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THE ROYAL GAZETTE.

would prove that the United Statcsare not now law-
fully in possession of any portion of the territory
“which they acquired by the war of their Indepen-
dence ;the treaty of 1783 being the only act of separ-
in ation virtue of which they are in possession of their
'treaty. If, at the conclusion. of thetreatyof 1783,

Great Britain had had the actual, and not merely

constructive possession, and that actual pessession
‘had all ‘along remained with her, Mr. Vaughan
‘might have contended that the Government of Great
Britain had aright to exercise jurisdiction, de facto
over the disputed territory. -But at that epoch nei-
‘ther perty had the actual pessession ofthe disputed
‘territory, which was then an uninhabited waste.
Which ofthie parties had a right to the possession, de-
‘pendedpon the limits of the treaty of 1783, If, as
'the United States contend, those limits ‘embrace it,
they had the right both of sovereignty and to the pos-
session, ‘and Great Britain could not lawfully exer-
cis¢ either. It'is true that Great Britain asserts that
‘those limits do not compreherd the disputed territo-
ry. ‘Onthat point the parties are at issue, and can-
‘not ‘agree. They have, however, amicably agreed.
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"NORTH EASTERN BOUNDARY. to refer the decision of it to a common friend. ifor by the nature ofthe case. Such was t}e oo =
. | ol et T While the experiment is making for this peaceful \pursued by Sir Charles Bagot, as far back aq {Ee i whic
[The correspondence on this “subject, called for by Con- {sestlement of the question, ought either of the par-’;year 1818. In December of that year, he }ad ae the W
gress, in May last, is published in the National J . Welties to assume the exercise of sovereignty or ju-|interview with the then Secretary of State, i1 wh; ,n brough
select the following letter from the Secretaryof State to. the | rigdiction ~within the contested territory ? If heihe preferred a complaint of irregular sett}emem tion.
B":‘htﬁz':t:; :;0 c:::‘:?”’_‘::“fbuf"g:‘"“\" of ":'t: does, can ¥e expect the other party to acquiesce in|attempted by citizens of the United States on 8:; Mr..
f;m the pretentions OfG::{’Britain o “gd“"egxmc"u':i" it, or to look on with'indifference ¢ It was a mutual lands’in controversy. The Secretary of State, op authori
jurisdiction over the contested territory, while the claims of conviction ofthe irritating consequence which wouldﬁ‘recexvmg the complaint, stated that he Supposed this co
the contending partied are the subject of a pending arbitra- |ensue from the exercise of a separate jurisdiction 'the settlers were of th‘a.t class of intraders denom;. R &0
tion.—Mer. Ad.] ; =% by either of the parties, that led tothe understand- nated sqiatters, meaning persens who commence bound:
Mg Criv 5o Mu . TR 'ing, which has so long prevailed between them, to‘isetl}cments upon the public lands without i), . Great
| _ MR. Cray To MR. Vavenax. | ‘abstain from al acts of exclusive jurisdiction which'that. as by Mr. Bagot’s representation, it aPpeare(i rights
‘Rt. Hon. Charles R. Vaughan, §c. §e. might have a tﬁndency ‘fdo produce inquictude. In ‘z’hat lthey were (:)rlxtering on thel (cllisputed borders j, (siolute
he ¥ Qears, Tni- | conformity with that understanding, licenses to cut families, peaceable means would, doubtless be suf. ary w
.te;rg:a:le!:lﬁi;mg:;:oflicreit:é]tzf;S:_:?e it;f; tboenlt?:e,,f timber from the disputed 'territory, grautéd by the (ficient to remove therh ; and that, if “he, Mr. B:“f); corrgc;
20th wlt. of the fiofe of Mr. Vauglian of ?the ‘P;.ow.ncml auth9nty, had been revoked, and the;\:fould procure"and communicate their namgs to the Partmf
day of that 1month, in ans~er to that which the un- | Practice of cutting and removing the tlmbet; .has;hecrctary ol State, he would invite the Goverpg; “‘Ctso
dersigned had the honour to addresto him. trans-| een understood, by the Government of the United ' of Massachusetts to take the necessary measureg 4 .turty f_s‘
~ mitting the reports made by the ag nts of the Uni-| States, to have been discontinued. |for restraining them. But their names were ney | fl:l 01‘
ted States and the State of Maine, would have re-| It follows from the view now presented, that the jin lact, disclosed o this Government. Among g | ngnt‘
stricted himselfto a simple expression of his satis; | "ndersigned cannot subscribe to the opinion, that papers recently communicated by the Governmep - di clté
faction with the engagement of Mr. Vaughan to the jurisdiction of the British Government, through 05 ;\ew-!}runswxck- o Nur. Barrell, the agentof e J] !Sp}el
lay the demand of the Government of the United IS provincial authority, over the disputed territory, United States, the President has observed, with re-- S llimbun
- States for the immediate liberation of John Baker,  Nas continued with Great Britain, notwithstanding gret and surprise, a letter from Mr. Bagot._to the ¢ ‘t fethe
‘and a full indemnity for the injuries he had suffer-|the treaty of 1783. 'To maintain that opinion, Mr. | Lieutenant-Governor of the Province, bearing datgs il ° Il a
‘ed by his arrest and detention, before the Govern-| ¥ 2ughan must make out, either, first, that the terms |the 8th ofDecember, 1318, in which, after reforring o il ¥°''
‘ments of Great Britain and the Province of ©f the treaty do exclude altoget.her the disputed ,;tl}e above mt?”"e‘:’, Mr. Bagot gives 1t as his opi. 1‘:"0
‘New-Brinswick, but for értain opinions and prin- territory, or that, if they include it, actual posses-jnion, that the Government of New-Brunswick wé\,-eg
bip'les advanced by Mr. Vaughan', to which  the §on_ of the dnnputpd tnrntory,. was with Great B’“t- \’u:ugh.t remove the settlers by force. Thlg concly- - e
whdersigned cannot assent. And he feels it to be |2 10 1783. Neither proposition can be establish- sion ‘51"(“”0“1.'{ unwarranted by any thing which S{;é we
Rressary, to guard against any ‘misinterpretation ed. . ' : f el ;Pasw,(t " . 1tattxlnt:3 rv1;13.wl,l b:]}: : zém 'dxr?cted o 8y, ening
m his silence, expressly to state-his dissent from Mr. Vaughan seems to think that some civil to- 18 CO! lra_‘r' ? ‘l]ad e ¢ frovernment of the tion.
¥hem. In doing this, he will avoid, as much as|Vernment is absolutely necessary within the disput- United States had reason to expect would have re- roatin
W ) . y % y ==, . | ~ . Ifitsutility be conceded in reference sulted fromit.  So far from conceding a risht in th crastir
Ppossible,. any discussion of the respective claims! ¢4 territory. . ) ' 1€ f New-B L foreihlv 1o ° in the
©fithe two eountrics to the disputed territory. If it|t° the inhabitants, it would not be a necessary con- ;(xmermnc‘nt ol New-brunswick forcibly to remove 2 doci
'were mecessary to enter into that argument, it S€quence that the Goverument of New-Brunswick, those persm‘:s,thelr names were requested, to enable Dosid
“would 8ot be difficul to muidluin a8 cloch o right srid nick t.he sinte 'of_' Maine, ought to exert the re_.thear own (overnment t‘o operate upon them, if ne- s
L, Wyt o 8- - cessary. Lo the letter from Mr. Bagot to the Lieu- this u
‘on thie part ofthe United States, to the territory| qU!site civil authority. . enant Cover fNew-B ick he d: 0 dersig
‘as they have to any other portion of the territori' ke alleged irregularity of the conduct of Tlo}m.(c]'i“h' e vonuset nErle e he (l‘d,agreeas test ay
\vluch was acknowle’dged by Great Britain‘ to be- Baker IS‘ relied u.pon l)y Mr. 'y aughan as fur[nmg a:lf'.y t}” tl(‘ re(iUCSt' Qf lbe Se" r.etary of btate) ask clusi\t:
}loh'g to thém by the tréaty of 1783. But as, by the justification for his arrest, and the subsequent pro- tor t'uel.-"ni?'les, )\whllst the advices that the Gover- oo
, e SRt ’ i ‘ im ‘in ‘our New-Bruns- ment of New-Brunswick should foreibly remove oL e
‘afrangements between the two Governments, the ceedings against him in the Courts of New-Bruns-- b intruders. obyi g nouRc
‘question of right has received a different dis- wick. fl‘he Presnden‘t‘ 1s far from being dzs;_mss,)_r_l:t “m'_ﬂ'b _m”f ers, o “OU.S]Y ‘S“.PCTSCOCd the onl e T
position, it is unnecessary to give it a particular to sanction any acts of Mr Baker, by which, on !“‘3"_"3‘?‘;‘}"‘11 purpose for which their names had been they 1
‘consideration here. Tha correspondencé which | private author.lty,‘.he.would U’Pd()l‘t:lke the :settlc-._de““f;__t ;“t f“e Governor of Massachusetts mlg}?% tion m
the undersigned has had tlre honour of holding ment of a hationaldispute. e derived no power be ’nc‘.‘*‘;‘f“! Hhoen by peaceable means, and by his The
with Mr. Vaughan has related to the intermediate | 0T any such acts, €ither fiom the Government of lawiu R -0 TEstIaIn them, N B the e
possession; and to acts of jurisdiction within the dis-|the United States, or, asis believed, from the Go-| ‘Lho cuumcration of'the setilers on the Mada-
‘puted territory, until the rights are finally settled. | vernmentofMaine. National dizputes oughtalwaysto Wa3Ka, @5 & pait of the POPUI'?MH of the Umt«:.d I
gtuwould furnish a just occasion for serious regret, be adjusted by national, and not individual authority, ‘btal‘(’lbj WESEL teok place in 1820, was not undgrh}e Wa
if, whilst the settlement of that question is in ami-| 1 B¢ acts of Baker complained of, were, however, ILORLY o 1 Emm‘- of Maine; it was mado in
‘cable progress, any misunderstanding should arise performed by him under a belief that he was with- \‘f:f-t;"' f"l'f'i",\;_“"s-o_- th% bl’n:ted SERECS, aod bv ===
between the two Govefnments, m consequence of | the rightful limits of the State of Muaine, and “J_“"‘:‘?'; o }“-:)mfms:sgone y them. Mr. Vaughan
what must be regarded by the -Government of the| "ith no view of violating the territory, or offending 5079, ""ff‘ res r‘cvnmn?trance agamst it at the ‘
United States as the unwarranted exercise of a! against the laws of Great Britamm.  This case, 1e; . '“h‘(",of e O S ECHHONSIFANGE 19 discerns To.,‘)e
right of jurisdiction b¥the Government of the Pro- thereiqt:e, 1s very dlﬂ'f:{'ent fr(.;m what it' would have :“'l("l "” 1“5' ff’fol"‘ii“’t\t“'s 'department. et
vince of New-Brunswick within the disputed ter- been, if the irregularities attributed to him had been N t‘je e e k}}h'- \a;xrghan addressed to the o
ritory. | | committed on the -uncontested territory of Great ﬂ‘f*d”f’*gﬂt“.(n,‘Olnrt_lfe 21 st of_‘mo.vcmber lgst, it was ton,
' The undersigned cannot concur in the opinion Britain. (:\t:t‘c\«i;‘:(r‘l xzb:ﬁchiPtu;Lr:::::att;g‘t?:: (:lrns? fu?ced“;.elr}:iltlg:v. Al
that the limits of'the'treaty of 1783, being undefined The undersigned finds himsel{as unable to agres f‘in the stute m which it was at the C()!l:ciusion of the o and
and unadjusted, the sovereignty and jurisdiction of| tha{ the misconduct of Mr. Baler, ""l"ute"”. ity treaty of Ghent ; that treaty was signed on the 24th 4 i sa
‘the disputed territory rests with Great Britain until | have been, warranted the Government of New- ¢ December, 1814, and*the exchagge of its ratif- Execu
that portion of it designated in the treaty of 1783 BTUUSWle’ln ti}klng cogn}::atlce\ of his case, forthe cations was nade on the 17th day Of‘I“eb. of the en- SUi(_Of
shall have been finally set apart from the British|purpose of trying and punishing him by British suine year.  DMore than seven years thereafter, and
possessions as belonging to the United States: Mr. laws, as he wa sunprepared to admit that the vant of tur years after the interview between Sir Charles Ba
Yaughan’s argument assumes that some otlier act of| c!"'l government on the part of the inhabitants of'the p g 't and the Secretary of State, certain persons, -
setting apart the territories of the United State‘sidlf‘l‘"‘ed territory created a rizht in the Government i gt authority, settled themselves on the waste To te
from those of Great Britain, than the treaty of peace ' of Ne\y-‘Brunsmck‘to supply, in that respect, their ;0 uninhabited lands of the Aroostook, withia the Jar
‘of 1183, whs necessary ; and that until that other necessities. In assuming that Baker readered gisouted territory, supposing they were oceupying "
act should be performed the United States could himself amenable to the laws of New-Bauuswick, American ground. Withinconly'thrce or four years All
mot be considered in possession. This argument Mr. Vaughan decides the very question in contio- 3 :
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understood to exist by the Government of the Unit- beea ¢

'ed States. The Provincial Government of N w- e

B k. in th o trial of Bal : on with the above resolution of thie Lieutenaut upre
frzfls‘:i“' , 10t l‘: a:]‘:GSt and trialot Baker, tor A°LS tlovernor of New-Brunswick, and L.~ is. still unable
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very error which is ascribed to Baker, that of un {

“Governor had applied to
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the Government of the
United States to remove the settlers, he would heve

manifested a disposition to preserve the disputCd
territory, inthe state in which it was at the concle-
peaceably gion of the treaty of Ghent. But, by treating the
settlers as British subjects, and enforcing on ‘!‘e"“
British laws, there 1s, at the same time, a ma.mfe:i‘
departure from the resolution formed by the L‘?“t‘z
nant-(zovernor, and a disregard of the Jawful rights

dertaking in effect, to determine a nutional ques
tion, the decision ofwhich should be left to the
Governments of Great Britaim and the Unite

States, which are, in fact, endeavourin
to settle it.
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It would have been more comformable with good
neighbourhood, and the respective claims ot the
two Governments, as well as the mutual forbearance

which they stand pledged to each other to practice, of the United States. If a succession of illegt

ifa friendly representation had been made to the settlements can be made within the territory, ‘““}
Government of the United States, of any misconduct

- if’ these unauthorized intrusions lay a just gre
charged against John Baker, or any other citizen of for the exercise of British authority, and the el

the United States inhabitating the disputed territory, [forcement of British laws, it is cbvieus that, 80,:”
accompanted hy a request for the redress called from maintaining the country in the -uninhabite




