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[The correspondence on this “subject, called for by Con- 
gress, in May last, is published in the National J . We 
select the following letter from the Secretary of State to. the 
British Minister at Washington, which gives a view of the 
preseat state of the controversy, and Mr, Clay®s arguments 
against the pretentions of Great Britain t6 exercise exclusive 
jurisdiction over the contested territory, while the claims of 
the contending partied are the subject of a pending arbitra- 
tion.— Mer. Ad.] a HN 

Mg. Cray To MR. VavcHaan. 

Rt. Hon. Charles R. Vaughan, §c. §e. might have a tendency to produce inquictude. 
The undersigned Secretary of State of the Uni- | 

‘ted te, in acknowle 
20th ult. of the note of Mr. Vaughan of the ——'™ "7". ; 
day of that month, in answer to that which the un- | Practice of cutting and removing 

‘does, can He ex 

by either of the parties, that led tothe understand- n 

In 

Mo him, trans been understood, by the Government of the [Tnited'© 
mitting the reports made by the agents of the Uni- States, to have been discontinued. 
ted States and the State of Maine, would have re-| 
‘stricted himselfto a simple expression of his satis: faction with the engagement of Mr. Vaughan to the jurisdiction of the British Government, through 

its provincial authority, over the disputed territory, 
has continued with Great Britain, notwithstanding States for the immediate liberation of John Baker. the treaty of 1783. To maintain that opinion, Mr. ‘and a full indemnity for the injuries he had suffer- 

‘ed by his arrest and detention, before the Govern- 
ments of Great Britain and the Province of 
New-Briinswick, but for stain opinions and prin- 
‘ciples advanced by Mr. Vaughan, to which the 
Wadersigned cannot assent. And he feels it to be 
Rressary, to guard against any ‘misinterpretation 

mn his silence, expressly to state his dissent from 
hem. In doing this, he will avoid, as much as 
possible, . any discussion of the respective claims 
‘of the two countries to the disputed territory. If it 
‘were mecessary to enter into that argument, it 
‘would not be difficult to maintain as clear a right, 
‘on the part ofthe United States, to the territory 
‘as they have to any other portion of the territory 
‘which was acknowledged by Great Britain to be- 
long to thém by ‘the treaty of 1783. But as, by the 
‘arrangements between the two Governments, the 
‘question of right has received a different dis- 
‘position, it is unnecessary to give it a particular 
‘consideration here. The correspondence which 
the undersigned has had tlre honour of holding 
‘with Mr. Vaughan has related to the intermediate 
possession, and to acts of jurisdiction within the dis- 
‘puted territory, util the rights are finally settled. 
ft would furnish a just occasion for serious regret, 

of the treaty do exclude altogether the disputed t 

&ion of the disputed territory, was with Great Brit- 1 
ain in 1783. Neither proposition can be establish- 
ed. r 

Mr. Vaughan seems to think that some civil Go- 
vernment is absolutely necessary within the disput- 
ed territory. Ifits utility be conceded in reference 
to the inhabitants, it would not be a necessary con- 
sequence that the Government of New-Brunswick, 
and not the state of Maine, cucht to exert the re- 
quisite civil authority. 
The alleged irregularity of the conduct of John 

Baker is relied upon by Mr. Vaughan as forming a 
justification for his arrest, and the subsequent pro- 
ceedings against him ‘in the Courts of New-Bruns-- 
wick. The President is far from being disposed 
to sanction any acts of Mr Baker, by which, on his’ 

ment of a national‘dispute. fle derived no power 
for any such acts, either from the Government of 
the United States, or, as is believed, from the Go- | 
vernmentof Maine. National disputes ouglit alwarsto 
be adjusted by national, and not individual authority, 

if, whilst the settlement of that question is in ami-| I 2¢ acts of Baker complained of, were, howe ME 
‘cable progress, any misunderstanding should arise performed by him under a belief that he was WIE between the two Governments, mn consequence of! i the rightful limits of the State of Maine, and 
what must be regarded by the - Government of the 
United States as the unwarranted exercise of a 
right of jurisdiction b¥the Government of the Pro- 
vince of New-Brunswick within the disputed ter- 
Titory. 

against the laws of Great Britain. 
therefore, is very different from what it would have | 
been, if the irregularities attributed to hiri had been | 
committed on the ‘uncontested territory of Great 

_ "Britain. | | The undersigned cannot concur in the opinion 
that the limits of the'treaty of 1783, being undefined 
and unadjusted, the sovereignty and jurisdiction of 
‘the disputed territory rests with Great Britain until 
that portion of it designated in the treaty of 1783 : lzance , y tor i 
shall have been finally set apart {rom the British)purpose of trying and punishing him by British possessions as belonging to the United States: Mr. | laws, as he wa sunprepared to admit that the ‘vant of 
Yaughan’s argument assumes that some otlier act of | civil government on the part of the inhabitants of'the 
setting apart the territories of the United States disputed territory created a rizht in the Government 
from those of Great Britain, than the treaty of peace of New-Brunswick to supply, in that respect, their 
‘of 1183, whs necessary ; and that until that other necessities. In assuming that Baker rendered 
act should be performed the United States could himself amenable to the laws of New-Bauuswick, 
mot be considered in possession. This argument | Mr. Vaughan decides the very question in contyo- would prove that the United States are not now law-| versy. lle decides that the pa tof Maiue in oon- 
fully in possession of any portien of the territory test appertains to the Province 0) A cw-Biuuswick 
“which they acquired by the war of their Indepen-| ond that the laws of New-Diunswick can run into 
dence ;the treaty of 1783 beg the only act of separ- the State of Maine, as the limits of that State are 
in ation virtue of which they are in possession of their understood to exist by the Government of the Unit- 
‘treaty. If, at the conclusion. of the'treaty of 1783, ed States. The Provincial Government of New- 
Great Britain had bad the actual, and not merely Brunswick, in the arrest and trial of Baker, for acts 
constructive possession, and that actual possession of his, done om the disputed territory, comunts tie 
‘had all ‘along remained with her, Mr. Vaughan | very error which is ascribed to Baler, that of un- 
‘might have contended that the Government of Great | dertaking in effect, to (determine a nutional ques- 
Britain had aright to exercise jurisdiction, de facto tion, the decision of ‘which should be left to the over the disputed territory. ‘But at that epoch nei- Governments of Great Britam and the United 
‘ther party had the actual pessession ofthe disputed States, which are, in fact, endeavouring 
‘territory, which was then an uninhabited waste. 
Which ofthe parties had a right to the possession, de- 
‘pendedpon the limits of the treaty of 1783, If, as 

to settle it. 

‘the United States contend, those limits ‘embrace it, 

that the misconduct of Mr. Baker, whatever it may 
have been, warranted the Government of New- 
Brunswick in taking cognizance. of his case, for the 

neighbourhood, and the respective claims of the 
two Governments, as well as the mutual forbearance 
which they stand pledged to each other to practice, 

It would have been more comformable with good 

- - 

they had the right both of sovereignty and to the pos- 
session, ‘and Great Britain could not lawfully exer- 
cise either. Its true that Great Britain asserts that 
{those limits do not comprehend the disputed torrito- 
ry. ‘On that point the parties are at issue, and can- 
‘not ‘agree. They have, however, amicably agreed. 

“a 

“NORTH EASTERN BOUNDARY. [to refer the decision of it to a common friend. for by the nature ofthe case. Such was the cours lL & Ti While the experiment is making for this peaceful pursued by Sir Charles Bagot, as far hack 
‘settlement ofthe question, ought either of the par-'year 1818. 
ties to assume the exercise of sovereignty or ju-|interview 
risdiction within the contested territory ? If he he preferred a complaint of irre 

‘ing, which has so long prevailed between them, to settlements upon the public lands witho 
‘abstain from al acts of exclusive jurisdiction which that. as by Mr. Bagot’s representation, 

that they were entering on the disputed 
conformity with that understanding, licenses to cut families, peaceable means a 

: a aia, > ‘timber from the disputed ‘territory, granted by the ficient to remove ther ; and that, if he 
Re recoil, Oh the po ovinciul authority, had been Yevoled, and the would procure and communicate their tim 

the timber has!Secrctary ol State, he would invite the 

for restraining them. But their names 
It follows from the view now presented, that the in fact, disclosed to this Government. 

undersigfied cannot subscribe to the opinion, that papers recently communicated by 
of New-Brunswick to Mr. Barrell, the agent of the 
United States, the President has observed, with re. 
gret and surprise, a letter from Mr. B 
Lieutenant-Grovernor of the Province, 

Yaughan must make out, either, first, that the terms the 8thof December,1818,in which, afte 

sion is not only unwarranted by 
‘passed at that interview, but I am directed t 
‘1s contrary to that which the Government 

Government of New-Brunswick forcibly to remoy 
those persons, their names were requested, to enable 
their own Government to operate upon them, if ne- 
cessary, 

| 
| 

| The undersigned finds himsel{ as unable to acres 

ifa friendly representation had been made to the 

as the 

\ad ag 
which 

gular settlement, 

In December of that year, he } 
with the then Secretary of State, i 

2 expect the other party to acquiesce in! attempted by citizens of the United States on t} it, or to look on with indifference ? ft wasa mutual landsin controversy. The Secretary of § i 
conviction of the irritating consequence which would! receiving the complaint, stated that he Suppose ensue from the exercise of a separate jurisdiction | the settlers were of that class of intraders 

tate, op 

denom;. 
Mmence 

out title 

it appeared 
borders in 

ess, be gyf. 
Mr. Ba ot 

¢s to the 
Govern; 

Y measureg 4 
were never | 

Among he x 
y the Governmenf 

ated sq iatters, meaning persens who cg 

f Massachusetts to take the necessar 

agot to the 
bearing datg* 
rreferring fo | 

he above interview, Mr. Bagot gives it as his opi- 
territory, or that, if they include it, actual posses-iDion, that the Government of New-Brunswick 

night remove the settlers by force. This concly. 

0 say, 
of the 

United States had reason to expect would have re- 
sulted from it. So far from conceding a right in the 

e 

Lo the letter from Mr. Bagot to the Lieu- 
tenant Governor of New-Brunswick, he did, agreea- 
bly to the request of the Secretary of State, ask 
for their names, whilst the advices that the Govern 
meut of New-Brunswick should forcibly remove 
them as 1ntruders, obviously superseded the only 
practical purpose for which their names had bees 

private authority, he would undertake the settle- denied, that the Governor of Massachusetts might | be called upon by peaceable means, and by his 
lawful authority, to restrain them. | 

‘The enumeration of the settlers on the Mada 
waska, as a put of the population of the United’ 
States, which took place in 1820, was not under the 
authority of the State of Maine ; it was made in 
virtue ot tiie jaws of the United States, and by a. \ ‘ . od 

oiiicers duly commissioned by them. Mr. Vaughan 
® . . LE . . ~~ “oe Fo LP ~ 1 » » r b4 * with no view of violating the territory, or offending S2¥S, tere was a remonstrance against it at the 

This case. tine; rotrace of any such remonstrance 1s discern 
ble in the records of this department. 

lu the nate which Mr. Yaughan addressed to the 
undersigned, on the 21st of November last, it was 
stated, that the Lieutenant Governor of New-Bruns- 
wick had 1esclved to maintain the disputed territory 
in the state in which it was at the conclusion ofthe 
treaty of Ghent ; that treaty was signed on the 4th 
of December, 1814, andthe exchange of its ratifi- 
cations was made on the 17th day of Feb. of the en- 
suing year. More than seven years thereafter, and 
‘our years after the interview between Sir Charles 
*1:0t and the Secretary of State, certain persons, 
without authority, settled themselves on the waste 

and uninhabited lands of the Aroostook, within the 
aisputed territory, supposing they were occupying 
American ground. Within only three or four years 
past, the Provincial Government has undertakes 
to is:ue civil’ process against the settlers, for the 

+ purpose of enforcing the eollection -of debts, and 
The under- 

has stated 
that he could not reconcile this exercise of jurisdic: 

tion with the above resolution ot tiie Lieutenant 

tiovernor of New-Brunswick, and li is. still unable 

to perceive their compatibility, If the Lieutenait 
Governor had applied to dio Government of the 

United States to remove the settlers, he would brave 
manifested a disposition to preserve the disputed 

Lie performance of uther social dutisa, 

fvia-tal 

territory, inthe state in which it was at the conclu 
g peaceably ion of the treaty of Ghent. But, by treating the 

settlers as British subjects, and enforcing on thea 
British laws, there 1s, at the same time, a manif 

departure from the resolution formed by the ot 
nant-(xovernor, and a disregard of the lawful rig , 

If a succession of illegt 
. ‘settlements can be made within the territory, 80 

Government of the United States, of any misconduct 
charged against John Baker, or any other citizen of 
the United States inhabitating the disputed territory, 
accompanted hy a request for the redress called from maintaining the country in the uninhabit 

of the United States. 

tor the exercise of British authority, and t 
/ 

| 

any thing which § 

if’ these unauthorized intrusions lay a just " ic 

forcement of British laws, it is cbvieus that, 80 fo! 
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