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The Anglo-American Boundary Dispute arose in a pecu-
liar geographical area. The nortawest coast of North Am-
erica, extending from the Strait of Juan de Fuca nortaward
to the 60th parallel of north latitude, was tue last sea-
board of the continent to be occupied by Americans and
Europeans. Its remoteness from the Atlantic seaports and
the difficulty of access to it by land made this region but
little known to the world before the close of the eighteenth
century. The extreme rugged foruation of the country ren-
dered intercommunication difficult. 1Its rivers were navi-
gable only by steaners having light draught, while the
climate was such thut neither cereals nor fruits could be
successfully cultiVated.l

The importance of the area centered around its rivers
and inlets. Lynn Canal formed a natural gateway to the
Klondike and the Yukon. It penetrated tiie mountains border-
ing the west coast and ran eighty miles into the interior,
Sixty miles from the ocean it bifurcated forming two inlets,
the Chilkat and Chilkoot, each receiving rivers at its head,
The rivers lead to the passes that opened into the British

hinterland.2

1, Senate Executive Documents, 58th, Cong., 2nd. Sess., No,
162, Vol, 15, Part II, Case of the United States, p. 4,
2, Edinborough Review, Vol, 191, p. 280,






The Russians were tne most energetic of the alien
groups who explored the northwest coast of North America.
Rusisia based her claims upon the vovages and discoveries

3 and his lieutenant, Chirikoff.? ZRussia's

of Vitus Bering
right was further fortified by the occupation of Copper and
Bering Islands and a considerable part of thne mainland which
was good for hunting purposes. oshortly afterwards govern-
ment occupvation was »nroclaimed.

England, Snuin, and Poruugal had seamen exploring and
claining tihnis area. The consensus of opinion, however, was
thiat Russia was tae rightful owner. Sir George simpson, z
well-known eighteenth century zauthority, has st.ted:

I'he discovery and possession of Alaska went hand and
han., Tne Kodyax settlement was formed four yeurs before

John llears, flying Portuguese colors, erectad his shed at
Nootxa Sound, and Sitka was forumed ten years before Astoria.

.5
Alexander George Findlay in his "Directory of the lNorth
Pacific" published in 1870, remarked: "In justice to Rus-
sia it must be said that no country had a better title to
the territory."6
Hence it seemed to be agreed upon early in aAlaskan hise
tory that the northwest coast of Nortih America belonged to
Russia, The wvarious treaties with Spain, Great Britain,

and United States substantiated this claim,

The value of the district rested solely upon the fur

3, Senate Executive Documents, 58th Cong., 2nd. Sess., No,
152, Vol. 15, Part II, »n. 5.

4, Henry W, Clark, "History of Alaska", v. 36.

5, George Davidson, "The Alaskan Boundary", p. 33.

6, Ibid., v. 38.



trade. United States, through independent traders, Great
Britain through the Hudson 3Bay Company, and Russia through
thie Russian-American Company competed for the native fur
supply. The Russian efforis were predominant and preceded
tnose of the other nations. The development of tue fur
trade by Russia is an interesting history.

In 1781 Gregory shelikof and other Siberian merchants
formed a trading association, and in 1790 the Shelikof Com-
paﬁy was reorganized and named the "Irutsk Company." In
tae meanwhile Russian and American independent traders had
extended their operations on the mainland. The "Irutsk
Company" absorbed some of the independents, but in spite of
this competition continued to increase. Finally in 1799
the company secured a monopoly of the trade and the occupa=-
tion of the territory lying north of the 55%°th parallel
north latitude. Thus a Russian colonial system similar to
that of the Hudson Bay Comvany was established.7

The Russian Ukase of 1799 was ineffectual in keeping
the Americzn trading vessels from frequenting the islands
along the coast. The Americaas carried their cargoes to
Canton wviiere they disposed of tunem at large profits. ilany
more Americans became interested in the profitable fur
trade. These independent traders secured a considerable
proportion of the native trade and impaired the value of

the Russian-american Company's monopoly. Furthermore tne

7. Senate Executive Dociments, 53th. Cong., 2nd. Sess., Yo,
162, Vol, 15, Part II, Case of the United States, p. 6.






Russians were forbidden the use of Canton, while the Amer-
icans, through the use of the Chinese city, developed a
trade which made the Russian-Anerican Company desperate.
About the same time the operations of the Hudson Fay Come

. PR S . 8
vany were beginning to reach trneir peals,

The Imperial Ukase of Septeiiber 4, 1821 was tne out-
Zgrowtn of thnese conditions. Previous to 1821 the Russians
had on severzl occasions requested the United states to
issue rigid orders against hunting in Russian territor'.g
Count Rezanoff, Russian llinister of Foreign Affairs, had
broken off negotiations with John Quincy adars in 1310 when
they differed over tae qucstion of territorial limits.lo
Baranoff, director of the Russiun-iirerican Company, then
made an agreement with the enterprising Aunerican, John Jacob
Astor.ll In 1821 the commany was reorganized and rovalty
became a stoclknolder with the result that more governmental

3 h} 1 12
protection was assured the company.

The purpose of the Ukase of 1821 is well stated in the
foreward signed by Count D. Guruff, Russian ilinister of
Finance:

Observing from reports submitted to us, that the t ade
of our subjects on thec aleutian Islands and on the north-
west coast of North American, appertaining to Russia, because
of certain illicit truffic, to oporession and imvediments,

and finding that the nrinciple cause of thiese difficulties
is tihe want of rules estublisting the boundaries for

8., Ibid., p. 7.
9, Ibid., p. 8.
10, Ibid., p. 8.
11, Ivid., pp. 4, 8.
12, Ibid., v. 9.






navigation along these coasts, aad tiie order of naval com-

munication as well in these places as on tiue whole of the
astern coast of biberia and tie Kurile Islaads, we nuve

deennd it necessury to determine thece comwun1c~t;ons by
snecific reul1¢t*anb, viiicii are hereto attached,

The Ukase of 12821 pnrovided for the capture and confis-
cation of foreign vessels landing on or zpproaching within
one hundred Itulian miles of tne coast cowaanded by Russiag
for tiie permissuble lainding of skips along tiie nortiwest

coast of orti [oaerican; for tie prohibition of carrying on
trade with tihe natives erxcept by those authorized by tie
Tsar; and for tie preveation of Company officiuls visiting
on foreign vessels or doing bugsiness witn the sauc.l4

Count ‘esselrcde, Russian ilinister of Foreign Affairs,
in a letter to a fellow cabinet meuber explained the Ukase
of weptemver 4, 1821. Xe stated thiat the new regnlation
rould not prevent foreign vessels from sziling tircush tliie
restricted area, mainly because Russia did not have tle
nzval power to »nrevent the suze, but it could close tiie whole
sex 1f 1t so desired.

To botli tiie United States zand Grezt Iritain it meunt
a restriction of their fisning, trading, zand hunting activi-
ties. The one=hundred mile limitation set by the Ukase of
1821 was especially irritating. As a result diplomatic ne-
gotiations were begun withn Russia by both of the Unglich

speaking nutions,

13, Ibid., »n. 9.
1‘1. Ibido, ppo 9’ 100
15, Georje Duvidson, op. cit., p. 45,



Henry Yiddleton, the .unericun llinister at 5t., Peters-
buryg, and oir Charles Bagot, Eritisi linister to Russia, on
tile same diy inToracd thneir resgective governments of tue
Ukase. Thne Russian Ulase was officially couwmunicatced in
Loandon by tie Rassiun ilinister, Furon de ficoluy, on Octo-
ber 21, 1821 in o letter to the Lritish Foreign llinister,
tiie larguis of Londonderry, oiniluar action was tuken in
wasnington by I, de Politica in a letter to the anerican
vecretury of otute, John jguincy Adama.16

Tiie unusual assertion of sovereionty over waters withe-
in one nundred nmiles of tlie Russian coast wa. renu,naat to
trne Dritisn side of internutionual right zad subversion of
thie comuercial interests of 3ritisi subjccts., The Law 0f-
ficers of tlhe Crown declared "The extent of territory so
asswned 15 mucii grewter than is ordinurily recognized by
the principles of tue law of n@tions."l7

On January 13, 1322 tize Zritisi linister of Foreign
affairs »nrotezted, One month later, Join juincy adwis,
following =n interview witl otrutford Cunning, Pritiosh llin-
ister at Jusnington, address-d 2 note to tie Riussian inis-

]

ter 2t jJushington srutesting the maritiue and territorizl
3

[aa R 3 B 2 1 R vy 4
The corregnhondances Cooweldl bt tih: i oof e-chh counury
- , : Ea B W PR LN ol . 3 - 4 T
vine the vreservotion of the rights of trede to its citizens

16, venzta Zxecutive Docmconts, 52th. Cons., 2nd. Luse., U0,
162, Tol. 15, CSuzuse of Unived Stites, p. 12,
17, Ivid., aprnpeadix, p. 102
3, Ibii., P.rt II, ». 1C,.



or gubjects on Ltle nortivest cuast of lorti. Lueric .. John
ulney Ldww's wrovacats were cdavioiced Tor tic curnose of

extatlishidng tle ri_itt of the indernsudent american fur
trader to the narestiricted intercourse wiich ke Tl nre-

50

oL )"ij

e

v ved witi the antives, To maintain tidis position

1 0oF Ruassia over

vie pased on rer territorial domdinction.
In s, "I, de Politiecsn, Rmisslua dnicter to Tashington,
on ra2turnin. to Russia guve

tlc power tu carryy o negotiations.  On July 77th liddleton

cpe.iins to Count Teguelrods, sl

Tinigter ¢f Fcoreign

- - ] . S B - B ~ o vt N . v
Wffilre, declar=1 "tlal the territorial pretencions cdvanc-

ed Dy Ruscia misht be concidercl we eatirely inadai ssutle
by thic United stites nmntill thie confliecting clains verae set-
tled by o o tronty " Tescelrode tuld Liim bt his wish would
be comnliisd witi, wal Baron de Toyll ot Jausuington, s £ilve
en fnll power to draw up a treaty, 19

In the =zeantine Cuanning, Tritisn Minicter ol Toraelig:
wffudrs, interviewedl Count Licven i Terona wund told hia
(Ticwtion waw not gntisfoctory, but thav
w forral renuaciation wis necess .ry. 2onning iso told hin
tiwat the 2xtent of Russian terrvitory in amnericun must be

o

~

cefingd,

12, Ivid., Paurt II, ». 1EC.
K ~ . - - - [ S I ~ . oo ~r
20, Seuiate “«‘chtlfx oc ieats, S5%the TCNI., MU, 0EET,, 0,

-
152, Vol, 14, n. 15,
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Ruzzie v ated to Live one Al ot carer oo lir e o=
tlavions witih the tio cournerics.,  Tolll Tnitsd Zhatlen wuid
Great Dritein ccoreed it toils oo sioeoent. iddalszston s
tuereby iagtraicted Lm0t Lue Do ofiga o dodiat convention il
Jrewo Dritedin wad Mmgcla onenling us tiio disoubted acen ey
27t stony (Tocky) lomntnins Tor w o meriod o7 ten vaare,
Tie [0inoes it aiooas viened to gocurse wercr:  fairst, toac
shoaacnicut of Roe il of bt clain of Jurisdichtion over tic
geas withdn cne hunirel nillcs ol her teroitoly; salong, =
wrivilege for ten yeurs of unresiricgitel trade for arericon
citizens in o certzin orew; Thic?, - boundary conceggion ot

thie 559%th nurallcl of norti 1atitude.“l In o lctter te ilr,

2leined tilet since

'J-
8
=le
v
*+
D
=
ot
-
o
3
c
c
I~
+
«
D
4

Brit-in wad Und ved

States shouldl wtu.lly »ropooe tiiet the trewty convuin =

e

ten-yeur trwding nrivilage; that Rus.oias was not to settle
couth of the 55°%th purallel of nortlh latitode; thoet United
Staves oo no furtlier north hil.n the 51Y%st rurallel; uid

tiiat COreat Dritein liait terself to tle lund retveern the two

22

tisic Moreipgn sacretury,

e

On Tulyv 12, 1223 Cumning, Ir
tre aaerican nronosal, Tagot, in turn,

informed Tagcelrcde tiial United Stites wud Gre-i Tritudn

21, oenate hrzecutive Docueabs, 52th. CongZ., "nd. cess., 10,
162, Vol, 15, Purt II, »n. 23,
22, Ibid., Port II, n. 24,






E - 1. < B - . RPN I . M
travel sweotitly. I the conversoticrs Letieen T ot wud
R DR T . T e m PR , L A s . . .
fiddleton, Brloh rerscrted that tle Tnitel Linteo wio nre-

-

rared "o zssert ecunl pretensions with Grect Britain aad
Rusbsia to tre whole coast as fur norti as the 61Y%th purallel

£~ B R . < . 0, 1 &~ N N N - N - ~A 4. - - . -~
cr north latituuwz wnw tre rigtt tu he a nLrty to a7 Dar-

oz
. . -~ . o ' PR e Ve am . -
tition o8 tawt arent, It must be rercubered that tic
Ny v~ . [ e e e 40 TR ¢ - 4 3 B
Cre-on couniry betwean 42Y and 519 40' nori. latitude wuas
lield Jointlr by Taited otutes aad Grewt Dritain fromt 1313

to 1216,

This positicn cuan_ed the wttituwe of United Stutes aud
Grezt Eriv.iin tovrard each ovher., Bugob broke of f nejotia-
ticns and liddlcton followed suit until he found out wiuat
England's intentions wére to be, Dugoubt fuiled to receive
thie expected instructions in Dec:mber of 1072, so llddleton
decided to act zlone. Ue preseated =2 mcworizl to MNessel-
roge, the cnief claim of whican was to establisa tie superi-
crity of tiwe territerial righte of United Stutes over Russia

btetween the 51%st wnd 61°

£t parallels of north luatitude,
and that tie rignt of tue foruer to navigate along the coast
at such places as nad not been actually settled and occu=-

!

. . 24 . . s s
nied by the Russcians,’ Count Lieven, Rusciwn llinister atl
London, inforaed the Duke of Vellington of thie sunericun
claims and advised riam, that if Grezt Britin had any claim

to the territory, tuey should bring it forward o us not to

2J
be shut out by aay Russo=-wwnericun azgreemcnt.”™ Cn February

-~

23, Ibid., Part II, p. 27.
24, Ibid., Part II, pp. J3=4
25, Ibid,, apprendiz, p. 64.
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21, 1324 Rusn in?f o;med iiiddleton thint Grewnt Tritain haud de-
clined to act jointly. Tais chunge of attitude was blaued,
first, on the territoriul claims of the United States; wad
secondly, on tae Presidential Iles:zuge of 1323 wihich put

€

fortih the fumous lLlonroe Doctrine.”

The fumous documeiit together withh the lectters of vecre-

tary of Stute, John Fuincy .duwaus express:d tie new "ameri-
cail Policy." It is now genorully ugreed that tiae fear of
Russian aggression convinced adams and lonroe of the ncces-

sity of enuncinting tie policy wnicii was soon aftervwarids
. ., .. 27 .

proclained by Presilent lloaroe, One of the best state-
ments of the avowed americun policy cuwe from a letter of
Hduwag to Rueh in whicn tiie american Secretury of otule wrota:

It was aot inaginable that, in the present condition of
the world, any IBEuropeazn nation sh uld entertain the project
of settling a colony on tie northwest ccust of lorth america;
tnat the Unifted States shiould form estoblistoncuts tiere, with
the view of abgolute territorial right und inland comnunica-
tion, is not only to be erpected, but is »nointed out by the
finger of nuture.og

This stutement of tre attitude of United Stutes toward
future colonization by Durope=z2n nations and of the expected

xtension of American settlements is peculiarly imnert.nt in

determining the actual position of United Stutes in regurd
to Russia's title to her Americ~n possessions. As a result

Great Pritaln deemed it wise to break off joint action and

decided to settle on un anglo-Russicn agreencut,

~

26, Ivid., Part II, p. 34,

27, Huzh L. Keenleyside, "Canada and the United Stutes,"p,21l,

28, Senate Hxecutive Documcnts, 58th, Cong., 2nd. wess., No,
162, Vol. 15, appendii, p. 64,
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Barly in 1824 lliddleton recsurcd negotiations for a
trecaty with Rusci In the firzt confereince I, de Poli-
tica wus told tiut cay zttennt to nelotiaute on tie terri
torizl quection without consulting tie United States would
bring a nrotest in tie gtrongest possible terns. Lt tlhe
secund cunfereance tie Ruscian and Aameric-n diplomats ex-
chranged treaty drafts. The Rusczians proposcd a line drawn
along tihic 540 40°', by which americans were ezcluded north
of thiwt line except 2t llew Arclungel, and tne Rusclans
soutn of it. Iliddleten renaried thnat the Rusiian prounosazal
was "entlrely inadimiscaile", znd that e rmust obtain acyni-
escence on two noints, before re onuld conclude a treaty

. . - : 0 ; ceov . 29
which viould 1limit tue boundary to 55 north latitude.
Politica replied by saying that he would never sign any
instrument «llovwing American sihins free adiission to Rus-
. &0
sicin coasts,

At thie third meeting sever:zl counterdrafts were dis-
cussed. On April 30, 1824 de Politica lcft a new Russian
draft with iZiddleton witicii includled ziong thie contraband
srticles, spirits and liguors. Two duys later a convention

. s - X . 21
was signed by United Stutes =zad Russia,

The convention containcd ti.c following provisions:

1. In any part of the Pacific Ocean tihc citizens of either

29, Two points: first, revocation of the miuritime claim of
tne Ukase, sccond, a trazde nrivilege clause as was in
tlie Anglo-american Treoty of 1318,

30, denate Lwecnutive Docivients, b58th. Cong., 2ad bess., ilo,
162, vol, 15, Part II, p. 37,

31, Ibid,’Part IT, p. &8,
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nation "chall be neitlier restrained nor disturbed eitier in
navigation, or in fishing, or in the power of resortiag to

thie coast upon points wuich may not have been already occu-
pied, for the purpose of trading with the natives.,"

2. A person of either country must get peraiscion of tue

+
Ui
.

governor to resort to tiie otiier country's establislinen

S. United states was not to ercct wny posts or ssttlcments

norti of 54° 4Q¢, ndr Russia to the south of it,

4, Reciprocation for ten years along tue co#st for fishing

and trading purposes witn the nutives in the disputed area

was provided,

5. "All spiritous liyuors, firearas, other arms, powder

and ammunition were no longer to be accepted as frading ar-

ticles, but no boarding or sexrching of vessels for tue a-
. . 22

bove mentioned shnould be nermitted”.

The meaning of tne document to the nrincirals involved
can ve briefly stated. The United Stutes signed for fear
tliat Russia and Grest Britain would conclude the territor-
ial question before and witlhiout tlie United States, In Are
ticle II1I the United States recognized the sovereigniy of
Russia over tiic northwest coast of North America extending
from the Polar Sen (arctic Ocean) to 54° 40' north latitude.,
Russia signed because of this concession., The United Stztes
also secured fisning and trading privilcges for ten years,

a point for wuich tine Americans had continually negotiated.

32, Senate Executive Documents, 52th, Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
Vel. 4, Wo. 146,
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(2]

Great Dritain was thorcughly dissatisfied with the 549 40!
a.rr:m;ement.3

Greut Britain likewise made an arrangement vwith Russia,
On January 5th Facot received new ingtructions z2ud was able
to meet on tlhe 16th witnn Politica and Wesselrode, tlhic two
Russian representatives., Bugot at the confereiice proposed
a line to be draw.n through Chatham Straits to tie head of
Lynn Canal north to the 140° west longitude, thence northe

g 24 . . . .

ward to the Polar ven,” Russia did not accept tirnis line
nor did she accept =znotiicr proposed by Bagob. 4This line
was fto run in such 2 ronner that Great Dritain would con-
trol the wnole Alexander Archipelago; the line then would
be drawa to the head of Lymn Canal and tnence northward to
tiie Artic Seu. Oir Charlec Bagot made a laxzt proposzsl for
a boundiry line and then agreed to leave the drawing of a
boundary to the Russian officials.ss After numerous pro-
posals bty both parties Bagot suspended negotiztions, 1In
thie meantime, Canning wrote to Lieven stating that Bugot
would be able to adnit witn some qualifications the last
ternis proposed by Russia. DPagot, however, had rcjected the
Russian draft convention, and he knew nothing of the Canning-

Lieven correspondence., At this p.int Bagot was replaced by

23, Senate Xxecutive Locunments, 58th, Cong., ?nd. Sess.,
No, 162, Vol. 15, Part II, p. 40.

34, Ibid., Vol, 16, Case of Great Britain, Vol, 3, Part I,
De 23,

25, George L, Davidson, op. cit., p. 69.
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stratford Canning, who on December 8, 1844 received permis-
sion to reooen negotiations. On Ilarch 1, 1825 stratford
wrote that he had signed the convention.36

The Anglo-Russian Convention of 1825 contzincd a re-
nuncilation of the Ukase of 1221; a statement of the bound=-
ary line (which will be stated in full later in the paper
"and in an appendix togetuher with thie translations of the
disputed phrases); and a ten year reciproczl trade privi=-
lege.37

This treaty was very important because all later dis-
putes grew out of it. The greater part of tue swoils went
to Russia. Jhile Grest Britain had by the treaty prevented
the extension of Russian domination to the Rocky liountains,
vet Russia by the treaty obtained; (1) the protective bar-
rier of land vhich she sought; (2) the exclusion of fbreign
trading posts from her area; (32) and the formal recognition
of her rights of possession and of the sovereignty she ex-
ercised over her anmerican possessions.38 The United States
had somewiaat cliecxed the Anglo-Russian negotiaztions and in
the future would have to be considered in all of the Alaskan
territorial discussions.

By the Treaties of 1824 and 1225 Russia had gained

complete sovereignty over the zrea extending from tiie Polar

36. Ibido' PP 79-84.

7. Senate Executive Documents, 53th, Cong., 2nd. sess,,
Vol. 15, Avpendix, p. 75.

8, Ivrid., Part II, Vol., 1, p. 69,
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Sea to 54° 40' - sometizes statsd ae being the southiernnost
noint on Prince of Wazles Island., 3Rusesla was very jealous
of her territorial rights in HJorti Americzu. &he erescted
forts at tne mouths of 211 trne important rivers runaing
through the disputed zrew into tne EBritisn hinterland., ohe
absolut2ly refused to tolerate even tihe smallest intrusion
by any rival power., This jealousy wac reflected in the
Russo-smerican negotiations of 1324=1245 through which™ tie
United States atteiinted to secure a renewal of the trade

. . . 29
privilege clause of tiie Russoe-anerican Treaty of 1824,

Wnen this ten yenr trade privilege had ended on april

5, 1824, Raron \rangell, Governor of Russiun-America, honde-
ed to the Americun ships at Sitka a2 circular saying that
their tradinz privileges north of 54° 40' had ceaced., 1In
February of 18235 Baron Xrudener, Russian Kinister at Washe-
ington, tcld Secretary of State Forsytli of Baron irangell's
actions and requested that the State Department print a
puvlic notice announcing the expiration of the trade privi-
lege clause. In February of 1835 the British trade privi-
lege clause 2lso expired. TForsythh declared that nhe honed
the trade privilcge clause mignt be rencwed, After a second
Rus:ian request an informal notice was printed in tae public
journals of the United States. In July Vilkins, american
Minister at st. Petersburg, was directed to renew negotia=-

tions for trading privileges. esselrode told Wilkins thut

39, Ivid., Part II, vp. 70,
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before he could give a definite answer ne imust first consult
the directors of tne Russian-american Compnany. ¥inally Nes-
selrode informed him that if Great Britain requested a re-
newal of her trade privilege clause and it was granted,
then the clause with thie United States wviould te imanediately
renewed, Great Britain never asked for a renewal. The Hud-
gon Bay Company had involved Russia in a quarrel which re-
sulted in the granting of a lease of the disputcd area to
tne Hudson Bay Company.4o

In April of 1837 the United States sought to recover
danages for thas ship, "Leriot", which had been confiscated
in 1836, The next year, Russia in a terse answer refused
to extend tne trade privilege clause or pay the "Leriot"
claim, Seven years later on September 26, 1845 the United
otates published an official notice announcing the expira-
tion of the trade privilege clause and recognizing tue
sovereignty of Russia over the northwest coast of North
Americsn norti of 549 40' north lautitude,?l

Great Britazain had outdone the United States, in as much
as she had gained a perpetual trade privilege clause, while
the United States had been left to shift for itself. From
1845 until the purchase of Alaska by the United States Rus-

sia did as she pleused, at times much to tie discomfort of

Great Britain and the United States.

40, Ivbid., Part II, p. 70.
41, Ibid., Part II, p. 71.
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A few years after the tfade privilege cluuse had been
refused, the first suggestions of tiie sale of Alaska to the
United States were heard. The Purchase of Alasxa was partly
the result of the amicable relations existing between the
United States and Russiu, and partly due to the failure of
the Russian-American Company and the inability of the colony
of Alzska to continue as a paying investment.

Russia during the Civil War manifested her friendship
toward the United State: in muny ways. She vetoed Napoleon
the Third's plan of intervention just as we opposed concert-
ed intervention in Russia, when the Polish question had a-
roused the opposition of all Europe to her. Besides Russia
sent two fleets to the United States in 1863 and we consider-
ed this a powerful moral demonstration in favor of the North
at a critical stage in the Civil VWar. This idea, however,
according to F. A. Golder, an American authority, was an
erroneous one; Russia actuzlly sent her fleet to the United
States so that it would be free to act in case England or
France went to war with Russia.42 On the whole the relations
between the two countries were very friendly and the public
of United States was satisfied that we owed Russia a good
turn,

Lioreover, Russia was having difficulties in Alaska. In

1849 whaling in the Arctic Ocean was for the first time

42. F. A. Golder, "The Russian Fleet and the Civil War,"
American Fistorical Review, Vol. XX, pp. 801l-8l2.
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successfully attempted. As tne whaling operations moved
farther north, so did trne trade with the whaling vescels
move nortnward along the coast which in time resultel in
repeated violations of the Treaties of 1824 nd 1825, From
the inland side the Hudson Bay Company had advanced far
into Russian territory and as early as 1851 ¥nglish kis-
sionaries were working among the natives of Alaska.43
Russia had considered the colony an investment which was
centered in the Russian-American Commwany. Russia being
oblized to ship her furs thnrough Siberia, finally realized
that foreign traders were able to outbid her for the Indian
trade. Ioreover, the company had scarcely attemnpted to pro-
note the moral, social, and political development of Alaska.
The Company's stock which in 1854 stood at 500 rubles per
share had declined to 75 rubles in 1865. Russia was exX-
panding southward into Asia and at this period was anxious
to dispose of her less profitable American possessions.44
It was Stoeckl who carried on the Russian negotiations
for the sale of Alaska to the United States. The chief ad-
vocate for the disposal of Alaska was Duke Concstantine, a
brother of the Czar, Alexander II, and a bitter opponent
of the Russian-American Company. The Russian Foreign Min-
ister, Gorchakoff, was hostile to the sale of Alaska. When

in 1859 senator Gwinn offered Stoekl $5,C00,000.C0 for

Alaska, the Russian Government studied the offer seriously

43, Henry Clark, "History of Alaska", pp. 62=64.
44, Ivbid., pp. 64-68,
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and was about ready to sell when the Presidential election
of 1860 and the Civil War prevented the culmination of the
transaction, Again in 1866 Constantinet's influence over
the Czar resulted in a return of Stoeckl to Washington
for the purpose of disposing of the Alaskan Territory for
not less than five million dollars. A California organiza-
tion had previously offered to lease the Russian-samericuan
and Hudson Bay Companies' rights?5 President Johnsont's
Secretary of State, William Seward, now offered to purchase
Alaska. He proposed $5,000,000.,00 but Russia held out for
$10,000,000,00. At the outset President Johnson was rather
indifferent to the idea, but in the meanwhile Seward huad
won over the Cabinet. On the nignt cf ilarch 29, 1867
Stoeckl cullcd at Seward's home to report that Russia was
willing to settle at $7,200,000.00, Before Stoeckl returned
to his residence a convention had been dravn up ond signed,
The Senate ratified it by a vote of 37-256

The Treaty of March 30, 1867 between the United States
and Russia provided for the payment of $7,200,000,00 by
the United States Whereby Russia ceded to the United States
all the Alaskan Territory comprising the mainland and the
adjacent islands. The disputed eastern boundary decided
upon was the line drawn by the Anglo-Russian Treaty of 1825,
There were certain minor provisions such as, the withdrawal

of Russian troops; the permission to Russians in Alaska to

45. Ibid. » pp. 70-71.
46. Ibid., pp. 72=-73.
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return home within three years; and the statement that all

franchises and monopolies granted by Russia were nullified.47
This was a new departure in American policy. For the

first time territory which was not contiguous to the Union

48 .ith the Purchase of Alaska the United

was acquired.
States inherited the troublesome boundary quarrel, The An-
glo-Russian negotiations from 1867 to 1906 became Anglo=-
American. To Great Britain it meant the termination of the
Hudson Bay Conmpany's lease and a loss of a considerable por-
tion of tiue coastal fur trade.

Shortly the discussion involving the eastern and south-
ern boundaries of Alaska assumed internationzl importance.
In 1871 the territory of British Columbia was incorporated
into the Dominion of Canada. Less than a year later the
lieutenant-governor of the new province requested the Domine-
ion authorities to take steps for bringing about a "final
and definitive elucidation and settlement of the territorial
rights in North America".49 During July of 1872 the Domin-
ion officials reported the request of British Columbia to
the British Foreign Office as well as to the Douminion Office.
Sir Edward Thornton, the British Liinister to Washington,
consulted the State Department with the result that President

Grant decided to accede to Great Britain's request. The

47, william 1. Malloy, "Treaties, Conventions, International
Acts, Protocols, and Agreements between the United
States and Other Powers". Vol, 2, p.l, 521,

48, Henry . Clark, @p. cit., p. 80.

49, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 214.
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President in his Annual ilessage to Congress, Deceaber 2,
1872, recommended a joint commission be authorized to make
a study of tne point at issue, and suggest a suitable
boundary to Canada aud the United States. Two weekxs later
a bill to that effect failed in Congress.so.

The new vecretary of State, Hamilton Fish, on Febru-
ary 12, 1873 responded to tne second Ottawa appeal by re-
marxing tihat any survey would cover a period of nine years
with an approximate expenditure of $1,500,000,00, He con-
cluded by stating the uncertainty, if not tlie impossibvility,
n{ such a large appropriation by the United States Congress.
After a few weeks the Dominion Government agreed to bear
one=-half the cost of marking a boundury; again the United
Statzss failed to act. From that moment on tne trouble over
tile boundury increased. VWhen the United States officials
in Alaska on iluy 23, 1873 denied British subjects the privi-
lege of free navigation on the Stikine and Yukon Rivers,
wnich had been guaranteed by the Anglo-Russian Treaty of
1325 and the Washington Trezty of 1371, Canada mde a
vigorous but incoasejuential protest, ''hen Fish reuarked
that a survey would cost too much, the Governor-General of
Canada requested Llajor Cameron, Her Majesty's Boundary Com-
missioner, to furnisi an approximate estimate of the cost
and of the time required for carrying out the objects of

-
any comnission that might be appointed."l

50, Senate Executive Docunents, 58th. Cong., 2nd. s5ess.,
Vol. 16, o. 31.
51. Ivid,, Part I, p. 33,
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Witn reference to the scope of tie survey Cameron nade
tite £ollowing statement:

While the United States have indicated a definite plan
of proceedure, and named tne points of the boundzry which
they consider it egssential should be marked, the Governuent
of Canada maxes no reference to sucnh details, and therefore,
leave it to be assumed that they expect thie terms of the
Treaty of 1825 to be fully and strictly carried out. The

cost of marking the boundary will be seriously affected by

the view which may prevail on this subject. 52

Cameron estimated the cost not less tanzn .2425,000,00
nor rore than $2,232,002,00, and tiie time required for its
completion varying from two to seven years. He also designa-
ted the points which should be surveyed. 1Yo action was taken
on Fish's suggestion or on Cameron's report.S:5

The State Department seemed willing enougn to act but
it lacked the support of Congress. The urgency arose when
a group of British settlers laid out a town, on territory
claimed by both Great Britain and the United States. While
discussing tnis matter with Secretary of State Fish, the
Canadian Minister remarked that the affair should have been
settled two years previous. Fish was still apprehensive as
he doubted the possibility of securins the necessary funds,
Thornton and Fish again in 1875 discussed the situation a-
rising over the new town on the Stikine River. The next
move came in March of 1877 when the Canadian Government sent
Joseph Hunter to make a study of the boundary along the

s s 54
Stikine River,

52, Ibid.,, Part I, p. 33.
53, Ibid., Part I, p. 33.
54, Ibid,.,, Part I, o. 33.



¥




23

Hunter was instructed to lay down the line on the
river along the line connecting the two highest mountain
peaks parallel to the coast, and "to lay off or estimate
the ten marine leasues on a course at right angles thereto.
In his report Hunter stated that the crossing of tne river
by a line following the summit of the mountains parallecl
to tihe coast was situated at 19. 13 miles from the coast.55

During the previous year of 1876 Canada had bitterly
remarked to Great Britain trat the United States although
feigning disinterestedness had stood in the way of a bvound-
ary adjustment unlcss its demands were met., In answer to
numerous requests for action by Thornton, Fish announced
that Congress had adjourned thus making further action im-
possible.56

The Hayes Administration cmzme into office in larch of
1877. TFor the time being lr. Plunket, Cuharge d'Affairs at
Washington, represented Great Britain. Iir, Plunket wrote
to ilr., Bvarts, the new Secretary of State, on October 1,
1877 requesting action on the boundary question. DIvarts
reassured Plunket, but was unable to act.57

By this time Joseph Hunter's report was available.

The modus vivendi of 1878 was a result of this report. On

January 19, 1878 Thornton, who again was in active charge

of the British interests in the controversy, sent Evarts

55, Ivid,, Part I, p. 34, o )
56, Ibid., Part I, Case of Great Britain, p. 35.

57. Ivbid., Part II, pp. 36-37,
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a copy of Hunter's report. Would the United States tempor=
arily accept tiie line as drawn by Hunter? Evarts accepted
this temporary arrangement on February the 19th, stipula-
ting that the line so drawn was not to run contrary to any
of the treaty rights of the two countries., Tuie arrangement
so made was not binding due to the fact tnat trne United
States Senate never ratified tre proposal. It lasted until
58

the modus vivendi of 1899 was agreed upon, *

= -

58.

Ibid., Part II, »»n. 36-37. Appendix A, No. 1,






Y]
(91

III

The modus vivendi having beean arringed tuis controversy

did not reach anotner »nczk until tic informal Dall-Dzwson
confereaces at tiic Fisneries Conference of 1887-1338, 3By
1884 the boundary cuestion enter-d into = new pliase of its
history. 1ilr., D=l1l, titen of tl.c United otutes Geological
curvey, advanced the theory that tie boundary according to
the treaty vas impossivle., Rayard, who became secretury of
t.59

Stute i 1885, endursed this viewpoin In a letter to

©

Lord salisbury, Lritvisn Foreign secretary, Bayard. remuarked

Fal
4

}—l

82

(@2

that tane Treaty really gave no voundary at «11l. He

O

claimed that thic statement was comnlately and ouviously
true.690 He furtier stated thut Captain George Vancouver
was a poor tonogragsier; henceforth Dayard declared the line
snould go down the middle of Portland Cunal until it reaclied
tue 569th parazllel of north latitude,®d

By this time the secretary of otate was taxing an
active interect in tie question. Three otlier nci viere par=
ticipunts in the discugeions wiuich led to tiie conferences of
1887-1333, namely: oir Lionel 3Sackville-west, British ilin-
ister to tue United States; Lir. Phelps, american ilinister
at Londoa; uznd Rovert Cecil, Zlaryuis of osulisbury, The TTor-
eiza secreteory for Great Erituin, Froa the outset a comtils-

s . . 62
sion wn: thoucut bhighlyv desirable as a @¢aas to o solution.,

59, Senate Lxecutive Docuwacnts, 53tu. Cong., 2nd. sess,., o,
162, Vol. 16, p. 37.

60, Huzh L. Keenle_ side, on, cit., p. 216.

61, venzate Bxecutive Docuwasats, 49th. Coug., lst, ves:s.,
143, pn. =6,

62, Ibid., p. 12,

0.






dr, 2uelns in ca iatervicw on February 12, 1386 broocii-
ed the subjocet of a coriiiscion to Lord Swilisbury wlio incline-
ed favoratly to the suggestion, tut sald he desired to con-
sult and secure tlie Joninion Governmzat's assent, A
cuhanze of Tingliosii Cubinet occurred ruid Tayard ureed Prnelps
to renew inqguiries wnd aecotiations with tihc new adininistra-

ate, Bajyard, received thc following

[ &
ct
=

tion, ocecretary of

response in llarch, 132

o))

ct

dita refer ence to tiie nrevious corresponlience vn the
tue subject, I “ave tae honor to inform yvou tiat I wa Lu-
thworized by ris Zzcellcnce, tre lurguis of Landsdovine, to
state that he has comwmnicated to Ter llnjcsty's Government
tive asreemait of thie Governasnt of Canada in princinlc to

o preliminury surver of the alaux: bound.ry by a comiission .C4

It bore the vigcniture of ¥. 0. Felyar, Cunadiun linis-
ter to tue United ostates. secret.ry Tuyrd then notified

Phelps of llelyar's letter and instructed hiim to nroceed

with tiie ne_otiations at once. Ilis inct
linit ti.e foraulation of wun zgreement for o nreliainary sur-
vev of the Alackud boundary to be used 2z = basis for a fu-
ture formal convantion.65
The British llinister, oir Lionel wacikville-est, on
aoril Z, 1885 stated that Gre:t Trituzin coreed in osriacinle
to the prelimin.ry eramination, "but that the a_recnent nust
not be uanderstood necessarily to imply the apvointacat of a

. C 66
joint comaission®,

6%Z. Ibid., p. 14, Part I.
&4, Ibid., 0. 15,
65. Ibid., p. 17.
66, Itid., p. 17.
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Dorarl in w letter to Phelns declared tiat o joint com-

mlssion was necescary only wiien the Loundwry line vus zctu-

ally beling laid dovn., This wis = chungce of zttituie vecuuse

[d]

1.

previously Le hud ur % joint coatiscion for =211 curposges,
Jreles inforucd Buyard thut lic nod iavde bothi vronosazls. Lord
Rogeberry of tuhe Foreign 0ffice agreed that 2o joint comrise-
sion wa.n't necess.ry, vet ha refuced to tokes wction until
Conére$s Lad cassed the nccesery cunropriations. Tihen wc-
cording to instructions oir Lionel suckville-vewt 1loft o
mamorondua b tic state Defurtment virich »ointed ouv tiat:

(1) Cuanadr 4id not wssent to = joint comlission--tic Conn-

dizne favorel a preliminury survey, zad (2) Grewt “ritain be-

. K Yo R ~ N R - B L SN ] . PN T
licved thut sucl cn asrecacat wonld fumilsn w swtisfuctory
. S £y~ . B e A N . 40 ot oL Ay NEad
busgls zad would settle the wrowecat over $hie Treawty of
67
I =T 1 14 5 3.3 \ - 1 4 A5 Shal
1825. 0 definive declicicn wiul recucd.,  oecrav.ry of

Y e iy vt . e - . s M “ - > L S 4] 5 N
«1 ficierice conference, ouring tae FTislerics Coniercace

of 1237-1336 tic =us estion was awde for an informal cong il-

s
I

ct+

zticn bheteen an mericun ni o Craledion reprecentotive in

ordzav to facilitate tic ldiscovery of o basls upon iden o

[

1 YN A e P o v T3 L.
it e chosen. 4s oaoresult Uir, Dull, of e Tniled

[

lin

N

(8

o
” ] L v vqn L~ Naa Iel ~T TN, e eyn P
otaites Geologicul curvey, aud 2v, G. M. Duwwrnon, wn calnaent

. - . £3
Conallian uthority on sucli o nroblen, net in Juoshdngton,

67. Icvid., p. 19
A2, cenate Tecutive Docuionts, 3dth. Tong., Pnd. Lesc.,
Vol., 4, o, 1:6, n., 1.
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ittle of definite vulne wes decided

31

t

—

question wae zired,
unon., It did, however, serve as a busis for further discus-

sion,

72. Ibid., De 2,
v2. Tbid., ». 8.
74, Ibid., p. 15.



Information reuwchied the Cinalian Jovermuent in June of
1338 to the effect tuwt certuin perconce were wbout to receive
a cuurter frou tiac alasiian officials wutiorizing tie construc-
tion of a tr.il froa Lonn Cunal by wvay of alte Pugs to the
interior of alacaa. oir Joln lcldonald, Jeouty linister of
Interior of Cuinuda, declared such a cuurtsr was an encroacri-
75

4

ment on Ciniwdian territory,
Tre wttenvion of Lord Calishury wus at once cz2lled to
4

tiie tatter, =z2ad Mer Tnjesty's Uldnister at Tashiagton was in-
structed to infor.a the United states Goverament th=t tids
renort Lal reached thie Fritisn Foreign Office by wuoa it was
preswuzd to bte unfounded "as the territory in gueztion is

76 oir Lionel sucliville-

a part of Fer Il jesty's donminions".
West In nis rejuest failed to stute tue eiact 1301 ion of
the trail and Daywrd in ansver stated trat neither tlie
Interior nor the otute Deoartiient Lad way revort of the a-
71

m1

foremcntioned cuarter., The atter was tuen dropned,

In Aoril of 1321 tie atteation of tue Cunadiaa Govern-

Q

rieat was dravia to a renort of tie United States Coust and
Geodetic wourvey in wanici 1t was stuted that a survey was
about to be mude under the authority of Zongrees wiidcit would

involve tiic murxing of o line tiwou_in the ewd of Portland

———

-~

75, wenzte Iuecutive Document:, 52th, Cong., Cnd. Zess.,
o, 162, Vol. 14, p. 4

76, Ibid., p. “0.

77. Ivid., p. 40,
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to thhe Arctic Ocean.
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a conference took
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ewbodied in 2 convention signed

79

29, 1892,

VAl

reed "a joint

"A.u

the territory =zdjacent to that part

ted States and the Dominion

of Alaska from tiwe Province

st Territory of Cunada

549 40" to the point viiere the said

- S——

78, Ibid., p. 40.
79. Ibid., P. “'l‘
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0 zscertain tle fucls and data necessury to a

permanent delimitation of tlie said btoundary line in accord-

a

ance wivtii tiie spirit wud intent of the existing tresties

(¢
4}

in regard to it betwecon Great Brituin and Russiu, wnd Ve-
80

1.

tween tie United Stutes wnnd Russia”. Tlie two countries

s

also agreed to begin wilhiln two onthis a report to be nmade
witiidn two yeurye, and the exodense to be borne ,jointly.81
They desired to reuwove all possible cuuses for difference
in respect to thie delimit .tion of tnre Alaskan boundury.e2

re J. King wue appointed zs Fer linjesty's Coriaission=-
er and tiiec United States appointed Dr, T. C. Liendenhall,
afterwards succeeded by General William Ward Duffield, The
period for makxing the renort waallen¢thened to December 31,
1895 by a sunnlementary conventiion sigied in revruary or
1894 ,83

It is importunt to note at tiiis time that tlie Conven-
tion of 1292 referred to an existing boundary line. The
facte znd data concerninyg thc boundary viere to be oltained
by a joint survey. Previous cartography or =zcts of settle=-

ment werc not eubodled in the work authorized by the con-

vention, nor did tlhie commissioners report on suchi carto_raphy

80, WwWilliwoa LI, Lialloy, "Treaties, Conventions, Internationzl
acts, Protocols zud agreenents vetween trne United blates
and Otiher Powers", ». 764, Vol. I,

81, Ibid., Vol. I, »n. 764,

g2, Ivid.,, Vol. I, »., 763,

83, Ibid., n. 765,



or acts of cettlemrcut if sucii existed. . restatemcunt cof
tiis was nule later by Cunadin during tre Tribunul proceed-
ings. Tihe Coumissioners presented tleir joint report on
December &1, 1895, followed by a descrintive report in

.- . . -84 | .. . . .
Ilaren of 189477 Mo definite action was taken concerning

thie reports until the modus vivendi of 1899,

-

84, Senate Ixecutive Jocuments, 58th, Cong., 2nd, cess.,
No., 162, Vol. 16, p. 42,
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The control of the Dominion Governncnt in 1895 was won
over by the Liberal party. The Prime Minister, Sir Wilfred
Laurier, was most anxious to try for a system of reciprocity
witii the United oStates zand President Cleveland wis definite-
ly committed to the idea. The possibility of an agreement
on tiiis guestion led to a discussion of other matters, Other
events hurried on a meeting concerning thre boundary.85

on January 11, 1897 =n arbitration trexty was signed by
thhe United States and dreat Britiin and it was ratificd in
May by the United States Senate. &ir Julian Pauncefote was
the most active diplomat in bringing about the arrangement.
Tre Arbitration Treaty of 1897 provided that:

1. All cuestions unavle to be settled by diplomutic
negotiations were to be subjected to arbitration.

2, The tribunal was to consist of six members - turee
from ezci nation.

2. Tne vote should be at least five to one.86

Then too, during the years § 1896 znd 1897 gold in
large =amounts was discovered in tﬁe Klondike area., This
precipitated the famous "Klondike Gold Rush" which brought
many peonle int§ the territory =nd raised grave guestions
of jurisdiction wviere the boundary line had never been

drawn. The only accesa to the gold fields was through Lynn

85, Willi=zx 4. Dunning, "The British Bmpire and the United

States," p. 224, A
86, Senate Executive Documents, 58th, Cong., 2d. Sess.,

Ne., 161, Vol, 4, pp. 4-6.



Canal; the importance of the boundury guestion increased
consideratly. Cauadian pressure increcsced and more and
more were heard demunds for adjudication of the boundury
question.87

In the meanwaile the sexl guarrel had come up again.
John Huy proposed a meeting of the United States, Great
Britain, Russia, and Japan to be held in Vashington. The
scheme broke down owing to the reluctance of Canada who
wanted an Anglo-.imerican confereuce.88 lfothing resulted
until 1898 when discussions concerning some sort of a com-
mission were begun by tne Convention of January 30, 1397
whichh provided for a partial survey of the Alaskan boun-
dary.89

The discussions, preliminury to tiie wppointment of a
Joint Eigh Commission, were carried on by oir Julian Paunce-
fote, British lMinister at Washington, Lir Louis Davies,
Canadian Liinister of Marines and Fisheries, John W. Foster,
a former Secretary of State, and John V. Xgsson, special
American commissioner, After several meetings tiue princi-
pals came to an understanding. They decided upon tl.e prob-
lens that siould come up for axnicable settlement; the number
of persons to represent each country vas fixed; the powers

of the commissioners were defined; and tle proceedure to be

followed was stated.go

87, William A. Dunning, op. cit., p. 325.

88, R. B. llowat, ov, cit., p. 276.

89, Ibid., v. 277.

90, W. M. Malloy, "Treaties, Conventions, Internztionucl Acts
Protocols, and Agreements bet. een United States and
Other Powers, 1776-1909", pp. 770=-772.
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Tne Joint High Commission met in ZJuebec aad Vashington
from august, 1898 to February, 1893. The policy of leaving
Canadian foreign affairs chiefly to tiie Canadians was again
demonstrated. Canada was renresented by Lord Ferschell,

Sir Wilfred Laurier, Sir, R. J. Cartwright, Sir L. E. Davies,
3ir J. T. Winter, and John Charlton; the men to represent

the United States were; Senator C. W. Pairbanks, Senator
George Gray, ¥r,., Dingley, Jonn W, Foster, J. A. Xasson, znd
T. A. Coolddge.%t

Twelve pronositions presented to tihe Joint High Commis-
sion for settlement were: (1) fur seals, (2) Atlantic and
Pacific coast fisheries, (2) the Alaskan boundary, (4) tran-
sit of merchandise "across intermediate territory of the
other", (5) "Trausit of nercrandise from one country to be
delivered at points in the other country beyond the fron-
tier", (6) aliea labor laws, (7) mining rights, (3) reci-
proczl custors concessions, (9) Lake Agreement of 1817,

(10) the marking of the frontier, (11) conveyance of prison-
ers "in the lawful custo.y of the officers of one country
through the territory of tlie other", and (12) any other
difference not included in the foregoing specifications".g2

On August 23, 1898 the Commisgion orgunized for business
in Guebec. Tor a time tne Commission proceeded without dif-

ficulty, but with the asswaption of the boundary guestion

. Thayer, "The Life and Letters of John Hay," p.203.
. Mowat, cp. cit., p. 278,

.
=
o
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proceedure was rmore troublescme. In fact so despairing
was becretary of oState John Fay, that in 2 letter to Henry
¥nite, American ambassader at London, he stated:

I hear from no less tlhiun tiree members of our Cana-
dian commission that by far the worst meaanber of the com-
mission to deal witn is Lord Ierschell, wiio is more cantan-
xerous than any of the Canadians, raises nore petty points,
and is harder than any of the Canadians to get along with.
In fact he is tlie principle obstucle to a favorable arrange-
mecnt, If you could in 2any discreet way, in conversation
with Balfour or Villiers, or even Lord Salisbury, should
occasion offer, intimate this state of things, so that they
night speak a word which would moderate his lawyer-=like
zeal to make a case, it would be a good tning, 93

Thie Commissioners could not agree upon the text of the
Convention of 1825. ‘inen this disagreement became fixed the
Canadians coolly pronosed tnat tlie United States should cede
or grant in perpetuity Pyramid Harbor on Lynn Canal, wuich
was tne only safe deep water harvor in the region, =2nd one
and two-tiiird miles south of the deep water head of Chilkat
Inlet.94 Tnis necessitated tlie cession of a strip of terri-
tory directly through the lisiere'. It was the best route
of travel into Canada; so remarkable was itthat in tine
opinion of tne Alaska Packers Association Canada had notling

o} . .
equal to offer in excha.ng,e.'5 For military reasons the United
States Government could not nos:cibly cede the strip of land
which would divide Alaska. The United States refuscd to

act.95

93, W. R. Thayer, op. cit., p. 204,
94, George L. Davidson, op. cit., p. 201.
95, Ibid., pr. 201.

96. Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 216.
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Arbitration in agreement with the Venezuela affair
wvas then offered by the British Commissioners. Arbitra-
tion was not favorably accepted by the United States, who
wanted an umpire, if they had to nave one, from tne Amer-
ican continent. Jonn Hay writing to Whitelaw Reid stated:

The position in regard to arbitration is not altogetier

free irom awkwardness., After we had put forth our entire
force and compelled, there is no other word, Englund to
accept arbitration in the Venezuela matter, we cannot feel
entirely easy refusing on arbitration in this, and yet if
we went into arbitration on the matter, although our clainm
is as clear as tne sun in Heaven, we know enough of arbi-
tration, to foresee the fatal tendency of all arbitrators
to compromise. 97

Canada did not wish to resort to arbitration if it
seemed likely that it would end in a deadlock. Thus after
several months of discussion the Joint High Commission per-
manently adjourned on February 20, 1899.98

The one positive result of the Joint High Commission

was the modus vivendi of 1899, The boundary line by this

arrangemnent was to begin at tne peak west of Porcupine
Creek running to the Klehine River which it followed for
ten miles to the junction with the Chilkat River, thence
southwesterly six miles to the'peak east of the Chilkat
River. On the Dyea and Skagway trails the summits of the
Chilkoot and White Passes were the fixed points. Some ar-

rangement was also made concerning the heads of Chilkat,

97, W. R. Thayer, op. cit., p. 207,
98, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 231.
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Cnikoot, and Taiya Inlets, It was agreed tnmat the full
rights, privileges, and claims of both countries pending
a settlement were to be protected.99

By accepting the modus vivendi the United States gave

an extensive region of placer gold diggings over to the

control of Canada. Davidson, a geographer for the Alaska

Packers Associution, in speaking of the arrangement stated:

"In consideration of the strained relations between the

citizens of Canada and the United States on these routes, or
. for some inscrutable reason, it may have seemed polite to

the American members of the Joint High Cormmission to yield

this temporary arrangement for thie period during which nego-
100

tiations toward a settlement arc pending.

The modus vivendi of 1899 although never ratified by

the United States Senate lasted until the Tribunal decision

of 1903. Speaking of tne modus vivendi the editor of the

"Canadian Magazine" stated:

One does not care to speak reservedly on this point
since it seems increditable that British diplomacy should
once again, after so many fatal blunders, make another con-
‘cession to deprive us of territory that is ours. The re-
mark of Sir John MacDonald in 1871 recurs to the mind with
unpleasant esignificance: It stated that'if protection was
denied us by England, we might as well go while we had sone
property left us with what we could make an arrangement
with the United States'. The affection of Canada is more
deeper and sincere than it was thirty years ago, to trifle
with it, however, is hazardous in the extremne, 101

99, William M, Malloy, "Treaties, Conventions, International
Acts, Protocols, and Agreements between the United States
and Other Powers, 1776-1909", Vol, I, p. 777.Appendix A,Y0.2,

100, George L. Davidson, op. cit., p. 1927,
101, Canadian Magazine, Vol. 20, Nov, 1902, p. 62,
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The commission to finally settle the boundary dispute
to the governmental satisfaction of both countries was the
Boundary Tribunal of 1903. The convention signed on Janu-
ary 20, 1903 was an outgrowth of the very friendly relations
between the United States and Great Britain. Neither Cana-
da nor the United States was satisfied with the modus vi-
vendi of 1899,

Secretary of State John Hay was very anxious to secure
a treaty. In the new alignment of world politics, which
was measured by continents, Hay deemed it of utmost impor-
tance that friendship should be cemented between the United
States and nations of western Europe. His first object was
to make for closer bonds with Great Britain, in order that
these two nations should be strengthened against possible
conflict with other rivals,102

Working through Pauncefote and his successor, Sir Mi-
chael Herbert, Hay was able to bring about the arrangement.
The Convention of 1903 provided for the organization 6f the
Tribunal; the proceedure to be followed; the treaties to be
considered in the Tribunal meetings; the guestions to be
settled; the places and numbers of meetings; the decision
to be made; and the provisions for ratification by the prin-
cipals involved. The purpvose of the convention was well

stated in the preamble:

102, ¥W. R. Thayer, op. cit., p. 202.
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Lhe United States and His Majesty, Edward VII, equal-
ly desirous for the friendly and final adjustment of the
boundary differences which exist between them in respect to
the meaning and application of certain clauses of the con-
vention between Great Britain and Russia signed under the
date of February 28, 1825, which clauses related to the de-
limitation of the boundary line between the Territory of
Alaska, now in the possession of the United States, and the
British possessions in North Aamerica, have resolved for the .
submissiom of the questions as hereinafter stated to a
tribunal ‘. 103

The first nmeeting of the Tribunal was held September
4, 1903 in the rooms of the British Foreign Office. Previ-
ous to tune meetings cases, counter-cases, and printed ar-
guments were exchanged by the two parties. The Tribunal was
to consist of six impartial jurists, wnose decision was to
be a majority vote of the judges. ZEach country was to se-
lect three of tiae judges.lo4

To represent thne United States President Roosevelt
chose Elihu Root, Secretary of War; Henry Cavot Lodge, United
States Senator from Massachusetts; and George Turner, United
States Senator from tne State of Washington.105 when these
selections became knowvm a storm of protest swept over Cana=-
da, and the Dominion Government took the unusual step of
formally objecting to the choice of the two Senators.lo6

Roosevelt, however, made no changes and Canada was unable to

do anything except to protest through the press.

-

103, William M. M2lloy, "Treaties, Conventions, International
Acts, Protocols, and Agreements between the United States
and Other Powers, 1776-1909%*, Vol. I, p. 787.

104. Ibid., p. 788.

105, Senate Executive Documents, 58th Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
No, 162, Vol. 15, v. 15.

106, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., »n. 218,
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A Canadian authority writing recently on the matter

has remaried:

Elihu Root had then, as now, the confidence and respect
of the whole English-speaking vorld. He was, and is, a man
of the most scrunulous honesty; honorable, able, and consci-
entious. Senator Turner was little known evea in his own
country but was a politican from Washington, the state most
vitally interested in the retention of Alaska. The politi-
cal career of Henry Cabot Lodge, on the other hand, had been
characterized by an excessive devotion to partisan and na-
tionalistic ends. It is not too much to say that for a
quarter of a century he had been recognized as a mischevious
force in international relations and that in relation to
things British in particular he had displayed a complete lack
of objectivity. He had been the incarnation of bigoted na-
tionalism and jingoistic imperialism and his nomination as
an "impartial jurist of repute®™ was bitterly resented in
Canada. 107

"If Lodge and Turner are to represent the United States,®

declared the Toronto Globe, "it makes little difference how

ably the Canadian case is presented." The Montreal Gazette

agreed that "the representatives of the United States were

hardly open to conviction," while the Toronto News suwumed

it up thus: "Mr. Root is a lawyer of real eminence; Senator

Lodge i3 a well known jingo; and Senator Turner comes from

the "State®" in which Seattle is situated.'los
Speaking of the two Auzerican judges, Lodge and Turner,

the Manitoba Free Press on February 24, 1903, declared:

"Whatever may be said of the finul decisions of the Tribunal

it must be agreed that in making these selections the United

e a

107, Ivid., p. 218,
108. Ibido. po 2190
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states Government disl:onored itc own trooty." Tue Ottavwa
Citizen stated: "Heither of them is an impartizl jurist
in any sense of the word. Eoth of them are extreme parti-
sans....... oscnator Lodge, a fiery jingo, has delivered
characteristic intemperate speeciics on tils very subjcct
wnich he is now supposed to view with objective eyes;
speeches in which he ascailed Great Eritain and sneered at
Canada..... Turner represents the stute in which are center=-
ed tiue interests whicn will derive most benefit from a
settleuent in hufmony withh tre American contentions."lo9
Speaking of tiie breach of tre trezty by the United
States, F. C. Viade, one of the counsel for Great Britain
stated: "I have no comuent to make on this excent the ob-
vious one thut a more gross breach of faith on the part of
any nation, great or small, could not be imagined, and taat
e seem to have truveled & long way since tne days of ‘Viashe-
ington and Lincoln."llo
In the United States a leading liberal newspaper,

Sprinsficld Renublican concurred witn the opinion of tlhe

Canadian press when it remarked:
“If the President of the United States were to seek the
country over for rmen wno were entirely without the judicial

quality on this question, he could not find persons whose

109, Ibid., p. 218, )
110, Canadian Magazine, Vol., 22, Februzry, 1904, p. 3C6.
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minds are more set than lkiessrs, Lodge, Turner, and Root,
Tneir selection cannot be internreted in any other way than
that the President intende to block the sligiitest chance of
a decision in the least favorable to Canada”;lll while on

the other hand the Sezttlc Post declared, "that there was

nothing to arbitrate and was proud of the fact that none of
thie American Commissioners would yield on a single point."l12
In an attempt to defend himself against this tirade of
criticism Roosevelt in a letter to Oliver Wendell Eolmes,
an Associate Justice of the United States Supreme Court,
explained his choice in "that no three men fit for tle posi-
tion could not be found in all the United States who had not
already come to some conclusion®", and the American dele-
gates were "anxious to do justice to the Eritish claim on
all points", 1135
Thus from thie outiet thie United States Government arous-
ed Canadian ill-feeling. Roosevelt, of course, in his own
mind was satisfied tnat he had made the best possible se-
lection. It was generally agreed in Canada and Great Bri-
tain that the men chosen to represcnt them were "impartial
jurists of repute.®™. They chose 8ir Louise Jette of Quebec
Province, ir, Allen B. Aylesworth of the city of Toronto,

and Lord Alverstone, Lord Chief Justice of England.ll4

111, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 219,

112, Ibid., p. 219.

113, Ibid., p. 220,

114, Senate Executive Documents, 53th., Cong., <nd. Oess.,
No., 162, Vol. 15, p. 15,
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The Canadian press leaned favorably toward Jette and
Aylesworth, but not so toward Alver:ztone. The Victoria
Colonist on February 24, 1902 printed the"™tone of the Bri-
tish press toward the Boundary Commission foreshadows a
surrender to thie United States", while in Lngland the Lon-

don Saturday Review emphatically reiterated that "tne di-

rectors of our foreign nolicy are throwing our premier col-
ony to the able diplomacy of the United States as a pledge

115 On the

of determination to be friends at all hazards®,
whole the Canadians were dubious as to the attitude of Al=
verstone, It was almost certain that the two Canadians
would vote for Canada‘'s claims. Eence it may be concluded
that the only impartial membver of tune Tribunal was Lord
Alverstone.116
There were a number of other persons involved in the
proceedings. John W. Foster, former Secretary of State, was
designated as the Agent of the United States, while Clif-
ford Sifton served in the same capacity for Great Britain.
Mr., Reginald Tower, British Ambassador at Munich and’ Stutt-
gart, was designated as the Tribunal's Secretary, and with
Mr, J. R. Carter, Second Secretary of the American Embassy
and Mr, Joseph Pope, Under-Secretary of Canada, as Assist-

ant Secretaries. Jacob M. Dickinson, David T. Watson,

Chandler P. Anderson, and H. Taylor were chosen as counsels

115, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 224.
116, Ibid., pr. 224.
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for the United States, while Sir Robert Findlay, Sir Ed-
ward Carson, lir, Christopher Robinson, lir, F. C. Wade, lr,
L. P. Duff, and H. Geoffrion of the Canadian bar, and S.
A. Rowett, and J. A. Simon of the English bar, acted as
counsels for Great Britain and Cana.da.ll7
Seven problems in the form of questions were placed
before the Tribunal. These questions were:
1, What is the intended point of commencement of the
line?
2. What channel is Portland Channel?
3. What cshould be the course from tie point of com=-
nmencenent to the entrance of Portland Channel?
4, To what point of the 569°th parallel should the
line be drawn?
5., Was Russia to remain in the exclusive possession
of a continuous strip of territory separating
English land from ocean waters?
6. From what coast or line should the width of the
lisiere be measured?
7. What if any, afe the mountains referred to as situ-
ated parallel to the coast?118
The points at dispute rested in the meaning and in-

terpretation of the Anglo-itussian Treaty of 1825, waich

117, Senate Executive Documents, 58th, Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
No, 162, Vol, 15, pp. 15=16.

118, william M. Malloy, "Treaties, Conventions, Internation-
al Acts, Protocols and Agreements between the United
States and Other Powers, 1776-1909", Vol, I, pp.790-791,
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involved a discovery of the intentions, knowledge, claims,
attitudes, and devices of the plenipotentiaries to the con-
ference that framed the preaty. In an appendix to this
essay will be found tne various translations together with
the original French wording of Articles IIXI, IV, and V of
the Anglo-Russian Treaty of 1825.llg

Before going into a discussion of the contentions of
tiie two countries it may be stated that both parties, but
especially the United States, introduced the contentions by
basing their claims on and using as a basis of proceedure
the YRules of Interpreting a Treaty"™ by Willian Hall,
taken from Wattel's "Law of Nations", Book II, pp. 268-286
wherein he stated: (1) when a treaty yielded a plain and
reasonable sense it should be interpreted accordingly; (2)
if there was no plain sense then the general sense of the
treaty should be discovered. In interpreting a treaty a
person should: (1) Discover the dominant intention of the
treaty; (2) consider the subsequent acts of the parties to
the treaty; (2) consider the situation and circumstances
in which the treaty was made; (4) interpret obscurities ac-
cording to the probable thoughts of tne negotiators; and
(5) discover the true motive which led to the drawing up

of the treaty.120

119, Appendix B, 7
120, Senate Executive Documents, 58th, Cong., 2nd. Sess.,

No, 162, Vol., 18, rp. 8+10.
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It was generzlly conceded that the United States pre-
sented a much stronger case. Both Great Britain and the
United States presented a history of the controversy such
as had been attempted in the preceeding pages and concluded
by requests for certain decisions. The counter-cases added
evidence and refuted the claims of the other party to the
dispute. The minds of the American judges had by this time
been made up as was snown by a letter of Lodge to Roosevelt
on July 30, 1903 when he stated:

The British counter-case is extremely weak. I have
rezd that and our own since I wrote you and our own is very
strong. At the same time I have not much howne of reaching
an agreement for I do not think they will have the courage
to decide against the Canadians, and the Canadians are so
perfectly stupid about it that they utterly fail to see
that a disagreement deprives them of their only chance to
get out of the matter credltably and leave the land in our
possescions, 121

It must be remembered the only maps available in 1825
were those of Vancouver. In the course of the preparation
of the cases thne American counsel noticed discrepencies be=-
tween Vancouver's narrative and his maps, It was agreed in
principle that in these cases tne mavns were to be consulted,
The British contended that the only maps wortihy and neces-

sary including Vancouver's were the maps prepared by the

Joint Commission authorized by the Convention of 1892,

121, Selections from the Correspondence of Theodore Roose=-
velt and Henry Cabot Lodge, 1884-1918, Vol, 2, p. 41,
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Ainerica wanted to bring additional recent maps into the
Tribunal discussions.122
The United States attempted to show thut Canada until

1339 did not object to thie arrangement of 1825, The Aneria-

can case established these facts: (1) that Great Brituin

during the thirty years after the Purchase of Alaska in 1867

had never given notice to the United States thut sie was

claiming any part of the territory ceded by Russia; (2) that

the United States h .ad entered into possession of, and had

occupied the lisiere, had exercised sovereign rights therein,

and treated the same at all times as a part of its national

domain; and to such occuration and exercise of govermaental

authority Great Britain had entered no protest or objection.lg:5
On tne other hand Canada attempted to prove that from

the incorporation of British Columbia into the Dominion of

Canada in 1871, she had continually reyuested the settlement

of the boundary question.l24
Tnere was no éreat difference of opinion over the first

question., The United States contended tizat the point of

commencement was Cape Muzon which at the time of the nego-

tiations of 1824 and 1825 was believed to be the southern-

most point of Prince of Wales Island.125 It was proved by

122, Senate lixecutive Documents, 58th., Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
No, 162, Vol, 15, Part II, p. 95. Apnpendix, A, Yo. 3.

123, Ibid., p. 102,

124, Ibid., Vol., 16, Case of Great Britain, p. 42.

125, Ibid., Vol,., 15, Part II, p. 103.
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the maps of the Joint Commission of 1892 that Cape Luzon
was the southernmost point of Dall Island and th=t Chacon
was the true southernmost voint of Prince of wWales Island,
Hence the British contended for Chacon Point, but said that
they would be satisfied with Cape Huzon.126

The second question presented a greater difficulty.
This involved an interpretation of Vancouver's charts.
There were several openings into the ocean from Portland
Canal and it was doubtful as to which one Vancouver had in-
tended to be the true Portland Channel. The British claim-
ed that the channel passed between Tongass and Kannaghunut
Islands, so that Wales, Sitklan, Pegrse, and Kannaghunut
Islands belonged to Canada. The United States insisted
that Portland Channel did not follow a straight line but
angled between Pearse Island and Ramsdem Point; this gave
the United States the four islands, The United States sup-
ported this claim by insisting thuat the line follow the
parallel of 54° 40' a contention based on the fact that
this 1line was mentioned in the negotiations of 1825 in ree
gard to the point of commencement. Canada, in respect‘to
the claim of 54° 40!, replied that in the negotiations
Russia had taken a stand upon the charter of Tsar Paul and
had claimed down to 55° north latitude. Since the parallel

of 55° cut Wales Island neur its southern extremity Politica

126. Ibid., Vol. 16, Case of Great Britain, p. 48.
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proposed that the rest of the island go to Russia -- as a
result the starting point accidently was 54° 40°',127

The United States endeavored to show tue channel they
chose was the most navigable Qnd that according to inter-

national law this was proof enough that the claimed channel,

Observatory Inlet, was the true Portland Cha.nnel.l28

Thne United States and Great Britain respectively con-

cluded their arguments with the following claims:

The United States requests the Tribunal to answer and
decide that Portland Channel is the same body of water now
commonly known and described as Portland Canal, which, pass-
ing from the north between Ramsden Point on the mainland
and Pearse Island, and thence southward of the sume island
and Wales Island to enter Dixon Entrance between the island
last mentioned and Compton Island. 1

Great Britain contends that Portland Channel means the
passage Vancouver called Portland Canal and which enters the
ocean between Tongass Island and Kannaghunut Island leaving
Sitklan, Wales, and Pearse Islands on the south and east,
The canal is not to be departed from and if done so is not
the entrance of Observatory Inlet. 130

The solution to the third proposition was dependent
upon the answer given in thne second problem. Great Britain
claimed that the line ran from Cape Muzon or Chacon to the
131

center of tne chnannel between Tonguss and Kannaghunut Islands;

wnile the United States wanted the line to run from Cape

127, Ibid., p. 63,

128, Senate Ixecutive Documents, 58th, Cong., 2nd. tess.,
No, 162, Vol. 18, p. 32,

129, Ibid.,, Vol, 18, p. 43,

130, Ibid,, Vol, 16, p. 65,

151, Ibid,, Vol, 16, Part I, n. 65,
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Muzon in an euasterly direction until it interéected the
center of Portland Channel at its opening into Dixon En-
trance, 192

The fourth proposition presented a more difficult probe
lem. In the first place they didn't know to what point on
the 56© parallel the line should be drawn to, and secondly
they didn't know what course the line should follow. Great
Britain declared that the point to which the line should be
drawn was the point from whicn it was possible to continue
the line along the crest of the mountains situated parallel
toc the coast.153

The United States emphatically stated that the British
claim was contrary to the Treaty of 1825 since the line re=-
commended by them cut off a point of Bell Island and part of
~the mainland from the American possessions since there was
no possible construction of the treaty that enaubled Great

d.134 Therefore,

Britain to claim any part of the mainlan
the United States rejuested tkhe Tribunal to draw the line
along Portland Channel to its head and continue it until it
intersected the 56° parallel north latitude,t3d

Bitter words were exchanged when the fifth problem was

taken up and as a result long arguments were forthcoming.

132, Ibid., Vol, 15, Part II, p. 107,
133, Ibid., Vol. 16, pp. 71=72, Part I,
134, Ibid., Vol. 18, pp. 60-61,

135, Ibid., Vol., 15, E?rt II, p. 104,



54

The Canadians stated that it was not the intention of the
Treaty of 1825 to exclude them from the inlets, bays, and
havens along the coast. The United States asserted that
Russia under the Treaty was left in contrcl of a continu-
ous strip of land not to exceed ten marine leagues in width.136
Any answer that might be given was dependent upon the mean-
ing attached to the French word cote. To the Americans
the word meant continuous land with all the sinuosities and
indentations so that the boundary would never come within
thirty miles of the tidewater. Canada had a different in-
terpretation; to them it meant a line that applied to the
coast outside the narrow inlets, to general trend, and that
did not penetrate farther in than a boundary line drawn from
headland to hea.dland.137

The United States attempted to prove the efficacy of
its claims by referring to international law which stated
that there were two coast lines, an inner and an outer one.
In measuring boundaries the inner coast line was used =
Canada agreeing that was the proper course to pursue along
the Alaskan coast, but the two parties would not agree to
the use of the vhysical coast line which up to that time
had been used by all nations in drawing boundaries., By

using the physical coast line the United States would pre-

vent the drawing of a line following the general trend of

136, Ibid., Vol. 16, pp. 71-72,
137, Ibid., Vol. 18, p. 65,
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the coast which in tﬁrn would have permited Canadw to have
access to the ocean.138
The Canadian claim insured Canada an arm of the ocean
that afforded the most practical access to the Klondike
gold fields which were mostly on Canadian soil, while the
American claim shut Canada from the ocean north of Cape

139

Muzon., Thus the United States requested the Tribunal to

answer and decide in the affirmative14° while Great Britain
demanded a negative a.nswer.141

The sixth guestion dealing with the manner in which
the width of the lisiere was to be measured depended upon
the answer - given in the fifth instance. If the fifth ques-
tion was answered in the affirmative there was no need for
an answer in the sixth. But if the fifth was answefed in
the negative the United Stutes requested that the line be
dravn from the neads of all the inlets along the lisiere}42
Great Britain requested that "the width of the lisiere be
measured along a line perpendicular to the general direction,
locally, of tne mainland coast of the oceah".143

The seventh and last gquestion created considerable dis-

cussion. The United States contended that the mountains

referred to in the Treaty of 13825 really did not exist., They

- e —

138. Ivid., »p. 15, 18,

139, W. A. Dunning, op. cit., v. 322,

140, Senate Executive Documents, 58th. Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
No. 162, Vol. 15, Part II, ». 105,

141, Ivbid,, Vol. 16, pp. 72=73.

142, Ivid., Vol. 15, Part II, »n. 105.

143, Iwid., Vol. 16, p. 78.
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went on to state that Vancouver was a very poor topograpner
and had misrepresented the mountains. Ir, Dall had nuade an
extensive survey of tne area during the last decade of the
nineteenth century and had been unable to find the mountains
referred to by Vancouver, Therefore, the United States re-
quested the Tribunal to decide that "sucn mountains do not

144 Great :

exist within ten marine leagues of the coast".
Britain contended that "there arc such mountains and that
they are to be found fronting the general coast of the main-
land along the whole coast from 56° north latitude north-
ward®,143

There was some doubt as to possibility of an agreement

between tne Judges of the Tribunal. Aan editorial appearing

on September 12, 1903 in Harpert's Weekly stated:

It is expected that the consideration of the case will
be complete within two months, but whether any award is
rendered depends upon the question whether the American
Commissioners can succeed in convincing their British Col-
leagues that their claim is well founded, Otherwise the
Commission will he divided and no decision will be rend-
ered, 146

Any decision that might be made depended upon the atti-
tude of Lord Alverstone. Lodge in writing to Roosevelt on

September 12, 1903 stated that Alverstone was at that time

samewhat contrary to the American view and that if he

144, TIoid., Vol. 15, Part II, p. 106,
145, Ivid., Vol. 16, Part I, ». 78,
146, Harper's Weekly, Vol, 47, September 12, 1903, b. 1468,
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persisted in remaining such the American Commissioners would
cause a split and the lisiere would be taken over by the
troops wihnich Roosevelt hud stationed in Alaska for that very
purpose.l47 However, Alverstone did weaken and in accorde
ance with the Convention of January 24, 1903 a written de-
cision was submitted to the Tribunal by the sii Judges.l48

The Tribunal Judges decided that: (1) the point of
commencement was Cape lMuzon; (2) Portland Channel was the
channel which passed north of Pearse and Wales Islands, and
wnich after pass;ng north of Wales Island passed between
Wales and Sitklan Islands into and through a channel called
Tongass Channel; (3) the line was to run from points "B" to
"C" as marked upon the map; (4) the line was to be drawn to
the point on tne 56° parallel marked "D® on the map with the
boundary line to be drawn from "C" to "™D"; (5) the fifth
question was answered in the affirmative; (6) no answer was
necessary for the sixth; and (7) there were such mountains
parallel to the coast but their exact location would have to
be determined before a definite line could be drawn, %?

The draft was signed by Lord Alverstone, Elihu Root,
Henry Cabot Lodge, and George Turner., Jette' and Aylesworth
t.150

refused to sign the documen

Following the Tribunal's decision the Judges submitted

147, Selections from the Correspendence of Theordore Roose-
velt and Henry Cabot Lodge, Vol. 2, p. 57,

148, Senate Executive Documents, 58th. Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
No, 162, Vol. 15, p. 32,

149, Ibid., p. 32. Appendix A, No. 4.

150, Ibid,.,, p. 32.
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written opinions on the most troublesome of the questions,
The second question was the first to be contended. Mr,
Aylesworth stated:

The course for the boundary is directly opposite to
the distinct findings made, and the whole line of reasoning
adopted by the President in his memorandum of reasons for
the decision, It was a line of boundary which was never so
much as suggested in the written case of the Unitesd States
or by counsel before us. No intelligent reason for select-
ing it has been given in my hearing, 151

Jette said Canada had been compromised and the unheard
of had been done when the line was so drawn contrary to all
previous and logical understanding.l52

Alverstone defended his position concerning the sharp
turn in the boundary by saying that "the reference to Ton-
gas: Island in 1835 as being on the frontier of the Russian
Straits, and in 1863 as being on the north side of Portland
Canal, and in 1867 as to Tongass being on the boundary line
between Canada and Alaska, are strongly confirmative of the
view arrived at“.ls3

The fiftn question aroused severe comment. Aylesworth
contended that the width of the lisiere should be measured
from the outer coast and that when the Treaty spoke of ocean
al.154

line it did not refer to tne coast line along Lynn Can

Jette! ridiculed the decision which deprived Great Britain

151, Ibid., p. 84.
152, Ibid., pe. 70.
153, lbid., p. 36.
154. Ibido. ppo 88“‘91.
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of any access to the sea along tne whole lisieg§.155 The

American Judges stated that the ordinary meaning of the
Treaty called for the exclusion of Canada from tiae ocean
and that all the official maps for a period of sixty years

156 Alverstone based his

had drawn the line accordingzsly.
construction upon the ambiguities of the Treaty of 1825.
He was of the firm conviction that the line was to be drawn
around the bays, havens, and inlets.157
Canada was very critical of tne outcome of the award,
This criticism was directed not so much against the details
of the award itself as against the methods employed in reach-
ing the decision. Two main lines of criticism as presented
in the national press were; first, the betrayal of Caznada's
interests by the mother country for political reasons; and
second, the American disregard of the convention stipulation
in the selection of jui‘ists.l58

Regarding the first point the Vancouver Province on

October 21, 1903 stated: "It showed that we cunnot depend

upon the mother country to protect our interests; it shows

that we cannot depend on her to see common justice done us,
when, by sacrificing us, she has an opportunity of catering
to a sentiment which does her much less credit than she

imazines", The Victoria Colonist summarized the Canadian

155, Ibid., p. 79.

156, Ivid., pp. 46-48,

157, Ibid., op. 37=38.

158, Hugh L, Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 227.
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feeling as follows: "About tiie decision we do not care.
Our main consideration is the means by which it was arrived
at. The prevailing tone of the British press has not been
the necessity of maintiining imperial rights, but the ne-
cessity of cultivating the friendship with United Statzs,®

The Rossland iiiner on Octover 22, 1903 declared in a bitter

mood: "Perhaps we should be thankful that there is no terri-
tory left which prospering America can reach for, and com-
placent British Commissioners give away™., The Toronto
World on October 19, 1903 printed: "This is not the first
time British diplomacy has proven costly to Canada. Canada,
however, accepted a "loaded"™ Tribunal as a means of effect-
ing settlement. The negotiations have gone against us. It
is our duty to submit ....... What Canada should do to pro-
tect herself in the future is a question which deserves and
will undoubtedly receive deep consideration,"199

R. E. Gosnell, Victoria Provincial Librariaa, in cri-
ticizing Engluand's early foreign policy asserted: "If some
vears ago the imperial authorities had understood the advan-
tage of possessing Alaska, Great Britain, today, would be
troubled with one less of those bcundary disputes in which
they are so extensively involved, and there would be to us
the supreme satisfaction of seeing the Dominion of Canada
absolute possessor of all the territory between the 4§%h

parallel and the Artic Ocean."l6o

159, ¥bid., p. 228.
160, Canadian Magazine, Vol. 6, January, 1896, D. 248,







61

Not only was Canada disgusted with Great Britain but
also with the "impartial jurists", especially those of the
United States. Perhaps the best sumanary of the Canadian
viewpoint is to be found in an editorial of the Manitoba

Free Press, October 13, 1903 from which the following is

quoted:

We recognize that the Canadian case may have been the
weaker of the two. If this were the case it undoubtedly is
unfortunate that the decision should have been reached by
means that have left one of the parties to the dispute con-
vinced that it has not been justly dealt with., The merits
of the case, to the satisfaction of one of the parties can
never be decided now. If Canada was the right the decision
was lamentable; if she was wrong it is calamitous that an
impartial Tribunal could not have made this clear, as it is,
the damage is irreparable. Canadians, with very few excep-
tions, will accept without question the statements of their
representatives that their interests were sacrificed and the
resulting resentment is certain to affect the attitude of
Canada toward tne United States, and in a still greater de-
gree, toward the Wotherland, 161

The Le Journal, an imvortant French lMontreal daily,

stated: "We find ourselves contemplating, not the decisions

of ain arbitration Commission, but a diplomatic arra.ngement."162

John A. Cooper in the Canadian lugcazine stated that

Canada's rights were sacrificed for imperial gain and "if

the Canadian Government had thought for a moment that in this
case the decision would have been diplomatic and not judicial
it is safe to say that they would never have agreed to this

reference to six ,jurists."163

-

161, Hugh L. Keenleyside, op. cit., p. 228.
162, Ibid., p. 227,
163, Canadiun Magazine, Vol., 22; November, 1903, p. 93.
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United States was elated and satisfied. Everything
had gone her way and even the concession she did make seem-
ed to favor her. President Roosevelt was certain that the
United States had attained her just rights, and that Canada
was not actually losing territory. Roosevelt, of course,
had exercised much influence over the Trivunal and perhaps
this partly accounted for the decision., Likewise, the Am-
erican press lauded the decision and criticized the Cana-
dian attitude,

Commenting on Lord Alverstone Harper's Veekly of Octo-

ber 31, 1903 declared:

By tlie decision rendered in the Alaskan controversy
he has convinced the American peovle that a British jurist
can be trusted to act on an international tribunal without
any proper bias in favor of his native land. e has gone
far to convince us, for the first time, not only taat it
might be at once safe and wise to refer to arbitrution all
future disputes between Gre:t Britain and the United States,
but that the arbitration migunt well be of a unigue and ime
posing kind, reflecting equal honor on bothh purties thereto,

The Living Age sjmnathized with Canada: ™We sympathize

with the Canadians in their disappointment, and we fully.
understand their soreness in view of the, to say the leust,
of the non-judicial guality of the American side of the
Tribunal,*'62

Harper's Weekly severely criticized und rebuked Canada

for her unfriendly protest: M"Evidently the Canadians are

poor losers.......We prefer to believe that they have been

164, Harper's Weekly, Vol. 49; October 31, 1903, p. 1728,
165, Living Age, Vol, 239; November 21, 1903, p. 505.

-
}



carried away by irritation, and by their keen disappointe
ment are disablasd for evincing the equanimity, the resige
nation, the cheerful acceptance of accomplisned facts which
were exinibited by the American members of the board to wikich
tlie Bering Sea controversy was submitted.“166

The United States felt thut it had achieved a diplo-
matic triumph and had at the same time secured a nore friend-
ly understanding with BEngland. Most of the American people
were convinced the Tribunal's decision was a right and just

one,

166, Harper's Weekly, Vol. 47; p. 1777,
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VII

In 1905 and 1906 thne final chapter of the Alaskan
boundary dispute was written. Canada alone could not re-
pudiate the decision of tne Tribunal. The United States
and Great Britain were anxious to conclude the settlement
and to smoothen out the difficulty concerning the seventn
gquestion which judges of the Tribunal had encountered.

On January 24, 1904 Mr, Loomis, Acting Secretary of
State, received a note from Sir Mortimer Durand, British
Ambassador at Washington, informing him that the Canadian
Government was ready to enter into arrangements for the
delimitation of the boundury between British Columbia and
Alaska, and thiey propnosed to appoint Ur. King as their nem-
ber of tine Delimitations Commission. Iilr. Loomis informed
Durand on February 5, 1994 that Mr, O, H. Tittruan, Super-
intendent of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, had Leen ap-
pointed as the United States' member on the commission for
drawing the boundary in conformity with the Tribunal award,
He also advised that "owing to the brief season in which
work can be done to advantage I venture to suggest to your
BExcellency tne expedience of an early conference between
ilessrs, Tittman and King in order that worx wmay be begun

without undue delay."l67

Sir Mortimer Durand on October 1, 1904 told Loonmis that

Tittman and King had completed their work and that Canada

167. House Documents, 58th, Cong., 3d. Sess., Vol. 1,
p. 324,
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was satisfied with the proposed line and "they have express-
ed the wish that the United States should be approached with
a view to obtain their formal agreement to that line us an
internationzl bounda.ry".168 A copy of the report of the
Delimitutions Commission was enclosed in the letter,

Joian Hay on December 2, 1904 after studying the report
of Tittman and King announced to Durand: "In reply I have
the honor to state that the Government of the United States
is likewise ready to accept the proposed line as satisfuc-
tory, and considers that it will be sufficient for the two
governments to accept formélly thie recommendations of the
commissioners by an exchnange of notes."169

Thus on ilarch 25, 1905 notes were excnunged by the
respective governments, Alvey A. Adee, Acting Secretaury of
State, in a note to the British Ambassador, H. M. Durand,
accepted the line druwn between points "P" and "T" as drawn
by Tittman and King. Durand gauve to the Secretary of State
a similar note expressing Great Britain's acquiescence.l70

The following year Roosevelt was able to secure with
Great Britcin an agreement for the surveying of the 141°%st
meridian west longitude as a boundury between Alaska and the

Dominion of Canada.171

The Alaskan Boundary Convention of 1306 provided for

168. Ibid., p. 325,

169, Ivid., p. 325.

170. House Documents, 59th Cong., lcst. Sess., Vol. 1,
pp [ 478"480 [

171, House Documents, 59th, Cong., 2nd. Sess., Vol. 1,

pp.801, Part I,
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the appointment of one commissioner by euch country for the
purvose of nuking a survey. A sturting vwoint on the 141°%st
meridian west longitude was to be determined and then to
trace "as much of the north and south line passing through
the said point as is necessary to be defined to deteraine
the exact boundary as establisied by the Treaty of 1825.m%72
830 ended the difficult boundury contention that had
tried the tempers of the English-spezking peorles continu-
aully since the beginning of their new history as neighbors,
Until so.ze ncw and unforeseen acquisitions of territory by
one or the other of the nations shall take plazce, no further
difference of this sort seems possible. ILvery yard of the
4,000 mile line along wiiich the British and American do-
miins are contiguous, from the Bay of Fundy to the point
where the 1419°st meridian intersects the shore of the Arctic
Ocean is now fixed wnd most of them by the most precise

rmethods known to :odern science.173

.

172, William M., Mulloy, "Treaties, Conventions, Intern.tional
Acts, Protocols, and Agreements between the United States
and Other Powers, 1776-1909%", Vol. 2, p. 80C,

173. R. B. Mowat, op., cit., p. 333.
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The avard mede by the Alaskan Bound.ry Trivunal of
1905 appears to have been a just and right onc. The United
States had exercised comdlete soverelgnty over the disputed
area since the vurcrace of Alaska from Russiu in 1867.
Canada at no tine had attempted to control the area or any
of its bays and inlets, Until the discovery of gold in the
Klondike area Canada hud not placed any pressure uvon areat
Britain for zan immediate settleasent. After 1897 the need
for a waterway into the Britich hinterlund becaiic neces-
sary. All things considered it now aprears that Canuda had
tlie weaker clain.

In arder to understand why the Alaskan boundary dise
rute wos settled by the United States and Great BEritain in
the manner previously narrated, it 15 necessary to reali:ze
tiie status of Grezt Britain internationally during the early
years of the twentieth ceatury. The adjudication and settle-
mént of the boundary guestion wac not a matter of a few
sgquare miles to Englandy it was the absolute need of & po=-
werful ally to stand witl her against certain European po-
wers, Gernwn industrialism was at the »Hoint wviere erpan-
sion was necessary if its industiries were to survive; con-
sequeantly she wes looking for colonies wiich migint furaish
new lmwikets and rav rmeterials., Kaizer Wilhelm had attempted

to increase tlhe friendly feeling between Grewt EBritain and
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Germuny by visiting Siagland in 1905, but tue tris failed
wlserably. PFrance, fearing austria and Italy, could not
recivrocate too onenly ac a friend of Great Britein, Fraance
was having trouble in ilorocco dve to Germun intervention,
Czar Ilicholus II was a cousin of Kaiser Wilhelm =ad wvas
most anxious to remxin friendly toward Germany. The only
vowerful unallied nation was the United States, and in view
of thne enormous militury strenztn of Germuny, it wow both
wice and necessary to befriend tie United Stztes wiio could
furnisili materizl and manpower in case. of war.

Great 3ritain relative to the Alaskan voundzey had no
choice to make even though ehe hud become exasperated with
Roaosevelt's aggreéiveness. Thie Dominicn interests had to

m

ve sacrificed for = larger and more necessary gain. The
combined efforts of Great Britzin and the United States led
by President Roosevelt did rezult in the submission of the
Moroccan guestion to a meeting of wowers wiich groun decided
against Germuny. Roosevelt seemed to hive influence over
thie Kaiser and tnis was heluful to Great Britain., United
States and Great Britain had besn on frieadly terms for many
veurs and had been able to adjust their difficulties anica-
bly by some fori of zrbitration. Tierefore, rather than
break off this friendly relationsnip witia the United btates

ciid endunger her vosition in Europe, England sacrificed the

maller materisl gain on the MNorth American Continent,
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An anti-Anerican feeling hiad been slouly devclowning
in Canuda and naturally tne sentiment increascd following
ti.e decision of the Tribunal of 190J3. The Canadian press
lambastzd Roosevelt continually with sarcustic inferences
respecting the avarice and greed of the anericun veople.

tihether or not tais feeling had something to do with
thie failure of the recinrocity treaty between Cinada and
the United Stztes during the Taft adainistration is herd to
conclude, Undoudbtedly trne econonmic interests of Canada had
more to do with the suwping and defeating of tic recipro-
city trealy tiun any other single influence or factor., IFrom
a political viewpolint it may be vossible that Clifford Sif-
ton, Agent for Greot Britzin at the Tribunal of 1903 und
later lecder of the Conservaiives, was affectel by tuc de-
cision to the extent thut his anti-Americanism becaae far
more intense and he was very eager to defeat Lauricr and the
Liveral Party. Heary Cavot Lodge earlier had remarked that
Lzurier feared Sir Charlec Tupper, tien leader of tre oppo-
sition purty, more than ne feared Salisbury and licilinley
éombined.174There is the possibility that the Liberals fear=-
ed a settlement in fuvor of tiz United States because the
Conservatives were likely to mcXke a »nolitical iscue out of
the outcome at hoae. It may be that tie Liberals broughkt

,

about a stronger expression of anti-imericanism zamong the

Conservatives with the result that this same spirit wvas

- -— ~—

174.4.,R. Thayer, "Life and Letters of Jorn Huy", Vol. 2,
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p. 114,
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agein disrlayed during thz reciprocity negotiations of
1910-1912, On tne whole, however, econonic consideratioas
and not patriotic sentiment seem to huve becn resnonsible
for the defeat of reciprocity.

Canadiazn »uulic onrinion after the decision was both
favorable and unfavorsble, The nuiionil press was very
severe in its criticism of Lord Alverstone. In Canada tuo
groups had arisen over the issue as to whether Canada ought
"or ougnt not belong to the British dominions. The expres-
sicn of these two attituldes was evinced earlier vien Laur-
ier during the Boer Wur sent 7,000 Cunadians to Africa.

The French Cunadiwas were not nleased with tiie action and
became bitter opvonents of the Liberal Party. Laurier lean-
ed toward imperiélism until his defeat in the election of
1910. It appears tnat the outcorne of the dispute did not
snaxe thie Liberal Party's confidence in the Britisi: Govern-
rent although an uniuvorable press and public owninion had
arisea, Thne anti-imperiulicts desiring to sever relations
sngland
with deemed the Alaskan Boundary Tribunzl to be one of tkose
British mistakes which were beginning to nrove so costly to
Cznada. Laurier, of course, found that he Lad not only thre
Conservativec, but also the anti-imnerialists to onoose, It
appears thot the decision of the Alaskan boundary disgute

added to the long list of »neonle wno wanted to brezk avay

from the mother country.
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Canuda,even thcough she might have had a strong case,
was not in a position to dictate to Grezt Britain who was
in need or a very vowerful ally to aid hcr in keeping tne
Buropean situwtion in check. Hence Canada's interests
were sacrificed but it seems to have been a wise step on
the part of Great Britain.,

The man viio carried the greatest deternining influ-
ence over the Tribunal was Tiicordore Roosevelt, President
of thic United sStates. Why did Great Britain fear Roose-
velt? Roosevelt was convinced that the United otates ovmed
vithout question the disputed area and was determined to
secure the finality of such a viewnoint even at the point
of a bayonet. Again his policy in the Alaskan dispute was
the "big stick policy". Ko obstuacle was going to hinder Lim=-
every inchi of the disouted area was and always would be the
property of tue United State: if Roosevelt Lad his way.
What he could not zccomplish by permitting matters to run
their course he achieved by threats. As early as Larcn,
1902 he hzd ordered secretary of iar Root to place troops
at all strategic noints clong the disouteld area with a view
of exerting force, if necessury, to defend the american
claims. TFour months later he remarked to Huy that the Cana=-
175

dian claim was "an outrage, pure and simple', 20 certain

bid

w2s Roosevelt of his ground, and because he versonzlly ex-

pected Great Britain to interfere, that he invited a war

-—

175. H, P. Pringle, "Theodore Roosevelt", p. 291,
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witn Canada vwiicn according to the President would be
futile for the Canadians.l75

Joen 1t becase apparent that Grent Britain was going
to interfere in the dispute between Cunada wnd tie United
States, Rvoscvell sent Oliver Tiendell Holm% to the British
Premier and Foreign Secretury with a letter, whicn stated
that taere would be no arbitration of the matter, cut that
in a message to Congress Le would mcke it necessary for
Congress to break off negotiations and draw a line suitable
to tie President, 177

Such an outspoken viewpoint could not bve disregarded,
becauce Greot Brituin nad too much at stake and dared not
opnose tne dynawmic and opopulwr Rooseveli, Accordingly Lord
Alverctone wuas cliosen as England's jurist on the Tribunal.
‘Zven Roosevelt admitted that the three Anerican judges were
comnitted to a decision before the cases were exXcnanged, and
that thiey considered the Americuan clazim to be very strong.
The two Canadicn judses were ciiosen as being impartizl jur-
ists of repute, but most Listorizns agrse that Ayvleswortn
and Jette'! were prepazred to tnini well of Canada's claia,

The Tribunal, in short, was a polite way of letting
Great Britain out with dignity. Before the first session of
trne Tribunul the decision had been made, Actually tuere was

no arbitration. Tne decision was not a judicial one; it was

-~ —

- -

176Ivid., p. 291,
177R. B. liowat, on., cit., p. 289
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after all = diplomitic comypromise, United States undoubted-
ly hoed the stronger case, but the com romising fewtures would
not nave been so0 nvticeavle nad Roosevelt made a wiser selec-
tion of jurists. ©Supreme Court Justices would have been
preferred to politically-biased Unitcd States wenators,

Once convinced of the correctness of tne United States!?
position Roosevelt wace not going to deviate from the cliosen
course., He wau opposed to long-drawn out negotiaticns and
preferred short-cut methods, When Jolhn Hay's procedure did
not satisfy him}and after Hay became too ill to take an ac-
tive vwrt in the wffairs of State,Roosevelt becane his own
becretary of State, Altiwough Roosevelt was clumsy in nis
methods and undiplomztic he achieved the desired objective,

It must be adaitted that Roosevelt did not n»nromote
necessary and hizhly desirubly friendship with Caneda; nor
did he secure tre honest friendly feeling of Greut Britzing
besides he did not conduct h'mself in accordance with the
Anglo~American traditions, volicies, and diplomutic proce=-
dures of the pust,

The Anglo-American dispute over the boundary betwecn
Alaska and Britisn Columbia was the last'of the boundury
settlements on the North Americzn continent between EBritish
and american territories, Aswual the fine friendly feeling
was displeyed by Greut Britain and tie United States in the

settlenent of their difficulties, It does not seem pos.ibvle
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that Cunada znd the United States will clash over bhoun-
daries again and thnat in spite of this incideat f&r more
desirable and necessary relationsiiips hinve been left cven

to both tine Cuonadians and the Americans,
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appendix B

Translations and original text
of the Disputed Clauses of the

anglo=-Russian Treaty of 1825



French Text of Anglo~Russiun Treaty of 1825
Article III

"La ligne de demarcation entre les Possessions des
Hautes Parties Contiractontes sur la Cate du Continent et
les alles de ltamerigue Nord-Ouest, sera tracee ainse
qu'til suit,"

"A parter du Point le »lus meridional de 1'lle dite
Prince of Wales, lequel Point se trouve saas la par allele
du 54 me degre 40 minutes de latitude Nord, et eantre le
131 me et 133 me degree de longitude Ouest. (lMeridien de
Greenwich), la dite ligne remontera gu Nord le long dela
passe dite Portland Canannel; jusqu' au auit de 1la terra ferme
ou elle atteint le 56 me degne lutitude Nord; de ce dernier
point la ligne de demarcation siuvra la crete des montagues,
situees parallelement a la Cote, jusgqu'au point d'intensec-
tion du 141 me degre de longitude OQuest, (meme Meridien);
et finalement du dit point dfintersection, la meme ligne
meridienne du 141 me degre farmera, dans son prolongement
jusgqu'a lu ler Glacials, la limite entre les Pasgsessions
Russes et Britaniques sur le continent de ltimerique Hord

Ouest "
Article 1V

All est entendu, pur rapport a la ligne de demarca-

tion determinee dans 1l'Article precedent;



"l. Que 1l'ilse dite Prince of Wales apprentizsnda
tante eatiere a la Russia,

2e que partoute au' la crete des montagnes gqui s!
etendent dans une direction pur allele a la Cote depuis
le 56 me degre de latitude Nord au point dtentersection
du 141 me degree de longitude Cuest, se trouverait a la
distance de plus de dix lieues marines de 1'Oceuan, la
limite entre les Possessions Britanniques et la lisiere de
Cote mentionnec ci dessus comme devant appartenir a la
Russia, sera formee par une ligne parallele aux sinnosites
de 1z Cote, et gui ne pauna jamais en etre eloignee que de

dix lieues marines,"
Article V

"All est convenu en outre, gue nul Etalelessement ne
sera forme par l'une de deux Parties dans les linites que
les deux Articles precedens assignent aux Poscessionz de
ltAutre. BEn coasequence, les Sujets Britanniques ne for-
meront aucun, Etablessement sait sur la Cote, suit sur la
lisiere de terre ferme comprise dans les limites des Poses-
sions Russes, telles qu'elles sont designees dans les deux,
Articles precedens; et, de meme, nul Etublessement ne sera

forme par des Sujets Russes au dela des dites limites,"






Literal Translation of Articles III and IV of
thie Russizn Text of the Treaty Between Great Britain
and Russia of February 28, 1825, As Certified by the

Russian Foreigza Office.l

Article I1IX

"fhe line of limitesepzration between thc possessions
of the High negotiating sides unon tlie shore of solid land
and uvnon tiie islands of north west aAmerica shall be draun
out in the following manner:

Beginning from the very southern point called the
Prince of Wales, which »oint finds itself under 549 40!
north latitude and between 131 and 133° of west longitude
(counting from Greenwich meridian) the azbove mentioned line
stretches itself through the north lengthwice by the inlet,
called Portlund Channel up to tuat point of solid land
where siie (the line, not the inlet) touches the 56%of nortn
latitude. Thence the line of 1limit sepuration shall follow
thie backbone of tie mountains sprezd out in a parallel di-
rection with the shore up to the point of cutting across
upon thne 141 degree of west longitude (fro:; the swae meridi-
an) and, finlly from thrhis point of cutting across the same
meridinal line of 141° composes in its continu=tion up to
the Frozen Sea, the boundzry between the Russian and the

British Possession on thre solid land of North West America,

- ~—~— e - - - -

1. Senate Ixecutive Docuwment, 53th, Cong., 2nd. Sess.,
Mo, 162, Vol. 15, Anpendix, pe 7.






article IV

In relution to the line of limit separation defined
in the preceeding article, it is understood: (1) That the
islund nawed Prince of Wules, shiall belong to Russia en-
tire without exception,

(2) Th.t everywhere, where the backbone of the moun-
tains stretches out in a parallel direction with the shore
from 569 north latitude up to the point of cutting across
under 141° of west longitude, shall stand away farther thzan
ten murine miles from the Ocean, the boundury between the
Great Britain Possessions and the above designated shore
as being necessary to belong to Russia, snall be dravm out
by a parallel line with the crookecdness of the shore and

cznnot go farther thgn ten naval miles from it."






tiie British possessions and the line of coast wiich is
to belong to Russia as above mentioned (that is to say,
the 1imit to the n»ossessions ceded by this convention)
shiall be formed by & line parallel to the winding of tie
coxst, and wiich shall never e:iceed thre distance of ten

mrine leagues, therefrom."
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