Canadian Minister would speak

simply as a Canadian; under the second he would speak also as
a representative of the Empire, though primarily as a
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Canadian. ...

There is one other point of importance on which the
London proposal is somewhat obscure. The Ottawa proposal of
October 3rd did not say so in express words, but it implied
that the Canadian Minister would not be subordinate to the
(British) Ambassador in the sense of taking orders from him,
and they would work through the method of consultation.
Perhaps the London proposal means the same thing. It speaks
of "a constant interchange of views on matters of common
concern™. It also proposes that the Canadian Minister "Would
be next in the Embassy to the Ambassador. ...would take
charge of the Embassy in the absence of the Ambassador." 1If
this means he would be next in rank simply in the sense that
Ambassadors form a higher class in the diplomatic body than
Ministers, there is nothing to be said. If it is intended to
mean that the Canadian Minister would be subject to the
direction of the Ambassador, there would seem to be real
difficulty. But it can hardly have the latter meaning since
it is agreed that the Canadian Minister shall "act upon
instructions from and report direct to the Canadian
Government." It is for consideration whether it is necessary
to make this po%gt any clearer in subsequent
correspondence.

Although Christie suggested that Milner's reply was "for

practical purposes" the same as Ottawa's, he recommended that it
be accepted only if it could be made clear that the Canadian
Minister would have diplomatic precedence equal to that of other
ministers in Washington and if it was made clear that he would
not be subordinate to the Britsh Ambassador. Finally, Christie
disliked Milner's idea that the Canadian Minister's official
letter of accreditation should be issued solely by the British
Foreign Secretary. He instead could see no reason "why the
letter should not be framed [so} that it would read as coming
form the Secretary of State for External Affairs of Canada as
well as the Foreign Secretary and would require the signature of

both."67

Throughout this memorandum there is a discernible sense that

Christie is dissatisfied with the conditions and restrictions
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inherent in Milner's proposal, but that, at the same time, he is
being careful to couch his comments in a way that will not give
them an impatient, much less an anti-British tone. 1In regard to
Milner's obvious attempt to blur the distinctiveness of the
proposed Canadian diplomatic agent, for example, Christie says
that it might not have been Milner's intention at all because it
"is difficult of course in long range telegraphic discussion to
be sure of shades of meaning." And to reassure Borden that what
Canada was seeking could not be considered excessive or
disruptive he added that diplomatic representation at the
ministerial level while "constituting a real development ...
involves no radical readjustments, but is in the tradition of the
growth of our constitution." 1In any event, Christie concluded,
the appointment would be "subject to review and alteration in the
light of experience" and therefore could not be seen as a threat
to imperial cohesiveness.®8

In all of these instances, Christie seems to have been out
in front of Borden -- much as he had consistently been in the
lead in urging the Prime Minister to seek an effective role in
ameliorating Anglo-American relations -- in regard to the
development of Canada's international status. In addition, he
appears to have been conscious of being in the lead and
pushing.69 In an attempt to insure that the process of obtaining
international status for Canada continued steadily, therefore,
Christie was careful to not to appear as desiring radical
alterations in the imperial system and accepted a pace which he

probably personally believed was inadequate. 1In this way he was
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able to keep the Prime Minister up to mark - and avoided
alienating the more imperially oriented members of Borden's
cabinet such as Sir George Foster70 -— in asserting Canada's

legitimate prerogatives in external affairs, 'l

Conclusion

By the end of 1920, Christie believed that Canada could
justly consider itself to be an autonomous international entity
in respect to the canons of international law. He consistently
urged his superiors to begin their consideration of Canada's
external relations by recognizing that Canada had established
itself irrevocably as a unique member of the community of
nations. The Canadian government must always assume, he told
Borden,

that our right to legation will not be challenged. Canada,

having been accepted as a member of the League of Nations,
has thus been recognised as belonging to the Family of
Nations, as an International Person entitled to the rights
and privileges, as she has accepted the obligations, of the
rules that govern intercourse between civilized states.
Other states, having agreed to recognise and treat with her
delegates in the organs of the League, can scarcely decline
to recogn%ie and treat with any agents she may send to their
capitals.

Believing that a solid legal basis for Canada's status had
been built, Christie sought to devisge practical means through
which that status could be demonstrated to the world. In the
years between 1917 and 1920, he devoted a great amount of effort
toward clarifying Canada's place within the British imperial
system. Straightening out the constitutional relationships

between and among the constituent components of the Empire was

clearly a matter of first importance for him. Likewise,
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effective consultation and cooperation also wers essential. The
question remains, however, as to whether Christie viewed the
postwar Empire as the ppimary vehicle through which Canada would
make itself recognized in the world, or, rather, regarded it as a
base from which Canada would step into the broader world with an
international personality that was not merely a reflection of its
membership in the Empire but was rather based on considerations
of national interest.

In the three-year period under consideration here Christie
did not make a stark choice between these two options. He
assumed that the two were in fact compatible, that membership in
the imperial system did not necessarily preclude Ottawa from
acting in Canada's national interests. The most that can be said
is that Christie, at this point in time, had rejected any idea of
Canada's participating in an imperial federation; indeed, he
probably never considered such a system to be practicable or
desirable for Canada either before or after 1917. He also had
begun to entertain a certain resentment toward London for its'
machinations vis-a-vis the despatch of a Canadian diplomatic
representative to Washington and its failure to take hold of the
chaotic imperial situation and try to impose order on it by
arranging for the constitutional conference called for in l9l7.73

This resentment did not alienate all of Christie's affection
for the Empire, but it unquestionably led him to look for other
non-imperial avenues -- i,e.,, the League of Nations and relations
with the Americans -- along which to seek the development of

Canada's international status and through which to protect its
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national interests. Perhaps in this period, and in the years
that followed, then, Christie should not be seen as attempting to
find some way to define Canada's international status -- as has
been shown he considered it adequately defined in the legal sense
even before the Imperial Conference of 1917 adopted Resolution IX
—-- but rather as seeking the means though which that status could
be expressed, expanded, and protected. 1In this sense, it hardly
seems possible that his struggle to find some solution to
Canada's ill-recognized status -- despite Colonel Stacey's
estimate to the contrary -- could be considered as anything other
than an effort that was intensely relevant to the facts of the

modern world.
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Chapter ITII: Notes

1.) Charles P. Stacey, "Nationality: The Experience of Canada,"
Canadian Historical Association Historical Papers, 1967, p. 17.

2.) 1Ibid., and p. 15.

3.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 6, Folder 18, L.C.
Christie, Notes on the Development at the Paris Peace Conference
of the Status of Canada as an International Person, 1 July 19109.

4.) Metropolitan Toronto Library, Canadian History Department,
Main Johnson Diary, entry for 27 December 1917. Johnson's record
of lunch with Christie depicts an individual who apparently was
quite overwhelmed with the emotion of the conscription issue and
who betrayed an intense degree of francophobia. "His
(?hristie‘é] view of the election," Johnson recorded,

"is that it shows that the English-speaking people are going
to dominate the country, as he thinks they should.

Christie, however, liked the Franchise Act because it
foiled the schemes of the French, who, he contended, would
have used the foreign vote to buttress their own opposition
to conscription and to the other vigorous ideals of the rest

of Canada.

Christie is quite pessimistic over the situation. There
was no essential unity between the French and the English, he
did not think there ever would be, and was inclined to think
that it was not worth trying to secure.”

Johnson also recorded that Christie said that "national" support
for the adoption of conscription translated into English-speaking
support and that he for one was not prepared to shy away from
"the actuality of disunion between Quebec and the other
provinces" to attain the goal.

While sounding rather bloodthirsty, Christie's attitude
toward the election almost certainly was less racist and
intemperate than Johnson made it sound. Christie looked on
politics as a rather pragmatic and cynical business which, at
their best, just might keep society's passions in check to a
degree sufficient to provide for the maintenance of order. JHe
apparently viewed elections such as the conscription election of
1917 in this light, and felt that the divisiveness inherent in
the election was better than the more violent divisiveness that
probably would erupt if such issues were not settled by the
electoral process. "I do not fear the poison {éf such
elections]," Christie wrote.

"Life itself is a very vulgar and violent business. One may
utter prayers in that direction; but as it stands the
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deadliest diseases may spring from violence and vulgarity
running lose in the dark and obscure recesses of the system,
and there comes a stage when the anti-toxin of open, frank
and regularized violence and vulgarity is the only
treatment. Is our system of representative gov't through

elections -- our democracy -- yet much more than this? A
black picture perhaps, but by no means one for black
despair.”

Having offered that far-from-mitigating apologia for
Christie's lack of tolerance, it should be noted that his
venomous outburst to Main Johnson -- N.W. Rowell's chief
assistant -- is most significant in that it betrays how very
little appreciation Christie had at this point in his career for
the fragility of Canadian society and the potentially disastrous
consequences regional and racial controversies had for the
country's future. Christie's overcoming of this rather profound
ignorance of his own country constitutes one of the main themes
of his post-1913 career. Moreover, as will be seen, his
continuing education in this regard was destined to play a
primary role in shaping his thinking on Canada's external
relations after the Great War. It also explains, in part, the
changing nature of his approach to external policy. See
L.C.Christie to Philip Kerr, 9 October 1918, quoted in Robert
Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit. p. 139.

5.) PAC, MG 30 E44, L.C. Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 3, pP.
1423, L.C. Christie, The Defense of Canada, Montreal Gazette, 7
December 1917. The editorial is unsigned, but the style and
argument are clearly Christie's.

6.) 1Ibid., Reel C-3876, pp. 1355-1356, L.C. Christie, Memorandum
for the Prime Minister, 6 October 1918.

7.) 1Ibid. Besides gaining control over the naval service and
over the orientation of its policies, Christie believed that it
probably never would evolve into a first-rate organization as
long as the Admiralty continued to designate its top officers.
"It ought not to be a by word in the British Navy," Christie
advised Borden," that the Canadian Naval Service (along with
Australia and the RNAS) is a sort of a convenient dumping ground
for officers whom the Admiralty is glad to get rid of. Doubtless
the Admiralty would not admit this; very likely it represents a
more or less unconscious tendency never definitely formulated
among the heads of the Navy; but such gossip usually affords the
most reliable and significant index of professional opinion."
While on the subject of Canada's armed forces, it is
interesting to note that those historians like Colonel Stacey who
argue that Christie was an imperial federationist seem to ignore
the point that throughout the period under consideration in this
study -- 1913-1941 -- Christie adamantly opposed any plan that
threatened to place Canada's forces under a centralized imperial
authority or command. 1If, then, as Professor Preston points out,
imperial federation "seemed the ultimate objective for all
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imperial defense planning" it seems surprising that Christie
never embraced military centralization as,sort of a half-way
house on the road to the federation of the Empire. Christie's
opposition to handing over any degree of control over the command
of Canadian forces to imperial authorities may indicate that he
was somewhat less acutely a federationist than has heretofore
been thought, especially if it is true, as Preston contends, that
military cooperation was thought to be the handmaiden of
political cooperation. See Charles P. Stacey. Canada and the Age
of Conflict, Volume I: 1867-1921, op. cit., p. 167, and Richard
A. Preston. Canada and "Imperial Defense". A Study in the Origins

of the British Commonwealth Defense Organization, 1867-1919.
Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 1967, pp. XX-xXi.

8.) For a fascinating and insightful -- if much too brief —--
account of this bureaucratic development see Desmond Morton. A

Peculiar Kind of Politics. Canada's Overseas Ministry in the
First World War. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1982.

9.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 1, pp.
1039-1049, L.C. Christie, Notes on the Right of Legation and
International Personality in Relation to Canada, 16 March 1918.
See also the brief but interesting discussion of this memorandum
in Professor Robert J. Gowen, "Loring Christie Charts Canada's
Emergence as an International Person, March 1918: A Documentary
Glimpse into the Rationalization of Canadian Sovereignty,"
Canadian Historical Review, LIII, 2 (June, 1972), pp. 227-228.

10.) Ibid., pp. 1040-1041 and 1044. The message here that
Canada could do a great deal on its own to attain status was
based on Christie's belief that the British constitution was
flexible enough to provide ample opportunity for the Dominions to
develop their international responsibilities, and that, indeed,
Canada had been taking advantage intermittently of that
opportunity since 1867. "Any how the British Constitution is a
fascinating device,"” he told Frankfurter in 1920, "and tinkering
with it is still more fascinating. You may do your tinkering in
a hotel room in London, in Paris, in Washington, in Timbuctoo;
you may do it by means of a casual memorandum or a few telegrams
shot off in a hurry, by means apparently of anything save a
formal statute, and you might not quite realise you have done it
until months afterward." This very flexibility would later cause
Christie much frustration, however, when because of it few of his
contemporaries saw the need to codify wartime constitutional
developments into formal, written constitutional provisions. The
pPhrase about the British constitution being able to be amended by
"anything save a formal statute" which he threw off jocularly to
Frankfurter later proved to be, much to Christie's chagrin, only
too true. See Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container
43, L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 26 December 1920.
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According to Christie, the Dominions were present at Paris in
their own right because "of the decisive force they had exerted
in the actual determination of the issues of the war." See L.C.
Christie, Notes on the Development at the Paris Peace Conference
of the Status of Canada as an International Person, 1 July 1919,
op. cit., p. 5460.

12.) Ibid., p. 5464. Christie believed that Canada had been
developing its sovereignty on the basis of actual experience
rather than formal declarations since Confederation in 1867. It
was, in his view, only the imperviousness of traditional
conceptions and loyalties and the legal system to change that
prevented many Canadians from recognizing that large steps toward
autonomy that had already been taken sucessfully. "It is
characteristic of our legal system," he wrote, "to retain to the
last extremity any fiction that has proven useful and convenient,
while at the same time as experience demands, making exceptions
whose cumulative effect is often in many cases finally to leave
the fiction itself a mere skeleton." Christie considered the
idea that Canada and the other Dominions remained dependencies of
Britain as one of those fictions that actual experience had
rendered a lie and that their war efforts and the manner of their
attendance at the Paris Peace Conference would soon make it
obvious to all that only the "skeleton" of their earlier status
remained. See PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 141, Part I,
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Franchise and Naturalization, 29 August 1917.
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July 1919, op cit., p.5464.

14.) Christie's nationalism and national pride were apparent in
his analysis of the leading role Canada played in solidifying the
Dominions' individual status at Paris. "In recalling the
successive stages of the advance in status attained by the
Dominions at the Peace Conference," he wrote, "it is to be noted
that in every instance the initiative was taken by Canada; and
whether or not the other Dominions at all times joined in
pressing these steps, nevertheless each one in the final result
received the full benefit of the advance." See Ibid.

15.) 1Ibid.
16.) 1Ibid. That the Empire was indeed becoming "something

different from what it was" apparently was recognized by even the
most ardent proponents of imperial federation. By the summer of

1917, for example, Philip Kerr -- who John Turner contends was
then favoring imperial federation with imperial ministers
reponsible to an imperial parliament -- warned Lionel Curtis that

the Dominions would attend the eventual peace conference after
the war

"in the spirit which will more and more resist the assertion
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of any superior authority or influence on the part of the
British government. They are tending more and more to
conceive of the Empire as five nations deliberating on equal
terms round a table ...."

See John Turner. Lloyd George's Secretariat. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1980, p. 130 and Philip Kerr to Lionel Curtis,
21 July 1917, quoted in John Kendle. The Round Table Movement and

Imperial Union. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1975, p.
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Resolution'," in Michael Cross and R. Bothwell, (eds.). Policy B
Other Means. Essays in Honour of C.P. Stacey. Toronto: Clarke,
Irwin and Company, Ltd., 1972, pp. 165-178.
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Settlement. A Plea for a Conference," Round Table, 12, (March,
1915), p. 340. Christie later fleshed out his expectations
regarding a constitutional conference, making it clear that such
a conference could in no way be envisioned as a precursor to a
centralized imperial system. "The outstanding feature of the
Resolution CDQ," Christie wrote, "is that it contemplates
consultation between Governments of equal and equally autonomus
nations. The first inference is that this excludes at once any
idea of centralisation of government, either in its executive or
legislative aspect, and also any idea of novel or complicated
devices in state organisation. It assumes as a starting point
the existing Governments, and simply looks to methods of
consultation. Any 'action' taken, though it may be 'concerted',
is always to be such action 'as the several Governments may
determine." No one else, no other body, can determine action.
The existing relation of responsibility as between citizen and
ruler is therefore not disturbed. In other words, such a
(Constitutional) Conference cannot accurately be said to be
concerned primarily with the mechanism of government at all, but
rather with the question of voluntary co-operation as between
existing mechanisms."” See PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume
41, pp. 18130-18131, L.C. Christie, Memorandum. June Meeting of
Prime Ministers, 23 April 1921.

19.) Christie's apprehension over the possibility of a quick
return to "business as usual" was aroused even before the war was
over. 1In a letter to Philip Kerr addressing the partisan
political problems Lloyd George was encountering in England in
the spring of 1918, Christie warned that excessive attention to
such partisan concerns carried with it the threat of a
concentration on domestic affairs that would preclude the
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formulation of policies capable of promoting cooperation within
the Empire.

"I have just read the morning paper's story of the
debate on the Maurice affair [the controversy between Lloyd
George and General Frederick Maurice over British troop
strength in Europe before the German's offensive in the
spring of 1918). Cheers for your Chief! Damn the poisonous
snakes and quitters who are after him! Does no one ever stop
to think over there that we in the Dominions are above all
people peculiarly interested in having a non party win the
war -- Imperial Government?

Apparently not, if one is to judge from the
parliamentary and newspaper discussion. 1Is the profession of
'trusteeship' all camouflage? Until the war is over, we are
as a practical matter at the mercy of the principle. But no
one need suppose that the 'beneficiaries' are not watching
the account and will not 'weigh your gods and you'! 1Is it
impossible to drive some glimmering of this into the heads of
the mugwumps who are disgusting everyone with their chatter
and intrigues.

I am quite sure that Canada at all events has more
confidence in Lloyd George than in any other man you have. I
think his downfall would be a disaster so far as imperial
relations go. It is just because he represents no party, has
no party machine, no party organisation, no platform but to
win the war for the British people with no reservation of any
sort (whether labour, 'cocoa', or Lansdowne) and because he
has guts that we are for him to the hilt. Also because he
has more imagination about the rest of the British world than
any other man in sight."”

Because we have gone to war in the way we have the
British Commonwealth appears a wonderful and hopeful affair;
but it is also ... for that very reason, because of the
extent of our commitment and stake, (thaf} the British
Commonwealth while a strong vessel is infinitely more brittle
and delicate. I am not a prophet but I would bet a good deal
that there would be a serious danger of a crack if any
Government with an Asquith-Lansdowne Henderson flavour should

land in the saddle. To me -- I suppose I am a mere long
distance observer but there are perhaps some advantages in
observation from a distance -- the ferocity and indecency of

the attacks on L.G. appear to be almost altogether due to the
fact mentioned above, that he has no party machine, no
traditional party following in the country and that he has
had the guts to back all parties. A

It may be human nature for the party hacks and some of
their mob to turn on him and attempt to rend him but for
God's sake can't someone tell them at this hour that it's
sheer blockheaded, indecent, fantastic madness, and one day

112



they may pay a price for it."

See Scottish Record Office, Lothian Papers, GD 40/17/1059. L.C.
Christie to Philip Kerr, 10 May 1918. Also, for a good
discussion of Christie's perceptions of how the structure of the
Empire had changed during the war see Alex Inglis, "Loring
Christie and the Imperial Idea, 1919-1926," Journal of Canadian
Studies, VII, (May, 1972), Pp. 20-21.

20.) PAC. MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 3, Folder 6-7, p.
2463, L.C. Christie to George M. Wrong, 30 December 1919.

21.) Ibid., pp. 2361-2362, L.C. Christie to Clement P. Jones, 16
September 1920.

22.) Ever the lawyer, Christie was anxious to see a solid
factual base prepared to provide the groundwork for the eventual
conference. "In the prevailing conditions it is almost
impossible to speculate about the date [of the conferencé],™
Christie wrote to Kerr,

"but I am wondering if anyone is even thinking of the affair
at all or of preparation. For example, the delegates ought
to have before them some kind of picture of just what the
Empire is, so far as it can be seen from Statutes, orders in
council, procedures, etc. The conference may not decide upon
much more than an Imperial Cabinet or Council (analagous to
the Council of the League of Nations) plus some tinkering
with existing constitutional acts and forms of procedure. It
ought to have before it precisely what it is going to tinker

with. What about some kind of committee -- not of Ministers
or High Commissioners but of officials from the Mother
Country and the Dominions -- to dig out and digest this sort
of thing."

See Scottish Record Office, Lothian Papers, GD 40/17/207. L.C.
Christie to Philip Kerr, 12 January 1920.

23.) 1Ibid., Christie was always willing to use the Empire as a
makeweight for Canada against what he saw as the Americans'
Ooverweening sense of self-importance. "There has been some
suggestion," he wrote, "that the (constitutional)l conference
might be held in Ottawa. There is much to be said for it ....
Of course it would have its good points vis a vis the '100%
American' Republic to the south of us."

24.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 3, Folder 6-8, p.
2494, L.C. Christie to George Brebner, 17 February 1920.

25.) L.C. Christie to Philip Kerr, 12 January 1920, op. cit.
Alex Inglis also has noted that Christie fully realized that the
imperial system he deemed necessary did not exist. "It is
important to note," Inglis wrote, "that he (@hristié} did not
understand the co-operative Empire as an existing entity but as a
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concept accepted in principle with the promise of an effort to
create the machinery which would make it a reality."

It also is interesting to note the rather stark differences
which had developed between Christie's thinking and that of the
Round Table regarding the future of the Empire. For example, in
the spring of 1920 Philip Kerr wrote to Sir Edward Grigg that

"The only method upon which the Empire can be run at present
is that Great Britain should be responsible for foreign
policy, keeping the Dominions informed mostly after the
events, and consulting them about matters directly affecting
their interests. Directly the Dominions begin to have strong
feelings about general foreign policy we are up against the
fundamental issue because no Government which is responsible
for foreign affairs can possibly undertake to subordinate its
views to those of other people unless those people are
willing to share responsibility for the consequences of
policy."

Clearly, Kerr's view differed radically from Christie's and this
divergence in 1920 foreshadows the split that would occur between
Christie and the Round Table in 1926. See Alex Inglis, "Loring
Christie and the Imperial Idea, 1919-1926," op. cit., p. 21 and
Philip Kerr to Sir Edward Grigg, 15 April 1920, quoted in J.R.M.
Butler. Lord Lothian, Philip Kerr, 1882-1940. London: Macmillan
and Company, Ltd., 1960, p. 79.

26.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 5, Folder 16, p.
4583, L.C. Christie, The League of Nations, 19 December 1919.

27.) Ibid.

28.) 1Ibid., pp. 4583-4584. When the League of Nations
concentrated some of the forums for justiciable matters under the
auspices of the Permanent Court of International Justice in 1920,
Christie judged it to be "the most important achievement of the
First Assembly of the League." See L. Clark, (ed.), DCER, III,
Document 408, p.473, L.C. Christie, Notes on the First Assembly
of the League of Nations, 1 February 1921.

29.) L.C. Christie, The League of Nations, 19 December 1919, op.
cit., p. 4583. Throughout his career, Christie believed that
negotiations between elected heads of government, or at least
between elected ministers, was "the best possible method of
negotiations between Governments." Christie always put a premium
on involving elected officials in international negotiations,
much preferring that practice to the exclusive use of diplomats
who were appointed rather than elected. 1In later years,
Christie's reluctance to rely on diplomats developed into a
distinct distrust of their activities, a disposition which he
shared fully with Mackenzie King and 0.D. Skelton. For the above
judgment regarding agents of negotiation see L. Clark, (ed.),
DCER, III, Document 29, p.22, L.C. Christie, The High
Commissioner's Office, 11 May 1920.
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30.) L.C. Christie, The League of Nations, 19 December 1919, op.
cit., p. 4584. Christie's insistence in this memorandum that no
League report or decision be implemented through the use of
collective force indicates his continuing opposition to Article
10 of the Covenant. As it stood, Article 10 troubled Christie
because it provided a guarantee to "uphold the status quo" and an
"agreement to communicate with one another" before proceeding to
implement the guarantee, caveats which he believed made the
aticle unlimited in regard to the commitment it demanded from
every nation and too suceptible to varying and possibly
politically expedient interpretations.

"One may compare with Article 10 the proposed American
French Treaty by which in the event of any unprovoked
movement of aggression made by Germany against France, Great
Britain and the United States would 'come in immediately to
her assistance'. Here the measures by which the guarantee is
to be fulfilled are expressly stated .... But the condition
upon which the guarantee is operative is also exXpressly and
rigidly defined. It is because of this fact, among other
reasons, that the measures for carrying out the guarantees
can be stated and agreed upon in advance. The objects of
Article 10 on the other hand are so general in character that
no such explicitness in defining the measures to be taken is
possible. This must be left to the future and the mutual
good faith of the parties, upon which the whole Covenant
rests and upon nothing else.”

Colonel Stacey and R.C. Brown also have described the concern
expressed by both Christie and Borden over Article 10's
vagueness, which they felt was inconsistent with the explicitness
of the articles following it, while the Covenant was being
drafted at the Paris Peace Conference. See PAC, MG 30 E44,
Christie Papers, Volume 5, Folder 16, pp. 4448-4454, L.C.
Christie, Article 10 of the League of Nations Covenant, 6
September 1919; C.p. Stacey, Canada and the Age of Conflict.
Volume I: 1867-1921, op. cit., p. 264; and, R.C. Brown, Robert
Laird Borden, A Biography. Volume II: 1914-1937, op. cit., p.
156.

3l.) L.C. Christie, The League of Nations, 19 December 1918, op.
cit., p. 4583

32.) Christie believed that too much was being expected from the
peace settlement crafted at Paris and that in the short run many
people were bound to be severely disappointed. "Keynes's book
fThe Economic Consequences of the Peac%]," Christie wrote,

b

"is only an incident in the process of disillusionment that
is as inevitable as the settlement itself was inevitable.
Where it is impracticable the Treaty will naturally have to
adjust itself to circumstances. But talk about some new
world Areopagus ([the supreme tribunal of ancient Athens] to
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take a clean sheet and hand down some newly inspired Word
(were'nt [si¢) there 500,000 words) is foolish, and hope of
such a childish device is as futile as the hope that the
Treaty itself would bring about a new heaven and a new

earth. It is worse than foolish; it is criminal. It leads
to the sterility of decent men who are needed -- the
sterility of a man who downs tools because of a superstitious
faith in an immediate Second Coming."

Christie said that he considered "the leaders of the Paris Peace
Conference as a group of able men earnestly trying to find the
best possible thing, driven back time after time by the temper of
their constituents to accepting the best thing that would go down
.++.." The settlement, the League, and the Covenant were for
Christie political expedients which deserved a chance and their
short-comings were those of political necessity and not the
failures of the leaders who drafted them.

In addition, Christie seems to have had few grandiose
expectations regarding the possible accomplishments of the
League, and, instead, seems to have been content to let it
develop as it would and fully realizing that failure probably was
just as likely as success in the long run. 1In this 1light,
Professor Bothwell probably overstated his case when he wrote
that

"Christie's attitude to the League assumed the most efficient
mechanical functioning. The statesmen would mesh with the
politicians, the people would support the politicians, and
the civil service would inform their steps toward a new
millenium."

From the available evidence, Christie did not expect the League
to usher in the millenium, and, indeed, criticized those who
did. He did view the League as a piece of political machinery,
but he never imagined that it would work perfectly or, for that
matter, even adequately. See Library of Congress, Frankfurter
Papers, Container 43, L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 11
February 1920, and R.Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op.
cit., p. 238.

33.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 5, Folder 16, p.
4582, L.C. Christie, The League of Nations, - Its Political
Character - Notes, 8 September 1919. Throughout this period
Christie harped on the dangers of viewing the Covenant and the
League as a legal rather than as a political experiment. In this
memorandum, Christie remarked that much of the Americans'
hostility to the League was based on precisely this failure in
perception. "Much of the confused agitation in the United
States,"™ he wrote,

"has arisen from the neglect of the political character of
the document. The Americans are traditionally given to an
intense legalism in operating their own institutions and they
have approached the Covenant as if were an Act of Congress or
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a new section of their own much bedevilled Constitution.

It is most instructive to observe the wholly different
attitude with which the English have approached the
question. The practical Englishman with his own great fund
of political sense, his instinct to look to substance rather
than written forms and constitutions, realizes that the
important thing is to get the League going."

34.) PAC, RG 25 D1, DEA Papers, Volume 755, File 243 - Volume 1,
L.C Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister: The Dominions
and the Council of the League, 6 September 1919.

35.) PAC MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 6, Folder 17, L.C.
Christie, Canadian Representation at First Meeting of the
Assembly of the League of Nations - 15 November 1920, 17 August
1920.

36.) Christie believed that a strong United States -- in terms
of military and naval power and a determination to be active and
Cooperative internationally -- was essential to postwar

international organization and that without it "the League will
have slight chance." He interpreted the intensely bitter debate
in the Senate over the Versailles Treaty and the Covenant as much
more than just a political battle between President Wilson and
the American internationalists on the one hand, and the opponents
of the Treaty and the League on the other. He understood the

domestic political nature of the debate —- indeed, he thought
that the "Republicans are very apt to win the presidency and come
into power" because of their opposition to Wilson's plans -- but

felt that it also reflected the process whereby the United States
was beginning to realize that it was a major, perhaps the major,
power in the postwar world. 1In a prescient letter to Kerr,
Christie described his view of the American scene and inferred
that the best that the rest of the world could do was to avoid
alienating the Americans until they had sorted out their
attitudes toward the peace settlement.

"The Americans are in a most unlovely mood -- I have
never seen them worse. I spent 5 weeks in Washington at the
International Labour Conference and was damn glad to get out
of town. The Republicans' hatred of Wilson is quite beyond
description and their frankness is appalling. But there is
more than lobby politics in the whole affair: the country is
'100% American and to hell with the rest of the world.' They
think they have all the money and power in the world and
they're going to do as they damn well please, and if the
world wants anything of them at any time it can get it only
on their terms and no discussion about it either. They
wouldn't admit it, but they are thinking in terms of problems
of power with themselves as the coming masters of destiny”

See PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 1, p. 1065,
L.C. Christie, The League of Nations and Its Consequences in

117



National Policy, 16 January 1920; L.C. Christie to George
Brebner, 19 December 1919, op. cit.; and, L.C. Christie to Philip
Kerr, 12 January 1920, op. cit.

37.) PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Volume 264, Folder 58, p.
148051, L.C. Christie to R.L. Borden, 12 December 1920.

38.) Ibid., pp. 148052-148052A.
39.) 1Ibid., p. 148051.

40.) Professor Bothwell has written that Christie "did not spend
time on a special or privileged Canadian position [in the League
of Nationg]." 1In the sense that Christie did not intend a role
for Canada in the League superior to that of any other member
this is certainly true. Nevertheless, by claiming a status in
the League equivalent to that of the other small powers, Christie
was indeed claiming a special place for Canada when its prewar
international status is kept in mind. For Christie, Canada's
participation in the League represented an important enhancement
of its status and the available evidence does indicate that he
spent considerable amount of effort justifying and urging the
fullest possible role for Canada at Geneva. See R. Bothwell,
"Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit., p. 178.

41.) Harold Laski to O.W. Holmes, Jr., 24 January 1917, printed

in Mark DeWolfe Howe. Holmes-Laski Letters. The Correspondence of
Mr. Justice Holmes and Harold J. Laski, 1916-1935, Volume I. op.

cit., p. 58.

42.) Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 8 October 1918.

43.) Ibid. Christie's falling out with the editors of the New
Republic over what he saw as the determination of the United
States to either have its own way -- the Americans "dominating
spirit" as he termed it -- or withdraw from the process of
postwar settlement altogether continued into the postwar period.
It resulted in his assumption of an attitude toward his former
colleagues that marked them as opponents to be converted or
defeated rather than as friends to be supported. When the
magazine backed away from support for the Versailles settlement,
for example, Christie believed that the editors had failed to
recognize it as a pragmatic political effort and had deserted the
settlement because it did not immediately provide a new and
better world from the ashes of the war. "I simply cannot
understand, for example, the position of the New Republic," he
told Frankfurter.

"It certainly isn't practical politics or statecraft (which
they are fond of talking about at times). What can it be? I
was in New York about two weeks ago and had lunch in their
office. I asked some questions about the Treaty's chances
for ratification -- something of the sort. The answer,
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delivered with a superior contemptuous laugh, was '0, we've
lost all interest in the Treaty long ago'. I do not like to
think those chaps are lacking guts; but I have a good deal of
sympathy with Americans who call them parlor Bolsheviks and
who instinctively want to put a heel on them as on some
repulsive worm."

While Christie was repulsed by the New Republic's
essentially negative attitude toward the Versailles Treaty and
the League, it does not necessarily follow, as Professor Bothwell
has indicated, that he almost blindly believed in the final
triumph of the League method. 1In his thesis, Bothwell wrote
that,

"Versailles had nothing like the same drastic effect on
Christie as it did on the soul-searchers of the New
Republic. The League could be justified on the grounds of
expediency no doubt, but it still could be idealized even
after serious criticism had taken the bloom off the flower of
international cooperation. The end of the war produced
nothing more than the expectation that the exalted public
spirit of the war years, as viewed from official Ottawa,
would continue. The techniques learned in the war were too
valuable to be abandoned in time of peace. There was no
question of their appropriateness and little worry about
their application in the future.

The war was still seen as a rational and justifiable
event. It had a comprehensible cause, and it had a favorable
conclusion. The war was still a crusade, and the emotion of
crusading justified the most extravagant exaggerations of the
post-war world. Christie was sufficiently realistic to
accept the imperfections of the Treaty, and to remain
unaffected by the shock expressed by the liberal-minded
advisers at the Conference; but he declined to believe that
the idealistic purpose of the document could have been
tarnished by the criticisms levelled at it."

This description surely makes Christie much more of a starry-eyed
optimist than he ever was. He did indeed see the methods of
diplomacy, conference, and consultation developed during the war
as valuable and worthy of preservation and extensive postwar
use. He was, however, in no way sure that they would work and,
as his writings show, the most he was arguing for was that they
deserved a full chance to prove themselves one way of the other.
See L.C. Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 11 February 1920, op.
cit., and R. Bothwell, "Bureaucratic Imperialism," op. cit., p.
239. For the basis of the New Republic's opposition to the
Vesailles Treaty see D.W. Levy. Herbert Croly of the New
Republic. The Life and Thought of an American Progressive.
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1985, p. 265.

44.) L.C. Christie to Philip Kerr, 12 January 1920, op. cit.
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45.) PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 3, Folder 6-7, pp.
2313-2314, L.C. Christie to Manley O. Hudson, 17 February 1920.
Manley O. Hudson was an expert on international law and an
acquaintance of Christie's from the Harvard Law School. At the
time of this letter Hudson was serving with the League's
secretariat and assisting in the creation of the League's many
organizations and commissions. 1In response to Christie's letter
Hudson wrote,

"The Dominion is entirely right in its stand on the
Treaty Reservation, and in the Canadian-American incident you
mention {Christie had noted the potential for a flap because
of Ottawa's determination not to allow the Senate to impair
its status at the Leagu§], I am all Canadian, but why don't
you organize a decent publicity service which will make the
American people know that you are something more in Canada
than office boys for the British Secretariat for the
Colonies. I think you cannot hope to have appreciation of
your position in the latter until you have put over this
conception in America."

In this letter, Hudson drew the same conclusion that Christie had
but suggested a solution the latter considered at best a
temporary expedient. Christie's view was that the job Hudson
called for would be best done by a permanent diplomatic
representative in the United States rather through a publicity
service. For Hudson's letter see Harvard Law School Library,
Manley O. Hudson Papers, Box 74, File 6, M.O. Hudson to L.C.
Christie, 7 April 1920.

46.) L.C. Christie to Philip Kerr, 12 January 1920, op. cit.

47.) Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 19 October 1919. "I am, to be
candid," he also told Frankfurter, "getting a bit bewildered
about the U.S. I think I understand the position here better
than most people at the Conference; but when I try to put
together all my understandings on the various heads and see where
they all come to, I hesitate.”

48.) Christie believed that it was absolutely necessary for
Ottawa -~ rather than London -~ to be in control of Canada's
bilateral relations with the United States. 1In setting up the
Canadian War Mission to the United States, for example, Christie
was sent by Borden to Washington to smooth the ground with the
British Embassy. Ottawa felt that Canadian purchasing activities
could best be done by Canadians and it appears that Christie's
assignment was to insure that this was provided for. During his
talks with British officials in Washington, Christie successfully
dissuaded the Embassy's Charge d'Affaires from informing the
"State Department that the Chairman of the Canadian War Mission
would act 'under' the [Britisﬁ] Ambassador" and convinced him to
drop the point altogether and answer "in some vague fashion" if
the Department asked a question in that regard. Christie
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suggested to Borden that he could best avoid the problems of
British control by making the Mission's chairman "directly
responsible to the Cabinet" and noted that the Embassy had agreed
to Borden's request not to mention the matter to the Foreign
Office in order to permit Ottawa to inform London through its
regular channels of communication.

Having helped to establish the basis on which the Mission
would be established in Washington, Christie described the type
of work that the Mission probably would undertake and why it was
important for Ottawa to have control of those matters rather than
letting them be handled by the British as ancillary concerns.

"In carrying out the objects of the Mission the members
are obliged to be in frequent and constant communication with
the officials of the various departments, branches, bureaus,
committees, commissions, boards, and other official bodies
which have been set up by the United States Government. They
are very numerous and extensive and much confusion and delay
would arise in dealing with them at long distance. The
members of the Canadian War Mission, however, have become
familiar with the Government organization in Washington and
in many cases of course they become personally acquainted
with men in charge of the various official bodies there.
These are apt to be men of large business interests who have
accepted these positions in Washington without remuneration
with the purpose of assisting in the prosecution of the
war. This is true also of the members of the Canadian War
Mission. The subjects of negotiations are very largely of a
business, financial or industrial character. Thus, since the
parties to these negotiations are on both sides business men
thoroughly familiar with business and economic conditions in
their respective countries, it will be seen that such
negotiations are conducted with a maximum of mutual
understanding and a minimum of that kind of delay that often
results from the formalities and rigidities of conventional
official procedure."

Christie, of course, realized that the Mission would not
provide Ottawa with complete control over its relations with the
United States -- only the establishment of formal diplomatic
representation would permit that —-- but he believed it was
important for Canada to take the initiative in bilateral
relations with both British and American officials whenever
circumstances were amenable to such action. 1In July, 1919, for
example, Christie urged Borden to proceed with a reference of a
question concerning the manner in which the St. Lawrence River
was to be developed to the International Joint Commission. The
reference, which had been proposed by Canada before the start of
the war, had been pressed on the Americans ever since and as
recently as 1918. Christie saw the reference as a means of
"opposing a special private development on the American side
«+.." To abandon this course of action now, Christie wrote,
would have the unfortunate consequences of (a) convincing
Washington that Ottawa was insincere and had been dealing in "bad
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faith" since the beginning, and, more importantly, (b) probably
facilitate greater American control of St. Lawrence development.

"On the other hand, what will be the position if we
dropped the project? We shall certainly be unable to urge it
again as a ground for special developments under private
auspices —-- certainly on the American side, and very likely
on this side. The private developments will proceed one by
one, without the advantages of a considered scheme; and much
of the capital will doubtless be American. So in the end the
expenditures will be made, and there will be this additional
hold of American private capital on the St. Lawrence system.

In short the choice seems not to be between action and
inaction with respect to this project, but between
development under private financial auspices and control and
development under private auspices difficult to control."

For good overall discusssions of the Canadian War Mission's role
and activities see R.D. Cuff and J.L. Granatstein. Ties That
Bind. Canadian-American Relations in Wartime from the Great War
to the Cold War. Toronto and Sarasota: Samuel Stevens and
Company, 1977, Chapter III, "Lloyd Harris and the Canadian War
Mission to Washington," pp.43-68, and H. Gordon Skilling.
Canadian Representation Abroad. From Agency to Embassy. Toronto:
The Ryerson Press, 1945, pp. 196-200. For Christie's view of the
Mission and its role see L. Clark, (ed.), DCER, III, Document 30,
pp. 23-27, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 30
January 1918, and PAC, RG 25 D1, DEA Papers, Volume 799, File
522, L.C. Christie, Memorandum Concerning the Canadian War
Mission, 23 April 1918. For the general background to this phase
of St Lawrence affairs see William R. Willoughby. The St.
Lawrence Seaway. A Study in Politics and Diplomacy. Madison,
Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 1961, pp. 84-96. For
Christie's view of the IJC reference as a means oOf keeping
private American interests at bay see PAC, MG 26 H, Borden
Papers, Reel C-4419, pp. 139279-139281, L.C. Christie, St.
Lawrence River Development. Proposed Reference to the
International Joint Commission, 15 July 1919.

49.) For these points see L.C. Christie, The League of Nations
and Its Consequences in National Policy, 16 January 1920, op.
cit., pp. 1065-1066. In particular, this memorandum stresses the
desirability of consultations between the United States and the
British Empire aimed at maintaining "adequate military and naval
fitness."

50.) Christie in the 1917-1920 period continued to believe that
Canada had a legitimate and constructive role to play as an
intermediary between London and Washington -- not only for the
purpose of promoting Anglo-American amity but as a means of
furthering Canada's national interests. After a discussion with
United States Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis in the fall of
1918, for example, Christie suggested to Borden that he pass
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along to the British government the recommendations that Brandeis
had made. "He C?randeié) spoke of the 'freedom of the seas',"
Christie wrote,

"and he spoke in such a way as to leave an impression that
the subject was being explored a good deal in whatever circle
he had been moving in. His attitude was what might be called
practical. He was apprehensive lest the Peace Conference
result in some pious and meaningless declaration on the
subject and thought there should be discussions beforehand
between Great Britain and the United States. ... he thought
'freedom of the seas' must remain a doubtful phrase unless
some understanding could be reached on that point. His
conversation on the subject was rather pointed ..., and I
strongly suspect that his attitude is representative enough
to make it worthwhile for the Admiralty to have our side of
the case on this subject well prepared, with an especial eye
to American prejudices and lack of knowledge of the
principles that have animated our use of Seapower.

These points seem worth passing on because Mr. Justice
Brandeis is highly regarded by the President, is understood
to be fairly close to him, and it is known that the president
has sought his advice on various topics during the war...."

From the evidence at hand, it does not appear as though Borden
chose to pass on this information to the British authorities.
Professor R.C. Brown has written that Borden believed that Anglo-
American understanding and cooperation after the war was the best
possible guarantor of peace, and that, indeed, he believed that
had such trans-Atlantic harmony existed before 1914 there
probably would not have been a war. Paradoxically, however,
Borden seems to have ignored most of Christie's practical wartime
suggestions that Ottawa try to smooth Anglo-American relations by
attempting to explain Washington's positions and concerns to
London. For whatever reason Borden chose not to act on
Christie's not infrequent recommendations, it seems possible that
he missed an opportunity to assist in the development of
Britain's policies toward the United States. A letter from
Philip Kerr to Lloyd George seems to suggest that the British
might have been willing to hear Borden out on the subject of
relations with America. "It has occurred to me," Kerr wrote,

"that we ought to make a point of asking Sir Robert Borden to
attend the meetings of the War Cabinet whenever the questions
of our relations with America are under discussion, and this
independent altogether of the special meetings of the
Imperial War Cabinet.

As he is over here I think that both the Canadian people
and the Canadian government would resent it if he were not
asked to be present whenever a matter which affects so

vitally their own national interests is under discussion.
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Kerr's proposal does not, of course, indicate absolutely that the
British were anxious to have Canadian input or that they would
have abided by whatever advice was rendered. They may simply
have listened to Ottawa as a means of defusing Borden's anger
over the lack of consultation and communication during the war.
Nevertheless, Kerr's letter indicates that there was at least a
chance that the role Christie envisioned for Canada in Anglo-
American relations might have been possible had Borden pursued
his suggestions with a little more vigor. See PAC, MG 30 E44,
Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 5, pp. 1768-1769, L.C.
Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister - Re: Talk With Louis
Brandeis, 10 October 1918; R.C. Brown, Robert Laird Borden. A
Biography, Volume II: 1914-1937, op. cit., p. 79; and, Philip
Kerr to David Lloyd George, n.d., quoted in John Turner. Lloyd
George's Secretariat. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980, p. 126.

51l.) In the period being considered here, Christie showed little
interest in establishing Canadian representation abroad other
than a formal diplomatic presence in Washington. On the
available evidence, Christie suggested that Canada establish
additional representation in only two places, namely, the United
Kingdom and the United States -- according to Christie, the "only
2 places [ﬁhaﬁ] have any importance" for Canada and the other
Dominions -~ and recommended that they be rather more commercial
than diplomatic in their orientation.” In October, 1918 he
suggested establishing a Canadian War Mission in London, similar
to that in Washington, to secure industrial orders because the
need of Canadian businesses for work "will increase very sharply
when the war munitions orders begin to fall off ...." He also
suggested that such a Mission might "develop as to become a
connecting link between the Canadian Government and the various
Inter-Allied Councils that are being set up."

Christie also recommended that the Canadian Bureau of
Information, which had been set up during the war in New York
City, be converted into a permanent trade mission "to promote
relations with the United States." He also thought that "a
Canadian official with the rank of Consul, reponsible to and
act {ing] under the instructions of the Canadian Government"
should be attached to the British consular district in New York
City, and, at a later date, to the consular districts in Boston,
Chicago, San Francisco, and New Orleans as well. See PAC, MG 30
E44, Christie Papers, Volume 9, Folder 30, p. 9425, L.C.
Christie, Undated Notes but probably c. 1923; Ibid, MG 26 H,
Borden Papers, Reel C-4306, pp. 27918-27919, L.C. Christie,
Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 15 October 1918; and, Ibid.,
MG 26 I, Meighen Papers, Volume 54, Folder 222, pp. 029857-029859
and 029860-029861, L.C. Christie, Report Upon the Canadian Bureau
of Information, New York City, and the Canadian War Mission, 27
October 1920, L. Clark, (ed.), DCER,III, Document 30, pp. 23-27.

52.) Ibid., MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-4330, p. 52467, L.C.
Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 12 December 1918.
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53.) 1Ibid. Christie believed that one of Canada's most
important objectives was to insure its full membership in the
League of Nations and that the best means to this end was to
remain, at least for the time being, closely associated with the
British imperial system. "There is an advantage," Christie
argued,

"in retaining the words 'British Empire'. It does preserve
for the present the idea so far as possible that in foreign
affairs the Empire acts together; and it does for the present
give us (@anadé] a hold through the Imperial War Cabinet over
the British Empire Representative. Possibly all this cannot
last much longer; but Paris is scarcely the place and the
Peace Conference scarcely the forum to debate the point.
There has been no clear cut mandate to the Canadian delegates
to make the change; and while perhaps there is a separatist
feeling in Canada to satisfy there also is another body of
feeling that would prefer that nothing more than is necessary
be done here to give colour to an agitation in that
direction."

Christie realized that nationalist sentiment was outweighed in
Canada -- and perhaps in Borden and his Cabinet as well —-- by
affection for and loyalty to the Empire and he probably feared
that full membership in the League would be opposed at home if it
was presented as a step toward independence. See PAC, MG 30 E44,
Christie Papers, Volume 5, Folder 16, p. 4299, L.C. Christie,
Pencilled Notes on the League of Nations, undated but apparently
c. March, 1919.

54.) L.C. Christie, Memorandum for Sir Robert Borden, 12
December, 1918, op. cit., p. 52467. Christie felt that it was
vital not to confuse the representation issue with the
peacemaking activities, and believed that the maintenance of the
Mission was precisely correct "on the ground that this course
avoids an occasion for someone to raise the larger question of
permanent representation at this time." See Ibid., pp. 52467-
52468.

55.) L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister: The
Dominions and the Council of the League, 6 September 1919, op.
cit. 1Interestingly, once the peacemaking was concluded and
Canada's membership in the League was assured, Christie rapidly
lost his affection for the Canadian War Mission. "I am convinced
that the Mission, as a permanent, or anything like a permanent,
form of representation," he maintained,

"would not Jjustify its expense. ... what is really needed is
some form of diplomatic representation; for it shows that
where the important questions affecting Canada arise and
require negotiation with the political authorities in
Washington the Mission itself cannot act at all. 1In such
cases the Embassy must act. A large portion of the work of
the Embassy concerns Canada; Lord Bryce said it was two
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thirds of their work before the war. There is therefore a
real case on practical grounds for diplomatic representation;
and in addition there would be indirect, intangible, but
nevertheless valuable advantages in the way of prestige and
prominence accruing to Canada that would justify the
expenditure. But as a permanent thing there seems to be no
convincing case on practical grounds for the expense of the
Mission; while its lack of status and importance makes it so
obscure that there are no direct benefits whatever."

Whereas the existence of the Mission had once been a reason not
to push immediately for establishing distinct Canadian diplomatic
representation in Washington, it was now -- with the matter of
membership in the League settled favorably -- a reason to secure
representation as quickly as possible. See, L.C. Christie,
Report on the Canadian Bureau of Information, New York City, and
the Canadian War Mission, 17 October 1920, op. cit.

56.) PAC, MG 26 H, Borden Papers, Reel C-4329, pp. 50739-50740,
L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 2 August

1919. The strengthening of the Department of External Affairs by
enhancing its ability to control the conduct of Canada's foreign
relations was part and parcel of the steps Christie thought had
to be taken on the road to international status. 1In this case,
the Prime Minister accepted and implemented the Privy Council to
the Department of External Affairs to Governor General's Office
route suggested by Christie. See Ibid., pp. 50810-50811, R.L.
Borden to N.W. Rowell, 1 October 1919.

57.) Christie consistently was concerned with expanding the role
and capabilities of the Department of External Affairs,
especially by increasing its access to relevant information. He
was sent to London in the spring of 1920, for example, to find
remedies for what was termed Ottawa's lack of "adequate
information on important points of high policy." As a result of
the trip Christie recommended "as a possible basis for
discussion" the establishment of a post in London for a
Department of External Affairs officer who would serve as a
liaision between Ottawa and London and also would act in a
similar capacity with the Secretariat of the League of Nations
and the other British members of the League. This officer's duty
would be to gather information from all of these sources, but in
particular he would "transmit to Ottawa copies of the Cabinet and
Foreign Office reports, memoranda and papers on foreign affairs
which are circulated to the Cabinet. Christie also suggested
that Ottawa should study the organization of the Foreign Office
as a model for its own external relations machinery and develop
cyphers to use in communicationg between Ottawa and London and
Ottawa and Washington.

Christie also suggested that Ottawa begin to use its High
Commissioner in London to more advantage and in a quasi-
diplomatic manner. "I would suggest," Christie wrote,

"that more use of the High Commissioner be used in dealing
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with the League of Nations, so long as at all events the
Secretariat of the League is maintained in London. 1In
particular he might well be designated as the medium of
communication between the Government and the League; that is
to say, while communications should be formally addressed as
heretofore to the Prime Minister, they should be transmitted
and replied to through the High Commissioner. The course
proposed would simply be in accord with this practice. It
also should result in greater expedition and better knowledge
of what the League is doing; for the High Commissioner with
the support implied in this method of procedure will have a
higher standing in meeting those concerned with the League
and should therefore be in a position to acquire in an
informal way and transmit to Ottawa much information of use
to the government. Nothing in this proposal need in any way
lead to divergences in view between different parts of the
Empire nor prevent the sort of consultation suggested in the
Colonial Secretary's telegram of January 22nd. Finally it is
submitted that anything which increases the High

Commissioner's responsibilities and influence in London is of
distinct advantage to the Dominion Government."

See PAC, MG 30 E44, Christie Papers, Volume 2, Folder 1, pp.
1075-1084, L.C. Christie, Report No.l on Visit to England, March
April, 1920, 6 May 1920.

58.) PAC, RG 25 D1, DEA Papers, Volume 799, File 522, L.C.
Christie, Canadian Diplomatic Representation at Washington -
Draft Clauses for an Order in Council, 30 September 1919. These
draft clauses indicate that Christie wanted the Canadian Minister
to hit the ground running in Washington and immediately assume
control of negotiations then in process with the United States,
be the sole channel of communication between the United States
government and Ottawa, and be the sole channel of communication
between the British Embassy in Washington and Ottawa.

59.) 1Ibid. L.C. Christie, Notes on the Title and Status of the
Proposed Canadian Representative at Washington, 19 September
1919.

60.) 1Ibid. Christie also added that the traditional manner in
which the term was used in intra-imperial relations was a point
against its use in the case of representation at Washington.
"The use of the title High Commissioner for the Canadian
representative in London" he argued, "can scarcely afford a
special reason for its use in Washington. 1Indeed its use in
London, considering that it carries no diplomatic status, might
be said to afford a reason for not using it in Washington. Il1l
disposed persons in Canada and elsewhere might make the point of
it that it would be Jjust as well to avoid."

61.) 1Ibid.

62.) L.C. Christie, Canadian Diplomatic Representation at
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Washington - Draft Clauses for an Order in Council, 30 September
1919, op. cit. Even while professing the need for such intimate
collaboration, however, Christie felt it necessary to again
refute any possible basis for anyone to assume that the Canadian
Minister was subordinate to the British Ambassador. "Any matter
which they would be unable to adjust between themselves,"
Christie wrote in the last sentence of the clause quoted here,
"shall be referred to their respective Governments for
settlement."

Christie did his best in this clause to invoke the spirit of
imperial cooperation that had developed during the war. "The
first paragraph of clause 6," he explained to Borden, "is
modelled on the language of the last part of the constitutional
Resolution (Resolution IX) of the Imperial War Conference,

1917. There may perhaps be a certain advantage and convenience
in adapting this formula to the present case." It is open to
question whether Christie was seeking to promote imperial
cooperation with this formulation, or was, instead, employing the
usage in an attempt to put pressure on London to follow the
pledge it had suscribed to in 1917. See PAC, MG 26 H, Borden
Papers, Reel C-4336, p. 58188, L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the
Prime Minister, 30 September 1919.

63.) Christie continued to see imperial cohesiveness —- not
amalgamation -- as a necessary political goal for Canada and
believed that the appointment of a Canadian Minister should be
done in a matter that did not make the goal of imperial
cooperation more difficult to attain. Close cooperation with
London in establishing a diplomatic presence, Christie wrote,
"emphasizes the solidarity of the Empire and is calculated to
avoid giving the Americans opportunities to play off one part of
the Empire against another. They would be inclined to try this
-- in a spirit of puck if for no other reason." See PAC, RG 25
D1, DEA Papers, Volume 799, File 522, L.C. Christie, Canadian
Representative at Washington - Memorandum on Proposal made in
Colonial Secretary's Telegram of October 28, 1919, 6 December
1919.

64.) L. Clark, (ed.), DCER, III, Document 8, pp. 7-9, Governor
General to Colonial Secretary, 3 October 1919. The content of
this telegram is almost identical to the suggestions Christie
made in his Draft Clauses for an Order in Council, 30 September
1919, op. cit.

65.) L. Clark, (ed.), DCER, III, Document 9, Colonial Secretary
to Governor General, 28 October 1919. 1In reality, Milner barely
made an effort to disguise what he was up to in so far as
independent Canadian representation in Washington was

concerned. After suggesting that the Canadian Minister take
charge of the British Embassy in the absence of London's envoy,
Milner wrote that,

"In order to carry out this policy it would be essential
that the Minister should reside and have his offices within
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the precincts of the Embassy and that his Canadian staff,
appointed like himself on the recommendation of the Canadian
Government, should have diplomatic status and be regarded as
part of the diplomatic staff of His Majesty's Embassy with
rank equivalent to that of their British colleagues of
corresponding grades. In this way the solidarity of the
Empire would be maintained and emphasized which could hardly
be the case if a diplomatic agent for the Dominion of Canada
were accredited independent to the President of the United
states ...."

It should also be noted that Christie wanted no part of
Milner's idea that the Canadian Minister should act in place of
the British Ambassador and for the Empire as a whole when the
later was absent from Washington. "To be frank," Christie wrote
to Eustace Percy early in 1919,

"I do not quite understand what you mean by suggesting that a
Dominion envoy 'would claim the right to go to the Government
to which he was accredited and to urge upon that Government
the views of his Dominion with the whole force of his status
as a representative of the British Empire as a whole.' I
know of nothing in past experience to justify this
apprehension, and I cannot imagine a Canadian posing as
anything but a Canadian for the purpose of pressing the views
of the Canadian Government. Many Canadians would indeed feel
that they might even be more effective by confining
themselves rigidly to that role."

See L.C. Christie to Eustace Percy, 18 February 1919 as quoted in
Alex Inglis, "South By East. A Few Steps on the Road to
Washington," External Affairs, XX, 12 (December, 1968), p. 531.

66.) L.C. Christie, Canadian Representative at Washington -
Memorandum on Proposal made in Colonial Secretary's Telegram of
October 28, 1919, 6 December 1919, op. cit. Christie was anxious
to get out from under British control in external affairs and
avoid circumstances in which Canada would be bound by decisions
made and taken by a representative of the United Kingdom. The
two questions involved -- status and responsibility -- were
central for Christie and he deemed them unattainable for Canada
if its representatives were always under London's diplomatic
jurisdiction. For this reason, for example, he argued in early
1920 against Ottawa participating in the selection of the British
member of the Council of the League of Nations because it would
unavoidably blur Canada's international personality and entangle
her in foreign commitments that she neither wanted nor was
equipped to handle.

"The 'British Empire' is named as one of the Members of
the League of Nations entitled to permanent representation on
the Council. At first sight therefore it might be said that
all parts of the Empire should join in the naming of the
Representative who will from time to time sit on the
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Council. This simple solution has however far-reaching
consequences that demand careful consideration before any
step is taken.

If we {Canada] demand the right to join in the selection
of the representative, we admit that he represents Canada,
and we become responsible to that extent for any action he
might take. It may be said that he will only be at the
Council to give his assent to any proposal ad referendum.
Possibly the Council will work that way at times; but it will
not do so always. And even so the consideration that we have
in fact deputed him will make it exceedingly difficult for us
to avoid responsibility for what he may do.

Hitherto our attitude has been, broadly speaking, that
we are like a small Power; that we have only special
interests; that we do not desire to assert that we have a
general interest; that we do not interest ourselves in
everything that happens anywhere in the world. The proposal
to demand a voice in the selection of the Representative on
the Council implies a complete reversal of this attitude.

We secured the right under Article 4 (paragraph 5) of
the Covenant to a Canadian representative at the Council when
Canadian interests are under consideration. 1If we join in
appointing the permanent British Representative, he becomes
our Representative and we imperil our right to send a
Representative. ...

It must be apparent that even if it were agreed that the
Dominions should join in the nomination of the British
Representative, yet in practice it would be a highly formal
and perfunctory affair in the present state of Imperial
political machinery. It is difficult -- indeed, one might
say impossible -- to conceive circumstances in which a
Dominion would propose to veto the nominee of the United
Kingdom. There are no real practical advantages to be gained
from the step; while it has possibilities of real
disadvantage; it weakens our position in respect of
distinctive representation among other nations in the League,
and it commits us (if we are really to be in earnest about
the matter) to worldwide responsibilities with which under
present conditions of Imperial organization we are not
prepared to cope...."

See PAC, MG 27 II D13, N.W. Rowell Papers, Volume 8, Folder 38,
L.C. Christie, Memorandum for the Cabinet: British Representation
on the Council of the League of Nations, 9 February 1920, and L.
Clark, (ed.), DCER, III, Document 349, pp. 395-396.

67.) L.C. Christie, Canadian Representative at Washington -
Memorandum on Proposal made in Colonial Secretary's Telegram of
October 28, 1919, 6 December 1919, op. cit. Christie's
commentary and suggestions on Milner's telegram -- especially
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regarding the possibility of the Canadian Minister representing
the Empire in the British Ambassador's absence -- are not unlike
those expressed by Liberal Party leader Mackenzie King in
Parliament in mid-May, 1920. This is an early indication of a
certain similarity of views on some aspects of foreign relations
between the two men. It also suggests that had not King
distrusted Christie's Tory associations, they may have been able
to work together effectively on external matters after the former
became prime minister. For King's attitude regarding the
suitable role for a Canadian diplomatic representative in
Washington see C.P. Stacey, Canada and the Age of Conflict,
Volume TI: 1867-1921, op. cit., pp. 316-317.

68.) L.C. Christie, Canadian Representative at Washington -
Memorandum on Proposal made in Colonial Secretary's Telegram of
October 28, 1919, 6 December 1919, op. cit.

69.) Another argument used by Christie to keep Borden moving
ahead was to assure him that the British were not reacting
negatively to either the idea of distinct Canadian representation
or to the pace at which its establishment was progessing. After
a visit to Washington in October 1919, for example, he related
the British Embassy's reaction to the idea of a Canadian
diplomatic agent in a memorandum saying,

"I had some informal conversation with Sir william
Tyrell E&nbassador Grey's private secretari] and Mr. Lindsay
{Charge d'Affaireé] on the subject. Neither of them seemed
in the least startled by the proposal; nor did they suggest
in any way that there would be any difficulty either legally
or practically. Both thought the scheme workable provided
there was good will on both sides and the right men were
appointed. Sir William Tyrell entirely recognized that the
importance and political status of Canada made the step
necessary; and he argued it ought to be tried. ..."

See PAC, RG 25 D1, DEA Papers, Volume 799, File 522, L.C.
Christie, Memorandum for the Prime Minister, 15 October 1919,

70.) For the antipathy among some members of Borden's Cabinet
toward creating Canadian diplomatic representation at Washington
see John S. Galbraith. The Establishment of Canadian Diplomatic
Status at Washington. Los Angeles: University of California
Press, 1951, p. 72, and Robert Bothwell, "Canadian Representation
at Washington: A Study in Colonial Responsibility,"™ Canadian
Historical Review, LII, 2 (June, 1972), p. 143,

71.) Another factor which probably moved Christie to be careful
to keep things on an even keel and at a steady pace was the
uncertain status of Borden's health and personal political future
after he suffered a physical and emotional breakdown of sorts
late in 1919. "Sir Robert's breakdown is a most unfortunate
affair," Christie wrote to Philip Kerr.
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"He's worn out; I could see it coming. But I think he has
stopped in time. He took the best medical advice going and
was told if he went on even a few months longer he would end
in a complete nervous collapse, that only his splendid
heredity had saved him so far, and that he must quit
entirely. So he told the Cabinet he would have to resign.
After much discussion and the discovery of the fact that they
couldn't agree on anyone else without a posssible split and a
general mess they united in asking him to remain as nominal
head for 5 or 6 months on the condition that he should have
this much rest and then come back and decide himself whether
he could go on. I don't believe myself that he will be able
to take on such duties, though I think he could manage a non-
political office perfectly well. The Cabinet and Unionist
party certainly needed a breathing space in which to take
stock and make up their minds, and it would be hard to find
any other way to get it; but it might by some chance result
in a situation that would be very awkward and unfair to him."

Given the uncertain future of both Borden and his government,
Christie may have seen the duration of the Borden's personal
tenure as the remaining period in which forward strides toward
enhanced international status for Canada could be made quickly.
In addition, Christie probably felt that Borden's popularity

among Canadians generally -- "his character has commanded a
remarkable confidence on the part of his country" he wrote on one
occasion —- also would help smooth the acceptance of the more

independent status that was being sought for Canada. He
therefore presented Borden with as non-contentious a package as
possible, but presented it at the fastest reasonable pace for, as
he told Franfurter, what would happen after Borden's recuperative
period had given "his supporters a breathing space to collect
their wooly wits" was "altogether in the lap of the gods." See
L.C. Christie to Philip Kerr, 12 January 1920, op. cit. and
Library of Congress, Frankfurter Papers, Container 43, L.C.
Christie to Felix Frankfurter, 13 May 1921 and L.C. Christie to
Felix Frankfurter, 22 December 1919.

72.) L.C. Christie, Notes on the Title and Status of the
Proposed Canadian Representative at Washington, 19 September
1919. op. cit

73.) It must be admitted that several of the other Dominions ~-
particularly Australia and New Zealand -- and Prime Minister
Meighen himself showed little if any enthusiasm for convoking a
constitutional conference, and so the British did not bear all of
the responsibility for the failure in this regard.
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Chapter IV: Drift and Frustration: Loring Christie and Canadian
External Policy, 1921-1923

"The rub is they won't decide," Christie wrote to
Frankfurter in the fall of 1921.l Christie was speaking here, in
part, of the refusal of Dominion statesmen to finally settle the
future course of imperial relations by convening the
constitutional conference called for in Resolution IX of the
Imperial War Conference of 1917. More especially, however, he
was deploring his own government's failure to step out smartly
after the completion of the Versailles settlement and take better
advantage of all available opportunities for assuming full
responsibility for the conduct of its own external relations.

Christie began the period between 1921 and 1923 with great
expectations, but several significant disappointments in these
years left him with an overall sense of frustration. Christie's
faith in the longterm viability of both the British imperial
system and the League of Nations slipped considerably; the former
for the reason noted above and the latter for what Christie
considered to be its increasingly Euro-centric focus. At the
same time, he feared that Ottawa's failure to establish
diplomatic representation in the United States and build an
organization and machinery in the Department of External Affairs
competent to carry on the nation's foreign relations had
seriously limited Canada's ability to protect adequately its
national interests. By the spring of 1923 a combination of all
of these factors, together with Mackenzie King's unwillingness to

use him to the extent and in the manner that Borden and Meighen
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had, led him to resign from the Canadian public service and enter

the employ of Sir James Dunn in London.

In the National Interest: Christie and the Imperial Conference of

1921 and the Washington Conference

On his way back to Canada after attending the League of
Nation's Assembly in Geneva, Christie visited England in early
January 1921 during which he held discussions to discuss the
organization of the Foreign Office and imperial foreign policy
matters with Lord Curzon and Lloyd George. As a result of these
conversations Christie was prompted to turn his attention to the
problem posed for both Canada and the Empire by the upcoming
decision regarding the future of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance.
Christie held that decision to be "one of the most important now
confronting the Empire ...."2 "The Alliance," he wrote,

as time goes on and the significance of the recent new

distribution and shifting of forces and interests in the

world becomes more sharply realised I venture to think that
no decision will appear to have been more vital than the
decision to be taken this year on the renewal or termination
of the Alliance, for on the one hand it has a direct bearing
on the possibility of an English speaking concord and on the
other it may have incalculable effects on the bonds of
sympathy and understanding within the Empire itself....

When he first began to consider the future of the Alliance
Christie's ideas turned on the welfare of the Empire; that is,
how the renewal or termination of the Alliance would affect the
unity and viability of the imperial system. Not far into the
process, however, his estimations and advice began to change in

regard to the ultimate goal toward which Ottawa should aim in its

consideration of the Alliance. The Empire and its future
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continued to bulk large in Christie's analysis, but, at bottom,

the object of his deliberations regarding the Alliance -- as well
as the Imperial Conference of 1921 and the Washington Conference
that followed it -- were all aimed at securing what was in the
best interest of the Canadian nation, whether or not that
interest coincided with those of Great Britain and the other
Dominions. Whereas Professor Michael Fry has written that "to be
a junior partner in the North Atlantic Triangle" was the "summit
of Canadian desires," it seems that for Christie -- who Fry
categorizes as a dedicated "Atlanticist" -- the intention was not
to blur the distinctiveness of Canada in the role of a "Junior
partner" but to express aﬁd protect the nation's interests as
completely as possible.4

In a memorandum of February 1, 1921, Christie told Meighen

that the Anglo-Japanese Alliance had been formed in 1902 in the

interests of preserving peace and maintaining the status quo in
the Far East, of protecting the independence and ferritorial
integrity of China and keeping the "open door" there, and of
isolating "the pending struggle between Russia and Japan and the
prevention of Armageddon in Europe." The Alliance was renewed in
1905 with the first two sets of considerations remaining intact,
but with the strategic emphasis of the Alliance, from Britain's
point of view, altered. The Alliance now concentrated on
maintaining British friendship with Japan in order to counter the
Russian threat to Britain's interests in India and to foreclose
the possibility of a Japanese-German combination. In 1911, the

Alliance was once again renewed with the two original objectives
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still in place, but with yet another revision of its strategic
purpose. By 1911, Russia and Japan had come to a working
agreement over Manchuria and Britain had protected its interests

in India by concluding a modus vivendi with Russia in regard to

both Persia and Afghanistan. Britain's aim in the 1911 renewal
therefore was to free its strategic hand by reducing British
naval and military liabilities in the East in order to meet the
developing crisis in Europe. The Dominions concurred in the last
renewal of the Alliance at the Imperial Conference of 1911 --
with Australia abstaining -- after a stipulation was included in
the treaty stating clearly that that the British Empire "in no
sense contemplated a war against the United States as being in
any way involved in the Alliance.">

After this brief sketch of the Alliance's history, Christie
concluded that in so far as the deepening European crisis was
concerned "the Alliance may be said to have served its purpose
well," but that "because of the radical changes in the position
of the world brought about by the events of the past six years"
the value of the Treaty must be reevaluated thoroughly. The most
prominent of these "radical changes," according to Christie, was
the disappearance of the threat posed to Britain by the Russian
and German empires and the consequent lack of "convincing reasons
for it {the Anglo-Japanese Alliance) in the European
situation."™ "On this score," he wrote, "... it is better to hold
to the traditional British attitude, to avoid alliances until
driven to them by the practical necessities of a clearly felt

crisis."6
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Christie also found considerable fault with the Alliance's
basic Far Eastern aspects and goals in the postwar international
environment. He argued that the Alliance had never had much
influence on restraining Japanese designs on China -- "the
Chinese certainly do not think so," he wrote —-- and that such a

goal was in itself "a weak and uncertain basis for an Alliance

...." Because Japanese designs on China and other areas of the

Asian mainland were unlikely to abate, Christie warned that

{the danger is therefore that we may really, because of the
Alliance, find ouselves in some sense implicated in a
spoliation of China:; for the thing cuts both ways; we cannot
always be restraining our Ally, and by yielding here and
there we may gradually become party to a complete Japanese
hegemony in the Far East ovgr which our influence will be of
the most illusory sort ....

Beyond Britain's inability to control or even limit Japan's
Chinese ambitions through the Alliance, and the resulting danger
of complicity through association, Christie believed that the
renewal of the Alliance would have unfortunate repercussions on
the interests of other powers in the Far East. In this regard,
he thought that the attitude of the United States toward the
Alliance was a matter of paramount concern for both Canada and
the Empire. The United States, Christie explained to Meighen,

is concerned in the Far East, greatly concerned and in a
special way. It is not merely an academic concern; there is
a great body of feeling and opinion in the United States
that has made her interest in this part of the world, and
especially in China, political in a real sense, however
uncertain and ineffective it has been in practice. Thisg is
indeed the only sphere outside the Western Hemisphere in
which she has ever manifested such an interest, and she now
regards it as part of her traditional foreign policy. If
there is to be balancing we must admit that her interest
there is at least equal to ours. We may be certain that her
interest will not abate. And the Alliance, always something
of a stumbling block in the way of British-American concord,
will not prove less so now that Armageddon has removed the
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bases of the extra-Eastern motives -- i.e., Germany, Russia,
the European crisis generally -- that made it in the event
sufficiently intelligible to Americans. 1In these
circumstagces the case for renewal becomes still more
doubtful.

Besides possibly being perceived as a threat to the Far
Eastern political and commercial interests of the United States,
Christie also said that the renewal of the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance also might be viewed by Washington as an attempt by two
of the three vigorous powers remaining in the postwar world --
the United States being the third -- to form a "special
confidential relationship" in the Far East threatening to it
militarily. This interpretation was made especially possible
because of the "growing lack of cordiality” in postwar Japanese-
American relations. Even though renewal in any form would have
to be made so as to include a disclaimer explicitly stating that
the Alliance "could never be interpreted to involve us in any
opposition to the United States," Christie did not believe that
this would placate American sensitivities.

One may doubt the real effectiveness of such a stipulation;

our joint policy with the Japanese might well in the course

of years land us insensibly in a state of opposition; the

Japanese of course would see to that as far as they were

able. But in any case, whatever formal stipulation of this

sort may be made, it would never in its effect upon public
opinion equal the weight of the Alliance itself; the mere
fact of the special relationship would remain; always we
should be on the defensive in the arts of explanation even
with o