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"
' My dear Lord Alicrdoen, '"40, Grasrenor Place, SOtli uXovcmlcr, 1843.

. • . • '"It a]i]iei<.v.s from Mr. Gallatin's cnrresiiomlenco that .... Mr. lliiskissun had

csppciaiiy olijected to thu exteTi.siim of tiio 4'.itli degree to the I'aeilic, on the gvuuml tliat il would

cut otr the southern e.\tremity of ti>iiailia ainl Vancouver's Island. My suggestion yestenliiy woidd

obviate thi.s olijeetion.
. . . A ijlancc at Mf //i((;) iViud's (V.5' iHyw/'idHcc as a modification of tliu 49th

liegi'ce

Edwaud Everett.'

" On the L'nd of Fclaiiary and on the 1st of Ajiril, 1844, ^fr. Everett reports that he continuously

inoistod with l.iad Alierdeen Hint the only imHlificiition whioh the United States could, in his opinion,

be brought to agree to, was that they should waive their claim to the sotithern extremity of Vancouver's

Island, ami that Lord Alieideen uniformly answered 'he did not think there would be much ihfficulty

ta settling the question.'

" l)unng the following niontlis "Sh. Everett and Lord Aberdeen, both wishing sincerely to settle

the controversy, had further frecjueTit conversations, and, as the result of them all, Yiv. Everett

reported that England woul.I not accejit the nuked jiaridlel of A\)' to the ocean, but would consent to

the line of the 4','th degree, provided il conld bo .so niodilied as to leave to Great Britain the

.louthern extremity of Vancouver Island. ' I have .'pared no jiains,' wrote Mr. Everett on tlie 2Sth of

February, 184."), ' to impress upon Lord Aberdeen's mind the persuasion tbat the tUmost which the

United States can concede is tlie 4'.iih parallel with the modilieation suggested, taking always care to

add that I had n i autbority fur saying that even that niodilieaiiou would be agreed to.'

"To one fact 1 partieiilarly invoke the attention of the Imperial Arbitrator; not the least room for

doubt was left by Mr. E\erett with regard to tbe extent of the modilieation propo.sed. He Jiad pointed

it out to Lord AlnrdciUi oil tin' mop, and liad so often and so carefully directed his attention to it, that

there could be no inisapiirehension on the limit of the proposed concession."

It is difficult to see the force of this reference from the le'terof ^Ir. jMacLanc to the

writings and acts of ^Ir. Everett. It seems to Her Majesty's Government to Ije a j)roces8

of ascertaining a thing uncertain in itself liy means of something .still more uncertain.

It does not appear tiiat ]\lr. Everett pointed out on a map, or referred in any manner to,

the Canal do llaro
;
yet tins is the wlnde question. The fair inference from ilr. Eveiett'a

fitatements is that he did not speak of tlic water boundary at all, but only pointed

out on a map how much of Vancouver's Island would be cut oil l)y the 49th parallel.

Mr. Bancroft appears to overstrain Mi\ I^verett's words. Mr. li^verett says he " pointed

out on a map the extent of the concession," as regards the southern extremity of Van-

couver's Island; Mr. IJancroft says (page 1!)) ;\Ir. Everett " liad drawn tiie line of

demarcation upon the map,"' which seems to he a very ditferent thing. If this had been

stated by Mr. Everett, and if it also apjjcared that the line of demarcation drawn by him

on the map [lassed down tlie Canal de llaro, then Mr. Bancroft's inference that Lord

Alierdeen was proposing a line through the Canal de Haro, from the fact that

Mr. MacLane says that the line proposed by Lord Aberdeen liad been suggested by

Mr. Everett, would not be so remote or so weak as it is.

(ix.) Tiie statements of .Mr. MacLane to his own Government can in no «ay bind

Her Majesty's (Jovcrnment. Mr. MacLane does not say tliat he did, and (here is no

evidence tlint he diti, ever specify any channel in his conversations with Lord Aberdeen.

There is no evidence tlnit he ever t(dd Lord Aberdeen what he was going to report to liis

Government. The presumption to be drawn from Lord Al)erdeen's dc.siiateh of '2d June

ISKi, to Mr. Takenham, is to tlie contrary.* :Mr. MacLane's letter was not published

even in the United States, until after tiie exchange of ratifu'ations in London.* It could

not, therefore, have reached Lord Aberdeen's knowledge before the transactitm was

closed.

(X.) Nor is there anyliiing to aflTecl Her Majesty's Government tlirough Mr. Pakcn-

ham. There is no suggestion that ^h. Buchanan communicated to Mr. Pakenham

r.tatt'uieiit.

* H.storical Note, p xx.


